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The kinematics of the ultra-diffuse galaxy (UDG) NGC1052-DF44 is primarily influenced by
the presence of dark matter (DM). In this paper, we conduct a contrasting kinematic study of
DF44 within the alternative modified gravity framework. In comparison to NFW DM, we test
three alternative gravity models viz Milgromian dynamics (MOND), characterized by a known
acceleration scale, a generic f(R) model, assuming an expansion of the Ricci scalar, and a quantum
gravity-inspired Renormalization Group correction to General Relativity (RGGR), which involves
the running of the gravitational coupling parameter G with the Universe’s energy scale. For each
gravity model, we evaluate the velocity dispersion (VD) of the galaxy beyond the conventional
radial isotropic assumption and extend to two anisotropy scenarios, i.e., constant and Osipkov-
Merritt. Our results show that all three gravity models can provide consistent fits to the observed
VD of DF44; however, only MOND and RGGR remain competitive with NFW DM. Interestingly,
the constant anisotropy scenario in all the models is also found to be competitive with the complete
isotropic assumption.

I. Introduction

General Relativity (GR) is well-tested within our solar
system scale as well as in astrophysical and cosmological
scales. In recent years, two different experiments have
validated GR: the observation of Gravitational Waves
(GW) [1], as well as the image of the black hole at the
center of the M87 galaxy by EHT collaboration [2].
However, on the scales of galaxies GR faces the crucial
missing mass problem, i.e., there is a mismatch between
the dynamical mass required to keep the gravitational
system stable and the baryonic mass contained within, as
can be visualized by the Rotation Curve (RC) [3, 4]. The
literature suggests two alternative scenarios to explain
this missing mass problem. The first possibility is the
presence of a large amount of weakly interacting, non-
luminous DM in addition to the baryonic mass present
within the galaxy [5–8]. The second is a modification of
the Einstein-Hilbert (EH) action of gravity. This may
lead to several different types of modified theories of
gravity, such as the addition of scalar, tensor, vector
fields [9–12], or higher order functional of Ricci scalar
[13] to name a few. The study of Low Surface Brightness
(LSB) galaxies has thus become an important tool for
analyzing alternative theories of gravity because of the
DM dominance in understanding their kinematics. One
subclass of LSB is UDGs having central surface bright-
ness 24.5 g mag arcsec−2, and an effective radius larger
than 1.5 kpc [14, 15]. The DM-deficit nature of UDGs
such as NGC1052-DF2 and NGC1052-DF4 opened a
new avenue to compare DM and modified gravity models.

In particular, the Dragonfly Telescope Array (DTA) [16]
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had observed a large number of UDGs within the Coma
cluster [14, 17]. The distinct feature of such UDGs is
the presence of numerous globular clusters (GC) within
[18]. The observed GCs are approximately 5 − 7 times
higher than other galaxies whose stellar luminosity is
comparatively brighter [18–20]. The formation history of
the UDGs is still an open question. Several mechanisms,
including tidal stripping [21, 22], “gas stripping” due
to the presence of host galaxies near the UDGs [23]
and galaxy harassment [16] have been proposed. Due
to the large globular cluster and the kinematic stability
of UDGs within the cluster, such galaxies are expected
to be enclosed within a large spheroidal DM halo [20].
However, contrary to expectations, two different spectra
of galaxies are observed in the Universe. On one end,
several examples of such DM-dominated LSBs, such
as NGC1052-DF44 [24], VCC1287 [25] and Dragonfly
17 [20] has been observed. In particular, the LSB
galaxy NGC1052-DF44 [24] is found to be the largest,
within the Coma cluster, showing 98% of its mass to be
composed of DM. On the other end, there are galaxies
such as NGC1052-DF2 [26–28], NGC1052-DF4 [29],
AGC114905 [30] which, contrary to expected norm,
show almost no presence of DM within.

In the current study, we are interested in looking
into the kinematics of the DM dominated UDG,
NGC1052-DF44 [24] in light of three alternative gravity
models. In contrast to the previous works studying
NGC1052-DF2 and NGC1052-DF4 [31, 32], the dynam-
ics of DF44 is highly dependent on the presence of DM.
The radial variation of the measured VD turns out to
be as high as 41+8

−8 km/s−1 at 5.1 kpc [19]. Thus, the

estimated mass-to-light ratio at half-light radius (4.6+0.2
−0.2

kpc) is 48+21
−14 M⊙/L⊙. The ratio suggests a discrepancy

between the dynamical and luminous masses present
within the galaxy. The phenomenological study of
the DF44 galaxy in the context of the DM model can
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successfully explain its kinematics. More precisely, the
study with a generalized Navarro Frenk White (g-NFW)
[33] and DiCintio [34] density profile can explain the
kinematics of DF44 satisfactorily [35]. On the contrary,
the kinematics of DF44 is also found to be consistent
when probed in the context of alternative gravity models
[32, 36, 37].

In this paper, we update the dynamics of UDG in
light of three alternative gravity models by utilizing a
more robust analysis to compute VD. In particular, we
analyze the evolution of VD beyond the radial isotropic
scenario, i.e., anisotropic velocity dispersion. For the
first case, we look into a well-known gravity model,
Modified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND) [38–40] to
study the kinematics of DF44. The analysis in the
context of standard MOND, with the UDG mass solely
responsible for dynamics, reveals excellent statistical fit,
in line with the existing literature [32]. Alternatively, the
external field effect (EFE) of the Coma cluster where the
galaxy DF44 is embedded may impact the kinematics of
the galaxy in the case of MOND. However, [36] showed
that incorporating the external field effect of the Coma
cluster fails to explain the observed kinematics of the
galaxy. A similar conclusion was derived for 10 other
UDGs within the cluster. The proposal to resolve the
inconsistency of EFE with DF44 includes a screening
mechanism, higher mass-to-light ratio, inconsistency in
the distance measurement, tidal disruption, etc. [36].
Among the different scenarios, it was shown that an
out-of-equilibrium radial infall of DF44 in the Coma
cluster may give rise to an observed higher VD or a
suppressed EFE for the UDG [41].

However, the majority of the analysis on UDG
kinematics is in the context of the radial evolution
of the VD, i.e., following the isotropic model. In our
analysis, we focus on the impact of deviation from this
conventional VD evolution. This anisotropy aspect of
the problem becomes important for statistical testing
of the alternative gravity models. In this regard, we
consider the standard MOND as our reference while
comparing alternative gravity models. We analyze the
three different choices for the anisotropy to explain the
observed DF44 VD. We find that a tangential anisotropic
motion of the objects is preferred for DF44. Among the
three scenarios, the radial anisotropic choice is the least
preferred and is quantified using Bayesian Information
Criteria (BIC).

Corresponding to MOND, the acceleration scale
parameter is constrained from the prior observations
[42, 43]. Hence, the study only includes mass modeling
parameters to be fitted. Based on the technique applied
for the phenomenology of standard isolated MOND
study, we look into two distinctive alternative gravity
models. One model assumes a generic functional form
f(R) in contrast to the Ricci scalar (R) in the EH

action of gravity. Rather than defining a particular
form, this model assumes a general expansion of R
about a flat background [11, 44]. The choice of the
particular f(R) model involves constraining two model
parameters, which include coupling and scale radius.
On the contrary, the other model is the RGGR [45, 46]
that studies the energy scale dependence of the coupling
parameter of the theory. On the astrophysical scales,
the major contribution to the kinematics arises from the
variation of the gravitational coupling parameter. The
solution to the potential valid on the galactic scale is
dependent on the potential energy of the system and a
mass-dependent free parameter.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II dis-
cusses the analytical method to study the kinematics of
UDG and mass distribution of NGC1052-DF44. Section
III discusses the three alternative gravity models we look
into, to explain the dynamics of DF44. The methodology
employed to constrain the model parameter is discussed
in Section IV. Lastly, we discuss the obtained results
and the conclusion of our study in Section V and VI,
respectively.

II. Velocity dispersion

The velocity dispersion (σ) is a measure of the net
galactic kinematics. Observationally, VD is measured
from the broadening of the spectral lines as objects move
within the galaxy [47]. The radial evolution of the VD is
modeled using the Jeans equation, which for a spherically
symmetric mass distribution [47] is

1

ρ( )

∂(ρ( )σ2( ))

∂
+

ξ( )
σ2( ) =

∂ϕ( )

∂
, (1)

where ρ( ) is the mass density distribution, and ϕ( )
is the gravitational potential of the galaxy. The devi-
ation from radial isotropy is measured in terms of the
anisotropy parameter ξ( ), defined as

ξ( ) = 1− σ2
θ( )

σ2
r( )

. (2)

Here, σr( ) and σθ( ) are the radial and tangential
components of the VD, respectively. Depending on the
sign of ξ( ), the motion of the object within the galaxy
can be either radially (ξ ≥ 0 ) or tangentially (ξ ≤ 0)
dominated. However, for any isotropic motion of objects
in the galaxy, the radial and tangential components are
equal, i.e., ξ = 0.

The right-hand side of the Jeans equation involv-
ing the gravitational potential of the galaxy ϕ( ) can
be estimated in the context of Newtonian gravity and
for the choice of spherically symmetric mass distribution
ρ( ),

∂ϕ( )

∂
=

GMN ( )
2

=
G
2

∫
0

4πρ( ′) ′2d ′ (3)
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where G is the Newton’s gravitational constant and MN

is the mass within the radius . Thus, for a choice of
ξ( ), solving Eq.1, one can obtain σ( ) given the ρ( )
for the galaxy. However, the astrophysical observations
do not measure the VD, rather the projection of the ra-
dial component of the VD on the line of sight (σLOS) is
measured. The σLOS from a 2-D projected distance r to
the point of observation is expressed as [47]

σ2
LOS(r) =

2

I(r)

(∫ ∞

r

d
ρ( ) σ2( )√

2 − r2
−

r2
∫ ∞

r

d ξ( )
ρ( )σ2( )

r
√

2 − r2

)
, (4)

where I(r) is the surface density of the galaxy probed.

In the case of alternative gravity models, the poten-
tial, in addition to Newtonian contribution (Eq.3), will
have an extra component depending on the choice of the
gravity model. These components, in total, will result in
the net dynamics of the galaxy.

Mass model for Ultra-diffuse galaxy (DF44):

The kinematics of the galaxy require information about
the density distribution of the baryonic contents. In this
regard, the computation of Eq.(4) for a given gravity
model has been shown to have a large time complexity.
Therefore, to improve the computing time, a reduced an-
alytical form for LOS VD, numerically equivalent to Eq.4
is used [48]

σ2
LOS(r) =

2G

I(r)

∫ ∞

r

d K
(
r
,
ra
r

)
j( )

M( )
(5)

where K is a kernel function, j( ) is the projected lumi-
nosity density andM(R) is the dynamical mass contained
within the galaxy. For the case of GR without DM, the
mass function is given by Eq.3. Similarly, for the alterna-
tive gravity models, a mass function can be determined
from the additional components added to the Newtonian
potential.

The projected luminosity density j( ) for a commonly
assumed Sersic profile is given as [49, 50]

j( ) = j0

(
as

)−pn

exp

(
−
as

)1/n

, (6)

where as =
reff

βn , pn ≃ 1− 0.6097
n + 0.05463

n2 [49] and j0 =
Ltot

4πnΓ[(3−pn)n]a3
s
. The mass modeling estimate for DF44

gives the Sersic parameters, n = 0.94 and reff = 4.7kpc
[24]. Also, the total luminosity of the stellar mass con-
tained within the fiducial distance of 100 Mpc of DF44
comes out to be Ltot = 2.33 × 108L⊙. Given Ltot, the
central surface brightness I0 in the Sersic profile is cal-
culated from the integrated total luminosity profile, i.e.,
2π
∫∞
0

I( ) d = Ltot.
The mass density (ρ( )) in the context of M( ) is also

obtained by scaling the projected luminosity density with
the constant mass-to-light ratio (γ∗) of the stellar system,
i.e.,

ρ( ) = γ∗j( ). (7)

For our statistical analysis, γ∗ is treated as a free param-
eter having no radial dependence.
Finally, the kernel function in Eq.(5) depends on the na-
ture of the anisotropy parameter. We study the galactic
kinematics for three different criteria: ξ = 0, ξ being con-
stant other than zero, and a radially dependent ξ. Re-
garding the radially dependent anisotropy profile, we con-

sider the Osikpov-Merritt model ξ( ) =
2

2+r2a
[51, 52],

where ra defines the scale radius of the anisotropy profile.
In this case, the kernel function is expressed as [52],

K(u, ua) =
u2
a + 1/2

(u2
a + 1)3/2

(
u2 + u2

a

u

)
tan−1

√
u2 − 1

u2
a + 1

− .

1/2

u2
a + 1

√
1− 1

u2

(8)

where u = /r and ua = ra/r as defined in Eq.5. The
simplest assumption being the isotropic motion of the
objects in the galaxy, i.e., ξ = 0. We also treat ξ as a
free parameter that ranges for both the positive (radial)
and negative (tangential) anisotropy.
For the case where ξ is treated as a constant, the kernel
function K in Eq.(5) is written as

K(u) =
1

2
u2ξ−1

[√
π
Γ(ξ − 1/2)

Γ(ξ)
+ ξ

B
(

1

u2
, ξ + 1/2, 1/2

)
−ξB

(
1

u2
, ξ − 1/2, 1/2

)]
, (9)

here B(x, a, b) is the incomplete Beta function.
Now, we assume the scenario where the dynamics of

DF44 can be explained using Newtonian gravity. The
LOS VD in such a framework for different anisotropy
models is shown in Fig 1. The black dashed line in the
plot shows an isotropic model, i.e., ξ = 0 with γ∗ = 1.
Similarly, the plot also represents the case where the un-
derlying motion in the Newtonian background has a con-
stant anisotropy. The blue dotted line in the plot is a
case for radial anisotropy, i.e., ξ = 0.6, and tangential
anisotropy with ξ = −0.6 is shown via the orange dotted-
dashed line. Indeed, the plot clearly shows that Newto-
nian gravity alone cannot explain the observational VD
for DF44, opening up a scenario for alternative gravity
or DM.
The plot additionally refers to a most commonly stud-

ied scenario assuming a DM halo contributing to the
Newtonian dynamics. For this, we look into a well-
studied cuspy profile, i.e., NFW [53], assuming the fol-
lowing DM density distribution,

ρNFW ( ) =
ρs

rs

(
1 + rs

)2 , (10)
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FIG. 1. The VD for DF44 when the underlying gravity is Newtonian or with an NFW DM halo. The plot represents
the Newtonian kinematics of the DF44 galaxy for three different choices of the anisotropic profile. The black dashed, blue
dotted, and orange dotted-dashed line highlights the ξ = 0 (isotropic), ξ = 0.6 (radial), and ξ = −0.6 (tangential) scenarios,
respectively. Alternatively, the plot also shows the case for a DM profile represented by a solid green line, which shows a
consistent fit for the observational data. The density profile for the DM halo is NFW with M200 = 0.70× 1011 M⊙.

where ρs and rs are the characteristic density and radius,
respectively. Both the model parameters (ρs, rs) can be
correlated to the concentration parameter (c = r200/rs)
and virial mass (M200). Using the similar approach as
specified in [35] to model DM halo and keeping γ∗ as an
additional free parameter, we obtain the constraints on
ξ and M200 to be −0.8 and 3.98× 1010 M⊙ (c fixed from
c −M200 relation [54]). The constrained parameters (ξ,
M200) are of similar order as reported in [35]. The radial
variation of the VD in the DM framework is shown via
a green solid line in Fig.1. The evaluated χ2

red for the
particular DM case is 0.75. The green dashed line in
Fig.1 representing the DM case shows that NFW is a
consistent choice for the observational VD of DF44.

Thus, DF44 becomes the perfect system to check
the alternative scenario of the gravity models in com-
parison to the DM. Thus, in the following, we study and
analyze the consistency of the selected three alternative
gravity models, i.e., MOND, f(R), and RGGR, to study
the kinematics of the DF44 galaxy. In addition to
the gravity model parameters, we have model param-
eters describing the mass content, such as γ∗ and the
anisotropy parameter (ξ), that are also fitted with the

observations.

III. Alternative gravity models

The modification to the net potential on galactic scales
provides an alternative description to the observed dis-
crepancy between the stellar and the total dynamical
mass of a galaxy. In view of this, we look into the kine-
matics of a specific ultra-diffuse galaxy, viz. DF44, from
the perspective of three alternative gravity models. The
models we focus on are MOND, f(R), and RGGR. The
phenomenological study of a DM-dominated galaxy such
as DF44 in the presence of modified gravity can provide
an alternative scenario to explain the overall kinemat-
ics without any need to invoke the DM component and,
therefore, provides an alternative approach toward study-
ing UDGs that are DM-dominated.

A. MOND

Modified Newtonian dynamics (MOND) [38, 40] is a
theory originally proposed to explain the galaxy rotation
curves without invoking the idea of dark matter. The
theory relies upon the modification of Newton’s second
law. As is well known, the galaxy rotation curve data
points towards the existence of more matter in galax-
ies than what is observed. The behavior of the rotation
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curve could be explained by the gravitational force ex-
perienced by an object in the outer regions of a galaxy
decaying more slowly than predicted by Newtonian grav-
ity. MOND is therefore defined by a critical acceleration
scale a0 below which there is a modification to Newto-
nian gravity. The acceleration in the MOND framework
is defined as

µ

(
a

a0

)
a = aN , (11)

where a is the net acceleration in the modified framework.

In the above equation, µ
(

a
a0

)
defines an interpolating

function such that for the regions where a >> a0, one
regains the correct Newtonian limit. Similarly, in cases
where a << a0, the acceleration (a) becomes

√
a0aN

[38]. The best-fit value to the global scale parameter
obtained from the fit to the RC of spiral galaxies gives
a0 = 1.14 × 10−8 cm/s2. For our analysis, we assume
a standard form for the interpolating function, which is
defined as

µ(x) =
x√

1 + x2
. (12)

Thus, for a scenario where acceleration (a) within the
galaxy is large such that the external effects can be ne-
glected, the acceleration for the system becomes [38]

a(r) =
GMMOND

r2
=

aN√
2

1 +

(
1 +

(
2a0
aN

)2
)1/2

1/2

,

(13)
here aN is the Newtonian acceleration (∝ 1/r2) . We
need to determine the modified mass function associated
with the alternative gravity model to analyze the behav-
ior of LOS VD in an alternative gravity framework as
defined in Eq.4. The mass contribution associated with
the MOND framework (MMOND(r)) has an additional
contribution dependent on the acceleration scale and can
be evaluated from Eq.13. Substituting MMOND(r) in
Eq.5 evaluates the radial line of sight variation of VD
in an alternative framework. Although MOND has no
free parameters in the model, our analysis includes a
mass-to-light ratio γ∗ and anisotropy parameter that we
aim to constrain statistically. We compare three differ-
ent anisotropic models associated with the analytical VD
profile as discussed in Sec.II. The previous literature of
MOND that studies the kinematics of DF44 [32] assumes
a Sersic-like density model scaled by a mass-to-light ra-
tio to model the UDG. In our work, we give a more ro-
bust analysis by utilizing an equivalent reduced form for
LOS VD and studying the favorability of three different
anisotropic profiles, as discussed above.

B. f(R) gravity

The f(R) gravity model replaces the Ricci scalar (R)
in the Einstein-Hilbert (E-H) action with a generalized
function of R, i.e. f(R) [11, 44]. However, it is to be
noted that the stability criteria puts a constraint on the

choice of the functional form of f(R) [55, 56]. Following
[57, 58], we consider a model with a general Taylor expan-
sion of the functional f(R) form about the Minkowskian
background, i.e.,

f(R) ≃
∞∑
i=0

fi(0)R
i

i!
, (14)

where fi-s are the coefficients associated with the ith

power of Ricci scalar in the expansion. The first term
of the series is a constant; hence, it is dropped from the
analysis. The solution for the potential in the weak-field
limit results in

ϕ(r) = −
(

GM

1 + δ

)
1 + δe−r/λ

r
, (15)

where δ is the coupling constant, determining the nature
of the additional force arising from the exponential term.
As observed from Eq.(15), the Newtonian potential is
rescaled by a factor of 1/(1+δ). Substituting δ = 0 in the
above equation gives back the Newtonian potential. The
coupling parameter of the model, i.e., δ, is constrained
to lie within the range (−1, 0) [57]. Additionally, λ is the
scale length, which is the characteristic of the size of the
galaxy. As the size and mass of different galaxies differ,
the scale parameter λ varies with the individual case.
However, the force with which the additional Yukawa
term couples with the baryonic matter δ is expected to
remain the same. A comparison of the observational VD
for DF44 with the analytical model in the f(R) scenario
helps to put constraints on the free parameters.

We look into the modified kinematics of the DF44
galaxy in the f(R) framework, similar to the case of
MOND. The modified kinematics in the presence of an
alternative gravity model is evaluated by substituting
the effective mass of the system in the presence of
modified gravity model Mmog in Eq.5. However, unlike
MOND, the f(R) model has two free parameters, δ and
λ, which need to be constrained. Additional parameters
to be constrained from observations are mass modeling
parameters such as γ∗ and an anisotropy parameter
(dependent on the profile discussed in Sec.II).

C. RGGR gravity

The third model we study to analyze DF44 is inspired
by quantum gravity, known as the Renormalization
Group correction to General Relativity (RGGR). RGGR
studies the running of coupling parameters present in
the action of gravity on the astrophysical scales. The
RG theory states that the variation of any coupling
parameter g with the energy scale µ at which the model
is probed is defined using a β function, which takes the
general form β = µ dg

dµ .

Therefore, knowledge of the beta function provides
information about the coupling function g(µ). However,
this approach works well in the case of field theories in
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flat space-time. The case of gravity needs to be dealt
with more carefully. The theory of gravity arising out of
the E-H action is known to be non-renormalizable. How-
ever, some steps can be taken towards renormalizing GR
by treating it as a field theory in curved space-time. In
the renormalization approach, the gravitational coupling
G, which is constant in the far infrared (IR) regime, is
assumed to vary with the energy scale µ. Therefore, to
study the quantum effects, it is necessary to determine
the RG flow equation for the gravitational constant.
Motivated by [59, 60], we assume the β function for G
to have the form

µ
dG−1

dµ
= 2ν

MPlanck

c2ℏ
= 2νG−1

0 . (16)

The above equation provides the solution of the coupling
parameter G as a function of the energy scale (µ)

G(µ) =
G0

1 + νlnµ2

µ2
0

, (17)

where G0 is the bare coupling value of gravitational con-
stant as measured in the solar system and µ0 is the ref-
erence energy scale defined such that G(µ0) = G0. Also,
ν is a phenomenological parameter, which measures the
strength of the coupling [45]. Thus, the E-H action of
gravity, in addition to the Ricci scalar, has a scalar field
G, which follows the RG equation given in Eq.(17). The
previous studies [46] have shown that a small variation in
ν, approximately within the range of 10−7, significantly
impacts the dynamics at the astrophysical scales. For
the astrophysical scales µ given in Eq.17 can be related
to the gravitational potential with a form

µ

µ0
=

(
ϕN

ϕ0

)α

, (18)

where ϕ0 is the measured potential on the scales where
G = G0. The parameter α in Eq.18 has a linear relation
with the mass of the galaxy. Solving the equation of
motion on the weak-field limit gives the circular velocity
written as [61, 62]

aRGGR(r) =
GMRGGR(r)

r2
= aN (r)

(
1− c2ν̄

ϕN (r)

)
,

(19)
aN (r) and ϕN (r) in the above equation are the
Newtonian acceleration and potential contribution,
respectively. Also, the gravity model is constrained by
two phenomenological parameters, i.e., ν and α, which
can be coupled into a single component, i.e., ν̄ = να.
In the above Eq.19, ϕN (r) is the Newtonian potential,
which in isolated cases corresponds to the potential
energy of the galaxy alone. However, DF44 is embedded
in the Coma cluster, which might influence the potential
energy of the DF44 galaxy. The effect is similar to the
violation of the Strong Equivalence Principle (SEP) in
MOND.

All three scenarios for modified gravity models stated
in this section reduce to Newtonian gravity at a certain
limit. The dependence of the alternative model on
the baryonic mass component of a galaxy necessitates
the modeling of the galaxy under consideration, which
incorporates the free parameters (γ∗ and ξ). On top of
the mass-model parameters, depending on the gravity
model, we have additional free parameters that need to
be constrained from the observational VD data for DF44.
Our analysis uses a Bayesian technique to uniquely scan
the parameter space for each gravity model.

IV. Methodology

The constraint on the model parameters for a given
gravity model when compared with the observational VD
for DF44 is computed via Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sampler [63]. The sampler scans the posterior
distribution of the parameter space around some seed
value and compares it with the observational data. In
our analysis, we aim to run a sufficient number of chains
such that the parameters converge toward a value that
satisfactorily fits the observations. The posterior proba-
bility distribution for the Bayesian model is proportional
to the product of likelihood and priors on the parame-
ters. Assuming that the errors in the observations follow
a Gaussian distribution, the likelihood is defined as

L(θ) = (2π)(−N/2)

{
N∏
i=1

σerr(ri)
−1

}
×

exp

{
−1

2

N∑
i=1

(
σobs(ri)− σLOS(ri,θ)

σerr(ri)

)2
}
, (20)

where N is the number of observational datapoints
and σerr represents the error on the observations for
a given distance ri. Also, σobs(ri) corresponds to the
VD observations, and σLOS(ri) is the analytical LOS
VD calculated at ri for the alternative gravity model as
defined in Eq.5. The LOS VD in the modified gravity
framework has free model parameters (θ) corresponding
to the mass distribution model (γ∗, ξ) and from the
chosen alternative gravity model. In the case of MOND,
the scale parameter a0 is fixed from the observations,
hence we only study the behavior of mass modeling
parameters. The f(R) gravity parameters include the
coupling parameter δ and scale radius λ. Alternatively,
the RGGR model has a single mass-dependent parameter
ν̄, phenomenologically constrained from the observations.

This paper aims to test the gravity models for
all three scenarios of anisotropy profiles as discussed in
Sec.II. The simplest scenario assumes that the tangential
and the radial components of the anisotropy parameter
in Eq.(2) are equal (isotropic motion), i.e., ξ( ) = 0 and
motion of the objects in the galaxy is truly radial. An
alternative case assumes that the anisotropy parameter
is a constant between (−∞, 1). The negative values of ξ
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FIG. 2. The analytical VD radial profile assumes that the underlying gravity is MOND. The dashed black line shows the VD
profile for an isotropic ξ = 0 model in the MOND scenario. The orange dotted-dashed line represents the case for a constant
anisotropy, and the green dotted line shows the VD for a radial anisotropy profile as discussed in Eq.2.

indicate that the kinematics of the object in the galaxy
is dominated along the tangential orbit. Alternatively,
ξ = 1 indicates that the orbits of the clusters are
completely radial. For the third case, we assume the
anisotropy profile to have an Osipkov-Merritt form as
given in Eq.2. This radial profile introduces a free
parameter, scale radius (ra). Thus, in addition to
gravity model parameters and mass to light factor, we
have additional parameters coming from the choices of
ξ in the definition of VD. For our sampler, we assume
flat priors on the parameter space that is varied in a
wide range. For the scenario where ξ( ) is treated as a
constant, the parameter varies within a wide range of
(−10, 1). This choice for the variation in ξ incorporates
the anisotropy parameter’s radial and tangential behav-
ior. Similarly, for the third case where ξ( ) has a radial
dependence, the anisotropy profile is parameterized by
scale radius rc and is varied across the scale of the galaxy.

To compare the three scenarios and infer the pref-
erence of one over the other, we take the help of
Bayesian Inference Criteria (BIC)[64]. BIC works on the
principle of maximum likelihood and is defined as

BIC = −2 logLmax(θ) + 2k log(n); (21)

where k is the number of free parameters present in each
case for a model, and L is the likelihood function defined
in Eq.(20). To quantify the favorability of the model, we
evaluate

∆BIC = BIC2 −BIC1 (22)

A positive difference between the BIC of the two
anisotropy scenarios hints towards the preference of the
first model over the second. According to the criteria,
if the difference is less than 2, it suggests that both the
models are performing equally well, and the result is in-
conclusive. Alternatively, if the difference is more signifi-
cant than 2, it suggests an inclination toward the second
model with ∆BIC between 2−6, implying a positive in-
clination, and greater than 6 is considered a strong incli-
nation toward the second model. Additionally, to ensure
the convergence of the sample, the chain runs for a suf-
ficient number of steps, and the acceptance fraction lies
between 0.2− 0.8 [63].

V. Results

A. MOND

Our analysis looks into MOND for different choices of
the anisotropy parameter as discussed in Sec.II. For the
first case, the VD kinematics is assumed to be isotropic,
i.e., ξ = 0. Thus, the model has a single free parameter
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FIG. 3. The radial VD variation for DF44 galaxy under the assumption that the underlying gravity is f(R). The three different
anisotropy profiles studied, i.e., ξ = 0, ξ = const, and ξ(r), are shown via black-dashed, orange dotted-dashed, and green dotted
lines, respectively. The red dots with the error bar correspond to the observational VD data points for the DF44.

γ∗ that is constrained from the data. For the particular
scenario, the best-fit value obtained for γ∗ is 1.02. Sub-
stituting the best-fit value, a dashed black line in Fig 2
shows the radial variation of VD in the MOND frame-
work. The red dots with the error bar constitute the ob-
servational dataset for DF44 [24]. Similarly, the second
case assumes ξ as a constant with no radial dependence.
Thus, depending on the signature of ξ, the dynamics of
the galaxy can be radial (ξ > 0) or tangential (ξ < 0)
in nature. Constraining the two free parameters {γ∗, ξ},
we obtain mass-to-light ratio γ∗ = 1.31 and ξ = −0.42.
The negative value of ξ highlights the tangential nature
of the anisotropy profile. The variation of VD for the
second case obtained by substituting the best-fit value is
plotted via an orange dotted-dashed line in Fig 2. The
third case for the radially dependent anisotropic profile
introduces the free parameter (ra), determining the scale
radius of the anisotropy profile. For this case, the radial
VD is shown using a green dotted line in Fig 2 with the
obtained best-fit values, i.e., γ∗ = 1.02 and ra = 5.73 kpc.
The summarized constrained parameters obtained for all
different choices of anisotropy are also compiled in Ta-
ble.I.

Table.I also contains the measured χ2
red inferred from

the best-fit MOND parameter for the three choices of the
anisotropy model, together with the BIC values. From

ξ γ∗ χ2
red BIC

ξ = 0 1.02 0.64 9.49
ξ = const = −0.41 1.31 0.39 11.51
ξ( )(ra = 5.67 kpc) 1.00 3.96 36.54

TABLE I. The constrained best-fit model parameters in
MOND. The three scenarios in the table represent the differ-
ent choices for the anisotropy parameter with ξ = 0, ξ=const,
and ξ(r) as the isotropic, constant, and Osikpov-Merritt pro-
file. The acceleration scale for the MOND model (a0) is fixed
from the observations. The χ2

red measures the goodness of fit
for each case.

Table.I, we observe that the γ∗ obtained in all three sce-
narios are similar and are consistent with the previous
analysis done in [32]. The difference in BIC between
the radial and constant anisotropy case (∆BIC = 25.03)
points towards the preference of the latter choice. How-
ever, a comparison of the isotropic and best fit constant
anisotropy case yielding a small ∆BIC = 2.1 hints that
the preference of one model over the other is inconclusive.

B. f(R) gravity

The f(R) model we study assumes a general Taylor
expansion of the functional form of the Minkowskian
background, i.e., R = 0. The weak-field potential ob-
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FIG. 4. The radial VD obtained for DF44 when the underlying gravity is RGGR. The plot shows the VD modeling for three
assumptions of anisotropy. The black dashed line represents the isotropic case; the orange dotted-dashed line is for the constant
anisotropy, and the green dotted line represents the radial anisotropy case.

tained for the model is characterized by two parameters,
viz., the coupling parameter δ and the scale radius
λ. In addition to these alternative parameters of the
gravity theory model, we have the usual mass-to-light
ratio (γ∗) and anisotropy parameter ξ( ), which are
also constrained statistically. The suggested variation of
the coupling parameter δ lies within the range (−1, 0),
and λ is scaled within the size of the galaxy. Additional
priors on the parameters δ and λ remain the same as
discussed in Sec. IV.

ξ γ∗ δ λ(kpc) χ2
red BIC

ξ = 0 1.56 −0.89 0.81 1.09 19.47
ξ = const = −0.17 1.83 −0.90 2.46 0.89 22.05
ξ( )(ra = 4.39 kpc) 2.49 −0.81 3.49 2.13 28.25

TABLE II. The model parameters constrained for the f(R)
model in case of DF44. In addition to the model parameters,
the table contains χ2

red for the individual case. We addition-
ally measure the BIC to compare the favorability among the
different anisotropy models.

Similar to the case of MOND, the f(R) model is also
treated for three different assumptions of the anisotropy
parameters ξ. For the first isotropic case i.e., ξ = 0, the
analysis depends on three free parameters. The best-fit
value obtained for the model parameters i.e., {γ∗, δ, λ}

evaluates to {1.56, −0.89, 0.81 kpc}. For an alternative
case where ξ is treated as a constant, the model parame-
ters, i.e., {ξ, γ∗, δ, λ} obtained are {−0.17, 1.83, −0.90,
2.46 kpc}. The negative value for the anisotropy profile
suggests a preference towards a tangential profile. The
third scenario, assuming a generalized radial anisotropy
profile, adds the scale-dependent parameter ra. The
best-fit values obtained for these parameters {ra, γ∗,
λ, δ} result in {4.39 kpc, 2.49, −0.81, 3.49 kpc}. The
parameters corresponding to the three different cases
discussed above are also tabulated in Table. (II).

Additionally, the LOS VD obtained by substitut-
ing the best-fit values obtained for each anisotropy f(R)
gravity model is shown in Fig.3. The plot shows the
radial variation of VD in f(R) model with different
assumptions for the anisotropy parameter, i.e., ξ = 0
(left), ξ = const (middle) and ξ( ) (right). The dashed
black line in the plot shows the VD modeling for the
f(R) gravity obtained by substituting the best-fit values
corresponding to the isotropic case. Similarly, the case
for a constant and radial choice of the anisotropy profile
is shown via orange dashed-dotted and green dotted
lines, respectively. As seen from Table.II, the χ2

red
is smaller for the case where anisotropy is treated to
have no radial dependence. Note that although the
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FIG. 5. The radial Osikpov-Merritt profile for three modified gravity models. The blue dotted line depicts the anisotropy
variation for the MOND model. Similarly, the green dotted-dashed and pink dashed line represents the f(R) and RGGR
model, respectively.

second and third scenarios have a similar number of free
parameters, the change in BIC suggests an inclination
toward a constant anisotropic case. Additionally, the
isotropic and tangential anisotropy modeling behave
equally well with the observation that can be quantified
from the difference in BIC (∆BIC ∼ 2).

C. RGGR gravity

The solution to the weak-field limit potential in
RGGR introduces a mass-dependent phenomenological
parameter ν̄. The previous studies for the RGGR model
suggest ν̄ to be in the order of 10−7 for spiral and
elliptical galaxy RC data [45, 46, 65] and 10−8 for UDG
VDs [31]. Based on these results, for our study, we
assume flat priors on the RGGR parameter ranging from
[10−8-10−6]. Additionally, priors on the VD parameters
such as (γ∗, ξ) remain similar to those discussed in
the previous two alternative gravity models. For our
analysis of the DF44 galaxy, we probe the kinematics
for two RGGR frameworks, i.e., an isolated scenario
and under the influence of external effects, as discussed
below. For the standard RGGR scenario, the potential
energy contribution is comprised of the matter density
of the DF44 galaxy alone. Similar to the previous
models, we study three different assumptions of the
anisotropy parameter. The first case with ξ = 0 involves

ξ γ∗ ν̄×10−8 χ2
red BIC

ξ = 0 1.45 2.46 0.43 11.82
ξ = const. = −0.34 1.59 2.75 0.45 15.88
ξ( )(ra = 5.56 kpc) 1.44 1.79 1.53 22.36

TABLE III. The best-fit model parameters for the RGGR
gravity model. The table contains the constrained values ob-
tained for gravity (ν̄) and mass-model (ξ, γ∗) parameters.
The three scenarios studied include isotropic ξ = 0, constant
(ξ = const.), and radial (ξ(r)) profile.

two model parameters, i.e., ν̄ and mass-to-light ratio
(γ∗), to be constrained from the observations. The best
fit parameters evaluated from our study give γ∗ = 1.45
and ν̄ as 2.46 × 10−8. For the second scenario, where
the anisotropy parameter ξ is treated as a constant,
the estimated values of the three free parameters, i.e.,
(ξ, γ∗, ν̄) come out as (−0.34, 1.59, 2.75 × 10−8 ). For
the third choice of radial anisotropy (eq.2), the best-fit
values for {γ∗, ν̄, ra} are 1.44, 1.79× 10−8, and 5.56 kpc
respectively. Indeed, the constrained ν̄ is an order lesser
than obtained from the study of spiral and elliptical
galaxies but is consistent with the study of other UDGs
[31]. The best-fit model parameters obtained using the
sampler are also listed in Table III.
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FIG. 6. The plot compares the three alternative gravity and NFW DM models for the constant anisotropic case. The blue-
dotted, pink-dashed, and green-dotted-dashed lines correspond to the MOND, RGGR, and Yukawa models, respectively. The
gray solid line in the plot represents the alternative DM scenario.

A comparison of the radial VD profile obtained for
standard RGGR scenario from statistical analysis with
the observational data is shown in Fig.4. The three as-
sumptions for the anisotropy profile are shown with a
black dashed line corresponding to ξ = 0, orange dashed-
dotted for ξ = const case, and the green dotted line
studying the radial behavior ξ( ) of the anisotropy pa-
rameter. Like the other modified gravity models studied
previously, the constant anisotropic case favors a tangen-
tial profile. We also report the BIC using the best-fit pa-
rameters obtained for the three choices of the anisotropy
model. The measured ∆BIC clearly shows that the ra-
dial anisotropic choice is the least favored among the
three models. Additionally, between the isotropic and
the tangential model, ∆BIC hints towards a slight fa-
vorability of the ξ = 0 choice rather than the constant
anisotropic model.

To summarize, the study of the kinematics of DF44
in light of three gravity models, i.e., MOND, f(R),
and RGGR, shows many important features. While
comparing all three models, ∆BIC points towards the
fact that the radial dependence choice of ξ( ) is the least
favorable. Using the best-fit ra obtained for all three
models, the radial variation for the Osikpov-Merritt
profile within the size of the galaxy is shown in Fig5.

It is also to be noted that for all three models, when
the anisotropy parameter is constant, the best-fit value
points towards a negative value, i.e., the tangential
behavior.

D. DM scenario

To check the favorability of the alternative gravity
models, we compare them with the alternative NFW sce-
nario. As the constant anisotropy case for all three grav-
ity models shows a consistent fit with the DF44 obser-
vations, we compare the modified gravity analysis with
a similar DM scenario to study the favorability of the
models.

Model χ2
red BIC

MOND 0.39 11.51
f(R) 0.89 22.05
RGGR 0.45 15.88
NFW 0.75 17.69

TABLE IV. The table summarizes the goodness of fit and BIC
for the DM and the alternative gravity models for a constant
anisotropic parameter.
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For the DM halo (see Sec.III), we found the best-
fit value of the anisotropy parameter to be −0.8 and
3.98 × 1010M⊙ for M200, with χ2

red = 0.75. The BIC
evaluated using these best-fit DM parameters gives 17.69.
The details of the goodness of fit and BIC measured for
the three gravity models and the NFW scenarios are also
compiled in Table. IV. The three gravity models, along
with the NFW scenarios for the tangential anisotropy
case, are shown in Fig.6. The gray solid line in the plot
represents the case of the NFW DM halo. Similarly,
the blue dotted, pink dashed, and green dotted-dashed
line represents the MOND, RGGR, and f(R) models, re-
spectively. The modified gravity models shown in Fig.6
for a constant anisotropic choice highlight that all three
models are competing choices for the kinematics of DF44
when compared with the DM scenario. A comparison of
∆BIC between the MOND scenario having a constant
anisotropy with the DM model shows that the former
is a preferred choice to explain the VD kinematics for
DF44. Alternatively, the measured ∆BIC with RGGR
suggests that both models perform equally well. How-
ever, a comparison with the f(R) model shows a slight
preference for the NFW DM halo.

VI. Conclusion

In this paper, we look into the kinematics of the
DM-dominated ultra-diffuse galaxy (DF44) in the
context of alternative gravity models, i.e., MOND, f(R),
and RGGR. Such UDGs where the galactic kinematics
of VD conventionally fit well with DM are in contrast
to the DM deficit UDGs like DF2 and DF4. Thus, the
phenomenology and suitability of the modified gravity
models in the context of these DM-dominated UDGs in
comparison to the DM explanation is most challenging.
To make things more demanding, the resulting galactic
kinematics is not considered to be the conventional
radially isotropic one, i.e., anisotropy in VD is taken
into account and probed statistically.

We model the DF44 VD for three scenarios of the
anisotropy parameter. MOND is considered the refer-
ence model to understand the influence of anisotropy on
VD regarding these modified gravity models. MOND is
parameterized by a single acceleration parameter, fixed
globally from prior observations. In the case of f(R),
we assume a general Taylor series expansion of the func-
tional form about the Minkowskian background. This
assumption adds a Yukawa-like term to the Newtonian
potential constrained by free parameters δ and λ. Addi-
tionally, we look into the RGGR model, which studies the
scale-dependent variation of the gravitational constant.
The weak-field potential obtained for the model has a
mass-dependent free parameter ν̄ that is constrained
from the observations. These gravity models are also
compared with the DM NFW scenario. The consistency
of a gravity model is statistically quantified by χ2

red
analysis. Additionally, we have evaluated BIC to check
if one anisotropy scenario is more favorable than another.

In the case of MOND, a comparison of χ2
red for

the three anisotropy cases shows that a choice of radial
profile fits poorly with the observations. This can also
be observed from the difference in BIC between the
scenarios. It is also noted that for all three gravity
models, the χ2

red is slightly improved or remains similar
as one moves from isotropic to a constant anisotropy
case. However, the difference in BIC between the two
cases (ξ = 0 and ξ = const) shows that the results are
inconclusive to favor one model over the other for the
MOND and f(R). Similarly, for the RGGR model, the
isotropic model has a slight edge over the tangential
choice of the anisotropy parameter. For the case of the
f(R) model, the χ2

red for isotropic versus ξ = const case
shows that both models fit equally well with the obser-
vations of DF44. A small difference of ∆BIC between
the two scenarios shows that the result is inconclusive
to favor a certain model. However, similar to MOND,
the Osikpov-Merritt profile is the least favorable among
the three choices of anisotropy profile. The RGGR
model has a single mass-dependent parameter ν̄. For the
isolated RGGR case, the best-fit value obtained for the
parameter is an order less than constrained by the spiral
or elliptical galaxies. However, in line with the previous
claim towards ultra-diffuse galaxies (DF2 & DF4), the
order of 10−8 is consistent for DF44. Also, similar to the
other two gravity models, the ∆BIC measured suggests
that the radial anisotropy profile is the least favorable
among the three choices for the anisotropy.
Finally, in this analysis, we compare our choice of
gravity models with that of an NFW DM halo model.
The comparison of BIC evaluated for each case suggests
MOND as a preferred choice. However, the DM model
has a slight edge over the f(R) model, whereas RGGR
performs equally well.

In this first detailed analysis of the anisotropy as-
pect, we avoid the complications of EFE, i.e., the
effective potential energy contribution in the model from
the cluster where the galaxy is embedded. Here, the
Coma cluster may have an additional contribution from
the external field. The LOS VD solution where the
external contribution is incorporated has been previously
studied for the MOND scenario and fails to explain the
VD of DF44 [36]. The results in the LOS VD with EFE
remain only comparable to the Newtonian scenario,
which is inconsistent with the observed VD for the DF44.
Some measures have already been proposed to resolve
this issue; in particular, any possible out-of-equilibrium
radial infall of DF44 in the Coma cluster may give rise
to the observed higher VD or a suppressed EFE for
the UDG [41]. Similarly, EFE analysis with the other
alternative gravity models may also reveal the interplay
of the different physical model parameters, anisotropy,
and mass distribution. However, this is beyond the
scope of this analysis.
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In summary, UDGs, such as DF44, are a favorable
place to test the signature of gravity models, as they are
heavily dominated by the DM. The anisotropy of the
radial evolution of the VD can impact fitting quality. We
have compiled an in-depth analysis of the DF44 observa-
tions in light of three modified gravity models with the
anisotropy analysis. All three alternative gravity models
provide a consistent picture of the dynamics of DF44.
For all three choices of gravity models (MOND, f(R),
and isolated RGGR), the constant anisotropic case shows
an inclination toward the tangential profile instead of
radial. Additionally, analysis with the Osikpov-Merritt
profile shows that the radial nature of the anisotropy
profile is less agreeable with the observations compared
to the other two cases. We have additionally reported

the analysis with an alternative picture where an NFW
halo influences the kinematics of DF44. The comparison
clearly shows that the choice of alternative gravity
models competes with the DM scenario to explain the
kinematics of the UDG DF44. Future data on more such
UDGs will open up the possibility of global analysis
accessing stricter statistical testing of these models.
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