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ABSTRACT

Context. The problem of the existence of intermediate-mass blackshiMBHSs) at the centre of globular clusters is a hot and
controversial topic in current astrophysical researchwitportant implications in stellar and galaxy formation.

Aims. In this paper, we aim at giving further support to the presesican IMBH inw Centauri and at providing an independent
estimate of its mass.

Methods. We employed a self-consistent spherical model with arepatrvelocity distribution. It consists in a generalisatiaf the
King model by inclunding the Bahcall-Wolf distribution fation in the IMBH vicinity.

Results. By the parametric fitting of the model to recent HBTS data for the surface brightness profile, we found an IMBEluster
total mass ratio oM./M = 5.8"9 x 1072, It is also found that the model yields a fit of the line-offtigelocity dispersion profile
that is better without mass segregation than in the segrégaise. This confirms the current thought of a non-relayadssfor this
peculiar cluster. The best fit model to the kinematic datddemoreover, to a cluster total mass estimat#of (3.1+ 0.3) x 10° Mo,
thus giving an IMBH mass in the range3ix 10* < M, < 2.3 x 10* M,, (at 1o- confidence level). A slight degree of radial velocity
anisotropy in the outer regiom & 12) is required to match the outer surface brightness profile.

Key words. black hole physics — stellar dynamics — methods: analyticakthods: numerical — galaxies: kinematics and dynamics
— globular clusters: individuato Centauri (NGC 5139)

1. Introduction compatible with the inferred presence of & x 10° M, IMBH
) i (Lanzoni et al.| 2007). On the other hand, no detectableyX-ra
Intermediate-mass black holes (IMBH) still belong to thessl g4rces have been found at the centre of mass of NGC 2808,

of ‘exotic’ objects in the current astrophysical belief. tii leading Servillat et all (2008) to state tHdt < 290 M, in this
masses betweel, ~ 100-1¢ M,, they would represent the cluster. )

minor mass counterpart of super-massive black holes — whose ) o

existence is established with much more robustness — Bt sti In fact, in most cases only upper limits for IMBHs
more massive than stellar black holes. One of the placesevhBlasses can be deduced from radio observations (see, e.g.
they should more likely be located is among the densesasteMaccarone & Servillat|_ 2008, for NGC 2808 and for a gen-
environments in the Universe, i.e. at the globular clugt@@s) eral discussion). These surprisingly low upper limits lead
centre. However, so far, the most direct observable sigeaty Maccarone & Servillat (2008) to cast doubts on the fact that t
their existence, namely the emission in the radio and X-emgls  Scaling relationM. — o, whereo is the central velocity dis-
(mainly from Bondi-Hoyle accretion of intracluster gas)niot Persion of the host stellar system (with madsand luminos-
yet really clear and conclusive (see, €.g.. Liu & Di Stefafb@ ity L), is the sameM. ~ o*® law that has been clearly noted
Zepf et al.[ 20081 Irwin et all_2009;_Strohmayer & Mushotzkyor super-massive black holes in galaxies (Ferrarese & itlerr
2009; and Miller & Colbelt 2004 for a general review). 2000; Gebhardt et al., 2000). It should be emphasised, haywev

To date, only the GC G1 (in M31) exhibits a detected sourc%‘at the upper limits on IMBH masses drawn from X-ray or ra-

seen in both radio (with an8 GHz power of 2« 105 W Hz-1, 0 observations strongly depend on the assumption thajabe
se€ Ulvestad et al., 2007) and X-ray (with & 20% erg s lu- dlstr_lbunon_around the compact _obj.ect is uniform (isoteogoe-
minosity at 02-10 keV, seé Pooley & Rappapart, 2006) bandSretion). Itis clear that, if this distribution had any amowf
The observed fluxes, as well as their ratio, are compatibtie wFlumpiness, those limits could be largely underestimated.
the claimed presence of-a2 x 10 M, IMBH (Gebhardt et 4l., Nevertheless, the question of the validity of the extrapola
2005) — although other kinds of sources cannot be completéiyn of the M, — o scaling relation to IMBHs is still open and
ruled out (e.g. Kong et al., 2009). Another extra-galacyipdr- deserves to be discussed briefly here. In general, thisaelat
luminous X-ray source (5 - 10010* erg s* at 03 — 10 keV) can be understood as a consequence of the fundamental scal-
is located in the SO-a galaxy ESO243-49 and its featuressstigdng law M, «« M (Magorrian et al., 1998). In galaxies, this scal-
an IMBH emission. Recently, an unresolved optical courstgrp ing law and the two relations! ~ L% (Faber et dll, 1987) and
with brightness comparable to that of a massive GC has baer o* (Faber & Jackson, 1976), lead justh ~ . In glob-
identified around this source (Soria et al., 2009), thougihér ular clusters, on the other hand, the observed trendMaseL
resolution observations are needed. andL ~ ¢°?® (Meylan & Heggie,[ 1997), which in fact yield
In our Galaxy, the central region of NGC 6388 hosts an unri, ~ o>. This implies a generally lower mass ratio between the
solved set of X-ray sources, with a total luminosity 6 103 IMBH and the host cluster, as noted by Maccarone & Servillat
erg st (Nucita et al.| 2008), implying an accretioffieiency (2008). A shallowM, — o relation, namelyM, ~ %2, was al-
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ready reported in Miocchi (2007, hereafter MO7) based oa-paof star-count profiles) that suggest the presence of an IMBR w

metric IMBH mass estimates (see below). On the other hand, mass~ 6x10°> M, in the formeri(Lanzoni et al., 2007) ard10*

must mention a recent study of this specific topic, in whia thin the latter |(Ibata et al., 2009, in this case kinematic detee

low-mass extrapolation of the galactt, ~ o8 relation seems also exploited). On the other hand, the massive clust@en

to fit a sample of 5 reported IMBHs in GCs (Safonova & Shastriyas not checked as a possible candidate, because it was not in

2010). cluded in the Noyola & Gebhardt (2006) sample, and moreover,
In view of all this, the study of possible IMBH fingerprintssmall slopes in the core region could not be revealed in phéd

on either star-count or surface brightness (SB) profileslistac- SB profiles (e.g. Meylan, 198[7; Ferraro etal., 2006).

tion route that still deserves to be pursued, especiallyviiree- Nonetheless, a recent and accurate determination abthe

matic observations close to the IMBH gravitational influene- Cen centre and the use of H&CS images led_Noyola et al.

gion are available. In this respect, a spherical and seifistent (2008) to detect a steeper profile in the core region of this pe

model of GCs with a central IMBH at rest was presented ieuliar cluster, thus suggesting the influence of an IMBH. By fi

MOQ7, both with equal mass stars, i.e. the single-mass (Sk#,cating the high inner peak of the line-of-sight velocity disgien

and with a multimass (MM) stellar spectrum inclunding magd OSVD) found from Gemini GMOBFU integrated light spec-

segregation. This model is an extension of King-Michie modroscopy € 23+2 km st at an average radius1”.9) with non-

els (Michie,| 1963] Michie & Bodenheimer, 1963; King, 1966parametric and orbit-based models with uniform massgbtli

that is obtained by including the Bahcall-Wolf stellar disa- ratio/Noyola et al. estimate-a4x 10* M, object residing at the

tion function within the IMBH gravitational influence regio cluster centre. However, by solving the spherical and arip®

The latter was shown to solve the Fokker-Planck equation Jeans equation on the _Anderson & van der Marel (2010) pro-

the vicinity of a central IMBH that formed long before a clusjected density and kinematic data, van der Marel & Anderson

ter relaxation time (Bahcall & Wolf, 1976; Binney & Tremaine (2010) find that the presence of an IMBH is possible only if

1987), and its validity was subsequently confirmed by adeuraVl./M < 4.3 x 103, which corresponds to about half the mass

numerical simulations (Freitag & Benz, 2002; Baumgardiet apredicted by Noyola et al..

2004 Preto et al., 2004). In this paper we would like to provide further evidence on
The typical SB profile that comes out of the model has, féhe presence of the IMBH and to give another independent es-

any reasonable IMBH mass, the appearance of a normal Idimate of its mass, by means of a parametric fitting of both the

or medium-concentration clustec (< 2) and shows a steepSB and the LOSVD profiles using the MO7 model. The results

cusp only in the very inner region (typically within a tenth ofrom the best fit of the SB profile are described in Sect. 2, evhil

the core radius) delimited by the ‘cusp radius}. In fact, out- those coming from the LOSVD fitting are presented in Jgct. 3.

sidere, a shallow power-law behaviour — with a logarithmicConcluding remarks are reported in Sétt. 4.

slopes £ 0.25 — is the most easily observable fingerprint in

the otherwise flat core profile. Interestingly, this confichike i i

finding of other authors who — using a completelffetient ap- 2. The fit of the surface brightness

proach (accuratbl-body simulations) — also claim that IMBHS 1 1,4y thew Cen SB profile, we considered the HBTS
most likely reside in non—core-collapsed clusters shoisga a5 rements recently made i)v Novyola et al. (2008) insitle 40

weak rise of the SB in the core region (Baumgardt et al. 20 ; i
- ; = < : om the cluster centre, while for outer radii we took the &b
Trenti et al/ 2007). Recently, high-resolution Montecailmu- | 0o by Meylan (1987, their Table 1). S

lations have provided another independent confirmatiohexe
structural features (Umbreit etlal. 2009). On the other hand
cording to otheN-body experiments, it is claimed that post

core-collapsed GCs also exhibit a King-like profile, buthwét : P
. — | o rofile, where, however, the background contamination khou
s ~ 0.4 — Q7 steep core behaviour (Trenti et al., 2010); it mu e negligible, for it was shown to only be relevant foz 33

be emphasised, however, that MO7 models yield core profilf_%on ot al [ 2000). Thus. the discrepancy from the pramfiasif

th_at are alwa_ys significantly flatter and unable to fit beharso g]is model.éhould).be dué to the intrFi)nsic%ynamicalpstaté]eft

with such a higrs. o cluster outskirts. In fact, we find that a good fit of the whole
The shape of the SB profile given by the MO7 model desfile can be achieved by including either a certain degfee o

pends on 2 dimensionless parameleFer the purposes of this g velocity anisotropy or an MM stellar population wittass
study, we use the IMBH to cluster mass ratid, /M, and the segregation (keeping isotropic velocities).

dimensionless gravitational potential at the edge of th&HMv Nevertheless, the fit of the inner SB profile with a SM

dynamical influence regioWgy. The latter replaces the usualgqgpic model permitted us to determine the best fit vatre f
Kflng m(;’.del shcer)tral Idlmensmr?lesls potenti#, with ghe aim 1, /M regardless of velocity anisotropy, because the presence of
Of %VO:I\/IIrI;gHt € sllrlz/?(;;?a?ty fat the EUStﬁr centre in the prE® e |atter only influences the outer region (as happens imalbr
ot the . (see , for further details). L . King-Michie models, see, e.g., Gunn & @i 1979;/ Miocchi
InIMQ7 it was shown that lower and upper limitsk, exist  [5006). Thus, a grid of SM isotropic models have been gengrate
as a_functlon ot ands. This relatlon_shlp was then applied to in+, sampling the form parametéfésy, andM. /M. As the model
vestigate the presence of IMBHs in the set of GCs, whose Bfhfiles are expressed in dimensionless units, they have to b
was accurately measured lin_Noyola & Gebhardt (2006) usigggled in both the radial and the SB dimension. Thus, for each
HST/WFPC2 archive images. Among the six candidate cluste{gyge| of the grid we found the best fit values for two suitable

found, NGC 6388 and M54 have subsequently been the objeglg|e parameters, namely the “visual” core rdfliusand the
of further and more detailed studies (through paramettiadit

As is evident from the too low concentration of the dotted
profile in Fig.[Q (bottom panel), we notice that the SM isoteop
“model is unable to fit the outermost part ¥ 13) of the SB

2 Herer, is defined as the radius at which the SB drops to half
1 The model can also include velocity anisotropy in the GCkittis  its value atre,. In good approximationy. coincides with the loca-

In this case the outer SB profile shape depends on the arpgotidius, tion of the “turn-df” of the profile (also called ‘break radius’ in

too. Noyola & Gebhardt 2006; see M07 for more details).
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The central cross marks the minimwhmodel location\\Vey =
5.25 andM, /M = 5.8x 107%) and the isocontours fayy? = 2.3,
Fig.1. Bottom panel: surface brightness profile @fCen and 6.17, 118 correspond to confidence regions of®@&hick line),
the SM isotropic (dotted line) and anisotropic (solid limdth  95.4, and 997%, respectively.

ra = 4.5r¢) best fit. In the case of the isotropic model, only data
with log(r) < 2.9 have been considered for the best fit search.
The MM isotropic model yields a best fit profile that is indis- 50
tinguishable from that given in the SM anisotropic case. For
log(r) < 1.6, the HSTACS observations by Noyola et/al. (2008)

are used (filled squares), while for loy(> 1.6 data are taken
fromiMeylan (1987, open squares). The top panel shows an gn+5
larged view of the central region. The core radius is plowtétd =

a dashed line.

log(r[arcsec])

40
normalisation value of the SB, restricting the fit to datang®i

with r < 13.2. Since the SB measurements uncertainties are | | |
known, we minimised thg? sum weighted by the width of the 4.2 4.4 4.6
error bars. /T,
The calculateg/? values are reported in Figl 2, from which
we deduce thalVgy = 5.25 andM,/M = 5,8jg»g x 1073, with a  Fig.3. x? behaviour of the best fit SM model in the isotropic
level of confidence (LOC) of 68.3%. The best fit isotropic modé&ase (the cross in Fi@l 2) when anisotropy is introduced, as a
givesr, = 156’, which confirms both the more recent observdunction of the anisotropy radius. In this case, all the available
tions byl Ferraro et all_(2006) and the value listed in Tragaefle SB data are taken into account. The values (forAy® = 1,
(1995). 9) corresponding to an LOC of 68.3 and 99.7% are also plotted
OnceWsy and M,/M has been determined by fitting the(dotted lines).
inner SB profile, we fit the entire data set by including radial
velocity anisotropy in the stellar system outskirts (canfirg
what was already noted hy Meylan 1987), namely outside an
anisotropy radius,; see, e.gl, Miocch[ (2006) for a description ~ The SM anisotropic best fit model reported in Fig. 1 yields
of how anisotropic velocities can béfieiently implemented in @ tidal radiusr; = 41'.3 and a concentration parameter=
King-Michie models. Thus, a “sub-grid” of anisotropic mdsle 109(rt/rc) ~ 1.2, substantially lower than the@lvalue quoted
is generated by sampling in the range [210] x r¢. The result- in thelHarris (1996) catalogue, but in good agreement with re
ing x? behaviour, this time evaluated over all SB data, is plog¢ent results (Ferraro etlal.. 2006; van de Ven et al., 2006).
ted in Fig[3 and leads to the estimatgs= (4.5+ 0.1) X r, = As we said at the beginning of this section, the entire ob-
12 + 0.2 with an LOC of 68.3%. From this figure, it can alscerved SB profile can also be fitted fairly well by an MM
be noted how the anisotropic model when ‘pushed’ towards tls®tropic model (see also_Meylan, 1987) including the IMBH
isotropic caserg >> r.) gives unacceptable fits (hugé val- and stars in the mass rangeg8-1.2 M,, distributed following
ues).van de Ven et al. (2006) find that the velocity distidhut the Salpeter mass function, with central energy equipantit
in w Cen is nearly isotropic inside 10, in agreement to our In this case, the best fit profile is favl,/M = 2.8 x 1073
best fit value for,. On the other hand, these authors reportddndWgy = 7.5), and it practically overlaps with that of the
the presence of a slight tangential anisotropy in the dusie  anisotropic case (Fid.] 1). Nonetheless, we discarded this M
skirts which is, however, below the uncertainty in the véioc model because it underestimates the LOSVD in the central re-
dispersion measurements (see their figure 8). gion, as we see in detail in next section.

-
oS
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3. Velocity dispersion profile fewinnermost LOSVD data points, while it has practically no ef-

. . . fects forr 2 30” and plays no role at all on the SB profile. In our
To provide an estimate dfl.,, we have to quantify the clustercage on the contrary, the behaviour of the LOSVD given by the
total massM first. This can be done by exploiting the most regoqe| is strongly dependent on the best fit parameters ofthe S
cent kinematic observations af Cen. For this purpose, alongpqfile. If our model were forced to fit the entire LOSVD well,
with the two innermost points taken from the Gemini GMO§3nen the required 4 x 10*M,, IMBH would produce a much
IFU measurements in Noyola et al. (2008), we use the LOSVd§aeper SB core behaviour (along with too low a concentjtio
data employed by van de Ven et al. (2006, see referencesthe{gich would be completely dierent from the observed one. The
for the discussion of the various data sources). These amjbadisadvantage of our parametric approach is that it is “Iess g
on various independent sets of measurements, which in rﬁosgpar,, because it is constrained by the theoretical hymisHg-

the radial annuli include values taken irffdrent apertures (seejng pehind the assumption of that particular distributiondtion
Fig.[4). A radial error bar is plotted for the innermost pdmin- phase-space.

dicate the width of the’5x5” GMOS-IFU field of view that was The predicted cluster total mass= (3.1+ 0.3)x 10° Mo,

centred on the cluster nucleus to obtain the integratedispec | ... - OC of 68.3% (FidJ5). It is in marginal agreement with

(Noyola et al.. 2008). the d : . . .
Z , , ynamical estimate of 2+0.3)x10° M, inlvan de Ven et al.
Once the SB profile has been fitted, foem of the LOSVD 2006) — though it would agree well at-2evel — while much

profile is univocally given by the model and cannot be adaptggyer than thé Meylar (1987).8x 10°M,, value. This author
to the observed behaviour. The best fit can be found by ad@ist|,soq 5 King-Michié MM model in which an approximated en-
only the velocity scale factor (corresponding to a vertstaft- o4 equipartition was imposed (see Miotéhi, 2006, for a dis
ing of the profile). In turn, this factor depends on the addpte,ssion of this approximation). This, together with theuassd
cluster distance and total makk We chose to a-priori fix the esance of very low-mass stars (down t63M,), can explain
distance to 4 kpc (as from van de Ven et/al.. 2006), and then g higherM estimate. As far as th®l/L ratio is concerned, if
find the M value that gives the best it to the LOSVD observgsne assumes a totatband luminosity in the “prudential” range
tions. Shown in Fig.4 are two LOSVD best fit profiles: the ONE, = (1.0 + 0.2) x 10° L, (e.g.[Seitzer, 1983; Meylah, 1987;
giver_1 by th(_a SM anisotropic model and the one produced by tae -5 & Lia/2000), one getd/Ly = 3.1+ 0.9, a value com-
MM isotropic one. _ _ atible with the accurate 2+ 0.1[van de Ven et al[ (2006) esti-

_ Itis evident (see also Fifl] 5) that the SM case yields a betighte. Of course, as the model predicts no mass segregéuon, t
fit to LOSVD data, having®(x* > x£,) = 84%, compared with mass-to-light ratio turns out to be uniform.

the MM model that give®(y* > %) = 47% mainly because,  The estimate made in Seft. 2 of the ratlg/M, combined

in the inner region (log < 1.8), it exhibits too low an LOSVD. wjith the uncertainty on the cluster total mass, yields an B
This is naturally expected from the mass distribution inNi  mass in the range.dx 10* < M, < 2.3 x 10°M, (with a
case being dominated by the lighter (and fainter) starschvhigg 396 LOC), which spans about one third to a half the mass
are much less concentrated than the giants. Thus, the §elogiredicted by Noyola et &l. (2008), but is marginally comipiati
dispersion of the giants starts to decrease at larger mfik: with the < 1.3x 10 M, van der Marel & Anderson. (2010) esti-
sequently the best fit tends to give a lower inner LOSVD in th@ate. However, it has to be kept in mind that these two estisnat
attempt to fit the outer data. Interestingly, that the SM nhbede  rely on diferent cluster centre. Finally, it is worth noting how
ter represents the dynamical situation of this cluster ssgghat our estimate range, though still incompatible, gets cléséhe
mass segregation has not bediceent inw Cen. In this sense, . 2300 M, upper limit as constrained by the Cen radio con-

it confirms the current thought that this cluster is not cagtedy  tinuum emission (Maccarone & Servillat, 2008).
relaxed by collisions, because of its relatively long reléon )

time (see, e.gl, Meylan 1987; Meylan etial. 1995). Various au
thors, indeed, have found indications of a uniform maskgtao- ;
ratio (see, e.g., Merritt et Al., 1997; van de Ven el al., 2006 4. Conclusions

Considering the relatively large error bars of LOSVD mean this paper we have presented a parametric fit of the sur-
surements in crowded regions, from Fg. 4 we note that th&ce brightness (SB) profile ab Cen (NGC 5139), made up
model profile predicts that the central velocity cusp is appdy of HST/ACS data in the central region_(Noyola et al., 2008)
more centrally concentrated than Noyola etlal. (2008) ofaser and of thel Meylan[(1987) normalised profile in the outskirts.
tions suggest (it starts to be evident only fo€ 1), though one The fit was done by using a self-consistent (spherical and non
has to consider the “visuaffect” of the logarithmic scale in In  rotating) model that includes a central intermediate-niesk
fact, a relatively large residuat(4 km s) still remains for the hole (IMBH). The whole SB profile (from ~ 1”.6 out tor ~
innermost LOSVD data point, although its radial error béeiin 42) can be well-fitted by the model both with the single-mass
sects the model profile (at~ 0”.6). If theiMO7 model representsstellar distribution — assuming a radially anisotropicoety dis-
the real cluster dynamical state well, this could indichtein- tribution outside 12— and with a multimass model with isotropic
fluence of some statistical biaffi@cting this bin or too large an velocity. The comparison of the generated LOSVD with the
average radius chosen for it. In this respect, it is alsolwoot-  kinematic observations recently enriched at the very a¢ntr
ing that recent and accurate proper motion measuremeralrevegion by Gemini GMOS-IFU measurements_(Noyola ét al.,
no significant velocity cusp at the central region of thisselu[2008), however, allows this degeneracy to be resolved iouiav
ter, though this study relies on affdirent dataset and kinematicof the single-mass case. In fact, the multimass model yields
centre location and, moreover, the authors do not obserye ao low an LOSVD in the central region. This suggests that
appreciable cusp in density (Anderson & van der Marel, 2010Len is presently in a non mass-segregated state, as already a

In INoyola et al. [(2008) the innermost bins are fitted quitgued by various authors (e.g. Meylan, 1987; Meylan et aB519
well (apart from the measurement at log(~ 1.7, see their ivan de Ven et all, 2006). It is also worth noting that reddnt
Fig. 4). However, it must be noticed that in these authorgleho body studies show that the presence of an IMBH in a cluster can
the IMBH mass best fit value depends almost completely on theppress mass segregation (Gill et al., 2008).
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