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ABSTRACT

Aims. We report the discovery of a planet with a high planet-to-stass ratio in the microlensing event MOA-2009-BLG-387,iakh
exhibited pronounced deviations over a 12-day intervas, afithe longest for any planetary event. The host is an M dwatii a mass in the
range 007 My < Myost < 0.49 M, at 90% confidence. The planet-star mass rat00.0132+ 0.003 has been measured extremely well, so at
the best-estimated host mass, the planet mass is 2.6 Jupiter masses for the median host mé%s; 0.19 M.

Methods. The host mass is determined from two “higher order” micrsleg parameters. One of these, the angular Einstein radius
fe = 0.31+ 0.03mas has been accurately measured, but the other (thelenengarallaxte, which is due to the Earth’s orbital motion) is
highly degenerate with the orbital motion of the planet. Wagistically resolve the degeneracy between Earth andeplarbital @fects by
imposing priors from a Galactic model that specifies thetfm® and velocities of lenses and sources and a Kepler nobdebits.

Results. The 90% confidence intervals for the distance, semi-majis, and period of the planet are5kpc < D < 7.9kpc,
11AU < a< 27AU, and 38yr < P < 7.6 yr, respectively.
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1. Introduction this planet may pose a challenge to such theories. Grabritati

o ) . instability, on the other hand, favors the formation of niass
Over the past decade, the gravitational microlensing nuethg i« (provided they form at all).

has led to detection of ten exoplanets (Bond éetal. 2004;
Udalski et al.| 2005| Beaulieu etlal. 2006; Gould etlal. 2006;

Gaudietal.| 2008;_Bennettetal. 2008;_Dong €tial._2009b; ¢\ rrent and future microlensing surveys are particularly
Janczak etal. 2010; Sumi et al. 2010), which permits the €s,itive to large planets orbiting M dwarf hosts, for several
ploration of host-star and planet populations whose mass gl550ns. As with other techniques, microlensing is more sen
distance are not probed by any other method. Indeed, siecedfy; o 1o planets with higheg. In addition, as the mass ratio

eﬂiqlengy of the microlensing method does not depend on ciﬁ‘(’:reases, a larger fraction of systems induce an impostant
tecting light from the h_OSt star, "_[ allows one to probe t_esaﬂyl class of resonant-caustic lenses. Resonant causticseatedr
aII_steIIar t_ype_s over distant regions of our Galaxy. Inigatar, when the planet happens to have a projected separation close
microlensing is an excellent method to explore planets@iou, the Einstein radius of the primary (Wambsginss 1997). The
M dwarfs, which are the most common stars in our Galaxynge of separations that give rise to resonant caustiasitis g

but which are often a challenge for other techniques bems?]arrow for smallg, but grows asy/3. Furthermore, although

their low Iummosf[y. Roughly half of all mmrplensmg eVBN the range of parameter space giving rise to resonant caustic
toward the Galactic bulge stem from stars with mash5 Mo 5 narrow, the caustics themselves and their cross seaiens
(Gould2000). large and also grow ag"/3. Thus the probability of detecting
Determining the characteristics and frequency of planeﬁﬁinets via these caustics is relatively high, and suctesyst
orbiting M dwarfs is of interest not only because M dwarfs argyntribute a significant fraction of all detected eventstipa-
the most common type of stars in the Galaxy, but also becaysgy for supermassive planets orbiting M dwarfs. Events du
these systems provide important tests of planet formatien tyg resonant caustics are particularly valuable, as theyathe
ories. In particular, the core accretion theory of giantnela {o further constrain the properties and orbit of the plafiats
formation predicts that giant planets should be less comm@recause these events usually exhibit caustic featuaesté
around low-mass stars (Laughlin etlal. 2004; Ida & Lin 2003gparated well in time. When combined with the fact that the
Kennedy & Kenyon 2008; D'Angelo et al. 2010), whereas thgrecise shape of a resonant caustic is extremely sensitive t
gravitational instability model predicts that giant pléean the separation of the planet from the Einstein ring, suchtlig

form around M dwarfs with siliciently massive protoplan- cyrves are particularly sensitive to orbital motion of thienet
etary disksl(Boss 2006). In fact, there is accumulating eykee, e.g/, Bennett et/al. 2010).

dence from radial velocity surveys that giant planets ass le
common around low-mass primaries (Cumming et al. 2008;
Johnson et al. 2010). However, these surveys are only sensit  Here we present the analysis of the microlensing event
to planets with semimajor axes €f2.5 AU. Since it is thought M OA-2009-BLG-387, a resonant-caustic event, which we
that the majority of the giant planets found by radial vetpci gemonstrate is caused by a massive planet orbiting an M dwarf
surveys likely formed farther out in their protoplanetaigk$ The light curve associated with this event contains veryrpro
and subsequently migrated close to their parent star, ibiS ent caustic features that are well separated in time. These
clear whether the relative paucity of giant planets arowme | stryctures were very intensively monitored by the micrsten
mass stars found in these surveys is a statement about th%ﬁ’@observers, so that the geometry of the system is quite wel
pendence on stellar mass of migration or of formation. constrained. As a result, the event has high sensitivityvto t
Microlensing is complementary to the radial velocity tecthigher order &ects: parallax and orbital motion of the planet.
nique in that it is sensitive to planets with larger semimajon Section 4, we present the modeling of these tfieats and
axes, closer to their supposed birth sites. Indeed, baséiteonour estimates of the event characteristics. This analgsisals
analysis of 13 well-monitored high-magnification eventthwi a degeneracy between one component of the parallax and one
6 detected planets, Gould et al. (2010) found that the frecpie component of the orbital motion. We explain, for the firsteim
of giant planets at separations-f2.5 AU orbiting~ 0.5 Mg the causes of this degeneracy. It gives rise to very largeserr
hosts was quite high and, in particular, consistent withetke in both the parallax and orbital motion, which makes the final
trapolation of the frequencies of small-separation gidat@ts results highly sensitive to the adopted priors. In paréicuini-
orbiting solar mass hosts inferred from radial velocityweys form priors in microlensing variables imply essentiallyiform
out to the separations where microlensing is most sensitiygiors in lens-source relative parallax, whereas the prpper
This suggests that low-mass stars may form giant planetsf@sphysical location is uniformity in volume element. Thes
efficiently as do higher mass stars, but that these planets dodigfer by approximately a factdp?, whereD; is the lens dis-
migrate as fiiciently. tance. In Section 5, we therefore give a careful Bayesiah ana
Furthermore, of the ten previously published microlensingis that properly weights the distribution by correct fbgk
planets, one was a “supermassive” planet with a very higlsmasiors. The high-mass end of the range still permitted ismeli
ratio: am, = 3.8Myyp planet orbiting an M dwarf of massinated by the failure to detect flux from the lens using high-
M = 0.46 M, (Dong et all 2009a). Given their high planet-toresolution NACO images on the VLT. Combining all available
star mass ratiog, such planets are expected to be exceedinghformation, we find that the host is an M dwarf in the mass
rare in the core-accretion paradigm, so the mere existehceange 007 Mgy < Mpost < 0.49 Mg, at 90% confidence.
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2. Observational data The RoboNet collaboration also followed the event with
their three 2m robotic telescopes : the Faulkes Telescopes
The microlensing event MOA-2009-BLG-387 was alertefiorth (FTN) and South (FTS) in Hawaii and Australia
by the MOA collaboration (Microlensing Observations ir(Siding Springs Observatory) respectively, and the Livetp
Astrophysics) on 24 July 2009 at 15:08 WH,JD’ = HJD - Tglescope (LT) on La Palma (Canary Islands). And finally, the

2,450,000 = 503713, a few days before the first caustic enyiNDSTEp collaboration observed the event with the Danish
try. Many observatories obtained data of the event. The ce54 m at ESO La Silla (Chile).

lestial coordinates of the event ase = 17h53m50.79s and

§ = —3%5925" (J2000.0) corresponding to Galactic coordi- Observational conditions for this event were unusually
nates 1 = +35656.b = —4.097. challenging, due in part to the faintness of the target aed th

resence of a bright neighboring star. Moreover, the fulbmo

. The Ii.ghtcurve is overall cha_racter.ized by two pairs of eaugassed close to the source near the second caustic entrance.
tic crossings (entrance plus exit), which together Sp"’m"’{%dﬁ_\s a result, several data sets were of much lower statistical

(see F'QU1)' Th”|s structure Is causeo! by the source jas Uality and had much stronger systematics than the others. W
over two “prongs” of a resonant caustic (see Figilrel inse

Obtaini d P ) . ad erefore selected seven data sets that cover the caustticds
. taining good coverage of these caustic crossings po a¥%d the entire lightcurve : MOA, SAAQO, FCO, AO, Danish,
riety of challenges.

Bronberg, and Wise. They include 118 MOA data points in
The first caustic entranceHgD’” = 50403) was de- | pand, 221 PLANET data points inband, 262.FUN data
tected by the PLANET collaboration using the South AfricaﬁoimS in unfilteredR and| bands, and 300 MiNDSTEp data

Astronomical Observatory (SAAO) at Sutherland (EIizaberﬁbims inl band. We also fit theFUN CTIO | andV data
1m) who then issued an anomaly alerttaD’ 5040.4 call- g the final model, but solely for the purpose of determining
ing for intensive follow-up observations, which in turn &f&d  the source size. And finally, we fitFUN CTIO H-band data
excellent coverage of the first caustic exit roughly one désrl g the lightcurve in order to compare tieband source flux

The second caustic entrance occurred about seven daith the late-timeH-band baseline flux from VLT images (see
later HID’ = 50471, see Figuigl). That the caustic crossingsection[2.11). The SAAO, FCO, AO, Danish, Bronberg, and
are so far apart in time is quite unusual in planetary mier®le Wise data were reduced by MDA using the PYSIS3 software
ing events. Since round-the-clock intensive observataams (Albrow et al.| 2009). The FCO, AO, Bronberg, and Wise im-
not normally be sustained for a week, accurate real-timagipre ages were taken in white light andffered from systematic
tion of the second caustic entrance was important for oioigin effects related to the airmass. Sudfeets were corrected by
intensive coverage of this feature. In fact, the secondtirausextracting lightcurves of other stars in the field with samil
entrance was predicted 14 hours in advance, with a five-ha@otors to the lens, and assuming that these stars are in#iiys
discrete uncertainty due to the well-known clogde s < s constant.

cét_agengrac;g_whe_lr_x?s tf:e prOJectedtseparatlpn N ur;;_tst_of the For each data set, the errors were rescaled to rpaker
Instein radius. The close-geometry crossing predictias Wyeqreq of freedom for the best binary-lens fit close to unity.

accurate to less than one _half hour and the_ caustic-geometiyvhen eliminated the largest outlier and repeated thesgsoc
prediction was almost identical to the one derived from thst b until there were no 3 outliers

fit to the full lightcurve, which is shown in Figure1.

The extended duration of the lightcurve anomalies indgate
a correspondingly large caustic structure. Indeed, thiingre 2.1, VLT NACO Images
nary models found a planstar separation (in units of Einstein
radius) close to unity, which means that the caustic is rasbn ~ On 7 June 2010, we obtained high-resolutiéfband im-
(see the caustic shape in the upper panel of Higurel, wheredfjes using the NACO imager on the Very Large Telescope
source is going upward). (VLT). Since this was approximately 7.7 Einstein timessale

The event was alerted and monitored by the MOA cofter the peak of the event, the source was essentially at
laboration. It was also monitored by the Probing Lensiri§e baseline. The reduction procedures were similar toethos
Anomalies Network collaboration (PLANET:_Albrow etlal.0f MOA-2008-BLG-310, which are described in detail by
1998) from three dferent telescopes: at the South Africadanczak etall (2010).

Astronomical Observatory (SAAO), as mentioned above, as To identify the source on the NACO frame, we first per-

well as the Canopus 1 m at Hobart (Tasmania) and the 60 ggimed image subtraction on CTIGband images to locate its

of Perth Observatory (Australia). position on thel-band frame. We then used the NACO image
The Microlensing Follow Up NetworkufFUN ;|Yoo et al. to find relatively unblended stars that could be used to dlign

2004) followed the event from Chile (1.3m SMARTS telescopeband and NACO frames. There is clearly a source at the in-

at CTIO) (v, | andH band data), South Africa (0.35 m teleferred position, but it lies only seven pixels18”) from an am-

scope at Bronberg observatory), New Zealand (0.40 m and Ot8ént star, which is 1.35 mag brighter than the “target” ¢seu

m telescopes at Auckland Observatory (AO) and Farm Cophuis lens plus any other blended light within the aperturbjs

(FCO) observatory, respectively, the Wise observator§ fd. proximity induces a 94% correlation dfieient between the

at Mitzpe Ramon, Israel), and the Kumeu observatory (0.36photometric measurements of the two stars. We therefore est

telescope at Auckland, NZ). mate the target error as 0.06 mag. In the NACO system (which
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is calibrated to 2MASS using comparison stars) the targgtma. Event modeling
nitude is 21 Overu
Hiargemnaco = 18.25+ 0.06. 1) 41 Overview

: . _The modeling proceeds in several stages. We first give an
We have arH-band light curve (taken simultaneously Wm—i\ gp g g
I
t

. verview of these stages and then consider them each in de-
Vandl at CTIO), and so (once we have established a modelllf “r -t inspection of the lightcurve shows that the rseu

the light curve in Sectioll] 4) we can measure quite precibely Lrossed over two “orongs” of a caustic, or possibly two sepa-

source flux in the CTIO systerflsourcectio = 20.03+0.02.T0 40 caustics, with a pronounced trough in between. Thessour
compare \.Nlth NACO, we transform to the NACO system USIrkgpent 1-3 days crossing each prong and 7 days between prongs.
4 comparison stars that are relatlvgly gnblended, a prdcessp;g pattern strongly implies that the event topology ig thfa
which we assign a 0.03 mag error, finding a source crossing the “back end” of a resonant caustic with
Hsourcenaco = 1835 0.03. (2 S< 1, as illustrated in Figui&l. We nevertheless conducted a
blind search of parameter space, incorporating the minénal
The diference, consisting of light from the lens as well as arsfandard static-binary parameters required to describiei-al
other blended light in the aperture, i40+ 0.07. nary events, as well as= 0., /6g, the source size in units of the
This excess-flux measurement could in principle be duenstein radius. The parameters derived from this fit aréequi
five physical &ects. First, it is reasonably consistent with norobust. However, they yield only the planet-star mass rgtio
mal statistical noise. Second, it could come from the lerss. Aut not the planet mass, = qM, whereM is the host mass. In
we show in Sectiofil5, this would be consistent with a broguinciple, one can measuhé from (e.g.Gould 2000)
range of M dwarf lenses. Third, it could be a companion to the Oc
source, and fourth, a companion to the lens. Finally, itdbdd M = — 4)
an ambient star unrelated to the event. The fundamentakimpo e
tance of this measurement is that, for all five of these pdssilwhererg is the “microlens parallax” and = 4G/(c’> AU) ~
ities, the measurement places an upper limit on the flux fragm masl\/lél_ However, whilege = 6. /p is also quite robustly
the lens, hence its mass (assuming it is not a white dwarf). determined from the static solution (and Seclibm@)is not.
However, the event timescale is moderately long (
40 days). This would not normally be long enough
to measure the full microlens parallax, but might be
enough to measure one dimension of the parallax vector
To determine the dereddened color and magnitude of the f§zould, Miralda-Escude & Bahcall 1994). Moreover, the &arg
crolensed source, we put the best fit color and magnitudesgparation in time of the caustic features could permitcdete
the source on anl(V — I) instrumental color magnitude di-tion of orbital motion &ects as well.(Albrow et al. 2000). We
agram (CMD) (cf. Fig.R), using instrumental CTIO data. Th&erefore incorporate these twiiexts, first separately and then
magnitude and color of the target are= 20.62 + 0.04 and together. We find that each is separately detected with fggh s
(V —1) = —0.42+ 0.01. The mean position of the red clump igificance, but that when combined they are partially degerer
represented by an open circle &t\( — |)rc = (16.36,-0.16), With each other. In particular, one of the two component&ef t
with an error of 0.05 for both quantities. microlensing parallax vectorg is highly degenerate with one
For the absolute clump magnitude, we addtrc = of the two measurable parameters of orbital motion. It isroft
—0.25 + 0.05 from/Bennett et al! (2010). We adopt the medhe case that one or both componentsrefare poorly mea-
sured bulge clump coloM{ — I)gre = 1.08 + 0.05 (Fig. 5 sured in planetary microlensing events. The usual solusitm
of [Benshy et dll 2010) and a Galactocentric distaRge= adopt Bayesian priors for the lens-source relative pacaitad
8.0 + 0.3kpc [Yelda etall 2010). We further assume that &oper motion, based on a Galactic model. We also pursue this
the longitude I = —3.4), the bar lies 0.7 kpc more distan@Pproach, but in addition we consider separately Bayesian p
than R, (D. Nataf et al., in preparation), i.e., 8.7 kpc. Fror@r's on the orbital parameters as well. We show that the sesult
this, we derive [,V — )orc = (14.45,1.08) + (0.10,0.05), obtained by employing either set of priors separately are co
so that the dereddened source color and magnitude are gi$istent with each other, and we therefore combine both $ets o
by: I,V = 1)o = ALV = 1) + (I,V = I)ore = (1871,0.82). Ppriors.
From (V — I)o, we derive ¥ — K)o = 1.78 + 0.14 using the
Bessel & Brett|(1988) color-color relations.
The color determines the relation between dereddened
source flux and angular source radius, (Kervella gt al.[2004)

3. Source properties from color-magnitude
diagram and measurement of 6g

log 26, = 0.5170— 0.2Vp + 0.2755(/ — K)o, 3)

giving 6. = 0.63 + 0.06uas. With the angular size of the
source given by the limb-darkened extended-source fit (node
5, see Table 1). = 0.00202+ 0.00003, we derive the angular
Einstein radiugk : 6g = 6. /p. = 0.31+ 0.03 mas.
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4.2. Static binary 4.3. Parallax effects

A static binary-lens point-source model involves six miens- When observing a microlensing event, the resulting flux for

ing parameters: three related to the lens-source kinesnggic €ach observatory-filtércan be expressed as,

Uo, te), wherety is the time of lens-source closest approagh, ~  _ - )

is the impact parameter with respect to the center of maisﬂeof{: i(®) = FaiAu(®] + Foi. ©)

binary-lens system artg is the Einstein timescale of the eventwhereF; is the flux of the unmagnified sourdg,; is the back-

and three related to the binary-lens systems( @), whereq ground flux andi(t) is the source-lens projected separation in

ands are the planet-star mass ratio and separation in unitstieé lens plane. The source-lens projected separation ierise

Einstein radius, respectively, andis the angle between theplane,u(t) of Eq. (8), can be expressed as a combination of two

trajectory of the source and the star-planet axis.rFer7 ob- componentsz(t) andg(t), its projections along the direction of

servatories, there arephotometric parameters,x (Fs,Fp), lens-source motion and perpendicular to it, respectively:

which correspond to the source flux and blend flux for each

data set. These are usually determined by linear regreSdien y(t) = /T2(t) + B2(1). (7)

radius of the source, in Einstein units, can also be derived

from the model provided that the source passes over, fiir suf the motion of the source, lens and observer can all be con-

ciently close to, a caustic structure. To optimize the fieimis sidered rectilinear, the two componentsuf) are given by

of computing time, we adopt flerent methods for implement- A

ing finite-source fects, depending on the distance betweetft) = — ;o B =Uo. (8)

the source and the caustic features in the sky plane. When the

source is far from the caustic (in the wings of the lightcQrve  To introduce parallax féects, we use the geocentric for-

we treat it as a point source. In the caustic crossing regiof#lism (Anetal! 2002; Gould 2004) which ensures that the

we use a finite-source model based on the Green-Stokes théee standard microlensing parametegstg, uo) are nearly

orem (Gould & Gaucherel 1997). Numerical implementatioiie same as for the no-parallax fit. Hence, two more parame-

of this method is adapted from the code that was originally ders are fitted in the MCMC code, i.e., the two components of

vised forl Albrow et al.|(2001) and refinedin An ef al. (2002fhe parallax vectorre, whose magnitude gives the projected

This technique, which reduces the 2-dimensional integrat o Einstein radiusye = AU/ze and whose direction is that of

the source to a 1-dimensional integral over its boundary alédis-source relative motion. The parallaieets imply addi-

so is extremely ficient, implicitly assumes that the sourcdional terms in the EqL{8)

has uniform surface brightness, i.e., is not limb darkened. — {_

We then include limb-darkening in the final fit, as describedt) = - t or(t) 5 B()=uo+ B 9)

in Section[4.b. Lastly, in the intermediary regions, we use .

the hexadecapole approximation (Pejcha & Heyrovsky 200@here

Gould |2008), which consists of calculating the magnifiaatio

of 13 points Listributed over the source in g charac'?erimte (67(1), B(D) = 7eApo = (we-Apo, 7e X Apo) (10)

tern. To fit the microlensing parameters, we perform a Mark@ydAp,, is the apparent position of the Sun relative to what it

Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting with an adaptive step-sizgould have been assuming rectilinear motion of the Earth.

Gaussian sampler (Doran & Muller 2004; Dong et al. 20093.). The Conﬁgura’[ion with para"ax fects Corresponds to

After every 200 links in the chain, the covariance matrix béodel 2 of Table 1, The resulting diagram showing the north

tween the MCMC parameters is calculated again. We procegsi east components af is presented in Figuriel 3. Taking

to five runs corresponding to fiveftérent configurations: with- the parallax #ect into account substantially improves the fit

out either parallax or orbital motion, with parallax onlyitv (A,2 = —52). The best fit allowing only for parallax is= =

orbital motion only, with both #ects, and finally with both ef- (~1.38,0.60). There is a hard®Blower limit 7z > 0.6 and a 3

fects and limb-darkeningfkects included. The results are pregpper limitze < 1.9. If taken at face value, these results would

sented in Section 4.7. imply 0.025 < M/M,, < 0.075, i.e., a brown dwarf host with a
The static binary search without parallax leads to the fa§as giant planet. However, as can be seen from Figure 3, these

lowing parametersy = 0.0107,s = 0.9152,p = 0.00149, and results are inconsistent with the results from Model 4, Wwhic

thenfg = 0.42 mas, implying takes account of both parallax and orbital motion. This inco

sistency reflects an incorrect assumption in Model 2, namely

that the planet is not moving.

2
Mg = H—E = 22 Mg uas (5)
K 4.4. Orbital motion effects
This product is consistent, for example, with M3 mass host For the planet orbital motion, we use the formalism of
in the Galactic bulge or a.025M, mass brown-dwarf star atDong et al. [(2009a). The lightcurve is capable of constrgni
1 kpc, either of which would have very important implicaionat most two additional orbital parameters that can be inéeol
for the nature of the) = 0.0107 planet. We therefore first in-as the instantaneous velocity components in the plane of the
vestigate whether the microlens parallax can be measured. sky. They are implemented via two new MCMC parameters
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Fig. 3. There contoursat 1, 2, 3, and#in black, red, orange, Fig.4. Orbital parameters of solutions at 1, 2, 3, and #h
and green, respectively. As a comparison, the gray points shblack, red, orange, and green, respectively. As a compgriso
the approximate @ region of Model 4, i.e., with both parallaxthe gray points show thes3region of Model 4, i.e., with both
and orbital motion fects, with the & contour shown in black. parallax and orbital motionféects, with the & contour shown
The black cross shows the (0,0) coordinates. in black.

y”le four MCMC parametersgn, 7eg, w and ds/dt intro-
duced in Sections 4.3 afnd #.4. The best fitisN, 7eg) =
(2.495 -0.311)and {, ds/dt) = (-0.738 —0.360). This would
S= g + ds/dt (t — to) @ =ag+w(t—to). (11) lead to a host star 0of.015M at a distanc®, = 1.11 kpc and
a 021 Jupiter mass planet with a projected separation3i 0
These two #fects induce variations in the shape and ory.
entation of the resonant caustic, respectively. To enduae t  This small improvement in/? can be explained by a de-
the resulting orbital characteristics are physically plale, we generacy between the north componentrefand the orbital
can verify for any trial solution that the projected velgaif parameteww, as shown in FigurEl5. In fact, the actual degen-
the planet is not greater than the escape velocity of the sgsacy is betweeng , andw, whereng, (described by Gould
tem,v, < Vex for a given assumed mass and distance, whezgo4) is the component afe that is perpendicular to the in-

ds/dt andw, which are the uniform expansion rate in binar
separatiors and the binary rotation rate

(Dong et all. 2009a) stantaneous direction of the Earth’s acceleration, itet of
the Sun projected on the plane of the sky at the peak of the
V. = V(ds/dt)? + (ws)?Dibe (12)  event. This acceleration directiongs= 257.4° (north through

and east). Hence, the perpendicular directiogis 90° = 1926°,
which is quite close to the 195 degeneracy direction in the
2GM 2GM nmeN andrg e diagram. Sincerg | is very close (only 13 from
Vet = [ S Vestl = 4 ro s seDi. (13) north, ey is a good approximation for it.
Indeed,rg) generates an asymmetry in the lightcurve be-
The configuration with only orbital motion corresponds teause, to the extent that the source-lens motion is in thee-dir
the Model 3 of Table 1. The resulting diagram showing the s@ien of the Sun-Earth axis, the event rises faster than i fal
lution for the two orbital parametets andds/dt is presented (or vice versa). This féect is relatively easy to detect. But to
in Figurel4. Taking the orbital motion of the planetinto agcab the extent that the motion is perpendicular to this axis, the
substantially improves the fit\g? = —67.5). Sun’s acceleration induces a parabolic deviation in thedra
tory. To lowest order, this produces exactly the satffiece as
rotation of the lens geometry (which is a circular deviafion
Hence, the degeneracy betwegn andw can only be broken
In this section we model both parallax and orbital motioat higher order. This degeneracy was discussed in the dontex
effects, which is called Model 4 in Table 1. Taking these twof point lenses in_Gould, Miralda-Escude & Bahcall (1994),
effects into account results in only a modest improvement/8mith, Mao & Paczyhski | (2008a), and Gguld (2004). In the
x? compared to the cases for which théeets are consideredpoint-lens case, the:z , degeneracy appears nakedly (because
individually (Xgmh —Xgrbita, = -9). The triangle diagram pre-the lens system is invariant under rotation). In the presasg,
sented in Figuré€]5 shows the 2-parameter contours betwéas rotational symmetry is broken. In case orbital motioigis

4.5. Combined parallax and orbital motion
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nored, it thus may appear that parallax is measured more eaith parallax éfects only; Model 3: Finite-source binary-lens
ily in binary events, as originally suggested lby An & Gouldmodel with orbital motion fects only; Model 4: Finite-source
(2001). But in fact, as shown in the present case, once tre céhinary-lens model with both parallax and orbital motion ef-
tic is allowed to “rotate” (lowest order representation diital fects; and Model 5: Finite-source binary-lens model witthbo
motion), then therg ; degeneracy is restored. parallax and orbital motionfiects and limb-darkening.

4.6. Limb-darkening implementation Note in particular that Models 4 and 5 agree withirl o

) ] ) ) for all parameters, except thatis ~ 7% greater in the limb-
Most of the calculations in this paper are done using Stokeg: kened case (Model 5).

theorem, which greatly speeds up the computations by redgc-B
ing a 2-dimensional integral to one dimension. Howeves thi
method implicitly assumes that the source has uniform sarfa The Markov Chain used to find the solutions illustrated in
brightness, whereas real sources are limb darkened. linthe Figure[5 is constructed (as usual) by taking trial stepsahat
ear approximation, the normalized surface brightness eanuniform in the MCMC variables, includinty, up, andtg. This

ayesian analysis

written amounts to assuming a uniform prior in each of these vargable
In the case of the three variablgs ug, andtg, the solution is
W(izZI)=1- F(l _3 V1- 22), (14) extremely well constrained, so it makes hardly anfjedence
2 which prior is assumed. Whenever this is the case, Bayesian

whereT is the limb-darkening cd@cient depending on the and frequentist orientations lead to essentially the sanigts.
considered wavelength, amds the position on the source di-However, as shown in Figuié & is quite poorly constrained:
vided by the source radius. at the 2r level, the magnitude ofg varies by more than an
We adopt this approach because we expect that the s@i[der of magnitude. Since the lens distance is related tmthe
tions with and without limb darkening will be nearly iderale Crolens parallax by = AU/(6eze + 7s), wherers = AU/Ds,

except that the uniform source should appear smaller by &S amounts to giving equal prior weight to a tiny range & di
proximately a factor tances nearby and a huge range of distances far away. But the

actual weighting should have the reverse sign, primarily be
oun T cause a fixed distance range corresponds to far more volume
LA fd2222W(z: l")/fdzzz2 =4/1-= (15) at large than small distances. In fact, a Galactic modellshou
LOld 5 . o . .
be used to predict the a priori expected rate of microlensing
because this ratio preserves the rms radial distributidigif. ~€vents, which depends not only on the correct volume element
To test this conjecture, we approximate the surface adYt also on the density and velocity distributions of thesland

set of 20 equal-area rings, with the magnification of eade source as well.

ring still computed by Stokes' method. The surface bright- Similarly, a Keplerian orbit can be equally well character-
ness of theith ring is simply W(z) where z is the mid- ized by specifying the seven standard Kepler parameters or

dle of the ring. The limb-darkening cfigients for the unfil- Six Phase-space coordinates at a given instant of time, plus
tered data have been determined by interpolation, forR, the host mass. The latter parametrization is more convenien
| andH limb-darkening coicients. We find from the CMD from a microlensing perspective because microlensing most
that the source star ha¥ (- 1), = 0.82, so roughly a G7 robgstly measures the two in-sky-plane Qartesian spamifil c
dwarf or slightly cooler. We adopt a temperature bf = Ordinates ¢cosa andssine) and the two in-plane Cartesian
5500 K. We thus obtain the following limb-darkening param¢€locity coordinatesds/dt andsw), while the mass is directly
eters (v, Ug, U, Uy) = (0.7117 0.6353 0.5507, 0.3659), where 9iven by microlens variable®! = 6g/«ne. However, the for-

u = 30/(T + 2) (Afonso et all 2000). TherT(,I'r, I, Iy) = ™Mer (Kepler) vangble_s have simple Well-establlshe_d iy
(0.622Q 0.5373 0.4497,0.2778). For a given observatgfiter ~ StéPping equally in microlens parameters, onéfisagively as-

(or possibly unfiltered), we then compam®ufserves — lcTio)  SUMING unlform. priors in these variables, whereas one shoul
to (Verio — lerio), considering thaticrio = 0.07v + ©stablish the priors according to the Kepler parameters.

093 and that approximatelV = 2R — | and de- In prlnuple, one_would simultaneously incorporate both
duce empirical expression for the correspondifgcoef- S€ts Of priors (Galactic and Kepler), and we do ultimatelyd
ficients. TheT codficients for all the observatories therflis approach. However, itis instructive to first apply theep-
become Twoa. T'saro: Tecos T'ao: Toanish Teronberg: Twise) = arately to def[ermme whetheTr the.se two sets of priors arie bas
(0.493 0.45,0.52, 0,51, 0.45,0.53, 0.49). Substituting, a mean ally compatible or are relatively inconsistent.

I' ~ 0.47 into Eq. [I5), we expegt to be~ 5% larger when

limb-darkening is included.

4.7. Results summary

We summarize the best-fit results for the fivifelient mod-
els presented in Sectibh 4 in Table 1. The five models are Model
1: Finite-source binary-lens model with neither parallak or-
bital motion dfects; Model 2: Finite-source binary-lens model
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Table 1. Fit parameters for finite-source binary-lens medel

Model to Uo te S q [ P TTEN TEE w dS/dt

X2 Error bars

Model 1 5042.34 0.0683 48.7 0.9152 0.01073 4.3074 0.00149 - - - -
1100 0.01 0.0005 0.4 0.0002 0.00015 0.0025 0.00002 - - - -
Model 2 5042.38 0.0770 43.9 0.9137 0.01230 4.3063 0.0017438-1 0.60 - -
1048 0.02 0.0015 0.5 0.0004 0.00030 0.0030 0.00005 0.25 0.07 - -
Model 3 5042.32 0.0902 38.4 0.9137 0.0135 4.302 0.00197 - -2520 -0.409
1032.5 0.02 0.002 0.6 0.0003 0.0002 0.002 0.00005 - - 0.1 0.04
Model 4 5042.366 0.0890 40.1 0.9134 0.0135 4.3095 0.00195 5 20.31 -0.74 -0.36
1024.5 0.015 0.0010 0.5 0.0002 0.0002 0.0025 0.00003 1 0.3 2 0.0.05

Model 5 5042.36 0.0881 40.0 0.9136 0.0132 4.3099 0.00202 1¥15 -0.51 -0.37
1029.2 0.02 0.0010 0.5 0.0003 0.0002 0.0025 0.00003 1 0.5 0.8.05
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Formally, we can evaluate the posterior distributif{X | Finally, Eq. [1T) reduces to
D), including bothprior expectations from (Galactic afut . Dt
Keplerian) models ancposterior observational data using  dT" 4 I
Bayes’ Theorem : dte doe d27g = AU vy 2T lgMM] e (18)
; _ (D X)f(X) The variables on the I.h.s. of Eq.{18) are essentially the
(X1D) = f(D) (18)  Markov chain variables in the microlensing fit procedfi®he

_ o _ distribution of MCMC links applied to the data can be thought
Here f(D | X) is the likelihood function over the dafa for of a5 the posterior probability distribution of the Markolain
a given modek, f(X) is the prior distribution containing all yariablesunder the assumption that the prior probability dis-
ex ante information about the parameteXsavailable before tjpytion in these variables is uniform. In our case, the prior
observing the data, anf(D) = [ f(D | X)f(X)dX. In the istribution is not uniform, but is instead given by thes.tof
present context, this standard Bayes formula is intergrate gq. [18). We therefore must weight the output of the MCMC
follows: the density of links on the MCMC chain directly g&e py this quantity, which is the specific evaluation £X) in
f(D | X), while f(X) encapsulates the parameter priors, inzqs. [16) and(17).
cluding both the underlying rate of events in a “natural phys ~ As mentioned above, we adag(M) o« M1, so the term in

cal coordinate system” in which these priors assume a simgl@,are brackets disappears. We evaluétey, 2) and f(u) as
form and the Jacobian of the transformation from this “phygs|jows.

ical” system to the “natural microlensing parameters” et
directly modeled in the lightcurve analysis.

It is not obvious, but we find below that the coordinaté-1.1. Lens-source relative proper motion distribution
transformations for Galactic and Kepler models actualty fa f(u)

tor, so we can consider them independently. To compute the relative proper motion probability, we assum

that the velocity distributions of the lenses and sources ar

5.1. Galactic model Gaussiarf (v, V) = f(v)f(v,) where
Applying the generic rate formul® = nov to microlens- dvy 1 (vy — )2
ing rates as a function of the independent physical variabl&ky) = f(Vy)a =D S (19)
(M, Dy, ), yields Y 2o y
dr and a similar distribution fof (.;). Herev, andv, are compo-

feal(X) o dDLdM &% V(%Y. DRV T ()aM).  (17)  onis of the projected velocityderived from the MCMC fit,

) - _ ) ) ~which is expressed by = uD,, where
where the spatial positiong,(y, 2), the physical Einstein radius

Re, and the lens velocity relative to the observer-source line e 0
of sightv, are all regarded as dependent variables of the fdtr EE
variables shown on the I.h.s., plus the two angular cootdia
Herev(x,y, 2) is the local density of lenseg(M) is the mass
function [we will eventually adopg(M) o« M~1], and f(u) is

(20)

The expected projected velocity which appears i Hqg.19-s de
fined as

the two-dimensional probability function for a given soexc D D
lens relative proper motiop, Sinceviel = uD; andRg = Didg, V=V, - {VSEI + VOD—IS} (22)
this can be rewritten in terms of microlensing variables, s S

where Dy, Ds are respectively the lens and source distances

4 4
d'r -— = d'r > Ll (D, M, ) from the observer an®,s the lens-source distance. The ve-
dte dog d®re  dDLAM % 7e|(te. O, ) locity is expressed in thex(y, 2) coordinate system, centered
5 M oot 12 on the center of the Galaxy, whekeand z axes point to the
= 2D20euv(x, Y, 2) f (u)g(M) x — D? ’e"; , Earth and the North Galactic pole, respectively. As given in
AU tefeme Han & Gould (1995), we adopt,gis« = Vzbuge = O and

whereM = 6g/kne, Dj = AU/(mel + 7s), mrel = Oeme, and  Ozdisc = 20 kmsf_l, Ozpuige = 100kms ! for the z compa-
1 = 6/t are now regarded as dependent variables. We nd@ht of the velocity. For thg direction, vy g = 220kms™,

that Vypuge = 0 andoygisc = 30kms™, oypuge = 100kms™ de-
pending on whether the lens is situated in the disk or in the
O(DL, M, ) O(mrel, M, ) dDL 276 M D? bulge. We also consider the asymmetric drift of the disksstar
Ate, O, me)  O(te, O, me) dmrel e e e AU’ by subtracting 10kns™ from vy gis. The celestial north and

) east velocities of the Earth seen by the Sun at the time of the
where the last evaluation follows from the general theorem: event areve = (Veg,Ven) = (+22.95 —3.60)kms™. In the

yi = x‘j’” — o) _ olny) TTiyi = |af [1i i 1 Infact,pis used in place ofg, but this makes no dierence, since

] ax))  alnx) 1% [T % O  p).
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Galactic frame, the galactic north and east componentseof the resonant caustic, respectively. These quantitiesedfieed

Earth velocity become in Section 4.4. Since, = D,0gd is the projected star-planet
i ) i separation, we evaluate the instantaneous planet velacditg
VE North Gal = VEN COS 5977 — Ve £ SIN 5977, (22)  sky plane, withr, v, = r,w the velocity perpendicular to the

planet-star axis and,y = r,(ds/dt)/s the velocity parallel
to this axis. We define thie |, k directions as the instantaneous
. . . _ star-planet axis on the sky plane, the direction into the @kl
The velocity of the Sun in the Galactic frame % = §_ j. In this frame, the planet is moving among two di-

-1 ) o -1 .
w dacluce he velogy, of e ebservor i the Galacic ramd 2C1oNS: deined by the anglésands, which are dectvely
by adding the Earth velocity from EG(22). a (complement to a) polar angle and an azimuthal angle, re-

spectively. Specificallyy is the angle between the star-planet-
observer(, = asing), andd characterizes the motion in the

5.1.2. Density distribution v(X, y, 2) direction of the velocity alon§. Then the instantaneous veloc-
ity of the planetis

VEEastGal= VEN SiN597° + Vg g COS 597°. (23)

The density distributiony(x, y, 2), is given at the lens coordi-

nates (x,y,z) in the Galactic frame. For this distributiare GM . .~ oA

adopt the model df Han & Gould_(2003), which is based pr-= 1/ —;[COStk + siné(cos¢i - sing )] (24)
marily on star counts, and, without any adjustment, repcedu

the microlensing optical depth measured toward Baade’s Wignerea is the semimajor axis. Thus we obtain = \/ijgﬂg?Tw
dow. The density models are given in Tablel 5.3. The disk pa- ¢
rameters ardd = 2.75kpc,h; = 156 pc,h, = 439pc, and andy; = \/i:’;"sine cot¢. The Jacobian expression to trans-
B =0.381, whereR = (x? + y?)/2. For the barred (anisotropic)form from P(s, y_, ;) to P(a, ¢, 6) is

bulge modelys = ([(X/%0)? + (¥ /Y012 + (2/2)") - Here ,

the coordinatesx, y’, ) have their center at the Galactic cens _ oa¢.0) _ a tart ¢(} — sirgtart ¢)_1RE (25)
ter, the longest axis is the, which is rotated 20from the s yLy) GM 2

Sun-GC axis toward positive longitude, and the shortest axi . . .
is theZ axis. The values of the scale lengths age= 1.58 As explained in_Dong et all (2009a), for one set of mi-
kpc, Yo = 0.62 kpc andz = 0.43 kpc respectively. For crolensing parameters, there are two degenerate solutions
the1buolge H;':m & Gould [ (2003) ﬁormalize the “G2” k-ban(ﬁ)hySical space. In the orbital model, we consider the two-sol
integrated—light—based bar model of Dwek et al. (1995) ug‘gnsto_gonstrainthe light curve fit, each with its own separ
ing star counts toward Baade’s window from Holtzman et (,Rrobablllty.

(1998) and Zoccali et al. (2000). For the disk, they incogper From the definition of the two angles, the transformation
* of the polar systema( /2 — 6, ¢) contains the quantity st

the model of Zheng et al. (2001), which is a fit to star counts. T ;
= ) ) nd so the Jacobian includes the factor&fyrem d(sing)d¢ =

In the calculation, we sum the probabilities of disk an o cosd. M doot a flat distributi !
bulge locations for the lens. We set the limits of the diskgean _¢ coso. Vioreover, we adopt a fat distribution on (im-
plying the factor Yain the Jacobian expression. Then,

to be [Q 7] kpc from us and [511] kpc for the bulge range. We
also apply the bulge density distribution to the sourcehin t ; 2 a
[6.5,11] kpc range. Rigorously, because we already know tHe= w = Gr—lM CC;);H (% —sir? gtar? ¢) Re (26)
dereddened flux of the source, we should have derived a-distri SYLN ¢
bution of sources from the luminosity distribution of bukiars Note that the terms sihand co® in the denominators of
combined with their distance. However, as we do not knokqg. (26) correct an error in Dong et al. (2009a).

the precise distribution of bulge luminosities at fixed cploe
only consider the density distribution of sources as a fonct
of their position in the bulge only. Because the stellar dgns
drops df very rapidly from the peak, the source iextively As foreshadowed in Section 2.1, the VLT NACO flux measure-
localized as being close to the Galactocentric distance. ment places upper limits on the flux from the lens, hence on
its mass (assuming it is not a white dwarf). However, we be-
gin by assuming that the excess light is caused by the lens. We
do so for two reasons. First, this is actually the most peacis
In addition to the Galactic model, we build a Keplerian mod&lay to enforce an upper limit on the lens flux. Second, it is of
to put priors on the orbital motion of the planet. To extrégt t some interest to see what mass range is “picked out” by this
orbital parameters from the microlensing parameters, we reasurement, assuming the excess flux is due to the lens.

fer to the appendix of Dong etlal. (2009a). Given that from the The first point to note is that, if the lens contributes any
light curve of the event we have access to the instantanesignificant flux, then it lies behind most or all of the dustrsee
projected velocity and position of the planet for only a $hotoward the source. For example, if the lens mass isljlist

time, we consider a circular orbit to model the planet matiof.15M, (which would make it quite dimMy > 8), then it

The distortions of the light curve are modeleddyndds/dt, would lie at distanc®, = AU/(H%/KM + AU/Ds) = 4.9kpc,
which then specify the variations in orientation and shape where we have adopted the central valégs= 0.31 mas and

5.3. Constraints from VLT

5.2. Orbital motion model
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Ds = 8.7 kpc for this exercise. More massive lenses would be
farther.

Next we estimatéy = 0.4 from the measured clump color
(V = 1)g = 2.10, assuming an intrinsic color of the red giant
clump of v — )oc = 1.08 (Bensby et al. 2010) and adopting
for this line of sightAy /E(V - I) = 0.40.

Finally, for the relation betweelM andMy, we consult the
library of empirically-calibrated isochrones of An et #007).
We adopt the oldest isochrones available (4 Gyr), sincetiser
virtually no evolution after this age for the mass range witit
prove to be of interesM < 0.7 M. Moreover, in this mass
range, the isochrones hardly depend on metallicity within t
range explored«0.3 < [Fe/H] < +0.2).
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Table 2. Density distribution for the bulge and disk models

Location Model Distribution (inVl, pc3)
Bulge Dwek ¥(rs) = 1.23 exp(0.5r2)
Disk Zheng v(R 2 = 1.07 expER/H)[(1 - B)(-14/hy) + Bexpz/hy)]
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Fig. 6. Bayesian analysis results. Each panel shows host Massrsus lens-source relative parallgy, with 1, 2, 3, and 4
contours under two ffierent conditions. The solid black contours are derived filoerlight curve alone, without any priors. The
colored symbols show contour levels after applying variprisrs, respectively Galactic proper motion only, Kepleiyo full
Galactic and Kepler priors, and full Galactic and Kepleopsj plus VLT imaging constraints. The proper-motion angli€e
priors are fully consistent with the light curve, but thesestrong tension between between the distance-relatex anal the
lightcurve, with the former favoring high masses and sneaiktsource separations. The highest part of this dispuasd range,
M > 0.7 M, is essentially ruled out by the VLT imaging constraint (lawight).
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For each mass and distance considered below, we then eéls kM me. Thus, we must be cautious about this entire set of
culateH_ = My + Ay +51og(D. /10 pc) and combine the corre-assumptions.
sponding flux withHs = 18.35 to obtainHpes We then calcu- However, the Galactic priors also contain another factor
late a likelihood factoty = expl-(Hprea—Hobs)?/20°3 ], where  f(u), in which we can have greater a priori confidence. This
Hobs = 18.25 andoy = 0.07, as discussed in Sectionl2.1. prior basically assumes that planetary systems at a given di
For fiducial valueDs = 8.7 kpc andde= = 0.31 mas, this tance (regardless of how common they are at that distande) wi
likelihood peaks aM = 0.42M,, but it does so very gently. have similar kinematics to the general stellar populaticthe
The suppression factor is jusfy ~ 0.7 atM = 0.21M, and same distance. The scenarios in which this assumption would
M = 0.52M,. At lower masses, even if there were zero fluxye strongly violated, while not impossible, are fairly extre.
the suppression would never get lower thian= 0.36, simply Therefore we begin by imposing proper-motion-only and
because the excess-flux measurement is consistent witlazedepler-only priors in the top two panels of Figure 6, which
1.4¢. But at higher mass, the expected flux quickly becometots host masM versus lens-source relative paraliay. We
inconsistent. For exampley (0.65Mg) = 0.07. choose to plotre rather thanD because it is given directly
Hence, by treating the flux measurement as an excess-fiiyxmicrolensing parameterse = nefe. The 1, 2, 3, and 4
“detection”, we impose the “upper limit” on mass in a grad¢efigontours from the:? based on the light curve only are shown
manner. Moreover, as regards the upper limit, this approschin black. Each of these priors is consistent with the light/eu
mains valid when we relax the assumption that the excess fRixhe 1o level, so we combine them and find that they still dis-
is solely due to the lens. That s, even if there are otheritnnt play good consistency. In the lower left panel, we combire th
tors, the likelihood of a given high-mass lens being contyati full Galactic and Kepler priors. These tend to favor muchvea
with the flux measurement can only go down. ier, more distant lenses, which are strongly disfavoredhay t
However, the same reasoning does not apply at the loightcurve, primarily because of the factdf /rrel in Eq. (I8).
mass limit. For example, if the excess flux came from a souré¥leed masseM > 0.7 M, will be effectively ruled out by
companion or an ambient star, then a brown-dwarf lens wodli@gh-resolution VLT imaging, further below.
be fully compatible with the flux measurement. Nevertheless When combining Galactic and Kepler priors, we simply
this is quite a minor fect because, in any event, the suppre¥eight the output of the MCMC by the product of the factors
sion factor would not fall below 0.36. To account for other pccorresponding to each. This is appropriate because, wiele t
tential sources of light, we impose a minimum suppression f6 X 6 matrix, transforming the full set of microlensing param-
tor Ly min = 0.5 at the low-mass end. eters 6 y., 7 te, O, 7e) to the full set of physical parameters
(& ¢,0, M, D, ), is not block diagonal, the Jacobian neverthe-

- . ) ] less factors as
5.4. Combining Galactic and Kepler priors and adding

VLT constraints 0(a,¢,0,M. D) _ 6(a¢.6) M Dy p)
oS v,V te.Oe.me)  O(SyL.y) O, O, mE)

In this section, we impose the priors from the Galactic and
Kepler models and add the constraints from the VLT flux megtence, the full weightf (X) in Eq. (I6) is simply the product
surement. We defer the VLT constraints to the end becauge théthe two found separately for the Galactic and orbital ysio
do not apply to the special case of white-dwarf lenses. Figure[T shows the host-mass probability distribution be-
We begin by examining the role of the various priors sepfoere (red) and after lack) applying the constraint from VLT
rately to determine the level of “tension” between thesethed imaging to the previous analysis incorporating both Gatact
x? derived from the light curve alone. We do so because eaaid Kepler priors. The 90% confidence interval is marked. The
prior involves diferent physical assumptions, and tension withigh mass solutions toward the right are strongly disfasrde
the light curve may reveal shortcomings in these assurmptiornthe lightcurve (see Figuld 6), but the Galactic prior fomthe
The Kepler priors involve two assumptions, first that this so strong that they have substantial posterior prolgbili
planetary system is viewed at a random orientation (whichhtwever, these solutions are heavily suppressed by the VLT
almost certainly correct) and second that the orbit is ¢arcu flux limits. The hsot is most likely to be an M dwarf. The lower
(which is almost certainly not correct). We will argue fueth right panel of Figurélé shows the 2-dimensiond fe) prob-
below that the assumption of circular orbits has a modest i@bility distribution for direct comparison with the resuftom
pact. In any event, we want to implement the Kepler priors ®pplying various combinations of priors.
themselves.
The Galactic priors really il_wvolye two sets of assumptiong._5_ Bayesian results for physical parameters
The more sweeping assumption is that planetary systems are
distributed with the same physical-location distributiand Table 3 shows the median estimates and 90% confidence inter-
host-mass distribution as are stars in the Galaxy. We realigis for six physical parameters (plus one physical diatijcios
have no idea whether this assumption is true or not. For s more priors and constraints are applied. The bottom row,
ample, it could be that bulge stars do not host planets. Thich includes full Galactic and Kepler priors, plus coastts
assumptions about host mass and physical location aredlinkem VLT photometry shows our adopted results. The six phys-
extremely strongly in a mathematical sense (even if theyegroical parameters are the host madsthe planet mass,, the
to be unrelated physically) becaugeis well-measured, and distance of the system, , the periodP, the semi-major axia,



V. Batistaet al.: MOA-2009-BLG-387 15

aboutM ~ 0.6 My, which corresponds to avyreg ~ 2 Mg pro-
genitor. If the progenitor had a planet, it would have insezh

its semi-major axis by a facta@/anit = Mpog/M ~ 3.3 as
the host adiabatically expelled its envelope. We find that, f
M = 0.6 M, the orbital semi-major axis is fairly tightly con-
strained taa = 2.3+ 0.3 AU, implying aj,it = 0.7+ 0.1 AU. Itis
unlikely that such a close planet would survive the AGB phase
of stellar evolution. Of course, a white dwarf need not bétrig
at the peak. For lower mass progenitors, the ratio of inital
final masses is lower, which would enhance the probability of
survival. But it is also the case that such white dwarfs arerra

Probability

5.7. Physical consistency checks of bayesian analysis

The results reported here have been derived with the aid of
fairly complicated machinery, both in fitting the light ces
and in transforming from microlensing to physical parame-
ters. In particular, we have identified a strong mathemhtica
0 TR AT IR N 8 Y degeneracy between the parameters and w, which arise
-1 -5 0 from orbital motion of the Earth and the planet, respecyivel
log(M/M,,) When considering “MCMC-only” solutions, this degeneracy
led to extremely large errors imgyn in Figure[®, which are
then reflected in similarly large errors in the “light-cusve

Fig. 7. Probability as a function of host mass after applying tHenly” contours for host mass and lens-source relative fzecal

Galactic and Kepler priorséd) and then adding the constraintdn Figure[6. Nevertheless, these large errors gradualiyishr
from VLT observationstflack). when the priors are applied in Figure 6, and more so when the

constraints from VLT observations are added in Fidure 7.
L _ We have emphasized that the high-(so lowD_, low-

and the orbital inclination The last three assume a circular OTR1) solutions are very strongly, and improperly, favored by th
bit. For rows 2 and 4 (which do not apply Kepler constraint)ycyic when it is cast in microlensing parameters, and that
the values shown folR a, i) summarize the results restricted %e Galactic prior (E18) properly compensates for thist B
links in the chain that are consistent with a circular olftile 5 his really true? The best-fit distance for the Galactiom
the first four columns summarize all links in the chain. The k&, J4el is four times larger than for the MCMC-only model,
results are meaning that the ter®? /z favors the Galactic model by a
0.071Mg < Mhost< 0.49Ms  (90% confidence) (27) factor~ 2500. Thus, even if the light curve strongly favored the

nearby model, the Galactic prior could “trump” the light eer
and corresponding to thisp, = gM, whereq = 0.00132+ and enforce a larger distance. Indeed, this would be an issue
0.00002, i.e., if the Galactic prior were operating by itself. In fact, hawee
Figure[® shows that the finally adopted solution (includimg t

|
=
o
o

1.OMaup < Mp < 6.7 Maup (90% confidence) (28) VLT flux constraint) is disfavored by the light curve alone by
38yr<P<76yr (90% confidence) (29) justAy? ~ 3, so, in the end there is no strong tension.

A second issue is that both parallax and orbital motion are
1.1AU <a< 27AU (90% confidence) (30) fairly subtle efects that could, in principle, befacted by sys-

tematics. If this were the case, the principal lensing patars,
with the medians aM = 0.19Mg, m, = 2.6 My, P = 5.4yr, such agy ands, would remain secure, but most of the “higher
a=18AU. Thatis, the host is an M dwarf with a super-Joviasrder” information, such as lens mass, distance, and brbda
massive planetary companion. For completeness, we ndte tigh would be compromised. It is alwaysfiitult to test for
in obtaining these results, we have implicitly assumedti@t systematics, particularly in this case for which there ave t
probability of a star having a planet with a given planet-staffects that are degenerate with each other and in combination
mass ratiay and semi-major axia is independent of the hostare detected at onljy? < 100.
mass and distance.

5.6. White dwarf host?

When we applied the VLT flux constraint, we noticed that it
would not apply to white-dwarf hosts. Is such a host other-
wise permitted? In principle, the answer is “yes”, but as we
now show, it is rather unlikely. The WD mass function peaks at
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Table 3. Physical parameters

Model M mp D, Exin/Epot P a i

Mo MJup kpc yr AU deg
Kepler 0.04 0.51 2.29 0.34 2.92 1.39 39
90% conf  (001,0.12) (019,1.69) (0984.79) (007,044) (137,542) (0182.10) (2474)
Galactic 0.31 4.38 6.83 0.54 3.73 2.12 60
90% conf  (007,6.37) (103,8961) (3659.37) (006,1.81) (137,6.26) (106,3.01) (4Q79)
Gak-Kep 0.28 3.82 6.44 0.28 4.99 2.04 50
90% conf  (007,2.22) (100,30.82) (359,9.38) (009,0.37) (2687.27) (111,3.04) (3872)
GahkVLT 0.25 3.55 6.42 0.69 4.90 1.62 58
90% conf  (007,053) (104,7.52) (3628.34) (0121.99) (350,6.79) (098 245) (4284)
G+K+VLT 0.19 2.56 5.69 0.27 5.43 1.82 52

90% conf  (007,049) (098,6.71) (350,7.87) (010,0.36) (3827.58) (109,2.68) (4Q72)

Dlens (kpC)

Dlens (kpC)

-2 -15-1 -5 0 5 -2-15-1 -5 0 &5
|Og (Ekln pot) |Og (Ekln pot)

Fig. 8. Physical test of Bayesian results: physicality diagngsti€ Ewin . /Epot . iS plotted against host distance. Bound orbits
must haveB < 1, and we expect a prioriD< 8 < 0.5.
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However, we can in fact test for such systematics using threass. The host mass is determined from two “higher-order”

diagnostic microlensing parameterg; andng, (i.e.,M = 0g/kng).
The first of these, the angular Einstein radius is actually
B = Vi _ Ekin,L’ (31) quite well measuredfe = 0.31 + 0.03 mas, from four sepa-
V(E‘SCL Epot L rate caustic-crossings by the source during the event. ©n th

] ) other hand, from the light-curve analysis alone, the méms}
wherev, andves, are defined in Eqs[ (12) anl(13). Boungh,q naraliax vector is poorly constrained because one of its
orbits requirgs < 1. Circular orbits, if seen face-on, ha¥e= .o mnonents is degenerate with a parameter describingabrbit

0.5 and otherwis@ < 0.5. Of course, it is possible to haveyation of the lens. That is fiects of the orbital motion of our

B < 1, but it requ?res very spgcial configurati_o.ns t_O achie\fganet (Earth) and the lens planet have a similar impact en th
this. For example, if the planet is close to transiting itsthor light curve and are dicult to disentangle.

if the orb.it is edge-on and the. phase is near quadratgre.,Thus Nevertheless, the closest-lens (and so also lowest-lens-
a clear signature of systematics wouldfbe- 1 for all light- 454 solutions permitted by the light curve are strongdy di
curve solutions with reasonabyé. And if 8 < 0.1, one should ¢5y6red by the Galactic model simply because there are rel-
be concerned about systematics, although this conditiandvo ,yely few extreme-foreground lenses that can reproduee t
certainly not be proof of systematics. With these consitena  ,pserved light-curve parameters. Of course, we cannot-abso

in mind, we plotD, vs.in Figuref8. ~lutely rule out the possibility that we are victims of chanse
The key point is that the & region of the Galactic-prior j, principle it is possible that the host is an extremely lmass
panel straddles the regighs 0.5 (logs s -0.7), which is  prown dwarf, or even a planet, with a lunar companion.
chat_racte_ri;tic of approximately (_:ircular, approximalfak;e-on On the other hand, the arguments against a higher mass lens
orbits. Itis important to emphasize that no selection ogei et o directly observed features of the light curve. Thaas
ing by orbital characteristics has gone into constructibiis  antioned abovee is measured accurately from the four ob-
panel. This is a test which could easily have been failedaf thgyed caustic crossings. And one componentothe one in
orbital parameters were seriously influenced by systesi#lic (e projected direction of the Sun, is also reasonably welim
could have taken literally on any value. sured from the observed asymmetry in the light curve outside
Finally, we turn to the two righthand panels, whichincorpgne caustic region. This places a lower limit og, hence an
rate the orbital constraints. Since these assume circubésp upper limit on the mass.
they naturally eliminate all solutions wifh > 0.5, and some However, for the latter parameter, the very strong prior
smallerg solutions as well, because wheg/dt # 0, itis im-  from the Galactic model favoring more distant lenses would,
possible to accommodatega= 0.5 circular orbit. While this by itself, “overpower” the lightcurve and impose solutiavith
radical censoring of the higB-solutions is the most dramaticy, -, 1 M,, which are disfavored by the lightcurveat3o. It
aspect of these plots, there is also the very interesttiegtthat i only because these high-mass solutions are ruled outsoy flu
low-g solutions are also suppressed (though more gently). Thisits from VLT imaging that the lightcurve-only? is quite
is because, as mentioned above, these require special Uconf&%mpatible with the final, posterior-probability solution
rations and so are disfavored by the Kepler Jacobian[E}. (25 The relatively high plangstar mass ratio (implying a
Of course, radical censorship 8t~ 1 solutions is entirely ap- jypjter-mass planet for the case of a very late M-dwarf host)
propriate (provided tha < 1 solutions exist at reasonal®),  is then dificult to explain within the context of the standard
but what about & < 8 < 1? A more sophisticated approachgre-accretion paradigm.
would permit non-circular orbits and then suppress theke so  Tpe 12-day duration of the planetary perturbation, one of
tions “more gently” using a Jacobian (as is already being ffe |ongest seen for a planetary microlensing event, edable
done low solutions). However, as we have emphasized, thg to detect two components of the orbital motion, basically
limited sensitivity of this event to additional orbital paneters o projected velocity in the plane of the sky perpendicular
does not warrant such an approach. Hence, radical truncaiyg parallel to the star-planet separation vector. Whiitist
is a reasonable proxy in the present case for the “gentlet” a5 these is strongly degenerate with the microlens pard#ax
more sophisticated approach. mentioned above), the second one (which induces a changing
Moreover, one can see by comparing Rows 2 and 3 of Taklgape of the caustic) is reasonably well constrained bywhe t
3 that the addition of Kepler priors does not markedly aler t sets of well-separated double caustic crossings. Moreoree
Galactic-prior solutions. the Galactic-model prior constrained the microlensingapar
lax, its correlated orbital parameter was implicitly coasted
as well. With two orbital parameters, plus two position para
eters from the basic microlensing fit (projected separasion
We report the discovery of the planetary event MOAand orientation of the binary axis relative to the sourceiomot
2009-BLG-387Lb. The plangttar mass ratio is very well- @) plus the lens mass, there is enough information to specify
determinedg = 0.0132+0.0003. We constrain the host mass tan orbit, if the orbit is assumed circular. We are thus able to
lie in the interval. 007 < MposyMy < 0.49 at 90% confidence, estimate a semi-major axés= 1.8 AU and period 51 years.
which corresponds to the full range of M dwarfs. The planet We recognized that inferences derived from such subtle
mass therefore lies in the rangd 1< mp/Myyp < 6.7 , with  light curve dfects could in principle be compromised by sys-
its uncertainty almost entirely due to the uncertainty mhiost tematics. We therefore tested whether the derived ratia-of o

6. Conclusions
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bital kinetic to potential energy was in the expected rabge,
fore imposing any orbital constraints. If the measuremeete
strongly influenced by systematic errors, this ratio coldueh
taken on any value. In fact, it fell right in the expected rang
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