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ABSTRACT

Aims. The role of galaxy mergers in massive galaxy evolution, anghirticular to mass assembly and size growth, remains anaugstion. In
this paper we measure the merger fraction and rate, bothrrirtbmajor, of massive early-type galaxiés,(> 10'* M) in the COSMOS field,
and study their role in mass and size evolution.

! Methods. We use the 30-band photometric catalogue in COSMOS, congpitard with the spectroscopy of the zZCOSMOS survey, to defise ¢
9 pairs with a separation on the sky planévT0kpc < r, < 30h~* kpc and a relative velocitgv < 500 kms™ in redshift space. We measure both
4+ ., major (stellar mass ratip = M, /M, 1 > 1/4) and minor (¥10 < x4 < 1/4) merger fractions of massive galaxies, and study theiedégnce on
redshift and on morphology (early types vs late types).

Results. The merger fraction and rate of massive galaxies evolvepawar-law (1+ 2)", with major mergers increasing with redshifyyy = 1.4,
and minor mergers showing little evolutiom,,, ~ 0. When split by their morphology, the minor merger fractfonearly-type galaxies (ETGS)
is higher by a factor of three than that for late-type galaXle'Gs), and both are nearly constant with redshift. Thetioa of major mergers for
massive LTGs evolves fastaif,, ~ 4) than for ETGsit5), = 1.8).

Conclusions. Our results show that massive ETGs have undergone 0.89 redf@d3 major and 0.46 minor) sinege~ 1, leading to a mass
growth of ~ 30%. We find that: > 1/10 mergers can explain 55% of the observed size evolution of these galaxies sinc&. Another~ 20%
is due to the progenitor bias (younger galaxies are morendgty) and we estimate that very minor mergers<(1/10) could contribute with
an extra~ 20%. The remaining- 5% should come from other processes (e.g., adiabatic eiqpans observational féects). This picture also
reproduces the mass growth and the velocity dispersiorugwnlof these galaxies. We conclude from these results aéted exploring all the
possible uncertainties in our picture, that merging is tlaénmontributor to the size evolution of massive ETG2 gt1, accounting for 50— 75%
of that evolution in the last 8 Gyr. Nearly half of the evotutidue to mergers is related to minar< 1/4) events.

h.CO] 5 Nov 2012

Key words. Galaxies: elliptical and lenticular, cD — Galaxies:evaut— Galaxies:interactions

1. Introduction 2006;| Pérez-Gonzalez et al. 2008; Pozzetti et al. [2010¢sd&

_ _ ) roperties result from several physical mechanisms forchvhi
The history of mass assembly is a major component of tﬁels necessary to evaluate the relative impact. In this page
galaxy format|0n.and evolu_tlon scenario. The evolutlonha t examine the contribution of major and minor mergers to the
number of galaxies of a given mass, as well as the size apdss growth and size evolution of massive early-type gedaxi
shapes of galaxies building the Hubble sequence, proviqesrGs), based on new measurements of the pair fraction from
strong input to this scenario. The optical colour - magrétdé  the cOSMOB (Cosmological Evolution Survely, Scoville ef al.
agram of local galaxies shows two distinct populations?’ted 2007) and zCOSMAH(Lilly et all2007) surveys.
sequence”, c_onsisting primarily of old, spheroid-d_onﬁ!qhqqi- The number density of massive ETGs galaxies with >
escent galaxies, and the "blue cloud”, formed primarily by s 111 \_ is roughly constant since~ 0.8 (Pozzetti et &l. 2010,
ral and irregular star-forming galaxies (elg., Strateva @001; 5nq references therein), with major mergers (mass or lusitino
_Baldry_et al. 2004)_. This bimodality has been traceq at iasre atio higher than /) common enough to explain their number
ingly higher redshifts (e.g.. llbert et'al. 2010), showihgtithe e o|ytion sincez = 1 (Eliche-Moral et all 2010: Robaina ef al.
most massive galaxies were the first to populate the red seque>1¢: Oesch et 4. 2010). However, and despite that they seem
as a result of the so-called "downsizing” (e.g...Bundy et algead” sincez ~ 0.8, two observational facts rule out the pas-
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sive evolution of these massive ETGs after they have reactessembly and in the size evolution of these systems in the las
the red sequence: the presence of Recent Star Formation) (RSB Gyr.
episodes and their size evolution. In the former, the stddgad The paper is organised as follow. In Sédt. 2 we present our
sequence galaxies in tiNJ V—optical colour vs magnitude dia- photometric catalogue in the COSMOS field, while in SEEt. 3
gram reveals that30% have undergone RSF, as seen from theire review the methodology used to measure close pair merger
blueNUV - r colours, both locally (Kaviraj et al. 2007) and affractions when photometric redshifts are used. We present o
higher redshifts{ ~ 0.6,[Kaviraj et al. 2011). This RSF typically merger fractions of massive galaxies in SEtt. 4, and therigde
involves 5- 15% of the galaxy stellar mass (Scarlata et al. 200merger rates for ETGs in Selct. 5. The role of mergers in thesmas
Kaviraj et al.| 2008, 2011). Some authors suggest that miressembly and in the size evolution of massive ETGs is diecuss
mergers, i.e., the merger of a massive red sequence galéixy vwn Sect[6, and in Sedfl 7 we present our conclusions. Thiautgh
a less massive (mass or luminosity ratio lower thad),1gas- this paper we use a standard cosmology With = 0.3, Q, =
rich satellite, could explain the observed properties déxjas 0.7, Hy = 100h Km s™* Mpc™ andh = 0.7. Magnitudes are
with RSF (Kaviraj et al. 2009; Fernandez-Ontiveros et Bl2 given in the AB system.
Desai et al. 2011).

Regarding size evolution, it is now well established thasm .
sive ETGs have, on average, lowdfeetive radius i) at high “2. The COSMOS photometric catalogue
redshift than locally, being 2 and~ 4 times smaller at ~ 1 We use the COSMOS catalogue with photometric redshifts de-
andz ~ 2, respectively (Daddi et 2l. 2005; Truijillo et al. 2006rived from 30 broad and medium bands described in llbert et al
2007, 2011 Buitrago et al. 2008; van Dokkum et al. 2008, 2012009) and_Capak etlal. (2007), version 1.8. We restrict our-
van der Wel et al. 2008; Toft etial. 2009; Williams etlal. 201Gelves to objects with™ < 25. The detection completeness at
Newman et al. 2010, 2012; Damjanov et al. 2Z011; Weinzirl et ahis limit is higher than 90% (Capak et al. 2007). In orderiwe o
2011; | Cassata etal. 2011, but see Saraccc etal.! 2010; &fid accurate colours, all the images were degraded to the sa
Valentinuzzi et al. 2010b for a fierent point of view). Massive point spread function (PSF) of®’. At i* ~ 25, the rms accu-
ETGs as compact as observed at high redshifts are rasey of the photometric redshift2,to) atz < 1 is ~ 0.04 in
in_the local universel (Trujillo et al. 2009; Taylor et al. 201 (zgpec— Zphoo) /(1 + Zsped, Wherezspecis the spectroscopic redshift
Cassata et al. 2011), suggesting that they must evolve sigehe sources (Fig. 9 if_llbert et/al. 2009). At 1 the quality
z ~ 2 to the present. It has been proposed that high reskthe photometric redshifts quickly deteriorates. Adtitlly,
shift compact galaxies are the cores of present day ebilstic and because we are interested on minor companions, weeequir
and that they increased their size by adding stellar massaietection in th&s band to ensure that the stellar mass esti-
the outskirts of the galaxy (Bezanson et al. 2009; Hopkirad/et mates are reliable, thus we add the constridint 24.
2009a; van Dokkum et al. 2010). Several studies suggest thatStellar masses of the photometric catalogue have been de-
merging, especially the minor one, could explain the obived following the same approach thanlin llbert €t al. (2010
served size evolution (Naab ef al. 2009; Bezanson et al.;,200% used stellar population synthesis models to convertiagai
Hopkins et al. 2010b; Feldmann etlal. 2010; Shankar|et all,20%ty into stellar mass (e.d., Bell etlal. 2003; Fontana &t @04).
Oser et al. 2012), while other processes, as adiabatic siqran The stellar mass is the factor needed to rescale the bestrit t
due to AGNs or to the passive evolution of the stellar popiate (normalised at one solar mass) for the intrinsic lusin
ulation, should have a mild role & < 1 (Fanetal. 2010; ties. The Spectral Energy Distribution (SED) templatesewer
Ragone-Figueroa & Granato 2011; Trujillo etlal. 2011). In adyenerated with the stellar population synthesis packagelde
dition, a significant fraction of local ellipticals presesigns of oped by Bruzual & Charlbt (2003, BC03). We assumed a uni-
recent interactions (van Dokkum 2005; Tal ef al. 2009). versal initial mass function (IMF) from_Chabrier (2003) azl

While minor mergers are expected to contribute signifigantexponentially declining star formation rat8FR o« €/7 (r in
to the evolution of massive ETGs, there is no direct obsehe range 0.1 Gyr to 30 Gyr). The SEDs were generated for a
vational measurement of their contribution yet. As a first efjrid of 51 ages (in the range 0.1 Gyr to 14.5 Gyr). Dust extinc-
fort, |[Jogee et al[ (2009) estimate the minor merger fradtion tion was applied to the templates usingithe Calzetti let 8002
massive galaxies out ta ~ 0.8 using morphological crite- law, with E(B — V) in the range 0 to 0.5. We used models with
ria, and find that the minor merger fraction has a lower limttvo different metallicities. Following Fontana et al. (2006) and
which is ~3 times larger than the corresponding major merg@ozzetti et al.[(2007), we imposed the pri&B - V) < 0.15 if
fraction. The minor merger fraction of the global populatioaggr > 4 (a significant extinction is only allowed for galaxies
of Lg > Lj galaxies has been studied quantitatively for theith a highSFR). The stellar masses derived in this way have
first time by|Lopez-Sanjuan etial. (2011, LS11 hereafter) #nsystematic uncertainty ef0.3 dex (e.g., Pozzetti etlal. 2007;
the VVDS-Deefl (VIMOS VLT Deep Spectroscopic Survey,Barro et all 2011).
Le Fevre et al. 2005). They show that minor mergers are quite We supplement the previous photometric catalogue with the
common, that their importance decrease with redshift ({e aspectroscopic information from zCOSMOS survey, a largespe
Lotz et al.| 2011), and that they participate to about 25% @foscopic redshift survey in the central area of the COSMOS
the mass growth by merging of such galaxies. Focusing €ield. In this analysis we use the final release of the bright pa
massive galaxies, Williams etlal. (2011), Marmol-Quéraltal. of this survey, called the zCOSMOS-bright 20k sample. Téis i
(2012), or_Newman et al. (2012) study their total (majomi- a pure magnitude selected sample witg < 225. For a de-
nor) merger fraction t@ ~ 2, finding also that it is nearly con- tailed description and relevant results of the previous fék
stant with redshift. In this paper we present the detailechere lease, see Lilly et al! (2009); Tasca et al. (2009); Pozeetl.
history, both minor and major, of massivd{ > 10! M,) ETGs  (2010) or Peng et al. (2010). A total of 20604 galaxies hawesbe
sincez ~ 1 using close pair statistics in the COSMOS field, anobserved with the VIMOS spectrograph (Le Févre et al. 2003)
use it to infer the role of major and minor mergers in the ma#s multi-slit mode, and the data have been processed using th
VIPGI data processing pipeline (Scodeggio et al. 2005).&csp
3 httpy/cesam.oamp fevdsprojectvvds.htm troscopic flag has been assigned to each galaxy providing-an e
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shift range. The mass limit of the companion sample ensures
completeness for red galaxies upze- 0.9 (Drory et al! 2009;
lIbert et all 2010). Because of that, we agt= 0.9 as the upper
redshift in our study, whileg,wn = 0.2 to probe enough cosmo-
logical volume. However, our methodology takes into ac¢oun
the photometric redshift errors (see S€dt. 3, for detais)we
must include in the samples not only the sources with z,p,

but also those sources with- 20-pnot < zyp in Order to ensure
completeness in redshift space. Because of this, we setdke m
imum and minimum redshift of the catalogueszt@, = 0.1 and
Zmax = 1.1. We show the mass distribution of our samples as a
function ofz in Fig.[d, and we assume our samples as volume-
limited mass-selected in the following.

Our final goal is to measure the merger fraction and rate of
massive ETGs, but our principal sample comprises ETGSs, spi-
Fig. 1. Stellar mass as a function of redshift in the COSMORAIs and irregulars. We segregate morphologically ourgptin
field. Red dots are principal galaxie®{ > 10 M) with pal sample thanks to the morphological classification défine
Zohot IN the ZCOSMOS area, blue dots are companion galaxikgsca et al. (2009). Their method use as morphological ardic
(M, > 10 My) with Zynotin the COSMOS area, and black dot$0" the distance of the galaxies in the multi-sp&te A - G
are the red galaxieNUV —r* > 3.5) with Zynerin the COSMOS (Concentration, Asymmetry and Gini déieient) to the posi-
area. We only show a random 15% of the total populations f§" in this space of a training sample 500 eye-ball classi-
visualisation purposes. Green squares mark those galaxieded galaxies. These morphological indices were measurein
previous populations with a spectroscopic resdhift. Théicd HST/ACS images of the COSMOS field, taken through the wide
lines mark the lower and upper redshift in our study, while th814W filter (Koekemoer et al. 2007). The galaxies in the train-
horizontal ones the mass selection of the principal (saity "9 Sample were classified into ellipticals, lenticulagsrals of
the companion (dashed) samples. all types (Sa, Sb, Sc, Sd), irregulars, point-like and umeefi
sources, and then these classes were grouped into eaéy-typ
(E,S0), spirals (Sa, Sh, Sc, Sd) and irregular galaxies.this

, , coarser classification that was considered in building thim+t
timate of the robustness of the redshift measurement (efll. i set. The unclassified objects were not used for the trgini

2007). If a redshift has been measured, the corresponde® SRpe refer the reader fo Tasca et Al (2009) for further detaiie
troscopic flag value can be 1, 2, 3, 4 or 9. Flag means that orphological classification in the COSMOS field is reliaiole
the redshift is~ 70% secure and flag 4 that the redshift is gajaxjes brighter thait < 24, and all our principal galaxies are
~ 99% secure. Flag: 9 means that the redshift measurememighter thari* < 235 up toz = 1. According to the classifica-
relies on one single narrow emission lineif@r Ho' mainly).  tjon presented ih Tasca et dl. (2009) our principal sampie-co
The information about the consistency between photomesiic prises 1285 (63%) ETGs (80) and 632 (31%) spiral galaxies.
spectroscopic redshifts has also been included as a detimafne remaining 6% sources are half irregulars (65 sources) an
the spectroscopic flag. In this study we select the highdist ré,ait massive galaxies without morphological classificat{65
able redshifts, i.e., with confidence class 4.5, 4.4, 34,85, goyrces). We stress that the classification of the prinsiaiple
9.3, an_d 2.5. This fIa}g selection ensures that 99% of redshift exclusively morphological, without taking into accotarty
are believed to be reliable based on duplicate objects/(eflal.  5qditional colour information, i.e., some of our ETGs cobid
2009). _ _ star-forming. We checked tha95% of our massive ETGs are
Our final COSMOS catalogue comprises 134028 galaxiesg@d§o quiescent (they have a rest-frame, dust reddeningatert
0.1 <z< 11, ourrange of interest (see Séct]2.1). Nearly 35¥%lourNUV - r* > 3.5,[llbert et al[ 2010). Regarding the com-
of the_galaXIeS W|t|:|Jr < 225 have a h|gh reliable S-peCtrOSCOpKTpanion Samp'e' we do not attempt to Segregate it morpho|ogi-
redshift. For consistency and to avoid systematics, we ywacally because the morphological classification is not bédidor
use the stellar masses and other derived quantities frophthre 5| companion galaxies (see SEcCil4.3, for details).
tometric catalogue. We checked that the dispersion when com e usedC, A andG automatic indices to classify morpho-
paring stellar masses froghot and zspecis ~ 0.15 dex, lower |qgically the principal galaxy of the close pair systemswieger,
than the typical error in the measured stellar massés3 dex). hese indices areffected by interactions, e.g., the asymmetry in-
Thanks to the methodology developed.in Lopez-Sanjuan et@eases, and we could misclassify ETGs and spirals as laregu
(2010a) we are able to obtain reliable merger fractions fobior galaxies. Hernandez-Toledo et &l. (2005, 2006) study hewe
tometric catalogues under some quality conditions (§§c¥W8  morphological indices vary on major interactions in thealoc
check that the COSMOS catalogue is adequate for our purpogggerse. They find that ETGs are slightlffected by interac-

12.0
11.5
11.0
10.5
10.0

9.5

9.0

log (M, [Mo])

in Sects[ 32 and 3.3. tions and that interacting ETGs do not reach the loci of integ
galaxies in th&€ — A space. However, spiral galaxies are strongly
2.1. Definition of the mass-selected samples affected by interactions and they can be classified as irregular

by automatic methods. Thus, we do not expect misclassiitati
We define two samples selected in stellar mass. The first dneur ETGs sample, while some of our irregular galaxies @an b
comprises 2047 principal massive galaxies in the zCOSM@8eracting spirals. This is in fact observed|by Kampczyélet
area, where spectroscopic information is available, with >  (2011) in the 10k zZCOSMOS sample. They find that the fraction
10 My (M, > M2, lllbert et al/ 2010) at @ < z < 1.1. The of ETGs in close pairs is similar to that in the underlying non
second sample comprises the 23992 companion galaxies viitteracting population, while the fraction of spirésegulars in
M, > 10 M, in the full COSMOS area and in the same redclose pairs is lowghigher than expected. However, the sum of
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0.014
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Fig. 3. A; as a function of redshift in the mass-selected sample,
from M, > 10 M,, (thiner line) to 18° My, < M, < 1092 M,
(thicker line) galaxies in bins of 0.2 dex. The black solideli
marks the photometric errors of blue galaxies in the lowessna
bin, while the black dashed line is for red galaxies in theessam
mass bin. The vertical line marks the higher redshift in our
samplesznax = 1.1. The horizontal line marks the mediag

for low-mass galaxies at the high redshift end of our sample
10<z<11,A,=0015.

2l liable merger fractions in photometric catalogues ($e2). s
: shown byl llbert et &l./ (2010), we can estimate the photometri
! redshift error ¢,,,) from the Probability Distribution Function
i o ZIE of the photometric redshift fit. In Fidl3 we show the median
Az = 02,/ (1 + Zpnot) Of galaxies with diferent stellar masses,
8 from M, > 10! M, (massive galaxies) to 1dM, < M, <
7 10'92 M, (low-mass galaxies) in bins of 0.2 dex.
Massive galaxies are bright in the whole redshift range un-
der study. Thus, their photometric errors are small up 01,
Fig. 2. Examples of the typical ETGs (left) and LTGs (right) withA, ~ 0.005. On the other hand, low-mass galaxies are fainter at
M, > 10" M, in the COSMOS field. The postage stamps shomigh redshift than their local counterparts, so their tiioto-
a 3" kpc x 3th™* kpc area of the HSACS F814W image metric errors increase withand reach\, ~ 0.015 atz ~ 1. We
at the redshift of the source, with the North on the top and tlgmdy separately the photometric errors of low-mass redhrel
East on the left. The pixel scale of the HBTS image is 0.05.  galaxies. We took as red galaxies those with SED (rest-frame
The grey scale ranges from 0:&y to 15Qrsyy, whereoy is the  dust reddening corrected) coloNUV —r* > 3.5, while as blue
dispersion of the sky around the source. The redshift, tme cahose withNUV — r* < 3.5 (se€ llbert et al. 2010, for details).
centration C) and the asymmetryd) of the sources are labelledBlue galaxies also havs, ~ 0.015 up toz ~ 1, while red galax-
in the panels. ies have higher photometric redshift errors, with~ 0.020 at
z = 0.95 andA, ~ 0.040 atz = 1.05. This diferent behaviour
can be explained by theftirent mass-to-light ratidW, /L) of
spirals and irregulars is similar to that in the underlyimgpla- poth populations. Faini{ ~ 25) blue galaxies, whose photo-
tion, suggesting a spiral to irregular transformation duiater- - metric errors are higher, reach masses as loMas- 10°5 M,
actions. atz ~ 1. On the other hand, we are in the detection limit for
In summary, the morphology of ETGs is slightlffected by red galaxies at these redshifts (red galaxies Have 25 at
interactions, while some spirals could be classified agilees z ~ 1, Sect[Z11), explaining their high photometric redshift e
during a merger. Because of this, we define late-type galaxi@rs. Similar trends in the COSMOS photometric redshifoesr
(LTGs) as spirals- irregulars, thus avoiding any bias due to morwere found by George etlal. (2011). In Sécf] 3.2 we prove that
phological transformations during the merger process. Mé&'s our methodology is able to recover reliable merger fraation
some representative examples of our massive ETGs and LTGESMOS samples with, < 0.040, as those in our study.
in Fig.[d. The mean mass of both ETGs and LTGs is similar,

M, ~ 102 M.

z =.0.872

3. Close pairs using photometric redshifts

The linear distance between two sources can be obtained from
their projected separation, = 6da(z), and their rest-frame rela-
The quality of the photometric redshifts in COSMOS decrsastve velocity along the line of sightyv = c|z; — z|/(1+z), where

for faint objects in thé* band (lIbert et al. 2009). In this sectionz andz; are the redshift of the principal (more lumingusssive

we study in details how redshift errors depend on the magdeeof galaxy in the pair) and companion galaxy, respectiveli, the
sources, since this imposes limits on our ability of measere angular separation, in arcsec, of the two galaxies on the sky

2.2. Dependence of the photometric errors on stellar mass
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plane; andda(2) is the angular scale, in kfarcsec, at redshift close pair systenk in the redshift interval 4 , z], where the
z Two galaxies are defined as a close pamif' < rp < ri™® indexk covers all the close pair systems in the sample.
and Av < AV™ The lower limit inr, is imposed to avoid The next step is to define the number of pairs associated at

seeing fects. We usedg‘"‘ = 10h™* kpc, ryex = 30h~! kpc, each close pair systekn For this, we suppose in the following

and AV™ = 500 km s!. With these constraints 50%-70% ofthat @ galaxy in whatever sample is described in redshift space
the selected close pairs will finally merde (Patton et al.(200°Y & probability distributiorP; (z |7:), wherez is the source’s
Patton & Atfield [ 2008 Lin et all_2004: Bell et/al. 2006). Thd€dshift andy; are the parameters that define the distribution. If
PSF of the COSMOS ground-based iMages5§ {Capak et al. the source has a photometric redshift, we assume that
2007), which corresponds te 8h~! kpc in our cosmology at
z ~ 0.9. To ensure well deblended sources and to minimise p. (z |7) = Pe (z o
colour contamination, we fixed]"™" to 1¢h~* kpc (@ 2 2”). On (@ 1m) = Po (@ Zohati Z”;"“)
the other hand, we sgf®*to 30h~1 kpc to ensure reliable merger_ 1 expl — (@ ~ Zonoti) (4)
fractions in our study (see SeCi. 8.2, for details). T 202 |’

To compute close pairs we defined a principal and a com- ) )
panion sample (Sedf_2.1). The principal sample comprises while if the source has a spectroscopic redshift
more massive gaquy of the pair, and we looked for those_ ga_lq:xg @ 1m) = Po (z | Zspea) = 6(z — Zsped), (5)
ies in the companion sample that fulfil the close pair criteri _ L . . o
for each galaxy of the principal sample. If one principalaya wheres(X) is delta’s Dirac function. With this distribution we are

has more than one close companion, we took each possible 65?{,9 to statistically treat all the available informatiorzispace
separately (i.e., if the companion galaxies B and C are dmse@Nd define the number of pairs at redshifin systemk as

the principal galaxy A, we studied the pairs A-B and A-C as in- Zn

dependent). In addition, we imposed a maskedence between vk (z1) = Cx P1(z | 771)[ P2(z2|112) dz, (6)

the pair members. We denote the ratio between the mass of the Zn

principal galaxyM, 1, and the companion galaxyl.. », as wherez; € [Z, Z], the integration limits are

= M, 2 () Z, = z(1 - AV™®/c) — AV"®/c, )
- Maa Z' = z1(1 + AV"¥/c) + AV, (8)

and looked for those systems wiklt, > > uM,.1. We define as the subindex 1 [2] refers to the principal [companion] gglax
major companions those close pairs witl» 1/4, while minor k system, and the constant @ormalises the function to the total

companions those with/10 < u < 1/4. number of pairs in the interest range
With the previous definitions the merger fraction is 7 z
k
Ny (= ) 2N, =f P1(21|77i)d21+f Pa(z | 12) dz,. 9)
fin (2 ) = = ) 2 z

Note thatv, = 0 if z < Z orz; > Z. The functionv, (Eq. [@])

whereN; is the number of sources in the principal sample, artg” LK K .
- . . : s us how the number of pairs in the syst&m\y, are dis-
N, the number of principal galaxies with a companion that fulf ibuted in redshift space. The integral in EG) (6) spanseho

gheegfjscga;é Sgrfrrr']%'j"fr%t: dg;\é?nm I'Iéf;lsoduerflsnaltln?nleaspglles tlo redshifts in which the companion galaxy hag < AV"® for a
P P p'es. " given redshift of the principal galaxy.

I|m|ted., but comblnfa spectros.cop|c_alnd photometric rétsfin With previous definitions, the merger fraction in the intdrv
a previous work,_Lopez-Sanjuan et al. (2010a) developédd-a S = [2.2.1) is
tistical method to obtain reliable merger fractions fronofh <+ = 14> 4+1

metric catalogues. We recall the main points of this methaxgio S f‘“ w(z1) dz;
below, while we study its limits when applied to our COSMOS;, = z.i , (20)
photometric catalogue in SeEt.B.2. i L Pi(z |mi)dz

We used the following procedure to define a close paw
system in our photometric catalogue (see Lopez-Sanjuai eto .o nder study. If we integrate over the whole redshiftsp
2010a, for details): first we search for close spatial corigren 2 = [0, 00), Eq. [10) becomes
of a principal galaxy, with redshift; and uncertaintyr,,, as- e
suming that the galaxy is located &at— 20,. This defines the >k N',; (= w
maximumg possible for a givemg™ in the first instance. If we fm (2 1) = TN, (11)
find a companion galaxy with redsh# and uncertainty-, in . _ )
the ranger, < r™ and with a given mass with respect to thevhere 3 Ny is analogous td\,, in Eqg. (2). In order to esti-

here the indekspans the redshift bins defined over the redshift

principal galaxy, then we study both galaxies in redshiicp Mate the statistical error ofy,, denotedosiay, We used the
For convenience, we assume below that every principal galdfckknife techniquel(Efron 1982). We computed partial stan
has, at most, one close companion. In this case, our twoigalaxdard deviationsgy, for each systenk by taking the diterence

could be a close pair in the redshift range between the measurdd,, and the same quantity with theh
pair removed for the samplef,';,, such thatsy = fm) — fnkﬂ.
[Z,Z2] = [z — 204,21 + 20, N[22 — 204,, 22 + 2075,]. (3) v y

For a redshift range wittN, systems, the variance is given by

Because of variation in the range [z'] of the functionda(z), 5y = [(Np = 1) 2 671/Np. WhenN,, < 5 we used instead the

a sky pair atz; — 20, might not be a pair a; + 20,. We thus Bayesian approach of Cameron (2011), that provides aeurat
impose the conditiomy™ < r, < ri®™atallz € [z,Z], and asymmetric confidence intervals in these low statisticaksa
redefine this redshift interval if the sky pair condition istisat- We checked that foN, > 5 both jackknife and Bayesian meth-
isfied at every redshift. After this, our two galaxies defihe t ods provide similar statistical errors within 10%.
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3.1. Dealing with border effects 0.18 T T T T T
When we search for close companions near to the edges of 10h™* kpe < rp < 30h~ ! kpe
images it may happen that a fraction of the search volume 0.14F 1

outside of the surveyed area, lowering artificially the nemif z €[0.2,0.65)
companions. To deal with this we selected as principal gale 3. 0.10
ies those in the zCOSMOS area, i.e., in the central 1.6,de )
while we selected as companions those in the whole photorr ~—
ric COSMOS area. This maximise the spectroscopic fractfon & 0.06
the principal sample and ensures that we have companidds in:
all the searching volume.

0.02

|
0.1 02 03 04 05
HB

I I I I
10h™* kpe < rp < 30h~" kpc
z €[0.65,0.95)

3.2. Testing the methodology with 20k spectroscopic sources

Following |Lopez-Sanjuan etlall (2010a), we test in this-se..
tion if we are able to obtain reliable merger fractions fror 0.18
our COSMOS photometric catalogue. For this, we study ti
merger fractionfy, in the zZCOSMOS-bright 20k sample. The
merger fraction in the 10k sample was studied in details | —
de Ravel et al.| (2011) and Kampczyk et al. (2011). We defil ?i

| 0.10

0.14

fspec @s the fraction of sources on a given sample with spe
troscopic redshift. The 20k sample h&gec = 1, while the
COSMOS photometric catalogue hgec = 0.34 fori* < 225 E 0.06
galaxies. In this section we only use tNe= 10542 sources at “~ -
0.2 < z < 0.9 with a high reliable spectroscopic redshift fron
the 20k sample. 0.02
To test our method at intermedidtge, We created synthetic L L

|
catalogues by assigning their measuzgg: ando,,, to N(1 - 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
fsped random sources of the 20k sample (we denote this case “B
S = 1 in the following). To explore dierent values of\;, we
assigned to the previous random sources a redshift as doawnHig. 4. Merger fraction ofM§ < —20 galaxies as a function of

a Gaussian distribution with mediaghoando® = (S?~1)o7 . luminosity diference in thd8-band g, atz € [0.2, 0.65) (top)

whereS > 1 is the factor by which we increase the initigof ~andz € [0.65,0.95) (bottom) for 16" kpc < rp < 30h™* kpc
the sample. In this case, the redshift error of the sourcetitos close pairs. Diamonds are from present work in COSMOS (pho-

S0, Then, we measured tometric catalogue) while dots are from VVDS-Deep (LS11,
spectroscopic catalogue). The black solid lines in bothefgan
fym show the maximum and minimum merger fractions, including
6fm= S5 - L, (12) 1oy, errors, when we split the COSMOS field in VVDS-Deep
fm size subfields+0.5 deg).

where f2% is the measured merger fraction in the 20k spectro-
scopic sample at.2 < z < 0.9 without imposing any mass orror in f,, of 10%, and we take as final merger fraction error
luminosity diference andy" is the merger fraction from the o = max(Q1fm, osta)-
synthetic samples in the same redshift range. Whien 1, we In the next section we test further our methodology by
repeated the process ten times and averaged the results.  comparing the merger fraction from a spectroscopic survey
We explored several cases with our synthetic catalogues. E&pec = 1) against that in COSMOS from our photometric cat-
example, we assumed that all sources in the synthetic pehcialogue.
catalogue (subindex 1) and in the companion one (subindex 2)
have a photometric redshifspeci = fspecz = 0, and thair,; =
Az2 = 0.007 81 = S, = 1). We also considered more realisti
cases, asspect = 0.3 andA,1 = 0.007 S; = 1) for principals,
and fspecz = 0 @andA,, = 0.042 (S, = 6) for companions. We |n a previous work in VVDS-Deep, LS11 measured the merger
found thats fy is higher than 10% for)®* = 30h~* kpc close fraction of M§ < —20 galaxies with spectroscopic redshifts,
pairs forA; 2> 2 0.05 (S; 2 7) and realistic values of,;. We  whereMg = Mg + QzandQ = 1.1 accounts for the evolution of
checked thatéfm| < 10% forA,, < 0.04 andry® = 30h™"  the luminosity function with redshift, as a function of lumoisity
kpc, justifying the upper limit\, = 0.04 imposed in Secf. 2.2. difference in theB-band,ug = Lg>/Lg1. As an additional test
For highem'® the method overestimates the merger fraction yf our methodology, in this section we compare the merger fra
about 50% in the\,» = 0.04 case. Because we are interested afon in the COSMOS photometric catalogue with that measured
faint companions, we sef'®* = 30h~* kpc in the following to by LS11 down tqug = 1/10, reaching the minor merger regime
ensure reliable merger fractions. in which we are interested on. To minimise the systematic bi-
On the other hand, we found that the of the 3" is ases, we used the same redshift ranges,= [0.2,0.65) and
~ 5% of the measured value, i.e., two times lower than the &5, = [0.65,0.95), close pair definitionr [ = 30h~1 kpc), prin-
timated|5fn| ~ 10%. Because of this, and to ensure reliableipal sample 1§ < —20), and companion sampl#f < -17.5)
uncertainties in the merger fractions, we impose a minimam éhan LS11. We checked that the photometric redshift ernas a

33 Comparison with merger fractions in VVDS-Deep:
cosmic variance effect
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A; < 0.04 up toz ~ 0.95 for faint companion galaxies (see
Sect[3.P). Note that LS11 usf" = 5h~! kpc, while we take

rg“” = 10n~! kpc. Hence, we recomputed the merger fractior

in VVDS-Deep forrg“in = 10h~* kpc. We show the merger frac-
tions from COSMOS and VVDS-Deep forftBrent values ofig
in Fig.[4. g

We find that VVDS-Deep and COSMOS merger fraction = 0.06
are in excellent agreement in the first redshift range, winile 0.04
the second redshift range some discrepancies exist, with )
merger fraction in COSMOS being higher than in VVDS-Dee 0.02
atu < 1/5. However, both studies are compatible within el
ror bars. Note that merger fraction uncertainties in COSMC ' ' : :
are~ 3 times lower than in VVDS-Deep because of the hight 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
number of principals in COSMOS. We checked tHEeet of z
comic variance in this comparison. For that, we split the 30 _ ) o
MOS area in several VVDS-Deep size)(5 ded) subfields and Fig.5. Major (dots), minor (squares) and total (majermi-
measured the merger fraction in these subfields. The maximQRf. triangles) merger fraction d#l, > 10'* M, galaxies as
and minimum values Ofm in these SUbﬁE|dS, induding;—lm er- 4a function of redshift in the COSMOS field. Das_hed, solid and
rors, are marked in Fif] 4 with solid lines. We find that, withi dott-dashed curves are the least-squares best fit of a fawer-
1o, there is a ZCOSMOS subfield with merger properties siffinction, fm o (1 + 2", to the major fwv = 1.4), minor
ilar to the VVDS-Deep field. Because the zZCOSMOS subfield&mm = —0.1) and total f, = 0.6) merger fraction data, re-
are contiguous, this exercise provides a lower limit to ttteial  SPectively.
cosmic variance in the COSMOS field (e.g., Moster et al. 2011)
Hence, we conclude that our methodology is able to recover re
liable minor merger fractions from photometric sampleshia t e The minor merger fraction is nearly constant with redshift,
COSMOS field. fmm ~ 0.051 . The least-squares fit to the minor merger frac-

tion data is

0.12
0.10
0.08

4. The merger fraction of massive ETGs in the foum = (0.052+ 0.009)(1+ 2) %1203,

COSMOS field _ : N
The negative value of the power-law index implies that the

The final goal of the present paper is to estimate the role efme  minor merger fraction decreases slightly with redshift; bu
ers (minor and major) in the mass assembly and size evolution it is consistent with a null evolutiomg,,, = 0). This con-
of massive ETGs. To facilitate future comparison, we presen firms the trend found by LS11 for bright galaxies, and by
first the merger properties of the global massive population  Jogee et al.| (2009) and Lotz et al. (2011) for less massive
Sect[41L. Then, we focus in the ETGs population in $ect. 4.2. (M, 3 10 M,) galaxies, and extend it to the high mass

The evolution of the merger fraction with redshift up to regime.
z ~ 15 is well parametrised by a power-law function (e.g.,e The major merger fraction of massive galaxies increasés wit
Le Fevre et al. 2000; Lopez-Sanjuan €t al. 2009; de Rawad| et  redshift as
2009),

(14)

fum = (0.019+ 0.003)(1+ 2)+403, (15)

fm (Z) = fm,O (1 + Z)m» (13)
This increase wittz contrasts with the nearly constant mi-
nor merger fraction. In Fi§.]6 we compare our measurements
with those from the literature for massive galaxies and for

g ~ 30h~! kpc close pairs. de Ravel ef al. (2011) mea-

sure the major merger fraction oy < 30h~! kpc spectro-
We summarise the minor, major and total merger fractions for scopic close pairs in the 10k zZCOSMOS sample, so their
M, > 10" M, galaxies in the COSMOS field in Tallé 1 and sample is included in ours. Because they assumefardi
we show them in Fid.]5. We defined five redshift bins between ent inner radius than us, we apply a factg® B their orig-
Zgown = 0.2 andz,p = 0.9 both for minor and major mergers. The  inal values (see Sedtl 5, for details). Both merger frastion
ranges B < z< 0.375,07 < z< 0.75and 0825< z < 0.85 are are in good agreement, supporting our methodology. Note
dominated by Large Scale Structures (LSS, Kovaclet al.[g010 that our uncertainties are lower by a factor of three than
so we use these LSS as natural boundaries in our study. Tivis mi  those in_de Ravel et al. (2011) because our principal sample
imises the impact of LSS in our measurements, since the merge is a factor of four larger than theirs. Xu et al. (2012) mea-
fraction depends on environment(Lin eflal. 2010; de Ravellet  sure the merger fraction from photometric close pairs also
2011; Kampczyk et al. 2011). We identify a total of 56.2 major in the COSMOS field. They provide the fraction of galax-
mergers and 71.1 minor ones & & z < 0.9. Note that the num- ies in close pairs withy > 1/2.5, so we apply a factor 0.7
ber of mergers can take non integer values because of thatveig to obtain the number of close pairs (this is the fraction of
ing scheme used in our methodology (SELt. 3). We compare the principal galaxies in their massive sample) and a factor 1.6

so we take this parametrisation in the following.

4.1. The merger fraction of the global massive population

previous number of mergers (measured:aﬁ',;, Eq. [13]) with
the total number of close pair systenis,), obtaining that the
fraction of real close pairs over the total number of systéns
~ 65%. We find that

to estimate the number qf > 1/4 systems (the merger
fraction depends op as f, « 5, as shown by LS11, and
s = —0.95 for massive galaxies in COSMOS, Séctl 6.2). On
the other hand, Bundy etlal. (2009) and Bluck etlal. (2009)
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Fig.6. Major (u > 1/4) merger fraction foiM, > 10'' My, Fig. 7. Major merger fraction as a function of redshift. The dots
galaxies fromr?™ ~ 30h™! kpc close pairs. The dots areare from present work foM, > 10'* M, galaxies from 187!
from present work, triangles are fofm de Ravel étlal. (20i1) kpc < r™ < 30h~! kpc close pairs. The triangles are from
the zCOSMOS 10k sample, squares from_Xu etlal. (2012) liartaltepe et al. (2007) in the COSMOS field figk, < —19.8
the COSMOS field, pentagons fram Bluck et al. (2009) in thgalaxies from &1 kpc< rM@ < 20h~1 kpc close pairs. The stars
PalomafDEEP2 survey, and diamonds from Bundy etlal. (200@)e from Bridge et al! (2010) in the CFHTLS by morphological
in the GOODS fields. Some points are slightly shifted whegriteria for M, > 5 x 10'° M, galaxies, and crosses are from
needed to avoid overlap. The dashed line is the least-sglbast [Jogee et al. (2009) foM, > 2.5 x 109 M, galaxies by mor-
fit of a power-law functionfyw o (1+2)%4, to the major merger phological criteria in GEMS (upward arrows mark those pwint
fraction data in the present work. that are lower limits). The dashed line is the least-squaessfit

of a power-law functionfyy o« (1 + 2)*#, to the major merger

fraction data in the present work. The dotted line is the @imh

measure the majo(> 1/4) merger fraction in GOOB from|Kartaltepe et all (2007fym o (1 + 2)%8.

(Great Observatories Origins Deep Survey, Giavalisco.et al
2004) and PalomADPEEP?2 [(Conselice et al. 2007) surveys,

respectively. These studies are also in good agreement with

our values, with the point &= 0.8 from/Bluck et al.|(2009)
being the only discrepancy. The least-squeres fit to all the
close pair studies in Fif] 6 yields similar parameters ta¢ho
from our COSMOS data alone, EG.(15).

For completeness, if Fi§l] 7 we compare our major merger
fractions with other works that are either based on morpho-
logical criteria or come from luminosity-selected samples
Regarding morphological studies, Bridge €t al. (2010) pro-
vide the major merger fraction &fl, > 5x 10'° M, galax-

ies in two CFHTL8 (Canada-France-Hawaii Telescope
Legacy Survey, Coupon etlal. 2009) Deep fields, includind
the COSMOS field. They perform a visual classification of
the sources, finding 286 merging systems of that mass. In
their work, Jogee et al. (2009) estimate a lower limit of the
major merger fraction oM, > 2.5 x 10'° M, galaxies

in the GEM$ (Galaxy Evolution From Morphology And
SEDs/ Rix et al. 2004) survey. We cannot compare directly
the merger fractions from these two morphological stud-
ies with ours because of thefidirent methodologies (e.qg.,
Bridge et all 2010; Lotz et &l. 2011). Thus, we translaterthei
merger rates into the expected close pair fraction follgwin
the prescriptions in Sedi] 5. Giving the uncertainties & th
merger time scales of both methods and thkalilties to as-
sign a precise mass ratioto the merger candidates in mor-
phological studies, the merger fractions from Bridge et al.

take these luminous galaxies to define the principal and the
companion sample, i.e., they are incomplete for low lumi-
nosity major companions near the selection boundary. We
find that both studies in the COSMOS field are compatible
in the common redshift range. @< z < 0.9). The difer-

ent evolution of the major merger fraction in both works,
m = 2.8 in|Kartaltepe et al! (2007) v& = 1.4 in our study,

is due to thez > 0.9 data. We conclude that both studies
are consistent, even if a direct quantitative comparisoiois
possible because of thefiirent sample selection and com-
panion definition.

The fit to the total merger fraction is

fm = (0.067+ 0.008)(1+ 2)%5+03, (16)

This evolution is slower than the major merger one, reflect-
ing the diferent properties of minor and major mergers. We
compare our total merger fractions with others in the lit-
erature in Fig[B._Marmol-Queralto et al. (2012) study the
total merger fraction of massive galaxies By = 70nt

kpc close companions. The merger fraction depends on the
search radius ag, o« r;%% (LS11), so we translate the
merger fractions provided by Marmol-Queralt6 et al. (201

to our search radius. On the other hanhd, Newmanlet al.
(2012) measure the merger fractionMf, > 5 x 10'° M,
galaxies fromg“ax 30h~! kpc close pairs. The values from
both close pair studies are consistent with ours. Also the re

(2010) and Jogee etlal. (2009) are in nice agreement with our sults oft Williams et all.[(2011) suggest a sjowvll evolution

results.
Kartaltepe et al.[ (2007) estimate the merger fraction of lu-
minous galaxiesl{y < —-19.8) in the COSMOS field. They

4 httpy/www.stsci.edgsciencggoodg
5 httpy/cfht.hawaii.ed(SciencéCFHLY
6 httpy/www.mpia-hd.mpg.d6&EMSgems.htm

in the total {z > 1/10) merger faction of massive galaxies up
toz~ 2.

Regarding morphological studies, Jogee étlal. (2009) esti-
mate the totalg > 1/10) merger fraction oM, > 2.5 x

109 M, galaxies in the GEMS survey. Their valudg, ~
0.08, are consistent with ours. We also show the merger
fraction from[ Lotz et al.[(2011) foM, > 10'° M, galax-
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0.20 — , , , , , for massive LTGs is only tentative. Nevertheless, that thgpm
1 merger fraction of LTGs evolves faster than that of ETGs is in
M. > 107 Mo agreement with previous studies which compare early-fypes
015L # >1/10 i and late-typeblue galaxies (e.d., Lin et al. 2008; de Ravel et al.
2009; Bundy et al. 2009; Chou etial. 2011; LS11).
As shown by Lotz et al. (2011), the merger rate evolution

*-? _+_ - = depends on the selection of the sample, with samples selecte

0.10

prove a constant number density population over cosmic time

showing a faster evolutionn{ ~ 3) than those with a con-

stant mass selectiom(~ 1.5). To check the impact of the se-

lection in the merger fraction of ETGs, we computed the ma-

| | | | | | jor and minor merger fraction of ETGs with lolyl(, /My) >

02 04 06 08 1.0 1.2 1115 - 0.15z (n-selected sample, in the following). As shown
z by lvan Dokkum et al.| (2010), this provides a nearly constant

number-density selection for massive galaxies. We findttiet

Fig. 8. Total (major+ minor, © > 1/10) merger fraction as Major and minor merger fractions from theselected sam-
a function of redshift. Dots are from the present work in thgle are compatible with those from the mass-selected sample
COSMOS field forM, > 101 M,, galaxies, diamonds are fromRegarding their evolution, the major merger fraction eeslv
Marmol-Queraltd et al[(2012) for massive galaxies, sqsare faster in then-selected samplen = 2.5 + 0.4, that in the mass-
from [Newman et 1. (2012) foM, > 5 x 10° M, galaxies, Selected samplen = 1.8+ 0.3, as expected. The minor merger
crosses are from Jogee et al. (2009) Kby > 2.5 x 10° M, fraction remains the saméym = 0.064+0.006 (r-selected sam-
galaxies by morphological criteria, and inverted triasgige P!€) VS fmm = 0.060+0.008 (mass-selected sample). In addition,
from[Lotz et al. [(2011) foM, > 10'° M, galaxies by morpho- We checked that the results presented in $éct. 6 remainnie sa
logical criteria. The dashed line is the least-squaresfifasita When we use the merger fractions from imeselected sample
power-law functionfm o (1 + 2)°9, to the total merger fraction instead of those from the mass-selected one. Thereforepme ¢
data in the present work. clude that the selection of the massive ETGs sample hagtimit
impact in our results.

o . In summary, the merger fraction of massiwé,(> 10'* M)

ies in the AEGIE (All-Wavelength Extended Groth Strip ETGs, both major and minor, is higher by a factor of 2-3 than

International Survey, Davis etlal. 2007) survey. Théedent  that of massive LTGs (see also Marmol-Queralto &t al. Redr2

methodologies between these works and ours, and the difsimilar result). We estimate the merger rate of ETGs in.Bect
ferent stellar mass regimes probed, make direct comparison

difficult (see Bridge et &l. 2010; Lotz etjal. 2011, for a review ) ) )
of this topic). In summary, previous work is compatible witt-3. Colour properties of companion galaxies

a mild evolution of the total merger fraction, as we observg, this section we attempt to identify the types of galaxies i
the companion population. As the morphological classificat
4.2. The merger fraction of ETGs is not reliable for all companions because they are faintinve
) ] ) ] stead use a colour selection. We took as red (quiescent) com-
We summarise the minor and major merger fractions for bofanions those with SED (rest-frame, dust reddening card@ct
massive i, > 10'* M) ETGs and LTGs in the COSMOS field colourNUV — r* > 3.5, while as blue (star-forming) those with
in Tables 2 anfll3, respectively, while we show them in[Hig. 8. Wy v —r* < 3.5 (seé Ilbert et al. 2010, for details), and we mea-
defined five redshift bins betweegbuwn = 0.2 andz,p, = 0.9 for  syred the fraction of red companionf§) of massive galaxies
ETGs, as for the global population, but only three in the @dse gt 02 < 7z < 0.0.
LTGs because of the lower number of principal sources. We do W find that 62% of the companions of the whole principal
not split the companion sample by neither morphology oreolosample are red, while 38% are blue. Furthermore, the red frac-
in this section, and we study the properties of the companifn remains nearly the same for mindf.§ = 60%) and major
galaxies in SecL. 43. _ _ (f.eq = 64%) companions. When we repeated the previous study
We assumenym = 0 in the following for the minor merger focusing on massive ETGs as principals, we fing ~ 65%,
fraction, as for the global population (Sect]4.1). The mearor poth for minor and major companions. Becaus®5% of our

merger fraction of ETGs i§qy, = 0.060, while fiif, = 0.023 for - massive ETGs are also red, most of the ETG close pairs aré "dry
LTGs. There is therefore a factor of thre@drence between the (j e | red - red).

merger fractions of early type and late type populationsl1.S

also find a similar result when comparing the minor merger-fra ) )

tion of red and blue bright galaxies. 5. The merger rate of massive ETGs in the
On the other hand, the major merger fraction of ETGs is also COSMOS field

mg?;:gg?atg%g; LTGs by a factor of two. The fit to the majolrn this section we estimate the mind®.(») and major Ruywm)

merger rate, defined as the number of mergers per galaxy and
fay = (0.020+ 0.003)(1+ 2)*8+03, (17) Gyr, of massive ETGs. We recall here the steps to compute the
fIMLI ~ 0.003(1+ 2 (18) merger rate from the merger fraction, focusing first on thgoma
merger rate.
Because we only have three data points for LTGs and of the high Followinglde Ravel et al. (2009), we define the major merger
uncertainty in the first redshift bin, the reported valuemgfy rate as

0.05F

7 httpy/aegis.ucolick.org Rum = fum CpCm Ty (19)
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Table 1. Minor, major and total merger fraction ™, > 10** M, galaxies

Merger fraction z=0.29 z=0.46 z=0.65 z=0.77 z=0.86
02<z<036 036<z<057 057<z<073 073<z<0.83 083<z<09
fum 0.031+0.011 Q030+ 0.008 Q035+ 0.007 Q040+ 0.009 Q056+ 0.009
fm 0.056+0.015 Q042+ 0.009 Q047+ 0.008 Q060+ 0.010 Q045+ 0.008
fm 0.087+0.017 0072+ 0.011 Q083+ 0.009 0100+ 0.012 Q101+0.010

Table 2. Minor and major merger fraction of ETGs witfl, > 10** M,

Merger fraction z=0.29 z=048 z=0.67 z=0.77 z=0.86
02<z<036 036<z<057 057<z<073 073<z<083 083<z<09

f@ 0.033+0.012 0041+0.011 Q041+ 0.009 0053+ 0.012 Q070+ 0.012

fom 0.056+0.016 Q054+ 0.011 Q049+ 0.009 Q068+ 0.013 Q070+ 0.011

Table 3. Minor and major merger fraction of LTGs with, > 10* M,

Merger fraction z=0.39 z=0.62 z=0381
02<z<05 05<z<07 07<z<09
f"ELTP" 0.010j§:§§% 0.013+0.008 Q029+ 0.009
fir 0.0237%1 0019+ 0.009 0029+ 0.009
where the factoC, takes into account the lost companions iwhere Tonm = T X Tmm. Following LS11, we takeY =

the inner 10! kpc (Bell et al/ 2006) and the fact@, is the 1.5+0.1from theN-bodyhydrodynamical simulations of major
fraction of the observed close pairs that finally merge inga tyand minor mergers performed by Lotz et al. (2010b,a, see also
ical time scaleTyw. We takeC, = 3/2. The typical merger Lotz etal. 2011). As for major mergers, we assuGpe= 3/2

time scale depends o™ and can be estimated by cosmoandCp, = 1.

logical andN-body simulations. In our case, we compute the We summarise the major and minor merger rates of massive
major merger time scale from the cosmological simulatiohs &TGs in Tabl€¥, and show them in Hig] 10. We parametrise their
Kitzbichler & White (2008), based on the Millennium simulatedshift evolution as

tion (Springel et al. 2005). This major merger time scalenef

to major mergersy(> 1/4 in stellar mass), and depends mainlRy, (2) = Rno (1 +2)". (21)

on ry® and on the stellar mass of the principal galaxy, with

a weak dependence on redshift in our range of interest (see Assumingn,m = O for minor mergers, as for the merger
de Ravel et &l. 2009, for details). Taking ldd{/Ms) = 112 fraction (Sect_4]2), we finBS] = 0.060+ 0.008 Gyr®. The fit

as the average stellar mass of our principal galaxies witbs®c to the major merger rate of massive ETGs is

companion, we obtaifiyy = 1.0 + 0.2 Gyr for rj® = 30h™t

kpc andAv™>* = 500 km s. We assumed an uncertainty ofRy}, = (0.030=+ 0.006) (1+ 2)*8+%3 Gyr . (22)

0.2 dex in the average mass of the principal galaxies to esti-

mate the error iMyw. This time scale already includes the facOur results imply that the minor merger rate is higher than th
tor Cn, (see_Patton & Atfield 2008; Bundy et/al. 2009; Lin et almajor merger one a < 0.5. In addition, the minor and major
2010, LS11), so we tak€y,, = 1 in the following. In addition, merger rates of massive ETGs are20% higher than for the
LS11 show that time scales from Kitzbichler & White (2008} arglobal population.

equivalent to those from thB—bodyhydrodynamical simula- In Fig.[ZO we also show the minor and major merger rates of
tions byl Lotz et al.|(2010b), and that they account propenty fred bright galaxies measured by LS11. We find that red galax-
the observed increase of the merger fraction wjtfi (see also ies have similar merger rates, both minor and major, than our
de Ravel et al. 2009). We stress that these merger time scalessive ETGs. This suggests that massive red sequence galax
have an additional factor of two uncertainty in their norised ies have similar merger properties: nearly 95% of our ETGs
tion (e.g./ . Hopkins et al. 2010c; Lotz etlal. 2011). are red, while the mean mass of the red galaxies in LS11 is

The minor merger rate is My req ~ 10198 M,,, a factor of two less massive than our ETGs,

M, g1 ~ 10*2 M,. The study of the merger properties of the
red sequence galaxies as a function of stellar mass is belend
Rim = fum Cp Cim Tk (20) scope of this paper and we explore this issue in a future work.
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Table 4. Minor and major merger rate of ETGs wit, > 10** M,

Merger rate z=0.29 z=048 z=0.67 z=0.77 z=0.86
(Gyr™?) 02<7z<036 036<z<057 057<z<073 073<z<083 083<z<09
R,\E,IT,\,I 0.049+ 0.020 Q061+ 0.021 Q062+ 0.018 Q080+ 0.024 Q105+ 0.028
RED 0.056+ 0.020 Q054+ 0.016 Q049+ 0.014 Q068+ 0.019 Q070+ 0.018
T T T T T T T T 0.14 T T T T T T T
0.08F M. >10" Mg . __0.12F M, >10" Mg .
—
J I 0.10F .
0.06 | }’ . = -
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Fig. 9. Major (upper penel) and minor (lower panel) merger frad-ig. 10. Major (upper panel) and minor (lower panel) merger rate

tions of M, > 10' M, galaxies as a function of redshift andof M, > 10'! My ETGs as a function of redshift. Filled symbols

morphology. Dots are for ETGs, while squares are for LTGare from the present work, while open ones are from LS11 in

Dashed (solid) lines are the best fit to the ETGs (LTGs) datdyDS-Deep for red galaxies. Dashed lines are the best fitéo th

while dotted lines are the fits for the global population. ETGs data, while dotted lines are the fits for the global papul
tion.

6. The role of mergers in the evolution of massive ) ) .
: = whereE(z) = vQa + Qm(1 + 2)3 in a flat universe. The defini-
ETGssince z=1 . = ; . .
tion of Ny, for major mergers is analogous. Using the merger
In this section we use the previous merger rates to estimad¢es in previous section, we obtaif" = 0.89 + 0.14, with
the number of minor and major mergers per massMg (> NEI, = 0.43+ 0.13 andNf, = 0.46 + 0.06 betweerz = 1 and
10! M) ETG sincez = 1 (Sect[6.1) and the impact of mergerg = 0. The number of minor mergers per massive ETGs since
in the mass growth (Sedf. 6.2) and size evolution ($ect.@.3)z = 1 is therefore similar to the number of major ones. Note
ETGs in the last8 Gyr. that these values and those reported in the following haaglan
ditional factor of two uncertainty due to the uncertaintythe
merger time scales derived from simulations (S€ct. 5).
The number of major mergers per red bright galaxy mea-

We can obtain the average number of minor mergers per EBgred by LS11i8e) = 0.7+0.2, higher than our measurement,

6.1. Number of minor mergers sincez=1

betweerz, andz, < z, as while the number of minor mergers is simil&fed = 0.5 + 0.2.
The discrepancy in the major merger case can be explained by
NET (21.2,) = fzz RET dz (23) the evolution of the merger rate in both studies, since LSt1 a
m\ls £2) = n (1+2HE®R)’ sumednied = 0 and we measung, = 1.8.
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On the other hand, LTGs have a significantly lower numb@ypically LRGs have. > 3L*, and a low impact of major merg-
of mergersNiT ~ 0.35, with NG\, ~ 0.15 andNi, ~ 0.20. We  ers in this systems is indeed expected by cosmological mod-
refer the reader to LS11 for the discussion about the roleasf nels, where the contribution of major mergers in galaxy mass a
jor and minor mergers in the evolution of LTGs. In their worksembly peaks at M; (Khochfar & Silk|2009; Hopkins et al.
Pozzetti et al. (20210) find that almost all the evolution iastel- [2010a; Cattaneo etlal. 2011). Thus, even if the value$vbf
lar mass function since ~ 1 is a consequence of the observedre similar for LRGs and our massive galaxies, they couléhav
star formation (see also Vergani etlal. 2008), and estintete ta different origin. A better approach to estimate indirectly the
Nm ~ 0.7 mergers since ~ 1 per log M,/My) ~ 10.6 galaxy impact of mergers in mass growth is to study the evolution
are needed to explain the remaining evolution. Their reisultof massive red galaxies at a fixed number density: because
similar to our direct estimation for the global massive gagian they are red (i.e., they have low star formation), their mass
(ETGs+ LTGS), Ny, = 0.75+ 0.14, but they infeMNyy < 0.2. expected to grow only by merging. Following this approach,
This value is half of ourdNyy = 0.36 + 0.13, pointing out that ivan Dokkum et al.|(2010) and Brammer et al. (2011) estimate
close pair studies are needed to understand accuratelgléhefr 5M, (1) ~ 40% for massive galaxies in the NEWFIRM Medium-
majoyminor mergers in galaxy evolution. Band Survey (van Dokkum et di. 2009). Their result represents
the integral over all possibjevalues, so in combination with our
oM, (1) ~ 30% foru > 1/10, this would imply that (in > 1/10
mergers dominates the mass assembly of massive galaxies sin
Following LS11, we estimate the mass assembled due to nserger 1 and (ii) there is room for an exte, ~ 10% growth due
by weighting the number of mergers in the previous sectigh wit® Very minor mergers(< 1/10).
the average majofi(,,,) and minor mergerd,,,) mass ratio,

6.2. Mass assembled through mergers sincez=1

6.3. Size growth due to mergers sincez=1
M..(0) g g

— ET — ET

M@ 1= fnm N (0.2) + FinmNmm(0. 2.+ (24)  gjnce the first results 6f Daddi eflal. (2005) and Trujillokt a
(2006), several authors have studied in details the sizieitwo

To obtain the average mass ratios we measured the merger fedanassive ETGs with cosmic time. It is now well established

tion of massive ETGs at.P < z < 0.9 for different values ofi, that ETGs were smaller, on average, than their local copatts

fromu = 1/2 to 1/10. Then, we fitted to the data a power-lawpf a given stellar mass by a factor of twozat 1 and of four at

fm (= w) o« ¢, and used the prescription in LS11 to estimate the= 2 (Sect[1). The size evolution is usually parametrised as

average merger mass ratio from the value of the power-laexind

s. Following those steps we fingl= —0.95 for massive ETGs in 1, (2) = re(2) =(1+27, (25)

COSMOS, while the average merger mass ratioggge= 0.48 re(0)

andzimy = 0.15, similar to those values reported by LS11. Wity herer, is the dfective radius of the galaxy. Despite of all ob-
all previous results we obtain thetergers with 4 > 1/10 'L" servational forts, the value ofr is still in debate, spanning
crease the stellar mass of massive ETGS by 6M,. = 28+ 8% g rangey = 0.9 - 1.5 (see references in Seft. 1), as well as

sincez = 1. LS11 findsM, (1) = 40+ 10% for red bright galax- jis gependency on stellar mass (massive galaxies evolter,fas
ies in VVDS-Deep, consistent with our measurement within &iiiiams et al 2010, or nof, Damjanov et al. 2011). In the- fol

rors. We note that they usB—band luminosity as a proxy of lowing we assume as fiducial value the value reported by

stellar mass, so their value is an upper limit due to the lowgs, qer el et 41.[(2008) from a combination of several analy-
mass-to-light ratio of blue companions. Bluck et jal. (204tRyly )

: , . ¥ sis,a = 1.2 (6re = 0.43 atz = 1), with an uncertainty of 0.2
the major and minory( > 1/100) merger fraction of mass“’e(dot(tl-dashed(lir?e in Fig_11). ) y

galaxies at 7 < z < 3 in GN$I (GOODS NICMOS Survey, ™"Jyy5 main efects could explain the size evolution of ETGs:
Consehce et .El|. 2_0.L1). They extrapolate their results weeto 4 progenitor bias and genuine size growth. The number
redshifts, estimatingM. (1) = 30+ 25% foru > 1/10 merg- gengjty of massive (red) galaxies at = 2 is ~ 15 —

ers. Their value is in good agreement with our measurement, B, of that in the local universe (e.q., Arnouts etal. 2007;
its large uncertainty prevents a quantitative comparison. Pérez-Gonzalez etlal. 2008:; Williams et al._2010; llbedl=
_The relative contribution Ofo maj@minor mergers to our 5010) and those ETGs that have reached the red sequence
inferred mass growth is 75%5% because the average mag; |ater times are systematically more extended than those
jor merger is three times more massive than the average Rhich did it at high redshift. This féect is called thepro-

nor one, as already pointed out by LS11. In their cosmoldgicgenitor bias and mimic a size growth (seée van der Wel ét al.
model/Hopkins et al: (2010a) predict that the relative dbot 500941 Valentinuzzi et &l. 20104/b: Cassata ket al.[201 Ifufer

tion of major and minor mergers in the spheroids assembly @ gatails). Both van der Wel etlal. (2009a) and Saglialet al
log (M./Mo) ~ 11.2 galaxies is- 80%/20%, in good agreement (5010) estimate that the progenitor bias of massive ETGs ac-

M. (2 =

with our observational result. _ _ counts for a factor 1.25¢. = 0.8) of the size evolution since
On the other hand, several authors have studied lumings= 1 and we assume this value in the following.
ity functions and clustering to constrain the evolution of | Regarding size growth, several authors have suggested that

minous red galaxies (LRGs) with redshift, finding that LRGgompact galaxies a ~ 2 are the cores of present day mas-

have increased their masM, ~ 30%-50% by merging since sjye ellipticals, and that they increase their size by agldiel-

z = 1 (Brown etal. 2007, 2008; Cool et/al. 2008). Their remr mass in the outskirts of the compact high redshift galaxy
sults are similar to our direct estimation, but we must tak®ezanson et al. 2009; Hopkins etlal. 2009a; van Dokkumlet al.
this agreement with caution. Tal et al. (2012) show that LRG&10); [Weinzirl et al.l 2011). The fact that the more com-

have a lack of major companions, excluding major mergers gsct galaxies az ~ 0.1 (Trujilo etall [2000) andz ~ 1

an important growth channel (see also De Proprisiet al.|201ffjartinez-Manso et al. 201.1) have similar young agesl(—

8 httpy/www.nottingham.ac.ykstronomygng 9 httpy/www.astro.yale.edambgOverview.htm|
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2 Gyr), combined with their paucity in the local universe 1.0
(Trujillo et alll2009] Taylor et al. 2010; Cassata et al. 20dl%o

support the size evolution of these systems along cosmi. tin 0.9
Mergers, specially the minor ones, have been proposed to 0.8
plain this evolution (e.g., Naab etial. 2009; Bezanson 2Q419; )
Hopkins et al.l 2010b; Weinzirl et al._2011). Adiabatic expar o (.7
sion due to AGN activityl(Fan et gl. 2010) or stellar evolatio (,%
(Damijanov et al. 2009) could also play a role. Thanks to our ¢ 0.6

7
rect measurements of the minor and major merger rate of m m—p 2 1/10 ¥ ’: S~
sive ETGs, we are able to explore the contribution of mertgers 0.5 i p>1/10 +PB ey )
the size growth of these galaxies in the lasg Gyr. 04—~ All p + PB | i
Theory and simulations show that equal-mass mergers | (= ! mvanderWelr08 ! !
tween two spheroidal galaxies are leskeetive in increasing 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
the size of ETGs than a majarinor merger with a less dense z

galaxy, both spiral and spheroidal. In the first case thecmse

in size is proportional to the accreted magsx Mf, withg =1, Fig. 11. Effective radius normalised to its local valuze, as a
while in the second case the indéxs higher and spans a widefunction of redshift. The dott-dashed line is the obseorsl
range,3 ~ 1.5 - 2.5 (e.g./ Bezanson etlal. 2009; Hopkins et akvolution from_van der Wel et al. (2008);e = (1 + 2)~12. The
2010b). In our case, we estimgtéor a giveri: from the relation solid line is the evolution due to major and minor mergers
between the initialrg;) and the final fective radiusrs) of an (u > 1/10) expected from our results. The shaded areas in both
ETG in a merger process derived by Fan etal. (2010), cases mark the 68% confidence interval. The dotted line is the
expected evolution when the progenitor bias (PB) is takém in
ref (14 p)? (14 26 account. The dashed line is the expected evolution when BB an
r_eJ - Tﬂz—e =@ +p), (26) very minor mergerg( < 1/10) are included (see text for details).
wheree is the slope of the stellar mass vs size relation. In their
:/;grlfﬁ ?ﬁén':g?,g\é eat Ci (‘220<'ng ﬁ(gﬂe glg(l) f\cl)vrilﬁgaystgﬁ;_gg?fo;fungtlon to the previous size growth due to mergers (doftes |
Newman et al. 2012), similar to the = 0.56 from/Shen et al. in Fig.[13),
(2003) in SDSE] (Sloan Digital Sky Survey, Abazajian et al.5rP8(2) = (1-0.22) x 1™ (2). (29)
2009) or thee ~ 0.5 expected from the Faber-Jackson relation
(Faber & Jacksdh 1976). However, not all the observed merg¥ve obtainsri®(1) = 0.56 (@ = 0.84 + 0.12), thus explaining
are between two early-type galaxies. Using colour as a piaxy Are ~ 75% of the size evolution with our current observations.
the morphology of our companion galaxies, we find that 65%e note that this value is similar to tlée.(1) = 0.63 estimated
of the mergers are “dry” (red - red), while 35% are "mixedby the simple model cf van der Wel et &l. (2009a), which only
(red - blue), for both major and minor mergers (SEci] 4.3). includes the progenitor bias and a merger prescription frosa
the mixed case we use = 0.27, a value estimated from themological simulations. The remaining. ~ 25% of the evolu-
data of_ Shen et al! (2003) for late-type galaxies in our ma#ien should be explained by other physical processes (eegy,
range of interest. Finally, we obtain th&for a givenu as minor mergers withy < 1/10 or adiabatic expansion) or by
0.6%ary + 0.3%mixea- Using the average mass ratipg,, and systematic errors in the measurements (e.g., lower merger t
Hmm IN Sect[6.2, we finggyv = 1.30 for major mergers and scales or an overestimation of the size evolution). We egplo
Bmm = 1.65 for minor ones. these processisystematics in the following.
Following Eq. [2%), we trace the mass growth of massive , , ,
ETGs with redshift for both mino6M, mm(2), and major merg- ® Very minor mergers (u < 1/10). Cosmological simula-

ers,6M, wu (2). Then, we translate these mass growths to a size fions find thaty > 1/10 mergers are not the more com-
growth with the previous values g mon ones, with the merger history of massive galaxies be-

ing dominated by: < 1/10 mergers.(Shankar et_al. 2_01(_);
S (2 =1 + 6M AT % 1 + 5M 2)]Bmm_ 27 Jiménez et al. 2011; Oser etlal. 2012). However, in this sim-
e@=l «m (2)] [ ~imm(2)] 27) ulations the mass accretion is dominatediby 10 events

We take into account the progenitor bias by applying a linear

Finally, we estimate the contribution of mergers to theltsize due to the low mass of the very minor companions. As we
evolution since = 1 as show in Sec{ 612, a mass growth&l, ~ 10% due to very
minor mergers since = 1 is compatible with the observed
1-6r'(1) mass assembly of massive red galaxies (van Dokkun et al.
Are = 1-ore(1) (28) 2010, Brammer et al. 2011). This translatedtg, ~ 4 very

minor mergers per massive ETG since 1 (we assumed
This model yields a size evolution due to mergers of thatvery minor mergers haveg/100 < u < 1/10 and esti-
6rM(1) = 0.70 (@ = 052+ 0.12, solid line in Fig[Tl). This  mated thaf,, ~ 0.025= 1/40 following the prescriptions
implies thatobserved major and minor mergers can explain in Sect[6.R). Note that we can increase arbitrarily the nermb
Are ~ 55% of the size evolution in massive ETGs sincez ~ 1. In of very minor mergers by lowering,,,, but not their contri-
the following, all quotedre have a typicak 15% uncertainty bution to the mass growth, which is fixed. We checked that
due to the errors in the merger rates and in the observed sizethe conclusions in this section are independeit,qf

evolution. We estimateBym = 1.85 for very minor mergers, thus ob-
taining an extra size growth a&fro ~ 20% due to mergers,
10 httpy/www.sdss.org ord(1) = 0.58 ande = 0.78 + 0.12 when allu values are
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taken into account. Hence, mergers simeel may explain
Are ~ 75% of the observed size evolution, while, ~ 95%,
with 6rfB(1) = 0.47 anda = 1.1, when the progenitor bias
is taken into account (dashed line in Higl 11). In this pietur
nearly half of the evolution due to mergers is related to mi-
nor (u < 1/4) events. This result reinforces our conclusion
that mergers are the main contributors to the size evolution
of massive ETGs since= 1, but observational estimations
of the very minor merger rate:(< 1/10) are needed to con-
straint their role. As a first attempt, Marmol-Queralt@kt
(2012) find that the merger fraction of massive galaxies at
z < 1foru > 1/100 satellites is two times that pf> 1/10
satellites. That suggedtsm, ~ 1, and an additional contribu-
tion for even smaller satelliteg (< 1/100) could be possible.
Adiabatic expansion. This will occur in a relaxed system

a ~ 0.75 for Mgym > 10" M, galaxies. Assuming these
smallera values from dynamical masses, major and minor
mergers account fakre ~ 65% of the size evolution, and all
the evolution is explained when the progenitor bias and very
minor mergers are taken into account.

It is also possible that the extended, low-surface bright-
ness envelopes of high-z galaxies were missed and itheir
were correspondingly underestimated. However, deep obser
vations in the near infrared (optical rest-frame) from gpac
(Szomoru et all 2010; Cassata etal. 2010; Weinzirl et al.
2011) and from ground-based facilities with adaptive aptic
(Carrasco et al. 2010) confirm the compactness 9z 3
massive galaxies.

On the other hand, also higher valuesxathan our fiducial
valuea = 1.2 + 0.2 are present in the literature. For ex-

that is losing mass. As mass is lost the potential becomes ample, Buitrago et all (2008) find = 1.51+ 0.04 atz < 2,

shallower, so the system expands into a new stable equilib-

whilel[Damjanov et al! (2011) find = 1.62+0.34. Assuming

rium. The amount that a system expands depends on bothe = 1.5, u > 1/10 mergers would explainre ~ 45% of

the ejected massM, ejec) and on the time scale of the pro-
cess Tejecy- ([Fan etal. [(2008, 2010) suggest adiabatic ex-
pansion due to quasar activity god supernova winds as
an alternative process to explain the size growth of massive
early-types, specially at > 1. These processes occur on
very short time scales after the formation of the spheroid
(Teject < 0.5 Gyr, [Ragone-Figueroa & Granato 2011), soe
we expect those galaxies with stellar populations olden tha
~ 1 Gyr to be already located in the local stellar mass-size
relation. This is not supported by observations, in which
galaxies older tharz 3 Gyr atz ~ 1 are still smaller
than the local ones (see Trujillo et al. 2011, for details).
Interestingly, minor mergers with gas-rich satellites35%

of our observed mergers) could trigger recent star formatio
and AGN activity in massive early types (elg., Kaviraj et al.
2009;| Fernandez-Ontiveros etlal. 2011), therefore faagur

the size evolution, while the addition of very minor mergers
would increase the role of mergers upAQ, ~ 65%. In that
case, the contribution of other processes would increases t
Are ~ 20%. Thus, even if the size evolution is faster than our
fiducial @ value, mergers would be still the dominant mech-
anism.

Merger time scale. The main uncertainty in our merger
rates is the assumed merger time scale, which typically
has a factor of two uncertainty in their normalisation (e.g.
Hopkins et al! 2010c). Th&yy from [Kitzbichler & White
(2008) are typically longer than others in the literature
(e.g., Patton & Atfielo 2008; Lin et al. 2010) or similar to
those from N-bodshydrodynamical simulations (Lotz etlal.
2010b,8). Thus, we expect, if anything, a shofigl, which
implies a larger role of mergers in size evolution (i.e. Hag
merger rates and number of mergers simce 1). In fact,

some degree of adiabatic expansion and adding an extra sizea shorterTyy by a factor of 1.5 is enough to explain the

growth to the merging process. Devoted N-body simulations
are needed to explore this topic in details.

Itis also to be noted that the mass loss due to stellar winde
from the passive evolution of stellar populations in a gglax
may lead to adiabatic expansion (Damjanov et al. 2009).
Ragone-Figueroa & Granalo (2011) show that a typical mas-

observed mass growth and size evolution without the contri-
bution of very minor mergers.

Uncertainties in 8. Equation [[(26), which we used to de-
rive the values of8 in our model, assumes parabolic orbits
and dissipationless (gas-free) mergers. About the first as-
sumption, Khochfar & Burkert (2006) and Wetzel & White

sive galaxy is able to eject enough mass due to galactic winds (2010) show that most dark matter halos in cosmological

to increase its size by a factor of 1.24n8 Gyr. This result
assumes that the potential of the galaxy is not able to retain

simulations merge on parabolic orbits. On the other hand,
we find that~ 65% of our mergers are dry, but the other

any of the ejected mass, so this could indicate that at most ~ 35% are mixed and an extra dissipative component is

Are ~ 20% of the size evolution since= 1 could be ex-
plained by stellar winds.

present (Se¢i4l.3). In these cases simulations suggeg that
should be higher than derived from EQ.}26), even reaching

Overestimation of the size evolution. Results from B ~ 2.5 (Hopkins et all 2010b). This does not change our
Martinez-Manso et al. (2011) suggest that the photometric conclusions because it translates to a higher size evolutio
stellar masses of Trujillo et al. (2007) are an order of mag- due to mergers. In addition, Oser et al. (2012) show that the
nitude higher than those estimated from velocity dispersio size growth expected from E{.{26) is in nice agreement with
measurements. This does not erase the size evolution, butthe growth measured in hydrodynamical simulations settled
makes it smaller (massive galaxies are more extended thanin a cosmological contest.

less massive ones at a given redshift, .., Damjanov et al.

2011). Taking dynamical massell4,m) as a reference in-

stead of photometric ones, van der Wel etlal. (2008)dird

0.98+0.11, smaller than the = 1.20 found by the same au-

thors from photometric studies. The same trend is found by

Saglia et al.[(2010) from the ESO Distant Cluster Suf¥ey

(EDisCS| White et &l. 2005) galaxies~ 0.65 from dynam- In summary, our results suggest that merging is the main con-
ical masses va ~ 0.85 from stellar masses after the progenyibutor to the size evolution of massive ETGs, accounting f
itor bias is accounted for. Finally, Newman et al. (2010) findr, ~ 50%-75% of the observed evolution sinze- 1. Nearly

11 httpy/www.mpa-garching.mpg.dgalfornyediscgindex.shtml
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6.3.1. Additional constraints from velocity dispersion 1.5
evolution

| | | | |
— > 1/10
In addition to their mass and size, the velocity dispersiay) of LAdfFvaal g 7
ETGs evolves with redshift akr.(2) = 0+ (2)/0%(0) = (1 + 22 = = Allu+PB
We assuma = 0.4 + 0.1 in the following ¢o,. = 1.32 atz = x L3fpmimdo. =01+ z)0-4
1,/Cenarro & Trujillol 2009; Cappellari etlal. 2009; Sagliakt (o)
2010;/van de Sande etial. 2011). When we apply our simj “< 1.9
model using the prescriptions lof Fan et al. (2010) for the-ev '
lution of o, in merger eventsy > 1/10 mergers are only
able to explain 15% of the observed evolutiéo'(1) = 1.05.
Hopkins et al.|(2009b) propose another prescription toetthe
evolution ino, from the evolution in size that takes into accour
the dark matter component of the galaxy,

m

602 = 4 /L&e(z) (30) Fig.12. Velocity dispersion normalised to its local valuir,,

l+y as a function of redshift. The dott-dashed line is the olestry
evolution,so, = (1 + 2°%* The shaded area marks the 68%
confidence interval. The solid line is the evolution due tgana
and minor mergersu( > 1/10) expected from our results. The
dotted line is the expected evolution when very minor merger
Ct;l < 1/10) are taken into account. The dashed line is the ex-
ected evolution when very minor mergers and the progenitor
ias (PB) are included (see text for details).

wherey ~ 1 for M, ~ 10** M, galaxies. Using this prescription,
the evolution ofo, is faster, but we still explain only 35% of
the observed evolutiodo(1) = 1.10 (solid line in Fig[IPR).
The addition of very minor mergers increase the contrilbuti
to ~ 50%, 60'7'(1) = 1.16 (dotted line in Fig[Zl2). However,
a small change ofr, due to mergers is consistent with th«%
picture from/ Bernardi et al! (2011). They study in details th
colour-M, and colouro, relation of ETGs in SDSS, finding
thatM, ~ 2x 10! M,, is a transition massMyran) for which the
curvature of the colourM, relation change, while no deviationBuitrago et al. [(2011) find an evolution ins consistent with
is present in the colowir, relation. These authors claim thatAns(z2) = 1.4z up toz ~ 2.5, and we take this evolution as a
(dry) mergers are the main process in the evolution of thossference.
ETGs with M, > Muan ~ Mj (see also_vander Weletlal. We used the theoretical results in_ Hopkins etlal. (2010b) to
2009b; | Lopez-Sanjuanetall__2010b; _Oesch et al. _201éstimate the change in the Sérsic index of ETGs sined due
Eliche-Moral et al. | 2010;._Méndez-Abreuef al. 2012, for & mergers. We took their results for minor merglete accre-
similar conclusion), as our results also suggest. tion as representative, so we can roughly estimaigz) for a
One missing ingredient in the model described in this segiven increase inféective radius (their Fig. 3). From the values
tion is the progenitor bias: new early-types which appearefl srD' estimated in Secl. 8.3, we expeats(1) ~ 1 — 2. This
sincez ~ 1 are not only more extended that previous ones, bedolution is in agreement with théns(1) = 1.4 measured by
also have a lower velocity dispersion (van der Wel et al. 2009Buitrago et al.|[(2011) for massive ETGs. We conclude that the
Thus, the progenitor bias also mimic a decrease,oWith cos- observed merging activity is also consistent with the olasr
mic time. The results of Saglia et/al. (2010) suggest that@fa evolution in the Sérsic index of massive ETGs, supporthmg t
of 1.1 in theo, evolution is due to the progenitor bias. Applyingdominant role of mergers in the evolution of these systemsesi
this extra evolution as a factorD.1zto that from mergers (very z ~ 1.
minor ones included), we are able to explain 90% of the irszrea
in velocity dispersiongo78(1) = 1.28 (dashed line in Fid._12). B . . .
Including this, our model is compatible with the observed-ev 6-3-3. Additional constraints from scaling relations

lution and suggests that mergers and the progenitor bigsdagi, i et 4], [2009) point out that the tightness of the Icszdl-

similar contribution too, evolution, somewhat éierent from ' ja\ys of ETGs posses an important limit to the growth ofthe

the dominantrole of mergers in size evolution. systems by (dry) merging (see also Ciotti et al. 2007; Naailet
2011). Using these local scaling laws, they conclude thait ty

6.3.2. Additional constraints from Sérsic index evolution cal present-day massive ETGs could not have assembled more

L than~ 45% of their present stellar mass and grew more than a
Other structural parameters of ETGs, as the Sérsic imdeXfactor ~1.9 in size via merging. Even if uncertain, we can ex-

(Sérsit 1968), also evolve with redshift. Depending onviilae trapolate our observed trends upze- 2 and compare the in-
of ns, galaxies can be described as disc-like witiy& 1 expo-  ferred mass and size growths with these upper limits pravide
nential profile or bulge-like with highers values, where ellipti- by/Nipoti et al. (2009). We obtain a mass growth by merging (in
pals are,ex_pe_cted to _hamg: 4_profiles. We refer to the changedudi,l]g very minor mergers) @M, ~ 60% sincez = 2, which
in the Sérsic index with redshift as implies thatéM, (2)M,(2)/M,(0) ~ 40% of the total mass at

_ _ z = 0 was assembled by merging sirce 2. The size grows by
Ans(2) = ns(0) = ns(2). (31) a factor of~ 2 due to this merging in the same cosmic time lapse.
whereng(2) is the Sérsic index at redshit Several studies find Therefore, merging seems compatible with the upper linits i
that the Sérsic index of the global massive populationeteses mass assembly and size growth imposed by the tightness of the
with redshift (e.gl, van Dokkum et ial. 2010; Weinzirl et @12; local scaling laws, although a more complex model is needled t
Buitrago et al.l 2011), evolving frormg(1) ~ 3 to ng(0) ~ fully explore how these laws evolve due to our observed merge
6, Ang(1l) ~ 3. Focusing on massive ETGs, the study difistory.
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6.3.4. Comparison with previous studies our model we estimatg, = 1/3 andu = 1/13. We check that

1, is independent of the assumed number of very minor mergers
Nvm, While we can varnyu arbitrarily by changingNym. Thus,

e o o : only the comparison withu, is representative. The predicted
explain size evolution if merging is the only process inedly \a1ue is lower than our measurement, but they find a higher rol
They conclude thaNy = 5.0 + 1.64 mergers withu = 1/3 ot major mergers aM, ~ 1011 M, (see alsb Khochfar & Silk
are needed. This number of mergers is higher than our dingj5e!Hopkins et al. 2010a; Cattaneo et al. 2011), @ijth- 1/3
measurement by a factor of fiii, = 0.89+ 0.14 (our average ,nq 5 pig dispersion due to the low statistics (see their&ig.

merger withu > 1/10 hasu ~ 1/3). If we take into account g, re simulations with higher number of galaxies are neéde
our estimated very minor mergers, our numbershgse~ 5 and explore in more details this issue.

o ~ 1/10. For this value of: they inferN,, = 11.20+ 3.66, still In summar P :
. e = ) y, our result that merging is the main process
higher than our estimation. The modellof Trujillo et al. (2D1 involved in size evolution mostly agrees with simulatiobst

QISO estimates the mass growth due to mergers SIRCE, Wh'Ch ._more observational and theoretical studies are neededderun
is a factor of 3- 5, also higher than any observational estimatiof}_ - the remaining discrepancies

or constraint (a factor of 1.4, Sect[6.R).

Newman et al. [(2012) study the size evolution of red
galaxies in the CANDELE (Cosmic Assembly Near-
infrared Deep Extragalactic Legacy Survey, Grogin €t al. 120
Koekemoer et al. 2011) survey and the role of mergers witle have measured the minor and major merger fraction and rate
p = 1/10 in this size growth at.@ < z < 2. Applying a similar - of massive |1, > 10" M,) galaxies from close pairs in the
model than ours to translate their observed total mergetira.  COSMOS field, and explored the role of mergers in the mass
to a size growth, they conclude that merging can reasonably growth and size evolution of massive ETGs sizcel.
count for the size evolution observedzat 1 after the progenitor e find that the merger fraction and rate of massive galaxies
bias is taking into account, while atz 1 mergers are not com- eyolves as a power-law (& 2)", with no or only small evolu-
mon enough. Despite the fact that they only have one merggy, of the minor merger rate),m ~ 0, in contrast with the
fraction data point at @ < z < 1 (Fig.[8), their conclusion is increase of the major merger ratgm = 1.4. The total (major
consistent with our more detailed studyzat 1. + minor) merger rate evolves slower than the major one, with
Ny, = 0.6. When splitting galaxies according to their HBTS
morphology, the minor merger fraction for ETGs is higher by a
factor of three than that for LTGs, and both are nearly cantsta
Several theoreticalfiorts have been conducted to explain thwith redshift. The fraction of major mergers for LTGs evdave
size evolution of ETGs. In this section we compare the ptedic faster @\, ~ 4) than for ETGs 5}, = 1.8). We also find that
size evolution from cosmological models with our best mpdeihen we repeat our study with a constant number-density sam-
which suggests thatre ~ 75% of the evolution in size is due ple, comprising ETGs with log\{./Mg) > 1115- 0.15z, the
to mergersAre ~ 20% to the progenitor bias antte ~ 5% to  evolution of the major merger fraction is fastef[, = 2.5),
other processes (e.g., adiabatic expansion). whilst the minor merger fraction and other derived quaaditie-

The model of__Hopkins et all (2010b) predicts that, singmain the same. Therefore, we conclude that the selectidmeof t
z = 2, un-equal mass mergers explain, ~ 60% of the ob- massive ETGs sample has limited impact in our results below.
served size evolution, in agreement with our result. Howeve Our results imply that massive ETGs have undergone 0.89
these authors only track the evolution of compact galaxiees mergers (0.43 major and 0.46 minor) sirce 1, leading to a
z = 2 and do not take into account the possible contribution ofass growth of 30% (75%25% due to majgminor mergers).
the progenitor bias, but argue that it should impact theadfm- We use a simple model to translate the estimated mass growth
tions. In fact, they predict that 45% of the size evolution since due to mergers into arffective radius growth. With this model
z = 1 is due to un-equal mass mergers, anothet5% is ac- we find thaty > 1/10 mergers can explain 55% of the ob-
counted for by systematics in size measurements and tha esgrved size evolution sinze~ 1. We infer that another 20% is
~ 10% is due to adiabatic expansion, probably reflecting thelue to the progenitor bias (the new ETGs appeared sincé
biased population. are more extended than their high-z counterparts) and we es-

The model of Shankar etlal. (2011) prediéts ~ 0.7 for timate that very minor mergerg: (< 1/10) could contribute
massive galaxies, in agreement with our observationavaeriwith an additional~ 20%. The remaining- 5% could come
tion due only to mergers (see also_Khochfar & Silk_2006jrom adiabatic expansion due to stellar winds or from observ
Interestingly, the evolution increasesdsiq ~ 0.5 when individ- tional dfects. In addition, our picture also reproduces the mass
ual galaxies are tracked along their evolution without aejlar  growth and the velocity dispersion evolution of these nvassi
mass selection. They predict that40% of the mass accretedETGs galaxies since~ 1.
by merging in massive galaxies is due to major mergers with We conclude from these results, and after exploring all the
1 = 1/3. Our best model implies that 47% of mass and size possible uncertainties in our model, that merging is thenmai
growth is due to major mergers with > 1/3. The qualitative contributor to the size evolution of massive ETGgat 1, ac-
agreement between both works is remarkable. counting for~ 50 — 75% of that evolution in the last 8 Gyr.

Onthe other hand, Oser et al. (2012) finet 1.12 (@ = 1.44 Nearly half of the evolution due to mergers is related to mino
for passive galaxies) ara~ 0.4 by re-simulating with high res- (1 < 1/4) events.
olution a set of 40 galaxies witkl, > 6.3x 10'° M, in a cosmo- Studies in larger sky areas are needed to improve the statis-
logical context. They find that the number-averaged merger fics, especially at lower redshifts when the cosmologicd v
u = 1/16, while the mass-averaged merger faigs= 1/5. From ume probed is still the main source of uncertainty. We point
out that a local measurement of the minor merger fraction and
12 httpy/candels.ucolick.oygbout.html rate is needed to better constrain its evolution with retishi

In a previous work, Trujillo et all (2011) use a similar motien
ours to estimate the number of mergers needed sineel to

7. Conclusions

6.3.5. Expectations from cosmological models
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Understanding the dependency of the minor merger rate bn st@ntana, A., Pozzetti, L., Donnarumma, 1., et al. 2004, A&24, 23
lar mass, as well as extending observations to the very mifd@ntana, A., Salimbeni, S., Grazian, A., et al. 2006, A&AIABAS

merger regimey( < 1/10) will be important to further improve

this picture. In addition, extending the observational kvat

z > 1, when the massive red sequence seems to emerge,

be necessary to probe the early epochs of mass assembly.
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