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ABSTRACT

We use the recently proposed scale-free mass estimatoetdenmine the masses of the
Milky Way (MW) and Andromeda (M31) galaxy in a dark matter yi@onstrained Local
UniverskE Simulation (CLUES). While these mass estimatasskwather well for isolated
spherical host systems, we examine here their applicabilid simulated binary system with
a unique satellite population similar to the observed Belof MW and M31. We confirm
that the scale-free estimators work also very well in ounsated Local Group galaxies with
the right number of satellites which follow the observediahdistribution. In the isotropic
case and under the assumption that the satellites arerigatiieé total gravitating mass, the
power-law index of the radial satellite distribution(< r) oc 7377 is directly related to the
host's mass profild/ (< r) o« r'=* asa = v — 2. The use of this relation for any given
leads to highly accurate mass estimations which is a crpoial for observer, since they do
not know a priori the mass profile of the MW and M31 haloes. Véeuls possible bias in the
mass estimators and conclude that the scale-free masststiman be satisfactorily applied
to the real MW and M31 system.

Key words: methods:N-body simulations — galaxies: haloes — galaxies: evolutioasmol-
ogy: theory — dark matter

Way dwarf spheroidals (dSphs) satellites were constraimit
high precision thanks to kinematic data sets (t okas|2008-bf-
sight kinematic observations enable accurate mass deigtions
at half-light radius for spherical galaxies such as the MVpitS
1 INTRODUCTION (Wolf et all [201D): at both larger and smaller radii howeae
Although measurements of gas rotation curves are ofteriserec mass estimation remains uncertain because of the unknowe-ve

enough to constrain the inner most mass of galaxies like titleyM ity anisotropy.

Way (MW) and Andromeda (M31) (within a few tens of kpc), kine- Regarding our own Galaxy, having position and proper mo-
matics of a tracer populations are needed to compute the masdgion data of the MW's satellite galaxies would allow one ttisa
within greater radii. These tracers can either be globulasters factorily apply the great majority of kinematic mass estions to

or planetary nebulae (e.g. Schuberth étlal. (2010);Wocetiey. the calculus of the Milky Way’s mass, including the recemnttp-
(2010)), halo stars (Xue etldl. 2008) or satellite galaxiesy.(  posed “scale-free projected mass estimator” (Watkins &G0,
IWatkins et al. [(2010)). Since the kinematics of these objace hereafter W10).

determined by the underlying host potential they allow fores- In the very near future the knowledge of the full six-
timate of the enclosed mass within their respective distsafiom dimensional phase-space information for all objects, & dlose
the center of the host. Universe, brighter thad: =~ 20 mag, is going to be dramatically

Kinematic data of galaxies in clusters have already beed use improved thanks to space missions, like GAJAvhose goal is to
to compute the mass profiles and galaxy orbits in nearby clus- create the largest and most precise three dimensional chtre
ters (Wojtak & tokad 2010); moreover, the mass of four Milky Milky Way by providing precise astrometric data like posits,

* E-mail: arianna.dicintio@uam.es 1 http://www.gaia.esa.int
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parallaxes, proper motions and radial velocity measurésniem ), i.e. satellites that change their affiliation frone @f the two
about one billion stars in our Galaxy and throughout the Loca hosts to the other. Furthermore, the MW and M31 satellitesdo

Group (LG). fact remember the non-random nature of their infall afteesa
[An etall ) recently showed that new proper motions data orbits [Libeskind et &l, 2012). We also need to mention thahen

with the targeted GAIA accuracies will be able to outperfahe comparing constrained against un-constrained simukatioonly

presently existing line-of-sight based mass estimatansuBtil the 1-3% of the Local Group candidates share similar formatiapp

proper motions of these satellite galaxies become availaiie erties (Forero-Romero etlal, 2011).

needs to rely on assumptions and simplifications. Moreover, the observed Milky Way satellites are found to be

One of the first estimators of the mass contained within the highly anisotropical, lying within a thin disc which is inced
LG is based on the “timing” argument of Kahn & Wolijér (1959).  with respect to the MW’s one, with a minor-to-major axis oati
More accurate mass estimators for spherical systems aged las ¢/a =~ 0.3: this flattened distribution is not compatible with the
ther on the virial theorem or on the moments of projected mass satellites to have been randomly selected from an isotrepie
as first introduced by Bahcall & Tremalinle (1981). They assime set (Kroupa et al. 2005; Metz et|al. 2007, 2008). Previousnces
that only projected distances and line-of-sight velocitjoima- logical simulations showed anisotropy in the subhaloesulaep
tion were available, and demonstrated the goodness of dfecped tion, with the brightest satellites distributed along dli&le struc-
mass estimator. The main advantages of such a projectedesass tures, consistently with the observed MW satellitel.
timator over the virial theorem, neglecting the unceriastn the [2004; Libeskind et al. 2005; Zentner eflal. 2005). This anigry,
eccentricity distribution, are that they are unbiasedir theriance which is also observed in our simulated subhaloes, may icpri
is known, and they converge to the real mass with an error pro- ple cause a bias in the application of the mass estimatae she

portional toN ~'/2, whereN is the sample number. Moreover, the hypothesis of spherical symmetry is broken.
information from every tracer particle is equally weightedntrary We therefore raise (and answer) the question about the appli
to what happens for the virial theorem case. cability of scale-free mass estimators to such a specidksyss

Previous studies successfully used these mass estimator me the Local Group.
ods to “weigh” M31; and more recently, W10 developed alterna
tive forms of estimators that can also be applied to the tadcu
of the MW’s mass: they rely on the assumption that both thé hos
galaxy and its distribution of tracer objects are spheljcimmet- 2 THE SIMULATION
ric. What is still unclear however, is the shape of the MW arilM
halo, with various authors in the literature disagreeingravhether

its triaxial 9) or spherical (Koposov el al16D have been identified within t.

Deason et al.| (2011) arld _Evans €t al. (2011) have demon-
strated the statistical validity of the W10 mass estimateing i i i
a set of 431 parent haloes and 4864 associated satelliteiemla 2.1 Constrained Simulations of the Local Group
taken from the GIMIC simulation (Crain etlal. 2009): undeer as- The dark matter only simulation used here forms part of the-Co
sumption of having a host profile of the type NFW (Navarro étal  strained Local UniversE Simulations (CLUES) project andés
1996), they found that the fraction of estimated halo masitwh  signed to reproduce the Local Group of galaxies within a WIAP
lies within a factor of two of the true mass is ab&0t%. cosmology [(Komatsu et HI. 2009), i€, = 0.279, 2, = 0.046,

In this work we aim to gauge the quality of the method (), = 0.721. We use a normalization @fs = 0.817 and a slope
introduced in W10 by using the Local Group identified in the of the power spectrum of = 0.96. We used the TreePMW-body
WMAP5 dark matter only constrained cosmological simulatd codeGADGET2 (Springel 2005) to simulate the evolution of a cos-
the CLUES proje, a numerical laboratory for testing the appli- mological box with side length of,ox = 64h~ Mpc. Within
cability of such a method to the MW and M31. this box we identified (in a lower-resolution run utilizing24®

Observational data of the nearby Universe are used to con- particles) the position of a model local group that closelyem-
strain the initial conditions of the CLUES simulations. Thecon- bles the real Local Group (cf. Libeskind et al. 2010). Thixalo

Here we briefly describe the simulation and the way (subegsl

strained simulations, in which the Local Group lies in thghticos- Group has then been re-sampled with 64 times higher mass reso
mological environment, provide a complementary appro&agth lution in a region of2h~'Mpc about its centre giving a nominal
respect to cosmological simulations, to make a comparisen b resolution equivalent td096° particles giving a mass resolution
tween numerical results and observations. Thus, veriftiggro- of mpwm = 2.95 x 105k~ M. Within this environment we iden-
bustness of the W10 mass estimators in our unique simuldéed L tified two main haloes, formally corresponding to the MilkyayV

an important test in addition to the more statistical meshoifered and the Andromeda galaxy, whose main properties are ligt€a-i

by cosmological simulations (Deason et al. 2011). ble[d, together with their corresponding actual obserwvatiprop-

The idea is to verify whether these estimators can accyratel erties. The virial mass of each halo is in units1of? M, while
be applied to a system such as the one found in our LG and the virial radius and the distance between the two hostedlias
composed of the Milky Way and the Andromeda galaxy. The D, are in Mpc. Both these quantities are based upon the definiti
arrangement and formation history of this galactic binayg-s M(< Ryi)/(4m/3R3,) = Auirp» Wherep, is the cosmological
tem, according to our present state-of-the-art of numesicau- background density and.,;; = 354 for the considered cosmol-
lations, is rather unique and involves preferential inéatections ogy and redshift = 0. The concentration ig; = R, /r2, where
of their subhaloes (Libeskind etlal. 2011), a backsplastulep 1, denotes the "scale radius” where the prode(@t)r? reaches its
tion (Knebe et dl. 2011), and even renegade satellites (aehl. maximum value. The two axis ratiéga andc/a are derived from

the eigenvalues > b > ¢ of the moment of inertia tensor, and
the vertical-to-planar axis ratio is reported for M31. Th@aram-

2 http://www.clues-project.org eter is the exponent corresponding to a scale-free host pnafie
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Applying scale-free mass estimators to CLUES

Table 1. Main properties of the two haloes (representing the MW and M3~ (W10) where the hierarchical structure formation modelpsuts

galaxy, respectively) considered in this work, and of thespective sub-  the notion that the density profile of dark matter haloewfeti the
haloes population. The virial mass of each halo is in unitd @f Mg, functional form originally proposed hy Navarro et al. (1996e.
while the virial radius and the distance between the two<hd3t are in the so-called NFW profile.

Mpc. We listed the observational inferred quantities of Mid &131, that [Xue et al. ((2008) constrained the mass distribution of the

refer to the work of: (a) W10, (H) Law etlal. (2009), (c) Baeeri& Job MW's dark matter halo by analyzing the kinematic of thousand
(2008), (d)_McConnachie etlal @05) mt@ggg)]m, of blue horizontal-branch halo stars, finding a profile tlsaton-

(2007). (g) Martin et d1[(2008), (h) Karachentsev ét/al.0g20 sistent with a combination of a fixed disk and bulge model with
NFW dark matter hald. Seigar et dl. (2008) have derived nessma
property MW M31 MW M31 models for M31, and found that while a NFW and an adiabaticall
simulation observed contracted NFW profiles can both produce reasonable fitseto th
Myi, 1.674  2.996 274 0.5 1.5+ 0.4(@) observed rotation curve of M31, the pure NFW model requires a
Royir 0.310  0.340 0.300(=) 0.300() halo concentration too high with respect to the range ptediby
co 11.7 10.7 - - the ACDM cosmology, and is therefore disfavoured. Thus, it i6 sti
b/a 0.937 0.978 0.83(®) 0.4() debatable whether the Milky Way and Andromeda galaxy haloes
c/a 0.883  0.872 0.67() ’ actually follow a NFW profile.
a -0.034  -0.052 - - In this Section we briefly introduce the scale-free mass esti
D 0.782 0.785 4 0.025(*) mators, which are directly taken from W10: we refer the reade
Neat 1205 1405 24 21 their work for a derivation of the respective formulae.
Tout 0.309  0.340 0.250 4 0.003(¢) 0.270(/)
Trmin 0.018  0.014 0.023 4 0.002(9) 0.005(")

3.1 Theory of mass estimators

Here we present the four relevant formulae and the threeeiess
each formula depends on: we see that the mass estimatordifikes

M 1=o see Sectiof 3l1 for more details. The observation- . . . .
(r) ocr b3l ferent forms according to the available informations frévatracer

ally derived masses are based on the work of W10, and refiresen

the estimates of each galaxy mass assuming a virial radi880f populations.
kpc, using the observed anisotropy paramgtand including satel-
lites” proper motions. 3.1.1 Full Information Estimator (FIE)

o In the optimum case that the full six-dimensional phasespa-
2.2 The (Sub-)Halo Finding formation is accessible, the mass estimator can be written a

In order to identify haloes and subhaloes in our simulatierhave

run the MP1+OpenMP hybrid halo findem] described in detail C 1 Nuacer
inlKnollmann & Knebk[(2009)HF is an improvement of thEHF M(< rout) = N > i, (1)
halo finderl(Gill et all. 2004), which locates local overdéiesiin an i=1

adaptively smoothed density field as prospective halo centde

would like to stress that our halo finding algorithm automeity with ¢ = wﬁa )
identifies haloes, sub-haloes, sub-subhaloes, etc. aad ietiably -2

recover substructures containing at least 30 particlesibiret al. Wherev and r are the velocity and distance of each individual
2011). For more details on the mode of operation and actwatfu  tracer particley... represents the radius of the outermost tracer,
tionality we though refer the reader to the code descrippiaper and G is the gravitational constant. The dimensional constnt

by [Knollmann & Knebke (2009), while an in-depth comparison to s constructed out of three additional parameters detexniny
other halo finding techniques can be found in Knebelef al. {01 the host potentialc), the tracer's radial distributiomy, and the
and Onions et al., in preparation. A complete summary of liz-Cc  tracer’s velocity anisotropyd), more details in Sectidn3.1.5 where

acteristic of the subhaloes population of the two main FglbeN these parameters are algebraically defined. Note that werdgn
and M31, is shown in Tablé 1, together with a comparison of the estimate the halo mass contained within the outer ragiusset by
properties of their observed satellite galaxies. The andr;, are the distance to the farthest tracer. The mass is then cotetras
the radius of the outermost and innermost tracer, resgdgtin an average of%r® over the total number of tracer object¥;;acer -

Mpc (in the case of M31 we listed the projected distancesg Th e will refer to Eq.[[1) as the Full Information Estimator angly
quantity Ns,¢ represents the number of simulated subhaloes (or ob- FIE,
served satellite galaxies) within3 Mpc from each host center.

3.1.2 Radial Information Estimator (RIE)

3 SCALE-FREE MASS ESTIMATORS In the case that only the radial velocity, with respect todheter
of the host galaxy, and the individual distances of the racpu-
lation are knowny,. andr respectively, a different definition of the
constantC' must be used:

Even though the mass estimators are derived under the assump
tion that the respective distributions are scale-freey treve nev-
ertheless been successfully applied to the observed MW &81d M

3 aMIGA halo finder, to be downloaded freely from M (< Tous) =
http://www.popia.ft.uam.es/AMIGA

QlQ
zl=

Ntracer
2
Z v, ©)
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4  DiCintio et. al

with C' = 4)

We shall call this the Radial Information Estimator, RIEsthase
applies to our own Milky Way. Since we do not have the proper
motion of all of its satellites, but just of 9 of them (see fostance
Metz et al. 8)), it is safer to assume the RIE. It must hEad
that in absence of proper motion may be calculated fromy,s by
using the statistical correction:

(a+7_2/8) out

< Vs >
1— Bsin?¢
whereg is the angle between the vector from the galactic centre to

the satellite and the vector from the sun to the satellitewasan
see, this correction further depends from the anisotropgmeater

<vl>=

©)

3. We will come back to the proper placement of the observer and

the relevance of this correction, respectively, later on.

3.1.3 Line-of-Sight Information Estimator (LIE)

When using only projected line-of-sight velocitiess and actual
distances for the tracer population, the mass estimator referred
to as the Line-of-sight Information Estimator, or LIE, andyrbe
written as:

Neracer

E Ulos ZT’L ’

M(< Touc = (6)

QIQ

la+v—28) ;-
3_2/8 out

This estimator must be used, for example, when calculatieg t
mass of the Andromeda galaxy.

with C = (7)

3.1.4 Projected Information Estimator (PIE)

In the worst case scenario in which the only data availaldéoath
projected distanceB and line-of-sight velocities;,s for the tracer
population, the corresponding estimator is:

M B C Ntracer 5 o
(< Tout) = EN Z Ulos,iRi ’ (8)
=1
with ¢ — ‘”;J e ©
o,
where
o/2r(e +1
o= S loa a2 (0
2

andI'(z) is the gamma function. We will refer to this last equation
as the Projected Information Estimator, PIE.

3.1.5 The parameters, 3, and~y

The ever present constafitis composed of three parameters, de-
scribing the host potential as well as particulars of thedrgop-
ulation, under the assumption that they both can be sufflgide-
scribed by scale-free models. We further assume spheyicahs-
try for our tracer population.

The o parameter corresponds to a scale-free gravity field,
which is equivalent to a host mass profile of the form:

M(r) ocr'™® (12)

or, equivalently, to a mass density that scaleg asr—(**2,

The 5 parameter is the Binney velocity anisotropy parameter
i 7), defined as:

ot

B

(12)

202

in which 2 and o2 are the tangential and the radial velocity

dispersions of the tracer object$ provides information about the
orbital distribution of our tracer population.

Lastly, they parameter represents the exponent of the power
law describing the radial number density distributiof) of the
tracer population:

n(r)ocr 7. (13)

These three parameters are fundamental in describing the ge
ometry of the system and, together with the kinematicalrmép
tion of the tracers, allow us to compute an accurate estinoétbe
mass of a host halo. It is thus absolutely essential thataheyle-
termined with the highest possible accuracy. In reality éwvmv, this
is not always possible: we are often forced to make assungpte
garding the form of the underlying host potential. Moreovae
number of the known satellites of both Milky Way and Androraed
is only ~ 25, making the determination of the parameter rela-
tively inaccurate. In addition, in the Milky Way's case, piil of
these objects have accurately measured proper motiortssudh
a small sample the velocity anisotropyis widely unconstrained
by data. In the next Sectidn 3.2 we will present the deperelehc
the mass estimator on each of these parameters, computorg— f
specific case — the error introduced by uncertainty,if8, and-~,
respectively.

3.2 Dependence of the mass estimators on the parameters

Given the inherent inaccuracy in determining the three rhpde
rameters, we would like to gauge the sensitivity of the maima-

tors to their uncertainties, considering an adequate seilgfaloes
covering a radial range out iQ:.

3.2.1 ~ dependence

We aim to study the dependence of the mass estimator on the pa-
rametery, which represents the exponent describing the radial dis-
tribution of the satellites population. We therefore cédted the
relative variation of the estimated mass per variation:in

© 2010 RAS, MNRASD00,[1H12



Applying scale-free mass estimators to CLUES

AM 1

MAy  a+v—283
We note that Eq[{14) is valid for the four cases of FIE, RIE khd
PIE, being independent from the radial distribution of Bidés; it
provides a tool for calculating the expected uncertainthhexmass
determination given the expected errorgyin

Assuming an isotropic distribution of orbits, i.8. = 0, we

focus on the real case scenario in which thearameter igy = 2
(as found in W10 for the observed satellites of MW and M31):
allowing for an uncertainty of\v/y ~ 25%, and recalling the
typical value fora that is around 0.55 for a NFW host (e.g., W10),
we see that the error in the estimated mass is as high\dgM ~
20%. This error will be even larger when considering smalleueal
of v anda, as well as for3 > 0.

(14)

3.2.2 [ dependence

Regarding the changes in the mass estimation due to thdrapigo
parameter, we recall that this parameter is directly okthiftom
the velocities of the tracer population, computing the &antigl and
the radial velocity dispersion of each subhalo (as oppos et
and~ parameter, which are derived by assuming a power law dis-
tribution). Thes average value has been found tade —0.3 and

B ~ —0.02 in our CLUES simulation, for the full set of subhaloes
of the MW and M31, respectively. While these valuesGoindi-
cate that we are close to the isotropic regime,f.e= 0, the MW
anisotropy parameter slightly favors tangential orbiisagreement
with the measured proper motions of the known MW satellites.
is thus essential to understand how the variation iniparameter
affects the determination of the host mass. For the RIE astim
the corresponding equation reads

AM -2
= = - 15
(MAﬁ)RIE a+v—28 (19)
whereas for the FIE and LIE cases it is
< AM ) _ 2 2 (16)
MAS FIE,LIE 3—-28 a+~vy-—20
finally, for the PIE scenario
( AM ) B a+2 B 2 17
MAB PIE_a+3—B(Oc+2) a+vy—28"

In Fig. [ we present the absolute value of the fractional mass
variation as a function of thg value for the FIE and LIE cases
(left panel) and for the RIE estimator (right panel). We do plot

the mass changes in the PIE case, as it is practically idggntc
the FIE and LIE ones. As in the previous section, considettieg
general case of having a NFW halo, with valuegiaflose to zero

and~y = 2, which is the usual case for the hosts considered here

and elsewhere (e.g., W10), we find that the error due to vanist

of Ag = +1 for the FIE, LIE and PIE estimators is actually quite
low and is below 10% for: = 0.55. Moreover| Evans et Al. (2011)
found that for much of the radial regime covered by the tracer
population, any variation of the anisotropy parameter ivitits
physical range leads to the same estimator in the case oflthe P
scenario. Thus, in the case of an external galaxy whose dattiem
halo follows a NFW profile withe = 0.55 and2 < v < 3, we
can assume to have a minor error dugdtdhe major uncertainty

(© 2010 RAS, MNRAS000, [1H12

in the mass estimation comes from the assumption made on the
«a and~ parameters. This last statement is valid for the FIE, LIE
and the PIE estimator: it does not matter if we have real lgatel
distances or projected ones, the biggest error on the massnid
come from the anisotropy parameter.

The situation is however, completely different for the MW
galaxy, for which the RIE formula holds, i.e. we have radial i
formation on the satellite velocities. In this case, a \taia of
ApB = +1 could cause an error in the mass estimation of around
80% if we havey = 2 anda = 0.55. Therefore, the3 parame-
ter is unfortunately the greatest concern in the calculib®mass
of our own Galaxy. Please note that if we knew the three dimen-
sional velocities of the MW satellites as opposed to onlyrtukal
ones, we would be dealing with E@.{16), thus being in themegi
in which the correct evaluation of thieparameter will only have a
subordinate influence.

We close by remarking that this discussion perfectly agrees
with the previous study of the influence of tiegparameter on the
mass estimation as presented in W10.

3.2.3 « dependence

Finally, we computed the amount or error introduced by uiader
ties in thea parameter, which is directly connected to the potential
of the host halo. The fractional variation of the estimatexss) for
the FIE estimator, is:

o virs

1
( )FIE:a+7_2f3—
(18)

where the summation, as usual, is performed over the totabeu
of tracersNiracer aNdroyy is the radius of the outermost subhalo.
Eq. (I8) is formally identical for the RIE and LIE case as well
after substituting the full velocity with the radial velocityv, or
the line-of-sightv;,s one, respectively.

When dealing with the PIE scenario, instead, the error can be
calculated through the following equation :

AM
MA«

>, vird In(r;)

2

1n("‘out) +

AM Zz vfos,iR? ln(RL)

1
e :7—1 ou
(MAO‘)PIE a+vy—28 n(row) + Zivlzos,iR?
(e 43 U(L+1 -
JYEED ¥EED 15 o
2 2 a+3—pla+2)

where¥(z) is the digamma function, defined as the derivative of
the logarithm of tha@(x) function.

Unlike the other cases, we can not give a generalized estima-
tion of the error introduced by the parameter, it being dependent
on the radial distribution of the satellites populationistboncer-
tainty varies for every specific scenario and needs to belledérl
individually.

4 APPLICATION TO THE CLUES SIMULATION

We now move to the application of the scale-free mass estintd

a situation as close as possible to our Local Group. To thénewe

use the CLUES simulation introduced in Secfidn 2. While we ar
certain that the scale-free approximation leads to credibsults

as shown by W10, Evans et al. (2011) and Deasonlet al. [(2011),

it remains to be seen whether the uniqueness of the LocalpGrou
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AM /(MARB)

AM/(MAB)

Figure 1. Relative variation per unit parameter change of the magsa&d as a function of thé parameter in the case of FIE/LIE (left panel) and RIE (right
panel) estimators. The fractional error in the mass esiimas larger for the RIE estimator, used for MW, than for tHE/EIE estimators, applicable to M31.

See full text for more details.

with its binary host system and particular formation higtiorolv-

ing preferential infall |(Libeskind et al. 20111), renegadeetiites
(Knebe et alll 2011) and anisotropically distributed subési(not
explicitly shown here) will effect the mass estimate. Ma@n we
would like to gauge the accuracy of these mass estimators whe
fewer tracers are used, as in the real LG.

From now on we will refer to the case of an observer that is
placed at the center of our Galaxy and looking towards the MW’
satellites or to the nearby M31’s ones. The choice to put the o
server in the galactic center instead that at the solar sachay
affect the determination af. from v;,5, given the fact that the ra-
dial velocity should be computed with respect to the sun. él@x,
this is practically identical to the radial velocity withsgect to the
galactic center for distant tracers, for whigim ¢ ~ 0, which is
the case for our subhaloes. Moreover, the anisotropy paeare
which appears in the correction factor of Hg. (5), has alwmen
found to be very close to zero in our simulations (as repairted
Sectior3.2P). Nevertheless, when applying the diffeneass es-
timators we also used the correction factor given by Bgplaging
the observer on a sphere of radRi&pc from the galactic center,
and we verified that the affect of this correction is at the).5%
level. We will thus refer, through the paper, to the case oblan
server placed in the galactic center.

4.1 Obtaining the parametersa, 8 and

In order to apply the mass estimator method to our simulaaéske
ies, we need to calculate the three unknowng and~ that appear

in Eq. (1).[3) [(6) and EqL18).

4.1.1 The satellite parameters:and 3

The v parameter is simply obtained by fitting the radial number
distribution N (< r) of each host’s subhaloes to the functional form

N(< 7)o, (20)

assuming that the number densitgr) follows Eq. [13).

The velocity anisotropy paramet@r as defined in Eq[(12),
is obtained by first calculating the radial velocity dispensof the
subhaloes, projecting their velocities along the radi&,aken by
computing the tangential componentwothrough the relation

2 2 2
Ot = Otot — Op =

(G2rottod—al @

While 8 and~ can be directly computed in the FIE and RIE cases,
in order to calculate them in the LIE scenario we first need to
derive the line-of-sight component of the velocity vectofshe
subhaloes. The line-of-sight velocity depends on the vigwingle

of the host which is unknown in our simulations. We thus raniyo
rotate each host and its subhala¥'s,: 5 times, taking the
mean of all these resulting line-of-sight velocity to cortgf. We
perform a small number of rotations of the whole system since
otherwise, by averaging over a higher number of rotations, w
converge to the FIE case. The same methodology has beeeappli
to the PIE case where we additionally had to project the st

of the tracers objects into the observers plane in order taimthe

~ parameter.

4.1.2 The host halo parametet:

To get the value ofy, we must recall that since our haloes are not
scale-free but rather follow a NFW profi})@he
applicability of a power-law is limited. While for a pure dedree
model it is irrelevant whether we fit the gravitational pdtah the
density or the mass profile of the host halo (see W10), it wilkm
certainly lead to differences when the scale-invarianderdden.
Recall that for a scale-free model:

a—2

o(r)yocr @ & M(r)occr'™™ (22

For a NFW object however, we must identify which quantityhis t
most suitable to be fitted, and we decided to use the cumelativ

< p(r)cr”

© 2010 RAS, MNRASD00,[1H12



Applying scale-free mass estimators to CLUESY

Table 2. Value of thea: parameter and its fractional errdta /o obtained
by fitting the numerical mass profiles of the MW and M31 ovefedédnt
radial ranges.

MW M31
Radial Range o Ba Aa
«@ [e%
[0, 1) Ryir 0.034 70% -0.052 60%
(0.4,1]Ry;; 0302 8% 0266 9%
[0.8, 1] Ryir 0.398 3% 0.402 7%

mass profileM (r) since this is the least noisy from a numerical
point of view.

Furthermore, since our halo does not follow a scale-free pro
file (either in mass or in potential), the actual valuenoflepends
on the radial range used to fit it, i.e(r) # const.

We thus provide, in Tablg 2, the numerically fitted values.pbb-

tained by fitting the total mass halo profile in different edanges,
specifically in the total range, in the outermost one, antiérinter-
mediate range, together with their fractional relativeesy where
we indicate withA« the 1o error ona as found from the fitting
routine.

As in the previous case of theparameter, we used a Poisso-
nian weight {/N..») to associate errors to the data during the fit:
as expected, the smallest relative error is obtained in tihermost
radial range, confirming that in this regime the host deritfile
is best approximated as being of scale-free nature.

We obtained for the MW and M31 in the total radial range
a value ofa = —0.034 anda = —0.052 respectively, as listed
already in Tabl&]L, while we can observe how ¢healue increases
when we move to the outer part of the halo, as expected if tlee ha
is following a NFW profile, since it gets steeper towards theeo
part of the distribution.

While using the numerical mass profile given by the simula-
tion data is actually a self-consistent way to obtajrwe note that
an observer would require a mass model to actually deterthime
« parameter to be used with the mass estimators. Since arvebser
does not have any a-priori knowledge of the radial massilolistr
tion (or potential) of the host halo, an analytical profilesnibe as-
sumed. Note that W10 showed that for an object following a NFW
profile the typical value ofv is ~ 0.55, based upon fitting a NFW
potential in the rang€l0, 300] kpc to a power-lawp o« r~* and
assuming to have hosts with concentration betweea 18 and
¢ = 8. Given the uncertainty on the actual density profile of the
real hosts, we decided to allow for the estimates @f two differ-
ent ways:

(i) using the values derived by fitting our numerical profite a
different radial ranges, or

(i) using the relatiorx = v — 2, which holds true if the sub-
haloes are tracking the total gravitating mass of the hosts.

4.2 Results for the simulated MW and M31

The application of the scale-free mass estimator to theefohs
tionally) unrealistic scenario in which we hayé ~ 1000 tracers,
as found in our simulated haloes, gives excellent resuttalfdhe
estimators FIE, RIE, LIE and PIE. Using the error formulateld
in SectiorL 3.2, and allowing a maximum error on the calcatatif
the parameters, 8 and~ of about~ 20%, we obtained the MW

© 2010 RAS, MNRAS000,[1H12

mass at theR.i: = 309 kpc within a5% of uncertainty and the
M31 mass at the?,;, = 340 kpc within a3% of error, respectively
(FIE estimator). However, we decided not to show these teant
rather focus on more interesting and practical situationere/the
number of tracer objects is limited and agrees better witattiual
observed Local Group. We must note however, that part ofrour i
tial questions has been already answered by this exerbisscale-
free mass estimators are even applicable sgstenof host haloes
such as the (observed) Local Group for which they were aalfyin
designed.

4.2.1 Matching the number of the observed satellites

As shown in Tabl&ll, the total number of subhaloes found withi
300 kpc in our simulations substantially differs from the numbe
of observed satellites galaxies of the Milky Way and Andrdme
within the same radius (the well known missing satellitesbfem,
first addressed in_Klypin et all_(1999) ahd Moore et al. (1999)
Thus, we would like to calculate the accuracy of the massnesti
tors when the number of tracers is comparable to the reali@ne,
N ~ 30 (we explicitly chose this number to be able to have a di-
rect comparison with the W10 results, see for example thgid}:
Further, the real case scenario is the one for which we haveath
dial velocities of the MW satellites and the line-of-sigleiacities

of the M31 tracers: in the forthcoming analysis we will thugyo
use the RIE estimator for the Milky Way and the LIE one for the
Andromeda galaxy.

From the total set of subhaloes we randomly seleéfed 30
objects that covered the total range within,, < 300 kpc and
computed their velocity anisotropy and their radial disition,
thus obtaining thed and~ coefficients. For this particular exercise,
thea parameter was numerically evaluated using the three difter
radial ranges of the host mass profile listed in Table 2 (iggathe
option to evaluate it as = ~—2 for the moment). For each of these
values ofa. we performed 1000 random realization, we applied the
scale-free mass estimator and we calculated the diswibofi the
ratio of the estimated over the actual mass,Mes; / Mirue; those
distributions have then been fitted by a Gaussian curve estiynt
leading to the best-fit parameterand its standard deviatian

The results of these tests (for thevalue evaluated from the
total radial range, i.e. first line of Tallé 2) are summarirefig.[2
for the MW and Fig[B for M31 where we plot in the left panels
the distributions ofVest / Mirue for the FIE mass estimators and in
the right panels the RIE (MW) and LIE (M31), respectively.€Th
legends of each panel further list the three parameters and 8
relevant for the respective mass estimator (wherm@nd~ repre-
sent the average value over the total 1000 realizations)gaide
the peak and standard deviation of the best fit Gaussian. tNate
the standard deviation is compatible witfw/Ns., whereNg,; is
the number of used tracers, and it increases when only nealizd-
ities (or line-of-sight ones) are used. Remarkably, thermadahe
distribution stays always very close to= 1.0: the mass estima-
tors are thus unbiased with respect to the number of usedtsbje
We repeated the above mentioned analysis for the othersvalue
« listed in Tabld®, and found practically indistinguishat#sults:
the best-fitu ando values are given in in Tablé 3.

In summary, we found that for both host systems the mass is
always recovered within a few percent of error when restigcthe
analysis to 30 randomly selected subhaloes each.
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Figure 2. Distribution of 1000 realizations of the estimated masg dive real one for 30 subhaloes of the simulated Milky Way. @herage value of the
parameterg and~ obtained in each realization is shown. The best-fit Gaussialso plotted, and its meanand standard deviatiom are indicated. The left

panel corresponds to the FIE estimator, the right panelddiE one.
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Figure 3. Distribution of 1000 realizations of the estimated masg ¢ive real one for 30 subhaloes of the simulated Andromedgarl he average value of
the parameter§ and~ obtained in each realization is shown. The best-fit Gaussialso plotted, and its meanand standard deviation are indicated. The

left panel corresponds to the FIE estimator, the right pamtie LIE one.

Table 3. Mean value and standard deviation of the Gaussian distibof
the estimated mass over the true mass for the MW and M31 hasitgy
the RIE and the LIE, respectively, for the three considemddes ofa (cf.
Table[2). The number of subhaloes has been limited to 30 ramaes, and
they have been used to computeaind~y for each realization. The average
values of these parameters over the tétal= 1000 realizations arey =
1.634+0.12 and3 = —0.30740.061 for the MW, andy = 2.013+0.013
ands = —0.006 4 0.001 for M31.

MW M31

«a m o «a m o

-0.034 1.057 0.204 -0.052 1.060 0.257
0.302 0.992 0.177 0.266 0.958 0.167
0.398 0.975 0.169 0.402 0.931 0.159

4.2.2 Matching the radial number distribution of the obsstv
satellites

While using 30 randomly chosen subhaloes leads to excdgding
well recovered host masses, we acknowledge that our mobel su
haloes (for the MW) do not follow the same radial distribatis
the observed ones (why this is the case is substance for yet an
other paper and shall not be addressed here): we list in Bhble
the distances to all presently known MW satellites (takesmfr
Wadepuhl & Springél 2011) alongside their masses and use thi
data to obtain the observed+ A~y = 2.80 £ 0.08 by fitting the
radial distribution to a power-law in Fi] 4. Please notet tva
only focus on the MW'’s subhaloes here, as in the case of M31 the
~ = 2.013 coefficient is very similar to the one obtained from the
observed satellites distribution (see W10).

From the total set of subhaloes in our numerical MW, we con-
structed a subset of 30 tracers by selecting those objexttfolfow
the radial distributionV (< r) o 3728, Further care was taken to

© 2010 RAS, MNRASD00,[1H12
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Cumulative number of satellites of the Milky Way
T T T

307 : Table 4. List of the MW satellites used in this work, correspondingrose

] lying within 300kpc from the galactic center and with mea&sutine-of-
— sight velocities. The Galactocentric distandesre in kpc. The values are

] from: (a) Martin et al.[(2008), () Mateb (1998), {c) Belouret al. (2008),
] (d) lvan den Bergh (19b4), ( g, Gehh
] (2007), (9] Bekkil(2008), (H) van den Befgh (2000).
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Figure 4. Radial distribution of the observed MW satellites and cgpond- CVnIl'* 160_5 24+ 11

ing best fit in the range < 300 kpc. Dracol®) T6£5 22
Fornaz®  138+£8 68
Her(®) 132£12  7.1£2.60)
Leol®) 250 £30 22
verify that the randomly selected subhaloes always cowe(dh- Leol I 205+12 97
servational) radial range up te 300kpc. While they = 2.8 is Leol V(@) 160715 144150
fixed by construction thg has always been derived from this sub- LeoV (©) 180 -
set; for thea we first used, again, the three values listed in Ta- LMC@ 49 10.000(9)
ble[2, and we found a notable bias in the Gaussian distributio Sag® 2442 150"
Mest /Mirue, @s high as th&0%: this choice ofa does not pro- Sculptor® 7944 6.4
vide the expected host mass. Thus, we secondly decidedify ver Segl(®) 23+2 -
if the assumption that the tracers are tracking the totalitgting Segl1(®) 35 0.5574 3
mass of the host can provide a better constrain on the valae of Sextans®  86+4 19
i.e. using the relatiom = ~ — 2. In this case, without making any SMC 58 400(9)

UMal(®) 96.84+4 15+ 4()
UMalII(@  30+5 4.9 4+ 2.2(5)
UMi® 66 + 3 23

wil1(e) 38+ 7 -

fits to the numerical shape of the host profile, we actuallyntbre-
sults in excellent agreement with the true mass, as showreiteft
panel of Fig[h. In the right panel of the same figure we show the
distribution obtained when yet another additional comstrevas
added, i.e. we selected only those subhaloes whose madmelies
tweens - 106 < M/Mg < 1-10%, in order to resemble the aver-

age mass of the observed MW satellites (see Table 4). Aldusnt ' _ 30 subhaloes again for 1000 times and we obtained Gaussian
case we can observe that the Gaussian is peaked very clogk t0 1 istributions of theMes: /Mirue quantity. We show the best-fit,
atp = 1.016. _ with the standard deviation as error bars, as a function ¢fin

We finally decided to also test ar!d use the suggested value OfFig.IE for the MW (left panel, RIE only) and M31 (right panelfL
o = 0.55 (W10), but we actually obtained a Gaussian mean value only). The anisotropy parameter was always found to be dimse
for . that is biased by approximatedp% towards large estimated B ~ 0, with a maximum variation between0.3 < 8 < 0.1, in-
masses. o dicating that we are in the isotropic regime. We would likénigh-

In summary, even when restricting the subhaloes to foll@v th jignt that despite other choices ofmay in principle be possible,
same power-law as the observed satellites within the sanss ma 55 demonstrated in Section4]2.1, the simple assumgptisny — 2

range, the scale-free mass estimators are capable of rewpikee provides always the best estimation for the host mass, wasse
true mass of our constrained MW and M31 if one chooses to use ggcjated Gaussian distribution has mean valueloser to 1 and

a = v — 2 (being close to the isotropic regime, i~ 0 and as smaller standard deviation

far out ass = —0.5). We see that the simple assumption, that the satellites track
total mass of the host halo, is sufficient to give an excelésit
timation of the parametet: to be used. The suggested value of
a = 0.55, indicative of a NFW halo potential, is thus recommend-
The analysis in the previous subsection has shown thatginspig able when the satellite distribution follows a power lawhwétxpo-

« = v —2 actually leads to excellent results for the scale-free mass nenty ~ 2.5: these values have been already successfully used in
estimators when applied to our constrained Local Group auba  [Deason et al! (2011) and Evans et lal. (2011). This is of furttam

4.2.3 Do we require a host mass profile or simaly= v — 2?

halo population restricted to follow the observed one asetioas tal importance for observations: without having any a4pkoowl-
possible. But can this finding be generalized, at least vegpects edge about the host halo density profile, we can simply use the
to our simulation? valuea = v — 2 once we have calculatedfrom the satellite dis-

To verify that the assumptiom = + — 2 holds true in general, tribution. This condition has been verified in our constealirsim-
we select the subhaloes of both MW and M31 in order to follow ulations only, in which the anisotropy parameter is always 0:
different radial distributions, according f(< ) o =7, where care should be taken when dealing with satellite populatwimose
we allowed they to vary betweerl.5 and3.0. The « coefficient B is highly anisotropic.
was then calculated consequently, while thas usual, came from In summary, we have shown that our two model hosts within

the selected satellites velocity dispersions. In this wayselected the simulated constrained Local Group allow the applicaid

(© 2010 RAS, MNRAS000, [1H12
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Figure 5. Distribution of the estimated RIE mass over the real one @osibhaloes of the Milky Way and 1000 realizations. The slagisehave been selected
following the power law withy = 2.8 (left panel) as well as additionally also constraining thertie within the observed mass range (right panel). Notée tha

in both casesv has been determined as= v — 2.

scale-free mass estimators to them. And, for as long as wimare
the isotropic regime in whicl# = 0, the simplifying assumption

of @« = v — 2 can be used. This alleviates the need to derive this
parameter from a model of the host potential or mass profile.

4.3 Exploring the influence of the MW and M31 on each
other

4.3.1 Subhaloes (not) facing the opposite host

The fact that the MW and M31 hosts are close to each other-form
ing a binary galactic system, poses the question if the nsisaa
tors work even in the situation in which we only consider kisés
in between the two haloes. To shed light on this issue we dagin
separating the MW halo into two hemispheres, defined asrifgci
and “non-facing” M31 (we perform the same test for the M3ohal
too). Subhaloes are then grouped by the hemisphere they ¥V
remark that this is a purely spatial cut, to investigate & pinoxim-
ity of the companion host causes some bias on the mass estimat
The facing/non-facing subhaloes of the MW are selected ac-
cording to a radial number distributioN (< ) o 737 with
~ 1.63, and consequentlyy = v — 2 = —0.37, while the
M31 subhaloes are selected in order to follow the distrdsutivith
v = 2.013 anda = 0.013. We chose these value to match the
parameters found in Sectibn 4.1, but verified that ourliesue
not affected by the choice of the specific power law, as ajread
expected (cf. Fid16). Finally, we randomly select¥d= 30 sub-
haloes from each of the two facing/non-facing subsets,atémmp
the analysis 1000 times and computing each time the pararfiete
and the estimated mass. The anisotropy parameter, for both M
and M31 and in every subset of objects considered, has baad fo
to be very close t® again, lying between-0.35 < 8 < 0.05. We
are hence in a situation to explore the influence of the twashos
on each other: with thg close to0 and the subhaloes selected to
follow a fixed power law (thus without errors associated ® g
main parameters) we can affirm that any deviation in the mstss e
mation should now be attributed to the subhaloes facing btheo
other host.

the true one for the MW (by applying the RIE) and for M31 (using
the LIE). We show the: obtained by using the facing subhaloes,
the non-facing subhaloes and also the total set. We didxkisise

for two different values for., thus computing the host mass up
to this outer radius: in this way we should be able to obsédrileei
proximity or, on the contrary, the distance of the subhafmgsula-
tion to the opposite host has some influence as well. For the MW
host we can observe that the estimator performs equallywedh
using the facing or non-facing objects, for each of the twiq val-
ues used. In the case of M31, instead, the non-facing populat
of subhaloes seems to give better results in the estimafitimeo
host mass, while the facing objects lead to a Gaussianhlisitvh
whose mean value is slightly biased £ 1.11) when we consid-
ered therout = 221 kpc. Given the high uncertainties associated to
this biased result however, we can conclude that each of #ie m
galaxies does not influence the subhalo population of ther athe.

4.3.2 Renegade subhaloes

As already discussed, we call renegade subhaloes thosetsbje
in our simulations, that change their affiliation from onetbé
two prominent hosts in the Local Group to the otﬂmbﬂkt a

M). We were able to identify 129 renegade objects, 57 adlwh

belonging to M31 at z=0, and the remaining 72 belonging to the
MW.

We thus examine the effect that this population of renegade
subhaloes may have on the mass estimators: while in theopievi
studies we used the full set of subhaloes, automaticalljdlirg
also the renegade ones, we now want to restrict the anatyiet
renegade subhaloes only in order to estimate the mass of MW an
M31.

For each host we computed the anisotropy parameter and ra-
dial distribution of their respective renegade satellitesd found
Bavz1 = 0.86 - Byw = 0.72 and ya31 = 2.15 £ 0.21 -
yuw = 2.01 + 0.20. The choice of the host parameteiis made
considering its value in the totd, 1] R.i: range, or using the re-
lation « = ~v — 2 that we provided in the previous sections. The

In Table® we show the results of the mean value and standardresulting estimated masses are shown in Table 6, in whichawe h

deviation of the Gaussian distribution of the estimatedsa®r

used the FIE estimator in order to compare the effects oétrerse-

© 2010 RAS, MNRASD00,[1H12
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Table 5. Milky Way and Andromeda galaxy mass estimation (RIE for MWE for M31) using the subset of subhaloes facing and nomfattie companion
host. The mean valug and standard deviatiom of the Gaussian distribution of the estimated mass overtigedne are shown, obtained by selecting N=30
subhaloes from the facing or not facing subsets, repeafif@ fealizations and evaluating the mass at two differgnt.

Hostrout  All Subs

Facing Subs  Not Facing Subs

Tout,MW MO

pnto uto

309 kpc 0.97 £ 0.12
197 kpc 0.98 £0.12

1.05+0.16 0.85+£0.24
1.01£0.12 1.03+0.26

Tout,M31 MO

pnto uto

340 kpc 1.02+0.19
221 kpc 1.05£0.19

1.08 £0.19 0.92+£0.15
1.11£0.22 0.98+0.16

gade subhaloes in the same way fo.r both hosts. This timeubeca  1aple 6. Estimation of the MW and M31 mass based upon renegade sub-
of the small number of objects considered, we do not perfotli M haloes only, FIE case. The parameter usedsate 0.72 and~ = 2.01 for

tiple realizations of the mass estimation, but only one:étrers
associated with the mass are thus computed through thepeagr

the MW, 8 = 0.86 and~y = 2.15 for M31. We remind that the value af
from the total radial range is = —0.034 for the MW anda = —0.052

agation formula based on EG_{14) - Hg](19), in which we farth ~ for M31, as in TabléR.

assume thag is fixed, Ay/y ~ 10% as obtained by the fitting

routine andAa/« is listed in TabldR. We see that in the case

using the value ofv from the total radial range, the mass estimator
is biased for both hosts, with a large associated error. Wisen
ing the relation = v — 2, instead, the mass of both Milky Way

and Andromeda in recovered within a much smaller uncestaiat
interesting to note how the relation between the host pasme

of MW M31

« (Mest + AMest)/Mtr'ue

[0,1]Ryiy 0.924+0.33 0.75+0.40
v =2 1.00£0.21  0.97+0.16

and the subhaloes distribution parameteyeems to hold true also

in this case, in which the anisotropy parameteis substantially
far from being isotropic. However the lack of statistic instbhase,

having at our disposal just one realization of a small nundfer

renegade objects, prevents us from generalizing the firafiggc-
tion[4.2.3 to this highly anisotropic case. The fact that 1 for

4.3.3 Unbound subhaloes

For all previous results we did not test whether or not a sigbha
is gravitationally bound to its host; we simply used a spatia

the renegade subhaloes means that these objects are maly m terion to determine its affiliation as this is how satelligge often

ing on radial orbits with respect to their hosts. We conclide the

defined in the observations. Now instead, we impose an addliti

computation of the host mass based upon a family of renegdide s constraint on our subhalo population: its velocity has tddveer

haloes gives results in agreement with the expected onelsearoe

these mass estimators will not be biased in case that reaegnd

jects also exist in reality.

(© 2010 RAS, MNRAS000,[TH12

than the local escape velocity,. of the halo at that distance. Fol-
lowing this criterion, we find that about tH% of the subhaloes
inside the virial radius of each host are unbound. As expeatest
of them lie near by the virial radius, where the.. is lower and the
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effects of the proximity of the other host are more import&ie
thus quantify the effects that unbound subhaloes have om#ss
estimators. This is an interesting test, as it correspondiset real
case scenario in which the affiliation of a tracer object isabear
and could be erroneously included into the calculation efrttass
of a host.

We repeat our previous methodology by evaluating the MW
and M31 mass 1000 times with a subsethdf= 30 subhaloes,
this time including one, two or three unbound subhaloes réieio
to ensure an unbound subhalo is included, we explicitly tHuibes
in each realization, one, two or three of the 30 subhaloels ait
unbound one. We then computed thend~ coefficients for each
realization, and used the formula= ~ — 2. We verify that the in-
clusion of a single unbound subhalo leads to mass estimatoch
are slightly biased towards larger masses: we obtainedydtr
M31 and MW, a Gaussian peakedat= 1.04 with o = 0.14.
When including two unbound subhaloes, we found an higher dev
ation, withy, = 1.12 ando = 0.13. Finally, forcing three unbound
subhaloes to be included in each 30 subhalo subsample, & obt
a Gaussian peaked at= 1.17 ando = 0.14. We performed the
calculation using the FIE estimator but verify that our iesare
the same in the RIE and LIE case, giving similar values for the
mean of the distribution:, and increasing standard deviations
with respect to the FIE case.

We note that the results presented in the previous sectiens a
not significantly affected by the presence of unbound sugsalas
in that case the probability that in a given realization\df= 30
randomly picked subhaloes one was unbouné isz 3790, due
to the fact that unbound subshaloes make up jdétof the full
subhalo population. In this last test, instead, the prdipalihat
one object is unbound, over thé = 30 subhaloes used in each
realization, isP = 100%, because we deliberately replaced one
random subhalo with an unbound one. Thus, we expect thatthe e
ror on the mean value of the Gaussian distributions in theique
analysis, caused by the possible inclusion of one unboujetipb
is 100/37 ~ 2.7 times lower than the error made here, when one
subhalo is forced to be unbound. Looking at the- 1.04 obtained
in this section, for the FIE case when we used a single unbound
subhalo, we see that thig; of deviation from the expected value
will be reduced of a factaz.7, giving negligible errors. We are fur-
ther reassured by having performed the analysis of Sdcialdo
by explicitly neglecting the unbound objects, and we haveeoled
no significant differences in the results already presented

To conclude, in this section we demonstrate that, being sure
of having included unbound subhaloes, this inclusion cauzse
overestimate of the host mass, in agreement with the restilts

I.ml). The more unbound objects we incluae int
the mass estimator, the more biased the final mass is. Can&lsho
thus be taken when considering objects at the "edge” of axgala
halo, as they may be not bound to it.

4 This probability can be computed using the hypergeometsicibution,

which, in our case and for the M31 and MW, respectively, dbssrthe
probability to get one unbound subhalo within= 30 randomly drawn
objects from a total subhaloes population of sige = 1405(1205) in

which the unbound objects are= 45(36), thus the~ 3% of the total.

P= (GG

23)

5 SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

We verified the accuracy of the scale-free mass estimatoently
proposed by Watkins etlal. (2010, W10) when applied to the two
dominant Local Group host haloes, the MW and M31, by using
Constrained Local UniversE Simulations (CLUES). Thesdesca
free mass estimators assume that all the relevant infaprmsagibout
the enclosed mass of a halo are contained in the propertigs of
satellites (or any other tracer population), such as digsiand ve-
locities, which can both be given as either projected or 3ull
data. The importance of such estimators resides in thetattie
full six-dimensional phase-space information of all ce&dod-
ies down to the very faint magnitudé ~ 20 mag will soon be
available thanks to the upcoming GAIA mission. What makes th
usage of these mass estimators so appealing? After thres gfea
operation the Sloan Digital Sky Survey I (SDS)IUiscovered
eight new dwarf galaxies, seven of them orbiting our Galdte
SDSS, which covered more than a quarter of the sky, esdgntial
doubled the known number of MW satellite galaxies, helpiloge
the gap between the observed number of dwarf satellitestand t
oretical predictions. During its projected five-year missiGAIA
will scan the entirel1253 square degrees of the sky, obtaining as-
trometric parameters (angular position, proper motiord, paral-
lax) for roughly one billion stars. Recen m:ﬂmher
investigated the benefits that the use of all this new propgr m
tion data will introduce in the application of mass estimatdt is
thus imperative to develop and test against simulationsrthss
estimator based entirely upon tracer objects, such aditsatglax-
ies. This issue has already been partially addresded irbeds).
(2011) and_Evans ethl. (2011), using the GIMIC suite of samul
tions, from which they selected a set of galaxies that retethie
Milky Way.

In this work we tested the scale-free mass estimators agains
Constrained Simulation of the Local Group, in which obstoveal
data of the nearby Universe is used as constraints on thal init
conditions. These constrained simulations provide us avithique
Local Group seated in the correct environment, as opposed-to
constrained cosmological simulations, to make a directganmon
between numerical results and observations: verifyingtoeiness
of the W10 mass estimators in our simulated LG should thezefo
been seen as complementary to the already published woHeon t
credibility and as an extension to a system resembling aglglas
possible the real Local Group.

Our motivation is driven by the fact that the Local Group
likely is a rather special (binary) system of galaxies featu
ing backsplash galaxieOll), renegadelitestel
(Knebe et all 2011) and preferential infall; Libeskind et(@D11)
have studied the simulated MW and M31 galaxies in the CLUES
framework and have found a clear evidence for the anisatriopi
fall of subhaloes onto their respective hosts. This resast een
recently corroborated al. (2012), who examitieel
spatial distribution of the MW young halo globular clustére-
ing that they are anisotropically spatially distributedasng the
same accreted origin as that of the MW's satellite galaxas:.
simulations also show the typical anisotropy in the distiitn of
subhaloes population, compatible with the observed dassMW
satellites |(Kroupa et &l. 2005; Metz ef lal. 2007, 2008), andla
ready found in other cosmological simulations (cf. Knebelet
12004; [ Libeskind et all 2005; Zentner et al. 2005). Furtheeno

when comparing constrained against un-constrained sfiooa—

5 http://www.sdss.org/
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Applying scale-free mass estimators to CLUES.3

only 1-3% of Local Group (candidates) share similar foromati
properties [(Forero-Romero et al. 2011). Thus, it is cleat thur
Local Group is a very special object in the Universe.

We first studied the sensitivity of the mass estimators vath r
spect to their main parameters; which describes the host halo
scale-free gravity field3, which corresponds to the satellites’ ve-
locity anisotropy, and, representing the exponent of the power law
describing the number density of the tracer population. Gmd
that for an external galaxy, such as M31, for which only lafe-
sight informations are available, the greatest error cdines the
uncertainty ofv and~y, whereas the mass variations stemming from
the anisotropy parametg@rare almost negligible in the interesting
physical range. On the other hand, the greatest concere iesti
mation of the mass of our Galaxy comes from thparameter, as
pointed out by W10: without precise information about theeka
lites’ proper motions, the error introduced by using thaitial ve-
locities is sensibly high. Hopefully, future surveys (alge GAIA
mission) would be able to measure such proper motions,fsigni
cantly improving the quality of these mass estimators.

cretion, an anisotropic spatial distribution, differenasees, sizes
and histories, subhalo kinematics are dominated by thegubsh-
tial, making satellite galaxies well suited for the problatrhand.
We therefore conclude that the application of the scale-frass
estimators to either of the two dominant hosts of the Localu@r
provide credible results, it therefore appears safe to s the
Local Group as already done by W10. To get a good estimation of
a host mass, in the case of having the anisotropy pararfiete0,
we recommend the use of the parameter= v — 2 where they
directly come from the observation of a satellite populatio

In the future, sensitive surveys and space based telestigic
sions will most likely improve both the census of satellitdaxies
as well as our understanding of their proper motions: these n
data will enhance the mass estimators making them moreatecur
than they are today.
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using subhaloes that are closer or further away from thehbeig

ing host, by restricting the analysis to the facing and rewiry
hemispheres and calculating the mass at different values, fe:

we observe that the two dominant hosts of the Local Group do no
appear to influence its subhalo populations — at least nohife
applicability of the scale-free mass estimators is corextrn

Finally, we explored the possibility that using renegade-su
haloes, i.e. subhaloes that change their affiliation from ohthe
two hosts to the other, in the estimation of the mass may cause
bias: we do not find evidence for this, on the contrary, we nlese
that the mass of both MW and M31 is recovered with a few per-
cent of error when the assumption= v — 2 is made, even if the
anisotropy parameter in this casefis~ 0.7, indicating that these
objects are moving on radial orbits.

On the other hand, the inclusion of unbound objects, mainly
found near the virial radius of each host, is able to causevan o
estimate of the host mass, as high as 26 when 3 unbound
subhaloes are used out of a total of 30 objects. In this regarée
should be taken when dealing with tracer populations whése a
filiation to each of the two host is not clear. As long as bound-
ness is verified however, the unique subhaloes populatiauin
simulations, showing anisotropy in their spatial disttiba, pref-
erential infall (Libeskind et al. 2011) and even renegadieaib

I 2011), does not prevent us from always reauyeri
a good estimation of the host mass.

Hence, the most important finding of this work is that satelli
galaxies are well suited to “weigh” the MW'’s halo. Even with a
small sample of just two dozen objects and despite anisioteap

© 2010 RAS, MNRAS000, [1H12
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