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ABSTRACT

Context. In nature we observe galaxy aggregations that span a wide @frmagnitude gaps between the two first-ranked galaxies of
a systemAmyy). Thus, there are systems with gaps close to zero (e.g.,ah@Cluster), and at the other extreme of the distribution,
the largest gaps are found among the so-called fossil sgstEne observed distribution of magnitude gaps is thougheta conse-
quence of the orbital decay dM* galaxies in massive halos and the associated growth of titeatebject. As a result, to first order
the amplitude of this gap is a good statistical proxy for tieaimical age of a system of galaxies. Fossil and non-fogsiéms could
therefore have dlierent galaxy populations that should be reflected in theiiosity functions.

Aims. In this work we study, for the first time, the dependence ofltin@nosity function parameters axm,, using data obtained by
the fossil group origins (FOGO) project.

Methods. We constructed a hybrid luminosity function for 102 groupsl @&lusters az < 0.25 using both photometric data from
the SDSS-DR7 and redshifts from the DR7 and the FOGO suriiédyslatter consists 0£1200 new redshifts in 34 fossil system
candidates. We stacked all the individual luminosity fimts, dividing them into bins oAmy,, and studied their best-fit Schechter
parameters. We additionally computed a “relative” lumityofunction, expressed as a function of the central galaxyihosity,
which boosts our capacity to detecffdrences—especially at the bright end.

Results. We find trends as a function afim;, at both the bright and faint ends of the luminosity functibnparticular, at the bright
end, the larger the magnitude gap, the fainter the charstitenagnitudeM*. The characteristic luminosity in systems with negligible
gaps is more than a factor three brighter than in fossildikes. Remarkably, we also findi#girences at the faint end. In this region,
the larger the gap, the flatter the faint-end slape

Conclusions. The diferences found at the bright end support a dissipationlgsgndical friction-driven merging model for the
growth of the central galaxy in group- and cluster-sized$alhe diferences in the faint end cannot be explained by this mecha-
nism. Other processes—such as enhanced tidal disrupt®iodearly infall angbr prevalence of eccentric orbits—may play a role.
However, a larger sample of systems withm;, > 1.5 is needed to establish theféirences at the faint end.

Key words. Keywords should be given

1. Introduction nitude gap of at least two magnitudes between the two bright-
. ) _est member galaxie\(m2 > 2) in ther-band within half of
The existence of fossil galaxy groups was proposed for t8€ fifs y;iria| radius and if the central galaxy is surrounded hyea-
time by Ponman et a 4). In that work, it was suggestat! thenged X-ray halo of xpo > 10°?h:2 erg's. The latter criterion
the isolated elliptical galaxy RX J1346:8018 was probably ;45 adopted to distinguish large isolated galaxies fronugro
an evolved compact group of galaxies. They claimed tha®thag,eq systems, but it is a lower limit, so it does not exclude t
galaxies that were close to the center of the system could h@¥istence of "fossil clusters” (as proposed by Cypriandet a
merged in a single elliptical galaxy. This is why they ardexhl 2006 Mendes de Oliveira etlal. 2006; Zarattini e+ al. 20F).
"fossil groups” (FGs). The most accepted observationahéefi i reason, we refer to fossil systems, but we prefer to tain
tion for this kind of object was proposed 3

They defined a system of galaxies as a fossil if it presentsgg ma
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the classical notation of FGs, which is usually acceptechent  Nevertheless, the formation of the BGG could be a long-term

literature, as we did in the other papers of this series. processl_Diaz-Giménez ef al. (2008) claim that the lagbma
Different observational properties of FGs were studied. T rger for the BGG occurs at a later time in fossil than in non-

. . i " i .

properties of the hot intracluster component were analyzed 105Si! Systems. Gozaliasl et al. (2014) suggest that the BGIG
ing scaling relations that include some X-ray propertiehef fossn systems are the result of multiple mergerd/sfgalaxies
system. The_x — Tx relation is generally similar to that of nor-" t_he past 5 Gyr. MOfeovﬁME@ﬂiBﬁﬂmmmzoos)
mal clusters (sele Khosroshahi et al. 2007; Harrisonl et 4220 clalr_n that t_he fo_ssn phase could be only transitional arat th
whereas dferences have been found in scaling relations th%‘[en']gtge;ﬁﬁg%n %V#Qrgt?se;%:ﬁﬁgrs S(r)glslijk?reerssc(;?]lggoe;ﬁg?g-pcom
combine both optical and X-ray properties, such adthe Lqpy, 3 : ; C

P y prop opt pletely diterent from all of those mentioned above. This is the

Lx — oy, andTx — o relations. In fact, some works exploring led failed , hich first db
these relations suggest that fossil systems are brightaeiX- so-ca’led lared group Scenario, which was 1irst proposed by
(1999). In this scenario the gap in mag-

ray range (or fainter in the optical range) than normal gsouj, . . .
and clusters (for example, see Proctor ¢t al. P011). In aebtr nitude is not due to the evolution of the system; rather, jiegps
Khosroshahi et al[ (20114) find that fossils are underlunsgrioy PY chance during the formation of the system itself. However
the X-ray range. However, thesefgrences can be attributed t ecent S|mulat|o.ns.match|ng s_ubhalo ab“ﬂdam eta
observational biases (see Voevodkin et al. 2010; Harrisafl e )_seem to |_nd|cate that this scenario is not a good repre-
2012). Recently, Girardi et al. (2014) have analyzed a samipl Sentation of reality.

15 spectr.oscopically confir_med FGs, finding no significaf_}t di " The short formation time described in the classical scenari
ferences in théx — Loy relation. Particular attention was paid '[C}N

: X .. would give fossil systems enough time to mergeMafl galax-
w(;arlrgomogeneny of the data set and the analysis procesisin [3s 15 form the massive central galaxy. Thié galaxies are the

natural candidates for the merging process, since the dynam
The brightest group galaxies (BGGs) of FGs are considereal friction—which is responsible for the decay of the asbit
the most massive galaxies in the Universe, and as such they hiChandrasekhar 1943)—is higher for more massive satellite
been studied well in the literature. For example, Harrisoalle Moreover, FGs are supposed to hdkt galaxies in more radial
(2012) show that both the absolute magnitude of the BG®sbits, and this can boost théfieiency of the merging process
and the fraction of light contained in them are correlatethwi (Sommer-Larsen 2006; Boylan-Kolchin etlal. 2008). This nsea
the magnitude gap, results that we have recently confirmedtivat fossil and non-fossil systems should haEedént luminos-
. 4). Moreover, their luminosity is celated ity functions (LFs).
with the system velocity dispersio i _ ) ) _
Observations of the BGGs isophotal shape are not conclusive The LF gives the number density of galaxies per lumi-
Khosroshahi et al[ (2006) show that these objects pressky dinosity interval, and_ it is a very powerful tool for studying
isophotes in the central part, whereas both isolated ieflilst the galaxy population in groups and clusters. A recent re-
and central ellipticals in clusters show boxy isophotescdn-  View of the principal results can be found(in Johnsfon (2011)
trast, La Barbera et hll_(2009) ahd Méndez-Abreulefal. Zpo1ln the case of FGs, because there are so few known sys-
find no diferences in this sense between fossil and non-fosi§ims, the majority of publications have analyzed the LFs of
systems. In addition, the size-luminosity relation, thedamen- individual FGs. In particular, each analyzed system seams t
tal plane, and the Faber-Jackson relation are similar &sifand Show_a peculiar LF that does not accord with the others
non-fossil central galaxie5 (Méndez-Abreu é{al, 201Bcént (seeLKhosroshahi etal. 2006, _Mendes de Oliveira et al. |2006;
studies of the stellar population of BGGs seem to indicaaé thAguerri et all 2011; Adami et al. 2012; Khosroshahi et al. 401
their age, metallicity, and enhancement are similar to those off hus, a systematic and homogeneous study is still requf@d.
central galaxies in non-fossil systens (La Barberalét 20990 this reason, we present a large study here of a sample of $10 sy
Moreover, the absence of large gradients in the metallieitjal tems, containing 19 confirmed fossils. The criteria in thinile
profiles rules out the hypothesis of the monolithic collafise tion of fossils are those reportedlin Zarattini et al. (2014%th
BGGs in FGs[(Eigenthaler & Zeilinder 2313). In summary, theghis unique data set, we are able to present the.flrst study of
observational properties indicate that BGGs in fossil and-n the dependence of the LF on the magnitude gap in group- and
fossil systems show similar properties. The only relevified Cluster-sized systems within half tReo radius.
ence is the fraction of light enclosed in the BGG. This shdwas t This work is part of the FOssil Group Origins (FOGO)

BGGs in fossil groups may have formed via similar (but peghap . . .
more dficient) physical mechanisms to non-fossil ones. project. This is a multiwavelength study focused on the sam-

_ _ o ple of 34 FG candidates proposed by Santoslet al. (2007). A de-
All these observational properties can be explained insermijled overview of the FOGO project is presented in the fiest p

of the formation scenario of FGs. Numerical simulationsvshoper of the serie ietlal (2011, hereafter FOGO I). In
that the halo of a FG comprises half of its mass at ZL |viendez-Abreu et al E%][]Z hereafter FOGO II), we explored

: ke | 2004; D'Onghia et al. 2005; Dariush et akhe properties of the central galaxies;[in_Girardi ét al. 120

). Then, it grows via minor mergers alone, accretingereafter FOGO IIl), we presented the study of the-Ly
only one third of the galaxies of regular groups or clustefg|ations; and the characterization of the sample was given
- al._2008). Moreover, in simulatior@arattini et al.[(2014, hereafter FOGO IV). The structuréhis

FGs always show an assembled mass that is, on average, hi ris as follows. Sectidn 2 is devoted to describing the sa
than non-fossil systems at any redshift (Dariush &t al. [P00Ble; Sect[B shows how the LFs are calculated; $éct. 4 describ
These simulations seem to favor what is considered to be fhe dependence of the LFs on the magnitude gap; and §kcts. 5

“ClaSSica|" formation Scenal’io for FGs. They are thoughbm andB present the discussion and the Conc|usionsy rewgctiv
very old systems that were able to assemble the majorityedf th

mass at higlz, where theM* galaxy population has been canni-  For this work, the adopted cosmologykg = 70 km s*
balized by the BGG. Mpc™, Q) = 0.7, andQy = 0.3.
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2. Description of the sample

We used two samples of galaxy aggregations to analyze their
LF and their dependence on the magnitude gap. The first sam-
ple (hereafter S1) is composed of 34 groups and clusters of
galaxies selected by Santos et al. (2007) and analyzed in de-
tail in FOGO IV. These systems were selected as FG candidates
from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey Data Release 5 (SDSS DR5;
Adelman-McCarthy et al. 2007), and they present a wide range
in redshift (0< z < 0.5). However, in our detailed analysis of
this sample using deepband images and multi-object spec-
troscopy, it is shown that only 134 systems meet at least one oF !
of the definitions of fossil systems given by Jones et al. 8200 b
and Dariush et al. (2010). The former authors claim that stetu :

or group of galaxies is fossil if it has a gap in magnitudedarg e
than 2 in ther-band between the two brightest member galaxies
(Amy2 > 2). The latter authors suggest that a system is fossil if
the gap in the-band between the first- and fourth-ranked galax-
ies is larger than 2.5Mmy4 > 2.5). Both quantities are definedFig. 1. Galaxy background estimations. Red filled circles rep-

log(Ng, 0.5 mag™ deg™)

14 18 18 20 22
m, (mag)

within half the virial radius. resent the background used in this _work, black asterisks are
The need for a second sample comes from the mean valudaien fromi Capak et al. (2004), blue triangles fiom Yasudlet
Amy, being~1.5 in the S1 sample. Only four systems have ga ), violet stars fro al. (2001), and green plus

lower than 0.5. We are interested in studying the dependeince'dns from Metcalfe et all (2001).
the LF on theAm, key parameter, so we need to extend the

sample toward systems with smating.. ovs2[kms™] < 1000, respectively. The median values are
For these reasons, we used a second sample (hereaftyf . 253 km s! and 557+ 170 km s?, respectively. The

ISZ%’ éaken Itl))*t?]AQU-QlEELGLﬁ'L(ZQDZ)- Thef[’ﬁ Iiystems ‘éverﬁt fﬁ@{)lmogorov-Smirnovtestwas applied to the X-ray luminiesit

ected as all tne galaxy aggregatons with Known redsnitt giasses, and velocity dispersion. Results from this testanel

z < 0.1 from the catalo%A ILetal. (1989), Zwicky et alhat the S1 and S2 samples do not come from the same parent

(1961), | Bohringer et al. 0), ard Voges et al. (1999) thaistribution. However, we are not directly comparing these

were mapped in the SDSS DR4_(Adelman-McCarthy et alyhsamples, since we want to compute the LFs in bingab.

2006). This selection results in 88 systems. Of these, we USR Sect[5.1 we show that the four analyzed subsamples ctual
only those for which the two brightest members were spectiggme from the same parent distribution.

scopically confirmed, which limits the final number of systeem
from this sample to 76. For this sample, the mean valutnof ) o
is ~ 0.7, with a standard deviation 6f0.5. 2.1. Magnitude gap determination

The general properties of the two samples are presentedti§y determining\my. in the S1 sample we proceeded as follows.
Zarattini et al. [(2014) for the S1 sample andm e consideredg%he four brightest galaxieg of the systentsimwit
(2007) for the S2 sample. Both samples are mapped in the SDga.spectroscopically confirmed members and possible msmbe
and we used their-band model magnitude (see Stoughton et akee FOGO IV for both definitions), and then for each of these
2002). The selection was done using SDSS DR5 for the gdlaxies, we computed the magnitude as the mean value ef thre
sample and DR4 for the S2 sample, but the magnitude us@fferent magnitudes. We used the model and the Petrosian mag-
for this work were taken from the more recent SDSS-DR{it de from the SDSS (Stoughton et lal. 2002) and the MAG-
(Abazajian et all 2009). These magnitudes were corrected BEST magnitude by obtained analyzing our own dedgand
galactic extinction and K-correction. The former was ofxai images with SExtractomﬂL_ojh 96). We used this
by using the-band extinctio_n paramet_e_r proyided by SDSS. Thgean value to compute bottm;, andAmy4 and used the stan-
latter was computed fo"PW%jmf—C—hﬂmgmﬂﬂ al(2pafdd  yard deviation of the mean value for computing the uncetiesin
hilingarian & Zolotukhi 2) prescriptions. Moreovélle  The detailed procedure can be found in the FOGO IV paper.
Rzo0 radius of eac_h system was computed using X-ray data from gqr the S2 sample, we used the same methodology to ob-
the ROSAT satellite (see FOGO Il and FOGO 1V). The LFs ojn amy, andAmy4 except that we did not have our own photo-
this work were computed within half the obtainBgho radius.  metric images. Thus, we used the mean value of the model and
The X-ray luminosity of S1 ranges between.%1 < Ppetrosian magnitudes alone.
log (Lx si[ergs?]) < 451, whereas that of the S2 sample
varies in the range 4@ < log (Lx s2[ergs?]) < 45.2. The me- ) ) ) o
dian values of thelX—ray luminosity of the S1 and s2 sampl&s Galaxy luminosity function determination
TS?SEQO(T;:SI;I[;;%; ]ga; é:‘ébi{a?ﬁzgzii?gg(éﬁ.s%. 3.1. Luminosity functions of individual systems
(2008), after an adequate cosmology correction, and iesariThere are two methods that are widely used in the literature t
in the ranges 13 < log(M2oas1[Me]) < 15.0 and 129 < compute the LFs of individual systems: the spectroscopit an
log (M200s2[Me]) < 151 for the S1 and S2 samples, respedhe photometric ones. The former is, in principle, the mosta
tively. The median values of the masses are Mgnhs1[Mo]) = rate. Itis based on an extended redshift catalog, whiclvalfor
14.6 + 0.4 and log M200s2[Me]) = 144 + 0.4, respectively. a detailed study of the system membership. Nevertheless, it
Finally, the velocity dispersion of the S1 and S2 galaxy sysuires a large amount of observational time and generatjgta
tems span the ranges 2500, s:[kms™] < 1200 and 250< telescope apertures than the photometric one. This metasd h
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mainly been applied to the study of nearby individual clisteregion-21 < M, < -195. As noted by other authors (e.g.,
(e.g.,[Rines & Gellér 2008; Agulli et Al. 2014). The photoritet [Popesso et al. 2005), stacked LFs are not only a useful tool fo
method requires less observing time and consists in comgputthecking the universality of the LF, but they are useful falco-
the galaxy number counts, as a function of magnitude, witrén lating the LF of systems with high accuracy when the indiaidu
system region and in a region of the sky in which no structuomes have poor statistics.
is present. The dlierence between these two quantities repre- There are dierent methods in the literature of stacking LFs.
sents the galaxy system LF. Itis a statistical method, sméti® We used the one proposed by Colless (1989), in which the
problem is that wherever the background field is locatedilit wstacked LF can be obtained by combining the individual ones
not be exactly the same background of the system itself,lgnaiaccording to the formula
because of cosmic variance. Moreover, if the system is pioor,
could have very limited contrast with respect to the backgh - Neo Nij
leading to large uncertainties in the LF. Pej = m; 44 N’

The LFs of individual systems, computed in half tRgy '

radius, were obtained by using a hybrid method. This _prO‘GBdL\’/vhere¢cj is the number of galaxies in the j-th bin of the stacked
uses both the photometric and spectroscopic informat@k | F N;; the number of galaxies in the j-th bin of the i-th individual
have for each system. The galaxy LF of each system in the jdfstem’s LF N, the normalization of the i-th system LF in the

®)

magnitude bin is given by region-21 < M; < —195, m; the number of systems contribut-
C= Nt + (Ny = Ny ) X Py 1) ingto the j-th bin, andN is the sum of all the normalizations
9 = Nenj + (Nj = Nog) x Py @) (Neo = Xi Nio)-

whereNy, j is the number of spectroscopically confirmed mem- The formal errors are computed according to
bers,N; the total number of galaxies, arid|,; the number of

galaxies with recession velocity measurements. Fin&l|yis Neo SNy 2| .
P 0dci = >

given by i m; Z( N ) (4)

Pj = (Nj = Noj)/Nj, )

wheredgcj anddN;j are the formal errors in the LF's j-th bin for
whereN,  is the number of background galaxies. We notice thtie composite and i-th system, respectively.
P; represents the probability that a galaxy would be consitlere The Colless method can be safely used under a few condi-
in the LF when only photometry is available. The backgrouriibns: first of all, the magnitude limit of all stacked systemust
was obtained by averaging fourfidirent fields used in the lit- be fainter than the values used for normalizatidvh & -19.5
erature [(Yasuda etldl. 2001; Metcalfe dtlal. 2001; Huand et il our case). Second, the normalization region should tgelar
2001 Capak et al. 2004). The resulting background digidhu enough to be representative of the richness of the systems.
is shown in Fig[JL. The completeness limit of our LFs is 21.5  Finally, the number of systems contributing to each bin #hou
mag, and it is a conservative choice since the nominal camplebe statistically relevant.
ness of SDSS DRi%-band is 22.2 mag. As introduced at the beginning of this section, we applied
The advantage of using this methodology is that we obtain#tis method to all the systems in our sample vzith 0.25. Using
a quasi-spectroscopic LF for the brightest bins, where thg-m this subsample, we satisfied all the requirements for apglyi
nitude gap arises. In fact, the S1 sample&§% complete down the Colless method. The total number of systems turns out to
to m=17 and the S2 samplei€90% complete downto pe17.5 be 102, and the resulting composite LF is presented in[Fig. 3.
see Fig. 4 of Zarattini et all_(2014) and Fig. 1 of Aguerrilet aWe fit neither a single nor a double Schechter function to the
)). Then, when we move to fainter magnitudes, the numistata, because the Spearman test told us that none of them was
of measured redshifts decays rapidly and the LF is dominat&presentative of the data. We fit an exponential functictinéo
by the statistical background subtraction. What we obthise faint end of the LFs using the last five points. The form of the
hybrid LF that is more accurate at the bright end than thegshoexponential is 18", wherem represents the magnitude akits
metric one, but that is not as time consuming in terms of alaser related to Schechters parameter by
tions as a full spectroscopic LF in the faint end. The undatta

associated to the LF is calculated using the error propagafi , _ _ (L + 1). (5)
the terms in Ed.]1 and adding in quadrature the cosmic vagianc 04

following/Huang et al.[(1997). . . .

olowing 0 ) The resulting faint-end slope is = —1.27 + 0.11. Hereatfter,

In Fig.[2 we show some examples of the individual LFs cal- . : X .
culated with this procedure. For some rich objects, thevidei aII_ the pre_sented exponential slopes were fitted using tiee fiv
ual LFs are clearly defined (e.g., Abell 1066 or FGS02), but f6intest points of each LF.
poorer systems the LFs present large uncertainties (ebgll A
724 or FGS15). All the LFs presented in this work were comy
puted excluding the BGGs, as is usually proposed in thealiter
ture.

Dependence of the luminosity function on the
magnitude gap

We divided the sample of the 102 systems vzith 0.25 into four
subsamples, which fier from one another in the value afny.
The first subsample is composed of 31 systems Wit < 0.5,
We stacked the individual LFs for all the S1 and S2 systentise second of 24 systems withb0< Amy, < 1, the third of 26
with z < 0.25 to deal with small numbers. This cut in redshifsystems with < Amy, < 1.5, and the fourth of 21 systems with
was needed to guarantee that all systems will reach at leagtra;; > 1.5. This division is arbitrary and was done in order to
magnitude ofM; = -195 (given a completeness limit of thehave a statistically significant number of systems in eangea
SDSS ofm, = 21.5) so that they can be normalized using thef Amy, and to trace the dependence of the LF whthy; in the

3.2. Stacked luminosity functions



Zarattini et al.: Fossil Groups Origins V

PSR — —
ABELL0O085 ABELLO724 ABELLO971
3F . ’i’ ’f’ ?. é
2F ””’ ﬁ + + ?T i
1 + T H
& 0 ; ;
80 ABELL1066 ABELL1436 ABELL1616
o]
- 3F @ T T E
| r r ]
5 o’ oo™
E 2t 9?9'?? f??f ]
Te} ? F ? f ]
o F Bl
1 :
£
20 O ; ; ; ; ; r ; ; ; E
- FGS02 FGS15 f FGS32 ]
3F o’ @ :
I T |
1 ]
0

—-26 —24 —-22 —-20 —-18 —16 —-26 —-24 —-22 -20 —-18 —-16 —26 —24 —22 -20 —-18 —-16 —14

MT

(mag)

Fig. 2. Examples of individual LFs for 9 systems taken from our sampbr the more massive ones, such as ABELL0085 and
FGSO02, the LFs are determined well, whereas for less masgatems, such as ABELL0724 and FGS15, the LFs have large

uncertainties.

Table 1.Best-fitting parameters of a Schechter fit to the regulsems withAmy, < 0.5 show a steeper faint end than those with
(top) and relative (bottom) LFs. Reported uncertaintipsgsent Amy, > 1.5, whereas the other two subsamples represent inter-

the 99% confidence level (c.l.) of each parameter.

Amy, M* @
AMmiz < 05 —22.30°0%; -1.23%0%
0.5< Amy; < 1.0 ~221693 -113977
1.0< Amy, < 15 ~2140°73 -0.90'532
Amyz > 1.5 ~2104:043 -0.78:9%2

Amy M- @
Amp, < 05 0.0570%5 -126779
0.5< Amy» < 1.0 159+023 -1.03913
1.0<Amp <15 195788 -0.93:0%
Amp; > 15 285'0% —0.77:0%

-0.15

mediate cases. To quantify thiffect, we fit a single Schechter
function to each LF shown in Fif] 4. In this case, the Spearman
test confirms that a single Schechter function is a reasemapt
resentation of the data of each subsample.

The Schechter function_(Schechter 1976) is the most ac-
cepted expression to describe the galaxy LF parametridtdly
formulation can be written as follows:

¢(M)d M = ¢* (100.4(M*—M))(a+l)exp(_ 100.4(M*—M))d M, (6)

where¢* is a normalization factor defining the overall density
of galaxies anavi* is the characteristic magnitude. The param-
etera describes the faint-end slope of the LF, and it is typically
negative. The results of the fit are shown in the upper part of
Table[1. There are fierences in both the bright and the faint
ends. In the former, the larger the gap, the faintertieln the
latter, the larger the gap, the flatter theWe plotted the 68%,
95%, and 99% confidence level (c.l.) contours kb6t and« of

the Schechter fit in Fid]5. We refer to LFs computed using this
method as “regular” LFs.

best possible way. In Fifj] 4 we show the stacked LFs for the fou Moreover, for the faint end, we fit an exponential function
subsamples. Qualitatively, the slope of the bright endrislar
for the four LFs, but not the faint-end one. In particulag ys- the dfect of the known degeneracy betwddhanda, and it can

as well. This check is useful for two reasons: it helps to dgjfyan
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be useful to compare the results with other LFs that are nbt wihis case, the exponential fits also shoWatences at the &
described by a Schechter function. The obtained values#or tevel between the systems witimy, < 0.5 andAmy, > 1.5. The
exponential faint-end slope ate= —1.43+ 0.12,-1.39+ 0.17, larger uncertainties are due to the small number of datatpoin
—-1.18+0.31, and-1.02+0.32 for the four LFs with an increasing available for the exponential fit. This fit has been perforasd
gap, respectively. These values are higher than for Schiesht test to break the degeneracy betweehadvida that is obtained
parameter, but the trend is the same. However, tlieréinces in when both the bright and faint ends are fitted at the same time.
a between the four slopes are not statistically significanabbse The exponential fit of the LF faint end is statistically legmd-

of the large uncertainties of the stacked galaxy LFs foresyst icant. But, it has to be considered as a double check of tipeslo
with largerAmy. derived by fitting the full LF with a Schechter function.

The BGGs in our sample span a four-magnitude range (see In Fig.[7, there are some points in the LFs that are located at a
IZarattini et all 2014). This carffact the shape of the bright endmagnitude dierence from the BGG that is smaller than the mag-
of the stacked LFs, because the individual LFs are not aligme nitude gap used to define the four subsamples. For example, in
magnitude. To avoid anyfiect associated with the stacking ofthe sample wittAmy, > 1.5 the LF starts atmy,=1. This appar-
different galaxy populations, we have computed the stacked Lét8 contradiction is due to the definition of the magnitude.ga
as a function of the relative magnitude. This was obtained Hyis obtained by only using possible members. The seleaifon
calculating the dferences between the magnitude of the galapossible members cannot be made using a statistical baakgro
ies and the BGGAM, = M, — M, gac) for each system. Using subtraction, because we need individual galaxy infornmatar
this method, all the BGGs are located/l, = 0. We refer to this reason, in the determination of the gap we used a gener-
the resulting LF as the “relative” LF. In this picture thewalof ous cut in photometric redshift to account for possible telus
M* loses its physical meaning, but we are interested in highlig members (see Zarattini et al. 2014, for details). Neveeg®Ino
ing the diferences in the Schechter parameters between the fphptometric-redshift cut was applied for the computatibthe
subsamples, not in their absolute values. galaxy LF. The methods are not incoherent, since the ermsr ba

There are two dferences between the methodology that wef these peculiar points are always compatible with zer@sgh
applied for the regular LF and for the relative LF. The firdt di points should be considered as statistical fluctuationsdrvery
ference is the already mentioned shift of the magnitudeken tbright part, but they do notfiect the results owing to their large
calculation of relative LFs. The secondference is that, for the uncertainties.
relative LF, spectroscopically confirmed zero-galaxy lenger
into the stacking formula (E] 3) for each bin of magnitudd an
for each system. In contrast, for the regular stacking whis not
possible because of the largéfdience in the magnitude of thelt is important to remember that the stacked LFs is arblyrari
central galaxies. In fact, the stacking is actually a corapoih of normalized, which means that looking at the absolute number
the mean value of the LF in each bin, but when the dominant pgalaxies at both the bright and the faint ends of the LFs can be
rameter is the absolute magnitude, mixing massive systéths wnisleading. For this reason, we analyzed the so-calledfelwar
small groups could be misleading. If a group is dominated lyyant galaxy ratio (DGR) for the four subsamples. We defined
a central galaxy of M= —-22 and has, for example, a spectroas giant galaxies those in the rang225 < M, < -20, and
scopically confirmed two-magnitude gap, when we try to stags dwarf galaxies those in the rang&9 < M, < —-17. The re-
it with a massive cluster whose central galaxy has#\-25, the sulting DGR for the four subsamples with increasing magtgtu
spectroscopically confirmed gap of the group woul@et a part gaps are 27+ 0.03, 170+ 0.02, 137+ 0.02, and 133 + 0.02.
of the cluster that is three to five magnitudes fainter tharctn- The DGR is very diicult to compare with the literature. For
tral galaxy of the cluster itself. This part, assuming a Stiter example, Popesso et al. (2005) defined galaxies in the range
profile for the distribution of galaxies, would probably ke | -18 < M; < -16.5 as dwarfs and those witkl, < —20 as gi-
cated beyond the elbow*) of the LF of the cluster. Thus, we ants, Sanchez-Janssen etlal. (2008) considered as divasts t
expect that in this region the cluster presents a large nuofbewith M, > M? + 1 and as giants those withl, < M;, and
objects. Doing the stacking in this case would imply redgcifweinmann et &l.| (2011) defined as dwarf galaxies those with
the galaxies that are present in that bin by a factor of 2.1Glea -16.7 > M, > —19 and as giant those galaxies wih < —19.
if the number of systems is more than two, as in our case, thhile the exact value of the DGR is therefore highly arbitrar
effect would be softened, but we expect a flattening of the elbale important result of this exercise is to show that we recov
region if we do not take this aspect into account. the trend previously found using the fits to the LF: the retati

In Fig.[8 we show the stacked relative LF for the whole sanmumber of dwarfs systematically decreases in systems with p
ple of 102 systems witk < 0.25. As we did for the regular LF, gressively larger magnitude gaps.
we fit an exponential to the faint end of the relative one. Tehe r
sulting slope isr = —1.25+0.09, which is compatible (within the
uncertainties) with the value measured for the regular igufe 5. Discussion
[7 shows the relative LFs of the four subsamples witffiedént
magnitude gaps. Qualitatively, we foundfdrences in both the 5-1. Caveats of the results
bright and the faint ends of the four stacked relative LFsfive In Figs[4 anf[l7 we have stacked all the available systemsngnix
a single Schechter function to these relative LFs and shew ttiusters, and groups. This cafiext the result, since in some of
obtainedM* and « parameters in Tablg] 1. Their uncertaintiethe four magnitude-gap bins we could be dominated by massive
are shown in Figl]8. The Schechter parameters of the smallelsisters, while in others the dominant systems could bepgou
and largest magnitude gap regimes have a greafiiereince in Differences can be found in the literature between the Schechter
value for the relative LFs than the regular LFs. Once aga@, ywarameters of clusters and groups (€.g., Zandivarez & Ngrt’
fit an exponential to the faint end of the four LFs. The resglti [2011). To test this aspect, we ran a Kolmogorov-Smirnoy test
faint-end slopes are1.37 + 0.12,-1.43+ 0.13,-1.24+ 0.22, which confirmed that the distributions of, (which is a mass
and-0.95+ 0.17, moving from the smaller to the larger gap. Iiproxy, as suggested by Munari et al. (2013), and it has been ob

4.1. Dwarf-to-giant galaxy ratio
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tained from Lk) for the four subsamples that are noffeient.
Moreover, we computed the median for the four subsam-
ples. The resulting values avg = 557, 591, 587, and 545 km
s1, with standard deviations of 171, 159, 206, and 200 ki s
for the four subsamples ordered with increasing magnitage g TN TTTTTITN FTTTTTTV FOTETITTN FETTTOTTTI FOTTOT Ot IO T PP
These two tests indicate that the four subsamples show the sa 23 -22 -21 -20 -19 -18 -17 —16
mean velocity dispersion, hence the same mean mass. We also M, (mag)

divided the whole sample ($52) into two mass bins, defining

as groups those systems with < 580 km s and as clusters

those withe, > 580 km s*. This value represents the mediarkig_4. | ower panel: Stacked LFs of systems wittifeient gaps
value ofc calculated over the whole $52 sample. In Fid.19 jn magnitude. Black open squares are systems with<g@b,
we present the stacked LFs according to the mass of the %t filled squares represent systems with @ Amy, < 1.0,
tems and the ratio between the two LFs. It can be seen that {liiet open circles indicate systems with<lAmy, < 1.5, and
LFs are in good agreement with one another, because the gffsen filled circles are systems with gap.5. The four LFs have
ferences are always compatible with zero except for onetpoifeen moved by an arbitraryffeet for display purposes. Upper
M, = ~185. In fact, in this point there is a dip in the more maspanel: histogram of the number of systems that are conmiput

sive systems, as already found by other authors (see Fig 11§ each bin. The color code is the same as in the lower panel.
2). In conclusion, the observetiedi

ences in the LFs do not seem to be related to the mass distribu-
tion of the systems in the four subsamples. not present a problem in our case because, as we already men-
As pointed out in Secf. 3.1, we used a galaxy backgroundtioned, we are using a hybrid method for the LF, and both the S1
order to compute the galaxy LFs. We tested how the results wand the S2 samples have a spectroscopic completeness of more
affected by changing the adopted galaxy background. We ugkdn 85% up to m = 17. Moreover, for magnitudes brighter
the 26 systems of the S1 sample that are closer zhar0.25. thanm, = 17, the local background method is less reliable, since
These systems are representative of the wholeS21sample in  bright galaxies are scarce, and a large area is needed terfyrop
terms of massdy), and theirRygp are smaller than 15 arcmin.take them into account. For magnitudes betwegn= 17 and
We then calculated a local background for each system inan am = 215, which is our conservative completeness limit, the
nulus between two to four times thd®q radius. We divided global and local backgrounds are in good agreement, soge lar
the annulus into 20 regions of the same area, as proposeddifierences are expected in the calculation of the LF by varying
IPopesso et al. (2005). Then, we counted the number of galaxiee background.
for each bin of magnitude in each sector, and finally we calcu- The stacking procedure computes a mean LF, using for each
lated the mean value of the local background by averagirigall bin of magnitude only those clusters where the magnitudi lim
sectors, using a sigma-clipping algorithm to exclude gsdtwat is fainter than each specific bin. Thus, each bin of the compos
are at more than 3-from the global mean value. In Fig.]J10 weite LF is formed by a dferent number of averaged points. At
show the values of the local background for each system and the faint end, the systems that are contributing are theestas
1-0- and 3¢ uncertainties of the global background presented terms of redshift, since our sample is limited in apparengma
Fig.[. It can be seen that up to, e 17 the local and global nitude. However, the faint-end slope is not expected to gaan
backgrounds seem to disagree with one another, but this doethe redshift range & z < 0.25 (Gozaliasl et al. 2014), thus
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3'00 ——— ., [Gozaliaslet l/(2014) show that no evolution is expectettién

faint-end slope for both fossil and non-fossil systemsesime 1.
Moreover, the lookback time at= 0.1 is ~ 1 Gyr, which is a

mall amount of time to see an evolution. Thus, we think that t

Fig. 6. Stacked fe'a“"‘? LF for all the systems of our Sample.w'@ifferences in redshift in the four subsamples do not represent a
z < 0.25. The two solid lines represent the samealues as in bias for our results

Fig.3. To conclude our analysis of the possible caveats, we inrvesti
gated how the uncertainties in the magnitude determinaléon

we think that the method does not introduce any bias into tR€Nd on the magnitude itself, and how this cdiect the com-

dependence of the faint-end slope on the magnitude gapeln Btation of the LFs. We used SDSS model magnitudes, so to

bright end, diferences could arise due to the use of our hybrfPnstrain the uncertainties we analyzed the distributibthe

method. Nevertheless, nofitirences are expected in the brighf’odelMagEry parameter. The median uncertainty at:m21.5

end when applying a fully photometric or a fully spectroscop— OUr conservatlve_completeness limit — is 0.15 mag. Sl_ntr:e ou

method, although the latter has smaller uncertaintiess Tine bins are 0.5 mag wide, we expect that the photometric urinerta

use of a hybrid method should ndfect the computation of the ti€s do not &ect the results.

M* values, but it should help in reducing their uncertaintités.

have plotted in Fi_g£|4 amd 7_the histogr.ams showing the num@%_ Comparison with the literature

of systems per bin of magnitude used in computing the stacke

LFs. We can use the regular LFs to compare the results of this work
We also analyzed the fiierences in the redshift distribu-with other results in the literature for theband. For exam-

tions of the four subsamples. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test iple,|Popesso et al. (2005) found a sloperot —1.30 + 0.06

dicates that the four redshift distributiondfér from one an- for the bright part 1, < -18) of the stacked LF of100

other. The median redshift value for subsamples with irginga clusters inside 1 Mpc, and a slope @f = —1.29 + 0.09 for

magnitude gap are = 0.064, 0.077, 0.088, and 0.11, respedhe same sample within 0.5 Mpc. In contrast, de Filippis et al

tively. Nevertheless, the fierences in redshift are small, and2011) find a faint-end slope af = —0.999} for a stacked

M, = M, e (mag)
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limit of this work.

LF of ~1500 systems. We can also try to compare our stacked
LF with individual systems analyzed in the literature. Foam-
ple,[Rines & Geller(2008) analyzed spectroscopic LFs oflAbe
2199 and the Virgo cluster, finding = —1.02 + 0.05 for the
former anda = —1.28 + 0.06 for the latter. These results, ob-
tained with diferent techniques, are compatible with our faint-
end slope ofe = —-1.27 + 0.11, with the only exception be-
ing [de Filippis et al.[(2011). Finally, Barrena ef al. (2012}
no difference in ther parameters in relaxed and unrelaxed clus-
ters witha = —0.86 + 0.27 anda = —0.99+ 0.21. This result
is of particular interest since fossil systems are thougbgtold
and, thus, more relaxed than non-fossils.

The evolutionary state of the system could be seen as an
explanation of our results, too. In fact, Iglesias-Paranal.

) studied two clusters (Coma and Abell 1367) with sim-
ilar X-ray luminosities and redshifts and found significalift
ferences in their faint-end slopes. The authors suggeistitese
differences could be explained byfdrences in the evolutionary
state of the two clusters. Thus, if applying this result tocase,

a possible explanation for the observeffatiences is that the
Amy, parameter could be an indicator of the evolutionary state
of a system. Either way, extended work on the substructure in
fossil systems remains to be done, sfietences in their evolu-
tionary state cannot be proved.

Itis also interesting to compare the result of txrey, > 1.5
subsample with the results found for fossil systems in tee-li
ature. In fact, in this subsample, 13 out of 21 systems are-spe

troscopically confirmed fossils._ Khosroshahi et al. (2006)

a = —0.61 =+ 0.20 for the background-corrected photometric
LF within 0.5 Rxgo and[Mendes de Oliveira etlal. (2006) find

a = —0.64 + 0.30 in ~0.3 Rygg, whereas in FOGO | we found
a = —0.54 + 0.18 for LFs within 1 Mpc. It can be seen that,
despite the large uncertainties, all the results seem tt poia
value of the faint-end slope that is higher than -1 for fesdih
this sense, our result agrees with the literature, sincdant-

Fig. 9. Stacked LFs for both clusters (black filled rectangles) arahd slope in 0.5,00 for systems with large magnitude gaps is
groups (red open rectangles) in the upper panel. Here wédcong = —0.78 + 0.12 for the regular LF an& = -0.77 + 0.14
ered objects withr, < 580 km s as groups and objects withfor the relative LF. That our result is the lowest one can ierin
oy > 580 km st as clusters.The ratio of the two LFs is plotteghreted as anfect of non-fossil systems being in this subsample,

in the lower one.

owing to its definition. The #ect of this contamination would
be a steepening of the LF. This agrees with our general result
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that the faint-end slope increases with the gap in magnitunde ing stacked LFs for systems with similar magnitude gaps. For
a recent work, Lieder et Al. (2013) analyzed the FG NGC 648bis reason, it is reasonable to assume that the systemeg in th
They present a deep spectroscopic LF, dowMte= —10.5. The largerAmy, bin are, on average, dynamically older than the oth-
faint-end slope they found was = —1.32 + 0.05 in one virial ers. But not only age matters. Sommer-Larsen (2006) sugjgest
radius, which is steeper than the other works in the liteeatu (using smoothed particle hydrodynamics simulations) that
However, their result is not directly comparable to the othe anisotropy of the orbits can play a role as well. This kinddifio
since they fit the faint-end slope down to a much deeper magoan bring the infalling population close to the center of ploe
tude. Finally, in a very recent work, Wen & Han (2015) have arential well, thus favoring the merging of massive galaxigsey
alyzed the dependence of the bright end of the LF on the clustenclude that the more radial the orbits at the time of foromat
dynamical state. They used the method presented in Wen & Hae more fossil the system will be at the present time.

) to create three subsamples of clusters wiffeidint dy- The observed dependence of the faint-end slope of the LF
namical states. They conclude that more relaxed clusters han the magnitude gap is more intriguing. There is some evi-
fainter M*. Thus, our results for the bright end would indicatelence in the literature showing that some nearby galaxyesisis
that systems with a larger magnitude gap would be more dg.g., the Coma and the Virgo clusters) contain a small nuwfbe
namically relaxed. Nevertheless, a general study of theutyn dwarf galaxies in the innermost regions ( i ?
cal state as a function of the magnitude gap remains to be domeujillo et all[2002). Nevertheless, our results point dattthe

It is worth noticing that the LFs of the four subsamples—aumber of dwarfs in the innermost regions £€R0.5 Ryog) de-
divided for diferent magnitude-gap bins and both in the regrends on the magnitude gap as well. The low masses of dwarf
ular and relative cases—are reasonably represented by a galaxies make them less susceptible to dynamical frictivad-
gle Schechter function. Nevertheless, the stacked reguidr dition, the large velocity dispersion in galaxy clusterskesthe
relative LFs of the 102 systems are not well fitted by a simaerging of dwarfs in the recent epoch a very rare event.
gle Schechter function. Theseffdrences cannot be due to the  One appealing possibility is that the paucity of dwarfs ig-sy
method, since only stacked LFs are analyzed. Thus, we iéergems with large gaps is related to the more radial orbitsipred
this result as another hint that the observetedences in th*  py[Sommer-Larsén (2006). These eccentric orbits @aciently
anda parameters of the four subsamples are real and not dugkng infalling groups close to the center of the potentiallw
statistic éfects. Once there, not only will the more massive galaxies of these
groups merge on a relatively short timescale, but strong tid
forces can fiiciently disrupt lower mass halos. Furthermore,
if the assembly occurs at relatively early times, the sungv
The main results of this work suggest that there is clearmlepsubhalos will spend a significant amount of their historyiterb
dence on the magnitude gap in the bright part of the LF andray within rather massive halos—thus increasing the chance
less significant dependence on the magnitude gap in the faioft eventual disruption. A similar tidal force-driven digtion
end slope of the LF. The characteristic magnitude of the LF cenechanism was proposed.by Lopez-Cruz et al. (1997) to expla
be interpreted as the mean luminosity of the bright galaxy pothe flattening of the faint-end slope of the LF in the centeal r
ulation of a system, when the BGG is excluded from the L§ions of clusters hosting cD centrals.

(Cooray & Milosavljevitl 2005). Thus, the observedfdience

of 1.3 magnitudes in thé1* parameter of the regular LF cor-

responds to a factor3 in the mean luminosity. These result$. Conclusions

are consistent with the most accepted scenario for the fisma ) )

of the magnitude gap, namely that it developed through dynaMfe analyzed a sample of 102 systems with redshift 0.25

ical friction, and all theM* galaxies merged in a single, masin order to determine the properties of their LFs. The sample
sive central objec{ (D'Onghia & LaKe 2004). However, it i novas divided into four subsamples, coveringelient ranges of
clear whether the magnitude gap of these systems was forrddi2: In particular, the first subsample included systems with
at high redshift or more recently (Diaz-Giménez ét al.80om Amiz < 0.5, the second systems with30< Amy, < 1.0, the
fact,[Raouf et 81.[(2014) suggest thet, alone is not a good third systems with 1< Amy, < 1.5, and the fourth systems
age indicator. They claim that there is a trend in age fronugso With Amiz > 1.5. The LFs were computed in half tHioo ra-

to clusters, where the former are, on average, older thalathe dius using a hybrid method, which allowed us to use both pho-
ter. tometric and spectroscopic data. Moreover, to better déffiee

Using their dating method, our sample of fossils would pdifferences in the parameters between the four subsamples, we
mainly dominated by young systems. Moreover, Smith ket Lalculated th.e relative LF. For each.galaxy system, theivela
(2010) suggest that the formation of the large magnitude ghB was obtalned_ by shifting the LF in magnitude such that the
could depend on both the formation time or the recent infai h BGG magnitude is zero. _
tory of the systems. Thus, a fossil system could also form in a Our results can be summarized as follows:
recent epoch, and it could evolve into a regular system in the
future, by interacting with other groufatusters in the same re- — The faint-end slope of the regular stacked LFs of the 102
gion (see also von Benda-Beckmann et al. 2008). Nevertheles systems in our sample turns out tode —1.27+0.11. The
IDeason et al! (2013) show that, on average, older and more con slope of the relative stacked LF is = —1.25+ 0.09. The
centrated halos have larger mass (magnitude) gaps, butdhe s two slopes are in good agreement. These slopes have been
ter is important because of the transient nature of thelgatel  obtained by fitting an exponential function and are cal@dat
population. using the last five points of each LF18 < M, < -16.5 for

These two results show that the magnitude gap cannot be the regular LF and % < AM, < 7 for the relative LF). We
used as an unambiguous age estimator for individual systems fit an exponential to these stacked LFs because they are not
but that there is a statistical trend in the magnitude gaprag adequately described by either a single or a double Schrechte
lation. In this work we circumvent this limitation by comput  function.

5.3. Implications for formation scenarios

10
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— In both the regular and relative stacked LFs, if we divideguerri, J. A. L., Iglesias-Paramo, J., Vilchez, J. M., & Mar=Tufion, C. 2004,

the sample of 102 systems into four subsampleséétint ~ AJ, 127, 1344 . .

Amy,, the M* values of the Schechter fit change. In particeguem, J. A. L., Sanchez-Janssen, R., & Mufioz-Tufl®n2007, A&A, 471,
ular, the larger the gap, the fainter tex, as is expected if Aq i 1. Aguerri, 3. A. L., Sanchez-Janssen, R., et 812 MNRAS, 444, L34
the gap is created by dynamical friction. Théfeliences for Barrena, R., Girardi, M., Boschin, W., & Mardirossian, F120A&A, 540, A90
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the relative LF. Boylan-Kolchin, M., Ma, C.-P., & Quataert, E. 2008, MNRAS3 93

- Capak, P., Cowie, L. L., Hu, E. M., et al. 2004, AJ, 127, 180
The faint-end slope also shows a dependence on the maghndrasekhar, S. 1943, ApJ, 97, 255

nitude gap, although the results are less significant. Thsilingarian, I. V., Melchior, A.-L., & Zolotukhin, I. Y. 200, MNRAS, 405,
Schechter faint-end slopes obtained for the four subsample 1409 _
follow a trend moving from smaller to larger gaps. Thpa- gh"'”ga”a”* I. V.. & Zolotukhin, |. Y. 2012, MNRAS, 419, 172

; olless, M. 1989, MNRAS, 237, 799
rameter changes from= -1.23toa = -0.78 in the regular c,oray’ A g Milosavijevic, M. 2005, ApJ, 627, L89
LF, and froma = —1.26 toer = —0.77 for the relative LF. We cypriano, E. S., Mendes de Oliveira, C. L., & Sodré, Jr., 008, AJ, 132, 514
also fit an exponential to the data, finding the same trendDariush, A., Khosroshahi, H. G., Ponman, T. J., et al. 200MRAS, 382, 433

both cases. This is unexpected because the dwarf galaxy paflish, A- A Raychaudhury, S., Ponman, T. J., et al. 20BRAS, 405,

ulation should not beféected by dynamical friction. Other
processes, such as more radial orbits or early dwarf gal
disruption, may play a role.

The uncertainties in the faint-end slopes are mainly due
photometric uncertainties. To improve these results,iijgor-
tant to study deep spectroscopic LFs for systems with la@gm
nitude gaps. This is part of the future plans of the FOGO [toje
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