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ABSTRACT

We investigate whether the considerable diversity in the satellite populations of nearby Milky
Way (MW)-mass galaxies is connected with the diversity in their host’s merger histories. Analyzing
8 nearby galaxies with extensive observations of their satellite populations and stellar halos, we
characterize each galaxy’s merger history using the metric of its most dominant merger, M, pom,
defined as the greater of either its total accreted stellar mass or most massive current satellite. We
find an unexpectedly tight relationship between these galaxies’ number of My < —9 satellites within
150kpc (Ngay) and My pom. This relationship remains even after accounting for differences in galaxy
mass. Using the star formation and orbital histories of satellites around the MW and MS81, we
demonstrate that both likely evolved along the M, pom—Nsat relation during their current dominant
mergers with the LMC and M82, respectively. We investigate the presence of this relation in galaxy
formation models, including using the FIRE simulations to directly compare to the observations.
We find no relation between M, pom and Ng,¢ in FIRE, and a universally large scatter in Ng,¢ with
M, pom across simulations — in direct contrast with the tightness of the empirical relation. This acute
difference in the observed and predicted scaling relation between two fundamental galaxy properties
signals that current simulations do not sufficiently reproduce diverse merger histories and their effects
on satellite populations. Explaining the emergence of this relation is therefore essential for obtaining

a complete understanding of galaxy formation.

1. INTRODUCTION

A hallmark of the current A—Cold Dark Matter
(ACDM) paradigm is that the halos of dark matter
in which galaxies reside assemble hierarchically (e.g.,
White & Rees 1978). As a consequence of this hierar-
chical growth, dark matter and galaxy formation models
alike predict that galaxies should accrue extensive pop-
ulations of lower-mass dwarf ‘satellite’ galaxies, tidally
interacting with many of them (e.g., Somerville & Ko-
latt 1999; Bullock et al. 2001; van den Bosch 2002;
Wechsler et al. 2002). The largest of these accreted
galaxies experience strong dynamical friction and can
merge with the central galaxy before they tidally dis-
rupt, strongly impacting the properties and evolution
of the central galaxy (e.g., Barnes & Hernquist 1991;
Hopkins et al. 2006). Modern cosmological simula-
tions, built on a ACDM framework and incorporating
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these processes, are now able to reproduce many of the
most well-constrained large-scale observables, such as
the bright end of the galaxy luminosity function (e.g.,
Bell et al. 2003) and the cosmic star formation rate
(SFR; Madau et al. 1998). Perhaps the most impor-
tant benchmarks of these simulations are the canonical
galaxy scaling relations — for example, the Kennicutt-
Schmidt star formation relation (e.g., Kennicutt 1998;
Orr et al. 2018), the Tully-Fisher relation (e.g., Tully &
Fisher 1977; Dalcanton et al. 1997; Bell & de Jong 2001;
Schaye et al. 2015), and the galaxy star-forming main
sequence (Noeske et al. 2007; Schaye et al. 2015; Jar-
rett et al. 2017) — which operate across the large range
of scales that govern galaxies’ properties. Yet, despite
this impressive progress in explaining the formation and
evolution of relatively massive galaxies, the regime of
small-scale galaxy formation has remained problematic
for simulations.

This difficulty in modeling small-scale galaxy for-
mation is due, in large part, to the sensitivity of low-
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mass galaxy properties to stellar feedback and other
baryonic processes. Consequently, this results in a mag-
nification of small differences in physical prescriptions on
predicted galaxy properties in the low-mass regime (e.g.,
Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017). As processes such as
stellar feedback can operate on both extremely small
spatial and short time scales, simultaneously achiev-
ing the required spatial and temporal resolution for the
complex associated physics is extremely difficult (e.g.,
Hopkins et al. 2014). Thus, modeling galaxy formation
at the smallest scales, and therefore investigating the
model-based links between small- and large-scale galaxy
formation, has proved challenging to date.

The persistent difficulty of modeling small-scale
galaxy formation has motivated two decades of careful
theoretical and observational study of dwarf galaxies.
Difficult to detect observationally owing to their intrin-
sic faintness, dwarf galaxies are both the lowest-mass
and most dark matter-dominated galaxies in the Uni-
verse (e.g., see the recent review by Wechsler & Tinker
2018). Consequently, their properties are critical bench-
marks for our models of galaxy formation. Dwarf galax-
ies are the observational bedrock of our understanding
of small-scale cosmology (e.g., see the recent review by
Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017).

While they are predicted to also exist in isolation,
until recently nearly all of the low-mass dwarf galax-
ies readily accessible for observational study were ‘satel-
lites’ of Milky Way (MW)-mass galaxies (e.g., see Mc-
Connachie 2012, for an overview of the Local Group
satellite populations) — existing within an environment
which is dominated by a much larger central galaxy.
This is an important consideration, as the large-scale
environments of galaxies like the MW are not static,
‘closed’ boxes — they are complex ecosystems that fre-
quently experience substantial mergers with other sys-
tems throughout their lives.

Are galaxies like the MW expected to have expe-
rienced similar ensemble merger histories over the course
of their lives? Quite the opposite! Theoretical modeling
has long predicted that MW-mass galaxies should have
a wide range in their merger histories, and particularly
in the largest mergers that they have experienced (e.g.,
Purcell et al. 2010; Deason et al. 2015a), with many
galaxies experiencing mergers with progenitors more
massive than the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC; Stew-
art et al. 2008). Study of their stellar halos has largely
confirmed this predicted diversity by observing a wide
range of stellar halo masses and metallicities around
galaxies with masses comparable to the MW, with cor-
relations between them showing that stars accreted from
the largest past merger dominate the properties of the

halo stellar populations (Harmsen et al. 2017; Bell et al.
2017; D’Souza & Bell 2018a; Smercina et al. 2020).
Meanwhile, recent evidence suggests that the ‘classical’
satellite populations of nearby MW-analogs are equally
diverse (Geha et al. 2017; Smercina et al. 2018; Bennet
et al. 2019; Carlsten et al. 2021).

Recent evidence from the Local Group (LG) sug-
gests that the diversity in both of these fundamental
properties of galactic systems may be related. Stud-
ies of the MW’s satellites using Gaia data and detailed
orbital modeling postulate that a number of its satel-
lites may have been brought in during the infall of the
Large Magellanic Cloud system (e.g., Gaia Collabora-
tion et al. 2018; Kallivayalil et al. 2018; Jahn et al. 2019;
Pardy et al. 2020; Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Patel et al.
2020) — possibly including some of the MW’s ‘classi-
cal’ satellites, such as Carina and Fornax. Additionally,
deep resolved star formation histories of the M31’s dwarf
satellites with the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) have
recently revealed that nearly 50% share a remarkably
similar timescale for the ‘shutdown’ of their star forma-
tion, ~3-6 Gyr ago (Weisz et al. 2019). This is similar to
the predicted first infall time of the massive progenitor
galaxy whose merger with M31 likely formed M31’s mas-
sive and structured stellar halo (M32p; Hammer et al.
2018; D’Souza & Bell 2018b). This suggests that the
merger histories of the MW and M31 may need to be
accounted for in order to explain the properties of their
present-day satellite populations.

This represents an important new lens through
which to view and test predictions for MW-like systems
from galaxy formation models. Is the infall of satel-
lites during mergers with galaxies such as the LMC or
M32p surprising? In a dark matter only (DMO) view,
the overall number of surviving subhalos within a cen-
tral halo will primarily be a function of the mass of the
central halo (e.g., Kravtsov et al. 2004), similar to what
has long been seen in the idealized case of rich galaxy
clusters (e.g., Bahcall & Cen 1993). However, due to the
self-similarity of CDM, dwarf galaxies are predicted to
host their own populations of satellites prior to group in-
fall (e.g., Deason et al. 2015b; Dooley et al. 2017a,b) and
there has been direct confirmation of these ‘satellites-of-
satellites’ in both the Local and nearby groups (e.g.,
Deason et al. 2014, 2015a; Smercina et al. 2017). There-
fore, these large satellites are entirely expected to bring
in their own populations of low-mass satellites. Indeed,
it is expected that the distribution of satellite infall
times in MW-like halos should cluster around massive
accretion events (e.g., Deason et al. 2015b; D’Souza &
Bell 2021). Yet, because of the strong halo mass de-
pendence on the number of preexisting low-mass satel-



lites, and the fact that all galaxies experience accretions,
the default DMO prediction is that the satellite popu-
lations of MW-mass galaxies should not, overall, corre-
late strongly with their late-time accretion history (Bose
et al. 2020).

However, the baryonic physics involving infalling
satellites’ interactions with circumgalactic gas, tidal dis-
ruption by the central galaxy, and internal stellar feed-
back complicates matters significantly (e.g., Wetzel et al.
2015). Understanding the importance of merger history
in predicting the properties of present-day satellite pop-
ulations requires both extremely high resolution and a
sample of MW-mass systems with diverse merger his-
tories — a set of constraints that are only now being
achieved in modern simulations (e.g., Simpson et al.
2018; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2019; Monachesi et al.
2019; Samuel et al. 2020; Engler et al. 2021). Given this
theoretical progress, it is therefore important to observa-
tionally explore how merger history relates to satellite
populations, and compare it to our theoretical predic-
tions.

In this paper, we leverage the recent wealth of ob-
servational insight into the merger histories and satellite
populations of MW-mass galaxies to empirically inves-
tigate a connection between them in nearby systems,
with the goal of providing an observational benchmark
for galaxy formation models. The paper is structured
as follows: in §2 we first outline the existing observa-
tional data for both satellite populations (§2.1) and stel-
lar halo measurements (§2.2) around MW-like galaxies,
and the intuition that has been gained from each. In §3
we present the results of our initial comparison between
the most dominant merger and the number of classical
satellites in eight nearby systems, which exhibit a clear
relationship. In §4 we quantify the form and signifi-
cance of this relationship (§4.1), accounting for an in-
trinsic scaling between satellite populations and galaxy
mass (§4.2). In § 5, we demonstrate the evolution of the
MW’s and M81’s satellite populations along this rela-
tion. In §6 we compare the observed scaling relation to
theoretical predictions from the FIRE simulations, fol-
lowed by an in-depth discussion of the implications for
galaxy formation and possible origins of the relation in
§ 7. We summarize our conclusions in § 8.

2. THE CURRENT CENSUS OF MILKY WAY-LIKE
SYSTEMS

Addressing a possible connection between the
satellite populations and merger histories of MW-
mass galaxies requires measurement of two notoriously
difficult-to-measure properties: (1) global satellite pop-
ulations, and (2) global stellar halo properties. Efforts
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to study both of these properties for MW-mass systems
have remained a substantial focus of the field over the
last two decades. However, they have been historically
kept in separate ‘intellectual boxes’. In this paper, we
combine these insights to ask the question: are galaxies’
merger histories and satellite populations connected? As
the vast majority of existing data has been obtained in
MW-mass systems, this is where we concentrate our ef-
forts. In this section we summarize the current state of
the field regarding the satellites (§2.1) and stellar halos
(§2.2) of nearby MW-mass galaxies.

2.1. The Diverse Satellite Population of MW-mass
Galazies

Tensions in the number and properties of ob-
served MW satellites, relative to model predictions —
e.g., the ‘Missing Satellites’ and ‘Too Big to Fail’ prob-
lems (Klypin et al. 1999; Moore et al. 1999; Boylan-
Kolchin et al. 2011) — constitute some of the largest
hurdles for the ACDM paradigm (e.g., Bullock &
Boylan-Kolchin 2017). Solutions to these problems —
often focusing on the impact of baryonic processes such
as reionization (e.g., Bullock et al. 2001) and stellar feed-
back (e.g., Brooks et al. 2013) — have used the satellite
population of the MW as a benchmark. Just this one
system has been used to direct the scope of some of the
most important problems in galaxy formation.

Motivated by this lack of context, the field’s
focus has shifted to surveying the satellite popula-
tions of nearby MW-analogs (i.e. central galaxies in the
Local Volume with stellar mass M, ~ 3-20x 1010 Mg).
Through a combination of wide-field integrated light
searches, targeted resolved star studies, and spectro-
scopic surveys these efforts have greatly enhanced our
understanding of satellite galaxy populations. In all,
eight MW-mass systems have now been surveyed to
the depth of the MW’s ‘classical’ satellite population
(My £-9): the MW and M31 (compiled by Mec-
Connachie 2012), M81 (compiled by Karachentsev &
Kudrya 2014), M101 (Danieli et al. 2017; Bennet et al.
2019; Carlsten et al. 2019), Centaurus A (Crnojevi¢
et al. 2019), M94 (Smercina et al. 2018), M83 (e.g.,
Miiller et al. 2015, 2017a; Carrillo et al. 2017), and M104
(Carlsten et al. 2021).

With this newfound access to a true sample of
satellite populations in MW-like galactic systems has
come the realization that these populations are incredi-
bly diverse (Geha et al. 2017; Smercina et al. 2018; Ben-
net et al. 2019; Carlsten et al. 2021). This diversity,
particularly the discovery of the sparse satellite popu-
lation around the ‘lonely giant’ M94, is a particularly
powerful constraint on small-scale galaxy formation, in-
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Table 1. Nearby Galaxy Group Properties

Galaxy log,g M«,ga1 Dom. Satellite log,q My, Dom.sat 10819 Mx,Acc  Nsat References
(Mo) (Mo) (Mo)

Milky Way 10.79 LMC 9.50 8.95 741 1,2,9, 15, 16
Messier 31 11.01 Ma33 9.51 10.3 12+2 2, 10, 16, 25
Messier 81 10.75 M82 10.45 9.06 1142 2,11, 14, 18, 20, 22
Messier 83 10.72 KK 208 ~7.81 8.62 4+1 2,4,17, 26
Messier 94 10.72 M94-dwl 5.99 8.70 240 21, 24, 27
Messier 101 10.77 NGC 5474 9.13 7.91 513 2,3, 6,8, 12, 18, 20
Messier 104 11.30 dw1240-1118 ~7.66 11.0 15+ 56,13, 23
Centaurus A 11.05 ES0324-024 ~8.13 10.6 14+3 2,7,10, 19

NoTE—The central galaxy stellar mass, name and mass of the most massive existing satellite, estimated total accreted stellar
mass, and number of satellites within 150kpc of the central with My < —9, for each of the 8 nearby MW-mass galaxies
composing our observational sample. The larger of the current dominant satellite mass and the accreted mass is bolded, which
represents M, pom for each system. Systems with no published stellar mass for the dominant satellite are denoted by a ~; in
these cases we convert the published My by assuming a 1 M, /Ly mass-to-light ratio. References: (1) Bell et al. (2008), (2)
Bell et al. (2017), (3) Bennet et al. (2019), (4) Carrillo et al. (2017), (5) Cohen et al. (2020), (6) Carlsten et al. (2021), (7)
Crnojevié et al. (2019), (8) Danieli et al. (2017), (9) Deason et al. (2019), (10) D’Souza & Bell (2018b), (11) Harmsen et al.
(2017), (12) Jang et al. (2020), (13) Jardel et al. (2011), (14) Karachentsev & Kudrya (2014), (15) Mackereth & Bovy (2020),
(16) McConnachie (2012), (17) Miiller et al. (2017a), (18) Querejeta et al. (2015), (19) Rejkuba et al. (2011), (20) Sheth et al.
(2010), (21) Smercina et al. (2018), (22) Smercina et al. (2020), (23) Tempel & Tenjes (2006), (24) Trujillo et al. (2009), (25)
van der Marel et al. (2012), (26) Cosby et al., in prep, (27) Gozman et al., in prep.

cluding the low-mass end of the stellar mass—halo mass
(SMHM) relation (Smercina et al. 2018; Carlsten et al.
2021). Figure 1 (left) shows the satellite V-band lumi-
nosity functions (LFs) within 150 kpc projected galactic
radius for the eight MW-mass galaxies that have been
studied down to My <—9. We note that most of the
satellites in these eight systems now have existing dis-
tance estimates (most from HST color-magnitude dia-
grams) and therefore their line-of-sight (LOS) distances
can largely be constrained to within 1 Mpc of the cen-
tral galaxies, except in the cases of M101 and M104
(described below). Given this, we apply a 1Mpc con-
straint, in addition to the 150 kpc projected radius, fol-
lowing Smercina et al. (2018). This is important for the
MW and M31 where we take the projected satellite LFs,
calculated from random LOSs within each. Another no-
table consequence is that NGC 5253 is excluded as an
MS83 satellite, due to its likely foreground status.!.
There has been significant back-and-forth discus-
sion in the literature about M101’s satellite population,
regarding which satellite candidates are truly associated
with M101 vs. in the background, as well as their inte-
grated brightnesses (Miiller et al. 2017b; Danieli et al.
2017; Bennet et al. 2019; Carlsten et al. 2021). Bennet
et al. (2019) determined that a number of the satel-
lites considered by Danieli et al. (2017) were actually

! Distances: 4.66 Mpc for M83 vs. 3.55 Mpc for NGC 5253 (Ext
galactic Distance Database; Tully et al. 2013)

ra-

background objects, while Carlsten et al. (2021) added
three satellites (eight vs. five) compared to Bennet et al.
(2019), due to a claimed discrepancy in their V-band
luminosities. For this paper we adopt Bennet et al.
(2019) as M101’s fiducial LF, given its similarity to the
other surveys around nearby systems, but incorporate
the Carlsten et al. (2021) LF into our uncertainties. The
Carlsten et al. (2021) LF for M104 is also relatively un-
certain, as surface brightness fluctuation (SBF) distance
estimates are inconclusive for a number of its satellites.
Given the richness of its satellite population, we con-
sider it to be ‘measured’, despite a range of faint-end
LFs. The M104 LF shown in Figure 1 is an average of
the lower- and upper-bound LF's in each magnitude bin.

2.2. Inferring a Galaxy’s Most Dominant Merger from
its Stellar Halo Properties

With near-equal vigor to the efforts to study the
satellite populations of MW-analogs, there has been
a significant push to extract information about these
galaxies” merger histories. Motivated by insight from
galaxy formation models, suggesting that MW-mass
galaxies likely experience diverse merger histories (e.g.,
Bullock & Johnston 2005; Purcell et al. 2007), such ef-
forts have sought to use these galaxies’ stellar halos as
probes of past merger events.

Comparisons between the observed properties of
MW-analogs’ stellar halos and galaxy formation mod-
els suggests that these halos are primarily composed
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Figure 1. Left: Cumulative V-band satellite luminosity functions, within a projected 150kpc galactic radius, for the eight
MW-mass systems which are complete to My < —9 (i.e. ‘classical’ satellites). Adapted and from Smercina et al. (2018) and
updated with recent work (see Table 1 for references). The luminosity function for M104 is an average of the upper- and
lower-limit cases from Carlsten et al. (2021). Highlighted particularly well by the sparse satellite population of the ‘lonely giant’
M94, these eight systems showcase a broad diversity in the satellite populations of galaxies at the MW-mass scale. Right:
The stellar halo mass—metallicity relation for the Milky Way and 13 other nearby MW-mass galaxies, including the eight shown
in the left panel. Total accreted mass (M, accreted), estimated following Harmsen et al. (2017) (see §2.2), is plotted against
metallicity measured at 30 kpc ([Fe/H]s0kpc). See Table 1 for references from which the data were compiled. An approximation
of the z =0 stellar mass—metallicity relation (Gallazzi et al. 2005; Kirby et al. 2013) is shown in blue for reference. The broad
range of stellar halo properties displayed here — three orders of magnitude in mass and nearly two in metallicity — primarily
indicates a broad range in the most dominant mergers these galaxies have experienced.

constituent satellites, albeit with a different zero-point.?
The existence of this stellar halo mass—metallicity rela-
tion, across a broad range of accreted mass, is therefore
further observational confirmation that the stars in a
stellar halo are dominated by the most massive accreted
satellite. Figure 1 shows the inferred total accreted stel-
lar mass plotted against inferred photometric metallicity
measured at 30 kpc along the minor axis for 14 galaxies
in the Local Volume for which both properties have been
measured (or have robust limits). Total accreted stel-
lar mass has been estimated for each galaxy, following
Harmsen et al. (2017), by integrating the star count-
scaled projected 2-D density profile in the range of 10—
40 kpc and multiplying by a factor of three — obtained
from comparisons to models (Bullock & Johnston 2005;
Bell et al. 2017). The metallicity at 30kpc is inferred
from the minor axis average metallicity profile of the
resolved stars, obtained via comparison to stellar popu-
lation models.

of the disrupted remnants of accreted satellites (e.g.,
Harmsen et al. 2017; D’Souza & Bell 2018a; Monachesi
et al. 2019). Further, models predict that the measur-
able properties of these accreted stellar populations are
often dominated by the most massive merger the cen-
tral has experienced (e.g., Deason et al. 2015b; D’Souza
& Bell 2018a; Monachesi et al. 2019). Recent detailed
studies of the halos of M31 (D’Souza & Bell 2018b) and
MB81 (Smercina et al. 2020) support this picture. Since
the stellar mass present in the stellar halo is primarily
accreted from the largest merger partner, the measured
accreted mass is approximately equivalent to the stellar
mass of the dominant progenitor galaxy.

Observed samples of galaxies for which stellar
halo properties have been well-measured now exist (e.g.,
Merritt et al. 2016; Monachesi et al. 2016; Harmsen et al.
2017). A primary realization from these surveys is that
stellar halos of MW-mass galaxies are very diverse and
form a crude-but-powerful stellar halo mass—metallicity
relation (Harmsen et al. 2017). This relation naturally

emerges if the accreted material is dominated by the un-
derlying stellar mass—metallicity relation present in the

2 At a given stellar mass, the stellar halo metallicity is lower
than the present-day galaxy stellar metallicities owing to both
metallicity evolution in galaxies and dilution of metallicities by
(sub-dominant) contributions to stellar halos from low-mass more
metal-poor galaxies (Harmsen et al. 2017; D’Souza & Bell 2018a;
Monachesi et al. 2019).
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Publications presenting the accreted mass esti-
mates for two of the galaxies shown here are still in
preparation, so we summarize the results here. M83’s
stellar halo has been measured using observations from
the GHOSTS survey (Radburn-Smith et al. 2011). M83
has an extensive envelope of metal-poor RGB stars
and a well-known stellar stream (Malin & Hadley 1997;
Barnes et al. 2014), both of which have been ana-
lyzed (following Harmsen et al. 2017) by Cosby et al.
(in preparation) to obtain an estimated accreted mass
of M, =4.2x10%® My, with an average metallicity of
[Fe/H]= —1.40 at 30kpc. Observations of M94’s stellar
halo exist from both GHOSTS and observations with
the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC; Smercina et al.
2018), which are of very similar quality to those in
MB81’s stellar halo (Smercina et al. 2020). Using com-
parable analysis to the study of M81’s global halo (in-
cluding estimating photometric completeness from ar-
tificial star tests), Gozman et al. (in preparation) use
RGB star counts to estimate a total accreted mass for
M94 of M, =5.05x108 M, with an average metallicity
of [Fe/H]= —1.4 at 30kpc.

As can be seen in Figure 1, nearby MW-mass
galaxies display an enormous range of accreted proper-
ties, ranging from M101’s accreted mass of <10® M, to
M104’s ~10! M. Though exhibiting a steeper over-
all slope, likely indicating relevant contributions from
several accretion events at the low-mass end and more
recent merger times predicted for the largest mergers
(D’Souza & Bell 2018b), these galaxies’ stellar halo
properties closely track the stellar mass—metallicity rela-
tion. The implied dominant mergers that these galaxies
have experienced range from the stellar mass of the For-
nax dwarf galaxy to the stellar mass of M31. Given the
hierarchical nature of galaxy formation, it is important
to understand how these dramatic differences in merger
history may impact system-wide galaxy properties, and
whether they could help to explain the observed diver-
sity in these galaxies’ satellite populations.

3. COMPARING NEARBY GALAXIES’ MOST
DOMINANT MERGERS AND SATELLITE
POPULATIONS

Through these efforts, a sample of eight systems
— the MW, M31, M81, M83, M94, M101, M104, and
Cen A — now exists for which both complete satellite
LFs and accreted masses have been measured. These
datasets present a brand new and unprecedented op-
portunity to explore a connection between these two
fundamental properties of nearby well-studied galactic
systems.

First, we will define several quantities which will
be used in this analysis. As discussed in §2.2, the most
dominant merger a galaxy has experienced is well esti-
mated by its total accreted stellar mass. However, in a
number of systems the most dominant merger is still in
progress, in the form of a nearby massive satellite. In
this case the galaxy ‘ecosystems’ (i.e. dark matter ha-
los) have already begun to merge, but the galaxies have
yet to coalesce. The most familiar example of this is the
MW itself: as described in §1 a number of MW satel-
lites may have originally been satellites of the (not-yet-
disrupted) Large and Small Magellanic Clouds (LMC
and SMC). Additionally, recent evidence suggests that
the LMC’s massive halo has already had a substantial
global impact on the MW’s halo (Conroy et al. 2021),
suggesting that they have indeed begun to merge on a
large scale.

We contend that the most massive merged ecosys-
tem is likely the important property to consider for satel-
lite populations, and while the accreted mass is useful
as a proxy for identifying past such mergers, the most
massive existing satellite is an equally powerful proxy
of current ongoing mergers, even if the galaxies have
not yet interacted significantly. For example, Smercina
et al. (2020) showed that in systems such as M81, which
is in the early stages of a close merger with its massive
satellite M82, the merger is not advanced enough to
have redistributed the accreted material into the stel-
lar halo (the estimate of the current accreted mass in
MB81’s stellar halo is ~1/20 of its estimated total future
accreted mass). Yet given M81’s modest accreted mass,
MS82 undoubtedly represents the most massive ecosystem
merger that M81 has experienced. In light of this, we
instead adopt a revised metric for the mass of the most
dominant ecosystem merger, M, pom, Where the proxy
is the larger of the total accreted mass or the mass of
the most massive satellite. We adopt uniform conserva-
tive 0.3 dex uncertainties on M, pom (following Harm-
sen et al. 2017; Bell et al. 2017; D’Souza & Bell 2018a),
reflecting the large uncertainties on both the inferred
stellar mass of nearby galaxies and model-dependent ac-
creted mass estimates.

For satellites, we only have access to the ‘full’ clas-
sical satellite populations (i.e. My < —9 satellites out to
the virial radius) of the MW and M31. We therefore
follow recent studies (e.g., Smercina et al. 2018; Ben-
net et al. 2019; Carlsten et al. 2021) and restrict our
attention to satellites within a projected galactic radius
of 150kpc, down to an absolute V-band magnitude of
My < —9 (see Figure 1). Though there is diversity in
both survey area and depth, all eight systems are con-
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Figure 2. Total number of satellites with My < —9, within 150 kpc projected radius, around each of eight nearby MW-mass
galaxies, plotted against the mass of the most dominant merger they have experienced (see §6). Galaxies are color-coded
according to whether M, pom reflects the accreted material from a past merger (blue), or the mass of an existing satellite (gold).
See Table 1 for the data represented here. A clear linear relationship is visible.

sidered complete within these radius and brightness cri-
teria.

Figure 2 shows M, pom plotted against Ng,. for
the eight available MW-mass systems, color-coded by
whether M, pom represents a past merger (i.e. accreted
mass; blue) or an existing satellite (yellow).® A clear
and surprisingly tight relationship is visible, spanning
the entire three orders of magnitude in dominant merger
mass — systems that have experienced larger mergers
host more satellites.

4. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RELATIONSHIP

In this section, we will quantify the significance
of the observed Ngat—M, pom relation. In §4.1 we de-
fine our adopted model to describe the relation, followed
by the results of an MCMC analysis. In §4.2 we con-
sider and account for a possible relationship between
galaxy stellar mass and number of satellites, showing
that the relationship remains in the residuals of an im-
posed M, ga1—Nsat relation.

4.1. Defining the Model

For the purposes of simplicity, we will parame-
terize the relationship between M, pom and Ng,t as a

3 See APPENDIX A for limits on M51 and NGC 4565.

simple linear model, given by
N(a, Ng5; My pom) = a(logig My Dom—9.5)+Ng 5, (1)

where we have normalized the model to the MW’s value
of logio My pom = 9.5 (see Table 1). To estimate the
probability of the data given our assumed model we
adopt the appropriate likelihood function for a linear
model with intrinsic scatter (following Hogg et al. 2010):

1 = [NVisat — Ni(e, No 53 My pom)]? 9
me=-1y" 2 +ln(o),

(2)

i=1 g

2

where the variance o7 is expressed as

J’L2 = (a O-loglo M*,Dom,i)2 + 0-]2\75;“11 + 0—(2)’ (3)

o2, defined for each system i, takes into account uncer-
tainties on both M, pom and Ngat, Tlogyo My Dom.i and
ONsa,.; Tespectively, as well as an intrinsic scatter term
which is assumed to be the same for all systems, o3.
We compute the posterior probability distribu-
tions for each model parameter given the data using the
Python-based Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sam-
pler emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). Figure 3 (left
panel) shows data plotted against the likeliest model in
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Figure 3. Left: A comparison of the linear model parameters that best describe the eight observed systems (blue) and systems

from FIRE (orange), with satellite populations estimated within 150 kpc projected radius. We show the most likely models from
our emcee analysis for both FIRE and the observed sample, as well as the 16-84% confidence regions for each. Right: A corner
plot showing the posterior distributions from our emcee analysis for all model parameters, given both the FIRE (orange) and
observed (blue) data. Note that we present the natural logarithm of o2, and that we cut off the posterior distribution for log(ag)
at —8, as it just tracks the flat prior (—20 < log(od) < 0) for log(og) < —3.

blue, as well as the 16-84% confidence regions. We also
show the marginalized single and joint posterior distri-
butions for the model parameters given the data (right
panel, again in blue). For comparison, Figure 3 also
shows results from the FIRE simulation suite; we defer
description and discussion of this comparison to § 6.

The eight galaxies are best described by a tight
relation, with intrinsic scatter well within the uncertain-
ties (in fact, consistent with zero scatter in our best-fit
model). The model with the highest likelihood of de-
scribing the observations is:

Nsar = 4.8170%% (log, o M, pom — 9.5) + 7.027035. (4)

4.2. Stellar Mass Considerations

An important consideration in explaining the
emergence of this relation is the range of stellar masses of
the observed galaxy sample. New evidence suggests that
the stellar mass of central galaxies may correlate with
how many satellites they host (Carlsten et al. 2021), re-
flecting the non-zero slope of the SMHM relation at the
‘MW mass’ — i.e. galaxies with higher stellar masses
should live, on average, in more massive DM halos and
thus are predicted in hierarchical assembly to host more
sub-halos. Of the eight observed galaxies, only the MW
and M31 have reliable estimates of their halo masses, in-
ferred from the motions of individual stars (e.g., Cautun
et al. 2020; Deason et al. 2021, and many others) or their

full satellite populations (e.g., Watkins et al. 2010; Pa-
tel et al. 2018), thus we cannot directly investigate the
role of halo mass in setting Ng,;. We can, however, fol-
low precedents set in the literature (e.g., Carlsten et al.
2021) and use galaxy stellar mass as a (scattered) proxy
for halo mass to assess the possible intrinsic impact of
galaxy mass on satellite number.

In Figure 4, we first show the stellar mass of
each galaxy (see Table 1) against the estimated dom-
inant merger mass (left). M, pom is not expected to
be particularly well correlated with galaxy mass (e.g.,
Bell et al. 2017; D’Souza & Bell 2018a), and we find
this to be true for our observed sample. Using dark
matter halo catalogs from Illustris-TNG and the abun-
dance matching method, Carlsten et al. (2021) found
an average relation between the stellar mass of the cen-
tral galaxy, log;q My Gal, and the number of My < -9
satellites within a 150 kpc projected radius, Ng,; — the
same definition used in this paper. In Figure 4 (center)
we show this average relation, and its large estimated
scatter, along with the M, ga1 and Nga for the eight
observed galaxies (as well as galaxies from the FIRE
simulation, which will be discussed in §6). The stel-
lar masses assumed for this galaxy sample vary rela-
tively substantially throughout the literature. Compar-
ing available methods for stellar mass estimation (e.g.,
Bell et al. 2003; Querejeta et al. 2015), we estimate a
typical uncertainty of 0.2dex on each stellar mass. It
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Figure 4. This figure shows the persistence of the M, pom—Nsat correlation even after accounting for intrinsic correlations with
galaxy stellar mass. Left: M, gai vs. M, pom for the observed (blue) and FIRE (orange) samples. The eight galaxies do not
show a strong correlation. Surprisingly, the FIRE systems show a stronger positive correlation. Center: M, gal vs. Nsat for the
observed and FIRE samples. Also shown as a dashed line is the average relation found by Carlsten et al. (2021), as well as the
RMS scatter they measure (shaded gray). The eight observed galaxies are modestly correlated, though this is driven by the two
most massive galaxies. The FIRE systems do not exhibit any correlation and largely fall outside of the RMS range from TNG.
Right: The results of our bootstrap Monte Carlo tests (see §4.2), binned by 0.08 in log,, My pom and 0.6 in Ngat— (Nsat), is
shown in blue. We show the average Ngat— <NSat) for each of the three visible clusters in M, pom as solid blue diamonds. We
also show the FIRE sample as orange filled circles. We find that the average Nsa: residual in each M, pom bin is correlated
with M, pom for the observed sample, though see no correlation for the FIRE sample. To the right we show the distributions
of Nsat— (Nsat) from the abundance-matched Ilustris-TNG analysis (black; Carlsten et al. 2021) and the randomly-sampled
observations (blue). The distributions have a comparable shape, however the observations are systematically shifted to negative
Ngat— (Nsat) values.

is worth noting that the subsequent full possible 0.4 dex clear positive correlation is visible between M, pom and
stellar mass range considered for each galaxy is more Nsat— (Nsat) across the three bins.
than half of the full stellar mass range of 0.58 dex for We do note that the distribution of Ngat— (Ngat)
the sample. This is an unfortunate limitation of stellar for the eight observed galaxies appears shifted to neg-
mass comparison that cannot be avoided. ative Ngat— (Nsat), relative to the abundance-matched
To assess the potential impact of galaxy mass on Iustris-TNG distribution. It is possible that this is a
satellite number, we evaluate the residual Ng,; for each statistical effect, though our randomized treatment of
galaxy from its predicted average, (Ngat), estimated the uncertainties should yield a relatively robust dis-
from its stellar mass (see Table 1) and the Carlsten tribution. The other possibility is a difference in as-
et al. (2021) relation. Given the small dynamic range sumptions between the observations and the abundance
in stellar mass, yet steep M, gal—Nsat relation, small matching applied to Ilustris-TNG. The most likely of
changes in M, qa1 have a large change in expected Ngat. these seems to be a modestly lower stellar mass nor-
It is important to incorporate these uncertainties from malization (likely reflecting a lower stellar mass-to-light
the stellar mass of the main galaxy. Accordingly, we ratio) for the halo occupation model used on TNG halos
run 10,000 Monte Carlo tests to convert the individual relative to the nearby galaxy sample.
points to probability density space. For each test, we Regardless of the large uncertainties or potential
assess My pom and Nga— (Ngat) for each of the eight mass-to-light differences, it seems clear that a strong re-
systems as random draws from a Gaussian random vari- lationship between number of satellites and mass of the
able with width equal to the estimated uncertainty in dominant merger persists, even after taking into care-
each direction. ful account a possible intrinsic relationship with stellar
We show the results of this Monte Carlo exper- mass of the central.*

iment in Figure 4 (right). Due to the large overlap-
ping uncertainties, the eight individual measurements

naturally cluster into three broad groups in M, pom — 5. SATELLITE POPULATIONS ARE ASSEMBLED
8.1 5 logig My pom S8.9, 95 logig My pom 9.8, and DURING MERGERS

10.2 < logyg My pom S11. For each of these three

M, bom bins, we calculate the average Ngai— <NSat>~ A 4 In APPENDIX B we also consider the relationship defined using the

dominant merger ratio, M, pom /My, cal, and find no statistical

difference.
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Throughout the previous sections, we have es-
tablished that a strong relationship exists between the
number of satellites around nearby MW-mass systems
and the mass of their dominant mergers. Of the eight
observed systems considered in this work, two galaxies
have estimates of both their first and second most dom-
inant mergers, as well as usable evidence for which of
their satellites may have existed prior to the most dom-
inant event — the MW and MS81. Both galaxies are
currently experiencing their most dominant merger —
the MW with the LMC, and M81 with M82 — but their
accreted masses (i.e. limit on their previous dominant
mergers) have also been measured from their stellar ha-
los (see Table 1). Recent work has shown promise in
differentiating existing and newcomer satellites in both
systems.” In this section, we will use this recent work
to sketch the evolution of the MW and MS81 satellite
systems from their past to current dominant mergers,
showing that their satellite systems evolve along the re-
lation.

5.1. Recent MW Satellites

It is commonly accepted that the SMC was a
satellite of the LMC prior to infall (e.g., Besla et al.
2007, 2012): at least two of the MW’s classical satellites
fell in together. However, there has been vigorous dis-
cussion about which, if any, of the MW’s classical dwarf
spheroidals may have previously belonged to the Mag-
ellanic system. It is clear that some ultra-faint satel-
lites fell in with the Magellanic Clouds (e.g., Patel et al.
2020), and the motions of two classical MW satellites
measured by Gaia suggest that they share an orbital
plane with the LMC: Fornax and Carina (Gaia Collab-
oration et al. 2018; Pardy et al. 2020). Modeling the
orbits of satellites accreted along with a larger satellite
is difficult and highly uncertain (e.g., D’Souza & Bell
2022), and additional uncertainty comes from differing
definitions of former LMC satellites (e.g., Patel et al.
2020; Pardy et al. 2020). Irrespective of whether For-
nax and Carina were accreted with the LMC or not, be-
tween 2/7 and 4/7 of the MW’s current classical satel-
lites (within 150kpc) were accreted during its merger
with the LMC.

In light of these new insights, the star formation
histories (SFHs) of satellites in the MW have been an-
alyzed with renewed interest. All of the low-mass satel-

5 We exclude the very well studied M31 system from this analysis,
as its largest merger prior to the dominant merger several Gyr
ago that formed its massive halo (e.g., D’Souza & Bell 2018b,
see Table 1) is not known. It is therefore unclear how its largest
ancient merger compares to its current merger with the massive
satellite M33, and we cannot tell which satellites may have be-
longed to it.

lites of the MW have had their star formation quenched,
assumed to be due to ram-pressure stripping of their
gas by the MW’s circumgalactic medium soon after in-
fall (e.g., Slater & Bell 2014). Under this assumption,
the SFHs of classical dwarfs may contain information
about when they fell into the MW’s halo. In an ef-
fort to compare the broad SFH properties of the MW’s
satellites in this way, Weisz et al. (2019) used deep
HST-derived SFHs to calculate two informative quan-
tities: the ages at which each satellite had formed 50%
and 90% of its stellar mass, 759 and 799. A recent 79
(e.g., S2Gyr in lookback time), coupled with the ab-
sence of young, bright main sequence stars, indicates
very recently-halted star formation, while a more an-
cient Tg9p indicates a ‘shutdown’ of star formation at
earlier times. As nearly all low-mass galaxies are an-
ticipated to be star-forming in isolation (Geha et al.
2012), 99 — whether indicative of ongoing or recently-
halted star formation — is a promising potential proxy
for a satellite’s infall time into the central halo (see also
D’Souza & Bell 2021). It is worth noting that ‘pre-
processing’ of low-mass satellites around massive hosts
prior to infall could potentially bias 7g9¢ to earlier times
(Jahn et al. 2021).

Weisz et al. (2019) found that the MW’s satellites
are divided into two groups in tgg: one with 799 > 6 Gyr
and another with 799 < 3 Gyr — just prior to the infall of
the LMC (e.g., Deason et al. 2015b). Among these most
recently star-forming satellites are Fornax and Carina,
providing further tentative evidence of their possible re-
cent infall into the MW halo. Weisz et al. (2019) find
similar 79g clustering in the satellites of M31, with nearly
50% exhibiting 199 shutdown times between 3-6 Gyr ago
— just prior to the major merger that is now thought
to have formed M31’s massive, metal-rich stellar halo
(D’Souza & Bell 2018b). This clustering in the star for-
mation shutdown timescale of satellites is a hallmark of
the infall of a group with a relatively massive central
(D’Souza & Bell 2021).

Given these multiple lines of evidence, for our il-
lustrative analysis in § 5.3, we consider it certain that the
LMC and SMC fell in together, and possible that Fornax
and Carina’s infall was associated with the LMC.

5.2. Recent M81 Satellites

Though no comparable-quality dynamical evi-
dence exists for the satellites of M81 (and likely won'’t
for the foreseeable future), rich existing resolved star
datasets do exist for many MS81 satellites, along with
corresponding SFH analyses. M82 and NGC 3077 are
both commonly assumed to be recent additions to the
MS81 system, as evidenced by M81’s ongoing interaction



Table 2. M81 Satellites

Galaxy  Rproj My T50 T90
(kpc) (Gyr) (Gyr)

BK3N 11 —9.59 3.9152 3.219°2
KDG61 31 —13.87 129793, 1.6170
FM1 61  —11.46 13.0193 4.17%5
BK5N 72 —11.33 13.0 199 108157
IKN 82  —11.51 117734 10.3 795
KDG64 101 —13.43 9.3 157 18131
KK77 102 —12.84 9.8752 3.471552
F8D1 119  —13.14 10.6 745 1.8 %7

NoTE—50% and 90% star formation timescales for faint
MS81 satellites, calculated from their resolved SFHs
(Weisz et al. 2011). Satellites are ordered by projected
radii, calculated assuming a distance to M81 of 3.6 Mpc
(Radburn-Smith et al. 2011), and absolute V-band mag-
nitudes are given (from Karachentsev et al. 2000, 2001;
Sharina et al. 2005; Georgiev et al. 2009). Satellites with
T90 < 4 Gyr are bolded.

with both (e.g., Yun et al. 1994; Okamoto et al. 2015;
Smercina et al. 2020). Additionally, its third most mas-
sive satellite, NGC 2976, is thought to have interacted
with M81 as recently as ~1Gyr ago (Williams et al.
2010) and therefore is also very likely to be a recent
addition on a similar timescale. Given their very com-
parable infall times, we consider NGC 3077 and NGC
2976 to be past M82 satellites.

It has been long known that M81’s global satel-
lite population exhibits more active and recent star for-
mation than is found in the MW’s or M31’s satellites
(Weisz et al. 2008). Using the intuition built from the
MW'’s and M31’s satellites, both of which show cluster-
ing in their 79 timescales, we analyze the broad SFH
properties of all 8 available low-mass satellites within
150 kpc of M81 to assess possible clustering around the
infall time of M82. SFHs for each of these satellites
were calculated as part of the ANGST survey (Weisz
et al. 2011). We use these published SFHs to evaluate
750 and Tgg for each satellite and estimate uncertainties
from the 16-84th percentile uncertainties on the cumu-
lative SFHs calculated by Weisz et al. (2011). Figure
5 (right) shows the estimated 750 and 199 for each of
the 8 satellites, color-coded by their V-band absolute
magnitude, also presented in Table 2.

Of these eight satellites, two satellites have an-
cient 799 > 9 Gyr. The remaining six have 199 <4 Gyr,
which is comparable to the timescale of M82’s infall
(e.g., Yun et al. 1994). While the uncertainties on these
timescales are large (due to model uncertainty in stellar
populations shallower than the main sequence turnoff),
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three of these satellites — F8D1, KDG61, and KDG64
— had very recent star formation (799 S2Gyr). We
assert that these three satellites of M81, along with
NGC 3077 and NGC 2976, very likely originated in the
MS82 system prior to infall into M81’s halo. The three
satellites with 799 between 3-4 Gyr — FM1, KK77, and
BK3N — also have quite recent implied infall times, and
could be more recent, given their uncertainties.

Given the existing evidence, we take NGC 3077,
NGC 2976, F8D1, KDG61, and KDG64 to be likely for-
mer MS82 satellites, and FM1, KK77, and BK3N to be
possible former M82 satellites.

5.3. Ewvolution of the MW and M81 Satellite Systems

Estimates exist for the accreted component of
both the MW’s (Bell et al. 2008; Deason et al. 2019;
Conroy et al. 2019; Mackereth & Bovy 2020) and M81’s
(Harmsen et al. 2017; Smercina et al. 2020) stellar ha-
los. Therefore, for these two systems, the mass of their
largest current satellite (M, Dom.sat) and total accreted
mass (M, Acc), given in Table 1, represent their M, pom
and previous M, pom, respectively. Given our estimates
of the likeliest recent additions to their classical satellite
populations presented in the previous sections (§5.1 &
5.2), this provides an opportunity to chart out the evo-
lution of both the MW’s and M81’s satellite populations
with respect to their recent merger history.

In Figure 5 (left), we show the current positions
of the MW and M81 relative to the M, pom—{Vsat rela-
tion, as well as estimates for their positions prior to their
respective current dominant mergers with the LMC and
MS82. While the identified recently-accreted satellites for
each are uncertain, both systems tightly track the rela-
tion shown in Figs. 2 & 3 throughout the transition from
the previous to current dominant mergers. This suggests
that, prior to their current merger state, both galaxies
had much sparser satellite populations, comparable to
MS83, M94, and M101. It is worth noting that, assum-
ing current star formation rates for each galaxy of ~1
M, yr~1, their stellar masses while hosting these sparser
satellite populations were >96% of their current values
— further demonstrating the independence of this rela-
tionship from stellar mass considerations. The case of
MBS81 is particularly stark, as it appears to have accreted
between 55% and 82% of its existing (R < 150kpc) clas-
sical satellites during its merger with M82. These results
suggest that the surviving satellite populations of MW-
mass galaxies are assembled primarily during mergers.

6. COMPARISON TO SIMULATIONS

Having established in the previous sections that
the satellite populations of MW-mass galaxies tightly
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Figure 5. Left: A schematic view of the evolution of the MW’s (purple) and M81’s (blue) satellite populations along the M, pom—
Ngat relation. We show the current position of each system as solid diamonds, assuming their existing satellite populations and
dominant mergers (the LMC and M82, images included'). Next to each galaxy, we list the satellites that we claim in §5.1 & 5.2
to have been likely(possibly) accreted during each galaxy’s current dominant merger. Finally, we show estimates of the state of
the MW and MS81 satellite systems prior to their current mergers, represented by their previous M, pom and a shaded region
showing the range of Ngat at that time, considering the recent addition of both likely and possibly accreted satellites for each.
Right: The 50% and 90% star formation timescales, 750 and Tgo, for M81’s 8 low-mass satellites within a projected radius of
150 kpc, derived from resolved SFHs (Weisz et al. 2011). Galaxies have been color-coded by their absolute V-band magnitude.
Of these 8, six of these possess T9o that falls in the estimated 1-4 Gyr window of M82’s first infall (circled). We consider the
three satellites with the most recent 790 (<2 Gyr: KDG61, KDG64, and F8D1) to be likely former satellites of M82, and the

remaining three (190 < 3-4 Gyr: FM1, KK77, and BK3N) to be possible former satellites of M82.
B LMC: Primoz Cigler, http://astro.primozcigler.net; M82: Hubble Heritage Project

correlate with the masses of the dominant mergers they
have experienced, it is necessary to contextualize this
result. How does this empirical relation compare to the-
oretical predictions?

To first order, CDM predicts that the number of
subhalos a central halo hosts should scale with its virial
mass. This can be intuited from the much richer satel-
lite populations of massive galaxy clusters, relative to
MW-mass groups. However, we are considering MW-
mass galaxies, which should occupy halos with a much
smaller range of virial masses than the difference be-
tween clusters and groups. Particularly in this narrower
range of halo mass, where low-mass satellites hold essen-
tially all of the statistical weight, there is considerable
precedent for the deviation of satellite galaxy properties
from CDM predictions when accounting for the complex
impact of baryons (e.g., the ‘Missing Satellites’ and ‘Too
Big to Fail’ problems; e.g., Maccio et al. 2010; Font et al.
2011; Brooks et al. 2013; Wetzel et al. 2016). Given this,
it is most fruitful to compare the observed M, pom—Nsat
relation against hydrodynamic simulations.

Recent results from the Illustris TNG50 simula-
tion reproduce the predictions from CDM; mainly: a
scattered relationship between Ng,t and virial mass (En-
gler et al. 2021). However, Engler et al. (2021) also find
hints of a correlation between later assembly times and
higher satellite number, albeit with high scatter. This
may indicate that systems with later-time, larger merg-
ers have more satellites — qualitatively similar to the
trend seen in the observations. However, TNG50 does
not resolve the more numerous low-mass classical satel-
lites probed by the observations, making a fair compar-
ison difficult. Ideally, the observations would be com-
pared to a simulation with high enough resolution to
capture the entire satellite population.

Currently, the highest-resolution baryonic simula-
tion that meets the necessary criteria to compare com-
plete satellite populations and merger histories in a sam-
ple of MW-mass galaxies is the FIRE (Hopkins et al.
2014, 2018) simulation suite. FIRE has resolved both
the satellite galaxy populations (down to M, > 10° My;
Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2019) and stellar halo properties
(Sanderson et al. 2018) of a sample of MW-mass galax-
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ies, in both isolated and Local Group-like environments,
with virial masses ranging from 0.8—2x10'2 M.

To directly compare FIRE to the eight observed
systems, we take the satellite catalogs for each simu-
lated system in FIRE (Samuel et al. 2020), assess the
number of satellites with M, >4x10° Mg (comparable
to My < —9; Smercina et al. 2018) and projected radius
< 150kpc for 1,000 randomly drawn 3-D orientations,
and measure the average Ng,t across these 1,000 differ-
ent sightlines — identical to the technique we used to
construct the MW’s and M31’s satellite LFs (§2.1). We
take M, pom to be the larger of the peak stellar mass of
each galaxies’ largest z =0 satellite or the total accreted
mass — identical to the definition of M, pom for the ob-
served sample. We provide accreted masses, dominant
satellite masses, and sightline-averaged satellite counts
for the FIRE galaxies in Table 3 in APPENDIX C.

We combine the Local Group-analog ‘ELVIS on
FIRE’ (treated as individual systems) and isolated ‘m12’
suites, as our observational comparison set combines a
number of different environments.” Following §4, we
use emcee to calculate the posterior probability distri-
butions for the parameters of the model defined in Equa-
tion 1 given this mock-observed FIRE sample. We show
the results of this analysis in Figure 3, where the results
for the FIRE simulation are shown in orange. As with
the observations (§4), we show the model with highest
likelihood of describing the FIRE systems and the 16—
84% confidence region, as well as the marginalized single
and joint posterior distributions for the model param-
eters (right panel). The difference between the FIRE
and observed samples is striking. Unlike the observed
systems, FIRE shows shows no correlation and large in-
trinsic scatter at a given M, pom. In APPENDIX D we
compare FIRE to the Auriga simulation to show that
this result is, in general, independent of the differences

between them.

We also show the FIRE systems in Figure 4
for comparison, with stellar masses taken from Samuel
et al. (2020) and Santistevan et al. (2021) (see Ta-
ble 3). Surprisingly, the FIRE systems exhibit a pos-
itive correlation between M, pom and M, ga1, in con-
trast with the observations and expectations (e.g., Bell
et al. 2017).% Conversely, FIRE does does not exhibit
any discernible correlation between Ng,; and M, gal-
This lack of a trend between M, ga and Ng,; in FIRE
has been previously noted and is thought to be re-
lated to the smaller range of halo masses in FIRE (0.9

6 See APPENDIX C
7 The ELVIS suite was run at twice the resolution of the m12 suite,
but with identical physics. See APPENDIX C.

8 See also APPENDIX B.
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1.7x10'2 M) than e.g., the Carlsten et al. (2021) anal-
ysis (0.8-8x10'2 M), which may allow the more effec-
tive tidal disruption from more massive central galaxies
to dominate any scaling of satellite number with virial
mass (Samuel et al. 2020). We will discuss this further
in §7.3. The FIRE Ng,t residuals exhibit essentially
pure scatter in Nga;— (Ngat) for a fixed M, pom, which
in turn is entirely consistent with the TNG-abundance
matching results. It is, however, completely unlike the
correlation visible in the observed sample, despite a very
comparable stellar mass range as seen in the left panel.
We observe no statistical difference between the LG-like
ELVIS hosts and the isolated m12 hosts. In addition, as
M104 is also more massive (by a factor of ~2 in M, ga)
than the range of galaxies produced in FIRE, we also
conduct the comparison analysis between the observed
sample excluding M104 and FIRE, and find identical
results.

It is important to note that FIRE produces
only half the logarithmic dynamic range in dominant
merger mass experienced by MW-mass galaxies com-
pared to the observations — log;q Mg ~9—-10.4 vs.
log o Mg ~8.3—11. For reference, this lack of diversity
is borne out in the comparable-resolution Auriga simu-
lation as well (see APPENDIX D), though neither simu-
lation imposes a selection constraint on the merger his-
tory. It is unclear whether this lack of diversity is related
somehow to the by-design choice of specific halos in these
cosmological zoom-in simulations thought to be capable
of hosting a MW-mass disk-like galaxy (as cosmological
simulations typically show a broader range more consis-
tent with the observations; Deason et al. 2015b, D’Souza
& Bell 2018a), or possibly indicates a more fundamental
problem with halo occupation. An important first step
towards better understanding this tension will likely be
to work towards producing comparable-resolution simu-
lations that encompass a larger range of halo masses.

This being said, it is entirely clear that even if
FIRE were to encompass a broader range of halo masses,
and were it shown that such a broader halo mass range
is more consistent with the observed galaxy sample con-
sidered here, the considerable scatter in Ng,; at a fixed
M, pom (see Figure 3) would persist. This large scatter
is present in other baryonic simulations (e.g., TNG50
and Auriga; Engler et al. 2021, APPENDIX D), regardless
of the halo mass range used. This suggests that, while
there may well be an inevitable scaling of satellite num-
ber with virial mass, the tight empirical M, pom—Nsat
relation is not forthcoming in current galaxy formation
models.

This brings us to a last, important considera-
tion: despite the lack of a tight M, pom—Vsas relation,
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the satellite count normalization (given by Ny 5 in our
adopted model) is almost identical in both FIRE and
the observations. Rather than indicative of specific cali-
bration on the part of the models to match the MW, we
contend that this reflects the status of the MW’s satel-
lites as a long-standing benchmark for the community.
This suggests that benchmarking against the MW, irre-
spective of merger history, has allowed high resolution
zoom-in simulations to relatively faithfully reproduce
the MW’s satellites while failing to fully capture the
drivers of the scaling relation between MW-mass galax-
ies’ satellite number and the mass of the their dominant
merger.

7. IMPLICATIONS FOR GALAXY FORMATION

Our direct comparison of the satellite populations
and dominant mergers of eight nearby systems bene-
fited from impressive observational progress on both the
satellite and stellar halo fronts. The next decade will un-
doubtedly see this sample of galaxies grow, encompass-
ing systems in different environments and with different
merger histories. These future observations will allow
us to better understand and interpret the observational
findings of this paper; mainly, the empirical relation be-
tween satellite number and dominant merger mass. Ac-
knowledging the likely future refinement of our results,
we aim to evaluate the scientific insight gained from the
existence of this relation, and discuss what we find to
be a number of important implications for galaxy for-
mation.

7.1. Sketching the Problem

It is clear from the results of §6 that current
galaxy formation models have used the MW’s satellite
population as a benchmark for the successful modeling
of low-mass galaxy formation — irrespective of group
merger history. The observations, however, tell a differ-
ent story. In nature, even if a broad overall trend exists
between virial mass and satellite number, there are phys-
ical processes that drive the emergence of a relationship
between a MW-mass galaxy’s satellite population and
its merger history. These processes must be fundamen-
tal to how the universe forms low-mass galaxies, and yet
are poorly represented in, or absent from, current galaxy
formation simulations.

The first important realization is that, while the
infall of satellites during galaxy mergers may appear, on
the surface, to be a natural consequence of hierarchical
galaxy formation (as discussed in the Introduction), the
empirical relation between M, pom and Ng,y does not
emerge from CDM alone. As discussed previously in
both the Introduction and §6, to zero order, the num-
ber of subhalos near a MW-mass dark matter halo is

set by the MW-mass halo’s mass — more mass, more
subhalos — the motivation for halo occupation model-
ing efforts (e.g., Carlsten et al. 2021). The merger of
a MW-mass halo with a large satellite and its group
would therefore ultimately be expected to have little
effect on the number of subhalos and the satellites in
them. Those subhalos would have inevitably fallen in
at some stage during the growth of the MW-mass halo;
the infall of those subhalos in a group simply clusters
their accretion tightly in time. This is what is indeed
borne out in high-resolution DMO simulations: a weak
or nonexistent correlation between subhalo number and
the mass of the most massive accretion, but strong clus-
tering in accretion time around the accretion times of
the most massive progenitor satellites (D’Souza & Bell
2021). The emergence of a relation between present-day
satellite populations and merger history, clearly visible
despite the expected importance of a scaling with over-
all halo mass, therefore cannot be a direct consequence
of hierarchical structure formation, but instead must be
due to more complex galaxy physics.

Yet, a similarly tight relation fails to emerge even
when baryonic physics are introduced, ranging from
semi-analytic model-based analyses, (e.g., Bose et al.
2020) to cosmological hydrodynamic simulations (En-
gler et al. 2021), and high-resolution baryonic zoom-in
simulations (§6). These model results are all in agree-
ment with the expectations from hierarchical structure
formation, yielding a highly-scattered trend between
satellite number and virial mass, yet produce at worst
no trend, or at best a highly-scattered trend, between
satellite number and merger history. Though some of
these simulations, by design of their focus on MW-mass
galaxies, feature a somewhat limited halo mass range
(see Engler et al. 2021, for a summary of halo mass
ranges in current high-resolution simulations), as an en-
semble they fail to capture the tightness of the empirical
correlation, regardless of the presence of an intrinsically
scattered trend driven by virial mass. The contrast be-
tween the highly scattered trend of Ng,t with virial mass
in CDM, and the tight empirical trend shown here, indi-
cates that the stellar mass of the dominant merger is an
independent driver of satellite number at the MW-mass
scale.

One clear but uncomfortable implication of the
empirical M, pom—Nsat relation is that the halos of MW-
mass galaxies which have never experienced a massive
merger possess only sparse satellite populations of My <
—9 satellites within 150 kpc. Groups like M94’s or M83’s
have a comparable number of such Rp,;0; < 150 kpc satel-
lites to the 1-3 likely LMC satellites discussed above as
well as model predictions for the LMC (e.g., Dooley et al.



2017a), and potentially fewer than a group like M82’s.
These groups only gain a large number of satellites by
merging with a smaller group, as is clear from MS81 in
the discussion above, or from the distribution of star for-
mation quenching times of the M31 satellites, suggesting
many of them fell in during M31’s most massive merger
event (Weisz et al. 2019; D’Souza & Bell 2021). It is
no wonder that galaxy formation models do not repro-
duce such behavior: in the case of an almost completely
quiescent merger history, the baseline satellite popula-
tion of a MW-mass galaxy is quite sparse, similar to
M94. Without fully understanding the role of the domi-
nant merger in setting satellite number, this could again
place the satellites of MW-like galaxies in tension with
the expectation of DMO and galaxy formation models,
harkening back to the early days of the ‘Missing Satel-
lites Problem’ (Klypin et al. 1999; Moore et al. 1999).
This is a problem that requires explanation, and we sug-
gest several possible avenues for further investigation in
the context of galaxy formation physics.

7.2. Virial Radius

An important consideration is the relative virial
radii of the central’s and dominant satellite’s halos,
which amounts to a possible ‘aperture effect’. Bigger ha-
los have larger virial radii; therefore, a smaller fraction of
a MW-mass group’s satellites may reside within 150 kpc
than in an LMC-mass halo. D’Souza & Bell (2021) note
that time-dependent variation in satellite radial profiles
occurs as satellite populations ‘virialize’ during a mas-
sive merger, and Samuel et al. (2020) note similar vari-
ability in satellite populations in the FIRE simulations,
due to the shorter timescales of satellites at pericenter.
These studies demonstrate that it is imperative to con-
sider the impact of radial selection both observationally
and theoretically. In our analysis, we have been care-
ful to treat the observations and models consistently,
but acknowledge that future (especially observational)
efforts with access to faint satellites over much larger
volumes would do much to reduce this source of uncer-
tainty. With that said, such a selection effect would not
entirely solve the problem of an M94-like sparse satellite
population representing the ‘baseline’ satellite popula-
tion of a MW-mass group.

7.3. Enhanced Tidal Disruption

It is possible that the number of satellites cor-
relates with late accretion because early-forming satel-
lites of the primary galaxy are destroyed more efficiently
by tides than current models suggest. Models of MW-
like accretion histories indicate that most all luminous
satellites ever accreted by a MW-mass galaxy should be
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disrupted by present-day (e.g., roughly 90% of satellites
are disrupted in Bullock & Johnston 2005). However,
the tidal disruption of satellites is highly sensitive to a
number of difficult-to-model physical properties, includ-
ing the shape of the gravitational potential in the pres-
ence of a stellar disk (D’Onghia et al. 2010; Garrison-
Kimmel et al. 2017) and the density structure of satel-
lites (Penarrubia et al. 2010; Brooks & Zolotov 2014),
which is in-turn highly sensitive to prescriptions of stel-
lar feedback. Because tidal disruption is so effective,
modest changes in the modeling of its effectiveness may
dramatically affect the number of surviving satellites.

An excellent example of this is the lack of a re-
lation between M, ga and Ngy, in FIRE (Samuel et al.
2020). It seems as though, when considering a narrow
enough range in halo mass (a factor of two, in the case of
FIRE), changes in tidal disruption efficiency, driven by
scatter in properties of the host galaxy’s disk, may dom-
inate over the impact of halo mass on satellite number.
While this does not specifically foreshadow a solution to
the M, pom—{Vsat relation, it does highlight that the ef-
ficiency of tidal disruption may be variable from galaxy-
to-galaxy and therefore may be an important process for
consideration.

7.4. Group-Scale Feedback

It is also possible that the formation of visible
satellites could be affected by a large central galaxy
through group-scale feedback, from reionization or other
baryonic effects. The reionization of the universe is an
important ingredient of the current ACDM galaxy for-
mation framework in shaping the properties of low-mass
galaxies. Though debate over the dominant source of
ionizing photons continues, it has long been suggested
that reionization should suppress star formation in low-
mass dark matter halos, and therefore in the lowest-
mass dwarf galaxies (e.g., Bullock et al. 2000). This
idea appears to be confirmed by the uniformly ancient
stellar populations in ultra-faint dwarf galaxies around
the MW (e.g., Brown et al. 2014). Although reioniza-
tion is typically imposed in models as a relatively uni-
form ‘event’, due in large part to the complex sub-grid
physics involved with the production and escape of ion-
izing photons from early galaxies (e.g., Ma et al. 2015),
it is generally agreed that reionization was likely a lo-
calized process, with variations based on localized star
formation conditions, that could have affected the for-
mation of very low-mass galaxies (Benson et al. 2003;
Busha et al. 2010; Lunnan et al. 2012; Ocvirk et al.
2013).

Such ‘patchy’ reionization, or other early-time
group-scale feedback processes, could be an interesting



16 SMERCINA et al.

possiblity to explain the intrinsic dearth of satellites
near MW-mass galaxies, relative to lower mass galax-
ies like the LMC. For example, Tang et al. (2009) sug-
gest that concentrated bursts of star formation in proto-
MW-mass galaxies, coincident with early bulge forma-
tion, could substantially elevate the temperature of the
circumgalactic halo gas to beyond the virial radius. Ad-
ditionally, recent comparisons of the EAGLE and Au-
riga simulations show that, depending on the adopted
prescriptions, MW-mass galaxies may inject substantial
feedback from active galactic nuclei on group-scales at
early times — even beyond the virial radius (Kelly et al.
2021). Tt is possible that such group-scale feedback could
suppress the growth of even ‘classical’ satellites in the
central galaxy’s immediate vicinity.

This group-scale feedback would be expected to
scale with the properties and formation history of the
central galaxy, likely being more intense for more mas-
sive centrals with more intense early star formation.
Group-scale feedback may also act in concert with other
processes, by affecting the properties of the satellites or
their radial distribution, therefore changing their sus-
ceptibility to tidal destruction, creating collective effects
that are larger than those expected from each process
acting alone.

7.5. Time of Accretion

When discussing tidal disruption, and the im-
pact external feedback processes may have on its effi-
ciency, it is important to consider the effect of time.
Time has already been discussed as an important player
in the modulation of satellites’ radial distribution, but
it is also a fundamental parameter in M, pom itself.
Consider: all but two of the dominant mergers in the
eight nearby galaxies are very recent, either occurring
right now (MW, M81, M101) or occurred in the last
3 Gyr (M31, Cen A, M104; D’Souza & Bell 2018b; Wang
et al. 2020; Cohen et al. 2020). This is in large part
due to the continued growth of galaxies through cos-
mic time — by the present day, galaxies are more mas-
sive and therefore the ‘time of accretion’ for the most
massive satellites is intrinsically more likely to be re-
cent (e.g., D’Souza & Bell 2018a). This is particularly
well-demonstrated by recent evidence for a massive early
MW accretion that was heavily dark-matter dominated
(the Gaia-Enceladus-Sausage event Helmi et al. 2018;
Belokurov et al. 2018). Such a merger certainly does
not qualify as the MW’s dominant merger in the defi-
nition of M, pom used in this paper, but may have rep-
resented a comparable-mass ‘ecosystem’ merger. In this
context, the observed M, pom—{Vsat relation could ac-
tually be thought of as a relationship between MW-like

galaxies’ current satellite populations and their late-time
accretion history. In the context of tidal destruction,
for example, this allows long timescales for preexisting
satellites to be destroyed prior to the recent dominant
merger.

It is important to note that DMO simulations
have long predicted that the abundance of subhalos in
a central halo is related to the formation history of
the central — halos that form earlier should host fewer
present-day subhalos (e.g., Ishiyama et al. 2009). This
behavior is also captured in high-resolution baryonic
simulations (e.g., TNG50; Engler et al. 2021). It has
similarly been suggested that subhalo abundance may
scale with host concentration, which in turn correlates
with time (Mao et al. 2015). While these correlations
do not directly explain the tight M, pom—NVsat relation
found in this paper, they may highlight the importance
of an underlying relationship between M, pom and the
time of accretion.

7.6. Moving forward

Confirming the relative importance of these, or
other, mechanisms as drivers of this relation will require
a concerted observational effort on several fronts. The
first of these is building a larger sample of galaxies for
which both M, pom and Ng,: have been measured, and
search for any outliers or unique stages of the merger his-
tory (see APPENDIX A). This will require large samples of
galaxies with resolved stellar halo properties from HST,
JWST, the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope and
ground-based facilities, as well as well-measured satel-
lite populations, including either resolved stellar popu-
lations or SBF distances. In order to circumvent the
potential aperture effects induced by a 150kpc radial
cut, it is necessary to expand our already wide-field sur-
veys out to at least the virial radius of the host galaxies
(~250-300 kpc), and ideally well beyond given evidence
that many ‘associated’ satellites should lie beyond the
virial radius (Bakels et al. 2021; D’Souza & Bell 2021).
Instruments such as Subaru HSC and the Vera Rubin
Observatory will crucial to this effort.

Finally, detailed measurements of the SFHs and
LOS velocities of satellites will provide much-needed dis-
tinguishing power. As discussed in § 5, the SFHs of satel-
lites, particularly in systems with ongoing mergers, will
provide important clues about the distribution of in-
fall times, relative to the merger. The importance of
considering the SFHs of satellites in the context of the
M, bom—Ngat could already be reflected in the claimed
low quenched fractions of satellites in the Local Volume
(Bennet et al. 2019; Karunakaran et al. 2021). Addi-
tionally, velocity measurements may help to understand



if it is possible that a large influx of satellites during a
recent merger may help to explain the perplexing ‘planes
of satellites’ observed around galaxies like the MW, M31,
and Cen A (e.g., Metz et al. 2008; Pawlowski et al. 2012;
Ibata et al. 2013; Miiller et al. 2018; Samuel et al. 2021).

In short, this observed relationship between the
mass of the most dominant merger and number of satel-
lites in MW-mass galaxies may require a fundamental
shift in our thinking about the build-up of satellite pop-
ulations and, consequently, low-mass galaxy formation.
The tension with models indicates that this correlation
goes beyond the intuitive consequences of hierarchical
galaxy formation, and may require consideration of new
or updated physical ingredients in our models. Larger
galaxy samples and deeper investigations into the SFHs
and motions of satellites in nearby galaxy groups will
guide models and help us to better understand the emer-
gence of this relation.

8. CONCLUSIONS

Motivated by the infall of MW satellites associ-
ated with the LMC and the broad diversity in the satel-
lite populations of nearby MW-mass galaxies, through-
out this paper we have, for the first time, investigated a
possible relationship between these diverse satellite pop-
ulations and their equally diverse merger histories as
traced by their most dominant mergers. For this effort,
we define a new metric for the mass of a galaxies’ most
dominant merger, M, pom, as the larger of either its to-
tal accreted mass M, acc, or the mass of its most massive
current satellite, M, pom.sat. Using this new definition
of M, pom, and the satellite populations of eight nearby
galaxies, we find:

1. We find a strong observed correlation between
M, pom and the number of My < —9 satellites within
a projected 150kpc (Ngat) of the eight nearby MW-
mass galaxies in which these two properties have been
best measured.

2. Assuming a simple linear model between
logig My, Dom and Nga, in concert with MCMC
sampling methods, we find an unexpectedly tight
relation, which remains even after accounting for
possible intrinsic relationships with galaxy stellar
mass. We conclude that the number of satellites
around a MW-mass galaxy is a strong function of its
largest merger partner.

3. Using recent evidence from orbital and SFH model-
ing, we empirically demonstrate that both the MW'’s
and M81’s satellite populations have evolved along
the observed M, pom—Nsat relation over the course of
their current dominant mergers with the LMC and
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M82, respectively. Consequently, we estimate that
more than 50% of MB81’s current satellites within
a projected 150kpc were accreted during its recent
merger with M82.

4. We compare the observed relation to theoretical
MW-like systems from the FIRE simulation, assess-
ing average satellite populations within projected
radii <150 kpc across many random orientations. We
find the simulated galaxies’ behavior to be com-
pletely different from the observations. Instead of
the tight observed relationship, FIRE exhibits no dis-
cernible relationship between M, pom and Ng,¢, with
a large intrinsic scatter in Ngu¢ at a fixed My pom, but
does produce the correct number of satellites for a
MW-like M, pom. Given the similarity between the
results from DMO simulations, semi-analytic mod-
els, and these high-resolution hydrodynamic simula-
tions, this tension suggests that, while current sim-
ulations can reproduce the small-scale structure ob-
served around the MW, they are not fully capturing
the diversity of merger histories essential to under-
standing the formation of other MW-mass galaxies
and their satellites.

5. The M, pom—Nsat relation directly implies that
galaxies like M94 or M83, with difficult-to-explain
sparse satellite populations, may represent the ‘base-
line’ present-day satellite population of a MW-mass
galaxy, in the absence of any larger merger through-
out its life.

6. We speculate that some combination of heavily time-
dependent satellite radial distributions, enhanced
tidal disruption, and early-time group-scale feedback
in the vicinity of a massive central may help to ex-
plain the emergence of the M, pom—Nsat relation.
The ‘time of accretion’” may be an important fac-
tor to consider when exploring the validity of these
different physical mechanisms.

M, pom and Ng,¢ are proxies for two of the most
fundamental aspects of hierarchical galaxy formation
theory — galaxy merger histories and the buildup of
satellite galaxy populations. Though the infall of satel-
lites during merger events may feel intuitive, the tight
scaling relation described here cannot be explained as a
natural consequence of traditional hierarchical structure
formation. The solution must be sought in the context
of galaxy formation physics, in which any trend is cur-
rently either highly scattered or nonexistent. While
future observational facilities will deepen our under-
standing of the relationship between these proxies, as it
currently stands these results, which demonstrate a sur-
prisingly acute difference between their predicted and
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observed connection, constitute an important tension
that must be understood and addressed if we are to
achieve a holistic understanding of galaxy formation.
The ability of models to reproduce this relationship,
including the general diversity in the observed merger
histories of MW-like galaxies, may serve as a guide
for successfully coupling small- and large-scale galaxy
physics, including stellar feedback and environmental
processes.
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APPENDIX

A. LIMITS ON THE SATELLITE POPULATIONS OF NGC 4565 AND M51

In addition to the eight galaxies considered in this paper, estimates of the satellite populations exist for two
other galaxies with well-measured M, pom: NGC 4565 and M51. NGC 4565 has an estimated accreted mass from
the GHOSTS survey (Harmsen et al. 2017) which is substantially more massive than any existing satellite. M51 is
currently interacting with its well-studied massive satellite, M51b — a similar mass to M81’s dominant satellite, M82.
It is unlikely that M51’s current accreted mass exceeds M51b’s stellar mass, so M51b’s mass can be assumed to represent
M, pom. Both galaxies’ satellite populations were studied by Carlsten et al. (2021), but they have large uncertainties
stemming from inconclusive SBF distance measurements, similar to M104. However, both have significantly fewer
confirmed satellites than M104, and much larger uncertainties on the faint-end of their LFs. Therefore, we treat them
as lower limits, compared to the rest of the sample. Figure 6 shows M, pom plotted against Ng,s, identical to Figure
2, but with the lower limits on Ng,; for NGC 4565 and M51 included.

Ngat limits for both NGC 4565 and M51 are consistent with the the relation, though M51 lies particularly low
relative to the other galaxies with its dominant merger mass (e.g., M31 and M81). If M51’s census were complete,
it would be a strong outlier from the Ngat—M, pom relation, and will be important to understand in detail in future
efforts. In light of this, we consider two possible factors to be particularly important to reflect upon and investigate
in the future.

The first, as mentioned above, is that the census of M51’s satellite population is incomplete, and possibly highly
incomplete due to its merger stage. Watkins et al. (2015) showed that M51’s interaction with M51b has distributed
tidal debris to radii of at least a projected 50 kpc from its center (<100kpc in 3-D radius). This debris has a surface
brightness of py < 26 magarcsec ~2, which is brighter than the majority of the faint classical satellites in the Local
Group (McConnachie 2012). Carlsten et al. (2020) show that at least half of M51’s possible satellites lie in this region
dominated by bright tidal debris, and other recent studies of the radial distribution of classical satellites around MW-
like hosts also suggest that this projected radial range (i.e. <50kpc) should encompass a substantial fraction of the
central’s satellite population (e.g., Samuel et al. 2020). It is entirely possible that this bright in situ contamination
uniquely impacts the completeness of current satellite searches around M51, relative to other galaxies with much lower
surface brightness accreted halos.

A second possibility is that M51 is truly deficient in satellites within its central 150 kpc, due to the current
stage of its merger with M51b. D’Souza & Bell (2021) show that during a merger between a MW-mass galaxy and a
massive satellite, the orbit of the massive satellite influences the bulk distribution of the satellite population. When
the massive satellite is close to its first pericenter, its satellites are also close to pericenter and are unusually centrally
concentrated (e.g., the Milky Way’s; see Samuel et al. 2020). At later merger stages, the newly-arrived satellites tend
to be towards their apocenters (for a timescale of a few Gyrs), which often lie well outside the virial radius. As M51’s
merger with M51b is in a relatively late stage, it is very possible that it is temporarily deficient in satellites within its
inner 150 kpc. If this is the case, one would expect a significant number of satellites at substantially larger distance
from Mb51 — a hypothesis that is straightforward to test with future observations.

Independent of the importance of either of these two factors, it is clear that M51’s satellite population will be
a critical case study to better understand the emergence of the M, pom—Nsas relation.

B. DOMINANT MERGER RATIO, M, pom/My caL, VS. Ngar

Here we assess the impact of normalizing M, pom to M, cal — a ‘dominant merger ratio’. We adopt a slightly
modified version of Equation 1:

N(a, Ngs5; My pom) = a(logg My pom — 9.5 +10g1¢ My gal) + No.s. (B1)

We repeat our MCMC anlaysis from § 4.1, using this updated model. Figure 7 shows the results of this analysis. While
uncertainties on My pom/My,ca1 are higher than for M, pom alone, we find results that are very comparable with those
presented in Figure 3: a tight positive relation, with intrinsic scatter consistent with zero.

We also repeat this analysis of the dominant merger ratio with the FIRE simulations. We find a more significant
correlation between M, pom /My Gal and Ngay than M, pom alone: while the distribution of slopes is very broad, the
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Figure 6. Same as Figure 2, but also showing NGC 4565 and M51 (transparent open circles), for which we have assessed lower
limits on Nsat.

average slope is positive. However, the intrinsic scatter is still far higher than the observed relation. The increased
correlation observed in Figure 7 could be driven at least in part by the strong correlation between M, pom and M, gal
in FIRE (see Figure 4). It is also important to note that the dynamic range of M, pom/My cal for the FIRE galaxies is
even smaller than M, pom: nearly all of the FIRE galaxies exhibit M, pom/My,Gal in between the values for the MW
(0.05) and M31 (0.2), compared to the range M, pom/Mx cal =0.008-0.5 for the observed sample.
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Figure 7. Identical to Figure 3, but with M, pom /M. cal along the z-axis.
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C. UPDATED ACCRETED MASSES AND OTHER FIRE DATA

While Sanderson et al. (2018) measured accreted masses for the FIRE sample, there were some differences in
the mass resolution of the galaxies and the subgrid physics used between different simulated galaxies. The runs from
which the satellite catalogs adopted in this paper were created (Samuel et al. 2020) to include some of the same systems
from Sanderson et al. (2018) that have since been re-simulated at higher resolution, and all now include a subgrid
prescription for turbulent metal diffusion not present in the original simulations. This affects both the isolated ‘m12’
suite, which achieves the now-standard FIRE initial mass resolution of 7070 My for star and gas particles, and the
Local Group-analogous ‘ELVIS on FIRE’ suite, which was resimulated at twice the resolution. See Garrison-Kimmel
et al. (2019) for more nuanced details of the updated simulations.

With these updates to the models, there is concern that the orbital properties of mergers may be slightly different
than previous runs, and therefore differences could be present in the distribution of accreted material relative to the
measurements of Sanderson et al. (2018). To address this, we use the star particle catalogs for each FIRE galaxy to
estimate updated accreted masses. We use the same scheme as Sanderson et al. (2018) to effectively ‘tag’ accreted
particles; mainly, that they initially formed at a distance greater than 30kpc from the host (dform > 30kpc) and do
not belong to an identified satellite at z=0. This selection scheme effectively separates accreted and in situ material,
accurately accounts for the steep observed accreted density profiles and consequent dominant reservoir of accreted
material at small radii, and produces accreted masses that are consistent with estimates using the observational
techniques described in §2.2.

In Table 3 we present the updated accreted masses, dominant merger masses, and sightline-averaged satellite
counts for galaxies in the FIRE simulation, which were used in our comparison to the observations. A description
of the calculation of Ng,¢ can be found in §6. We stress that while future works are fully free to use and distribute
the updated accreted stellar masses presented here, Sanderson et al. (2018) should also be cited, as we adopt the
particle-tagging method devised in that work for identifying accreted star particles.

Table 3. FIRE Data

Galaxy My gal log,y M« ,Dom. Sat logqog My, Acc Nsat
(10" Mo) (Mo) (Mo)

m12b 7.3 8.72 10.05 617
m12c 5.1 9.91 9.59 147}
m12f 6.9 8.22 9.82 641
m12i 5.5 8.10 9.47 641
m12m 10.0 8.94 9.87 617
ml2z 1.8 8.81 9.14 6+1
Romeo 5.9 9.84 9.20 10 f;
Juliet 3.4 9.30 9.48 1n+2
Romulus 8.0 8.69 10.21 442
Remus 4.0 8.78 9.64 8"1
Thelma 6.3 8.56 9.67 941
Louise 2.3 8.56 9.13 8+t)

NoTE—Relevant data for the FIRE sample. All data presented here are from the most current
highest-resolution runs, and all include the subgrid physics detailed in Garrison-Kimmel et al.
(2019). References: galaxy stellar mass (My ga1) — Samuel et al. (2020) & Santistevan et al.
(2021); dominant satellite mass (M, Dom. Sat), total accreted stellar mass (M, acc), and average
number of satellites within projected 150kpc (Nsat) — Samuel et al. (2020), this work. We ask
that any works that wish to use the updated accreted masses also cite Sanderson et al. (2018).

D. COMPARING FIRE AND AURIGA

Currently, two fully hydrodynamic, high-resolution cosmological zoom-in simulations meet the necessary criteria
to compare complete satellite populations and merger histories in a sample of MW-mass galaxies: the FIRE (Hopkins



25

et al. 2018) and Auriga simulations (Grand et al. 2017). FIRE achieves higher resolution for its satellite galaxies,
which is why it was chosen as the default simulation for model-observation comparison throughout the main body of
the paper. However, Auriga also achieves impressively high resolution, and has simulated an even larger sample of
MW-like systems. In this section, we compare these two simulations directly to show their very similar behavior in
the context of comparing satellite populations and merger histories.

Each simulation has resolved both the satellite galaxy populations (Simpson et al. 2018; Garrison-Kimmel et al.
2019) and stellar halo properties (Sanderson et al. 2018; Monachesi et al. 2019) of a sample of MW-mass galaxies, with
virial masses ranging from approximately 0.8—2x10'2 M. While FIRE resolves dwarf galaxies down to M, > 10° M,
Auriga only resolves satellites to M, >4x10° M. When comparing simulations to each other, we consider dwarf
galaxies in FIRE to a limit of M, >4x10° M, to put the simulations on equal footing, noting that there may be other
differences between them owing to their modest differences in resolution.

In Figure 8 we show the estimated mass of the most dominant merger (either accreted mass or largest existing
satellite) plotted against the number of satellites within 300 kpc with stellar mass above 4x 105 M, for both the Auriga
and FIRE simulations. As in §6, for the FIRE runs we combine the Local Group analog and isolated ‘m12’ suites, as
our observational comparison set combines a number of different environments.

For each simulation suite, we run emcee to evaluate the posterior probability distributions for each of the model
parameters defined in Equation 1, identical to our approach in §4 & 6. The ‘best’ model, with parameters corresponding
to the likeliest value for each marginalized posterior distribution, is shown in Figure 8 for both FIRE and Auriga, along
with their respective 16-84% confidence regions. Both models are consistent with no intrinsic correlation, with nearly
flat slopes and large intrinsic scatter. We show the positions of the MW and M31 for comparison, adopting the M, pom
values given in Table 1 and R < 300kpc satellite populations compiled by Garrison-Kimmel et al. (2019). While M31
is a relative outlier in its satellite populations, compared to both simulations, both FIRE and Auriga closely bracket
the MW and M31 in M, pom—NVsat Parameter space and possess a very similar range of dominant merger masses. This
comparison highlights that different high-resolution models, with different subgrid prescriptions for baryonic physics,
consistently meet the benchmark set by satellite populations in the Local Group, and yet fail to capture the emergence
of a tight scaling relation between M, pom and Ngat.



26 SMERCINA et al.

25 T T T T T T T
FIRE
M R < 300kpc
[1 Auriga
/\20’ ® |
® @ Mw
= O
o & M31
S O O
— 15 =
X
<
AN
g 10 .
c%
= ,
Y] 85 9.0 9.5 10.0 105 1.0
logy M*,Dom (MG)
—0.49" 19 L5925

12.021082 ﬂ 10.4879:38

NN ®
I Q RN
= =
S »
‘\Q. 0.29 8
24705 2117505
»
o
Sa ™ ESTEREY
S £
%oq} o
S N
&
5 S % S o \opq)}s;)g%b PR 5 9 L N 9y N
a 9.5 log(a?) o Nos log(a?)

Figure 8. Top: MW-mass systems from the Auriga (green) and FIRE (blue) simulations, showing each systems’ estimated
M, pom plotted against the total number of simulated satellites with M, >4x10% My within 300kpc radius. Data for Auriga
were taken from Simpson et al. (2018) and Monachesi et al. (2019), while FIRE data were calculated in this paper (see above),
using data taken from Sanderson et al. (2018), Garrison-Kimmel et al. (2019), and Samuel et al. (2020). We also show the MW
() and M31 (®) for comparison. For each simulation, we show the results of our MCMC analysis, including the models with
the likeliest value for each parameter, as well as the 16-84% confidence envelopes. Bottom: Corner plots for FIRE and Auriga
from the MCMC analysis. Both simulations are described by very similar model parameters and are consistent with pure scatter
— a near-zero slope and large intrinsic scatter term, in the context of the assumed model.
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