

    


    
      Fig. E.1. 
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        Scatter plot summarizing how changing the hyper-parameters of the fit affect the interpretation of Nube’s surface density profile. The symbols with error bars represent the mean and the standard deviation of χ2 and ω inferred from the different posteriors. Each color corresponds to a different potential, with blue, orange, and green symbols representing NFW, Schuster-Plummer, and ρ230 potentials, respectively. Each type of symbol corresponds to a different set of hyper-parameters as indicated in the inset (see Appendixes E.1 and E.2 for details). The values for the nominal hyper-parameters used in the main text are portrayed as bullet symbols and denoted as “Reference” in the inset. The figure also includes the χ2 and ω from the best fits obtained with unconstrained f(ϵ), which are the same as the thick times symbols shown in Fig. 8. The vertical gray line is the same as that in Fig. 8.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. E.3. 
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        Equivalent to Figs. 6 and 7 but using a scaled version of the r-band surface band profile of Nube as mass surface density. This is equivalent to assuming a constant mass-to-light ratio throughout the galaxy. Note that the central drop in mass has gone away (cf. Fig. 1 with the data points in figures a). The fits assuming a Schuster-Plummer potential are shown in the top panels whereas those assuming a NFW potential are in the bottom panels. This other alternative calibration of the mass profile does not modify the conclusions based on the original calibration. The color code is the same in the two panels and also the same of the code used in the figures of the main text. For further details, see the caption of Fig. 6. Note that the EIM technique is insensitive to a global scaling of the mass profile, and this arbitrary factor has been chosen here so that the level of Σ(R) is similar to the original one in Fig. 1.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.1. 
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        MC simulation to show the effect of using a wrong center to compute the stellar mass surface density radial profile of a galaxy. Top left panel: the dots represent individual stars. It shows only 103 of them to avoid overcrowding but the actual simulation has 104. The red circle is centered in the true distribution whereas the blue circle is offset by 4 kpc. Top right panel: same as the left panel color coded with the residual left when subtracting a radial profile computed with the 4 kpc offset (the thick orange line in the bottom panel). Bottom panel: surface density profiles (the symbols with error bars) computed using ∼50 rings offset from the true center as indicated in the top left panel. The error bars give the Poisson noise arising when counting stars. The true centered distribution is shown in blue.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 10. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Comparison between the stellar surface density profile of Nube and the best-fitting potentials with f ≥ 0. The plot shows the mass surface density that gives rise to the best-fitting Schuster-Plummer potential (blue line), NFW potential (green line), and ρ230 potential (magenta line). The spatial scaling of the potentials is set by the fit whereas the vertical scaling is arbitrary, and it was arbitrarily chosen to be 30 times the stellar mass of Nube.

      

    

  