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Abstract

We review the current state of dynamical modeling for gaavin terms of being able to
measure both the central black hole mass and stellar oshitedture. Both of these must be
known adequately to measure either property. The curréwf synamical models do pro-
vide accurate estimates of the black hole nassthe stellar orbital distribution. Generally,
these models are able to measure the black hole mass to &%%u432% accuracy given
present observations, and the stellar orbital structuedtut 20% accuracy in the radial to
tangential dispersions. The stellar orbital structurehefstars near the galaxy center show
strong tangential velocity anisotropy for most galaxiesl&d. Theoretical models that best
match this trend are black hole binary/merger models. Tiseakso a strong correlation be-
tween black hole mass and the contribution of radial motidarge radii. This correlation
may be an important aspect of galaxy evolution.

11 Introduction

The first observational evidence that black holes are comimdhe centers of
nearby galaxies is reviewed in Kormendy (1993) and KormetadRichstone (1995). The
initial studies concentrate mainly on measuring the blagk mass and only somewhat in-
cluded the effects of different orbital structure. Howevewas always apparent that the
assumed form for the distribution function has a consideraffect on the measured black
hole mass. Thus, the believability in the existence of araébtack hole closely paralleled
the development of more sophisticated modeling technithswere designed to be as
general as possible.

There are two main aspects for making a general dynamicaémotlese are the dimen-
sionality of the potential and that of the velocity ellipgoFor the potential, we know that we
have to at least model galaxies as axisymmetric, and, foesttaxial structure is required
(e.g., those with counterrotating cores, polar rings)ewhile it is important to allow the
most freedom for a dynamical model, there is a level of déitait need not be studied (at
least at present). For example, we know that no galaxy istepx@enmetric along any axis.
Therefore, in order to provide an adequate representatitivat case, one cannot use sym-
metric dynamical models, but instead must relyNshody simulations — similar to what is
done when modeling merging systems (Barnes & Hernquist1998ing anN-body sys-
tem to model each galaxy is currently not practical, andhzrmore, may not even provide
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Fig. 1.1. The two main assumptions made in dynamical modieésdimension of the po-
tential is along the vertical axis and that of the velocitipsbid is along the horizontal axis.
Each box includes a few relevant papers for each configurafitiese references are not
complete and only serve to provide examples. The text tyfeeséo whether the dynamical
models assume a parametric (regular) or nonparametricgitdorm for the distribution
function.

a better understanding of the underlying physics due to tlye [parameter space inherent
in N-body simulations. Thus, the most to gain lies in using gelndynamical models that
may not accurately represent the galaxy, but serve to peawerall trends from which we
can infer formational and evolutionary scenarios. In otherds, we will always be making
some error — no matter which dynamical models we use — but weldlbe aware of each
model’s limitations. Below, we first review the dynamical deds that have been applied to
nearby galaxies, and then summarize the current stateeedut and the overall results from
these models.

12 The Suite of Dynamical Models
Figure 1.1 diagrams the possible dynamical models basdteimcomplexity. The
components are the number of symmetry axes for the potemtdfor the velocity ellip-
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soid. The potential shapes clearly represent sphericalymxnetric, and triaxial shapes.
The velocity ellipsoid shapes represent isotropic (distion functions that depend on only
one integral of the motion, namely energy), 2-integral, 3adtegral distribution functions.
This plot provides the range of possible distribution fimes that can be used for dynam-
ical modeling where the system obeys some symmetry axesio@bomissions are those
systems that obey no symmetry axes.

The goal of the dynamical modeling is to determine the uyiteglpotential of the system
as well as the orbital structure. The concern is that, by sotgua model that adequately
represents the system, the results may be significantlgdiashe best way to test for these
biases is to model systems with a variety of assumptions amgare the results.

In each grid element are examples from the literature thmesent that particular model.
This listing is done to provide a few examples each and is mended to be complete in
any way. In fact, a complete listing would take the whole @ firoceeding (but see Binney
& Tremaine 1987 for a complete discussion). There are twegdypr the text in each grid:
regular text represent analytic models, and italicized tegresents nonparametric models.
For example, isotropic, spherical models (the upper left)ggncompass an infinite number
of density-potential pairs, and only King and Plummer medek listed. Gebhardt & Fis-
cher (1995) present a nonparametric, isotropic, spheariodel that determines the potential
directly. Isotropic, spherical models have been enornyosistcessful in describing stellar
systems, especially for globular clusters (King 1966). Farasuring black hole masses,
they have done remarkably well; for example, Kormendy (2@0®ws the change in the
estimated black hole mass for M32 varies little over 20 yefdata and a range of model
sophistication. However, we are at a level now where theityuafl the data is so high that
we must use the most general models possible. Furthernmoogder to study the orbital
structure one must use nonparametric techniques; otherome restricts the form of the
distribution function.

Spherical models are good representations for globulatersi and some of the largest
ellipticals (e.g., M87), but we know that most galaxies asespherical. Tremblay & Merritt
(1995) and Khairul Alam & Ryden (2002) argue, based on ireersf the distribution of
projected shapes, that, in fact, there are nearly no galabét are spherical. We must use,
at the least, axisymmetric models. Furthermore, Binney8)@&nd Davies et al. (1983)
point out that the flattening in galaxies is not consisterthugotropic orbits: i.e., we must
also include anisotropy. Thus, there have been a tremerainaant of work in modeling
galaxies as 2-integral axisymmetric systems.

Van der Marel (1991) provides one of the first 2-integral Eaaf a large sample of el-
lipticals, using the modeling first introduced by BinneyMas, & lllingworth (1990). From
kinematic data taken along the major and minor axis for 3@axdas, van der Marel finds
that 2-integral models have too much motion on the major exiapared to what is seen.
The implication is that ellipticals have, > oy, inconsistent with the 2-integral assump-
tion (whereo, = 0y). There are multiple ways to cause this inconsistency. kamgple,
galaxies may depend on a third integral of motion; the 2grabmodels may be biased by
not including a dark halo; galaxies may have significanitalashape which also biases
axisymmetric models; or the quality of the data may be toorp@ée can compare the re-
sults of van der Marel to those of Gebhardt et al. (2003), wladerB-integral models for
12 galaxies, including three in common. For half of the sangl > oy, consistent with
van der Marel. For three galaxies in common (NGC 3379, NGO4aad NGC 4697),
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Fig. 1.2. The black hole mass estimate from Magorrian etl#198) and those from more
recent data and analysis (see Tremaine et al. 2002 for thpiladion). The line is one-to-
one correspondence. All masses have been corrected to aarodistance. The Magorrian
et al. (1998) masses are on average 2.4 times larger.

there is not good agreement. Neither model includes a donimn from a dark halo, which
may bias the large radial orbital structure. However, miksty, the differences are due to
the use of different data sets, and the quality of the datacset have a significant influence
on the results. We now turn to measuring the black hole mass.

The largest sample using 2-integral models to measure ht@lelmasses is that of Magor-
rian et al. (1998). Magorrian et al. study 36 galaxies withugrd-based kinematics a8 T
photometry to provide a systematic estimate of the centagkthole mass. Previous black
hole studies concentrated on individual cases. These teseé been widely used, and also
criticized. The major complaint is that the models are &t simplistic (i.e., 2-integral)

4



K. Gebhardt

and that the kinematic data have too low spatial resolutiosaty anything about the cen-
tral black hole. Many of the Magorrian et al. galaxies nowénB\ST kinematic data and
have been modeled with more general models. In Figure 1.2omgpare the black hole
mass estimates from Magorrian et al. to these more recatiestuThere is a bias in that
the 2-integral masses tend to be higher than those from thie reoent analysis. The av-
erage difference between the two samples is a factor of 2s4digcussed in Gebhardt et
al. (2003), the difference appears to be due to different@sddeling, as opposed to the
improved spatial resolution in the kinematics. Clearlg tietter kinematics provide a more
accurate measurement, but they do not appear to bias thesre@ebhardt et al. (2003)
show that the black hole mass is not biased when using onlyngrbased data compared to
using both ground-based ahiS Tkinematics.

In order to provide a more accurate estimate of either theklilale mass or the orbital
structure, we need to go beyond 2-integral models. Modelsattow for three integrals of
motion have only recently been applied to dynamical syst@ihe problem is that the most
general form for the third integral is not analytic, and westmely on numerical approaches.
In limiting cases, there are analytic 3-integral models;eitample, Dejonghe & de Zeeuw
(1988) study 3-integral Kuzmin-Kutuzov (1962) models. Hwer, these models have ana-
Iytic cores ¢llogr/dlogr = 0 at the center), and since nearly all galaxies have cerisgs
(Gebhardt et al. 1996; Ravindranath et al. 2001), they welbblimited use. Because the
third integral is not analytic, we generally rely on orbaded, Schwarzschild (1979) codes
in order to study them. The first general application of tHatdsased methods is presented
in Richstone & Tremaine (1984), applied to spherical systefiey even incorporate rota-
tion in their models to provide one of the first models thatude three integrals (enerdy,
total angular momentunh?, and angular momentum about the palg, albeit in a spheri-
cal system. Rix et al. (1997) extend this analysis to makeaildd orbit-based model of the
dark halo around NGC 2434. The first application of an axiswtnit, orbit-based model is
that of van der Marel et al. (1998), who measure the black imalss in M32. A few groups
now have axisymmetric, orbit-based codes that have beehtostudy central black holes.
To date, 17 galaxies have been studied with these models witoming from one code
(Gebhardt et al. 2000, 2003; Bower et al. 2001), four fromlLtiielen group with various
codes (van der Marel et al. 1998; Cretton & van den Bosch 1@8@pellari et al. 2002;
Verolme et al. 2002), and one from Emsellem, Dejonghe, & Bgd999).

With so few groups using orbit-based codes, we must be odftai the immense freedom
allowed by these codes does not bias the results due to satued®f an individual code.
The general problem of covering phase space appropriatdlyeise orbit-based codes is
tricky. There is a balance that one must obtain betweendiirodLa large orbit library in order
to sample phase space but still maintain a small enouglryilimaorder to use a reasonable
amount of computer resources. In fact, Valluri, Merritt, &Eellem (2003) find that there is
a large difference when running models using orbit libidévarious size. They have two
main results that question the reliability of these modetsiieasuring black hole masses.
First, the shape of thg? contours depends on the number of orbits run for a modelgusin
the same data set. Second, for models with large numbersité dhere is a degeneracy in
black hole mass: thg? contours reach a plateau over a large range of black holeasass
These results are critically important to understand stheg may undermine this whole
area of study. Fortunately, the other groups involved harednany tests in regards to this
degeneracy. We will concentrate on the tests done with thdn&et et al. (2003) code.
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Fig. 1.3. Shape of\x? versus black hole mass for models with different orbit nurabe
Each model is a fit to an identical data set, and the only diffee is the sampling of phase
space. For the two runs with the smallest orbit library, weehaun the same number of
orbits, but simply sampled phase space differently.

There are three issues on which we will focus. These are €l3hlape of? as a func-
tion of orbit number, (2) the ability of using the® contours to measure reliable confidence
bands, and (3) the dependence on the smoothing paramat#nidHast aspect, most groups
use regularization for the smoothing while Gebhardt et &ly bn maximizing entropy
(Richstone & Tremaine 1988). Regularization imposes shingtdirectly in phase space
by including a term that represents the noise imtheypically using the sum of the squared
second derivative between phase space elements. Gebhatd{2003) calculate the en-
tropy of each orbit (using entropy equalwogw, wherew is the orbital weight) and use
the total entropy as a constraint (see Richstone & Tremai8d,11988 for a complete dis-
cussion). Both approaches should provide smooth distoibdtinctions, and there is no
obvious desire to use one over the other.
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Black Hole Mass

Fig. 1.4. Distribution of black hole masses from Monte Cailmulations for NGC 3608.
The solid line represents the results of changing the inplatoity profiles according to the
noise in the spectral data (the Monte Carlo approach). Thieakdotted lines represent the
68% confidence limit as measured from the shape ofytheontours. The area inside the
dotted lines is close to 68% of the area.

To study the influence of orbit number on the best-fit solyttbe obvious test is to run
an analytic model where the black hole mass is known and gimpiease the orbit number.
Valluri et al. (2003) have the only paper in which this tess haen published. This test,
however, has been done by the other groups, but it was nebésiped since nothing was
ever seen to be problematic. Figure 1.3 plots this test uiagcode of Gebhardt et al.
(2003). They run four models for the same data set. The tolél mumber spans a factor
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of 4, with the two smallest libraries being run twice but wathllifferent sampling. The two
largest libraries show nearly identio@ profiles. The two smallest libraries show a different
contour shape, but they have substantial noise, makingthearison difficult. For libraries
with an extremely small number of orbits, it is clear that ffecontours must become very
noisy since the quality of the fit depends on whether one hapfehit important orbits or
not. Thus, having an appropriate number of orbits certamiynportant. However, since
we see little difference between the two largest librarted tiffer by a factor of 2 in orbit
number, it appears that the contours do not plateau as adamdtlack hole mass, as Valluri
et al. (2003) find. In fact, even for the small libraries, we #eat they tend to trace the true
x2 contour fairly well, although the noise makes it difficultflow. The number of orbits
in a given library is only useful if one compares it to the nuanbf model grid elements. For
published orbit-based models, most have phase space gevibit is adequate to measure
the black hole mass. For example, Gebhardt et al. (2003) lusat 8000 orbits in each
galaxy model with the same number of grid elements showngaréi 1.3.

Another issue to understand is whether the uncertaintiéiseblack hole masses are ade-
quately measured. One of the goals of black hole studiesuisderstand their role in galaxy
evolution, and any comparison with galaxy properties mostain accurate uncertainties.
All orbit-based models rely on using the shape of {feto determine their uncertainties.
The best method, however, is to run bootstrap simulationthemeal data. We have done
this for NGC 3608. For each spectrum, we simulate a new iadiz based on the noise
in the spectrum. We then generate 100 realizations. ThistdGarlo method is the same
as that used when measuring the uncertainties for the w#elpfiles (see Pinkney et al.
2003). We then run the modeling code on each new set of datastindate the best-fit
black hole mass. This procedure is extremely time consunaind we have only done it
for one galaxy so far. Figure. 1.4 plots the distribution Gfdk hole masses obtained by
these Monte Carlo simulations. The solid line represerggithtribution function using an
adaptive kernel estimate of the individual realizationise Hotted lines show the 68% confi-
dence band measured from the shape ofitheontours. The agreement is excellent, as the
68% x? contours are similar to the area that contains 68% of thelaiions. The simula-
tions encompass a slightly larger area, but only by a feweugrcThus, it appears that the
X2 contours can be used to estimate accurately the black hale umeertainties. From all
of the orbit-based models used to date, the range of blackrhaks uncertainties is from
5% to 70%, with an average uncertainty around 20%. Giventtigascatter in thé, —o
correlation is less than 30% (Tremaine et al. 2002), werstild to improve the black hole
mass uncertainties.

Another important concern is whether the smoothing parantets an effect on the black
hole mass. The choice of this parameter is discussed exédnsi Cretton et al. (1999) and
Verolme et al. (2002). Their choice of the smoothing par@mistbased on comparison with
analytic test cases, by finding that smoothing parametéptioaides the best match for the
phase space distribution function. This cross-validatemhnique is a standard statistical
approach to determine the smoothing parameter. Furtherriverolme et al. (2002) have
performed tests in which they compare their best-fit massdauith optimal smoothing to
that measured when including no smoothing, and find no @iffee in their black hole mass.
Similar results are found in the modeling of Gebhardt et 200@8). Figure. 1.5 is a plot of
x? versus smoothing parameter for many different models of N8@8. Each line differs
by the mass of the black hole. The fin&lversus black hole mass is then obtained by taking
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Fig. 1.5. x? between the model and data as a function of the relative wbigtveen entropy
and velocity fit for NGC 3608. By increasing the velocity wieigwe are decreasing the
amount of smoothing. We start each model with maximum smigtfmaximizing entropy
only) and then increase the velocity weight until the kindosaare fit as well as possible.
The heavy, solid line is the best-fit model when the entropy teas no weight. The best-fit
model has the minimurg? over a large range of entropy weights.

the rightmost values in Figure. 1.5. The point of this plaibishow that the best-fit model
provides the minimum? over a large range of smoothing parameters. For the maximum
entropy method, the smoothness is employed by increasngahtribution of the entropy
term relative to the comparison with the velocities. Thee#l weighting is increased until
the model provides the best fit to the data and essentialig ikeo contribution from the
entropy term. However, as is seen in Figure. 1.5, the bestefitel provides the minimum

x? for a range of 100 in smoothing parameters.
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All of the above discussion has focused on measuring thek lilate mass and not the
stellar orbital structure. The influence of these effectgtenorbits is harder to quantify,
since the results depend on which aspect of the orbits thatecn us. For example, the
answer depends on whether one is concerned with the vekdlifigoid at every position in
the galaxy, or whether one wants the radial to tangentialpmmants at only two different
radii. The former is much harder to measure. We are not atdht where we can study the
detailed shape of the velocity ellipsoid throughout theaggl The two ingredients required
to do this are (1) an understanding of any systematic biagbegiorbit-based techniques and
(2) having the appropriate data sets to perform this arsly®e will discuss each of these
below, but at this point we stress that obtaining a simplesueaof radial to tangential
motion appears to be robust, and does provide evolutionamgtraints. Using the same
Monte Carlo simulations discussed above, we can also dstitin@ distribution of radial to
tangential motion from the noise in the spectra. The scettemarkably small. Similarly,
this ratio has very little dependence on the smoothing patamin fact, that ratio changes
by a much smaller fraction than the best-fit black hole maskis Guantity is typically
measured to around 20% or better. Thus, we are confident thaaw use this number to
provide good comparison with theoretical predictions.

13 Results and Discussion

There are 17 galaxies that have axisymmetric orbit-basetemoFigure 1.6 plots
the orbital properties of those galaxies against othexgaleoperties. We include the black
hole mass, the effective dispersion, and the radial to tatijemotion at two points in the
galaxy — the central region and at 1/4 effective radius. énalntral region for each galaxy,
the black hole dominates the potential. TMg- o plot is the most significant correlation.
However, there is also a very strong correlation betweeldek hole mass and the radial
motion contribution at large radii (top right plot). Thesainother correlation of this quantity
with effectives , but this may be secondary to the one with black hole massadn the
correlation with black hole mass is the most significant bb#ier galaxy properties (total
light, total mass, effective radius, etc.). The trend ig th@se galaxies that have large
black hole masses (and hence lasgédave orbits dominated by radial motion at large radii.
Tangential motion tends to occur in those galaxies with Ebiatk holes. This correlation
is one of the strongest for the full set of comparisons in Gethhet al. (2003).

The correlation betweeM, ando, /ot is likely to be related to the evolutionary history
of the galaxy. For the most massive galaxies, at radii netir@@ffective radius, the orbital
distribution is radially biased. This is also the conclusitom Cretton, Rix, & de Zeeuw
(2000), who use orbit-based methods to study the giantiehilNGC 2320; along the major
axis, they find strong radial bias in the orbits at large tadie can compare this radial bias
for the most massive galaxies with thEbody simulations of Dubinski (1998). He finds
that for the most massive ellipticals, there is an increaske radial motion from the center
(where it is nearly isotropic) to the outer radii (where therger remnant has /oy = 1.3).
The most massive galaxies in our sample of 17 approach ttosaiof radial motion at large
radii. For the smaller galaxies, tiNebody comparisons are not as developed for measuring
the internal orbital structure. However, based on the results ofN-body simulations
(Meza et al. 2003; Samland & Gerhard 2003), we will soon beposition to compare the
internal structure of the smaller galaxies as well. It haglbeen known that low-luminosity
ellipticals rotate rapidly and are often consistent witttatd isotropic rotators, while high-
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Fig. 1.6. Plots of the orbital properties against variousugaproperties. The properties
along the diagonal include the black hole mass, the effedispersionde), the ratio of
radial to tangential dispersion at the center/¢to), and the ratio of radial to tangential
dispersion at 1/4 the effective radius (ote). The number written in the upper left corner
of the plot is the PearsonR correlation coefficient. If the probability from the coraébn

is below 10%, we do not repoRk

luminosity ellipticals have been thought to be supportedduijal anisotropy at large radii
(Davies et al. 1983). Since black hole mass correlates withirlosity, theM, —or /ote
correlation may then be secondary; however, the radiabaoigy correlates much stronger
with black hole mass than it does with luminosity. There heexba considerable amount of
theoretical work in explaining why the black hole mass dates so well with host galaxy
dispersion (see Adams et al. 2003 and references thereia fecent discussion). The
correlation may provide additional constraints on the ntede

There is also a trend that the galaxies with shallow cen&rabiy profiles (i.e., the core
galaxies) have orbits with the strongest tangential bias their centers. This correlation has
been discussed in Gebhardt et al. (2003). The most likelaeation is that this is caused
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by binary black hole mergers. We know that the existence daekihole will leave some
amount of tangential anisotropy since it will either ejectagcrete those stars that are on
radial orbits. This effect has been seen in mAhklgody simulations that consider adiabatic
growth of black holes (Quinlan et al. 1995, 1997; Nakano & Mak1999; Milosavljevt

& Merritt 2001; Sigurdsson 2003). In all of these case, havethe amount of tangential
motion is quite small. In the most detailed study to dateoslVljevt & Merritt (2001)
find that the most extreme amount of tangential motionddsy = 0.8. The values that
Gebhardt et al. (2003) report are smaller than 0.4. One wapt@in such large amounts of
tangential motion is to have a binary black hole that carcaffeore stars on radial orbits due
to its own orbital motion. The binary black hole results frarmerger, and we already have
seen that binary black holes are one of the best mechanisonsdte the division between
core and power-law galaxies (Faber et al. 1997; Milosaidj@Merritt 2001; Lauer 2003).
However, theN-body simulations that have been studied use fairly réstei@assumptions —
most are based on spherical isotropic initial conditionsc&realistic simulations including
mergers and central black holes are available, we will benineh better position to interpret
the observational results.

14 The Future

There are many aspects of understanding the stellar osghitadture that need im-
provement — these include the data, analysis, and thearetmparisons. In regards to the
data, with the use of orbit-based models, we can realiiticahstrain the internal structure
of the galaxy. In fact, Verolme et al. (2002) were able to roeasvith high accuracy the
inclination of M32, and thus its intrinsic shape. Howeverprder to do this they needed
two-dimensional kinematic data, which were obtained bySA&JRON team (de Zeeuw et
al. 2002). Most of the galaxies studied to date with orbgdzhmodels only have limited
kinematic data (along 2—4 position angles) and thus canmoiskd to study their intrinsic
shapes. In fact, as a result of this, most of the models in &elvlet al. (2003) are only run
as edge-on configurations, and there is a concern that thisbraa the results (de Zeeuw
2003). However, for the issues discussed here — the blaekrhaks and radial to tangen-
tial motion — inclined models are unlikely to introduce stagial changes, given the large
uncertainties already on these quantities. In any evagtifgiant improvement can be made
by using two-dimensional kinematic data. Another area igoriovement of the data is to
include kinematics at large radii. In the study of Gebhatdt e they were careful to report
only results inside of the effective radii, where the darloha unlikely to have any influ-
ence. However, any dynamical model needs to include sonmaastof the influence of
orbits at large radii. Even though the effect of these oiibiexpected to be minimal at small
radii, they are not ignorable. In order to measure the ckbltagk hole and orbital struc-
ture, a proper dynamical model should include both highiap@esolution (i.e.HST) and
large-radii kinematics. With the advent of integral-fielits on many large ground-based
telescopes, obtaining this type of data will be feasiblefalit, adaptive optics observations
with an integral-field unit will be a tremendous advance ie field of study.

On the data analysis side, while the orbit-based modelfthatbeen run offer significant
improvement over the previous set of models, there is stdhg way to go. For instance,
most orbit-based models are axisymmetric and oblate. férafal triaxial models need to be
included for a proper analysis. As discussed above, evahdarblate models, mostinclude
only an edge-on configuration. In addition, many have assuomainosity density profiles
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that have constant ellipticity with radius. We know thatagaés have ellipticities and posi-
tion angles that vary with radius, and so, at some level, theals studied so far incorrectly
represent the galaxy light profile. However, at this poing kinematic uncertainties likely
dominate the results, as opposed to assumption biases. abreee this by comparing the
inclined models for M32 (Verolme et al. 2002) with the edgerodel of van der Marel
et al. (1998). Even there, the difference in the black holsans only at the 10% level,
and the change in internal orbital structure is even lesseSnone of the other black holes
are as well measured as M32's (most have uncertainties di@Qfb), this suggests that the
assumption biases will not have a great effect. Yet, oncejtladity of the data improves,
we will have to consider more general models. In fact, tahriodels have already been
studied by Verolme et al. (2003). We know that kinematicelktinct cores are common in
galaxies, and, therefore, axisymmetric models will cieadt provide the best representa-
tion. Verolme et al. extend the orbit-based models to ingladriaxial distribution function
and have successfully reproduced the complicated kinemstiticture of NGC 4365. An
important step now would be to run both an axisymmetric aieditrl model on the same
galaxy to see if any significant differences arise.

The ultimate analysis method includes runninghsbody model for each galaxy. We
know that at some level there is no galaxy that has perfectsstny. The question then
becomes how significant are the errors one makes when ruaningdel that has some
symmetry (spherical, axisymmetric, or triaxial) to an asyetric galaxy. At least for the
black hole mass, the errors are not large. Kormendy (200@)srizes the changes in
black hole mass over time and with different dynamical mmdesophistication. He finds
that the change in black hole mass, at least for a few wetlistugalaxies, is not very
large, considering the enormous change in both data andlimgd&he black hole masses
measured by Magorrian et al. (1998) using low-quality gabbased data and 2-integral
models measured black hole masses to within a factor of 2+tBeopresently accepted
values. However, the intrinsic scatter of tg —o correlation is consistent with zero, and at
most 30% (Tremaine et al. 2002). Furthermore, the coraatf black hole mass with other
galaxy properties — concentration index (Graham et al. 2B0dham 2003) and total mass
(Magorrian et al. 1998; McLure & Dunlop 2002) — have a low seags well. The fact that
the scatter in these correlations is already so low imphiasthe systematic uncertainties are
not terribly measured; otherwise, we would not be able tecteéhese correlations. In order
to better study these correlations, we must have betterrdieted black hole masses, and
therefore we must improve the analysis techniques. Holyefu will not have to measure
black hole masses to much better than 10% to answer theificeht important questions,
since going beyond that will be a challenge in terms of botteobations and analysis.
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