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ABSTRACT

Aims. We constrain the mass, velocity-anisotropy, and pseudsgispace density profiles of tae= 0.44 CLASH cluster
MACS J1206.2-0847, using the projected phase-spacellistmn of cluster galaxies in combination with gravita@fensing.
Methods. We use an unprecedented data-set 600 redshifts for cluster members, obtained as part of a/VINIOS large program,

to constrain the cluster mass profile over the radial ran@e5 Mpc (0-2.5 virial radii) using the MAMPOSSt and Caustiethods
(Mamon et al. 2013; Diaferio & Geller 1997). We then add ex&¢iconstraints from the gravitational lensing analysitJaietsu

et al. (2012). We invert the Jeans equation to obtain thecitglanisotropy profiles of cluster members. With the mdeasity and
velocity-anisotropy profiles we then obtain the first detiation of a cluster pseudo-phase-space density profildiT& Navarro
2001).

Results. The kinematics and lensing determinations of the clustessnpeofile are in excellent agreement. This is very well fitted
by a NFW model with mas#l,qo = (1.4 + 0.2) x 10'® M, and concentratiolt,go = 6 + 1, only slightly higher than theoretical
expectations. Other mass profile models also provide aabkpfits to our data, of (slightly) lower (Burkert, Herngyliand Softened
Isothermal Sphere) or comparable (Einasto) quality thaNFhe velocity anisotropy profiles of the passive and staming cluster
members are similar, close to isotropic near the centerraaréasingly radial outside. Passive cluster membersfaitremely well
the theoretical expectations for the pseudo-phase-spatstd profile and the relation between the slope of the rassity profile
and the velocity anisotropy (Hansen & Moore 2006). Stamiog cluster members show marginal deviations from thémakt
expectations.

Conclusions. This is the most accurate determination of a cluster mad#ignut to a radius of 5 Mpc, and the only determination
of the velocity-anisotropy and pseudo-phase-space ggnsifiles of both passive and star-forming galaxies for alividual cluster.
These profiles provide constraints on the dynamical histémhe cluster and its galaxies. Prospects for extendirgyahalysis to a
larger cluster sample are discussed.

Key words.  Galaxies: clusters: individual: MACS J1206.2-0847, Galaxies: kinematics and dynamics, Galaxies: evolution, Cosmol-
ogy: dark matter

— 1. Introduction According to Cold DM cosmological numerical simulations,
. . the radial mass distribution of DM halos is universal, aneirth
s Clusters of galaxies are excellent cosmological natulabra- ¢ jensity profiles can be characterized by a simple imcti
© tories. They are the most massive systems in Qynamlcal €%tthe radial distance (NFW model hereafter; Navarro et296l
librium, and are thus extremely sensitive arfteetive cosmo- 1997), at least out to the virial radiys 0. The NFW model
logical probes, especially through the study of the Clustass ;. yeters are the virial raditg,, and the scale radius,, that
function (e.g. Kravtsov_& Borgani 2012.’ and references ingre ; e radius where the logarithmic derivative of the masssitg
These systems are believed to be dominated by dark matter (@@;iley = dInp/dInr = —2. Equivalently, the NFW model can
hereafter, Zwicky 1933), so their internal mass distribatcan be characterized by the related parameters, the virialhdss,

in principle be used to distinguish between DM and altematiand the concentrati — oo/t An even better fit to the
theories of gravity (e.g. Clowe et al. 2006), or to consttthie OTkoo = 200/T-2:

intrinsic physical properties of DM (e.g. Arabadjis et a0(2; _ . . . -
Markevitch et al. 2004; Katgert et al. 2004; Serra & Domirgue™ The radiug, is the radius of a sphere with mass overdensitjmes

Xiv:1307.5867v1 [astro-ph.CO] 22 Jul 2013

Romero 2011). the critical density at the cluster redshift. Throughou thaper we
refer to theA = 200 radius as the ‘virial radiustpgo.
Send offorint requests to: A. Biviano, biviano@oats.inaf.it 2 The massM, is directly connected to, via My = AH2r3/(2G),

* Based in large part on data collected at the ESO VLT (prog.l®hereH, is the Hubble constant at the redshiftof the halo. Through-
186.A-0798), at the NASA HST, and at the NASJ Subaru telesscop out this paper we refer to the = 200 mass as the ‘virial mass¥,o.
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density profile of cosmological halos can be obtained udieg tMoore (2006) to hold in a variety of halos extracted from name
Einasto (1965) model (Navarro et al. 2004). Observationg hdcal simulations,
confirmed that the universal NFW model provides adequate fi
to the mass distribution of clusters (e.g. Carlberg et a@7E9 é&) =-0.15-0.19(r). @)
Geller et al. 1999; van der Marel et al. 2000; King et al. 2003he reality of this relation has been questioned by Navared.e
Biviano & Girardi 2003; Rines et al. 2003a; Kneib et al. 20032010) and Lemze et al. (2012) and yet some relation does seem
Katgert et al. 2004; Arnaud et al. 2005; Broadhurst et al.520Q0 exist between the shape of a halo mass density profile @nd th
Umetsu et al. 2011; Oguri et al. 2012; Okabe et al. 2013).  orhital properties of the halo constituents (see also An &rsv
Many studies have attempted to explain the NFW-like shapgoe; Hansen et al. 2006; Iguchi et al. 2006; Hansen et aD;201
of the mass density profile of cosmological halos, and why thian Hese et al. 2011). For a NFW-like density profile, jhg
shape is universal, even if universality is still a debaslié relation would imply isotropic orbitsi ~ 0) near the center, and
(e.g. Ricotti 2003; Tasitsiomi et al. 2004; Merritt et alGB)Ri-  more radially anisotropic orbitg3(> 0) outside, as observed in
cotti et al. 2007). While some studies have found the shape¥ halos. The radius wherg(r) departs from isotropyrs, is
halo density profiles to depend on cosmology (e.g. Subreananihen naturally related to the characteristic scale lengttof the
et al. 2000; Thomas et al. 2001; Salvador-Solé et al. 20Qf), oDM density profile (Barnes et al. 2005; Bellovary et al. 2008)
ers have not (Huss et al. 1999a; Wang & White 2009). A generalation between_, andr; has indeed been found in numerically
consensus is growing that the universal NFW-like shape@aatt! simulated halos (Barnes et al. 2007; Mamon et al. 2010).
in the central regions, is the result of the initial, fasteambly Like the power-law behavior of(r), also they-g relation
phase of halos (Huss et al. 1999b; Manrique et al. 2003; Arafight be related to the halo formation process. Isotrojmnadf
et al. 2004; Tasitsiomi et al. 2004; Lu et al. 2006; EI-Zar®&0 orbits may result from fluctuations in the gravitational gmial
Wang & White 2009; Lapi & Cavaliere 2011), characterized byuring the fast-accretion phase characterized by majogensy
dynamical processes such as violent and collective retaxat j.e. a sort of violent or chaotic relaxation (Lu et al. 200G
and phase and chaotic mixing (Hénon 1964; Lynden-Bell 196¢Cavaliere 2011). The subsequent slow, gentle phase of mass
Merritt 2005; Henriksen 2006, and references therein). fbhe accretion is unable to isotropize orbits and as a consegubrc
lowing slower accretion phase may be responsible for therougxternal, more recently accreted material would tend to enov
slope of the density profile (Tasitsiomi et al. 2004; Lu et abn more radially elongated orbits. Another process capable
2006; Hiotelis 2006). Halos would obtain the same, unidersgenerating isotropic orbits near the center of halos fronman
density profile independently of details about their caEIl-  tial distribution of radial orbits is the radial orbit indtiity (ROI
Zant 2008; Wang & White 2009) and subsequent merger histgereafter). ROI occurs when particles in precessing eleua
ries (Dehnen 2005; Kazantzidis et al. 2006; El-Zant 200&)§Vajoop orbits experience a torque due to a slight asymmeta, th
& White 2009; Salvador-Solé et al. 2012). causes them to lose some angular momentum and move towards
_ Ithas been argued by Taylor & Navarro (2001) that the NFWhe system center (see, e.g., Bellovary et al. 2008). RQtircon
like shape is strictly related to the power-law radial bebav yes even after the halo has virialized (Barnes et al. 2007).
of the pseudo-phase-space density profiles of halos idzhtifi So far we have seen that tHeapes of the mass density and
cosmological numerical simulation§(r) = p/o> e r™* with  velocity anisotropy profiles seem to carry information oe tor-
a = —1.875. This power-law behavior €(r) is obeyed by a va- mation processes of cosmological halos but not on the casol
riety of self-gravitating collisionless systems in eqoilum, not jcal model. The latter might however be constrained by the re
necessarily formed as the result of hierarchical accrefim tion between the two parameters of the mass density profije,
cesses, and this suggests that it is a generic result of the cand M, the so-called concentration-mass relatiokl( here-
sionless collapse, probably induced by violent relaxatfarstin - after). In fact, the halo concentration is determined byrttass
etal. 2005; Barnes et al. 2006). A similar power-law beheigio fraction accreted into the cluster during the initial fakape (Lu
also obtained foQ(r), where the total velocity dispersienis et al. 2006) s@,qo andMagq identify to a large extent the forma-
replaced with its radial component; (Dehnen & McLaughlin tion redshift of a halo (see, e.g., Gao et al. 2008; Giocoélet
2005). _ 2012b). Observing theMr at different redshifts can therefore
The power-law behavior may however not hold at all radije used to constrain cosmological models (see, e.g., Huss et
(Schmidt et al. 2008; Ludlow et al. 2010) and depending am99a; Dolag et al. 2004; Wong & Taylor 2012). For example, it
the virialization state of the system, departure from pela@r has been found that thMr has opposite slopes in Cold and Hot
may start already close to the center, or, for more virigika- DM cosmologies (Wang & White 2009), while in dark-energy-
los, near the virial radius (LUleW et al. 2010). In any casgominated Warm DM models theMr is not monotonous but
the relation is surprisingly similar to the self-similariston of  characterized by a turnover point at group mass scales &chn
Bertschinger (1985) for secondary infall onto a spherieatyr- der et al. 2012).
bation, even if the reason for this similarity remains ur1aiqed. At present there is some tension between the obsearivied
Dehnen & McLaughlin (2005) have shown that the shape @f g. tokas et al. 2006b; Rines & Diaferio 2006; Buote et al.
the density profiles of cosmological halos follows anabfic  2007; Schmidt & Allen 2007; Biviano 2008; Ettori et al. 2010;
from the power-law behavior oQ(r) if the system obeys the Okabe et al. 2010; Oguri et al. 2012; Newman et al. 2012) and
Jeans equation of dynamical equilibrium (Binney & Tremaing@at obtained im CDM cosmological simulations (e.g. Navarro

1987), and if a lineay-g relation holds, with et al. 1997; Bullock et al. 2001; Diy et al. 2008; Gao et al.
o(r) +a§(r) o2(r) 2008; Klypin et al. 2011; Mufioz-Cuartas et al. 2011; Giocoli
Br)=1- > =1-— (1) et al. 2012a; Bhattacharya et al. 2013), particularly atlthe
20¢(r) ot(r) mass end (galaxy groups). The use of ¢thr for discriminat-

wherecy, oy are the two tangential components, andthe ra- ing among diferent cosmological models is however somewhat
dial component, of the velocity dispersion, and the lastvegu hampered by our ignorance of baryon-related physical psee

lence is obtained in the case of spherical symmetry. The exisat can change halo concentrations, also as a functionlof ha
tence of such a linear-g relation has been found by Hansen &mass (e.g. El-Zant et al. 2004; Gnedin et al. 2004; Barkana &
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Loeb 2010; Del Popolo 2010; Fedeli 2012). Rasia et al. (2018LDM Structure Formation Models” (P.l. Piero Rosati). This
have shown that theffect of baryons is not enough to reconcilés an ongoing spectroscopic follow-up of a subset of 14 ehsst
the observed and simulatetr. Efficient radiative cooling and from the “Cluster Lensing And Supernova survey with Hubble”
weak feedback are needed to reconcile the observed and sif@l-ASH, Postman et al. 2012). The CLASH-VLT Large Pro-
latedcMr on the scale of galaxy groups, but this comes at tlggamme is aimed at obtaining redshift measurements for 400—
price of creating tension with other observables, suchastil- 600 cluster members and 10-20 lensed multiple images in each
lar mass fraction (Dfiy et al. 2010). cluster field. We combine our cluster mass profile determina-
The above theoretical considerations about the univéysaliion based on spectroscopic data for member galaxies, with i
the shape, and the origin of cluster mass profiles need tstezite dependent mass profile determinations obtained from tbagtr
observationally. Determining cluster mass profiles is hmve and weak gravitational lensing analyses of, respecti&tyin
not a simple task. Traditionally, this has been done using-cl et al. (2012) and Umetsu et al. (2012, U12 hereafter). The-com
ter galaxies as tracers of the gravitational potential.(Kent bined power of the excellent imaging and spectroscopic aata
& Gunn 1982; The & White 1986; van der Marel et al. 200dpws us to determine the mass profile for a single cluster to an
Biviano & Girardi 2003; Biviano 2000, and references theyei unprecedented accuracy and free of systematics over tia rad
— this technique has allowed the first discovery of dark matteange~0-5 Mpc (corresponding to 0—-2.5 virial radii). The clus-
(Zwicky 1933). The intra-cluster gas has been used as tafceter mass profile so obtained is then used to determine thevelo
the gravitational potential since the advent of X-ray astrmy ity anisotropy profilesg(r) of both the passive and star-forming
(e.g. Mitchell et al. 1977; Forman & Jones 1982; Fabricaml.et cluster galaxy populations, for the first time for an indivad
1986; Briel et al. 1992; Ettori et al. 2002). Cluster massas acluster, thanks to the large sample of spectroscopic rédshi
mass profiles can also be measured using the Sunyaev-ZetdoVhis is the highest-redshift determinationggf) for an individ-
(Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1970)fkect (e.g. Pointecouteau et alual cluster so far. The mass profile gf@) determinations are
1999; Grego et al. 2000; LaRoque et al. 2003; Muchovej et #hen used to determine (for the first time ever for a real galax
2007), but perhaps the most direct way is by exploiting trergr cluster) the pseudo-phase-space density pra@ilesandQ;(r),
itational distortion &ects of the cluster potential on the apparernd they-g relation.
shapes of background galaxies (e.g. Wambsganss et al. 1989The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe
Mellier et al. 1993; Squires et al. 1996; Sand et al. 2002;|®alhe data sample, and the identification of cluster membesws. W
et al. 2003; Zitrin et al. 2011) as first suggested by Zwickgetermine the cluster mass profile in Section 3 and compare ou
(2937). results to theoretical expectations for tidr. We determine the
Using diferent methods to determine cluster mass profileister velocity anisotropy profile in Section 4. In Sect®we
is fundamental since fierent methods ster from different sys- test observationally the theoretic(r), Q:(r), andy-g relation.
tematics. For instance, X-ray determinations of clustessea We discuss our results in Section 6 and provide our conahssio
tend to be underestimated if bulk gas motions and the coin-Section 7. In Appendix A we show that our results are robust
plex thermal structure of the Intra-Cluster Medium (ICMgarvs. diferent choices of the method for cluster members identi-
ignored (Rasia et al. 2004, 2006; Lau et al. 2009; Molnar et &itation. In Appendix B we compare our results for the cluster
2010; Cavaliere et al. 2011). Cluster triaxiality and otaion mass with previous, less accurate results from the litegatu
effects tend to bias the mass profile estimates obtained by-gravi Throughout this paper, we adoplp = 70 km s* Mpc,
tational lensing (e.g. Meneghetti et al. 2011; Becker & Ksav Qo = 0.3, Q4 = 0.7. At the cluster redshift, 1 arcmin corre-
2011; Feroz & Hobson 2012) and by cluster galaxy kinematisponds to 0.34 Mpc. Magnitudes are in the AB system.
(Cen 1997; Biviano et al. 2006). Comparingtdrent mass pro-
file determinations can therefore help assessing the boititvin
of non-thermal pressure to the ICM and the elongation alo%g The data sample
the line-of-sight (e.g. Morandi & Limousin 2012; Sereno bt aThe cluster MACS J1206.2-0847 was observed in 2012 as part of
2012). If systematics are well under control, the comparisb the ESO Large Programme 186.A-0798 using VIMOS (Le Févre
independent determinations of cluster mass profiles fraamigr et al. 2003) at the ESO VLT. The VIMOS data were acquired us-
tational lensing and the kinematics of cluster members bad s ing four separate pointings, each with dfeient quadrant cen-
light on the very nature of DM (Faber & Visser 2006; Serra &ered on the cluster core. A total of 12 masks were observed (8
Dominguez Romero 2011). LR-Blue masks and 4 MR masks), and each mask was observed
While different methods can be used to constrain a clusfer either 3 or 4x 15 minutes, for a total of 10.7 hours exposure
mass profile, direct determination of its velocity-anisply pro- time. The LR-Blue masks cover the spectral range 370-670 nm
file B(r) can only be achieved by using cluster galaxies as tragith a resolution R180, while the MR masks cover the range
ers of the gravitational potential (Kent & Gunn 1982; Kent &80-1000 nm with a resolution+580.
Sargent 1983; Millington & Peach 1986; Sharples et al. 1988; We used VIPGI (Scodeggio et al. 2005) for the spectroscopic
Natarajan & Kneib 1996; Biviano et al. 1997; Carlberg et atlata reduction. We assigned a Quality Flag (QF) to each red-
1997b; Adami et al. 1998a; Mahdavi et al. 1999; tokas & Mashift, which qualitatively indicates the reliability of adshift
mon 2003; Biviano & Katgert 2004; Mahdavi & Geller 2004measurement. We define four redshift quality classes: ‘fg&cu
Benatov et al. 2006; tokas et al. 2006b; Hwang & Lee 2008QF=3), “likely” (QF=2), “insecure” (QE1), and “based on a
Adami et al. 2009; Biviano & Poggianti 2009; Lemze et al. 2008ingle-emission-line” (QF9). To assess the reliability of these
Wojtak & tokas 2010). four quality classes we compared pairs of duplicate obsiens
In this paper we present a new determination of the mass draVving at least one secure measurement. Thus, we could quan-
velocity anisotropy profiles of a massive, X-ray selectadtdr tify the reliability of each quality class as follows: redfggwith
at redshiftz = 0.44, largely based on spectroscopic data coQF=3 are correct with a probability af 99.99%, QF=9 with
lected at ESO VLT. These data have been collected within the92% probability, QE2 with ~ 75% probability, and QF1
ESO Large Programme 186.A-0798 “Dark Matter Mass Disvith < 40% probability. We do not consider @& redshifts in
tributions of Hubble Treasury Clusters and the Foundatins this paper.
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Fig. 1.  Histogram of redshifts in the cluster area. The red, hatched
histogram shows the main cluster peak identified by th& Phethod.

Additional spectra were taken from Lamareille et al. (2006)
(3 objects), Jones et al. (2004) (1), Ebeling et al. (2008),@nd
Daniel Kelson (21 observed with IMACS-GISMO at the Magel-
lan telescope, private communication). Archival data friva Fig. 2. Top panel: Galaxies in the projected phase-space diagram,

programs 169.A-0595 (PI: Hans Bohringer; 5 LR-Blue mask&) V- Black dots represent galaxies identified as cluster mesniber
th the R-G and Clean algorithms. Open circles represent galaxies

and 082.A-0922 (PI: Mike Lerchster, 1 LR-Red mask), for 952°*" * :
spectra in the cluster field were reduced following the sarpe p'dentified as cluster members by the@® algorithm only. Squares rep-
cedure used for our new CLASH-VLT data. using the appro rrzgsent galaxies identified as cluster members by the Clagoritdm
. . ’ 9 PP p(5n|y. Crosses represent non-cluster memb@&wsttom panel: Cluster
ate cal|b_rat|ons. _ _ _ _ _ members selected with the+B method in the projected phase-space
The final data-set contains 2749 objects with reliable rédsidiagram,R, vs. Red circles represent passive galaxies, blue stars rep-
estimates, of which 2513 hawe> 0, 18% of them obtained in resent SF galaxies. In both panels the vertical (magemte)itidicates
MR mode. Repeated measurements of the same spectra Weue i-e. therxo value obtained by scaling thrg estimate of U12 at
used to estimate the average error on the radial velocifigs, 2 = 200, using their best-fit NFW profile.
(153) km s'for the spectra observed with the MR (LR, respec-
tively) grism. The average error isiciently small not to &ect _ .
Here we consider two methods to assign the cluster mem-

our dynamical analysis, given the large velocity dispersid

the cluster. Full details on the spectroscopic sample oations P€rship, the method of Fadda et al. (1996), that we callGP
(Peak-Gap), and the 'Clean’ method of Mamon et al. (2013).

and data-reduction will be given in Rosati et al. (in prep.). ) ; ; .
: . . The two methods are very ftierent; in particular, unlike the
_ Photometrl_c data were derived from Supnme—Cam_observ fean method, the-FG method does not make any assumption
tions at the prime focus of th_e Subaru tele_sc(_)pe, in five ba out the clus:[er mass profile. In both methods the main peak
(BVRclcz' See U12)._ FuII. details on the dejrlvat.lon of the.photqh the zdistribution is identified. For this, FG uses an algo-
metric catalog used in this paper will be given in Mercuri@et i, "y 2o on adaptive kernels (Pisani 1993), and Cleas use
(in prep.). the weighted gaps in the velocity distribution. After theima
peak identification (shown in Fig. 14 considers galaxies in

2.1. Cluster membership: the spectroscopic sample moving, over_lapping radial bins to rej_ect those that aramd
from the main cluster body by a ficiently large velocity gap

Several methods exist to identify cluster members in a spect(we choose\v,; = 800 km s). The Clean method uses a robust
scopic data-set (see Wojtak et al. 2007, and referencesither estimate of the cluster line-of-sight velocity dispersios, to
Most of them are based on the location of galaxies in prguess the cluster mass using a scaling relation. It thentstiop
jected phase-spateR, vs. For the cluster center we choosdNFW profile, the theoreticalMr of Maccio et al. (2008), and the
the position of the Brightest Cluster Galaxy (BC&s2000 = Velocity anisotropy profile model of Mamon et al. (2010), tep
12"06™12515, 530000 = —8°48'374 ). The BCG position practi- dict oos(R) and to iteratively reject galaxies withvs |> 2.7 ojos
cally coincides with the X-ray peak position and the centier at any radius.
mass determined by the gravitational lensing analysis JLA® In Fig. 2 (top panel) we show tH v cluster diagram, with
all these three positions are within 13 kpc from each other.  the cluster members selected by the two methods. T8 P
and Clean method select 592 and 602 cluster membersd, respec
3 i - jvely. This is one of the largest spectroscopic sample fenm
We callR (resp.r) the projected (resp. 3D) radial distance from th ers of a single cluster, and the largest at0.4. There are 590

cluster center (we assume spherical symmetry in the dyreraialy- ! -
members in common between the two methods, meaning that

ses). The rest-frame velocity is defined asvc(z-2)/(1+2), wherez
is the mean cluster redshift, redefined at each new iterafidre mem- only two P+G members are not selected by the Clean method,

bership determination. while 12 Clean members are not selected by th& mnethod.
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Table 1. Values of the line-of-sight velocity dispersions,s, and of the - 1989; Biviano et al. 1992, 1997; Carlberg et al. 1997b; Hmas
best-fit parameters of the galaxy number density proffigi). et al. 2010), it is worth considering a subsample of/pedsive
galaxies for an estimate efi,s and, therebyr,oo. TO select a
subsample of passive galaxies we use their location in a-colo
color plot, requiring iy — m;) < —=10.47+ 5.5 (mg — mg). This
color-color selection separates two subsamples of highigu
spectrum galaxies showing spectroscopic features typitcal
assively-evolving stellar population and, separatdlgngoin
All 1087:3% 0.74'015 06355  PNFW Fs)tar-forn%/ation (fo?details geg Mercurio et al.r,)in pre!|?)r.;l‘r.J k
The velocity dispersions of passive and star-forming (SF
hereafter) galaxies are not significantiyffdrent (see Table 1).
55 1020 0.2 ) This is also evident from the distribution of the two samples
SF 11445, 061%,7; 057577  King theR, v diagram (Fig. 2, bottom panel) and from thgs pro-
files shown in Fig. 3. In nearby clusters there is moiféedénce
between theriys profiles of the passive and SF galaxy popula-
tions, but this diference is known to become less significant in
higherz clusters (Biviano & Poggianti 2009, 2010).

Sample o n(R)
scale radius, model
kms? [Mpc]
spec speephot

Passive 104Z3 0617377 05675 PNFW

Notes. The scale radius best-fit values are given for two selectains
members; 'spec’ refers to the purely spectroscopic seecalso used
for the determination ofri,s), 'specrphot’ to the combined spectro-

scopic and photometric selection (for details see Sec}. Z8e mod- We obtain a first estimate of the clustéhgg andrago from
els used fon(R) are the projected NFW ('(pNFW’), and King (1962)'sthe o5 estimate of the passive cluster members, following the
(King). method of Mamon et al. (2013). We assume that (i) the mass is

distributed according to the NFW model, (ii) the NFW concen-
tration parameter is obtained iteratively from the massrese

: itself using thecMr of Maccio et al. (2008), and (iii) the ve-

; locity anisotropy profile is that of Mamon & tokas (2005) with

w a scale radius identical to that of the NFW profile (as found in
! cluster-mass halos extracted from cosmological numesioal-

| 1 lations, see Mamon et al. 2010, 2013). The procedure idiiera

2500

2000 [

and uses the value ofj,s re-calculated at each iteration on the
members withinrag. We find Magg = 1.42 x 10°M,, which

1500 % corresponds taz00 = 1.98 Mpc. Sincerygy o« ojos, the ojes
[ ® ‘ ] uncertainty implies & 5% formal fractional uncertainty on the
1000 $% #" # ] 200 €stimate, and three times larger bhgo.

Olos [km s_l]

This determination of,qg is based on the assumption that
1 the velocity distribution of passive cluster members isiasbd
- relative to that of DM particles. Numerical simulations gegt
0.1 10 10.0 that a bias exists, _albeit small (e.g. Berlind et al. 2(_)08/1&31’0 _
’ . " etal. 2006; Munari et al. 2013), so we must take this restth wi
caution. The MAMPOSSt and Caustic methods we will use in
the following (see Sects. 3.1 and 3.2) arefteeted by this pos-

Fig. 3. Line-of-sight velocity dispersion profiles of cluster meanb sible systematics.

(using the R-G identification method). Black filled dots: all galaxies; —Our ojes-basedraqo value is very close to that obtained by

red circles: passive galaxies; blue stars: SF galaxiesefror bars are U12 from a gravitational lensing analysis, 1.96 Mpc. We-esti

shown. The vertical magenta dashed line indicags;. mate this value using their best-fit NF¥W, andc, values con-
verted from their adopted = 131 toA = 200 (we do the same

_ ) for c,, see Table 3). Hereafter we refer to U12’s value.gf as
Given that the two methods are venftdrent, these dierences F200U-

can be considered quite marginal. Since one of our aims is to

determine the cluster mass profile, we prefer to base our anal

ysis on the sample of members defined with th&SPmethod, 2.2. Completeness and number density profiles

because, at variance with the Clean method, it requirespio . _ .

ori assumptions about the cluster mass profile. In Appendix@Ur SPectroscopic sample is not complete down to a given flux.

we show that our results are littléfacted if we choose the Clean| NiS €an be seen in Fig. 4 where we show Reband num-

membership definition instead. ber counts in t_he cluster v_|r|aI reglorR(s 1.96 Mpc),_for all
Using the R-G members, we estimate the cluster nfea- photometric objects, for objects with measured redshaftsl, for

shift z = 0.43984+ 0.00015. The cluster velocity dispersion isf:IUSter spgctrpscopic members (_see Sect._2.1). Note thiath .
given in Table 1 with 1 errors. get selection in the spectroscopic masks is such to spane wid

Since the velocity distribution of late-tyfi#ue/active galax- color_ rta)llngs_, S0 thf%“ t?e rlesgltlngfsarr_]ple f{joes n?]t_ hhave an%/ ap
ies in clusters is dierent from that of early-typeedpassive pre|c|at € tlas atga|lns tga ?mes_o agiven type, which sgan
galaxies and characterized by a largegs (at least in nearby carly-type to actively star-forming. ) .
clusters; Tammann 1972; Moss & Dickens 1977; Sodré et al, 1h€ incompleteness of the spectroscopic sample is not rel-

evant for that part of the dynamical analysis which is based o
4 Throughout this paper we use the robust biweight estimatordm-  the velocity distribution of cluster members. This distition
puting averages and dispersions (Beers et al. 1990), an(l&and can be determined atftierent radii even with incomplete sam-
(16) in Beers et al. (1990) for computing their uncertaisitie ples, the only ffect of incompleteness being a modulation of the

500 |-
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Fig. 4. R.-band number counts in the cluster virial region (withirFig. 5.  Spectroscopic completeness map. This is the ratio of two

a radiusR < 1.96 Mpc) for all photometric objects (black histogram)adaptive-kernel number density maps, one for all the objadth z,

for objects with measured redshifts (hatched blue histoyrand for and the other for all the photometric objects, both withia thagnitude

cluster spectroscopic members (filled red histogram). range 18 mg < 23. Contours are labeled with the completeness levels,
and show that the spectroscopic completeness becometyshgiher
closer to the center. The magenta circle represents tha kégion with

accuracy with which the velocity distribution can be estieth radiusR < roqu.

at different radii.

The incompleteness of the spectroscopic sample can instead

affect the determination of the cluster projected number dgnsi 1.0 - T - .

profile, n(R), which converts to the 3D number density profile : i

v(r) via the Abel integral equation (Binney & Tremaine 1987).

The absolute normalization of the galaxy number densitfilpro

v(r) is of no concern, however, for our dynamical analysis,&inc I

it is only the logarithmic derivative of(r) that enters the Jeans 0.6F

equation (see, e.g., eq. 4 in Katgert et al. 2004). Only if the &

incompleteness of the sample is not the same at all radii weist

0.8

be concerned.

Our spectroscopic sample does have a mild radially-
dependent incompleteness. This is illustrated in Fig. 5rerhe 0.2 .
we show a spectroscopic-completeness map obtained as-the ra I
tio of two adaptive-kernel maps of galaxy number densities, 00l . .. . L3 , ,
for all the objects withz, and the other for all the photomet- 0.0 0.2 04 0.6 08 10
ric objects. In both cases we only consider objects withi th 2

magnitude range covered by most of the spectroscopic cluste
members, 1& mg < 23.

We need to know the radially-dependent completeness cpig. 6. Photometricz, vs. spectroscopie for the sample of galaxies
rection with an adequate spatial resolution to correctip@a with zand 18 < mg < 23 in the cluster field. Spectroscopic clus-
v(r) at small radii, but increasing the spatial resolution cerae ter members are indicated with black dots, galaxies sedestthin the
the price of increasing the Poisson noise of the number souf84 < z < 0.54 rangeand within the choseimng—m vs. mg—m, color-
on which we base our completeness estimates. Given thahwitf!or cut (see text) are indicated with red (grey) dots. &amoutside
200U the spectroscopic completeness varies by less 2006 the photometric and spectroscopic membership selectemaicated
(Fig. 5) we can, to first approximation, ignore this mild ralti- with blue crosses.
dependent incompleteness. We therefore determine th&ygala
n(R) directly from our spectroscopic sample of members withiwhile the King model is preferable to the pPNFW model for the
the virial radius and with magnitudes ¥8mg < 23. sample of SF galaxies. All fits are acceptable within the 46%

We fit the number density profile of the full sample of clustezonfidence level, with reducegf of 0.9, 0.6, and 0.3, for the
members, and, separately, the profiles of the subsamplessef populations of all, passive, and SF galaxies, respectively
sive and SF galaxies (defined in Section 2.1), using a Maximum To assess theffect of unaccounted incompleteness bias in
Likelihood technique, which does not require radial birgnaef our estimates, we now check these results using a nearly com-
the data (Sarazin 1980). We fit the data with either a projectplete sample of galaxies. This is the sample of galaxies with
NFW model (bNFW hereafter; Bartelmann 1996) or with a Kingvailable photometric redshiftg,. Note that we only use this
model,n(R) « 1/[1 + (R/rc)?] (King 1962; Adami et al. 1998b). photometric sample for the determinationrgR). Our dynami-
The only free parameter in these fits is the scale radius. &he cal analysis is entirely based on the spectroscopic sample.
sults are given in Table 1. The pNFW model provides a better fit Thez, have been obtained by a method based on neural net-
than the King model for the samples of all and passive membexsrks. In particular we used the MultiLayer Perceptron (MLP
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background galaxies, and yet include most cluster membees (
Fig. 6). In the &ort to limit field contamination we also apply
the following color-color cuts, chosen by inspecting thestion
of the spectroscopic members in the color-color diagram:

-0.09+ 0.52 (Mg —my) < mr—m; < 0.21+ 0.52 (mg — my)
for0.20< mg —my < 0.45,

-0.09+ 0.52 (Mg — my) < mr—m; < 0.36+ 0.52 (Mg — my)
for0.45<mg —my < 0.80,

number density [Mpc™?]

0.01+ 052 (Mg — my) < mr—m < 0.36+ 0.52 (Mg — M)
for 0.80 < mg — my < 1.30.

1 To maximize the number of objects with spectroscopic retshi
R [Mpc] we consider the magnitude range £8mg < 23. We then add
to this sample the spectroscopic members defined in Sect. 2.1
The combined sample of spectroscopic and photometric mem-
Fig. 7. Projected galaxy number density profile@) (symbols with bers contains 1597 galaxies, of which 54% are photomelyical
1o error bars) and best-fits (solid lines) for the whole clupmpulation selected.
(black filled dots), for the population of passive clustetagées (red The purity of the sample of photometrically-selected mem-
open dots), and for the population of SF cluster galaxiese(lstars). pers can be estimated based on the sample of galaxies with bot
The best-fit models are pNFW for all and passive members, b&d §pactroscopic and photometric redshifts. We define thetypuri
model of King (1962) for the SF members. A constant galaxysign P=N N whereN (respectively,N ) is the
background is added to all models. The vertical magentaethkhe numbeﬁng?ngar&fés witlz (rggm;;ectively the ﬁumgzgr of spec-
representszony- troscopically confirmed cluster members) which are setbate
photometric members. We find#0.64. The color-color selec-
Rosenblatt 1957) with Quasi Newton learing rufe. The MLEEC, 1 EEC > SR e PoCm T B SSRER e,
architecture is one of the most typical feed-forward neoedt purity would have been lowered to 0.50. If we assume the s,pec-
work model. The term feed-forward is used to identify theibastroscopic sample of members to have-R. the combined sam-
behavior of such neural models, in which the impulse is p.ropBr? of photometric and spectroscopic members hasoFs2.
agated always in the same direction, e.g. from neuron INPUt e fit the number density profiles of this complete sample of
layers towards output layers, through one or more h'ddeﬂmy(photometrically- and spectroscopically-selected) ugem-

(the network brain), by combining sums of weights assoditie bers. both for the full sam
. . : , ple, and for the subsamples ofipaiss
all neurons (except the input layer). Quasi-Newton Alguris and SF galaxies (defined in Section 2.1), within the viridiug,

(QNA) are an optimization of learning rule, in particulaeghare i, 'the same Maximum Likelihood technique already used fo
variable metric methods for finding local maxima and minim

of functions (Davidon 1991). The model based on this leay nigeasﬁ?ﬁéroggggll? Eﬁﬂ”g ﬁ‘; : ?/T/zn;(\;v; ;ﬁnjé%?trifﬁt;eéﬁ't\'ait
rule and on the MLP network topology is then called MLPQNAy, oy oround density parameter in both models. The backgroun
g‘ggg)etalls on the method see Brescia et al. 2013; Cavuali etdensity parameter is needed because we expect that the pho-
) ) tometric membership selection is contaminated by nontetus
_This method was applied to the whole data-set &4,000 members. From the estimate of the purity of the sample, we
objects with available and reliabBVR:|cz-band magnitudes expect 18% of the selected members to be spurious, and this
down tomg = 25.0, following a procedure of network trainingcorresponds to 8 background galaxies Mpm our sample of
and validation based on the subsample of objects with specishotometrically-selected memberg43f which are SF galax-
scopic redshifts. We splitted the spectroscopic sampetind jes. This value is very close to the density of photometijeal
subsets, using as the training set 80% of the objects anceasdflected members in the external cluster regions; ® < 5
validation set the remaining 20%. In order to ensure a propgihc, where the field contamination of this sample is likelypeo
coverage of the parameter space we checked that the randogyhinant.
extracted populations had a spectroscopic distributionzi- Once the background galaxy density parameter is fixed, the
ible with that of the whole spectroscopic sample. Using subnly remaining free parameter in the fit is the scale radiuse T
samples of objects with spectroscopically measured rédsts results of our fits are given in Table 1 and displayed in Fig. 7.
training an_d valldat|0n_ sets makes the esUmqgadsensmve t0 The pNFW model provides a better fit than the King model for
photometric systematic errors (due to zero points or apetor- - the samples of all and passive members, while the King medel i
rections). In this sense this method is mofieetive than clas- preferable to the pNFW model for the sample of SF galaxiek. Al
sical methods based on Spectral Energy Distribution fits®® fits are acceptable within the 69% confidence level, with cedu
Mercurio et al., in prep., for further details on azyrestimates). y2of1.1,1.2, and 0.8, for the populations of all, passive, 8Ad
We must identify cluster members among the galaxies witfalaxies, respectively. These results are very similahtse
z, and without spectroscopic redshifts to ensure that the nuobtained using the spectroscopically-selected clusteninegs.
ber density profile we determine is a fair representation lo&tv In Sect. 3.1 we will use thie(R) best-fits of the whole cluster
we would have obtained using a complete sample of spectpmpulation within the MAMPOSSt method. We will consider
scopic members. We define the cluster membership by reguirlioth results listed in Table 1 to check how much our dynamical
0.34 < 7, < 0.54 to ensure low contamination by foreground angksults depend on the best-fit solution for tifR) scale radius.
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3. The mass profile The NFW and Hernquist mass density profiles are characterize
by central logarithmic slopeg = —1, while the Burkert and
3.1. The MAMPOSSt method SIS mass density profiles have a central cores 0. Some-
The MAMPOSSt method (Mamon et al. 2013) aims to detéfhat in between these two extremes, the Einasto profile has no
mine the mass and velocity anisotropy profiles of a cluster @fixed central slope but one that asymptotically approazéies
parametrized form, by performing a maximum likelinood fit opear the centery = —2(r/r_5)"™. The asymptotic slopes of
the distribution of galaxies in projected phase space. MANhe NFW, Hernquist, Burkert, and SIS mass density profiles ar
POSSt does not postulate a shape for the distribution famctiy = —3, -4, -3, and—-2, respectively. The NFW and the Einasto
in terms of energy and angular momentum, and does not stippdels have been shown to successfully describe the mass den
pose Gaussian line-of-sight velocity distributions, bssiames sity profiles of observed clusters (see Section 1). The Hestq
a shape for the 3D velocity distribution (taken to be Gaussighodel is well studied (e.g. Baes & Dejonghe 2002) and it has
in our analysis). This method has been extensively testied) usoeen shown to provide a good fit to the mass profile of galaxy
cluster-mass halos extracted from cosmological simuiatidt ~Clusters (Rines etal. 2000, 2001, 2003a; Rines & Diafer@630
assumes dynamical equilibrium, hence it should not be egpliThis is also true of the Burkert model (Katgert et al. 2004; Bi
to data much beyond the virial radius. Following the indimas Vviano & Salucci 2006), but not of the SIS model (Rines et al.
of Mamon et al. (2013) we only consider data witRn< rogo.  2003a; Katgert et al. 2004). _
We also exclude the very inner region, within 0.05 Mpc, sinice ~ As for 5(r), we consider the following models:
is dominated by the internal dynamics of the BCG, rather than , -,. . . S
by the overall cluster (see, e.g., Biviano & Salucci 2006ur Oa{]‘ '(I; Egrgs'lt?rgtt 2?|aslot(r;0pg7v)wth radiug,= Ac:
MAMPOSSt analysis is therefore based on the sample of 350 : ' '
cluster members with.05 < R < rppqu. Of these, 250 are pas- r
sive galaxies (see Section 2.1). Br(r) = Beo r+rp’ (8)
The MAMPOSSt method requires parametrized models for ) ) ) o ]
the number density, mass, and velocity anisotropy profiles — isotropic at the center, with anisotropy radius identical ¢,
v(r), M(r), B(r), but there is no limitation in the possible choice  characterized by the anisotropy value at large raii,
of these models. Since our spectroscopic data-set migfersu 3- 'O’ anisotropy of opposite sign at the center and at large
from (mild) radial-dependent incompleteness, we prefdrtao radii,
let MAMPOSSt fitv(r) directly; rather, we use the de-projected r—r_p
n(R) best-fit models obtained in Sect. 2.2 (see Table 1). We re- Bo(r) = B«
fer to the scale radius of the number density profile,as the
following. The C model is the simplest, and has been frequently used in
As for M(r), we consider the following models: previous studies (e.g. Merritt 1987; van der Marel et al. 200
1. the NEW model tokas & Mamon 2003). The T model has been shown by Ma-
: ' mon et al. (2010, 2013) to provide a good fit to the velocity

)

r+ro’

IN(A+r/ro)—r/ro(L+r/ry)™?t anisotropy profiles of cosmological cluster-mass halogehie
M(r) = Mzoo In(1 _ 1 ’ (3) " introduce the O model to account for the possibility of déoia
N(1 + C200) — C200/ (1 + C200) ; ; . .
) ) from the general behavior observed in numerically simuliz-
2. the Hernquist model (Hernquist 1990), los — the O model allows for non-isotropic orbits near thestsu

Maoo(f + F200)?  r2 center while the T model does not. Isotropic orbits are atidw

M(r) = 3 5 (4) in all three models. Note that thhe, parameter common to the
00 (r+rw) T and O models is the same parameter that enters the NFW and
wherery = 2r_,, EinastoM(r) models, and is related to the scale parameters of
3. the Einasto model (Einasto 1965; Mamon et al. 2010; Tanthe Hernquist and Burkei(r) models. For the SIS model,
etal. 2012), cannot be uniquely defined, hence we can only consider the C
Lm B(r) model, and not the T and O mpdels. _
M(r) = Mago P[3m, 2m(r/r-2)"™] 5) In total, we run MAMPOSSt with 3 free parameters, i.e. the

P[3m, 2m (r200/r-2)Y™M]

whereP(a, X) = y(a, X)/T'(a) is the regularized incomplete
gamma function, and where we firR = 5, a typical value

for cluster-size halos extracted from cosmological nuneri
simulations (Mamon et al. 2010),

virial radiusragg, the scale radius of the total mass distribution
r, (equal tor_,, ry, rg orry, depending on th&i(r) model), and
the anisotropy parametgis or B... Note that we dmot assume
that light traces mass, i.e. we allow the scale radius ofdted t
mass distribution to be fierent from that of the galaxy distribu-

4. the Burkert model (Burkert 1995), tion, r, # r,. The results of the MAMPOSSt analysis are given
in Table 2. The best-fits are obtained using the NEWUOA soft-
M(r) = Mago{In[1 + (r/rg)?] + 2In(1+r/rg) ware for unconstrained optimization (Powell 2006). Theest
—2 arctan/rg)} x {IN[1 + (r200/r8)?] on each of the parameters listed in the table are obtained by a
_ -1 marginalization procedure, i.e. by integrating the prali@s
+2In(1+ r200/7e) — 2 arctanCzoo/fa)) ©) p(r200, rp. ) provided by MAMPOSSt, over the remaining two
whererg =~ 2/3r_5, free parameters.
5. the Softened Isothermal Sphere (SIS model, hereafter; se |n Table 2 we list two sets of results, one for each of the best-
e.g. Geller et al. 1999) fit values ofr, found in Sect. 2.2. The results are very similar in
r/r — arctant/r) the two cases. On average, the_ valuesgd, r,, a_nd_[;’ or Bew
M(r) = Mazgo , (7) changeby 2,5, and 2 %, respectively. These variations achmu
r200/T1 — arctantzoo/1) smaller than the statistical errors on the parametersetbier we
wherer, is the core radius. only consider the set of results obtained for= 0.63 Mpc, in
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Table 2. Results of the MAMPOSSt analysis.

Models r200 Mo Vel. Lik. r'200 Mo Vel. Lik.
M(r) Br) | [Mpc] [Mpc] anis. ratio| [Mpc] [Mpc] anis.  ratio
r, = 0.74 Mpc r, = 0.63 Mpc
NFW C 1.97095 0437078 04'53 1.00| 1.999% 039705 04953 1.00
NFW T 1.947093 0367033 05'9F 0.87 | 1960 0.34703 059 0.88
NFW O 1.947095 0.280% 0595 0.62| 1.9609, 0.27°3%% 05'05 0.65

Hernquist C | 200:9% 1131% 0503 089| 203097 10712 0503 088

Hernquist T | 1.97°9% 097059 0693 0.64|200:2% 09295 0693 0.64

Hernquist 1.98007 072028 0405 0.34| 199997 070927 0.4%25 0.35

O _0.09 ~0.10 ~02 ~0.09 ~0.09 ~0.2
Einasto ~ C | 1.989% 04798 0403 100| 201097 04297 0493 1.00
Einasto T | 1.950% 04193 0694 0.86|1989%% 03993 0694 087
Einasto O | 1.95%% 031016 0504 57| 19899 03091 0594 059
Burkert ~ C | 1.99'9% 030933 0503 074|2010% 027928 0593 073
Burkert T | 1.96'0% 02391 0504 051|1989% 022915 0594 052
Burkert O | 196997 0189% 04705 0.33| 197097 017007 0495 0.34
SIS C | 1839% 001992 0503 04418899 00198 0593 037

Notes. Results of the MAMPOSSt analysis are shown as obtained tisimgifferent input values of the best-fit parameter, determined outside
MAMPOSSt (see Sect. 2.2 and Table 1) Inarginalized errors are listed for all free parameters @MAMPOSSt analysis. The scale radius
r, isr_, for the NFW and Einasto modelsy, rg, andr;, for the Hernquist, Burkert, and SI&(r) models, respectively. The velocity anisotropy
('Vel. anis.’) is B¢ for the C model an@., for the T and O models. The likelihood ('Lik.) ratios are giv relative to the maximum among the
models.

the following (this is the value obtained for the completenpée cause it provides slightly higher likelihoods than the Hprist,

of spectroscopie photometric cluster members, see Sect. 2.2Burkert, and SIS mass models (for fixg@@) model) and compa-
Using the likelihood-ratio test (Meyer 1975) we find that alable likelihoods to those of the Einasto model. As for g

models are statistically acceptable (likelihood ratiaslated in model, we choose the O model, since it is the one that gives the

the last column of Table 2). This is also visible from Fig. 8mallest errors on thil(r) parameters, in the sense of maximiz-

where we display the fivé(r) corresponding to the best-fiting the figure of merit FOM= (ra00r-2)/ (6120007 -2), Wheresr 200

NFW, Hernquist, Einasto, and Burkert models with3@®), and andér_, are the (symmetrized) errors on, respectivelyp and

to the best-fit SIS model witl A(r). The SISM(r) is in some T-2. In Fig. 9 we display the results of the MAMPOSSt analy-

tension with the others due to the fact that it is essentatijn- Sis for the NFWO models. In Sect. 4 we will show how the

gle power-law, as the value of its core radiuss constrained by best-fitg(r) models for the NFW mass model compare with our

the MAMPOSSt analysis to be very small (see Table 2). non-parametrig(r) determination from the Jeans inversion (see
The diterent models give best-fit valuesmfo in agreement Fig. 15).

within their 1o errors. The rms of allygg values is 0.04, smaller

than the error on any individu&joova_lue. This_ is also true of the 3.2 The Caustic method

r_, parameter (we use the appropriate scaling factors to conver

ry andrg tor ), for which the rms is 0.08, and of the anisotropyrhe Caustic method (Diaferio & Geller 1997; Diaferio 1999) i

parameter for which the rms is 0.06. based on the identification of density discontinuities @Rhv
Since the uncertainties on the values of the parameters gpace. This method does not require the assumption of dynam-

dominated by statistical errors, and not by the systematics ical equilibrium outside the virial region, hence it make® wf

duced by the model choice, for simplicity in the rest of thés p all galaxies, not only of member galaxies, and can proWi{e)

per we only consider the MAMPOSSt results obtained for one alfso atr > r,o0. Moreover the method does not require to assume

the considered models. We choose the NFW moddiffm), for a model forM(r). This comes at the price of some simplifying

the sake of comparing our results to those of U12, and also lassumptions that can induce systematic errors, as we sae. bel
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Fig. 9. Results of the MAMPOSSt analysis using the NFW and O

0.1 1.0 models forM(r) andg(r), respectively. The vertical lines and dots in-
r [Mpe] dicate the best-fit solutions. The likelihood distribugsoon each pa-
rameter are obtained by marginalizing vs. the other two rpatars.
Gray-shading in the likelihood distribution plots indieahe 1o~ confi-
dence regions. The red, gray-shaded contours arednfidence levels
on the two labeled parameters, obtained by marginalizinghes third

Fig. 8. Top pand: Mass profiles as obtained from the MAMPOSSParameter. Note that we show results égiyo, rather than fo3 (see
and Caustic analyses. The MAMPOSSt result is that obtaisgduhe €q. 1).
NFW model and the @(r) model, and is represented by a black curve
within a grey shaded area {iconfidence region). The Caustic result is
represented by green dash-dotted curves (central valtnwlit- con-

fidence region). The black dot and green square represetddatons

of the [r200, M2oo] Values for the MAMPOSSt and Caustid(r). Bot-

tom panel: Fractional diference between fierent mass profiles and

the MAMPOSSt best-fit to the NFWM(r) with O g(r) model (dis-

played in the top panel). The MAMPOSSt best-fi{sQ®) Hernquist, =
Einasto, and Burkert models are represented by the bluedasbed,

(2]
gold triple-dot-dashed, and red short-dashed curveseotisply. The £
MAMPOSSt best-fit G3(r) SIS model is represented by the magenta=<. * 3 > ]
dotted curve. The Causti®(r) and 1o confidence levels are repre- < _2000 ¢ . ]
sented by the green dash-dotted curves. The solid line ntlagksero F ]
and the grey shaded area the-tonfidence region of the NFW model
fit. Symbols represent the location of thggh, Mago/Mnrw(r200) — 1]
values for the dferent mass profiles, NFW (filled black dot), Hernquist H . . 1
(blue X), Einasto (gold star), Burkert (red triangle), Si8agenta in- —6000 ' A ' ' ' -
verted triangle), Caustic (green square). The NFW and Buriaues 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
are barely visible in the plot, because they are virtuall§istinguish- R [Mpc]

able from the Einasto and Hernquist values. All MAMPOSStultss

displayed here are for thre = 0.63 Mpc value (see Table 2).
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Fig. 10. Caustics in theR v;; space; the thick-line caustic is the
one identified following the prescription of Diaferio (199%illed dots
In Fig. 10 we show the projected phase-space distributionigéntify members selected using the ® method; the vertical line in-
all galaxies and galaxy iso-number density contours, cdatpudicates the location aboqu.
using Gaussian adaptive kernels with an initial 'optimaiikel
size (as defined in Silverman 1986). Before estimating time de
sity contours, rest-frame velocities and clustercentigtashces called¥5. For simplicity most studies (with the notable excep-
are scaled in such a way as to have the same dispersion forttbe of Biviano & Girardi 2003) have so far used const#p(r),
scaled radii and scaled velocities. The data-set is midraceoss following the initial suggestion of Diaferio & Geller (199and
theR = 0 axis before the density contours are estimated, to av@éaferio (1999). However, even among the authors of the Caus
edge-&ects problems. To choose the density threshold that die- method there is no general agreement on the value of this
fines the contour (the 'caustic’) to use, we follow the prgscr constant. While Diaferio & Geller (1997) , Diaferio (199@)d
tions of Diaferio (1999), which depend on an estimate of th&eller et al. (2013) argue for a valtig = 0.5, Serra et al. (2011)
velocity dispersion of cluster members. We use th&Relus- suggest to usgs = 0.7. The unknown value ofz is a major
ter membership definition (Section 2.1), for consistendhie  systematic uncertainty in this method.
rest of our dynamical analyses in this paper. The correct value of; to use might be dierent for diferent
The velocity amplitude of the chosen caustic is related tnembership definitions, as suggested by the analysis of rume
M(r) via a function of both the gravitational potential g@), ically simulated halos of Serra et al. (2011). For consisgen
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Table 3. Best-fit dynamical parameters for the NFM{r) model.

Method Sample Nrmembers 200 ro M200 C200
[Mpc] [Mpc] [10°Mg]

Tlos+Ty R < 1.98 Mpc (passive only) 261 1.98+0.10 0.6373%% 141+021 31+05

MAMPOSSt 005< R< 1.96 Mpc 330 196997 027014 1374018 73+24

Caustic R< 2x1.96 Mpc 527 20899 0.47°34¢ 163+ 058 44+30

MAMPOSSH#Caustic 196014 03501 137.024 56+19

Lensing ulz2 196+0.11 034+0.06 137+023 58+11

Notes. Nmempers IS the number of cluster members in théfelient samples used for the dynamical analyses. The reduhs o5 + r, method

are listed in italic to indicate that they are based on thepbfirad assumptions that light traces mass and that the galast DM particle velocity
distributions are identical. These assumption are drofpettie MAMPOSSt and Caustic methods. The errorggand that orr_, are obtained

by marginalizing on the other parameters. The errord/g, andcyo are derived from propagating the symmetrized errorsgnandr_,. The

line labelled 'MAMPOSStCaustic’ lists the results obtained by the combination ef P AMPOSSt and Caustic solutions. These results are
therefore based on the samples used separately for the M/A®P@Nd Caustic methods. Since the two samples largelyapvarid the two
methods are not entirely independent, the errors are ircétsie multiplied byv2.

etal. 2011); the radial dependence of our adofigd) is likely
0.8 ' ' ' - to correct for this bias.

The uncertainties in the Causti(r) estimate are derived
following the prescriptions of Diaferio (1999). Accordirtg
Serra et al. (2011) these prescriptions lead to estimatecgito
fidence levels; we therefore multiply them by 1.4 to havéo
confidence levels.

The CaustidM(r) within its 1 - confidence region is shown
in Fig. 8. Itis consistent with th&1(r) obtained via the MAM-
POSSt method. This consistency is at least partly enforged b
the fact that we calibrated;(r) using the results we obtained
with MAMPOSSt.

| | We obtain the mass density profiir) from numerical dif-
0.0 L L L L ferentiation of the CaustidA(r), and then fit the NFW model,
0 1 2 3 4 5 limiting the fit to radii below twicer,pqu (We can extend the fit
7 [Mpe] beyondraoqu because the Caustic method is not based on the
assumption of dynamical equilibrium). The best-fit is obéal
from a y?-minimization procedure. Uncertainties in the best-fit
Fig. 11. The function obtained by adopting the besti{(r) NFW  yalue are obtained using thé distribution, by setting theféec-
model with an Op(r) model, using MAMPOSSTt (solid black curve)tve number of independent data to the ratio between the used
within 1 o confidence region (hatched gray region). The two horizontgl ;5| range in the fit and the adaptive-kernel radial scatluo
?hashed lines indicate two commonly adopted constant valfigg in determine the caustic itself. The NFW model provides a gdod fi
e literature. . . .
to the Caustig(r) over the full radial range considered (reduced
¥? =04).

The best-fitrogo andr_, values of the NFW model fitted to
we use for the Caustic method the same membership definitiag Caustic-derived mass density profile, and their maligiec
used for the MAMPOSSt analysis (see Sect. 3.1). We can theter errors, are listed in Table 3. For comparison, we also list in
fore take advantage of our MAMPOSSt-based determinatibnshe same Table the adopted results of the MAMPOSSt analysis
M(r) andg(r) to determinef; for the Caustic method. (Sect. 3.1). The MAMPOSSt and Caustic values g andr_

We adopt the best-fit NFW(r) + O B(r) model (see Ta- are consistent within their error bars.
ble 2) and obtain th&p(r) shown in Fig. 11. The large uncer-
tainty associated to th&, parameter of the O model propagateg 3. combining different mass profile determinations
into a large uncertainty offiz. Within the uncertaintiegs(r) is
consistent with the value of 0.7 but only at radi> 0.5 Mpc. It In Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we have found that the NFW model is
is instead inconsistent with the value of 0.5 at most radirelO the best description df1(r) among the three we have consid-
most of the radial rangefs(r) is intermediate between theseered. This is a particularly welcome result because also U12
two commonly adopted constant values, but not near the centeund that the NFW model is a good description to the cluster
where it is smaller. Constarfi; Caustic determinations &fi(r) M(r) obtained by a gravitational lensing analysis. It is theref
are known to sfier from an overestimate at small radii (Serratraightforward to compare our results with those of U12.
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Fig. 12. Bestfit solutions and & contours in theM,oe-Co00 Space for Fig. 13.  Top panel: The projected mass profilé,(R) from the joint
the NFWM(r) model (see also Table 3). Lensing analysis of U12: smalAMPOSStCaustic pNFW solution (solid yellow line) within &
magenta-filled region (with white border) and white filledtdMAM-  confidence region (hatched gray region), and from the Ignaimal-
POSSt analysis: black vertically-elongated contour ardddfisquare. ysis of U12 (dashed white line: strong lensing analysis;heatted
Caustic analysis: green horizontally-elongated contaowr green dia- line: weak lensing analysis, after subtraction of the dbation of the
mond. Joint MAMPOSS# Caustic constraints: gray-filled region andarge-scale structure along the line-of-sight) withia-Tonfidence re-
gray dot with yellow borders. Best-fit value andolerror bars from gion (hatched magenta regions). The black triple-dotselddine is
the ops+r, analysis: big red cross. The solid (resp. dashed) blue litiee pNFW mass profile from U12’s analysis of Chandra data. vine
and shaded cyan region represent the theoretighl of Bhattacharya tical dashed line indicates the locationrefyy in both panelsBottom
et al. (2013) for relaxed (resp. all) halos and its Ecatter. The dash- panel: The ratio between the kinematic and lensing determinatidns
dotted blue line represents the theoretidllr of De Boni et al. (2013) M,(R). The white dashed and dash-dotted (resp. solid yellowe)rip-
for relaxed halos. resents the ratio obtained using the non-parametric dé@tation (resp.
the pNFW parametrization) of the lensii,(R). The pink hatched re-
gion represents the confidence region of this ratio for thre parametric

In Table 3 we list the values abgg, r_» and of the related M,(R) lensing solution. The horizontal black dotted line ind@sathe
parametersViooo, Co00 Of the NFW model, as obtained from thevalue of unity.
MAMPOSSt and Caustic analyses (see Sect. 3.1 and 3.2), as
well as the results obtained by U12. In addition, we list the
values obtained by combining the constraints from the MAMhe oo value, as we have done in Sect. 2.1. As for the value of
POSSt and Caustic analyses. The combination is done by sum-we would assume it to be identical tp (see Sect. 2.2); this
ming the-2InL values from the MAMPOSSt analysis (wherés the so-called ’light traces mass’ hypothesis. There meso
L are the likelihood values) and thg? values from the NFW observational support that this assumption is verified (cer-a
fit to the Caustic mass density profile, and by taking the valage) for the passive population of cluster members (e.gdean
corresponding to the mimimum sum. To account for the faMarel et al. 2000; Biviano & Girardi 2003; Katgert et al. 2004
that the two methods are largely based on the same dat&set)rt Table 3 we list theros-based value af,qq, ther, value of the
marginalized errors on the resulting parameters are mieltifpy ~ spatial distribution of passive cluster members, and thaied
V2. Combining the MAMPOSSt and Caustic results allows w&lues ofMago, C200 (We label the methoddes+r,’ hereatter).
to reach an accuracy on ti\é(r) parameters which is unpreceformally the statistical uncertainties on these valuesaraller
dented for a kinematic analysis of an individual clustenikirto  than those of any other method. However, this comes at a price
that obtained from the combined strong and weak lensing/anadf biasing the inferred value akoo low, since the ’light traces
sis. There is a very good agreement betweern thgr_, values mass’ hypothesis does not seem to be verified in this clusder,
obtained by the combined MAMPOSSt and Caustic analyses dpd I, On the other hand, thiélooo value is in excellent agree-
those obtained by the lensing analysis of U12. ment with those derived using more sophisticated methods.

Our kinematic constraints on the clustd(r) are free of the In Fig. 12 we show the best-fit solutions andricontours
usual assumptions that light traces mass and that the DM pdidr the NFW M(r) parameterdVzgo, C200, @S Obtained with the
cle and galaxy velocity distributions are identical. Wheralihg MAMPOSSt and Caustic analyses, as well as the results ob-
with poor data-sets (unlike the one presented here) onededo tained by U12. Interestingly, the covariance between the er
to adopt simpler techniques and accept these assumptioiss. tors in theMygp andcaoo parameters is dlierent for the dier-
instructive to see what we would obtain in this case. We woudht techniqgues (MAMPOSSt, Caustic, and lensing). We also
use the sample of passive members to infer the valuggfrom show the results obtained from the simplifieghs+r, method
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U12's strong and weak lensing determinativasM,(R), within

30F their 1o confidence regions, as well as the pNFW model best-
. fit obtained by U12 using Chandra X-ray data, and the pNFW
25 model best-fit we obtained by the joint MAMPOS$taustic
r likelihood analysis. The agreement between théedént mass
—~ 20F profile determinations is very goéd
= : Given the good consistency between Wg) parameter val-
T 15k ues obtained by the kinematic and lensing techniques, we now
=, 5 combine them to form a uniguéd(r) solution. Withinragqu we
= oF adopt the best-fit NFW/(r) obtained by the lensing analysis of
I : U12, since this has the smallest uncertainties, as meakyteée
5 F : figure of merit defined in Sect. 3.1. Beyongqu we adopt the
C : M(r) determination obtained by the Caustic technique. In fact,
oL/ , ! , , the lensing analysis is limited to radii 3 Mpc, while the Caus-
0 1 2 3 4 5  tic M(r) deter_mination exten.ds 05 Mpc. Moreover, beyond
r [Mpc] roqu the lensingM(r) determination is fiected by the presence

of a large-scale structure feature contaminating the etuste-
of-sight (U12). An additional advantage of using the Causti
Fig. 14. The solid (white and green) curve and hatched (magenta a{{r) determination at large radii is that we do not rely on the
green) region represent our fiducidl(r) within 1 o confidence levels. NFW parametrization, which might not provide an adequate fit
This corresponds to the NFW best-fit to the lensing mass profiU12 to the mass density profile of virialized halos much beyormirth
(white curve within magenta region) out tgyy (indicated by a verti- virial radius (Navarro et al. 1996). Since the Caustic amie
cal dashed line), and to the Caustic non-parametric masgepf@reen ing Mg, values are consistent but not identical, we re-evaluate
curve within light green region) bgyond t_hat radlgs. Thehdmbplack the CausticM(r) (and its errors) starting frompqu outwards,
curve represents the NFW best-flt solution obtained by thebioed assuming the lensiniylo value atroqu.
MAMPOSStCaustic analysis. . L -
The resulting mass profile is shown in Fig. 14 where we also
display the joint MAMPOSStCaustic NFW best-fit model for
. . comparison. Itis the first time that it is possible to constthe
and the results from the combined MAMPOSSt and Caustic 5l(?‘ér) of an individual cluster from 0 to 5 Mpc (corresponding to
lution, where we take care of drawing the contours at a leveg . with this level of accuracy. In the next Section we will
twice as high as that used for the individual MAMPOSSt angse this mass profile to determine the orbits dfatent galaxy
Caustic solutions. populations within the cluster.
In Fig. 12 we also show theoretical predictions for tihr of
the total halo mass distribution. From the DM-only simwdat
of Bhattacharya et al. (2013) we show tedIr, one for all ha- 4. The velocity anisotropy profile
los in their cosmological simulations, and another for thieset ) ) ) o )
of dynamically relaxed halos. From the hydrodynamical $anu In the previous Section we determined a flduc_lal mass proflle
tions of De Boni et al. (2013) we only show tablr for relaxed (Shown in Fig. 14) that we now use to determine the velocity
halos. OurMagq, Cogo results are in reasonable agreement witAnISOtropy profiles of dferent_ cluster galaxy .populatlons, via
theoretical predictions. The fiérence between the observedversion of the Jeans equation, a problem first solved by Bin
and predictedMoo, Cooo Values is smaller than both the obser?€Y & Mamon (1982). In our analysis we solve the sets of
vational uncertainties and the theoretical scatter ircte. Our €quations of Solanes & Salvador-Solé (1990) and, as a check,
result is in better agreement with the theoretical predicfrom @IS0 those of Dejonghe & Merritt (1992). Similarly to whatsva
the DM-only simulations of Bhattacharya et al. (2013) thatmw done by Biviano & Katgert (2004), our procedure is almostful
that from the hydrodynamic simulation of De Boni et al. (2p13N0n-parametric, once the mass profile is specified. In partic
Our result lies at the high concentration end of the allovies t lar, we do not fit the_ number density profiles (at variance with
oretical range, a region occupied by more dynamically regaxWhat we did in Section 2.2), but we apply the LOWESS tech-
halos in numerical simulations (e.g. Maccio et al. 2007; DeiB Nique (see, e.g., Gebhardtet al. 1994) to smooth the bagkgro
et al. 2013; Bhattacharya et al. 2013). This is consistetit wSubtracted binned number density profiles. We then invert th
the fact that this cluster was selected to be free of signsief ¢moothed profiles numerically (using Abel’s equation, see B
going mergers (Postman et al. 2012). Also the good agreem@gy & Tremaine 1987) to obtain the number density profiles in
between the lensing, and the kinematic estimates of theeclus$sD- We use LOWESS also to smooth the binoed profiles.
mass profile is an indication for dynamical relaxation. @evi ~_Since the equations to be solved contain integrals up to in-
tion from relaxation should in factfect the kinematic analysis finity, we need to extrapolate these smoothed profiles toitafin

but not the lensing analysis, and we should not obtain ctergis fadius. In practice we approximate infinity wit, = 30 Mpc
results from the two analyses. and we check that increasing this radius to larger values doe

not dtect our results. We extrapolate the LOWESS smoothing

Independent constraints on the clusiéfr) have also been f?é n(R) beyond the last observed radid, with the following

obtained from the analysis of Chandra X-ray data by U12. T

X-ray data do not allow estimatinlyl(r) beyondrseo. We can 57 oy lensing solution we display here is the one obtaiyedtl 2
however _dlrectly compare th&1(r) obtained by the_‘ dierent after removal of an extended large-scale structure featumeaminating
methods in the radial range where they overlap. Since tre leghe external regions of the cluster along the line-of-sighte U12 for
ing technique provides therojected M(r), Mp(R), for the sake details.

of comparison we also project the NFW models that provide tifeNote that in this Figure we show the non-parametric solufiam
best-fit to the kinematic and X-ray data. In Fig. 13 we shoW,(R) obtained by the lensing technique, not the pNFW fit.
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(:[d |Ogn/d |OgR]R| _fRI/(Roo_RI), - 0.0 &\%\\\I ............................................................. : .................. _:
n=n(R)R/(R. - R)". L : :
The only free parameter in the extrapolating function is ¢he 0'55 : i ]
parameter. We extrapolate the LOWESS smoothinggf be- _10k ! | ]
yond the virial radiu§ raoqu, by assuming thates at R is a T ! L ]

fixed fraction of the peakr s value, and by making a log-linear 1.0} ! L

interpolation between logeo and logR,. Theg(r) solutions are C ! j

rather insensitive to dlierent choices of the extrapolation param- 0.5 : : i

eters (any change is well within the error bars — see below). :

The dominant source of error ¢@{r) arises from the uncer- . 0.0 r ! i ]
tainties inoes. It is however virtually impossible to propagate ; I i ]
the errors onries through the Jeans inversion equations to infer 0.5 | ! 7
the uncertainties on th&(r). We then estimate these uncertain- ; : i ]
ties the other way round. We modify tifeprofile in a generic -1.0f ! i 7
way as followsp(r) — B(r) + 1 + 911, andB(r) — &2 8(r) + d2. L — : : '

We then compute the predicted,s profiles for all values of 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
{e1,61} and{ey, 62} in a wide grid, using the equations of van r [Mpc]

der Marel (1994). The range of acceptaB(e) profiles is deter-
mined by ay? comparison of the resulting;qs profiles with the
observed one.

bers is shown in Fig. 15 (top panel). This is the highede- e is the solution of the inversion of the Jeans equatitnpting the
termination of an individual clustes(r) so far, and one of the reference mass profile defined in Section 3.3. The hatchegt)gggion
few available in the literature in a non-parametric formyiBno indicates the - confidence region around this solution. For compar-
& Katgert 2004; Benatov et al. 2006; Natarajan & Kneib 199@on, threes(r) models are shown (black curves). They correspond to
Hwang & Lee 2008; Lemze et al. 2011). It is isotropic near thbe best-fit3(r) models of the MAMPOSSt analysis for a NFW(r)
center, then it gently increases with radius, reaching a masit model (see Sect. 3.1), namely (from top to bottom at smali)réte
dial anisotropy ~ 0.5 at=~ r,,. Constant, isotropic velocity C; T- and O model. In both panels, the vertical dashed and datsed
anisotropy is ruled out. (magenta) lines |nd|cqte the 'Iocatlon b andr oo, respectwejy, and

- . : he horizontal dotted line indicatgs= 0. Bottom panel: passive and

In Fig. 15 we also display the best-fifr) model obtained t

. - . SF cluster members, separately. The red solid (resp. blste-datted)
by running the MAMPOSSt method with a NFW mass prOf'l‘éurve and orange (resp. cyan) hatched region represenbliigos of

model (see Sect. 3.1). All MAMPOSSt parametrized solutiofs inversion of the Jeans equation within the tonfidence region for
are consistent with this non-parametric determinatiom avest passive (resp. SF) cluster members.

of the covered radial range. Note that the MAMPOSSt best-fit T
B(r) modelis identical to the model that has been shown (Mamon
& tokas 2005; Mamon et al. 2010, 2013) to adequately descripepulations, so the similarity of the passive and/&F is not
thes(r) of cluster-mass halos extracted from cosmological simmnexpected.
ulations.

In the bottom panel of Fig. 15 we show therofiles of the ]
passive and, separately, SF subsamples (defined in Sectipn 2. Q(r) and the -8 relation
Itis the first time thap(r) is determined separately for these twi
populations in an individual cluster. The two profiles appeay
similar, and therefore also very close to @) of all galaxies.
Splitting the sample in two clearly increases the error fsoshe
passive and SB(r) are formally consistent with isotropic orbits
at all radii.

The remarkable similarity of th@(r) of passive and SF
galaxies may seem unexpected given that théiR) are quite

With M(r) andB(r) we are now in the position to investigate
the Q(r) behavior and the existence of theg relation (see Sec-
tion 1). It is the first time that these relations are testeskoba-
tionally in a galaxy cluster. Both relations depend on thessna
density profilep(r), which is the same for all tracers of the grav-
itational potential, but they also depend on other quagtitihe
velocity dispersion and velocity anisotropy profiles, whimight

: ; i . in principle be dfferent for diferent tracers. Clearly we do not
different (see Fig. 7). However, the normalizationngR) is ha\ee acf:)ess to these profiles for the DM particles?/sinceahey

irrelevant in the Jeans inversion equation and what matser ; ) ; _
the combinatiom(R) ‘Tﬁ;s(R) (sometimes called 'projected press-hOt observablésso we determing(r) and they 5 relation sep

sure’), and the normalization efis(R). We have already seens The derivation ofs(r) for DM particles done by Hansen & fParetti
that the values afos for the passive and SF cluster galaxy pop2007) is based on the strong assumption that the DM *tertyrerds
ulations are quite similar (see Table 1). In Fig. 16 we shaat thidentical to that of the hot intra-cluster gas at all radii, @ssumption
also the shape of the(R) o2 (R) is rather similar for the two that cannot be verified observationally. A similar approaes fol-
lowed by Lemze et al. (2011), except that they used galaatber than
7 Dynamical relaxation of the cluster may not hold beyopd, so we intra-cluster gas for their derivation of the DF{r). Their approach is
prefer not to use the kinematics of cluster galaxies at fenagdii in the more appealing than that of Hansen &fRietti (2007) because both
Jeans equation inversion. DM particles and galaxies are collisionless, while gas is no
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Fig. 16. Consistency of the shapes of th@R) o2 (R) profiles of the -0.5 é_ E : _é

passive (solid red line) and SF (dashed blue line) clustxgaopu- -1.0 = I .

lations. The profile for the SF galaxy population has beertipligd : : : : i
by 3.7 to allow for a direct comparison with the profile of thaspive -18 -20 -k -R4 -R6 -28

galaxy population. The hatched (orange) region indicdteslt- con- Y

fidence level of the profile of the passive population (thattfe SF
population is not shown, but it is much larger).

Fig. 18.  The relations betweef(r) and the logarithmic derivative
. of the total mass density profile(r), for all, passive, and SF mem-
arately for diferent classes of tracers, namely all, passive, apg; galaxies (top, middle, and bottom panel, respectiye¥jthin 1 o
SF cluster members. confidence regions (shaded regions), and the theoretigaklation of
In Fig. 17 we displayQ(r) = p/c (left panels), and(r) = Hansen & Moore (2006) (dashed line). The vertical linesdaté the
p/o? (right panels), for all, passive, and SF cluster members ségation ofr_, (dashed) and,q (dash-dotted).

arately. The mass density profiir) is obtained from our fidu-
cial mass profile (see Sect. 3) aodr) ando(r) are obtained
from the inversion of the Jeans equation (see Sect. 4). Tbe er
bars are derived from the uncertaintiesggn) andj(r), through

a propagation of error analysis;(r) is afected by much larger
uncertainties thaor(r) because of the large uncertaintiesagn),
i.e. we know the total velocity dispersion better than wewno
its separate components.

In Figure 17 we also show the fixed-slope best-fit relations
Q(r) o« r ¥ andQ,(r) « r192 using the sample of all galax-
ies, where the slopes are those found by Dehnen & McLaughlin
(2005) for DM particles in numerically simulated halos. The
sample of all members obey both theoretical relationsG@(m
and Q(r) within the error bars. Also the subsample of pas-
sive members follows the theoretical relations, while the-s
sample of SF galaxies follows the theoretical relations/ @il
| L ’ r/r200$0.7.

0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 . I S
./ ./ In Fig. 18 we showgs(r) vs. the logarithmic derivative of
T/ T200 T/ Tz00 the mass density profile(r), for all, passive, and SF members,
separately, and the theoretigaps relation of Hansen & Moore
. : - 2006, see eq. 2). The theoretical relation is consistettt thie
Fig. 17. The pseudo phase-space density prof¢s = p/c° (left ( e .
panels) andi(r) = p/o? (right panels), as a function of clustercentridata within the observational error bars for the full samgpie

radiusr, within 1o~ confidence regions (shaded area) for all (top paneldjlembers. Passive galaxies obey the theoregigatelation very
passive (middle panels), and SF (bottom panels) clusterreemThe Well at all radii. On the other hand, the observed relation fo

dashed lines are fixed-slope best-fit relati@f(s) « r-18* andQ(r) « SF galaxies deviates from the theoretical one, especitlarge

r~+92to the sample of all galaxies, where the slopes are thoseifoun radii, but this deviation is not statistically significagiven the
Dehnen & McLaughlin (2005) using numerically simulateddsal rather large observational uncertainties.

Q(r) or Q.(r) [Mo Mpc™® km™ 5°]
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6. Discussion that of DM particles, in agreement with the results of nureri

i simulations (see, e.g., Fig. 8 in Munari et al. 2013).
6.1. The mass profile

Cluster concentrations may bdfected by major mergers

Using a large spectroscopic sample~of600 cluster members (Hoffman et al. 2007) aridr baryon cooling (Gnedin et al. 2004;
as tracers of the gravitational potential we have deterchthe Duffy et al. 2010; Rasia et al. 2013) which tends to steepen the
M(r) of thez = 0.44 MACS J1206.2-0847 cluster to an accucMr (Fedeli 2012). Early adiabatic compression of galactic DM
racy close to that reached by the combined stramgak lensing (Barkana & Loeb 2010) can increase the concentration. Dynam
analysis of U12, and over a wider radial range, reachingm6t t ical friction acting on orbiting galaxies can pump energgoin
Mpc (corresponding to.Bryo0). The determination of a clusterthe difuse DM component and flatten the inner density slope
M(r) to such a high level of accuracy and over such a wide rad{@|-zant et al. 2004), and this flattening can be interpreiee
range is unprecedented for this redshift. decrease in concentration (Ricotti et al. 2007). Thigedénce

For the M(r) determination we have used two kinematicgn the cMr of relaxed and unrelaxed halos in simulations sug-
based methods, MAMPOSSt and Caustic. This is the first agests that the averagéect of mergers on concentrations is not
plication of the new MAMPOSSt method to an observed clusery strong (see, e.g., De Boni et al. 2013; Bhattacharyd et a
ter. MAMPOSSt allows to determinigl(r) in the cluster virial 2013, see also Fig. 12). Baryonic processes appear to have a
region, where the Caustic methodfaus from systematics, andstronger &ect, as can be seen by comparingeMr of De Boni
Caustic allows to determirid(r) beyond the virial region, where et al. (2013), obtained on hydrodynamical simulations, tad
MAMPOSSt is not fully applicable because of possible deviaf Bhattacharya et al. (2013), obtained on DM-only simolasi
tions from dynamical equilibrium. The two methods are therésee Fig. 12).

fore complementary. .
L . TheM(r) of MACS J1206.2-0847 has a concentratiggy =
The MAMPOSSt analysis indicates that the Clusi(r) is g | 1 “gjightly higher than the average for halos at the same

best fitted by the NFW or by the Einasto model, although W& | ¢iha same mas®lboo = (1.4 + 0.2) x 1015 M,) extracted
cannot reject any of the other mass models we have f:onsld?f%fn cosmological numerical simulations (De Boni et al. 201
Hernquist, Burkert, and SIS. The SIS m_odel best-fit requ';%jﬂattacharya et al. 2013), but well within the scatter oftthe
however a very small value of the core radius (see Table 2. Tfaica|cMr (see Fig. 12). The substantial agreement between

Caustic analysis shows that the NFW model provides a reasgls . : :
X . - observed and theoretically predicted concentratiogses
able fit at least out te- 2r,00. Beyond that radius the uncertain- yp 9

= X A gainst an alignment of the cluster line-of-sight and majas.
ties in the Caustidvi(r) determination become very large ar@his is also suggested by the fact that the cluster appears-so

E(i)gnsirdra)ints on the shape of the mass profile are too loose (m%t elongated in projection (U12).

Previous analyses of cluster mass profiles traced by galaxy Our result forcaoo is consistent with others obtained from
kinematics have generally found good agreement with the NF¥galyses of the kinematics of stacked cluster samples, dtoth
model (see the review of Biviano 2008, and references therelow- (Katgert et al. 2004; Biviano & Salucci 2006; tokas et al
as we find for MACS J1206.2-0847. The Burkert model wag006b) and high-redshift (Biviano & Poggianti 2009). Thakan
however found to provide a somewhat better fit to the stackgges of the kinematics of individual clusters have foundoeon
M(r) of the ENACS data-set (Katgert et al. 1998) by Biviantrations both in line (Lokas et al. 2006b; Rines & DiaferidB(

& Salucci (2004) and cored models were not excluded by tA&d above the theoretical expectations (tokas & Mamon 2003;
analysis of a cluster sample extracted from the 2dFGRS (CbPkas et al. 2006a; Wojtak & tokas 2007; Lemze et al. 2009;
less et al. 2001) by Biviano & Girardi (2003). Biviano & Gitir Wojtak & tokas 2010; Abdullah et al. 2011).

(2003) have also found thid(r) slope to be consistent with that 1, oncentration of cluster galaxies (both all and only the

of NFW up to~ 2rzq; beyond that radius, the slope may become, sjye ones) in MACS J1206.2-0847 is smaller than thateof th
intermediate between those of the NFW and Hernquist mod I mass. Assuming that light traces mass would then lead t

according to the analysis of the CAIRNS cluster sample (Ring, orronequs mass profile determination. The concentration
etal. 2003b). These previous results were based on the c@mbk, 4 oy the passive galaxiego/r, = 3.1+ 0.7, is close to the

tion or averaging of several cluster data-sets, since tigidual 5 /erage found by Lin et al. (2004) for K-band-selected gaax
cluster statistics was inflicient to constraiM(r), unlike in our nearby clustersyo = 2.9. The concentration of tHeminos-

case. _ _ o ity density profile of cluster galaxies is onty 10% higher than
The best-fit NFW model obtained by combining the resulie concentration of their number density profile, indicgtittle
of the two kinematic methods (via a weighted average) is vegyidence for mass segregation. The ratio of the conceotrsiif
close to the best-fit NFW model obtained by the combined gtrofhe total mass and the passive galaxies8st10.4, close to that
and weak lensing analysis of U12 (see Fig. 13). The accurggynd by Biviano & Poggianti (2009) for a stack of nearby elus
level we reach on thé/(r) parameters is close to that reachegbrs (1.7), but much higher than that found by the same asithor
by the combined strong and weak lensing analysis. Thersds &lor a stack ofz ~ 0.55 clusters (0.4). Other studies have found
a very good agreement with tié(r) estimate within~ rso0 0b-  this ratio to be closer to unity (Carlberg et al. 1997a; van de
tained by U12 using Chandra X-ray data. Marel et al. 2000; Biviano & Girardi 2003; Katgert et al. 2004
The excellent agreement we have found between tRées et al. 2004). Possibly the relative concentratiorotlt
kinematically-derived(r), theM(r) from lensing, and th#1(r) mass and cluster galaxy distribution is related to the abgem
from X-ray indicates that our and U12’s results are free fromistory of a cluster or to dynamical processé®eting the sur-
possible systematics. It also indicates that MACS J120847 vival of galaxies near the center, such as merging with thérak
is dynamically relaxed. BCG or tidal stripping. Extending the analysis presentethis
The ops-basedr,oo estimate is also in agreement with oupaper to other clusters may help understand the physiagihori
other estimates (Table 3 and Fig. 12). This constrains tlaeve of the relative concentrations of mass and galaxy distidioun
ity dispersion of passive cluster members to be withif®% of clusters.
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6.2. The velocity anisotropy profiles z~ 0.5 (see also Benatov et al. 2006). Since violent relaxation is
i ) _ _ a process that occurs on relatively short, dynamical tirmlese
We have determined the velocity anisotropy profileg,), of  anq at highe, one could argue that the secular evolution of galaxy
passive and SF members, separately, for the first time fon-an § s toward isotropy is related instead to dfelient process,
dividual cluster. This was done from the inversion of thmapossibly ROI. At variance with violent relaxation, ROI cimt
equation, using our best guess fd(r), derived from the com- ;65 even after the cluster has virialized (Barnes et al. 2007
bination of the best-fit NFWM(r) from the lensing analysis of \4o RO timescale is long, this could explain why we see atbit
U12 withinragqu and the Caustid/(r) outside. MACS J1206.2- o\ o|ytion for the passive cluster members, and not for the SF
0847 is the highestcluster for whichp(r) has been determined,qnes since SF galaxies would have the time to transform into
and one of the few at all redshifts. _ _lpassive before ROI modifies their orbits.

In our analysis we have assumed spherical symmetry. The another process by which cluster galaxies could undergo
analysis of numerically simulated halos by Lemze et al. @01grpjtal evolution is via interaction with the ICM (Dolag et a
has shown that this assumption has almostfieceon the de- 2009). Since this process also quenches star-formation, it
termination of5(r) within the virial radius. could naturally explain why we obserygr) evolution for the

We have found that thg(r) of all cluster members is con-quenched (passive) cluster galaxies, and not for the SF. ones
sistent with that of cosmological halos in numerical siniolds  The timescale and importance of this process needs however t
(Mamon & tokas 2005; Mamon et al. 2010, 2013, see Fig. 1e quantified to allow a more relevant comparison with otserv
top panel). It is not consistent with isotropy at all radiitlonly tjonal results.
up to~ r_p, then it increases to more radial anisotropy. Other results from numerical simulations are contradictor

Theg(r) for passive and SF cluster members are almost idegn the topic ofs(r) evolution. Lemze et al. (2012) do not find
tical (and therefore also almost identical to B{e) of all cluster  significant evolution of3(r) with redshift. Munari et al. (2013)
members). This is quite remarkable given that the two cfustinds thatg(r) for massive clusters becomes mildly more radial
populations have dtierentn(R), i.e. they occupy dierent re- at higher redshift. Their result is consistent with that oftaél
gions in the cluster. However, thgos of the two populations are (2011) who finds that the orbits of satellites at the moment of
not significantly diferent (see Table 1), and théR) andoos(R)  their infall within larger host halos are more radial at hegh.
of the two populations combine to producgR) o-ﬁ)S(R) profiles  On the other hand, lannuzzi & Dolag (2012) find the opposite
of similar shapes (see Fig. 16). Hence the observable thetsenredshift trend.
the Jeans equation inversion (by which we estirgét¥ is very To better understand the issuegff) evolution, one needs
similar for the two populations. a much larger sample of clusters aftfdient redshifts. There

This common shape of the orbital distribution of clustes considerable variance in the shapes ofgfr¢ of cluster-size
galaxies could be the result of violent relaxation followeg halos extracted from numerical simulations, even if lodeaté
smooth accretion (Lapi & Cavaliere 2009). Violent relarati the samez (see, e.g., Fig.1 in Mamon et al. 2013). Possibly, the
is expected to occur at higher redshifts, and isotropizétsrb 8(r) shape is related to the shapeM(r), and one cannot treat
and therefore should concern the more central cluster nsgiothem separately. Below, we discuss this point in detail.
Galaxies that were accreted by the cluster after the endoof vi
lent relaxation, would retain their slightly radial ordit#istribu-
tion, producing the externg(r). Yet another process capable o

isotropizing the initial radial orbits of infalling galas is radial |n Section 6.2 we have argued for possible mechanisms aapabl
orbit instability (ROI, see, e.g., Bellovary et al. 2008). of explaining thes(r) of different cluster populations. Combin-
To understand which is the physical process that shapes g our knowledge oM (r) andg(r) can shed more light on this
orbits of galaxies in clusters we must study the evolution @bpic. For the first time ever, we have determir@g), Q:(r),
B(r). Most previous observational determinations3@f) have and they-g relation observationally, separately for all, passive,
been based on stacked clusters or have been obtained byaas-SF cluster members. All cluster members, and also, sep-
suming a fixed model shape g{r). The whole cluster pop- arately, the subsamples of passive members, obey the theore
ulation has been found to move on either isotropic (van desl relations within the observational error bars (see Eigand
Marel et al. 2000; Rines et al. 2003b; Hwang & Lee 2008), ¢lig. 18). Only for SF members there is some tension between
mildly radial orbits (tokas et al. 2006b) with a general isase the observed and theoretical relations, even if only adaeglii,
of B(r) from nearly isotropic orbits near the center to modee 0.7 .
ate radial anisotropy outside (Benatov et al. 2006; Lemzd.et  Dehnen & McLaughlin (2005) have shown that, given the
2009; Wojtak & tokas 2010), similar to the profile we find fory-g relation and the Jeans equation for dynamical equilibrium,
MACS J1206.2-0847. The early-type, red, passive clustpupo Q,(r) is a power-law irr, with an exponent related £{0). Based
lation has generally been found to move on isotropic orke(-  on their finding Dehnen & McLaughlin (2005) argue as follows.
berg et al. 1997b; Biviano 2002; tokas & Mamon 2003; Katgetiolent relaxation would tend to create a scale-invarigdmige-
et al. 2004, Hwang & Lee 2008), while the late-type, blue, Sdpace density (since the process is driven by gravity ajone)
cluster population has been found to move on slightly ramtial henceQ,(r) « r®. Dynamical equilibrium would then forae to
bits (Biviano & Katgert 2004; Hwang & Lee 2008). T¢) of approach a critical value, from which results the particédam
SF galaxies in the nearby clusters analyzed by Biviano & Kaif thep(r) of cosmological halos. A valyg(0) ~ 0 with radially
gert (2004) is isotropic at radii < r00/2, then it becomes moreincreasings(r) gives thee observed in numerical simulations.
radial. The form ofp3(r) could therefore result from the halo violent re-
Comparison with thes(r) of lowerz clusters suggests thatlaxation followed by its dynamical equilibrium (Hansen 200
passive galaxies undergo evolution of their orbits, mo@nth If this argumentation is correct, passive members of
SF galaxies, and the orbits tend to become more isotroptt WMACS J1206.2-0847 have undergone violent relaxation and
time. Our result thus confirms the suggestion of Biviano & Pofpave reached dynamical equilibrium, while SF members seem t
gianti (2009), which was based on a stacked sample of ciaterhave not, although the current uncertainties are stillaaidrge.

P.3. The pseudo-phase-space density profiles
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Moreover, one would be tempted to conclude that baryonie pmate determination of a clustéi(r) over this radial range. We
cesses are not particularly important in shaping the dyoaimihave used it to invert the Jeans equation and determine the-ve
structure of galaxy clusters, since they are unable to ahdmg ity anisotropy profilesp(r), for all cluster members, and, sepa-
Q(r) of galaxies that have undergone violent relaxation. rately, for passive and SF cluster members. This is the kighe
Comparison of th&(r) andQ(r) for a sample of clusters atindividual cluster for whictg(r) has been determined so far, and
different redshifts is needed for further insight. To our knowthe only one for whiclkB(r) has been determined separately for
edge, there is only another cluster for which a similar asialis both passive and SF galaxies. We have found almost identical
being done (Munari, Biviano & Mamon, in prep.). Also in thisselocity anisotropy profiles for the flierent cluster galaxy popu-
nearby ¢ = 0.09) cluster, theQ(r) of red galaxies is in agree-lations, isotropic near the center (withinr_,) and increasingly
ment with the theoretical prediction, and that of blue gedax radially anisotropic outside. This profile resembles thfab
is not. The lack of evolution in th€(r) of passive galaxies is particles in halos extracted from cosmological numerigals
perhaps surprising, since SF galaxies become passiveimigh t lations. Comparison with nearby clusters suggests ewaludf
and theirQ(r) is different from that of passive galaxies. Perhaphe orbital profile of passive cluster members, but the pialsi
as SF galaxies get quenched, th@{r) evolves and approachesmechanism driving this evolution remains to be identified.
the theoretical prediction, but this would contradict thea that From the mass density profile ag), thanks to the quality
Q(r) is shaped by the process of violent relaxation alone. Aonf our M(r) and the size of our spectroscopic data-set, we have
other possibility is that the fraction of late-quenchedsg#s in  been able to determine the pseudo phase-space densitggrofil
the spectroscopic data-sets of passive cluster membemsails s Q(r) andQ;(r) and they-g relation. These are the first observa-
because late-quenched galaxies are fainter than the nistia@r tional determinations of these profiles and relation for Exa
cluster passive members. This can happen because of dewrdirster. They are consistent with the theoretical expagtatin
ing (e.g. Neistein et al. 2006), or because of tifeas of tidal particular for the passive cluster members. This is propabhl
stripping (e.g. Balogh et al. 2002). Drawing conclusionglos indication that these galaxies were in the cluster at the tirih
basis of only two clusters is however premature. To shed marielent relaxation. Marginal deviation from the theoreficela-
light on this topicQ(r) must be determined for more clusterstions is observed instead for the SF cluster members, stigges
over a range of redshifts, and for galaxies df@lient luminosi- that they are a more recently accreted population.
ties. The cluster studied in this paper is part of a sample of 14
clusters from the CLASH-VLT Large Programme with the VI-
MOS spectrograph, which we expect to be completed in 2014.
In this paper we have shown that with a spectroscopic sample

We have analyzed the internal dynamics of the MACS J1206@-this size it is possible to constrain a clusié(r) to an accu-
0847 cluster az = 0.44, based on a large spectroscopic sampl@cy similar to that achievable by a detailed, combinednsro
of more than 2500 galaxies in its field, mostly from VWIMOS ~ + Weak lensing analysis. It is also possible to constrain the o
data obtained in the context of the ESO large programme 186ts of different cluster galaxy populations in a non-parametric
0798. From this sample we have identifieBl00 cluster mem- Way by direct inversion of the Jeans equation. Combiningltes
bers. This is the largest spectroscopic sample for cluseanm from M(r) and(r) it is possible to test dynamical relations that
ber galaxies az > 0.4, and one of the largest available at anjfform us on the way cosmological halos evolve and organize
z Using this sample, we have applied the Caustic and, for tféernally. We will extend this analysis to all the CLASH stu
first time on an observed cluster, the MAMPOSSt method, ters with siificient spectroscopic coverage in the near future, and
determine the cluster mass profiM(r). These two methods dothis will allow us to explore the variance in the cluster dyna
not rely on the assumption that the spatial andvelocity dis- ical states, theMr for the total mass and theftrent galaxy
tributions of cluster galaxies are identical to those of B Populations, and the universality of tkr) andg-y dynamical
particles. relations. Stacking dynamically-relaxed clusters togetiould

We have found an excellent agreement betweem(rg de- in the end even allow us to constrain the equation of state of
termined using the projected phase-space distributiouster DM by comparison of the kinematically-derived and lensing-
galaxies and those determined by U12, who used a combiri&dived mass profiles (Faber & Visser 2006; Serra & Dominguez
strong and weak gravitational lensing analysis and ChaXedraRomero 2011).
ray data. This agreement indicates that possible systemiati acknowledgements. We wish to thank Colin Norman for originally suggesting
ases in our dynamical analyses have been properly accouri@dof us (AB) to determine the pseudo-phase-space densifjep. We also
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TableA.1. The dfects of changing the member selection method (Clean
vs. P+G).

Method Sample CledR+G .

(=}

Quantity: 200

o 05]
Fromores R < 1.98 Mpc (passive only) .07+ 0.07 <
MAMPOSSt 005< R < 1.96 Mpc 104+ 0.12 'e 0.0
Caustic R<2x 196 Mpc 103+ 0.22 3
< _05]
Quantity:r_,
-1.0
MAMPOSSt 005< R < 1.96 Mpc 080+ 1.14
Caustic R<2x1.96 Mpc 100+ 0.53 -1.5 - - - -
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

Quantity:r, r [Mpc]
- R < 1.96 Mpc Q96+ 0.20 ] _ _ _
_ R < 1.96 Mpc (passive only) .91+ 0.19 Fig. A.1.  The diference of thegg(r) determined using the Clean and
_ R < 1.96 Mpc (SF only) 110+ 0.37 P+G samples of members. The solid (white), dashed (red), asld-da

dotted (cyan) curves are for all, passive, and SF galaxéspectively.

1 o intervals on the dferences are shown as shaded regions, with 45,
0, and 90 degrees orientation of the (gray, orange, bluaisgdor all,
passive, and SF galaxies, respectively.

Notes. We list the values of the ratios of several quantitiggs, r_»,r,,
obtained using the samples of cluster members identifiethédyCtean
and PG method, respectively. We also listlerrors on these ratios.

center, and therefore a steepeys profile. To accommodate for
27 Department of Physics, The Ohio State University, Columtls,  the steeper,s profile near the center, the MAMPOSSt analysis
28 USA ] o ) forces more concentrated mass profiles, with 20—-25% smaller
éetkpéopulsgn llgabO(rjatory,CCZIgtl);rgg 'SSStK“te of Teclugy, 4800 | _, estimates. However, given the large uncertainties om the
ax rove Lr, Fasacena, -9, LUSA estimates these changes are far from being significant. @hs-C
® ggfgvza% Lgv?lﬁrzagﬁg] dfor Particle Physics (CERN), CH-121%c \ (1) estimate is lessfeected, because i) it is only partially
' ased on the membership selection within the virial racinsl

30 i i i i -
ag’xgg;y G(gtg;c;rr\]/)?tory Munich, - Scheinerstrasse 1, D 816;ii)) it uses all galaxies (and not only members) also beyord th

31 Max-Planck-Institut fiir extraterrestrische Physik, Pash 1312, virial radius.
Giessenbachstr., D-85741 Garching, Germany Ther, estimates depend very little on which membership
selection is chosen, because i) they are based not only on the
sample of spectroscopic members but also on the sampgle of

Appendix A: The effects of different cluster selected members, and ii) the inclusion of the 8 additiorehm
membership definitions bers near the center has a smaller impach@) than it has on
O'Ios(R)-

The determinations oM(r) andj(r) described in Sect. 3 and . , .
4 are based, at least in part, on the sample of cluster mem ersG'Ven the marginal changes in the MAMPOSSt and Caus-

defined by the PG procedure (see Sect. 2.1). Here we examifig €Stimates ofz andr_p, using the Clean-based member-

how a diferent cluster membership definitioffects our results. ship Qetermination instead of tth-b{ised one, we still find
For this, we here consider the membership definition obthin onsistency between thé(r) obtained via the MAMPOSSt and

with the Clean method instead of the® method. The two austic method and that of U12. As a consequence, we would

. : o till adopt theM(r) of U12 within ropqu and the Caustidvi(r)
Qjé?grd;:;%ggggﬂggéﬁgg?ﬁ cSheeCs{ f<2)r1the identification Ogt larger radii, and the resulting(r) would be almost identical

In Table A.1 we list the fractional fierences and associated® the one we adopted using the® membership determination

1 o uncertainties of theygg, r_» andr, determinations obtained Sect. 3.3). ] ) _ )
by using the two samples of cluster members identified wigh th  The B(r) profiles resulting from the inversion of the Jeans
P+G and the Clean methods. Thigezts of changing the methodequation are marginallyfiected mostly because of the steepen-
of membership selection are marginal, as all changes ahgnwiting of theoes profile. Given that the adopted(r) is almost un-
1o. changed with respect to the case efmembership selection,
The rog estimates are all slightly increased when adoptirtfe steepening afi,s(R) near the center must be compensated by
the Clean method instead of the ® method, and this happens?n increased radial anisotropy. This concerns mostly thsipe
because of the 8 galaxies with high absolute valuessafiear 9alaxies. The dierences between thir) obtained using the
the cluster center selected as members by the Clean methoddgan-based sample of members and those obtained using the
not by the RG method (see Fig. 2). Since 7 of these 8 galaxi&yG-based sample of members are consistent with zero within
are passive, thefflects of the dierent membership selection arel o for all cluster populations and at all radii (see Fig. A.1).
stronger on the quantities derived using only passive jedax We conclude that our results do not change significantly if
The inclusion of these 8 galaxies in the sample of clustee use the Clean instead of the® method for membership
members causes a higher velocity dispersion estimate heargelection.
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Appendix B: Comparison with other cluster mass
estimates from the literature

We here compare our results to those obtained by Foéx et al.
(2012) and Ebeling et al. (2009). In both cases their date wer
insufficiently quality to constrain bothygp andr_», so we only
compare the,go values.

The weak lensingrooo estimate of Foéx et al. (2012),
2.03'535 Mpc, is in good agreement with our estimate.

Ebeling et al. (2009) have estimated the cluster mass in
three ways; i) by strong lensing, ii) by an hydrostatic eitpil
rium analysis of the X-ray emitting intra-cluster mediunmda
iii) by the virial theorem. Their strong lensing mass estiema
1.12 x 10M,, within 0.12 Mpc from the cluster center, is in
agreement with our determinations. By applying a scalira-re
tion to the cluster X-ray temperature Ebeling et al. (200&pm
an approximate value ©$qo, 2.3+0.1 Mpc, in disagreement with
our estimate. They then estimate the cluster mass withsrr#hi
dius using an isothermglmodel profile, 17 + 1 x 10'°M,. This
Maoo estimate corresponds targy estimate of 2.1 Mpc, dlier-
ent from their initial estimate, but still above our bestimstte.
Had they iterated their eq.(5) they would have obtained a con
cordant pair ofrogg, M2go €stimates with a final value @fgo of
2.03 Mpc, closer to our best estimate.

The virial theorem mass estimate of Ebeling et al. (2009) is
instead grossly discrepant with any other estimate distlise
far. This appears to be due to a combination of causes. First,
their membership selection is too simplistic since it does n
take into account the radial position of galaxies. As a cense
quence, they obtain a much larger velocity dispersion egém
than we do, 1581 km-$(compare to the values in Table 1).
Their large estimate is also due to the fact thgt is decreas-
ing with R (see Fig. 3) and their spectroscopic sample does not
reachrpoqu. Other causes that lead Ebeling et al. (2009) to over-
estimate the cluster mass using the virial theorem are thlecte
of the surface-pressure term (The & White 1986), and the use
of a spatially incomplete sample in the estimate of the pte
harmonic mean radius (see Biviano et al. 2006).
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