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We present a comprehensive joint analysis of two distinct methodologies for measuring the
mass of galaxy clusters: hydrostatic measurements and caustic techniques. We show that by
including cluster-specific assumptions obtained from hydrostatic measurements in the caustic
method, the potential mass bias between these approaches can be significantly reduced. Ap-
plying this approach to two well-observed massive galaxy clusters A2029 and A2142. We find
no discernible mass bias, affirming the method’s validity. We then extend the analysis to mod-
ified gravity models and draw a similar conclusion when applying our approach. Specifically,
our implementation allows us to investigate Chameleon and Vainshtein screening mechanisms,
tightening the posteriors and enhancing our understanding of these modified gravity scenarios.

1 Introduction

The caustic technique 1,2, provides a unique approach to estimating the mass of the clusters,
utilizing the escape velocity profile of member galaxies within the cluster. The caustic surface
defines the boundaries of the projected phase space. The amplitude of these caustics, denoted
as A(r), decreases as we move away from the cluster center, and it is tied to the average velocity
component ⟨v2⟩4. In a spherically symmetric system, the escape velocity v2esc(r) is directly related
to the gravitational potential Φ(r) and is a non-increasing function of radial distance.
To quantify this average velocity component, the velocity anisotropy profile β(r) is utilized. This
profile β(r) is expressed as 1 − (⟨v2θ⟩ + ⟨v2ϕ⟩)/2⟨v2r ⟩, where vθ, vϕ, and vr are the longitudinal,
azimuthal, and radial velocity components of galaxies, respectively. The gravitational potential
profile is related to the caustic amplitude through the function g(β), given by:

g(β) =
3− 2β(r)

1− β(r)
. (1)

After estimating the caustic amplitude, β(r) becomes the sole unknown factor in estimating the
gravitational potential.

−2Φ(r) = A2(r)g(β). (2)

The equation for the caustic mass profile of a spherical system can be expressed as:

GM(< r) =

∫ r

0
A2(r)Fβ(r)dr (3)

where Fβ(r) = F(r)g(β) and

F(r) = −2πG
ρ(r)r2

Φ(r)
. (4)
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In this context, ρ(r) is the density profile of the spherical system (which we assume to be the
NFW profile, leaving the investigation with other mass models to a future analysis) and Φ(r)
stands for the gravitational potential profile.

1.1 Modified Gravity Models

Chameleon Screening : The chameleon model5 modifies gravity by introducing a scalar field non-
minimally coupled with the matter components and gives rise to a fifth force that can be of the
same order as the standard gravitational force. The chameleon mechanism is a two-parameter
model. The chameleon model parameter β determines the strength of the fifth force when it is
not screened. The second chameleon parameter, ϕ∞, controls the effectiveness of the screening
mechanism. The chameleon mechanism operates whenever a scalar field couples to matter in
such a way that its effective mass depends on the local matter density. The theory (in the
weak-field limit and for the non-relativistic matter) is given by 6:

Lchameleon = −1

2
(∂ϕ)2 − V (ϕ)− gcϕ

MPl
ρm (5)

The dimensionless coupling parameter gc is assumed to be O(1), corresponding to the gravita-
tional strength coupling.
The modified gravitational potential under this mechanism is given by 7:

dΦ(r)

dr
=

GNM(r)

r2
+ β

dϕ

dr
, (6)

where ϕ(r) is the chameleon field.

Vainshtein Screening : In the case of Vainshtein screening the additional degrees of freedom
are screened through a non-linear mechanism. In Vainshtein screening the gravitational po-
tentials are modified inside the matter sources. These modifications are screened outside the
sources and GR is recovered in low-density environments, as required by tests of gravity. GR
is not recovered everywhere within the Vainshtein radius as the screening breaks down there.
The Vainshtein radius rV is given by the curvature of the object 8. The modified gravitational
potential is now given as 9,10,

dΦ(r)

dr
=

Geff
N M(r)

r2
+ Ξ1G

eff
N M ′′(r), (7)

where Geff
N is the modified Newton’s constant defined as Geff

N = γ̃N × GN and ′ represents the
derivative w.r.t r.

2 Conclusion

We begin by presenting our results for the construction of the caustic profiles for cluster A2142
considered in our analysis a. Figure 1 displays the reconstructed caustic surface (blue) along-
side the caustic surface predicted by the hydrostatic technique3 assuming an NFW mass profile
(green). We observe good agreement between the two estimates. In the Center and the Right
panels we show the same comparison against the Chameleon and Vainshtein screening, respec-
tively. In particular, we note a sharp deviation in the caustic surface predicted by hydrostatic
equilibrium at the screening radius in the case of Chameleon screening, indicating constraints on
certain parameter space. For Vainshtein screening, modifications extend beyond the screening
radius, affecting the inner regions of the galaxy clusters. We begin by contrasting our caustic

aFor brevity, we have omitted the analysis of A2029 in this proceeding. Please see the paper15 for details.



Figure 1 – Caustic Profiles for the cluster A2142. We show the caustic profile and the corresponding uncertainty in
shaded blue (in left) regions, alongside the phase space distribution of the galaxies. Left : We compare the caustic
profiles estimated using the hydrostatic data in the case of GR, shown in green. The caustic profile estimated
using the hydrostatic data and a constant Fβ(r) = 0.5 are shown as well. Center : Same as the Left panel
comparing against the caustic surface estimated using the hydrostatic data in the case of chameleon screening.
Right : Same as the other two panels, comparing the caustic surface in the case of Vainshtein screening. For the
Chameleon and Vainshtein screening cases, we show a few expected caustic surfaces for various values of assumed
values of the modified gravity parameters.

mass estimates to those present in literature to validate our procedure assuming a constant
Fβ(r).

Chameleon screening : As can be seen in Figure 2, the joint analysis of the hydrostatic and
caustic techniques helps reduce the degenerate region between mass (M500) and the coupling
constant (β2) parameter, which we earlier elaborated upon12. Traditionally, the approach to
alleviate this degeneracy and obtain constraints was to assume a mass prior obtained using
weak lensing techniques and we introduced an internal mass prior12 which is a prior of the mass-
concentration obtained when restricting the analysis to β2 ≥ 0.5. In the current work, we utilize
the Caustic technique to fulfill the role of a prior, however, the formalism is not to utilize any
mass prior but to perform an importance sampling while simultaneously constraining the mass
from the caustic technique. The ability of the Caustic technique to improve the constraints
heavily relies on the mass estimates alone. Additionally, Figure 2 shows that the constraint on
ϕ∞,2 for the case of β2 =

√
1/6, which corresponds to the specific case of f(R) gravity is largely

reduced. This improvement here is essentially driven by the caustic mass we constrain taking
into account the Fβ(r) already constrained using the hydrostatic data is much tighter than the
WL masses13 which we have earlier utilized12.

Vainshtein screening : As described in 1.1, within the Vainshtein screening the gravitational
potential and the weak lensing potential are distinct and a joint analysis would be needed to
correctly constrain the running of the gravitational constant Geff

N . As the Fβ(r) necessary to
constrain the caustic mass is the gravitational potential as well, we do not immediately break
the degeneracy between the γ̃N and MHS

200. The current cluster A2142 is a very good example of
a cluster deviating mildly from GR (We observe a situation closer to GR with A2029). Cluster
A2142, which shows a mild ∼ 2σ deviation with Ξ1 ∼ −0.20+0.10

−0.08 using only the hydrostatic

data, is now more consistent with GR within ∼ 1σ, having Ξ1 = −0.10+0.11
−0.06. Note that this is a

shift in the parameters with no major improvement in the relative constraint. This improvement
in the agreement with the GR is essentially because the masses estimated using the hydrostatic
method and the caustic method have a bias of MHS

200/M
Cau
200 = 0.81+0.09

−0.07, which is about the
same significance ≥ 2σ, as the earlier for modified gravity using the hydrostatic data alone.
Nevertheless, we perform the joint analysis as the inconsistency is only of the order of ∼ 2σ.



Figure 2 – Left : We show the 68% and 95% C.L. contours in the case of the Chameleon screening (CS) using
the galaxy cluster A2142. The light blue filled contours show the constraints obtained using only the hydrostatic
data. Similarly, the contours outlined in dark blue show the joint analysis including the caustic technique. Right :
Same as Left but for Vainshtein screening (VS).
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