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ABSTRACT

Aiming at comparing dterent morphological models of galaxy clusters, we use twe methods to make
a cosmological model-independent test of the distancéitd@B®D) relation. The luminosity distances come
from Union2 compilation of Supernovae Type la. The angulameter distances are given by two cluster
models (De Filippis et al. and Bonamente et al.). The adgsntd our methods is that it can reduce statistical
errors. Concerning the morphological hypotheses for efustodels, it is mainly focused on the compari-
son between ellipticgs-model and spheric#i-model. The sphericgl-model is divided into two groups in
terms of diferent reduction methods of angular diameter distancescoaservative sphericg-model and
corrected sphericg@l-model. Our results show that the DD relation is consistétit e elliptical3-model at
1o confidence level (CL) for both methods, whereas for almdstpiericalg-model parameterizations, the
DD relation can only be accommodated atGL, particularly for the conservative spherigamodel. In order
to minimize systematic uncertainties, we also apply thettethe overlap sample, i.e. the same set of clusters
modeled by both De Filippis et al. and Bonamente et al.. lbisfl that the DD relation is compatible with
the elliptically modeled overlap sample at €L, however for most of the parameterizations, the DD refati
can not be accommodated even at@GL for any of the two spheric@l-models. Therefore it is reasonable that
the marked triaxial ellipsoidal model is a better geomatrigpothesis describing the structure of the galaxy
cluster compared with the spherigamodel if the DD relation is valid in cosmological obsereeis.

Subject headings. Galaxies: clusters: general — distance scale — X-raysxgadaclusters — cosmic back-
ground radiation — Cosmology: observations — supernovagersl

1.INTRODUCTION forts have been made to reconstruct three-dimensional clus
Galaxy clusters are crucial to our understanding of €F morphology and correct the projectioffeet using ob-
the universe. For example, galaxy clusters have beepServational data (Lee & Suio 2004; Puchwein & Bartelmann

used to derive the Hubble constant (Reeseletal. 2000’12006; Sereno 2007). In this paper, we examine the spherical

Mason et all 2001; Cunha et &l. 2007; Freedman & Madore2nd élliptical models of cluster morphology using the casmi
2010), to discriminate betweenfiirent cosmological m(;d— distance-duality (DD) relation (Etherington 1933, alstezh

els [Mohr et al[ 1995 Thomas ef Al. 1098; Suwa &t al. 2003; Etherington relation). . .
Ho et al/ 2006), to test the intracluster gas mass distobuti The DD relation plays a fundamental role in observational

and temperature profilé (Cooray 1098f®ietti et al| 2003; ~ coSmology, covering the analyses of galaxy cluster obser-

Puchwein & Bartelmarin 2007; Prokhorov et al. 2011), and to Vations (Cunhaetal. 2C007)' gravitational-lensing phenom
trace out the thermodynamical history using scaling refeti €12 (Schneider et al. 1999) and Fhe cosmic microwave back-
among cluster observablés (Morandi éf al. 2007: Shang et al9round (CMB) data(Komatsu etal. 2011). The DD relation
2009). These studies often require modeling of cluster mor-coNNects dferent metric distances via

phology and hence can benefit from a better understanding of D = Da(l + 2?2 (1)
cluster morphology.

Hypotheses about an object’s three-dimensional proper-whereD, andD, are the luminosity distance and angular di-
ties are not easily tested through two-dimensional obser-ameter distance respectively, wittbeing the redshift. The
vations (Lee & Suta _2004). One of the major questions DD relation is a general duality in all metric theories of
about cluster morphology is whether it is spherical or tri- gravity, as long as there is no sink or source along the null
axial (Fox & Pen 2002). Simulations have shown that dark geodesics.
matter halos are triaxial (Jing & Suto 2002; Kasun & Evrard ~ One way to test the validity of the DD relation is to combine
2005), and there is evidence from strong gravitationasifemnm  the metric distance results from both observations and#teo
observations| (Gavazzi 2005) as well. Moreover, some ef-ical expressions in a given cosmological model._Uzanlet al.

(2004) proposed the idea of testing the DD relation u§ig

tizhang@bnu.edu.cn from X-ray surface brightness and Sunyaev-Zel'dovithe&
! Department of Astronomy, Beijing Normal University, Baij (SZE, Sunyaev & Zel'dovich 1972) measurements of galaxy
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cpnter for High Energy Physics, Peking University, BIM@O8TL, 4 of the DD relation for ar-Cold Dark Matter ACDM)
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ACDM model. WithD_ from data compilation of Type la

supernovae (SNe la), the DD relation was also used to con-

strain cosmic opacity by Avgoustidis et al. (2010). They in-
troduced a parameterto analyze the deviation of the DD
relation in a flatACDM model, by assuming that it satisfies
DL = Da(1 + 2>, and got the constraing = —0.04'30%
(20 CL).[Holanda et 81.[(2011) ftered a method for testing
the DD relation usingMMAP (7-year) results by fixing the
ACDM model. Particularly, they considered twdidrent ge-
ometries for galaxy clusters, i.e. elliptical and sphdnoad-
els. D of these two models were derived by the joint analysis
of X-ray surface brightness observations plus SZE datair The
analysis was based on two parametric representatiop@)of
i.e.n(2) = 1+ nozandn(2) = 1+ noz/(1+ 2). They concluded
that the best-fit value for the elliptical model is closeygo= 0

at 1o- CL, whereas for the spherical model, the result is only
marginally compatible at3 CL.

More robust, another possibility of testing the DD rela-
tion is via the combination of dierent sets of observations
that furnish both metric distances, i.eD_ and D,, inde-
pendently.| Holanda et al. (2010) made such kind of cosmo-
logical model-independent test of the DD relation widia
from galaxy clusters observations abBgd from Constitution
SNe la data. They employed tli&, data from two cluster
models. The first model was defined by Pa of clusters
(De Filippis et all 2005) using an ellipticg&tmodel over the
redshift interval 023 < z < 0.784. The second model con-
tained 38Dx of clusters|(Bonamente etlal. 2006) in the red-
shift range 014 < z < 0.89 observed b¥’handra andOwens
Valley Radio Observatory/Berkeley-I1linois-Maryland Associ-
ation interferometric arrays. For each cluster, they selected
one SN la which has the closest redshift to the cluster’s, re-
quiring that the dierence in redshiftAz = |z;uster— Zsnl) iS
smaller than 0.005. So a direct test for the DD relation could
be allowed. They also referred #¢z) as the aforementioned

two representations, and obtainggl = —-0.2833% (20 CL)
for the elliptical model andjo = —0.42*3:37 (30 CL) for the

spherical model.

In a subsequent paper, Lietal. (2011) also performed a

cosmological model-independent test of the DD relation, us
ing the most recent compilation which consists of 557 SNe
la (Union2 compilation, Amanullah etial. 2010). Compared
with the Constitution set used by Holanda €t al. (2010), the
values ofAz are more centered around the = 0O line. Fur-
thermore, they assumed two more general parameterization
for the test of the DD relation, i.en(2) no + mz and
n(2) = no + m1z/(1 + 2). Finally, they obtained the conclusion
that the DD relation can be accommodateda@athd 3r CLs
for the elliptical and spherical models witlz) = 1 + nozand
n(2) = 1+noz/(1+ 2), whereas & and 2r CLs by postulating
two more general parameterizations for the two models.
There are two aims of this paper: (1) making a cosmo-
logical model-independent test of the DD relation with two
new methods using SNe la data from Union2 compilation and
galaxy clusters data from two morphological models repbrte
by |De Filippis et al.[(2005) and Bonamente &t al. (2006), (2)
testing the intrinsic shape of clusters if the DD relation is
compatible with present observations. In this paper, twe ne
methods to obtaiD_ at cluster redshifts are employed: (1)
fitting the Union2 SNe la data with weighted least-squares
and interpolatingD_ at each cluster’s redshift, (II) binning
SNe laD, within the redshift rangé€Zyster — Zsn| < 0.005
to getD, at the cluster’s redshift. In doing so, we also take
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Figurel. Quadratic Fit to the Union2 SNe la data. Our best fit and the 1
CL are represented by red solid and green dashed lines tiwghecThe blue
points with error bars in the upper and lower panel standhferinion2 data
and their residuals compared with the fitting function.

into account the asymmetric uncertainties in Bonamentk et a
(2006)'s Da data. Furthermore, two cluster morphological
models, i.e. ellipticaj3-model and sphericg8-model, are
tested. The latter model is divided into two groups in terfns o
the diferent reduction methods of the angular diameter dis-
tance data, i.e. conservative spherjgahodel and corrected
sphericajs-model. To avoid limitations of any particular pa-
rameterizations of the deviation from the DD relation, four
one-dimensional and four two-dimensional parameteonati
are applied to the maximum likelihood estimation test.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we briefly
describe the SNe la data and galaxy cluster models. The anal-
ysis methods and results are presented in Section 3. Sdction
gives our conclusions and discussions.

2.SNE IA DATA AND GALAXY CLUSTER MODELS

In our analysis, the validity of the DD relation is tested
usingD,. and Dy results from mutually and cosmologically
independent measurements. Two setdDafdata from X-
ray and SZE observations of galaxy clusters are consid-
ered. In order to geb,, we choose the Union2 sample of
Amanullah et al.[(2010), which contains 557 well-measured
3Ne la. Compared with the “Union” SNe la compilation,
the new compilation increases the number of well-measured
distant SNe la by including the events discovered in ground-
based searches during 2001 and then followed with the Wide
Field Planetary Camera 2 on thizibble Space Telescope.

An important issue is that there are only eight SNe la
host galaxies for which high-quality Cepheid distance mea-
surements are possible (Riess etal. 2011). In other words,
although the sample in Union2 compilation isfistiently
large, the calibration of SNe la still fiers from small num-
ber statistical uncertainty, due to lack of SNe la calibrato
(Freedman & Madore 2010). In order to consider this uncer-
tain absolute magnitude, we add an uncertainty of 0.05 mag-
nitudes in quadrature as a covariance among all distance mod
uli of 557 SNe la, provided bgupernova Cosmology Projectd
(Amanullah et al. 2010).

Both|Holanda et al! (2010) and Li et &l. (2011) employed a

6 httpy/supernova.lbl.ggWniory
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moderate redshift criteriod\z = |Zuster— Zsn| < 0.005, and

3

Mostly recently, Nozawa et al. (2006) improve these correc-

selected the nearest SN la for every galaxy cluster to test th tions to fourth order ikg Te/mec?.

DD relation statistically. However using merely one lumi-
nosity distanceD_ from all those available within the same
redshift range will lead to larger statistical errdrdnstead
of usingD, of Union2 SNe la directly, two new methods are
adopted,

() fitting the Union2 SNe la data and interpolatiBy
at each cluster’s redshift;

(1) Binning the Union2 SNe 1d, within the redshift
rangelZyuster— Zsnl < 0.005 to getD, at the cluster’s redshift.

In realizing method (1), a quadratic fit is applied to all the
data with errors under the principle of weighted least-sggia
fitting (in other wordsy? fitting (Press et al. 1992)). The fit-
ting curve and its & CL are plotted along with the original
data in Figure 1.

As suggested by others (Holandaetial. 2010; Lietal.
2011), thelAz < 0.005 criterion is employed to select SNe
la D data. But in method (I), we take an inverse variance
weighted average of all the selected data in the followingma
ner. Assuming thab, ; representsth appropriate SNe la lu-
minosity distance data (withiaz < 0.005) withop , denot-
ing its reported observational uncertainty, in light of zen-
tional data reduction techniques by Bevington & Robinson
(2003, Chap. 4), itis straightforward to obtain

— z(DLi/(TZDLi)
ST,
_ 1

2
Z 1/(TDLi

(2)

L
O—DT_ =
whereD, stands for the weighted mean luminosity distance
at the corresponding galaxy cluster redshift, angl is its
uncertainty.

To get reasonable results for cluster, one has to as-

Two cluster models under fiigrent morphological hy-
potheses are utilized. The first model involves 25 X-ray-
selected clusters, with measured SZE temperature dectemen
(De Filippis et al.. 2005). A marked triaxial ellipsoidgh
model is reconstructed to describe the cluster structsréea
scribed by

2 2 2 \=36/2
eixl,int + %Xz,int + %XS,int

Ne(r) = Neo[ 1+ >
rC

3)

with X ine (i = 1,2, 3) defining the intrinsic orthogonal coor-
dinates aligned with the three corresponding principakaxe
e (i = 1,2,3) represent the axial ratios (note that one of
them is unity), and. denotes the core radius along one of
the principal axis. As a combination @handra, XMM-
Newton andROSAT observations, this data set consists of two
sub-samples, one of which is comprised of 18 galaxy clus-
ters with 014 < z < 0.78 (Reese et al. 2002). The other
sub-sample, analyzed by Mason €tal. (2001), contains seven
clusters from the X-ray flux-limited sample lof Ebeling et al.
(1996). The second morphological model includes 38 galaxy
clusters in the redshift range from 0.14 to 0.89, provided by
Bonamente et all (2006). They modeled the electron density
profile by a generalized spherigaimodel,

r2 -36/2 r2 -36/2
f[1+r7] +(1—f)(1+r7) } (4)

cl c2

Ne(r) = Ngo

wherer¢; andr¢, correspond to the two core radii which de-
scribe the inner and outer portions of density distributien
spectively, andf is a factor between zero and unity. The an-
gular diameter distance data of every individual galaxgtelu

sume certain cluster morphologies. The structure of clus-With the two models are summarized in Table 1.

ters is an essential cosmological probe, as it plays impor-

tant roles in discriminating €tierent cosmological models

As reported byl Bonamente et al. (2006), almost all an-
gular diameter distances for the spheri@ahodel are fol-

via the mass density of the universe (Richstone lét al.]1992;lowed by asymmetric uncertainties. According to D’Agostin
Suwa et all_2003), and constraining the halo evolution mod- (2004), the sources of asymmetric uncertainties include no
els [Jing & Sutd 2002). Moreover, fiiérent assumptions of Gaussianity of the likelihood curve, nonlinear propagatio
cluster shapeftect the measurements of baryon fraction sig- @nd some systematiéfects. And thus, the real value of phys-
nificantly (Cooray 1998; Allen et 41, 2004). Generally speak ical quantities of interest is biased. Holanda etal. (2Gt®)
ing, a robust way to measure clus®g is through the joint L_| etall (2011) ado_lressed th!s issue by combining the statis
analysis of X-ray emission and SZE. The hot intracluster fical and systematic uncertainties in quadrature. As sixbs
medium interacts with CMB photons via inverse Compton by Bonamente et all. (2006), the modehng unqertalntlese)f th
scattering, causing a change in the apparent brightness ofhgular diameter distances presented in their Table 2, 4 and
CMB and a small distortion of CMB spectrum, i.e. the 5, contribute to statistical uncertainties. Thereforés itea-
SZE [Sunyaev & Zel'dovich 1972; Birkinshaw 1999)(also see Sonable to make the following corrections and estimations
Carlstrom et dl[ 2002, for a recent review). Thigeet is  (D'Agostini 2004, equations (15) and (16)), i.e. O) ~
insensitive to the redshift of galaxy clusters, particylat ~ PA+O(A+=A-), op, ~ (A, +A_)/2. We also use the reported
high redshifts £ > 1) (Carlstrom et &l. 2002). In calculating Da value as the expected value [E() and the larger flank
thermal SZE, one should consider the relativistic coroesti ~ Of €ach two-sided error (max(, A_)) as the standard devia-
ltoh et al. (1998) proposed a convenient analytical exjpwass ~ tion (0p,). Hereafter we name the original spheri€s| set

up to fifth order terms irks Te/meC2. If the peculiar velocity ~ the conservative spheriggéimodel, and th@®, set, which has

of clusters is non-negligible, namely the kinematic SZE, th been applied a moderate compensation shift to, the codrecte

relativistic corrections are presented by Nozawa ef abglo  SPhericajs-model. Results of the angular diameter distances
! ) with conservative and corrected spheriahodels are also

listed in Table 1. Separately, we extract an overlap sample
of clusters that are analyzed by both elliptical and splaéric
models. The result from the overlap sample provides a direct
comparison of two morphological models of galaxy clusters.

7 For instance, there is a galaxy cluster Abell 1413,zat 0.142
(Bonamente et al. 2006). Five SNe la in the Union2 SNe la clatigm sat-
isfy the criterionjAz| < 0.005: SN2005fj ¢ = 0.143), SN2005fw% = 0.143),
SN1999bm £ = 0.1441), SN2005ld4 = 0.145) and SN2005gxz(= 0.146)
(Amanullah et al"2010). Then how to choose one from the 2 SiNatl
z = 0.143? Using both will improve the statistics. Hence, as a ggization,

we propose to use all SNe B within |AZ < 0.005. 3.ANALYSIS METHOD AND RESULTS
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It is straightforward to introduce the test paramejeac- As to the overlap sample, theffirence between the two
cording to Eq.[(IL), morphological models are more prominent. Figure 4 demon-
DL(2 strates good consistency between elliptigahodel and the
o S (5) DD relation, with the best-fit values for all parameteriaa
Da(d(1+ 2?2 close to the DD relation valugi{ = 0). For the two spherical
Then, therq-associated one-dimensional parameterizationsm0dels, the results in Figure 5 show a rather marginal com-
the whole spherical sample results (see Figure 3). Statisti
n(@=1+noz (6) results of each sample using the two methods are listed in Ta-
n(2)=1+noz/(1+2), (7) ble 2 for comparison.
2 The one-dimensional parameterizations of the deviation
(2 =1+n0z/(1+27, ) from the DD relation, i.e.y in Egs. [6)-(®), may be some-
n(2=1-mnoln(1 + 2). 9) what restrictive in terms of the degrees of freedom. Here the

Note thatD, (2) can not be obtained directly from the tech- DD relation is tested with two-dimensional parameterinasi
niques of SZE plus X-ray surface brightness observations.®'

Uzan et al. [(2004) gave a relation that describes the angular n(2) =1 + 22, (13)
diameter distance determined from observationsDg2) = _ 1 14
DSUste(z);-2, which reduces t@a(2) only wheny = 1, i.e. n(@=m+n22/(1+2), (14)
the DD relation holds with no violation. Combining this re- (2 =mn1 +n22/(1 + 2, (15)
lation with Eq. [3), it is straightforward to achieve thegat n(2)=m - naIn(L + 2), (16)
equation for further statistical analysis, i.e.
cluster ) where (1,772) has the value of (1,0) if the DD relation
DR (1+2° 10 holds. It is found that (1,0) falls in thesiregion of all two-
D.(2) = (10) dimensional parameterizations for elliptigainodel (Figure

. . . . 6), regardless of the method used. However, for the conser-
where the expression gfis checked four times according t0  \ative and corrected spheriggdmodels, the DD relation can
Egs. [6)-I®). Maximum likelihood estimation is employed to only be accommodated at-3CL for both methods, except

determine the most probable values for the parameters, Vighe result (2r) with method (Il) for the corrected spherical

L oc €X/2 and B-model.
(1(2) = Tob(2))? The results of the two-dimensional analysis of the overlap
¥’ = Z —_— (11) sample (see Figures 8 and 9) are in good agreement with those
z O ot of its one-dimensional analysis. In fact, the overlap sampl

2 ~cluster i , shows a stronger preference for the elliptical geometrihas
whereno(?) = (1+2)°Di"*(2)/DL(2) and its uncertainty  pp relation is almost alwaysd away from the best-fit pa-
T aes 1S GiveN by rameters for the spherical samples.
O oo \2 2 Table 3 presents the minimum values of reduced chi square
2 =2 ( Da (Z)] + (‘TDL(Z)) . (12) 2. /d.of.) for each models with the two methods. Gener-
Tlows. ™ 0S| { pelusteyz) DL(2) ally speaking, it shows the fitting quality of the correspiogd
- . . . models to each sample of galaxy clusters. Consistent wath th
Utilizing methods (1) and (Il) described in Section 2, we yagjts given by the best-fit valuesipfin Table 2, the results
are able to determine all corresponding data at each clus- 4,2 q o f. aiso favor elliptical model given the validity of
ter's redshift. Moreover, conservative spherigahodel and DD T(Iariation sincer2. /d.of. of this model is much closer to
corrected sphericg8-model are retrieved from the original ity th tﬁ e«]Zminh -©- 'I del
data of ther < 100kpc-cut isothermas-model reported by unll y than c;se? zp encah mo ?S' dels have | q
Bonamente et al. (2006) (see Table 1). In Table 1, the numbert n su][nt,hnob or][ ¥'t oels SP er:cca ”]{ﬁ eDsD avlet_argerl epar-
of SNe la selected for each galaxy cluster for method (Il}-ana ' &> 91 1€ hes - va u§|s % rorr]n : el (;ela |o|n va ue_d
yses is also listed. For the majority of galaxy clusters,enor (70 = 0) as shown in Table 2, spherical models also provide
than one SNe la are used. Thus the statistics is improved, egpoorer fits than elliptical models do as presented in Table 3.
pecially for nearby cluster sample, e.g. Abell 1656. Beeaus |r|1 c(;nrgseq”qenc% V}’e arguhe tlhat the gakljlaxy clus(tjer samg!e mofd-
there is no SN satisfyingAz < 0.005 from the cluster CL ele y ellipsolaa morpho oghy IS a 3tt?rdut:1 er'lo:]tar) 'Tg o
J1226.9-3332 (the nearest one is &z = 0.005), this object c#slters intrinsic nature than those modeled by sphena
is excluded, and also removed from method (I) analyses forPNOlOgY-
the sake of direct comparison between our two methods. Our
methods not only avoid double counting of any SNe la data, 4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS
but also take into account all possible clusters data. In this paper, motivated by the investigation on intrinsic
According to the results shown in Figure 2 and Table 2, the structure of galaxy clusters, we have tested the validityef
consistency is clear between the DD relation and the ellipti DD relation using luminosity distances from Union2 SNe la
cal geometry hypothesis, since the DD relation vale= 0) and angular diameter distances from two cluster morpholog-
is always within - CL of the best-fit values of ellipticas- ical models, namely, triaxial ellipsoid@gtmodel and spher-
model using both methods. However the best-fit values ofical 3-model. In order to obtain more reliable results, two
conservative and corrected spherigamodels depart from  sub-samples of sphericatimodel are analyzed according to
no = O atnearly 3 CL (see Figure 3), especially for conserva- different treatments of the two-sided errorsif data, i.e.
tive sphericaB-model (both methods) and corrected spherical conservative and corrected spheri@gahodels. Moreover, in
B-model (method (11)). order to directly compare these two types of morphological
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Figure6. Likelihood distribution functions for ellipticgb-model in four two-dimensional parameterizations. As igufe 2, panel (a) corresponds to method
(1) while panel (b) method (Il). The 1-, 2- and®B<CLs are plotted by solid, dashed and dotted lines respéctiVbe pentagram in each panel stands for the DD
relation value (1,0), while the big dots in correspondintporepresent the actual best-fit values for four pararnzetéons.
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Figure 7. Likelihood distribution functions for conservative spicat 8-model and corrected spherigi&imodel in four two-dimensional parameterizations. As
in Figure 3, the upper two panels are from conservative medillower two corrected model. The left two panels are ot#dithrough method (I) while right
two method (Il). The 1-, 2- and 3-CLs are plotted by solid, dashed and dotted lines respéctiVee pentagram in each panel stands for the DD relatiomeval
(2,0) while the big dots in corresponding colors represeatactual best-fit values for four parameterizations.
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(1,0), which is around the edges ot3€L contours of all likelihood distributions.
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models as well as minimize systematic uncertainties of themethods we used are self-consistent. With our analysis, the
test, we also conduct the analysis on the overlap sample, i.emarked triaxial ellipsoidal model is a more reasonable hy-
the same set of cluster individuals under both ellipsoidal a pothesis describing the structure of the galaxy cluster-com
sphericaB-models for electron density distribution profiles.  pared with the spherical hypothesis if the DD relation isdval

To test the DD relation, it is assumed tha(z) = in cosmological observations.
Dﬂ”srer(z)(1+z)2/DL(z). In practice, the reduction of statistical Bonamente et al. (2006) discussed the sources of some sta-
errors is realized by two methods, (1) fitting the Union2 SNe tistical and systematic uncertainties capable fééaing the
la data with weighted least-squares and interpolabngat angular diameter distance measurements. The main origins
each cluster’s redshift, (1) binning the SNe la data witthia of systematic errors are calibrations of SZE, X-ray absolut
redshift rangézuster— Zsnl < 0.005 to getD, at the cluster’s flux and temperature, while the major statistical uncetigén
redshift. In methods (1) and (ll), the(2) parameter is param- come from SZE observations, X-ray spectra and images. In-
eterized in four one-dimensional formgz) = 1+noz n(2) = terestingly Bonamente etlal. (2006) also pointed out that th
1+10z/(1+2), n(2) = 1+n0z/(1+2)? andy(2) = 1-noIn(1+2). statistical uncertainty by cluster asphericity has thgdat
Other four more general parameterizations are also consideffect, i.e. 15% onDp (see Table 3 of Bonamente ef al.
ered, i.e.n(2 = m + 122 12 = m +n22/(1 + 2), n(2 = 2006), but will be averaged out when a large ensemble of
n1 +122/(1+ 2)? andn(2) = 1 — n2In(1+ z), which are desig-  clusters is considered (Sulkahen 1999). However, our main
nated to describe the two-dimensional admissible parameteresults tell that in describing the three-dimensional rhotp
spacel(Nair et al. 2011). ogy of galaxy clusters, the elliptic@-model prevails over

Maximum likelihood analysis is used to fit the parameters, the spherical3-models. We argue that the current clus-
no or (71, n2). Our results show that for ellipticgl-model, ter sample with well measureB, is not suficient large
regardless of whether method (I) or (1) is employed, the DD to average out the uncertainty by cluster asphericity. Ac-
relation values#y = 0 orny = 1,17, = 0) are always in & tually, several up-to-date observational work stronglp-su
region for all one- and two-dimensional forms. The results port the triaxial ellipsoidal morphology for galaxy cluste
of elliptical B-model support the idea that elliptical geometry e.g. observations in X-ray and strong gravitational-legsi
is more consistent with non-violation of the DD relation. In (Morandi et al. 2010), SZE imaging (Sayers €t al. 2011), etc.
the case of conservative spherigaiodel, with both meth-  Recently Nagai et al. (2007) proposed another candidate pro
ods, it is found that the DD relation value is only marginally file for the distribution of intracluster medium, known as-Na
consistent at @ with the best-fit values via one- and two- gai model, which is based on the well known NFW dark mat-
dimensional analyses. The result from corrected sphegical ter profile (Navarro et al. 1996, 1997). Although analyfigal
model is that the DD relation can be accommodatedatB non-integrable, this model can also reproduce observed in-
for one-dimensional forms except using method (), and-simi tracluster medium properties through simulations. Howeve
lar results is obtained using both methods for two-dimamaio  recent observation is incapable of distinguishing betwdan
parameterizations. In consequence, we can not prove thagai model and ellipticaB-model, due to limited spatial reso-
spherical3-model is compatible with the validity of the DD  lution (Sayers et al. 2011). Maybe with more advanced detec-
relation. tion techniques in the future, people can learn more abeut th

Nevertheless, it is noticed that these results may be to soméntrinsic morphology of galaxy clusters from direct observ
extent significantly fiected by some individual data points. tions.
For instance, if cluster CL J1226:3332 is still included in
method (1) (this object is naturally excluded in method (II)
for there is no SN la satisfyinggz < 0.005), the conclusion
will be transformed into that the DD relation cannot be ac-
commodated even ab3CL for conservative spherical model.
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Morphology of Galaxy Clusters: A Test of the DD Relation

Table 1
Galaxy Cluster Data
Name z DAle?Iip DAlstE)he Da ESE:C DAlgSLred num0?/1I nume?ﬁp nums(:):;he
Mpc Mpc Mpc Mpc
Overlap Sample
MS 1137.5-6625 0.784 24791023 507@};{% 5070+ 1960 5467 + 1695 2 2 2
MS 0451.6-0305 0.550 1073238 1470 1470+ 270 1500+ 250 5 5 5
CL 0016+1609 0541 1635+ 391 122(2338 1220+ 220 12425+ 205 4 4 3
RX J1347.5-1145 0.451 1166262 51(1188 510+ 120 5175+ 115 7 7 7
Abell 370 0.374 1231+ 441 183@2&8 1830+ 410 18525 + 395 2 2 2
MS 1358.4-6245 0.327 69% 183 81(1388 810+ 280 8475 + 255 3 3 3
Abell 1995 0.322 885 207 120(233j8 1200+ 210 12375+ 185 3 3 3
Abell 611 0.288 934 331 830:58 830+ 220 8525 + 205 5 5 3
Abell 697 0.282 1099 308 77(1HB 770+ 210 800+ 190 6 6 6
Abell 1835 0.252 946& 131 69Q1g8 690+ 160 7425 + 125 6 6 5
Abell 2261 0.224 1118 283 950:880 950+ 300 980+ 280 1 1 1
Abell 773 0.217 1465+ 407 156(2528 1560+ 360 15675 + 355 12 12 12
Abell 2163 0.202 806 163 73(13;8 730+ 270 7675 + 245 5 Ly 5
Abell 1689 0.183 604- 84 900_%58 900+ 190 8775+ 175 5 5 5
Abell 665 0.182 451+ 189 760:5[88 760+ 160 7675 + 155 5 5 5
Abell 2218 0.176 809+ 263 llSQ%EB 1180+ 240 1195+ 230 5 5 3
Abell 1413 0.142 478 126 62(1?%% 620+ 190 6425 + 175 5 5 5
Elliptical s-model only
Abell 520 0.202 387 141 5n
Abell 2142 0.091 33570 4
Abell 478 0.088 448 185 4
Abell 1651 0.084 7492 385 1
Abell 401 0.074 36% 62 4
Abell 399 0.072 165 45 5
Abell 2256 0.058 242 61 9
Abell 1656 0.023 103 42 50
Spherica)3-model only
CL J1226.9-3332 0.890 81280 810+ 280 855+ 250 ¢
MS 1054.5-0321 0.826 15% 1580+ 420 1655+ 370 3
RX J1716.46708 0.813 209@ 2090+ 1070 2295+ 935 6
MACS J0744.83927 0.686 18?:@?go 1830+ 430 1845+ 420 4
MACS J0647.47015 0.584 730 8 730+ 200 7525 + 185 ge
MS 2053.7-0449 0.583 358 58 3580+ 1620 3865+ 1430 g
MACS J2129.4-0741 0.570 127 8 1220+ 340 1265+ 310 4
MACS J1423.82404 0.545 1710+ 650 1770+ 610 1
MACS J1149.52223 0.544 1560+ 400 1620+ 360 1

MACS J1311.0-0310  0.490
MACS J2214.9-1359  0.483
MACS J2228.52036 0.412

1500+ 760 1695+ 630 2
1860+ 420 1920+ 380 2
1990+ 470 20125 + 455 6
760+ 190 7675+ 185 3
6

2

ha

ZW 3146 0.291
Abell 68 0.255 680+ 270 7175 + 245

RX J2129.%0005 0.235 560+ 210 5975 + 185

Abell 267 0.230 1140+ 370 12075+ 325 1
Abell 2111 0.229 720+ 350 7725+ 315 1
Abell 586 0.171 740+ 220 7025 + 195 s
Abell 1914 0.171 670+ 130 6625 + 125 s
Abell 2259 0.164 510+ 370 570+ 330 3
Abell 2204 0.152 460+ 110 4675 + 105 5

Note. — The overlap sample are the galaxy clusters studied by [ipfsi et al. (2005) using ellipticgl-model and meanwhile hy Bonamente €t al.
(2006) using sphericg-model.
@ Computed estimate for the angular diameter distance mgbsi De Filippis et 21/ (2005) assuming ellipsoidal geomntdr galaxy clusters.
b Calculated angular diameter distance reported by Bonanegrat|. (2006) under spherical symmetry for galaxy clusters
¢ Conservative angular diameter distance estimate for &miigrmodel calculated in this work as described in section 2.
d Corrected angular diameter distance estimate for spti@icedel calculated in this work as described in section 2.
€ Number of SNe la selected for each galaxy cluster in methpagldescribed in section 2. niy, nuMerip and nunfsphe Stand for the counts of
selected SNe la for the overlap sample, the whole ellipeatple and the whole spherical sample, respectively.
f The two samples by De Filippis etlel. (2005) and Bonamentél ¢2@06) give diferent redshift values for the same galaxy clusters, anéfibrer
the final adopted redshift results are taken from the origibaervations. The redshift of CL 0046609 is from_Stocke et al. (1991) and those of
Abell 370, 773 & 2218 from Struble & Robd (1999).
9 There is no SN la satisfying the criteriohz = |zguster— Zsnl < 0.005, for galaxy cluster CL J1226:8332, and thus it is removed from our analysis.
N In order to avoid double counting of SNe la data as well asidensll possible clusters data in our analysis, each of theffairs of clusters,
marked byhs, hy, hs, hy, andhs respectively, has to be binned within, and the members d¢f patc have to share the same set of SNe la in method
(I1) as shown. The binning algorithm is inverse varianceghéid binning, similar to Eq]2. For a complete comparisbay tare also binned in
method (1) analysis.
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Table 2

Summary of one-dimensional maximum likelihood estimatiesults:ng. Theng below is represented by the best-fit
value at 1e- Confidence Level for each model using two methods.

Elliptical g-model

Conservative Spheriggdmodel

Corrected Sphericatmodel

Parameterization Method (1) Method (I1) Method (1) Methadd) ( Method (1) Method (I1)
Whole Sample
n=1+noz —0.063f°:1;5 —0.047j°j1;8 —0.227j°:1°2 —0.266;9102 -0.156" 01094 -0.201" 0:094
n=1+n0z/(1+2) _o.loa;gég —o.ossjgé‘%‘g _o.sggﬁg;igg —0.396_*%%3 _o.zslfg;ggi —0.297;%2%%
n=1+n0z/(1+2)>? —0.157f8:3ag —0.1327*8:Sﬁ _0.476t8:%%g —0.557'f()'%%5 —0.3197_*8:%98 —0.412&)‘%.0]9
n=1-non1+2) 00820905  0064755;; 028275 0.329°07%¢ 0.193'g17e 024871
Overlap Sample
n=1+noz 0.021j§;};g 0.031t§;1g§ —0.362§§;i%§ —0.378§§;5‘; —0.287i§:i§§ —0.306j§;§g
n=1+n0z/(1+2) o.ostg;égi 0.04518;235 —0.497j838% _0'522i8§ii —0.387j8:%% 4 —0.417j8;%%
n=1+n0z/(1+2? 00647033 0067pn, -065475y  -069Lg%; -049657 -054To
n=1-mnoln(1+2) _0-028i012%4 _0-037ioi2%7 0.428 5176 0'449i8:%78 0337%?%2 0'36:&8&62
Table3

Summary of one- and two-dimensional maximum likelihoodnestion results: minimum of reduced chi square
(Xﬁﬂn/d.o.f.). The values below represent t{aﬁin/d.o.f. for each model using two methods.

Elliptical g-model

Conservative Spheriggdmodel

Corrected Sphericatmodel

Parameterization Method (I) Method (1) Method (1) Methadtj ( Method (1) Method (I1)
Whole Sample
n=1+noz 24.74%23  22.03123 68.91632 66.26%32 81.57%32 77.51432
n=1+noz/(1+2 24.69623  21.98%23 68.98332 66.42232 81.64032 77.67832
n=1+noz/(1+2? 24.64523 21.94%3 69.37032 66.97132 81.93632 78.15132
n=1-non(l+2z) 2471923  22.00923 68.90332 66.29¢32 81.57%32 77.55332
n=n1+n2z 24.12622  21.56@22 67.80931 64.94731 80.18131 75.82831
n=m+n2z/(1+2) 2410422 21.57@2 66.52331 63.52831 78.86631 74.33431
n=m+m2z/(1+2? 24.06922 21.58%2 64.7481 61.59231 76.98831 72.24131
n=m-nn(l+z) 2411822 21.57%2 67.15031 64.21¢31 79.50831 75.06631
Overlap Sample
n=1+noz 13.98016  12.72%16 48.28416 46.46016 56.94716 54.32016
n=21+n0z/(1+2) 13.97216  12.72216 48.83716 46.97116 57.46416 54.80016
n=1+nz/(1+2° 13.96016 12.71716 49.62616 47.73516 58.17016 55.49316
n=1-non(l+2z) 13.97616  12.72416 48.53716 46.68916 57.18616 54.53616
n=mn1+n2z 13.83215  12.68315 42.37¢15 41.30215 50.07915 48.41915
n=mn1+nz/(l+2  13.81315 12.673L5 40.55915 39.51715 48.03315 46.41815
n=nm+m2z/(1+2? 13.80315 12.66415 38.22215 37.19%15 45.37815 43.78515
n=mn1-n2n(l+2z) 13.81915  12.67815 41.43315 40.37815 49.01815 47.38415




