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ABSTRACT

We present an ensemble X-ray analysis of systematic perturbations in the central hot gas properties

for a sample of 28 nearby strong cool-core systems selected from the HIghest X-ray FLUx Galaxy

Cluster Sample (HIFLUGCS). We analyze their cool-core features observed with the Chandra X-ray

Observatory. All individual systems in our sample exhibit at least a pair of positive and negative excess

perturbations in the X-ray residual image after subtracting the global brightness profile. We extract

and analyze X-ray spectra of the intracluster medium (ICM) in the detected perturbed regions. To

investigate possible origins of the gas perturbations, we characterize thermodynamic properties of the

ICM in the perturbed regions and characterize their correlations between positive and negative excess

regions. The best-fit relations for temperature and entropy show a clear offset from the one-to-one

relation, Tneg/Tpos = 1.20+0.04
−0.03 and Kneg/Kpos = 1.43± 0.07, whereas the best-fit relation for pressure

is found to be remarkably consistent with the one-to-one relation Pneg = Ppos, indicating that the ICM

in the perturbed regions is in pressure equilibrium. These observed features in the HIFLUGCS sample

are in agreement with the hypothesis that the gas perturbations in cool cores are generated by gas

sloshing. We also analyze synthetic observations of perturbed cluster cores created from binary merger

simulations, finding that the observed temperature ratio agrees with the simulations, Tneg/Tpos ∼ 1.3.

We conclude that gas sloshing induced by infalling substructures plays a major role in producing the

characteristic gas perturbations in cool cores. The ubiquitous presence of gas perturbations in cool

cores may suggest a significant contribution of gas sloshing to suppressing runaway cooling of the ICM.

Keywords: X-rays: galaxies: clusters — galaxies: clusters: general — galaxies: clusters: intracluster

medium — methods: numerical

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy clusters represent the largest known popula-

tion of gravitationally bound objects formed in the uni-

verse. They are still growing in mass today through

mergers with small or similar mass objects, as well

as through continuous accretion of material from their

surrounding large-scale environments. Massive clus-
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ters contain a large amount of X-ray emitting hot gas

(∼ 10 − 13 % of total mass; e.g., Vikhlinin et al. 2006;

Umetsu et al. 2009; Donahue et al. 2014) in the intra-

cluster medium (ICM), which is thermalized within the

gravitational potential well dominated by dark matter

(∼ 85% in mass). The thermal evolution of the ICM

is thus tightly coupled with the evolution of dark mat-

ter halos hosting galaxy clusters (e.g., Lau et al. 2015;

Fujita et al. 2018).

Cool cores are often located at the center of galaxy

clusters. They are in the form of the dense, relatively

cool, metal enriched ICM. The presence of cool cores
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poses a challenge for our understanding of the thermal

evolution of the ICM. In general, X-ray emitting gas

is cooling by X-ray emission, and the X-ray luminosity

(or its energy loss rate) is proportional to the square of

the electron density. Therefore, runaway cooling is ex-

pected to take place in the cool cores because the cooling

time estimated by the electron density is much shorter

than the age of galaxy clusters (for a review, see, e.g.,

Peterson & Fabian 2006). Then, cool cores are not ex-

pected to be able to survive stably over a cosmologi-

cal time scale. However, cool cores in galaxy clusters

are observed over a wide redshift range beyond z = 1

(e.g., Semler et al. 2012; Ruppin et al. 2020). Moreover,

Tamura et al. (2001) and Peterson et al. (2001) found

that the ICM temperature in cool cores remains as hot

as several keV, indicating that the ICM in the cool cores

is heated. Thus, a thermally stable heating mechanism

is required to balance cooling and heating in the cool

cores over a cosmological time scale.

Understanding the origin of heating sources and heat-

ing mechanisms is one of the challenging and unresolved

problems in cluster astrophysics. Feedback from active

galactic nuclei (AGNs) in the brightest cluster galaxies

(BCGs) is considered to be a plausible mechanism (for

reviews, see, e.g., Fabian 2012; McNamara & Nulsen

2012). The injection of mechanical energy by AGN jets

into the ICM (via sound wave heating) is recognized as

a heating source. In fact, X-ray cavities are found in a

large sample of cool-core clusters and some of them are

associated with radio jets (e.g., McNamara et al. 2000,

2005; Fabian et al. 2006; Gitti et al. 2006). The amount

of mechanical power inferred from the size of X-ray cavi-

ties appears to be sufficient to keep the balance between

cooling and heating (e.g., B̂ırzan et al. 2004; Rafferty

et al. 2006, 2008; Hlavacek-Larrondo et al. 2012, 2013,

2015; Liu et al. 2019; Prasow-Émond et al. 2020).

On the other hand, cluster mergers with a nonzero

impact parameter can induce bulk gas motions in cool

cores through the transfer of angular momentum (or re-

ferred to as gas sloshing; Ascasibar & Markevitch 2006;

Markevitch & Vikhlinin 2007). Thus, gas sloshing has

been proposed as an alternative heating source (e.g., Fu-

jita et al. 2004; ZuHone et al. 2010). The kinetic en-

ergy given by cluster mergers is converted into heat by

dissipating turbulence produced by certain mechanisms,

such as the Kelvin–Helmholtz instability (e.g., ZuHone

et al. 2010; Roediger et al. 2012; ZuHone et al. 2016;

Su et al. 2017; Ichinohe et al. 2019; Fujita et al. 2020).

A characteristic spiral-like feature is often found in the

cool cores and is recognized as evidence of gas sloshing

(e.g., Churazov et al. 2003; Clarke et al. 2004; Blanton

et al. 2011; Owers et al. 2011; O’Sullivan et al. 2012;

Rossetti et al. 2013; Ghizzardi et al. 2014; Ichinohe et al.

2015; Ueda et al. 2017; Su et al. 2017; Liu et al. 2018),

where a merger is expected to take place in the plane of

the sky. Moreover, complex X-ray features are identified

as evidence of gas sloshing for line-of-sight dark matter

mergers (e.g., Ueda et al. 2019) or for more complicated

merger geometries (e.g., Ueda et al. 2020).

The main characteristic features of gas sloshing found

in galaxy clusters are that (1) the ICM in the cool-core

region exhibits a characteristic pair of positive and neg-

ative density perturbations in the X-ray brightness dis-

tribution, (2) the ICM temperature (metal abundance)

in the positive excess regions is lower (higher) than that

in the negative excess regions, and (3) the ICM in both

excess regions is in pressure equilibrium. However, gas

sloshing is not a local mechanism but associated with

mergers, so that it is not trivial if gas sloshing can self-

regulate cool cores.

Motivated by this, Ueda et al. (2020) conducted a sys-

tematic study of ICM perturbations in the cool cores

for a subsample of 12 cool-core clusters selected from

the CLASH (Postman et al. 2012) sample of 25 mas-

sive clusters, for which deep multiwavelength observa-

tions are available (see, e.g., Biviano et al. 2013; Don-

ahue et al. 2014, 2016; Umetsu et al. 2014, 2018; Zitrin

et al. 2015; Czakon et al. 2015). They developed a de-

tection algorithm for gas density perturbations in cool

cores and analyzed X-ray residual image characteristics

after subtracting their global profile of the Chandra X-

ray brightness distribution, finding that all clusters in

their sample have at least a pair of positive and nega-

tive excess regions.

Moreover, Ueda et al. (2020) showed that the ICM

temperature in the positive excess region of the X-ray

residual image is systematically lower than that in the

negative excess region and the ICM in both regions is in

pressure equilibrium, indicating the ubiquitous presence

of gas sloshing features in cool cores. They performed

a high-resolution hydrodynamic simulation of a binary

cluster merger with 1:3 mass ratio and found that the

observed thermodynamic characteristics are consistent

with the simulation results, suggesting that the observed

gas perturbations can be generated by infalling sub-

structures. However, the analysis of Ueda et al. (2020)

is limited to a relatively small sample of very high-mass

clusters (M ∼ 1015M�; Umetsu et al. 2016). Therefore,

we need a larger sample of clusters spanning a wider

range in mass and redshift to improve the understand-

ing on the origin of heating sources in cluster cores.

In this study, we aim to characterize systematic spa-

tial perturbations in the thermodynamic cool-core prop-

erties focusing on the HIghest X-ray FLUx Galaxy Clus-
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ter Sample (HIFLUGCS). HIFLUGCS is a sample of 64

galaxy clusters selected from the ROSAT All-Sky Sur-

vey with a flux limit of 2 × 10−11 erg s−1 cm−2 in the

0.1− 2.4 keV band and a Galactic latitude limit of |b| >
20◦ covering two-thirds of the sky (Reiprich & Böhringer

2002). It includes not only massive galaxy clusters,

such as RXC J1504.1−0248, but also nearby galaxy

groups and massive elliptical galaxies (central dominant

galaxies in groups and clusters), such as MKW3S and

NGC 0507. Numerous studies have been made to char-

acterize and understand the statistical properties of the

HIFLUGCS sample (e.g., Ikebe et al. 2002; Reiprich

2006; Chen et al. 2007; Mittal et al. 2009; Hudson et al.

2010; Zhang et al. 2011b,a; Laganá et al. 2011; Mittal

et al. 2011). Hudson et al. (2010) analyzed high-quality

X-ray data taken with Chandra and explored cool-core

diagnostics in detail. They classified the HIFLUGCS

sample into three types using the central cooling time

(tcool), namely, galaxy clusters with strong cool cores

(tcool < 1.0 Gyr), weak cool cores (tcool < 7.7 Gyr), and

non-cool cores.

For the present study, we have selected from HI-

FLUGCS a subsample of 28 strong cool-core systems

spanning the redshift range 0.0046 ≤ z ≤ 0.21530 and

analyzed their archival data taken with Chandra X-ray

observations (Table 1). All the strong cool-core sys-

tems identified by Hudson et al. (2010) have been ana-

lyzed in this study. Our sample has a median redshift of

z = 0.04195 and includes nearby galaxy groups and mas-

sive galaxy clusters. Hence, this work is complementary

to the CLASH analysis presented in Ueda et al. (2020)

in terms of the mass and redshift range.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sum-

marizes the observations and data reduction. Section 3

describes our X-ray imaging and spectral analysis of the

locally perturbed regions in cluster cores. In Section 4,

we characterize the correlation of thermodynamic prop-

erties between the positive and negative excess regions

and discuss the results and their implications. Finally,

conclusions of this paper are summarized in Section 5.

Throughout the paper, we assume a spatially flat

ΛCDM model with a matter density parameter of Ωm =

0.27 and a Hubble constant of H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1.

We use the standard notation M∆ for the mass enclosed

within a sphere of radius r∆, within which the mean

overdensity is ∆ times the critical density of the uni-

verse at a particular redshift z. Unless otherwise stated,

quoted errors are 1σ uncertainties.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA REDUCTION

We analyzed archival X-ray data of each galaxy clus-

ter taken with the Advanced CCD Imaging Spectrome-

ter (ACIS; Garmire et al. 2003) on board the Chandra

X-ray Observatory. The observation identification (Ob-

sID) numbers of Chandra observations analyzed in this

study are summarized in Table 1. We used the versions

of 4.12 and 4.9.2.1 for Chandra Interactive Analysis of

Observations (CIAO; Fruscione et al. 2006) and the cal-

ibration database (CALDB), respectively. We checked

the light curve of each dataset using the lc clean task

in CIAO, filtering flare data. The net exposure time of

each sample is also shown in Table 1. The blanksky data

included in the CALDB were adopted as background

data. We extracted X-ray spectra from each dataset

with specexctract in CIAO and combined them af-

ter making individual spectrum, response, and ancillary

response files for the spectral fitting. We used XSPEC

version 12.11.0 (Arnaud 1996) and the atomic database

for plasma emission modeling version 3.0.9 in the X-ray

spectral analysis, assuming that the ICM is in collisional

ionization equilibrium (Smith et al. 2001).

The abundance table of Lodders & Palme (2009) was

used. Here the abundance of a given element is defined

as Zi = (ni,obs/nH,obs)/(ni,�/nH,�), where ni and nH

are the number densities of the ith element and hydro-

gen, respectively. In general, since it is difficult to mea-

sure the abundance of individual elements except for

iron, we use the iron abundance to represent the ICM

metal abundance, such that the abundance of other el-

ements is tied to the iron abundance as Zi = ZFe. The

Galactic absorption (i.e., NH) for each cluster was esti-

mated using HI4PI Collaboration et al. (2016) and fixed

to the estimated value in the X-ray spectral analysis.

3. X-RAY IMAGING AND SPECTRAL ANALYSIS

OF LOCALLY PERTURBED REGIONS

3.1. X-ray imaging analysis

To detect spatial gas perturbations in the cool core of

each system, we analyze their X-ray surface brightness

distribution in the 0.5 − 7.0 keV band taken with the

Chandra X-ray Observatory. Figure 1 shows the X-ray

surface brightness maps of our sample.

We first determine the mean X-ray brightness distri-

bution using a concentric ellipse fitting algorithm de-

scribed in Ueda et al. (2017) (see also Ueda et al. 2020).

In our ellipse modeling, the ellipse center is fixed to the

peak of the X-ray brightness distribution. This algo-

rithm minimizes the variance of the X-ray surface bright-

ness with respect to the concentric ellipse model. This

method has been tested using synthetic X-ray observa-

tions of cool cores created from a binary merger simu-

lation (Ueda et al. 2020). Ueda et al. (2020) found that

our detection algorithm can accurately extract the lo-

cally perturbed regions in cool cores and can reproduce
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Table 1. Summary of our sample objects and Chandra X-ray observations.

Cluster R.A.a Decl.a Redshift kTvir (keV)b texp (ks)c ObsIDd

A85 00:41:50.34 -09:18:10.91 0.05506 6.00+0.11
−0.11 195.2 904, 15173, 15174, 16263, 16264

A133 01:02:41.75 -21:52:55.50 0.05660 3.96+0.08
−0.10 153.3 2203, 9897, 13518

NGC 0507 01:23:39.90 33:15:21.95 0.01646 1.44+0.08
−0.10 58.4 317, 2882

A262 01:52:46.20 36:09:13.08 0.01742 2.44+0.03
−0.04 139.4 2215, 7921

A3112 03:17:57.67 -44:14:17.44 0.07525 4.73+0.11
−0.12 133.9 2216, 2516, 6972, 7323, 7324, 13135

Fornax cluster 03:38:29.04 -35:27:01.78 0.00460 1.34+0.00
−0.00 366.3 239, 319, 2942, 9530, 9798, 9799, 14527, 14529,

16639

2A0335+096 03:38:41.06 09:58:01.42 0.03634 3.53+0.10
−0.13 103.0 919, 7939, 9792

A478 04:13:25.15 10:27:54.94 0.08810 7.34+0.18
−0.19 50.1 1669, 6102

RXJ 0419.6+0225 04:19:37.94 02:24:36.23 0.01230 1.34+0.00
−0.00 108.6 3186, 3187, 5800, 5801

EXO 0422−086 04:25:51.24 -08:33:37.32 0.03970 2.93+0.13
−0.12 78.8 3970, 4183, 19593, 20862, 20863

A496 04:33:37.80 -13:15:40.05 0.03290 4.86+0.05
−0.06 71.0 931, 3361, 4976

Hydra A 09:18:05.67 -12:05:43.95 0.05488 3.45+0.08
−0.09 224.3 575, 576, 4969, 4970

MKW4 12:04:27.11 01:53:45.25 0.02000 2.01+0.04
−0.04 30.0 3234

NGC 4636 12:42:49.67 02:41:12.58 0.00313 0.90+0.02
−0.02 199.2 323, 324, 3926, 4415

A3526 12:48:48.94 -41:18:45.34 0.01140 3.92+0.02
−0.02 778.5 504, 505, 4190, 4191, 4954, 4955, 5310, 16223,

16224, 16225, 16534, 16607, 16608, 16609,
16610

A1644 12:57:11.61 -17:24:33.09 0.04730 5.09+0.09
−0.09 69.3 2206, 7922

NGC 5044 13:15:23.99 -16:23:07.59 0.00928 1.22+0.03
−0.04 419.2 798, 9399, 17195, 17196, 17653, 17654, 17666

A1795 13:48:52.44 26:35:36.00 0.06248 6.08+0.07
−0.07 744.7 493, 494, 3666, 5286, 5287, 5288, 5289, 5290,

6159, 6160, 6161, 6162, 6163, 10898, 10899,
10900, 10901, 12026, 12027, 12028, 12029,
13106, 13107, 13108, 13109, 13110, 13111,
13112, 13113, 13412, 13413, 13414, 13415,
13416, 13417, 14268, 14269, 14270, 14271,
14272, 14273, 14274, 14275, 15485, 15486,
15487, 15488, 15489, 17228

A3581 14:07:29.79 -27:01:04.45 0.02300 1.97+0.07
−0.07 91.7 1650, 12884

RXC J1504.1−0248 15:04:07.48 -02:48:17.25 0.21530 9.53+1.39
−1.16 161.7 4935, 5793, 17197, 17669, 17670

A2029 15:10:56.09 05:44:41.10 0.07728 8.26+0.09
−0.09 107.6 891, 4977, 6101

A2052 15:16:43.59 07:01:20.25 0.03549 3.35+0.02
−0.02 527.1 890, 10477, 10478, 10479, 10480, 10879, 10914,

10915, 10916, 10917

MKW3S 15:21:51.86 07:42:31.29 0.04420 3.90+0.09
−0.09 57.3 900

A2199 16:28:38.30 39:33:03.84 0.03015 4.37+0.07
−0.07 154.3 497, 498, 10748, 10803, 10804, 10805

A2204 16:32:46.96 05:34:31.95 0.15216 8.92+0.72
−0.61 96.8 499, 6104, 7940

AS1101 23:13:58.72 -42:43:31.86 0.05800 2.57+0.12
−0.13 107.7 1668, 11758

A2597 23:25:19.77 -12:07:26.04 0.08520 4.05+0.07
−0.07 609.1 922, 6934, 7329, 19596, 19597, 19598, 20626,

20627, 20628, 20629, 20805, 20806, 20811,
20817

A4059 23:57:00.79 -34:45:33.44 0.04873 4.22+0.03
−0.03 120.0 897, 5785

aSky coordinates (J2000.0) of the X-ray brightness peak.

bVirial temperature measured by Hudson et al. (2010).

cTotal next exposure time of Chandra observations.

dChandra observation identification (ObsID) numbers.
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the temperature difference between the positive and neg-

ative excess regions. It was also found that the ellipse

model centered on the mass peak and that centered on

the X-ray peak perform similarly well for analyses of

sloshing cool cores (Ueda et al. 2020). We have con-

firmed this by analyzing independent sets of hydrody-

namic simulations of binary cluster mergers (ZuHone

et al. 2010; ZuHone 2011; ZuHone et al. 2016), as de-

tailed in Section 4.3,

We note that since our HIFLUGCS sample includes

very nearby objects (z � 0.1), it is not possible to per-

form a strictly homogeneous analysis of the whole sam-

ple using the same smoothing scale (specified in terms of

the at half maximum (FWHM, hereafter) of the Gaus-

sian kernel) and the same physical image scale. Hence,

for clusters at z < 0.04 except for A2052, we use dif-

ferent smoothing scales and/or physical image scales for

our analysis, as summarized in Table 2. For A2052, its

net exposure time exceeds 500 ks, which is the fourth

deepest among our sample, so that the standard param-

eters are used.

The observed position angles and axis ratios of the

central X-ray surface brightness for our sample are sum-

marized in Table 2. After ellipse modeling, we subtract

off the best-fit model profile from the X-ray brightness

distribution. Figure 2 shows the X-ray residual images

of individual systems in our sample.

Following Ueda et al. (2020), we define a locally per-

turbed region as a group of pixels in which the amplitude

of a (positive or negative) fluctuation exceeds 20 % of the

extreme value in the X-ray residual image. If another

(unconnected) perturbed region is found, we repeat this

procedure using the same threshold value after masking

the previous regions. We exclude from our analysis very

small (less than 36 pixels) or faint (less than 1000 pho-

ton counts) perturbed regions to avoid contamination

from point sources. The number of distinct perturbed

regions used for our analysis is summarized in Table 3.

For each system of our sample, we find at least a pair

of positive and negative excess regions in their X-ray

residual image. This result indicates that the character-

istic dipolar density perturbations in the cool cores exist

in not only galaxy clusters but also galaxy groups and

massive elliptical galaxies.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of positional offsets

between the X-ray brightness peak and the BCG posi-

tion. We find that the typical positional offset is less

than 3 kpc, so that the BCG and the X-ray peak are

aligned well with each other. We note that the sloshing

features in NGC 5044 were observed and reported by

Gastaldello et al. (2013).

Table 2. Position angle (PA) and axis ratio (AR) of the
central X-ray brightness distribution from ellipse modeling.

Cluster PAa ARb Image sizec FWHMd

(deg) (kpc) (′′)

A85 66 0.84 200 2.3

A133 88 0.80 200 2.3

NGC 0507 90 0.87 100 2.3

A262 114 0.70 100 2.3

A3112 100 0.75 200 2.3

Fornax cluster 0 0.94 50 2.3

2A0335+096 49 0.88 200 3.5

A478 132 0.73 200 2.3

RXJ 0419.6+0225 165 0.81 100 2.3

EXO 0422−086 71 0.85 200 2.3

A496 113 0.96 200 4.6

Hydra A 45 0.76 200 2.3

MKW4 5 0.92 100 4.6

NGC 4636 75 0.89 200 3.5

A3526 18 0.92 100 2.3

A1644 178 0.81 200 2.3

NGC 5044 88 0.95 50 2.3

A1795 96 0.74 200 2.3

A3581 160 1.00 100 2.3

RXC J1504.1−0248 156 0.78 200 2.3

A2029 113 0.79 200 2.3

A2052 144 0.86 200 2.3

MKW3S 5 0.79 200 2.3

A2199 123 0.83 200 4.6

A2204 150 0.92 200 2.3

AS1101 142 0.80 200 2.3

A2597 52 0.77 200 2.3

A4059 70 0.88 200 2.3

aPosition angle measured south of east. The typical uncer-
tainty is ±1◦.

bAxis ratio (≤ 1). The typical uncertainty is ±0.01.

cPhysical size of the X-ray image used for the analysis.

dFWHM of the Gaussian smoothing kernel.

3.2. X-ray spectral analysis

We extract an X-ray spectrum of each perturbed re-

gion identified in Section 3.1. The X-ray spectra of

the ICM in the 0.4–7.0 keV band are analyzed using

the model of phabs * apec in XSPEC. The cluster red-

shift is fixed to the value listed in Table 1. The best-fit

parameters of the ICM temperature and abundance in

the perturbed regions are listed in Table 3. Thanks to

the high-quality data taken with Chandra, both param-
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Figure 1. Thumbnails showing the Chandra X-ray brightness distribution in the 0.5–7.0 keV band for 28 systems selected from
the HIFLUGS sample. The color scale is logarithmic and the same in all panels. The color bar indicates the X-ray brightness in
units of photon counts s−1 arcsec−2 cm−2. The images are smoothed with a Gaussian kernel with 2.3′′ FWHM. The black and
cyan crosses in each panel show the positions of the X-ray brightness peak and the BCG, respectively. The white horizontal bar
in each panel corresponds to a spatial scale of 60′′. Point sources have been removed.

eters are well determined for all individual objects in

our sample. We also measure the ICM electron num-

ber density (ne), pressure (p = kT × ne), and entropy

(Ke = kT × n−2/3
e ), assuming a line-of-sight length of

L = 1 Mpc. Since the observed X-ray surface brightness

scales as SX ∝ n2
eL, ne scales as (L/1 Mpc)−1/2. Table 4

summarizes these thermodynamic parameters measured

in the positive and negative excess regions. It should

be noted that all observed quantities are projected ones

(i.e., not deprojected).

We find that the ICM temperature (electron number

density) in the positive excess regions is systematically

lower (higher) than that in the negative excess regions.

Hence, the difference in entropy between the two regions

is further enhanced, whereas the electron pressure in

the two regions is less perturbed. Figure 5 compares

the ICM properties between the positive and negative

excess regions for our sample. In Section 4.1, we will

characterize and discuss in detail the correlation for each

thermodynamic quantity.

3.3. Measurements of the X-ray brightness contrast

For each system in our sample, we measure the X-

ray brightness contrast of fluctuations in the positive

and negative excess regions defined as |∆IX|/〈IX〉. Here

|∆IX| is the difference between the mean values of the

X-ray surface brightness in the positive and negative ex-

cess regions (Ueda et al. 2018, 2020), and 〈IX〉 represents

the mean X-ray surface brightness averaged within the

whole perturbed region of each system. The measure-

ments of the X-ray brightness contrast are summarized

in Table 5.

Figure 4 shows the histogram distribution of the

brightness contrast |∆IX|/〈IX〉 for our sample along

with the results for the CLASH cool-core sample (Ueda
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Table 3. Best-fit parameters of the X-ray spectral analysis performed in each of the perturbed
regions identified in X-ray residual images. Projected temperatures and metal abundances
extracted from individual perturbed regions are listed in the table.

Cluster IDa Positive excess regionb Negative excess regionb

kT (keV) Abundance (Z�) kT (keV) Abundance (Z�)

A85 1 2.521+0.080
−0.071 1.460+0.205

−0.179 3.714+0.213
−0.196 1.482+0.366

−0.303

2 3.907+0.058
−0.058 1.300+0.076

−0.073 4.093+0.085
−0.077 1.157+0.094

−0.089

A133 1 2.264+0.020
−0.020 1.432+0.061

−0.058 3.203+0.045
−0.044 1.198+0.065

−0.062

NGC0507 1 1.078+0.029
−0.024 0.374+0.087

−0.069 1.077+0.040
−0.028 0.353+0.115

−0.079

2 1.120+0.009
−0.009 0.567+0.048

−0.043 1.477+0.021
−0.023 0.934+0.102

−0.091

A262 1 0.931+0.019
−0.021 0.311+0.072

−0.056 1.432+0.014
−0.015 1.012+0.095

−0.086

2 1.342+0.006
−0.007 0.741+0.032

−0.030 1.672+0.016
−0.017 0.824+0.045

−0.043

3 · · · · · · 1.189+0.011
−0.012 0.476+0.042

−0.038

A3112 1 3.055+0.041
−0.037 1.447+0.069

−0.067 3.672+0.053
−0.051 1.243+0.067

−0.064

Fornax cluster 1 0.940+0.003
−0.003 0.719+0.029

−0.028 0.988+0.003
−0.003 0.832+0.035

−0.033

2 1.008+0.012
−0.012 0.434+0.053

−0.047 1.005+0.010
−0.010 0.823+0.114

−0.095

2A0335+096 1 2.127+0.009
−0.009 0.716+0.014

−0.014 2.212+0.013
−0.013 0.757+0.020

−0.020

A478 1 4.560+0.095
−0.085 0.648+0.050

−0.048 5.200+0.111
−0.112 0.599+0.052

−0.050

RXJ0419.6+0225 1 1.133+0.004
−0.004 0.541+0.022

−0.021 1.266+0.007
−0.007 0.593+0.031

−0.029

EXO0422-086 1 2.560+0.038
−0.036 0.920+0.065

−0.061 2.636+0.078
−0.076 1.252+0.180

−0.159

2 · · · · · · 3.225+0.073
−0.068 0.887+0.093

−0.087

A496 1 2.098+0.024
−0.024 1.220+0.059

−0.056 3.381+0.032
−0.032 1.216+0.041

−0.039

2 3.338+0.071
−0.071 1.112+0.082

−0.077 · · · · · ·
Hydra A 1 2.832+0.020

−0.020 0.726+0.020
−0.020 3.416+0.030

−0.029 0.675+0.022
−0.023

2 3.235+0.080
−0.073 0.685+0.067

−0.064 · · · · · ·
MKW4 1 1.590+0.027

−0.029 2.377+0.400
−0.328 1.607+0.033

−0.026 2.643+0.456
−0.372

2 1.813+0.051
−0.040 2.018+0.300

−0.248 2.007+0.059
−0.051 1.458+0.159

−0.143

NGC4636 1 0.642+0.003
−0.005 0.376+0.015

−0.014 0.655+0.005
−0.005 0.705+0.053

−0.048

A3526 1 0.977+0.002
−0.002 0.321+0.007

−0.006 1.125+0.003
−0.003 0.303+0.007

−0.007

2 1.414+0.001
−0.001 0.941+0.009

−0.009 1.792+0.003
−0.003 1.526+0.015

−0.015

A1644 1 2.653+0.052
−0.053 1.342+0.114

−0.105 4.471+0.197
−0.183 0.648+0.131

−0.120

NGC5044 1 0.845+0.002
−0.002 0.523+0.013

−0.013 0.902+0.003
−0.003 0.479+0.015

−0.014

2 0.885+0.002
−0.002 0.602+0.015

−0.014 1.018+0.001
−0.002 0.553+0.009

−0.011

3 0.914+0.009
−0.008 0.715+0.089

−0.073 0.922+0.004
−0.004 0.605+0.033

−0.030

A1795 1 3.601+0.013
−0.014 0.768+0.013

−0.013 4.921+0.022
−0.022 0.683+0.013

−0.013

A3581 1 1.070+0.011
−0.011 0.243+0.022

−0.020 1.400+0.028
−0.030 0.328+0.049

−0.044

2 1.399+0.008
−0.009 0.693+0.030

−0.029 1.684+0.016
−0.016 0.910+0.050

−0.047

RXCJ1504.1-0248 1 4.597+0.061
−0.059 0.490+0.025

−0.025 5.146+0.082
−0.075 0.389+0.028

−0.027

A2029 1 5.667+0.119
−0.112 1.353+0.101

−0.096 7.395+0.103
−0.102 0.819+0.044

−0.043

2 6.952+0.084
−0.084 0.898+0.041

−0.040 · · · · · ·
A2052 1 2.009+0.006

−0.006 0.703+0.009
−0.009 1.662+0.014

−0.014 0.627+0.029
−0.028

2 1.800+0.015
−0.015 1.026+0.049

−0.047 3.051+0.017
−0.017 0.896+0.015

−0.017

3 · · · · · · 2.178+0.034
−0.040 1.198+0.068

−0.069

MKW3S 1 3.086+0.045
−0.044 1.197+0.066

−0.063 3.872+0.074
−0.068 1.018+0.076

−0.073

A2199 1 2.478+0.026
−0.026 1.347+0.057

−0.054 3.271+0.043
−0.043 1.160+0.055

−0.053

2 3.457+0.052
−0.052 1.050+0.059

−0.056 3.791+0.048
−0.049 0.927+0.048

−0.047

A2204 1 4.871+0.069
−0.065 1.031+0.056

−0.054 5.427+0.098
−0.088 0.700+0.052

−0.050
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but for the X-ray residual images of our sample. The images are smoothed with a Gaussian kernel
with 4.6′′ FWHM. The color scale is linear and the same in all panels. The black horizontal bar in each panel corresponds to
a spatial scale of 60′′. As an example, the identified positive and negative excess regions in A2204 are shown with black and
white contours, respectively.

Table 3. Continued.

Cluster IDa Positive excess regionb Negative excess regionb

kT (keV) Abundance (Z�) kT (keV) Abundance (Z�)

AS1101 1 2.530+0.028
−0.028 0.623+0.035

−0.033 2.500+0.025
−0.025 0.600+0.029

−0.028

A2597 1 2.703+0.020
−0.022 0.578+0.022

−0.022 2.914+0.035
−0.035 0.588+0.034

−0.032

2 3.211+0.022
−0.022 0.589+0.020

−0.020 2.884+0.023
−0.021 0.543+0.018

−0.019

3 2.898+0.087
−0.082 0.627+0.088

−0.082 3.817+0.057
−0.056 0.512+0.040

−0.038

A4059 1 1.570+0.027
−0.028 0.779+0.083

−0.075 3.374+0.053
−0.053 1.308+0.071

−0.068

2 2.481+0.041
−0.042 1.783+0.108

−0.101 4.602+0.132
−0.125 0.808+0.090

−0.084

aIdentification number of distinct perturbed (positive and negative excess) regions
identified in the Chandra X-ray residual image.

bObserved projected ICM quantities.
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Table 4. Electron number density (ne), pressure (pe), and entropy (Ke) measured in each of the perturbed regions
identified in X-ray residual images.

Cluster IDa Positive excess regionb Negative excess regionb

ne
c pe

d Ke
e ne

c pe
d Ke

e

A85 1 1.076+0.031
−0.031 2.712+0.116

−0.109 51.744+1.920
−1.762 0.662+0.025

−0.024 2.457+0.167
−0.159 105.379+6.567

−6.147

2 0.732+0.006
−0.006 2.861+0.049

−0.049 103.634+1.649
−1.651 0.680+0.007

−0.007 2.782+0.065
−0.060 114.041+2.505

−2.301

A133 1 0.525+0.005
−0.005 1.189+0.015

−0.015 74.932+0.819
−0.823 0.369+0.003

−0.003 1.183+0.019
−0.019 134.043+2.033

−1.983

NGC0507 1 0.257+0.016
−0.015 0.278+0.019

−0.018 57.415+2.876
−2.632 0.255+0.020

−0.018 0.274+0.024
−0.021 57.719+3.668

−3.164

2 0.174+0.005
−0.005 0.194+0.005

−0.005 77.558+1.521
−1.513 0.103+0.003

−0.003 0.152+0.005
−0.005 144.635+3.554

−3.597

A262 1 0.646+0.044
−0.042 0.602+0.042

−0.042 26.823+1.327
−1.317 0.342+0.010

−0.009 0.489+0.015
−0.014 63.135+1.336

−1.335

2 0.412+0.005
−0.005 0.553+0.007

−0.007 52.228+0.503
−0.504 0.269+0.003

−0.003 0.451+0.007
−0.007 86.375+1.101

−1.116

3 · · · · · · · · · 0.460+0.011
−0.011 0.546+0.014

−0.014 43.001+0.814
−0.815

A3112 1 0.970+0.009
−0.008 2.962+0.047

−0.044 67.187+0.981
−0.908 0.829+0.006

−0.007 3.046+0.050
−0.049 89.621+1.385

−1.334

Fornax cluster 1 0.384+0.006
−0.006 0.361+0.006

−0.006 38.340+0.422
−0.419 0.332+0.005

−0.005 0.328+0.005
−0.005 44.377+0.502

−0.499

2 0.255+0.010
−0.010 0.257+0.010

−0.010 54.033+1.534
−1.518 0.372+0.019

−0.018 0.374+0.019
−0.019 41.884+1.456

−1.429

2A0335+096 1 0.779+0.003
−0.003 1.657+0.009

−0.009 54.129+0.261
−0.261 0.618+0.003

−0.003 1.368+0.011
−0.010 65.686+0.443

−0.444

A478 1 1.174+0.008
−0.008 5.353+0.118

−0.106 88.287+1.885
−1.693 1.021+0.007

−0.007 5.309+0.119
−0.120 110.481+2.406

−2.434

RXJ0419.6+0225 1 0.379+0.005
−0.005 0.430+0.006

−0.006 46.564+0.441
−0.440 0.294+0.004

−0.004 0.372+0.006
−0.006 61.743+0.710

−0.710

EXO0422-086 1 0.487+0.006
−0.006 1.247+0.023

−0.023 89.138+1.483
−1.416 0.705+0.018

−0.018 1.859+0.073
−0.072 71.683+2.456

−2.409

2 · · · · · · · · · 0.414+0.006
−0.006 1.336+0.035

−0.034 125.023+3.067
−2.872

A496 1 0.801+0.008
−0.008 1.681+0.026

−0.026 52.408+0.693
−0.699 0.450+0.002

−0.002 1.520+0.016
−0.016 124.116+1.245

−1.247

2 0.454+0.005
−0.005 1.516+0.036

−0.036 121.677+2.700
−2.706 · · · · · · · · ·

Hydra A 1 0.915+0.003
−0.003 2.591+0.020

−0.020 64.722+0.481
−0.480 0.820+0.003

−0.003 2.801+0.026
−0.026 84.005+0.761

−0.739

2 0.941+0.010
−0.010 3.045+0.081

−0.076 72.548+1.860
−1.718 · · · · · · · · ·

MKW4 1 0.294+0.016
−0.016 0.468+0.027

−0.026 77.456+3.104
−3.100 0.261+0.015

−0.015 0.419+0.026
−0.025 84.852+3.695

−3.464

2 0.167+0.007
−0.006 0.303+0.015

−0.014 128.744+4.974
−4.387 0.142+0.003

−0.003 0.286+0.011
−0.010 158.644+5.304

−4.770

NGC4636 1 0.524+0.008
−0.007 0.336+0.005

−0.005 21.291+0.242
−0.261 0.287+0.009

−0.009 0.188+0.006
−0.006 32.412+0.715

−0.705

A3526 1 1.210+0.007
−0.007 1.182+0.008

−0.008 18.535+0.087
−0.087 0.947+0.006

−0.006 1.066+0.007
−0.007 25.135+0.118

−0.118

2 0.591+0.002
−0.002 0.836+0.003

−0.003 43.266+0.096
−0.096 0.433+0.001

−0.001 0.775+0.003
−0.003 67.494+0.167

−0.167

A1644 1 0.272+0.004
−0.004 0.721+0.019

−0.019 136.234+3.073
−3.090 0.165+0.003

−0.003 0.737+0.034
−0.032 320.225+14.474

−3.512

NGC5044 1 0.378+0.004
−0.004 0.320+0.003

−0.003 34.806+0.243
−0.242 0.336+0.004

−0.004 0.303+0.003
−0.004 40.206+0.318

−0.322

2 0.246+0.002
−0.002 0.218+0.002

−0.002 48.580+0.321
−0.320 0.200+0.001

−0.001 0.204+0.001
−0.001 64.105+0.298

−0.292

3 0.353+0.016
−0.016 0.322+0.015

−0.015 39.474+1.229
−1.231 0.267+0.005

−0.005 0.246+0.005
−0.005 47.906+0.682

−0.677

A1795 1 0.956+0.002
−0.002 3.442+0.014

−0.015 79.963+0.314
−0.321 0.706+0.001

−0.001 3.473+0.016
−0.016 133.746+0.617

−0.616

A3581 1 0.699+0.015
−0.015 0.748+0.018

−0.018 29.256+0.527
−0.527 0.577+0.016

−0.016 0.808+0.028
−0.028 43.530+1.197

−1.223

2 0.393+0.005
−0.005 0.549+0.007

−0.007 56.223+0.548
−0.550 0.322+0.004

−0.004 0.543+0.009
−0.009 77.193+0.969

−0.982

RXCJ1504.1-0248 1 2.577+0.011
−0.011 11.847+0.164

−0.159 52.680+0.710
−0.688 2.124+0.009

−0.009 10.932+0.181
−0.166 67.088+1.087

−0.995

A2029 1 1.265+0.010
−0.010 7.168+0.161

−0.153 104.393+2.259
−2.136 0.837+0.003

−0.003 6.189+0.088
−0.088 179.379+2.520

−2.519

2 0.818+0.003
−0.003 5.686+0.071

−0.071 171.230+2.094
−2.094 · · · · · · · · ·

A2052 1 0.624+0.001
−0.001 1.253+0.004

−0.004 59.265+0.186
−0.186 0.618+0.006

−0.006 1.027+0.013
−0.013 49.359+0.515

−0.519

2 0.688+0.008
−0.008 1.238+0.017

−0.017 49.738+0.557
−0.562 0.366+0.001

−0.001 1.118+0.007
−0.007 128.381+0.756

−0.747

3 · · · · · · · · · 0.509+0.005
−0.006 1.109+0.021

−0.024 73.565+1.271
−1.470

MKW3S 1 0.447+0.004
−0.004 1.381+0.024

−0.023 113.651+1.806
−1.761 0.354+0.003

−0.003 1.369+0.029
−0.027 166.826+3.350

−3.111
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Table 4. Continued.

Cluster IDa Positive excess regionb Negative excess regionb

ne
c pe

d Ke
e ne

c pe
d Ke

e

A2199 1 0.791+0.007
−0.007 1.960+0.027

−0.027 62.408+0.753
−0.753 0.601+0.004

−0.004 1.966+0.029
−0.029 98.946+1.370

−1.379

2 0.593+0.004
−0.004 2.052+0.034

−0.034 105.473+1.671
−1.663 0.498+0.003

−0.003 1.890+0.027
−0.027 129.906+1.736

−1.742

A2204 1 1.709+0.010
−0.010 8.323+0.127

−0.122 73.419+1.076
−1.025 1.366+0.007

−0.007 7.414+0.140
−0.126 94.956+1.747

−1.569

AS1101 1 0.678+0.005
−0.005 1.714+0.023

−0.023 70.659+0.868
−0.866 0.499+0.003

−0.003 1.248+0.015
−0.015 85.576+0.915

−0.913

A2597 1 1.244+0.006
−0.006 3.362+0.030

−0.031 50.361+0.409
−0.431 1.057+0.007

−0.007 3.080+0.042
−0.042 60.506+0.773

−0.774

2 0.781+0.003
−0.003 2.507+0.019

−0.019 81.601+0.580
−0.596 0.923+0.004

−0.003 2.663+0.023
−0.022 65.518+0.547

−0.513

3 0.948+0.015
−0.015 2.749+0.094

−0.089 64.691+2.065
−1.948 0.592+0.004

−0.004 2.261+0.036
−0.036 116.599+1.808

−1.783

A4059 1 0.612+0.015
−0.015 0.961+0.029

−0.029 46.918+1.106
−1.129 0.334+0.003

−0.003 1.128+0.020
−0.020 150.907+2.523

−2.528

2 0.432+0.006
−0.006 1.071+0.023

−0.023 93.577+1.768
−1.784 0.260+0.002

−0.002 1.198+0.036
−0.035 243.140+7.114

−6.794

aIdentification number of distinct perturbed (positive and negative excess) regions detected in the
Chandra X-ray residual image.

bObserved projected ICM quantities.

cElectron number density in units of 10−2 cm−3 (L/1 Mpc)−1/2.

dElectron pressure in units of 10−2 keV cm−3 (L/1 Mpc)−1/2.

eElectron entropy in units of keV cm2 (L/1 Mpc)1/3.
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Figure 3. Distribution of positional offsets between the X-
ray brighness peak and the BCG position for each system,
shown in units of arcseconds (left) or kpc (right). The values
of the absolute mean offset 〈|d|〉 and the standard deviation
σ(d) are listed in each panel.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
| IX| / IX

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

#

Figure 4. Histogram distribution of the X-ray brightness
contrast |∆IX|/〈IX〉 in perturbed cool cores. The slash-
hatched and vertical-hatched histograms correspond to the
HIFLUGCS and CLASH cool-core samples, respectively.

et al. 2020). Except for NGC 0507, MKW4, and A1644,

the observed values of |∆IX|/〈IX〉 are smaller than unity,

and the distributions for the HIFLUGCS and CLASH

samples are fairly similar.

We note that two of the outliers having |∆IX|/〈IX〉 >
1 are less massive, galaxy–group scale objects.

NGC 0507 (z = 0.01646) is the brightest member galaxy

of a nearby galaxy group. MKW4 is a nearby galaxy

group at z = 0.02000 and its total hydrostatic mass

was estimated as M200 = (9.7 ± 1.5) × 1013M� us-

ing X-ray observations (Sarkar et al. 2021). On the

other hand, A1644 (z = 0.04730) is a nearby cluster

containing multiple substructures. Monteiro-Oliveira

et al. (2020) obtained a weak-lensing mass estimate of

M200 = 1.90+0.89
−1.28 × 1014M� for the main cluster com-

ponent. The cluster is known for a remarkable spiral-

like X-ray morphology in the central core region, which

is likely due to the result of a collision with a north-

ern substructure (Monteiro-Oliveira et al. 2020). The

large-scale spiral feature in the X-ray emission is directly

visible without subtracting the global brightness profile

(Johnson et al. 2010; Laganá et al. 2010, see also Fig-

ure 1).

Table 5. X-ray brightness contrast in the perturbed regions
of each system.

Sample |∆IX|/〈IX〉
A85 0.265± 0.004

A133 0.458± 0.003

NGC 0507 1.509± 0.030

A262 0.442± 0.003

A3112 0.244± 0.005

Fornax cluster 0.226± 0.005

2A0335+096 0.361± 0.002

A478 0.325± 0.003

RXJ 0419.6+0225 0.485± 0.006

EXO 0422−086 0.578± 0.014

A496 0.404± 0.002

Hydra A 0.228± 0.003

MKW4 1.170± 0.040

NGC 4636 0.406± 0.005

A3526 0.342± 0.002

A1644 1.308± 0.016

NGC 5044 0.388± 0.001

A1795 0.238± 0.002

A3581 0.525± 0.004

RXC J1504.1−0248 0.178± 0.005

A2029 0.232± 0.002

A2052 0.436± 0.002

MKW3S 0.684± 0.005

A2199 0.289± 0.003

A2204 0.243± 0.005

AS1101 0.388± 0.002

A2597 0.168± 0.003

A4059 0.479± 0.003

Mean 0.464

Standard deviation 0.327

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Thermodynamic properties of the ICM in the

perturbed regions
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Figure 5. Comparison of the ICM properties measured in the positive and negative excess regions for our sample: electron
number density (top left), temperature (top middle), metal abundance (top right), pressure (bottom left), and entropy (bottom
right). Our measurements are shown with red error bars. In each panel, the black dashed line shows the one-to-one relation
and the red line shows the best-fit regression model (see Table 6). The red shaded region indicates the 68% confidence interval
around the best-fit relation. Data with no counterpart region are excluded. The best-fit residuals are shown in the lower panel
of each plot.

We measured the thermodynamic properties of the

perturbed ICM regions in cool cores of our sample se-

lected from HIFLUGCS. Here we compare the ICM

properties between the positive and negative excess re-

gions to explore possible origins of the systematic gas

perturbations in the cool cores and to understand their

characteristics in a statistical manner. Figure 5 com-

pares the ICM properties (temperature, metal abun-

dance, pressure, and entropy) between the positive and

negative excess regions. Since some of the detected per-

turbed regions have no counterpart detected (e.g., the

region #3 of A262 and the region #2 of EXO 0422−086),

we excluded these regions from the comparison.

To study and characterize the correlation of the ICM

properties between the positive and negative excess re-

gions, we perform a linear regression analysis using

affine-invariant Markov Chain Monte Carlo sampling

(Goodman & Weare 2010) implemented by the emcee

python package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). Here we

regard the ICM properties in the positive excess regions
as an independent variable (x) for our regression analy-

sis. This is because the ICM in the positive excess re-

gions is expected to be originated from the ICM of cool

cores, while the ICM in the negative excess regions from

the ambient hot gas of the ICM. In this context, the

ICM properties in the positive excess regions serve as a

more fundamental quantity for a statistical comparison

of cool-core properties in both regions. Our regression

model is y = ax + b with x = lnX and y = lnY (i.e.,

Y = ebXa), where X and Y denote the values of each

physical quantity in the positive and negative excess re-

gions, respectively (see Tables 3 and 4).

The log-likelihood function is then written as (see,

e.g., Tian et al. 2020)

−2 lnL =
∑
i

ln(2πσ2
i ) +

∑
i

[yi − (axi + b)]2

σ2
i

, (1)



Systematic Gas Perturbations in Cool Cores of HIFLUGCS Clusters 13

Table 6. Best-fit regression parameters of the scaling rela-
tion lnY = a lnX+ b±σint derived for each thermodynamic
quantity between the positive (X) and negative (Y ) excess
regions in cool cores. In the scaling relations, number den-
sities, temperatures, metal abundances, pressures, and en-
tropies are expressed in units of cm−3, keV, Z�, keV cm−3,
and keV cm2, respectively.

Variable Slope (a) Intercept (b) σint

Number density 0.97± 0.06 −0.38± 0.33 23± 3%

Temperature 1.03± 0.06 0.17± 0.05 20± 2%

Abundance 0.67± 0.10 −0.08± 0.05 25± 4%

Pressure 1.02± 0.02 0.00± 0.11 15± 2%

Entropy 0.96± 0.12 0.54± 0.48 33± 4%

Pressure for
HIFLUGCS +
CLASHa

1.01± 0.02 −0.02± 0.08 14± 2%

aUeda et al. (2020)
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Figure 6. Comparison of the pressures measured in the pos-
itive and negative excess regions of cool cores. The measure-
ments for our sample are shown with red error bars (same as
those shown in the bottom left panel of Figure 5), along with
the measurements for the CLASH cool-core sample (blue er-
ror bars; Ueda et al. 2020). The red solid line shows the the
best-fit relation for the composite (HIFLUGCS + CLASH)
sample. The red shaded region indicates the 68% confidence
interval around the best-fit relation. The best-fit residuals
are shown in the lower panel.

where i runs over all objects in our sample and σi in-

cludes the observational uncertainties in x and y, σxi

and σyi
, and lognormal intrinsic scatter, σint,

σ2
i = σ2

yi
+ a2σ2

xi
+ σ2

int. (2)

The σint parameter is responsible for the intrinsic scat-

ter around the mean relation due to unaccounted errors

and/or astrophysics. We use uninformative uniform pri-

ors on a and b of a ∈ [−5, 5] and b ∈ [−5, 5]. For the

intrinsic scatter, we assume a prior that is uniform in

lnσint in the range lnσint ∈ [−5, 5]. We sample the pos-

terior probability distributions of the regression param-

eters (a, b, σint) over the full parameter space allowed by

the priors. Here the errors quoted denote the 16th and

84th percentiles of the marginalized distributions.

For each ICM quantity, the best-fit relation with the

marginalized uncertainty is shown in Figure 5. The best-

fit regression parameters are summarized in Table 6.

The best-fit relations for number density, temperature,

and entropy have slopes consistent with unity while ex-

hibiting a clear offset from the one-to-one relation (see

Figure 5). For electron number density, temperature,

and entropy, we repeated our regression analysis by

fixing the respective slopes to unity (a = 1), finding

ensemble averaged ratios of ne,neg/ne,pos = 0.77+0.03
−0.02,

Tneg/Tpos = 1.20+0.04
−0.03, and Kneg/Kpos = 1.43±0.07. We

find that the best-fit relation for pressure is consistent

with the one-to-one relation (Pneg = Ppos), indicating

that the perturbed regions are in pressure equilibrium.

On the other hand, the best-fit slope for the ICM metal

abundance (a = 0.67±0.10) is significantly smaller than

unity.

A systematic difference in temperature between the

positive and negative excess regions is a characteris-

tic feature of gas sloshing. The observed clear offset

in temperature is consistent with the picture of gas

sloshing. Ueda et al. (2020) characterized the tem-

perature difference in the perturbed cool-core regions

for the CLASH sample, finding a temperature ratio of

Tneg/Tpos = 1.18 ± 0.051, which is also consistent with

the result of their cluster merger simulation. The ob-

served offset in entropy is also consistent with that for

the CLASH cool-core sample, Kneg/Kpos = 1.38 ± 0.09

(Ueda et al. 2020). Our best-fit relations for both tem-

perature and entropy agree well with the CLASH re-

sults. This agreement suggests that the characteristic

features in gas sloshing do not depend strongly on the

redshift and mass of clusters.

1 Ueda et al. (2020) assumed a linear relation without intercept,
i.e., Y ∝ X, so that their regression model is written as y = x+b
with y = lnY and x = lnX. Ueda et al. (2020) did not account
for the intrinsic scatter around the mean relation.
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On the other hand, the best-fit slope for the metal

abundance relation is smaller than unity, so that the

abundance ratio Zneg/Zpos decreases with increasing

Zpos. In general, the hot gas in the positive excess re-

gions is expected to have a higher ICM abundance be-

cause it originates from the ICM in cool cores stripped

by gas sloshing (e.g., Sanders et al. 2009; Blanton et al.

2011; Paterno-Mahler et al. 2013; Ghizzardi et al. 2014).

However, such a trend in metal abundance is not found

in some clusters (Clarke et al. 2004; Sanders et al. 2014;

Ueda et al. 2017). Ueda et al. (2020) also found no

significant difference in the ICM metal abundance be-

tween the positive and negative excess regions (i.e.,

Zneg ∼ Zpos). We will discuss this in more detail in

Section 4.4.

The best-fit pressure relation indicates that the per-

turbed regions are in pressure equilibrium, which is con-

sistent with the scenario where subsonic gas sloshing

generates gas density perturbations in cool cores. To

improve the statistics, we combine our sample with the

CLASH cool-core sample analyzed by Ueda et al. (2020).

We note that the same sample definition and detec-

tion algorithm are used in this work and Ueda et al.

(2020). Since the CLASH sample is composed of hot

(TX > 5 keV), high-mass clusters, the inclusion of the

CLASH sample allows us to probe the higher-pressure

regime. The composite sample spans a mass range of

M500 ∈ [1013, 1015]M� (Umetsu et al. 2016; Schellen-

berger & Reiprich 2017).

In Figure 6, we compare the ICM pressures measured

in the positive and negative excess regions. The best-fit

Pneg–Ppos relation is also shown in the figure. We find

that the best-fit relation is remarkably consistent with

the one-to-one relation with an intrinsic scatter of 14±
2% (Table 6). This tight equilibrium relation supports

that the origin of these isobaric perturbations can be

gas sloshing. This is also in line with the Hitomi X-ray

measurements of cluster gas motions in the central core

of the Perseus cluster (Hitomi Collaboration et al. 2016,

2018). The observed velocity dispersion including both

turbulent and small-scale bulk motions is significantly

smaller than the adiabatic sound speed of the ICM.

Since the cool cores in our sample are dominated by

isobaric perturbations, the amplitude of entropy fluc-

tuations can be used to constrain the one-dimensional

Mach number of turbulence. Following Gaspari et al.

(2014) and Hofmann et al. (2016), if the ensemble av-

eraged ratio of entropy Kneg/Kpos = 1.43 ± 0.07 can

be used to represent the amplitude of entropy perturba-

tions, we find a one-dimensional turbulent Mach number

of 0.18 ± 0.03, corresponding to the three-dimensional

Mach number of 0.31 ± 0.05. This inferred Mach num-

ber is consistent with the Hitomi observations (Hitomi

Collaboration et al. 2018).

Although the best-fit pressure relation indicates that

isobaric perturbations dominate in the cool cores, there

is a modest level of intrinsic scatter (15 ± 2 %). Some

additional physical processes such as AGN feedback may

contribute to the scatter. For example, Chandra X-ray

observations of A2052 exhibit complex substructures in

its cool core (e.g., Blanton et al. 2003, 2011). For this

cluster, in fact, the measured temperatures of the per-

turbed region # 1 deviate significantly from the best-

fit temperature relation, suggesting that such additional

processes are likely at play in this region. However, we

emphasize that the inferred intrinsic scatter in the pres-

sure relation is significantly smaller than that of both

temperature and number density (see Table 6), indicat-

ing that, on average, isobaric perturbations dominate in

the sample.

Ueda et al. (2019) reported that the bulk motion

induced by line-of-sight gas sloshing in the cool core

of A907 is ∼ 800 km s−1, which is smaller than the

adiabatic sound speed. Turbulent velocities in cool

cores were constrained from X-ray observations with the

XMM-Newton Reflection Grating Spectrometer (RGS).

The typical upper limit of the turbulent velocity is

300 km s−1 (e.g., Sanders et al. 2010, 2011; Bulbul et al.

2012; Pinto et al. 2018; Liu et al. 2021), which is also

smaller than the sound speed of the ICM. Ogorzalek

et al. (2017) placed a constraint on the turbulent veloc-

ity of the diffuse hot gas in nearby giant elliptical galax-

ies from a combined analysis of resonance scattering and

line broadening using XMM /RGS. The inferred turbu-

lent velocity is ∼ 110 km s−1, implying a typical turbu-

lent contribution to nonthermal pressure of∼ 6 %. Their

results obtained for giant elliptical galaxies are compara-

ble to those for galaxy clusters. Alternatively, turbulent

motions in the ICM can be constrained by measuring

power spectra of fluctuations in the X-ray surface bright-

ness, and the typical estimated turbulent velocities are

smaller than 100 − 150 km s−1 within r ∼ 50 kpc (e.g.,

Zhuravleva et al. 2014, 2018). In the future, XRISM

(Tashiro et al. 2018) and Athena (Barcons et al. 2017)

will enable gas velocity measurements including both

turbulent and bulk motions and will allow us to directly

study velocity fields of the ICM.

Detailed multi-probe studies of CLASH galaxy clus-

ters combining X-ray, Sunyaev–Zel’dovich effect (SZE),

and gravitational lensing data sets revealed a small frac-

tion of nonthermal pressure support (Pnth/Ptot) in the

cluster cores (Siegel et al. 2018; Sayers et al. 2021). By

performing a three-dimensional triaxial analysis of 16

high-mass CLASH clusters, Sayers et al. (2021) obtained
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an upper limit on the ensemble-averaged Pnth/Ptot of

9 % within ∼ 250 kpc.

Ueda et al. (2018) studied gas density and pressure

perturbations in the cool core of RXJ 1347.5−1145 solv-

ing the equation of state of perturbations in the hot gas

from X-ray and SZE residual images. They found that

the perturbation is nearly isobaric, implying that the ve-

locity of gas motions is much smaller than the adiabatic

sound speed (i.e., 420+310
−420 km s−1).

Overall, our results are in good agreement with the

findings from a range of observations in the literature.

These observational facts suggest that a possible mech-

anism that creates gas perturbations in cool cores must

satisfy the following conditions: (1) pressure equilib-

rium, (2) an isobaric process, (3) low nonthermal pres-

sure (say, . 10%), and (4) no significant mass depen-

dence. Gas sloshing induced by infalling substructures

satisfies all the above conditions and thus serves as a

candidate mechanism for heating gas in cool cores.

4.2. X-ray brightness contrast versus ICM properties

We measured the X-ray brightness contrast

|∆IX|/〈IX〉 in the cool core of each system, as shown in

Figure 4 along with the CLASH results of Ueda et al.

(2020). The observed distributions for the two samples

are similar to each other.

A hypothesis that the cool cores of more massive

clusters are less susceptible to disturbance induced by

infalling substructures is conceivable. Using hydrody-

namic simulations of binary cluster mergers, ZuHone

(2011) studied the transition of ICM properties during

mergers as a function of merger parameters, such as the

initial mass ratio and impact parameter. They found

that off-axis mergers with higher mass ratios (e.g., 1:10)

causes less impact on the ICM properties. Valdarnini &
Sarazin (2021) found simular results using their simula-

tions.

In agreement with the results of Ueda et al. (2020), we

find no significant correlation between the X-ray bright-

ness contrast and the ICM properties. A further study

is required to robustly examine the correlations using a

larger sample. The comparison of the brightness con-

trast with the ICM properties is given in Appendix A.

For low temperature systems with kT . 1 keV where

line cooling is dominant, it is expected that the X-ray

brightness contrast |∆IX|/〈IX〉 is sensitive to metallicity

as well as gas density. To investigate this possibility, we

focus on three outliers having |∆IX|/〈IX〉 > 1, namely,

NGC 0507, MKW4, and A1644. For NGC 0507 and

MKW4 with kTpos,neg < 2 keV, the metal abundance in

the positive excess regions is comparable to that in the

negative excess regions (see Table 3). For A1644, the

metal abundance in the positive excess region is higher

than that of the negative excess region. However, the

cool core of A1644 is relatively hot (kTpos ∼ 2.7 keV

and kTneg ∼ 4.5 keV), so that it is expected that ther-

mal bremsstrahlung dominates over line cooling. We

thus find no significant correlation between the X-ray

brightness contrast and the metal abundance, as shown

in Figure 10.

4.3. Comparison between Chandra observations and

numerical simulations

Comparisons between observations and numerical

simulations are essential to properly interpret data and

understand the limitation of observational results. Ueda

et al. (2020) analyzed synthetic X-ray observations from

a high-resolution, hydrodynamic simulation of a binary

cluster merger to test the detection algorithm for gas

density perturbations. Their analysis, however, was lim-

ited to one particular merger configuration with three

viewing angles.

To study thermodynamic characteristics of cool cores

for a range of merger configurations, we analyze many

sets of synthetic X-ray observations of simulated binary

cluster mergers publicly available form the Galaxy Clus-

ter Merger Catalog2 (ZuHone et al. 2018). The Galaxy

Cluster Merger Catalog offers an extensive suite of syn-

thetic observations based onN -body hydrodynamic sim-

ulations of binary cluster mergers as well as cosmological

simulations of galaxy clusters. Here we focus on their

binary merger simulations performed with the FLASH

code (ZuHone et al. 2010; ZuHone 2011), which allow us

to study the thermodynamic properties of cluster cores

during cluster mergers as a function of merger parame-

ters.

Two-dimensional maps of cluster observables at red-

shift z = 0.05, such as the total density (dark matter and

hot gas), gas temperature, and X-ray emissivity, pro-

jected along the three cardinal axes (X,Y, Z) are made

publicly available. Projections were made such that a

cluster merger takes place in the X–Y plane and the

Z-axis is perpendicular to the X-Y plane. In addition,

X-ray event files and images from synthetic 50 ks Chan-

dra/ACIS-I observations created with pyXSIM (ZuHone

et al. 2014) are available. We note that two dimensional

projections of gas density and pressure are not included

in the public release of the Galaxy Cluster Merger Cat-

alog and are thus not available.

In their simulations, a flat ΛCDM cosmology with

H0 = 71 km s−1 Mpc−1 and Ωm = 0.27 was as-

2 http://gcmc.hub.yt/index.html

http://gcmc.hub.yt/index.html
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sumed for the purposes of calculating distance and

redshift-dependent quantities. We note that the pixel

size of simulated X-ray images is different from that

of Chandra/ACIS-I but corresponds to the width of

the finest simulation cell size (see Table 7). The pixel

scale of Chandra/ACIS-I (0.492′′ pixel−1) corresponds

to 0.48 kpc at z = 0.05. In this study, we analyze six

different sets of binary merger simulations with different

values of the cluster mass, initial mass ratio, and impact

parameter, focusing on off-axis minor mergers relevant

to the presence of sloshing cool cores. Table 7 summa-

rizes the basic information of binary merger simulations

used in this work.

We have analyzed synthetic Chandra data of binary

cluster mergers to obtain their residual images by sub-

tracting the global brightness profile using the same

method as presented in Section 3.1. To investigate sys-

tematic effects associated with the choice of the center

for ellipse modeling, we adopt three different definitions

of the projected cluster center, namely the peak of the

total mass distribution, the peak of the X-ray emissiv-

ity map, and the peak of the simulated X-ray image.

For each projection, Table 8 lists the absolute mean off-

set and standard deviation of the positional offset be-

tween the projected mass and X-ray peaks. Here we

consider two X-ray peak definitions, namely the emis-

sivity peak and the peak in the synthetic X-ray image.

The statistics for each projection is calculated combining

all merger configurations. We find a typical positional

offset of σ ∼ 15 kpc, which is ∼ 3 times larger than the

finest cell size of the simulations.

We find a pair of positive and negative excess re-

gions in the X-ray residual images for all configura-

tions and viewing angles analyzed. We determine the

ICM temperature in each perturbed region and measure

the X-ray brightness contrast of density perturbations

|∆IX|/〈IX〉 for each projection angle and center defini-

tion. These results are summarized in Tables 9 and 10.

We find that the temperature ratio Tneg/Tpos between

the negative and positive excess regions is systematically

higher than unity, with a clear offset between both re-

gions. The mean temperature ratios are obtained as

1.37±0.16, 1.30±0.15, or 1.33±0.14, for ellipse model-

ing with the total mass peak, emissivity peak, and X-ray

image peak, respectively. The results are comparable to

the observed ratio of Tneg/Tpos = 1.20+0.04
−0.03. We thus

find no significant dependence of the chosen center from

synthetic observations of the off-axis merger simulations.

Figure 11 shows a comparison of the X-ray brightness

contrast with the ICM temperature, which is similar to

our observational results (Table 5 and Figure 10). Al-

though the simulations analyzed only cover a limited

range of parameter space of mergers, the comparison

shows that gas sloshing inducted by infalling substruc-

tures can recover characteristic gas density perturba-

tions observed in strong cool-core systems.

4.4. ICM metal abundance

As shown in the top right panel of Figure 5, we find

that the ICM abundance in cool cores has a Zneg–

Zpos relation that is steeper than the one-to-one rela-

tion. Overall, we see a trend that Zneg/Zpos & 1 at

Zpos & 0.8Z� and Zneg/Zpos . 1 at Zpos . 0.8Z�. The

trend in the high abundance regime is consistent with

what is expected by gas sloshing, whereas the trend in

the low abundance regime is opposite. As discussed in

Section 4.1, the correlation of the ICM abundance be-

tween the positive and negative excess regions is still

under debate.

For low-temperature systems where the Fe-L line com-

plex is the dominant component in the iron line emis-

sions in X-ray spectra, there is a possibility that the

measurement of the ICM metal abundance is affected by

plasma code uncertainties (e.g., Mernier et al. 2020). To

examine this possibility, we closely follow the procedure

outlined in Ghizzardi et al. (2021). Here we reanalyze

X-ray spectra of the lowest temperature system in our

sample, namely, NGC 4636, after masking the rest-frame

0.9− 1.3 keV energy band associated with the Fe-L line

complex. We find that the metal abundances in the pos-

itive and negative excess regions are 0.350+0.015
−0.014Z� and

0.686+0.055
−0.049Z�, respectively. These are both consistent

with the corresponding measurements without masking

(see Table 3). Hence, we conclude that the plasma code

uncertainties are not expected to significantly bias metal

abundance measurements for our sample.

Mantz et al. (2017) analyzed a sample of 245 massive

galaxy clusters with kT > 5 keV, finding that cooler

cores are more metal enriched. On the other hand,

they found that the ICM metal abundance outside cool

cores weakly correlates with the core-excised mean tem-

perature, implying that more massive clusters tend to

have a higher abundance in the ambient ICM. Similarly,

Rasmussen & Ponman (2007, 2009) studied 15 nearby

galaxy groups and found that the ICM abundance corre-

lates with the core-excised mean ICM temperature. By

analyzing a sample of 207 nearby clusters and groups,

Lovisari & Reiprich (2019) found that the ICM abun-

dance in the core region is weakly anticorrelate with the

temperature measured in the same core region.

To examine the ICM metal abundance in the central

regions over a wide mass range, Mernier et al. (2016,

2017) studied the Chemical Enrichment RGS Sample

(CHEERS; de Plaa et al. 2017) containing 44 nearby
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Table 7. Summary of binary cluster merger simulations extracted from the Galaxy Cluster Merger Catalog.

Run Primary cluster mass (M200) Mass ratio Impact parameter Epoch Finest cell size Referencesa

(M�) (kpc) (Gyr) (kpc)

Sim1 6× 1014 1:3 500 2 6.96 1

Sim2 6× 1014 1:3 1000 2.1b 6.96 1

Sim3 6× 1014 1:10 500 2 6.96 1

Sim4 6× 1014 1:10 1000 2 6.96 1

Sim5 1× 1015 1:20 200 2 4.88 2, 3

Sim6 1× 1015 1:20 1000 2 4.88 2, 3

a1 – ZuHone (2011), 2 – ZuHone et al. (2010), 3 – ZuHone et al. (2016)

bSince the simulation data at the epoch of 2 Gyr are not available, we adopted those at 2.1 Gyr instead.

Table 8. Statistics of the positional offset between the pro-
jected total mass and X-ray peak positions derived from bi-
nary cluster merger simulations.

Center Projection Meana Stdb

(kpc) (kpc)

X-ray emissivity mapc X 12.23 11.18

Y 14.61 15.34

Z 18.59 18.12

Synthetic Chandra mapd X 13.52 11.49

Y 14.31 15.27

Z 18.75 17.07

aAbsolute mean offset, 〈|d|〉.
bStandard deviation, σ(d).

cNoise-free X-ray emissivity maps.

dSynthetic Chandra X-ray maps.

galaxy clusters, groups, and massive elliptical galaxies.
They classified the CHEERS sample into two subsam-

ples, namely the ”cool” subsample with kT < 1.7 keV

mostly corresponding to galaxy groups and massive el-

liptical galaxies (21 objects) and the ”hot” subsample

with kT > 1.7 keV (23 objects). They found that the

ICM abundance of the central region in the hot sample

is higher than that in the cool sample.

By compiling previous studies, it is expected that (1)

the metal abundance of the ambient ICM increases with

the mean temperature (i.e., a proxy for the total mass),

(2) the cooler the core, the higher the metal abundance,

and (3) Galaxy groups and clusters may have different

trends of the metal abundance against the temperature.

Moreover, a large intrinsic scatter was found for the ICM

abundance in cool cores (e.g., Mernier et al. 2017).

Figure 7 shows a comparison between the ICM metal

abundance and the ICM temperature in cool cores for

the respective excess regions. For both positive and

negative excess regions, we find a positive correlation

between the ICM abundance and temperature. The

abundance–temperature relation (Zpos–Tpos or Zneg–

Tneg) is steeper for the positive excess region, and the

ICM abundance in the negative excess region only mildly

increases with temperature. Since the negative excess

regions are expected to be dominated by the ambient

ICM, the observed trend appears to be consistent with

the previous studies of galaxy clusters. Besides, Fig-

ure 7 shows that, on average, the ICM abundance of

the positive excess region lies increasingly below (above)

that of the negative excess region at temperatures below

(above) ∼ 2 keV. These different temperature trends in

both excess regions are expected to contribute to the

large intrinsic scatter of the ICM abundance in cool

cores.

To examine the trend of ICM metal abundance with

temperature, we plot in Figure 8 the ratio Zneg/Zpos

of the ICM abundance as a function of temperature

kTpos in the positive excess region. In the regime where

kTpos & 2 keV, the abundance ratios tend to be lower
than unity, while the scatter appears to increase at tem-

peratures below kTpos ∼ 2 keV. This is consistent with

the trend in Figure 7 at & 2 keV and may explain the

best-fit Zneg–Zpos slope shallower than unity.

In Figure 9, we compare the mean ICM temperature

and metal abundance extracted from the cool-core re-

gions for our sample. In this comparison, we also show

the results for the CLASH cool-core sample of Ueda

et al. (2020). In the figure, we show our regression re-

sults of the Z–T relations with and without the CLASH

sample. We find a clear positive correlation for the

HIFLUGCS sample. When the CLASH sample is in-

cluded, the composite sample exhibits a positive but

much weaker trend with temperature. In fact, we find

a negative temperature slope for the CLASH-only Z–

T relation. Hence, as found by previous studies, the



18 Ueda et al.

Table 9. Temperatures extracted from perturbed regions in X-ray residual images obtained using ellipse modeling with respect
to the projected mass peak, the X-ray emissivity peak, or the peak of the synthetic Chandra X-ray image.

Total mass peak Emissivity peak X-ray image peak

Run Proj. Positive Negative Ratio Positive Negative Ratio Positive Negative Ratio

(keV) (keV) (keV) (keV) (keV) (keV)

Sim1 X 3.98± 0.66 6.26± 0.56 1.57± 0.30 4.42± 0.23 5.83± 0.53 1.32± 0.14 4.38± 0.26 5.78± 0.60 1.32± 0.16

Y 4.23± 0.71 5.94± 0.81 1.40± 0.30 5.01± 0.53 4.94± 0.38 0.99± 0.13 4.10± 0.21 5.17± 0.18 1.26± 0.08

Z 3.95± 0.84 6.78± 0.61 1.72± 0.40 4.37± 0.32 6.14± 0.51 1.41± 0.16 4.31± 0.31 6.10± 0.51 1.42± 0.16

Sim2 X 4.51± 0.67 6.42± 0.68 1.42± 0.26 4.50± 0.56 5.70± 0.54 1.27± 0.20 3.71± 0.31 5.64± 0.53 1.52± 0.19

Y 3.65± 0.29 5.05± 0.78 1.38± 0.24 4.26± 0.53 4.57± 0.52 1.07± 0.18 4.26± 0.53 4.57± 0.52 1.07± 0.18

Z 3.90± 0.53 6.68± 0.83 1.71± 0.32 4.37± 0.57 5.94± 0.67 1.36± 0.23 4.05± 0.39 5.86± 0.70 1.45± 0.22

Sim3 X 4.50± 0.56 5.70± 0.54 1.27± 0.20 3.96± 0.23 6.38± 0.73 1.61± 0.21 3.96± 0.23 6.38± 0.73 1.61± 0.21

Y 4.29± 0.51 4.95± 0.71 1.15± 0.21 4.97± 0.83 5.09± 0.55 1.02± 0.20 4.97± 0.83 5.09± 0.55 1.02± 0.20

Z 4.52± 0.62 5.93± 0.74 1.31± 0.24 3.80± 0.46 6.78± 0.65 1.78± 0.28 3.80± 0.42 6.86± 0.60 1.81± 0.25

Sim4 X 4.33± 0.31 5.76± 0.52 1.33± 0.15 4.16± 0.67 6.24± 0.60 1.50± 0.28 4.24± 0.65 6.21± 0.64 1.46± 0.27

Y 4.30± 0.40 4.84± 0.43 1.13± 0.14 4.23± 0.71 5.94± 0.81 1.40± 0.30 4.23± 0.71 5.94± 0.81 1.40± 0.30

Z 4.44± 0.42 6.00± 0.49 1.35± 0.17 4.05± 0.88 6.73± 0.63 1.66± 0.39 4.05± 0.88 6.73± 0.63 1.66± 0.39

Sim5 X 7.22± 0.52 8.82± 0.26 1.22± 0.10 7.15± 0.36 8.86± 0.77 1.24± 0.12 7.19± 0.29 8.85± 0.75 1.23± 0.12

Y 7.50± 0.55 8.36± 0.31 1.11± 0.09 6.74± 0.60 7.52± 0.63 1.12± 0.14 6.74± 0.60 7.52± 0.63 1.12± 0.14

Z 7.36± 0.63 9.46± 0.30 1.29± 0.12 7.11± 0.46 9.03± 0.66 1.27± 0.12 7.03± 0.53 9.01± 0.63 1.28± 0.13

Sim6 X 5.49± 0.52 8.71± 0.72 1.59± 0.20 7.45± 0.64 8.55± 0.42 1.15± 0.11 7.45± 0.64 8.71± 0.32 1.17± 0.11

Y 7.29± 0.82 7.51± 0.64 1.03± 0.15 8.42± 0.48 8.63± 0.31 1.02± 0.07 8.44± 0.45 8.65± 0.43 1.02± 0.07

Z 5.43± 0.53 8.90± 0.62 1.64± 0.20 8.20± 0.85 9.29± 0.46 1.13± 0.13 8.28± 0.80 9.24± 0.48 1.12± 0.12

Table 10. Statistics of the X-ray brightness contrast in
perturbed cluster cores extracted from synthetic Chandra X-
ray images of binary cluster mergers.

Centera Projection |∆IX|/〈IX〉
Mean Std

Total mass peak X 0.277 0.078

Y 0.179 0.062

Z 0.331 0.098

Emissivity peak X 0.349 0.065

Y 0.230 0.080

Z 0.415 0.127

X-ray image peak Z 0.426 0.115

aDefinition of the cluster center chosen for ellipse modeling
of the X-ray brightness distribution.

ICM abundance appears to have a complex dependence

on the temperature in cool cores, and there is a likely

transition between group–cluster scales (say, at kT = 2–

3 keV). A large homogeneous sample spanning the full

range of group–cluster scales is needed to robustly ad-

dress this problem.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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Figure 7. ICM metal abundance versus ICM temperature
measured in the positive (red) and negative (blue) excess re-
gions. The red and blue error bars show our measurements
extracted from the positive and negative excess regions, re-
spectively. The red and blue shaded regions show the 68%
confidence interval around the best-fit relation for the posi-
tive and negative excess regions, respectively.

In this paper, we have conducted a systematic study of

gas density perturbations detected in the central regions
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Figure 8. ICM metal abundance ratio, Zneg/Zpos, as a func-
tion of ICM temperature in the positive excess region. The
red error bars show our measurements extracted from the
perturbed regions in cool cores. The horizontal dashed line
corresponds to unity.
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Figure 9. Same as Figure 7 but for the mean values ex-
tracted from the whole perturbed region in each cool-core
system. The orange and magenta error bars represent the
measurements for the sample in this work (HIFLUGCS) and
the CLASH sample (Ueda et al. 2020), respectively. The
orange shaded region indicates the 68% confidence interval
around the best-fit relation (solid line) for the present sam-
ple. Similarly, the gray shaded region show the results for the
composite sample. The best-fit residuals for the composite
sample are shown in the lower panel.

of 28 strong cool-core systems selected from the HIgh-

est X-ray FLUx Galaxy Cluster Sample (HIFLUGCS)

using archival X-ray data from the Chandra X-ray Ob-

servatory. The goal of this study was to investigate pos-

sible origins of the characteristic gas perturbations and

to examine the role of gas sloshing as a possible heat-

ing source of cool cores. To this end, we have charac-

terized the thermodynamic properties of hot gas in the

perturbed regions and established their correlations be-

tween positive and negative excess regions. The main

conclusions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1. All individual systems in our sample selected from

HIFLUGCS exhibit at least a pair of positive and

negative excess regions in their X-ray residual im-

age after subtracting the global brightness profile.

Since our sample contains not only galaxy clus-

ters but also galaxy groups and massive ellipti-

cal galaxies (central dominant galaxies in groups

and clusters), the characteristic dipolar perturba-

tions appear to be a universal feature in strong

cool cores.

2. We performed a regression analysis of thermody-

namic properties of the ICM between both excess

regions, finding that the best-fit relations for tem-

perature and entropy show a clear offset from the

one-to-one relation: Tneg/Tpos = 1.20+0.04
−0.03 and

Kneg/Kpos = 1.43± 0.07. The best-fit relation for

pressure is found to be consistent with the one-to-

one relation, Pneg = Ppos.

3. To improve statistics and cover a wider mass

range, we combined our sample with a high-mass

cool-core sample from CLASH (Ueda et al. 2020).

The composite sample spans a mass range of

M500 ∈ [1013, 1015]M�. We found that the best-

fit Pneg–Ppos relation for the composite sample is

remarkably consistent with the one-to-one rela-

tion with an intrinsic scatter of 14 ± 2 %. indi-

cating that the perturbed regions are in pressure

equilibrium. Our finding supports the hypothesis

that the observed gas density perturbations in cool

cores are generated by subsonic gas sloshing.

4. For each individual system in our sample, we mea-

sured the X-ray brightness contrast of fluctua-

tions in the positive and negative excess regions.

The observed distribution of the X-ray brightness

contrast is similar to that of the CLASH cool-

core sample. We found three outliers, namely

NGC 0507, MKW4, and A1644, whose brightness

contrast exceeds unity. NGC 0507 and MKW4

are low mass, galaxy–group scale objects, whereas
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A1644 is a post merger exhibiting a clear spiral-

like X-ray morphology in the central region.

5. To understand the observed characteristics in the

cool cores, we analyzed many sets of synthetic ob-

servations of perturbed cluster cores created from

binary cluster merger simulations (ZuHone et al.

2018). In all cases, we detected a pair of positive

and negative excess regions in synthetic Chandra

X-ray images. The temperature ratios between

both regions, Tneg/Tpos ∼ 1.3, are in agreement

with our measurements, and the distribution of

X-ray brightness contrast is consistent with our re-

sults. The observed ICM characteristics in strong

cool cores can thus be explained by subsonic gas

sloshing caused by infalling substructures.
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APPENDIX

A. COMPARISONS OF THE X-RAY BRIGHTNESS CONTRAST WITH ICM PROPERTIES

Here we compare for our sample the X-ray brightness contrast with thermodynamic properties of the ICM, namely

the mean temperature, metal abundance, and X-ray luminosity in the 0.001 − 100 keV band corresponding to the

bolometric X-ray luminosity (Figure 10). The results for the CLASH cool-core sample of Ueda et al. (2020) are also

shown. A comparison between the brightness contrast and temperature from binary merger simulations is also shown

in Figure 11. Overall, no significant correlation is found between the X-ray brightness contrast and the thermodynamic

ICM properties.
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Figure 10. X-ray brightness contrast |∆IX|/〈IX〉 shown as a function of the ICM temperature (top left), metal abundance
(top right), or logarithm of the bolometric X-ray luminosity in the 0.001− 100 keV band (bottom). The measurements for our
sample are shown with red error bars, while the measurements for the CLASH cool-core sample (Ueda et al. 2020) are shown
with blue error bars.
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Figure 11. X-ray brightness contrast |∆IX|/〈IX〉 as a function of temperature from synthetic Chandra observations. The red
and black error bars show the results obtained using X-ray residual images extracted with respect to the total mass peak and
the X-ray image peak, respectively.
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