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ABSTRACT

We analyse a sample of 244 ram-pressure-stripped candidate galaxy members within the virial ra-

dius of 62 nearby clusters, to determine their velocity anisotropy profile β(r). We use previously

determined mass profiles for the 62 clusters to build an ensemble cluster by stacking the 62 cluster

samples in projected phase-space. We solve the Jeans equation for dynamical equilibrium by two meth-

ods, MAMPOSSt and the Jeans inversion technique, and determine β(r) both in parametric form and

non-parametrically. The two methods consistently indicate that the orbits of the ram-pressure-stripped

candidates are increasingly radial with distance from the cluster center, from almost isotropic (β ≃ 0)

at the center, to very radial at the virial radius (β ≃ 0.7). The orbits of cluster galaxies undergoing

ram-pressure stripping are similar to those of spiral cluster galaxies, but more radially elongated at

large radii.

Keywords: Galaxy clusters (584) — Galaxy kinematics (602)

1. INTRODUCTION

The galaxy population in clusters of galaxies has been

known to be different from that in the field for a very

long time (Hubble 1936; Dressler 1980; Biviano 2000,
and reference therein). This difference concerns various

galaxy properties, among which color, star-formation

rate, and morphology are perhaps the most striking. It

is attributed to an accelerated evolution of cluster galax-

ies as they interact among themselves, with the cluster

gravitational potential, and with the hot intra-cluster

medium (see, e.g., Moran et al. 2007; Biviano 2011; Pog-

gianti 2021). Among the several physical processes that

have been proposed to explain the accelerated evolu-

tion of galaxies in clusters, ram-pressure stripping is the

one with the strongest observational support (see, e.g.,

Boselli et al. 2022, for a review). Galaxies that orbit

in clusters experience a drag force that removes some

(or all) of their gas in the inter-stellar medium, a pro-

cess first proposed by Gunn & Gott (1972) and since

then studied in detail through analytical and numerical

simulation studies (e.g., Farouki & Shapiro 1980; Abadi

et al. 1999; Quilis et al. 2000; Hester 2006; McCarthy

et al. 2008; Tonnesen & Bryan 2009; Arthur et al. 2019;

Singh et al. 2019; Xie et al. 2020; Tonnesen & Bryan
2021; Akerman et al. 2023). When a tail of stripped gas

and stars is visible in the ram-pressure-stripped galaxies,

they are named ’jellyfish’ galaxies (Ebeling et al. 2014).

Simulations have shown that galaxies on different or-

bits across the cluster are affected in different ways by

the different environmental effects at play. Elongated

orbits are expected to characterize new arrivals in the

cluster potential, as dynamical friction and the non-

adiabatic growth of the host halo lead to shrinking the

orbits of galaxies with time (Gao et al. 2004; Ogiya et al.

2021). The efficiency of ram-pressure stripping in re-

moving gas from infalling galaxies and thereby stimulat-

ing morphological transformation depends on galaxy or-

bits, being stronger for more radial orbits (Vollmer et al.

2001; De Rijcke et al. 2010) and for galaxies that infall

along large-scale structure filaments (Bahé et al. 2013).
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Since the ram-pressure strength varies across the orbit

of a galaxy in a cluster, taking into account the galaxy

orbits is important to better predict the efficiency of

ram-pressure stripping (Tonnesen 2019, see also Boselli

& Gavazzi 2006 for a review).

The orbital dependence of the ram-pressure strip-

ping efficiency is supported by observations. Based on

the shape of the velocity dispersion profiles of different

classes of cluster galaxies, Solanes et al. (2001) suggested

that HI gas-deficient spirals in clusters move on more

radial orbits than their gas-rich counterparts. Vulcani

et al. (2017) analysed a sample of Hα emitting galaxies

in clusters, characterized by an offset between the peak

of the Hα emission and that of the UV-continuum, that

they suggest is an indication of ram-pressure stripping.

By comparison with numerical simulations, they con-

clude that the Hα cluster galaxies belong to the quartile

of satellites on most radial orbits. Jaffé et al. (2018) use

the phase-space distribution of jellyfish galaxies in clus-

ters of the WINGS (WIde-field Nearby Galaxy-cluster

Survey) and OmegaWINGS (Fasano et al. 2006; Moretti

et al. 2014) surveys, to conclude that many of them

formed via ram-pressure stripping while infalling into

the clusters on highly radial orbits.

In this paper, we determine the orbits of the WINGS

and OmegaWINGS ram-pressure-stripped (RPS) can-

didate galaxies by solving the Jeans equation for dy-

namical equilibrium (Binney & Tremaine 1987). More

precisely, we construct an ensemble cluster by stacking

62 clusters in projected phase-space, and derive the ve-

locity anisotropy profile of the RPS candidates that we

identify as cluster members,

β(r) ≡ 1− (σ2
θ + σ2

ϕ)/(2σ
2
r) (1)

where σr is the radial component of the velocity disper-

sion tensor, and σθ and σϕ are the two tangential com-

ponents, that we assume to be the same (no rotation of

the ensemble cluster).

The structure of this paper is the following. In Sect. 2

we describe our data set, the construction of the ensem-

ble cluster by stacking, and the cluster membership as-

signment to the RPS candidates. In Sect. 3 we describe

how we determine β(r) by two methods. The results

of our analysis are presented in Sect. 4. In Sect. 5 we

summarize and discuss our results and provide our con-

clusions. Throughout this paper we adopt the following

cosmological parameters: Ωm = 0.3,ΩΛ = 0.7, H0 = 70

km s−1 Mpc−1.

2. THE DATA SET

We use the catalogs of RPS candidates from Pog-

gianti et al. (2016, P+16 hereafter) and Vulcani et al.

Figure 1. Four examples of RPS candidates. Upper left
panel: JClass=4 genuine RPS candidate. Upper right panel:
JClass=2 RPS candidate with morphological evidence of on-
going interactions. Lower leftt panel:JClass=3 RPS candi-
date with morphological evidence of ongoing merger. Lower
right panel: JClass=2 RPS candidate with morphological ev-
idence of tidal features. Composite grz optical images from
Legacy Survey public data release DR10 (Dey et al. 2019)).

(2022). P+16 identified 419 galaxies as RPS candidates,

based on morphological evidence for gas stripping from

optical images. Of these, 344 were located in cluster

fields. Based on the importance of the stripping sig-

nature, galaxies were assigned to five classes, JClass

increasing from 1 to 5 with increasing evidence of strip-

ping. Visual examples of different JClass galaxies are

given in P+16.

Further visual inspection allowed P+16 to identify

morphological features indicative of tidal stripping,

mergers, and interactions with neighboring galaxies in

88 of the RPS candidates, ∼ 21% of the sample. Note

that the evidence for tidal vs. ram-pressure stripping

is not related to the JClass, since the latter only mea-

sure the evidence for stripping, which could be equally

strong for the two different processes. In Fig. 1 we show

four examples of RPS candidates, one for each of the

interacting, merger, tidal, and genuine RPS categories.

The fraction of (possible) RPS contaminants obtained

by the visual inspection, is confirmed by the study of

Poggianti et al. (in prep.) who have conducted a spec-

troscopic survey with MUSE@VLT of a subset of the orig-

inal sample of P+16. They find out that 85% of the

RPS candidates in clusters are indeed galaxies undergo-

ing ram-pressure stripping, as indicated by the presence

of extra-planar ionized gas (i.e. Hα emission) prefer-

entially on one side of the disk while the disk stellar

kinematics is undisturbed. The remaining 15% of un-
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confirmed RPS candidates show disturbed stellar kine-

matics, in particular the absence of a regularly rotat-

ing stellar disk, probably caused by tidal effects, either

mergers or a strong tidal interaction.

The fact that tidal effects are at work in some galax-

ies does not exclude that they are also subject to ram-

pressure stripping. Indeed, one of these galaxies, JO134,

is a clear example of the co-existence of two mechanisms,

ram-pressure stripping and a minor merger event (see

Vulcani et al. 2021, for further details). Another exam-

ple is that of NGC 4654 in Virgo (Vollmer 2003). To be

conservative, we chose to remove the 88 possible RPS

contaminants from our sample.

To this sample of 256 reliable RPS candidates we add

the samples of 35 RPS candidates and of 143 unwinding

spiral-arms galaxies (UG hereafter) identified by Vulcani

et al. (2022). Examples of UG are shown in Fig. 2 of

Vulcani et al. (2022). The UG are also considered to be

RPS candidates, since ram-pressure stripping has been

found to have an unwinding effect on the spiral arms

(Bellhouse et al. 2021). Since there is no direct estimate

of the confirmation rate of the unwinding RPS candi-

dates, we discuss what is the effect of removing these

UG from our sample in Sect. 4.4.

The combined samples of P+16 and Vulcani et al.

(2022), after removing the 88 candidates with evidence

of tidal or merging features, contain 434 RPS galaxies in

the region of 68 clusters of the WINGS and OmegaW-

INGS surveys, at redshifts 0.04 < z < 0.07; 350 of

them have a measured redshift from the WINGS and

OmegaWINGS data-sets (Fasano et al. 2006; Moretti

et al. 2014; Gullieuszik et al. 2015; Moretti et al. 2017).

The 68 cluster centers are defined as the positions of

the brightest cluster galaxies (see Fasano et al. 2010).

The mean cluster redshifts, zc, and the virial radius,

r200
1 are taken from Table B.1 in Biviano et al. (2017a,

B+17 hereafter) for 47 clusters, and from Cava et al.

(2017) for another 20 clusters not studied by B+17.

For A3164 we take the cluster redshift and r500 from

Piffaretti et al. (2011), and we convert r500 to r200 by

adopting a NFW profile (Navarro et al. 1996) with a

concentration c200 = 4, typical of low-redshift massive

clusters (e.g., De Boni et al. 2013). We take the NFW

profile scale radii rs from Table B.1 in B+17 for 47 clus-

ters, and we calculate it from r200 using eq. (11) in B+17

for the remaining 21 clusters. The mean redshift of these

1 r∆ is the radius that encloses an average density ∆ times the
critical density at the halo redshift. M∆ is related to r∆ by
M∆ ≡ ∆/2Hz r3∆/G, where Hz is the Hubble constant at the
cluster redshift and G is the gravitational constant. The virial
velocity is v∆ = 10Hz r∆.

Figure 2. Projected phase-space distribution of the ensem-
ble cluster. The red-orange density contours, logarithmically
spaced, represent all cluster member galaxies, RPS galaxies
excluded. The RPS galaxies selected as cluster members are
indicated by blue dots.

68 clusters is 0.053 and the mean r200 = 1.6 Mpc, cor-

responding to a mass logM200/M⊙ = 14.7.

To define membership of the 350 RPS galaxies with z,

we consider three methods. The first method is based
on a traditional 3σv clipping, where σv is the clus-

ter line-of-sight (los hereafter) velocity dispersion (listed

in Table B.1 of Biviano et al. 2017b, with an average

fractional error of ∼ 6%). This method was used by

Paccagnella et al. (2017) on the WINGS and OmegaW-

INGS data-sets. For the other two methods, we fol-

low the procedure described in Biviano et al. (2021).

First, we discard obvious interlopers by selecting galax-

ies with | z − zc |≤ 0.02. On the z distribution of

these galaxies, we then apply the Kernel Mixture Model

(KMM) algorithm (McLachlan & Basford 1988; Ash-

man et al. 1994), to identify statistically significant sec-

ondary peaks, indicative of merging subclusters along

the los and remove them from the sample. Finally we

run two algorithms, Clean (Mamon et al. 2013, MBB13

hereafter) and CLUMPS (Biviano et al. 2021) that select
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members based on the location of galaxies in projected

phase-space, R, vrf . R is the projected radial distance

from the cluster center, vrf is the rest-frame velocity

vrf ≡ c (z − z)/(1 + z), where c is the speed of light,

and z is the mean cluster redshift defined in an iterative

way on the selected cluster members. Clean is based on

theoretically motivated models of the mass and velocity

anisotropy distribution of clusters. The algorithm is sta-

tistically robust, but potentially subject to systematic

bias, if the chosen models do not represent real clusters

faithfully. CLUMPS searches for concentrations of galax-

ies in bins of projected phase-space, with no assumption

about the internal dynamics of the cluster. However,

since it is not based on a specific model, its results might

depend quite sensitively on the choice of its parameters,

which are calibrated to the size and radial extension of

the cluster galaxy sample.

We finally select a galaxy as a cluster member if it is

considered a member by at least two of the three meth-

ods. It is in fact not advisable to rely on a single method

only, as it might be subject to unknown systematic bi-

ases. On the other hand, by accepting only galaxies

selected as members by all three methods we risk exclud-

ing radially infalling galaxies that are true cluster mem-

bers mis-interpreted as interlopers (Jaffé et al. 2018).

Out of the 350 RPS galaxies with available z, we select

285 as members of 62 clusters - 6 clusters have no RPS

member galaxies. To restrict our analysis to the clus-

ter virial region (see Sect. 3), we further select the 244

members located within 1.2 r200 (i.e., within ∼ r100) of

their cluster center.

The number of RPS member galaxies per cluster varies

from 1 to 13, too small to allow determination of the

RPS galaxy orbits in each individual cluster. We, there-

fore, need to stack the cluster data to build an ensem-

ble cluster, following a well established procedure (e.g.

Carlberg et al. 1997; Biviano & Girardi 2003; Mah-

davi & Geller 2004; Katgert et al. 2004; Rines et al.

2013; Biviano et al. 2016; Cava et al. 2017). The stack-

ing procedure is based on the quasi-homology of clus-

ter mass profiles. These profiles are well represented

by the NFW model. Since the NFW model concentra-

tion depends very little on the halo mass and redshift

at the cluster mass scale (e.g. De Boni et al. 2013; Et-

tori et al. 2019; Biviano et al. 2021), the cluster mass

profiles mostly depend on a single parameter, r200. We

build the ensemble cluster by normalizing each galaxy

R and vrf by its cluster r200 and v200, respectively. We

display in Fig. 2 the distributions of the RPS galaxies

selected as cluster members, and of all the cluster mem-

bers, RPS galaxies excluded, in the ensemble cluster.

A two-dimensional Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Peacock

1983; Fasano & Franceschini 1987) gives a probability

< 0.01 that the projected phase-space distribution of

RPS member galaxies is drawn from the same parent

population as the distribution of all other cluster mem-

bers.

3. METHODS OF ANALYSIS

To determine the orbits of the RPS member galaxies

of the ensemble cluster, we solve the Jeans equation for

dynamical equilibrium in spherical symmetry (see, e.g.,

Binney & Tremaine 1987). The assumption of spherical

symmetry is justified by construction, as the ensemble

cluster is built from 62 clusters irrespective of their ori-

entation (see van der Marel et al. 2000, for a discussion

of the spherical assumption in the case of an ensemble

cluster). On the other hand, the assumption of equi-

librium is valid only if the number of galaxies in any

given region of the cluster phase-space does not change,

∂f(x,v,t)/∂t = 0, where f is the distribution function

and x,v are the galaxy positions and velocities. The

equilibrium assumption is therefore invalid if the clus-

ter is rapidly growing in mass, but this should not be

the case for our low-redshift cluster sample. In fact,

based on the theoretical model predictions by Zhao et al.

(2009), a cluster with the mean mass and at the mean

redshift of our sample, is expected to have grown in mass

by ∼ 10 % only, during the last ∼ 1 Gyr, which is the

cluster dynamical time (Sarazin 1986). Since accretion

is most likely to occur inside-out, to minimize its effect

on the cluster dynamical state, we restrict our dynamical

analysis to the virial region, that we define as the inner

1.2 r200 region, corresponding to radii ≲ r100. To check

the equilibrium assumption we compare the results of

our dynamical analysis on the 62 cluster sample, with

the results we obtain on a subsample of 53 clusters from

which we remove nine merging and post-merger clusters

identified by Lourenço et al. (2023, see Sect. 4.4).

To solve the Jeans equation we consider two meth-

ods. The first one is the MAMPOSSt method (MBB13).

Given models for the mass profile, M(r), and the ve-

locity anisotropy profile, β(r), and assuming Gaussian-

ity of the velocity distribution of the galaxies in 3D,

MAMPOSSt evaluates the probability of finding a cluster

galaxy at its observed position in projected phase-space.

By maximizing the product of all cluster member proba-

bilities, MAMPOSSt constrains the parameters of theM(r)

and β(r) models. MAMPOSSt has successfully been tested

on simulated halos from cosmological simulations that

included both dynamically relaxed and unrelaxed halos

(MBB13, Aguirre Tagliaferro et al. 2021), and it has

already been applied to several data sets (e.g. Biviano

et al. 2013; Guennou et al. 2014; Munari et al. 2014;
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Verdugo et al. 2016; Biviano et al. 2017b; Pizzuti et al.

2017; Mamon et al. 2019; Sartoris et al. 2020).

The second method we consider is the inversion of

the Jeans equation (JEI hereafter, Binney & Mamon

1982; Solanes & Salvador-Solé 1990; Dejonghe & Mer-

ritt 1992). JEI requires knowledge of M(r), but unlike

MAMPOSSt it does not require fixing a model for β(r).

We follow the JEI method of Biviano et al. (2021). This

method has already been applied to several data-sets

(e.g. Biviano & Katgert 2004; Biviano et al. 2013; An-

nunziatella et al. 2016; Biviano et al. 2016; Zarattini

et al. 2021)

The observable on which MAMPOSSt and JEI base their

inference is the projected phase-space distribution of

cluster members. In particular, both MAMPOSSt and

JEI use the radial number density profile to describe

the spatial distribution of cluster members, but while

MAMPOSSt uses the full velocity distribution of cluster

galaxies as a function of the galaxy radial distances,

JEI only uses the velocity dispersion profile of clus-

ter galaxies. It is the use of the full velocity distribu-

tion that allows MAMPOSSt to break the so-called mass-

anisotropy degeneracy intrinsic to the Jeans equation,

and to predict both M(r) and β(r) at the same time,

unlike JEI that requires knowledge of M(r).

Another difference between MAMPOSSt and JEI is in

the treatment of the data. MAMPOSSt fits a model to

the galaxy number density profile, and uses the individ-

ual galaxy velocities (no binning), while JEI performs

a smoothing of the galaxy number density and velocity

dispersion profiles (we use the LOWESS smoothing tech-

nique, see, e.g., Gebhardt et al. 1994). We extrapolate

the smoothed profiles to large radii (30 Mpc) following

Biviano et al. (2013), to allow solving the equations that

contain integrals up to infinity.

The uncertainties in the best-fit parameters of

MAMPOSSt are obtained by a Monte Carlo Markov Chain

(MCMC) analysis, as in Mamon et al. (2019). The uncer-

tainties in the (non parametric) β(r) obtained by JEI are

estimated by 300 bootstrap resamplings of the original

data set (Efron & Tibshirani 1986).

4. RESULTS

4.1. The number density profile

To determine the projected number density profile

(N(R) in the following) of RPS member galaxies we need

to take into account possible sources of incompleteness.

While the original combined photometric sample of RPS

candidates of Poggianti et al. (2016) and Vulcani et al.

(2022) is complete down to the limiting magnitude of the

survey, the spectroscopic sample is not. The incomplete-

ness of the spectroscopic sample can affect the spatial

Figure 3. Upper panel: Red dots: number density profile
of the spectroscopic sample of RPS member galaxies in the
ensemble cluster, corrected for the Merrifield & Kent (1989)
incompleteness. Orange solid (dashed) line: best fit by a
projected NFW (respectively, King) profile. Lower panel:
grey shading: ±1σ contour of the ratio of the number density
profiles of the spectroscopic sample of 350 RPS galaxies and
of the photometric sample of 433 RPS galaxies. The ratio
has been multiplied by the factor 433/350 to account for
the different number of galaxies in the two samples. Green
shading: ±1σ contour of the ratio of the number density
profiles of the spectroscopic sample of RPS member galaxies
after and before the correction for the Merrifield & Kent
(1989) incompleteness.

distribution of the RPS member galaxies in such a way

that their derived N(R) is not representative of the par-

ent sample. On the other hand, the velocity distribution

is not affected by incompleteness, since the observational

selection does not operate in redshift space within the

narrow redshift range spanned by each cluster.

To assess possible biases in the spectroscopic selection,

we compare the N(R) of the 433 RPS galaxies from the

photometric sample, with that of the 350 RPS galax-

ies from the spectroscopic sample. We find that the

two N(R) are almost identical, except for a different

normalization reflecting the different number of galaxies
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(see grey shading in the bottom panel of Fig. 3). Since

the normalization of the N(R) is irrelevant for the Jeans

analysis, we conclude that we do not need to apply any

correction for the spectroscopic incompleteness.

Another source of incompleteness comes from the fact

that in the ensemble cluster, not all clusters do extend

to the same limiting radius. If not properly accounted

for, this incompleteness effect would produce an artifi-

cial steepening of the ensemble cluster N(R) at larger

radii. The correction for this effect assumes that in the

radial range where a cluster does not have data, its con-

tribution can be ‘invented’ from the clusters that do have

data, as first described by Merrifield & Kent (1989). Fol-

lowing Katgert et al. (2004), we invent data only from

measured data, and not from data that are themselves

(partly) invented. As we show in Fig. 3 (bottom panel,

green shading), this incompleteness correction becomes

significant at R/r200 ≳ 0.7. In Fig. 3 (upper panel) we

show theN(R) of the sample of RPS members, after cor-

rection for the Merrifield & Kent (1989) incompleteness.

We also show two best-fits, one with a projected NFW

model (Bartelmann 1996, solid line), with a scale radius

rg = 1.8+0.6
−0.4 Mpc, and another with a King (1962) model

(dashed line) with a core radius rg,K = 0.83±0.05 Mpc.

Both fits are acceptable (χ2 = 12.8 and 13.0, respec-

tively, for 16 degrees of freedom) and we adopt the best

of the two (NFW) in the MAMPOSSt analysis, after Abel

de-projection in spherical symmetry to the 3D number

density profile ν(r) (e.g. Binney & Tremaine 1987).

4.2. The MAMPOSSt solution for β(r)

We run MAMPOSSt using the NFW number density pro-

file ν(r) described in Sect. 4.1, and the M(r) described

by an NFW model with r200 and rs parameters derived

from the weighted averages of the r200 and rs values

of the 62 clusters that compose our ensemble cluster,

weighting these values by the inverse of their uncertain-

ties. These average values are ⟨r200⟩ = 1.63± 0.03 Mpc,

and ⟨rs⟩ = 0.46 ± 0.04 Mpc, corresponding to an aver-

age concentration ⟨c200⟩ = 3.5. We adopt the following,

rather generic, model for β(r) (Tiret et al. 2007),

β = β0 + β∞r/(r + rβ), (2)

where we force rβ = rs as indicated by numerical sim-

ulations (Mamon et al. 2010), to reduce the number of

free parameters in the MAMPOSSt analysis.

We determine the marginal distributions of the free

MAMPOSSt parameters using the MCMC technique, by sam-

pling of 100,000 points in the parameter space. We

adopt flat priors for all parameters, but restrict the al-

lowed range of the M(r) and ν(r) parameters to their

previously determined ±1σ intervals, while we allow a

Table 1. The MAMPOSSt parameters

Parameter range

r200 1.60 - 1.66 [Mpc]

rs 0.42 - 0.50 [Mpc]

rν 1.45 - 2.44 [Mpc]

(σr/σθ)0 0.5 - 10.0

(σr/σθ)∞ 0.5 - 10.0

Note—For each parameter we adopt a flat prior within the
indicated range. The ranges for the r200 and rs parameters
are fixed to the ±1σ interval around the values obtained
by the weighted mean of the 62 individual cluster values
that compose the ensemble cluster. The range for the rν
parameter is fixed to the ±1σ interval around the best-fit
value obtained by the maximum likelihood fit to the ensemble
cluster N(R) (see Sect. 4.1).

wide range for the β0 and β∞ parameters, β ∈ [−3, 1[.

For purely computing purposes, in our MCMC analysis we

prefer to use the related parameters σr/σθ at r = 0 and

at r → ∞, instead of β0, β∞. In Table 1 we list the

MAMPOSSt parameters and their ranges.

The median value and 68% confidence interval (in

brackets) of the two velocity anisotropy parameters,

from the marginal distribution obtained with the

MCMC MAMPOSSt analysis, are (σr/σθ)0 = 1.0 [0.8, 1.3]

and (σr/σθ)∞ = 6 [4, 9], corresponding to β0 =

−0.05 [−0.75, 0.37] and β∞ = 0.97 [0.94, 0.98]. These

results are displayed in Fig. 4. In Fig. 5 we show the

corresponding median β(r) and its 68% confidence re-

gion (red dashed line and orange shading). To check if

the MAMPOSSt result is a good fit to the data, we project

the MAMPOSSt result on the los velocity dispersion pro-

file, σlos(R) via (Binney & Tremaine 1987; van der Marel

1994)

ν(r)σ2
r(r) =

∫ ∞

r

GνM

x2
exp

[
2

∫ x

b

β(t)

t
dt
]
dx, (3)

N(R)σlos(R) = 2

∫ ∞

R

rνσ2
r

(r2 −R2)1/2
dr. (4)

The MAMPOSSt σlos(R) is compared to the observed one

in Fig. 6 (red dashed line and orange shading and black

dots, respectively). The χ2 goodness of fit test does not

reject the null hypothesis that the data follow the model

(χ2 = 16.4 for 12 degrees of freedom, corresponding to

an 82 % probability).

4.3. The JEI solution for β(r)

We adopt the same NFW M(r) used for the

MAMPOSSt analysis (see Sect. 4.2). TheN(R) and σlos(R)

are LOWESS-smoothed version of the data (dots with er-

ror bars) shown in Figs. 3 and 6, respectively. We boot-
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Figure 4. Median values (blue dot) and 68% confidence
interval (cyan region) of the two velocity anisotropy parame-
ters of the β(r) model eq. (2), from the marginal distribution
obtained with the MCMC MAMPOSSt analysis. The dotted lines
indicate the isotropic values. The symbols with 1 σ error
bars represent the values for ellipticals (magenta square), S0s
(pink diamond), and spirals (green star) in WINGS clusters,
from Table 3, model 1 of Mamon et al. (2019).

strap the data 300 times to evaluate the uncertainties.

The results are shown in Fig. 5 (blue line and cyan

shading). Using the same procedure adopted for the

MAMPOSSt solution, we project the JEI solution to com-

pare the predicted and observed σlos(R) (see Fig. 6; the

JEI prediction is the blue line with cyan shading indi-

cating the 68% confidence levels). The smaller uncer-

tainties in the JEI solution result in a slightly higher

χ2 value (19.4 for 12 degrees of freedom, corresponding

to a 92 % probability) with respect to the one of the

MAMPOSSt result, but also in this case the null hypothe-

sis is not rejected, the model is a good enough fit to the

data.

4.4. Systematics

We here consider three possible systematic effects af-

fecting our result. One is the inclusion of the UG in

our sample of RPS candidates. As discussed in Sect. 2,

Figure 5. Median β(r) (red dash-dotted line) and its 68
% confidence region (orange shading), as obtained from the
MAMPOSSt analysis with MCMC sampling. Median β(r) (blue
solid line) and its 68% confidence region (cyan shading), as
obtained from the JEI analysis with bootstrap resamplings.
For comparison we show the β(r) for spirals in WINGS clus-
ters (green dashed line) and its uncertainties at 0.03 r200 and
r200 (vertical grey segments), from Table 3, model 1 of Ma-
mon et al. (2019). The dotted line represents orbital isotropy.

we have no estimate of which fraction of the UG are

indeed RPS galaxies. The second effect we investigate

is the inclusion of merging and post-merger clusters in

our sample. As discussed in Sect. 3 this could invalidate

our analysis based on the Jeans equation for a system

in dynamical equilibrium. Finally, we consider the im-

pace of removing low JClass RPS canidates from our

sample. By removing the UG we are left with 134 RPS

spectroscopic members within 1.2 r200 (the no-UG sub-

sample). By removing the 9 merging and post-merger

clusters identified by Lourenço et al. (2023) we are left

with 206 RPS spectroscopic members within 1.2 r200 of

53 clusters (the no-merging subsample). By removing

the JClass=1 and 2 RPS candidates only 68 cluster

members remain in our sample (the high-JClass sam-

ple).
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Figure 6. Velocity dispersion profile of the RPS candidates
(dots with 1 σ error bars) compared to the predicted velocity
dispersion profiles and their 68 % confidence levels of the
MAMPOSSt (red dashed line and orange shading) and JEI (blue
line and cyan shading) analyses.

There is very little change in the mean values of r200
and rs of the ensemble clusters built from these no-

UG, no-merging, and high-JClass subsamples with re-

spect to those obtained on the whole sample. On the

other hand, there is a slight preference for the King

vs. the NFW model in the best-fits to the N(R) of

the three subsamples, so we adopt the King model in

the MAMPOSSt analysis rather than the NFW model to

describe the distribution of RPS galaxies in these three

subsamples (we used the NFW model instead for the

whole sample, see Sect. 4.1). The core-radii of the best-

fit King models are 0.56+0.08
−0.07 Mpc, 0.70+0.08

−0.06 Mpc, and

0.68+0.11
−0.10 Mpc for the no-UG, no-merging, and high-

JClass subsamples, respectively.

In Fig. 7 we show a comparison of the β(r) obtained

for the whole sample and the no-UG and no-merger sub-

samples, obtained with both the MAMPOSSt and JEI anal-

yses. For the sake of clarity, we do not show the solution

obtained for the high-JClass subsample as it is very sim-

ilar to the other two, but with much larger confidence

Figure 7. Median β(r) and its 68% confidence region for
the whole sample (solid black line and grey shading), the
no-UG subsample (dashed red line and orange shading), and
the no-merging subsample (dash-dotted blue line and cyan
shading). Upper panel: results of the MAMPOSSt analysis.
Lower panel: results of the JEI analysis. The dotted line
represents orbital isotropy.

regions. The β(r) of the three subsamples are all con-

sistent with the β(r) of the whole sample within their

68% confidence regions. At radii r ≲ 0.5 r200, the consis-

tency of the four MAMPOSSt β(r) is less good than that of

the four JEI β(r), and we attribute this to the different

models used to describe the N(R) in the whole sample

vs. the two subsamples - in the JEI method there is no

need to assume a specific model for N(R).

We conclude that our result for the β(r) of RPS galax-

ies is robust vs. the inclusion of merging clusters and

UG, and it does not significantly depend on JClass.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We analyse a sample of 244 RPS candidates that we

identify as members within the virial region of 62 nearby

clusters, to determine their velocity anisotropy profile,

β(r). By using previously determined mass profiles for

these 62 clusters, we stack them in projected phase-
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space to build an ensemble cluster. Using two methods,

MAMPOSSt and JEI, we solve the Jeans equation for the

ensemble cluster and determine β(r) for the 244 RPS

cluster members that are located within 1.2 r200, that is

within the cluster virial region, where the assumption of

dynamical equilibrium is more likely to be valid.

The MAMPOSSt and JEI solutions for β(r) of the RPS

galaxies are in excellent agreement. Since they allow a

good fit to the observed los velocity dispersion profile,

the two velocity anisotropy profiles are acceptable dy-

namical equilibrium solutions. The two methods find

β(r) ≈ 0 near the cluster center, although the con-

straints are rather loose in this region due to the scarcity

of RPS members near the cluster center. The orbits

become more radial anisotropic with increasing cluster-

centric distance, β(r) ≈ 0.7 at r200. While there have

been previous suggestions that RPS galaxies move on ra-

dial orbits (Solanes et al. 2001; Vulcani et al. 2017; Jaffé

et al. 2018), ours is the first direct determination of the

RPS orbits. We test and confirm our results on three

subsamples from which we exclude either non-validated

RPS candidates (the UG), or merging clusters, or low

JClass RPS candidates.

Previous analyses have generally found that the orbits

of the general cluster population are close to isotropy

near the center and become increasingly radial outside

(see, e.g., Natarajan & Kneib 1996; Biviano & Katgert

2004; Benatov et al. 2006; Biviano et al. 2013; Annunzi-

atella et al. 2016; Biviano et al. 2021). This is particu-

larly the case for the late-type, blue, star-foming galax-

ies, while early-type, red, quiescent galaxies tend instead

to show more isotropic orbits, also outside the cluster

center, even if not in all clusters (see, e.g., Biviano &

Poggianti 2009; Munari et al. 2014; Mamon et al. 2019).

We compare the RPS β(r) to those obtained by Ma-

mon et al. (2019) for the general cluster populations in

the WINGS sample of clusters, that largely overlap with

the sample of clusters used in this work. We find that

the β(r) of RPS galaxies is different from those of el-

lipticals and S0s in WINGS clusters and more similar

to that of spirals (see Fig. 4), but RPS galaxies have a

stronger radial anisotropy than spirals at large radii -

the RPS β is almost twice as large as that of spirals at

r200 (see Fig. 5).

Our results support the observational evidence by Vul-

cani et al. (2017) and Jaffé et al. (2018), based on the

distribution of RPS galaxies in projected phase-space,

and of Salinas et al. (2023), based on the orientation of

jellyfish tails, indicating that RPS galaxies are a subset

of cluster satellites on more radially elongated orbits.

Our results also support the finding of numerical simu-

lations that radial orbits are an important requisite for

ram-pressure stripping (Vollmer et al. 2001; De Rijcke

et al. 2010; Tonnesen 2019). In the future, we plan to

compare our observed β(r) with that of RPS galaxies

from numerical simulations.

We thank the referee for her/his useful comments and

suggestions. AB acknowledges the financial contribu-

tion from the INAF mini-grant 1.05.12.04.01 ”The dy-

namics of clusters of galaxies from the projected phase-

space distribution of cluster galaxies”. This project has

received funding from the European Research Council

(ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 re-

search and innovation program (grant agreement No.

833824). Y.J. acknowledges financial support from

ANID BASAL project No. FB210003 and FONDECYT

Regular No. 1230441. ACCL thanks the financial sup-

port of the National Agency for Research and Develop-

ment (ANID) / Scholarship Program / DOCTORADO

BECAS CHILE/2019-21190049.

REFERENCES

Abadi, M. G., Moore, B., & Bower, R. G. 1999, MNRAS,

308, 947

Aguirre Tagliaferro, T., Biviano, A., De Lucia, G., Munari,

E., & Garcia Lambas, D. 2021, A&A, 652, A90,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202140326

Akerman, N., Tonnesen, S., Poggianti, B. M., Smith, R., &

Marasco, A. 2023, ApJ, 948, 18,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acbf4d

Annunziatella, M., Mercurio, A., Biviano, A., et al. 2016,

A&A, 585, A160, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201527399

Arthur, J., Pearce, F. R., Gray, M. E., et al. 2019,

MNRAS, 484, 3968, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz212

Ashman, K. M., Bird, C. M., & Zepf, S. E. 1994, AJ, 108,

2348, doi: 10.1086/117248
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