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ABSTRACT

We present the first robust virial masses of the Bullet Cluster’s three individual components from

a joint weak+strong lensing analysis combining JWST/NIRCam and DECam observations. Despite

its status as the benchmark system for dark matter and merger studies, inferred mass ratios for the

Bullet Cluster have spanned a wide range from ∼2:1 to ≳10:1 over more than two decades. We revisit

this tension through three key advances: (1) JWST’s exceptional data quality enables us to resolve

three distinct halos, (2) DECam’s wide-field coverage beyond its virial radius eliminates the need for

extrapolation, and (3) high-fidelity strong-lensing priors mitigate weak-lensing model bias. We obtain

M200c = 15.11+2.48
−2.10 × 1014M⊙ for the main cluster and 1.49+0.32

−0.25 × 1014M⊙ for the subcluster, yielding

a mass ratio of 10.14+3.22
−2.47, definitively classifying the Bullet Cluster as a minor merger. This result

reconciles the long-standing tension in the mass ratio and provides updated initial parameters for

future modeling of this iconic system.

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy cluster mergers are the most energetic events

in the universe since the Big Bang, releasing up to ∼1064

ergs (e.g., Ricker & Sarazin 2001) with collision veloci-

ties of the order of a few thousand km s−1 (e.g., Sarazin

2002; Markevitch et al. 2004). These extreme astrophys-

ical laboratories offer unique insights into dark matter,

plasma dynamics, and structure formation that cannot

be replicated on Earth.

The Bullet Cluster (1E 0657-56) at z = 0.296 ex-

emplifies these phenomena most strikingly, displaying

the clearest observed mass-gas dissociation and provid-

ing direct evidence for dark matter’s existence (e.g.,

Clowe et al. 2004; Clowe et al. 2006; Markevitch et al.

2004). Its unique properties, nearly plane-of-sky orien-

tation (viewing angle < 10◦), extreme collision velocity

(∼4700 km s−1), and exceptional bow shock features,

have made it the primary testing ground for dark matter

self-interaction cross-sections, serving as the benchmark

for hydrodynamical simulations of cluster mergers (e.g.,

Markevitch et al. 2004; Springel & Farrar 2007; Randall

et al. 2008).
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Despite more than two decades of intensive study,

a fundamental challenge persists: the system’s virial

masses remain poorly constrained. Observed mass ratios

vary widely from ∼2:1 (Paraficz et al. 2016; Richard et al.

2021) to ∼100:1 (Barrena et al. 2002). This wide range

highlights the persistent tension between simulation-

based expectations and observational inferences. Hydro-

dynamical simulations that successfully reproduce the

observed mass distribution and gas dynamics, includ-

ing the bow shock, mostly require minor-merger initial

conditions with mass ratios of order 10:1 (e.g., Milosavl-

jević et al. 2007; Springel & Farrar 2007; Mastropietro

& Burkert 2008; Lage & Farrar 2014). In contrast, ob-

servational studies, particularly those employing strong

lensing (SL) analyses that do not rely on equilibrium

assumptions, consistently imply that the Bullet Cluster

is a major-merger system with a mass ratio of ∼2:1.

This tension fundamentally limits the utility of this

iconic merger system for dark matter studies based on

numerical simulations. For instance, Randall et al.

(2008) constrained the dark matter self-interaction

cross-section through numerical modeling of the Bul-

let Cluster, adopting initial halo masses varying from
∼1.4:1 to ∼1.9:11 mainly motivated by the SL results of

Bradač et al. (2006). Because such simulations depend

1 Estimated using their initial conditions listed in Table 1.
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sensitively on these assumed initial conditions, the per-

sistent uncertainty in the true mass ratio has limited

their constraining power.

The uncertainty arises from methodological limita-

tions inherent to each observational approach. Tech-

niques assuming dynamical or hydrostatic equilibrium

become unreliable for such a system undergoing a vio-

lent merger: Barrena et al. (2002) obtained an extremely

high mass ratio of ∼100:1 based on velocity dispersions.

In contrast, gravitational lensing determines the pro-

jected mass distribution without invoking dynamical

or hydrostatic equilibrium, although both strong- and

weak-lensing rely on modeling assumptions to infer a

spherically enclosed mass, and these assumptions intro-

duce systematic uncertainties when either technique is

used in isolation.

SL analyses provide high-accuracy and high-precision

mass constraints at small radii but rapidly lose con-

straining power beyond the Einstein radius, requiring

substantial extrapolation to estimate the virial mass.

Previous weak-lensing (WL) studies using ground-based

data with source densities of ∼5–15 arcmin−2 were un-

able to constrain the subcluster’s virial mass, obtain-

ing either projected masses for the subcluster (Clowe

et al. 2004) or only the total cluster virial mass through

Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW; Navarro et al. 1996) pro-

file fitting (Melchior et al. 2015). Although Clowe et al.

(2006) conducted a WL analysis using Hubble Space

Telescope (HST) data, they did not determine virial

masses. Furthermore, WL analysis of merging clusters

inherently suffers from model bias because it typically

assumes an analytic profile, such as the NFW. Lee et al.

(2023) demonstrate that, unless a strong prior on con-

centration is available, fitting NFW profiles to merging

clusters can introduce biases up to ∼60%, as the merger

significantly alters the halo properties from average ex-

pectations.

Also, accurately identifying the number of distinct

halos is critical for reliable mass estimation of merg-

ing clusters. Misidentifying substructures, for instance,

modeling only one halo when two truly exist, can intro-

duce substantial model bias and lead to misinterpreta-

tion of shear signals. Such biases propagate into derived

quantities such as virial masses, concentrations, etc. In

practice, detailed identification of substructures is of-

ten challenging with ground-based data, where limited

spatial resolution and source density hinder precise sep-

aration of overlapping halo components.

In this study, we revisit the Bullet Cluster to ad-

dress the long-standing uncertainty in its mass ratio and

merger configuration that has persisted for more than

two decades. Our analysis combines James Webb Space

Telescope (JWST) NIRCam and Dark Energy Camera

(DECam) imaging to overcome the limitations of previ-

ous lensing studies. The JWST data provide an unprece-

dented background source density of ∼400 arcmin−2,
∼4.5 times higher than that of HST, enabling the identi-

fication and determination of three distinct halos. The

wide-field DECam coverage constrains the virial scale

mass without extrapolation, while incorporating model-

independent SL constraints into the WL framework an-

chors the mass profile and mitigates model bias with the

SL mass serving as an effective proxy for concentration.

Through this integrated approach, we demonstrate that

the Bullet Cluster is a ∼10:1 minor merger, consistent

with the mass ratios required by hydrodynamical sim-

ulations to reproduce its observed properties, thereby

providing a unified picture of this archetypal merging

system.

The paper is organized as follows. In §2, we describe

our JWST and DECam observations and data reduc-

tion. §3 details our WL analysis methodology, including

point spread function (PSF) modeling, shape measure-

ment, source selection, and source redshift estimation.

§4 presents our mass reconstruction and estimation re-

sults, including our joint WL+SL analysis approach us-

ing SL-derived projected masses as boundary conditions

for three-halo NFW profile fitting. §5 presents an exten-

sive comparison with prior work and evaluates the ro-

bustness of our results through a series of systematic

tests. We conclude in §6. Throughout, we adopt a

flat ΛCDM cosmology with H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1,

ΩM = 0.3, and ΩΛ = 0.7. At the cluster redshift

(z = 0.296), the plate scale is 4.413 kpc arcsec−1, and

all observational images are oriented with north up and

east to the left.

2. OBSERVATIONS

2.1. JWST/NIRCam

The JWST NIRCam imaging data from program GO-

4598 (PI: M. Bradač) were used to perform a high-

fidelity lensing analysis of the Bullet Cluster’s cen-

tral region. The observations were obtained on 2025

January 20, covering ∼6′ × 2.5′ (∼1.6 Mpc × 0.7 Mpc

at z = 0.296). All eight filters (F090W, F115W,

F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, F410M, and F444W)

were used to identify strongly lensed multiple images,

whereas WL shape measurements were performed only

in F200W.

We employed the standard JWST calibration pipeline

(Bushouse et al. 2024) with the parameter reference file

map jwst 1241.pmap. We removed snowball artifacts

arising from cosmic rays and pink noise using the al-

gorithm described by Bagley et al. (2023). Addition-
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Figure 1. Wide-field view of the Bullet Cluster region. The background shows our DECam g+r+i color composite, covering
the 1◦×1◦ (∼16 Mpc×16 Mpc at z = 0.296) region centered on the target. The red dashed rectangle marks the JWST/NIRCam
F200W coverage (∼6′ × 2.5′). The green circle marks the total system’s virial radius (RTotal

200c = 2.27 Mpc; §4.2.4), while the blue
circle indicates the boundary of the DECam WL analysis region (7 Mpc radius) used for mass estimation.

ally, we applied the third version of the wisp artifact

templates to remove diffuse stray light features. For

the final mosaic image, the output pixel scale is set to

0.′′02 pixel−1 using a square kernel with pixfrac = 0.8.

In Cha et al. (2025), we presented a two-dimensional

projected mass distribution derived from both WL and

SL data within the JWST field. In the present work, we

focus on the WL constraints on the deprojected three-

dimensional virial masses of the substructures, combin-

ing the JWST lensing data with the wide-field DECam

observations described in the following subsection.

2.2. Blanco 4m/DECam

We use wide-field optical imaging data from the DE-

Cam on the Blanco 4 m telescope at Cerro Tololo Inter-

American Observatory. We combine Science Verification

(SV) observations with subsequent programs: 2012B-

0001, 2012B-0003, 2016A-0366, 2016A-0618, 2018A-

0386, 2019A-0305, and 2019B-0323. The retrieved DE-

Cam imaging data provide ∼3.1 deg2 of coverage, con-

straining the Bullet Cluster’s mass beyond the JWST

footprint (part of the entire DECam coverage shown in

Figure 1).
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The total exposure times are 6300, 1440, 2510, 2439,

1080, and 500 s for the u, g, r, i, z, and Y filters, respec-

tively. Although mosaics were constructed for all filters,

only g, r, and i were analyzed due to insufficient qual-

ity in the u, z, and Y bands. These three filters were

combined to create a detection image for SExtractor,

while the g− i color, which brackets the 4000 Å break at

z = 0.296, is used for source selection. Shape measure-

ments were performed exclusively on the i-band images,

which exhibit the best PSF model quality (§3.2).
Our initial attempt to process the DECam data us-

ing the LSST pipeline did not yield WL-quality images.

We therefore performed a custom reduction to elimi-

nate artifacts (e.g., scratch-like streaks, triangular cor-

ner patterns) and ensure WL-grade image fidelity. Our

reduction includes overscan subtraction and trimming,

flat-fielding, and correction for amplifier gain differences.

For flat-fielding, we created master sky flats using ∼1430

exposures from random sky positions observed within

one month of the Bullet Cluster observations.

We then performed astrometric calibration and ge-

ometric distortion correction using SCAMP (Bertin

2006) and SWarp (Bertin 2010) with the Two Mi-

cron All Sky Survey as the reference catalog. We set

POSITION MAXERR = 7′ to accommodate large pointing

offsets in some SV files. Cosmic rays, saturated pix-

els, bad pixels, bleeding trails, and CCD edge artifacts

(including tape marks) were masked before stacking ex-

posures using a clipped mean algorithm (Gruen et al.

2014). The resulting pixel scale is ∼0.′′26 pixel−1.

2.3. Source Detection and Photometry

We performed source detection using SExtractor

(Bertin & Arnouts 1996) in dual mode. For JWST, we

created a detection image by inverse-variance-weighted

averaging of eight NIRCam filters (F090W, F115W,

F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, F410M, and F444W).

For DECam, we combined g, r, and i filters. We set the

detection parameters to require at least 5 connected pix-

els above 2σ (1.5σ) for DECam (JWST).

However, JWST member galaxies, particularly bright-

est cluster galaxies (BCGs), require special treatment

due to their large angular extent relative to JWST’s

small pixel scale. Therefore, we applied an additional

SExtractor run with parameters optimized for mem-

ber galaxies, requiring at least 50 connected pixels

above 100σ and adjusting the background parameters to

prevent fragmentation. This supplementary detection

ensures proper identification and photometry of clus-

ter members while maintaining our primary catalog of

smaller background sources.

We measured colors using MAG ISO and total mag-

nitudes using MAG AUTO. For JWST photometric cali-

bration, we derived AB magnitude zeropoints from the

PHOTMJSR and PIXAR SR header keywords following stan-

dard JWST pipeline conventions. For DECam, we fol-

lowed the methodology of Finner et al. (2017), match-

ing instrumental magnitudes to the USNO-B1.0 catalog

(Monet et al. 2003). Since USNO-B1.0 provides only B

and R magnitudes, we first transformed these to SDSS

g and r magnitudes using the color transformations of

Jester et al. (2005) and then converted the results to the

DECam filter system following Abbott et al. (2018).

2.4. Spectroscopic Data

We compiled spectroscopic redshifts from Richard

et al. (2021), Puccetti et al. (2020), and Foëx et al.

(2017) to identify cluster members within 0.296± 0.014

(76, 035+3006
−3055 km s−1). After removing duplicates (pri-

oritizing sources in the order listed), we obtained 291

unique members: 23, 52, and 216 galaxies from these

catalogs, respectively. We matched this spectroscopic

catalog to our DECam and JWST catalogs using a 1.′′0

matching radius, yielding 277 members matched to DE-

Cam sources and 75 matched to JWST sources.

3. ANALYSIS

3.1. Basic WL Theory

We briefly review the basic WL formalism following

established treatments in the literature (e.g., Wright &

Brainerd 2000; Bartelmann & Schneider 2001; Schneider

2005; Hoekstra & Jain 2008; Hoekstra et al. 2013; Kil-

binger 2015; Mandelbaum 2018). The lensing Jacobian

matrix describes the transformation from the lens plane

to the source plane coordinates:

A(θ) =
∂β

∂θ
=

(
1− κ− γ1 −γ2

−γ2 1− κ+ γ1

)
, (1)

where β and θ are the angular positions in the source and

lens planes, respectively. The convergence κ is defined

as:

κ(θ) =
Σ(Dlθ)

Σcr
with Σcr =

c2

4πG

Ds

DlDls
, (2)

where Σ (Σcr) is the (critical) surface mass density. The

shear components are γ1 = (ψ,xx − ψ,yy)/2 and γ2 =

ψ,xy, where ψ,x(y) denotes the derivative of the lensing

deflection potential ψ with respect to x(y).

The angular diameter distances Dl, Ds, and Dls rep-

resent observer-to-lens, observer-to-source, and lens-to-

source distances, respectively. For sources at different

redshifts, the lensing efficiency β = Dls/Ds quantifies
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the strength of the lensing signal, with increasing values

for more distant sources.

The convergence κ causes isotropic magnification

while the shear γ produces anisotropic distortion. In the

WL regime (κ ≪ 1), the reduced shear g = γ/(1 − κ)

can be approximated as g ≈ γ. Since we measure

galaxy ellipticities ϵ rather than reduced shear directly,

we rely on the statistical relationship ⟨ϵ⟩ ≈ ⟨g⟩. This

approximation holds because the expectation value of

intrinsic ellipticities vanishes, ⟨e⟩ ≈ 0, when averaged

over a sufficiently large galaxy sample. Thus, with

⟨ϵ⟩ ≈ ⟨g⟩ ≈ ⟨γ⟩, we can reconstruct the convergence field

from the observed ellipticity using the Kaiser-Squires in-

version (Kaiser & Squires 1993):

κ(x) =
1

π

∫
R2

D∗(x− x′)γ(x′)d2x′, (3)

where the convolution kernel D at position (x1, x2) is:

D = − 1

(x1 − ix2)2
. (4)

Unless stated otherwise, we use FIATMAP (Fischer et al.

1997; Wittman et al. 2006) to generate the WL mass

map in this work. FIATMAP implements the Kaiser-

Squires inversion in real space.

3.2. PSF Modeling

WL measures mass through subtle distortions in the

ellipticities of background galaxies, making accurate re-

moval of systematic effects paramount. Among these

systematics, the PSF is the most significant source of

bias. PSF anisotropy introduces coherent shape align-

ments that can mimic gravitational shear, while even an

isotropic PSF suppresses the lensing signal by enlarging

galaxy images and reducing their observed ellipticities.

The quality of PSF correction directly sets the minimum
resolvable galaxy size and the achievable source density,

underscoring the central role of accurate PSF modeling

in WL analyses.

We employ the PSF modeling technique using Prin-

cipal Component Analysis (PCA) developed by Jee

et al. (2007). This method has been successfully ap-

plied to various instruments including KPNO/CTIO

Mosaic (Jee et al. 2013), Subaru/Suprime-Cam (Finner

et al. 2017), HST/WFC3 (Kim et al. 2019), DECam

(HyeongHan et al. 2020), Subaru/HSC (Finner et al.

2022), JWST/NIRCam (Finner et al. 2023a), and Mag-

ellan/Megacam (Ahn et al. 2024). We select “good”

stars (high signal-to-noise, isolated, unsaturated) across

the field, apply subpixel shifts to center each star pre-

cisely, then extract principal components from mean-

subtracted star stamps. We use 21 components empir-

ically, which typically represent over 90% of the data

variance while reducing noise. For detailed methodol-

ogy, see Jee et al. (2007).

For JWST, the stability of the PSF with respect to

both time and position allows direct modeling from the

mosaic image (Finner et al. 2023b). We identified 88

“good” stars across the JWST field and applied the

PCA method to create the PSF model. In contrast,

DECam requires individual CCD modeling due to spa-

tially varying atmospheric and optical effects. We per-

formed PCA analysis on each CCD separately and then

combined the results using the same weight-averaging

scheme adopted for building the mosaic image. Figure 2

illustrates that the resulting PSF models successfully

recover both the ellipticity and size of the observed stel-

lar profiles for both JWST and DECam. For DECam,

theD1,2 diagnostics (Rowe 2010) remain well controlled,

with amplitudes far below 10−5 across all angular scales

considered (left panel of Figure 3). The star–galaxy cor-

relation (right panel of Figure 3) is similarly suppressed,

reaching ≲ 10−6, comfortably within the requirements

for cluster WL analyses.

3.3. Shape Measurement

For JWST, we measure galaxy ellipticities by fitting

PSF-convolved elliptical Gaussian functions to individ-

ual galaxy cutouts in the F200W mosaic. The fits are

performed using MPFIT (Markwardt 2009). The model

consists of seven parameters: center position (x, y), vari-

ances (σ2
x, σ

2
y), position angle, background, and peak

value. We fix the center position and background from

SExtractor measurements and fit (σ2
x, σ

2
y), position an-

gle, and peak value. For DECam, we measure ellip-

ticities from the i-band data, which shows the lowest

residual systematics in PSF diagnostics among the three

filters. The χ2 minimization for shape measurement is

given by:

χ2 =
∑
pixels

(
Ii −Gi ⊗ Pi

σrms,i

)2

, (5)

where I, G, P , and σrms represent the observed cutout,

elliptical Gaussian model, PSF, and noise, respectively,

with subscript i denoting pixel index.

The elliptical Gaussian fitting procedure systemati-

cally underestimates galaxy ellipticities due to two well-

known effects: model bias, arising from the mismatch

between simple Gaussian profiles and the true galaxy

light distributions (Jee et al. 2014), and noise bias, which

results from the nonlinear propagation of pixel noise into

ellipticity estimates. To account for these effects, we ap-

ply multiplicative calibration factors of 1.11 and 1.07 to

the JWST e1 and e2 components, respectively (Finner

et al. 2023a). For DECam, we adopt a multiplicative
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Figure 2. PSF correction quality for JWST F200W (left) and DECam i-band (right). Blue points show observed stellar ellip-
ticities while red points show the ellipticity residuals after PSF correction (i.e., observed minus modeled ellipticity components).
Residuals centered at (0,0) with small scatter demonstrate accurate and precise PSF modeling. The lower-left inset in each
panel displays PSF size residuals.
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Figure 3. PSF model diagnostics for DECam i-band. Left : D1 and D2 statistics (Rowe 2010) showing auto-correlation of PSF
model residuals (D1; red circles) and cross-correlation between observed stellar ellipticities and residuals (D2; black crosses).
The D1 (D2) statistic remains below 10−6 (10−5) across all angular scales, demonstrating exceptional PSF modeling accuracy.
Right : Star-galaxy correlation functions following Jee et al. (2013), measuring the normalized correlation ξsys = ⟨e∗γ⟩2/⟨e∗e∗⟩
decomposed into tangential (ξtt; red circles) and cross (ξ××; black crosses) components. All correlation amplitudes remain
below 10−5; notably, ξtt and ξ×× fall below 10−6 once the separation exceeds 3′. These exceptionally low PSF-diagnostic levels
demonstrate that any PSF-induced systematics are negligible in comparison to the WL signal.
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Figure 4. Source selection for JWST (upper) and DECam
(lower) galaxies. Blue, red, and yellow points represent final
WL sources, photometric member candidates, and spectro-
scopic members, respectively. For JWST, background source
selection is based on photometric redshifts and a magnitude
cut (F200W > 22). For DECam, we determine the red se-
quence from a linear fit to the color-magnitude relation ob-
tained from spectroscopic members (§2.4), adopting a color
(g − r) width of ±0.1 mag. We selected sources fainter than
i > 21.5, ∼6 mag below the brightest cluster members. To
minimize potential contamination from faint red-sequence
galaxies, we excluded objects lying within ±0.1 mag of the
red-sequence color. Foreground contamination in this selec-
tion was estimated using control fields and incorporated into
the quantitative analysis of the shear signal (§3.4.2).

correction of 1.22 (HyeongHan et al. 2020). All cali-

bration factors were determined using the SFIT tech-

nique, which demonstrated superior performance in the

GREAT3 challenge (Mandelbaum et al. 2015).

3.4. Source Selection and Redshift Estimation

We employ different strategies for the JWST and DE-

Cam datasets due to the difference in the availability

of individual photometric redshifts. For sources in the

JWST field, we derive photometric redshifts using 13-

band photometry from JWST/NIRCam (8 filters) and

HST/ACS (5 filters). In contrast, the DECam data offer

only three optical bands (g, r, and i), which limits the

reliability of individual photometric redshift estimates.

We therefore adopt a red-sequence–based source selec-

tion followed by statistical redshift assignment using ex-

9

Figure 5. Spectroscopic and photometric redshift com-
parison for JWST sources and galaxy number density val-
idation for DECam. Top: Spectroscopic versus photomet-
ric redshifts for 103 JWST sources with spectroscopic data
compiled from Foëx et al. (2017), Puccetti et al. (2020),
and Richard et al. (2021) (§2.4). The solid line indicates
perfect agreement, while dashed lines mark 10% deviation.
Of the matched sources, 86 (83.5%) show photometric red-
shifts within 10% of spectroscopic values. The red vertical
dashed line indicates the Bullet Cluster redshift (z = 0.296).
Bottom: Galaxy number density comparison between the
sources in the Bullet Cluster field and DESY3GOLD con-
trol field as a function of magnitude for deriving lensing ef-
ficiency β. The excellent agreement between the two fields
at the bright end (≲ 22.3) indicates negligible member con-
tamination in our source selection, while offsets at fainter
magnitudes are due to differences in depth.

ternal control fields, for which high-fidelity photometric

redshift catalogs are available.

3.4.1. JWST Sources

For JWST sources, we derive individual photometric

redshifts from thirteen bands: eight JWST/NIRCam fil-

ters (F090W, F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W,

F410M, and F444W) combined with five HST/ACS fil-

ters (F435W, F606W, F775W, F814W, and F850LP).

We estimate photometric redshifts using EAzY (Bram-

mer et al. 2008) with the SFHz CORR templates. This

extensive multi-band coverage enables direct calculation

of lensing efficiencies for individual sources. Validating

against the spectroscopic sample (§2.4), we find 83.5%

(86 out of 103) of matched sources have photometric
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redshifts within 10% of spectroscopic values, defined as

|zspec − zphot|/(1 + zspec) < 0.10 (Figure 5, top panel).

We select background galaxies based on three criteria:

(1) photometric redshift uncertainties smaller than 25%,

(2) 1σ lower bounds (16th percentile) of the redshift

probability distribution exceeding 0.35 (i.e., z16 > 0.35

corresponding to zmin = 0.363), which conservatively en-

sures line-of-sight velocity differences at least six times

the velocity dispersion of typical massive merging clus-

ters (Golovich et al. 2019; Finner et al. 2025), and (3)

F200W magnitudes fainter than 22 to minimize cluster

member and foreground contamination.

We apply shape quality criteria based on Jee et al.

(2013): shape measurement error< 0.3, ellipticity< 0.9,

semi-minor axis > 0.4 pixels, and stable fitting conver-

gence (STATUS = 1 in MPFIT; see §3.3). After manual in-

spection to remove contaminants such as satellite trails,

blended sources, and diffraction spikes, the final JWST

WL catalog reaches a source density of 398.9 arcmin−2

(Figure 4). This exceptionally high density reflects the

telescope’s superior spatial resolution and depth.

3.4.2. DECam Sources

For DECam, we employ the red-sequence method uti-

lizing the 4000 Å break (redshifted to 5184 Å at z =

0.296), which falls between the g and i bands. We deter-

mine the red-sequence locus from a linear fit to the color-

magnitude distribution of spectroscopically confirmed

members (§2.4), adopting a color width of ±0.1 magni-

tudes from the best-fit line for galaxies brighter than 21

mag. Background sources are identified as galaxies bluer

or redder than the red sequence with magnitudes fainter

than 21.5 mag to minimize member contamination while

retaining sufficient source density. We impose the same

shape-quality requirement used for JWST source selec-

tion. The final DECam source density is 6.5 arcmin−2

(Figure 4).

For redshift assignment in the absence of individual

photometric redshift, we adopt a statistical approach

based on the Dark Energy Survey Year 3 GOLD catalog

(DESY3GOLD; Sevilla-Noarbe et al. 2021), restricted

to the GOODS-S footprint, which is widely used as a

control field in WL analyses. Because this field contains

no massive clusters, its galaxy population consists pri-

marily of field galaxies and therefore provides an appro-

priate reference redshift distribution for our background

sources.

We computed the DECam lensing efficiencies using

the redshift distribution from the control field. To ac-

count for differences in observational depth, we weight

the redshift distribution by the source’s number count

ratio between the Bullet Cluster and control field in

each magnitude bin (∆m = 0.25 mag; Figure 5, bottom

panel). The representative lensing efficiency for each bin

is:

β = ⟨max(0, Dls/Ds)⟩. (6)

Galaxies with redshifts below the cluster redshift are

assigned β = 0 because they are unlensed.

This process yields a lensing efficiency of ⟨β⟩ = 0.434

with effective source plane redshift zeff = 0.560. We cal-

culate ⟨β2⟩= 0.245 to account for the width of the source

redshift distribution and apply the first-order correction

(Seitz & Schneider 1997):

g′ =

[
1 +

(
⟨β2⟩
⟨β⟩2

− 1

)
κ

]
g, (7)

where g′ is the corrected reduced shear. This correction

prevents mass overestimation when representing a dis-

tributed source population with a single efficiency value.

The Bullet Cluster field exhibits galaxy number den-

sities remarkably consistent with the control field (Fig-

ure 5, bottom panel), demonstrating negligible mem-

ber contamination in our source catalog. This excellent

agreement validates our source selection criteria. The

systematically higher number densities observed in the

control field at fainter magnitudes (i ≳ 22.3) reflect its

greater depth.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Mass Reconstruction

4.1.1. JWST High-Resolution Mass Map

Our WL+SL mass reconstruction from

JWST/NIRCam, presented in Cha et al. (2025), pro-

vides the highest-resolution view of the Bullet Cluster’s

central mass distribution to date, combining 146 SL

constraints with a WL source density of ∼400 arcmin−2.

The resulting mass map yields a stable and well-resolved

determination of the inner convergence field, including

the locations and amplitudes of the two primary mass

peaks in the main cluster. In the present work, we adopt

this reconstruction to anchor the central region of our

wide-field WL analysis, thereby ensuring a consistent

mass normalization.

Figure 6 illustrates the anchored regions. These re-

gions are defined based on the three mass concentra-

tions identified in the Bullet Cluster system: two as-

sociated with the main cluster (labeled Main-NW and

Main-SE) and one associated with the subcluster (la-

beled Subcluster). Because the Cha et al. (2025) recon-

struction robustly constrains the convergence κ within

the SL regime (≲ 150 kpc from each peak), we define

three circular anchoring regions, as shown. The two

main-cluster regions overlap owing to their proximity.



Bullet Cluster Is a Minor Merger 9

Figure 6. WL+SL mass reconstruction of the Bullet Cluster from JWST/NIRCam data using the MARS algorithm (Cha &
Jee 2022). We reproduced the mass contours in Cha et al. (2025), ranging from κ = 0.15 to 1.35 in steps of 0.15. Green dashed
circles indicate the SL-anchored regions (150 kpc radii from the three BCGs) used as boundary conditions for WL fitting in the
current study. Source galaxies within these regions are excluded from the WL analysis.

The projected mass enclosed within the anchoring re-

gion in the main cluster is (1.37±0.12)×1014M⊙, while

the corresponding value for the subcluster is (5.79 ±
0.67)×1013M⊙. These mass estimates are used as fixed

constraints to anchor our wide-field WL fitting (§4.2).
We caution that a naive comparison of the projected

masses within the SL-anchored regions could mislead-
ingly suggest that the system is undergoing a ∼2:1 ma-

jor merger. Treating these localized projected masses as

direct proxies for the total halo masses would lead to an

incorrect characterization of the merger scenario.

4.1.2. DECam Wide-Field Mass Map

Figure 7 presents the wide-field mass reconstruction

over the same area shown in Figure 1. We identified

three high-significance regions in the DECam WL map.

The strongest signal (Region A) corresponds to the Bul-

let Cluster, with a peak significance of S/N ∼ 4. The

relatively low WL source density (6.5 arcmin−2) does

not resolve the substructures revealed in the JWST

result. Comparison with the MeerKAT radio data

(Knowles et al. 2022) shows that the eastern radio relic

lies approximately perpendicular to (and thus consis-

tent with) the hypothesized E-W merger axis (horizon-

tal arrow in panel A). We propose a secondary merger

axis (NW-SE arrow in panel A) connecting the two

substructures identified with JWST in the main-cluster

region (Figure 6). This secondary merger axis, tilted
∼50◦ with respect to the primary (E-W) merger axis,

is also roughly perpendicular to the radio relic candi-

date (Sikhosana et al. 2023) ∼2 Mpc northwest of the

Bullet Cluster. Based on the hypothesis that this is in-

deed a radio relic from this secondary merger, Lee et al.

(2025) estimated that the pericenter passage happened
∼1.1 Gyr ago.

A second mass overdensity (Region B), located

roughly ∼7.5 Mpc northwest of the Bullet Cluster, shows

good spatial coincidence with an overdensity of galaxies

whose colors are consistent with the Bullet Cluster red

sequence. This mass clump has not been reported in the

previous DECam WL study (Melchior et al. 2015). The

peak significance of this cluster candidate is S/N ∼ 3.

For the third WL overdensity (Region C), we could

not identify any galaxy overdensity. This feature could

represent a higher-redshift cluster whose galaxy popula-

tion is too faint for our current DECam data, or it may
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Figure 7. Wide-field mass reconstruction of the Bullet Cluster from DECam data, covering 1◦ × 1◦. Left: The background
grayscale represents the galaxy number density map derived from our red-sequence catalog (Figure 4). The red dashed rectangle
marks the JWST/NIRCam F200W coverage (∼6′×2.5′), while the blue circle indicates the boundary of the DECam WL analysis
region (7 Mpc radius) used for mass estimation. Yellow contours indicate the WL mass reconstruction, plotted as signal-to-noise
(S/N) levels from 3 to 4 in increments of 0.5. The S/N values are computed by dividing the mass map by the rms map obtained
from 1000 bootstrap realizations. We identified three regions (labeled as A, B, and C) where the S/N levels exceed 3σ and
displayed their zoom-in views in panels A-C, where the background is DECam g+r+i color image. (A) The Bullet Cluster
field enclosing the ∼4.5 Mpc × 4.5 Mpc region. The three pink stars indicate the positions of the BCGs associated with the
three mass peaks revealed in the JWST mass map. Intensities in green represent the radio emission from MeerKAT (Knowles
et al. 2022). The two arrows illustrate two hypothesized merger axes (see text). (B) Shear-selected cluster candidate detected
∼7.5 Mpc northwest of the Bullet Cluster. The field size is 1.5 Mpc × 1.5 Mpc. The contours, which coincide with the galaxy
overdensity, range from S/N = 2 to 3 in increments of 0.5 and are generated using a smoothing kernel that is 20% smaller than
the one adopted in the main panel. (C) The contours are drawn using the same scheme as in the Region B panel. No significant
galaxy overdensity is detected in the vicinity of these contours.

simply be due to chance alignment. We find no evidence

of elevated systematics in this region.

Aside from the Bullet Cluster itself and the two struc-

tures in Regions B and C near the field boundary, we

detect no additional significant WL features across the

DECam field. This supports modeling the system as

a composition of three halos when estimating the total

mass of the Bullet Cluster system.

4.2. Mass Estimation

4.2.1. Three-Halo Modeling Framework and WL+SL Mass
Estimation

The JWST reconstruction (Figure 6) reveals three dis-

tinct mass peaks: two associated with the main cluster

and one with the subcluster. Furthermore, the wide-field

DECam result shows no additional significant structures

within the r = 7 Mpc boundary, aside from two weak

overdensities near the field edge. These findings strongly

motivate modeling the Bullet Cluster’s WL signal using

three distinct halos.

We center each halo at the position of its correspond-

ing BCG, as JWST WL+SL mass peaks are well aligned

with the BCGs. Each halo is modeled with an NFW
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profile without imposing an M–c relation. Although

an M–c relation is often adopted in standard WL anal-

yses to reduce the intrinsic degeneracy between mass

and concentration, merging clusters are known to devi-

ate substantially from this relation (Finner et al. 2025).

Their dynamical disturbance can alter halo structures

enough to induce mass biases of up to ∼60% when an

M–c prior is enforced (Lee et al. 2023).

We employ Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sam-

pling using emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) with

100 walkers and 10,000 steps per walker, discarding the

initial 10% as burn-in. To verify chain convergence,

we performed additional tests with 1,000 walkers or

100,000 steps, yielding consistent posterior distributions

and confirming the robustness of our configuration. We

adopt uniform priors on mass (1013 < M200c/M⊙ <

1016) and concentration (1 < c200c < 20), where M200c

denotes the mass within a radius where the mean en-

closed density equals 200 times the critical density at

the cluster redshift. These settings are used consistently

throughout our analyses, including the systematic tests

in §5.2.
The WL log-likelihood is:

χ2 =

Ngal∑
i=1

2∑
j=1

(gmodel
i,j − ϵobsi,j )

2

σ2
s + σ2

m,i

, (8)

where gmodel
i,j represents the reduced shear’s j-th com-

ponent from the superposition of three NFW profiles

evaluated at galaxy i’s position, ϵobsi,j is the observed el-

lipticity, σs is the intrinsic shape noise, and σm,i is the

measurement uncertainty. We note that the WL data

are not binned; the model is fit directly to the shapes of

individual source galaxies.

As noted earlier, we perform a joint WL+SL analy-

sis by incorporating the projected masses constrained

by the JWST reconstruction from Cha et al. (2025) as

boundary conditions in our WL fitting. This approach

mitigates the model bias highlighted by Lee et al. (2023),

who showed that halo contraction during core passage in

merging clusters can substantially increase the inferred

concentration, leading to WL mass biases of up to ∼60%.

Lee et al. (2023) also suggested that such contraction-

induced biases can be significantly reduced when reliable

central-mass constraints, such as those provided by SL

measurements, are incorporated into the modeling.

To implement this scheme, we require our model not

only to fit the galaxy ellipticities but also to reproduce

the projected masses in the anchoring regions (Figure 6).

At each MCMC step, we compute the total projected

mass within these regions by summing the contributions

from the three NFW halos. We discard any proposed

MCMC sample whose projected masses are inconsistent

with the anchoring values: (1.37 ± 0.12) × 1014M⊙ for

the main cluster and (5.79 ± 0.67) × 1013M⊙ for the

subcluster.

Although the masses within the anchoring regions in

Cha et al. (2025) are primarily constrained by the SL

data, a small fraction of WL information from JWST

also contributes. To avoid double counting these con-

straints, we exclude JWST WL source galaxies inside

the anchoring regions from our composite WL catalog,

which combines JWST and DECam data.

4.2.2. Impact of Uncorrelated Large-Scale Structures

In addition to the Bullet Cluster itself, the wide-field

DECam WL signal inevitably contains contributions

from uncorrelated large-scale structure (LSS) along the

line-of-sight. These LSS fluctuations add coherent shear

patterns that can affect the inferred masses. Because

our mass constraints rely on fitting the full shear field

over a circular region of radius 7 Mpc, we need to in-

corporate the impact of LSS into our total error budget

rather than attributing all shear solely to the cluster

halos.

We quantify projection effects from LSS using kap-

paTNG mock WL maps (Osato et al. 2021), selecting

realizations at zs = 0.552 (closest to DECam’s effective

source redshift zs = 0.560). We generate 1000 mock

shear realizations at our DECam source galaxy positions

and add their reduced shear components directly to the

observed values. For each realization, we repeat our

complete mass estimation procedure. The LSS-induced

uncertainties are calculated as the standard deviation of

median values across all realizations.

4.2.3. Impact of Correlated Large-Scale Structures

We described in §4.2.2 how we estimated the addi-

tional mass uncertainties arising from uncorrelated LSS.

To evaluate the potential influence of correlated LSS

at the Bullet Cluster redshift, we tested the impact by

adding the two-halo term following the prescription of

Wu et al. (2019). This term accounts for the contri-

bution of surrounding large-scale structure to the outer

halo density profile and is commonly included in stacked

cluster-lensing analyses; here, we quantify its impact on

individual-cluster mass inferences.

Relative to our fiducial results (which do not include

this correction), the two main-cluster halo masses shift

lower by only ∼1–3%, while the subcluster mass in-

creases by ∼0.7%. The inferred mass ratios remain virtu-

ally unchanged, and all shifts lie comfortably within the

1σ uncertainties of the uncorrected posteriors. These

small deviations indicate that the correlated LSS contri-

bution is subdominant at the radii where our WL+SL
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Table 1. Model Configuration Notation

Symbol Description

2 Two-halo model

3 Three-halo model

M With M–c relation

c Without M–c relation

S with SL constraints (i.e., WL + SL)

L without SL constraints (i.e., WL only)
Description of our configuration notation in the format
(Number)(M–c)(SL). Three-halo models (3) place NFW halos at
each BCG position: Main-SE, Main-NW, and Sub. Two-halo
models (2) place halos at the midpoint between main BCGs and
at the subcluster BCG. SL constraints (S) require the WL NFW
models to match the SL-projected masses within SL-anchored
regions, accounting for overlapping contributions in the
main-cluster region. The M–c relation (M) follows Diemer &
Joyce (2019). We note the configuration for our fiducial model
shown in bold text.

constraints dominate. Because correlated LSS correc-

tions are typically derived and applied in stacked clus-

ter analyses, and because their sign and magnitude are

not reliably predictable for individual systems, we re-

port our fiducial results without incorporating this cor-

rection, while noting its minimal impact in the present

case.

4.2.4. Best-fit Results from the Fiducial Model

Here, we focus on the results from our fiducial model,

which employs three NFW halos without imposing an

M–c relation and incorporates the SL constraints. We

refer to this model as 3cS. Table 1 summarizes the la-

beling scheme for non-fiducial models explored in this

study.

Figure 8 shows the MCMC posterior distributions for

our fiducial 3cSmodel. All six parameters describing the

three NFW halos are well constrained. The correspond-

ing best-fit parameter values, including uncertainties

from LSS contributions, are summarized in Table 2. We

obtain masses ofMMain-SE
200c = (6.09+2.22

−1.79±0.15)×1014M⊙
and MMain-NW

200c = (4.74+1.78
−1.38 ± 0.04) × 1014M⊙ for the

two main-cluster components, andMSub
200c = (1.49+0.32

−0.25±
0.01) × 1014M⊙ for the subcluster. The result shows

that the two halos in the main cluster have compara-

ble masses whereas the subcluster’s mass is lower by a

factor of 3–4.

To derive the total mass in the main cluster, we con-

struct a three-dimensional density grid from the three

NFW halos in our best-fit model, assuming that differ-

ences in their line-of-sight positions are negligible. Start-

ing from the midpoint between the two main BCGs, we

perform spherical integration outward until the mean

enclosed density equals 200ρc. This calculation is per-

formed for every MCMC sample after burn-in. From

the resulting posterior distributions, we obtainMMain
200c =

15.11+2.48
−2.10 × 1014M⊙. The corresponding mass ratio

is MMain
200c /M

Sub
200c = 10.14+3.22

−2.47, which strongly favors a

minor-merger scenario.

In a similar manner, we derive the total mass of the

Bullet Cluster system by combining the contributions

from all three halos and adopting the midpoint between

the main-cluster and subcluster centers as the reference.

We obtain MTotal
200c = 17.99+2.56

−2.18 × 1014M⊙ with the cor-

responding virial radius RTotal
200c = 2.27± 0.10 Mpc.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Systematic Discrepancies in Previous Bullet

Cluster Mass Estimates

Figure 9 presents a comprehensive comparison of the

Bullet Cluster virial mass (M200c) measurements span-

ning more than two decades, revealing systematic dis-

crepancies between methodological approaches. Among

the three equilibrium-based methods (purple), only the

velocity-dispersion study reported individual component

masses, yielding an extreme mass ratio of ∼103:1. None

of the WL studies provided separate masses for the two

components of the Bullet Cluster. SL studies (green)

did not quote virial masses explicitly, but when their

published parametric models are extrapolated to large

radii, they consistently imply major-merger scenarios

with mass ratios of order ∼2:1.

The limitations of equilibrium-based methods are ex-

pected for such a violently merging system. Barrena

et al. (2002) obtained an implausibly high mass ratio

of 103:1 using velocity dispersions, a result that contra-

dicts both theoretical expectations and subsequent ob-

servational constraints. Although the X-ray analysis of

Markevitch (2006) clearly resolved the two components

in the gas distribution, the system’s extreme dynami-

cal state rendered hydrostatic mass estimates unreliable.

As a result, they provided only a total mass estimate for

the entire system. Similarly, the SZ-based mass estimate

from Hilton et al. (2021) does not resolve the individual

halos and provides only an integrated total mass.

Although SL provides model-independent constraints

without relying on equilibrium, it suffers from an equally

fundamental limitation for determining virial masses,

which depend on information (or assumptions) far be-

yond the SL-constrained core. As an illustration, using

the published dual Pseudo-Isothermal Elliptical profile

parameters from Paraficz et al. (2016) and Richard et al.

(2021), we derived the implied virial masses. They differ

nearly by a factor of two. This discrepancy arises en-

tirely from their choice of truncation radius, a parameter
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Figure 8. MCMC posterior distributions for our fiducial case (3cS; this notation from Table 1). All masses are in units
of 1014M⊙. The corner plot shows marginalized M200c and c200c parameters of all three components: Main-SE, Main-NW,
and Subcluster, with center positions fixed at respective BCGs during sampling. Contours represent 68% and 95% confidence
regions.

unconstrained by SL data alone. Paraficz et al. (2016)

adopted rcut = 4413 kpc (= 1000′′), while Richard et al.

(2021) used 1000 kpc. If we use the same rcut, the results

become nearly identical, demonstrating that these mea-

surements are dictated by arbitrary parameter choices

rather than observational constraints.

Previous WL studies faced different challenges.

Ground-based observations with source densities of only
∼5–15 arcmin−2 lacked the statistical power to constrain

the masses of the individual components. Clowe et al.

(2004) modeled the main cluster as a single halo rather

than two components, obtaining virial parameters only

for the main cluster while providing only a projected

mass for the subcluster. Melchior et al. (2015) fitted

a single NFW profile to the entire system, similarly un-

able to separate the subcluster’s contribution. The HST

analysis by Clowe et al. (2006) achieved higher resolu-

tion but focused on two-dimensional mass reconstruc-
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Table 2. Three-Halo NFW Profile Fitting Results

Config. Main-SE Main-NW Subcluster

M200c c200c M200c c200c M200c c200c

3cS 6.09+2.22
−1.79 ± 0.15 1.68+0.37

−0.29 ± 0.03 4.74+1.78
−1.38 ± 0.04 2.50+0.61

−0.45 ± 0.03 1.49+0.32
−0.25 ± 0.01 9.72+3.28

−2.22 ± 0.07

3cL 6.27+2.52
−1.96 ± 0.17 1.63+0.39

−0.30 ± 0.04 4.84+2.03
−1.48 ± 0.07 2.43+0.65

−0.47 ± 0.04 1.54+0.33
−0.26 ± 0.02 9.63+3.22

−2.17 ± 0.07

Results from MCMC analysis of three-halo NFW profile fitting without M–c relation. All masses are in units of 1014M⊙. Configuration
notation follows Table 1. The asymmetric errors represent 1σ marginalized uncertainties, while the ± term following each best-fit mass or
concentration is the additional LSS-induced uncertainty derived in §4.2.2. Our fiducial model 3cS is shown in bold.
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Figure 9. Compilation of Bullet Cluster virial mass (M200c) measurements spanning more than two decades. Measurement
methods are color-coded: equilibrium-based methods (purple: velocity dispersion, X-ray, SZ), WL (blue), SL (green), our joint
WL+SL analysis (red), and hydrodynamical simulation initial conditions (gray). Symbols denote mass components: diamonds
for total system, squares for main cluster, circles for subcluster. Error bars represent 68% confidence intervals where provided
in the original literature. Mass ratios (MMain

200c /MSub
200c) appear below each study. ‘N/A’ denotes cases where the result does not

constrain a mass ratio. Our joint analysis definitively establishes a minor-merger scenario (ratio ∼10:1), resolving the long-
standing tension with simulation requirements. †Hilton et al. (2021) reported M200m which we present without conversion to
M200c.

tion, without reporting virial mass estimates for the in-

dividual halos.

Hydrodynamical simulations of the Bullet Cluster

consistently adopt minor-merger initial conditions in or-

der to reproduce its observed morphology, shock prop-

erties, and dark matter–gas offsets. Milosavljević et al.

(2007) employed a 5.1:1 mass ratio in gas-dynamical

simulations and showed that such an encounter can gen-

erate the observed bow shock and the separation be-

tween the X-ray gas and dark matter peaks. Springel &

Farrar (2007) used a 10:1 mass ratio, demonstrating that

a substantially more massive main cluster is required

to reproduce the shock velocity (∼4700 km s−1), mass-

centroid offsets, and lensing features. Mastropietro &

Burkert (2008) adopted a 6.3:1 merger in high-resolution

N -body/SPH simulations, finding good agreement with

the displaced gas morphology and projected mass peaks.

Lage & Farrar (2014) modeled the system with a 7.4:1

mass ratio in simulations that included triaxial halos

and additional baryonic physics, likewise reproducing

the observed shock structure and subcluster displace-

ment. Collectively, these studies indicate that match-

ing the Bullet Cluster’s key observational signatures re-

quires a merger in which the main cluster is at least
∼5–10 times more massive than the subcluster, firmly

supporting a minor-merger scenario.

5.2. Robustness Tests with Alternative Configurations

and Datasets

5.2.1. Impact of Imposing an M–c Relation

To assess whether the M–c relation is supported by

the data, we first compare the fiducial model (3cS) with

the configuration in which the Diemer & Joyce (2019)

M–c relation is imposed (3MS), using the Bayes factor

(Table 3). Employing bridge sampling to estimate the

marginal likelihoods (Gronau et al. 2017), we obtain

ln(BF(3cS)(3MS)) = 15.86, which constitutes decisive ev-

idence in favor of the free-concentration (fiducial) model.
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Table 3. Mass Ratios and Model Comparison with Bayes Factors

Config. MMain
200c MSub

200c Ratio ln(BFcM ) Config. MMain
200c MSub

200c Ratio ln(BF32)

3cS 15.11+2.48
−2.10 1.49+0.32

−0.25 10.14+3.22
−2.47 15.86

3cL 15.68+2.91
−2.46 1.54+0.33

−0.26 10.21+3.30
−2.57 38.30

3MS 7.36+0.67
−0.52 3.79+0.29

−0.29 1.95+0.26
−0.21 2cL 19.18+3.27

−2.78 1.50+0.32
−0.26 12.77+4.00

−3.11

Mass ratios and Bayes factors for different model configurations. All masses are in units of 1014M⊙. Configuration notation follows
Table 1. MMain

200c is measured at the midpoint between the two main BCGs. MSub
200c corresponds to the subcluster component. The ratio

column reports MMain
200c /MSub

200c. 3MS imposes the Diemer & Joyce (2019) M–c relation. The two-halo model 2cS with SL constraints failed
to converge because it cannot reproduce the observed SL-projected masses. The Bayes factors ln(BFcM ) and ln(BF32) represent
ln(BF(3cS)(3MS)) and ln(BF(3cL)(2cL)), respectively, where both 3MS and 2cL are strongly disfavored (log Bayes factor > 15) compared to
their corresponding reference configurations.

27

Figure 10. Tangential shear profile comparison for three-halo and two-halo NFW models. The three panels show measurements
centered on Main-SE, Main-NW, and Sub BCGs, respectively, with tangential shear ⟨g+⟩ (upper panels) and cross shear ⟨g×⟩
(lower panels). Black points and crosses with error bars represent observed shear measurements binned into 30 logarithmic
radial annuli. Red lines show the 3cL configuration, while green lines show the 2cL configuration. Vertical dashed line indicates
the virial radius of the reference halo. The overwhelming Bayes factor of ln(BF(3cL)(2cL)) = 38.30 provides decisive evidence for
the three-halo model over the two-halo model, though both match the observed tangential shear profiles reasonably well.
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For robustness, we also compute the Bayes factor using

three additional estimators: the harmonic mean (New-

ton & Raftery 2018), stabilized harmonic mean (Robert

& Wraith 2009), and posterior mean (Gelfand & Dey

1994), which yield lnBF = 16.33, 15.60, and 15.57, re-

spectively. The consistency across all four methods con-

firms that the data strongly disfavor enforcing an M–c

relation for this system, consistent with the findings of

Finner et al. (2025) for highly disturbed clusters.

Given this statistical preference, it is instructive to

examine how the imposed M–c relation affects the pa-

rameter inference. Enforcing the relation drives the

main-cluster concentration from c200c ∼ 2.0 to 3.8,

which reduces its mass from 15.11+2.48
−2.10 × 1014M⊙ to

7.36+0.67
−0.52 × 1014M⊙. Conversely, the subcluster con-

centration is forced downward from c200c ∼ 9.7 to

3.8, increasing its mass from 1.49+0.32
−0.25 × 1014M⊙ to

3.79+0.29
−0.29 × 1014M⊙. These shifts change the inferred

mass ratio from ∼10:1 to ∼2:1, implying a major-merger

scenario that contradicts both our fiducial results and

the requirements of hydrodynamical simulations.

5.2.2. Limitations of the Two-Halo Model

To evaluate whether the main cluster can be repre-

sented as a single halo, we compare the two-halo con-

figuration with the three-halo model. We find that the

2cS configuration fails to produce a physically viable

solution: a two-halo description cannot simultaneously

reproduce the projected masses in the SL-anchoring re-

gions and the wide-field WL shear measurements. As

a result, the 2cS model is ruled out at the level of pa-

rameter feasibility, and the 3cS model is unambiguously

preferred in this comparison.

Next, we compare the 3cL and 2cL configurations to

test whether WL data alone can discriminate between

the three-halo and two-halo models. Bridge sampling

yields ln(BF(3cL)(2cL)) = 38.30, providing decisive ev-

idence against the two-halo configuration. This strong

model preference is enabled by the exceptional quality of

the JWSTWL data in the central region, which captures

the distinct contributions of the two main-cluster halos.

When we repeat the experiment using HST WL mea-

surements in place of JWST, the discriminating power

disappears, indicating that such model separation re-

quires the depth and source density uniquely provided

by JWST (§5.2.4).
Interestingly, we find that the tangential shears pre-

dicted from the 3cS, 3cL, and 2cL models all match

the observed measurements remarkably well. Figure 10

presents the observed tangential shear profiles centered

on the Main-SE (top), Main-NW (middle), and Subclus-

ter (bottom) BCGs, together with the predictions from

the 3cL and 2cL models. For clarity, we omit the pre-

diction from the 3cS (fiducial) model, as it is virtually

indistinguishable from the 3cL result. This agreement

shows that the tangential shear alone does not provide

sufficient discriminatory power to distinguish between

the two- and three-halo models, as the detailed sub-

structure information is largely washed out by azimuthal

averaging.

5.2.3. Testing Alternative Density Profiles: Einasto and
Truncated NFW

To evaluate whether alternative halo profiles offer any

improvement over our fiducial NFW model, we test two

widely used density parametrizations: the Einasto pro-

file (Einasto 1965) and the truncated NFW (TNFW;

Oguri & Hamana 2011) profile. Both models introduce

additional flexibility beyond the standard NFW form:

Einasto through a variable logarithmic slope and TNFW

through an outer truncation radius. Given the complex

dynamical state of the Bullet Cluster, it is important

to assess whether these alternative descriptions provide

a better fit to the WL+SL data or whether their ad-

ditional freedom leads to parameter degeneracies and

poorer physical performance.

The Einasto profile with the shape parameter fixed at

α = 0.18, the canonical value predicted for dark matter

halos in ΛCDM (Eckert et al. 2022), yields mass esti-

mates that are broadly consistent with our fiducial NFW

results: a main-cluster mass of 15.00+2.25
−2.04 × 1014M⊙,

a subcluster mass of 1.50+0.33
−0.27 × 1014M⊙, and a mass

ratio of 10.01+3.19
−2.48. However, the concentration of the

Main-SE component reaches the lower prior boundary

(c200c = 1), indicating that the fixed-α Einasto profile

does not provide a better fit to the data than the stan-

dard NFW model.

Bridge sampling comparing our fiducial 3cS NFW

model with the 3cS Einasto profile yields ln(BF) = 2.46,

with three additional estimators giving values in the

range 2.58–2.82, indicating moderate evidence in favor

of the simpler NFW model. When α is allowed to vary

freely, the chains fail to converge, suggesting that the

added shape flexibility of the Einasto profile introduces

non-negligible parameter degeneracies that cannot be

constrained by the current WL+SL data in this dynam-

ically complex merging system.

The TNFW profile, with truncation radius rt set by

the prescription of Oguri & Hamana (2011), yields mass

estimates that are also broadly consistent with our fidu-

cial NFW results: a main-cluster mass of 15.35+3.74
−3.01 ×

1014M⊙, a subcluster mass of 1.45+0.43
−0.29×1014M⊙, and a

mass ratio of 9.88+4.17
−3.18. As in the Einasto case, the con-

centration of the Main-SE component again approaches

the lower prior boundary, indicating that the imposed
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truncation does not provide an improved description of

the data. Bridge sampling comparing the 3cS NFW

and 3cS TNFW models yields ln(BF) = 13.28, with the

three additional estimators spanning 3.75–17.78. The

harmonic-mean value of 3.75 is known to be unstable,

while the two robust estimators give consistent values of

17.77–17.78, providing decisive evidence in favor of the

standard NFW profile over the truncated version.

This strong preference, much more pronounced than

in the Einasto case, likely reflects the fact that the

adopted truncation prescription may misrepresent the

extreme dynamical state of the Bullet Cluster. Whereas

the Einasto profile modifies only the density slope, the

TNFW model introduces a steep decline in the den-

sity profile beyond the truncation radius rt; however,

Walker et al. (2025) show that high accretion rates in

rapidly merging systems lead to much smaller rt values

than those predicted by population-averaged prescrip-

tions, making the standard truncation formula unsuit-

able. As with the Einasto profile, allowing rt to vary

freely results in non-convergent chains, confirming that

additional profile flexibility without informative priors

cannot improve the fit for this highly disturbed system.

5.2.4. Limitations of HST WL for Three-Halo Modeling

We tested whether HST WL data, when combined

with DECam, can also support three-halo modeling by

performing a dedicated HST+DECam analysis. We re-

trieved the Advanced Camera for Surveys (ACS) images

from the STScI archive. WL analysis was performed

with the F606W filter. We constructed an extensive PSF

library from 342 stellar-field exposures taken over nearly

two decades (2002-04-17 to 2021-07-20). For each Bul-

let Cluster exposure, we selected the optimal PSF tem-

plate, modeled the PSF on the individual frames, and

stacked these to generate a final mosaic PSF model. We

based our source selection on the F606W-F814W and

F606W-F850LP colors. The resulting WL source den-

sity is 87.8 arcmin−2. Readers are referred to our previ-

ous papers (e.g., Jee et al. 2006; Jee & Tyson 2009; Kim

et al. 2021) for further details on our ACS WL pipeline.

Figure 11 (left) shows the HST WL mass reconstruction

produced with FIATMAP, with JWST WL S/N contours

overlaid for direct comparison.

This comparatively low source density limits the con-

straining power of HST WL and prevents stable three-

halo modeling. As shown in the right panel of Fig-

ure 11, the HST+DECam three-halo fits exhibit strong

parameter degeneracies, yielding broad and weakly

constrained posteriors even when SL anchoring and

wide-field DECam coverage are included. The result-

ing HST+DECam 3cS masses MMain
200c = 10.03+3.18

−2.59 ×

1014M⊙ and MSub
200c = 1.77+1.22

−0.57 × 1014M⊙ imply a

mass ratio of 5.58+4.19
−2.70 and a total system mass of

13.66+3.42
−2.87 × 1014M⊙, all substantially offset from our

fiducial JWST+DECam results.

These large discrepancies demonstrate that, while

HST provides high-quality WL data for many cluster

studies, its effective source density in this field is insuf-

ficient to resolve the distinct components of the Bullet

Cluster. JWST WL measurements are therefore essen-

tial for robust three-halo modeling.

5.2.5. Need for Wide-Field DECam Coverage

Although JWST provides an extraordinary source

density of ∼400 arcmin−2, mass estimation without DE-

CamWL coverage leads to a non-negligible overestimate

due to forced extrapolation beyond the JWST field. In

the JWST-only 3cS configuration, the inferred total sys-

tem’s mass increases by ∼21% relative to the fiducial

JWST+DECam result, while the 3cL configuration pro-

duces an even larger bias of ∼35%.

The posterior distributions also show signs of insta-

bility: Main-SE’s concentration parameter collapses to-

ward the lower prior boundary at c200c = 1 (Figure 12),

and Main-NW exhibits similar, though weaker, bound-

ary behavior. Incorporating SL constraints (JWST-only

3cS) alleviates these effects, stabilizing Main-NW and

partially stabilizing Main-SE, while reducing the total

system’s mass overestimate from 35% to 21%. This

demonstrates that SL provides valuable central normal-

ization but cannot by itself compensate for the absence

of wide-field WL information. In contrast, the subclus-

ter’s high concentration and low mass place its shear

signal mostly within the JWST field, allowing its mass

and concentration to remain consistent with fiducial val-

ues.

5.2.6. Impact of Including SL Constraints

We compare our fiducial joint WL+SL model (3cS)

with the WL-only configuration (3cL) in Table 2. The

two sets of results are statistically consistent, although

as expected, the inclusion of SL anchoring in 3cS reduces

the width of the posterior distributions. This implies

that the projected masses within the anchoring regions

are in good agreement with the 3cL WL model extrap-

olated inward.

At face value, the close agreement between the two

models may appear at odds with the general conclu-

sion of Lee et al. (2023), who showed that WL-only

mass inference in merging clusters can suffer from sub-

stantial model bias. However, their simulations demon-

strate that the magnitude of this bias strongly depends

on merger mass ratio: it is largest for major mergers and
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HST + DECam (3cS)

Figure 11. Limitations of HST WL. Left : HST-only mass reconstruction using FIATMAP with S/N contours (purple, levels
from 3 to 7 in steps of 1), achieving peak S/N of 7.90 (main cluster) and 4.63 (subcluster). JWST WL S/N contours are
overlaid in yellow (levels from 3 to 17 in steps of 3.5), achieving peak values of 17.05 (main cluster) and 17.31 (subcluster).
Shape measurements are performed with the F606W filter, and source selection yields a density of 87.8 arcmin−2 using the
F606W+F814W (green dashed region) and F606W+F850LP (blue dashed region) filter pairs. The orange rectangle marks the
JWST coverage. Chandra X-ray emission (red) is overlaid onto HST-color image. Right : Same as in Figure 8 except that the
analysis used the HST+DECam WL data. Although the HST analysis produces a mass map similar to JWST’s, it cannot
robustly constrain three-halo models.

JWST-only (3cS) JWST-only (3cL)

Figure 12. Same as Figure 8 except that the results are for JWST-only 3cS and 3cL configurations.
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gradually decreases as the system approaches the minor-

merger regime. For a ∼10:1 merger, Lee et al. (2023)

predict biases of ∼20%, substantially smaller than those

for major-merger configurations. Given the statistical

uncertainties in our measurements, the level of agree-

ment between 3cS and 3cL is therefore expected rather

than surprising. If the Bullet Cluster had been a major

merger, the difference between the 3cS and 3cL results

would likely have been substantial.

6. CONCLUSION

We have presented the first robust virial mass de-

termination of the Bullet Cluster derived from a joint

weak- and strong-lensing analysis that combines high-

resolution JWST/NIRCam data with wide-field DE-

Cam imaging. This integrated approach resolves long-

standing uncertainties in the system’s individual masses,

mass ratio, and merger configuration that have persisted

for more than two decades.

Our analysis yields M200c = 15.11+2.48
−2.10 × 1014M⊙ for

the main cluster and 1.49+0.32
−0.25×1014M⊙ for the subclus-

ter, corresponding to a mass ratio of 10.14+3.22
−2.47. This

result provides the first observational confirmation that

the Bullet Cluster is a ∼10:1 minor merger, fully consis-

tent with the mass ratios required by hydrodynamical

simulations to reproduce its shock properties, gas–dark

matter offsets, and overall morphology. The mass ratio

remains stable across a wide range of systematic tests.

Three factors enable this improved precision.

(1) JWST’s exceptional background source density

(∼400 arcmin−2) resolves three distinct halos in the

cluster core, allowing independent characterization of

the two main-cluster components and the subcluster.

(2) DECam provides shear constraints to radii ∼3RTotal
200c ,

eliminating the need for extrapolation that dominated

the uncertainty budget in earlier SL-only studies. (3)

Model-independent projected masses from JWST strong

lensing serve as anchoring conditions for NFW profile

fitting, reducing the mass–concentration degeneracy and

mitigating model biases intrinsic to merging systems.

Beyond resolving the virial mass ratio, our three-

halo reconstruction reveals that the main cluster is it-

self bimodal: two comparable-mass halos (ratio ∼1.3:1)

with low concentrations and a projected separation of

170 kpc. The axis connecting them is tilted by ∼50◦

relative to the bullet’s primary E-W collision axis, sug-

gesting that the main cluster experienced a prior merger.

This three-body configuration supersedes the simplified

two-halo initial conditions commonly adopted in Bullet

Cluster simulations and provides a more realistic frame-

work for future hydrodynamical modeling.

The methodology developed here, leveraging space-

based resolution, wide-field coverage, and WL+SL an-

choring, establishes a general pathway for accurate mass

calibration of dynamically complex clusters. As Eu-

clid and the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope de-

liver deep, wide-area imaging for thousands of clusters,

similar analyses will enable substantially improved con-

straints on cluster mass functions, scaling relations, and

ultimately the properties of dark matter and dark en-

ergy.
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