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ABSTRACT

Compact groups (CGs) of galaxies appear to be the densest galaxy systems containing a few lumi-

nous galaxies in close proximity to each other, which have a typical size of a few tens kiloparsec in

observation. On the other hand, in the modern hierarchical structure formation paradigm, galaxies are

assembled and grouped in dark matter halos, which have a typical size of a few hundreds of kilopar-

sec. Few studies have explored the physical connection between the observation-based CGs and halo

model-based galaxy groups to date. In this study, by matching the largest local CG catalog of Zheng &

Shen (2020) to the halo-based group catalog of Yang et al. (2007), we find that the CGs are physically

heterogeneous systems and can be mainly separated into two categories, the isolated systems and those

embedded in rich groups or clusters. By examining the dynamical features of CGs, we find that the

isolated CGs have systematically lower dynamical masses than that of noncompact ones at the same

group luminosity, indicating a more evolved stage of isolated CGs. On the other hand, the embedded

CGs are mixtures of chance alignments in poor clusters and recent infalling groups (substructures) of

rich clusters.

Keywords: Galaxy Groups (597); Hickson Compact Groups (729);

1. INTRODUCTION

According to the hierarchical diagram, over half of

the galaxies are clustered into the group systems via

gravitational instability. Tidal interaction (Toomre &

Toomre 1972; Barnes & Hernquist 1992), ram pressures

(Gunn & Gott 1972), and galaxy harassment (Farouki

& Shapiro 1981; Moore et al. 1996) are expected to be

more frequently happen in these bound systems. Group

systems of galaxies are therefore widely used to study

the environmental dependence of galaxy evolution (e.g.,

Dressler 1980, Butcher & Oemler 1984, Goto et al. 2003,

Coenda et al. 2012, Alpaslan et al. 2015, Cluver et al.

2020).
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Among various of the group systems, compact groups

of galaxies (hereafter CGs) are special cases that typi-

cally contain a few luminous galaxies in close proximity

to each other. Unlike the massive systems whose higher

velocity dispersion favor more rapid fly-byes, the rela-

tively low velocity dispersion (∼ 250 km s−1, Hickson et

al. 1992) of CGs make the occurrence of tidal interac-

tions and mergers to be more frequent (e.g., Mendes de

Oliveira & Hickson 1994, Ostriker et al. 1995).

Historically, Hickson (1982) identified 100 CGs from

the Palomar Observatory Sky Survey, introducing a set

of photometric-based criteria: (1) richness, (2) isolation,

(3) compactness. With the follow-up spectroscopic sur-

veys, redshift information has also been absorbed as a

criterion (e.g., Hickson et al. 1992; Dı́az-Giménez et al.

2012; Sohn et al. 2015) and optimized for CG selection

(Dı́az-Giménez et al. 2018; Zheng & Shen 2020). In

Zheng & Shen (2020, hereafter Paper I), we have identi-
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fied a large spectroscopically confirmed CG sample via

the modified Hickson criteria:

1. Richness: 3 ≤ N(14.00 ≤ r ≤ 17.77) ≤ 10

2. Isolation: θn ≥ 3 θG
3. Compactness: µ ≤ 26.0 mag arcsec−2

4. Velocity Difference: |V − Vmed| ≤ 1000 km s−1

where N is the number of members with galactic-

extinction-corrected r-band Petrosian magnitude

14.00 ≤ r ≤ 17.77, µ is the r-band effective surface

brightness (compactness) averaged over the smallest en-

closing circle with angular radius θG, θn is the angular

radius of the largest concentric circle that contains no

external galaxies, V is the recessional velocity of each

member, and Vmed is their median.

Among the above Hickson criteria, the compactness

(µ ≤ 26.0) criterion ensures the typical separation of CG

members within a few tens of kiloparsecs and the size

of CGs (θG) typically being less than 100 kpc. How-

ever, in ΛCDM cosmology, the virial radii of the host

dark matter halos of galaxy groups are much more ex-

tended. For example, at redshift z ∼ 0, a group of galax-

ies with halo mass Mh ∼ 1013M� has a virial radius out

to Rv ∼ 500 kpc. The very much larger Rv compared

to θG implies that CGs might be identified or embedded

in larger groups as subsystems. Indeed, previous studies

(e.g., Rood & Struble 1994; Palumbo et al. 1995; Barton

et al. 1998; Andernach & Coziol 2005; de Carvalho et al.

2005; Mendel et al. 2011; Dı́az-Giménez & Zandivarez

2015) found a fair proportion of CGs (∼ 20% − 95%)

are coincident within substructures of larger systems.

As a result, the physical nature and the boundness

of CGs have been debated for several decades. Both

theoretical models (e.g., Mamon 1986; Tovmassian et

al. 2006) and simulation studies (e.g., Hernquist et al.

1995; Dı́az-Giménez & Mamon 2010; Dı́az-Giménez et

al. 2020; Hartsuiker & Ploeckinger 2020) have suggested

that CGs are a mixture of virialized groups, chance

alignments in filaments, and collapsing groups as bound

substructures within clusters. An alternative scenario

has also been proposed that the large groups are the

birthplace of the embedded CGs (Diaferio et al. 1994;

Ramella et al. 1994; Andernach & Coziol 2005). How-

ever, the studies on dynamic links between the observa-

tionally identified CGs and the dynamical systems de-

fined in larger scales (e.g., normal groups or clusters)

are still limited (Barton et al. 1998; Mamon 2008; Dı́az-

Giménez & Zandivarez 2015).

Many samples of galaxy groups based on halo mod-

els have been established by various redshift surveys:

e.g., Yang et al. (2005) from the 2dFGRS; Weinmann et

al. (2006), Yang et al. (2007, 2012), Muñoz-Cuartas &

Müller (2012), and Rodriguez & Merchán (2020) from

the SDSS; Lu et al. (2016) from the 2MRS; Lim et al.

(2017) from the 2MRS, 2dFGRS, 6dFGRS, and SDSS.

Meanwhile, different CG catalogs also have been con-

structed (e.g., Barton et al. 1996; Lee et al. 2004; Mc-

Connachie et al. 2009; Dı́az-Giménez et al. 2012; Sohn

et al. 2016; Dı́az-Giménez et al. 2018). The completely

different selection philosophy between the halo-based

galaxy groups and Hickson-like CGs make the study

of the connection between the two categories be quite

complex. For gravitationally bound systems, the ve-

locity dispersion of their members is a good indicator

of their dynamical mass. However, because traditional

Hickson-like CGs are selected from photometric-only cri-

teria, their dynamical properties have not been carefully

addressed yet.

In this study, we take advantage of the large spec-

troscopically selected CG samples in Paper I and aim to

further probe their dynamical status through the line-of-

sight (LOS) velocity dispersion. We expect to use veloc-

ity dispersion as a dynamical indicator to further clarify

the physical connections between the Hickson-like CGs

and halo-based group systems. The layout of this paper

is organized as follows. In section 2, we briefly describe

the CG samples and investigate their connection to the

halo-based groups defined by Yang et al. (2007). We

further divide the CG sample into different categories

based on their different correlations with the halo-based

groups. We then present a detailed dynamical analysis

of the different categories of CGs and give relevant dis-

cussions in section 3. Finally, we summarize our results

in section 4.

Throughout this paper, we assume the flat WMAP7

cosmology with parameters H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 and

Ωm = 0.27 (Komatsu et al. 2011).

2. SAMPLES AND DATA

2.1. Compact Group Sample

In Paper I, CGs were derived from the latest version

of New York University Value-Added Galaxy Catalog

(VAGC, Blanton et al. 2005) which is based on the SDSS

legacy survey with a set of improved reduction. The

redshift incompleteness due to fiber collision has been

reduced by SDSS-DR14 (Abolfathi et al. 2018), GAMA-

DR2 (Liske et al. 2015), and LAMOST-DR7 (Luo et al.

2015). As presented in Paper I, we selected CGs in red-

shift slices to reduce the bias against nearby groups and

derived 6144 conservative CGs (hereafter cCGs) con-

taining 19,465 galaxies with complete redshifts. Also, as

mentioned in Appendix A of Paper I, 74 cCGs have an

association with bright galaxies (r < 14.00 mag). When

we join these bright galaxies into the 74 cCGs, 26 of



Compact Groups of Galaxies in SDSS & LAMOST. II. 3

them are still identified as cCGs but their richness and

L19.5 (see Section 2.4) would be updated, while the other

48 violate the CG criteria and thus would be removed

from the CG sample used in this paper. In addition,

we further remove 16 CGs after a careful inspection of

the spectroscopic data of all group members, where the

spectroscopic redshifts of a few member galaxies have

been incorrectly reused during the CG construction and

therefore could potentially bias the velocity dispersion

finally measured. This results in a sample of 6080 cCGs

with 19,273 member galaxies.

2.2. Halo-based Group Sample: Y07 group catalog

In this paper, we adopt the galaxy group catalog con-

structed by Yang et al. (2007, 2012, hereafter Y07),

which is also based on the VAGC of SDSS-DR7. Y07 has

applied a halo-based group finder to assign each galaxy

in the SDSS-DR7 Main Galaxy Sample (MGS) within

the redshift range 0.01 < z < 0.20 to a unique group.

In Y07, three versions of the group catalog have been

constructed based on different redshift sources. In this

work, we use sample III of Y07 group catalog, where a

small fraction of SDSS MGS (∼ 37, 000) without spec-

troscopic redshifts have been assigned with the redshifts

of their nearest neighbors. Therefore, the sample III of

Y07 group catalog has a 100% completeness of mem-

ber galaxies, while also containing contamination from

background or foreground galaxies.

Because a significant amount of SDSS MGS (∼
13, 000) have achieved new spectroscopic redshifts from

several latest surveys (Shen et al. 2016; Feng et al.

2019), we use them to update the sample III of Y07

group catalog. Among these galaxies with new spectro-

scopic redshifts, ∼ 8500 have concordant redshifts with

their nearest neighbors, thus these groups remain un-

changed. For the remaining ∼ 4500 galaxies with newly

measured spectroscopic redshifts, we simply disentangle

them from their initial groups (mostly N = 2) and up-

date their group luminosity L19.5 accordingly (see Sec-

tion 2.4). For the other groups that still have members

with assigned redshifts, we keep them unchanged. As

we will show in the next section, these assigned redshifts

have negligible effects on our study.

2.3. CG Categories: match with Y07 groups

We cross-match the members in cCGs with the up-

dated sample III group catalog shown above. Most of

the galaxies (∼ 94%) in cCGs have their group identity

in Y07, while the remaining ∼ 6% galaxies have no cor-

responding Y07 groups due to one of the two following

reasons:

Table 1. The classification of CG subsamples

CG Subsamples Sample Size

Isolated CGs 1667

Predominant CGs 1570

Embedded CGs: 1370

Single Embedded Group 901

Multiple Embedded Groups 469

Split CGs 1282

Unmatched CGs 191

Overall 6080

1. The sky coverage of the galaxy catalog we used is

slightly larger than that of Y07, because Y07 has

discarded the galaxies located near the survey edge

or in very low completeness regions. This results

in 118 cCGs have no counterparts in Y07.

2. In Y07, the faint-end magnitude cuts vary with

position, ranging from 17.62 to 17.72 in extinction-

corrected Petrosian magnitude, which are the re-

sults of different versions of target selection of

the MGS for spectroscopic observation through

the period covered by the Early Data Release

(Stoughton et al. 2002), while we adopt the lat-

est version of a fixed value rf = 17.77 mag for

CG selection. This operation results in the up-

dating of ∼ 470 Y07 groups. We have tested that

almost all of the extra members indeed belong to

the same Y07 groups according to the Y07 group

finder. However, there are also 73 cCGs with at

least 2 members without a match in Y07 groups.

For safety, we discard them from further investi-

gation.

As a result, 5889 out of 6080 cCGs with all of

their members could be matched with the updated Y07

groups. Among them, 1667 have the same members as

the Y07 groups, while 2940 cCGs are the subsets of Y07

groups. Apart from these one-to-one matches, there are

also 1282 cCGs with their members matched to differ-

ent Y07 groups. These split CGs are mainly attributed

to the large velocity difference cut ∆V < 1000 km s−1

used in our CG selection, while the velocity difference

cut used in the Y07 groups is dynamically linked to their

virial mass.

In this study, we ignore the split CGs (see Appendix A

for a detailed discussion). We define these 1667 CGs

with the same memberships as the Y07 groups as iso-

lated CGs. For the cCGs that are subsets of Y07 groups,
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Y07 #12891
cCGs-0112a).

Y07 #3885
cCGs-0100b).

Y07 #1349
cCGs-0048c).

Y07 #13347
Y07 #25995

cCGs-0464d).

Figure 1. Example SDSS images of cCGs where their members are in one-to-one correspondence with the members of Y07
groups: (a) isolated CGs with no external galaxy host in the same halo. (b) Predominant CGs with other fainter galaxies
sharing the same halo. (c) Embedded CGs with brighter galaxies occupying the same halo as nondominant subsystems. (d)
Split CGs whose members belong to at least two different halos of Y07. The inner white dashed circles represent the smallest
enclosed circles θG, the outer white dashed circles represent the concentric circles 3θG. Green dashed circles represent the
smallest enclosed circles for the Y07 groups, which are manually enlarged for clarity. Solid circles mark the member galaxies of
cCGs (white) or their corresponding Y07 groups (green). The ID of the cCG and its corresponding Y07 group are labeled at
the top-right corner of each image.

we define them as “embedded systems,” where their host

Y07 groups are referred to as “parent groups.” To bet-

ter distinguish the dynamical effects induced by parent

groups, we define the embedded CGs as the subgroups

that do not dominate the luminosity of their parent

groups according to

Npar∑
i=1

Li ≥ 2

Nemb∑
j=1

Lj , (1)

where Lj is the luminosity of the jth member of embed-

ded CGs and Li is the luminosity of the ith member of

their parent groups. For each galaxy, we compute their
0.1r-band luminosity using

L

L�
= 10−0.4[r−DM(z)−K0.1

r (z)−4.64], (2)

where DM(z) is the bolometric distance modulus,

K0.1
r (z) is the K-correction value at z = 0.1 calculated

using the KCORRECT package of Blanton & Roweis (2007),

and 4.64 is the r-band magnitude of the sun in AB sys-

tem.

This leaves 1370 embedded CGs being hosted by 1084

parent groups, while the 1570 remainders are referred
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Figure 2. The distributions of the isolated (red hatched) CGs, embedded (blue filled) CGs, and control sample of noncompact
groups (grey open). Upper left: redshift. Upper right: richness. Lower left: group luminosity, L19.5. Lower right: LOS velocity
dispersion, σLOS.

to as predominant CGs. We show example images for

each type of CG in figure 1. Table 1 summarizes the

results of the classification. In the following, we do not

consider the predominant CGs because it is difficult to

distinguish the dynamical effects between the embedded

system and host groups. A basic comparison of the par-

ent groups of predominant CGs and embedded CGs is

presented in Appendix B.

For embedded CGs, there are cases where multiple

CGs exist in a single host galaxy group. In our sam-

ple, there are 469 CGs in this situation, hosted by a

total of 183 parent groups. We have tested that these

multiple embedded CGs and single embedded CGs did

not differ statistically in their dynamical properties (see

Appendix B for details). Therefore, for statistical sig-

nificance, we do not distinguish between these two cases

in the later sections and uniformly refer to them as em-

bedded CGs.

It is worth mentioning that ∼ 45% of the parent

groups have few member galaxies with redshifts as-

signed from their nearest neighbors (Section 2.2). These

redshift-assigned members would be ignored when we

calculate the velocity dispersion of the parent groups.

On the other hand, these members are included in cal-

culating their total luminosity (Section 2.4). As most

of the parent groups of embedded CGs contain N & 8

galaxies, the including or excluding of these redshift-

assigned members have negligible effects on the results

of this study.

Besides the above two categories of CGs, we also built

a control sample of noncompact groups of galaxies with

compactness µ > 26.0 mag arcsec−2 from the Y07 group
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Figure 3. The 0.1r-band luminosity functions of isolated
(red), embedded (blue) CGs, and noncompact groups (black)
derived via both a nonparametric (stepwise) and parametric
maximum likelihood estimator with (α, M?) quoted inside
the figure. The dashed line represents the LFs of all the
galaxies in Y07 catalog given by Yang et al. (2009). All of
the LFs are normalized to 1.0 at 0.1Mr−5 log h = −20.5 mag
for comparison.

catalog. To do that, we first exclude the groups with

incomplete spectroscopic redshifts and containing any

galaxies in cCGs. Then, we match their richness and

redshift distribution to the isolated CG sample. For each

isolated CG, we match three unique Y07 groups which

have the same richness and redshift within a tolerance of

z ∼ 0.01 by means of a Monte Carlo sampling. Finally,

we get a control sample of 3×1667 “noncompact groups

of galaxies.”

We show the histograms of redshift and richness for

the isolated CGs, embedded CGs, and the control non-
compact groups in the upper-left and right panels of fig-

ure 2. Actually, the richness distributions of the isolated

and embedded CGs are quite similar, while the redshift

distribution of embedded CGs is biased to lower red-

shifts. This bias in redshift is mainly caused by the fact

that high-richness groups (parent groups of embedded

CGs) are biased to low redshifts in a flux-limited sam-

ple.

2.4. Total Group Luminosity: L19.5

For an unbiased comparison of galaxy groups at differ-

ent redshifts, a characteristic total luminosity of galaxy

groups needs to be defined. In Paper I, we simply

summed up the luminosities of the members for all CGs

and argued that this ‘apparent total group luminosity’

is a good proxy of their real total luminosity. In this

study, following Y07, we use L19.5 to characterize the

total luminosity of each galaxy group, which is defined

as the sum of the luminosities of all members brighter

than 0.1Mr − 5 log h < −19.5 mag. For groups with

z ≤ 0.09, the faint-end flux limit rf ∼ 17.77 mag of

the SDSS MGS ensures that all their members with
0.1Mr − 5 log h < −19.5 mag had been targeted. There-

fore, the L19.5 of these groups are obtained by sum-

ming up the luminosities of the group members brighter

than 0.1Mr − 5 log h < −19.5 mag directly. For distant

(z > 0.09) groups, we make a correction to the observed

total luminosity using

L19.5 =

∫∞
Lcut

LΦ (L) dL∫∞
Lf(z)

LΦ (L) dL

N∑
i=1

Li, (3)

where Lcut is the luminosity that corresponds to 0.1Mr−
5 log h = −19.5 mag, Lf(z) is the faint luminosity limit

of a galaxy that can be observed at the redshift of that

group, and Φ (L) is the 0.1r-band luminosity function

(hereafter LF) of the group members being considered.

We use two canonical methods to derive the LFs of these

samples: the nonparametric stepwise maximum likeli-

hood (Efstathiou et al. 1988) for binned LF and the

maximum likelihood estimator (Tammann et al. 1979)

to calculate the best-fit Schechter (1976) function:

Φ (L)dL = Φ?

(
L

L?

)(α+1)

exp

(
− L

L?

)
d

(
L

L?

)
, (4)

where Φ? is the overall amplitude, L? is the character-

istic luminosity, and α is the faint-end slope.

We calculate the LFs of the members for the iso-

lated, embedded CGs, and noncompact groups, respec-

tively. We plot them in figure 3 where the LF of the

all Y07 galaxies by Yang et al. (2009) is also shown

for comparison. Here we focus only on the shape of

these LFs, and all the LFs are normalized to 1.0 at
0.1Mr − 5 log h = −20.5 mag for comparison. As can be

seen, firstly, the two different LF estimators give con-

sistent results. Next, the LFs of the galaxies in groups

show systematical differences from those of all the galax-

ies, which have a brighter characteristic magnitude and

shallower faint-end slope. This systematical difference

might be the results of the conditional LFs of the galax-

ies in different halos having a systematical mass depen-

dence (e.g., Yang et al. 2003; van den Bosch et al. 2003;

Zandivarez & Mart́ınez 2011).

On the other hand, the isolated CGs and noncompact

groups, although having the same richness distribution,

also show significant differences in their LFs, which im-

plies that the compactness of groups has a nurturing

effect on the evolution of their member galaxies. Such a

difference might also be attributed to the different dy-

namical states of the group systems (e.g, Mart́ınez &
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Zandivarez 2012). Moreover, the LFs of embedded CGs

also show differences from those of isolated CGs, which

may have an even more complex physical origin because

the richness of the parent groups of the embedded CGs

is significantly larger than that of the isolated ones.

However, we will not explore the physical implications

of the LFs of CGs in more detail in this study, but simply

use them in Equation 3 for total luminosity calculation.

A more detailed study of the physical properties of the

CG member galaxies will be presented in an upcoming

study.

With LF calculated using Equation 3,1, we show the

distributions of the final L19.5 of the isolated CGs, eme-

beed CGs, and control noncompact groups in the lower-

left panel of figure 2. As a result of the lower redshift

distribution (upper-left panel of figure 2), the embedded

CGs show a systematically lower L19.5 distribution than

the isolated ones.

2.5. Velocity Dispersion

The LOS velocity dispersions of the groups are com-

puted using a variant of the gapper estimator described

by Beers et al. (1990), which is less biased for small

groups (Dı́az-Giménez & Zandivarez 2015). The method

involves ordering the set of recessional velocities {Vi} of

the N member galaxies and defining gaps as

gi = Vi+1 − Vi, i = 1, 2, · · · , N − 1 (5)

The rest-frame LOS velocity dispersion is given by Yang

et al. (2005):

σgap =

√
π

(1 + zg)N(N − 1)

N−1∑
i=1

wigi (6)

where zg is the group redshift and wi is the Gaussian

weight defined as wi = i(N − i).
In practice, if we assume one of the members is static

at the center-of-mass velocity of that group, the esti-

mated σgap therefore should be multiplied by an extra

factor
√
N/(N − 1) following Eke et al. (2004). Also,

the redshift measurement errors increase the estimate of

σLOS in quadrature, thus the final σLOS of each group is

given by

σLOS =

√
max

(
0,
Nσ2

gap

N − 1
− V 2

err

)

V 2
err =

1

N

N∑
i=1

V 2
err,i

(7)

1 Note that there are 77 CGs without L19.5 calculated because that
none of their members is brighter than 0.1Mr − 5 log h < −19.5
mag.

where Verr,i is the recessional velocity error of the ith

member of the group. In most of the cases, the con-

tribution from Verr,i is negligible. The typical value of

Verr of the galaxies in the SDSS and LAMOST Spec-

tral Survey is at the level of ∼ 10 km s−1. For the

redshifts taken from alternative surveys (e.g., 2dFGRS

and GAMA) and without errors for individual galaxies,

we use the typical uncertainty Verr,i ∼ 33 km s−1 for

GAMA (Baldry et al. 2014) and ∼ 60− 120 km s−1 for

2dFGRS (depends on spectroscopic quality; Colless et

al. 2001).

There is significant randomness in calculating the

σLOS of small groups, which results in and dominates the

error of σLOS of each CG. We denote the error of σLOS

by σerr. We estimate the σerr of each CG by perform-

ing a simple Monte Carlo simulation. More specifically,

for a group with N members and estimated σLOS, we

randomly generate ∼ 100,000 sets of mock groups with

N recessional velocities from the Gaussian distribution

N
(
0, σ2

LOS

)
. We then calculate the velocity dispersion

for each mock group using Equation 7 and take the scat-

ter of 100,000 mock groups as the expected value of σerr.

We show the distributions of σLOS of the isolated CGs,

embedded CGs, and the control noncompact groups in

the lower-right panel of figure 2. Although the embed-

ded CGs have a similar richness distribution (upper-left

panel of figure 2) and an even lower redshift distribu-

tion (upper-right panel of figure 2) than isolated CGs,

they have a systematically higher σLOS distribution than

isolated ones. This systematical difference implies a dif-

ferent physical origins of these two types of CGs, which

we will discuss next.

3. RESULTS

3.1. σLOS − L19.5 Relation

Figure 4 displays the scale relations between the me-

dian σLOS and L19.5 for isolated CGs, embedded CGs,

and noncompact groups, where each small dot represents

a group with their categories color-coded. We show the

median of σLOS at each L19.5 bin with a bin width equal

to ∆L19.5 = 0.4 dex for these three types of groups as

open circles (isolated CGs), hexagons (embedded CGs),

and diamonds (noncompact groups), whereas the shaded

areas represent the coverage of the data between the 16th

and 84th percentiles respectively. For each data bin, the

error of the median values are estimate by multiplying

the standard error of the mean by a constant of 1.25.

As can be seen, the σLOS − L19.5 relations show simi-

lar monotonic trends for isolated CGs and noncompact

groups. However, there is a systematical offset that,

at given L19.5, the compact groups show systematically

larger σLOS than the noncompact ones. This result indi-
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Figure 4. Group velocity dispersion (σLOS) as a function of
group luminosity (L19.5) for isolated CGs (red), embedded
CGs (blue), and control noncompact groups (black) on a
logarithmic scale with bin size of 0.4 dex. The open circles,
hexagons, and diamonds show the median of σLOS in each
L19.5 bin, whereas the 16th and 84th percentiles are covered
by shaded areas. Only the data bins with at least 10 groups
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for embedded CGs but their L19.5 are replaced by Lpar

19.5. The
vertical error bars show the errors of the median log (σLOS)
and the horizontal error bars indicate the median absolute
deviation of log (L19.5) in each bin

.

cates that the compactness (size) of groups might play

an important role in describing the dynamics of groups

of galaxies. Indeed, the galaxy groups are known to be

distributed on a fundamental plane (FP) in the loga-
rithm space of L − σ − R parameters (e.g., Adami et

al. 1998; Fritsch & Buchert 1999; Dı́az & Muriel 2005;

D’Onofrio et al. 2020). We will discuss the FP of isolated

groups in more detail in Section 3.2.

Moreover, the median σLOS of embedded CGs are sig-

nificantly larger than that of isolated CGs at a given

L19.5. The very large offset of the embedded CGs at a

given L19.5 implies that the embedded CGs might not

be a dynamically bound system. Based on the scatter

of σLOS varied with L19.5, we suppose that the dynami-

cal status of such embedded systems are more likely to

be dependent on their parent groups because the par-

ent groups of embedded CGs span a very large range

in their dynamical mass. To verify this hypothesis, for

each embedded CG, we take the total luminosity of its

9.8 10.2 10.6 11.0 11.4 11.8 12.2
log[L19.5/(h 2L )]
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Figure 5. Symbols and shaded areas are the median and
16th to 84th percentiles of Mdyn as a function of group lumi-
nosity (L19.5) for isolated CGs (red), and noncompact group
samples (black) on a logarithmic scale with bin size of 0.4
dex. The intermediate (µ . 27.2) and loose (µ & 27.2) sub-
samples of noncompact groups are also shown in green and
blue, respectively. The solid lines are the linear fit for these
samples. Thick dashed lines are Mdyn −L19.5 relation based

on virial equilibrium (Mdyn ∝ L19.5) with various
Mdyn

L19.5
val-

ues. The vertical error bars show the errors of the median
log (Mdyn) and the horizontal error bars indicate the median
absolute deviation of log (L19.5) in each bin. Only the data
bins with at least 10 groups are plotted.

parent group Lpar
19.5

2 and plot the median σLOS − Lpar
19.5

relation for embedded CGs in figure 4. In this case,

we see that the σLOS − Lpar
19.5 relation is consistent with

the σLOS − L19.5 relation of isolated CGs. This result

challenges our view of the dynamical nature of these em-

bedded CGs. Are they distinct subsystems of larger host

groups? If so, what determines their dynamical proper-

ties? Or even, is it possible that such systems are not

dynamically unique in any way and are just formed or

selected as a result of chance alignment? We will discuss

this is in more detail in Section 3.3.

3.2. Dynamical status of isolated CGs

2 We note that the L19.5 of the parent groups are directly taken
from the sample III catalog of Y07. As we have discussed in Sec-
tion 2.3, the richness of the parent galaxies is significantly larger
than CG themselves, the memberships of few galaxies with as-
signed redshifts from the nearest neighbour have negligible effects
on final L19.5.
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For a gravitationally bound system, σLOS is related to

its total dynamical mass in the following way:

Mdyn =
σ2Rdyn

G
, (8)

where σ2 = 3σ2
LOS is 3D velocity dispersion based on

isotropic assumption and Rdyn is its dynamical radius.

Following Diaferio et al. (1994), we take the mean har-

monic radius RH to characterize the dynamical radius

given by

1

RH
=

2

N(N − 1)

∑
i<j

1

R⊥,ij
, (9)

where R⊥,ij is the projected separation between the ith

and jth members. Under the isotropic assumption, the

dynamical radius should be corrected as Rdyn = π
2RH

(Limber & Mathews 1960).

We plot the Mdyn − L19.5 relations for isolated CGs

and noncompact groups in figure 5. Moreover, we per-

form a linear regression (weighted by the error of the

estimated Mdyn) between the median Mdyn and L19.5

in logarithmic space for isolated CGs and noncompact

groups, respectively. The best fits have slope 1.27±0.05

and 1.19±0.03 for isolated CGs and noncompact groups

respectively, which are consistent with each other inside

1− σ errors. The slopes of both type groups are larger

than 1, which are qualitatively in agreement with early

findings for normal galaxy groups (e.g., Girardi et al.

2000; Popesso et al. 2005). We argue that a slope larger

than 1 in the Mdyn−L19.5 relation is a result of system-

atical larger mass-to-light ratio Mdyn/L19.5 for higher

mass groups (see the lines of constant Mdyn/L19.5 ratios

in figure 5 for reference), which also has been suggested

by early studies (e.g., Girardi et al. 2000, 2002; Eke et

al. 2004; Popesso et al. 2007). In this study, we are fo-

cusing on the comparison between the CGs and normal

groups and therefore do not further explore the physi-

cal implications of the exact slopes of the Mdyn − L19.5

relation.

For isolated CGs, comparing with the L − σ relation

shown in figure 4, when RH is taken into consideration,

their median Mdyn becomes systematically smaller than

that of the noncompact groups. That is to say, the RH

of CGs are significantly smaller than that of noncom-

pact groups with the same L19.5, even smaller than the

prediction of Equation 8. To further identify the ef-

fect of RH in the calculation of Mdyn, we further divide

the noncompact groups into two subsamples with equal

numbers at their median surface brightness µ ∼ 27.2

mag arcsec−2. Here, the surface brightness of noncom-

pact groups is calculated following the same way as that

for CGs, i.e., the mean surface brightness of galaxies

inside the innermost circle θG. Therefore, comparing

with the isolated CGs (µ < 26.0), one subsample of the

noncompact groups is very loose (µ > 27.2), and the

other is intermediate (26.0 < µ < 27.2). We show the

resulting Mdyn − L19.5 relations for these two subsam-

ples as green and blue triangles in figure 5 respectively.

As can be seen, there are negligible differences of the

Mdyn − L19.5 relation between the two subsamples of

noncompact groups, which implies that they might be

in a quasi-virial equilibrium state so that the dynamical

mass remains constant when RH varies.

On the other hand, the systematically lower Mdyn of

isolated CGs implies that they have deviated from quasi-

dynamic equilibrium and entered into a phase of galaxy

merging. Specifically, when galaxy groups evolve and

reach compact status of µ ∼ 26 mag arcsec−2, the inter-

nal frequent close encounters of galaxies cause dynami-

cal friction and shrink the mean separation between the

group members significantly, which therefore results in

a smaller Mdyn being measured. We present a more de-

tailed discussion on the dynamical evolution of galaxy

groups in Appendix C.

3.3. Dynamical nature of embedded CGs

To have a better understanding of the dynamical na-

ture of the embedded CGs, we directly compare the re-

lation between σLOS and σpar
LOS for embedded CGs and

show the results in figure 6.

There is a good one-to-one correlation for these groups

with σpar
LOS . 500 km s−1. As we have mentioned in Sec-

tion 2.3, all parent groups have total luminosities at least

twice of their embedded CGs (Equation 1) and their

typical richness are N & 8 (Figure 8 of Appendix B).

Therefore, we do not expect that the good consistency

between σLOS and σpar
LOS is caused by the dominance of

the embedded CG members in parent groups. The ex-

cellent consistency between σLOS and σpar
LOS implies that

the dynamics of these apparent subsystems are only de-

termined by their host groups. That is to say, these

embedded CGs are not dynamically distinct subsystems

but more likely to be the consequence of chance align-

ments within larger systems. We will verify this hypoth-

esis using a detailed Monte Carlo simulation below.

For massive clusters of galaxies (σpar
LOS & 500 km s−1),

the median σLOS are on average 20% − 40% below the

one-to-one prediction. This might be caused by the bias

of the velocity difference criterion (|V − Vmed| < 1000

km s−1) used in the CG selection, which the galaxies

with large relative velocities chosen randomly from large

σpar
LOS groups are more likely to violate. By excluding

such systems from CG selection, the resulting embedded

CGs would certainly have σLOS < σpar
LOS on average. On
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Figure 6. The comparison of the embedded CGs and mock CGs from Monte Carlo simulation. Left: velocity dispersion of
the embedded CGs (σLOS) versus that of their parent groups (σpar

LOS). The open hexagons represent the median σLOS of the
embedded CGs in each σpar

LOS bin, whose vertical error bars represent the errors of the median σLOS and horizontal error bars
represent the median absolute deviation of σpar

LOS in each bin. The shaded area shows the 16th and 84th percentiles of the
σLOS distribution at a given σpar

LOS, whereas the three dashed lines show the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles for the mock CGs.
The bottom shows the histograms of the radial distance of observed (filled) and mock (open) CGs within the parent groups in
each σpar

LOS bin. Right: The CGs located at R/Rmed > 1 (red) and R/Rmed < 1 (green), respectively. The triangles show the
observed embedded CGs, while the shaded and hatched areas represent the standard deviation of the median σLOS of mock
CGs, respectively. The bold lines in both panels are the one-to-one correspondence between σLOS and σpar

LOS.

the other hand, it is also possible that these embedded

CGs are gravitationally bound subsystems that have

recently fallen into large clusters. In this case, the dy-

namics of their members could be partially heated but

still be kinematically colder than the host clusters (e.g.,

Choque-Challapa et al. 2019; Benavides et al. 2020)).

To distinguish these two different scenarios, we also

need a Monte Carlo simulation.

Monte Carlo Simulation: We run a Monte Carlo simula-

tion to test the hypothesis that the embedded CGs are

purely selected from the chance aliment of the galaxy

members in parent groups. To make the simulation as

realistic as possible, we build the mock CGs from the

parent groups of embedded CGs. Specifically, for each

parent group, we keep the projected radial distances

of all members with respect to the luminosity-weighted

center defined by Y07 and keep their radial velocities

unchanged, only randomizing their projected azimuthal

positions. We then apply the CG selection criteria used

in Paper I and the embedded criterion (Equation 1) to

search the mock CGs. For each embedded CG, we per-

form multiple runs by randomizing its parent group un-

til 100 mock CGs were derived (100 × 1370 mock CGs

overall).
We show the median and 16th and 84th percentiles of

σLOS of the mock CGs as black dashed lines in the left

panel of figure 6. In addition to σLOS, the projected ra-

dial position distribution of the mock CGs can also be

used to test the chance alignment hypothesis because the

radial positions of all group members have been retained

during simulation. Here we use R/Rmed to characterize

the projected radial position of the embedded CGs in

parent groups, where R is the projected distance of the

CG luminosity-weighted center to the parent group cen-

ter and Rmed is the median projected distance of all

members of the parent groups. The R/Rmed distribu-

tions for both of the embedded CGs and mock CGs in

each σpar
LOS bin are also shown in the left panel of figure 6.

As can be seen, both σLOS and R/Rmed distributions

of the embedded CGs with σpar
LOS . 300 km s−1 can

be well reproduced by the mock CGs, which validates
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the chance alignment hypothesis. However, it is worth

mentioning that although the embedded CGs have been

selected in a way that they do not dominate the luminos-

ity of their hosts, the richness of their parent groups are

not necessarily at least 2 times higher. Few extra bright

galaxies in the parent group would be sufficiently double

the luminosity. In this case, the σpar
LOS would be domi-

nated by the σLOS of embedded CGs, and we could not

distinguish a dynamically bound CG from the chance

alignment hypothesis.

There is a slight deviation between the observed and

mock CGs within the 300 km s−1 < σpar
LOS < 500 km s−1

groups and tend to be very significant for σpar
LOS > 500

km s−1 groups. For the groups with σpar
LOS > 500 km

s−1, although mock CGs have already passed the veloc-

ity filter (V −Vmed > 1000 km s−1), there still exists the

systematic deviation from observation. Moreover, the

predicted R/Rmed distribution also shows significant dif-

ferences from the observations. The embedded CGs we

identified in σpar
LOS > 300 km s−1 groups are evidently

and gradually biased to the outer regions of the par-

ent groups. Combing these two effects, we infer that,

for the large-scale environment like group systems with

σpar
LOS > 300 km s−1, the CGs we selected using tradi-

tional Hickson-like criteria might not be fully explained

by the chance alignment effect. Some of these compact

subsystems might be bound objects that could have en-

tered into the larger systems in the last 1− 2 Gyr as ar-

gued by Lisker et al. (2018). For these infalling systems,

they might have yet to complete their first pericentric

passage due to the short time-scale, which makes them

mainly be located at the outer regions of the parent sys-

tem and with their morphology being kept in a compact

state.

To further verify this conclusion, we separate em-

bedded CGs into two categories according to their ra-

dial position and compare their σLOS. We show the

median σLOS of the inner (R/Rmed < 1) and outer

(R/Rmed > 1) CGs as the green and red triangles in

the right panel of figure 6, the standard deviation of the

median σLOS of corresponding mock CGs obtained from

1000 bootstrap resamplings with the same sample size as

observed CGs in each bin are shown by the green filled

and red dashed areas, respectively. Clearly, the σLOS of

inner CGs can be well reproduced by Monte Carlo simu-

lation. This result implies that the inner CGs might be

dominated by chance alignments along the LOS within

their parent groups (Mamon 1986, 2008), where the high

number density of galaxy members in central regions of

galaxy groups could easily trigger such a selection bias.

Conversely, the σLOS of the outer CGs are systemat-

ically below the mock samples. This result indicates

that these outer CGs, at least, might consist of (or in-

clude) newly accreted groups. Indeed, numerical simu-

lations (e.g., Cohn 2012; Choque-Challapa et al. 2019)

have predicted that these newly accreted systems have

not passed through the cluster center and are mainly lo-

cated at the outskirts of host clusters. Despite of experi-

encing dynamical heating, these subsystems remain dy-

namically colder and more compact than the host clus-

ter (Benavides et al. 2020). After the first pericentric

passage, they would soon be disassembled and virialized

within the host cluster. Such a scenario is also consis-

tent with the early finding that the substructures of rich

clusters appear to decrease toward their central regions

(Biviano et al. 2002).

4. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we use a large sample of CGs taken

from Paper I to explore their spatial relation with Y07

groups defined by the halo-based model. We show that

∼ 27% of CGs have a one-to-one correspondence with

the groups in a single dark matter halo, which we refer

to as “isolated CGs”. The remaining CGs have complex

associations with dark matter halos. After removing the

CGs that dominate the luminosity of the haloes (∼ 26%)

and linked to multiple halos (∼ 21%), there are ∼ 23%

of them embedded within large clusters as nondominant

components, which we refer to as “embedded CGs.” The

relatively low percentage of isolated CGs we found is a

result of our careful inspection of the relations between

CGs and the halo-based group sample. In our result,

the fraction ratio of isolated CGs to embedded CGs is

about 1 : 1, which is consistent with the early finding

of Mendel et al. (2011). If we consider these CGs that

dominate the luminosity of host halos also to be isolated

CGs also, we will get a ratio of 2.3 : 1, which then is

in good agreement with the result of Dı́az-Giménez &

Zandivarez (2015).

We take advantage of the velocity dispersion measure-

ments of our CG sample and use it to explore the dynam-

ical features of isolated and embedded CGs, respectively.

Our main results are as follows:

1. The correlation between velocity dispersion (σLOS)

and group luminosity (L19.5) for isolated CGs is

monotonic and similar to that for noncompact

groups. However, the σLOS of isolated CGs are

systematically higher than that of noncompact

groups at a given L19.5. By considering the group

radius, we find that the dynamical mass of iso-

lated CGs is systematically smaller than that of

noncompact groups. But for noncompact groups,

their dynamical mass shows negligible dependence

on group compactness. This result implies that
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Figure 7. The L19.5 − σLOS relation for the subtypes of CGs that we have not discussed in detail in the main text. Left panel:
split CGs (gold), compared with noncompact groups (black), isolated (red), and embedded CGs (blue). Right panel: single
(teal) and multiple (purple) embedded CGs, where the symbols are connected by dashed lines that represent the same scale
relation but use Lpar

19.5 as the x-axis. The vertical error bars show the errors of the median log (Mdyn) and the horizontal error
bars indicate the median absolute deviation of log (L19.5) in each bin. Only the data bins with at least 10 groups are plotted.

the isolated CGs are more likely to be dynami-

cally more evolved systems that have entered into

the orbital dissipation phase induced by dynamical

friction.

2. For embedded CGs, the correlation between their

σLOS and L19.5 of themselves is much weaker than

with the L19.5 of their parent groups (Lpar
19.5). This

result indicates that the dynamical status of em-

bedded CGs might depend on their parent groups.

Using a more detailed Monte Carlo simulation, we

further show that the embedded CGs located at

the inner regions of dark matter halos are more
likely to be caused by the chance alignment effect

of high-density regions. On the other hand, the

CGs embedded at the outer regions of dark matter

halos might contain a certain fraction of infalling

groups accreted in the last 1 - 2 Gyr.

Our dynamical analysis has revealed that the observa-

tionally selected CGs are a heterogeneous system. More

detailed studies are required to further reveal their phys-

ical natures. For CGs embedded in rich groups or clus-

ters, we need a better diagnostic tool to distinguish

the infalling groups from the chance alignment effect.

To do that, a deeper spectroscopy survey (e.g., DESI

DESI Collaboration et al. 2016) could significantly re-

duce the random fluctuations by increasing the number

of the member galaxies. On the other hand, the phys-

ical properties of the member galaxies are helpful for

resolving the connections between the embedded CGs

and their host environment. For isolated CGs, their

distinct dynamical features imply that the compactness

of galaxy groups might be an important indicator de-

scribing the physical properties of galaxy groups. A

more detailed study of the correlation between the com-

pactness of galaxy groups and the physical properties of

their member galaxies is expected in an upcoming study,

which will help us to have a better understanding of the

formation and evolution of galaxy groups.
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APPENDIX

A. THE σLOS − L19.5 RELATION FOR SPLIT,

SINGLE EMBEDDED AND MULTIPLE

EMBEDDED CGS

In this appendix, we show the σLOS − L19.5 relations

for two subtypes of CGs that we have not discussed in

detail in the main text of the manuscript, the split CGs

and multiple embedded CGs. The split CGs are those

that inhabit multiple Y07 groups (an example is shown

in the panel (d) of figure 1), whereas the multiple embed-

ded CGs are the cases where at least two CGs embedded

in the same Y07 group. For split CGs, their L19.5 are

corrected by the LF of the isolated CGs for simplicity.

The results are shown in the left and right panels of

figure 7 respectively.

At a given group luminosity L19.5, the split cCGs show

significantly higher σLOS than isolated CGs and even

single embedded CGs. As we have already mentioned

in the main text, the high velocity dispersion of split

CGs are mainly attributed to the large velocity differ-
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ence cut ∆V < 1000 km s−1 used in CG selection (Paper

I). Therefore, we conclude that these split CGs are ap-

parent systems and are not gravitationally bound.

In the right panel of figure 7, we compare σLOS−L19.5

and σLOS −Lpar
19.5 for single embedded and multiple em-

bedded CGs. Apparently, at a given L19.5 of CGs, the

multiple embedded CGs show higher σLOS than a single

embedded one. When considering the luminosity of par-

ent groups Lpar
19.5, the multiple and single embedded CGs

follow the same L − σ relation. Therefore, the σLOS of

both single and multiple embedded CGs are dominated

by their parent groups, and the higher σLOS of multiple

embedded CGs is simply a result of their richer parent

groups.

B. THE BASIC STATISTICAL PROPERTIES OF

PARENT GROUPS

In figure 2, we have presented the basic statistical

properties of different categories of CGs when matched

with Y07 groups. Here we show the statistical properties

of the Y07 groups that host our CG samples.

As mentioned in section 2.3, apart from 1667 isolated

CGs and 1282 split CGs, there are 1570 and 1370 pre-

dominant and embedded CGs respectively, the latter of

which include 469 multiple embedded CGs and 901 sin-

gle embedded CGs. Figure 8 shows the histograms of

redshift, richness, L19.5, and σLOS for the parent groups

of the predominant and both types of embedded CGs.

These three categories of parent groups show sig-

nificantly different redshift and richness distributions,

which, however, are obviously results of selection effects.

From predominant CGs, single embedded CGs, to mul-

tiple embedded CGs, because of their decreasing dom-

inance and similar richness distribution, their parent

groups certainly have increasing richness (upper-right

panel) and L19.5 (lower-left panel) distributions. Their

different σLOS distributions (lower-right panel) are then

simply the result of the σLOS − L19.5 relation. For the

redshift distribution, because of the selection effects in

a flux-limited sample, the higher richness parent groups

are certainly biased to lower redshifts (upper-left panel).

C. THE EVOLUTIONARY SCHEME FOR GROUPS

Mamon (1993, 2007) has provided an analytical model

of the dimensionless mass bias, Mdyn/M0, where M0

refers to the true mass of the galaxy systems, versus

the dimensionless crossing time tcr/t0, where t0 refers to

the age of the universe, for an isolated system at differ-

ent evolutionary stage. Figure 9 shows the solid track

that galaxy systems should follow, the arrows indicate

the evolutionary direction of a galaxy system: expands

alongside with the Hubble flow at first, then decouples

2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0
log(tcr/t0)

2.
0

1.
5

1.
0

0.
5

0.
0

0.
5
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g(

M
dy

n/M
0)

Lat
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Expansion
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Figure 9. The dynamic mass of groups scaled to their true

mass (
Mdyn

M0
) versus crossing time (tcr) scaled to the age of

universe t0 for isolated CGs (red) and noncompact groups
(gray), respectively. The error bar represents the typical
error of these samples. The solid lines are the evolutionary
track of a galaxy system adapted from Mamon (1993) based
on the softened potential assumption and the arrows indicate
the evolutionary direction.

from this flow, turns around when reaches maximum

expansion, collapses subsequently, and finally virializes

with continuous orbital energy dissipation induced by

dynamical friction.

In this appendix, we plot the Mdyn/M0 versus tcr/t0
relation for isolated CGs and noncompact groups so as

to further compare their dynamical status. The isolated

CGs and noncompact groups are plotted as red and gray

dots, respectively, in figure 9 where their crossing time

is given by tcr = Rdyn/σ. Unfortunately, true masses of
galaxy systems, M0, are unknown. Here, we have made

the simple assumption of M0/(hL19.5) ∼ 150 (see Yang

et al. 2007). The majority of galaxy groups are located

near the theoretical track within the error tolerance, and

the isolated CGs are generally in more evolved region

compared with the noncompact ones. Considering pos-

sible shift of y-axis (due to unknown M0), figure 9 shows

that many of the isolated CGs are more likely to be in

the phase of dynamic friction.
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