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ABSTRACT

We present the average gas properties derived from ALMA Band 6 dust continuum imaging of 126

massive (log M?/M� & 10.5), star-forming cluster galaxies across 11 galaxy clusters at z = 1 − 1.75.

Using stacking analysis on the ALMA images, combined with UV-far-infrared data, we quantify the

average infrared SEDs and gas properties (molecular gas masses, Mmol; gas depletion timescales, τdepl;

and gas fractions, fgas) as a function of cluster-centric radius and properties including stellar mass

and distance from the Main Sequence. We find a significant dearth in the ALMA fluxes relative to

that expected in the field − with correspondingly low Mmol and fgas and short τdepl − with weak or

no dependence on cluster-centric radius out to twice the virial radius. The Herschel+ALMA SEDs

indicate warmer dust temperatures (∼ 36 − 38 K) than coeval field galaxies (∼ 30 K). We perform

a thorough comparison of the cluster galaxy gas properties to field galaxies, finding deficits of 2-3x,

3-4x, and 2-4x in Mmol, τdepl, and fgas compared to coeval field stacks and larger deficits compared

to field scaling relations built primarily on detections. The cluster gas properties derived here are

comparable with stacking analyses in (proto-)clusters in the literature and at odds with findings of field-

like τdepl and enhanced fgas reported using CO and dust continuum detections. Our analysis suggests

that environment has considerable impact on gas properties out to large radii, in good agreement

with cosmological simulations which project gas depletion begins beyond the virial radius and largely

completes by first passage of the cluster core.

Keywords: Galactic and extragalactic astronomy (563), Galaxy clusters (584), High-redshift galaxy

clusters (2007), Molecular gas (1073), Galaxy quenching (2040)

1. INTRODUCTION

It has long been established that local environment

and galaxy properties are linked, with overdense regions

in the local Universe playing host to an overabundance

of early type galaxies undergoing passive evolution (e.g.

Dressler 1980). Substantial efforts have now been made

to trace this relation back in time to the initial condi-

tions of proto-clusters (see Overzier 2016, for a review),
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whose resident galaxies are predicted to contribute sub-

stantially to the cosmic star formation rate density and

mass growth (Chiang et al. 2017). Bridging the gap

between these early structures and present-day clusters

is a transition epoch at z ∼ 1 − 2 wherein massive (log

M/M� & 13.8) clusters are found to host populations of

(dust obscured) star forming galaxies (SFGs) with field-

like star formation activity (i.e Cooper et al. 2006; Hilton

et al. 2010; Tran et al. 2010; Fassbender et al. 2011, 2014;

Hayashi et al. 2011; Tadaki et al. 2011; Brodwin et al.

2013; Santos et al. 2014, 2015; Ma et al. 2015; Alberts

et al. 2014, 2016, hereafter A14, A16) and a correspond-
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ing decrease in quenched populations and quenching ef-

ficiency (Nantais et al. 2017; Chan et al. 2019).

Despite this progress, it is still unclear which of several

mechanisms play a substantial role in quenching galaxies

from the proto-cluster to cluster regimes. Strangulation

− the prevention of fresh gas accretion due to the hot

Intracluster Medium (ICM; Larson et al. 1980) − likely

plays some role but its few Gyr timescales are not con-

sistent with evidence supporting rapid quenching (i.e.

Mancone et al. 2010; van der Burg et al. 2013; Brod-

win et al. 2013; Wetzel et al. 2013, A14, A16). Ram

pressure stripping (RPS; Gunn & Gott 1972) may be

able to remove gas on shorter timescales (∼ 100 − 200

Myr; Abadi et al. 1999; Marcolini et al. 2003; Roediger

& Brüggen 2006, 2007; Kronberger et al. 2008; Stein-

hauser et al. 2016). RPS may also play a role out to

large radii (& 2 − 3Rvir) where infalling galaxies en-

counter virial accretion shocks associated with the ICM

(i.e. Sarazin et al. 1998; Birnboim & Dekel 2003; Dekel

& Birnboim 2006; Zinger et al. 2018). However, the ef-

fect of RPS on star formation (whether enhancement

or quenching occurs) and gas reservoirs can depend on

an individual galaxy’s properties and orbit (Bekki 2014;

Tonnesen 2019), making its overall effectiveness unclear.

Overdense environments may also host increased merger

(Deger et al. 2018; Watson et al. 2019) and AGN (Mar-

tini et al. 2013, A16) activity, enabling scenarios in

which quenching is propelled by increased starburst ac-

tivity or feedback (Brodwin et al. 2013).

Key observables in distinguishing between these sce-

narios involve the cold molecular gas which fuels star

formation: the (molecular) gas mass, gas depletion

timescale, and gas fraction. In the local Universe, gas

properties have been observed in the ever accumulating

examples of RPS events, from truncated or disturbed

gaseous disks (i.e. Vollmer et al. 2008; Zabel et al. 2019)

to spectacular one-sided tails (i.e. Sun et al. 2006, 2010;

Ebeling et al. 2014), which can host significant star for-

mation (SF) (Fumagalli et al. 2014) and molecular gas

(Jáchym et al. 2014, 2019). However it again remains

unclear whether this cold gas is stripped or formed in

situ in the tail and how this effects the star formation

occurring in the host galaxy.

At higher redshifts, where different mechanisms may

operate, observations of gas content have been limited

to small samples of cluster (Noble et al. 2017, 2019;

Rudnick et al. 2017; Stach et al. 2017; Hayashi et al.

2017, 2018; Coogan et al. 2018; Spérone-Longin et al.

2021a,b, Williams, ApJ, submitted) and proto-cluster

galaxies (Wang et al. 2016, 2018; Umehata et al. 2017;

Zavala et al. 2019; Tadaki et al. 2019; Long et al. 2020;

Champagne et al. 2021; Hill et al. 2021) detected in CO

or dust continuum emission. These studies have largely

found enhanced or field-like gas fractions and field-like

gas depletion timescales, even when obtaining deep ob-

servations (Noble et al. 2019, Williams, et al., ApJ, sub-

mitted; but see Coogan et al. (2018)), with only hints of

gas loss at the highest stellar masses (log M?/M� > 11).

On the other hand, the use of stacking to probe below

detection limits suggests the existence of a population

of cluster galaxies with low gas fractions and short de-

pletion timescales (Betti et al. 2019; Zavala et al. 2019).

Theoretically, evidence from cosmological simulations is

mounting that gas loss should start at large radii, with

significant depletion of the gas reservoir by or at first

passage of the cluster center (Oman & Hudson 2016;

Zinger et al. 2018; Arthur et al. 2019; Mostoghiu et al.

2021; Oman et al. 2021).

In this work, we quantify the average molecular gas

properties of cluster galaxies through stacking their dust

continuum emission as observed by the Atacama Large

Millimeter Array (ALMA). Dust continuum emission,

like CO line emission, is a robust proxy for molecu-

lar gas mass (see Tacconi et al. 2020, for a review).

Our sample consists of 126 cluster galaxies selected,

based on far-infrared (FIR) luminosity, from eleven stel-

lar mass-selected galaxy clusters (log M200/M� ∼ 14)

at z = 1− 1.75. In general, the massive cluster galaxies

in these clusters supply a total SFR budget compara-

ble to massive field halos when controlled for halo mass,

though there is significant variation in the total SF from

cluster to cluster (A16). We measure the average gas

properties of a luminous subset of these massive cluster

galaxies, comparing their gas reservoirs to coeval field

populations as well as to the (proto-)cluster samples in

the literature at comparable redshifts.

This paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, we

describe our sample selection and observations. In Sec-

tion 3, we present a breakdown of the properties of our

sample, our stacking techniques, and the methodology

used to measure gas properties from our ALMA data.

Section 4 contains our analysis and results: the average

Herschel+ALMA infrared SEDs of our cluster galaxies,

a cluster-centric radial analysis of gas properties, and a

comparison to the gas properties of field galaxies and

(proto-)cluster galaxies at comparable redshifts. In Sec-

tion 5, we discuss our results, including putting our find-

ings in the context of recent cosmological simulations

looking at gas loss in infalling cluster galaxies. Sec-

tion 6 contains our conclusions. Throughout this work,

we adopt concordance cosmology: (ΩΛ , ΩM , h)=(0.7,

0.3, 0.7), a Kroupa (2001) IMF, and the Speagle et al.

(2014) Main Sequence (MS). “log” refers to log10.
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2. DATA

2.1. Sample

Our sample consists of 126 cluster galaxies selected

from eleven massive (log M200/M� ∼ 14) galaxy clus-

ters at z = 1− 1.75 with uniquely deep Herschel/PACS

imaging at 100 and 160 µm. The clusters are drawn

from the IRAC Shallow and IRAC Distant Cluster Sur-

veys (ISCS, IDCS; Eisenhardt et al. 2008; Stanford et al.

2012), identified as near-infrared (stellar mass) overden-

sities in (RA, Dec, photometric redshift) space and con-

firmed via targeted spectroscopic follow-up (Stanford

et al. 2005, 2012; Elston et al. 2006; Brodwin et al. 2006,

2011, 2013; Eisenhardt et al. 2008; Zeimann et al. 2012,

2013). We note that these eleven clusters were chosen

for follow-up based on being significant overdensities and

not on the basis of their star formation activity, which

shows considerable variation from cluster-to-cluster. See

A16 and references therein for a detailed description of

our cluster sample and Herschel/PACS imaging.

Cluster galaxy membership was established using

spectroscopic redshifts (spec-zs) where available and

photometric redshifts (photo-zs) otherwise, starting

from a Spitzer/IRAC 4.5µm catalog and using full

photo-z probability distribution functions to identify

a complete catalog of massive (log M?/M� ≥ 10.1)

cluster galaxies. Herschel/PACS photometry was then

extracted using the spectroscopic and IRAC catalogs

as positional priors. The infrared luminosity LIR[8-

1000µm] for each member was calculated by scaling one

of two templates from Kirkpatrick et al. (2015) to the

Herschel/PACS 100µm flux density; these templates are

known to describe the average optical to FIR properties

of massive cluster galaxies in the ISCS, IDCS (A16).

For purely star forming galaxies, the template MIR0.0

was adopted. For members with AGN activity as de-
termined via SED fitting (see §2.3 and A16), the tem-

plate MIR0.5 and a correction factor were used to ac-

count for the contribution from AGN at shorter wave-

lengths. The sample in this work was then selected as

IR-bright (LIR ≥ 5 × 1011L�) members within 2 Mpc

of the cluster centers (∼ 2x the virial radius, Brodwin

et al. 2007). The cluster centers are known to within

∼ 15′′ (∼ 130 kpc), set by the pixel scale of the cluster

detection maps (Gonzalez et al. 2019) and confirmed

through comparisons with X-ray centroids (Garcia et

al. in preparation).

2.2. ALMA Data

Dust continuum emission was observed in Band 6

(centered at 1.3mm or 231 GHz) for our sample of 126

cluster galaxies over 125 pointings in ALMA Cycle 3

proposal 2015.1.00813.S (PI: Alberts). The target posi-

tions were obtained from the IRAC counterparts, used

as priors for Herschel source extraction. The sample

was split into 6 Science Goals (for ease of scheduling)

with four target rms sensitivities calculated based on

two Kirkpatrick et al. (2015) templates (discussed in the

previous section), listed in Table 1. The maximum 7.5

GHz bandwidth was requested over four 1875 MHz spec-

tral windows. Observations were taken in June 2016

with configurations C40-2 and C40-4. Data reduction

was performed with the Common Astronomy Software

Application ver. 4.7.2 (CASA; McMullin et al. 2007)

with preliminary reductions revealing that all sources

are non-detections and that there are no serendipitous

> 3σ detections in the maps. As such, the final contin-

uum maps were generated using the CASA task TCLEAN

with natural weighting, a 0.2′′ pixel size, and no decon-

volution (cleaning). u,v tapering was applied to produce

maps with similar beamsizes (Table 1) as needed for

stacking; a 260kλ x 220kλ taper was found to maintain

sensitivity while coming close to 1′′ resolution, compa-

rable to resolution of the IRAC priors. The average rms

sensitivities achieved are within ∼ 10% of requested;

they and the beamsizes of the sample subsets are listed

in Table 1. We discuss why our targets are undetected

in Section 4.1.

2.3. Ancillary Data

For each ALMA target, UV through near-infrared

photometry is available as described in Chung et al.

(2014), which was used to derive photo-zs and iden-

tify AGN as described in A16. For ten of the clus-

ters in this work, deep Spitzer/MIPS 24µm imaging was

obtained to 3σ depths of 156µJy to 36µJy spanning

z = 1 to z = 1.75, providing a uniform depth in LIR of

3×1011 L�(Brodwin et al. 2013). Deep Herschel/PACS

imaging at 100 and 160µm (average rms sensitivity of

1.2µJy at 100µm) was obtained for all 11 clusters, as

described in A16. Herschel/SPIRE imaging at 250, 350,

and 500µm is available from the Herschel Multi-tiered

Extragalactic Survey (HerMES; Oliver et al. 2012) for

10/11 clusters; this work uses the SPIRE maps as re-

duced and described in A14.

3. ALMA SAMPLE PROPERTIES AND STACKING

Histograms of the following properties of our ALMA

sample are shown in Figure 1: redshift (spec-z or photo-

z), cluster-centric (projected) radius, stellar mass, ob-

scured star formation rate SFRIR, and distance from

the Main Sequence. The photo-z uncertainties are

σ/(1+z) ≈ 0.05 for sources dominated by (host) galaxy

emission and σ/(1 + z) ≈ 0.2 when dominated by AGN

emission (see A16), based on comparisons with spectro-

scopic redshifts and pair statistics (Quadri & Williams
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Table 1. Summary of ALMA Observations

Sample Number of Requested rms Average rms Beamsize

Pointings [µJy beam−1] [µJy beam−1] [arcsec]

Science Goal 1a 30 140 141.7 0.92 x 0.72

Science Goal 1b 29 140 136.0 0.96 x 0.75

Science Goal 2a 21 90 91.5 0.93 x 0.73

Science Goal 2b 22 90 79.8 1.0 x 0.67

Science Goal 3 15 70 78.0 0.97 x 0.77

Science Goal 4 8 50 56.5 0.92 x 0.75

2010; Huang et al. 2013). Stellar masses were derived us-

ing optical - MIR Bayesian SED fitting (Moustakas et al.

2013) as described in Brodwin et al. (2013), with uncer-

tainties of 0.3 dex including systematic error. SFRIR was

obtained from the total LIR (as described in A16 and in

Section 2) determined using Herschel/PACS photome-

try and assuming the LIR-SFR conversion from Murphy

et al. (2011), with corrections for AGN emission where

appropriate (Kirkpatrick et al. 2015). The typical (me-

dian) measurement uncertainty on SFRIR is ∼ 0.15 dex

(A16). We note that for massive galaxies at these red-

shifts, the obscured component contributes the bulk of

the star formation rate (Whitaker et al. 2017). The

Main Sequence star formation rate (SFRMS) for each

of our targets was determined from their redshifts and

stellar masses using the publicly available Python pack-

age a3cosmos (Liu et al. 2019) and the Speagle et al.

(2014) MS relation. Speagle et al. (2014) assumes a

Chabrier (2003) IMF, which has a similar normaliza-

tion to the Kroupa (2001) IMF assumed in our LIR

to SFR conversion (Murphy et al. 2011). From this

we derived the distance of our sources from the MS as

∆MS = log(SFRIR/SFRMS).

To summarize (Figure 1, (a)-(e)), our sample is largely

massive (log M?/M� ∼ 11) cluster galaxies at z ∼ 1.4

with SFRs on the high end of the MS at this redshift

with some starbursting activity. We cover up to 2x the

virial radius (Rvir ∼ 1 Mpc, Brodwin et al. 2007) and sit

above the MS with a mean (median) ∆MS of 0.52 (0.36),

with 23 members falling into the category of starbursts

(∆MS≥ 0.6; Rodighiero et al. 2011, 2014). Figure 1

(f) shows that the starbursts are not preferentially lo-

cated at any particular redshift or cluster-centric radius,

though they tend to be in the lower half of our stellar

mass distribution. This is due to our flux-limited selec-

tion, which results in a bias with stellar mass; at lower

masses (log M?/M� . 11), we only probe sources on the

upper end and above the MS with log M?/M� . 10.3

sources making up the majority of our starbursts.

3.1. Stacking and Stacked Photometry

3.1.1. ALMA

Stacking is performed by creating 31x31 pixel cutouts

of the primary-beam corrected maps centered on the tar-

get coordinates. Except for two cluster galaxies, all of

our targets are at the center of the ALMA pointings.

Cutouts are then binned into subsets by different prop-

erties and the pixel-wise variance-weighted mean is cal-

culated. The variance-weighted mean provides the most

robust average flux density in the case of non-uniform

noise properties when combining cutouts that reach dif-

ferent depths (Table 1).

Figure 2 shows the stack of the full sample, which

is marginally resolved. This is consistent with the me-

dian size of the (global) star forming regions observed

in MS galaxies at z ∼ 2 with deep ALMA and VLA ra-

dio data (rSF ∼ 2.1 ± 0.9 kpc; Rujopakarn et al. 2016).

Accordingly, we use integrated aperture photometry to

determine the stacked flux following the procedure used

in Betti et al. (2019): starting at the average (circu-

larized) beamsize, the S/N is measured in increasingly

large apertures in order to identify the aperture which

maximizes the S/N by enclosing the most signal while

minimizing the contribution from noise (determined off

source as the standard deviation of 100 apertures). From

this procedure, we find that the optimal aperture is 0.8′′

in radius1. We use this aperture across all of our stacks.

Photometric uncertainties are derived using the boot-

strap technique (i.e. Béthermin et al. 2012) as described

in A14, which encompasses all sources of noise in the

images as well as scatter in the ALMA properties of

the stacked population. Stacking and aperture photom-

etry are performed on randomly selected cutouts with

replacement for N = 500 realizations; the stacked uncer-

tainty is then measured from the width of the resulting

histogram.

1 We confirm that the aperture photometry returns a larger flux
density than the peak pixel, which provides a measure of the
source flux in images calibrated in Jy beam−1 in the case of a
point source.
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Figure 1. Properties of the ALMA cluster member sample: (a) redshift, (b) cluster-centric radius, (c) stellar mass, (d) obscured
SFR, (e) ∆MS. (f) shows the distance from the main sequence as a function of cluster-centric radius in three redshift bins, with
the lower and upper half of our stellar mass distribution indicated by smaller and larger symbols. Median and mean values are
indicated as dashed and dotted lines. The purple shaded region denotes starbursting activity.

3.1.2. SPIRE

Stacking in the SPIRE 250, 350, and 500µm bands

was performed as described above, on cutouts cen-

tered on the target galaxies to determine the variance-

weighted mean. Given the large SPIRE beamsizes (18,

25, and 36′′at 250, 350, and 500µm) and the high source

density of the clusters, these stacks will suffer from flux

boosting (Viero et al. 2013). While it is possible to cor-

rect for this flux boosting statistically in large samples

(A14, Alberts et al. 2021), we utilize simulations (see

Appendix C in Alberts et al. 2021) to determine that

the correction has a large uncertainty in small samples

like those being stacked in this work, particularly at the

longer wavelengths. As such, we adopt the uncorrected

SPIRE stacks, which are formally upper limits. We note

that in a previous study flux boosting at 250µm was

found to sharply decrease with cluster-centric radius and

is minimal at r > 0.5 Mpc for this cluster sample (A14).

Stack uncertainties are determined via bootstrapping.

3.2. Molecular Gas Measurements

Over the redshift range of our clusters (z ∼ 1− 1.75),

our observed ALMA 1.3mm photometry probes rest-

frame 650-470µm on the optically thin Rayleigh Jeans

tail of the dust emission. This provides a robust measure

of the total dust mass; from this, given assumptions on

the dust opacity and dust-to-gas abundance ratio, the

total molecular gas mass can be derived (Eales et al.

2012; Scoville et al. 2014; Privon et al. 2018). This

method agrees well with gas measurements from CO

emission lines, see Tacconi et al. (2020) for a review.

All dust mass and gas mass measurements used in

this work are calculated following Scoville et al. (2016),

hereafter S16. We briefly summarize the method here:

in the optically thin regime, the observed flux density,

Sν , is a function of the dust opacity per unit mass, κdustν ,

the mass-weighted dust temperature Tbulk
dust, and the dust

mass Mdust though

Sν = κdust
ν Tbulk

dust(1 + z)ν2 Mdust

4πd2
L

(1)

where dL is the luminosity distance. This can be re-

lated to the total molecular gas mass, Mmol, by defin-

ing the dust opacity per unit ISM mass via κmol
ν =

κdust
ν ×Mdust/Mmol. The gas mass can then be quantified

given photometry on the RJ tail of the dust emission,

the dust temperature, and κmol
ν .

κmol
ν was empirically calibrated at 850µm based

on local SFGs and Ultra-Luminous Infrared Galaxies

(ULIRGs) as well as high-z Sub-millimeter Galaxies

(SMGs; Scoville et al. 2014, 2016) and z ∼ 2 SFGs
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Full Sample 0  r/Mpc  0.7< ≤ 0.7   r/Mpc  1.4< ≤ 1.4  r/Mpc  2.1< ≤
N=126 N=38 N=33 N=55

Figure 2. Weighted-mean stacks at (observed) 1.3mm for our full cluster sample (far left) and split into three cluster-centric
radial bins. The black circle shows the aperture used to measure the stacked photometry (see Section 3.1.1). The average
beamsize is shown in the lower left corner.

(Kaasinen et al. 2019), from which was found a single

representative constant:

α850 ∝ κmol
ν850Tbulk

dust =
Lν850
Mmol

= 6.7×1019ergs s−1Hz−1M�
−1.

(2)

assuming a bulk dust temperature of T bulk
dust = 25 K

(Kirkpatrick et al. 2015; Scoville et al. 2016). We apply

this calibration to derive Mmol, accounting for redshift,

our observed frequency, and departures from Rayleigh

Jeans as in Eqn. 16 of S16 (please note the typo as

corrected in their erratum).

4. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

4.1. Infrared SEDs

In A16, we showed that up to the dust peak (∼80-

100µm), the infrared SED of massive, star forming

cluster galaxies at z ∼ 1 − 2 is well represented by

SFG templates derived from field galaxies in the same

epoch. Here we extend that analysis to the submm

by adding to the SED our stacked ALMA fluxes in

three bins of cluster-centric radius: 0 < r/Mpc < 0.7,

0.7 < r/Mpc < 1.4 and 1.4 < r/Mpc < 2.1. These

radial bins were chosen in part to ensure good detec-

tions in the stacks. We can interpret them physically

as roughly representing different environments within

the cluster ecosystem via the following: simulated mass

profiles have found a sharp drop in cluster dark matter

profiles, termed the splashback radius (Rsp; Diemer &

Kravtsov 2014), which denotes the boundary between

the virialized and infalling regions. N -body simulations

and observations (via weak lensing) both agree that, for

rapidly accreting halos such as we expect at high red-

shifts, the splashback radius roughly coincides with the

virial radius (i.e. More et al. 2015; Diemer et al. 2017;

Zürcher & More 2019; Shin et al. 2019, 2021, and ref-

erences therein). Though we do not have the data to

measure the splashback radii individually in our clusters,

this is qualitatively confirmed by stacked stellar mass

profiles of the full ISCS cluster sample, which showed a

sharp drop off at the virial radius (Alberts et al. 2021).

As such, our data out to 2Rvir is likely allowing us to

separately probe the virialized and infalling populations,

as well as the transition region (at ∼ Rvir) between the

two. The three radial stacks can be seen in Figure 2; all

radial stacks are detected at S/N∼ 4 (Table 2).

To quantify the IR SEDs (Figure 3) in these radial

bins, we combine the average flux densities from the

detections of our sources at (observed) 100 and 160µm

with the stacked average flux density at 1.3mm. Shorter

wavelength MIPS 24µm detections are available for a

subset of our sample; however, these probe the com-

plex PAH and absorption features in the MIR, which

will be diluted due to the redshift range probed. Ac-

cordingly, we display the median value of the 24µm flux

densities available but do not include these in our SED

fitting. We also display the SPIRE stacks at 250, 350,
and 500µm; however, as discussed in § 2.3 and § 3.1.2,

SPIRE coverage is only available for 10/11 clusters and

the small number of sources stacked prevents us from

applying a robust correction for flux boosting. Accord-

ingly, the SPIRE stacks are shown as upper limits and

not included in the fitting. The flux boosting is maxi-

mal for the largest beamsize (36′′at 500µm) and at small

cluster-centric radius. It is expected to be minimal at

r > 0.5 Mpc at 250µm (A14).

Following Casey (2012), we parameterize the dust

emission as a mid-IR power law arising from warm/hot

dust emission from compact star forming regions and/or

AGN plus a single-temperature modified blackbody, rep-

resenting the cold dust emission from reprocessed light

from young stars. The dust emissitivy index (β=1.5)

and MIR power law index (α=2) are fixed, and general

opacity is assumed, appropriate for conditions near the
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Figure 3. The IR SEDs of our targets divided into three cluster-centric radial bins: 0 < r/Mpc < 0.7, 0.7 < r/Mpc < 1.4,
1.4 < r/Mpc < 2.1, at the mean redshifts of these bins (Table 2). The black line shows a fit to the average flux densities at
100, 160, and 1300µm (yellow circles), parameterized as a MIR power-law plus a modified blackbody. The median MIPS 24µm
and stacked SPIRE 250, 350, and 500µm (uncorrected for flux boosting, see Section 3.1.2) flux densities are shown (yellow
diamonds), but not included in the fit. The dashed red line shows the modified blackbody component only. We compare to
two field-based SFG templates: the log LIR/L� ∼ 11.75 local template from Rieke et al. (2009) and the z ∼ 2 template from
Kirkpatrick et al. (2015), normalized to the 160µm datapoint. We find that the local template, which has a warm dust peak
and relatively weak submm emission, better represents our cluster galaxies on average, with no apparent radial dependence.

peak of emission. Total LIR and Tdust (i.e. the dust

temperature representing the luminosity-weighted dust

emission) are allowed to vary.

The addition of the submm point to the data at the

FIR peak indicates that that the full FIR SED is warmer

(∼36-38 K) than typical of massive field galaxies at this

redshift (∼ 30 K; Schreiber et al. 2018), with weaker

submm emission relative to the dust peak than found for

the z ∼ 1 SFG template that well represents luminous

field ALMA sources in blank field surveys (Kirkpatrick

et al. 2015; Dunlop et al. 2017). Given the degener-

acy between dust temperature and emissivity index, we

repeat this analysis assuming β = 2 (Weingartner &

Draine 2001), finding lower dust temperatures by ∼ 2

K. As Schreiber et al. (2018) assumes β = 1.5, we cau-

tiously present our β = 1.5 dust temperatures as the

direct comparison to the field value. It is unknown at

this time whether β varies as a function of environment.

The average total infrared luminosity in all three radial

bins is log LIR/L� ≈ 11.9. We note that the MIPS

24µm is in good agreement with the fit and that the

SPIRE fluxes are consistent with warmer dust tempera-

tures where flux boosting is expected to be minimal, in

the outermost radial bin. We discuss these warm dust

temperatures in the context of the literature on galaxy

clusters in § 5.1.

A recent compilation of targeted ALMA observations

of galaxies at z ∼ 2 − 4 with robust photometry span-

ning the dust peak found that local templates from Rieke

et al. (2009) can reproduce the full FIR SED at these

redshifts (De Rossi et al. 2018). In Figure 3, we compare

to the Kirkpatrick et al. (2015) and Rieke et al. (2009)

templates which most closely match our measured LIR,

normalized (not fit) at 160µm; we find that the local

Rieke et al. (2009) template better reproduces our clus-

ter SEDs2. We confirm via least squares minimization

that the Rieke et al. (2009) template has reduced χ2

values of a few, an order of magnitude lower than the

reduced χ2 of the Kirkpatrick et al. (2015) template.

Predicting the submm from the FIR peak and field tem-

plates such as those found appropriate in Kirkpatrick

et al. (2015) and Dunlop et al. (2017) overestimates the

average ALMA flux of our targets by a factor ∼ 6.5, re-

sulting in non-detections for observations aimed at mod-

erate S/N.

4.2. Molecular gas masses, gas depletion time scales,

and gas fractions

2 We note that we do not update our total LIR and SFRIR mea-
surements as described in § 2.1 to use the Rieke et al. (2009)
template as these quantities are heavily luminosity-weighted. At
these redshifts and based on Herschel/PACS measurements near
the dust peak, the expected difference in LIR calculated using
Kirkpatrick et al. (2015) versus Rieke et al. (2009) templates is
on order . 30%.
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Table 2. Stacked ALMA emission and average derived properties of subsets of cluster galaxies.

Subset Number in Stacked S/N z log M? SFRIR ∆MS log Mmol τdepl fgas

Stack S1.3 [µJy] [M�] [M�yr−1] [M�] [Gyr]

All 126 123.1±17 7.4 − − − − − − −
Split by Radius

0 < r/Mpc < 0.7 38 90.1±21 4.3 1.38 11.1±0.1 129±6 0.17 10.2±0.1 0.11±0.03 0.11±0.3

0.7 < r/Mpc < 1.4 33 158.6±36 4.4 1.37 11.0±0.1 149±7 0.29 10.4±0.1 0.17±0.04 0.20±0.05

1.4 < r/Mpc < 2.1 55 114.2± 30 3.8 1.37 11.0±0.1 165±6 0.33 10.3±0.1 0.11 ±0.03 0.16±0.05

Split by Median Property Value

z < 1.396 59 106.5±23 4.6 1.26 11.0±0.06 138±5 0.30 10.2±0.09 0.12±0.03 0.14±0.04

z > 1.396 67 130.6±25 5.2 1.47 11.0±0.05 161±5 0.26 10.3±0.08 0.13±0.02 0.17±0.04

log M?/M� < 10.87 68 110.0±23 4.8 1.34 10.7±0.04 128±5 0.42 10.2±0.09 0.14±0.03 0.24±0.05

log M?/M� > 10.87 48 166.5±27 6.3 1.39 11.3±0.05 181±6 0.16 10.4±0.07 0.15±0.02 0.12±0.02

SFRIR < 121M� yr−1 62 92.5±20 4.6 1.35 11.0±0.07 90±5 0.09 10.2±0.09 0.16±0.04 0.13±0.03

SFRIR > 121M� yr−1 64 193.6±29 6.7 1.39 11.0±0.05 208±5 0.39 10.5±0.06 0.15±0.02 0.22±0.04

∆MS< 0.35 62 133.4±24 5.5 1.40 11.2±0.05 125±5 0.07 10.3±0.08 0.17±0.03 0.12±0.03

∆MS> 0.35 64 97.1±26 3.7 1.34 10.7±0.05 174±5 0.55 10.2±0.12 0.09±0.02 0.22±0.06

Molecular gas masses are measured following S16 as

described in Section 3.2. From these, we can quan-

tify two key relations between gas content and other

galaxy properties. First, the gas depletion time (τdepl ≡
Mmol/SFR), or its inverse the star formation efficiency

(SFE), gives the timescale for the depletion of the molec-

ular gas in the system assuming the current SFR and no

new gas accretion or gas recycling. Second, the gas mass

fraction (fgas ≡Mmol/(M? +Mmol)) relates the current

gas content to the stellar mass.

In A16, we analyzed the star forming properties of the

IR luminous ISCS/IDCS cluster galaxies from which the

sample in this work is drawn (see also Brodwin et al.

2013, A14). We found evidence for a rapid transition

epoch in our mass-limited SFG population at z ∼ 1.4; on

average, cluster galaxies have SFRs comparable to field

galaxies at this epoch, with evidence for rapid quenching

seen in the sharp decrease in the star forming fraction

and average specific-star formation rate (SSFR) across

a relatively short timescale of our redshift range (. 1

Gyr). Evidence for rapid quenching at z ∼ 1.5 has

similarly been found by looking at the environmental

quenching efficiency via quiescent cluster populations

(Nantais et al. 2017).

Here we examine the gas content of our ALMA tar-

gets, cluster SFGs on the high end of the MS. In

Figure 4, we show the average Mmol, τdepl, and fgas

for the three radial bins analyzed in the previous sec-

tion: 0 < r/Mpc < 0.7, 0.7 < r/Mpc < 1.4 and

1.4 < r/Mpc < 2.1. Again, assuming Rsp ∼ Rvir,

these bins are probing the virialized, transition, and in-

falling regions of our clusters. We find that on average,

our cluster galaxies have low molecular gas masses (log

Mmol/M� ∼ 10.3) and correspondingly low gas deple-

tion times (∼ 100 − 200 Myr) and gas fractions (0.1-

0.2). We compare these values to their field counter-

parts in the next section. We find only a weak radial

dependence; cluster galaxies near the virial radius show

slightly elevated gas content and longer gas depletion

timescales than those in the cluster cores or well out-
side the virial (and potentially splashback) radius. This

transition region is likely dominated by galaxies enter-

ing the virialized region for the first time, as the popu-

lation of backsplash galaxies (cluster galaxies that have

already fallen into and past the cluster core, whose or-

bits are again on outbound trajectories) is expected to

be small at this redshift (Mostoghiu et al. 2021). How-

ever, this difference is on the 1σ level when accounting

for the bootstrapped errors which incorporate the spread

in the population being stacked. Overall, the gas content

is low across all radii, agreeing with previous observa-

tional works that show the cluster influence extending

to at least two times the virial radius (i.e Balogh et al.

1999; von der Linden et al. 2010; Chung et al. 2011;

Rasmussen et al. 2012; Shin et al. 2021).



Molecular Gas Deficiencies in Clusters 9

We note two sources of potential contamination in

this analysis. The first is that we have identified the

majority of our cluster galaxies using photometric red-

shifts, which will mis-classify some field galaxies as clus-

ter galaxies. This will serve to dilute signals of environ-

mental effects.

The second is that we have used projected cluster-

centric radii to create our bins, which will dilute any

signal as a function of radius. The use of phase space

diagrams (i.e. Rhee et al. 2017) can place cluster galax-

ies in the context of their accretion history, and roughly

separate virialized, infalling, and backsplash popula-

tions. However, the spectroscopy needed has thus far

been largely limited to 1) the optical, which can miss

the heavily obscured cluster galaxies dominating the

SF budget (A16), or 2) cluster galaxies with high gas

content through CO emission. We argue in the next

sections that the latter are not representative. Sensi-

tive near-infrared spectroscopy, such as provided by the

James Webb Space Telescope, is needed for complete,

mass-limited spectroscopic cluster catalogs.

4.3. Comparison with the field: significant gas deficits

in cluster SFGs

In the last section, we determined that our cluster

galaxies generally have low gas masses and gas fractions,

with short depletion timescales with weak or no depen-

dence on cluster-centric radius. In this section, we redo

our stacking analysis by splitting our sample into subsets

by the median values (Figure 1, Table 2) of the follow-

ing properties: stellar mass, redshift, SFRIR, and ∆MS.

We then compare to field galaxies in order to quantify

environmentally-driven differences in gas properties.

Ideally, the comparison of the gas content in clus-

ter and field galaxies would be between samples well

matched in terms of target selection criteria, stellar mass

range, and the detection limits and methodology used to

probe the gas. Stacking analyses, as used in this work,

have the advantage of not relying on individual detec-

tions, which can bias a study toward the gas-rich end.

Given these considerations, we begin our comparison in

Figure 5 with the field sample from S16, which derived

the average gas properties of galaxies stacked in bins of

stellar mass and SSFR. For a fair comparison, we limit

our comparison to their stacks at z ∼ 1 in the range

log M?/M� > 10.5 and SFR> 50M� yr−2, shown as

blue diamonds. The average gas masses of our cluster

stacks (red cross and gold x) fall well below the general

distribution of the gas masses of the field galaxies in the

S16 sample. When incorporating SFR and stellar mass

in the gas depletion timescales and gas fractions, cluster

galaxies are, on average, consistent with the shortest gas
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Figure 4. The molecular gas mass (top), gas depletion
timescale (middle) and gas fraction (bottom) of cluster galax-
ies in three projected radial bins: 0 < r/Mpc < 0.7,
0.7 < r/Mpc < 1.4 and 1.4 < r/Mpc < 2.1. Stacked un-
certainties are from bootstrapping and so incorporate the
spread in the stacked populations. The dashed line shows
the level of the cluster core, to guide the eye. There is weak
to no dependence of these properties on cluster-centric radius
out to twice the virial radius (Rvir ∼ 1 Mpc).

depletion timescales and lowest gas fractions as found at

z ∼ 1 for massive field SFGs.

To quantify this difference, we rebin the S16 stacks

into two bins split by the median stellar mass of our sam-

ple (Table 2). For these bins, we determine the weighted

average and standard deviation of the S16 stacks, which

each include 1-12 galaxies, adopting as weights the num-

ber of galaxies in each stack. The rebinned average gas

properties can be seen in the first column of Figure 5

(indicated by the blue background). To calculate the

deficits, we then take the ratio of the rebinned field to

our cluster stacks, finding that the clusters are lower

than the field in Mmol by 2.7±1.0 (2.3±0.9), in τdepl by

3.8± 1.6 (2.9± 0.7), and in fgas by 2.0± 0.6 (3.4± 0.8)

in the low (high) mass bin (Table 3).
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Figure 5. The average molecular gas masses (first row), gas depletion timescales (second row) and gas fractions (third row) as
a function of galaxy properties: stellar mass (first column), redshift (second column), IR SFR (third column) and distance from
the MS (fourth column). In each panel, we measure the gas content from our stacks by splitting our ALMA sample into galaxies
below (red cross) and above (yellow x) the median value of each property as listed in Table 2. The gas properties of field galaxy
stacks S16 are shown as blue diamonds. In the first column, the S16 stacks are additionally rebinned into a weighted average
in two mass bins for a more direct comparison. The red dashed and yellow dotted lines are the predicted values in each bin
from field scaling relations (S17), calculated using the average properties (redshift, stellar mass, ∆MS) of the cluster stacks, as
described in Section 4.3. Table 3 gives the cluster deficits as the ratio between the field and cluster values, using the rebinned
S16 stacks and S17 scaling relations.

We next expand our comparison to the field scaling re-

lations, which are widely used in the literature and allow

us to compare to a predicted field value calculated for

the average properties (stellar mass, etc) of our stacked

subsamples. We adopt the scaling relations presented

in Scoville et al. (2017) (hereafter S17), which were de-

rived from a sample of Herschel-selected SFGs at a range

of redshifts (z . 3) and masses (log M?/M� > 10.3).

Priors were used to push the extraction of the Herschel

photometry to lower significance detections in a similar

manner as used in our Herschel photometry (A16). Both

the S17 field and our cluster samples are the massive,

IR-bright end of the galaxy populations, though the use

of detections, not stacking, in the field scaling relations

may bias the results toward the gas-rich populations.

We note that for the stellar mass range probed in this

work, the S17 scaling relations are comparable to those

of Tacconi et al. (2018, 2020), which combine CO and

dust continuum emission measurements, both detected

and stacked.

In Figure 5 (all panels), we show the field scaling rela-

tions for Mmol, τdepl, or fgas as a function of stellar mass,

redshift, SFRIR, or ∆MS − with the other parameters

being fixed at the average values of our stacked subsets

(Table 2) − following Eqns 6-8, 10 in S17. For example,

in the upper lefthand plot, we show the gas mass of a
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Table 3. The average deficits measured in gas mass, depletion timescale, and gas fraction obtained by taking the ratio of the
predicted field value to the stacked cluster value (Figure 5). Deficits are calculated in comparison to the rebinned field stacks
presented in S16 and the field scaling relations presented in S17 (see Section 4.3).

Subset Mmol τdepl fgas Mmol τdepl fgas

S16† S16† S16† S17 S17 S17

log M?/M� < 10.87 2.7 ± 1.0 3.8 ± 1.6 2.0 ± 0.6 4.4+2.1
−1.7 4.9+1.2

−1.2 2.4+0.7
−0.7

log M?/M� > 10.87 2.3 ± 0.9 2.9 ± 0.7 3.4 ± 0.8 3.6+1.8
−1.3 6.7+1.3

−1.3 2.7+0.8
−0.9

z < 1.396 − − − 4.7+2.3
−1.8 6.8+1.7

−1.7 3.1+1.0
−1.0

z > 1.396 − − − 4.4+2.1
−1.6 6.2+1.4

−1.4 2.8+0.8
−0.8

SFRIR < 121M� yr−1 − − − 4.9+2.2
−1.8 6.9+1.7

−1.7 3.2+1.0
−1.1

SFRIR > 121M� yr−1 − − − 3.1+1.6
−1.1 4.6+0.9

−0.9 2.1+0.6
−0.6

∆MS< 0.35 − − − 4.0+1.8
−1.4 6.7+1.4

−1.4 2.9+0.9
−0.9

∆MS> 0.35 − − − 5.5+2.9
−2.3 6.1+1.8

−1.8 2.8+0.9
−0.9

†Deficits from the S16 field are only calculated for the cluster stack subsets split by stellar mass. See Section 4.3.

field galaxy as a function of stellar mass, with its red-

shift and distance from the MS fixed to the properties

of our lower stellar mass stack. We repeat this for the

higher mass stack. The deficit for each cluster stack is

then calculated as the ratio between the predicted field

value and the stacked value. The error on the deficit is

a combination of the error on the best-fit scaling rela-

tions3 and the bootstrapped errors of the stacks, which

included the spread in the population, added in quadra-

ture.

From this analysis, we can compare the slope of our

cluster stacks (split into two bins by stellar mass, etc)

against the slope of the field scaling relations as well as

the absolute values. In terms of gas mass (top row), the

cluster galaxies show similar trends as the field in terms

of increasing gas mass with redshift, stellar mass, and

obscured SFR, but at a deficit of 3-5x in absolute value.

Cluster galaxies with ∆MS> 0.35 show a hint of a re-

verse trend in gas mass from the field scaling relation,

with a larger deficit for this population relative to cluster

galaxies closer to ∆MS∼ 0. This is likely driven by the

fact that our starbursting galaxies (∆MS > 0.6) are pre-

dominantly the lowest mass galaxies in our sample. This

is a selection effect caused by targeting sources based on

Herschel flux; at the low mass end, only starbursts will

be bright enough to make it into the sample. This is

confirmed when we look at the gas fraction as a func-

tion of ∆MS (fourth column, third row), which looks at

the gas content for a given stellar mass. We find that

the slope of the field scaling relation with ∆MS is recov-

3 The error on the S17 scaling relations shown is derived using the
errors on the parameters defining the best-fit relations. This does
not include all possible calibration and systematic errors, which
are expected to be largely shared between the cluster and field
gas mass derivations and so are not included in the comparison.

ered, though the absolute deficit in cluster gas remains.

This suggests that there is no preferential loss of gas in

currently starbursting cluster galaxies, though we also

note that high mass, extremely dusty starbursts may

still be missing from our sample due to the difficulty in

measuring a robust photo-z. CO spectroscopy is needed

to place the extremely dusty sources in the cluster and

measure their gas properties.

The gas depletion timescales (second row) and gas

fractions (third row) are similarly consistent with the

slopes expected in the field when splitting by the prop-

erties shown. The deficits are significant, however, with

average gas depletion timescales of ∼ 200 Myr, ∼ 5−7x

lower than the predicted field values, and gas fractions

of 10-20%, a deficit of ∼ 2 − 3x. All stacked values are

listed in Table 2 and the deficit values are in Table 3.

4.4. Comparison with other (proto-)clusters: pushing

past the gas-rich outliers

In this section, we compare to the gas properties in

cluster galaxies in the literature derived from both CO

and dust continuum, which are both robust tracers of

the gas mass (Tacconi et al. 2020). We do not re-

calibrate any measurements based on CO and we cau-

tion that, similar to the comparison to field galaxies,

comparisons between cluster samples can suffer from

heterogeneous datasets and methodologies, as well as

biased selection via targeted follow-up, small number

statistics, and often high detection limits (e.g. log

Mmol,CO/M� > 10.8 at z ∼ 1.5; Noble et al. 2017;

Hayashi et al. 2017, 2018; Stach et al. 2017). One advan-

tage we have in this work is that we draw targets from

eleven clusters with a range of star formation activity

(A16), mitigating the chances that we are biased toward

only highly star forming cluster systems. Of course, on

the other hand, our target selection of luminous cluster
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Figure 6. The gas depletion timescale (top) and gas frac-
tion (bottom) as a function of stellar mass for (proto-)cluster
galaxies. The red plus and yellow x are the stacked results
from this work, split by the median stellar mass of the sam-
ple (Table 2). We compare to the gas properties of cluster
galaxies stacked in dust continuum at z ∼ 0.7 (orange square,
Betti et al. 2019) and z ∼ 2 (light blue hexagons, Zavala et al.
2019). Individual detections of CO and/or dust emission in
(proto-)cluster galaxies are shown at z ∼ 1.5 (purple circles
and upright and rightward triangles; Noble et al. 2017, 2019;
Hayashi et al. 2017, 2018) and z ∼ 2 (blue left triangles, di-
amonds, and inverted triangles; Coogan et al. 2018; Zavala
et al. 2019; Tadaki et al. 2019). The stacked (average) val-
ues of cluster galaxies indicate that the typical gas content
is lower than implied by detections, with shorter depletion
timescales and lower gas fractions.

SFGs introduces a different bias and means we can only

address the gas properties of that population.

Closely analogous to this work in terms of technique,

Betti et al. (2019) looked at the stacked dust continuum

emission in 101 SFGs at z ∼ 0.7 as a function of local

galaxy density (Scoville et al. 2013), with their highest

density bin corresponding to the cluster environment.

In this lower redshift epoch (z < 1), the quenching ef-

ficiency in clusters is high (Muzzin et al. 2012; Alberts

et al. 2014; Nantais et al. 2017); however, among clus-

ter galaxies with ongoing star formation, the average

gas properties look remarkably similar at z ∼ 0.7 and

z ∼ 1.4 (this work), with short depletion timescales and

low gas fractions (Figure 6).

At more comparable redshifts (z ∼ 1.5), relatively

small samples of cluster galaxies have been studied via

detections of the CO emission line or dust continuum

emission. Noble et al. (2017) looked at 11 cluster mem-

bers detected in CO(2-1) in three clusters at z ∼ 1.6,

finding field-like gas depletion timescales and both field-

like and enhanced gas fractions. Hayashi et al. (2017,

2018) looked at CO(2-1) and dust continuum for 18 clus-

ter galaxies, again finding enhanced gas fractions and

long depletion timescales compared to field scaling re-

lations. They speculated that gas accretion may be en-

hanced in cluster infall regions and/or filaments or that

SFEs may be reduced due to environmentally-induced

shock-heating or feedback. These studies, however, have

relatively high detection limits and may be missing the

gas-poor cluster population.

Interestingly, however, we have to date two examples

of detection studies at z ∼ 1.5 which have gone sig-

nificantly deeper, albeit over small areas. Noble et al.

(2019) presented deep follow-up of one of their Noble

et al. (2017) clusters, detecting four additional clus-

ter galaxies in CO(2-1) (Figure 6). Additionally, a

serendipitous detection of CO in a low mass cluster

at z ∼ 1.3 was recently obtained to a 5σ limit of log

Mmol/M� ∼ 10.2; Williams, et al., ApJ, submitted).

Despite probing deeper in terms of Mmol, neither of

these studies uncovered the relatively gas-poor cluster

galaxies suggested by our stacking analysis. In fact, both

studies found only cluster galaxies with gas comparable

to the upper end or above the field scaling relations pre-

sented in Tacconi et al. (2018), which are built largely

on CO detections.

A cluster study at higher redshift, on the other hand,
does finds a gas-poor population: Coogan et al. (2018)

obtained deep CO(1-0) from the VLA and dust con-

tinuum emission at 870µm in the core of a low mass,

X-ray-selected cluster at z = 1.99, which revealed rela-

tively low gas fractions, some comparable to this work,

in five galaxies. Gas depletion timescales and gas frac-

tions derived from their dust continuum imaging (which

are in good agreement with their CO (1-0) detections

and limits) are shown in Figure 6. Notably, their galax-

ies are on the MS in terms of their SSFRs, but have

high gas excitation (obtained from multiple CO tran-

sitions) and a high rate of mergers/interactions and/or

AGN activity.

At higher redshifts (z > 2), gas content has been stud-

ied in the cores of overdense proto-cluster environments

(i.e. Wang et al. 2016, 2018; Umehata et al. 2017; Zavala
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et al. 2019; Tadaki et al. 2019; Champagne et al. 2021;

Long et al. 2020). We limit our comparison to two stud-

ies at z ∼ 2, Tadaki et al. (2019) and Zavala et al. (2019),

with the caveat that these environments may be in a dif-

ferent stage of virialization. Tadaki et al. (2019) looked

at 13 Hα-selected proto-cluster members in CO(3-2)

around the radio galaxy PKS 1138-262 at z = 2.16,

again finding enhanced gas fractions and long depletion

timescales in four detections. Zavala et al. (2019) looked

at 41 proto-cluster SFGs with an average mass of log

M?/M� = 10.8 at z ∼ 2.1 in a log Mhalo/M� = 14.3

proto-cluster core, finding again similar gas content as

coeval field galaxies, but with increasing gas-poor clus-

ter members at the high mass (log M?/M� > 11) end.

Zavala et al. (2019) additionally performed stacking to

better characterize their non-detections, finding average

values on the low end of their detected distribution, con-

sistent with this work and Betti et al. (2019). This sug-

gests that the (massive) cores of proto-clusters at z ∼ 2

may also be experiencing environmental gas loss.

Putting this all together in Figure 6, and folding in the

field comparisons of Section 4.3, it is clear that the pic-

ture of field-like gas content from cluster galaxy detec-

tions, with long depletion timescales and enhanced gas

fractions, does not describe star forming cluster galaxies

on average. Instead these gas-rich populations may be

outliers driven by high detection limits. On the other

hand, the two deep cluster observations at z ∼ 1.5 that

have been obtained to date (Noble et al. 2019, Williams

et al, ApJ, submitted) have also found gas-rich clus-

ter populations, deepening the mystery. We have only

one example of relative gas-poor detections at z = 1.99

(Coogan et al. 2018). Resolving this contention between

detections and stacking will require even lower detection

limits to recover the distribution of gas properties in the

galaxies represented in the stacks. Care must addition-

ally be taken to avoid biases by observing different re-

gions (i.e. core, infalling) within the cluster environment

as well as statistical clusters samples, given cluster-to-

cluster variation.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Warm Dust in Cluster Galaxies

Dust temperature has been linked to internal factors

such as the physical conditions of SF in a galaxy (Gal-

liano et al. 2018); however, its dependence on external

factors such as environment remain poorly constrained.

In Section 4.1, we measured the average dust temper-

ature of our cluster galaxies via their Herschel+ALMA

SEDs modeled with a modified blackbody and power

law component (Casey 2012). We found that for all

three radial bins, out to twice the virial radius, the dust

temperatures are relatively warm, ∼ 36−38 K. Compa-

rably massive field galaxies have typical dust tempera-

tures of 30± 4K with relatively little scatter (Schreiber

et al. 2018, see also Symeonidis et al. (2013)). We note

this comparison assumes that the dust emissivity β is

comparable in cluster and field galaxies, something that

has yet to be tested in the literature. Similarly warm

dust temperatures have been observed in a small frac-

tion (∼ 10%) of sub-LIRG cluster members in the Bullet

cluster, in excess of what is expected in the field and at-

tributed to dust stripping and heating from RPS (Rawle

et al. 2012). FIR stacking of a much larger sample se-

lected from SDSS found a marginal trend of increasing

dust temperature with increasing environment, up to

filament and cluster scales (Matsuki et al. 2017). Our

results qualitatively support this trend at higher red-

shift, with the caveat that the conditions that set the

dust temperature also evolve with redshift and stellar

mass (Schreiber et al. 2018) so the absolute numbers

cannot be easily compared. Conversely, studies in both

the Coma cluster (Fuller et al. 2016) and at higher red-

shift (Noble et al. 2016) found no increase in dust tem-

perature in cluster environments; however, long wave-

length constraints were often undetected or not included

in these works. A systematic study with good FIR and

submm wavelength coverage is needed. The inclusion of

the ALMA datapoint was key in our analysis; without

it, we had previously found a good match to the Her-

schel data only using templates with Tdust . 30 K for

the cold dust component (Kirkpatrick et al. 2015).

5.2. Cold Gas in Cluster Galaxies: Observations and

Theory

In this work, we have quantified the gas properties of

a population of massive cluster SFGs at z ∼ 1.4 which

are on or above the star forming MS. We have found a

clear dependence of their gas properties on the environ-

ment, with gas masses 2-3x (3-5x) lower than stacked

co-eval field galaxies (field scaling relations), with cor-

respondingly short gas depletion timescales and low gas

fractions. This effect is seen out to twice the virial ra-

dius, the limit of our survey.

Significant gas loss starting at large cluster-centric

radii has been predicted by recent cosmological simu-

lations. Zinger et al. (2018) studied the effects of RPS

on diffuse hot halo gas and the more tightly bound cold

disk gas. They found that RPS can efficiently remove

40-70% of the galaxy’s hot halo gas at large cluster-

centric radii (∼ 2Rvir), with less than 30% of halo gas

remaining in high mass satellites by Rvir (see also Bahé

et al. 2013). This removal was attributed to virial ac-

cretion shocks (Sarazin et al. 1998; Birnboim & Dekel
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2003; Dekel & Birnboim 2006) at roughly the boundary

where galaxies enter the hot ICM. This is also approx-

imately where it is expected that fresh gas accretion

onto galaxies is prevented (i.e. starvation). For their

high redshift clusters (z ∼ 0.6), Zinger et al. (2018)

estimated a travel time of a few Gyr between the ac-

cretion shock and Rvir over which this starvation can

occur. If we compare this to the expected gas recycling

timescale (0.5−1 Gyr; Oppenheimer et al. 2010; Tacconi

et al. 2020) and gas depletion timescale due to ongoing

SF (∼ 1 Gyr at z ∼ 0.6; Tacconi et al. 2020) for field

galaxies, then there is ample time for the combination

of RPS of the hot halo gas, starvation, and consumption

of gas in star formation to affect the cold gas reservoir

well before the galaxy reaches the virial radius. This is

qualitatively consistent with our recovery of a gas deficit

out to 2Rvir. Additionally, cold gas may be heated by

processes such as feedback, potentially associated with

increase fractions of cluster AGN (Martini et al. 2013,

A16).

Similar but more extreme results were found in the

Three Hundred simulation suite (Arthur et al. 2019;

Mostoghiu et al. 2021), which looked at cluster and

satellite halos up to z ∼ 1. They predict instantaneous

gas fractions consistent with zero by the crossing of Rvir

in projected space, again attributed to crossing virial

accretion shocks. This total gas loss is likely overesti-

mated due to poor resolution in the current simulations

(Bahé et al. 2017; van den Bosch & Ogiya 2018; van

den Bosch et al. 2018) and oversimplifications in ICM

structure (Tonnesen 2019), but the emerging picture is

that of significant gas loss starting at large radii and

largely completing by the first passage of the cluster

center, largely independent of halo mass (see also Oman

& Hudson 2016; Lotz et al. 2019; Oman et al. 2021).

Our finding of gas properties 2-5x below the field, on

average, out to 2Rvir supports this picture. The low gas

content can be reconciled with the ongoing star forma-

tion under the “delayed, then rapid” quenching scenario

(i.e. Wetzel et al. 2013; van der Burg et al. 2013; Bahé

& McCarthy 2015; Oman & Hudson 2016; Alberts et al.

2016; Nantais et al. 2017; Rhee et al. 2020) in which

any effect on the SFR is delayed after infall, followed by

quenching on a short timescale. If tightly bound disk

gas is retained, then the high mass galaxies character-

istic of this study may then keep forming stars up to a

Gyr after infall (Lotz et al. 2019). The low gas masses,

ongoing star formation, and condition that quenching is

rapid, particularly for these clusters during the era in

which we see a sharp rise in the quenched fraction over

z ∼ 1− 1.6 (A16, Nantais et al. 2017), suggest a combi-

nation of gas loss via stripping to prevent the recycling

and/or cooling of gas (e.g. effected by stellar or AGN

winds; Tacconi et al. 2020) in conjunction with the con-

sumption of disk gas via star formation, facilitates the

final quenching.

Seemingly at odds with the low average gas content

presented in this study − and the simulations that pre-

dict strong gas stripping on first passage − are the gas-

rich cluster galaxies discussed in Section 4.4. These

galaxies must 1) retain (or replenish) their cold gas re-

serves or 2) be in a phase of efficient gas cooling, a se-

lection effect. For the former, hot gas haloes have been

observed around local cluster/group galaxies (Sun et al.

2007; Jeltema et al. 2008). One explanation is that these

individually detected, gas-rich cluster galaxies occupy a

privileged place in the clusters relative to gas streams

which may weave through the ICM and could provide

fresh gas accretion (Dekel & Birnboim 2006; Zinger et al.

2016, 2018). Such gas streams, particularly in unre-

laxed clusters, have been invoked to explain metal en-

richment of the ICM at large radii (Rebusco et al. 2006;

Simionescu et al. 2015) and the build up of Brightest

Cluster Galaxies (BCGs; McDonald et al. 2012). This

work quantifying the average gas properties of massive

cluster SFGs, drawn from a range of clusters, adds a key

constraint for future investigations of this mechanism, in

that we have shown that this gas-rich population is the

minority.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have used ALMA Band 6 (observed

1.3mm) imaging to present the average gas properties

of 126 massive (log M?/M� & 10.5) cluster SFGs in

eleven massive (log Mhalo/M� ∼ 14) galaxy clusters at

z = 1−1.75. Our eleven clusters represent a range in to-

tal star formation activity and we sample out to ∼ 2Rvir,

with Rvir likely equivalent to the splashback radius. On

initial analysis, it was found that all targets were unde-

tected in ALMA due to weaker submm emission relative

to that predicted based on coeval field galaxies. Stacking

analysis was therefore used to obtain the average dust

continuum emission, from which we derived average gas

masses (Mmol) for stacked subsets of our sample follow-

ing the calibrations presented in S16. Combined with

extensive multi-wavelength data, we further measured

the average gas depletion timescales (τdepl; inversely, the

star formation efficiencies) and gas fractions (fgas).

Our main conclusions are as follows:

1. ALMA stacks in three cluster-centric radial bins

probing from the virialized to infalling regions

were combined with the Herschel/PACS photom-

etry to construct the average IR SEDs of mas-

sive, star forming cluster galaxies. We find weaker
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submm flux than predicted by the IR SEDs of

ALMA-detected field galaxies at z ∼ 2 (Kirk-

patrick et al. 2015; Dunlop et al. 2017); our cluster

SEDs are instead well described by local SFG tem-

plates (Rieke et al. 2009) of similar luminosity (log

LIR/L� ∼ 11.9). The addition of the submm an-

chor to the Herschel data at the dust peak reveals

relatively warm dust temperatures (∼ 36− 38 K)

compared to the well constrained cooler temper-

atures of field galaxies (∼ 30 K; Schreiber et al.

2018), with no significant dependence on cluster-

centric radius. Evidence of warmer dust in cluster

galaxies is highly conflicted in the literature; in our

work, it was key to probe both the IR peak and

submm to identify these warmer temperatures.

2. Gas masses, gas depletion timescales, and gas frac-

tions were presented in the three radial bins, sam-

pling out to twice the virial radius. We find that

the gas properties have weak to no dependence on

cluster-centric radius, with a marginal excess in

average gas mass in the intermediate bin (∼ Rvir)

at the 1σ level. We note that using projected ra-

dial bins may dilute a real trend in this analysis;

however, it is clear that the environmental impact

on gas properties extends from the cluster cores to

large radii, in good agreement with cluster studies

which have traced the cluster influence beyond the

virial (splashback) radius (i.e Balogh et al. 1999;

von der Linden et al. 2010; Chung et al. 2011; Ras-

mussen et al. 2012; Shin et al. 2021).

3. Restacking our cluster sample into bins split by

stellar mass, redshift, obscured SFR, and distance

from the MS, we perform a careful comparison

of our ALMA cluster stacks to the gas proper-

ties of field galaxies in the literature. We find

that our cluster galaxies have deficits of 2-3x, 3-

4x, and 2-4x in Mmol, τdepl, and fgas when com-

pared to stacked field samples (S16). Slightly

larger deficits are found when comparing to the

predicted values from field scaling relations (Tac-

coni et al. 2018; Scoville et al. 2017), calculated

based on the median properties (redshift, stellar

mass, etc) of our subsamples. This demonstrates

that environmentally-driven processes are causing,

on average, a significant depletion in the gas reser-

voirs of cluster galaxies at high redshift.

4. Comparison of our stacks with gas measurements

of cluster galaxies in the literature reveal that our

results are consistent with other stacking analy-

ses (Betti et al. 2019; Zavala et al. 2019), which

also find on average low gas content. By contrast,

our results are inconsistent with studies of clus-

ter populations detected in CO or dust continuum

emission, which largely find field-like gas depletion

timescales and field-like or even enhanced gas frac-

tions (i.e. Hayashi et al. 2017, 2018; Noble et al.

2017, 2019; Tadaki et al. 2019; Zavala et al. 2019,

Williams et al., ApJ, submitted; but see Coogan

et al. (2018)). The comparison with our average,

stacked gas properties suggests that these gas-rich

cluster galaxies may not be typical.

Our observed deficit in the gas properties of cluster

galaxies at z ∼ 1.4 out to 2Rvir is qualitatively in good

agreement with recent simulations, which project that

gas depletion begins early in the infall stages, at large

radii where galaxies encounter virial accretion shocks.

Though they vary in detail and quantity of gas re-

moved, these simulations largely agree that significant

gas stripping happens by first passage of the cluster cen-

ter (Zinger et al. 2018; Arthur et al. 2019; Mostoghiu

et al. 2021; Oman et al. 2021). Our analysis of star-

forming yet gas-poor cluster galaxies is consistent with

this significant gas loss, but also a retention of the

closely-bound disk gas, which continues for a time to fuel

star formation as in the “delayed, then rapid” quenching

scenario (i.e. Wetzel et al. 2013).
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