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ABSTRACT

We report on the measurement of the thermal Sunyaev–Zel’dovich (tSZ) Effect in the circumgalactic

medium (CGM) of 641,923 galaxies with M?=109.8−11.3M� at z <0.5, pushing the exploration of tSZ

Effect to lower-mass galaxies compared to previous studies. We cross-correlate the galaxy catalog

of WISE and SuperCosmos with the Compton-y maps derived from the combined data of Atacama

Cosmology Telescope and Planck . We improve on the data analysis methods (correcting for cosmic

infrared background and Galactic dust, masking galaxy clusters and radio sources, stacking, aperture

photometry), as well as modeling (taking into account beam smearing, “two-halo” term, zero-point

offset). We have constrained the thermal pressure in the CGM of M?=1010.6−11.3M� galaxies for

a generalized NFW profile and provided upper limits for M?=109.8−10.6M� galaxies. The relation

between M500 (obtained from an empirical M?–M200 relation and a concentration factor) and Ỹsph
R500 (a

measure of the thermal energy within R500) is >2σ steeper than the self-similarity and the deviation

from the same that has been reported previously in higher mass halos. We calculate the baryon fraction

of the galaxies, fb, assuming the CGM to be at the virial temperature that is derived from M200. fb
exhibits a non-monotonic trend with mass, with M?=1010.9−11.2M� galaxies being baryon sufficient.

Keywords: Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect — Millimeter astronomy — Extragalactic astronomy — Observa-

tional Cosmology — Circumgalactic medium — Hot Intergalactic medium — Hot ionized

medium — Galaxy evolution — Galaxy environments — Galactic winds — Galaxy pro-

cesses — Cosmic microwave background radiation

1. INTRODUCTION

The circumgalactic medium (CGM) is the multiphase

halo of gas and dust surrounding the stellar disk and the

interstellar medium (ISM) of a galaxy (Putman et al.

2012; Tumlinson et al. 2017; Mathur 2022; Faucher-

Giguere & Oh 2023). As a nexus of the accretion from

the intergalactic medium (IGM), galactic outflow, and

recycling precipitation, the CGM plays a crucial role

in the formation and evolution of a galaxy and might

harbor the missing galactic baryons (Cen & Ostriker

1999). The most massive and volume-filling phase of the
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CGM is predicted to be > 106 K hot and fully ionized

(e.g., Spitzer 1956; Schaye et al. 2015; Hopkins et al.

2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Li & Tonnesen 2020). This

hot gas can be observed in the emission and absorption

lines of highly ionized (He-like, H-like) metal ions and

free-free continuum emission in X-ray (Mathur 2022),

and the Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (SZ) effect (Sunyaev & Zel-

dovich 1969; Mroczkowski et al. 2019).

The SZ effect is a distortion in the spectrum of the

cosmic microwave background (CMB) due to the inverse

Compton scattering of the CMB photons with the free

electrons in the intervening ionized media (Sunyaev &

Zeldovich 1969). Thermal SZ (tSZ) effect, the strongest

of different SZ effects, is characterized by the Compton-
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y parameter: y = (σT/mec
2)
∫

Pedl
1. It is a measure of

the thermal pressure (Pe = nekBTe) or thermal energy

density of the free electrons of the relevant medium inte-

grated along the line-of-sight. If the physical properties

of the halo gas are driven by the gravitational potential,

the thermal energy of the halo gas (∝
∫

PedV ∝
∫
ydA)

would solely depend on the virial mass of the halo; re-

ferred to as self-similarity. However, simulations predict

that the self-similarity breaks in low-mass halos as the

role of galactic feedback becomes increasingly important

compared to the gravitation (e.g., Lim et al. 2021; Kim

et al. 2022; Pop et al. 2022).

The hot CGM of the Milky Way has been extensively

observed in X-ray emission (e.g., Snowden et al. 2000;

Henley et al. 2010; Das et al. 2019a; Kaaret et al. 2020;

Gupta et al. 2021; Bluem et al. 2022; Gupta et al. 2023;

Bhattacharyya et al. 2023) and X-ray absorption (e.g.,

Williams et al. 2005; Gupta et al. 2012; Nicastro et al.

2016; Gatuzz & Churazov 2018; Das et al. 2019c, 2021a;

Lara-DI et al. 2023). It is incredibly challenging to probe

the hot CGM of external galaxies in emission due to

the spatially and temporally variable foreground dom-

inating the total X-ray emission. So far, the extended

emission from the hot CGM has been detected around

a handful of individual massive (M? >1011.3M�) super-

L? galaxies (e.g., Anderson et al. 2016; Bogdán et al.

2017; Li et al. 2017) and one external L? galaxy (Das

et al. 2019b, 2020). There have also been stacking ef-

forts to detect the CGM in emission by cross-correlating

the eROSITA data with galaxy catalogs at z <0.1 (Cha-

dayammuri et al. 2022; Comparat et al. 2022).

However, X-ray emission is biased toward gas at

higher density and higher emissivity, and thus it is pri-

marily sensitive to the inner region of the CGM. X-ray

absorption is not affected by the bias mentioned above,

but it has sparse spatial sampling due to pencil beams.

Also, X-ray absorption entirely depends on metal ions

which makes the results dependent on assumed abun-

dance ratios of metals and metal-to-hydrogen ratio. In

addition to that, the lack of sufficient X-ray bright

QSO (quasi-stellar object) sightlines passing through

the CGM of external galaxies limits the scope to probe

the hot CGM of external galaxies in absorption (e.g.,

Mathur et al. 2021; Nicastro et al. 2023).

The SZ effect, on the other hand, does not suffer from

the observational biases of X-ray emission, or the re-

stricted spatial coverage and the metallicity dependence

of X-ray absorption. Also, the redshift independence of

1 σT,me and c are Thompson’s scattering cross section, rest mass
of the electron, and the speed of light in vacuum, respectively.

the SZ Effect allows one to study the CGM across cosmic

time. Therefore, the SZ effect is a powerful technique

to characterize the CGM and test self-similarity in the

halo of galaxies, complementary to X-ray observations.

Unlike spectroscopy, the tSZ effect cannot distin-

guish between the hot CGM and the partially ionized

cool/warm (104−6 K) CGM. However, the hot CGM has

a higher temperature (Te) and higher dispersion mea-

sure (DM =
∫
nedl) compared to the cooler phases of the

CGM (e.g., the hot CGM of the Milky Way contributes

to the DM of the Galactic halo ≈an order-of-magnitude

more than all other phases of the CGM combined; see

Das et al. 2021b). That makes the hot CGM the primary

contributor to the tSZ effect of any galaxy halo.

Using the Planck data, the detection of the tSZ ef-

fect has been reported in the CGM of massive (M? >

1011.3 M�) locally brightest galaxies (LBGs) and galaxy

groups at z . 0.1 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2013;

Greco et al. 2015; Lim et al. 2018) and the large-

scale structure of the universe up to z=1 (Chiang

et al. 2020, 2021). Recently, the combined maps

of Planck +Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) and

Planck +South Pole Telescope (SPT) has been cross-

correlated with galaxy catalogs at 0.5 6 z 6 1.5, again

focusing on massive galaxies and galaxy groups (Schaan

et al. 2021; Meinke et al. 2021; Vavagiakis et al. 2021;

Pandey et al. 2022).

Building upon these works, we extend the search for

the tSZ effect in the CGM of lower-mass galaxies. In §2,

we discuss the data extraction and data analysis. The

results and their physical interpretation are mentioned

in §3. We conclude and summarize our results in §4.

We have used the flat ΛCDM (cold dark-matter) cos-

mology of Planck Collaboration et al. (2016): local ex-

pansion rate H0 = 67.7 km s−1Mpc−1, matter density

Ωm = 0.307, baryon density Ωb = 0.0486, and dark en-

ergy density ΩΛ = 1−Ωm = 0.693 throughout the paper.

The cosmological baryon fraction fb,cosmo = Ωb/Ωm is

0.158. Virial parameters are expressed in terms of over-

density ∆, e.g., M∆ = 4
3πR3

∆∆ρc(z) is the mass enclosed

within a sphere of radius R∆, where the mean mass

density is ∆ times the critical density of the universe,

ρc(z) = 3H(z)2/8πG. H(z) is the Hubble parameter at

redshift z, and G is the Newtonian constant of gravita-

tion. The redshift evolution of the Hubble parameter is

E(z)2 = H(z)2/H2
o = Ωm × (1 + z)3 + ΩΛ.

2. DATA EXTRACTION AND ANALYSES

2.1. Compton-y maps

We obtain the Compton-y maps constructed by using

the component separation method based on the internal

linear combination (ILC) approach from Madhavacheril
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Figure 1. Positions of the Compton-y maps (red patches)
in Mollweide projection of galactic coordinates. BN and D56

are in the northern and southern hemispheres, respectively.
The equatorial plane is shown with the dashed gray curve.

et al. (2020, hereafter M20). These maps have been ex-

tracted from the multi-frequency data of ACTPol DR4

(98 and 150 GHz), and of Planck (30, 44, 70, 100, 143,

217, 353, and 545 GHz). These maps are derived in

two distinct, non-overlapping patches of the sky: BN

(−117◦ < RA < 150◦, −2◦ < DEC < 19◦; area = 1633

deg2) and D56 (−9◦ < RA < 40◦, −7◦ < DEC < 4◦;

area = 456 deg2), shown in Figure 1. At small scales

(multipole l > 1000) these y-maps are dominated by the

ACT data. These maps cover only 5% of the sky, but

the signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) on small scales is orders

of magnitude higher than previous Planck based y-maps.

Also, the smaller beam size of ACT (full-width at half

maxima, FWHM ≈ 1′) compared to Planck (FWHM

≈ 10′) allows us to resolve the galaxy halos at a smaller

angular size than before.

To understand the effect of thermal dust on the

Compton-y measurements, we have used two types of

y-maps from M20 in our analyses - the maps before and

after the deprojection of the cosmic infrared background

(CIB). The spectral energy distribution (SED) of CIB

is modeled as a modified blackbody with TCIB= 24 K,

consistent with the all-sky average of the SED fit to the

CIB power spectra measurements from Planck . The

FWHM of the Gaussian beams relevant for the y-maps

before and after CIB deprojection are 1.′6 and 2.′4, re-

spectively.

2.1.1. Galactic dust

We test if the y-maps are affected by the Galactic

dust. Because the characteristic angular scale of the

CIB and the Galactic dust is not necessarily the same,

the y-maps after the CIB correction might have residual

contamination by the Galactic dust emission. There-

fore, we consider the y-maps both before and after the

CIB correction. N(H i)Gal, the neutral hydrogen column

density of the Galaxy linearly correlates with E(B-V),

the reddening due to Galactic dust (Lenz et al. 2017).
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Figure 2. Compton-y values before (top) and after (bot-
tom) the CIB correction as a function of Galactic N(H i) in
the sky regions of D56 (left) and BN (right). The colorbars
denote the number of pixels in the y-maps at the correspond-
ing values of Compton-y and N(H i)Gal in the 2-D histograms.
The mean Compton-y as a function of the mean N(H i)Gal

are calculated at a constant bin width of 1019cm−2; these
are shown with the red points and the red curves. The ver-
tical dotted lines are drawn at N(H i)cut that we have im-
plemented in our analyses. The horizontal dotted lines are
drawn at y=0 to guide the eye.

Therefore, we use N(H i)Gal as a substitute for Galac-

tic dust in our analyses. We obtain N(H i)Gal from the

HI4PI survey (HI4PI Collaboration et al. 2016) and con-

struct N(H i)Gal maps for the sky regions BN and D56.

In the scenario of negligible contamination by Galac-

tic dust, Compton-y values would be uncorrelated with

N(H i)Gal. We find that the pixel-wise Compton-y values

are unlikely correlated with N(H i)Gal (Spearman corre-

lation coefficients |CSp| < 0.1; 2-D histograms in Fig. 2).

However, the mean Compton-y shows a strong negative

correlation with the mean N(H i)Gal (|CSp| > 0.9) in

both patches of the sky, both before and after the CIB

correction (Fig. 2, red lines). The correlation becomes

stronger at high N(H i)Gal. The unphysical negative val-

ues of mean Compton-y at high N(H i)Gal and the per-

sisting correlation even after the CIB correction imply

that the contribution of Galactic dust has not been com-

pletely accounted for in the process of CIB correction.

To minimize the effect of Galactic dust in further anal-

yses, we exclude the pixels in the y-maps correspond-

ing to N(H i)Gal above a certain N(H i)cut based on the

following conditions. The remaining mean y-values are

in the order of 10−7 within error, and the correlation

between the mean Compton-y and the mean N(H i)Gal

becomes weaker, while we can retain most (> 95%)
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Figure 3. The redshift distribution of stellar masses of our
galaxy sample. The horizontal and vertical dashed lines de-
note the median of the stellar mass and the redshift, respec-
tively. The range of the stellar mass considered in this paper,
9.8 6 log(M?/M�) 6 11.3 M�, is highlighted with the hori-
zontal gray band.

of the data. We use N(H i)cut of 4.7 × 1020cm−2 and

4.2 × 1020cm−2 for the sky regions BN and D56, respec-

tively.

2.2. Galaxy sample

In order to cross-correlate with the Compton-y maps,

we consider the WISE×SCOSPZ galaxy catalog that

is constructed by cross-matching the all-sky samples of

WISE and SuperCOSmos, and the photometric redshift

(PZ) is estimated using artificial neural network algo-

rithm (Bilicki et al. 2016). We extract the sky loca-

tion, photometric redshift zph, Galactic dust extinction-

corrected WISE 3.4µm (W1) and 4.6µm (W2) magni-

tude of the galaxies in the BN and D56 regions from

the galaxy catalog. The catalog excludes targets with

W1 −W2 >0.9, thus making sure that the galaxies in

the catalog are unlikely to host active nuclei.

We calculate the stellar masses from the W1 and W2

magnitude using the scaling relation from Cluver et al.

(2014). The redshift distribution of the stellar masses

is shown in Figure 3. Because the detection of the tSZ

effect has been previously reported in the CGM of M? >

1011.3 M� galaxies, we focus on galaxies of lower stellar

mass: 9.8 6 log(M?/M�) 6 11.3. The median redshift

and the median stellar mass of our sample are 0.2 and

1010.48M�, respectively.

The sky regions BN and D56 are unlikely to be con-

taminated by the stars in the Galactic disk due to their

high galactic latitude (|b| > 30◦; see Fig. 1). To test

if it is otherwise, we calculate the surface density, i.e.,

the number of galaxies per unit area of the sky as a
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Figure 4. The surface density distribution of the 9.8 6
log(M?/M�) 6 11.3 M� galaxies as a function of the galactic
latitude and the redshift of the galaxies.

function of the galactic latitude and the redshift of the

galaxies (Fig. 4). If the galaxy sample is dominantly con-

taminated by stars, the surface density would be anti-

correlated with the galactic latitude. But the surface

density is practically uniform, with < 10% fluctuation

(Fig. 4). At a given galactic latitude the surface den-

sity follows the redshift distribution shown in Figure 3,

but it is not correlated with the galactic latitude at a

given redshift. It confirms that our galaxy sample is not

contaminated by the stars in the Galactic disk.

We estimate the virial (or halo) masses of the galaxies,

Mvir (≡ M200) from the stellar masses using the stellar-

to-halo mass relation (SHMR) from Zu & Mandelbaum

(2015, hereafter Z15). The behavior of the empirical

model of Z15 is governed by the results of Behroozi

et al. (2010), but Z15 has refitted the parameters to the

z = 0 data of SDSS DR7, and has allowed the scatter

around the best-fit to vary with halo mass. We calculate

the virial radii, Rvir (≡ R200) using the Navarro-Frank-

White (NFW) profile of the dark-matter (Navarro et al.

1997) . We also determine the corresponding angular

size, θvir (≡ θ200 = R200/DA), where DA is the angu-

lar diameter distance. Using the concentration factor,

c200 as a function of the virial mass (Neto et al. 2007),

we convert M200 to M500 and obtain the corresponding

R500 as well.

2.3. Masking

The tSZ effect of the intracluster medium (ICM) and

the emission from compact radio sources can contami-

nate/bias our Compton-y measurements. Therefore, we

mask the y-maps at the positions of galaxy clusters and

radio sources. We discuss the removal process in the

following sections.

2.3.1. Galaxy clusters

We extract the position, redshift, and virial mass,

M200,cl of the galaxy clusters from the tSZ cluster cata-

log (Hilton et al. 2021). These clusters have been indi-

vidually detected at > 4σ in the 98 and 150 GHz chan-
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nels of ACT, and have been optically confirmed. We

calculate the virial radii, R200,cl, using the NFW pro-

file of dark matter. We determine the angular size,

θ200,cl of the cluster halos from their R200,cl and red-

shift. We exclude (≡ NAN) the θ200,cl regions around

the clusters in the y-maps. The cluster catalog does

not include the nearby Virgo cluster and the Abell 119

cluster that are prominently visible in the y-maps. We

obtain the R200,cl and the redshift of these clusters from

Kashibadze et al. (2020) and Piffaretti et al. (2011), re-

spectively, and remove the corresponding θ200,cl regions

around them. The galaxies in our sample that are resid-

ing within these clusters are naturally removed in this

process. Because the field galaxies and galaxies within

clusters evolve in different environments, their tSZ effect

might be different from each other. The exclusion of the

galaxies within clusters will make the interpretation of

our results more straightforward.

2.3.2. Radio sources

For the sky regions D56 and BN, the 1σ noise level

at 98 GHz is 1.4 mJy and 2.1 mJy and at 150 GHz it is

0.9 mJy and 1.8 mJy, respectively. The y-maps were con-

structed after subtracting the unresolved sources that

are individually detected at > 5σ (M20). To account

for the remaining fainter sources, we obtain the posi-

tion, flux, and angular size of the radio sources from the

latest catalog of the FIRST (Faint Images of the Radio

Sky at Twenty-cm; White et al. 1997) survey. We choose

the sources that are unlikely to be spurious (PS <0.05;

PS ≡ the probability of falling in the sidelobe of a nearby

brighter radio source). To make sure that each position

in the sky is probed down to equal sensitivity, we con-

sider the sources above a constant peak flux of 1.1 mJy

and an integrated flux of 0.7 mJy at ≈1.4 GHz.

Our goal is to remove the radio sources from the y-

maps down to the 1σ noise level at 98 and 150 GHz. We

translate the corresponding flux at these frequencies to

the flux at ≈1.4 GHz, F1.4, using the median SED of

Fν ∝ ν−0.75 for radio-loud quasars (Shang et al. 2011)2.

We exclude (≡ NAN) the regions in the y-maps affected

by the radio sources brighter than F1.4, i.e., the angular

size of the sources convolved with the Gaussian beams

relevant for the y-maps (see §2.1).

We cross-match the WISE×SCOSPZ catalog with the

FIRST catalog, and find that ≈0.4% of WISE×SCOSPZ

2 A fraction of the radio sources are stellar or unclassified and
may have a different SED than the radio galaxies. Our goal is
to exclude the brightest sources, and galaxies are brighter than
other sources, validating our assumption of the SED.

galaxies of our interest are radio-loud; we exclude them

from our galaxy sample.

2.4. Stacking

We split the galaxy sample into stellar mass bins of

different widths, ∆M? = 0.2 dex, 0.3 dex, and 0.4 dex,

and stack the Compton-y map in each mass bin sep-

arately. With wide mass bins, we can constrain the

value of Compton-y at higher significance. On the other

hand, we get better insight into the mass dependence of

Compton-y from the narrow mass bins. We provide the

stellar mass, mean redshift, the total number of galax-

ies, mean virial mass, and virial radius in each mass bin

in Table 1. We perform the same procedure for both

patches of the sky and then combine them.

We stack the y-maps in three ways, at I) fixed angular

size, II) fixed projected radius, and III) fixed fraction of

virial radius; these are discussed in detail below.

I) Fixed angular size: Following most of the previous

studies, we stack the stamps3 of a fixed angular size:

ystacked = 〈y(θi)〉; θi = θ⊥ = ri/DA,i (1)

Here, ri and DA,i are the projected radius and the angu-

lar diameter distance of the i-th galaxy in the subsam-

ple, respectively. 〈y〉 is the average Compton-y value of

all galaxies in that subsample at a fixed galactocentric

angular distance perpendicular to the line-of-sight, θ⊥.

We extract each stamp out to the median 6×θ200 of the

relevant subsample so that we can study y out to a suf-

ficiently large angular separation beyond the CGM, and

estimate the tSZ background from the same stamp.

For galaxies at different redshift, this method stacks

different projected radii for different galaxies, which is

also a different fraction of R200 for galaxies of similar

halo masses. Thus, it is not straightforward to extract

any physically meaningful information for the galaxies

from the stacking at a given angular size. For this rea-

son, we introduce the other two stacking procedures.

II) Fixed projected radius: Here, the galaxy halos are

stacked at the same projected radius:

ystacked = 〈y(θi)〉; θi = r⊥/DA,i (2)

Here 〈y〉 is the average Compton-y value of all galax-

ies in the subsample at a fixed galactocentric physical

distance perpendicular to the line-of-sight, r⊥. This

method works under the assumption that the radial

3 We call the cutout of y-map around a galaxy as “stamp”. It is
extracted using the thumbnail subroutine of the reprojection

module of pixell (Naess et al. 2021). Each “stamp” is projected
onto a local tangent plane in order to remove the effect of size
and shape distortions in the input y-map.
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pressure profiles of the CGM, P(r) have the same shape

in all galaxies in a subsample.

We extract each stamp out to the median 6×R200 in

the relevant mass bin. Because the corresponding an-

gular size of the stamp is not the same for each galaxy,

the stamps have different numbers of pixels, npixel, on

each side, which cannot be directly stacked. Therefore,

we reconstruct each stamp using 2-D piece-wise linear

interpolation so that all stamps have the same npixel.

Thus, the stamps are under or over-sampled when the

initial npixel is larger or smaller than the final npixel, re-

spectively. The final npixel is set to be the median of the

initial npixel distribution of all stamps, corresponding to

the angular size at the median DA of a subsample. Thus,

half of the stamps are under-sampled and the other half

is over-sampled, minimizing the effect of the stamp re-

construction. The distance of a given pixel from the

central pixel in a reconstructed stamp is equivalent to

the projected physical distance between the correspond-

ing sky point and the center of the relevant galaxy.

III) Fixed fraction of virial radius: Here, we stack the

galaxy halos at the same fraction of R200 of each galaxy:

ystacked = 〈y(θi)〉; θi = ri/DA,i; ri = f200 × R200,i (3)

Here 〈y〉 is the average Compton-y value at galacto-

centric physical distances perpendicular to the line-of-

sight, ri, which are a given fraction, f200, of R200,i, the

virial radius of the i-th galaxy in the relevant mass bin.

This method works under the assumption that the ra-

dial pressure profiles of the CGM are self-similar, i.e.,

the pressure at a given fraction of R200, P(f200) has the

same shape in all galaxies that are being stacked.

We extract the stamp out to 6×R200 of each galaxy.

Because the corresponding angular size, 6×θ200 is dif-

ferent for each galaxy, we follow the same steps of re-

constructing y-maps as the previous method of stacking.

The final npixel, same as the median of the initial npixel

distribution, corresponds to the median 6×θ200 of a sub-

sample. The distance of a given pixel from the central

pixel in a reconstructed stamp is equivalent to the pro-

jected distance of the corresponding sky point from the

relevant galaxy center in the unit of R200.

For galaxies at similar redshift, the first and the sec-

ond stacking method would produce the same result.

For galaxy samples with similar R200, the second and

the third stacking methods would be equivalent. For

galaxies at similar redshift and with similar R200, the

third stacking method would converge to the first one.

2.5. Aperture photometry

We have extracted the radial profile of Compton-y

from the stacked y-maps in two different ways: cumu-

lative (the conventional method), and differential. As

such, these provide us with complementary information.

The differential profile is a direct way to detect the

signal at any projected distance. In the absence of the

signal, the differential profile would be consistent with

zero. We define the differential profile in equation 4a

y(θdf) = ȳstacked(θdf −∆θ 6 θ⊥ < θdf + ∆θ) (4a)

Here, θdf and 2∆θ are the angular size and width of the

circular annulus, respectively. 2∆θ is the FWHM of the

Gaussian beam so that each annulus is just resolved. ȳ

is the average y within the annulus. For the stacking

method II,

θdf = r⊥,df/DA,med; ∆θ = ∆r/DA,med (4b)

Here, r⊥,df and 2∆r are the physical radius and width of

the circular annulus, and DA,med is the median angular

diameter distance of the galaxy subsample. For the third

stacking method,

θdf = fdf × θ200,med; ∆θ = ∆f × θ200,med (4c)

Here, fdf and 2∆f are the physical radius and width of

the annulus in the unit of R200, and θ200,med is the me-

dian angular size of the galaxy halos in the subsample.

The cumulative profile is an indirect way to detect

the signal, especially when the data is not deep enough

to directly detect the signal. We define the cumulative

profile in equation 5a

y(θcm) = ȳstacked(θ⊥ 6 θcm)

Y(θcm) =

∫ θcm

0

ydΩ = y(θcm)× πθ2
cm

(5a)

Here θcm is the angular radius of the circular aperture,

and ȳ is the average y within the aperture. For the

stacking methods II and III,

θcm = r⊥,cm/DA,med (5b)

and

θcm = fcm × θ200,med (5c)

Here r⊥,cm is the physical radius of the aperture, and

fcm is the radius of the aperture in the unit of R200.

The minimum value of θcm and (θdf + ∆θ) by defini-

tion is half of the FWHM of the relevant Gaussian beam

because any region smaller than this is not resolvable.

For each mass bin it is mentioned in Table 1 in the unit

of virial radius. Maximum θcm and (θdf + ∆θ) depends

on the stamp size, which, as described in §2.4, are me-

dian 6
√

2×θ200, median 6
√

2×R200/DA,med, and median
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6
√

2× θ200 of the relevant galaxies in stacking methods

I, II and III, respectively.

Equation 5a is different from the cumulative estimate

that was used in previous studies of the tSZ effect (e.g.,

Schaan et al. 2021). For an aperture of angular size θ,

they extract the background from the region between θ

and
√

2θ and subtract it from the signal. In our case, the

shape of the cumulative profile is more informative than

the absolute values. In the presence of any signal, the cu-

mulative profile should monotonically increase with ra-

dius, and the rate of increase would indicate the strength

of the signal in the outer part of the aperture. The pro-

file would saturate when there is no signal.

2.6. Error estimation

We estimate the combined statistical and system-

atic uncertainties in the Compton-y using the bootstrap

method. For a sample of N galaxies, we create a replica

of the sample by replacing one galaxy with a randomly

chosen galaxy from the rest (N-1) galaxies in that sam-

ple. For every stacked sample, we make a set of 1000

such replicas and obtain the mean, covariance matrix,

68.27%, and 99.73% confidence intervals of the distribu-

tion of those replicas.

2.7. tSZ background

For the following calculation, we consider the ra-

dial profiles of Compton-y, ytot, derived from the CIB

and Galactic dust-corrected, galaxy clusters and radio

sources-masked stacked y-maps. ytot has two compo-

nents, the “one-halo” radial profile of Compton-y, y1h,

and the tSZ background. This background consists of

the “two-halo” term, y2h and any zero-point offset, yzp.

The “two-halo” term is the correlated tSZ signal of other

halos around the galaxy of interest. The yzp comprises

the global Compton-y signal arising from reionization,

the intergalactic medium, the CGM of the Milky Way,

and calibration uncertainties. We consider the “two-

halo” term calculated for an FWHM = 1.′4 beam from

Vikram et al. (2017), and add it to y1h in each radial

bin with a variable amplitude, A2h (equation 6).

ytot(r⊥) = y1h(r⊥) + A2hy2h(r⊥) + yzp (6)

2.8. Modeling pressure and tSZ

In the observed tSZ effect, the thermal pressure of the

free electrons in the CGM, Pe(r) is convolved with the

effective beam of the y-maps that we use in the stacking.

y1h(r⊥) = (σT/mec
2)

∫ ∞
−∞

Pe(r)dl ~Beam(r⊥)

where r2 = r2
⊥ + l2,

Beam(θ) =
1√
2πσ

exp(−θ2/2σ2),

and, σ = FWHM/2
√

2ln(2)

(7)

Here, r⊥ and l are physical distances perpendicular to

and along the line-of-sight, respectively.

We model Pe(r) with a generalized NFW (GNFW)

profile (equation 8) that was first defined by Nagai et al.

(2007) to describe the intracluster medium.

Pe(x) = P500

( M500

3× 1014h−1
70 M�

)αp+α′
p(x)

P(x)

where x = r/R500,

P500 = 500ρc(z)fb,cosmo

( µ
µe

)(GM500

2R500

)
,

h70 = Ho/70 km s−1 Mpc−1,

and P(x) = Po(c500x)−γ(1 + (c500x)α)−(β−γ)/α

(8)

Here, µ is the mean molecular weight, and µe is the mean

molecular weight per free electron. αp corresponds to a

modification of the standard self-similarity and α′p(x)

introduces a break in the self-similarity. c500 is the con-

centration factor, α, β and γ are the slopes of the pres-

sure profile at x ≈ rs, x� rs, and x� rs, respectively,

where, rs = R500/c500.

For local (z < 0.2) massive (M500 > 1014M�) galaxy

clusters, Arnaud et al. (2010; hereafter A10) consid-

ered a hybrid average profile of pressure, combining the

profiles from X-ray observations within 0.03–1 R500 and

simulations in the 1–4 R500 region. For their best-fit es-

timate of c500, rs of our sample galaxies are smaller than

the angular resolution of the y-maps that we consider in

our analysis. Therefore, by construction, we cannot con-

strain the slopes of the pressure profile independently.

Thus, we freeze c500, α, β, γ and αp at their empirically

derived best-fitted values in A10: 1.177, 1.0510, 5.4905,

0.3081, and 0.12, respectively, and neglect the weak ra-

dial dependence α′p(x) as it has a second order effect

(also adopted in Greco et al. 2015, for tSZ profile of

M? > 1011.3M� galaxies). We freeze µ at 0.59 and µe
at 1.14, the values adopted by Nagai et al. (2007). We

set the initial Po as 8.403h−1.5
70 (best-fitted value in A10)

and allow it to vary.

We use Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) calcula-

tions (Metropolis et al. 1953; Hastings 1970) to estimate

the posterior probability distribution functions of Po,

A2h and yzp, using the Affine-Invariant Ensemble Sam-

pler algorithm implemented in emcee (Foreman-Mackey
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et al. 2013). We assume uniform priors on 0 6 Po 6 200

and 0 6 A2h 6 10 and do not put any constraint on

yzp. We assume the likelihood to be Gaussian. We run

multiple emcee ensembles and keep on adding indepen-

dent sets of chains until I) the number of chains is larger

than 50 times the integrated auto-correlation time, τ , of

each parameter, and II) the Gelman-Rubin convergence

parameter reaches values within 0.9–1.1 (Gelman & Ru-

bin 1992). We remove the first 2×τmax steps from the

sampler to get rid of the burn-in phase. We consider

the most likely values of the free parameters (i.e., values

corresponding to the minimum χ2) and the covariance

matrices of their posterior probability distributions for

the following calculations.

2.9. Thermal energy

From the best-fit pressure profiles in §2.8 we calculate

Ysph
R500, i.e., the thermal pressure of the free electrons4

integrated within a spherical volume of radius R500. Fol-

lowing conventions, it is multiplied by σT/mec
2 and di-

vided by DA(z)2 in order to express it in the unit of solid

angle subtended by the spherical volume of considera-

tion in the sky.

Ysph
R500 = (σT/mec

2)

∫ R500

0

Pe(r) 4πr2dr/DA(z)2 (9a)

and, Ỹsph
R500 = Ysph

R500E(z)−2/3(DA(z)/500 Mpc)2, (9b)

Ỹsph
R500 takes into account different redshift of galaxies

and scale Ysph
R500 to z = 0 through E(z), and normalize

Ysph
R500 to a fixed angular diameter distance of 500 Mpc.

2.10. Baryonic mass and baryon fraction

We assume that the hot CGM, i.e., the ionized gas

within R200 of the stacked galaxies in each mass bin, is

at the virial temperature, Tvir (≡ T200). We estimate

T200 from the virial mass and the virial radius (equation

10b). We estimate the density profiles from the best-

fitted pressure profiles in §2.8 and calculate the mass of

the hot circumgalactic gas using equation 10a.

Mgas,200 =

∫ R200

0

µempne(r)4πr
2dr

where, ne(r) = Pe(r)k−1
B T−1

200

(10a)

4 For a fully ionized monoatomic ideal gas, the thermal energy

density is
(

3µe
2µ

)
Pe ∼ 2.9Pe. The self-similarity (or the lack

thereof) of Ysph
R500 is not affected by the proportionality factor.

Because the goal of this paper is to study Ysph
R500 as a function of

mass, we do not explicitly discuss the thermal energy further.

and,T200 =
µmpGM200

2kBR200
(10b)

Here, mp, ne, and kB are the rest mass of the proton, the

number density of electrons, and Boltzmann’s constant,

respectively. Finally, we calculate the baryon fraction,

fb = (M? + Mgas,200)/M200.

2.11. Null test

For the null test, we create a mock catalog of galaxies

in each patch of the sky, i.e., BN and D56. We construct

a 2-D random distribution spanning the range of RA

and DEC of our sample and replace the true location

(RA, DEC) of the galaxies with values drawn from that

distribution. Then, we repeat the stacking, aperture

photometry, and error estimation of Compton-y for this

mock catalog of galaxies.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the following sections, we discuss the results de-

rived from CIB and Galactic dust-corrected, galaxy clus-

ters and radio sources-masked y-maps stacked using the

third stacking method. We have discussed the individ-

ual effect of CIB, Galactic dust, galaxy clusters, and

radio sources on stacking and compared three stacking

methods in Appendix A.

3.1. Best-fit model

In Figure 5, we show the results of stacking (top

left panel) and pressure modeling for the M? =

1011.0−11.3M� mass bin. A2h is greater than 1, and

yzp is consistent with zero within 1σ uncertainty (top

right panel), implying a significant contribution of the

“two-halo” term and negligible contribution of the zero-

point offset. A2h and yzp are anti-correlated as expected

for a given tSZ background. In the bottom left panel,

we show the differential radial profile of Compton-y ex-

tracted from the stacked y-map (black circles with er-

ror bars) and the profile calculated from the best-fitted

pressure model (red curve). The “one-halo” term (blue

dash-dotted curve) contributes at a small radius, while

the tSZ background (dashed green curve) dominates at

a large radius. The excess in the data compared to

the tSZ background in the innermost radial bin indi-

cates the detection of the tSZ effect in the CGM of

M? = 1011.0−11.3M� galaxies. We show the results for

other mass bins in Appendix B.

3.2. Dependence on stellar mass

In Figure 6 (left panel) we show the best-fit thermal

pressure of electrons integrated within a spherical vol-

ume as a function of the stellar mass of galaxies. Qual-



tSZ effect in the CGM 9

6 4 2 0 2 4 6
R200

6

4

2

0

2

4

6
R 2

00
11.0 < log(M * /M ) 11.3

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Compton-y 1e 7

24.4+10.4
10.3

log(M * /M ) = 11.0-11.3

0.0
1.5
3.0
4.5
6.0

A 2
h

2.4+1.2
1.2

0 15 30 45
Po

5.0
2.5
0.0
2.5
5.0

y z
p

×
10

8
0.0 1.5 3.0 4.5 6.0

A2h

6 3 0 3
yzp × 108

0.6+1.7
1.5

0.1 0.2 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
r [R200]

10

3

4
5
6
7
8
9

20

30

Co
m

pt
on

-y
×

10
8

log(M * /M ) =11.0-11.3
y1h

A2h × y2h + yzp

ytot

Data

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
r [R200]

10 6

10 5

Ycy
l

ob
s

yd
 [a

rc
m

in
2 ]

log(M * /M ) =11.0-11.3

y1h

A2h × y2h + yzp

Model
Data

Figure 5. Results for the log(M?/M�) = 11.0 − 11.3 mass bin. Top left: CIB and Galactic dust-corrected, galaxy clusters
and radio sources-masked Compton-y map stacked using method III (fixed f200). The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central
pixel) is marked with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian beam (FWHM of 2.′4) is shown with a circle at the center of each map.
The colorbar is shown below the map. Top right: Posterior probability distributions of the amplitude of the thermal pressure
profile: Po, the amplitude of y2h: A2h, and zero-point offset: yzp, obtained by fitting the GNFW pressure model to our tSZ
measurements. The vertical dashed lines and the shaded regions in the diagonal plots correspond to the most likely value and
68% confidence interval of the marginalized distribution of the free parameters; the values are mentioned in the respective titles.
The most likely values are marked with ‘+’ in the contour plots. The contours correspond to 68% and 95% confidence intervals.
Bottom left: Differential radial profile of Compton-y. The black circles with error bars are extracted from the map shown
above (see §2.5). The dash-dot-dotted vertical line denotes the FWHM of the beam (2.′4). By construction, the width of each
annulus is the same as the beam size, shown with the error bars along the x-axis. The error bars along the y-axis denote 68%
confidence intervals. The dotted vertical line is drawn at R500. The dash-dotted blue curve and the dashed green curve are the
best-fit “one-halo” term, y1h and tSZ background (A2hy2h+yzp), respectively, with the hatched area around them corresponding
to the 1σ uncertainty. The solid red curve and the shaded area around it are the best-fit model with 1σ uncertainties. Bottom
right: Cumulative radial profile of Compton-y, i.e.

∫
ydΩ, normalized at an angular diameter distance of 500 Mpc. The black

circles with error bars are extracted from the map shown above (see §2.5). Error bars correspond to 68% confidence intervals.
The solid red curve and the shaded areas around it are calculated from the model and its 1σ uncertainties, best fitted to the
differential radial profile of Compton-y shown on the left.
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itatively, the thermal energy increases with stellar mass

and flattens at M? > 1011M�.

We compare our measurements with the predictions

from cosmological zoom-in simulations EAGLE (4262

galaxies) and IllustrisTNG (5768 galaxies; Kim et al.

2022, hereafter K22). While EAGLE and IllustrisTNG

have different feedback prescriptions, their predicted

median Ỹsph
R500 are consistent with each other. Our mea-

surements for M? < 1011M� including the upper limits

are consistent with the median of the simulations. Our

measurements for M? > 1011M� are smaller than the

median, but are ≈consistent within the scatter (‘×’ and

‘+’ symbols).

The simulations in K22 were tuned to reproduce the

results of Planck Collaboration et al. (2013) within

5 × R500 of M? > 1011.3M� locally brightest galaxies

(LBGs; galaxies without any brighter neighbor within

1 Mpc). LBGs have a different luminosity function than

the whole population of galaxies. But we do not have

any such preference. Therefore, the discrepancy between

K22 and our results at M? = 1011.0−11.3M� could be due

to sample selection. It should be noted that the galaxies

in K22 were at z = 0, whereas our M? > 1011M� galaxy

sample is at z ≈ 0.28 (Table 1). Also, the star-forming

galaxies have larger Ỹsph
R500 than quiescent galaxies in

K22. Therefore, the discrepancy could be due to any

redshift evolution, and/or our galaxy sample being dom-

inated by quiescent galaxies. We will test these possi-

bilities in future work.

3.3. Self-similarity

In the right panel of Figure 6 we show the volume in-

tegrated thermal pressure of electrons as a function of

the virial mass (M500) of galaxies. A10 introduced a

modification to the self-similarity to fit the X-ray ob-

servations of M500 > 1014M� halos: Ỹsph
R500 ∝ M

5/3+αp

500

with αp = 0.12 (see §2.8). We extrapolate this relation

to lower mass and compare it (dotted blue line) with our

results (black circles).

With the expectation that M500 and Ỹsph
R500 follows

a power-law relation: Ỹsph
R500 = Ynorm ×MΓ

500, we fit a

straight line to ln(M500) and ln(Ỹsph
R500) using the python

package linmix based on the hierarchical Bayesian model

of Kelly (2007). M500 and Ỹsph
R500 are assumed to be

drawn from a 2-d log-normal distribution N2(µ,Σ) with

the mean µ = (ξ, η) which are the unobserved true val-

ues of ln(M500) and ln(Ỹsph
R500), and the covariance ma-

trix Σ containing the measured errors of ln(M500) and

ln(Ỹsph
R500). ξ and η are connected through P(η|ξ) =

N (α + βξ, σ2), where the regression parameters α, β,

and σ2 are the intercept, slope, and Gaussian intrinsic

scatter of η around the regression line, respectively. The

priors on α, β, and σ2 are uniform.

The best-fit value of β, i.e., the true value of Γ is

3.27+0.91
−0.69 ≡ 5/3 + 1.60+0.91

−0.69 (68% confidence interval;

solid red line in Figure 6, right panel). It implies that

our sample galaxies deviate from the self-similar relation

by ≈ 2.3σ. The deviation from self-similarity is stronger

than the αp of A10, i.e., 1.60+0.91
−0.69 > 0.12. The largest

possible value of the second-order effect, α′p(r/R500) that

we have ignored in our analysis (see §2.8), was 0.10 in

A10. The equivalent α′p in our case is 1.48+0.91
−0.69. There-

fore, our samples not only deviate from self-similarity,

but it also deviates more than their massive counterparts

in A10. Our finding of steeper Ỹsph
R500 −M500 relation is

consistent with the best-fit model for &25,000 simulated

halos in the mass range of 1012M� < M500 < 5×1013M�
in IllustrisTNG (Pop et al. 2022).

It should be noted that Ỹsph
R500 is practically constant

at M500 > 1012.2M� (see the values of Ỹsph
R500 in the last

two rows of ∆M? = 0.3 dex and 0.2 dex in Table 1). To

test if this flattening affects the best-fitted Ỹsph
R500−M500

relation, we fit the M500 6 1012.2M� halos, and obtain

Γ = 5.49+4.57
−1.95 (dashed green line in Figure 6, bottom

panel), which is larger than the slope for self-similarity,

A10, and the slope we obtained for all our galaxies:

3.27+0.91
−0.69. That means the overall Ỹsph

R500 − M500 rela-

tion of our sample might follow a broken power-law with

Mbreak ≈ 1012.2M�, where the relation is weaker than

the self-similarity above Mbreak but is stronger than the

self-similarity below Mbreak. It has not been predicted

or observed before.

Our result of the global fit and the fit for M500 6
1012.2M� galaxies are qualitatively similar: a deficit of

the tSZ effect at a given stellar (and halo) mass com-

pared to the self-similarity. It indicates two possibilities

regarding the galactic outflows - 1) too strong feedback:

the galactic outflow spewed the ionized gas in the CGM

outside R500, or 2) too weak feedback: the feedback was

not strong enough to prevent cooling and eventual pre-

cipitation of the halo gas to the galactic disk. Distin-

guishing between these options and identifying the ac-

tual physical scenario is beyond the scope of our paper.

It would be part of our future endeavors.

The interpretation of our result for M500 > Mbreak

galaxies depends on which side of the mass is consid-

ered the point of reference. If we consider Mbreak as

the reference, the flattening of Ỹsph
R500 implies a deficit

of Ỹsph
R500 in the CGM of the most massive galaxies in

our sample compared to the self-similar relation (and

A10). In that case, the interpretation would be simi-

lar to that discussed in the previous paragraph. If we

consider the most massive galaxies in our sample as a

https://github.com/jmeyers314/linmix
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Figure 6. Ỹsph
R500, a measure of the thermal energy within R500, as a function of the stellar mass, M? (left) and halo mass, M500

(right). The upper x-axes have been labeled with corresponding M500 (left) and M? (right). The error bars in the y-axes are
1σ uncertainties. Our measurements of Ỹsph

R500 constrained at more/less than 90% confidence are plotted in filled/unfilled black
circles. Left: The error bars in the x-axes correspond to the range of M? in the mass bin of consideration. We have plotted
a subset of the results (Table 1) to help visualize the pattern. The orange ‘×’ and blue ‘+’ symbols are Ỹsph

R500 predicted from
cosmological zoom-in simulations EAGLE and IllustrisTNG, respectively (Kim et al. 2022), with solid orange and dashed blue
curves showing the median. Right: The error bars in the x-axes correspond to the 1σ scatter in M500. The dotted blue line is

the best-fit result of Ỹsph
R500 ∝ M

5/3+αp

500 for M500 > 1014M� halos (Arnaud et al. 2010, see §2.8), extrapolated to lower mass. The
solid red and the dashed green curves are the best-fit results for all galaxies and M500 6 Mbreak galaxies, respectively. Mbreak

is marked with the vertical dash-dotted yellow line. The dark and light shaded areas denote intrinsic and total scatter in the
regression, respectively. See §3.2 and §3.3 for details.

reference, the flattening of Ỹsph
R500 implies an excess of

Ỹsph
R500 in the CGM of galaxies above Mbreak. It indi-

cates a non-negligible contribution of galactic feedback

within R500 that keeps the CGM ionized but does not

throw the gas outside the halo. However, there are only

four data points at M500 > Mbreak, and they span only

0.2 dex of virial mass. Also, only 5% of our galaxy sam-

ples are more massive than Mbreak. Therefore, we do

not comment further on M500 > Mbreak galaxies to avoid

over-interpretation.

3.4. Baryon budget

In Figure 7, we show the baryon fraction, fb as a func-

tion of the stellar mass. We compare our measurements

with the predictions from cosmological zoom-in simu-

lations EAGLE (3544 galaxies) and IllustrisTNG (5344

galaxies; Davies et al. 2020), and with previous mea-

surements based upon X-ray observations. Finally, we

discuss the implications of the variation of the baryon

fraction with stellar mass in our sample.

The X-ray emission-based measurement of NGC 3221,

the only L? galaxy other than Milky Way with a detected

CGM (green square; Das et al. 2019b, 2020) is consis-

tent with our results. The measurements for more mas-

sive super-L? galaxies in X-ray emission (red triangle;

Li et al. 2018) are also in line with our findings. Instead

of assuming an SHMR, the virial masses of these indi-

vidual galaxies have been directly measured from the

velocity dispersion of the neutral gas in these galaxies.

The measurement uncertainty in the virial mass is the

largest source of uncertainty in fb of these individual

galaxies. The median of the fb distribution predicted in

simulations (solid orange and dashed blue curves, Fig. 7)

are not consistent with our measurements, but we can-

not rule these predictions out modulo the scatter around

the median and the uncertainties in our measurements.

In previous studies on galaxy groups and clusters

based on the tSZ effect and X-ray emission, fb has been

found to decrease with decreasing halo mass (e.g., Lim

et al. 2018). However, we find that the trend does not

continue in low-mass halos. Starting from the largest

stellar mass in Fig. 7, fb increases with decreasing stel-

lar mass, reaches its peak and becomes consistent with

the cosmological fb at M? = 1010.9−11.2M�, and falls

off at lower stellar mass. It is arguably the first time

that the baryon fraction has been found to show such

a non-monotonic behavior with stellar (and virial) mass

in observational data. This “inversion”, i.e., increasing

fb with decreasing stellar mass has been predicted in Il-

lustrisTNG simulations (Davies et al. 2020, blue dashed
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Figure 7. The baryon fraction, fb, as a function of the stel-
lar mass. The upper x-axis has been labeled with correspond-
ing M200. Our measurements constrained at more (less) than
90% confidence are plotted in filled (unfilled) black circles.
Note that we have plotted a subset of the results (Table 1) to
help visualize the pattern. The error bars in the x-axes cor-
respond to the range of M? in the mass bin of consideration.
The green square and the red triangle are based upon the
X-ray emission measurement of NGC 3221 (Das et al. 2019b,
2020) and of six galaxies in the CGM-MASS survey (Li et al.
2018), respectively. The solid orange and dashed blue curves
are median predictions from EAGLE and IllustrisTNG, with
the shaded regions showing 1σ scatter (Davies et al. 2020).
The horizontal dotted gray line corresponds to the cosmo-
logical baryon fraction (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016).

curve, Fig. 7), although the “inversion” in the simulation

occurs at a different stellar mass than our measurements.

It should be noted that we have assumed the gas to

be at the virial temperature. The X-ray emission mea-

surements of M? > 1010.9M� galaxies (Das et al. 2020;

Li et al. 2018) are consistent with that, but it might

not be true for lower mass galaxies. While the exact

mass of sub-virial phases in the CGM probed in UV ab-

sorption lines are extremely sensitive to the conditions

in ionization modeling, the prevalence of those lines in-

dicates that the volume-average temperature of these

halos might not be as high as their corresponding virial

temperatures. A lower temperature would increase the

mass of the CGM calculated from the tSZ effect, thereby

increasing fb in M? < 1010.9M� halos.

In galaxy groups and clusters, as AGN feedback is

the dominant mechanism of outflows, the decreasing fb
with decreasing halo mass (e.g., Lim et al. 2018) in-

dicates a higher strength of the AGN feedback rela-

tive to gravitation in low-mass groups. The halo mass

of our sample is where the stellar feedback could be-

come more influential than the AGN feedback (e.g.,

Harrison 2017). Therefore, the “inversion” in fb from

M? = 1011.6M� to 1010.9M� galaxies in Fig. 7 might

be the scenario where the stellar feedback enriches the

CGM and prevents overcooling but unlike AGN feed-

back, it is not strong enough to throw the gas outside

R200. In M? < 1010.9M� galaxies, given the ubiquitous

presence of cool CGM, we cannot conclusively comment

on the baryon sufficiency and the interplay between feed-

back and cooling. It would require simulations focused

on the large-scale impact of stellar feedback, and ob-

servations in X-ray and kinetic SZ (kSZ) effect5 (e.g.,

as done in Schaan et al. 2021; Amodeo et al. 2021) to

constrain these speculations.

4. CONCLUSION, SUMMARY AND FUTURE

DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we have looked for the tSZ effect

in the CGM of WISE×SuperCosmos galaxies with

M? = 109.8−11.3M� using Compton-y maps from

ACT +Planck data. We have studied the effect of dust,

galaxy clusters, and radio sources on the stacked y-maps

and corrected them. We have considered three methods

of stacking, and two methods of aperture photometry,

and zeroed in on the most complete and informative

one. We have taken into account the beam smearing,

the “two-halo” term, and any zero-point offset. Below,

we summarize our science results:

• We have been able to constrain the tSZ effect in

the CGM of M? = 1010.6−11.3M� galaxies by mod-

eling the thermal pressure with a generalized NFW

profile. There was also indirect evidence of the tSZ

effect in the M? < 1010.6M� galaxies before cor-

recting for CIB (Fig. A.1, top row), but we cannot

quantify the signal after correcting for CIB.

• The dependence of Ỹsph
R500 (a measure of the ther-

mal energy within R500) on the virial mass, M500 is

> 2σ stronger than that in self-similarity and the

deviation from the same observed in higher mass

halos in literature.

• Galaxies in the 1010.9−11.2M� range of stellar mass

could be baryon sufficient. The baryon fraction of

the galaxies exhibits a non-monotonic trend with

stellar mass, implying a complex interplay of the

gravitational potential and galactic outflow. The

non-monotonic trend has not been predicted be-

fore, indicating an insufficient treatment of the

5 A measure of ne from the CMB power spectrum, without any
temperature dependence
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Table 1. Properties of our galaxy sample and the corresponding tSZ effect. The number of galaxies,
the mean redshift, the mean virial mass, and the mean virial radius with 1σ scatters in each stellar
mass bin are quoted in the second–fifth column. Rmin denotes the smallest aperture in the unit of
R200. The error bars in Ỹ and Mgas are 1σ and the upper limits (for values constrained at <90%
confidence) are 3σ. Mgas is calculated assuming the CGM to be at virial temperature.

log(M?) #galaxy z log(M200) R200 Rmin Ỹsph
R500 Mgas,200

[M�] [M�] [kpc] [R200] [×10−8arcmin2] [×1011M�]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

∆M? = 0.3 dex

9.8-10.1 93907 0.158±0.063 11.86±0.04 185±5 1.09 <5.86 <2.85

10.1-10.4 175255 0.172±0.061 12.00±0.05 206±7 1.05 <5.26 <2.74

10.4-10.7 187761 0.192±0.060 12.18±0.07 237±12 0.99 <6.28 <2.74

10.7-11.0 124892 0.233±0.056 12.43±0.09 287±19 0.94 8.1±4.6 1.51±1.31

10.8-11.1 101155 0.249±0.053 12.53±0.10 310±21 0.92 17.3±6.1 2.79±1.34

10.9-11.2 79367 0.265±0.050 12.64±0.10 336±25 0.88 34.2±8.6 4.73±1.55

11.0-11.3 60108 0.281±0.047 12.75±0.11 366±29 0.84 37.3±11.0 4.37±1.71

∆M? = 0.2 dex

10.6-10.8 106715 0.211±0.059 12.31±0.05 261±10 0.97 <11.75 <3.61

10.7-10.9 91250 0.226±0.057 12.40±0.06 279±11 0.95 <18.58 <4.77

10.8-11.0 75326 0.242±0.054 12.50±0.06 301±13 0.93 15.3±6.8 2.61±1.30

10.9-11.1 59469 0.258±0.050 12.60±0.07 326±15 0.90 31.1±9.3 4.55±1.55

11.0-11.2 45726 0.274±0.047 12.71±0.07 355±18 0.86 30.8±11.7 3.84±1.96

11.1-11.3 34280 0.290±0.044 12.83±0.07 389±21 0.82 47.1±15.9 4.93±2.16

∆M? = 0.4 dex

10.5-10.9 212095 0.210±0.060 12.29±0.11 258±20 0.97 <7.21 <2.58

10.6-11.0 182042 0.225±0.058 12.38±0.12 275±23 0.95 5.8±3.2 1.17±0.92

large-scale effect of galactic feedback in low-mass

galaxies in simulations.

Upcoming telescopes, e.g., Simons Observatory and

CMB-S4 will improve the quality of SZ signal with in-

creased sky coverage, frequency coverage, sensitivity,

and angular resolution. Ongoing and future galaxy

surveys by, e.g., Dark energy spectroscopic instrument

(DESI) and Vera C. Rubin Observatory will increase the

sample size of galaxies. This will allow us to measure the

tSZ effect as well as the kSZ effect in low-mass galaxies

and constrain the density and pressure profiles indepen-

dently, leading to a better understanding of the effect of

galactic feedback on the CGM.
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APPENDIX

A. PROOF OF CONCEPT AND TECHNIQUES

A.1. Effect of thermal dust

In this section, we discuss how the cosmic infrared

background (CIB) and the Galactic dust affect the

stacking results.

A.1.1. CIB

We show the stacked y-maps and the corresponding

differential radial profiles before and after the CIB de-

projection in Figure A.1. The y-value in the central re-

gion of the maps before CIB deprojection is suppressed

(top row). It is also reflected by the radial profiles (red

circles; bottom row), where the y-value in the innermost

radial bin is smaller than the y-values in most (if not

all) of the outer radial bins. Because the thermal dust

of the galaxies has a different spectral energy distribu-

tion (SED) than that of the tSZ effect, the dust emission

could be manifested as a dearth of Compton-y. This ef-

fect becomes stronger as the stellar mass decreases, to

the extent of the innermost radial bin falling to nega-

tive Compton-y, which is unphysical. It attests to the

fact that less massive galaxies are generally dustier (e.g.,

Cortese et al. 2012). Also, the y-values in the outer ra-

dial bins are enhanced due to the thermal dust emission

by the CIB that mimics the tSZ signal. Both of these ef-

fects are corrected in the CIB deprojected maps (middle

row) and the corresponding radial profiles (blue stars;

bottom row). In the following sections, we consider the

CIB-corrected results only.

A.1.2. Galactic dust

We show the stacked, CIB deprojected y-maps and

the corresponding differential radial profiles before and

after correcting for Galactic dust in Figure A.2. The

Compton-y maps after applying the cut in N(H i)Gal

are systematically brighter than those before applying

the cut (middle vs. top row). The correction factor is

≈constant at small angular separation (θ < 5′), and it

increases at larger angular separation. It leads to a flat-

ter radial profile of Compton-y, effectively visible in the

10.7 < log(M?/M�) 6 11.3 bins (red circles vs. blue

stars; bottom row). It also shows that the negative val-

ues of Compton-y at large angular separation (θ > 8′)

in the most massive (11.0 < log(M?/M�) 6 11.3) bin

is due to the residual effect of Galactic dust even after

the CIB correction. In the following sections, we con-

sider the results corrected for CIB as well as the Galactic

dust.

A.2. Effect of masking

In this section, we discuss how the galaxy clusters and

the compact radio sources affect the stacking results.

A.2.1. Galaxy clusters

In Figure A.3, we show the stacked y-maps and the

corresponding differential radial profiles before and af-

ter excluding the galaxy clusters. The Compton-y values

are significantly larger in the presence of galaxy clusters,

reflected by the stark differences between the stacked

y-maps (top and middle row). This difference could be

due to the tSZ emission from the ICM of the galaxy clus-

ters. However, the clusters not only enhance the overall

y-values, but they also steepen the radial profiles (red

circles; bottom row), which would effectively lead to an

overestimation of the tSZ signal. This contamination is

corrected for in the masked profiles (blue stars; bottom

row). In the following section, we consider the results

masked for the galaxy clusters.

A.2.2. Radio sources

In Figure A.4, we show the stacked y-maps and the

corresponding differential radial profiles before and after

removing the radio sources from the WISE×SCOSPZ

galaxy sample as well as from the y-map. Overall, the

stacked y-maps are brighter after removing the radio

sources (top and middle row). Same as the thermal

dust, the compact radio sources, which include both

stars and galaxies, have different SED than that of the

tSZ effect. Thus, the emission from these sources could

be manifested as a deficiency of Compton-y. However,

this effect is not uniform in all stellar mass bins and at

all angular separations. In log(M?/M�) 6 10.4 galax-

ies, the y-values are systematically higher after masking

the radio sources (red circles vs. blue stars; bottom

row). Thus, it increases the zero-point offset but does

not affect the tSZ signal as such. In log(M?/M�) > 10.4

galaxies, y-values at the innermost radial bins are prac-

tically unchanged, while the y-values in the outer bins

are higher after masking the radio sources, thus flatten-

ing the radial profiles. Therefore, if the radio sources are

not removed, the background would be underestimated

and hence the tSZ signal would be overestimated. This

is corrected in the masked profiles. In the main text, we

discuss the results masked for galaxy clusters as well as

the radio sources.
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Figure A.1. Top and middle row: Stacked Compton-y maps before and after the CIB deprojection (see §2.1). The range of
M? in each mass bin is mentioned in the title of each map. The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central pixel) is marked
with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian beam with an FWHM of 1.′6 and 2.′4 before and after the CIB deprojection, respectively,
is shown with a circle at the center of each map. The colorbar is shown at the bottom. Bottom row: Differential radial profiles
of the stacked Compton-y maps with 1σ error before and after the CIB deprojection. The width of each annulus is the same as
the FWHM of the Gaussian beam, shown with the error bars along the x-axis.

A.3. Comparison among stacking methods

We show the CIB and Galactic dust-corrected, galaxy

clusters and radio sources-masked y-maps stacked us-

ing the three stacking methods in Figure A.5 (top three

rows). The difference among the three stacking methods

in the 2-D spatial distribution of Compton-y in the maps

is visible. We also show the corresponding differential

and cumulative radial profiles in the bottom two rows

of Figure A.5. The units of galactocentric distance in

these radial profiles are the average θ200, average R200,

and R200 for the stacking methods I (fixed θ⊥), II (fixed

r⊥) and III (fixed f200), respectively. The radial profiles

for the second and the third stacking methods are con-

sistent with each other (red crosses and blue stars), but

the profiles for the first stacking method are different

(brown stars). In the differential profiles of Compton-y,

the difference among the stacking methods is not uni-

form in all mass bins and at all radii. In the two lowest

mass bins, the y-values are noise dominated, and the

differences among the stacking methods in individual

radial bins are consistent within error. In the interme-

diate (10.4 < log(M?/M�) 6 11.0) mass bins, the outer

radial bins are more affected by the stacking methods

than the innermost radial bin. In the most massive bin,

the differences among the stacking methods, although

present, are not visually prominent. Thus, it is crucial

to incorporate the redshift and the virial radius into the

stacking, otherwise, the signal might be incorrectly es-

timated. This is one of the major advancements in this

work, compared to previous studies.

Because the second stacking method involves the in-

formation about the galaxy redshift while the first stack-

ing method does not, the ≈ 16− 45% scatter in D−1
A in
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Figure A.2. The effect of Galactic dust correction by applying the cut in N(H i)Gal (see §2.1.1) on stacking. Top and middle
row: Stacked CIB corrected Compton-y maps before and after the cut. The range of M? in each mass bin is mentioned in the
title of each map. The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central pixel) is marked with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian beam
(FWHM of 2.′4) is shown with a circle at the center of each map. The colorbar is shown at the bottom. Bottom row: Differential
radial profiles of the stacked Compton-y maps with 1σ error before and after the cut. The width of each annulus is the same as
the FWHM of the Gaussian beam, shown with the error bars along the x-axis.

individual mass bins causes the difference between the

first and the second stacking methods (see equations 1

and 2). The similar scatter in D−1
A and in R200/DA (see

equations 2 and 3) in all mass bins result in similar ra-

dial profiles for the second and the third stacking meth-

ods. In further discussion, we consider the third stacking

method only, because it takes into account the redshift

and the virial radius, and the results using this method

are the most straightforward to interpret in terms of

virial properties of galaxies.

B. RADIAL PROFILES OF COMPTON-Y

We show the stacked Compton-y maps, the posterior

distribution of the model parameters, and the differen-

tial radial profiles of Compton-y along with the best-

fitted model and its components in Figure B.1. An ex-

cess in the ≈ 1−2×R200 region compared to the region

within R200 is visible in most of the y-maps stacked be-

tween M? = 1010.4M� and M? = 1011M�, for different

∆M?. It leads to a flattening of the differential profile at

a small radius, or even a deficit of Compton-y in the in-

nermost radial bin compared to the adjacent radial bin

(visible in M? = 1010.4−10.7M�), which we refer to as

“central dip”. We can visually identify such deviation

from radially declining Compton-y only from differen-

tial profiles, not cumulative profiles. The “central dip”

could be an artifact due to the incomplete treatment

of dust at the center of these galaxies, or the resid-

ual effect of fainter radio sources. Otherwise, it could

also happen due to the galactic feedback snowplowing

the CGM out of the halo. The “central dip” leads to

an underestimated normalization of the pressure profile

with weak constraints at the respective stellar mass bins,

but it does not rule out the possibility of the Arnaud
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Figure A.3. The effect of masking the galaxy clusters (see §2.3.1) on stacking. Top and middle row: Stacked CIB and Galactic
dust- corrected Compton-y maps before and after masking. The range of M? in each mass bin is mentioned in the title of each
map. The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central pixel) is marked with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian beam (FWHM of
2.′4) is shown with a circle at the center of each map. The colorbar is shown at the bottom. Bottom row: Differential radial
profiles of the stacked Compton-y maps with 1σ error before and after masking. The width of each annulus is the same as the
FWHM of the Gaussian beam, shown with the error bars along the x-axis.

et al. (2010) pressure profile altogether. We will ad-

dress the diversity in the shape of the radial profiles and

their physical implication in a companion paper with

advanced modeling.

C. CENTRAL VS SATELLITE GALAXIES

The central and satellite galaxies evolve in differ-

ent environments, therefore they could have different

SHMR. The interpretation of our measured tSZ effect,

and the quantities derived from it, would not be straight-

forward if our galaxy sample is dominated by satellite

galaxies. In the following, we discuss the identification

of central galaxies in our sample and the credibility of

our analysis in the context of potential contamination

from satellites.

We restrict the calculation to the galaxy pairs that

are at similar redshifts, i.e., whose photometric redshifts

differ by less than their combined uncertainty in zph:

|z1−z2| <
√

(σ2
z1 + σ2

z2), where σz is the redshift uncer-

tainty. By comparing the zph with the corresponding

spectroscopic redshifts from multiple catalogs, Bilicki

et al. (2016) estimated the overall accuracy in zph to

be 0.035×(1+zph). We adopt it as an estimator of σz.

If a galaxy is within 2×θ200 of a more massive galaxy, we

identify it as a satellite of the more massive galaxy. We

find that ≈ 37% of our galaxy sample is central galaxies

according to this condition.

To test the validity of our calculation of the fraction

of central galaxies, fcentral, we compare it with the pre-

vious observational estimates or theoretical predictions

of fcentral. The halo occupation fraction of a central

galaxy depends on the host halo mass. We calculate the

fcentral as a function of stellar mass and virial mass us-

ing the occupation statistics prescription of Zheng et al.
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Figure A.4. The effect of masking the radio sources (see §2.3.2) on stacking. Top and middle row: Stacked CIB and Galactic
dust-corrected, galaxy cluster-masked Compton-y maps before and after masking. The range of M? in each mass bin is mentioned
in the title of each map. The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central pixel) is marked with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian
beam (FWHM of 2.′4) is shown with a circle at the center of each map. The colorbar is shown at the bottom. Bottom row:
Differential radial profiles of the stacked Compton-y maps with 1σ error before and after masking. The width of each annulus
is the same as the FWHM of the Gaussian beam, shown with the error bars along the x-axis.

(2007) and Zu & Mandelbaum (2015), and show it in

Figure C.1.

Because the uncertainty in photometric redshift is

large, the redshift difference between galaxies, and

hence, the number of galaxies to be considered as po-

tential satellites is large too. Therefore, our estimate

of fcentral is only a lower limit. The requirement of

minimum angular distance, ∆θmin, between two central

galaxies of 2×θ200 could be aggressive as well. In fact, a

lenient requirement of ∆θmin > θ200 increases the overall

fcentral to ≈ 71%. Given the size of our galaxy sample,

the stacked signal over these central galaxies would be

too weak to put a constraint on. Therefore, instead of

re-stacking over the central galaxies, we compare the

existing prescriptions of fcentral with our estimate of

fcentral, and we try to understand how much our stack-

ing results could be affected by satellite galaxies, if at

all.

The exact dependence of fcentral on mass is not of

prime importance in our context. At a given stellar

mass, if the speculated value of fcentral (gray lines in

Figure C.1) is larger than the fcentral of our galaxy

sample (black squares), it would imply that our fcentral
is not underestimated, and hence, reliable. The exact

measure of satellite galaxy contamination in our galaxy

population is model-dependent and inconclusive. In the

most conservative prescription of fcentral (Zheng et al.

2007), the galaxy population is dominated by central

galaxies at > 1010.6M�, i.e., fcentral >80%. Therefore,

in the mass range where we can constrain the tSZ effect,

it is safe to assume the central galaxy properties in the

interpretation of the results.
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Figure A.5. Top three rows: Compton-y maps stacked using method I (fixed θ⊥; top), II (fixed r⊥; middle) and III (fixed
f200; bottom). The size of the maps are 6× θmed,200, 6×Rmed,200 and 6×R200. The range of M? in each mass bin is mentioned
in the title of each map. The center of stacked galaxies (i.e., the central pixel) is marked with a plus (‘+’) sign. The Gaussian
beam (FWHM of 2.′4) is shown with a circle at the center of each map. The colorbar is shown below the third row. Bottom
row: Comparison of the differential radial profiles of Compton-y among the three stacking methods. The range of M? in each
mass bin is mentioned in the title of each panel. The units of galactocentric distance are θmed,200, Rmed,200, and R200 for the
stacking methods I (brown stars), II (red crosses), and III (orange circles), respectively. The vertical dotted lines in each panel
correspond to the angular resolution of the y-maps. The width of each annulus is the same as the beam size, shown with the
error bars along the x-axis. The error bars in the y-axes denote statistical+systematic 68% confidence intervals. See §A.3 for
details.
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Figure B.1. Stacked Compton-y maps, posterior probability distributions of Po, A2h, and yzp obtained by fitting the GNFW
pressure model to our tSZ measurements, and differential radial profile of Compton-y. ∆M? = 0.3 dex (top three rows), 0.2 dex
(third, fourth, and fifth rows from top), and 0.4 dex (bottom row). The range of stellar mass is mentioned in the title of each
plot. See the top left, top right, and bottom left panel of Figure 5 for more description.



tSZ effect in the CGM 23

10.00 10.25 10.50 10.75 11.00 11.25
log(M*/M )

0
20

40
60

80
10

0
f ce

nt
ra

l [
%

]

min > 200

min > 2 200

11.8 11.9 12.0 12.2 12.5 12.7
log(M200/M )

Zheng+07
Zu+15

Figure C.1. The fraction of central galaxies, fcentral as a
function of the stellar mass (bottom x-axis) and virial mass
(top x-axis). The black filled and unfilled squares are our cal-
culated fcentral in the WISE×SCOSPZ galaxy sample for the
requirement of minimum angular distance from more massive
galaxies of ∆θmin > 2θ200 and ∆θmin > θ200, respectively.
We show the speculated fcentral for different halo occupation
statistics with the dotted (Zheng et al. 2007) and dashed (Zu
& Mandelbaum 2015) curves.
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