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ABSTRACT

We use public data from the South Pole Telescope (SPT) and Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) to mea-
sure radial profiles of the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (tSZ) effect and dust emission around massive quiescent
galaxies at z ≈ 1. Using survey data from the Dark Energy Survey (DES) and Wide-Field infrared Survey Ex-
plorer (WISE), we selected 387,627 quiescent galaxies within the ACT field, with a mean stellar log10(M⋆/M⊙)
of 11.40. A subset of 94,452 galaxies, with a mean stellar log10(M⋆/M⊙) of 11.36, are also covered by SPT. In
0.5′ bins around these galaxies, we detect the tSZ profile at levels up to 11σ, and dust profile up to 20σ. Both
profiles are extended, and the dust profile slope at large radii is consistent with galaxy clustering. We analyze
the thermal energy and dust mass versus stellar mass via integration within R = 2.0′ circular apertures and fit
them with a forward-modeled power-law to correct for our photometric stellar mass uncertainty. At the mean
log stellar mass of our overlap and wide-area samples, respectively, we extract thermal energies from the tSZ
of Epk = 6.45+1.67

−1.52 × 1060 erg and 8.20+0.52
−0.52 × 1060 erg, most consistent with moderate to high levels of active

galactic nuclei feedback acting upon the circumgalactic medium. Dust masses at the mean log stellar mass are
Md,pk = 6.23+0.67

−0.67 ×108 M⊙ and 6.76+0.56
−0.56 ×108 M⊙, and we find a greater than linear dust-to-stellar mass rela-

tion, which indicates that the more massive galaxies in our study retain more dust. Our work highlights current
capabilities of stacking millimeter data around individual galaxies and potential for future use.

Keywords: cosmic background radiation – galaxies: evolution – intergalactic medium – large-scale structure of
universe – quasars: general – Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect – interstellar dust

1. INTRODUCTION

Much is still unknown about the evolution of our universe’s
most massive galaxies and the processes that shaped them.
These elliptical galaxies are comprised of a central massive
black hole, surrounded by a bulge of old, red stars. An addi-
tional mechanism is needed to explain the lack of young stars
in these galaxies, (Silk & Rees 1998; Somerville & Davé
2015), and the prevailing consensus is that star formation is
quenched by feedback on the surrounding environment by
active galactic nuclei (AGN) (Granato et al. 2004; Scanna-
pieco & Oh 2004; Croton et al. 2006; Bower et al. 2006). Ob-
servations of galaxy stellar mass are well explained by AGN
feedback, showing a ‘downsizing’ or drop in star formation
rate for progressively lower masses with decreasing redshift
(Cowie et al. 1996; Treu et al. 2005; Drory & Alvarez 2008),
which is contrary to hierarchical models of galaxy formation
with no feedback present (Rees & Ostriker 1977; White &
Frenk 1991).

Yet, many aspects of AGN feedback remain uncertain,
with two commonly proposed feedback models. In ‘quasar
mode’ feedback, the circumgalactic medium (CGM) sur-

rounding the galaxy is impacted by a powerful outburst when
the supermassive black hole is accreting most rapidly. In this
case, the CGM is heated such that the gas cooling time is
much longer than the Hubble time, suppressing further star
formation until today. These models are supported by obser-
vations of high-velocity flows of ionized gas associated with
the black holes accreting near the Eddington rate (Harrison
et al. 2014; Greene et al. 2014; Lansbury et al. 2018; Miller
et al. 2020). Unfortunately, uncertainty arises in the mass
and energy flux from such quasars due to uncertain estimates
of the outflowing material’s distance from the central source
(Wampler et al. 1995; de Kool et al. 2001; Chartas et al. 2007;
Feruglio et al. 2010; Dunn et al. 2010; Veilleux et al. 2013;
Chamberlain et al. 2015).

Second, in ‘radio mode’ feedback, cooling material is more
gradually prevented from forming stars by jets of relativistic
particles that arise during periods of lower accretion rates.
Here, the CGM is maintained at a roughly constant tem-
perature and entropy, as low levels of gas cooling are con-
tinually balanced by energy input from the relativistic jets.
Such models are supported by AGN observations of lower
power jets of relativistic plasma (Fabian 2012). These cou-
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ple efficiently to the volume-filling hot atmospheres of galax-
ies clusters (McNamara et al. 2000; Churazov et al. 2001;
McNamara et al. 2016), but may or may not be significant
for balancing cooling in less massive gravitational potentials
(Werner et al. 2019).

One of the most promising methods for distinguishing be-
tween these models is by looking at anisotropies in the cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) photons passing through
hot, ionized gas. Sufficiently heated gas will impose observ-
able redshift-independent fluctuations in the CMB known as
the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (tSZ) effect (Sunyaev & Zel-
dovich 1972). The resulting CMB anisotropy has a distinc-
tive frequency dependence, which causes a deficit of photons
below and an excess above νnull = 217.6GHz. The change in
CMB temperature ∆T as a function of frequency due to the
(non-relativistic) tSZ effect is given by

∆T
TCMB

= y
(

x
ex + 1
ex − 1

− 4
)
, (1)

where the dimensionless Compton-y parameter is defined as

y ≡
∫

dlσT
nek (Te − TCMB)

mec2 , (2)

where σT is the Thomson cross-section, k is the Boltzmann
constant, me is the electron mass, c is the speed of light, ne

is the electron number density, Te is the electron temperature,
TCMB = 2.725 K is the CMB temperature used throughout this
paper, l is the line-of-sight distance over which the integral
is performed, and x is the dimensionless frequency given by
x ≡ hν/kTCMB = ν/56.81GHz, with Planck constant h.

Proportional to both ne and T, the Compton-y parame-
ter provides a measure of the total pressure along the line-
of-sight. Therefore by integrating the tSZ signal over a
patch of sky, y(θ), we can obtain the volume integral of the
pressure, and calculate the total thermal energy Eth in the
CGM associated with a source (e.g. Scannapieco et al. 2008;
Mroczkowski et al. 2019). Detailed in Spacek et al. (2016),
this gives

Eth = 2.9×1060erg
(

Da

Gpc

)2 ∫
y(θ) dθ

10−6 arcmin2 . (3)

where Da is the angular diameter distance in Gpc and the
integrated compton-y is in units of 10−6 arcmin2. Through-
out this work, we adopt a ΛCDM cosmological model with
parameters (within limits from Planck Collaboration et al.
2020c), h = 0.68, Ω0 = 0.31, ΩΛ = 0.69, and Ωb = 0.049,
where h is the Hubble constant in units of 100 km s−1 Mpc−1,
and Ω0, ΩΛ, and Ωb are the total matter, vacuum, and bary-
onic densities, respectively, in units of the critical density.

The relationship of eq. (3) means that improvements in the
sensitivity and angular resolution of tSZ measurements trans-
late directly to better constraints on thermal energy. Thus,

cosmic structures with higher gas thermal energies, galaxy
clusters, are most easily detected and indeed, have been the
focus of tSZ measurements over the last decade (e.g. Planck
Collaboration et al. 2011; Reichardt et al. 2013; Planck Col-
laboration et al. 2016; Hilton et al. 2018; Lokken et al. 2022).

Further challenges arise when going to lower mass halos.
Bright targets such as quasars with abundant amounts of out-
flowing gas are detectable in tSZ on an individual basis using
ALMA (Lacy et al. 2019; Brownson et al. 2019). However,
averaging over many objects is currently required for appre-
ciable detection of most samples. Chatterjee et al. (2010)
stacked quasars and galaxies with data from the Wilkinson
Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) and Sloan Digital
Sky Survey (SDSS) to find a tentative ≈ 2σ tSZ signal sug-
gesting AGN feedback; Hand et al. (2011) used data from
SDSS and the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) to see
a ≈ 1σ − 3σ tSZ signal around galaxies; Gralla et al. (2014)
found a ≈ 5σ detection for AGNs with ACT; Ruan et al.
(2015) used SDSS and Planck to find ≈ 3.5σ−5.0σ tSZ sig-
nals around both quasars and galaxies; Crichton et al. (2016)
used SDSS and ACT to find a 3σ − 4σ SZ signal around
quasars; Hojjati et al. (2017) found a ≈ 7σ tSZ detection sug-
gestive of AGN feedback with data from Planck and the Red
Cluster Sequence Lensing Survey; and (Hall et al. 2019) used
ACT, Herschel, and the Very Large Array data to measure
the tSZ effect around ≈ 100,000 optically selected quasars,
finding a 3.8σ signal that provided a joint constraint on AGN
feedback and mass of the z ≳ 2 quasar host halos.

Recent measurements have also been made around massive
galaxies. Greco et al. (2015) used SDSS and Planck data to
compute the average tSZ signal from a range of over 100,000
‘locally brightest galaxies’ (LBGs) at z ≲ 0.5. This sample
was large enough to derive constraints on Eth as a function of
galaxy stellar mass M⋆ for objects with M⋆ ≳ 2× 1011 M⊙.
At redshifts 0.5 ≲ z ≲ 1.5 Spacek et al. (2016, 2017) stud-
ied the tSZ signal from massive quiescent galaxies. These
are prime candidates for which AGN feedback is thought to
quench star formation and where a significant excess tSZ sig-
nal is expected to be produced in the CGM (e.g. Scannapieco
et al. 2008). Spacek et al. (2016) performed a stacking anal-
ysis with the 150 and 220 GHz South Pole Telescope’s (SPT)
2011 data release, using a 43 deg2 overlap with VISTA Hemi-
sphere Survey and Blanco Cosmology Survey data to select
samples of up to 3394, finding a ≈ 2 − 3σ signal hinting at
non-gravitational heating. While Spacek et al. (2017) used
SDSS and the Wide-Field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE)
data overlapping with 312 deg2 of 2008/2009 ACT data at
148 and 220 GHz, finding a marginal detection that was con-
sistent with gravitational-only heating models. With the lat-
est SPT release covering 2500 deg2, Meinke et al. (2021)
stacked nearly 140,000 quiescent galaxies selected in a sim-
ilar process from the Dark Energy Survey (DES) and WISE,
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to obtain a combined 10.1σ detection of tSZ at z ≈ 1. They
found the signal was most consistent with moderate forms of
AGN feedback models.

Other measurements with the latest Planck y-maps have
been successfully conducted on nearby targets. Support for
AGN feedback in local galaxy groups was found by Pratt
et al. (2021). While Bregman et al. (2022) observed a 4.0σ
detection of the tSZ effect in 11 local L∗ spiral galaxies.

The recent ACT DR5 data release (Mallaby-Kay et al.
2021) has unlocked additional parts of the sky for detailed
analysis. Schaan et al. (2021) and Amodeo et al. (2021) com-
bined microwave maps from ACT and Planck with galaxy
catalogs from the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey
(BOSS), to study the gas associated with these galaxy groups.
They constrained the gas density profile through measure-
ments of the tSZ signal at ≈ 10σ and a weaker detection of
the kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect (kSZ, Sunyaev & Zel-
dovich 1980), which is caused by peculiar motions. They
were able to compare these results to cosmological simula-
tions (Battaglia et al. 2010; Springel et al. 2018) to find that
the feedback employed in these models was insufficient to
account for the gas heating observed at ≈ Mpc scales. Mean-
while Calafut et al. (2021) and Vavagiakis et al. (2021) used
SDSS and ACT to detect kSZ measurements consistent with
one another. Vavagiakis et al. (2021) also found up to a 12σ
detection of the tSZ in their galaxy groups and clusters. A
novel oriented stacking method was also used in Lokken et al.
(2022) on DES clusters to identify tSZ associated with the
cosmic web. These are just a first step in a new wave of tSZ
and kSZ analyses as more data becomes available.

A significant difficulty in accurate tSZ detection is the
presence and removal of dust. This becomes all the more
important for higher redshift samples in far-infrared and mil-
limeter bands. Many tSZ studies have sought to simply re-
move this contaminant source, although there have also been
an increasing number of mid- and far-infrared (MIR; FIR)
studies with a primary emphasis on the dust associated with
galaxies (Berta et al. 2016; Gobat et al. 2018). Dust is an
excellent tracer of galaxy characteristics such as star forma-
tion and gas, and is a key component in understanding galaxy
dynamics (Santini et al. 2014; Calura et al. 2016; Donevski
et al. 2020). Despite having a lower star formation rate, dust
in quiescent galaxies is still significant. A recent study by
Magdis et al. (2021) highlights a noticeable increase in dust-
to-stellar mass ratio for quiescent galaxies between z = 0 and
z = 1.

Here we expand upon the work of Meinke et al. (2021) by
including the recent millimeter-wave data from ACT DR5
and conducting a more detailed analysis of dust. Using
the same quiescent galaxy selection method with DES and
WISE, we now analyze data from where the SPT and ACT
telescopes overlap within ≈ 2,100 deg2 in the Southern

Hemisphere. An ACT-only analysis is also conducted over
the wider ACT field, which shares ≈ 4,600 deg2 with DES
and WISE. We apply a two-component fit to separate the tSZ
and dust components, both in bins by radial profile and stel-
lar mass. We compare these profiles to expectations and other
relevant studies, detecting signals up to 11σ tSZ and 20σ dust
in the centermost radial bins. Divided into stellar mass bins,
we calculate the thermal energy and dust mass versus stellar
mass. We then compare our thermal energies to current sim-
ple feedback models to provide needed constraints for future
simulations.

In Section 2 we describe all data sets used for our analysis.
In Section 3 we outline our galaxy selection procedure, and
the overall properties of the massive, moderate-redshift, qui-
escent galaxies we use for stacking. In Section 4, we detail
all considerations and stacking processes used (Section 4.1-
4.8), followed by our various results extracted from both the
dust and tSZ associated with our samples (Section 4.9-4.13).
Discussions are given in Section 5.

2. DATA

Our analysis uses five public datasets: two for galaxy se-
lection, and three to conduct our stacking analysis upon. For
selection, we make use of optical and near-infrared data from
DES data release 1 (Abbott et al. 2018), which are already
matched to AllWISE data spanning 3 − 25 µm (Schlafly et al.
2019). We select and carry out photometric fitting of pas-
sive galaxies at 0.5 ≲ z ≲ 1.5 that requires this large span of
wavelengths. Finally, the maps we stack include millimeter-
wave observations from both the SPT-SZ (Bocquet et al.
2019) and ACT surveys (Naess et al. 2020), along with a
Planck component-separated CMB map (Planck Collabora-
tion et al. 2020a). The datasets are described in more detail
below. Footprints of DES, SPT-SZ and ACT DR5 are shown
in Fig. 1.

2.1. DES

DES DR1 consists of optical and near-infrared imaging
from 345 nights between August 2013 to February 2016 by
the Dark Energy Camera mounted on the 4-m Blanco tele-
scope at Cerro Tololo Inter-American Observatory in Chile.
The data covers ≈ 5000 deg2 of the South Galactic Cap in
five photometric bands: grizY. These five bands have point-
spread functions of g = 1.12′′, r = 0.96′′, i = 0.88′′, z = 0.84′′,
and Y = 0.90′′ FWHM (Abbott et al. 2018). The survey has
exposure times of 90s for griz and 45s for Y band, yielding
a typical single-epoch PSF depth at S/N = 10 for g ≲ 23.57,
r ≲ 23.34, i ≲ 22.78, z ≲ 22.10 and Y ≲ 20.69 mag (Abbott
et al. 2018). Here and below, all magnitudes are quoted in
the AB system (i.e. Oke & Gunn 1983).
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DES SPT-SZ ACT DR5

Figure 1. Mollweide (equatorial) projected sky footprints showing the coverage of DES (red), SPT-SZ (black), and ACT (blue) surveys used
in this analysis. The Planck HFI 353 GHz is shown in the background. This was made with the help of publicly available resources at
https://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/toolbox/footprint/.

2.2. WISE

The AllWISE catalog is derived from data from the 40 cm
diameter Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE) NASA
Earth orbit mission (Wright et al. 2010; Mainzer et al. 2011).
WISE carried out an all-sky survey in 2010 of the sky in
bands W1, W2, W3 and W4, centered at 3.4, 4.6, 12 and
22 µm, respectively (Schlafly et al. 2019). AllWISE uses the
post-cryogenic data of the WISE mission to produce a deeper
coverage in W1 and W2, which are the two bands used here.

The added sensitivity of AllWISE extends the detection
limit of luminous distant galaxies because their apparent
brightness at 4.6 µm (W2) no longer declines significantly
with increasing redshift. The increased sensitivity yields bet-
ter detection of those galaxies for redshift z > 1, which are
the primary focus of this analysis.

2.3. SPT-SZ

The SPT-SZ survey (Chown et al. 2018) covered
2,500 deg2 of the southern sky between 2007 to 2011 in three
different frequencies: 95 GHz and 150 GHz, which lie on ei-
ther side of the maximum tSZ intensity decrement (≈ 128
GHz), and 220 GHz, which is very near the tSZ null fre-
quency, νnull = 217.6 GHz. The South Pole Telescope (SPT)
is a 10 m telescope located within 1 km of the geographical
South Pole and consists of a 960-element bolometer array of
superconducting transition edge sensors.

The SPT maps used in this analysis are publicly available1

combined maps of SPT and all-sky Planck satellite (with sim-
ilar bands at 100, 143, and 217 GHz). Each combined map
has a provided beam resolution of 1.85′ FWHM, and is given
in a HEALPix (Hierarchical Equal Area isoLatitude Pixela-
tion) format with Nside = 8192 (Chown et al. 2018).

2.4. ACT

The DR5 data release from the Atacama Cosmology Tele-
scope (ACT) contains combined maps from observations
during 2008-2018 (ACT-MBAC and ACTpol, Naess et al.
2020; Mallaby-Kay et al. 2021). These are publicly avail-
able2 and cover ≈ 18,000deg2, predominantly in the South-
ern Hemisphere. ACT uses a 6 m telescope with transition
edge bolometer detectors. The provided maps include three
frequency bands centered near 90, 150, and 220 GHz. For
our purpose, we use the combined ACT+Planck, day+night,
source-free frequency maps. These have provided FWHM
resolutions of 2.1′, 1.3′, and 1.0′, respectively. ACT maps
differ from SPT and Planck by projection; instead given in
CAR (Plate-Carrée), cylindrical coordinates of right ascen-
sion and declination.

1 https://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/product/spt/index.cfm
2 https://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/product/act/actpol_prod_table.cfm
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Table 1. Galaxy catalogs used in this analysis with redshifts and stellar mass statistics.

Sample Name Map Fields N z̃ z log10(M̃⋆/M⊙) log10(M⋆/M⊙)

Overlap Sample SPT, ACT 94,452 1.031 1.063 11.36 11.41
Wide-Area Sample ACT 387,627 1.037 1.066 11.40 11.44

NOTE—Both catalogs were selected from DES and WISE as described in Section 3.

2.5. Planck

The Planck Satellite was launched in 2009 by the European
Space Agency and operated from 30 to 857 GHz in 9 total
frequency bands. Taking measurements until 2013, Planck
proved invaluable to the study of CMB anisotropies and the
early Universe. Its third and ultimate data release in 2018
included full-sky frequency and component-separated maps
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2020a). Of importance to us are
the Planck CMB maps generated from various component
separation techniques (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020b).
Here we have elected to use the Planck SMICA (Spectral
Matching Independent Component Analysis) SZ-free CMB
map with SZ sources projected out, to safely remove large-
scale CMB anisotropies around our sample area. This map
has a resolution of 5.0′ FWHM, provided in HEALPix for-
mat with Nside = 2048. All of the Planck products mentioned
are publicly available3.

3. DEFINING THE GALAXY SAMPLE

3.1. Selection

We carried out our initial galaxy selection using the DES
database server at NOAO, called NOAO-Lab. In order to
start with a manageable sample, we applied a cut in color-
color space designed to select old galaxies with low star-
formation rates at approximately 1.0 ≤ z ≤ 1.5 in the initial
database query, as previously shown in Meinke et al. (2021).
We used mag_auto from the DES in grizy bands, along with
W1 and W2 PSF-magnitudes (converted to AB-system) from
AllWISE (Wright et al. 2010; Mainzer et al. 2011) joined to
the main DES table. The bands and color-selection used here
are slightly different than Spacek et al. (2017) used in SDSS
Stripe 82.

The NOAO Data lab allows direct queries in
SQL via Jupyter notebook on their server. The
lines we used to make the color selection were
((mag_auto_z_dered-(w1mpro+2.699)) <=
(1.37*mag_auto_g_dered-1.37*
mag_auto_z_dered-0.02)) and
((mag_auto_z_dered-(w1mpro+2.699))>=2.0).

3 https://irsa.ipac.caltech.edu/data/Planck/release_3/docs/

3.2. Photometric Fitting

After the galaxies were selected, photometric redshifts
were computed using EAZY (Brammer et al. 2008) and the
seven broad bands grizyW1W2. In calling EAZY, we used
the CWW+KIN (Coleman et al. 1980; Kinney et al. 1996)
templates, and did not allow for linear combinations. Since
we are looking for red galaxies and have a gap in wave-
length coverage between y-band and W1, we were worried
that allowing combinations of templates would yield unreli-
able redshifts, where e.g., a red template was fit to the IR-data
and a blue one was fit to the optical data and they met in the
wavelength gap.

Once the redshifts were measured, we fit the spectral en-
ergy distributions (SEDs) using our own code, following the
method in Spacek et al. (2017), to which the reader is re-
ferred for more details. Briefly, a grid of BC03 (Bruzual &
Charlot 2003) models with exponentially declining star for-
mation rates (SFRs) was fit over a range of stellar ages, SFHs
(i.e., τ ), and dust-extinction values (0 < AV < 4). Our code
uses BC03 models assuming a Salpeter initial mass function
(IMF), but to facilitate comparisons with the literature, we
convert all stellar masses to the value assuming a Chabrier
IMF (0.24 dex offset; Santini et al. (2015)). As in Spacek
et al. (2017), we choose as our final sample all galaxies with
age> 1 Gyr, SSFR < 0.01Gyr−1, 0.5 < zphot < 1.5, and re-
duced χ2 < 5. Final redshift and stellar mass distributions
are shown in Fig. 2.

Table 1 outlines the two different final catalogs used in this
study. Shared between both SPT and ACT fields is an ‘Over-
lap Sample’ consisting of 94,452 quiescent galaxies. Mean-
while, selection of galaxies in the entire ACT field produces
a larger ‘Wide-Area Sample’ of 387,627 galaxies. Unlike
Meinke et al. (2021), we do not directly remove any galax-
ies near source contaminants in order to limit potential radial
profile biases. However both SPT and ACT maps are pro-
vided with bright sources already masked, as discussed fur-
ther below.

4. ANALYSIS

4.1. Neighboring Sources

The SPT-SZ maps contain an applied mask of all bright
150 GHz sources greater than 50 mJy. This was done in
Chown et al. (2018), through the removal of all signal within

5
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Figure 2. (a) Redshift and (b) log10 stellar mass distributions of our Overlap Sample (black) that overlaps with both SPT and ACT fields, and
a Wide-Area Sample (blue, dashed) that utilizes the larger ACT field. Distributions shown are after SED selection, normalized by count N and
bin-width.

5′ and apodization with a 5′ Gaussian beam. For our pur-
poses these locations result in a large hole that potentially
skews measurements. We avoid them by using the SPT-SZ
provided mask to remove any targets within 20′ of a masked
pixel. The statistics for our Overlap Sample as listed in Ta-
ble 1 are determined after the removal process has occurred.
The random catalog in the overlap field, described in Sec-
tion 4.5, also applies this removal process.

Similarly, we have chosen to use the source-free ACT
maps. They however differ from SPT-SZ, as all sources re-
moved were done so using a finer matched filter and fitting
procedure (Naess et al. 2020). We have found this source
removal process has a minimal effect on our stacking results.

4.2. Map Processing

The SPT and ACT maps span similar frequency bands and
regions of the sky, making them ideal products for tSZ and
dust comparisons. However, we employ multiple steps to
further process the maps into similar formats and ensure all
likely systemic differences are minimized. Notably:

• The maximum spherical harmonic or Legendre poly-
nomial degree ℓmax, differs between the provided maps
of SPT (ℓmax = 10,000) and ACT (ℓmax = 30,000).
For consistency, we elect to use the smaller limit of
ℓmax = 10,000 on each, cutting all higher-order terms
within ACT. This removes ACT fluctuations at near
pixel-size scales and introduces greater correlation be-
tween neighboring pixels, but otherwise does not sig-
nificantly influence our results.

• Respective beam functions of all frequencies were
replaced with a Gaussian beam of 2.10′ FWHM.

This corresponds to the lowest resolution map (ACT
90GHz). The operation was done on the spherical
harmonics (aℓm), with the aforementioned cutoff at
ℓmax = 10,000.

• To remove any potential discrepancies due to pro-
jection differences, all ACT maps in their original
Plate-Carée projection were converted into the SPT’s
HEALPix format with Nside = 8192. They were first
transformed to spherical harmonics, beam and pixel
window function corrections applied, and transformed
into the final HEALPix map.

• For each frequency map, the SMICA CMB map was
masked with the corresponding instrument’s bound-
ary mask and converted into spherical aℓm coefficients.
The pixel window function was replaced with the
Nside = 8192 HEALPix pixel window function of the
final map format. The CMB map was then subtracted
from the desired frequency map(s). This approach
is akin to a high-pass filter, removing all large-scale
CMB anisotropies to help reduce overall noise at small
angular scales and correlation at larger scales.

• The HEALPix projection does not lend itself to uni-
form stacking of individual pixels and we also seek
to place our target galaxies in the direct centers of
our measurements. Thus, we make cutouts centered
on each target galaxy using a gnomonic-projected grid
with a pixel resolution of 0.05′. A HEALPix map with
Nside = 8192 has pixel side lengths of roughly 0.18′,
so we are purposely oversampling for finer alignment.

6



20

10

0

10

20

 [a
rc

m
in

]
SP

T
95/90 GHz 150 GHz 220 GHz

20020
 [arcmin]

20

10

0

10

20

 [a
rc

m
in

]
AC

T

20020
 [arcmin]

20020
 [arcmin]

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

KCMB

Figure 3. Overlap Sample galaxy stacks (N = 94,452) for their respective SPT and ACT frequency maps, processed according to Section 4.2.
A gradient was also removed from each image. Dashed circles correspond to radii of 2.0′ and 10′.

Bilinear interpolation was used to prevent any artifi-
cial beam effects from the pixel window function and
allow additional precision in positioning. Final image
cutouts of our Overlap Sample are shown in Fig. 3 in
both SPT and ACT processed maps. As outlined in
the following subsection, we conducted final measure-
ments on each individual galaxy cutout and then aver-
aged together.

4.3. Radial Profile

With the smoothed and CMB-subtracted frequency maps,
we measure the radial profile around all galaxies in our cat-
alog. We choose to create radial bins with uniform widths
of 0.50′, out to a radius of 20.0′. For our mean redshift of
roughly ≈ 1.1 this translates to a furthest comoving distance
of 21 Mpc ≈ 14h−1 Mpc. Gnomonic projection cutouts were
made around each galaxy with a pixel size of 0.05′. Cutouts
were mean subtracted, and radial bin averages as described
above were measured on each catalog location individually.
All samples of interest were then averaged with equal weight
to create a final radial profile per map.

With three frequencies, we are able to fit both the tSZ
and the dust that obscures it. However, any attempts to
fit potential mean offsets from CMB or foreground signals
would result in overfitting. For this reason we assume all

profiles go to zero at large radii. We calculate the average
signal in the three largest bins (18.5 − 20.0′) and subtract it
as an offset from the entire radial profile for each frequency
map. This method also subtracts any large-scale extragalac-
tic background light (EBL) that might have further biased
results. We recognize this subtraction likely truncates a non-
zero signal, but at 20′ consider it negligible in amplitude and
detection. For completeness, we test the effect by compar-
ing different numbers of furthest bin subtractions from one
(19.5 − 20.0′) to ten (15.0 − 20.0′), which results in a shift of
< 0.5σ for 95 and 150 GHz radial bin measurements, and
< 1.0σ for 220 GHz. The 220 GHz causes the most notice-
able shift due to it containing the highest S/N at large radii as
a result of extended dust emission.

Fig. 4 shows these described radial profiles for the N =
94,452 Overlap Sample galaxies as measured on the SPT
maps, alongside a bootstrap resampled random catalog pro-
file to highlight the lack of any unexpected bias. Our method
for calculating uncertainty and random catalog are outlined
in the Sections below.

4.4. Uncertainties

Correct evaluation of our results requires an accurate cal-
culation of uncertainties. This not only pertains to the error
within a radial bin, but also correlation between its neigh-
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Figure 4. Measured radial profiles as detailed in Section 4.3 for: (a) all N = 94,452 galaxies within the overlap field as measured on the SPT
frequency maps of 95, 150, and 220 GHz. (b) Profile of estimated bias in the same SPT maps and overlap field, calculated from bootstrap
resampling a catalog of randomly generated positions (Section 4.5).

bors. We employ a bootstrap resampling procedure to con-
struct a covariance matrix across all maps and radial average
bins. This is done by resampling our galaxy catalog with re-
placement and with the same number of objects as the origi-
nal. We repeat this process for a large number of resamples
(4,000) and measure the radial profile in identical fashion
to Section 4.3. The offset correction done by subtraction of
three largest radial bins’ average (18.5′ − 20.0′) likely skews
these calculations and results in underestimated noise near
large radii. For this reason and low overall S/N at large radii,
we elect to not use any radial bins above 15′.

The covariance matrix per frequency map is determined
from the corresponding distribution of bootstrapped profiles.
The tSZ and dust covariance matrices are also calculated via
fitting each bootstrap resample to the two-component fit out-
lined below in Section 4.7 and shown in Appendix A.

This bootstrapped covariance estimation assumes the noise
is independent between each galaxy. However for our sam-
ple, radial measurements out to a radius of 20′ will on av-
erage have a few dozen catalog neighbors. A spatial over-
lap will thus cause correlation between these neighboring
galaxies. This concern has been noted by others, such as
Schaan et al. (2021), that found bootstrap resampling pro-
duced ≈ 10% underestimation of error at ≥ 6′ in their circu-
lar apertures.

This effect will also impact our analysis, and its impor-
tance will depend on our choice of aperture and the fact that
we subtract the large-scale CMB. In our case, our radial pro-
file S/N drops by roughly a factor of three between the center
and 6′, with the tSZ falling below 2σ by 8′. As a result, any
profile fits should be largely controlled by the inner radial

bins where the effects of underestimated error are minor. To
quantify this, we generated 400 mock skies with basic Gaus-
sian noise and measured at identical locations to our sam-
ples that showed an underestimation of roughly 10% in vari-
ance (or 4.9% error). Thus, we elected to scale all our boot-
strapped frequency covariances by 10%, while recognizing
larger radial bins may still be slightly underestimated.

If instead we were to apply a 10% error at 6′ with a lin-
ear scaling relation versus radius, the noise of reported radial
profile slopes is increased by up to 50%. However, all other
values reported below would remain within quoted margins
of uncertainty.

4.5. Random Catalog Comparison

To validate our procedure outlined above, we also generate
random samples of 1,000,000 points uniformly distributed
within the SPT and ACT catalog footprints. From these,
we measure the radial profile (following Section 4.3) and
bootstrap resample subsets with the same size as our desired
galaxy catalog(s). The resultant bootstrap mean corresponds
to the expected bias of our sample’s background. Fig. 4b)
shows our bias result of the SPT maps within the SPT-ACT
overlap field. Throughout all radial bins the random boot-
strap mean stays within 1σ of zero, indicating no additional
bias is present.

4.6. Fitting Procedure

All fits reported are conducted via Bayesian estimation
with the assumption that our measurements are normally
distributed but not necessarily independent. The likelihood
function is related to our fit residuals (Xi − X̂i) and covari-
ance matrix (C) as
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Figure 5. Observed intensity spectrum within a 2.0′ circular aperture for: (a) Overlap Sample (N = 94,452) and (b) Wide-Area Sample
(N = 387,627). Measured ACT (black, circles) and SPT (black, triangles) values are placed at each frequency map bandcenter, determined by
integrating over their respective response. Dust (red) and tSZ (blue) are shown with shaded 2σ bounds determined from the two-component fit
of eq. (6).

L(ψ|X) = p(X |ψ) ∝ exp
[

−
1
2

(Xi − X̂i)T ×C−1 × (Xi − X̂i)
]
,

(4)
incorporating parameters with discrete predefined ranges and
priors p(ψ). The posterior distributions are obtained as

p(ψ|X) =
p(X |ψ)p(ψ)∫

p(X |ψ′)p(ψ′)dψ′ , (5)

where we normalize across all combinations of fit parameters
(ψ′). This is calculated for the ψ-dimensional array for all
possible parameter combinations and implemented via our
own custom Python code. Each parameter’s reported best fit
is classified as the median (50th percentile) after the posterior
is marginalized over all other parameter ranges. Similarly,
the 1σ bounds are calculated as the 16th and 84th percentiles.

4.7. Two Component Fitting

From our aperture measurements, we used a two-
component fitting model consisting of tSZ (y) and the dust
spectral intensity at ν0 = 353 GHz in the source’s rest frame
Ir(ν0) with units [W Hz−1m−2sr−1],

δT (ν) = yg(ν)TCMB +
Ir(ν0)

(1 + z)2

Io(ν)
Ir(ν0)

dT
dB(ν,T )

∣∣∣∣
TCMB

, (6)

where g(ν) = [x (ex + 1)/(ex − 1) − 4] of the tSZ signal (eq. 1)
and B(ν,T ) is the Planck function. The (1 + z)−2 term arises
from redshift corrections due to time dilation and energy.
Io(ν) is the specific dust intensity in the observed frequency
band ν. It is converted to the rest frame band ν (1 + z),

Io(ν) = (1 + z) Ir [ν (1 + z)] , (7)

where we assume a gray-body dust spectrum for Ir with
a dust temperature (Td) and spectral emissivity index (β).
Thus, the intensity term from eq. (6) can be written as

Io(ν)
Ir(ν0)

= (1 + z)
[
ν (1 + z)
ν0

]β B[ν (1 + z),Td]
B(ν0,Td)

, (8)

normalized with respect to Ir(ν0). This normalization term
helps define a reference frequency for all measurements
while reducing the correlation between dust temperature
and intensity amplitude when near the Rayleigh-Jeans limit.
Equation 6 is integrated over each respective map’s fre-
quency band response. The SPT bands were extracted from
Chown et al. (2018), as the SPT+Planck maps are dominated
by the SPT response for most of our angular scales. Full
ACT bandpasses were available as a function of position, de-
tector array, and multipole ℓ. We average each ACT response
across our field of observation, all detectors, and with a cut
of 2,000 < ℓ <= ℓmax. The ℓ = 2,000 minimum was chosen
to reflect our angular scales of interest and subtraction of the
large-scale CMB (Section 4.2). The observed flux in mJy in-
tegrated within a simple circular aperture of R = 2.0′ radius is
shown in Fig. 5 for our Overlap and Wide-Area samples, re-
spectively. This circular aperture is further used in our stellar
mass binning shown in Section 4.12.

The two component fit described above was also applied
to each set of frequency measurements per radial bin for all
listed catalogs in Table 1. We assume priors as outlined in
Table 2 for all fits. Uniform priors are set for the Compton-
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Table 2. Two component fit parameters (from eq. 6) and given
priors used on each catalog and radial bin.

Parameter Description Prior

y Compton-y [unitless] [0†, 4×10−7]
Ir(ν0) Dust Intensity [W Hz−1m−2sr−1] [0†, 4×10−23]
β Dust Emissivity [unitless] G(1.75,0.252)
Td Dust Temperature [K] G(20,32)

NOTE—Gaussian G(µ,σ2) priors are assumed for dust emissiv-
ity β = 1.75± 0.25, and temperature Td = 20± 3 K. †A realistic
lower limit of zero is used on the uniform free parameters un-
less the fit is poor and near zero. In which case, the lower limit
is shifted negative to allow for accurate fitting around zero and
avoid artificially inflated values.

y (0 ≤ y ≤4× 10−7) and dust intensity in the 220 GHz rest
frame (0 ≤ Ir(ν0) ≤ 4× 10−24 W Hz−1m−2sr−1). In the event
of fits near zero indicating low signal to noise, we shift these
uniform priors to include slight negative values. Thus, in
the absence of a signal we will then correctly produce a re-
sult centered about zero. Gaussian priors were assumed for
the additional parameters of dust emissivity (β = 1.75±0.25)
and dust temperature (Td = 20±3 K). These Gaussian priors
were chosen to align within standard ranges (Dunne & Eales
2001; Draine 2011; Addison et al. 2013; Magdis et al. 2021),
but were not set as free uniform parameters due to our lim-
ited number of maps to fit. The resultant dust parameter fits
are found to be highly constrained to within 1.5σ of the prior
mean. This method allows us to include additional uncer-
tainty associated with our lack of information about the dust
in our sample(s), while still ensuring our two-component fit
does not encounter problems with overfitting.

Our samples were selected with low SFRs and thus should
have minimal radio sources at these frequencies. However if
non-negligible radio contamination was present in the lower
frequency bands, our two-component fit would then underes-
timate the tSZ signal. Meanwhile the dust fit would be either
over- or under-estimated, dependent upon the radio source’s
spectrum into the higher bands.

4.8. Profile Fits

As detailed above, we obtain profiles for both the tSZ and
dust responses per radial average bin from our frequency
maps. The dominant source is expected to be a central point
source associated with our target sample. However, we also
expect an extended secondary profile term due to spatial cor-
relations with neighboring galaxies.

A few different profile models could be considered, such
as a generalized Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile like
that conducted by (Amodeo et al. 2021), or basic power-law
models for two-point correlation clustering measurements
(Coil et al. 2017). However, our 2.1′ beam and z ≈ 1 red-

shift would result in highly degenerate and correlated NFW
parameter fits, while a power-law model cannot easily be
forward-modeled with the beam since it diverges to infin-
ity as r −→ 0. As we are primarily interested in the power-
law slope at radii away from the center, we opt for a simple
pseudo-power-law approximation that can be made using a
type of King or isothermal model (King 1962):

f (r) =
Ak

r0

(
1 +

r2

r2
0

)−
γ
2

, (9)

with an amplitude Ak, comoving core radius r0, and that now
instead converges to Ak/r0 as r −→ 0. Converted to a function
of projected angle (θ) through the line-of-sight, this gives

f (θ) = Ak
Γ( 1

2 )Γ(γ−1
2 )

Γ(γ2 )

(
1 +

(Dcθ)2

r2
0

) 1−γ
2

, (10)

where Dc is the comoving distance. This profile is best de-
fined as a function of angle θ, as it must be convolved with
the beam for accurate comparison to our measured values.
For a combined model of a point source plus King (δ + f )
convolved with the beam (b) can be described as,

F(θ) :=
∞x

−∞

[
δ(θ′) + f (θ′)

]
b(θ −θ′)dθ′. (11)

Our final beam as described in Section 4.2 is a Gaussian
with FWHM= 2.1′, but with an ℓmax = 10,000 cutoff. Com-
pared to convolution with a perfect Gaussian beam this can
produce a 10% difference for a central point source, but has a
negligible effect on our broader King profile of eq. (10). For
this reason we elect to assume a perfect Gaussian beam to
simplify the King convolution, but maintain the exact beam
(with ℓmax cut) for the point source defined below as b(θ).
These yield a profile function with one integral that we com-
pute numerically,

F(θ) = Apsb(θ)+

∫ ∞

0
exp

(
−
θ2 +θ′

2

2σ2
beam

)
J0

(
i
θθ′

σ2
beam

)
f (θ′)
σ2

beam
θ′dθ′,

(12)
where J0 is the Bessel function of the first kind and the size
of our Gaussian beam as σbeam = 0.8918′.This eq. (12) allows
us to set a lower bound for the profile’s central point source
component and examine the extended profile slope.

4.9. Dust

Our resultant dust from the two-component fit per radial
bin is shown in Fig. 6. We observe up to a 16σ and 20σ
detection of dust in the center bins of our Overlap and Wide-
Area samples respectively. Beyond the beam’s FWHM, de-
tection in both cases monotonically decreases to roughly 5σ
at 10′ and down further to 2σ at 15.0′ where noise begins to
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Table 3. Dust profile fit parameters for eq. (12), applied priors, and resultant fits for our Overlap and Wide-Area
samples.

Parameter Description Prior Overlap Sample Wide-Area Sample

Aps [10−23 W Hz−1m−2sr−1] Point Source Amplitude [0, 4.0] 2.14+0.24
−0.22 2.32+0.22

−0.18

Ak [10−24 W Hz−1m−2sr−1] King Amplitude [0, 4.0] 1.38+0.24
−0.20 1.56+0.22

−0.18

γ [unitless] King Slope [1.0, 4.0] 2.60+0.16
−0.15 2.95+0.16

−0.14

r0 [Comoving Mpc] Core Radius 3.0 – –

NOTE—The King amplitude and slope will be positively correlated. We set the core radius to a constant larger than the beam due to its inherent
degeneracy with the amplitudes.

dominate. Of particular interest is the shape of our dust pro-
file, which has a definitive central source similar to the beam
along with a sloped extended signal.

We expect the dust profile to consist of an unresolved cen-
tral source associated with our target galaxies, and a sec-
ondary extended profile tied to the two-point correlation
function of neighboring galaxies. We fit the convolved point
source plus King model of eqs. (10) and (12) to our dust pro-
file up to 15′ (≈ 15.2 comoving Mpc). This cutoff is meant
to avoid incorporating low S/N radial bins and reduce any
residual impact from the offset correction discussed in Sec-
tion 4.4.

We assume fit parameters with priors as outlined in Table 3.
As core radius (r0) has inherent degeneracy with the ampli-
tudes we instead hold r0 as a constant larger than the beam,
selecting r0 = 3.0 comoving Mpc. Due to this degeneracy and
inability to resolve our central source, this fit is not an attempt
to fully separate the one- and two- component contributions
within the profile. However, it provides us the opportunity to
determine other characteristics such as the extended profile
slope at larger radii.

The radial bin dust profile and resultant fits are shown in
Fig. 6 for a core radius of r0 = 3.0 comoving Mpc. We have
separately checked the impact of different core radii. For in-
stance, if a core radius of r0 = 5.0 comoving Mpc was chosen
instead, it would result in a ≈ 10% increase of our dust’s
point source (Aps), with a ≈ 5 − 10% decrease in the King
(Ak) amplitude. Increasing the core radius also has a notice-
able effect on the King slope, due to heightened dependence
on the noisier high radial bins and our limited range of 15′. A
core radius of r0 = 5.0 comoving Mpc produces steeper dust
slopes (γ) by a factor ≈ 25%.

Our dust profile fits are shown in Table 3 and Fig. 6
for both catalogs. The resultant posterior distributions are
shown in the corner plot of Fig. 11 within Appendix B.
The point source (Aps) and King (Ak) amplitudes are fit at a
9.3 − 11.5σ and 6.2 − 7.8σ level, respectively, and are consis-
tent (within 2σ) between galaxy samples. The best fit King
slopes are 2.60+0.16

−0.15 and 2.95+0.16
−0.14 for our Overlap and Wide-

Area samples. These are slightly steeper than reported power
law slopes from galaxy clustering studies (γ = 1.5 − 2.0,
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Figure 6. Dust radial profile and best fit point source + King model
as defined in Section 4.9, shown here with core radius r0 = 3.0
comoving Mpc for Overlap (black) and Wide-Area (blue) sam-
ples. Shaded regions represent 2σ uncertainty of the combined fit.
Dashed lines correspond to the separate best fit point source and
King components.

Eftekharzadeh et al. 2015; Coil et al. 2017; Amvrosiadis et al.
2018), likely as a result of the difference between our King
model and a power-law, which diverge near and below the
core radius.

Since our King model is designed to level off as it nears
the core radius, it would have to fit a steeper slope to be com-
parable with that of a power-law. Additionally, our necessary
zeroing of the frequency profiles at large radii (Section 4.3)
results in an underestimation of the dust by a small constant
which would contribute to steeper slope fits. To test this, we
incorporated an additional constant offset term in our pro-
file fit and found it to be insignificant. The best fit offset
was less than our measured signal at 15′, within 1σ of zero,
and simply increased the fit uncertainty of our other param-
eters while marginally decreasing the slope γ by < 5%. We
account for some noise underestimation from our bootstrap
resampling, as discussed in Section 4.4, but an even further
increase in noise at large radii would also primarily result in
a lower signal-to-noise fit of the King slope.
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Thus, we can still conclude that our extended dust has a
shape consistent with that expected from the two-point corre-
lation function of neighboring galaxies and structure. Over-
all, we have shown here that at our z ≈ 1 redshifts, dust in
the millimeter bands contains useful insights into intergalac-
tic structure and can be detected at a high significance.

4.10. Dust Mass

Also of interest is the mean dust mass associated with our
galaxy samples, which can be estimated from the rest-frame
dust intensities Ir(ν0) found from eq. (6). The dust mass fol-
lows,

Md =
D2

c
∫

Ir(ν0)dΩ
κ(ν0)B(ν0,Td)

, (13)

where κ(ν0) is the dust mass opacity coefficient or absorp-
tion cross-section per unit mass [m2 kg−1] at our reference
frequency of 353GHz. We take Td = 20±3 K as used previ-
ously in our two-component fit. The final error is determined
by standard error propagation of both Ir(ν0) and Td.

Unfortunately κ(ν0) is overall poorly constrained. Fur-
ther potential uncertainty arises as κ(ν0) values in litera-
ture are often derived from dust observations or models de-
signed for the Milky Way or other local galaxies, which may
slightly differ compared to our z ≈ 1 quiescent samples. At
ν0 = 353 GHz, or λ0 = 850 µm, commonly used κ(ν0) values
range from 0.04 − 0.15 m2kg−1 (Li & Draine 2001; Dunne &
Eales 2001; Draine 2003; Dunne et al. 2003; Casey 2012).
Thus, we take a conservative approach and assume a center
value of κ(ν0) = 0.08 m2kg−1, while acknowledging this can
fluctuate by a factor of two.

As evident by the previous subsection, we observe a dust
profile containing both a central point source and extended
neighboring structures. However, our beam introduces diffi-
culty in accurate separation of them. As a lower bound for the
expected central dust, we take the fit point source component:∫

Ir(ν0)dΩ = Aps
∫

b(θ)dΩ, integrated over the beam solid an-
gle. In contrast, we also integrate within a R = 2.0′ circular
aperture instead, assuming that the central point source will
dominate any extended dust structure within this radius. Our
results for each catalog are shown in Table 4.

The lower limit to our dust mass - extracted solely from
the profile’s point source component (Aps) in Section 4.9 -
indicates consistent dust masses of 8.43+0.10

−0.12 and 8.46+0.09
−0.12

log10(M⊙) for the complete Overlap and Wide-Area samples,
respectively. In comparison, an upper limit to the dust mass
- simply integrating within a radius of R = 2.0′ - produces
dust masses 0.39 and 0.37 dex larger. The ratio of dust mass
to stellar mass show even greater consistency between cat-
alogs, ranging from −2.98 (lower limit using Aps) to −2.59
(upper limit using R = 2.0′) orders of magnitude. For smaller
sample sizes when profiles cannot be well-constrained, such
as when binning by stellar mass, the circular R = 2.0′ aper-

Table 4. Dust mass associated with our central point source fit shown
in Fig. 6 and Table 3, and for all dust within R = 2.0′. Dust-to-stellar
mass ratio is also shown.

Parameter Overlap Sample Wide-Area Sample

Aps R = 2.0′ Aps R = 2.0′

log10(Md/M⊙) 8.43+0.10
−0.12 8.82+0.09

−0.11 8.46+0.09
−0.12 8.83+0.09

−0.11

log10(Md/M⋆) −2.98+0.10
−0.12 −2.59+0.09

−0.11 −2.98+0.09
−0.12 −2.61+0.09

−0.11

NOTE—For a κ(ν0) = 0.08 m2kg−1, which we recognize might fluctu-
ate by a further factor of two or 0.30 dex.

ture is still possible. We employ this generalized method in
Section 4.12 to analyze our dust-to-stellar mass relation.

While these dust masses are on the high side expected for
galaxies with low SFRs, other studies have found similar re-
sults for massive galaxies with increasing redshift (Santini
et al. 2014; Calura et al. 2016; Gobat et al. 2018). There are
also indications that this increase in dust-to-stellar mass with
redshift is more extreme for quiescent galaxies than dusty
star-forming ones (Donevski et al. 2020; Magdis et al. 2021).
The additional uncertainty from κ(ν0) prevents us from draw-
ing any strong conclusions. However, as our dust masses
appear to be within an acceptable range compared to these
previous studies, we can treat them as another verification
of our stacking and analysis process. Determination of dust
mass in this manner also highlights the potential for similar
use in future sub-mm and FIR investigations.

4.11. Compton-y

In comparison with the dust measured above, we expect
our tSZ profile to be similar but not identical in shape. Un-
like dust, we expect the tSZ from our target galaxies to have a
broader one-halo distribution associated with hot ionized gas,
which spans throughout the CGM out to ≈ 0.5 − 1.0 comov-
ing Mpc. With our 2.1′ FWHM beam, most of this central
component will still be unresolved. We also expect a steeper
profile slope, as the extended tSZ is a tracer for hot gas that
is less prevalent in lower-mass neighbors.

The Compton-y component from our two-component fit of
eq. (6) per radial bin is shown in Fig. 7 for each complete
catalog. Here the difference in sample size is apparent, as
the centermost radial bins for Overlap Sample (N = 94,452)
detect the tSZ at up to 5.4σ, while the Wide-Area Sample
(N = 387,627) is up to 11σ. Of equal importance is the dis-
tance at which the S/N drops below 2σ. This occurs at a
radius of 4.0′ (4.0 comoving Mpc) for the Overlap Sample,
versus 8.0′ (8.1 comoving Mpc) for the Wide-Area Sample.
So while we do observe extended tSZ larger than the beam,
noise begins to dominate much quicker than observed with
dust, especially for the Overlap Sample. Therefore we elect
to only fit our profiles up to 10′ (10.1 comoving Mpc).
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Table 5. Compton-y profile fit parameters for eq. (12), given priors, and resultant fits on our Overlap and
Wide-Area samples.

Parameter Description Prior Overlap Sample Wide-Area Sample

Aps [10−7] Point Source Amplitude [0, 8] 2.0+1.3
−1.1 2.2+0.8

−0.8

Ak [10−8] King Amplitude [0, 20] 8.2+5.1
−4.0 7.4+2.3

−1.7

γ [unitless] King Slope [1.0, 10.0] 6.6+2.1
−2.1 4.1+0.7

−0.5

r0 [Comoving Mpc] Core Radius 3.0 – –

NOTE—We set the core radius to a constant larger than the beam due to its inherent degeneracy with the amplitudes.
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Figure 7. Compton-y radial profile for our quiescent galaxy cat-
alogs; Overlap (black, triangles) and Wide-Area (blue, circles).
Alongside their best fit (solid), shaded 2σ bounds, and individual
point source and King components (dashed).

We assume tSZ profile fit priors given in Table 5. Due to
degeneracy between the central point source and King model,
we assume a core radius again of r0 = 3.0 comoving Mpc. It
should be noted that just as with the dust, this profile fit does
not fully isolate the one- and two- component contributions
due to our inherent central degeneracy between the King and
point source models as a result of the beam. Our main goal
in applying this fit is to demonstrate the presence of extended
tSZ, and compare the resultant King slope to that found for
dust. We again checked the effect of using different core
radii and see similar trends as with the dust; increasing core
radius to r0 = 5.0 comoving Mpc yields a ≈ 25% increase
in tSZ point source amplitude (Aps), ≤ 5% decrease in King
amplitude (Ak), and ≈ 40% increase in slope (γ). The change
in slope with core radius here is larger than observed with
dust, due to the faster rate at which our tSZ profile S/N drops.

Our fit results are shown in Table 5 and plotted alongside
our measurements in Fig. 7. The marginalized posterior dis-
tributions are shown in Fig. 12 within Appendix B. Indicative
of the quick S/N drop-off, the King model for the Overlap
Sample is poorly constrained. Point source amplitudes (Aps)

are detected with 1.7σ and 2.8σ significance for Overlap and
Wide-Area samples, respectively. They are also within 1σ
of each other, showing overall consistency. The King slopes
of γ = 6.6+2.1

−2.1 and 4.1+0.7
−0.5 indicate a sharper decline in tSZ

two-point correlation than that of dust, as possible from a
nonlinear relationship between ionized gas and lower mass
neighbors. An uneven presence of radio contamination in
the profile’s outer vs inner radius, could also increase our re-
ported slope via tSZ fit underestimation.

4.12. Stellar Mass Binning

We also wish to measure the dust mass and thermal energy
from our galaxies as a function of stellar mass, similar to
previous studies (Planck Collaboration: et al. 2014; Greco
et al. 2015; Meinke et al. 2021). Hence we no longer are
concerned with a profile fit, but rather the total integrated
signal over a solid angle expected to be dominated by the
primary central source.

A circular top-hat aperture with radius of R = 2.0′ is se-
lected to integrate within, on all frequency maps per stellar
mass bin. The two-component fit of eq. (6) is then applied
to each sample and bin. Errors are calculated via bootstrap
resampling from the same resample catalogs as Section 4.4.

We separate our catalogs into stellar mass bins with widths
of 0.1 in log10(M⋆/M⊙), over a range from 10.9 − 12.0 and
10.8 − 12.1 dex for our Overlap and Wide-Area samples, re-
spectively. Additional bins were possible in the latter due to
its larger number of total galaxies. The impact of bin size
was checked and found to be negligible, as wider 0.2 dex-
wide bins produced similar results, but created fewer points
of measurement for the subsequent stellar mass uncertainty
correction to be applied in Section 4.12.1.

Integrated Compton-y values are converted to thermal en-
ergies via eq. (3) and are shown versus stellar mass in Fig. 8.
These align closely to the previous investigation in Meinke
et al. (2021), showing a clear trend of increasing thermal
energy versus stellar mass. For our mass range we expect
the relation between thermal energy (Eth) and stellar mass to
be sufficiently described by a simple power-law model. As
our analysis is conducted in terms of µ = log10(M⋆/M⊙), we
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Figure 8. Overlap (black, circles) and Wide-Area (blue, triangles) galaxies’ energy in 0.1 dex stellar mass bins with associated energy-
mass fit as described in Table 6 after forward-modeling our stellar mass uncertainty (Section 4.12.1). The shaded fit regions correspond to
forward-modeled 2σ levels. Inset: 1- and 2-σ bounds of the (non-forward-modeled) fit parameters Eth(µ = 11.36 dex), and slope α. We show
Eth(µ = 11.36 dex) instead of Epk here as the samples contain different peak masses.

write this energy-mass relation as a log-log model,

E(µ) = log10(Eth)(µ) = log10(Epk) +α
(
µ−µpk

)
, (14)

where α is the slope, µpk = log10(M⋆,pk/M⊙) is the log10 peak
stellar mass, and Epk is the thermal energy at the peak stellar
mass.

We conduct a similar analysis using the two-component
fit’s dust result to determine our dust mass (via Section 4.10)
as a function of stellar mass. These are shown in Fig. 9. Here
we again assume a log-log power-law relation,

Md(µ) = log10(Md)(µ) = log10(Md,pk) +αd
(
µ−µpk

)
, (15)

where αd is the slope, and Md,pk is the dust mass at the peak
stellar mass. Both power-law equations of eqs. (14) & (15)
describe the expected relation versus stellar mass prior to any
contributions that may arise from stellar mass uncertainty,
discussed below.

4.12.1. Stellar Mass Uncertainty

The main caveat in the stellar mass bin approach is our cat-
alogs’ inherent stellar mass uncertainty. We find our SED fit-
ting in Section 3 has a stellar mass uncertainty of σSED = 0.16
dex, due in part from our high redshift and use of only pho-
tometric data (Meinke et al. 2021). Thus, to accurately fit
measured stellar mass bins with the energy and dust mass vs
stellar mass functions of eqs. (14) & (15), we must correctly
incorporate our stellar mass uncertainty. Luckily our quies-
cent galaxy mass distributions are well fit by Gaussians of the
form G(µpk,σ

2
q), with σq = 0.20 dex for both and µpk listed

in Table 6. Applying uncertainty, the average log10 thermal
energy within a stellar mass bin centered on log10 mass µi

becomes,

E(Epk,α,µi) =

∫ 15
8 E(µ) w(µ,µi) dµ∫ 15

8 w(µ,µi) dµ
(16)

and similarly for average log10 dust mass,

Md(Md,pk,αd,µi) =

∫ 15
8 Md(µ) w(µ,µi) dµ∫ 15

8 w(µ,µi) dµ
, (17)
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Table 6. Forward-modeled energy and dust mass versus stellar mass fits of eqs. (14) & (15)
following the inclusion stellar mass uncertainty via eqs. (16), (17), & (18). For our two
quiescent galaxy samples and †previous energy-stellar mass fit from Meinke et al. (2021).

Catalog µpk Epk α Md,pk αd[
log10(M⋆/M⊙)

]
[1060erg] [unitless] [108M⊙] [unitless]

Overlap Sample 11.36 6.45+1.67
−1.52 4.04+0.94

−0.92 6.23+0.67
−0.67 2.59+0.46

−0.44

Wide-Area Sample 11.40 8.20+0.52
−0.52 3.91+0.25

−0.25 6.76+0.56
−0.56 2.22+0.35

−0.34

Meinke et al. 2021† 11.36 5.98+1.02
−1.00 3.77+0.60

−0.74 – –

NOTE—†Our methods differ slightly from those in Meinke et al. (2021) due to changes in beam, map processing, and S/N < 1σ cut. Dust mass
was calculated from eq. (13) for a κ(ν0) = 0.08 m2kg−1, which we recognize might fluctuate by a further factor of two or 0.30 dex.

where w(µ,µi) is the effective weight of a galaxy with log10
stellar mass µ to appear within the mass bin defined from
µi−1/2 to µi+1/2,

w(µ,µi) = G(µ−µpk,σ
2
µ)
∫ µi+1/2

µi−1/2

G(µ′
−µ,σ2

SED) dµ′, (18)

with σ2
µ = σ2

q −σ2
SED, corresponding to the standard deviation

of our expected true mass distribution if no stellar mass un-
certainty was present. The first Gaussian term is the weight
of a galaxy selected with the true mass µ, while the integral
and second Gaussian term is the chance that said galaxy ac-
tually appears in the mass bin between µi−1/2 and µi+1/2 due
to our stellar mass uncertainty.

Equations (16) & (17) take the ideal generalized power-
law functions of eqs. (14) & (15) and forward-model them
into expected observations within a stellar mass bin. To clar-
ify, this method is synonymous with the past energy-mass
approach in Meinke et al. (2021), which was not described in
as much detail.

Equation (16) was fit to the energy-mass bins found for
each catalog. We refrain from fitting any bins with S/N < 1σ
to avoid introducing spurious bias. The forward-modeled
best fits and 2σ uncertainties are shown in Fig. 8. The inset
plot shows the posterior distributions of α and Eth(µ = 11.36
dex). We display Eth(µ = 11.36 dex) instead of Epk in or-
der to compare catalogs, as they have different peak masses
(µpk). Best fit values for Epk and α are shown in Table 6, com-
pared to previous SPT results (Meinke et al. 2021). All three
catalogs show agreeing slopes (α) within 1σ, 4.04+0.94

−0.92 for
the Overlap and 3.91+0.25

−0.25 for the Wide-Area Sample. These
slopes uphold a strong trend of observations that indicate
only CGM in the most massive galaxies and clusters produce
significant levels of thermal energy (Greco et al. 2015). Some
plateauing at lower stellar mass may be present as well, evi-
dent by the low mass bin outliers in our Wide-Area measure-
ments. Energies at peak mass (Epk) are also significant, at a
level of 4σ for our Overlap Sample and 16σ for the Wide-
Area.

In similar fashion, eq. (17) was fit to the measured dust
versus stellar mass bins found for each catalog. We again
refrain from fitting any bins with S/N < 1σ to avoid intro-
ducing spurious bias. The forward-modeled best fits and 2σ
uncertainties are shown in Fig. 9. The inset plot shows the
posterior distributions of αd and Md(µ = 11.36 dex). Fits for
Md,pk and αd are shown in Table 6.

Dust mass at the peak stellar masses were detected at a
9.3σ level for the Overlap and 12σ for the Wide-Area Sam-
ple. Both catalogs show agreeing slopes (αd) within 1σ,
2.59+0.46

−0.44 for Overlap and 2.22+0.35
−0.34 for Wide-Area. As these

slopes are greater than 1, they highlight a non-linear relation-
ship between dust and stellar mass that indicates increasingly
massive quiescent galaxies have a higher dust-to-stellar mass
ratio. However, this trend may only be present in the high
stellar mass regime due to our narrow galaxy mass distribu-
tion.

We also consider the potential of neighboring two-halo
contributions that may falsely inflate these measurements.
Discussed in more detail in Meinke et al. (2021) with the
same R = 2.0′ aperture corresponding to a radius of ≈ 2.0 co-
moving Mpc, a central halo will be expected to dominate the
tSZ signal for thermal energies exceeding ≈ 3× 1060 erg or
halo masses larger than ≈ 1013M⊙. This is determined under
the assumption that the gas in all neighboring halos is heated
to virial temperature Tvir. As all our reported thermal ener-
gies with S/N > 1σ in Fig. 8 reside above 3× 1060 erg, we
conclude the two-halo contribution within them are negligi-
ble compared to their respective measured uncertainties.

We also consider our dust mass measurements in Fig. 9 to
be the expected upper limit. As discussed in Section 4.10, the
R = 2.0′ aperture produces a result roughly 0.30 dex greater
than a separate conservative estimate via evaluation of the
dust profile in Section 4.9. As the assumed dust mass opacity
coefficient κ(ν0) = 0.08 m2kg−1 contains a further factor of
two or 0.30 dex uncertainty, any contributions from neigh-
bors are likely within this uncertainty. Hence, we refrain
from drawing any large conclusions aside from the relation
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Figure 9. Overlap (black, circles) and Wide-Area (blue, triangles) galaxies’ dust mass in 0.1 dex stellar mass bins with associated dust-stellar
mass fit as in Table 6 after forward-modeling our stellar mass uncertainty (Section 4.12.1). The shaded fit regions correspond to forward-
modeled 2σ levels. Inset: 1- and 2-σ bounds of the non-forward-modeled fit parameters Md(µ = 11.36 dex), αd. We show Md(µ = 11.36 dex)
instead of Md,pk here as the samples contain different peak stellar masses.

indicated by our dust-to-stellar mass slope fit, as we expect
κ(ν0) to not vary significantly between our stellar mass bins.

4.13. Implications for AGN Feedback

Our constraints on Eth allow us to glean information about
AGN feedback, though detailed comparisons with AGN
models are best carried out alongside full numerical simu-
lations. First, comparisons with previous work in Meinke
et al. (2021) show strong similarities in their energy-mass fit.
This is as expected, due to an overlap of target galaxy sam-
ples and use of SPT data. However, as before we also see
significant similarities with the lower redshift (z ≈ 0.1) re-
sults from Greco et al. (2015), even though they used locally
bright galaxies as opposed to our age > 1 Gyr, SSFR < 0.01
Gyr−1, quiescent galaxies. There are a variety of theoretical
models that suggest a good match between the most mas-
sive quiescent galaxies at moderate redshifts and the central
galaxies of massive halos in the nearby universe (e.g, Moster
et al. 2013; Schaye et al. 2015; Pillepich et al. 2018).

Such lack of thermal energy evolution in the CGM around
massive galaxies since z ≈ 1 mirrors what occurs for the lu-
minosity function of these galaxies (e.g. van Dokkum et al.
2010; Muzzin et al. 2013). This trend could be more indica-
tive of radio-mode AGN feedback, where gas accretion con-
tributes to CGM heating and radiative losses to CGM cool-
ing. Whenever cooling surpasses heating, jets will arise that
quickly push the gas up to a constant temperature and en-
tropy at which cooling is inefficient. On the other hand,
quasar models instead produce an energy input from feed-
back which occurs once at high redshift, heating the gas such
that cooling is extremely inefficient up until today. As a re-
sult, gravitational heating will increase Eth without any sig-
nificant mechanism to oppose it. However, specifics of this
evolution are highly dependent on the history of galaxy and
halo mergers between 0 < z ≲ 1. Hence, it is possible that
some types of quasar dominated models may be compatible
with our measurements.
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A second major inference is the overall level of feedback.
To estimate the magnitude of gravitational heating, we can
assume that the gas collapses and virializes along with an
encompassing spherical dark matter halo, and is heated to
the virial temperature Tvir. This gives

Eth,halo(M13,z) = 1.5×1060 erg M5/3
13 (1 + z), (19)

where M13 is the mass of the halo in units of 1013M⊙ (Spacek
et al. 2016). We can convert from halo mass to galaxy stellar
mass using the observed relation between black hole mass
and halo circular velocity for massive quiescent galaxies
(Ferrarese 2002), and the relation between black hole mass
and bulge dynamical (Marconi & Hunt 2003). As shown in
Spacek et al. (2016), this gives

Eth,gravity(M⋆,z) ≈ 5×1060 erg
M⋆

1011M⊙
(1 + z)−3/2, (20)

representing the expected total thermal energy around a
galaxy of stellar mass M⋆ ignoring both radiative cooling
and feedback. For a mean redshift of z ≈ 1.1 this yields
≈ 3.8×1060 erg and ≈ 4.1×1060 erg for our M⋆,pk = 2.29×
1011M⊙ (Overlap) and 2.51×1011M⊙ (Wide-Area), respec-
tively. Unfortunately this estimate has an uncertainty of
about a factor of two, which is significantly larger than the
uncertainty in our measurements. Regardless, these are lower
than the Epk = 6.45+1.67

−1.52×1060 erg and 8.20+0.52
−0.52×1060 erg re-

spectively, that we found in Section 4.12. These suggest the
presence of additional non-gravitational heating, particularly
as cooling losses are not included in eq. (20).

To estimate quasar-mode feedback heating we use a simple
model described in Scannapieco & Oh (2004), given as

Eth,feedback(M⋆,z) ≈ 4×1060 erg ϵk,0.05
M⋆

1011M⊙
(1 + z)−3/2,

(21)
where ϵk,0.05 is the fraction of bolometric luminosity from
the quasar associated with an outburst, normalized by a fidu-
cial value of 5%, which is typical of quasar models (e.g.
Scannapieco & Oh 2004; Thacker et al. 2006; Costa et al.
2014). Taking ϵk,0.05 = 1 for our samples’ mean redshifts
and peak masses, this gives ≈ 3.0× 1060 erg (Overlap) and
≈ 3.3 × 1060 erg (Wide-Area). Adding these to the con-
tributions from Eth,gravity above gives a total energy of ≈
6.8 × 1060 erg and ≈ 7.4 × 1060 erg, respectively. Includ-
ing this additional energy from quasar-mode AGN feedback
better matches our results of Epk = 6.45+1.67

−1.52 × 1060 erg and
8.20+0.52

−0.52 × 1060 erg than heating from gravity alone. It also
does not account for any energy losses.

Meanwhile, radio mode models are expected to fall some-
where between these two limits, with jets supplying power to
roughly balance cooling processes, but never adding a large
burst of additional energy near that of eq. (21). This would

suggest values slightly below our measurements, but again
with too much theoretical uncertainty to draw any definite
conclusions.

A third major inference from our measurements comes
from the slope of eq. (14), which is significantly steeper than
in our simple models. This is most likely due to uncertain-
ties in the halo-mass stellar mass relation, which are particu-
larly large for massive z ≈ 1 galaxies (Wang et al. 2013; Lu
et al. 2015; Moster et al. 2018; Kravtsov et al. 2018; Behroozi
et al. 2010, 2019). Recent studies alongside our own (Schaan
et al. 2021; Amodeo et al. 2021; Meinke et al. 2021; Vava-
giakis et al. 2021) make it clear that observations are now fast
outpacing theoretical estimates, a major change from several
years ago when only galaxy cluster sized halos were capa-
ble of being moderately detected. Future comparisons be-
tween measurements and full simulations will yield key new
insights into the processes behind AGN feedback.

5. DISCUSSION

Many galaxies from z ≈ 1 to present day, starting with
the most massive, undergo a process that quenches new star
formation. The proposed likely culprit is feedback from ac-
cretion onto supermassive black holes, which would have a
noticeable impact on the surrounding CGM. By probing the
CGM for signs of heating via the redshift-independent tSZ
effect, we can begin to differentiate between various AGN
accretion models and provide much needed constraints for
theoretical simulations.

Here we have selected N = 387,627 old quiescent galaxies
with low SFR at 0.5 ≤ z ≤ 1.5 from DES and WISE within
the ACT millimeter telescope field (Wide-Area Sample). A
subset of N = 94,452 galaxies are further used to incorpo-
rate data from SPT for an analysis across multiple instru-
ments (Overlap Sample). These quiescent galaxies are ideal
candidates to show strong heating via feedback. A detailed
set of map processing (Section 4.2) is conducted to mitigate
any systematic differences between SPT and ACT, applying
a uniform 2.1′ FWHM Gaussian beam across all maps that
reside near 95/150/220 GHz. We then subtract a 5.0′ res-
olution Planck SMICA SZ-Free CMB map to remove large-
scale CMB fluctuations uncorrelated with our target galaxies.

When stacked, we observe separable dust and tSZ profiles
from both galaxy catalogs. Further split into stellar mass
bins, we show a clear thermal energy versus stellar mass re-
lation influenced by our photometric uncertainty in stellar
mass. Often simply discarded in tSZ analysis, we also use
the dust to estimate the associated dust mass for our samples.

This work builds off of previous z ≈ 1 quiescent galaxy
stacking conducted by Spacek et al. (2017); Meinke et al.
(2021). Our analysis here is enhanced from the prior via use
of the recent ACT data release (Naess et al. 2020; Mallaby-
Kay et al. 2021), improved map processing, and a heightened
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focus on the radial profile and dust mass of our target galax-
ies. Others have also begun a more concerted effort to ana-
lyze the galactic structure of the tSZ and kSZ (Schaan et al.
2021; Amodeo et al. 2021; Calafut et al. 2021; Vavagiakis
et al. 2021; Lokken et al. 2022).

Firstly, the dust profile of our Overlap and Wide-Area
galaxies produce up to 16σ and 20σ detection respectively,
for radial bins with widths of 0.5′. Profile detection with
S/N ≥ 2σ is found out to 15′ (15.2 comoving Mpc). We
observe a dust profile shape for each sample indicative of a
central point source associated with our galaxies and an ex-
tended profile that traces the two-point correlation function
of neighboring galaxies and structure. To obtain a slope for
the extended dust, we fit a point source plus King model as
described in Section 4.8, finding slopes of γ = 2.60+0.16

−0.15 and
2.95+0.16

−0.14. These are 20−90% greater than power-law fits con-
ducted in galaxy cluster studies (γ ≈ 1.5−2.0, Eftekharzadeh
et al. 2015; Coil et al. 2017). We attribute most of this dis-
crepancy to a divergence between the King and power-law
models when near or below our core radius of r0 = 3.0 co-
moving Mpc.

Such dust profile analysis might also provide a novel
method to constrain a catalog’s intergalactic medium (IGM)
and central halo mass, wherein a similar catalog of known
halo mass or bias factor is used to compare two-point corre-
lation terms traced by the observed extended dust. However a
correct comparison requires careful consideration of all sys-
tematic differences in catalog selection and accurate removal
of dust associated with the central source(s).

Secondly, the high S/N detection of dust allows us to con-
vert our dust intensity fit in the ν0 = 353 GHz rest frame to a
dust mass as shown in eq. (13). The primary difficulty in this
approach is an existing uncertainty in the dust mass opac-
ity or absorption cross-section coefficient, where we take an
intermediate value of κ(ν0) = 0.08 m2kg−1 while acknowl-
edging this may vary by a factor of two (Draine 2003; Dunne
et al. 2003; Casey 2012). We then consider reasonable lower
and upper limits to isolate the dust solely associated with
our central galaxies: the lower limit from the point source
fit of our aforementioned profile fit, which has noted degen-
eracy with the King model at small radii; and an upper limit
through integration within a circular aperture of R = 2.0′ ra-
dius.

These result in a log10 dust mass range from 8.43+0.10
−0.12 to

8.82+0.09
−0.11 log10(M⊙) for the Overlap Sample and 8.46+0.09

−0.12 to
8.83+0.09

−0.11 log10(M⊙) for the Wide-Area Sample. As a dust-
to-stellar mass ratio, these become −2.98+0.10

−0.12 to −2.59+0.09
−0.11

log10(Md/M⋆) and −2.98+0.09
−0.12 to −2.61+0.09

−0.11 log10(Md/M⋆),
respectively. Other studies involving massive or quiescent
galaxies at z ≈ 1 have found log10(Md/M⋆) ≈ −3.5 to −2.7
(Gobat et al. 2018; Magdis et al. 2021). As our dust mass
contains an additional 0.30 dex uncertainty from κ(ν0), we

conclude our values are in agreement, but do not draw any
larger inferences. This consistency is notable however, as it
echoes reports of higher dust-to-stellar mass ratios for mas-
sive galaxies at z ≈ 1 than those at nearby lower redshifts
(Santini et al. 2015; Magdis et al. 2021).

Thirdly, we inspect our tSZ radial profile and obtain a clear
central detection, up to 5.4σ in our Overlap Sample and 11σ
in the Wide-Area Sample. However our detection falls off
much more rapidly than for dust, dropping below 2σ at 4.0′

(4.0 comoving Mpc) and 8.0′ (8.1 comoving Mpc), respec-
tively. As a result compared to dust, we find steeper King
slopes of γ = 6.6+2.1

−2.1 and 4.1+0.7
−0.5, which indicate a sharper

decline in the tSZ two-point correlation or two-halo term.
This is within expectations, since the neighboring lower mass
galaxies should contain reduced or cooler levels of ionized
gas at a nonlinear relationship to stellar mass (Hill et al.
2018). We also note that radio contamination would produce
an underestimated fit of the tSZ, while an uneven relation of
radio contaminants versus radii could affect fit slopes as well.
This effect is likely marginal for our redshift and frequency
bands.

We also fit the tSZ point source amplitudes at 1.7σ signif-
icance for the Overlap Sample and 2.8σ for the Wide-Area
Sample. These profiles and fits as shown in Fig. 7 indicate
an extended tSZ signal. However, also evident is the inher-
ent degeneracy between our combined point source plus King
model brought about by the map resolution. This results in an
inability to accurately separate the central one-halo tSZ from
its two-halo counterpart and limit further detailed analysis.

Fourthly, we focused on measurements split into 0.1 dex
stellar mass bins. In a more generalized approach than our
profiles above, we separated the tSZ and dust integrated
within a R = 2.0′ radius circular aperture. These signals
were then converted into thermal energy (eq. 3) and dust
mass (eq. 13), respectively. Power-law relations were defined
for both thermal energy and dust mass versus stellar mass
(eqs. 14 & 15), scaled with respect to peak mass (M⋆,pk) of
2.29× 1011 M⊙ for Overlap and 2.51× 1011 M⊙ for Wide-
Area Sample. However, to accurately fit our measurements
we also incorporated and forward-modeled a stellar mass un-
certainty of 0.16 dex that arises from our SED fitting of pho-
tometric data.

Our thermal energy to stellar mass power-law fit pro-
duces energies of Epk = 6.45+1.67

−1.52 × 1060 erg for Overlap and
8.20+0.52

−0.52×1060 erg for Wide-Area, at their peak mass. These
values only appear inconsistent due to their different peak
masses. The power-law slopes are found to be within 1σ
of each other, with α = 4.04+0.94

−0.92 and 3.91+0.25
−0.25, respectively.

These slopes are significantly steeper than our simple feed-
back models in Section 4.13. This can likely be attributed
to model uncertainties in the halo-to-stellar mass relation for
massive z ≈ 1 galaxies (Wang et al. 2013; Moster et al. 2018;
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Behroozi et al. 2019). Our fits, shown in Fig. 8, are also con-
sistent with the previous investigation of Meinke et al. (2021)
and lower redshift measurements by Greco et al. (2015).

Meanwhile, our dust to stellar mass power-law fit produces
dust masses of Md,pk = 6.23+0.67

−0.67 × 108 M⊙ for the Overlap
Sample and 6.76+0.56

−0.56 × 108 M⊙ for the Wide-Area Sample,
at peak stellar mass. With power-law slopes of αd = 2.59+0.46

−0.44
and 2.22+0.35

−0.34 for the Overlap and Wide-Area samples, re-
spectively. Our slope fits are more trustworthy than the afore-
mentioned dust masses due to the uncertainties in dust mass
opacity κ(ν0) that would only scale our measurements and
not affect the fit slope αd. As our slopes indicate a greater
than linear relation (αd > 1), we conclude that massive z ≈ 1
quiescent galaxies have an increasing dust-to-stellar mass ra-
tio for our sample. Notably this may only be valid for our
high and narrow stellar mass range.

Finally, we compare the stellar mass binned energy fit
to those predicted by simple theoretical feedback models
in Section 4.13. Our values more closely align with heat-
ing due to quasar-mode feedback rather than from gravity
alone. However, both theoretical models have uncertainties
of roughly a factor of two that result in the models overlap-
ping in the same regime that our energy fit is found. Addi-
tionally, a third option of radio-mode feedback would also
be situated in-between. Hence, we conclude our values are
strong indicators that some form of AGN feedback is present,
but the exact process and amount is unable to be determined
when compared to theory. This highlights the need for im-
proved theoretical and simulation models to keep pace with
observations.

With the development of better instruments in both noise,
resolution, and sky coverage, observations will continue to
improve the characterization of galactic structures. We have
demonstrated here that such detailed analysis at z ≈ 1 is cur-
rently possible and will greatly benefit from improved reso-

lution for future analysis. The latest generation of telescopes
includes SPT-3G (Benson et al. 2014; Sobrin et al. 2022) and
TolTEC (Bryan et al. 2018; Wilson et al. 2020) which are
more than capable of improving upon this work. TolTEC
in particular, currently being deployed on the 50 m Large
Millimeter Telescope, will grant a ≥ 5× better resolution.
This will enable the ability to resolve the tSZ mainly associ-
ated with the CGM and separate it from the potentially still
unresolved dust which comes primarily from the underlying
galaxy.
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APPENDIX

A. CORRELATION MATRICES

As discussed in Section 4.4, a large number (4000) of bootstrap resampled catalogs were constructed from each galaxy catalog.
Covariance matrices for each respective frequency map were then made from these bootstrap resamples and used through our two-
component fitting procedure of Section 4.7. Correlation between radial bins is also important for our profile analysis described in
Section 4.3. Thus, we fit our two-component tSZ and dust model to all aforementioned bootstrap resamples to correctly estimate
the correlation between neighboring radial bins. Fig. 10 shows the radial correlation matrices for each catalog (Overlap, Wide-
Area) and fit component (dust, tSZ). The most significant effect would be from our beam resolution, with minor contributions
likely as a result of residual foreground components not accounted for and structure of the surrounding signals. As shown in
Fig. 10, neighboring radial bins are not independent from one another.

4 https://github.com/JeremyMeinke/mm_astronomy_stacking
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Figure 10. Radial bin (0 − 15′) correlation matrices for the dust (left) and tSZ (right) two-component fit (Section 4.7) of 4000 bootstrap
resamples outlined in Section 4.4 for Overlap (top) and Wide-Area (bottom) galaxy catalogs.

B. RADIAL PROFILE FIT POSTERIORS

The radial profile fits conducted in Sections 4.9 & 4.11 used Bayesian estimation to fit a point source plus King profile as
described in Section 4.8. Covariance matrices were constructed from the correlation matrices in Appendix A and passed through
the fit procedure. The marginalized posterior probability distributions of the dust profile fits are shown in Fig. 11 for our Overlap
and Wide-Area galaxy catalogs. These correspond to the profile fits shown in Fig. 6 and Table 3.

Similarly, Fig. 12 shows the marginalized posterior probability distributions for our tSZ profile fits. These correspond to the
results shown in Fig. 7 and Table 5.
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