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ABSTRACT

We study the incidence and spatial distribution of galaxies that are currently undergoing gravitational
merging (M) or that have signs of a post merger (PM) in six galaxy clusters (A754, A2399, A2670,
A3558, A3562, and A3716) within the redshift range, 0.05≲ z≲0.08. To this aim, we obtained Dark
Energy Camera (DECam) mosaics in u′, g′, and r′-bands covering up to 3 × R200 of the clusters,
reaching 28 mag/arcsec2 surface brightness limits. We visually inspect u′g′r′ color-composite images of
volume-limited (Mr < −20) cluster-member galaxies to identify whether galaxies are of M or PM types.
We find 4% M-type and 7% PM-type galaxies in the galaxy clusters studied. By adding spectroscopic
data and studying the projected phase space diagram (PPSD) of the projected clustocentric radius
and the line-of-sight velocity, we find that PM-type galaxies are more virialized than M-type galaxies,
having 1–5% point higher fraction within the escape-velocity region, while the fraction of M-type
was ∼10% point higher than PM-type in the intermediate environment. Similarly, on a substructure
analysis, M types were found in the outskirt groups, while PM types populated groups in ubiquitous
regions of the PPSD. Adopting literature-derived dynamical state indicator values, we observed a
higher abundance of M types in dynamically relaxed clusters. This finding suggests that galaxies
displaying post-merging features within clusters likely merged in low-velocity environments, including
cluster outskirts and dynamically relaxed clusters.

Keywords: galaxies: clusters: general — galaxies: evolution — galaxies: interactions — galaxies:
peculiar — catalogs

1. INTRODUCTION

Corresponding author: Duho Kim

duhokim81@gmail.com

In the prevailing ΛCDM paradigm, galaxies are
thought to assemble much of their mass through hier-
archical bottom-up mergers (White & Rees 1978; Fall
& Efstathiou 1980; Bundy et al. 2009; Kaviraj et al.
2015). These bottom-up mergers are understood to play
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a key role in driving changes in the global galaxy prop-
erties, such as galaxy structure (Toomre 1977; Dekel
et al. 2009; Conselice et al. 2009; Naab et al. 2014; Fiac-
coni et al. 2015; Graham et al. 2015; Gómez et al. 2017;
Martin et al. 2018; Jackson et al. 2022) or the quench-
ing and enhancement of star formation rates (Schweizer
1982; Mihos & Hernquist 1996; Schawinski et al. 2014;
Pontzen et al. 2017; Martin et al. 2017, 2021; Tanaka
et al. 2023). Past mergers also leave behind a morpho-
logical record in the form of various post-merging fea-
tures, which can be the result of major mergers – typ-
ically the case for plumes (e.g. Lauer 1988) and tidal
tails (e.g. Pfleiderer 1963; Toomre & Toomre 1972) –
or minor mergers, which usually produce streams (e.g.
Johnston et al. 1999) or shells (e.g. Malin & Carter 1983;
Quinn 1984). By examining these signatures, it is pos-
sible to infer a galaxy’s recent interaction history and
thereby disentangle the role of various merging processes
governing galaxy properties (e.g. Johnston et al. 2008;
Mart́ınez-Delgado et al. 2009; Spavone et al. 2020; Vera-
Casanova et al. 2021).

The importance of mergers in driving the evolution
of galaxies within clusters, where effects such as ram-
pressure stripping (Gunn & Gott 1972) and tidal inter-
actions (Jones et al. 2000; Gnedin 2003) begin to play
an increasingly important role, is a matter of discussion.
Although clusters represent particularly dense environ-
ments, the incidence of mergers among their members
is not expected to be high due to high relative veloci-
ties. Analytically, the energy input and dynamical fric-
tion of a collision scale with the inverse square of the
relative velocity of the interacting galaxies (Binney &
Tremaine 1987), such that fast encounters, which be-
come preponderant in denser cluster environments, are
less likely to result in a merger than slow encounters,
which are more common in the field (Makino & Hut
1997; Mihos 2003). Studies such as Sheen et al. (2012)
(S12 hereafter) and Oh et al. (2018) (O18 hereafter) re-
port, indeed, that only around four percent of the early-
type galaxies (ETGs) found in cluster environments ap-
pear to be actively undergoing major mergers. Oh et al.
(2018) report only a marginal change in the fraction
of ongoing mergers, which increases from 4% to 7.7%
when going from R/R200 <2 to R/R200 >2 in clusto-
centric distance, concluding that merger processes are
unlikely to significantly impact galaxy evolution within
the virialized region of a cluster. McIntosh et al. (2008)
found also negative correlation of the major merging fre-
quency of massive satellite galaxies with the host halo
mass. Their sample of SDSS satellite galaxies with a
stellar mass Mstar ≥ 5 × 1010M⊙ dropped their major
merging frequency from 3% in halos with their mass
around Mhalo ≃ 1013.5M⊙ to almost 0% in cluster-scale
halos with Mhalo ≃ 1015M⊙.

Given the apparently negligible merger rates in clus-
ter environments, the high proportion of cluster galax-
ies that exhibit post-merging features is therefore unex-

pected. Deep optical surveys of galaxies in dense cluster
environments show a high fraction of post-merging fea-
tures (∼25% of galaxies brighter than −20 in the r band
in the red sequences in S12; ∼20% of galaxies with sim-
ilar brightnesses in O18), with abundances comparable
to that of the field (see e.g. van Dokkum 2005; Kado-
Fong et al. 2018; B́ılek et al. 2020; Sola et al. 2022;
Trujillo et al. 2021; Martin et al. 2022; Valenzuela &
Remus 2022). S12 attribute this result to migration of
galaxy populations that have undergone mergers prior to
entering the cluster (pre-processing; Fujita 2004). The
work of Yi et al. (2013) and Ji et al. (2014) lend sup-
port to this argument, showing that, merger features
continue to be detectable for about 4 Gyr at a limiting
surface brightness of 28 mag arcsec−2 in their hydrody-
namic simulations of major mergers between Sa- and Sb-
type galaxies. Evidence of pre-processing is also seen at
higher redshifts. For instance, van Dokkum et al. (1999)
find that merging galaxies are found preferentially in the
outskirts of galaxy clusters at z ∼ 0.8, and Olave-Rojas
et al. (2018) find high quenching efficiencies in galaxies
at large distances from the cluster centers at z ∼ 0.4.

Besides, clusters are consistently accreting groups.
Das et al. (2023) found a higher level of star forma-
tion (SF) and bluer colors in low-mass SDSS galaxy
pairs in filaments and sheets around galaxy clusters.
Kleiner et al. (2014) found more asymmetric galaxies
in the inner region of A1664 where a merging group
most likely passed the pericenter, and they argued that a
merger between halos of a group and a cluster enhanced
galaxy-galaxy interactions (see also Vijayaraghavan &
Ricker 2013). Mihos (2003) also stressed that the in-
falling galaxy groups through the “cosmic web” would
allow galaxies to interact with each other strongly by
slow encounters.  Lokas (2023) also found galaxy-galaxy
interactions in a galaxy group prior to cluster infall
in the IllustridTNG100 simulation. Analyses of sub-
structures in/outside of clusters seem to be necessary
to study galaxy-galaxy interactions in merging clusters
(i.e., Olave-Rojas et al. 2023).

In this paper, we study the abundances of gravitation-
ally interacting or post-merger galaxies using deep (≳28
mag arcsec−2)5 and wide (≳3 deg2; R/R200 ≳3) photo-
metric data sets (in u′, g′, and r′) of six Abell clusters:
A754, A2399, A2670, A3558, A3562, and A3716 in a
redshift range, 0.05≲ z≲0.08 collected using the Dark
Energy Camera (DECam; DePoy et al. 2008). In com-
bination with public spectroscopic data, we study the
prevalence of these features in substructures and in re-
gions of the projected phase-space diagram. This is done
to understand the evolution of galaxies over the course
of their accretion onto the clusters.

The rest of the article is divided into seven separate
sections as follows: In Section 2, we present an overview
of the data we use in this study. In Section 3, we out-
line how we select our sample of galaxies in each clus-
ter. In Section 4, we explain how we classify our sample
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as merging or post-merging galaxies. In Section 5, we
explain how we adopt and use the dynamical state in-
dicator values from the literature for our sample galaxy
clusters. In Section 6, we describe how we identify sub-
structures in each galaxy cluster. In Section 7, we show
our results on the relations between merging and post-
merging rates and the dynamical states of clusters, the
substructures, and the projected phase-space diagram.
In Section 8, we present our discussion and conclusions.

In this article, we use AB magnitudes (Oke 1974; Oke
& Gunn 1983), and a Standard ΛCDM cosmology for the
paper with a Hubble constant H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1,
present matter density Ωm = 0.315, and dark energy
density ΩΛ = 0.684 from Planck Collaboration et al.
(2020) throughout.

2. DATA

2.1. Photometric measurements

Optical mosaics in u′, g′, and r′ bands of the field of
views (FoVs) around seven Abell galaxy clusters were
taken using the Dark Energy Camera (DECam; e.g.,
Flaugher et al. 2015) installed on the Blanco 4m Tele-
scope at CTIO from April 10th to 11th in 2013 (Pro-
posal ID: 2013A-0612, PI: Y. Sheen) and August 19th
to 22nd in 2014 (Proposal ID: 2014B-0608, PI: Y. Jaffé),
as presented in Table 1 (for A3574 and A3659, visit the
website1). DECam features a ∼3 deg2 FoV consisting
of sixty-two 2k × 4k pixel2 CCDs, with a total of 520
million pixels for each FITS2 image. Figure 1 shows
an example of the combined FITS image of A2670 from
multiple exposures. The characteristic R200 radius of
the cluster is drawn as a dashed circle centered at the
A2670’s center coordinate given in Table 1. The FoV of
MOSAICII which was used by S12 is also overlaid as a
thin solid square, for comparison. MOSAICII is a prede-
cessor of the DECam which was mounted on the Blanco
telescope.

We make use of pipeline-reduced science, weight, and
data quality map (DQM) FITS image data of the clus-
ters for both single-exposure and combined mosaics from
the NOIRLab Astro Data Archive3. The pipeline re-
duces raw DECam data to single-exposure mosaics by
removing instrument signature, applying world coordi-
nate system (WCS) and photometric calibration, and
re-projecting to a common grid. The combined mosaics
are then stacked and/or tiled in a region of sky derived
from multiple, spatially overlapping single-exposures in
the same filter band. Detailed information about the re-
duction process can be found in Shaw & Swaters (2015).

1 https://data.kasi.re.kr/vo/DECam catalogs/
2 Flexible Image Transport System (Wells et al. 1981; Hanisch et al.
2001)

3 http://astroarchive.noirlab.edu

Figure 1. Combined DECam mosaic images of A2670 in the

r′ band. The dashed circle corresponds to R200 derived from

the SDSS spectroscopic data, which is 1.69 Mpc from the

cluster center (exact celestial coordinates given in Table 1).

The FoV of MOSAIC II used by S12 is shown as a solid

square, for comparison.

Basic information for the observed clusters and their
FITS mosaics that we used is summarized in Table 1.
Multiple standard-star fields were also observed each ob-
serving night and used for the flux calibration. Each
field was observed at least twice with a large enough time
intervals to measure atmospheric extinction at different
airmasses (refer to the website1 for more information).

The detection of faint merger features, such as tidal
tails and shells, is depth-dependent. To measure the
depth of our photometric data, we added mock sources
with various magnitudes at random locations in the im-
ages using a 2D Gaussian model4. The 2D Gaussian
models are commonly used to model the point spread
function (PSF) of astronomical images. Those are also
relatively easy to generate and control the parameters
especially for measuring depths of data from multiple
sources. We then determined the completeness as a
function of limiting magnitude by counting the num-
ber of injected sources detected by SExtractor(see
Figure 2). We also downloaded and measured depths
of two overlapping public surveys: the Sloan Digital
Sky Survey (SDSS; Ahumada et al. 2020) and the DE-
Cam Legacy Survey (DECaLS; Dey et al. 2019). The
magnitude where the detection rate drops below 90%

4 https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.modeling.
functional models.Gaussian2D.html

https://data.kasi.re.kr/vo/DECam_catalogs/
http://astroarchive.noirlab.edu
https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.modeling.functional_models.Gaussian2D.html
https://docs.astropy.org/en/stable/api/astropy.modeling.functional_models.Gaussian2D.html
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Table 1. CTIO DECam Observations Summary

Cluster ID R.A.a Decl.a Redshifta Filter texp
b Dateb MW Extinctionc

(J2000) (J2000) (s) mag

A754 09:09:08.4 −09:39:58 0.0542 u′ 300/3600 2013 Apr 11/11 0.308

g′ 300/7200 2013 Apr 11/11 0.240

r′ 300/10800 2013 Apr 10/10 0.166

A2399 21:57:25.8 −07:47:41 0.0579 u′ 300/6000 2014 Aug 20/20,21 0.159

g′ 60/4200 2014 Aug 19/22 0.124

r′ 300/10500 2014 Aug 19/19,20 0.086

A2670 23:54:13.7 −10:25:08 0.0762 u′ 300/6300 2014 Aug 21/21,22 0.188

g′ 60/4200 2014 Aug 21/22 0.146

r′ 300/9000 2014 Aug 19/19–21 0.101

A3558 13:27:57.5 −31:30:09 0.0480 u′ 300/3600 2013 Apr 11/11 0.212

g′ 300/7200 2013 Apr 11/11 0.165

r′ 300/10800 2013 Apr 10/10 0.114

A3716 20:51:16 −52:41.7 0.0462 u′ 300/3300 2014 Aug 21/21,22 0.157

g′ 300/2700 2014 Aug 21/21,22 0.122

r′ 300/4800 2014 Aug 19/19–22 0.085

Note—(a) Source: NASA/IPAC Extragalactic Database (https://ned.ipac.caltech.edu/) (b) The first number

and date is for the best single-exposure mosaic, and the second number and date is for the combined mosaic.

(c) Extinction by dust in the Milky Way from https://irsa.ipac.caltech.edu/applications/DUST/ (Schlafly &

Finkbeiner 2011) towards the line of sight.

(mlim,90%) was around 24 mag in g′- and r′-band of our
combined DECam mosaics similar to that of DECaLS.
The mlim,90% of SDSS was around 22 mag in the same
bands. The fainter magnitude limit where the detec-
tion rate drops below 1% (mlim,1%), on the other hand,
was around 27 mag in our data in g′- and r′-band which
was ∼1 mag (1.5 mag in the case of Figure 2) deeper
than that of DECaLS. The mlim,1% of SDSS in g′- and
r′-band was around 23 mag. We share the result for
all sample clusters in three bands on the website1. 1-
σ surface brightness limits5, using the median of the
standard deviation calculated in moving meshes in the
r′ band, are tabulated in the website1. The values are
µ ≳ 28 mag arcsec−2 for the data we use in this study.

2.2. Spectroscopy

Five out of seven DECam cluster fields that we ob-
served overlap with public spectroscopic surveys. Ta-
ble 2 lists the survey programs and the basic proper-
ties of each cluster that we derived from the combined
spectroscopic catalogs. We combined sources by cross-
matching them within a 1′′ radius. Using the combined

5 https://www.gnu.org/software/gnuastro/manual/html node/
Surface-brightness-limit-of-image.html

spectroscopic data from multiple surveys, we measured
the central velocity, vr, and the velocity dispersion, σvr ,
using curve fit6 with the Gaussian model function ‘Gauss’.

Figure 3 shows a histogram of the radial velocities
from the spectroscopic surveys and the fitted 1D Gaus-
sian curves. The A3558 mosaic also includes a second
cluster, A3562. We therefore split the spectroscopic cat-
alog of the A3558 field into two subgroups ‘a3558’ and
‘a3562’ (see Section 6 and the result for A3558 in Sec-
tion 7), and fit a Gaussian curve separately (see the
bottom left panel in Figure 3). We derived the size and
mass of each cluster using the fitted σvr following the
method outlined by S12 (see their Equation 4).

We evaluated the completeness of the public spectro-
scopic surveys by comparing number counts within red-
sequence strips (see Appendix A). The spectroscopic
surveys covered around half of the bright, Mr′ <−20,
cross-matched photometric sources on the red-sequence
strips. Appendix A describes the procedure in detail.

6 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.
optimize.curve fit.html

https://ned.ipac.caltech.edu/
https://irsa.ipac.caltech.edu/applications/DUST/
https://www.gnu.org/software/gnuastro/manual/html_node/Surface-brightness-limit-of-image.html
https://www.gnu.org/software/gnuastro/manual/html_node/Surface-brightness-limit-of-image.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
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Table 2. Spectroscopic Properties of the Clusters

Cluster var σb
vr Rc

200 Md
200 Ne

spec Nf
member Reference

104 km s−1 km s−1 Mpc 1014M⊙

A754 1.64 970±41 2.40 15.8 339 336 Wg + OWh

A2399 1.73 739±60 1.83 7.0 372 357 Wg + OWh + SDSSi

A2670 2.28 683±61 1.69 5.5 208 189 SDSSi

A3558 1.45 1005±16 2.49 17.6 1475 1367 OWh + SSj

a3558 1.45 994±40 2.46 16.2 791 green mclust comp2 in Fig 8

a3562 1.44 1188±75 2.94 19.4 396 brown mclust comp5 in Fig 8

A3716 1.37 995±87 2.46 15.7 327 327 OWh

A3716N 1.43 651 1.61 10.6 115 green mclust comp2 in Fig 8

A3716S 1.34 965 2.39 17.7 212 orange mclust comp1 in Fig 8

Note—(a) The radially receding central velocity of member galaxies in the cluster. (b) The velocity

dispersion of member galaxies in the cluster. (c) The clustocentric radius within which the density

becomes 200× ρc, being ρc the critical density of the Universe, which is derived from σvr . (d) The halo

mass enclosed inside the R200 derived from σvr . (e) Number of galaxies with spectroscopic receding

velocity information from multiple spectroscopic surveys. (f) Number of spectroscopic member galaxies

which are inside the ±3σ range in Figure 3. (g) WINGS (Cava et al. 2009) (h) OmegaWINGS (Moretti

et al. 2017) (i) SDSS DR12 (Alam et al. 2015) (j) Shapley Supercluster (Quintana et al. 2020)

Figure 2. Fractions of mock sources, which was added on

the r′ band images of A2670, that are recovered by SEx-

tractor. Green solid, grey dashed, and yellow dot-dashed

lines are for our combined DECam, SDSS, and DECaLS im-

ages, respectively. The mean and standard deviation among

9, 25, and 25 tiles of three surveys, respectively, are plot-

ted. Vertical dotted lines are the magnitudes the fraction

fall below 90% and 1% for each survey in matched color.

3. GALAXY SAMPLE

In this Section, we describe how we constructed a sam-
ple of galaxies that were visually inspected for the exis-
tence of ongoing- or post-merger features. We first select
cluster members having radial velocities within a ±3σ
range (vertical dashed lines in Figure 3). Then, we cross-
match them to the photometric sources. We use pho-
tometric sources, extended (CLASS STAR from SEx-
tractor< 0.5), cross-matched in at least two bands,
and not spurious (saturated pixels or cosmic rays) (visit
the website1 for more information). Figure 12 shows
the color-magnitude diagram of the photometric sources,
with the Mr =−20 cut shown as vertical dashed lines on
the left. The cross-matched sources are our final galaxy
sample marked as teal-colored circles on the left in Fig-
ure 12.

4. IDENTIFICATION OF MERGING AND
POST-MERGING GALAXIES

Accurate estimation and subtraction of background
levels is crucial in the process of galaxy stamp genera-
tion because the faint tidal features around galaxies can
easily be erased by either over- or under-subtraction of
the background. In this work, we use the background
subtraction of Galapagos-2, which best eliminates back-
ground flux while preserving faint tidal features in the
galaxy images (see Appendix B for a comparison of sev-
eral background fitting techniques). Galapagos-2 is an im-
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Figure 3. Fitted Gaussian curves from the radial velocity histograms of galaxies in five clusters. We combined multiple

spectroscopic survey data and measured the central, vr, and the standard deviation, σvr , of the radial velocities in km/s.

Vertical dashed lines indicate a range of ±3 × σrv from the center, which we adopt as a cluster membership cut. A3558 and

A3716 have two X-ray peaks coinciding with two substructures found by mclust (see Figure 8). Colored histograms and Gaussian

curves are for the substructures with same-color symbols in Figure 8.

proved version of Galapagos (Häußler et al. 2013), an IDL7

code based on GALFIT (Peng et al. 2002). Galapagos-2

incorporates multi-band capabilities and allows for pre-
cise measurement of the sky background by perform-
ing a multi-source 2D fitting based on the SExtrac-
tor output catalog. We also measured the background
RMS in r′ band images and computed surface bright-
ness limits5. The results are online1. For our sample of
galaxy clusters, the surface brightness limit, µ, was in
the range 28.0–28.7 mag arcsec−2 with a moving mesh
size of 1000x1000 pixel2.

4.1. Visual Inspection Tool

A set of stamp images was generated for each galaxy:
1) assorted stretches of the combined DECam u′g′r′-
color images; 2) the result of the Galapagos-2 running,
the original, the model, and the model-subtracted orig-
inal r′-band stamps. We developed a GUI named GIVIT

7 Interactive Data Language

to effectively show these stamps to inspectors.8 Users
are able to label multiple morphological and feature
types based on the multiple postage stamp images of
each galaxy.

4.2. Sample classification

Four inspectors visually inspected the full sample
and classified whether a galaxy is merging with an-
other galaxy (M) or has recently merged, showing post-
merging features (PM). We defined M and PM types as
follows:

• M type: galaxies displaying signs of ongoing grav-
itational interactions connected with one or more
nearby companions. This includes connecting
bridges, tital tails or asymmetrical morphological
features that are clearly linked to another galaxy;

8 https://github.com/DuhoKim/visual inspection tool

https://www.l3harrisgeospatial.com/Software-Technology/IDL
https://github.com/DuhoKim/visual_inspection_tool
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• PM type: galaxies displaying signs of past gravi-
tational interactions, but without any current ev-
idence of an ongoing interaction with a compan-
ion. This includes features like tidal tails, shells,
or asymmetrical morphological features not con-
nected to another galaxy.

The key distinction between M and PM types lies in the
presence of companions associated with tidal features.
Inspectors opted to select M type, PM type, both, or
none. We assigned each galaxy a M or PM type if more
than two inspectors came to an agreement. Out of 872
galaxies inspected in five clusters, we identified 26 M
types (∼3%) and 40 PM types (∼4.5%). Two galax-
ies received equal votes for both M and PM classifica-
tion; these were ultimately assigned as M type. Figure 4
shows representative examples of galaxies classified as M
or PM type.

Figure 5 shows the cumulative counts of M and PM-
type votes for each inspector. The name of a cluster
is annotated as a vertical text where the last member
places in the whole sample. The classification for PM
types seems more robust than M types in terms of agree-
ment. In the case of M types, the vote counts suggest in-
spectors have different thresholds for what should count
as an ongoing merger. However, it also shows that some
inspectors are not necessarily more conservative than
others. Inspectors A, B, and C generally agree on each
other on casting votes for the M types for galaxies in
all clusters but A3558, while Inspector D seems to dis-
agree with other inspectors but agrees with Inspector B
in A3558. The disagreement rate in A3558 was ∼31%
slightly higher than the average. Inspector A was most
generous while Inspector C was most strict. Clumpy
galaxies could have contributed to the disagreement in
M-type classification because inspectors were not told
to include/exclude minor mergers, so some inspectors
might have considered clumps as the remains of minor
mergers, whereas the others thought clumps were SF
regions in galaxies.

5. DYNAMICAL STATE OF GALAXY CLUSTERS

To study the relationship between the fraction of M
(fM ) and PM (fPM ) types and the dynamical state
of the galaxy clusters, we used the result of a study
of Chandra and XMM-Newton X-ray images of 1844
galaxy clusters by Yuan et al. (2022). Their catalog
includes five out of six cluster samples (Table 3). A3716
is included in their previous catalog from Yuan & Han
(2020), but we decided not to use it because 1) for the
consistency, 2) authors say they excluded clusters with
poor data quality in their most recent catalog in Yuan
et al. (2022) (personal comm.). They derived a set of
parameters indicating the dynamical state of the galaxy
clusters using the X-ray archival data: 1) the concentra-
tion index, c, defined as the ratio of X-ray luminosi-
ties within circular regions with radii of 100 kpc and

Figure 4. Example color stamps of galaxies selected as

‘Post-Merger’, PM-types (top), showing faint tidal features

on the left and asymmeric structures on the right, and

‘ongoing-Merger’, M-types (bottom), which are accompany-

ing companions with a distorted disk (left) or arms (right).

500 kpc; 2) the centroid shift, ω, defined as the standard
deviation of the projected separation between the X-
ray brightness peak and the model-fitted center; 3) the
power ratio, P3/P0, dimensionless morphological param-
eters from the 2D multipole expansion of the projected
gravitational potential of clusters within 500 kpc; 4) the
profile parameter κ = (1+ ϵ)/β, (β and ϵ are the power-
law index and the ellipticity for the fitted β-model); 5)
the asymmetry factor, α, defined as the fraction of the
X-ray flux which is asymmetrical; and 6) the morphol-
ogy index, δ, δ = 0.68 log10(α) + 0.73κ + 0.21.

1) to 3) are parameters that are widely used as indica-
tors for the dynamical state of galaxy clusters, which are
calculated in a circular central region with a fixed radius
of 500 kpc. ‘Disturbed’ clusters have lower c, higher ω,
and higher P3/P0 values than ‘relaxed’ ones (see Fig-
ure 5 in Yuan et al. 2022). Yuan & Han (2020) derive
two adaptive parameters 4) to 5) from the best fitted
elliptical region and defined 6), and they argue it can be
excellent indicator for dynamical state by having higher
δ as galaxy clusters disturbed. Table 3 shows the values
for our sample from Yuan et al. (2022).

6. IDENTIFICATION OF SUBSTRUCTURES
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Figure 5. Cumulative number counts for M and PM types

voted by four inspectors (A,B,C,D). The cluster names are

shown as vertical texts at the position of last member from

each cluster. The PM-type classifications (dotted line), more

or less, agree with each other, while the M-type classification

deviate from each other, especially in A3558. We use M and

PM types voted by at least two inspectors.

As Binney & Tremaine (1987) and Mihos (2003) point
out, slow encounters between galaxies in groups are more
likely to end in a merger than fast encounters in clus-
ters. Taking advantage of our large FoV data, we use
two complementary techniques: mclust9 (R package for
normal mixture models) and an improved version of the
traditional Dressler & Shectman (1988) test (DS+10 Be-
navides et al. 2023) to find galaxy groups in and around
galaxy clusters. We input R.A., DEC., and the red-
shift from Section 2.2. We use all available spectroscopic
sources, the Nspec column in Table 2, as input for these
algorithms.

The mclust package uses an expectation-maximization
(EM) algorithm for normal mixture models (Scrucca
et al. 2016) to find an optimum number of components
representing a given multidimensional data. mclust cal-
culates the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) values
for up to nine components having 14 covariance struc-
tures. The BIC penalizes models with more compo-

9 https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/mclust/index.html
10 https://github.com/josegit88/MilaDS

Table 3. Dynamical status parameter values from Yuan et al.

(2022)

Cluster ca ωb (P3/P0)c κd αe δf

[log10] [log10] [log10] [log10]

A754 −1.17 −1.50 −5.42 2.62 −0.30 1.92

A2399 −0.89 −1.88 −5.90g 2.97 −0.85 1.80

A2670 −0.48 −1.92 −7.04h 1.11 −1.18 0.22

A3558 −0.67 −1.94 −8.38 1.78 −1.09 0.77

A3562 −0.54 −2.25 −6.38 1.53 −1.16 0.54

Note—(a) The concentration index, c. (b) The centroid shift,

ω. (c) The power ratio, P3/P0. (d) The profile parameter,

κ. (e) The asymmetry factor, α. (f) The morphology index,

δ. Uncertainty ranges were ±0.01 for all values except (d),

(g), and (h). These ranges were calculated using the Jacknife

method on X-ray pixel data and error propagation (personal

communication). Uncertainty for (d) was not provided, while

(g) and (h) had uncertainties of 0.03 and 0.15, respectively.

Boldfaced values indicate the values that ‘disturbed’ clusters

generally exhibit (see Yuan et al. 2022, Figure 5).

nents more heavily than the Akaike Information Cri-
terion (AIC) and less likely to overfit the data. mclust is
better at separating large/clear substructures while DS+

can identify smaller substructures. We select a model
with the highest BIC score for each galaxy cluster with
more than two components to separate the substructures
from the main cluster (see Figure 7–8).

For A3558, we select a model with the 7th BIC score,
a VVV–having the covariance matrix with varying vol-
ume, shape, and orientation–a model with 6 compo-
nents, which we consider to have two components that
match a3558 and a3562 best (see green and brown com-
ponents in the top left panel in Figure 8). For other clus-
ters, we define an extended component near the central
position on the X-ray map as the main cluster (colored
orange in A754 and A2670 and brown in A2399). In
the case of A3716, two components with equivalent sizes
were located north and south, matching double X-ray
peaks, so we exclude A3716 from the substructure analy-
sis based on the mclust result because we cannot identify
which is the main and the other is the substructure. We
use the double X-ray peaks in A3558 and A3716 and the
velocity dispersion of galaxies in two mclust components,
each coinciding with the X-ray peaks separately for the
projected phase-space diagram analysis (see Figure 8).

The original DS test measures the local (closest 11
galaxies) deviation of the line-of-sight velocities from the
mean velocity of a galaxy cluster in order to determine
whether a cluster is relaxed or has substructures by sum-

https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/mclust/index.html
https://github.com/josegit88/MilaDS
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ming the local deviation values. DS+ has an additional
feature, which is returning membership information of a
galaxy in a background (main cluster) or in a substruc-
ture. Unlike the DS+, mclust does not define a main
cluster so that all galaxies are assigned to one of the
substructures. We set a parameter ‘nsims’, the num-
ber of simulations, as 1000, and ‘Plim P’, the minimum
probability of the DS+ selection parameter, as 0.1. We
tried a grid of ‘Plim P’ values, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1,
5, and 10, and found that lower than 0.1 values return
a limited number of substructures while larger values
shred structures into way more than physical ones. For
A3558, we ran the DS+ separately for a3558 and a3562
because we had an overabundance of substructures from
the fitting of the whole sample in A3558.

7. RESULTS

In this Section, we show the results of our study on
fM and fPM in the cluster environment relating to 1)
the dynamical states of galaxy clusters, 2) substructures,
and 3) the projected phase space.

7.1. Relation with the dynamical state of clusters

Figure 6 displays fM and fPM within the R200 of each
cluster as a functions of their dynamical status indica-
tors. For each indicator, Pearson correlation coefficients
(r) and p-values are computed and shown at the bottom
of each panel. Positive correlations approach r = 1, while
negative correlations approach r =−1. Results are con-
sidered statistically significant with p-values below 0.05.
Note that the ‘relaxed’ clusters generally exhibit lower
indicator values (positioned towards the left), except for
concentration, log10(c), where they have higher values
(top left panel; see Yuan et al. 2022, Figure 5). We ob-
served a marginal trend suggesting higher fractions of
merging galaxies in ‘relaxed’ clusters. This trend corre-
lates positively with concentration and negatively with
the others. However, the correlation remains weak (p-
value< 0.11–0.54). No such trend was found for PM-
type fractions.

7.2. Substructures

Figures 7–8 and Figures in Appendix C show substruc-
ture identification results of galaxy clusters from mclust

and DS+, respectively. On the left side we show X-ray
contour maps from ROSAT All-Sky Survey (RASS 3)11

(Voges et al. 1999) data as transparent contours. For the
central part of the X-ray maps, we use high-resolution
X-ray data from XMM-Newton (Yuan et al. 2022) (for
A2399, A3558, and A3716) and Chandra (Yuan & Han
2020) (for A754 and A2670) shown as darker contours.
On the right side, we present projected phase-space dia-
grams (PPSDs; refer to Section 7.3 for the definition of
the alphabetical sections and their implication).

11 https://skyview.gsfc.nasa.gov/

Table 4. The result of substructure identification

Cluster Na
tot mclustb DS+c

A754 126 121, 5 (1) 123, 3 (1)

A2399 115 52, 21, 20, 6, 6, 93, 7, 4, 3,

5, 4, 1, 0 (8) 2, 2, 2, 1, 1 (8)

A2670 171 76, 35, 25, 19, 16 (4) 144, 9, 7, 3, 3, 3, 2 (6)

A3558 400 229(a3558), 155(a3562)

8, 7, 1, 0 (4)

a3558 229 212, 7, 5, 3, 1, 1 (5)

a3562 155 140, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 (5)

A3716 59 39(S), 20(N) (0) 59 (0)

Note—(a) Total number of sample galaxies cross-matched against spec-

troscopic surveys. (b) Number of sample galaxies in each component

from mclust. (c) Number of sample galaxies in the main and substruc-

tures found by DS+. Boldfaced numbers are numbers of main clusters.

Numbers in parentheses are substructure numbers found by each code.

Note that some structures have single or no constituent because we

exclude galaxies with brightness M ′
r>−20, which were included in the

mclust and DS+ code running.

Colors other than black represent substructures, and
only the result from DS+ (Figures 14–15) show the main
cluster component in black, because mclust fits the data
into multi Gaussian curves while DS+ scans substruc-
tures having different line-of-sight velocities from the
main cluster. We specify the results in detail for each
cluster below:
A754: The number of components for the best mclust

model was one, which means the cluster has no sub-
structure. In spite of that, we use a model with two
components because there are reports on substructures
in A754 (Zabludoff & Zaritsky 1995; Flin & Krywult
2006), and we want to separate the substructures from
the main cluster and compare the properties. The red X-
ray contours at the center are facing a shock front in the
southeast direction (Macario et al. 2011). A hydrody-
namical merger simulation (Roettiger et al. 1998) of two
dark matter clouds, with a mass ratio of 2.5:1, produced
at 0.3 Gyr after the closest approach an X-ray tempera-
ture map that resembled the observed X-ray data. The
core of the more massive main cluster coincides with the
shock front. Passing the pericenter from left to right,
the smaller cloud’s core is where the right part of the
elongated X-ray contour is. DS+ found a substructure
located near the right part of the X-ray core.
A2399: We adopt the best mclust model having nine

components. Lourenço et al. (2020) found the best
mclust model with three components from similar input
data sets. We select the brown component as the main
cluster. DS+ also found eight substructures.

https://skyview.gsfc.nasa.gov/
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Figure 6. Fractions of merging (fM , blue) and post-merging (fPM , orange) galaxies within the R200 of six galaxy clusters

(represented by different symbols). These fractions are plotted against six dynamical state parameters from Yuan et al. (2022).

Mean errors in the x and y axes are indicated in the top left panel. Y-axis errors were derived from squared Poisson errors

based on feature-type galaxy counts. As noted in Section 5, ‘relaxed’ clusters generally exhibit lower parameter values (except

for concentration c) and ‘disturbed’ clusters clusters exhibit higher values. Pearson correlation coefficients (r) and associated

p-values for each parameter and feature-type fraction are displayed at the bottom of each panel. We observe a marginal trend of

higher fM in ‘relaxed’ clusters (negative r values except for c), though with weak statistical significance (p-values< 0.11–0.54).

A2670: We adopt the model with the highest BIC
score having 5 components and set the orange compo-
nent as the main cluster. The cluster has fM 4%±1.5
higher than the average 3%±2.8 (cluster to cluster).
Piraino-Cerda et al. (2023) performed the mclust analy-
sis with the spectroscopic data from the SDSS around
A2670 in a wider range of 5×R200 and find six compo-
nents. DS+ found six substructures.
A3558: Maximum number of components, nine, were

found by the mclust in the field of A3558. Still, we adopt
a model with six components because the second and
fifth components, colored in green and brown in Fig-
ure 8, matched well with the X-ray peaks. The two X-
ray peaks are the centers of two galaxy clusters, A3558
and A3562, in the Shapley Supercluster (Raychaudhury

1990)12 (see ‘X’ marks in the top-left panel of Figure 8).
We fit the Gaussian curves for line-of-sight velocities of
the two substructures separately (see Figure 3) and draw
their R200 in the upper-left panel of Figure 8. We name
the two clusters ‘a3558’ and ‘a3562’ to avoid confusion
with the DECam mosaic ID ‘A3558’, which contains two
clusters, and consider both the green and brown com-
ponents as the main clusters. The ‘a3558’ is also known
as ‘Shapley 8’12 located at the core of the Shapley Su-
percluster. Four other components found by mclust are
defined as substructures. In the case of DS+, as men-
tioned in Section 6, we find substructures in ‘a3558’ and

12 http://www.atlasoftheuniverse.com/superc/shapley.html

http://www.atlasoftheuniverse.com/superc/shapley.html
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Figure 7. (left) Distribution of galaxies in spectroscopic surveys on the celestial coordinates. Dashed circles indicate the R200

of each cluster. Small empty circles represent galaxies from spectroscopic catalogs used for substructure identification. These

galaxies were excluded from our sample due to their low luminosity, Mr >−20. Sample galaxies are shown as either star, plus,

or large-circular symbols based on their classification of Merging (M), Post-Merging (PM), or non-feature, respectively. Colors

correspond to substructures found by the mclust model-based clustering algorithm. Background contours are from ROSAT

(light gray) and XMM-Newton (central dark) X-ray data. Lower insets show the fraction of the M (fM ) and PM (fPM ) types

inside each substructure. (right) Distribution of the same galaxies but on the projected phase space diagram (PPSD). The

straight-dotted grey lines are from Rhee et al. (2017) (see their Figure 6 and Section 7.3). The escape velocity from the NFW

halo is overplotted as curved dotted lines. ‘unbound’ is the region out of the limit of subhalos, ‘A’ has the largest fraction of

the first infallers, ‘B’–‘D’ are in the order of the fraction of recent infallers, and ‘E’ has the largest fraction of ancient infallers.

The inset shows fM and fPM for the main cluster members (dotted and solid lines) and for substructures (star and empty-plus

symbols) in each region on the PPSD.
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Figure 8. continued from Figure 7, but the X-ray data of A3716 is from XMM-Newton on the left. The PPSD for A3558 is

separated into ‘a3558’ and ‘a3562’, which correspond to the green and brown substructures in the ‘A3558’ field. Similarly, the

PPSD for A3716 is separated into ‘A3716N’ and ‘A3716S’ which are the green and orange substructures centered in the two

X-ray peaks in the ‘A3716’ field.
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‘a3562’ separately, and combine the result. ‘a3558’ and
‘a3562’ resulted in five substructures each.
A3716: A two-component model from mclust coin-

cides with the two X-ray peaks, so we adopt it even
though the single-component model had a higher BIC
score. We exclude A3716 from the substructure analy-
sis because 1) the two components divided the sample
evenly, 2) no galaxy was classified as M type, 3) a PM-
type galaxy was found in each of A3716N and A3716S,
and 4) the substructures found by DS+ do not include
any visually classified sample. Still, we use the result
from mclust in the projected phase-space diagram anal-
ysis by applying two X-ray peaks and the velocity dis-
persion values separately for A3716N and A3716S.

Figure 9 compares fM with fPM in the main clus-
ter and substructures defined by the mclust (x-axis) and
DS+ (y-axis) algorithms. A positive value means more
feature-type galaxies in substructures. We count the
numbers of M-, PM-, and no feature-type galaxies in
the main cluster and substructures and calculate the:

(

n∑
i=1

#feat/

n∑
i=1

#total −
∑
main

#feat/
∑
main

#total) ∗ 100,

(1)
where n is the number of substructures, #feat is the
number of M- or PM-type galaxies, and #total is the
total number of galaxies. Error bars are the sum of
the square root of Poissonian errors on the numbers of
feature-type galaxies in the main cluster and substruc-
tures. In general, PM-type galaxies were found slightly,
in three out of four clusters, more in large-scale sub-
structures than the main clusters, while M-type galaxies
were found 0–5% point more in the main clusters than
in small-scale substructures.

7.3. Projected phase-space diagram

To study the relationship between the time since first
infall into the cluster and fM,PM , we used the regions
that split up the projected phase space diagram (PPSD)
in Rhee et al. (2017). We show the regions on the PPSD
on the left panels of Figures 7–8 and 14–15. ‘unbound’ is
the region outside of the limit of subhaloes, ‘A’ contains
more than half of ‘Interlopers’ that are non-members of
the cluster and most (around a third) of ‘First infallers’,
‘B’ contains most (∼40%) of ‘Recent infallers’, ‘C’ to ‘E’
contain a decreasing number of ‘Recent infallers’, and
around half of the galaxies in ‘E’ becomes the ‘Ancient
infallers’ (see their Figure 6). The escape velocity from
a Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) halo, as computed by
Gill et al. (2004), is drawn as curved-dotted lines for
comparison. For that, we adopt Equations 1–3 from
Rhee et al. (2017) converting to vLOS = vesc/

√
3 and

rproj = π/2 ×R3D.
Figure 10 shows the combined fM,PM of all galaxy

samples on each PPSD region. We count the numbers
of the feature-type galaxies in each region and calculate
fM,PM . fPM is ∼1–5% point higher than fM inside the

Figure 9. Comparison of fM,PM between substructures and

the main cluster. Substructures were found by mclust, which

finds large-scale substructures using Gaussian Mixture Mod-

eling, (x-axis) and DS+, which finds small-scale substruc-

tures using local mean velocity deviation, (y-axis). PM-type

galaxies seem to prefer the large-scale substructures to the

main clusters, while M-types found 0–5% points more in the

main clusters than the small-scale substructures.

‘A–E’ cluster regions, yet in the outside of the cluster,
the ‘unbound’ region, fM is ∼10% point higher than
fPM . Overall, we find that the PM galaxies are more
virialized than the M population. This is also shown in
substructures.

Figure 11 shows fM,PM in each substructure as a pie
chart on the PPSD. The size of each pie chart depicts
the number of galaxies in the substructure. Generally,
mclust and DS+ find large- and small-size substructures,
respectively. As shown in Figure 10, fPM is high, espe-
cially in small substructures found by DS+. M types are
found only in the region ‘A’ and mostly in large sub-
structures. ‘Interlopers’ and ‘First infallers’ dominate
the ‘A’ region population. Despite this, M types in the
‘unbound’ region from Figure 10 are not found in Fig-
ure 11.

8. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We visually inspected a volume-limited sample of
spectroscopically-confirmed member galaxies in six
Abell clusters in the redshift range 0.046≲ z≲ 0.076 on
the wide (R/R200 < 3) and deep (µr′ ≳ 28 mag arcsec−2)
stacked DECam images, and classified galaxies accord-
ing to the indication of ongoing- (M) and post- (PM)
merging features. On average: (1) galaxies that are cur-
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Figure 10. fM,PM in PPSD regions. The X-axis is in the

order of the distance from the center of the galaxy clusters

to each region of PPSD. The shaded areas correspond to

the fractional range of ± Poisson errors (
√
N). The frac-

tion of M-type galaxies peaks outside of the cluster, whereas

the fraction of PM-type galaxies peaks in the middle of the

clusters.

rently undergoing a merger occur with a frequency of
∼4% with a decreasing frequency from the outside to
the inside of the cluster; and (2) galaxies with post-
merger features are found ∼7% preferentially inside the
escape velocity region on the PPSD and substructures.
This is consistent with a scenario where galaxies undergo
pre-processing outside of the galaxy clusters and accrete
onto the galaxy clusters, retaining their post-merger fea-
tures.

We obtain a similar ongoing merger rate to S12 and
O18, while McIntosh et al. (2008) reported about a dex
lower rate, ∼0.2%, at a dark matter halo mass range
greater than 1014.5M⊙ from the SDSS. Shallower im-
ages are almost certainly the origin of the main differ-
ence, as Yi et al. (2013) and Ji et al. (2014) clearly
demonstrated. For PM galaxies, our observed rate of
6%±2 (the mean and standard deviation of the PM
fraction in each cluster) is approximately 15% point
lower than that reported by O18 and 20% point lower
than S12. S12 analyzed a sample within a red-sequence
strip, using imaging data of similar depth to ours
(µr′ ∼ 28 mag arcsec−2). O18 included all Hubble types
brighter than Mr = −19.8 with data approximately one

Figure 11. fM,PM in substructures as pie charts on the

PPSD. The PPSD is partitioned following Rhee et al. (2017)

(see Section 7.3 and the right panels of Figure 7–8). The size

of each pie chart represents the number of constituent galax-

ies in each substructure. Orange and blue wedges in each

pie chart show fPM and fM in each substructure, respec-

tively. Almost all M-type galaxies in substructures were in

an ‘A’ region, whereas PM types were found in substructures

in ubiquitous regions.

magnitude shallower than ours. Consistent with S12
and O18, we find higher PM rates compared to M rates.
This suggest one or both of the following: 1) PM features
persist for longer timescales than the total duration of
the merging process itself. 2) PM galaxies migrate into
the cluster after the merger has occurred outside of it.

The ratio of M- to PM-type galaxies, M/PM, in this
study goes from 0.58 (34/58; voted by at least two out
of four) to 0.8 (16/20; voted by at least three out of
four). M/PM from the S12 and O18 studies are 0.1–0.2.
N-body simulations of equal-mass gas-rich disc galaxy
mergers show a merging time scale of ∼0.5–3 Gyr be-
tween the first pass and the final merger of the nuclei
(see Table 3 in Lotz et al. 2008), while Yi et al. (2013)
and Ji et al. (2014) scrutinized the time scale for galaxies
retaining post-merger features, reporting ∼4 Gyr from
the imaging data with a depth of µr = 28 mag arcsec−2.
The range of M/PM from the two simulation studies is
0.125–0.75, which matches the observational results.

The galaxy-galaxy mergers in the outskirts of clus-
ters are expected in the pre-processing scenario where
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the transformation from gas-rich blue spiral galaxies to
red-and-dead elliptical galaxies is happening in galaxy
groups prior to their accretion onto the galaxy cluster.
Pasquali et al. (2019) identified a peak in the average
global specific star formation rate (sSFR) coinciding
with a minimum in the average age of satellite galax-
ies. This occurred in projected phase space where the
average time since satellite galaxies fell into their host
halos is around 2.8 Gyr. S12 also discussed that their
low M/PM values would originate in the post-merging
migration of galaxies into the clusters.

To find a trace of the post-merging migration of galax-
ies from the outside to the inside of the galaxy cluster
environment, we partitioned the PPSD and compared
the fractions of M- and PM-type galaxies. About 10%
point more M-type galaxies were located in the outside
(‘unbound’ region) of the galaxy clusters, while the M-
type fraction was less than the PM-type fraction inside
(region ‘A’ through ‘E’) clusters (see Figure 10). By
discerning the galaxy groups in and around galaxy clus-
ters, we found M-type galaxies to be predominantly in
the cluster outskirts (region ‘A’). A spectroscopically
limited FoV of 1–3×R200 might have failed to detect
substructures located further outside clusters. Piraino-
Cerda et al. (2023) expand the area of investigation of in-
teractions around the massive interacting cluster A2670
and find a significant fraction of not only gravitational
but also hydrodynamic interactions up to 5×R200, high-
lighting the importance of galaxy processing in cluster
infall regions.

On the other hand, 5–10% point more PM-types were
found in galaxy groups (substructures) than in the main
clusters in three out of four cases (see Figure 9), and
those groups were located in ubiquitous regions on the
PPSD (see Figure 11). The galaxy groups with high
fPM that are deep inside galaxy clusters might be relics
of the accreted galaxy groups harboring galaxies retain-
ing signs of past interactions for a significant amount of
time (∼4 Gyr; Yi et al. 2013; Ji et al. 2014). Repeated
high-speed fly-by encounters can also distort morpholo-
gies, such that a post-merger may actually have ex-
perienced multiple recent fly-bys (Galaxy harassment;
Moore et al. 1996; Moore et al. 1998, 1999). The in-
crease in post-merging galaxies in the cores may also
be due to this process. As Lotz et al. (2008); Gordon
et al. (2019) showed, the disturbance of an ongoing mi-
nor merger can look similar to a post-major merger.
High speeds in the galaxy clusters would prohibit not
only major but also minor mergers, so we can expect
minor mergers to also be more frequent in the outskirts.
If we move some fraction of fPM to fM,minor, our result
having higher fM/fPM in the outskirt than inside of the
galaxy clusters would be reinforced.

Several studies highlight the impact of cluster dynam-
ics on SF and active galactic nuclei (AGN) activity. Fer-
rari et al. (2006) observed enhanced SF in a colliding
cluster, while Hwang & Lee (2009) detected excess SF

and AGN activity within substructures of a merging bi-
nary cluster. Additionally, Sobral et al. (2015) and Stroe
et al. (2015) linked SF enhancement in local merging
clusters to shocks associated with the merging process.
Contrasting mergers with relaxed clusters, Stroe & So-
bral (2021) found an even distribution of SF galaxies
within 3 Mpc of merging cluster centers but noted their
rarity in relaxed clusters. Interestingly, they observed
AGN primarily in relaxed cluster outskirts (∼1.5–3 Mpc;
see also Koulouridis et al. 2018, 2024; Koulouridis &
Bartalucci 2019). However, Wittman et al. (2024) found
no correlation between star-forming/AGN fractions and
time since pericenter. As suggested by Stroe et al.
(2015), the shock fronts in merging clusters may di-
rectly promote SF by facilitating molecular gas collapse
or by fueling black holes. To investigate whether cluster
mergers promote galaxy mergers, we computed Pear-
son correlation coefficients and corresponding p-values
between the fraction of ongoing/post mergers within
R200 and the six dynamical state parameters from Yuan
et al. (2022). Overall, we observed weak correlations
(p-values< 0.11–54) between the fM and all six param-
eters, with slightly higher fractions of ongoing mergers
in ‘relaxed’ clusters. However, fractions of post-mergers
showed mixed correlations. Our sample size may limit
statistically robust conclusions. Notably, we lack ‘re-
laxed’ cluster samples with lower (negative) morphol-
ogy index (δ) values. Nonetheless, the consistent corre-
lations across all six parameter spaces warrant further
investigation.

Overall, we conclude that slow encounters in the out-
skirts of galaxy clusters, potentially with a higher fre-
quency in relaxed clusters, promote galaxy mergers.
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APPENDIX

A. SPECTROSCOPIC COMPLETENESS

To measure the spectroscopic completeness, we com-
pare the numbers of photometric and spectroscopic
sources inside the red sequence strips. To find the red-
sequence galaxies in each cluster, we linearly fit the

g′ − r′ colors of sources that are cross-matched against
the spectroscopic surveys (Table 2) as a function of r′.
We use K-corrected magnitudes:

mr′,kc = mr′,MEC+kcorr(mr′,MEC , z,mg′,MEC−mr′,MEC),
(A1)

http://kcor.sai.msu.ru/
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where mg′,MEC and mr′,MEC are the Milky-Way
extinction-corrected (see the last column of Table 1)
magnitudes from the photometric catalog1, and the
kcorr is the K-correction function which we calculated
with a Python code downloaded from the website13

(Chilingarian et al. 2010; Chilingarian & Zolotukhin
2012). We use the Weighted Least Squares (WLS) code14

to fit the red sequence beginning with the sources that
have:

• mg′,kc −mr′,kc > 0.5,

• mg′,kc −mr′,kc < 1.0, and

• M ′
r < −20 ,

where

Mr = mr′,kc − DM(z), (A2)

being DM the distance modulus, 37.002, 37.138, 37.762,
36.716, and 36.630 for A754, A2399, A2670, A3558, and
A3716, respectively, as a function of the redshift. We
then repeat the fitting, excluding sources outside of the
1-σ-scatter ranges until the fitted slope converges so that

the change becomes less than 0.001. The result with the
1σ scatter is shown on the left in Figure 12. The sources
inside the 1σ strips are shown as red histograms on the
right panels in Figure 12. The green histograms are
the numbers of sources cross-matched with the public
spectroscopic catalogs. Around half of the photomet-
ric red-sequence sources brighter than Mr′ < −20 were
covered by the spectroscopic surveys.

B. BACKGROUND ESTIMATION

We compared the background levels from various tech-
niques: 1) median pixel values, 2) BACKGROUND val-
ues from SExtractor, and 3) ‘Sky background’ values
from Galapagos-2. Figure 13 shows that 1) and 2) have
larger values than 3). We checked that the faint features
become more prominent when we subtract the back-
ground values from Galapagos-2. Therefore, we adopted
the background level from 3) when we generate galaxy
stamp images for the visual inspection.

C. DS+

Figures 14–15 are the same as Figures 7–8 but the
substructures are found by DS+.
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catalog. Large teal-colored circles are sources that are cross-matched with the spectroscopic members (see Table 2). Vertical

dashed lines are where Mr = −20, which is the value we adopt to set our volume-limited sample. Horizontal dashed lines are

converged WLS-fitted red sequences of photometric sources inside the one-sigma scatter region (shaded region). The fitting

process was repeated multiple times, excluding the sources outside of the 1 σ range (grey shaded region), where the onset box

range was 0.5<g′ − r′ < 1.0 and Mr′ <−20. (right) Spectroscopic completeness (dotted blue) histogram comparing numbers of

photometric (red) and spectroscopic (green) sources inside a 1 σ shaded red-sequence strip on the left plot. The spectroscopic

surveys cover >40% of the photometric red-sequence sources brighter than Mr = −20.

Figure 13. The background values are estimated differently.
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Figure 14. Same as Figure 7 but substructure membership (colors) is defined by DS+ algorithm which is an upgraded version

of a method by Dressler & Shectman (1988). Black symbols are main cluster members, and the color symbols are sources

associated with the substructures when we input the value of the ‘Plim P’ argument as 0.1.
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Figure 15. continued from Figure 14, but the X-ray data of A3716 is from XMM-Newton.
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