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ABSTRACT

Over the last several decades, extensive research has been conducted on the baryon cycles within cosmic
structures, encompassing a broad mass range from dwarf galaxies to galaxy clusters. However, a notable gap
in understanding the cosmic baryon cycle is the poor galaxy groups with halo masses around 1013 M⊙ (e.g.,
McGaugh et al. 2010). Poor galaxy groups, like our own Local Group, are prevalent throughout the universe,
yet robust detection of their hot, X-ray emitting intragroup medium (IGrM) has remained elusive. The presence
of this hot IGrM is crucial for addressing the long-standing “missing baryons” problem. Previous ROSAT-based
studies were limited by a small number of X-ray bright samples, thus restricting the scope of their findings.
Here we show a robust detection of this hot IGrM in a large, optically selected poor groups sample, based on the
stacked X-ray images from the eROSITA Final Equatorial Depth Survey. These groups are identified in DESI
LS with a mass range of log(Mhalo/h−1M⊙) = 11.5–13.5 and a redshift range of z = 0.1–0.5. Additionally, our
results indicate that despite its presence in virtually groups at all sizes, this gas component is still not sufficient
to recover the universal baryon fraction, and hence the “missing baryons” problem still persists in poor galaxy
groups.

Keywords: Dark matter(353); Galaxy groups (597); Intergalactic medium (813); X-ray astronomy(1810)

1. INTRODUCTION

Poor galaxy groups, characterized by their small number of
member galaxies, usually exhibit lower halo mass and virial
temperature when compared with typical galaxy groups and
clusters. The Local Group, home to the Milky Way and
Andromeda, serves as a notable example of such a system.
These poor groups, hosting a significant amount of galax-
ies, play a vital role in cosmic structure formation and evo-
lution (Tully 1987; Eke et al. 2004). Due to the prevalence
of these systems, several studies have suggested that the sub-
stantial “missing baryons” in the nearby universe are likely
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situated in the intragroup medium (IGrM) consisting of hot
X-ray-emitting gas (T>106 K) within poor groups (Fukugita
et al. 1998; Davé et al. 2001; Cen & Ostriker 2006; Shull
et al. 2012; Tuominen et al. 2021). Despite this, robust detec-
tions of the hot IGrM in poor groups have been scarce in the
past (Mulchaey 2000). Early X-ray observations by Einstein
and ROSAT identified diffuse X-ray emission in some poor
groups (e.g., Mulchaey & Zabludoff 1998; Helsdon & Pon-
man 2000), suggesting the presence of an intragroup medium
(IGrM). There have also been in-depth studies of poor groups
using the modern X-ray observatories Chandra and XMM-
Newton (e.g., Helsdon et al. 2005; Rasmussen et al. 2006),
which have further investigated the properties of the IGrM
in poor groups. However, these studies are limited by small
sample sizes and X-ray selection effects, thus restricting the
generalizability of their findings. Consequently, the charac-
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terization of the diffuse IGrM within poor groups remains an
open issue, warranting further investigation and exploration.

The newly launched eROSITA telescope’s advancements
have made the study of the IGrM feasible, with its 30-50
times greater sensitivity than ROSAT and a two-fold im-
provement in angular resolution (Merloni et al. 2020). The
eROSITA Final Equatorial Depth Survey (eFEDS) covers a
contiguous 140 deg2 field with nearly uniform exposure of
approximately 2.5 ks, expected to be representative of the
end-of-survey all-sky exposure (Predehl et al. 2021; Brunner
et al. 2022). Leveraging eROSITA’s superior sensitivity and
spatial resolution, we used the stacking technique on eFEDS
data to detect the hot IGrM within poor groups. Previous
stacking studies using eROSITA data have successfully ex-
amined the circumgalactic medium (CGM) of galaxies and
the IGrM of galaxy groups (e.g., Comparat et al. 2022; Cha-
dayammuri et al. 2022; Popesso et al. 2024; Zheng et al.
2023; Zhang et al. 2024). In particular, Zhang et al. (2024)
stacked the first four eROSITA all-sky survey data on a large,
optically selected galaxy sample to study the CGM of Milky
Way-sized galaxies. The halo mass range of their sample par-
tially overlaps with that of this work. However, their sample
selection and focus differ from ours, which aims to inves-
tigate the IGrM within poor groups, rather than individual
galaxies. Additionally, we constructed a control sample to
verify that the CGM is not the significant component in the
stacked signal, as discussed in Section 4.

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Section 2,
we provide a description of the data employed in this study,
as well as the primary stacking methods. Section 3 outlines
the main findings regarding X-ray luminosity, gas mass, and
gas fraction (Mgas/Mhalo). In Section 4, we compare our re-
sults with previous studies and discuss potential sources of
contamination. Finally, we summarize our findings in Sec-
tion 5. Throughout this paper, we adopt a ΛCDM cosmology
consistent with the Planck 2018 results (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2020). If not specified otherwise, the X-ray luminosity
LX is given in the range of 0.5–2.0 keV.

2. SAMPLES AND DATA ANALYSIS

2.1. Samples

To eliminate X-ray selection bias, we used a large, opti-
cally selected group catalog from Yang et al. (2021), based on
the DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys (Dey et al. 2019). Yang
et al. (2021) expanded their halo-based group finder (Yang
et al. 2005, 2007) to select galaxy groups using data from the
DESI LS DR8, incorporating both photometric and spectro-
scopic redshift information, resulting in a large and compre-
hensive galaxy group sample. To ensure the highest possible
accuracy of redshift information, a small fraction of the red-
shifts were replaced with the latest available spectroscopic
measurements. In our study, we used this updated catalog

and specifically selected groups with spectroscopic redshifts.
We then cross-matched our group catalog with the eFEDS
survey and applied several criteria for the selection of poor
groups. Since Zabludoff & Mulchaey (1998) defined a poor
group as an apparent system with fewer than 5 bright galax-
ies, we restricted our selection to groups with 2-4 member
galaxies. Considering the moderate angular resolution of
eROSITA, we imposed an upper redshift limit of 0.5. Due
to the scarcity of poor groups below redshift 0.1, we nar-
rowed down the redshift range to 0.1-0.5. Specifically, the
cross-matching revealed that there are only 403 groups below
redshift 0.1, with more than 100 groups only in the lowest
mass range, making these samples unsuitable for our analy-
sis. This scarcity is primarily caused by the volume-limited
nature of the survey, which reduces the observed spatial vol-
ume and thus limits the number of detectable groups (refer
to Yang et al. 2021). In the end, we selected a total sam-
ple of 25,524 poor groups for subsequent stacking analysis.
To study the redshift evolution, we also divided these final
samples into four redshifts ranges: 0.1 < z < 0.2, 0.2 < z <
0.3, 0.3 < z < 0.4 and 0.4 < z < 0.5. Furthermore, we cat-
egorized them within each redshift bin into four halo mass
ranges: log(Mhalo/h−1M⊙) = [11.5, 12], [12, 12.5], [12.5, 13],
[13, 13.5]. The number of poor groups within each mass and
redshift range is shown in Table 1.

Recently, the eROSITA team released the first all-sky sur-
vey data (eRASS1, Merloni et al. 2024). We found that the
overlapped area between eRASS1 and our group catalog is
around 20 times greater than that between eFEDS and the
group catalog. However, the average exposure time of most
areas in eRASS1 is only about 1/10 of eFEDS, leading to
only a slight improvement in the overall signal-to-noise ra-
tio (S/N) when using eRASS1 data compared to eFEDS data.
Therefore, in this work, we used only eFEDS data for the
X-ray analysis. Further investigation using eRASS1 data lies
beyond the scope of this study and will be considered in fu-
ture work.

2.2. eROSITA Data Analysis

We adopted the exposure-corrected eFEDS map within the
energy range of 0.2–2.3 keV. Images were generated by em-
ploying the eFEDS event files and the early version of the
eROSITA Science Analysis Software System (eSASS), which
is available in the Early Data Release website1. We converted
the event file into an image using the evtool command and
produced a corresponding exposure map using the expmap
command. The average exposure time across most of the
eFEDS field is approximately 1.2 ks after correcting for vi-
gnetting.

1 https://erosita.mpe.mpg.de/edr/DataAnalysis/

https://erosita.mpe.mpg.de/edr/DataAnalysis/
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Table 1. Summary of Sample Characteristics, Fitted Parameters, and Derived Results.

Redshift Group Mass Number S/N Counts Rc β L0.5−2.0keV Mgas fbaryon fcont

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

0.1–0.2

11.5–12.0 1415 3.96 (136) 14460 4.59+10.31
−3.28 0.34+0.02

−0.02 0.16+2.44
−0.15 0.33+0.97

−0.25 0.12+0.21
−0.05 0.53+1

−0.45

12.0–12.5 1830 6.38 (164) 27314 4.05+10.64
−3.09 0.32+0.02

−0.02 0.45+7.07
−0.42 0.65+1.96

−0.50 0.09+0.15
−0.04 0.33+1

−0.30

12.5–13.0 1100 8.89 (168) 17158 5.72+12.48
−3.99 0.34+0.01

−0.01 1.50+16.25
−1.38 1.18+2.86

−0.85 0.07+0.07
−0.02 0.15+1

−0.13

13.0–13.5 225 6.35 (449) 24438 32.96+32.41
−23.76 0.41+0.07

−0.04 2.63+22.39
−2.53 2.18+4.60

−1.84 0.05+0.04
−0.01 0.14+1

−0.12

0.2–0.3

11.5–12.0 943 0.87 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
12.0–12.5 3893 5.93 (110) 14900 3.45+10.64

−3.09 0.32+0.02
−0.02 0.73+18.91

−0.71 0.69+2.84
−0.57 0.09+0.21

−0.04 0.24+1
−0.22

12.5–13.0 2783 11.21 (128) 15470 7.69+14.58
−5.19 0.37+0.01

−0.01 2.36+31.92
−2.22 1.21+3.38

−0.91 0.07+0.09
−0.02 0.12+0.32

−0.11

13.0–13.5 582 11.57 (313) 17314 59.12+24.40
−25.10 0.41+0.03

−0.03 7.38+11.28
−5.01 3.10+1.78

−1.39 0.06+0.01
−0.01 0.05+0.12

−0.03

0.3–0.4

11.5–12.0 49 0.82 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
12.0–12.5 2342 4.41 (133) 9046 5.22+21.93

−4.21 0.37+0.03
−0.03 1.42+62.37

−1.28 0.85+4.81
−0.75 0.10+0.30

−0.05 0.20+1
−0.14

12.5–13.0 4103 10.61 (155) 22179 8.13+18.38
−6.33 0.36+0.01

−0.01 3.54+72.80
−3.39 1.24+4.61

−0.99 0.07+0.11
−0.02 0.09+0.33

−0.08

13.0–13.5 1243 12.04 (221) 13302 88.52+8.41
−14.47 0.49+0.03

−0.03 8.52+4.47
−3.62 2.86+0.66

−0.73 0.06+0.01
−0.01 0.06+0.04

−0.02

0.4–0.5

11.5–12.0 3 -0.18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
12.0–12.5 383 0.36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
12.5–13.0 2992 8.65 (201) 20062 11.89+26.48

−10.01 0.31+0.02
−0.01 4.86+63.89

−4.57 1.25+3.33
−0.94 0.06+0.07

−0.02 0.07+1
−0.06

13.0–13.5 1638 7.12 (301) 24368 62.58+24.68
−36.12 0.47+0.06

−0.05 7.68+22.83
−6.59 2.25+2.20

−1.51 0.05+0.02
−0.01 0.08+0.50

−0.05

Note. Column (1): redshift range of each subsample. Column (2): logarithm of the halo mass (unit: h−1 M⊙) range of each subsample.
Columns (3): number of groups within each subsample. Column (4): the maximum S/N of the hot IGrM emission and the corresponding
detection radius (unit: kpc). Column (5): total counts within the source region corresponding to the maximum S/N. Column (6-7): best-fit

values and 1σ uncertainties of beta model parameters. The unit of Rc is kpc. Column (8): estimated X-ray luminosity within r500 (unit:
1041erg/s). Column (9): estimated gas mass within r500 (unit: 1011 M⊙). Column (10): estimated baryon fraction within r500. Column (11):

estimated contamination fraction. If the upper limit of the error bar exceeds 1, it is capped at 1.

We employed the catalog generated by Brunner et al.
(2022) and Liu et al. (2022) to mask the previously de-
tected sources in the X-ray images. The mask radius was
set to 30 arcseconds for point sources. For extended sources,
we adopted the spatial extent radius provided in Liu et al.
(2022)’s catalog. To ensure accurate background subtraction,
in addition we visually checked for any obvious excess emis-
sion regions and excluded them. We applied the same mask
procedures to the exposure map. We obtained X-ray images
and exposure maps with the detected sources subtracted.

The centers of the groups were defined as luminosity-
weighted centers based on the DESI LS data (Yang et al.
2021). For the stacking analysis, we first extracted individual
galaxy group images with fixed sizes from the eFEDS X-ray
image and exposure map. These fixed sizes were chosen to
ensure that the extracted regions exceeded the virial radius of
the groups, providing sufficient coverage for all systems. We
then rescaled the images by adopting the angular size of the
group with the highest redshift in each subsample as the stan-
dard size. This rescaling adjusted both the pixel positions and
pixel counts of the images through interpolation. As the pre-
cision of interpolation is limited, we chose the highest red-
shift for the standard size to minimize uncertainties, since
downscaling introduces smaller errors compared to upscal-

ing. Finally, we stacked the rescaled X-ray images of the
groups across all subsamples.

Dai et al. (2007) and Anderson et al. (2015) employed sim-
ilar X-ray stacking methods, but their approaches differ from
ours in several aspects. In Dai et al. (2007), photons were
weighted during image rescaling by the square of the ratio of
the luminosity distance of the group to that of the reference
redshift. However, this method affects not only the photons
from the group but also the background photons, potentially
introducing uncertainties in the analysis of faint sources due
to the critical role of background levels. In contrast, Ander-
son et al. (2015) performed stacking in physical space with-
out weighting photon counts, which introduced biases toward
the nearest sources.

In our method, we rescaled images without applying ad-
ditional weighting to individual photon counts. Instead, in-
terpolation was used to adjust pixel counts, ensuring that the
background level and surface brightness of the groups remain
unchanged. Since the images are already weighted by the
square of the angular size as a whole, this approach min-
imizes biases in the photon distribution toward the nearest
groups.

To account for the background, we defined an annulus
ranging from 800–1000 kpc around the group center to com-
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Figure 1. Background-subtracted surface brightness images of all subsamples in the 0.2–2.3 keV band. The annulus shows the region used to
compute the background. Emission is seen in most subsamples but is more extended and brighter in the high-mass groups subsamples. The
scale bar corresponds to 200 kpc in each panel. The unit of halo mass (Mhalo) is: h−1 M⊙.

pute the average count rate as its background value. The
median background value of all groups within each subsam-
ple was used as the corresponding background. Additionally,
we computed the background in three annuli: 800–1000 kpc,
600–800 kpc, and 1000–1200 kpc, finding no significant dif-
ferences among these values (all approximately 2.6 × 10−5

cts/s/pixel2), consistent with the background values reported
in other studies (e.g., Zheng et al. 2023).

3. RESULTS

3.1. S/N Estimation of Stacked Signal

After obtaining the stacked images (shown in Fig. 1),
we calculated the significance of the central excess emission

from the hot IGrM based on:

S/N =
Ns − Nb
√

Ns
, (1)

where Ns represents the total counts of source regions within
the radius where the highest S/N value is achieved, and
Nb represents the corresponding background counts. These
background counts were obtained by using the derived me-
dian background values in each subsample and multiplying
them by the total exposure time within the corresponding
source region. The best S/N estimates of the hot IGrM emis-
sion and source counts are presented in Table 1.

Twelve out of sixteen subsamples exhibit strong excess
emission beyond the background with significances ranging
from 3.9σ to 12σ. The three non-detections in the lowest
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Figure 2. The surface brightness profiles of subsamples. Blue crosses show the background-subtracted profile. The blue solid lines represent
the best-fit β-model for each subsample, except for the four undetected subsamples. The data error bars correspond to the quadratic sum of
photon Poisson errors and the stacking uncertainty. The orange dotted lines represent the PSF profile of eROSITA. The unit of halo mass (Mhalo)
is: h−1 M⊙.

halo mass range at redshifts higher than 0.2, along with the
one non-detection in the second lowest halo mass range at
the highest redshift, are likely due to the diminishing number
of poor groups identified in DESI LS and the limited survey
depth of eFEDS.

3.2. Surface Brightness Profiles

To assess the extent of the excess emission, we generated
surface brightness profiles (shown in Fig. 2) of the stacked
images and fitted them with the standard β-model. We gen-
erated radial profiles by creating multiple annular regions ex-
tending outward from the center of the stacked images, cal-
culating the average counts rate within each annular region.
To ensure an adequate counts, we set each annular region to
have a ratio of Rout/Rin = 1.3.

The uncertainties of the profiles arise from two sources:
Poisson errors and uncertainties from the stacking process.
We applied the Jackknife re-sampling method (Andrae 2010;
McIntosh 2016) to estimate the uncertainty due to the stack-

ing process. For each subsample, we randomly stacked 90%
of the poor groups and generated the corresponding profile,
repeating this process 50 times. The standard deviation of
the 50 trials was taken as the stacking uncertainty. Finally, we
calculated the total uncertainty of the profiles as the quadratic
sum of the Poisson error and the stacking uncertainty.

Some subsamples exhibit high S/N radial profiles even ex-
tending up to the virial radius, suggesting a potentially large
extent of the hot IGrM. We also plot the eROSITA point-
spread-function (PSF) profile in Fig. 2, from which it can be
seen that the stacked signal is much more extended than the
PSF.

We then employed the standard β-model (Cavaliere &
Fusco-Femiano 1976) to fit the profiles:

I(r) = I0

(
1 +

r2

rc
2

)1/2−3β

, (2)

where I0 represents the central surface brightness, rc denotes
the core radius, and β corresponds to the slope of the ra-
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Figure 3. From top to bottom, the three rows represent the results for luminosity, gas mass, and gas fraction within r180, respectively. The first
column uses halo mass as the X-axis, while the second column uses redshift as the X-axis. The error bars correspond to the 1σ errors of the
best-fit parameters. The unit of halo mass (Mhalo) is: h−1 M⊙.

dial profile. We performed a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) analysis to obtain the best-fitting parameters along
with their 1σ ranges for all subsamples. The results are sum-
marized in Table 1.

Dark matter halos are commonly defined as having an
overdensity of 180 times the background density of the uni-
verse based on the spherical overdensity algorithm (e.g., Cole
& Kaiser 1988; Watson et al. 2013). We can determine
the comoving halo radius r180 via this equation (Yang et al.
2021):

r180 = 0.781h−1Mpc
(

ML

Ωm1014h−1M⊙

)1/3

. (3)

Subsequently, we integrated the best-fit β-model up to r180 to
obtain the total background-subtracted counts. To calculate
the energy conversion factors (ECFs), we used APEC models
set with four distinct temperature and metallicity parameters
for different halo mass bins. Temperature and metallicity of
each mass range were adopted from the T − M relation in
Sun et al. (2009) and the Z − M relation in Truong et al.
(2019), respectively. We set the column density parameters
at NH = 3× 1020 cm−2, as other studies (e.g., Chadayammuri
et al. 2022). Using the derived ECFs, we converted the counts
to rest-frame luminosity in the energy range of 0.5 to 2.0 keV
for each subsample.
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Figure 4. Comparison of luminosities and baryon masses within r500 between this work (red points) and previous studies, including poor galaxy
groups (green) and rich galaxy groups and clusters (blue). In the left panel, the solid line represents the LX-M500 relation for galaxy groups
from Lovisari et al. (2015), while the dashed line represents the LX-M500 relation for galaxy clusters from Schellenberger & Reiprich (2017).
The solid line of right panel displays the predicted Mb at corresponding M500 based on the ΛCDM model.

We estimated the mass of the hot IGrM within r180 follow-
ing the approach described in Ge et al. (2016). We assumed
a spherically symmetric distribution and adopted the depro-
jected hydrogen density profile of the beta model as a func-
tion of the physical off-center radius (r) of a group (Sarazin
1988),

nH = n0

(
1 +

r2

rc
2

)− 3
2 β

, (4)

where n0 can be expressed as:

n0 =
180
π

√√
10144

√
πI0Γ(3β)

( ne
nH

) CR
η

rcΓ(3β − 1/2)
. (5)

The parameter values of I0, rc, and β were obtained from
the β-model fitting. We assumed ne = 1.2nH and used the
same APEC models as earlier to determine the CR

η
(count

rate/normalization). We refer to Ge et al. (2016) for details.
In Figure 3, we present the resulting luminosity, gas mass,

and gas fraction (Mgas/Mhalo) for all subsamples within the
r180 range. The error bars were calculated based on the 1σ
ranges of the fitting parameters. Since the S/N of the subsam-
ples, especially in low-mass subsamples, is relatively low, the
fitting results have larger uncertainties, resulting in larger er-
ror bars. The estimated luminosity of all subsamples falls
within the range of 1040 to 1042 erg/s, while the gas mass
estimates range from 1010.5 to 1012.0 M⊙. The gas fraction
estimates for all subsamples are around 6%. There is a pos-
itive correlation between luminosity and halo mass, as well
as between gas mass and halo mass. We did not observe any
significant redshift evolution effects.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Comparison with Previous Studies

4.1.1. The β Parameter

The parameter β is crucial, as it represents the slope of
surface brightness profiles and also reflects the concentration
of gas distribution within the poor groups. In our study, the
best-fit values of β (as listed in Table 1) range from 0.32 to
0.49, which is slightly lower than values reported in prior
studies on galaxy groups (around 0.5, Helsdon & Ponman
2000) and clusters (around 0.65, Mohr et al. 1999; Sanderson
et al. 2003). This difference aligns with our expectation that
these small groups tend to exhibit flatter surface brightness
profiles compared to massive systems, likely because they
are still in an ongoing formation stage (e.g., Sanderson et al.
2003; Sun 2012). Additionally, our analysis shows a slight
increasing trend in β values as halo mass increases within the
same redshift. We did not observe any redshift dependence
in β values.

4.1.2. Comparison with Stacking-Based Studies

Popesso et al. (2024) recently constructed an optically
selected GAMA groups and clusters sample undetected by
eROSITA, stacking their eFEDS images to study their prop-
erties. Unlike our work, their sample was restricted to sys-
tems with a richness of ≥ 5, corresponding to a higher halo
mass range of ∼ 1013 − 5 × 1014M⊙. Their luminosity esti-
mates in the 0.5–2.0 keV band range from 1041 to 1043 erg/s,
which are higher than our estimates, likely due to the higher
halo mass range of their sample. Additionally, their gas frac-
tion estimates, approximately 6% within r200, are compara-
ble to the mean gas fraction we derived across all subsamples
within r180.
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Figure 5. Background-subtracted surface brightness images for two control subsamples in the 0.2–2.3 keV band. Both images correspond to
the redshift range of 0.1–0.2, with the left panel corresponding to the halo mass range of 11.5–12.0 and the right panel corresponding to the
halo mass range of 12.0–12.5. The annulus represents the region used for background computation. The unit of halo mass (Mhalo) is: h−1 M⊙.

Zheng et al. (2023) used the same group catalog as this
work and also stacked eFEDS images to investigate the LX-
M relation of galaxy groups and clusters. Their sample spans
a broader halo mass range of 1011 − 1015M⊙, but they did
not distinguish between galaxy clusters, galaxy groups, and
isolated galaxies within this range. This lack of separation re-
sulted in their luminosity estimates being a mixture of these
three types of systems. In contrast, our study specifically
focuses on poor galaxy groups. Despite this difference, we
found that our luminosity estimates, ranging from 1040 to
1042 erg/s, are consistent with their results within the halo
mass range considered in this work.

Earlier stacking analyses based on ROSAT data by Dai
et al. (2007) and Anderson et al. (2015) also utilized
optically-selected samples to stack X-ray images. However,
the aims and properties of their samples differ from ours.
Dai et al. (2007) focused on galaxy clusters with higher halo
masses than those in our sample, leading to higher luminosity
estimates. Nonetheless, they also reported a declining trend
in the β parameter with decreasing halo mass, which aligns
with our findings. In contrast, Anderson et al. (2015) fo-
cused on locally brightest galaxies rather than galaxy groups
or clusters. Their selection included galaxies with stellar
masses ranging from 1010 to 1012M⊙, corresponding to ha-
los with masses comparable to those in our sample. The
luminosity estimates in their work, ranging from 1040 to
1042 erg/s, are consistent with ours. Only a few subsamples
with the largest stellar mass ranges in their study exceed this
range, reaching up to 1043 erg/s.

4.1.3. Comparison with Individual Source Studies

In addition to the stacking-based studies discussed above,
we also compare our results with studies focusing on individ-
ual sources. We collected results from literatures (Mulchaey
et al. 1996; Finoguenov et al. 2007; Sun et al. 2009; Poon
et al. 2023) and presented them in Fig. 4 along with our
findings (shown in red points). To ensure consistency, we
recalculated the halo mass and corresponding measurements
from within the range of r180 to r500. We assumed a Navarro-
Frenk-White (NFW) density profile (Navarro et al. 1997),
with concentration parameters given by Macciò et al. (2007).
We obtained Mhalo/M500 = 1.38 and r180/r500 = 1.56 when the
concentration index is c180 = 6. We tried different concen-
tration index values between 4–12 and found no significant
differences in results. With these conversions, we recalcu-
lated the luminosity and gas mass for the poor group samples
within r500.

These previous results encompassed various systems, in-
cluding poor galaxy groups identified in Mulchaey et al.
(1996) (green points), rich galaxy groups and clusters (blue
points). To better compare with our results, we included both
the LX-M500 relation based on galaxy clusters from Schellen-
berger & Reiprich (2017) (dashed line) and the LX-M500 rela-
tion based on galaxy groups from Lovisari et al. (2015) (solid
line) in the left panel of Fig. 4. Our results show some offsets
from both relations. The large error bars and possible con-
tamination in the luminosity measurements (discussed later)
make it challenging to establish a definitive LX-M500 scaling
relation for poor groups at this stage. Further investigations,
with more precise measurements and better constraints, are
required to clarify this aspect.
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A pivotal aspect of this study is the estimation of baryon
content in poor groups. We estimated the typical stellar mass
for each subsample using the M∗–M500 relation from the Il-
lustrisTNG simulation (Pillepich et al. 2018) and summed
the gas and stellar masses to calculate the total baryon mass.
We found that the average baryon fraction within r500 is ap-
proximately 8%, which is significantly lower than the 16%
expected from the cosmic mean (Planck Collaboration et al.
2020). This strongly implies the persistence of the “missing
baryons” problem in poor groups. As discussed in Mulchaey
(2000), due to their limited gravitational potential, it is pos-
sible that a substantial amount of gas within r500 has been
expelled to larger radii. Additionally, a significant portion of
the gas may exist in a lower-temperature phase, emitting at
lower-energy X-ray or UV wavelengths, which would require
observations in these bands for detection. Further studies are
needed to investigate these possibilities.

The average baryon fractions within the four halo mass
ranges (1011.5–1012.0, 1012.0–1012.5, 1012.5–1013.0, and 1013.0–
1013.5h−1M⊙) are 12%, 10%, 7%, and 6%, respectively,
which seems to indicate that the “missing baryons” prob-
lem is less severe at the lower mass end. This may be due
to two reasons. On the one hand, data at the low-mass end
has a lower S/N and a higher proportion of contamination,
which may lead to an overestimation of the gas mass. On the
other hand, it is possible that in poor groups at the low-mass
end, the supermassive black holes are relatively smaller in
size, the AGN feedback is weaker, and more gas is retained
within the poor groups. The declining trend in baryon frac-
tion from 1011.5 to 1013.5 M⊙ is also corroborated by results
from the IllustrisTNG simulation (Hong-Chuan Ma, private
communication). Further research is needed to confirm these
possibilities.

4.2. Impact of Temperature and Metallicity Uncertainties
on Baryon Fractions

Based on the M − T and M − Z relations (Sun et al. 2009;
Truong et al. 2019), we can derive four temperature and
metallicity values corresponding to the four halo mass bins
in this work. The temperatures are 0.08, 0.12, 0.25, and
0.48 keV respectively, while the metallicities are 0.65, 0.60,
0.54, and 0.47 Z⊙. To address the potential impact on baryon
mass due to uncertainties in temperature and metallicity, we
adopted two schemes for combining these parameters to cal-
culate the baryon mass.

The first scheme involves fixing the temperature for each of
the four halo mass bins to one of the aforementioned values
while allowing the metallicity to vary across the four different
values, or vice versa. This approach results in a total of 8
possible combinations. The second scheme entails setting
both the temperature and metallicity values for the four halo
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Figure 6. The distance distribution of member galaxies to the group
centers in the actual group samples and control samples. The group
centers were defined based on DESI LS data as the luminosity-
weighted centers of the member galaxies, for both real and mock
groups. Both samples were normalized.

mass bins to the same fixed value, resulting in 16 possible
combinations.

Under each combination, we can calculate an average
baryon fraction for a set of 12 subsamples. We ultimately
find that across all these combinations, the highest average
baryon fraction obtained is approximately 10%, and the low-
est is around 6%. These results suggest that our main con-
clusions are not significantly affected by the uncertainties in
temperature and metallicity.

4.3. Contamination from Unresolved Point Sources

Unresolved point sources, including X-ray binaries
(XRBs) and low-luminosity active galactic nuclei (AGNs),
remain in the stacked emission as contamination. We esti-
mated the luminosity of these point sources using empirical
formulas, along with photometric data of member galaxies
from DESI LS.

We applied empirical models to estimate the contamina-
tions from unresolved point sources (e.g., Aird et al. 2017;
Comparat et al. 2022), which require information on the stel-
lar mass, redshift, and star formation rate (SFR) of the mem-
ber galaxies. We have direct stellar mass information for
only about 20% of the galaxies from DESI LS public data.
For the remaining 80%, we estimated stellar masses using
common stellar-to-halo mass ratios provided by Yang et al.
(2007) for specific halo mass ranges. Lacking direct SFR
data, we adopted a uniform SFR assumption of 5 M⊙ yr−1,
reflecting the typical range of 1–10 M⊙ yr−1 for star-forming
galaxies (e.g., Salim et al. 2007). To ensure robustness, we
tested an alternative value of 10 M⊙ yr−1 and found no sig-
nificant impact on the final contamination level, except for
the lowest mass subsample, where it increases substantially.
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For other subsamples, the contamination level increases only
slightly by a few percent.

For XRBs luminosity in the 2–10 keV band, we followed
the model by Aird et al. (2017), which correlates XRB lu-
minosity with SFR and stellar mass. We converted this lu-
minosity to the 0.5–2.0 keV band using a power law model
with a photon index of 1.8, and considered the median XRBs
luminosity of all groups within each subsample as the repre-
sentative XRBs contamination.

There was an investigation into the point-source emission
emerging from GAMA galaxy stacks to determine the faint
end of the AGN X-ray luminosity function (referred to Com-
parat et al. 2022). They quantitatively assessed both the
average X-ray luminosity (LX) and the prevalence of X-ray
AGN across different stellar mass ranges. Specifically, for
galaxies with a stellar mass (expressed as log(M∗/[M⊙])) of
9.75, 10.75, and 11.75, the occupation fraction of galaxies
hosting an X-ray AGN is found to be 0.1%, 1%, and 10%,
respectively. Corresponding to these occupation fractions,
the average X-ray luminosities (LX) were determined to be
log(LX/[erg s−1]) of approximately 40, 41, and 42. By multi-
plying these average luminosities by their corresponding oc-
cupation fractions, we derived the expected AGN luminosity
for member galaxies based on their stellar mass. Summing
the AGN contributions from all member galaxies within a
group provides an estimate of that group’s total AGN con-
tamination. We then determined the median AGN contami-
nation across all groups within each subsample to represent
its characteristic AGN contamination level.

We defined the contamination fraction as the ratio of total
XRBs and AGNs luminosities to the luminosity of the to-
tal stacked emission. Our findings indicated an average con-
tamination fraction of about 20% across detected subsam-
ples. The subsample with a redshift range of 0.1–0.2 and
a halo mass range of 1011.5–1012.0h−1M⊙ shows a contam-
ination fraction nearing 50%, likely due to its low S/N or
comparatively lesser hot gas content in lower mass groups.
Conversely, higher halo mass ranges (1012.0–1012.5, 1012.5–
1013.0, and 1013.0–1013.5h−1M⊙) exhibit lower contamination
fractions of 30%, 12%, and 8%, respectively, suggesting a
trend of decreasing contamination with increasing halo mass.

4.4. Potential Contamination from the CGM

The hot CGM of member galaxies is another possible
source of contamination. To validate the robustness of the
detection of hot IGrM in poor groups, We constructed a con-
trol sample to estimate the contamination from the hot CGM
of individual galaxies. Specifically, we first selected isolated
galaxies from Yang et al. (2021)’s catalog. These isolated
galaxies were then used to construct mock galaxy groups,
with each mock group consisting of 2 to 4 isolated galax-
ies. The total halo mass and redshifts of these mock galaxy

groups were selected to match the same range as those of the
real group samples. Additionally, the galaxies within each
mock group were required to be located within a projected ra-
dial distance of fewer than 300 kiloparsecs from one another.
We matched the number of mock groups in each subsample
to that of the corresponding real group subsample to ensure
consistent data depth. Since these mock groups do not repre-
sent physical systems, they do not contain the hot IGrM. Any
emission detected after performing stacking analysis on these
mock groups is likely to originate from individual galaxies.
Yang et al. (2021) defined the center of a real group as the
luminosity-weighted center of its member galaxies based on
DESI LS data, and we adopted the same definition for the
centers of mock groups. Upon stacking these 16 control sub-
samples individually, we did not find any signal above the
2σ level. We display two stacked images of control sample
as examples in Fig. 5. To enhance the reliability of the con-
trol sample, we adjusted the distance distribution of member
galaxies to their mock group centers to align with that of the
actual poor group sample, as illustrated in Fig. 6.

5. SUMMARY

In this work, we conducted an investigation into the proper-
ties of the extended hot IGrM within poor galaxy groups us-
ing eROSITA eFEDS data. We compiled a sample of 25,524
poor group samples and categorized them into 16 subsam-
ples based on their redshift and halo mass. Subsequently, we
performed stacking analyses to measure the mean luminos-
ity, gas mass, and gas fraction of these stacked groups, and
compared our findings with previous studies. We revealed
the ubiquitous presence of the hot IGrM in an optically se-
lected, poor galaxy group sample and assessed the average
luminosity and baryon mass. The baryon fraction of poor
groups is significantly lower than the predicted values by the
ΛCDM model. This indicates that there is still an “missing
baryons” problem in poor groups. In the future, advanced
X-ray instruments such as HUBS (Bregman et al. 2023) and
Athena (Nandra et al. 2013) will provide excellent opportuni-
ties to observe the hot IGrM of individual poor groups in the
nearby universe within reasonable exposure times. In the Lo-
cal Group, the hot gas likely interacts with or mixes with that
of the Milky Way, complicating detection via X-ray emis-
sion. Nevertheless, X-ray absorption techniques may offer
a promising approach to resolve the hot IGrM of the Local
Group.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the anonymous referee for valuable com-
ments. This work is supported by the National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China (NSFC) under Nos. 11890692,
12133008, 12221003, 12373007, 12422302. We acknowl-
edge the science research grants from the China Manned



Hot IntragroupMedium in Poor Groups 11

Space Project with No. CMS-CSST-2021-A04. FN acknowl-
edges support from the INAF-Fundamental-Astrophysics
grant No. 1.05.23.01.06 and the Italian Ministry of Univer-
sity and Research PRIN-2022 grant No. 2.06.01.20.

This work is based on data from eROSITA, the soft X-
ray instrument aboard SRG, a joint Russian-German science
mission supported by the Russian Space Agency (Roskos-
mos), in the interests of the Russian Academy of Sciences
represented by its Space Research Institute (IKI), and the
Deutsches Zentrum für Luft- und Raumfahrt (DLR). The
SRG spacecraft was built by Lavochkin Association (NPOL)
and its subcontractors, and is operated by NPOL with support
from the Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics

(MPE). The development and construction of the eROSITA
X-ray instrument was led by MPE, with contributions from
the Dr. Karl Remeis Observatory Bamberg & ECAP (FAU
Erlangen-Nuernberg), the University of Hamburg Observa-
tory, the Leibniz Institute for Astrophysics Potsdam (AIP),
and the Institute for Astronomy and Astrophysics of the Uni-
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Davé, R., Cen, R., Ostriker, J. P., et al. 2001, ApJ, 552, 473,
doi: 10.1086/320548

Dey, A., Schlegel, D. J., Lang, D., et al. 2019, AJ, 157, 168,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ab089d

Eke, V. R., Baugh, C. M., Cole, S., et al. 2004, MNRAS, 348, 866,
doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.07408.x

Finoguenov, A., Guzzo, L., Hasinger, G., et al. 2007, ApJS, 172,
182, doi: 10.1086/516577

Fukugita, M., Hogan, C. J., & Peebles, P. J. E. 1998, ApJ, 503, 518,
doi: 10.1086/306025

Ge, C., Wang, Q. D., Tripp, T. M., et al. 2016, MNRAS, 459, 366,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw599

Helsdon, S. F., & Ponman, T. J. 2000, MNRAS, 315, 356,
doi: 10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03396.x

Helsdon, S. F., Ponman, T. J., & Mulchaey, J. S. 2005, ApJ, 618,
679, doi: 10.1086/426009

Liu, A., Bulbul, E., Ghirardini, V., et al. 2022, A&A, 661, A2,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202141120

Lovisari, L., Reiprich, T. H., & Schellenberger, G. 2015, A&A,
573, A118, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201423954
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