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ABSTRACT

Context. Deep surface photometry reveals the presence in a significant fraction of galaxy groups of a faint and diffuse baryonic
component permeating the intragroup space. This intragroup light (IGL) is primarily formed by stars that are removed from their host
galaxies through gravitational interactions and now drift freely, unbound to any particular galaxy.
Aims. We conduct a detailed analysis to investigate how various physical parameters of galaxy groups influence the formation of
ex-situ IGL during the earliest stages of group assembly, and to explore their correlations with the mass and fractional abundance of
this component. Additionally, we evaluate the potential of the IGL as a luminous tracer of the total mass distribution in galaxy groups,
with particular focus on systems that are far from being dynamically relaxed.
Methods. We use controlled numerical simulations of 100 low-mass galaxy groups spanning a range of masses and numbers of
constituent galaxies to track the formation and evolution of IGL during the earliest pre-virialization stages of these systems.
Results. We show that the IGL typically begins to form in significant amounts after the turnaround epoch, which in our simulated
groups occurs at a median redshift z̄ta ∼ 0.85, increasing steadily thereafter. We observe a sublinear relationship between the masses
of this component and the brightest group galaxy, indicating intertwined formation histories but differing growth rates, which suggests
that other group members may also significantly contribute to the diffuse light. Additionally, we observe indications that IGL formation
is enhanced in groups with lower internal velocity dispersions, suggesting that gravitational interactions among member galaxies
become more effective when their relative velocities are reduced. Two-thirds of our groups reveal significant alignment between the
radial surface density profiles of the total and IGL mass, with fractional discrepancies below 25%. This supports the notion that this
diffuse and faint baryonic component serves as a reliable tracer of the total gravitational potential in galaxy aggregations, regardless
of their dynamical state. However, the results also indicate that the degree of similarity depends on the viewing direction.
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1. Introduction

The diffuse intragroup light (IGL) is a pervasive feature of
galaxy groups1 consisting of an extended low-surface-brightness
component that permeates the intergalactic medium of these
galaxy associations. It is primarily formed by stars that have been
incorporated into the intragroup medium after being separated
from their host galaxies (Rudick et al. 2006, 2009; Jiménez-
Teja et al. 2019), although a portion may also be created in situ
during the disruptive gravitational interactions experienced by
group members (Barfety et al. 2022; Montenegro-Taborda et al.
2023; Ahvazi et al. 2024), mainly during the formation stage
of these galaxy systems (Gnedin 2003; Puchwein et al. 2010;
Solanes et al. 2016). Often found concentrated around the cen-
tral, brightest group galaxy (BGG; Mihos 2015; Contini 2021;
Montes 2022), the IGL is a valuable source of information re-
garding the group’s built-up and evolutionary stage (Rudick et al.
2006). Additionally, several investigations suggest that this com-
ponent of faint and diffuse light may also trace the dark matter
distribution within these galaxy systems independently of their

⋆ Email: betelehem@iaa.es
1 Throughout the paper, we will use the word ’group’ indistinctly to
refer to both galaxy groups and the more densely populated galaxy clus-
ters.

dynamical state (Montes & Trujillo 2019; Contini & Gu 2020;
Yoo et al. 2022).

The significant variations in the outcomes of IGL research
largely arise from the absence of a universally accepted defi-
nition for this diffuse component. As a result, its measurement
is shaped by the differing approaches used in observational and
simulation-based methodologies to identify and quantify its con-
tribution to the total light of the groups (Rudick et al. 2011;
Burke et al. 2012; Contini et al. 2014; Jiménez-Teja & Dupke
2016; Contini et al. 2018; Ragusa et al. 2021, 2022, 2023;
Montes 2022; Joo & Jee 2023; Martínez-Lombilla et al. 2023;
Brough et al. 2024). While certain metrics achievable in sim-
ulations cannot be directly replicated in observations, compli-
cating direct comparisons, the primary observational challenges
stem from the proximity in the projected phase space between
the IGL and the largest group galaxies. This proximity makes it
difficult to define clear boundaries and precisely distinguish be-
tween these two components (Rudick et al. 2011; Montes et al.
2021; Marini et al. 2022).

Among the various methods proposed in the literature to
quantify the IGL fraction – defined as the ratio of IGL to total
light –, the application of an upper limit on the surface bright-
ness (SB) to separate galactic from intergalactic starlight is by far
the most extensively used technique (Zibetti et al. 2005; Rudick
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et al. 2011; Cui et al. 2014; Tang et al. 2018; Ko & Jee 2018;
Montes & Trujillo 2018; Montes 2022; Chun et al. 2022). Sim-
ulations have shown that this approach is effective for SB val-
ues fainter than µV ≳ 26.0–26.5 mag arcsec−2, approximately
corresponding to the Holmberg radius, concurrently revealing
that most of the IGL fraction was produced in a relatively re-
cent cosmic epoch (z ≲ 1; e.g. Rudick et al. 2011; Contini et al.
2014; Mihos et al. 2015; Jiménez-Teja et al. 2019; Furnell et al.
2021; Montes 2022; Chun et al. 2022). Contrastingly, other stud-
ies have proposed alternative interpretations (e.g. Montes & Tru-
jillo 2018; Joo & Jee 2023).

However, comparing these results with observations remains
challenging due to discrepancies in photometric bands, aper-
ture sizes, image depths, and SB cutoff thresholds, as noted
by Rudick et al. (2011) and Montes (2022). Among these fac-
tors, the lack of a universally accepted SB cutoff value is ar-
guably the most significant limitation affecting IGL studies us-
ing this method, whether observational or simulation-based (see
also Presotto et al. 2014; Burke et al. 2015; Harris et al. 2017;
Kluge et al. 2021).

Another widely used strategy for detecting the IGL involves
fitting its projected radial distribution with a combination of two
or more functional forms, such as a Sérsic profile and an ex-
ponential (e.g. Kluge et al. 2021; Ragusa et al. 2021, 2022,
2023). This approach is based on the assumption that the ex-
tended halo of the BGG and the IGL follow different projected
surface brightness distributions. By modelling these components
separately, the technique produces a composite radial light pro-
file with distinct segments, allowing for an effective separation
of the IGL from the BGG (e.g. Mihos et al. 2015; Montes 2022).
A dynamic variation of this method incorporates spectroscopic
data to measure the velocity dispersion of starlight along the line
of sight as a function of radial distance from the system’s cen-
tre (Rudick et al. 2011; Toledo et al. 2011; Mihos et al. 2015;
Longobardi et al. 2015; Hartke et al. 2022). The objective is to
identify the radius at which the projected velocity dispersion of
the BGG begins to rise to eventually converge with the velocity
dispersion profile of the host galaxy group. This technique may
prove effective in massive, dynamically relaxed groups with a
well-defined central, first-ranked galaxy. However, it has very
limited effectiveness in low-mass galaxy systems, where the ve-
locity dispersions of the IGL and BGG are too similar to be un-
ambiguously distinguished.

In this paper, we build on the widespread use of the SB
method for detecting IGLto examine how various physical pa-
rameters of galaxy groups influence the ex-situ formation of
this diffuse component during the earliest stages of group as-
sembly. We also explore the potential of using the IGL as a
luminous tracer of the overall gravitational potential of galaxy
groups, particularly in systems that are far from dynamic equi-
librium. To address these objectives, we performed simulations
of moderately massive galaxy groups with total masses rang-
ing from around 1 to 5 × 1013 M⊙2. Our simulations are de-
signed to trace the early formation stages of these groups, focus-
ing on the production of ex-situ IGL prior to their full dynam-
ical relaxation (Section 2). In Section 3, we outline the group
properties employed in this study. The results are presented in
Section 4, beginning with the BGG-based classification of the
groups (Section 4.2), followed by an assessment of the likeli-
hood that specific group properties align with their BGG class
(Section 4.3). We then examine the growth of both the fractional

2 These systems represent the most common galaxy associations, en-
compassing at least 50% of the galaxies in the local volume.

abundance and total mass of ex-situ IGL produced during the
initial gravitational collapse of the groups, prior to their virial-
ization, and compare our findings with values reported in the
literature for galaxy systems spanning a variety of masses and
dynamical states (Section 4.1). In Section 4.4, we explore corre-
lations between IGL-related parameters and various group prop-
erties. Finally, in Section 4.5, we discuss the agreement between
the projected IGL and total mass density distributions in our sim-
ulated groups. We conclude with a summary of our findings and
final remarks in Section 5

In the present investigation, cosmology-dependent physi-
cal quantities have been calculated assuming a standard flat
Lambda Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) cosmology with H0 =
70 km s−1 Mpc−1, Ωm,0 = 0.3, and ΩΛ,0 = 0.7.

2. Numerical runs

2.1. Simulating pre-virialized galaxy groups

Our analysis of the IGL is based on measurements extracted
from a batch of 100 controlled galaxy group simulations,
evolved using the N-body run type of the cosmological code
GADGET-2 (Springel 2005).

The groups are created as nearly uniform isolated spherical
overdensities that first expand linearly, then turnaround, and fi-
nally undergo a completely nonlinear collapse. Assuming that
pressure gradients are negligible, each galaxy group is repre-
sented by a spherical top-hat perturbation of amplitude δi > 0
at the cosmic time ti corresponding to the initial redshift zi = 3
adopted for the simulations. This overdensity evolves like a
Friedmann universe of initial radius

Rgrp(ti) =
[

3Mgrp

4πρcrit(ti)Ωm(ti)(1 + δi)

]1/3

, (1)

where the critical density, ρcrit(ti), and the mass density parame-
ter, Ωm(ti), refer to the unperturbed background cosmology. The
value of the initial perturbation representing the groups, δi, is
chosen so that a perfectly homogeneous overdensity with the
same total mass of the group, Mgrp, would collapse into a single
point at the final redshift zf = 0 of the runs. With this setup, the
initial phase of the simulation, spanning roughly the first third of
the total run time (∼ 11.5 Ga in the adopted cosmology3), is de-
voted to allowing the galaxies sufficient time to reach complete
dynamical equilibrium within the group halo and to develop re-
alistic peculiar velocities and n-point spatial correlations. This
preparatory stage ensures that our simulated galaxy groups pro-
vide an accurate representation of these systems prior to the on-
set of widespread mergers during the subsequent nonlinear grav-
itational collapse stage that follows the turnaround epoch.

The model galaxies consist of a rotating extended spherical
cold dark matter (CDM) halo with a Navarro–Frenk–White den-
sity profile (Navarro et al. 1997), whose global properties (mass,
spin, and concentration) are used to scale the central baryonic
(stellar) core. The luminous component’s mass is set at 5% of
the total mass (e.g. Governato et al. 2007; Sales et al. 2009; Dai
et al. 2010), distributed either in an exponential disc plus an in-
ner spheroidal bulge following the Hernquist (1990)’s profile,
or in a single Hernquist spheroid. We maintain an equal split
in number between luminous and dark bodies across all galaxy

3 Throughout this paper, we use the symbol ’Ga’ to de-
note ’billions of years,’ in accordance with the conventions
established by the International Astronomical Union (see
https://www.iau.org/publications/proceedings_rules/units/).
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Fig. 1: Twelve snapshots showing the evolution of one of our groups along ∼ 8 Ga, from the turnaround at z ≃ 1.1 (upper-left panel)
to z = 0 (lower-right panel).

models. The Plummer equivalent softening length for luminous
particles is fixed at 30 pc, sufficiently small to accurately resolve
the dynamics of any simulated galaxy, as well as other struc-
tures of interest, such as tidal streams and shells. For the more
massive CDM bodies, the softening length is adjusted propor-
tionally to the square root of their body mass, thereby ensur-
ing consistent maximum interparticle gravitational forces across
the simulations. The total (virial) masses of the galaxy haloes
initially contained in the simulated groups are randomly drawn
from a Schechter probability distribution function (PDF) with
an asymptotic slope of α = −1.0 and a characteristic mass of
M∗ = 1012 h−1 M⊙. We impose a lower mass limit on this PDF
of Mmin = 0.05 M∗ since smaller haloes do not significantly im-
pact the results. All galaxies with masses below 0.1 M∗ are as-
sumed, for simplicity, to possess purely spheroidal stellar distri-
butions4. Beyond this mass threshold, galaxy morphologies are
determined using a Monte Carlo technique that assumes an ini-
tial late-type galaxy fraction of 0.80 on average, consistent with
the morphological distribution of the JWST galaxies (Lee et al.
2024). The initial structural and dynamical properties of all cen-
tral stellar distributions are adjusted to align with the main scal-
ing laws defined by real objects of the same morphology in the
local universe. Comprehensive details on the modelling of the
baryonic cores are provided in Solanes et al. (2018), as well as
in Darriba & Solanes (2010).

After establishing the central distributions of the progenitor
galaxies, we have adjusted the total masses and taper radius of
their CDM haloes by scaling them down to values consistent
with the initial redshift of the simulations. However, we have
left the stellar cores unchanged, as most mergers in our exper-

4 We have verified that the structural and kinematic properties of galax-
ies above this mass limit remain statistically unchanged for as long as a
Hubble time when they are evolved in isolation.

iments occur at relatively late epochs when galaxy properties
closely resemble those observed in the Local Universe. Further-
more, while our simulations do not explicitly model the earlier
formation phase of the galaxies’ progenitors, it is important to
note that the structure and dynamics of remnants from dry major
mergers are predominantly shaped by the orbital parameters of
the collisions, rather than the intrinsic properties of the merging
objects, owing to the high energies involved in such events. Once
all galaxy haloes within a given group have been generated and
rescaled, the common uniform background of the group is filled
evenly with CDM particles identical to those constituting indi-
vidual galaxies, until the total group mass is achieved. The initial
positions of background particles and the centre of mass of mem-
ber galaxies are randomly distributed within the group volume,
ensuring avoidance of overlapping galaxy haloes, while their ini-
tial velocities follow the local Hubble flow. All multi-component
galaxy models employed in the experiments achieve complete
dynamical equilibrium with the surrounding group halo during
the expansion phase of the groups, well before they reach the
turnaround epoch (see also Section 4.1).

In establishing the initial number of galaxies per group,
Ngal(zi), we have implemented a criterion ensuring that the final
tally of galaxies in our simulations is consistent with the statis-
tics of subhalo abundance in typical group-sized ΛCDM haloes
(Gao et al. 2011). This is accomplished by treating Ngal(zi) as a
random Poisson variable with parameter λ (i.e. mean and vari-
ance) given by the empirical formula

λ ≡ Nbright(zi)
Mgrp

10Msu

Φ(α,Mmin)
Φ(α, 0.5M∗)

, (2)

with Nbright(zi) representing the initial number of massive (lu-
minous) galaxies (i.e. with Mgal ≥ 0.5 M∗) and Φ(α, x) the
cumulative Schechter mass function (MF) integrated up to x,
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Fig. 2: Examples of group images at z = 0. Upper panels: groups with a clear dominant galaxy or BGG (see text). Lower panels:
groups with two dominant galaxies (left) or lacking a truly dominant BGG (middle and right). Note that in all cases, the IGL is
mainly distributed around the largest galaxies.

and where Msu is the unit mass in our simulations, which
we take equal to the characteristic mass adopted for the MF
of galaxies5. In the current series of simulations, we opt for
Nbright(zi) = 5. This choice, alongside the selected parameter val-
ues, yields a spectrum of Ngal(zi) within our groups that scales
linearly with the total mass of these systems, spanning from 20
to 69 and with a median value settling at 316. The first, sec-
ond (median), and third quartiles (Q1,Q2,Q3) of the distribu-
tion of the total mass of our galaxy systems, Mgrp, are, respec-
tively, (1.63, 2.13, 2.76) × 1013 M⊙, while the values of these
same dividers for the distribution of the total stellar mass, M⋆,
are (6.87, 8.43, 11.2) × 1011 M⊙. The total-mass-to-stellar-mass-
ratio of the groups ranges between 15 and 43, with a median
value of 24. Additional information regarding the methodology
employed to configure our model groups and galaxies can be
found elsewhere (Solanes et al. 2016; Perea & Solanes 2016;
Solanes et al. 2018).

2.2. Mapping the IGL and identifying galaxies

To map the IGL and study its evolution, we identified and iso-
lated this diffuse component from the member galaxies of the
groups in three independent (i.e., orthogonal) projections of each
of the 120 snapshots – evenly spaced in cosmic time from zi = 3
to zf = 0 – into which we divided the runs.

We began by determining the distribution of the IGL at dif-
ferent epochs, isolating the less dense regions of our groups
through a SB cutoff in the simulated images. Following Mihos
et al. (2005), Rudick et al. (2011), and Cui et al. (2014), among
others, we applied a projected stellar density threshold equiv-
alent to a SB of 26.5 V mag arcsec−2 to identify the IGL in

5 M∗ is also the total halo mass commonly associated with a MW-sized
galaxy (see, e.g. Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2010).
6 Since the initial radius of the overdensity representing our smallest
galaxy aggregations is near 1 Mpc, this initialization process implies
that all our groups initially contain about five bright galaxies per Mpc3.

our simulations. This threshold was first converted into physi-
cal units of solar luminosity per square parsec using the well-
established conversion formula

µV (mag arcsec−2) =MV,⊙ + 21.572 − 2.5 log µ(LV,⊙ pc−2) , (3)

withMV,⊙ = 4.81 mag the absolute visual magnitude of the Sun.
The resulting value was then converted into a stellar surface den-
sity by translating luminosity into stellar mass. This was done by
adopting a uniform stellar mass-to-V-band-light ratio of 5ΥV,⊙,
the same value used by Rudick et al. (2011) in their simulated
galaxy clusters to account for the older stellar populations char-
acteristic of galaxy associations. This yields a 2D stellar mass
density threshold of 4.5 M⊙ pc−2, which we applied to all stel-
lar particles across snapshots from our 100 group runs to trace
the evolution of the IGL. As Rudick et al. emphasize, one im-
plication of taking a constant density threshold to identify the
IGL at all cosmic times is that we are excluding the effects of
stellar evolution from the dynamical evolution of this compo-
nent. The density estimation is obtained by means of the nearest
neighbour particle estimation in both 2D and 3D versions. The
selected KDtree algorithm was the efficient Fortran-tree software
implemented by Li Dong7 and in our case, we searched until the
50th nearest particle.

Once IGL particles were identified in our simulations, we
separated them from the rest of the light in each one of the
group images and used the remaining particles to determine,
with the aid of the centroid-based Mean-Shift unsupervised al-
gorithm (see, e.g. Carreira-Perpiñán 2015), the 3D position of
the centroids of individual galaxies. This algorithm operates on
the principle of moving each particle towards the mode, or peak
density, within a specified radius, an iterative process that contin-
ues until the points converge to a local maximum of the density
function. The candidate local maxima are then filtered in a post-
processing stage to eliminate near-duplicates to form the final set
of centroids, therefore obviating the need to predict the number
7 https://github.com/dongli/fortran-kdtree
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of galaxies in each snapshot beforehand. The number of galaxies
in any given snapshot corresponds to the count of maxima iden-
tified at the end of this procedure. Both the kernel bandwidth
parameter, which determines the window size for galaxy iden-
tification, and the galaxy centroids, were estimated using only
the luminous particles located in the densest regions of the snap-
shots. This minimizes the problems that can potentially affect
the identification of galaxies due to the strong overlap that their
outer regions may register in advanced mergers. After some ex-
perimentation with different density thresholds in the first half
(chronologically speaking) of our experiments, we found that
this galaxy finding algorithm performed optimally when applied
to luminous particles with 3D local densities exceeding the 65th
percentile of their ranked distribution of densities in a snapshot.
We have verified that with this setup, the positions and number
of galaxies retrieved with the Mean-Shift clustering algorithm
are closely aligned with those produced by the SExtractor soft-
ware (Bertin & Arnouts 1996) in any of the images that can be
constructed from the three orthogonal projections of the snap-
shots.

After determining the centroids of all galaxies in the group
images, we redistributed the luminous particles that were not
classified as IGL among the galaxies to determine their stellar
masses. To assign non-IGL particles to individual objects, we
applied a recursive procedure based on the linking strength, fi,
between each particle and each centroid, defined by the empiri-
cal relation:

fi ≡
mi

r4
i

, (4)

where mi represents the stellar mass of galaxy i and ri is the
3D distance of the particle from the galaxy’s centroid8. In the
first step, mi was replaced by the luminous mass of the galaxy’s
densest inner region, defined, in accordance with the method
used to identify galaxy centroids, as the mass within the re-
gion surrounding the galaxy that encompasses the top 35% of
luminous particles with the highest local densities. In the sec-
ond step, the remaining non-IGL particles were allocated to the
galaxy whose centroid yielded the highest value of fi. After dis-
tributing the 65% of non-IGL particles with the lowest local
densities among the galaxies, the linking strengths were recal-
culated. At this stage, the mi represents the total stellar mass of
the galaxy i, determined by summing the masses of all assigned
non-IGL particles, which we subsequently ranked in descend-
ing order. This second step was repeated iteratively until con-
vergence was achieved. Note that projecting the 3D spatial data
from the snapshots onto the Cartesian planes effectively triples
the sample size for the majority of the parameters under investi-
gation (see Sec. 3). This approach also offers rudimentary yet
valuable insights into the variance within the simulated data,
arising from factors such as object identification, potential con-
tamination from nearby companions, and projection effects9.

The attentive reader will have noticed a potential inconsis-
tency between our definitions of IGL and the strategy we have
just followed to determine the total luminous mass of galaxies.
We have defined the IGL using a 2D surface density threshold
to facilitate direct comparisons with observational data, which is

8 The fourth power in r is chosen to ensure fast convergence of the
procedure.
9 The number of particles associated with the galaxies and IGL can
vary in a non-monotonic way from one snapshot to the next as a result
of the stochastic tidal interactions and mergers that take place during
the gravitational collapse of the groups.

Table 1: LOS-dependent group properties measured at z = 0.

Property XY plane∗ XZ plane∗ YZ plane∗

σgrp (km s−1) 155+33
−50 145+46

−35 149+48
−40

R̄gal (kpc) 294+169
−68 305+165

−76 332+141
−98

fIGL (%) 11.4+1.5
−1.7 11.1+2.1

−1.5 11.3+1.6
−1.6

MIGL (1010 M⊙) 9.83+2.87
−2.75 9.78+3.82

−2.68 9.90+3.6
−2.71

(*) Orthogonal projections; quoted values are medians and interquartile
ranges.

our primary focus. In contrast, defining the IGL as the 3D stellar
material not associated with galaxies would introduce variability
in the projected maximum density of this component, complicat-
ing comparisons between simulations and observations. Prelimi-
nary tests have confirmed that this inconsistency has a negligible
impact on our results10.

3. Selected group properties

We have measured a series of parameters from all images gener-
ated by projecting the snapshots in which we divided our group
simulations onto the three Cartesian planes defined by the coor-
dinate axes. These properties include Mgrp, M⋆, the total mass-
to-luminous mass ratio, Mgrp/M⋆, the total mass of the IGL,
MIGL, the IGL fraction, fIGL ≡ MIGL/M⋆, as well as the mass-
weighted velocity dispersion of the group from the equation

σgrp =

√√√
1

Mgal

Ngal∑
i=1

mi(vi − v̄)2 , (5)

where vi is the line-of-sight (LOS) component of the velocity of
the i-th galaxy, v̄ the mass-weighted velocity of the centroid of
the galaxy distribution

v̄ =
1

Mgal

Ngal∑
i=1

mivi , (6)

and Mgal =
∑

i mi is the total luminous mass in galaxies. We also
infer a representative scale radius for each galaxy group image
in the form of the mass-weighted observed mean separation be-
tween galaxies given by the equation

R̄gal =
2

M2
gal

Ngal−1∑
i< j

Ngal∑
j=i+1

mim jri j , (7)

with ri j, the projected separation between galaxy pairs. Table 1
lists the key summary statistics for the distributions of the four
group properties at z = 0 that exhibit variations depending on the
line of sight, measured across all three orthogonal projections.

Finally, we have introduced two parameters that iden-
tify the different types of first-ranked galaxies hosted by our

10 The typical difference between the total mass in stellar particles in-
cluded in each simulation and the luminous mass we measure from
combining the IGL particles (identified using a 2D surface density
threshold) with those associated with galaxies (identified using a 3D
linking length) is around 1%.
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groups. These parameters compare the luminous masses of the
three largest group members, expressed in the familiar form
of magnitude differences between the first and second-ranked
galaxy11, ∆M2−1, and between the second and third-ranked
galaxy ∆M3−2. We calculate these differences by converting the
corresponding galaxy masses into K-band magnitudes, assuming
a stellar mass-to-light ratio of one ΥK,⊙.

4. Results

We open this section with a summary of the ex-situ growth of
the IGL in our simulations, juxtaposing our findings with prior
observational and theoretical studies on the abundance of this
component. A comprehensive analysis of the cosmic evolution
of both the fractional abundance and total mass of the IGL dur-
ing the early formation phase of low-mass galaxy groups will
be presented in a forthcoming paper (Bilata-Woldeyes et al., in
preparation).

4.1. Growth of IGL in the earliest stages of group assembly

4 6 8 10 12 14
Cosmic Time [Ga]

2.0

1.8
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lo
g 

f IG
L

Interquartile range
Median (z ~ 0.85)

Fig. 3: Growth of the IGL fraction over cosmic time in our simu-
lated groups. The blue band represents the interquartile range of
the temporal variation in the distribution of log( fIGL) in the last
∼10 Ga of the runs, with the central solid line indicating the evo-
lution of the median value. The vertical solid and dashed lines
mark, respectively, the Q2, and Q1 and Q3 quartiles of the distri-
bution of turnaround times, when the groups reach their largest
non-expanding scale around the centre of gravity.

As shown in Fig. 3, fIGL begins to grow ∼ 2 Ga after the
start of the simulations. Notably, while the initial relative growth
of IGL is faster and approximately linear, the majority of this
diffuse and faint component forms after the groups reach their
turnaround epoch (at a median redshift z̄ta ∼ 0.85 in our simu-
lations), aligning with findings from previous studies (Murante
et al. 2007; Rudick et al. 2011; Burke et al. 2015; Solanes et al.
2016). Beyond this point, the ongoing hierarchical collapse of
these systems shortens intergalactic distances, increasing the fre-
quency and intensity of gravitational interactions and enhanc-
ing the efficiency of stellar stripping among member galaxies
(e.g. DeMaio et al. 2015; Jiménez-Teja et al. 2018; DeMaio
et al. 2018; Jiménez-Teja et al. 2019). The quartiles of the dis-
tribution of the total ex-situ IGL mass generated in our runs

11 First-ranked galaxies (m1) are the most massive galaxies in the group
in terms of stellar mass. Those with a magnitude gap with respect to the
second most massive object (m2) above a certain threshold are consid-
ered true BGGs (see Sec. 4.2).
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Fig. 4: Cumulative distribution of the ex-situ IGL fraction in our
group sample at z = 0, measured across all three orthogonal pro-
jections. IGL particles along the lines of sight passing through
galaxies are excluded, resulting in a slight underestimation of
the IGL fraction and mass which introduces a mild variation in
the assessment of this component from different viewing angles.
See Table 1 for the location and scale parameters of the corre-
sponding PDFs.

at z = 0, measured along the three orthogonal projections, are
(Q1,Q2,Q3) = (7, 10, 13) × 1010 M⊙, while the corresponding
IGL fractions range between ∼ 6–18%, with a median value
of 11.3% (see Fig. 4 and Table 1). These ex-situ fractions can
be contrasted with the total diffuse light fractions reported in
previous both observational and theoretical studies. For exam-
ple, while Watkins et al. (2014) found no detectable IGL in
the low-mass Leo I group, Hartke et al. (2020) reported a low
limit for the IGL fraction of approximately 4%, whereas Ra-
gusa et al. (2022) measured 17%, all using surface brightness-
based estimates but with varying bands and depths. Likewise,
Girardi et al. (2023) measured a fIGL ∼ 20% in a virialized
group with a mass of ∼ 6 × 1013 M⊙ detected in the foreground
of the MACS0329 galaxy cluster.¡ Conversely, estimates of the
diffuse light fraction in the Coma cluster by Jiménez-Teja et al.
(2019) range from ∼ 7–21%, depending on the filter used, while
for the Virgo cluster fractions between ∼ 7 and 15% were re-
ported in the V band (e.g. Mihos et al. 2017). In the local uni-
verse (z ≲ 0.05), studies of IGL in multiple compact groups by
Da Rocha & Mendes de Oliveira (2005) and Da Rocha et al.
(2008) reported fractions ranging from 0 to 50%. Additionally,
Ragusa et al. (2023) compiled data from a homogeneous sample
of 22 galaxy groups and clusters, finding fIGL ∼ 5–45%, with a
best-fit value of approximately 18% within the virial mass range
covered by our simulations. At higher redshifts (z ∼ 0.2–0.5),
the fractions of intracluster light tend to fall between ∼ 5 and
35%, varying with the cluster dynamics and filters applied (e.g.
Sampaio-Santos et al. 2021; Martínez-Lombilla et al. 2023). For
their part, N-body simulations of galaxy clusters that apply the
SB cutoff method with thresholds similar to ours have reported
intergalactic light fractions around 10–15% in evolved systems
(Rudick et al. 2006, 2011). Taking into account the significant
differences in the detection methodologies and field extensions,
as well as in the masses and dynamical histories of the galaxy
systems investigated, we conclude that the results of our simula-
tions are reasonably consistent with the fractional abundances of
diffuse light reported across these studies.
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Table 2: Group classes according to BGG content.

Group class Definition Fraction
Single-BGG ∆M2−1 ≥ 0.75 mag 0.38

Double-BGG
∆M2−1 < 0.5 mag
∆M3−2 ≥ 0.75 mag

0.16

Non-BGG
∆M2−1 < 0.75 mag
∆M3−2 < 0.75 mag

0.46

4.2. BGG-based classification of groups

We now turn our attention to the classification of groups based
on the presence or absence of a dominant brightest group galaxy
(BGG). This classification is informed by visual inspection of
group images, which reveals that each realization of the initial
conditions in our group model gives rise to a diverse range of
assembly paths. These evolutionary paths leave distinct imprints
on the number and relative sizes of the group galaxies, particu-
larly the top-ranked members, at the end of the runs.

Using the magnitude gaps described in Sec. 3, we define a
subset of groups, termed single-BGG groups, as those that at
z = 0 host a clearly dominant galaxy that is at least 0.75 mag-
nitudes brighter than the next brightest member12. This single-
BGG class comprises 38% of the group images at the end of the
simulations, with a significant fraction (14% of all images) ex-
hibiting extreme magnitude gaps ∆M2−1 ≥ 1.7 mag, character-
istic of fossil groups (Raouf et al. 2016). On the other hand, 16%
of our systems are classified as double-BGG groups, defined by
the conditions ∆M2−1 < 0.5 mag and ∆M3−2 ≥ 0.75 mag, to
indicate the presence of a pair of bright galaxies that stand out
from the rest of group members. The remaining 46% of the z = 0
images correspond to groups termed non-BGG since they have
both ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−2 < 0.75 mag. These latter systems, often
the most massive (see Sec. 4.4.1), typically exhibit multiple on-
going mergers but lack truly dominant objects. See also Table 2
and the examples of each group class depicted in Fig 2.

4.3. Group properties according to BGG class

We next show the relative probabilities and associated uncertain-
ties that a given group property takes on a certain value accord-
ing to the BGG class of the group. The properties depicted in the
four panels of Fig. 5 are, from top to bottom, (the logarithms of
the) total system mass, total stellar mass, group velocity disper-
sion, and mean intergalactic separation. The colour bands show-
ing the fractional abundances of the group classes have been
calculated using a multicategory logistic model, known as the
baseline-category logit, that employs all three BGG classes at
once by defining the odds of the outcome in one class compared
to the others (Agresti 2012) as implemented in the Python pack-
age Bambi (Capretto et al. 2022). The response probability for a
given category is obtained using the general formula

πj =
exp (βj0 + βj1x1 + βj2x2 + ... + βjpxp)∑c

h=1 exp (βh0 + βh1x1 + βh2x2 + ... + βhpxp)
, j = 1, . . . , c

12 To our knowledge, the literature lacks a standardized definition for
the minimum magnitude gap that identifies BGGs. Our chosen thresh-
old reflects established conventions and is optimized to produce group
subclasses with distinctly different behaviours in the correlations exam-
ined.
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Fig. 5: Probability that a given group parameter takes on a cer-
tain value by BGG class. From top to bottom: total system mass,
total stellar mass, velocity dispersion, and mean projected in-
tergalactic separation. Shaded bands show interquartile ranges
for single-BGG (blue), double-BGG (orange), and non-BGG
(green) groups, with solid lines indicating medians.
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Fig. 6: (a)–(b) Logarithm of the IGL mass and (c)–(d) IGL fraction plotted, respectively, against the ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−1 magnitude
gaps of the BGG. (e) The IGL fraction vs the logarithm of the IGL mass. In panels (a)–(e) blue stars represent single-BGG groups,
for which ∆M2−1 ≥ 0.75 mag, orange diamonds denote double-BGG groups, with ∆M2−1 ≤ 0.5 mag and ∆M3−2 ≥ 0.75 mag,
while green circles correspond to non-BGG groups, where both ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−2 are less than 0.75 mag indicating the absence
of a clearly dominant BGG. The solid lines and shaded bands in these panels illustrate, following the same colour scheme, linear
fits and their associated uncertainties for each BGG subset. The fits are included to highlight the moderately strong positive linear
correlation (Pearson’s r = 0.46 and r = 0.49, respectively) that exists between fIGL and ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−1 for the single-BGG
group subset (panels c and d), as well as the mild positive relationship (r = 0.33) observed between fIGL and ∆M3−1 for the double-
BGG group subset (panel d). Since the magnitude gaps are view-independent, data in all these panels are limited to single-axis
projections of the z = 0 snapshots for clarity, showing only measurements in the XY plane. (f) Same as Fig. 5, but for the IGL
fraction at z = 0. In this case, the probabilities are derived from the 300 measurements of fIGL obtained using the three orthogonal
projections.

(8)

where c denotes the total number of categories or classes (c = 3
in our case), xi are the p values of one of the explanatory vari-
ables mentioned above that sample its distribution, and β ji the
coefficients of the multinomial logistic regression model. The
sum of the responsive probabilities of all the categories must be
one, i.e.

∑
j πj = 1.

The main result of this comparison is the contrasting be-
haviour between single-BGG groups and non-BGG systems
across all properties examined within the ranges covered by
our simulations. Single-BGG groups show the highest fractional
abundance at the lower end of the distributions for total and stel-
lar group mass, group velocity dispersion, and projected inter-
galactic separation. Conversely, the highest values of all these
parameters are the heritage of non-BGG systems. Double-BGG
systems, on the other hand, exhibit a much more neutral be-
haviour, with fractional abundances showing minimal variations:
decreasing slightly with increasing total mass and velocity dis-
persion and raising marginally with higher stellar mass and in-
tergalactic separation.

At this point, however, it is important to emphasize that the
presence or absence of a distinct BGG does not appear to signifi-
cantly influence either the total amount of diffuse light produced
or its resulting fraction. This is best illustrated in panels (a)–(d)

of Fig. 6, which show the ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−1 magnitude gaps
as a function of the total mass and fraction of this component
for the three BGG group classes. As these graphs demonstrate,
all BGG group types exhibit a comparable range of log(MIGL),
although the most extreme values are found in non-BGG groups.
Similarly, the range of fIGL values is fairly consistent across the
three categories, although single-BGG groups show, on average,
slightly higher fractions of diffuse light compared to the other
two classes. Single-BGG groups also exhibit moderately strong
positive linear correlations between fIGL and ∆M2−1 and ∆M3−1
magnitude gaps, with Pearson’s r = 0.46 and r = 0.49, respec-
tively. In double-BGG groups, however, this positive relationship
(r = 0.33) is observed only with respect to ∆M3−1. By contrast,
in non-BGG groups, the IGL fraction shows no significant cor-
relation with either magnitude gap, just as with happens with the
null dependence of the total IGL mass and these gaps across all
group types. On the other hand, panel (e) of Fig. 6 shows that
the moderately strong positive linear correlation that exists be-
tween the fraction and mass of IGL produced by the groups is
largely independent of their BGG classification (r = 0.52 for the
entire group sample). Additionally, the response probability of
the logarithm of the IGL fraction, depicted in panel (f), further
underscores the contrasting behaviours of single-BGG and non-
BGG group classes. Single-BGG groups dominate at the upper

Article number, page 8 of 14



B. Bilata-Woldeyes et al.: Growth of Ex-situ Diffuse Intragroup Light

Table 3: Correlations∗ between group properties at z = 0.

X Y a b r t p
Mgrp MIGL 0.92 −1.22 0.68 16.20 1.0
M⋆ MIGL 1.03 −1.31 0.87 30.16 1.0
Mgrp/M⋆ MIGL −0.87 12.20 −0.44 8.40 1.0
m1 MIGL 0.55 4.72 0.62 13.50 1.0
σgrp MIGL 0.10 10.77 0.10 1.79 0.96
R̄gal MIGL 0.15 10.61 0.17 3.06 0.99
Mgrp fIGL 0.006 −1.02 0.01 0.15 0.56
M⋆ fIGL 0.03 −1.28 0.05 0.82 0.79
Mgrp/M⋆ fIGL −0.07 −0.86 −0.07 1.15 0.87
m1 fIGL 0.13 −2.41 0.29 5.25 0.99
σgrp fIGL −0.16 −0.60 −0.33 6.10 1.0
R̄gal fIGL −0.09 −0.75 −0.18 3.23 0.99
Mgrp m1 0.24 8.30 0.16 1.58 0.94
M⋆ m1 0.74 2.59 0.56 6.62 1.0
Mgrp/M⋆ m1 −1.57 13.64 −0.70 9.66 1.0
σgrp m1 −0.31 12.14 −0.28 5.03 0.99
R̄gal m1 0.03 11.40 0.03 0.46 0.68

(*) Correlations are of the form log(Y) = a log(X) + b.
Notes: X and Y - group properties, a – slope, b – intercept, r – Pearson’s
correlation coefficient, t – Student’s t value, p – probability that the
logarithms of the two parameters are linearly correlated when the null
hypothesis is true.

limit of fIGL values, while non-BGG groups are more prevalent
at the lower end. Consistent with previous findings, the relative
abundance of double-BGG systems shows, by contrast, minimal
variation, with only a slight decline as fIGL increases.

4.4. Correlations between group properties at z = 0

In this section, we investigate the relationships between the vari-
ous group properties defined in Section 3 and the mass and frac-
tion of the IGL, as well as the stellar mass of the first-ranked
group galaxy, at the end of the simulations. Our aim is to assess
whether the early stages of group assembly lead to relationships
that can be modelled using linear regressions on log-log plots,
effectively testing whether the pairs of variables constituting the
arguments consistently follow a power law, and therefore exhibit
scale invariance over the relatively narrow ranges of values ex-
plored13. Table 3 summarizes the outcome of the statistical tests
conducted, showing that in all cases the p-values of observing a
non-zero log-log linear correlation exceed 0.5.

4.4.1. Mass and fraction of IGL versus other group properties

As shown in Table 3 (see also Fig. 7), MIGL exhibits a very high
likelihood of linear correlation (p > 0.95) with all the group
parameters investigated when plotted on logarithmic axes. The
strongest positive correlations of this parameter, ranked in de-
scending order, are with the total stellar mass (r = 0.87), total
system mass (r = 0.68), and the mass of the first-ranked galaxy
(r = 0.62). There is also a fourth relatively strong correlation in-
volving the total mass-to-stellar mass ratio, which in this case is
negative, reflected in a Pearson’s r of −0.44. The negative slope
of this relationship indicates that groups with higher dark matter
content (or, equivalently, lower stellar fraction) tend to produce
13 Due to this limitation, a straight-line on a log–log plot is a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition to warrant a power-law relationship at all
scales.

smaller amounts of diffuse stellar light. Notably, three of these
four log-log regression models align closely with the linear scal-
ing of the arguments: positive for the independent variables Mgrp
and M⋆, and negative for Mgrp/M⋆. In contrast, we find that m1
follows a positive sublinear relationship (a = 0.55) with MIGL
(Fig. 7d), implying that the two components grow at different
rates. While this result does not rule out the possibility that the
formation of BGGs occurs in parallel with the build-up of dif-
fuse stellar light, the non-linearity of the relationship suggests
that galaxies other than the BGG may significantly contribute to
the growth of diffuse light (see, e.g. Murante et al. 2007; DeMaio
et al. 2015). This conclusion is further supported by the pres-
ence of substantial diffuse intergalactic light in some non-BGG
groups. Additionally, Figs. 7a–b provide evidence that non-BGG
groups are, on average, more massive and contain higher total
stellar masses than their single and double-BGG counterparts.

In sharp contrast, the linear correlations involving fIGL in
logarithmic space are weak at best or, simply, non-existent.
Among the former, the strongest are with m1 (r = 0.29) and
σgrp (r = −0.33), as shown in Fig. 8. Additionally, we find that
the linear trend in panel (a) is driven by the BGG-hosting groups
(both single and double), which exhibit moderate correlations
(r = 0.32 and 0.35, respectively), whereas in non-BGG groups
the IGL fraction is virtually uncorrelated (r = 0.14) with the
mass of the first-ranked galaxy. On the other hand, the negative
slope of the fIGL–σgrp relation (Fig. 8b) hints, despite the weak-
ness of the correlation, at an increased efficiency of gravitational
forces in stripping material from galaxy discs when the interac-
tions among group galaxies are slower (see, e.g. Mihos 2003;
Sohn et al. 2016).

The remaining correlations in which fIGL participates can be
considered negligible, since all have |r| ≤ 0.20. Notably, our sim-
ulations show a complete absence of any relationship between
this variable and both the total group mass (r = 0.01) and the
total stellar mass (r = 0.05), which is also reflected in the asso-
ciated p-values, which are among the lowest inferred (0.56 and
0.79, respectively). These results align with numerous previous
studies (e.g. Sampaio-Santos et al. 2021; Montes 2022; Ragusa
et al. 2023; Contreras-Santos et al. 2024), especially concerning
the lack of correlation of fIGL with total system mass (e.g. Dolag
et al. 2010; Henriques & Thomas 2010; Contini et al. 2014;
Burke et al. 2015; Alonso Asensio et al. 2020). Nevertheless,
there is no total consensus on the absence of such a connection,
as some studies report a positive relationship between fIGL and
Mgrp (e.g. Murante et al. 2007; Henden et al. 2019), while oth-
ers suggest that a mild negative correlation exists (e.g. Cui et al.
2014); see also the review by Contini (2021).

4.4.2. Mass of first-ranked galaxies versus other group
properties

Similar to the IGL mass, m1 exhibits a very high likelihood of
linear correlation in logarithmic space (p ≥ 0.94) with nearly
all group parameters examined, except for the group scale ra-
dius, R̄gal, where p drops to 0.68 and the Pearson’s correlation
coefficient r approaches zero (see Table 3). The two strongest
correlations of m1 are with the total mass-to-stellar mass ratio
(r = −0.70) and with the total luminous mass (r = 0.56; see
also Fig. 9a). Conversely, we find a practically insignificant pos-
itive correlation (r = 0.16) between the logarithms of m1 and
Mgrp, which appears to conflict with recent studies suggesting a
stronger relationship (e.g. Sohn et al. 2020). This lack of corre-
lation could be attributed either to the relatively narrow range of
total group masses explored in our simulations or, more likely, to
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Fig. 7: Scatter plots of MIGL against the four group properties with which this parameter is more strongly correlated, all measured
at z = 0 (see Table 3). These properties are: (a) total system mass (Mgrp), (b) total stellar mass (M⋆), (c) total mass-to-stellar mass
ratio (Mgrp/M⋆), and (d) mass of the first-ranked galaxy (m1). Symbols for data points correspond to those used in Fig. 6. Since the
values of all these four properties are unaffected by the viewing direction, we only include, for clarity, the data points corresponding
to the projections onto the XY plane. The grey solid lines and shaded bands represent the linear relationships and their associated
1σ uncertainties calculated for each pair of parameters. The corresponding values of the Pearson’s correlation coefficients r are
provided in each panel.
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Fig. 8: Same as Fig. 7, but for the correlation of fIGL with (a) the mass of the first-ranked galaxy (m1) and (b) the internal velocity
dispersion of the groups (σgrp). Unlike the correlations depicted in panel (a) and in Figs. 6 and 7, each group in panel (b) is
represented by three points, corresponding to three independent measurements on the Cartesian planes.

the highly unrelaxed state of the systems under investigation. In
fact, when we exclude from these calculations the groups that ap-
parently are less dynamically evolved, i.e. those lacking a clear
BGG, the linear correlation between the logarithms of m1 and
Mgrp strengthens to a moderate level (r = 0.42), and exhibits a
slope a = 0.55 indicative of a positive sublinear relationship be-
tween these two variables in linear space (see Fig. 9b). The two
panels of Fig. 9 also show that, for groups with the same total

mass, whether stellar or global, first-ranked galaxies are system-
atically less massive in systems without a clear BGG.

4.5. Quantifying the agreement between IGL and total mass
density distributions

Recent observational studies of diffuse light in clusters (Jee
2010; Montes & Trujillo 2019; Contini & Gu 2020; Yoo et al.
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Fig. 10: Probability that the metric d measuring the fractional
distance between the radial surface density profiles of total mass
and IGL takes on a certain value by BGG class.

2022) have gathered growing evidence that diffuse intergalactic
light serves as a reliable tracer of the total mass distribution in
galaxy systems, regardless of their dynamical state. To assess
the robustness of this finding and identify potential limitations,
we have generated and compared the radial distributions of the
azimuthally averaged surface density profiles for both the IGL
and the total mass in each one of the three orthogonal projec-
tions of our simulated groups at z = 0. The radial surface density
profiles were computed by dividing the particles into 25 circular
rings, spanning from the groups’ centre of mass to the maximum
projected group-centric radius reached by the diffuse light. The
bin boundaries were determined using a geometric sequence, en-
suring a progressively decreasing number of particles per bin,
with the final bin containing 10% of the particles in the first bin.
This approach yields relatively uniform bin spacing, as long as
the densest central regions and most diluted outer regions of the
groups are excluded. Specifically, we omit the 5% of IGL par-
ticles nearest to and farthest from the centre, which defines the
minimum (Rmin) and maximum (Rmax) radii of the density pro-
files for both the IGL and the total system mass. Therefore, we
have:

an = a1η
n−1 = a1γ

n−1
Nbin−1 , n = 1, . . . ,Nbin (9)

where an is the number of particles of each component in the nth

bin of the sequence, Nbin is the total number of bins (25), and
η < 1 is the common ratio defined from the adopted fraction of
particles between the last bin and the first one, γ = 0.1. The fact
that the total number of particles between Rmin and Rmax must
satisfy the formula for the sum of a finite geometric sequence:

S Nbin = a1

(
1 − ηNbin

1 − η

)
, (10)

is used to determine the number of particles a1 in the first bin
and to subsequently calculate the number of particles an in the
remaining circular bins from eq. (9). The surface density pro-
files are obtained by linearly interpolating the measured surface
densities in each bin.

The discrepancy between the surface density profiles of the
total system mass and IGL mass for individual groups has been
quantified through a metric inspired by those used in shape-
matching

d(X,Y) = 100 ×med
(∣∣∣∣∣∣ log Y∗(Rb) − log X(Rb)

log X(Rb)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
)
, (11)

where the X(Rb) and Y(Rb) subsets represent, respectively, the
binned radial profiles of the total and IGL mass, and Rb is the
projected group-centric bin radius. The asterisk on the tracer sur-
face density profile indicates that this profile has to be renormal-
ized so that its integral matches that of the total mass profile of
the system within the region of the group where reliable mea-
surements of both profiles can be made. An interesting property
of this ’distance’ is that it provides a direct quantification of the
fractional difference between the shapes of the datasets that are
being compared. Besides, the use of the median of the local dis-
tances makes the outcome fully robust to outliers.

The median (Q2) of the distribution of distances between
surface density profiles arising from the three orthogonal pro-
jections of our simulated groups is 21%, with Q1 = 12.5% and
Q3 = 31.9%. Overall, two-thirds of the groups exhibit notable
similarities between the radial surface density profiles of the
IGL and the total system mass, with d < 25%. Based on their
BGG classification, non-BGG groups generally show smaller
distances compared to single-BGG groups, whereas double-
BGG systems, as observed in previously analysed parameters,
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Fig. 11: Radial surface density profiles for the IGL (red) and total system mass (blue) from one orthogonal projection of 16 individual
groups, categorized as either single-BGG, double-BGG or non-BGG. The first two columns on the left display groups with d < 20%,
while the two columns on the right correspond to groups with d > 25%, except for the last row, which presents double-BGG groups
obeying these same constraints on d.
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Fig. 12: Total system mass and IGL surface density profiles of four different groups (from left to right) along the three orthogonal
projections of their respective z = 0 snapshots. The d-value measuring the ’percentage difference’ between both profiles (see text)
is included in each panel.

display a relatively neutral trend, with only a slight tendency to-
ward larger d values (see Fig. 10). Examples of individual group
profiles with d values below 20% and above 25% are presented
in Fig. 11. In Fig. 12, we compare the total system mass and IGL
surface density profiles of four groups across the three orthogo-
nal projections of their z = 0 snapshots. This figure highlights
that viewing direction affects not only the values of d but also
the shape of the profiles, reflecting the typically anisotropic dis-
tribution of matter in these systems.

We have also measured the difference between the maximum
and minimum d-values, ∆d, inferred from the three orthogonal
projections of each group to explicitly account for the effects
of projection on the fractional differences between the surface
density profiles. As Fig. 13 shows, this parameter, which is posi-
tively correlated with d, has a weak positive correlation with the

mean galaxy separation (r = 0.31) and a weak negative corre-
lation with the group velocity dispersion (r = −0.34), and by
extension, with the total system mass. In addition, when groups
are categorized by their BGG class, we find that the latter cor-
relation holds only for groups hosting a BGG, as for non-BGG
groups the Pearson’s correlation coefficient becomes basically
null (r = −0.05); see panel b. This figure further illustrates that,
while the similarity between the surface density profiles of the
IGL and total mass depends on viewing direction, projection-
related differences in d remain relatively moderate, averaging
between ∼ 5–25% across the parameter range explored, with
non-BGG groups consistently exhibiting lower ∆d values, which
rarely exceed 25%, compared to their single-BGG counterparts.
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Fig. 13: Same as Fig. 7, but for the correlation of ∆d with (a) the mean galaxy separation (R̄gal) and (b) the group internal velocity
dispersion (σgrp). The additional linear fit in panel (b) represented by the green solid line and the shaded band is drawn to illustrate
the virtually null linear correlation (r = −0.05) that exists between log(∆d) and log(σgrp) for non-BGG groups.

5. Summary and Conclusions

In this work, we conducted 100 cosmologically consistent, con-
trolled numerical simulations of low-mass (∼ 1–5 × 1013 M⊙)
galaxy groups, tracing their early formation from z = 3, when
they behave as expanding overdensities, through the comple-
tion of their initial non-linear gravitational collapse at z = 0.
These simulations aim to investigate the production of ex-situ
diffuse intergalactic light in these common, dense galaxy aggre-
gates, generated by the strong gravitational interactions among
member galaxies that take place during the early stages of group
assembly. To distinguish galactic from intergalactic starlight,
we applied the widely used technique of setting an upper sur-
face brightness limit for the latter. In our simulations, this was
achieved by imposing a cutoff in the projected stellar density
corresponding to a surface brightness level of 26.5 mag arcsec−2

in the V band, a threshold commonly adopted in the literature.
After identifying the IGL, we examined the influence of various
group parameters on its formation by looking for correlations
between them and the fraction and total mass of this component,
as well as the role played by the brightest group galaxies in this
whole process. Notably, one of the key innovation of this study
is the discovery that the trends in IGL properties are closely tied
to the presence or absence of a dominant galaxy. By subdividing
our group sample based on whether a BGG was present at the
end of our simulations, we were able to uncover subtle nuances
that would have otherwise been obscured when considering the
group sample as a whole. Additionally, we explored the potential
of using the IGL as a luminous tracer for the total matter distri-
bution in galaxy aggregations, like the ones studied here, that are
far from dynamical equilibrium. A summary of our main results
follows:

– The IGL begins to form in substantial amounts after the
turnaround epoch, which in our simulations occurs at a me-
dian redshift of ∼ 0.85, and keeps growing steadily with
cosmic time until galaxy groups reach maximum compres-
sion around the end of the simulations at z = 0. The ex-situ
IGL fractions produced by our simulated groups in this stage
range from ∼ 6 to 18%, with a median value of 11.3%.

– Examination of the fractional abundances across the different
BGG classes of the groups, in relation to both various phys-
ical properties (total system mass, total stellar mass, veloc-
ity dispersion, mean projected intergalactic separation, and
IGL fraction), and the fractional distance between the radial

surface density profiles of total mass and IGL, reveals con-
sistently opposing behaviours between single-BGG groups
and non-BGG systems for all parameters analysed. Double-
BGG systems, by contrast, exhibit a rather neutral behaviour,
with minimal variations in their relative abundance within
the ranges of parameter values covered by the simulations.

– The mass of IGL is strongly positively correlated with the
total stellar mass of the group (r = 0.87), following an essen-
tially linear relationship. However, the IGL fraction is com-
pletely independent of this property.

– While our findings suggest that the growth of the IGL par-
allels the development of the first-ranked group galaxy, its
formation is not solely tied to the build-up of a dominant
BGG, as significant amounts of diffuse intergalactic light are
also observed in some non-BGG groups.

– The weak negative correlation between the IGL fraction and
the internal velocity dispersion shown by our groups sup-
ports previous findings that low-velocity gravitational en-
counters between member galaxies enhance IGL formation
by increasing the effectiveness of interactions.

– Our simulations confirm that the IGL serves as a reliable
tracer of the total gravitational potential in galaxy groups,
even when such systems are far from dynamical equilibrium.
In two-thirds of our runs the radial surface density profiles of
the IGL and total mass align closely, with fractional discrep-
ancies below 25%. This agreement persists across groups of
all types, but is most noticeable in those lacking a BGG, as
well as in more compact, massive, and high-velocity disper-
sion systems. However, our experiments also reveal that the
degree of alignment is affected by projection effects and the
spatial anisotropy inherent to galaxy aggregations, particu-
larly in dynamically unrelaxed systems, therefore underscor-
ing its dependence on the viewing direction.

Acknowledgements. The authors express their gratitude to the anonymous ref-
eree for insightful comments and constructive feedback, which have greatly
contributed to improving the quality and clarity of this work. We also ex-
tend our thanks to Yolanda Jiménez-Teja for engaging discussions on some
aspects of this study. Financial support from the Spanish state agency
MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and by ’ERDF A way of making Eu-
rope’ funds through research grants PID2022-140871NB-C21 and PID2022-
140871NB-C22 is also acknowledged. This work has been also partially sup-
ported by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 through the Centre of Excellence
Severo Ochoa’s award for the Instituto de Astrofísica de Andalucía under con-
tract CEX2021-001131-S and the Centre of Excellence María de Maeztu’s award
for the Institut de Ciències del Cosmos at the Universitat de Barcelona under con-
tract CEX2019–000918–M. BBW acknowledges funding from the pre-doctoral
fellowship PRE2020-093715 associated with the SEV–2017–0709 project.

Article number, page 13 of 14



A&A proofs: manuscript no. woldeyes_b

References
Agresti, A. 2012, Categorical data analysis, Vol. 792 (John Wiley & Sons)
Ahvazi, N., Sales, L. V., Navarro, J. F., et al. 2024, The Open Journal of Astro-

physics, 7, 111
Alonso Asensio, I., Dalla Vecchia, C., Bahé, Y. M., Barnes, D. J., & Kay, S. T.

2020, MNRAS, 494, 1859
Barfety, C., Valin, F.-A., Webb, T. M. A., et al. 2022, ApJ, 930, 25
Bertin, E. & Arnouts, S. 1996, A&AS, 117, 393
Boylan-Kolchin, M., Springel, V., White, S. D. M., & Jenkins, A. 2010, MNRAS,

406, 896
Brough, S., Ahad, S. L., Bahé, Y. M., et al. 2024, MNRAS, 528, 771
Burke, C., Collins, C. A., Stott, J. P., & Hilton, M. 2012, MNRAS, 425, 2058
Burke, C., Hilton, M., & Collins, C. 2015, MNRAS, 449, 2353
Capretto, T., Piho, C., Kumar, R., et al. 2022, Journal of Statistical Software,

103, 1–29
Carreira-Perpiñán, M. Á. 2015, in Handbook of Cluster Analysis, 384–413
Chun, K., Shin, J., Smith, R., Ko, J., & Yoo, J. 2022, ApJ, 925, 103
Contini, E. 2021, Galaxies, 9, 60
Contini, E., De Lucia, G., Villalobos, Á., & Borgani, S. 2014, MNRAS, 437,

3787
Contini, E. & Gu, Q. 2020, ApJ, 901, 128
Contini, E., Yi, S. K., & Kang, X. 2018, MNRAS, 479, 932
Contreras-Santos, A., Knebe, A., Cui, W., et al. 2024, A&A, 683, A59
Cui, W., Murante, G., Monaco, P., et al. 2014, MNRAS, 437, 816
Da Rocha, C. & Mendes de Oliveira, C. 2005, MNRAS, 364, 1069
Da Rocha, C., Ziegler, B. L., & Mendes de Oliveira, C. 2008, MNRAS, 388,

1433
Dai, X., Bregman, J. N., Kochanek, C. S., & Rasia, E. 2010, ApJ, 719, 119–125
Darriba, L. & Solanes, J. M. 2010, A&A, 516, A7
DeMaio, T., Gonzalez, A. H., Zabludoff, A., Zaritsky, D., & Bradač, M. 2015,
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