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Abstract

:

Not all the light in galaxy groups and clusters comes from stars that are bound to galaxies. A significant fraction of it constitutes the so-called intracluster or diffuse light (ICL), a low surface brightness component of groups/clusters generally found in the surroundings of the brightest cluster galaxies and intermediate/massive satellites. In this review, I will describe the mechanisms responsible for its formation and evolution, considering the large contribution given to the topic in the last decades by both the theoretical and observational sides. Starting from the methods that are commonly used to isolate the ICL, I will address the remarkable problem given by its own definition, which still makes the comparisons among different studies not trivial, to conclude by giving an overview of the most recent works that take advantage of the ICL as a luminous tracer of the dark matter distribution in galaxy groups and clusters.
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1. Introduction


Since its discovery by Zwicky F. [1], who suggested for the first time the existence of a component made of stars that “float” between cluster galaxies, the Intra-Cluster Light (hereafter ICL) has been gradually considered an important luminous component in galaxy groups and clusters. Zwicky’s suggestion was an extraordinary prediction, since almost a century later we consider the ICL to be a diffuse component in clusters that is made of stars not gravitationally bound to any galaxy member of the cluster (the history of the ICL, in particular that of the last century, goes beyond the scope of this review. For a historical survey, I refer the reader to, e.g., the review by Montes M. [2]). Most of the ICL in clusters is considered to be somehow associated with the brightest cluster galaxy (hereafter BCG), which is the galaxy that resides in the center of clusters (for the sake of simplicity, I will call BCGs also those residing in the center of galaxy groups), while a smaller fraction of the total is found, and also predicted, to be around intermediate and massive satellites (e.g., [3,4,5,6]). The BCG and its associated ICL are commonly taken as a whole system (e.g., [7,8,9,10,11,12], just to quote a few of the most recent observational studies), given the actual observational difficulty to separate them (I will fully address this point in Section 2).



The definition of the ICL is probably the most serious issue for observational studies ([10,13,14,15,16,17]), while it is much less complex in theoretical ones. A non-unique definition of the ICL makes comparisons among studies very complicated, and this applies not only between theoretical and observational works but also between the same “class”. In hydrosimulations (e.g., [13,18]), it is quite easy to define the “actual” ICL simply because of the information of each particle that the user can have access to, and in semi-analytic models (e.g., [4,19,20,21]), it is straightforward given that fact that the amount of ICL is the result of a few numerical equations. Observers cannot rely on the information available with numerical models but observe just the light coming from an area in the sky. There are mainly two observational methods, which I will fully address in the next section, that are used to define the ICL. A common method frequently used, especially in the past, is to separate BCG and ICL according to a given cut in surface brightness and after removing all the other contributions (e.g, [22,23,24]). The ICL is then defined as all the light fainter than the cut. A second method, more common in the recent past, is to use functional forms to distribute the BCG + ICL light such as a double/triple Sersic [25], exponential or composite profiles (e.g., [26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33]). The assumption is that the ICL contribution starts at the distance when the light profile drops and follows a plateau. Clearly, each of them has pros and cons, which will be discussed in Section 2 by giving a few examples. It must be stressed, however, that although theoretical models can be more precise in both detecting the ICL and in separating it from the BCG, observational techniques should be those to follow in order to have a fair comparison of the results coming from theory and observations. Moreover, as most of the studies have done and still do, the easiest approach would be to not separate the two components at all and study their properties as though they were a single system.



Another possible way to detect the ICL, for near objects, is given by the globular cluster (GC) population. GC are considered good tracers of the ICL since the contamination of the sample from background stars and foreground galaxies is almost zero. They have been extensively used in nearby clusters such as Fornax [34,35,36], Virgo [37,38,39,40], Perseus [41], Coma [42,43], A1185 [44], Abell 1689 [31], and others. As we will see below, stellar stripping is an important mechanism to form the ICL, and it is also supposed to strip GCs from their parent galaxies, forming the so-called intracluster CGs. In close objects, the ICL can be detected also using Planetary Nebulae (PNe). A recent example is given by Longobardi et al. [45] (but see also references therein), who studied a sample of 287 PNe around the BCG M 87 in Virgo A and have been able to distinguish the stellar halo from the ICL and study the two components separately. This result could be achieved because the velocity distribution of PNe is bimodal, with a narrow component centered on the BCG and a broader one (off-centered) that can be associated with halo and ICL. Attempts to see the transition between the BCG and the ICL have been made even earlier and by using dynamical measurements from spectroscopy. For instance, Kelson et al. [46] found that the velocity dispersion of stars in the cluster A2199 decreases from the initial central value (BCG dominated), to rise again after a few kpc, almost reaching the velocity dispersion of the cluster at larger radii. The authors suggested that the stars in the halo of the cD galaxy trace the potential of the cluster, and that the kinematics of the ICL stars can be used to constrain the mass profile of the cluster (see also Bender et al. [47]).



In the last couple of decades, a few physical mechanisms responsible for the formation of the ICL have been proposed, and even a combination of them in theoretical models. The most important ones can be listed as follows: (a) violent relaxation processes during galaxy mergers [4,48,49,50,51,52,53,54]; (b) disruption of dwarf galaxies [29,49,55,56,57,58,59,60]; (c) tidal stripping of intermediate and massive galaxies [4,13,16,53,54,61,62,63]; (d) pre-processing and accretion from other objects [4,64,65,66,67]; (e) in situ star formation [68]. In recent years, among the above-mentioned physical processes, only mergers, stellar stripping and pre-processing have been qualified as main channels. Indeed, in situ star formation, which was originally proposed by Puchwein et al. [68], has been ruled out by the observed evidence (e.g., [69]) that only 1% of the ICL can be attributed to this channel. Similarly, disruption of dwarf galaxies has been shown to be a secondary channel by several works, both theoretical and observational (e.g., [4,16,62,70]). This particular channel appears to be important in terms of the number of galaxies involved in the process, rather than the effective mass that they provide to the ICL. In a way, mergers and pre-processing have been classified as less important than stripping of intermediate/massive galaxies by several authors (references above). For instance, Contini et al. [4] showed that mergers can account for no more than 15–20% of the total ICL and that pre-processing is particularly important only in massive clusters, for which it can contribute up to 30% of the total ICL mass. In Section 3 and Section 4, I will provide a more detailed picture, supported by observed evidence, that stellar stripping is the most important formation channel for the ICL.



Indeed, depending on the particular channel, properties of the ICL (predicted by models or observed), such as metallicity and color distributions, can appear rather different. By looking at these two properties, it is possible to discern which, among the above quoted mechanisms, is the main responsible mechanism for the formation of the ICL. In the last few years, many authors focused on the age, color and metallicity gradients of BCG + ICL systems [10,16,23,59,62,63,70,71,72,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,80] and in particular on their shape. It is reasonable to argue that, if mergers are the main responsible mechanisms, we would expect a flat gradient, i.e., no gradient, simply because mergers would tend to mix up the two components (see discussion in [6,77]). On the contrary, a more gradual formation of the ICL via stellar stripping during the evolution in time of the clusters would end up in some form of color/metallicity gradient, positive or negative depending on the stars that are contributing to the ICL [16,59,62,63,75,77]. Currently, most of the observations (and theoretical predictions) are favoring a picture where stellar stripping dominates the formation of the ICL because in most cases those properties do show a gradient (see references above).



Among the most important properties of the ICL, its radial distribution is surely one of them and it can shed some light on two delicate topics: The dynamical state of clusters (e.g., [50,81,82]) and the dark matter (hereafter DM) distribution. Recently, there have been many attempts (e.g., [10,83,84,85,86,87,88,89,90,91,92]) to link the ICL with the DM in clusters. For instance, Montes; Trujillo [84], with a sample of six clusters from the Hubble Frontier Fileds [93], investigated the ICL and DM distributions by means of the modified Hausdorff distance, a method that connects the two distributions and quantifies how far the two components are from each other. These authors found that the average distance between ICL and DM is around 25 kpc within the first 140 kpc from the center, making the ICL a more reliable tracer of the mass distribution than, e.g., X-ray emissions (X-ray emission, however, has been important as well for the detection of the ICL. Indeed, some studies on Virgo (e.g., [94]) and Fornax (e.g., [95]) have shown that the X-ray band can be a sensitive and independent way to trace the ICL, although, given the current amount of data available, these studies would be limited to near groups/clusters.). A similar conclusion has been reached by other authors (e.g., [85,86,87,88]) with different methods. The ICL is then becoming an observable tracer of the DM distribution and this approach, i.e., linking ICL and DM, is surely a promising way to learn more about the dynamical evolution of galaxy clusters.



This review is structured as follows: in Section 2, I will give a brief summary of the main important methods to define the ICL, with a few examples. Section 3 will address in detail all the mechanisms that are responsible for the formation of the ICL, and Section 4 its most important properties, while Section 5 will address the most promising side in the study of the ICL, i.e., as a tracer of the DM. Finally, in Section 6, I will briefly summarize the main topics addressed and give some concluding remarks.




2. Definition of the ICL


The ICL is an important component in galaxy clusters that fills the space between galaxies, but it is not easy to fully detect. The literature has plenty of beautiful images that can help to understand the importance of such a component. Two of them are shown in Figure 1. The top panel of Figure 1 (from Iodice et al. [75]) displays the ICL (r-band) on the west side of the Fornax cluster. In the top-right panel of the figure, the authors show a map of the ICL, which is a residual image after having masked the contribution coming from the early-type galaxies present in the area. The bottom panel (from Ragusa et al. [96]) displays a deep VST image in the g band of the HCG 86 group (but see also [80] and references therein for the Coma cluster, and [97] and references therein for the Virgo cluster).



As briefly discussed in Section 1, defining the ICL, i.e., separating it from the BCG to which it is associated, is not an easy task. There are, however, a variety of observational and numerical methods very different from each other, which often result in different amounts of ICL and thus result in indirect comparisons between studies. On the observational side, the most common method used is the “isophotal limit cut-off” (e.g., [23]) in surface brightness, which assumes that the ICL is the remaining component below the cut, after having removed the contribution coming from other sources, such as sky and satellite galaxies. Another method that is increasingly being used lastly relies, instead, on profile fittings with functional forms to model the BCG + ICL component (e.g., [26]).



On the numerical side, given the large amount of information available (not achievable in observations), the ICL can be defined, e.g., by taking advantage of the dynamical information provided by the simulation (e.g., [18]), or by using some binding energy definitions in order to separate all the stars that are not bound to any galaxy (e.g., [49]). Of course, numerical techniques can mimic the observational methods, i.e., surface brightness cut and profile fittings can be reproduced in simulations (see [13,14,17] and many others). Below, I will summarize, by providing some examples, the most common observational and theoretical approaches in separating the BCG from its associated ICL.



2.1. Observational Methods


As mentioned above, the two most common methods to define the ICL observationally rely only on the light that one can observe. The easiest, but not trivial, way to separate the ICL from the rest (after having removed the contribution from other sources, BCG included) is by assuming a cut (different depending on the band) in the surface brightness. Clearly, the cut that can be chosen is quite arbitrary, and there is no value decided a priori that can be adopted as the standard one. This method has been used, and still is, by several authors (see references above). For example, Zibetti et al. [23] analyzed the spatial distribution and color of the ICL by stacking almost 700 galaxy clusters in the redshift range   0.2 < z < 0.3   taken from the first release of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey. The authors traced the surface brightness profile of the ICL out to 700 kpc and found that it ranges from 27.5 mag/arcsec   2   at 100 kpc to down to around 32 mag/arcsec   2   at 700 kpc in the   r −  band. The contribution of the ICL was found to increase with the distance from the center and later studies (e.g., [16,75,99,100] and others) confirmed it.



Despite the common use of this method, it suffers from two non-negligible problems: (1) it does not account for the ICL that overlaps with the BCG in the transition between the two components; (2) the ICL is contaminated by the contribution of large galaxies in the cluster (see, e.g., [5]). Presotto et al. [5] developed a method to obtain refined versions of typical BCG + ICL maps that can be obtained with simple surface brightness cuts. Their method focused mainly on the removal from the map of the light coming from satellite galaxies (the so-called masking). In Figure 2, a comparison is shown between the standard method of surface brightness cut (blue lines and symbols) and the results with their approach (red lines and symbols). They find that the standard surface brightness cut method systematically overpredicts the fraction of ICL as a function of distance from the center, independently of the particular cut used. It must be noted, however, that there are observational studies (e.g., [12] for the Abell 85 cluster) that found the opposite trend, i.e., the surface brightness cut method gives a lower fraction of ICL than, e.g., the profile fitting method. Figure 2 shows also that a standard surface brightness cut has a steep increase from the core to around 100 kpc (in the particular case of MACS J1206.2-0847, which is a massive galaxy cluster at   z ∼ 0.4   and part of the CLASH sample [101]) followed by a plateau. On the other hand, Presotto et al.’s masking causes the ICL contribution to drop at large radii, suggesting that most of the ICL is concentrated close to the BCG, which is in good agreement with several recent observational and theoretical results (e.g., [9,11,87,88]).



The other most common method consists of using functional forms, such as a double/triple Sersic profile, to fit the light distribution (see references above). There are several ways to achieve it. For example, Montes et al. [12] used the code GALFIT ([102]) to map the 2D distribution of each component, BCG and ICL, with a double Sersic profile (one for each component). Zhang et al. [10] used a triple Sersic profile to 1D fit the azimuthally averaged surface brightness stacked profile of 300 BCG + ICL systems. They found that, as shown in Figure 3, the overall profile can be approximated with the sum of a core, a bulge and a diffuse components (a similar conclusion has been reached earlier by Kravtsov et al. [9]). The three components are dominant at different distances from the center. According to the parameter of the fit by Zhang et al. [10], the core is dominant within 10 kpc, the bulge is dominant between 30 and 100 kpc, and the diffuse component is dominant outside 200 kpc. An advantage of this method lies in the fact that it can separate the two components in a more reliable way than a surface brightness cut where BCG and ICL overlaps, but it is strongly dependent on the functional forms chosen. For instance, Zibetti et al. [23] showed that the distribution of the ICL can be described with an NFW profile [103]. The idea to link the ICL distribution with that of the DM has been used also in theoretical studies such as [83,87,88]. In Contini; Gu [88], the BCG + ICL mass distribution is described by the sum of three different profiles: a Jaffe [104] profile for the bulge, an exponential disk and a modified version of an NFW profile for the ICL. I will come back on this topic in Section 5.



It is worth mentioning another approach for detecting the ICL that has recently been having some success, a method that makes use of multiscale, wavelet-based algorithms. There are several examples of this approach that have been used in recent years (e.g., [105,106,107,108,109]). One of the latest, just to quote an example, is the code called DAWIS ([109] and references therein). DAWIS is an algorithm, based on wavelet representation, built to restore the unmasked light distribution of given sources as much as possible. Ellien et al. [109] compared the performance of DAWIS with the more common methods described above and found that it can separate the ICL from other sources more efficiently (in the sense that DAWIS performs better) than other methods and is also able to recover a larger quantity of ICL given the way it treats the sky background noise. For readers interested in the details of DAWIS and similar former algorithms of the same family, I refer them to Ellien et al. [109] and references therein.




2.2. Theoretical Methods


Given the fact that, by definition, the ICL component is made of stars that are not gravitationally bound to any galaxy in the cluster, but only to the cluster potential, the natural way to define it would be to find some binding condition such that, all the stars obeying to it can be classified as ICL stars. This condition can be given by the binding energy of star particles with respect to the cluster galaxies. Without entering the details of the method, it is possible to calculate the gravitational potential energy as a function of radius of any given galaxy. In this way, one is able to measure the binding energy of each star particle to each galaxy and collect all those stars that are not bound to any galaxy (see e.g., [13,18,49,110,111]). The collection of these stars will constitute the ICL component of the cluster.



However, despite the binding energy method being efficient in finding stars not bound to satellite galaxies, it does not succeed in separating the BCG from the ICL. Indeed, given the fact that the BCG is placed at the center of the cluster potential, it is not possible to distinguish its mass density profile from that of the cluster itself. In order to completely separate the two components, a few accompanying solutions have been suggested. The most common one has been introduced for the first time by Dolag et al. [18], who used the kinematics of the two components to separate the BCG from the ICL. They found that it is possible to fit the velocity distribution of BCG + ICL with two Maxwellians having different velocity dispersions, and suggested that they correspond to the two components. Figure 4 from Dolag et al. [18] shows the result of their fit: The total velocity distribution of BCG + ICL is marked with a black histogram and its double Maxwellian fit with a grey line. The red and the blue histograms show, instead, the velocity distributions of the BCG and ICL stars, and the corresponding red and blue lines are the two separated Maxwelllians.



Another method usually used in numerical simulations (see, [13,61] and others) relies on the three-dimensional mass density. This method consists of calculating the mass density of each star particle within a sphere of radius equal to the distance of a given N-th nearest neighbor. The further assumption is a threshold density below which the particles can be assigned to the ICL component. The weaknesses of this method lie mainly in identifying ICL particles in high-density regions, and especially in the cluster center. A way to partly overcome this problem has been proposed by Rudick et al. [13], where they look at the density history of each particle, rather than that at a given time, and a particle already classified as ICL remain classified as ICL regardless of its future evolution. Clearly, with respect to the aforementioned method, a density-based approach introduces more free parameters, depending on the level of accuracy that one wants to achieve.



In the list of numerical methods, it is also worth mentioning some semi-analytical approaches. In semi-analytic models, the definition of the ICL does not constitute an issue, given the fact that the amount of ICL is provided by the solution of a set of equations, and its properties depend only on the particular implementation used to describe its formation and evolution. There have been several attempts to describe the formation of the ICL in semi-analytic models, but for the sake of simplicity, I will report only two amongst the most recent.



Guo et al. [21] assumed that the ICL forms from the stellar component of satellite galaxies that are subject to tidal forces after their parent substructures have been totally stripped. These kinds of galaxies are usually referred to as orphans to indicate that their parent subhalo went under the resolution of the simulation. At the pericenter, the main halo density is compared with the average baryon density of the satellite within its half mass radius. If the former is larger than the latter, the satellite is assumed to be disrupted and its stars are assigned to the ICL component. This approach, however, suffers from important limitations. As partly mentioned in Section 1, a complete disruption of satellites is less likely than a partial stripping, i.e., some amount of mass stripped. It is indeed more likely that satellite galaxies are subject to several stripping events rather than being totally disrupted in a single one. Moreover, it has been shown that the stripping of the stellar component starts before the complete stripping of the DM subhalo (see, e.g., [112,113]).



A more realistic representation of the stellar stripping was implemented first in Contini et al. [4], then revisited in Contini et al. [6, 77]. In the so-called tidal radius model, the authors assumed that a satellite can lose stellar mass in a continuous way, with several stripping events. The model, at each time step, calculates the tidal radius   R t   of the interaction between the cluster potential and the satellite, at the distance of the satellite from the cluster center. A satellite is modeled as a two-component system, bulge and disk. If the tidal radius   R t   is smaller than the radius of the bulge, the satellite is assumed to be destroyed, but if it is larger than the bulge radius and smaller than the radius of the satellite, the mass of the disk in the shell between the two radii is stripped and ends up as the ICL component. This method is not only applied to orphan galaxies but also to satellites that still have a DM subhalo. The extra requirement for these satellites is that the half mass radius of the subhalo is smaller than the half mass radius of the disk, which translates into a substantial amount of DM stripped (in accordance with numerical simulations). To account for the stellar mass that gets unbound during galaxy mergers (see, e.g., [49,56,114,115,116] and others), the model also considers the merger channel. At each merger, minor or major, 20% of the stellar mass of the satellite that is merging with the central galaxy is added to the ICL component. I will return to the importance of both channels for the formation of the ICL in Section 3 and Section 4.





3. Formation Mechanisms


In Section 1, I have briefly listed the most important physical mechanisms that have been suggested in order to explain the formation and evolution of the ICL. Some of them have been ruled out (in situ star formation and disruption of dwarf galaxies) by several authors in the past years; therefore, in this section I will cover the details of the remaining three important channels: pre-processing, mergers and stripping of galaxies. A caveat that is worth mentioning for the following discussion concerns the definitions of the CL coming from any of those processes. Indeed, even with numerical simulations it is not possible, for example, to separate in a clear way stellar stripping from mergers in the vicinity of the cluster center. The results will always depend on the particular definitions used. However, regardless of the definitions used to separate the different channels, once the stars are removed from satellites, they will be added to the ICL component, which only considers the DM potential well of the cluster.



3.1. Pre-Processing


What are we referring to when we use the term pre-processing? Usually, the term pre-processing refers to any material that ended up somewhere but that has been processed elsewhere. The ICL is a clear example of such material. Indeed, part of it has been pre-processed in galaxy groups and then later accreted in clusters. This is a natural consequence of the hierarchical formation of structures. DM haloes continue accreting smaller objects with time, thus increasing their mass. In a very simplified manner, the process can be thought of as follows: at high redshift, DM haloes tend to be smaller and less massive than present day clusters, but galaxies within them start to interact with each other and eventually merge. This lead to the formation of the first ICL stars in galaxy groups (usually called IGL). However, due to the hierarchical nature of the formation of DM haloes, these high redshift smaller haloes will be later accreted by other larger objects, carrying the ICL already formed. In summary, we refer to pre-processed ICL any ICL formed in the past and later accreted (With the term accretion, I mean that the ICL is added to the entire cluster, and becomes part of the ICL already present.). When galaxies were originally centrals, they probably had some ICL associated with them. By being accreted (i.e., they become satellites), they carry their ICL with them, but due to the tidal interactions with the potential well of the new DM halo, their ICL is stripped and becomes part of the diffuse light already present in the accreting halo.



In terms of DM, pre-processing has been shown to be quite an important process. For example, Han et al. [117] found that almost 50% of members in present day clusters were satellites of other hosts, although the fraction depends on the particular mass accretion history of each cluster. Galaxies sit inside DM haloes, so it is natural to expect that a given fraction of the current ICL was produced in the past and then accreted. Contini et al. [4] showed that pre-processing is particularly important for high mass BCGs that reside in clusters, and it can contribute to 30% of the total amount of ICL for the largest BCGs and slightly less than 10% for the smallest BCGs (which are called BGGs when residing in groups), as shown in the top panel of Figure 5.



A direct example of an ongoing pre-process mechanism is given by the Virgo cluster. Virgo is a nearby galaxy cluster with a moderate richness, and given its vicinity, its structure has been well studied. Precisely its structure makes Virgo an interesting object to study. Virgo can be divided in two subclusters: One of them is centered around M87, a giant elliptical, and the other is centered around another giant elliptical, M49. There are other smaller subclusters that can be identified, such as those surrounding the other two elliptical galaxies, M59 and M60, and a few clouds of galaxies named M, W and W   ′  . Clearly, Virgo is continuing to assemble today and it is far from being at the final stage of its assembly. This makes it particularly interesting for studies that look at the connection between the dynamical state of clusters and their ICL amount and distribution. Mihos et al. [97] recently showed that the W   ′   cloud in Virgo is a nice example of pre-processing played by groups of galaxies. Indeed, the ICL already formed in the W   ′   cloud will soon be accreted in the main body of Virgo, and given the strong tidal fields, it will be stripped and dispersed in the global ICL already present.




3.2. Mergers


Another possible mechanism for forming diffuse light is given by galaxy mergers, due to the relaxation processes that take place during the very moment of a merger. Before going into the detail of this channel, it is worth mentioning a caveat. Mergers are not a well-defined process, in the sense that there is not a clear definition of when a merger starts. Of the possible definitions that can be found, all of them would be affected by the fact that part of the stars that will become unbound can actually be classified as belonging to the stripping channel (see discussion in [6]). However, in the final stage of a merger, a given fraction of the stars belonging to the satellite galaxy merging with the central can become unbound and disperse in the ICL component of the cluster.



The literature has plenty of attempts to theoretically model this channel. In hydrosimulations, it is pretty straightforward since it depends on the physical interactions between particles. What is not clear yet, is exactly how to define the moment of when the merger starts, so that particles coming from this channel can be separated from those stripped during the process. Conversely, in semi-analytic models, the definition of a merger is very neat (but it does not necessarily mean the right one), and a merger is defined as the moment when the dynamical friction time of the merging satellite is zero.



Murante et al. [49] focused on the formation of the ICL by means of hydrosimulations and found that most of it (75%) forms through mergers between either the BCG or other massive galaxies, leaving just a small percentage to the stripping channel. On the other hand, Contini et al. [4] showed that the merger channel contributes to the total ICL with just 15%, as shown in the bottom panel of Figure 5 (cyan line), and the rest given by stellar stripping. In Contini et al. [6], the authors argued that this huge difference can be easily explained by the two different definitions of the merger channel used. Indeed, they found that 70% of the ICL coming from stellar stripping is produced in the innermost 100 kpc, a relatively small region within which a satellite can be considered in the process of merging. If they included this part of ICL to the merger channel, they could reach 75%, the same percentage found by Murante et al. [49]. As mentioned in Section 2.2, in Contini et al. [4], the authors assumed that 20% of the mass of the satellite galaxy merging with the central ends up in the ICL component. This fraction comes from controlled simulations performed by Villalobos et al. [112], although in reality the fraction can be significantly different from case to case, possibly depending on the orbital circularity, satellite and BCG/halo mass and other important parameters. Similar implementations have also been used in other semi-analytic models (see, e.g., [19,48]).



From the observational point of view, understanding the relative contribution given by mergers to the ICL (and the same for stellar stripping) is far from being easy, simply because it is not possible to trace the past of the ICL stars. However, there are indirect methods that can provide an idea of how much mergers can contribute, and others by looking at the properties of the ICL (which I will discuss in Section 4). For instance, some studies (e.g., [51,52]) pointed out the discrepancy between the observed and predicted stellar mass function, and argued that a possible way to significantly reconcile the two is by invoking a significant mass loss during galaxy mergers, quantified to be around 50% (other theoretical studies, e.g., Contini et al. [118, 119], have shown that the observed and predicted stellar mass functions can be matched by implementing both stellar stripping and mergers (assuming a much lower percentage than 50%).). However, such a high fraction of mass that ends up in the ICL component rather than the BCG seems to be in contrast with the observed properties of the ICL (see Section 4).




3.3. Stellar Stripping


The last important channel for the formation of the ICL is the stellar stripping from galaxies orbiting around the center of the cluster. Stellar stripping applies to all galaxies within a cluster, but tidal forces are responsible for it becoming stronger in the innermost regions close to the cluster center. The efficiency of the stellar stripping, i.e., how strong the interaction between a central galaxy in a halo and a satellite is, depends mainly on two factors: The environment, meaning the mass of the halo and the distance from the center, and the mass of the satellite. The dependence on the latter comes from dynamical arguments. Indeed, due to the dynamical friction [120] that subhaloes (and so galaxies within them) experience when accreted in larger haloes, they orbit around the potential well of the halo by feeling a drag force, caused by the surrounding mass distribution, which tend to slow them down by losing kinetic energy and momentum. This drag force is directly proportional to that mass of satellites, i.e., the biggest travel faster to the center, where they are more likely to be subject to stripping than less massive satellites (see also [121,122,123,124]).



The other important factor for the efficiency of stellar stripping is the environment in which satellites are, and this means the mass of the host halo and the distance from the center. More massive haloes are less concentrated than less massive ones, i.e., groups are more concentrated than clusters (e.g., [121,125,126]). Therefore, the efficiency of stripping is expected to be higher in groups rather than clusters, at least in the innermost regions. However, the tidal radius, that is, the radius at which tidal forces are stronger than the gravity of the satellite, is inversely proportional to the mass of the halo and directly proportional to the mass of the satellite and its distance from the center [127]. This means that, a satellite with the same mass and at the same distance in a group or cluster will experience a larger stripping if it resides in a cluster.



A clear example of the efficiency of stellar stripping in the innermost regions of groups and clusters is given in Figure 6 (from Contini et al. [6]). The left panel shows the cumulative fraction of mass in ICL that has been produced by stellar stripping as a function of distance from the BCG. The solid black line, which represents the median of the distribution, shows that only 10% of the total ICL coming from stellar stripping is built-up at distances farther than 150 kpc, which means that almost all the ICL produced via this channel actually comes from stripping events that happened in the innermost 150 kpc. The right panel of Figure 6 shows the same information shown in the left panel but for two samples of BCGs: less massive than   log  M *   [  M ⊙  ]  < 11.2   (purple lines), and more massive than   log  M *   [  M ⊙  ]  > 11.5   (red lines). The panel clearly shows that for more massive BCGs, most of the ICL coming from stellar stripping tends to be produced at larger distances than for less massive BCGs. This result is explained by the trend discussed above, i.e., less massive BCGs are likely to reside in less massive haloes, and these objects are more centrally concentrated than their more massive counterparts.



Stellar stripping is stronger in the innermost region of the haloes, and massive satellites (due to dynamical friction) reach that region faster. It is, then, reasonable to expect that they are the most important contributors to the ICL. This prediction was made in Contini et al. [4], and later confirmed by several observations (e.g., [12,16,62,63,70]). In Contini et al. [6], they also looked at what kinds of galaxies contribute the most to the production of ICL via stellar stripping. Figure 7 (from Contini et al. [6]) shows the amount of ICL produced in the innermost 100 kpc via stellar stripping, as a function of the bulge-to-total ratio (left panel), and the amount of mass stripped over the mass of the satellite at the moment of stripping (right panel), for satellite galaxies involved in stripping events. The trend appears pretty clear: disk-like galaxies (B/T < 0.4) contribute the most to the production of ICL, while ellipticals and spheroidals contribute in a marginal way (for details see [6]). The message shown in the right panel is as interesting as the previous one. Indeed, most of the ICL produced by stellar stripping in the innermost 100 kpc comes from small/intermediate stripping events that cut just <30% of the mass of the satellite at the moment of stripping. The total disruption of the satellite is a very unlikely event.



All the above theoretical predictions have important consequences on the properties of the ICL. If intermediate/massive satellites, that are likely to be disk-galaxies, contribute the most to the production of ICL via small/intermediate stripping events, it is reasonable to expect that properties of the ICL, such as colors and metallicity, assume given values that are different from those that one would expect if the ICL is mainly produced via mergers or disruption of dwarf galaxies. This is exactly the approach followed by observational studies (e.g., [10,12,16,59,62,70,75]): by looking at the typical colors and metallicity of the ICL, it is qualitatively possible to figure out the process responsible for the formation of the ICL, and the major contributor to it. In addition, by comparing the typical properties of the ICL with those of the BCG, it is possible to learn more about their history. I will address these points in the next section.





4. Properties of the ICL


The properties of the ICL are important for understanding which, among the aforementioned mechanisms, is responsible for the formation and evolution of the diffuse component in groups and clusters. In the following, I will summarize the latest achievements in studying the most important properties, i.e., the ICL fraction, the ICL colors, metallicity and age. These properties are not only important in the context of the physical mechanisms, which led to the formation of the ICL, but can give information on the dynamical state of the cluster where it resides.



4.1. ICL Fraction


Keeping in mind the issues regarding the definition of the ICL and the different methods to separate it from the rest of the light discussed above, the easiest quantity to study is likely the ICL fraction (hereafter   f  I C L   ), that is, the ratio between the amount of stellar mass in ICL and the total stellar mass within the virial radius of a cluster. Why is   f  I C L    so important? From a theoretical point of view, we would expect to have higher fractions of ICL in those objects that are more dynamically evolved ([4,13,49,57] and others), because in these kinds of objects, the probability of stellar stripping, as well as mergers between galaxies, is higher.



There is no general agreement of a possible dependence of   f  I C L    on cluster mass among different studies, both observational and theoretical ([4,10,14,16,17,24,31,33,49,53,54,60,78,96,97,109,110,128,129,130,131] just to quote some theoretical and the most recent observational studies). Some theoretical works (e.g., [49,55,130,132]) find an increasing   f  I C L    with cluster mass, others (e.g., [4,18,20]) no relation, and others (e.g., [14]) a slight decreasing   f  I C L    with increasing cluster mass. Overall, by collecting all the results so far obtained and considering the scatter,   f  I C L    is found to be independent on halo mass, and range between ∼5% (group scale, lower limit) and ∼50% (cluster scale, upper limit) at the present day (I refer those readers interested in a collection of the most recent   f  I C L    derived in observed and simulated objects to Tang et al. [17], Furnell et al. [24], Kluge et al. [33], Ragusa et al. [96]), with a quite large scatter over the whole halo mass range probed. An important caveat here must be noted:   f  I C L    strongly depends on the radius within which it is measured, which is usually different from study to study. Then, attention must be paid when comparing fractions obtained by different authors.



The scatter in the    f  I C L   −  M  h a l o     relation can be explained, mostly, in terms of the concentration and formation time of the particular halo in which the ICL formed. Figure 8, taken from Contini et al. [4] (set of implementations of the ICL in a semi-analytic model), shows that   f  I C L    depends on both concentration and halo formation time and increases for more concentrated and old haloes (except for a model for which the reader can find the details in Contini et al. [4]), which is a direct consequence of the dynamical evolutionary state of the haloes. In more concentrated haloes, the tidal forces are stronger and the probability of stellar stripping increases. Similarly, older haloes have more time to produce ICL or acquire it from smaller haloes. The concentration and the halo formation time can explain the large scatter that is observed in the    f  I C L   −  M  h a l o     relation for high mass haloes, but, once we plot the same information for smaller haloes, on group scale, the correlation disappears. In Contini et al. [4], the authors argued, and proved, that in this low halo mass regime, the scatter in the    f  I C L   −  M  h a l o     relation is driven by the number of intermediate/massive satellites which, as argued above, are those that contribute the most to the production of the ICL (I will come back to this topic in Section 4.2). The scatter in the accretion of intermediate/massive satellites drives the scatter in the    f  I C L   −  M  h a l o     relation in a way that the larger the number of intermediate/massive satellites accreted, the higher the fraction of ICL. It must be noted, however, that the above explanation concerns the scatter in the    f  I C L   −  M  h a l o     relation predicted by theoretical models, and the same exercise can be performed in hydrosimulations, but the observed scatter might depend also on other factors, such as sample selection and data quality, as well as the definitions used by different authors to separate the ICL from the rest.



An interesting aspect related to   f  I C L    is given by its evolution with redshift, i.e., how it depends on time. For the reason discussed above, if the ICL formation is linked to processes such as stellar stripping and mergers (as it is), from a theoretical point of view, we have to expect   f  I C L    to grow with cosmic time, simply because the growth of the ICL would be linked to the growth of the clusters themselves. While almost all theoretical models/simulations agree on the fact that the bulk of the ICL forms late (  z < 1  ), and that   f  I C L    grows with time, from the observational side there is no general consensus. Not only there are examples of significant quantities of ICL in high-z clusters, e.g., Ko; Jee [128], but recent observational results either show a mild or no correlation between   f  I C L    and time (e.g., [16,106]), or even a substantial evolution after   z ∼ 0.5   (e.g., [24,51]). Once again, the inconsistency of the observational results can be attributed in part, if not the most, to the intrinsic problem of isolating the ICL (different definitions), which becomes even more serious at higher redshift due to its faintness and the effect of surface brightness dimming.



However, nowadays, a scenario is commonly accepted where the BCG and the ICL co-evolve (to which I will come back to in Section 4.3), for which the period after   z ∼ 1   and the present day is the time for a rapid growth of the ICL but of a slow and little growth of the BCG. This is supported by several numerical models/simulations but also by observational evidence (e.g., [11,16,51,63,70]). In order to give an idea of what numerical models predict in the redshift range   0 < z < 1   for the growth of the BCG and ICL, Figure 9 shows how the ICL/BCG fractions grow with time after   z < 1  , for the reference model in Contini et al. [6] (top panel) and described in Section 2.2, and a model where the ICL forms only through mergers, with the mass of the satellite that is equally split between BCG and ICL during each merger (bottom panel). Both panels show an interesting trend: while the BCG grows slower than the overall growth of the stellar mass in the cluster (decreasing fraction), the ICL grows faster (increasing fraction). As mentioned above, these behaviors of BCGs and ICL have important consequences on the whole evolution of BCG-ICL systems, and they are strictly linked to the growth of clusters. I will fully address this point in Section 4.3.



The fraction of ICL in groups and clusters can provide some important information, as we have just seen, but much information is given by other fundamental properties of the ICL: colors, metallicity and age. Indeed, by looking at these properties, it is possible to obtain a direct picture of the responsibility of different formation mechanisms and by the size/morphology of the galaxies involved in the formation of the ICL.




4.2. ICL Colors, Metallicity and Age


ICL colors, metallicity and age are fundamental properties that can characterize the ICL in two possible directions. By considering the whole BCG + ICL system, the gradient (if any) from the BCG dominated distance to the ICL dominated one of either one of these properties can lead to important conclusions regarding the mechanism responsible for the formation of the ICL, while the intrinsic values of them can give an idea of which kinds of galaxies contributed the most. These properties have been studied extensively during recent years ([4,8,10,12,16,53,54,59,60,62,63,69,70,74,75,77,79,80,96,97,128,129] just to quote the most recent ones), and most of the studies are converging to the following scenario: generally, there is a negative gradient of colors, metallicity and age from the innermost parts (BCG dominated) to the outermost regions (ICL dominated) (it is important to point out that the age-metallicity degeneracy is a challenge for disentangling these two quantities from colors alone).



This evidence has quite an important consequence, i.e., that the ICL results in bluer, more metal-poor and younger stars than the BCG. These results also shed some light on the possible mechanism for the formation of the ICL. Indeed, if the violent relation processes during mergers are the main responsible mechanisms, one would expect no gradient, given the fact that mergers potentially mix up the population of stars in both components. On the other hand, such a result would be perfect in a scenario where stellar stripping is the main responsible mechanism. In this case, the stripping of stars from satellite galaxies would furnish the ICL component with stars that have properties different from those of the BCGs. The kind of satellites that are subject to stripping will reflect the colors/metallicity/age of the stars in the ICL. A negative gradient is expected in the case that most of the stars come from the outskirts of intermediate/massive galaxies, being bluer and more metal-poor than the average stars in the BCG.



The most recent observations (e.g., [10,12,16,59,62,70,75,96,129]) have found a clear radial gradient that, as just argued, favors stellar stripping to mergers as the main mechanism for the formation of the ICL. In addition, the majority of these studies also agree on the fact that the typical colors and metallicities of the ICL are similar to those of intermediate/massive galaxies, meaning that the scenario of the ICL formation predicted in Contini et al. [4] and later improved in Contini et al. [6], Contini et al. [77], i.e., the ICL forms mainly from stripping of intermediate/massive galaxies after   z ∼ 1  , is a good representation of what happens in real clusters. Indeed, in Contini et al. [4] the authors argued the importance of deriving metallicities/colors so that observational evidence could help in constraining the models. In this regard, it is worth providing a panoramic of the most recent observational results regarding colors/metallicity or age of the ICL (or BCG + ICL).



Montes et al. [70] derived the stellar population properties of the ICL in the Abell 2744, which is a   z ∼ 0.3   massive cluster. The remaining frame colors of the ICL are bluer than the main galaxy members, and from the colors, the authors derived a mean metallicity of the ICL consistent with the solar one and an age   6 ± 3   Gyr younger than the mean age of the most massive galaxy members. According to the data, the most plausible scenario for the formation of the ICL in A2744 is from the stripping of Milky Way-like galaxies with a similar metallicity, after   z ∼ 1  . Recently, DeMaio et al. [62] focused on four clusters at higher redshift,   0.4 < z < 0.6  , and found that for three of them, there is a metallicity gradient that goes from super-solar metallicities in the central regions dominated by the BCG to sub-solar in those dominated by the ICL. Moreover, they found that the ICL is mostly dominated by stars coming from the stripping of galaxies with luminosity   L > 0.2  L *    (being   L *   the characteristic luminosity at the knee of the luminosity function). Combining all their results, they ruled out late mergers as a channel of the ICL formation in those clusters. Not much later, these results were confirmed by the same authors [16,63] with wider samples of clusters (see also the conclusions of Jimenez-Teja et al. [53] for a similar wide sample of clusters, Zhang et al. [10] for a much wider sample of clusters at similar redshifts, and Jimenez-Teja et al. [54] and Gu et al. [80] for the Coma cluster). Figure 10 shows the age and metallicity gradients of the BCG + ICL in three of the six clusters analyzed by Montes; Trujillo [16] (similar gradients are found in the other three). Going from the innermost regions where the contribution is dominated by the BCGs, to the outer ones where, instead, the contribution is dominated by the ICL, the stellar populations tend to become younger and more metal-poor, with different values depending on the particular BCG + ICL system. (Colors, age and metallicity have been derived, also taking advantage of CGs and PNe for nearby objects (see the introduction for references). For readers interested in knowing more on how CGs and PNe can be helpful in this context, I refer them to studies such as Longobardi et al. [40, 45] and references therein.).



Morishita et al. [59], with the same sample of six clusters from the Hubble Frontiers Field at   0.3 < z < 0.6   analyzed by Montes; Trujillo [16], constructed the radial color and stellar mass profiles of their BCG + ICL via SED fitting. Similarly to the studies quoted above, they found negative color gradients with increasing distance from the BCG, and an average stellar population age of the ICL of ∼2 Gyr probably from stripping of dwarf/intermediate (  log  M *  < 10  ) galaxies. Edwards et al. [79] studied a sample of 23 local BCG + ICL systems and determined their stellar population age and metallicity. They found that the ICL is best modeled with younger and less metal-rich stars than those in the BCGs and found evident gradients in both age and metallicity from the BCG to the ICL dominated regions. Their results suggest that the inner regions formed quickly and early, while the ICL formed more recently and continues to assemble via minor mergers. Very recently, Montes et al. [12] investigated the ICL properties of the Abell 85 cluster taken with the Hyper Suprime-Cam on the Subaru Telescope. They measured the radial surface brightness profile of the BCG + ICL up to 215 kpc in the g and i bands and found that after ∼75 kpc, the color profile became shallower, a clear suggestion that from this distance the ICL is starting to dominate. In addition, in concordance with previous results, the color profile indicates that the ICL formed by stripping of intermediate/massive satellites (All the studies involving metallicity and age quoted here have derived those quantities via stellar population synthesis models. For details, I refer the reader to the particular paper.).



All the results reported above concern the ICL properties in intermediate/massive clusters at the present time or higher redshifts. However, numerous studies ([60,75,96,129] and references therein) also focused on the ICL in groups (also called IGL in this case) and found similar results to those mentioned above on cluster scale. Spavone et al. [129] mapped the IGL of the galaxy group centered on NGC 5018, which is a local group around 40 Mpc distance, and used u, g, r images to analyze the surface brightness and color profiles of its IGL. In line with the typical behavior found for the ICL in clusters, the u-g color shows a clear negative gradient with distance, and the g-r color is consistent with that of other member galaxies. The authors concluded that the stellar stripping that is forming the IGL is still ongoing. Raj et al. [60] investigated the assembly history of the BGG + IGL in the south-west group of the Fornax cluster, called Fornax A, finding no clear dependence of the BGG + IGL colors with distance but intrinsic values of them, which lead to the conclusion that the IGL formed by minor merging (likely intended as smooth accretion) and disrupted dwarf galaxies close to the group. Very recently, Ragusa et al. [96] studied the properties of the IGL in the compact group of galaxies HCG 86 by deriving the surface brightness profiles (and color profiles) in the g, r, i bands, and compared their results with theoretical predictions. The fraction of the IGL and its colors, when compared with the theoretical predictions of Contini et al. [4], are consistent with the scenario where the IGL in HCG 86 formed by disruption/stripping of intermediate galaxies in the range   10 < log  M *  < 11  . However, when looking at the color profiles, similarly to Raj et al. [60], they did not find a clear dependence on distance.




4.3. BCG-ICL Evolution


We have seen above that the ICL is dynamically bound to the host cluster, and we know from several studies that more massive haloes host the most massive BCGs ([4,89,121,132,133] and others), which means that both growths of ICL and BCG are linked to the host cluster. It is, then, reasonable to expect BCG and ICL to co-evolve at some time during their assembly. The key point is exactly from when the two components co-evolve. From the studies just quoted, we know that BCGs account for most of their present mass already at high redshift, while approaching the present time, more or less after   z ∼ 1  , their growth rapidly decreases. That redshift, as mentioned several times, is also the redshift at which the ICL starts to form, and its formation keeps going down to the present day. Thus, logically speaking, we should find a co-evolution of the two quantities some time after redshift   z ∼ 1  .



BCGs form and evolve differently from satellite galaxies, in a hierarchical fashion via mergers and accretion, by experiencing different phases of growth: star formation at early times and a rapid growth right after due to mergers or multiple accretion of satellite galaxies ([134] and references therein). This picture has been shown by several studies, but observationally there is still some debate on the rate at which BCGs acquire mass in the last 7–8 Gys. Some of them find no growth at all (e.g., [115]), others 50% (e.g., [135]), and others even a factor of two (e.g., [136]).



In [6], the authors extensively addressed the topic of the co-evolution of BCGs and ICL. They have shown that the fraction of the BCG stellar mass over the total within the virial radius   R 200   is a decreasing function with time (see black lines in Figure 9), while the same fraction for the ICL component is, instead, an increasing function with time (see red lines in Figure 9). It means that the BCG stellar mass increases slower than the overall stellar mass, while the ICL, since it starts to form, acquires mass faster than the global stellar mass within the virial radius, and so these two components evolve differently and with different timescales.



Nevertheless, it is possible that after a given redshift, BCGs and ICL grow with similar speed or similar rate. In order to verify that, we need to remove the growth that the two components do not have in common, i.e., that of the BCGs before   z ∼ 1  . This is shown in Figure 11 (from Contini et al. [6]), where they show the residual in mass (the mass at any given redshift after   z = 1   and the mass at   z = 1  ), normalized to the mass at   z = 1   for BCGs (black lines) and ICL (red lines). The values at each redshift quantify the rate at which the two components grow, but the slopes of the two lines at each redshift quantify the speed at which the rate changes. The trend is quite clear: The slope for the ICL is very steep at the beginning of its formation but then approaches that of the BCGs, and after redshift   z ∼ 0.7  , the two slopes are the same. This proves that in the last 6 or 7 Gys, the two components co-evolve.



The theoretical picture from a semi-analytic model of galaxy formation emerged above is in line with most of the observational results (e.g., [33,51,52,59,114]). Burke et al. [51] find that BCGs grow by a factor 1.4 in the redshift range   0.2 < z < 0.9  , but the factor reduces to 1.2 if they assume that 50% of the accreted mass by the BCGs becomes ICL. Furthermore, in line with Contini et al. [6], they find that the ICL can grow by a factor of 4–5 in the same redshift range. The authors concluded that minor mergers are mainly responsible for the stellar mass assembly at late times, with the bulk of the mass ending up in the ICL rather than the BCG (see also Groenewald et al. [52]). Morishita et al. [59] find similar results. Their ICL fraction at   z ∼ 0.4   is in the range 5–20%, about a factor 0.5 of the present day ICL fraction, thus they concluded that BCGs and ICL have two distinct formation histories. Very recently, Kluge et al. [33] studied the correlations between the absolute brightness of BCG + ICL and ICL alone with several properties linked to the host cluster, such as gravitational mass, integrated absolute brightness of satellite galaxies, their velocity dispersion, gravitational radius and others. They find that both BCG + ICL and ICL alone absolute magnitudes correlate with all of them, but in particular they correlate with the gravitational mass and satellite brightness, with the same strength. This result clearly indicates that both BCG and ICL correlate with the host cluster properties, and so both of their growths are coupled with that of the cluster. Furthermore, very recently, Furnell et al. [24] found the ICL to grow by a factor of 2–4 in the redshift range   0.1 < z < 0.4  , in fairly good agreement with the growth rate found by Burke et al. [51], highlighting the rapid build-up of the ICL in the last few Gyr. The authors correctly concluded that the ICL is the dominant stellar evolutionary component since   z ∼ 1  .





5. ICL: An Observable Tracer of the Dark Matter Distribution


The ICL, by definition, is made of stars that come from stripping (mergers) of (between) galaxies and that are not bound to any galaxy, but they feel the potential well of the cluster and so do DM particles. Moreover, DM particles are also collisionless, and it is reasonable to believe that so are stars belonging to the ICL. This similarity gave birth to the very recent idea of using the ICL to trace the DM distribution in galaxy clusters. Although almost all the studies on the topic are just less than three years old (at the time of the writing of this review), some attempts to link the ICL to the DM are much older than that. For example, Zibetti et al. [23] assumed that the ICL distribution could be approximated by using an NFW profile, while Jee [137] used the ICL together with weak lensing to trace DM structures in a cluster, and Giallongo et al. [29] have probably been the first to conclude that the ICL can be used to probe the DM distribution by comparing ICL observations with a DM model. Just three years later, Harris et al. [76], making use of a Fornax-like simulated cluster, found that the ICL profile is more centrally concentrated than that of the DM.



Most of the studies, however, are concentrated in very recent years, and the first one was the work by Montes; Trujillo [84], only because the authors used, for the first time, the title Intracluster light: a luminous tracer for dark matter in clusters of galaxies. With their analysis, the authors showed that the ICL follows the global DM distribution, and therefore the correct words luminous tracer were used in the title of their paper. Montes; Trujillo [84], with a sample of six clusters from the Hubble Frontiers Field (the same used by Morishita et al. [59]), compared the distribution of the DM (obtained with strong lensing) with that of the X-ray emission of the intracluster gas, and with that of the ICL. To achieve that, they used the Modified Hausdorff distance (MHD), which is an indicator of how far two distributions are from each other. The HD is defined as the minimum distance among all the distances from a point in one set, to the closest point of the other set. The authors chose to use the modified version, which reads as follows:


  d  ( X , Y )  =  1  N X    ∑   x i  ∈ X    min   y i  ∈ Y    | |   x i  −  y i   | |  ,  



(1)




where   X = [  x 1  , . . . . .  x  N x   ]  ,   Y = [  y 1  , . . . . .  y  N y   ]  , and   N X   is the number of elements in the set of points X. Compared to the classic HD, the modified version is more robust to outliers and increases monotonically with the increase in the difference between the two sets of points. In Montes; Trujillo [84], the sets of points X and Y are the collections of any point in the ICL (or X-ray) and mass contours. As they state in their paper, an MHD value of around 20 kpc means that the average distance from the ICL contours from those of the mass is comparable with the size of the Milky Way. The most interesting results are essentially two: The mean MHD distance between the total matter distribution and the ICL is 25 kpc (1), and in most of the cases, the X-ray emission of the intracluster gas cannot trace the distribution of the total mass (2). Their results clearly support the idea that ICL and DM are at least connected by similar distributions, probably due to their collisionless nature, while, as we know, gas self-interacts and dissipates, and so it is highly collisional.



A hint of the link between DM and ICL came also one year earlier by the same authors [16], who found that the slope of the density profile of the BCG + ICL in their clusters was comparable to that of the total mass, remarking upon the results found by Pillepich et al. [83] with hydrosimulations. It must be noted, however, that contemporary to Montes; Trujillo [84], Zhang et al. [10] performed a pioneering analysis on a sample of around 300 clusters at redshift   0.2 < z < 0.3  , and although the goals of their analysis were not as focused as those of Montes; Trujillo [84]’s analysis in the link between ICL and DM, their results suggested that the ICL is a good tracer of the cluster radial mass distribution.



A few months later with respect to [84], Alonso Asensio et al. [85] repeated the same analysis performed by Montes; Trujillo [84] from a theoretical point of view, by using the Cluster-EAGLE hydrosimulations, which comprise a set of 30 zoom-in cluster simulations with remarkable spatial and gas mass resolutions. They followed the same approach, i.e., used the MHD as an indicator of how far the distributions of the total matter and ICL are, and found that the MHDs from simulations are comparable to those from observations and follow the same radial trend. Despite that they confirmed the results of Montes; Trujillo [84], they also found that ICL and total matter distributions follow different radial profiles. Nevertheless, according to their findings, the ICL can be considered a good tracer of the gravitational potential.



This year (2021) has been, so far, very fruitful on this topic. Sampaio-Santos et al. [89] explored the connection between BCG + ICL and the total cluster mass distributions by using a sample of more than 500 clusters between redshift   0.2 < z < 0.35   from the Dark Energy Survey. Similarly to Zhang et al. [10], who also used a sample (but smaller) from the same survey, found that the surface brightness of the BCG + ICL has a universal radial dependence after scaling it by cluster radius. The authors also found comparable radial profiles of the BCG + ICL with those of the total cluster mass distribution (measured through weak lensing). Nevertheless, they concluded that there is not sufficient evidence to entitle the diffuse light as a good tracer of the cluster matter distribution, but it is an excellent indicator of the total cluster mass. It must be noted, however, that Montes; Trujillo [84] used strong lensing maps, which are more robust than the weak lensing maps used by Sampaio-Santos et al. [89]. Kluge et al. [33] studied the BCG and ICL alignments with the host cluster and found that the ICL is better aligned than the BCG in terms of position angle, ellipticity and centering. This makes the ICL a good tracer of the DM distribution, including substructures. The authors also found that the ICL is more concentrated than DM, making the two radial profiles comparable. This is supported also by the model in Contini; Gu [87, 88], where the authors assumed the ICL to follow an NFW profile with a higher concentration than that of the DM. In those studies, the authors showed that such a profile for the ICL can describe the overall distribution of the ICL, since many observed scaling relations are adequately reproduced by the model.



At last, but not because of importance, it is worth mentioning another point for which the ICL can be very useful, i.e., in determining the “splashback” radius of a cluster. This radius is defined as the first apocenter of recently infalling DM, usually determined in simulations by looking at the radius where the slope of the density profile of the DM is the steepest (e.g., [138]). The splashback radius then defines a physical halo boundary. Deason et al. [91] showed that the distribution of the ICL is directly linked to the splashback radius, which means that looking at the ICL distribution provides an independent measurement of the physical edge of a DM halo and the recent accretion rate of material. These new results have been partly confirmed by recent observations. Indeed, in their analysis of a cluster at   z ∼ 0.5   belonging to Frontiers Fields Clusters, Gonzalez et al. [92] found a signature of the splashback radius. The authors argued that, if what they found is the splashback radius, it would be the first observed link between the ICL and the splashback radius. Clearly, more work has to be undertaken in this direction, but the idea of using the ICL to determine some physical parameters of the DM, and even its overall distribution, is surely promising.




6. Summary and Conclusions


One of the main goals of this brief introductory review was to make clear that the ICL is an important component in galaxy groups and clusters, which can account for a relevant fraction of the whole light within the largest structures. Not only can we not do without studying its properties because of its intrinsic importance in the context of galaxy formation and evolution, but its properties can also help to shed some light on the evolution of the structures that host the ICL. As we have seen in the last section, there are several promising applications for which the ICL can be used, and all of them need to be improved and employed in the future to increase our knowledge of the evolution of the largest structures in the Universe.



The ICL is made of stars that are not bound to any galaxy but that feels only the potential well of the host cluster. The relevant processes that contributed to its formation and evolution are essentially three: stellar stripping, galaxy mergers and pre-processing. During the last few years, there has been a growing consensus that other processes, such as disruption of dwarf satellites and in situ star formation, do not play an important role. Mergers and stellar stripping of intermediate mass (  10.5 < log  M *  < 11.5  ) galaxies are the two most important contributors. From a theoretical point of view, this is expected since those kinds of galaxies are also those to experience a rapid dynamical friction and end up in the innermost regions of the host cluster faster than less massive satellites. The innermost regions are also the most concentrated where tidal forces become stronger. Intermediate/massive galaxies as main contributors to the formation of the ICL have been predicted by theoretical studies but have also been confirmed by several observational ones. Properties such as colors, metallicity and age of the ICL, compared to the typical properties of the galaxy population, have been (and still are) very helpful. Indeed, by looking at the gradients of any of those properties, from the inner regions BCG dominated, to the outer regions ICL dominated, it has been possible to understand that the ICL is, on average, bluer, younger and less metal-rich than the BCG, with typical values closer to those of intermediate galaxies and the outermost parts of very massive galaxies.



Although there are a few examples of ICL detection in high-redshift clusters, it is quite clear that this diffuse light formed pretty late, after   z ∼ 1  . It also has a different evolutionary path with respect to the BCG until a given redshift, after which the two components co-evolve. BCGs grow fast at early times and then quite slow at later times, mostly via mergers or smooth accretion. The ICL is, instead, almost non-existent before   z ∼ 1   and rapidly grows, even faster than the whole stellar matter content inside their host, at   z < 1  . A co-evolution of the BCG and ICL has been shown by both theoretical and observational studies, and it is a consequence of the overall growth of the host cluster. It is shown here the importance of studying the ICL, as a tracer of the dynamical evolution of clusters.



One of the most important issues regarding the study of the ICL is surely given by the fact that it is hard to separate it from the BCG. As mentioned above, in both theoretical and observational studies, different authors use different definitions, and this makes comparisons among them difficult. However, we have made many steps forward in improving the detection of the ICL, and several techniques have been developed in order to better isolate the ICL from the rest of the light. The key point in detecting the ICL is that of removing as much contamination as possible, and several algorithms working on it are already doing a fine job. The real problem is to separate the ICL from the BCG, which still appears a challenging task. Theoretical models can be very useful for observers in this matter. For example, Contini; Gu [88] investigated the typical radius at which the ICL starts to dominate, by separating a BCG + ICL system into three components: bulge, disk and ICL. The authors found that the typical radius of the transition between BCG and ICL depends on the properties of the BCG, whether or not it has an extended disk, if it is a bulge or disk like galaxy, and clearly on the amount of ICL. The radius of the transition can be as small as 15–20 kpc but can also be as large as more than 100 kpc in large BCG + ICL systems, where the disk component is important. These values are in good agreement with the first observed transition radii, such as those found in Montes et al. [12] and Gonzalez et al. [92].



The link between ICL and DM has been recently addressed, and it seems to be more efficient than that with the X-ray emission of the intracluster gas. The distributions of ICL and DM within a cluster have being gradually proved to be linked together, and the technique based on the detection of ICL as a luminous tracer of the DM appears to be quite promising. More work has to be undertaken in this direction from both observational and theoretical sides to make sure that the ICL will serve as a reliable tool for studying the DM distribution in galaxies clusters. Numerical methods can provide an affordable way for making predictions that can be useful for future observational campaigns, as well as for investigating the preliminary results already obtained.



To conclude, so far, the study of the ICL has been proved to be necessary and helpful under several aspects. State-of-the-art hydrosimulations, semi-analytic models and deep observations together will surely improve our knowledge of this important component and the dynamical evolution of the structures that host it.
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Figure 1. Top panel: An example of ICL in the Fornax cluster in r-band. Left panel: the blue contours are the spatial distribution of the globular clusters derived by [35,98]. Right panel: zoom-in of the west side where it is possible to see how the ICL distributes in the intra-cluster space. Credit: Iodice et al. [75]. Bottom panel: a recent example of ICL (in this case intragroup light) in the HCG 86 group. The grey detection indicated also by red arrows is the detection of the diffuse light. Credit: Ragusa et al. [96]. 
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Figure 2. The ICL fraction as a function of distance from the center for different surface brightness cuts and different ICL measurements methods. Blue symbols and lines refer to the standard surface brightness method, while red symbols and lines refer to the method developed in Presotto et al. [5] for masking satellite galaxies. Credit: Presotto et al. [5]. 
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Figure 3. The BCG + ICL light profile from Zhang et al. [10] resulted from the stacking of around 300 clusters at redshift   0.2 < z < 0.3  . The authors found that it can be approximated with three Sersic components (black solid line): a core (dotted line), a bulge (dashed line) and diffuse (red dashed line) components. See text for further details. Credit: Zhang et al. [10]. 
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Figure 4. Total velocity distribution of BCG + ICL is marked with a black histogram and its double Maxwellian fit with a grey line. The red and the blue histograms show the velocity distributions of the BCG (called cD in the plot) and ICL (called DSC, diffuse light component, in the plot) stars, and the corresponding red and blue lines are the two separated Maxwellian distributions. Credit: Dolag et al. [18]. 
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Figure 5. Top panel: fraction of ICL that has been accreted as a function of the mass of the BCG for different flavors of the model described by Contini et al. [4]. Bottom panel: fraction of the ICL coming from the merger channel as a function of BCG stellar mass. Credit: Contini et al. [4]. 
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Figure 6. Left panel: cumulative fraction of stellar mass in ICL produced via stellar stripping as a function of distance from the BCG. Right panel: same as left panel, but for BCGs with   log  M *   [  M ⊙  ]  < 11.2   (purple lines) and BCGs with   log  M *   [  M ⊙  ]  > 11.5   (red lines). In both panels, solid and dashed lines represent the median, the 16th and 84th percentiles of the distributions, respectively. Credit: Contini et al. [6]. 
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Figure 7. Left panel: fraction of ICL mass via stellar stripping as a function of the bulge-to-total mass ratio of galaxies subject to stripping events, within 100 kpc from the halo center. Right panel: same information as the left panel but as a function of the ratio between the amount of mass stripped and the mass of the satellite at the moment of stripping. In both panels, solid and dashed lines represent the median, the 16th and 84th percentiles of the distributions, respectively. Credit: Contini et al. [6]. 






Figure 7. Left panel: fraction of ICL mass via stellar stripping as a function of the bulge-to-total mass ratio of galaxies subject to stripping events, within 100 kpc from the halo center. Right panel: same information as the left panel but as a function of the ratio between the amount of mass stripped and the mass of the satellite at the moment of stripping. In both panels, solid and dashed lines represent the median, the 16th and 84th percentiles of the distributions, respectively. Credit: Contini et al. [6].



[image: Galaxies 09 00060 g007]







[image: Galaxies 09 00060 g008 550] 





Figure 8. Left panel: fraction of ICL as a function of the concentration (defined as the ratio between the scale radius by assuming an NFW profile and the virial radius   R 200  ) of 53 haloes with mass    M 200   [  M ⊙  / h ]  >  10 14   . Right panel: same information but as a function of the halo formation time, defined as the time the first main progenitor acquired half of its final mass. The gray shaded regions show the 20th and 80th percentiles of the distributions. Credit: Contini et al. [4]. 
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Figure 9. ICL (red lines) and BCG (black lines) fractions as a function of redshift, for a model in which the ICL forms via stellar stripping and mergers (top panel, see description of the model in Section 2.2), and a model where the ICL forms only via mergers (bottom panel). Solid lines represent the median, while dashed lines represent the 14th and 16th percentiles of the distributions. Both fractions have been calculated within   R 200   of the halo at any given redshift. Credit: Contini et al. [6]. 
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Figure 10. A few examples of age and metallicity gradients for three clusters of the Hubble Frontiers field survey in the range   0.3 < z < 0.6  . The clear tendency for the stellar populations in these BCG + ICL systems is to become younger and more metal-poor with increasing distance from the center, i.e., in the regions dominated by the ICL. Metallicity and age are derived via stellar population synthesis models (see the original paper for the details of the modeling). Credit: Montes; Trujillo [16]. 
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Figure 11. Residual mass of the ICL (red lines) and BCGs (black lines) normalized by the mass at redshift   z = 1  . Solid and dashed lines represent the median, 16th and 84th percentiles of the distributions, respectively. Credit: Contini et al. [6]. 
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