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ABSTRACT

We propose a random forest (RF) machine learning approach to determine the
accreted stellar mass fractions (facc) of central galaxies, based on various dark mat-
ter halo and galaxy features. The RF is trained and tested using 2,710 galaxies with
stellar mass log10 M∗/M� > 10.16 from the TNG100 simulation. Galaxy size is the
most important individual feature when calculated in 3-dimensions, which becomes
less important after accounting for observational effects. For smaller galaxies, the rank-
ings for features related to merger histories increase. When an entire set of halo and
galaxy features are used, the prediction is almost unbiased, with root-mean-square
error (RMSE) of ∼0.068. A combination of up to three features with different types
(galaxy size, merger history and morphology) already saturates the power of predic-
tion. If using observable features, the RMSE increases to ∼0.104, and a combined us-
age of stellar mass, galaxy size plus galaxy concentration achieves similar predictions.
Lastly, when using galaxy density, velocity and velocity dispersion profiles as features,
which approximately represent the maximum amount of information extracted from
galaxy images and velocity maps, the prediction is not improved much. Hence the lim-
iting precision of predicting facc is ∼0.1 with observables, and the multi-component
decomposition of galaxy images should have similar or larger uncertainties. If the cen-
tral black hole mass and the spin parameter of galaxies can be accurately measured
in future observations, the RMSE is promising to be further decreased by ∼20%.

Key words: cosmology: dark matter – galaxies: statistics – galaxies: evolution –
galaxies: stellar content – method: data analysis – method: numerical

1 INTRODUCTION

In the structure formation paradigm of ΛCDM, galaxies
form by the cooling and condensation of gas at centres of
dark matter haloes (White & Rees 1978). It is usually be-
lieved that galaxy formation involves two phases, an early
rapid formation of “in-situ” stars through gas cooling and a
later phase of mass growth of “ex-situ” stars through accre-
tion of smaller satellite galaxies, which were originally cen-
tral galaxies of smaller dark matter haloes. These smaller

? sherry97@sjtu.edu.cn
† corresponding: wenting.wang@sjtu.edu.cn

haloes and galaxies, after falling into larger haloes, become
the so-called subhaloes and satellite galaxies. Satellites lose
their stellar mass under tidal stripping. Stripped stellar ma-
terials build up the outskirts of central galaxies and are more
metal poor than “in-situ” stars, which form the diffuse light
or the extended stellar halo around the central galaxy (e.g.
Bullock & Johnston 2005).

Theoretical studies on the formation of extended stel-
lar haloes involve a few different approaches, including an-
alytical models (e.g. Purcell et al. 2007), hydrodynamical
simulations (e.g. Oser et al. 2010; Lackner et al. 2012;
Pillepich et al. 2014; Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2016; Ka-
rademir et al. 2019) and semi-analytical approaches of par-
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2 Shi et al.

ticle painting/tagging method (e.g. Cooper et al. 2010). It
is demonstrated that the fraction of accreted stellar mass
with respect to the total mass of galaxies is higher for more
massive galaxies and for elliptical galaxies. The maximum
amount of intracluster component in the most massive dark
matter haloes can be six times as large as the in-situ formed
stellar mass of the central galaxy (e.g. Yang et al. 2009). In
addition, Rodriguez-Gomez et al. (2016, 2017) also demon-
strated the dependence of the fraction of ex-situ stars on
other halo and galaxy properties in Illustris, such as the for-
mation time, merger gas fraction, merger lookback time and
merger mass ratio.

Observationally, the determination of accreted stellar
mass fractions for galaxies often relies on a multi-component
decomposition of galaxy images or surface brightness pro-
files (e.g. D’Souza et al. 2014; Oh et al. 2017). The inner
and outer components of the best-fitting model profiles are
usually assumed to represent the in-situ and ex-situ compo-
nents. The decomposition also indicates on average larger
fractions of ex-situ stars in more massive galaxies and in
early-type galaxies (e.g D’Souza et al. 2014), in general
agreement with predictions from numerical simulations.

However, the multi-component fitting to observed sur-
face brightness profiles of galaxies might be subject to un-
known systematic uncertainties. For example, Remus &
Forbes (2021) tested multi-component decomposition using
mock galaxy images. They reported that the best-fitting in-
ner and outer components deviate from the true in-situ and
ex-situ components. The fitting is in fact more difficult for
late-type galaxies, which have rich substructures and breaks
in their surface brightness profiles. As a result, D’Souza
et al. (2014) adopted triple Sérsic models, with the approach
of fitting and fixing the inner two Sérsic components first,
and then the outer-most component with small Sérsic in-
dex, lower effective intensity and larger effective radius than
the inner components is further extracted. Besides, for late-
type galaxies with stellar mass lower than our Milky Way,
the fraction of ex-situ stars is typically low (∼1 to 10%)
and tends to show a large scatter, which is very sensitive
to systematic errors such as the quality of sky background
subtraction and the extended PSF wings.

Nowadays, machine learning has more and more appli-
cations in the field of cosmology and galaxy formation. For
example, Man et al. (2019) investigated how to use the L-
Galaxies semi-analytical galaxy catalogue (Henriques et al.
2015) and the random forest machine learning method to
predict the host halo mass. Han et al. (2019) used Gaus-
sian process regression to study how halo bias depends on
multiple halo properties. As machine learning techniques
generally do not need to assume any parametric forms and
can easily handle multiple variables when fitting the data,
they may provide alternative approaches to model the ex-
situ stellar mass fractions in different galaxies. In this pa-
per, we investigate such a possibility. We first perform a
re-investigation on how the ex-situ fraction of stars depends
on various physical properties/features of galaxies and dark
matter haloes, by using the TNG100 simulation from the Il-
lustrisTNG Project and the random forest machine learning
approach. Compared with the traditional binning method,
the random forest method, by design, considers the depen-
dence of the ex-situ fraction on various halo/galaxy features
jointly. It enables us to investigate the importance of differ-

ent halo/galaxy features and determine the ex-situ fractions.
We then move on to check the scatter or quality in the model
prediction.

We introduce the data used in this paper, including
the galaxy sample from TNG100 and various halo/galaxy
features in Section 2. The random forest machine learning
method is introduced in Section 3. We present the results
about the feature importance ranking, learning outcome and
scatter control in Section 4. Discussions and conclusions are
made in Section 5 and Section 6.

2 DATA

2.1 The IllustrisTNG simulation

Throughout this paper, we use data of the TNG100-1 simu-
lation from the IllustrisTNG Project (Marinacci et al. 2018;
Naiman et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018a; Pillepich et al. 2018;
Springel et al. 2018a; Nelson et al. 2019) for our study. The
IllustrisTNG series of hydrodynamical simulations include
comprehensive treatments of various galaxy formation and
evolution processes, including metal line cooling, star for-
mation and evolution, chemical enrichment and gas recy-
cling. The statistical features of the simulated galaxies have
been found to be in good agreement with numerous ob-
servations, including the global luminosity and stellar mass
functions, galaxy clustering, color distributions and satellite
abundance (e.g. Nelson et al. 2018b; Springel et al. 2018b;
Pillepich et al. 2018).

The TNG100 simulation was carried out with the
Planck 2015 ΛCDM cosmological model with parameters
Ωm = 0.3089, ΩΛ = 0.6911, Ωb = 0.0486, σ8 = 0.8159,
ns = 0.9667, and h = 0.6774 (Planck Collaboration et al.
2016). A total of 100 snapshots are saved between z = 127
and z = 0. Dark matter haloes are identified with the
friends-of-friends (FoF) algorithm (Davis et al. 1985). In
each FoF group, substructures including galaxies are iden-
tified with the SUBFIND algorithm (Springel et al. 2001).
TNG100-1 has a periodic box with 110.7 Mpc on a side that
follows the joint evolution of 1,8203 dark matter particles
and approximately 1,8203 baryonic resolution elements (gas
cells and stellar particles). Each dark matter particle has a
mass of 7.46 × 106M�, while the the baryonic mass resolu-
tion is 1.4× 106M�. These correspond to a resolution limit
of ∼ 7.46 × 108M� in halo mass down to 100 dark matter
particles. Galaxies with log10 M∗/M� < 8 are likely affected
by the resolution limit, while the accurate determination of
morphology, rotation and shape is likely affected for galaxies
with log10 M∗/M� < 9.

The TNG subhalo merger trees are constructed based
on the SubLink algorithm (e.g. Srisawat et al. 2013; Avila
et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2014; Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015).
There are two varieties of merger trees: the baryonic merger
trees are built by tracking only the stellar particles and star-
forming gas cells of subhaloes; The dark matter-only merger
trees are following the dark matter particles exclusively. By
tracing the merger trees, the assembly history of each indi-
vidual galaxy can be tracked down, which helps to determine
the origin of every star particle, i.e., whether they are formed
in-situ or ex-situ.
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2.2 Ex-situ stellar mass fraction

Explicitly, we use the stellar assembly catalogue provided
on the TNG website (Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2016, 2017),
which helps us to determine the origin of each star parti-
cle. This catalogue is constructed by tracking the baryonic
merger trees and determining whether a stellar particle was
formed outside of the “main progenitor branch" of a given
galaxy. If true, it is considered as an ex-situ stellar particle.
Otherwise, the stellar particle is tagged as an in-situ stellar
particle. For a given galaxy, the amount of stellar mass that
was accreted outside of the galaxy versus the total amount
of stellar mass is defined as the ex-situ stellar mass frac-
tion for this galaxy, which we denote as facc throughout the
paper.

2.3 Sample selection

In this study, we first use all true halo central galaxies from
TNG100-1, with some mild selections to avoid systems un-
dergoing major mergers. In this case, all halo and galaxy fea-
tures are calculated directly from the simulation and based
on 3-dimensional coordinates. We then move on to use only
observable galaxy features calculated in projection. We will
also consider a galaxy sample selected in a more realistic
way to mimic real observations. We introduce the sample
selection in the following. Several galaxy features are cal-
culated from mock galaxy images. Details about the mock
images and halo/galaxy features will be introduced later in
Section 2.4 and 2.5, respectively.

2.3.1 Central galaxies in TNG100-1

For our analysis, we first consider all central galaxies from
the redshift z = 0 snapshot of the TNG100-1 simulation and
with stellar mass M∗ > 1010.16M� (M∗ > 1010M�/h). We
choose not to push down to galaxies smaller than this thresh-
old, whose fraction of accreted stellar mass might be affected
by the resolution limit. Besides, in order to select relatively
isolated systems not perturbed by on-going major merger
events, we further require these central galaxies to be at
least 0.5 magnitudes brighter than their bound satellites in
r-band, but as we have explicitly checked, our results remain
very similar if without this selection. In addition, we select
galaxies that have faithful mock images (see Section 2.4 for
details). We finally choose 2,710 central galaxies at z = 0.
We will use them to investigate the correlation between facc

and their halo/galaxy features.
For part of our analysis, the sample will be split

into two subsamples according to their stellar mass, i.e.,
log10 M∗/M� > 11.20 and 10.16 < log10 M∗/M� 6 11.20.
Here the chosen division of log10 M∗/M� = 11.20 is to en-
sure similar ranges in log10 M∗ and facc. This is because,
global mass and size features as well as facc itself are highly
correlated with the stellar mass. When ∆ log10 M∗ is nar-
rower for one subsample, facc as a result will be constrained
in a narrow range. Without significant variations in the sam-
ple, the importance rakings of these quantities would be
much reduced, resulting in unfair comparisons between the
two subsamples. The high and low-mass subsamples have
241 and 2,469 galaxies, respectively.

The data sample will be split into two subsets: 1) train-
ing set, a subset to train the model; and 2) test set, a subset
to test the trained model. Throughout the analysis of this
paper, we use 70% randomly selected objects from the par-
ent sample for training, and the remaining 30% for the test.
The readers can check Section 3.2 for more details.

2.3.2 Isolated central galaxies

It is difficult to directly identify central galaxies in observa-
tion. Therefore they are often selected through empirical ap-
proaches. For example, the build-up of galaxy cluster/group
catalogues is based on clustering algorithms (e.g. Yang et al.
2007, 2021b) and color selections for red sequence objects
(e.g. Rykoff et al. 2014). Besides, central galaxies are usu-
ally brighter than their satellites, and thus galaxies that are
the brightest within a certain volume in redshift space can
be selected to represent centrals (e.g. Wang & White 2012;
Wang et al. 2021b,c), which are often referred to as locally
brightest galaxies, isolated galaxies or isolated central galax-
ies. All of the approaches, however, would lead to different
levels of incompleteness and contamination by satellites (im-
purity).

To test whether the data incompleteness and impurity
might affect the results, we also select a sample of isolated
central galaxies to test our learning outcome. Specifically,
we choose galaxies that are at least 0.5 magnitudes brighter
in r-band than all other companions within the virial ra-
dius (R200) in projection, and within three times the virial
velocity (3Vvir) along the line of sight from the z = 0 snap-
shot of TNG100-1. In addition, we also require that the se-
lected galaxies cannot be within the volume defined in the
same way around more massive galaxies. We choose the z-
axis of the simulation as the line-of-sight direction. In par-
ticular, the virial radius and velocity are calculated using
the abundance matching formula of Guo et al. (2010). The
magnitudes we use for selection are the absolute magnitudes
from Nelson et al. (2018a), with the inclusion of galaxy dust
attenuation and solar neighbourhood extinction. The filter
response curves are the same as the Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey (SDSS; Abazajian et al. 2009). After excluding galaxies
which do not have faithful mock images (see Section 2.4),
we have 2,231 isolated central galaxies from TNG100-1. The
purity of the mock galaxy catalogue is as high as 93.49%,
and the completeness fraction is 75.22% for galaxies with
log10 M∗/M� > 10.16.

2.4 Mock imaging data

We will use the SKIRT Synthetic Imaging data for TNG
galaxies (Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2019) to calculate a few
observable galaxy features in projection. The features will be
explained in detail in Section 2.5, and here we only briefly in-
troduce the mock images. The mock images are produced by
choosing the z-axis as the line-of-sight direction. Rodriguez-
Gomez et al. (2019) used SKIRT radiative transfer code
(Baes et al. 2011; Camps & Baes 2015) to generate syn-
thetic images of ∼12,500 galaxies for IllustrisTNG, and it is
designed to match SDSS observations of log10M∗/M� > 9.5
galaxies at z = 0. Specifically, the mock images were created
by assuming that the galaxies are located at z = 0.0485, and
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have included the effects of dust attenuation and scattering
as the photons pass through the Interstellar medium (ISM).
More details can be found in Rodriguez-Gomez et al. (2019).

In our analysis, we use the statmorph package1 to pro-
cess the mock images. We also add the PSF and a sim-
plified background sky model to mimic SDSS observations.
The size of the PSF model for convolution is simply an az-
imuthally symmetric Gaussian function with full width at
half-maximum (FWHM) being 1.32 arcsec in r-band, which
is the averaged value in SDSS r filter. The pixel size is 0.396
arcsec and the read in each pixel is in unit of e−s−1 instead
of nanomaggies. The value of the sky background noise we
added is simply σsky = 1/10 e− s−1 pixel−1 as recommended
on the TNG website. Here we assume that all pixels which
are 1.5σ above the sky noise level belong to the source, which
is detected by the photutils photometry package2.

The centroid of the galaxy is defined as:

Cx =

∑
i,j Iijxj∑
i,j Iij

; Cy =

∑
i,j Iijyi∑
i,j Iij

, (1)

where Iij is the pixel value of the SKIRT Synthetic image
at i-th row and j-th column. (xj , yi) is the coordinate of
the pixel centre. In particular, we only choose those galaxies
that have reliable morphological measurements (a quality
flag equals to zero) and that have mean signal-to-noise level
(S/N) per pixel larger than 2.5.

Based on the mock images, we can calculate size and
morphological features in projection (see Section 2.5.2 for
details).

2.5 Halo and galaxy features

In the following, we introduce the halo and galaxy features
used in our study. The features are going to be used in the
random forest method to predict facc. In our analysis, we
first use the features directly calculated from the simulation
to do theoretical studies. We then only use the observable
features and calculate them in similar ways as in real obser-
vations.

2.5.1 Halo features

• Mhalo

Total mass of all member particles which are bound to
the main halo.
• R200

The virial radius of the host dark matter halo, defined
as the radius of a sphere centred on the potential minimum
of this halo, within which the mean matter density is 200
times the critical density of the universe, at the time when
the halo is considered.
• M200

The virial mass of the host dark matter halo, which is
defined as the total mass enclosed within R200.
• σv,halo

The total velocity dispersion for all bound member par-
ticles of the main halo, which is defined as σv,halo =

1 https://statmorph.readthedocs.io
2 https://photutils.readthedocs.io

√
(σ2
x + σ2

y + σ2
z)/3. Here σx, σy and σz are the velocity dis-

persions of all bound particles in the main halo along x, y
and z-axis, respectively.
• Jhalo

The total specific angular momentum of a dark matter
halo, defined as Jhalo =

√
Jx

2 + Jy
2 + Jz

2. Jx,y,z refer to
the specific angular momentum along x, y and z-axis, which
are based on all bound particles and are in unit of kpc km/s.
• rhalf,halo

The radius containing half of the total mass of all bound
particles in 3-dimensional coordinates.
• zform

The redshift when the main halo reaches half of its z = 0
Mhalo.
• Vmax,halo

Maximum velocity of the spherically-averaged rotation
curve.

2.5.2 Galaxy features

• σv,∗
Stellar velocity dispersion, which is defined as σv,∗ =√
(σ2
x,∗ + σ2

y,∗ + σ2
z,∗)/3, where σx,∗, σy,∗ and σz,∗ are the

velocity dispersions of all star particles belonging to the cen-
tral galaxy and along x, y and z-axis, respectively.
To mimic real observations, we choose σz as the line-of-

sight velocity dispersion.
• M∗
The total stellar mass of the central galaxy.
In particular, when we use it as an observable feature,

we use the projected stellar mass within 30 kpc from the
galaxy centre. The size of 30 kpc is empirically chosen to
approximate twice the Petrosian radius3 in Nelson et al.
(2018a), which agrees better with the stellar mass function
in SDSS at the massive end.
• Mi and Mr

Mi and Mr are the absolute magnitudes of galaxies in
SDSS i and r-filters.
When used as observable features, the magnitudes are de-

fined through the flux within 30 kpc to the galaxy centre in
projection, with the galaxy dust attenuation and solar neigh-
bourhood extinction included. More details can be found in
Nelson et al. (2018a).
• g − r
Rest-frame g − r colour of each galaxy.
When it is used as an observable feature, dust attenuation

and solar neighbourhood extinction are included, and the g,
r-bands magnitudes are the flux within 30 kpc to the galaxy
centre in projection.
• r90,3D/2D and r50,3D/2D

For theoretical analysis, r90,3D and r50,3D are defined as
the 3-dimensional radii containing 90% and 50% of the stel-
lar mass for each galaxy.
When they are used as observable features, r90,2D and

3 Petrosian radius is the circular radius at which the local sur-
face brightness µ(r) equals to 20% of the mean surface brightness
enclosed µ(< r) (Blanton et al. 2001). Twice the Petrosian radius
is large enough to contain most of the flux of galaxies, but would
still miss the flux in outskirts of massive galaxies (e.g. He et al.
2013).
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r50,2D are the projected radii containing 90% and 50% of
the Petrosian flux in r-band, calculated using mock images
(see Section 2.4). The Petrosian flux is defined as the flux
contained within twice the Petrosian radius (Stoughton et al.
2002).
• merger mass ratio(µ)
The maximum stellar mass ratio between the central

galaxy and its satellites accreted at 0 < z < 2. To define
the ratio, the mass of the satellite is the maximum stel-
lar mass in its history instead of the stellar mass at infall,
while the stellar mass of the central is defined at the time
of accretion. Explicitly, we calculate this value based on the
Sublink dark-matter only merger trees (Rodriguez-Gomez
et al. 2015). This feature is not directly observable.
• Stellar age
The age of the galaxy is defined as the average look back

time when star particles were born, weighted by the stellar
mass of the particle.
The stellar ages inferred from different stellar population

synthesis models may have large uncertainties, and as the
readers will see from the results in Section 4.2, the impor-
tance of stellar age is low, so we do not include it in our list
of observable features.
• concentration(C3D/2D)
We denote the 3-dimensional concentration and the con-

centration calculated from projected galaxy images as
C3D and C2D, respectively. They are defined as C3D =
r90,3D/r50,3D and C2D = r90,2D/r50,2D (e.g. Graham et al.
2005; Cheng et al. 2011). It reflects galaxy morphology. High
concentration galaxies are mostly elliptical galaxies, while
low concentration galaxies are mostly spiral galaxies(e.g. Ko-
rmendy 1977; D’Souza et al. 2014; Wang et al. 2019a).
• κrot

κrot is a kinematic morphology quantity, defined as the
ratio between the amount of kinetic energy for particles with
ordered rotation (Krot) and the total kinetic energy (K).
This feature was introduced in Sales et al. (2012) as

κrot =
Krot

K
=

1

K

∑
i

1

2
mi(

jz,i
Ri

)2, (2)

where K is the total kinetic energy of the stellar compo-
nent, mi represents the mass for each star particle, jz,i cor-
responds to the specific angular momentum projected on
the z-axis and Ri is the distance from the particle to the
galaxy centre, projected on the x-y plane. The centre of
each halo is defined at the potential minimum. As discussed
in Rodriguez-Gomez et al. (2017), κrot is a good proxy to
the amount of rotation support and is a good measure of
galaxy morphology.

In this study, features related to satellite galaxies are
not incorporated in our analysis. This is partly because satel-
lites are affected by the resolution limit of the simulation,
and about one-third of central galaxies used in our analy-
sis do not have any satellites more massive than 108M�.
However, we do have explicitly tested to include the total
stellar mass in satellites more massive than 108M�, magni-
tude gaps between centrals and the brightest satellites and
the overdensity based on companion counts between 1 and
2 Mpc to the galaxy centre as features. We found relatively
lower importances for them compared with other features
discussed above, with little improvements in the quality of

the learning outcome. Thus we did not include them in our
analysis. Features related to the gas component and to the
metallicity are not used either. They are not important for
massive galaxies, while tend to have some mild importances
for the low-mass sample, but the inclusion of them brings
very little improvements in the learning outcome.

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Decision Trees

The decision tree machine learning method (Breiman et al.
1983), which is frequently used in data mining, can mimic
the process of making a decision and predict the value of
a target variable based on several input features. Decision
trees can be separated into two types: classification trees and
regression trees. Classification trees are used to determine
which class does the target belongs to. Regression trees are
used to predict the value of the target variable. Our work
only involves the regression tree.

The decision tree is essentially a binary partition of
the input sample. It starts from the root node and divides
the input sample into two subsamples according to whether
fi 6 θk or fi > θk. Here fi is the i-th feature of the input
sample and θk is a chosen value of fi adopted for the division.
After this, the root node moves down to two child nodes.
The decision tree is then further subdivided according to
different features and values until the size of the subdivided
sample on the leaf node is less than nleaf,min, a user-specified
hyperparameter characterising the minimum subsample size
on a leaf node for the decision tree model.

So for each node of the tree, it has to choose the feature
fi and the corresponding feature value θk used for sample
division. This is achieved by maximising the Information
Gain, which is defined as

I(fi, θk) =MSEparent node −
nfi6θk

nparent node
MSEfi6θk

− nfi>θk
nparent node

MSEfi>θk , (3)

where the MSE is the sample variance of a node

MSEnode =
1

nnode

∑
i∈node

(yi − 〈ynode〉)2, (4)

and nparent node, nfi6θk and nfi>θk are the sample size of a
parent node or sub-nodes. nnode represents the sample size
of a node. y is the target variable, and in our case y is the
ex-situ fraction in stellar mass, facc. 〈ynode〉 is the average
value of y in the node.

Explicitly, on each node, fi and θk with the largest In-
formation Gain on this node are chosen for the division.
When the tree moves down, one feature which has been
used on the parent nodes can still be used repeatedly on
child nodes 4. After the tree is constructed, the importance
of each feature is defined as the sum of its Information Gain

4 Note the number of features, K, to be iterated on each node,
can be a random subset of the total number of actual features
(N). Thus K can be smaller than N . K is a user-specified hyper-
parameter of the decision tree model. In our analysis throughout
this paper, we choose K = N .
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over those nodes which used this feature for the division,
normalized by the Information Gain of all nodes.

3.2 Random Forest Method

The Random Forest (RF) is an ensemble learning method
that constructs multiple decision trees and produces an av-
erage of the predictions made by each tree in the forest
(Breiman 2001). In particular, it uses the bootstrap sam-
pling technique for each tree, which means randomly fetch-
ing objects from the training data set with replacement and
with the same sample size. The RF method is widely used
because of its simplicity, accuracy and fast prediction. An-
other advantage of RF is that it enables the calculation of
the relative importance attributed to the input halo and
galaxy features. In addition, compared with a single Deci-
sion Tree, the RF method can reduce the over-fitting issues
because it can train each tree after bootstrap sampling indi-
vidually and generate an average result. The RF method has
been widely used for a variety of tasks in astronomy, e.g., in-
vestigating the relation between halo mass and galaxy group
properties (e.g. Man et al. 2019), exploring how the magni-
tude gaps between central and satellite galaxies serve as a
secondary proxy to the host halo mass (e.g. Zhou & Han
2022), estimating the virial mass of galaxy clusters in X-ray
(e.g. Oh et al. 2017), evaluating the importance of different
cluster properties upon determining the dynamical status
of galaxy clusters (e.g. Li et al. 2022), galaxy morphology
classification (e.g. Snyder et al. 2019) and calculating the
photometric redshift probability distribution function (e.g.
Carrasco Kind & Brunner 2013).

In our work, we import the class RandomForestRegres-
sor from the Python package scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al.
2011) to build the RF. For more details about this algorithm,
we refer to Breiman (2001). When we deal with the RF, the
hyperparameters will be tuned to control the growth of the
forest and optimize the performance of the prediction’s bias
and variance. There are two major hyperparameters to be
tuned: 1) ntrees: the number of trees in the forest; 2) nleaf,min:
the minimum number of data required to form a leaf node
(the tree will stop splitting below this number). We perform
convergence tests to seek the best combination of hyper-
parameters. We find for different choices of nleaf,min, the
accuracy of the model changes very quickly at ntree . 20,
and beyond ntree ∼ 20, the accuracy stays almost as con-
stants, indicating the models already converge at ntree ∼ 20.
As a conservative choice, we choose ntree = 200 . In addi-
tion, numbers of nleaf,min between 5 and 25 lead to accu-
racies not being very different from each other. We choose
nleaf,min = 10 when all 3-dimensional halo and galaxy fea-
tures are used, and nleaf,min = 5 when only observable fea-
tures are used.

The accuracy of the model is often evaluated from the
out-of-bag (OOB) scores defined on the OOB data. The
OOB data is a random subsample of training data that is left
out in each tree. When constructing each tree, about 36.8%
of the training data are not used after bootstrap sampling.
After each tree is trained, the outcome is used to make pre-
dictions for the OOB sample. The predictions made for the
OOB samples of all trees will be combined to calculate the

following R2 score, which is the definition of OOB score

R2(y, ŷ) = 1−

i=ns∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2

i=ns∑
i=1

(yi − ȳi)2

, (5)

where yi and ŷi are the true and predicted values for each
data in the OOB sample, respectively. And ȳi is the mean
value. ns is the size of OOB sample. A larger OOB score
means better prediction.

The R2 score can also be calculated for the 30% test
sample similarly and using Equation 5, which does not de-
pend on the training sample. As we have checked, the R2

score calculated based on either the test sample or the OOB
sample would not violate the conclusions of this paper. How-
ever, the values can vary slightly, reflecting the underlying
uncertainty due to sample fluctuation. Throughout this pa-
per, we mainly use the OOB score for the convergence test to
determine the choice of hyperparameters and to estimate the
quality of leaning outcome, and we use the R2 score based
on the test sample to evaluate the importances of individual
features. In addition, we will randomly select 100 different
training and test samples, but the fractions of training and
test samples will be fixed to 70% and 30% of the parent
sample. The mean score over all test samples will be used
as our final estimate, while the standard deviation of these
test samples will be used to estimate the uncertainty of the
score.

As we will discuss in detail in Section 4.1, the default
definition of the feature importance (see Section 3.1) suffers
from the so-called masking effect (see Section 4.1), when
there are strong correlations among different features. Thus
we will use a different approach to estimate the feature im-
portance ranking. Briefly, we only input one feature to build
the RF, and use the R2 score of the test sample to quan-
tify the feature importance. We provide more details in Sec-
tion 4.1.

4 RESULTS

In this section, we first discuss the correlation among dif-
ferent features. We then present the main results. Firstly,
we use central galaxies with their 3-dimensional halo and
galaxy features (see Sections 2.3.1 and 2.5) to investigate
the general learning outcome and the feature importance
ranking theoretically. We investigate the importance rank-
ings for both individual features and different feature com-
binations. We then use only observable galaxy features to
quantify the learning outcome and their importance rank-
ings. Finally, we investigate the level of bias and scatter in
the learning outcome, together with some brief discussions
on sample impurity based on isolated central galaxies.

4.1 Feature correlations

The halo and galaxy features used in this paper (see Sec-
tion 2) are not independent of each other. Figure 1 demon-
strates the correlation among a few most important features
in our analysis. The host halo mass of all bound particles
(Mhalo), the velocity dispersion of the host halo (σv,halo),
stellar mass (M∗), the r-band absolute magnitudes (Mr) of
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Figure 1. The correlation of a few halo/galaxy features and the ex-situ fraction (facc), based on central galaxies at z = 0. The features
include M∗, Mhalo, σv,halo, Mr, r90,3D and µ. The readers can find details about these features in Section 2.5, and all the features
presented here are calculated in 3-dimensions, rather than in projection. In each panel, the points are colour coded according to the
number density distributed over the plane formed by the combination of every two different features, which are smoothed by Gaussian
kernels. The diagonal panels show the probability distribution of each feature. The bottom row shows the relationship between facc and
these features, in which the black lines show the medians of facc. The errorbars indicate the 16-th to 84-th percentile ranges centred on
the medians.

the galaxy, and the 3-dimensional radius containing 90% of
the total bound stellar mass (r90,3D) are all strongly corre-
lated. The correlations of the above features with the max-
imum merger mass ratio (µ)5 are weaker but still present.

5 A few galaxies have µ > 1. This is because the mass of the
satellite is defined as the maximum stellar mass in its history
(see Section 2.5.2 for details).

Fortunately, as we have tested, the learning outcome of
the RF method is insensitive to such feature correlations.
This is one of the advantages of the RF method. However,
the ranking of feature importance is indeed sensitive to such
correlations. For example, when both M∗ and Mr are in-
cluded, the importance ofMr based on the default output of
the RF method (see Section 3.2), is only ∼1%. After remov-
ing M∗, the learning outcome only changes slightly, but the
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importance of Mr is significantly increased. This is because
M∗ already includes most of the information contained in
Mr. Mr only carries ∼ 1% additional information than M∗,
while M∗ perhaps has > 1% additional information than
Mr. Thus M∗ always turns out to have slightly more Infor-
mation Gain thanMr for most of the nodes. In other words,
the importance ofMr is suppressed byM∗, which makes the
output feature importance and their rankings challenging to
interpret. This is referred to as the “masking effect" of RF
(Louppe 2014).

To eliminate such confusions, we try an alternative ap-
proach to determine the feature importance. We define the
importance ranking for each feature based on their R2 score
ranking (Equation 5), obtained by only including this fea-
ture in the RF training and then applying it to the test sam-
ple to calculate the score. In this way, the importance of each
feature will not be affected by the correlation with other fea-
tures. In addition, we will also investigate the importances of
multiple feature combinations in this paper (see Sections 4.3
and 4.4 for details), and their importance rankings will be
represented by the R2 score rankings as well, when only in-
cluding these particular features in the RF model. Notably,
upon calculating such R2 scores, we have very carefully per-
formed convergence tests to determine the best hyperparam-
eters for each feature or feature combination.

4.2 Overall learning outcome and individual
feature importances of 3-dimensional halo and
galaxy features

The left panel of Figure 2 shows the predicted values of
facc versus their true values for galaxies in the test sample.
The R2 score is 93.94%. The facc = facc,true diagonal line
goes well through the data points, indicating no apparent
systematic bias. To quantify the scatter, we adopt the root-
mean-square error (RMSE):

RMSE =

√√√√√ i=n∑
i=1

∆f2
acc

n
, (6)

where ∆facc = facc,prediction − facc,true, and n is the num-
ber of galaxies in a given bin of facc,true. The bottom panel
of Figure 2 shows the RMSE as a function of facc,true. On
average, RMSE is 0.068. The right panel of Figure 2 is sim-
ilar, but is based on the prediction of using only observable
galaxy features, which we will discuss later in Section 4.4.

The feature importances for all individual 3-
dimensional halo and galaxy features are provided in
Table 1, and for the full, high and low-mass galaxy samples,
respectively. For all the three samples, r90,3D is always
the most important. This is somewhat surprising, since
facc is known to be a strong function of stellar mass
(Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2016). However, as we have
checked, the distribution of facc indeed tends to show the
smallest amount of scatter in Figure 1 when conditioned
on r90,3D. This is probably because galaxy size is very
closely linked to the accretion history. Dry minor mergers
tend to build up the outskirts of galaxies (e.g. Hopkins
et al. 2010; Oser et al. 2012; Hilz et al. 2013). Frequent
dry minor mergers can cause a considerable growth in size
with less amount of increase in the mass of galaxies(e.g.

Bédorf & Portegies Zwart 2013). Observationally, there are
also evidences showing that galaxy size is correlated with
the environment at fixed stellar mass, though still under
debates (e.g. Papovich et al. 2012; Allen et al. 2015; Huang
et al. 2018b; Sonnenfeld et al. 2019). Here we also see
r90,3D is more important than r50,3D, because the accreted
materials dominate in the outskirts, and thus stars in the
outer stellar halo are more strongly correlated with mergers
(e.g. Du et al. 2021).

For the full sample, a few global features such as halo
mass and size (Mhalo, M200 and R200) and the stellar mass
of galaxies (M∗), are among the top five most important
individual features. Here Mhalo is defined as the total mass
of dark matter particles bound to the main subhalo, which
turns out to be slightly more important than the virial mass,
M200. This probably reflects that the physically bound par-
ticles are more closely related to the formation of the central
galaxy than all particles within R200. Besides, the halo mass
and size features seem to be slightly more important than
M∗. However, the typical 1-σ uncertainty in the scores is
about 2% (full sample), as shown by Figure 3 for a few rep-
resentative features. Hence the relative ranking for Mhalo,
M200, R200 and M∗ is not very significant compared with
the associated uncertainties.

The 6-th and 7-th most important individual features
are the total velocity dispersion and the 3-dimensional half-
mass radius of the host halo, followed by a few stellar fea-
tures including the i-band absolute magnitude (Mi), the
total velocity dispersion of star particles6 (σv,∗) and the
3-dimensional half-mass radius of stars (r50,3D). The spe-
cific angular momentum of the host halo and the maximum
circular velocity, Jhalo and Vmax, are less important than
Mhalo, and the significance is more than 1-σ (see Figure 3).
Mr is less important than Mi, but with a low significance.
Other features quantifying the assembly history, including
the maximum merger mass ratio below z = 2 (µ), halo for-
mation time (zform) and morphology/colour/star formation
related features such as κrot, C3D, g− r and stellar age, are
significantly less important than the other global mass and
size features.

For the high-mass sample, r50,3D, Mhalo, M∗ and
rhalf,halo are among the top five most important individ-
ual features. Compared with the full sample, the rankings
of M200 and R200 now decrease to the 6-th and 7-th. The
importances of σv,halo and σv,∗ also decrease, while the rank-
ings of Mr, Vmax,halo and κrot slightly increase. In addition,
the few least important features with rankings between 16-th
and 19-th in the full sample now still have such low impor-
tances in the high-mass sample.

For the low-mass sample, the top eight most important
individual features are similar to those of the full sample,
except that µ now becomes the third most important indi-
vidual feature, i.e., its ranking is significantly higher than
those in the full and high-mass samples. In addition, the
rankings of galaxy concentration, C3D, and halo spin, Jhalo,

6 We have also checked the velocity dispersion of star particles
within an aperture of 3 arcsec, by placing galaxies at z = 0.0485.
The central velocity dispersion of galaxies has slightly higher im-
portance than the total velocity dispersion, but the difference is
not very significant compared with the typical uncertainties.
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Figure 2. Left: The top panel shows the predicted facc based on all available features calculated in 3-dimensions (y-axis), versus the
true facc from the simulation. This is based on central galaxies in TNG100-1, with a mild selection in the magnitude gap with respect to
their companions (see Section 2.3.1). The red solid line marks y = x, and the red shaded region shows the 1-σ standard deviation. The
bottom panel shows the root-mean-square error, RMSE (Equation 6), as a function of the true facc. Right: Similar to the left panel,
but the prediction is based on only observable galaxy features calculated in projection.
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Figure 3. Feature importances of 3-dimensional halo/galaxy fea-
tures for the full (red), high-mass (orange) and low-mass (blue)
galaxy samples, respectively. The errorbars are the 1-σ scatters
based on randomly dividing the training and test samples 100
times.

increase, but the importances of a few global features such
as Mr, Mi, rhalf,halo and Vmax,halo decrease compared with
those in the full and high-mass samples.

On average, the fraction of dark matter is more dom-
inant for low-mass satellite galaxies before infall (e.g. Guo
et al. 2010). For a similar amount of growth in stellar mass,

the growth in the host dark matter halo is stronger for low-
mass galaxies, hence a stronger change in the specific an-
gular momentum of the host halo. This probably explains
why Jhalo has a higher importance ranking than a few other
global halo/galaxy features for the low-mass sample.

Interestingly, it seems global halo and stellar features
such as the host halo mass, size and stellar mass are sig-
nificantly more important than assembly history related or
morphological features for high-mass galaxies, whereas for
low-mass galaxies, the importances of features related to
the assembly histories or to the galaxy morphology (µ, Jhalo

and C3D) have increased.
For both high and low-mass samples, stellar age and

g− r colour are not important individually. In fact, we have
also checked the importances for the star formation rate and
specific star formation rate, which are not directly shown in
Table 1, because they have very low importances individu-
ally. This indicates that if only using the current star for-
mation activity or colour of galaxies to predict the accreted
stellar mass fraction, the predictive power is very low.

4.3 The feature importance of multiple feature
combinations

In Section 4.2, we have investigated the importance rankings
of different individual features. In Table 1, we can see that
the highest R2 score of individual features is 82.12% for the
full sample, but a higher R2 score of 93.94% can be achieved
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Table 1. Feature importances of individual halo/galaxy features. The importance value of each feature is represented by the mean R2

score of the test samples, when the model is trained using this particular feature (see Section 4.1 for details). The upper limit of the
score is 100%. The three columns represent the full, high and low-mass samples used in our analysis. They are all central galaxies in the
simulation, with a mild selection in the magnitude gap with respect to their companions (see Section 2.3.1). Features for the full sample
are ranked according to the R2 scores, while the integer numbers in the brackets for the High-mass and Low-mass columns indicate the
ranking, i.e., (1) means the most important feature. The five most important individual features are marked in bold fonts. Note the
absolute R2 scores of different samples are not directly comparable. One can only compare the absolute scores for the same sample, or
compare the change in relative feature importance rankings across different samples.

Importance (%)
Feature Full High-mass Low-mass
r90,3D 82.12(1) 41.57(1) 70.96(1)
Mhalo 69.87(2) 36.42(3) 49.64(2)
M200 69.31(3) 34.26(6) 48.82(4)
R200 69.31(4) 34.25(7) 48.82(4)
M∗ 67.32(5) 35.52(4) 45.08(6)
σv,halo 66.85(6) 30.70(10) 44.78(7)
rhalf,halo 64.68(7) 34.42(5) 41.58(8)
Mi 61.56(8) 32.95(8) 36.38(10)
σv,∗ 61.05(9) 25.65(12) 35.36(12)
r50,3D 60.37(10) 38.28(2) 36.20(11)
Jhalo 59.97(11) 18.03(15) 39.70(9)
Mr 58.63(12) 32.80(9) 32.72(13)
Vmax,halo 56.73(13) 28.46(11) 28.08(16)
µ 47.90(14) 18.31(14) 49.11(3)
κrot 43.06(15) 24.12(13) 31.00(14)
C3D 36.44(16) 7.26(17) 30.00(15)
zform 24.15(17) 15.35(16) 22.99(17)
g − r 20.46(18) 0.17(19) 12.69(18)
Stellar age 17.02(19) 3.43(18) 4.95(19)

Table 2. The top five highest R2 scores for individual features, two and three feature combinations. This is shown for the full, high-mass
and low-mass samples separately. The R2 scores are presented in percentage. The 1-σ errors in the brackets are given by the scatters
among 100 random divisions between the training and test samples. Note the absolute R2 scores of different samples are not directly
comparable. One can only compare the absolute scores based on the same sample, or compare the change in relative feature importance
rankings across different samples.

Sample Nfeature First Second Third Fourth Fifth

Full

1 r90,3D Mhalo M200 R200 M∗
82.12(±1.31) 69.87(±1.85) 69.31(±1.93) 69.31(±1.93) 67.32(±2.00)

2 r90,3D, µ r50,3D, κrot r90,3D, κrot Mhalo, µ r90,3D, zform

89.83(±0.76) 86.39(±0.91) 86.36(±1.03) 85.08(±1.08) 84.85(±1.12)

3 r90,3D, µ, κrot r90,3D, µ, C3D r90,3D, r50,3D, µ r50,3D, µ, C3D r50,3D, µ, κrot

92.80(±0.58) 91.55(±0.66) 91.50(±0.64) 91.36(±0.59) 91.17(±0.65)

High-mass

1 r90,3D r50,3D M∗ Mhalo rhalf,halo

41.75(±7.12) 39.67(±6.22) 35.99(±7.50) 35.94(±7.72) 34.13(±7.61)

2 r50,3D, µ r90,3D, µ Mhalo, µ M∗, µ M200, µ
55.99(±6.72) 55.23(±6.46) 51.03(±8.44) 50.88(±7.07) 50.38(±8.23)

3 r50,3D, µ, κrot r90,3D, µ, C3D r90,3D, r50,3D, µ r50,3D, µ, C3D r90,3D, µ, Stellar Age
60.70(±5.79) 60.55(±6.14) 59.60(±6.18) 58.51(±6.80) 57.64(±6.46)

Low-mass

1 r90,3D Mhalo µ R200 M200

70.60(±1.71) 49.62(±2.70) 48.93(±2.24) 48.75(±2.74) 48.74(±2.72)

2 r90,3D, µ r50,3D, κrot r90,3D, κrot Mhalo, µ r90,3D, zform

84.05(±1.05) 78.51(±1.18) 78.50(±1.18) 75.87(±1.57) 75.62(±1.60)

3 r90,3D, µ, κrot r90,3D, µ, C3D r90,3D, r50,3D, µ r50,3D, µ, C3D r50,3D, µ, κrot

89.34(±0.78) 86.78(±0.97) 86.74(±0.96) 86.41(±0.93) 86.07(±0.89)

when all halo and galaxy features are used. This means using
only one individual feature to predict facc is not enough.
However, using a large number of features to determine facc

could be too redundant in practice. In this sense, we try to
determine facc with the combination of a limited number

of features and investigate the importance rankings of these
combinations.

To investigate this, we calculated the R2 scores for all
possible combinations of every two, three and four features,
same as done in Li et al. (2022) and Zhou & Han (2022).
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Figure 4. The highest R2 score as a function of the number of
features used, for the full (red), high-mass (blue) and low-mass
(orange) samples, respectively. The R2 scores are presented in
percentage. The errorbars represent the 1-σ scatters of R2 scores.
The score saturates at three features. Note the absolute R2 scores
of different samples are not directly comparable.

The highest R2 score with respect to the number of com-
bined features is shown in Figure 4. The red, orange and
blue curves are for the full, high and low-mass samples, re-
spectively. The errorbars represent the 1-σ scatters by divid-
ing the training and test samples for 100 times. We find the
curves become flattened beyond a number of three features,
indicating a combination of up to three features can already
saturate the score of the prediction. The highest R2 score
achieved with three features is 92.80% for the full sample,
which is very close to the score when all available halo and
galaxy features are used (93.94%). This means a lot of infor-
mation related to facc can be well explained by using only
three features in combination.

Table 2 shows the top five most important features or
feature combinations, for the cases of individual features,
two and three combined features. We show this for the full,
high and low-mass samples separately. Note although we
have ranked the different feature combinations in Table 2,
the significances in the ranking are not very high compared
with the errors (R2 scores and associated errors are shown
below the feature names).

We find r90,3D, which is the most important single fea-
ture, frequently appears in all different combinations as well.
For the combination of two features, the five most impor-
tant cases are often one global mass or size feature (r90,3D,
r50,3D, Mhalo or M∗), plus another assembly history related
or morphological feature (C3D, µ, κrot, zform or stellar age).
For the case of three features, those most important com-
binations are often one mass/size feature, plus another two
assembly/morphological features. In fact, despite the fact
that µ is not very important as an individual feature in the
full and high-mass samples, and κrot, for example, is not a
very important individual feature in the full, high and low-
mass samples, they frequently appear in the most important
two and three feature combinations. This indicates that as-

Table 3. Similar to Table 1, but shows the individual feature
importance rankings for only observable galaxy features in pro-
jection. The three most important individual features are marked
in bold fonts. Note the absolute R2 scores of different samples
are not directly comparable. One can only compare the absolute
scores for the same sample, or compare the change in relative
feature importance rankings across different samples.

Importance (%)
Feature Full High-mass Low-mass
M∗ 64.71(1) 23.43(2) 48.46(1)
Mi 59.34(2) 14.82(4) 41.79(2)
Mr 57.33(3) 14.43(6) 39.32(3)
r90,2D 53.18(4) 34.43(1) 36.20(4)
σz,∗ 52.59(5) 14.72(5) 31.71(6)
C2D 35.49(6) 7.62(7) 32.31(5)
r50,2D 31.95(7) 20.95(3) 16.50(7)
g − r 16.56(8) 7.59(8) 10.10(8)

sembly or morphological features carry the most amount of
independent information from those in global mass/size fea-
tures, and thus after combined together, they become the
most important. On the other hand, the few top important
individual features in Table 1, such as r90,3D, Mhalo, M200,
R200 andM∗, are highly correlated with each other, carrying
redundant information. This explains why the combination
of, for example, r90,3D and µ, becomes more important than
the combination of r90,3D and M∗ for instance.

Interestingly, we notice two features which are both not
very important individually, may become very important af-
ter being combined together. For example, the combination
of r50,3D and κrot rank the second most important for the full
sample and the low-mass sample. r50,3D also appears mul-
tiple times in the five most important three feature com-
binations. However, r50,3D only ranks the 10-th and 11-th
important as an individual feature for the full and low-mass
samples. The importance of κrot as an individual feature is
also very low for the full, high and low-mass samples.

Our results show, very promisingly, one can choose to
use one global mass or size feature of the galaxy or host
halo, in combination with another two features reflecting
the assembly history or morphology to predict facc. In fact,
using the combination of r90,3D, µ and κrot, the RMSE is
∼0.072, which is very similar to the RMSE of 0.068 in the
left panel of Figure 2, when all available halo and galaxy
features are used. In other words, the inclusion of many other
halo and galaxy features almost does not help to decrease
the RMSE.

In the next subsection, we move on to discuss the RF
learning outcome and importance ranking when only observ-
able galaxy features are used.

4.4 The learning outcome and feature
importances of observable galaxy features

The learning outcome and the feature importance rankings
based on only observable features are practically more im-
portant, which we investigate in this subsection. In the right
panel of Figure 2, the predicted values of facc are shown
against their true values for the test sample when only ob-
servable galaxy features calculated in projection are used
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Table 4. The top five most important individual features, two and three feature combinations, and the associated R2 scores, for the
full, high and low-mass samples. This is only for observable features. The R2 scores are presented in percentage. The 1-σ scatters in the
brackets are given by randomly dividing the training and test samples for 100 times. Note the absolute R2 scores of different samples
are not directly comparable. One can only compare the absolute scores for the same sample, or compare the change in relative feature
importance rankings across different samples.

Sample Nfeature First Second Third Fourth Fifth

Full

1 M∗ Mi Mr r90,2D σz,∗
64.71(±2.11) 59.34(±2.41) 57.33(±2.50) 53.18(±2.57) 52.59(±2.72)

2 M∗, r90,2D M∗, C2D Mi, C2D Mr, C2D r90,2D, C2D

70.74(±1.91) 68.97(±1.89) 68.88(±2.01) 68.73(±2.03) 68.16(±1.80)

3 M∗, r90,2D, C2D M∗, C2D, r50,2D Mi, r90,2D, C2D Mr, r90,2D, C2D Mi, C2D, r50,2D

75.76(±1.66) 75.36(±1.66) 74.85(±1.64) 74.70(±1.69) 74.16(±1.71)

High-mass

1 r90,2D M∗ r50,2D Mi σz,∗
34.43(±10.28) 23.43(±9.50) 20.95(±9.59) 14.82(±8.19) 14.72(±7.82)

2 r90,2D, g − r r90,2D, C2D r90,2D, r50,2D r90,2D, σz,∗ r90,2D, M∗
41.37(±9.37) 39.47(±9.88) 39.39(±10.69) 38.04(±10.32) 37.58(±11.10)

3 r90,2D, σz,∗, g − r r90,2D, M∗, C2D r90,2D, M∗, g − r r90,2D, σz,∗, C2D r90,2D, Mr, g − r
44.23(±9.63) 43.12(±10.72) 42.87(±10.87) 42.80(±10.09) 42.19(±10.40)

Low-mass

1 M∗ Mi Mr r90,2D C2D

48.46(±3.01) 41.79(±2.56) 39.32(±2.56) 36.20(±2.61) 32.31(±2.65)

2 M∗, r90,2D r90,2D, C2D Mr, C2D Mi, C2D r50,2D, C2D

56.92(±2.75) 56.25(±2.37) 56.20(±2.56) 55.91(±2.58) 55.75(±2.37)

3 M∗, r90,2D, C2D M∗, r50,2D, C2D Mi, r90,2D, C2D Mr, r90,2D, C2D Mi, C2D, r50,2D

64.48(±2.52) 64.13(±2.51) 63.27(±2.39) 63.15(±2.32) 62.84(±2.44)

M Mi Mr r90, 2D z, * C2D r50 g r
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Figure 5. Feature importances of individual observable galaxy
features, and for the full (red), high-mass (orange) and low-mass
(blue) galaxy samples, respectively. Errorbars are the 1-σ scatters
based on randomly dividing the training and test samples 100
times. The larger errorbars for the high-mass sample is due to
the smaller sample size.

for training and prediction. The R2 score drops to 78.43%,
which is lower than the score (93.94%) when all halo and
galaxy features calculated in 3-dimensions are used (the left
panel of Figure 2). In the bottom panel, the RMSE is on
average 0.104, which is ∼40% larger than the prediction by
using all available halo and galaxy features calculated in 3-
dimensions. There are also some biases from the diagonal
line at small values of facc.

Similar to Table 1, the importance rankings for individ-
ual observable features are shown in Table 3, for the full,

high and low-mass samples. The scores and associated un-
certainties are also presented in Figure 5.

All the features in Table 3 have smaller scores compared
with corresponding features in Table 1, especially for r90,2D

and r50,2D. r90,2D is no longer the most important individ-
ual feature for the full and low-mass samples. This is mainly
because r90,2D is calculated based on mock galaxy images
involving observational effects such as sky noise, PSF and
dust attenuation. Projection plays a relatively minor effect.
As we have explicitly checked, if r90 is calculated by directly
projecting the positions of star particles in the simulation,
its importance can be as high as 80.74% (full sample). The
inclusion of sky noise has probably made part of the outer
stellar halo drop below the noise level, and hence the deter-
mination of outer boundaries of galaxies becomes inaccurate
(e.g. He et al. 2013; D’Souza et al. 2015), resulting in less
correlation with the accreted stellar material. Nevertheless,
r90,2D is still the most important feature for the high-mass
sample, while it remains in the top five most important fea-
tures for the full sample and the low-mass sample. Similar
to Table 1, we find the ranking of C2D is higher for the
low-mass sample.

Based on the same idea as Section 4.2, we also investi-
gate the importance rankings of multiple observable feature
combinations. The corresponding results are shown in Ta-
ble 4 for the full, high and low-mass samples. For the full
sample, the most important two feature combination is M∗
plus r90,2D. The other important two feature combinations
are usually one stellar mass/luminosity or size related fea-
ture plus galaxy concentration, C2D, but the difference in the
associated R2 scores for the top five most important combi-
nations is not significant compared with the errors. For the
combination of three observable galaxy features, the scores
are further increased. The top five most important combi-
nations are usually one stellar mass/luminosity feature, one
galaxy size feature plus C2D. We find C2D, a feature related
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to observed galaxy morphology in projection, appears very
frequently, despite the fact that it is only the 5-th to 7-th
most important individual feature in Table 3. This is because
it carries the most amount of independent information from
galaxy stellar mass and size.

The most important two or three feature combinations
for the high and low-mass samples are similar to those for
the full sample. However, for the high-mass sample,the line-
of-sight velocity dispersion, σz,∗, sometimes appears to re-
place M∗, and the galaxy g − r colour sometimes appears
to replace C2D. Note g − r is the least important feature in
Table 3. To summarize, a combination of up to three observ-
able galaxy features of different types, galaxy stellar mass
(or line-of-sight velocity dispersion), galaxy size plus a third
morphology (or colour) related feature would lead to a score
very close to the case when all observable galaxy features are
used. In fact, using the combination of M∗, r90,2D and C2D

for the prediction, the RMSE is ∼0.119, which is similar to
the RMSE of 0.104 for the right panel of Figure 2.

In the next subsection, we move on to directly compare
the bias and scatter in the two cases, and compare with
the prediction when only stellar mass is used as the input
feature.

4.5 Scatter and bias

Figure 6 shows the residuals between the predicted and true
values of facc, i.e., ∆facc, which is reported as a function of
stellar mass. Different panels refer to predictions based on
different input features or different samples.

The upper left panel shows the smallest amount of scat-
ter, when all available halo and galaxy features calculated
in 3-dimensions are included. Consistent with Figure 2, the
scatter gets significantly larger in the upper right panel when
only observable galaxy features are used. Despite the signif-
icant increase in the amount of scatter, the prediction re-
mains almost unbiased, except for the low-mass end, where
we see the data points tend to be skewed towards positive
∆facc

7.
Notably, Figure 6 is based on the learning outcome of

the full sample. If we plot the results when the high and
low-mass samples are trained separately, the scatter be-
comes slightly smaller at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11.2, i.e., the mass
threshold used for the division, but remains similar at the
high and low-mass ends. Besides, we also note a mild peak
in the amount of scatter at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11, which is per-
haps related to the transition in the relation between facc

and stellar mass at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11, as the readers can
see from the bottom left panel of Figure 1 that the scatter in
facc seems to be slightly larger at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11. Galax-
ies with log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11 represent a transition stage from
blue star-forming disks to red passive ellipticals. Perhaps the
modelling of these galaxies more strongly depends on a few
other features, which are so far not included in our analysis,

7 The amount of scatter and bias can be slightly decreased at the
low-mass end if we use log facc as the target instead of facc. When
using log facc as the target variable, it is the bias and scatter in
the ratio between predicted and true facc to be minimised, instead
of the absolute difference.

such as the redshift when the star formation activity of the
galaxy starts to quench.

The difference between the two upper panels of Fig-
ure 6 reflects the fact that observable galaxy features are
not enough to capture the full information of facc. The pre-
diction in the upper left panel is also based on a few unob-
servable features such as host halo mass, size, specific angu-
lar momentum and assembly histories. These have helped to
reduce the scatter and bias significantly. In addition, other
features used in the upper left panel, if observable, are in
fact calculated in 3-dimensions without including observa-
tional noise and projection effects, which also improves the
prediction.

Since the stellar mass is among one of the most impor-
tant observable features, it is interesting to show the ability
of predicting facc using stellar mass solely. This is shown
in the lower left panel of Figure 6. Compared with the up-
per right panel, the amount of bias and scatter is slightly
larger. At log10 M∗/M� < 11.1, the distribution is a bit
more asymmetric. Therefore the inclusion of a few other ob-
servable galaxy features indeed helps to bring some mild
improvements than simply using stellar mass.

We also investigate whether the sample selection in real
observation might affect the learning outcome. As mentioned
in Section 2.3.2, we cannot directly identify true halo cen-
tral galaxies in real observations, which are often selected
through indirect or empirical approaches. Here we repeat
our RF training against a sample of isolated central galaxies
(see details in Section 2.3.2), using only observable galaxy
features calculated in projection. The scatter in predicted
versus true values of facc based on the corresponding test
sample is presented in the lower right panel of Figure 6.
This is to be directly compared with the upper right panel.
As have been mentioned, the selection of isolated central
galaxies would introduce a small amount of contamination
by satellite galaxies, but our results do not seem to be sig-
nificantly affected by such satellite contamination, i.e., the
scatter in the lower right panel seems to be even slightly
smaller than that of the upper right panel. The slight de-
crease in the scatter of the lower right panel is perhaps due
to the sample selection and statistical fluctuation.

Figure 7 directly compares the three cases, by overplot-
ting the RMSEs of the upper left, upper right and lower left
panels of Figure 6 together. It is clearly shown that when
only observable galaxy features are used, the RMSE of facc

can be decreased by ∼0.03 (20%) than purely using stellar
mass for the prediction. When all available halo and galaxy
features calculated in 3-dimensions are included, the scatter
can be further reduced by ∼0.04. The amount of improve-
ments is almost a constant at log10 M∗/M� < 11, which is
slightly smaller at log10 M∗/M� > 11, perhaps indicating for
high-mass galaxies, more information about facc is included
in other features in addition to stellar mass and other unob-
servable features so far not included in our analysis. Consis-
tent with Figure 6, the RMSE itself also shows weak depen-
dence on stellar mass, with a peak at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11,
which slightly decreases towards both low and high-mass
ends. Note when we only use the three most important fea-
tures in combination to predict facc (all available features
or observable features, see Tables 2 and 4) , the scatters are
very similar to the red or orange curves in Figure 7.

So far, after including all observable galaxy features in
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Figure 6. Upper Left: The difference between predicted and true values of facc (∆facc), reported as a function of stellar mass.
The prediction is based on the learning outcome when all available halo and galaxy features calculated in 3-dimensions are used. Blue
dots represent individual haloes/galaxies, while the solid and two dashed lines show the median, 16-th and 84-th percentile boundaries,
respectively. Upper Right: The prediction is based on observable galaxy features calculated in projection. Lower Left: facc is predicted
by only using the stellar mass. Lower Right: Similar to the top right panel, but is based on isolated central galaxies (ICG). Except for
the bottom right panel, the test sample used in all the other three panels are based on the same set of central galaxies from TNG100-1.
We take one test sample as representative. Other test samples after random divisions can show slightly different results, but the general
trends remain very similar. In addition, for all the four panels, the stellar mass in the x-axis is the true stellar mass based on all bound
star particles from the simulation, although different types of stellar mass are used as input features for the RF training and prediction
(see Section 2.5 for details). This is for the sake of fair comparisons.

the RF training for prediction, the RMSE is about 0.1 in
facc, which gently decreases to ∼ 0.08 at the low and high-
mass ends. One interesting question to ask is what is the best
we can achieve, if we input entire galaxy images or velocity
maps for training and prediction? We move on to investigate
this in the next section.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Using density and velocity profiles for
prediction

In this subsection, we try to test what is the best one can
achieve to predict facc with current and future observations.
In principle, we can input the entire galaxy image in all avail-
able filters for training. We can also include the velocity map
based on current or future integral field unit (IFU) obser-
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Table 5. Feature importances (R2 scores) for the projected stellar mass densities, line-of-sight velocity and velocity dispersions measured
at different radii. We do not provide results for surface brightness profiles in gri-bands, which actually show similar trends as the projected
stellar mass density profile. The profiles are calculated for 10 radial bins between 0.31 and 3.16 times the projected radius containing
half of the stellar mass (r50).

Importance (%)
r/r50 0.36 0.45 0.57 0.71 0.90 1.13 1.42 1.79 2.25 2.84
velocity dispersion profile 44.57 41.81 38.95 35.67 31.44 27.24 22.24 19.30 17.77 16.84
density profile 16.88 19.94 21.66 21.91 21.50 20.89 19.51 16.71 12.52 8.07
velocity profile 5.82 5.33 5.12 4.77 4.22 3.36 2.84 2.28 2.13 2.07
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Figure 7. Red, orange and green curves show the root-mean-
square errors versus stellar mass, which are based on the RF
prediction trained using all available features calculated in 3-
dimensions, using only observable features calculated in projec-
tion, and using the stellar mass only. These correspond to the up-
per left, upper right and lower left panels of Figure 6, respectively.
The blue curve is based on the RF prediction trained against sur-
face brightness profiles in gri-bands, the projected stellar mass
density profile, velocity and velocity dispersion profiles, density
fluctuation at different radii and the axis ratio of the galaxy. The
brown curve is for the prediction when the black hole mass is
additionally included as a feature, and on the basis of the brown
curve, the magenta curve further includes κrot. Smaller values
of RMSE mean better prediction. Errorbars are the 1-σ scatters
among the results of 100 randomly divided training and test sam-
ples. Small shifts along the x-axis have been manually added to
all curves except the green one, in order to better display the
errorbars.

vations. The images and velocity maps themselves should
contain the maximum amount of information so far we can
observe for a given galaxy. Since the training based on entire
galaxy images is not efficient with the RF method, we choose
to represent the image using the surface brightness profiles
in gri-bands and the projected stellar mass density profile.
The velocity map is represented by the mean line-of-sight
velocity and velocity dispersion profiles, and we choose the
z-axis of the simulation to represent the line-of-sight direc-
tion. We use these profiles as input features. We also post-
pone analysis based on galaxy images and velocity maps to
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Figure 8. The feature importances for the projected stellar mass
densities, line-of-sight velocities and velocity dispersions mea-
sured at different radii (red dots, orange diamonds and purple
squares, see the legend). Errorbars are the 1-σ scatters among
the results of 100 randomly divided training and test samples.

future studies with alternative machine learning algorithms
such as the neural network.

To calculate the various kinds of profiles, we adopt 10
radial annuli between 0.31 and 3.16 times the projected ra-
dius containing half of the stellar mass. We have explicitly
checked that our RF learning outcome and feature impor-
tance ranking are not sensitive to how the binning is chosen,
as long as the number of bins is in a reasonable range. More-
over, TNG galaxies are not strictly spherical, and for a given
radial annulus, the actual density and surface brightness dis-
tribution can vary within the annulus. Thus we also include
the axis ratio of the entire galaxy and the density fluctua-
tions at different radii as input features. However, the scores
for these features are low, which help little to improve the
prediction, and thus we do not directly show their impor-
tances. We have also tried to include the covariance matrixes
for all these profiles as input features, and we end up with
almost no improvements.

Blue lines and symbols in Figure 7 show the RMSEs
of the learning outcome based on all the different kinds of
profiles mentioned above, as a function of stellar mass. Com-
pared with the orange lines and symbols, which have been
discussed in Section 4.5, the blue lines and symbols have
slightly smaller values at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 10.6, whereas the

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (0000)



16 Shi et al.

RMSEs in the two most massive bins even become larger
though the errors are also quite large. Therefore, it seems
even after we use up all the information contained in the pro-
jected density, surface brightness, line-of-sight velocity and
velocity dispersion profiles, very limited improvements can
be achieved. This is probably because for mergers/accretions
happened early on, stars have enough time to be phase
mixed, leaving less amount of information about the merger
histories in the density and velocity maps. Maybe further
including tangential velocities and metallicity gradients can
help to achieve more improvements, though tangential veloc-
ities can be extremely difficult or impossible to measure for
distant extra-galactic systems. In addition, satellite galax-
ies can continue forming stars after falling into the current
host halo. The amount of stellar mass formed after infall also
contributes to the ex-situ stellar mass. Further including fea-
tures related to the star formation activities and orbits of
satellites after infall might help to improve.

The feature importances for the projected stellar mass
density profile, the line-of-sight velocity and velocity disper-
sion profiles measured at different projected radii are pre-
sented in Table 5 and Figure 8. We only plot 5 out of the
10 radial bins in Figure 8 to make the figure easy to read.
In Figure 8, the red dots are all above the purple squares,
especially for those points in more central regions, indicat-
ing that the second moments in velocity carry significantly
more information than the first moments. Besides, it seems
the projected stellar mass density profiles are significantly
less important than the second moments in velocity as well,
but are more important than the first moments in velocity,
with the orange diamonds in the middle of red dots and
purple squares.

Indeed, substructures formed by mergers are expected
to preserve better their clustering in the full 6-dimensional
phase space. As a result, many previous studies look for tidal
debris and substructures around our Milky Way Galaxy and
also extra-galactic galaxies with IFU observations in veloc-
ity, energy and action spaces (e.g. Helmi 2004; Myeong et al.
2018b,a; Belokurov et al. 2018; Yuan et al. 2020; Du et al.
2021; Zhu et al. 2021). The fact that we found the second
moments in the velocity are more important than the den-
sity distribution is consistent with the expectation, proving
that numerical simulations performed under the standard
hierarchical structure formation theory of our Universe is
capable of producing such a trend. Moreover, Figure 8 also
shows that the importance of the velocity dispersion profiles
shows a dependence on the radius, i.e., the velocity disper-
sion in the central region is more important. This is perhaps
because tidal debris is more phase mixed in central regions
of their hosts (e.g. Wang et al. 2015), and thus velocity dis-
persion information becomes more important to disentangle
the in-situ and ex-situ components.

The fact that even after including the entire projected
density, surface brightness, line-of-sight velocity and veloc-
ity dispersion profiles, the scatter in the learning outcome is
not significantly improved, indicates that multi-component
decomposition of the surface brightness profiles would suffer
from similar or even worse amount of uncertainties, com-
pared with the orange or blue solid lines in Figure 7.

5.2 Improvements with future observations

So far we did not include the mass of central black holes,
MBH, in our list of features. Observations have revealed tight
correlations between the mass of central supermassive black
holes and properties of host galaxies, such as the velocity
dispersion, mass and luminosity of the bulge component,
total stellar mass and velocity dispersion of the host (see
e.g. Kormendy & Ho 2013, for a review). These relations
indicate strong co-evolution of central black holes and their
host galaxies. In many previous studies, this is often inter-
preted as the outcome of galaxy mergers, which contribute
to the growth in mass of both central black holes and host
galaxies (e.g. Croton et al. 2006; Hopkins et al. 2006; Peng
2007; Kormendy & Bender 2011; Mannerkoski et al. 2021),
though many other studies also proposed merger-free sce-
narios to interpret the co-evolution (e.g. Kormendy & Ken-
nicutt 2004; Greene et al. 2010; Oh et al. 2012; Simmons
et al. 2013).

According to the above background scenario, facc might
be correlated with MBH. Observationally, MBH is difficult
but still possible to measure, through, for example, reverber-
ation mapping of AGN broad line regions (e.g. Blandford &
McKee 1982). We thus examine the learning outcome when
MBH is used as an observable. The brown lines and symbols
in Figure 7 show the RMSE after further including MBH

as an observable feature. Compared with the blue lines and
symbols, the RMSE is further reduced by at least ∼20% at
log10 M∗/M� > 11, but the error of the most massive data
point is very large. There are very weak improvements at the
low-mass end. If MBH can be accurately measured in future
observations, the prediction of facc by additionally including
MBH is promising to be further improved by at least ∼20%
for massive galaxies, though this conclusion might depend
on the subgrid physics, as TNG is not capable of resolving
black hole mergers.

In fact, as we have checked, in TNG100, MBH is very
strongly correlated with the host halo mass defined through
all bound particles, Mhalo, with a considerably smaller
amount of scatter than that between M∗ and Mhalo

8. Thus
the inclusion of MBH is a very good reflection of the host
halo mass for central galaxies in TNG, resulting in such a
significant improvement in the prediction of facc for mas-
sive galaxies. However, also due to this strong correlation, if
further including MBH in the list of all halo and galaxy fea-
tures calculated in 3-dimensions, the improvement is weak,
i.e., the RMSE is similar to the red lines and symbols in
Figure 7.

Many existing studies have used the abundance, to-
tal luminosity or total stellar mass of satellite galaxies as
a proxy to the host halo mass (e.g. Wang & White 2012;
Sales et al. 2013; Graham et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2021c).
We did not include these satellite related features in our
analysis due to the concern of the TNG100 resolution limit.
Besides, in current spectroscopic observations, it is difficult
to measure the satellite abundance down to faint magni-
tudes. Many small satellites do not have spectroscopic obser-
vations. The method of counting and averaging photometric

8 In TNG100, the amount of scatter between MBH and Mhalo is
also considerably smaller than that between the total stellar mass
in satellites with log10M∗/M� > 8 and Mhalo.
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satellites around spectroscopically identified central galax-
ies, with statistical background subtraction or modelling of
photometric redshift errors (e.g. Wang et al. 2011; Guo et al.
2012; Lan et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2019b, 2021a; Xu & Jing
2021), cannot achieve satellite counts for individual systems.
However, on-going and future deep spectroscopic surveys
such as the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI;
DESI Collaboration et al. 2016), will provide spectroscopic
measurements for much fainter satellites. We thus further
check the amount of improvements after including the to-
tal stellar mass in satellites more massive than 108M� as
an observable feature9. Unfortunately, the improvement is
very limited, which is at most ∼1% at log10 M∗/M� ∼ 11.1.
In particular, the corresponding score is 52.19% for the full
sample, and the small improvement is mainly due to its cor-
relation with M∗ in TNG.

In addition toMBH and satellites, another feature, κrot,
which is not considered as an observable in our analysis
above, is in fact closely related to the so-called spin parame-
ter of galaxies. The spin parameter quantifies the specific an-
gular momentum, which can be estimated for galaxies with
good IFU data (e.g. Cappellari 2016; Graham et al. 2019;
Wang et al. 2020; Zhu et al. 2021). The magenta lines and
symbols in Figure 7 show the RMSE after further including
κrot as an observable, together with MBH. The inclusion of
κrot further decreases the RMSE for smaller galaxies. Since
MBH is more important for massive galaxies, the joint inclu-
sion of MBH and κrot help to decrease the RMSE by ∼20%
over the entire mass range. Note our analysis is based on
the true values of MBH and κrot from the simulation, with-
out any observation and projection effects. So the 20% of
improvement should be understood as an estimate of the
upper limit for what we can achieve, ifMBH and κrot can be
accurately determined with future observations.

The fact that r90,3D is the most important feature is
very promising. Our results show that after including the
sky noise and PSF of SDSS, the importance of r90,2D drops.
However, on-going and future deep imaging surveys and in-
struments, such as the Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) Imaging
Survey (Miyazaki et al. 2012, 2018; Komiyama et al. 2018;
Furusawa et al. 2018), the Large Synoptic Survey Telescope
(LSST; Ivezić et al. 2008) and the China Space Station Tele-
scope (CSST; Zhan 2011; Cao et al. 2018; Gong et al. 2019)
are promising to achieve significantly better resolution and
deeper imaging of the outer stellar halo, hence improving
the measurement of r90,2D and the prediction of facc.

5.3 Can the learning outcome be directly applied
to real galaxies?

In this subsection, we further discuss the feasibility and un-
certainty of applying our RF learning outcome based on
TNG100-1 galaxies to real galaxies. We have shown that
the inclusion of other observable galaxy features in addi-
tion to stellar mass can lead to ∼0.03 (20%) of decrease
in the RMSE, so the RF prediction based on all these fea-
tures jointly is indeed more precise than simply predicting

9 Here for central galaxies without any satellite above this thresh-
old, we simply exclude them.

facc based on only stellar mass. Moreover, even after includ-
ing almost all available information from galaxy images and
velocity maps, the uncertainty in the prediction of facc is
about 0.1, which gently decreases to ∼ 0.08 at the low and
high-mass ends. This is perhaps the limit one can achieve
with current observations.

However, to apply the RF learning outcome based on
TNG galaxies to real observed galaxies, we care about how
TNG agrees with the real data. Disagreement between TNG
predictions and the real Universe would introduce system-
atic uncertainties. It has been shown in previous studies that
TNG predictions still deviate from real data, in terms of a
few detailed and stringent comparisons, such as the mass-
size relation, morphological and colour features.

For example, by comparing the mass-size relation of
SDSS and GAMA galaxies with TNG predictions, Pillepich
et al. (2018) showed that TNG galaxies tend to have larger
sizes than those of real galaxies at fixed stellar mass. More-
over, Genel et al. (2018) quantitatively estimated that the
discrepancies between the sizes of TNG100 and real galaxies
are in the range of ∼0 to 0.2dex, which is sensitive to sam-
ple selections and size definitions in both observations and
simulations.

In addition to the mass-size relation, tensions also ex-
ist when comparing the morphology of TNG and observed
galaxies. For example, Rodriguez-Gomez et al. (2019) com-
pared synthetic galaxy images from TNG and Pan-STARRS
observations. It was reported that TNG galaxies show good
overall agreement with real data. The median trends of mor-
phological, size and shape features with respect to stellar
mass are consistent with the observational trends within 1-
σ. However, TNG has difficulties in reproducing a strong
morphology-colour relation, which is probably due to ineffi-
cient feedback near the galaxy centre, and thus TNG galax-
ies are too concentrated. With deep learning classifications,
the mass-size relations of TNG galaxies divided by morpho-
logical types agree well with the relations of real galaxies,
but the correlation between optical morphology and Sérsic
index is weaker than SDSS (Huertas-Company et al. 2019).
Moreover, Zanisi et al. (2021) announced that TNG simula-
tions still cannot reproduce the details of galaxy morphol-
ogy structures on small scales very well, especially for those
quenched spheroidal galaxies, which could be related to the
coarse numerical resolution.

Delicated disagreement also exists in the outer stel-
lar haloes and host dark matter haloes between TNG and
real observed galaxies. Merritt et al. (2020) compared a few
galaxies from the Dragonfly Nearby Galaxies Survey with
TNGmass-matched counterparts, and found that real galax-
ies have less mass or light at large radii, which they denote
as a so-called “missing outskirts problem". The inconsistency
might be related to their small sample of nearby galaxies,
which is not large enough to achieve good statistical sig-
nificance, but it might also indicate the necessity of a finer
tuning in satellite disruption in TNG. More recently and
combining weak lensing measurements, Ardila et al. (2021)
reported that at the virial mass of ∼ 1013M�, the outer stel-
lar mass profile of massive galaxies at z ∼ 0.4 is in excellent
agreement with TNG predictions, whereas at ∼ 1014M�,
TNG shows excess in the outer stellar mass, though the ef-
fect of extended PSF wings (e.g. Wang et al. 2019a) is not
carefully corrected. Moreover, Renneby et al. (2020) claimed
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that TNG300 tends to predict ∼50% more lensing signals for
red galaxies with 10.2 < log10 M∗/M� < 11.1 at a projected
distance of 0.6Mpc/h to the galaxy centre.

At the massive end, the stellar mass and luminosity
functions of simulated and observed galaxies often show dis-
crepancies, which might be due to the missing outskirts of
observed galaxies below the sky noise level of shallow sur-
veys (e.g. He et al. 2013; D’Souza et al. 2015; Huang et al.
2018a). Such a discrepancy can be significantly reduced after
adopting some aperture cuts to simulated galaxies (Pillepich
et al. 2018), but does not totally disappear.

According to the studies mentioned above, further im-
provements are still required to bring better agreement be-
tween TNG predictions and real observations, especially in
terms of galaxy size and morphology. In our analysis of this
paper, we found up to three features related to stellar mass,
galaxy size and morphology capture the most amount of
information upon determining facc. Since TNG galaxy size
and morphology still show mismatches with observations,
applying our current RF model directly to real data can be
problematic. Note, however, the tension with real observa-
tion is not a unique problem to only TNG, but stays as
a challenge to many other hydrodynamical simulations as
well. For instance, the galaxy sizes predicted by the EAGLE
(Evolution and Assembly of GaLaxies and their Environ-
ments simulations; Schaye et al. 2015; Crain et al. 2015)
suite of simulations were also reported to be larger than
real observed galaxies (e.g. Van de Sande et al. 2019; Yang
et al. 2021a; De Graaff et al. 2022). Moreover, Bignone et al.
(2020) reported that the distribution of non-parametric mor-
phological statistics based on mock and real observed galaxy
images still present non-negligible differences, which is true
for both TNG and EAGLE.

As a result, efforts are still necessary to bring in better
agreements between predictions by modern hydrodynami-
cal simulatsions and real data, before we can finally apply
our RF model to real observations. However, our results do
suggest that a joint modelling of all or up to three different
observable features based on the RF machine learning ap-
proach can lead to a precision of about 0.1 in the prediction
of facc, and if the central black hole mass and spin param-
eter of galaxies can be accurately measured in future obser-
vations, the uncertainty can be further decreased by ∼20%.
Hence the RF learning outcome is promising to be applied
to future simulations and observations. Notably, we have re-
peated our analysis with the higher resolution TNG50 simu-
lations. Though the numbers of galaxies in the training and
test samples significantly decrease due to the smaller box
size, our conclusions about the feature importance rankings
remain very similar.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Using the TNG100-1 simulation and the random forest
(RF) machine learning approach, we have performed a
comprehensive study on the importance ranking of various
halo/galaxy features and the prediction of the ex-situ stellar
mass fractions (facc) for galaxies with log10 M∗/M� > 10.16.
The amount of bias and scatter in the learning outcome is
carefully investigated.

The default feature importance ranking returned by the

RF method suffers from the so-called masking effect when
there are strong correlations among input features. We thus
use the R2 score based on each individual feature and differ-
ent feature combinations to quantify the importance rank-
ing.

We find for high-mass galaxies within log10 M∗/M� >
11.20, global halo and galaxy features, including the virial
mass of the host halo, the total mass of all bound particles,
the virial radius of the host halo and the stellar mass of
the galaxy, are among the few most important features. For
low-mass galaxies with 10.16 < log10 M∗/M� 6 11.20, the
importances for features reflecting halo assembly histories
and galaxy morphologies are increased. This is very probably
because the star formation of low-mass galaxies is dominated
less by the shallower potential of the host halo, and could
be more stochastic and sensitive to merger histories.

For the full, low and high-mass samples of galaxies used
in our analysis, we found the radius containing 90% of the to-
tal stellar mass, calculated in 3-dimensional spherical shells,
r90,3D, always has the highest importance. This is probably
because r90,3D defined in this way is close to the boundaries
of galaxies and probes well the mass accreted and deposited
in the outskirts of galaxies. However, if it is calculated from
mock galaxy images in projection, after involving dust at-
tenuation, the PSF and sky noise from SDSS, the impor-
tance of r90,2D decreases, though it is still among the few
most important observable features. This is mainly caused
by the inclusion of sky noise and other observational effects,
while projection plays a minor role. Compared with r90,3D,
the importance of r50,3D as an individual feature is signif-
icantly lower, indicating it is the outer stellar halo more
strongly correlated with mergers. For the full, high and low-
mass samples, the g−r colour, stellar age and star formation
rate are all not important individually.

We find a combination of up to three features with dif-
ferent types can already saturate the predictive power. The-
oretically, the combination of one global feature related to
halo/galaxy mass or size, another feature reflecting the halo
assembly history and a third morphological feature such as
galaxy concentration, can lead to scores very close to the
case when all available halo and galaxy features calculated
in 3-dimensions are used. Observationally, the combination
of galaxy stellar mass, galaxy size and a third feature re-
flecting galaxy morphology can lead to scores very similar
to the case when all observable features are used. For more
massive galaxies, stellar mass can be replaced by the line-of-
sight velocity dispersion, and the morphological feature can
be replaced by galaxy g − r colour.

When all available halo and galaxy features calculated
in 3-dimensions are used, the RF learning outcome gives a
small amount of scatter, with an average RMSE of 0.068 in
facc. If using the combination of three features quantifying
galaxy size, assembly history and morphology, the RMSE
is already as small as 0.072. On the other hand, when only
observable galaxy features calculated in projection are used,
the bias is still negligible, except for the low-mass end. How-
ever, the scatter is significantly increased, with the average
RMSE of facc increasing to 0.104, which shows only weak
dependence on stellar mass. Nevertheless, if compared with
the case when only stellar mass is used for training and pre-
diction, the inclusion of other observable galaxy features can
indeed help to decrease the amount of scatter by ∼20%. If
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using the combination of three observable features quanti-
fying galaxy stellar mass, size and morphology, the RMSE
is already as small as 0.119.

To understand what is the best we can achieve with cur-
rent observations, we tried to use the entire projected stellar
mass density profile, surface brightness profiles in gri-bands,
the velocity and velocity dispersion profiles, the density fluc-
tuation at different radii and the axis ratio of the galaxy as
input features. We found velocity dispersions are more im-
portant than the surface density profiles, while the mean ve-
locities are the least important. It turns out that the scatter
in the learning outcome is only slightly improved by ∼5% at
log10 M∗/M� < 11.1 after including all these profiles. The
profiles included in this way are expected to represent the
entire galaxy image and velocity map, and thus carry ap-
proximately the maximum amount of information that we
can observe. The limited amount of improvements perhaps
implies that the merger histories cannot be fully captured
by the density and velocity maps, especially for stars merged
a long time ago and are more completely phase mixed with
the in-situ component.

With current observations, it is thus difficult to con-
strain facc better than a precision of ∼0.1. Our findings also
indicate that multi-component decomposition based on the
surface brightness profiles galaxies should suffer from at least
a similar or even worse amount of uncertainties than our RF
approach.

We find the inclusion of the central black hole mass
as an observable can further decrease the scatter for mas-
sive galaxies. If additionally including the spin parameter of
the host galaxies as an observable, the scatter can be im-
proved for smaller galaxies. The central black hole mass is
very strongly correlated with the host halo mass in TNG100.
In the future, if the central black hole mass and the spin pa-
rameter of galaxies can be more accurately determined in
observation, the scatter is promising to be further reduced
by ∼20%.
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