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ABSTRACT

The mass accretion rate of galaxy clusters is a key factor in determining their structure, but a reliable

observational tracer has yet to be established. We present a state-of-the-art machine learning model for

constraining the mass accretion rate of galaxy clusters from only X-ray and thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich

observations. Using idealized mock observations of galaxy clusters from the MillenniumTNG simula-

tion, we train a machine learning model to estimate the mass accretion rate. The model constrains

68% of the mass accretion rates of the clusters in our dataset to within 33% of the true value without

significant bias, a ∼ 58% reduction in the scatter over existing constraints. We demonstrate that the

model uses information from both radial surface brightness density profiles and asymmetries.

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy clusters, the most massive gravitationally

bound objects in the Universe, contain collections of tens

to thousands of galaxies. Galaxy clusters are roughly

80% dark matter and 20% ordinary matter. Of the or-

dinary matter, the vast majority is a hot, ionized gas

known as the intra-cluster medium (ICM). Nearer to the

cluster core, this ionized gas is X-ray bright (e.g., Bul-

bul et al. 2024), emitting X-rays via bremsstrahlung,

collisional excitation, recombination radiation, and 2-

photon emission processes. The ICM is also observ-

able from the inverse-Compton scattering of cosmic mi-

crowave background photons off the electrons in the

ICM (e.g., Hilton et al. 2021), an effect known as the

thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich (tSZ) effect (Sunyaev & Zel-

dovich 1972). As high density peaks of the mass dis-

tribution of the Universe, the abundance of galaxy clus-

ters is sensitive to changes in cosmology (e.g., Ghirardini

et al. 2024). Galaxy clusters are also an effective probe

dark matter physics (e.g., Andrade et al. 2022) and as-

trophysics (e.g., Fournier et al. 2024).

Galaxy clusters form by accreting dark matter, gas,

galaxies, galaxy groups, and smaller galaxy clusters in

their local environment (for a review, see Kravtsov &

Borgani 2012). Simulations suggest that the formation

history of a galaxy cluster influences its morphology sub-

stantially, including its concentration and shape of its

density profile, its ellipticity, and the fraction of its mass

contained within its substructure (e.g., Wong & Taylor

2012; Diemer & Kravtsov 2014; Jiang & van den Bosch

2016; Chen et al. 2019; Lau et al. 2021; Mendoza et al.

2023). Galaxy cluster mass estimates, needed for cosmo-

logical constraints, are often dependent on mass proxies,

such as the X-ray gas temperature. These proxies can

be biased by the physical disturbances induced by mass

accretion (e.g., Lau et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2023; Zhu-

ravleva et al. 2023). The intensity of disruption and

physical disturbance in a galaxy cluster, a direct result

of its mass accretion history, is known as the dynamical

state. For a review of the biases in galaxy cluster mass

counts, see Pratt et al. (2019).

Given the importance of galaxy cluster mass accretion

rates (MARs), much work has been done to develop

proxies, constraints, and estimates of its significance.
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Correlations have been found between morphology and

MAR (or dynamical state) (e.g., Gouin et al. 2021) and

efforts have been undertaken to construct MAR or dy-

namical state proxies from morphological parameters

calculated from observations (e.g., Vallés-Pérez et al.

2023). More direct estimates include using constituent

galaxies’ spectroscopy (e.g., Pizzardo et al. 2023), us-

ing a classifying machine learning (ML) model to iden-

tify clusters with relaxed or merging dynamical state

(Arendt et al. 2024), or connecting mass accretion rates

directly to halo and galaxy properties (Mendoza et al.

2023).

A direct constraint of galaxy cluster MARs has many

potential benefits. Since X-ray or SZ mass estima-

tion bias is correlated with MAR (Nelson et al. 2012,

2014a,b), knowing the MAR would allow one to cor-

rect the mass estimation bias more effectively (Shi et al.

2016), thereby improving the cosmological constraints.

Alternatively, ML mass estimators might use MAR in-

formation to produce more accurate constraints (e.g., Ho

et al. 2023). It would allow for a more direct disentangle-

ment of the role of MAR on divergent galaxy cluster core

behavior, on the influence that MAR has on the shape of

the radial density profile, and on the stellar productivity

of cluster galaxies. Other interesting astrophysical phe-

nomena, like the formation history of clusters, the role

of cluster environment, and the influence of formation

history on active galactic nuclei (AGN) activity could

be better probed with direct estimates of galaxy cluster

MARs. Moreover, the global distribution of galaxy clus-

ter MARs is itself sensitive to cosmology and could offer

a new probe to constrain the amplitude of the variance

of the matter density distribution (Amoura et al. 2024).

In this work, we present a method for estimating the

MAR of galaxy clusters directly from X-ray and tSZ ob-

servations. We choose X-ray and tSZ specifically be-

cause they probe the dynamics of the ICM, and are

an important means of observing clusters (e.g., Hilton

et al. 2021; Bleem et al. 2024; Bulbul et al. 2024) and

constraining cosmology with mass abundances (Bocquet

et al. 2024; Ghirardini et al. 2024). We train a ML model

on mock observations of simulated clusters from the Mil-

lenniumTNG (MTNG) simulation (Hernández-Aguayo

et al. 2023; Pakmor et al. 2023; Barrera et al. 2023; Kan-

nan et al. 2023; Hadzhiyska et al. 2023b,a; Bose et al.

2023; Contreras et al. 2023; Delgado et al. 2023; Ferlito

et al. 2023) in order to predict the change in logM200m

over one dynamical time (defined in Section 2.1).

Our model, utilizing a form of neural network known

as a “Normalizing Flow” (Papamakarios et al. 2019),

provides an accurate estimate of the probability distri-

bution of potential MARs for a given galaxy cluster.

This work builds on a well-established field of applying

ML to the study of galaxy clusters. In addition to the

aforementioned Arendt et al. (2024), deep learning mod-

els have been applied to the study of galaxy clusters to

constrain mass (Ntampaka et al. 2019; Ho et al. 2023;

Krippendorf et al. 2024), improve observations (Soltis

et al. 2022), constrain cosmology (Qiu et al. 2024), char-

acterize substructure (Henriksen & Panda 2024), classify

the membership of galaxy clusters (Farid et al. 2023),

identify nearby filaments (Weaver et al. 2023), and emu-

late hydrodynamic cosmological simulation observations

(Rothschild et al. 2022). Deep learning and, more specif-

ically, normalizing flows have also been applied to a va-

riety of astronomical effects to great effect (e.g., Sweere

et al. 2022).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we dis-

cuss the data we used to train the ML model (§2.1), the
ML model architecture (§2.2), the non-ML model mass

accretion rate fitting function (§2.3), and the training

of the ML model (§2.4). In Section 3, we present the

results of our work, including the accuracy of the model

(§3.1), the uncertainty estimates of the model (§3.2),
analysis of the biases of the model (§3.3), and the im-

pact of data and model variants (§3.4). In Section 4, we

describe an interpretation method that we used to better

understand the model, decomposing images into radially

symmetric and asymmetric components. Finally, we re-

view the results, discuss their implications, and explore

future potential work in Section 5.

2. METHODOLOGY

Our choice of method and data are constrained by

the problem at hand. We expect the ICM, which is the

most collisional component of the galaxy cluster, to be

the most visibly affected by mass accretion. Therefore,

X-ray and tSZ observations are natural choices, because

both directly probe the density and temperature of the

ICM. Furthermore, more clusters have been identified in

the X-ray and tSZ than by other means. Using the ICM

as a probe of MARs means that we are sensitive to as-

trophysics, so we need a hydrodynamic simulation. ML

models, especially convolutional neural networks, are ex-

cellent at mapping complicated nonlinear relationships

like what we expect to exist between observations and

MARs. To train a ML model, we need a large, varied,

and accurate dataset. Moreover, we want the distribu-

tion of MARs to accurately represent the true distribu-

tion of MARs in the Universe, which is best achieved

using a cosmological simulation. From these conditions,

we know that we need to use a convolutional neural net-

work on mock X-ray and tSZ observations of simulated
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galaxy clusters from a very large, state-of-the-art hydro-

dynamic cosmological simulation.

2.1. Data

The mock galaxy clusters were obtained from the Mil-

lenniumTNG (MTNG) hydrodynamic cosmological sim-

ulation1. MTNG is a combination of the galaxy forma-

tion model of the IllustrisTNG simulation (Nelson et al.

2018; Pillepich et al. 2018) and the very large Millen-

nium dark matter only simulation (Springel et al. 2005).

It uses the ΛCDM cosmological parameter values from

Planck Collaboration et al. (2016). The MTNG team

has explained and analyzed their simulations in a se-

ries of introductory papers. In Hernández-Aguayo et al.

(2023), they perform an analysis of matter and halo

statistics while introducing the technical aspects of the

simulations. In Pakmor et al. (2023), the hydrodynamic

simulations are described in more detail, and an anal-

ysis of the galaxy cluster population is performed. In

Barrera et al. (2023), the semi-analytic modeling code

is updated and applied to produce lightcones for the

dark-matter-only simulations. Kannan et al. (2023) ex-

amines the properties of the high redshift galaxy pop-

ulation. Hadzhiyska et al. (2023a,b) improve the halo

occupation distribution models for the halo-galaxy con-

nection. Galaxy clustering is analyzed in Bose et al.

(2023). Contreras et al. (2023) explores cosmological pa-

rameter inference, while Delgado et al. (2023) analyzes

the intrinsic alignment of galaxy shapes and large-scale

structure. Finally, Ferlito et al. (2023) studies the im-

pact of baryons and massive neutrinos on weak lensing

maps. We chose to use MTNG over other simulations

because of the number of clusters available in the sim-

ulation; 4117 galaxy clusters with M200c ≥ 1014M⊙ at

z = 0 (see Figure 1 for a visualization of the data dis-

tributions).

For each cluster, we produce mock X-ray and tSZ ob-

servations. The X-ray observations were produced using

the same procedure as in Ntampaka et al. (2019), which

we describe here in brief.

The mock X-ray observations are produced using the

pyXSIM2 (ZuHone et al. 2014) and SOXS3 software pack-

ages. Large photon samples are initially built in pyXSIM

from the 3D density, temperature, and metallicity distri-

butions of the MilleniumTNG data for each cluster using

an APEC emission model (Foster et al. 2012), assuming

a redshift of z = 0.05. Only particles with a temperature

T > 3× 105 K and a gas density ρg < 5× 10−25 g cm−3

1 https://www.mtng-project.org/
2 http://hea-www.cfa.harvard.edu/∼jzuhone/pyxsim/
3 http://hea-www.cfa.harvard.edu/soxs/

that are not forming stars are used in the construction of

the photon samples. These samples are then projected

along each of the x-, y-, and z-axes of the simulation

box, and foreground galactic absorption is applied to

each sample assuming a wabs model (Morrison & Mc-

Cammon 1983) with a value of NH = 1.8× 1020 cm2.

These projected and absorbed events are then passed

through the SOXS instrument simulator, which simulated

100 ks observations assuming the effective area and spec-

tral response of Chandra as of its observing cycle 22,

assuming 0.5” pixels and the Chandra-like PSF used in

SOXS. The center of each observation is aimed at the

cluster potential minimum. No backgrounds have been

included in these mock observations. Each X-ray ob-

servation was separated into three bands: soft (0.5-1.2

keV), medium (1.2-2.0 keV), and hard (2.0-7.0 keV).

For the tSZ mocks, we simply produce projected maps

of the Compton-y parameter ytSZ from our simulated

clusters:

ytSZ =

∫
kBT

mec2
σTnedℓ, (1)

where ne is the electron number density and ℓ is the path

length along the sight line. These tSZ observations are

idealized, only including contributions from the simu-

lated cluster, and do not include instrument response or

background.

The field of view of each observation was 39’. Given

the redshift of z = 0.05 from the observer, the corre-

sponding angular diameter is∼ 1.2 Mpc across. In our

mock observations, this field of view is large enough to

capture the full extent of most clusters in tSZ obser-

vations without having an excessive amount of empty

pixels in the X-ray.

For computational reasons, each observation type was

compressed into a 32×32 pixel image. See Figure 2 for

an example mock observation from our dataset. We
briefly discuss the impact of varying the input data in

Section 3.4.

The images were normalized so that the count per

pixel value fell between 1 and 0 and did not range over

many orders of magnitude. This was done to improve

model performance. The images were normalized using:

X̃ = tanh
(
log10

(
X/X̄ + 1

))
(2)

whereX is the original 32x32 pixel image, X̄ is the mean

pixel value for that observation mode across the dataset,

and X̃ is the normalized version of it. The multiplicative

factor, 1/X̄, centers the peak of the distribution of pixel

values.

For each galaxy cluster, we calculate the MAR accord-

ing to the definition of Diemer (2020),

Γdyn =
∆ logM200m

∆ log a
. (3)

https://www.mtng-project.org/
http://hea-www.cfa.harvard.edu/~jzuhone/pyxsim/
http://hea-www.cfa.harvard.edu/soxs/
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Figure 1. Histogram of mass (M200m) and MAR (Γ) val-
ues for the simulated galaxy clusters. Both distributions
are highly non-uniform. To mitigate the biases that may
be introduced by this non-uniformity, the MAR values are
converted to z-score values for training. Further analyses of
sources of bias is discussed in Section 3.3.

The time interval is the dynamical time, which we take

to be the crossing time of the cluster at radius R200m,

written in units of the change in the logarithm of the

scale factor a. This definition of MAR has been shown

to most closely correlate with the dynamical state of

the halo, and thus its splashback radius (Shin & Diemer

2023). For further discussion of the relation between

our choice of MAR and other definitions, see also Vallés-

Pérez et al. (2020). Algorithmically, we calculate MARs

using theHydroTools code (Diemer et al. 2017, 2018),

which follows the most massive progenitor history of

each halo as tracked by the Subfind-HBT halo finder

(Springel et al. 2021). When training our model, we

normalize our MARs by subtracting the mean MAR and

dividing by their standard deviation, constructing a z-

score. This normalization reduces the range of values

and centers the values at zero, which improves the accu-

racy of the model. The distributions of MARs and mass

values in our dataset are shown in Figure 1.

2.2. ML Model

Our model is a combination of a normalizing flows

model (see Papamakarios et al. 2019, for a review of

normalizing flows) and a convolutional neural network

(CNN) model (see LeCun et al. 2015, for a review of

CNN and deep learning). We choose a CNN model to

compress MAR-relevant information in the mock obser-

vations. We feed that information into the normalizing

flows model, which allows us to perform posterior den-

sity estimation, giving us a measure of the uncertainty

on the MAR estimate for each galaxy cluster.

Our CNN model was written in the Python package

Pytorch4 and our normalizing flows model and train-

4 https://pytorch.org/

ing were implemented in the Python package SBI5. The

CNN model serves as an embedding network, compress-

ing the 4× 32× 32 dimensional observation data into a

single latent space variable. It does so utilizing convolu-

tion layers, which exploit locality and the translational

invariance of features to efficiently compress information

in images to higher levels of abstraction.

Our CNN model consists of four convolution layers,

the first starting with 32×nobs filters, where nobs is the

number of observation types used (e.g., Soft X-ray only,

or Soft X-ray and tSZ). Each subsequent convolution

layer has twice as many filters as the previous layer. Af-

ter each convolution layer, we apply a leaky ReLU layer

(Xu et al. 2015) (unlike a standard ReLU, the < 0 half

has a non-zero slope) and then a two-dimensional max

pooling layer, which reduces the dimensions of the image

by a factor of two. At the end of the convolution layers,

we are left with 256× nobs images that are 2× 2 pixels.

We flatten this into a one-dimensional array, and four

dense node layers follow. The first layer has 256× nobs

weights, and each subsequent dense layer has half as

many. Between each layer, we once again apply a leaky

ReLU non-linear activation function. After these dense

layers, we apply one final dense layer, again with a leaky

ReLU activation function, producing a single-scalar out-

put, which we refer to as our latent space variable. The

latent space variable is then inputted into the normaliz-

ing flows model. A diagram of our CNN model is shown

in Figure 3. It is possible that a different CNN model

architecture could improve performance. While we did

not aim to optimize our hyperparameters, we did ex-

plore a variety of possible model parameters, including

increasing or decreasing the number of weights, chang-

ing the number of latent space variables that the CNN

outputs, and removing max-pooling layers. We find that

these changes did not improve model performance. The

goal of our work is to demonstrate that such a model

is possible and useful, not to provide a model ready for

use on real data (see Section 5 for a further discussion

concerning this point).

The normalizing flows model trains a set of invertible

transformations that map the data distribution (possible

MARs of a cluster) to a base distribution (e.g., a nor-

mal distribution). By reversing these transformations,

one can easily sample the base distribution, and thereby

attain samples of the data distribution. A more detailed

description of the exact procedure used to train our nor-

malizing flows variant can be found in Greenberg et al.

(2019). Our normalizing flows model, a SNPE-C type

5 https://sbi-dev.github.io/sbi/

https://pytorch.org/
https://sbi-dev.github.io/sbi/
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Figure 2. A representative galaxy cluster mock observation across several energy bands. Each image at the top of a column
is derived from the MTNG simulation and has been artificially lowered to 32x32 pixel resolution and then normalized following
equation 2. X-ray images show photon count in the corresponding energy bin, while tSZ image shows the Compton-y value.
This example cluster has a true mass of M200m = 2.76× 1014M⊙ and a MAR of Γ = 1.79; from the distribution of masses and
MARs in Figure 1, we see that this is a “typical” cluster. We also show the subtractions of each image to illustrate the spectral
information available to the model. For more details about the simulation and mock observations, see Section 2.1.

model (Papamakarios et al. 2018; Greenberg et al. 2019,

see also the SBI documentation), uses the default model

settings of the SBI package. We experimented with in-

creasing the number of weights and transforms by a fac-

tor of two or more but found no significant improvement

and increased computational demand. A diagram of our

full model is shown in Figure 3.

2.3. Fitting Function
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Figure 3. A visualization of our ML model for an input with k observation types. In the CNN portion of the model, images
(blue boxes) are fed through a convolutional layer with a Leaky ReLU nonlinear activation function and a global pooling function
(blue arrows). After four convolutional layers the final image is flattened out (black dashed arrow) into 1024×k weights. These
are compressed through a series of fully connected layers (dark cyan arrows), each producing a smaller output (cyan circles).
This culminates in a single latent space variable (green circle), which is then inputted into the normalizing flows model (yellow
triangle) before outputting a sample MAR estimate from an approximation of the distribution of possible MARs given the input
observation (far right).

To assess the effectiveness of our model, we compare

its performance to the MAR fitting function of Diemer

(2020), which approximates MAR as defined in Equa-

tion 3 as a function of mass and redshift,

Γ = Aν +Bν3/2 (4)

A = 1.1721 + 0.3255z (5)

B = −0.2565 + 0.0932z − 0.0571z2 + 0.0042z3 . (6)

Here, mass is expressed as peak height, ν, which is

a function of the M200m, redshift, and cosmological

parameters. A and B encode the redshift depen-

dence through simple polynomial fits. We calculate

the peak heights of each cluster using the Colossus

code (Diemer 2018) and use the transfer function from

Eisenstein & Hu (1998) to approximate the power spec-

trum. The best-fit parameters of the fitting function are

based on data from the Erebos suite of N -body simula-

tions, which contains two different ΛCDM cosmologies

(Diemer 2020).

Since our galaxy clusters are all from a single cosmol-

ogy and a single redshift, the fitting function is only a

function of mass (see Figure 4). The fitting function

could be biased for a number of reasons including biases

introduced by training on an N -body simulation and ap-

plying to a simulation with baryonic physics and biases

from specific non-physical artifacts in the N -body code

(for a discussion of the robustness of MARs in N -body

simulations see Soltis & Garrison 2024). More impor-

tantly, the intrinsic scatter in MARs about any given

galaxy cluster mass is high. The combination of these

factors, but mostly the latter factor, means that the es-

timates of the fitting function are only weakly correlated

to true MARs. A simple analysis reveals that the Pear-

son correlation coefficient (Pearson 1895) between the

estimates of the fitting function and the true MAR is

0.19, while our ML model has a correlation coefficient

of 0.77 (for a more detailed discussion of the accuracy

of the models, see Section 3).

2.4. Training

The data is divided into tenths so that a 10-fold val-

idation could be performed. Each tenth of data are as-

signed to a different test set, with the remaining data

put in the validation and training set. Each fold con-

tained a unique set of clusters, meaning that different

lines of sight of the same cluster and rotations of a clus-

ter observation were kept within the same data fold.

The model training was handled by the SBI package6.

A batch size of 32 images was used. The default training

function parameters were used. Training stopped when

the validation loss failed to improve after 20 epochs. The

6 https://sbi-dev.github.io/sbi/latest/reference/#sbi.inference.
snpe.snpe c.SNPE C.train

https://sbi-dev.github.io/sbi/latest/reference/#sbi.inference.snpe.snpe_c.SNPE_C.train
https://sbi-dev.github.io/sbi/latest/reference/#sbi.inference.snpe.snpe_c.SNPE_C.train
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Figure 4. A comparison of the fitting function to the true
MAR for MTNG clusters in the dataset. The fitting func-
tion (red line), taken from (Diemer 2020), is a poor fit for
the true MARs (black dots) of the MTNG galaxy clusters.
For a fixed cosmology and redshift, the fitting function is
solely a function of the galaxy cluster mass, which is weakly
predictive of the MAR. Even so, the fitting function is the
best existing non-ML method for estimating Γdyn. The mean
Γdyn (blue dotted line) is shown for comparison.

typical training lasted ∼ 30 epochs. When analyzing our

model’s performance, we apply each model to its unique

test set and then examine the joint set of estimates pro-

duced by all models.

In addition to training our model on all four possi-

ble observations of a given galaxy cluster (Soft X-ray,

Medium X-ray, Hard X-ray, and tSZ), we also train to

other variants on subsets of that data. The X-ray-only

model is trained only on the X-ray observations of the

clusters, and the tSZ-only model is trained only on the

tSZ observations of the data. All other aspects of the

training procedure and analysis are the same.

3. RESULTS

The principle advantage of using a normalizing flows

model in our work is its capacity to estimate the poste-

rior density, that is, the probability of the cluster having

a given MAR given the observations of the cluster. We

can then use this information to provide an estimate

of the MAR and uncertainties for that estimate. For

computational reasons, we approximate this procedure

using 1000 samples from the trained machine-learning

model. The median MAR estimate of the sample set is

chosen as the fiducial estimate, and the 16th and 84th

percentiles of the sample set are given as uncertainties.

In the following subsections, we present the results of our

model. In Section 3.1, we analyze the accuracy of the

fiducial estimate and compare it to a fitting function. In

Section 3.2, we examine the accuracy of our uncertainty

MAR Estimator 50% 68% 95%

Fitting Function 39% 56% 203%

X-ray & tSZ ML Model 22% 33% 88%

X-ray ML Model 23% 35% 98%

tSZ ML Model 23% 34% 90%

Table 1. The error of each estimator, for a given percent of
the dataset. For example, for the MAR estimates produced
by the fitting function, 50% of the clusters in our dataset
have a percent error of 39% or less. The results show that
the ML model out performs the fitting function by nearly a
factor of two. Moreover, using either the X-ray observations
alone, or the tSZ observations alone, does not result in a
substantial loss of accuracy.

estimates. In Section 3.3, we test our fiducial estimate

for biases. Finally, in Section 3.4, we explore variants

in the training data and model and what impact those

choices have on model performance.

3.1. Mass Accretion Rate Estimates

To evaluate the overall accuracy of our ML model, we

compare the accuracy of its estimates as compared to the

accuracy of the fitting function. We do so by generating

1000 sample estimates for each cluster observation in the

test set of each model, calculating the median of each

sample set, and comparing that to the true MAR of the

cluster, as determined using the procedure described in

Section 2.1. To make these results more interpretable,

we convert the errors from units of MAR to percent

error.

The resulting error distributions for the entire dataset

are shown in Figure 5. Examining the absolute error, we

find that our ML model outperforms the fitting function

by nearly a factor of two. Moreover, we find that the

use of a subset of the available observation modes does

not substantially reduce the accuracy of the estimates.

A tabular breakdown of our results is found in Table 1.

3.2. Uncertainties

How accurate are the uncertainty estimates produced

by the model? We test this by examining how closely

the model-generated confidence intervals match expec-

tations. First, a single set of observations, we calculate

the model-provided confidence interval using percentiles

from the 1000 MAR estimate sample (see the introduc-

tion of Section 3). Second, we calculate whether the

true MAR is contained within a given confidence inter-

val (as calculated using the aforementioned percentiles).

We repeat this procedure for the entire test set and for

different potential confidence intervals. A visualization

of the results is shown in Figure 6. We find that the ob-
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Figure 5. Histogram of the percent error of the ML model
MAR estimates (blue) compared to the fitting function (red).
The ML model’s error distribution has a smaller tail than the
fitting function. For the ML model only 4% of the cluster
observations tested have MAR estimates with percent errors
greater than 100%. For the fitting function, this jumps to
16% of the cluster observations tested. Similarly, more than
half (56%) of the observations tested have ML model esti-
mates with less than 25% error, but this reduces by a factor
of 2 (33%) for MAR estimates produced by the fitting func-
tion. A description of how the error is calculated can be
found in Section 3.1.

served confidence interval, i.e., the frequency at which

the true MAR is between the sample-derived percentiles,

is a 1-5% underestimate of the true uncertainty. We also

find that using only X-ray or tSZ observations does not

strongly impact the accuracy of the uncertainty esti-

mates. We perform this evaluation over all fold-unique

models (see Section 2.4), and find the variance in the

observed confidence intervals ranges from 1-5%. We re-

peated this analysis further by creating 10 more 10-fold

divisions of the data, thereby training 100 new models
in total. In evaluation of these new models, we found

that the variance in the observed confidence intervals in-

creased slightly, to a range ∼ 1-7%. The worst underes-

timation in the model set underestimated the 50% confi-

dence interval by 11%. The most accurate observed con-

fidence intervals were all within a percent of the ideal.

3.3. Biases

ML models are excellent with interpolation, but can

struggle with extrapolation. As discussed in Section 2.1

and demonstrated in Figure 1, the mass and MAR distri-

bution of the dataset is very non-uniform. From this in-

formation alone, we can suspect that the model is going

to struggle to accurately estimate the MAR of clusters

in the tails of the MAR distribution. If mass informa-

tion is important for determining the MAR, it is also

Figure 6. Representation of the accuracy of the uncertainty
estimates provided by the ML model. The model provides
an accurate measure of the MAR estimate uncertainty. The
median observed confidence intervals (points) are near to the
case of perfectly calculated uncertainties (dashed line) for all
models. The best-performing fold-unique model (top line of
error bar) typically sits on the idealized line. We repeated
this analysis ten times, using different data splits, and found
the results were qualitatively similar. The error on the uncer-
tainty estimates for all model variants are comparable. See
Section 3.2 for a detailed explanation of how the uncertainty
estimate error is calculated.

possible that the model will struggle with very low or

very high mass clusters.

In order to test for these biases, we examined our

ML model’s median MAR estimate error as a function

of mass and MAR. To investigate a potential mass de-

pendency in our MAR estimate errors, we separate our

data into 12 evenly populated bins, each monotonically

increasing in mass. We then calculate the median er-

ror of each bin as well as the 16th and 84th percentile

errors. We find that the median error in the bin and

the scatter in the bin are consistent across mass steps.

This result holds for the X-ray-only and tSZ-only mod-

els as well. For comparison, when this procedure is per-

formed on the fitting function, we find that low mass

(≤ 2.5 × 1014M⊙) clusters and high mass (≥ 5 × 1014)

clusters are more likely to have their MAR overesti-

mated (see the right plot of Figure 7). The difference be-

tween the ML model and the performance of the fitting

functions demonstrates that the ML model uses more

than just the mass information to constrain the MAR.

To investigate a potential MAR-dependent bias, we

perform a similar binning analysis using the true MAR

values of the clusters. We find evidence of a bias in the

model’s MAR estimates, with low MAR clusters (Γ < 1)

having overestimated MARs and (Γ > 2) having under-

estimated MARs. These biases reflect the distribution

of true MAR in the dataset (see Figure 1). There is a
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Figure 7. Error bar plots comparing the ML model (blue) to
the fitting function (red). All bins contain an equal number
of clusters, with horizontal error bars showing the region
within which 68% of the clusters fall, and vertical error bars
showing where 68% of the errors fall (in units of Γ). The
ML model displays no visible bias (points offset from the
horizontal dashed line) as a function of galaxy cluster mass
(left plot). The ML model is biased as a function of Γ (right
plot), but less so than the base line model. The bias increases
as the cluster MAR strays from the median dataset MAR
(vertical dotted line) and the region in which 68% of the data
falls (green shaded region). This bias is likely the result of
the unbalanced training data, which contains few examples
of very low or high MAR clusters.

long, narrow tail of very high MAR clusters in the dis-

tribution. The ML model is therefore underexposed to

this region of parameter space and less effective at esti-

mating these MARs. Nevertheless, even here, the model

still outperforms the fitting function, which struggles to

accurately estimate high MARs. It is worth noting that

tracking progenitors along merger trees can sometimes

lead to discontinuities in the mass history, occasionally

leading to erroneously extreme MAR (Srisawat et al.

2013, see discussion in section 6). While SUBFIND-

HBT seeks to minimize this, it is possible some of the

extreme MAR in our dataset are non-physical, which

may hinder the model’s accuracy. Finally, we again find

that the behavior of the X-ray-only and tSZ-only models

mirrors the X-ray and tSZ model, except that the X-ray

and tSZ model tends to have smaller errors, and there-

fore smaller biases. The results of this and the mass

dependence analysis are shown in Figure 7.

3.4. Robustness to Data and Model Variants

While testing our model, we explored a variety of dif-

ferent input data formats (e.g., changes to the input

observations). All of these changes had a minimal or

negative impact on model performance. In addition to

using Chandra-like observations, we experimented with

more idealized versions of X-ray observations. These

idealized mock X-ray observations were surface bright-

ness maps constructed directly from the simulations us-

ing the same emission model as the Chandra-like mocks.

These were still split along the same energy bands but

lacked any noise, background, or instrument response

(unlike the Chandra-like mocks). We found only mi-

nor improvements in the performance of the model. We

also experimented with different image sizes (64x64 and

128x128), but found that no performance was lost when

reducing to a smaller size, so we chose a smaller size

to reduce computational demands. We believe that this

consistency in accuracy across image sizes suggests that

we do not have enough unique clusters in our dataset

to fully exploit the relationship between small-scale fea-

tures and MAR. We experimented with multiple differ-

ent normalizations of the image data (see Equation 2).

In one variant, we removed the tanh() function and in

another we used a spline function to transform the pixel

intensity distribution into a uniform distribution from 0

to 1. Neither of these normalizations improved model

performance.

When using a field-of-view that is fixed in physical

size, it is possible for the ML model to learn something

about the size of the cluster from its physical extent

in the image. To test whether this was essential for

estimating the MAR, we trained a model on fields-of-

view that scaled depending on different definitions of

the physical radius of galaxy clusters (R500c, R200m).

We did not change the size of the images (all were

32x32). Models trained and tested on radius-dependent

fields-of-view performed similarly to the fixed field-of-

view model. When testing a model, trained on one

field-of-view, on test data with a different field-of-view,

the model accuracy breaks down, and estimates are no

longer usable. When a model is trained on multiple

fields-of-view simultaneously and then tested on those

fields-of-view, the model achieves a similar accuracy on

each field-of-view as the models analyzed in Section 3.1,

but training is less stable and uncertainties provided

by the model are more severely underestimated. More-

over, training on multiple fields-of-view simultaneously

results in a larger training set, thereby increasing the

computational cost. Consistent accuracy across mod-

els trained with different field-of-view images suggests

that the necessary information for MAR determination

exists at many length scales and radial distances from

the core, or that the important information is primar-

ily global, and that the model is not simply using the

physical extent of the cluster to constrain MAR.

We also experimented with model variants. In partic-

ular, we were interested in the impacts of changing the

size of the latent space that connects the CNN and nor-

malizing flows components of the model. We found that

increasing the latent space to 5 or 10 variables did not

result in a significant change in the performance of the
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model. Factor of two changes to the size of the model

(i.e., the number of weights and CNN filters) did not

result in any substantial changes in model performance.

Since increasing the model size increased the computa-

tional demands for training the model without improv-

ing performance, we opted for the aforementioned model

architecture.

4. IMAGE DECOMPOSITION &

INTERPRETATION

We expect the MAR to influence the morphology

of galaxy clusters in different ways. From Diemer &

Kravtsov (2014) we know that MAR influences the ra-

dial density profile of the cluster. However, we also ex-

pect that the MAR influences the ellipticity and the frac-

tion of mass contained in the substructure (e.g., Wong

& Taylor 2012; Jiang & van den Bosch 2016). While

our images are very low resolution, all of these pieces

of information are present to some degree. To better

understand what features in the image influence model

estimates, we decompose each cluster into two compo-

nents, a radially symmetric component and an asym-

metric component. The radially symmetric component

isolates the importance of the radial density profile of the

cluster in MAR determination. The asymmetry compo-

nent contains a combination of substructure and elliptic-

ity information. By studying the dependence of model

estimates on changes in the asymmetric and symmet-

ric components, we hope to better understand the rela-

tionship between MAR and the features the components

represent.

To decompose the images, we first calculate a radial

profile of each image using a one-dimensional Gaussian

density kernel with a standard deviation of 0.6. We

chose a smoothing factor that was smaller than a single
pixel to avoid excessively distorting the true profile. We

then correct for pixelation-related artifacts in the profile

by dividing by the radial profile of a 32 × 32 matrix of

ones7. We used the corrected radial profile to construct

a two-dimensional image, calculating the value of each

pixel using its distance from the center of the image.

The asymmetric image component is the original image

minus the symmetric image. We do this calculation for

all observation modes and do so on only normalized im-

ages. An example of this procedure is shown in Figure

8.

In our first test, we combined only symmetric and

asymmetric components of the same cluster. The ra-

7 We know that the profile of an image of ones must be one, there-
fore any deviation from one is a pixelation error. Dividing by
this uncorrected profile removes these pixelation-related errors.

dial profile and the asymmetric component of a cluster

change depending on the line-of-sight. By mixing and

matching the lines-of-sight of the same cluster, we can

test how sensitive the model is to these changes. The

results of our test are shown in the top center plot of

Figure 9. Using our X-ray and tSZ combined model,

we find that the MAR estimates are nearly as accurate

as when the original images were used. Using the same

accuracy metric as in Section 3.1, median estimate per-

cent error percentiles, we find the bounds on the percent

errors for 50%, 68%, and 95% of the data are 22%, 34%,

and 94%. These results are nearly identical to the model

applied to unmodified observations, which strongly sug-

gests that the model is not using information that re-

quires both the symmetric and asymmetric components

to have the same line-of-sight. The differences in the

radial profiles of a cluster across different lines-of-sight,

which are smaller than differences in radial profiles be-

tween clusters, are likely to be too small to impact model

performance.

In our second test, we use only symmetric inputs. This

test allows us to isolate if the model is using asymmetric

components at all, and if so, what impact their pres-

ence has on model estimates. Naively, we would assume

that a radially symmetric cluster is relaxed and therefore

has a lower MAR than one with apparent asymmetries.

This is indeed what we find, which can be seen in the

top right plot of Figure 9. The model systematically

underestimates the MAR of clusters when given only

their symmetric components. This suggests that the

model uses the asymmetric components, which contain

both ellipticity and substructure information. This was

further explored by training and testing versions of the

model on the symmetric and asymmetric components

separately. The results suggest that both the symmetric

and asymmetric components contain sufficient informa-

tion to estimate MAR, but that the accuracy achieved

by the model presented requires information from both

components.

In our third test, we combine the symmetric and asym-

metric components of different clusters of similar mass.

We then input these “Frankenstein” clusters into the

ML model and obtain MAR estimates for each. We can

compare this MAR estimate to the MAR of the clus-

ter used to produce the symmetric component and to

the MAR of the cluster used to produce the asymmetric

component. The goal of this test is two-fold. Firstly,

to determine whether either component is dominant in

influencing the MAR estimate. Secondly, to determine

whether there is information contained in the union of

the symmetric and asymmetric components.



11

Figure 8. A mock tSZ observation of a high MAR galaxy cluster (left) decomposed into symmetric (center) and asymmetric
(right) components. The image decomposition technique, discussed in Section 4, splits images into radially symmetric and
asymmetric components. Using this technique we analyze the relative importance of the radial density profile and the asymmetry
of the cluster for MAR estimates.

For this test, we separated the clusters into logarith-

mically spaced mass bins, going from logM200m = 14

to logM200m = 16 in steps of ∆ logM200m = 0.25. We

only combined components from clusters that fell within

the same mass bin. We did this so that the total size of

the cluster in the image would roughly match. We also

binned the clusters by their MAR, going from Γ = 0 to

Γ = 7 in steps of ∆Γ = 1. We added the symmetric com-

ponent of each cluster to the asymmetric component of a

different cluster within the same mass bin. We repeated

this seven times, so that each cluster was combined with

another cluster from the same mass bin and from each

of the seven MAR bins. We then compared the predic-

tions of the ML model with the true MAR of the cluster

seen in the symmetric component, the true MAR seen in

the asymmetric component, and the average of the true

MARs of the clusters in both components. The results

of the test for mismatched components are shown in the

bottom row of Figure 9. MAR estimates produced by

the model are not strongly correlated with either the

symmetric or asymmetric component. Comparing the

averages of the symmetric and asymmetric MAR im-

proves the correlation somewhat, but not significantly.

Our third test allows us to see the impact of the MAR

of the asymmetric component, controlling for the mass

and the MAR of the symmetric component. We find

that there is a small mild positive correlation between

Γest−Γsym and Γasym−Γsym, where Γest is the MAR of

the model, Γsym is the MAR of the symmetric compo-

nent cluster, and Γasym is the MAR of the asymmetric

component cluster. In other words, the model estimates

a higher MAR relative to the MAR of the symmetric

component when a higher MAR asymmetric component

is added (and vice versa). This trend is strongest for

low-mass clusters and low-MAR symmetric components,

but is mild even in the strongest cases. The weakness of

the trend suggests that there is important information

contained in the union of the symmetric and asymmet-

ric components that is lost when the cluster components

are mixed. This is further confirmed by the high scatter

relationship between Γest and Γsym when Γasym ≃ Γsym.

5. CONCLUSION

We have developed a MAR estimation technique that

uses X-ray and tSZ observations, in combination or indi-

vidually, to constrain the MAR of mock-observed clus-

ters. This ML model is nearly a factor of two more

precise than mass-based estimates, the next best avail-

able technique. Our mock observations rely on simplify-

ing assumptions, and applying this method to real clus-

ter observations will introduce further challenges. Our

model was trained using a single hydrodynamic cosmo-

logical simulation, with a single set of assumptions about

astrophysics (e.g., AGN feedback) and cosmology. A fu-

ture model applied to real data will need to be trained on

simulated observations with varying astrophysical and

cosmological assumptions to reduce the dependence of

MAR estimates on these assumptions. Furthermore, our

simulated clusters are all observed at the same point in

time (z = 0) and from the same distance (z = 0.05).

A more realistic data set will need to include galaxy

clusters observed at different redshifts, to capture differ-

ences in structure formation and in foreground (includ-

ing foreground clusters and filaments). Furthermore, a

future model will need to use more realistic observations,

perhaps mimicking potential future X-ray experiments

(e.g., the Line Emission Mapper8 and Athena9). Future

work might also explore the benefits of incorporating ad-

ditional observation modes (e.g., optical, spectral, weak

8 https://www.lem-observatory.org/
9 https://www.the-athena-x-ray-observatory.eu

https://www.lem-observatory.org/
https://www.the-athena-x-ray-observatory.eu
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Figure 9. 2d histograms of the estimated MARs vs true MARs for different combinations of radially symmetric and asym-
metric components. The top left plot, shown with its own color mapping, is the models performance on the unmodified mock
observations. The model accuracy is not greatly diminished by combining asymmetric and symmetric components from different
lines-of-sight of the same cluster (top center as compared to top left, Γsym = Γasym denotes that both components were calcu-
lated from observations of the same cluster). The top right plot shows the model performance when shown only the symmetric
components, which results in a persistent underestimate of MAR, suggesting the asymmetric image component is essential to
model estimates. When different clusters’ components are combined, the MAR estimated is not strongly correlated with the
symmetric component (bottom left) or the asymmetric component (bottom center). The correlation between estimates and the
average of the MARs of the symmetric and asymmetric components again suggests that both components are essential.

lensing, and radio observations), as well as modifying

the ML model architecture.

Interpreting neural networks is difficult, but we are

able to learn useful information in doing so. We verify

that our model does not simply use the mass information

of the cluster to constrain MAR, as that information is

insufficient to achieve our model accuracy. Similarly, ex-

perimenting with different fields-of-view confirms that

MAR information exists across different length scales

and radii. Decomposing images into symmetric and

asymmetric components indicates that both the clus-

ter profile and cluster asymmetry are essential to obtain

the level of accuracy of our model. The radial profile

alone, if used to produce a radially symmetric image,

will lead to an underestimate of the MAR. Moreover,

there is important information contained in the union

of the symmetric and asymmetric components that is

essential to our model’s performance.
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Galaxy cluster MARs must be better understood if

we are to answer crucial questions about galaxy cluster

physics, improve galaxy cluster mass count constraints

of cosmology, or create a new probe of cosmology using

MARs. Our ML model, which combines a CNN embed-

ding network with a normalizing flows model, is capable

of estimating the MAR of clusters nearly a factor-of-two

better than using mass to estimate MAR, while also si-

multaneously providing an estimate of the uncertainty

on those constraints. Further work on directly con-

straining galaxy cluster MAR offers a promising route

towards understanding the galaxy cluster mass bias,

improving cosmological parameter constraints derived

from galaxy clusters, and enhancing our understanding

of the astrophysics that govern the internal dynamics of

galaxy clusters.
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Vallés-Pérez, D., Planelles, S., Monllor-Berbegal, Ó., &
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