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ABSTRACT
Models of the galaxy-halo connection are needed to understand both galaxy clusters and large scale structure. To make said
models, we need a robust method that assigns galaxies to halos and matches the observed and simulated stellar-halo mass
relation. We employ an empirical Subhalo Abundance Matching (SHAM) model implemented in the halos module of SkyPy
which assigns blue and red galaxies based on the Peng et al. (2010) model containing three parameters: 𝑀𝜇 (halo mass where half
the galaxies assigned should be quenched), 𝜎 (transition width from star forming to quenched) and 𝑏 (baseline quenched fraction
at low mass). We test two sets of galaxy stellar mass functions for four populations of galaxies (central/satellite, blue/red) and run
parameter estimation using Approximate Bayesian Computation over each model when compared to a set of applicable literature
models. For the Weigel et al. (2016) galaxies we find best fit values of log 𝑀𝜇 = 11.94+0.02

−0.02, 𝜎 = 0.49+0.04
−0.04 and 𝑏 = 0.31+0.01

−0.01.
For the Birrer et al. (2014) galaxies we find best fit values of log 𝑀𝜇 = 11.93+0.01

−0.01, 𝜎 = 0.53+0.04
−0.04 and 𝑏 = 0.51+0.05

−0.04. Overall,
we demonstrate that these constraints produce a model that is consistent with literature models for the central galaxies. Future
research will focus on the normalisation of the satellite galaxies in order to better constrain the 𝑏 parameter.

Key words: galaxies: haloes – methods: numerical – large-scale structure of Universe

1 INTRODUCTION

A complex part of modelling galaxy clusters and groups is to under-
stand the link between dark matter and galaxies. Galaxies act as a
biased tracer of the dark matter in the Universe as they formed when
baryonic matter fell into the dark matter structure present when it
decouples early in the Universe. However, the bias results in galaxies
that do not trace the matter distribution exactly so we must un-
derstand the distributions statistically (Desjacques et al. 2018). The
galaxy-dark matter connection is important to understand as it un-
locks insight into how both of these aspects of structure evolve in
the Universe and can be explored in several different schemes of
varying complexity. N-body simulations produce realistic structure
formation for the dark matter (Klypin et al. 2011; Navarro et al.
1997) but require hydrodynamical simulations of the gas and galax-
ies to be able to fully simulate a galaxy cluster and hence understand
the link between dark matter and galaxies (Behroozi et al. 2019;
Moster et al. 2018; O’Leary et al. 2021). Both of these methods are
computationally expensive.

Instead, computationally less expensive but more empirical models
can be used to understand the galaxy-halo relation. These can be as
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limited as Halo Occupation Distribution (HOD), where only the
number and distribution of galaxies are required (Kravtsov et al.
2004; Seljak 2000; Skibba & Sheth 2009), to more complex Semi
Analytic Models (SAMs) (Lacey & Silk 1991; White & Frenk 1991)
which combine simplistic baryonic processes with N-body merger
trees.

On the more empirical end lies Abundance Matching (AM). This is
a method that makes the assumption of a monotonic relation between
the mass or luminosity of a galaxy and its parent halo such that the
most massive or luminous galaxy is assigned to the most massive
halo. AM can be extended with the inclusion of subhalos (SHAM),
plus the addition of the scatter inherent to baryonic processes and
different assembly histories, to produce simulated galaxy clusters
(Behroozi et al. 2010; Birrer et al. 2014; Moster et al. 2010; Stiskalek
et al. 2021). Clusters are created by populating massive central halos
with subhalos, by catalogues or N-body merger trees, and assigning
galaxies as described above. Despite its lack of simulated physical
processes, it has been shown that this method can still replicate
the stellar mass - halo mass (SM-HM) relation (Wechsler & Tinker
2018).

The base SHAM technique will not differentiate between popu-
lations of galaxies. Real populations can be split primarily into two
types: blue star forming galaxies and red quenched galaxies which
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2 Fox L. Davidson et al.

have undergone some process that effectively stops their star for-
mation, each modelled by a stellar mass function (SMF) (Schechter
1976). A simplistic SHAM approach can be modified to assign galax-
ies of different colours or consider the fraction of red galaxies as a
function of mass or other proxy property such as circular velocity or
environment (Dragomir et al. 2018; Rodríguez-Puebla et al. 2015;
Yamamoto et al. 2015). Peng et al. (2010) (extended in Peng et al.
2012, to central and satellite galaxies) explored the differential ef-
fects of mass and environment quenching i.e. whether a galaxy has
been quenched by feedback processes dependent on the mass of the
galaxy or environmental processes like ram pressure stripping in the
satellite of a halo. These papers found that only satellite galaxies
are affected by environment quenching but both satellite and central
galaxies experience mass quenching. However the continuity equa-
tions explored in Peng et al. (2010) cannot adequately explain blue
satellites so the model was furthered in de la Bella et al. (2021). de la
Bella et al. (2021) finds the same results as Peng et al. (2010) but
expands the model to full differential equations for the number den-
sity of each observed population. The previous listed papers found
that the fraction of red centrals or satellites follows a functional form
similar to an error function, where the centrals only depended on
stellar mass and the satellites have a dependence on both stellar mass
and environment.

The aim of this paper is to apply the empirical model from Peng
et al. (2010) and Peng et al. (2012) through abundance matching
(linking a parent halo’s mass with an appropriate galaxy’s stellar
mass) to produce realistic SM-HM relations. By matching previous
SHAM paper results and using the assumptions of AM, we can
therefore constrain the parameters for the quenching mass function
for a given set of galaxy SMFs.

In this paper, we run SkyPy (Amara et al. 2021) to generate the
catalogues of galaxies and halos and then apply the quenching model
from Peng et al. (2010) and formalism of de la Bella et al. (2021) in
a SHAM framework. The code presented here is available through
the halos module of SkyPy. The mass quenching is controlled by
two parameters: 𝑀𝜇 and 𝜎, where 𝑀𝜇 is the characteristic mass
where the quenching function predicts that half the galaxies will be
quenched (i.e. the mean of the error function) and 𝜎 is the standard
deviation of the distribution, determining the width of the transition
between the assigned blue and red galaxies around the mean halo
mass. Changing these parameters allows us to parametrise the link
between halo mass and the evolution of the assigned galaxies inside
them. Environment quenching depends on the baseline 𝑏 which sets
the minimum fraction of subhalos assigned quenched galaxies at
low mass. This is due to subhalos having some probability of being
quenched when they enter a parent halo.

We assume a flat ΛCDM model throughout with a Hubble param-
eter ℎ = 0.7 (𝐻0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1), Ω𝑚 = 0.3, Ω𝑏 = 0.045,
𝜎8 = 0.8 and 𝑛𝑠 = 0.96. All logs are log10 and exp(𝑥) refers to
the exponential function 𝑒𝑥 . Halos may refer to any form of dark
matter, parent halos refer to the dominant dark matter component in
the system and subhalos are any further sub-components that may
be present. Centrals and satellites refer to the galaxies residing in
each of these halos. Blue, star-forming or unquenched galaxies refer
to those galaxies that are still actively making stars; red or quenched
galaxies refer to those that have stopped star formation. We include
a clarification of what this means for both the galaxies we use and
any models we compare to in Appendix B. Finally, we refer to the
collection of 𝑀𝜇 , 𝜎 and 𝑏 as the quenching parameters.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 describes the
galaxy and halo populations and models used throughout this work.
Section 3 briefly describes the SHAM mechanism used (further de-

scribed in Appendix A) as well as how the Peng et al. (2010) model
is applied. In section 4 we compare our model to previous literature
and evaluate the goodness of our model as well as discuss our results
about the constraining power on the quenching parameters. Section
5 contains our conclusions.

2 SIMULATION POPULATIONS

2.1 Galaxy Populations

Different galaxy populations are modelled by stellar mass functions
using a Schechter function (Schechter 1976)

d𝑛 = 𝜙∗exp
(
− 𝑀

𝑀∗

) (
𝑀

𝑀∗

)𝛼
d𝑀 (1)

which gives the number density of a galaxy population in a given
mass bin (𝑀 to 𝑀 + d𝑀). Different populations of galaxies have
different sets of parameters 𝑀∗ (characteristic mass), 𝛼 (slope of the
low mass power law) and 𝜙∗ (normalisation of the number density).
Observationally, it has been shown that galaxies can be separated into
four distinct populations: those that are star forming or quenched as
stated before, but also those that are in the centre of a galaxy clus-
ter (centrals) or those that are in the satellite of a cluster (satellites)
(Weigel et al. 2016; Yang et al. 2007). For our main result in this pa-
per we use the best fit Schechter functions given in table 6 of Weigel
et al. (2016) for four populations: red centrals, red satellites, blue
centrals and blue satellites. The fits for these galaxies are derived
from observational results from SDSS where the spectral redshifts,
spectra and magnitudes are used to estimate the stellar mass. The
parameters for the Schechter function are then fitted, finding a sin-
gle Schechter function for each. For additional results to show the
potential optimisation for these Schechter functions we also use the
𝑧 = 0 parameters on tables 10 - 13 in Birrer et al. (2014) for the same
populations. These were instead simulated as a gas regulator model
and inserted into an N-body merger tree to find the SM-HM relation.
Each galaxy population found from the previous process was fitted to
the Schechter mass function to find the parameters given. We use the
parameters derived for their Model C which is the closest they found
to literature results. We describe each paper’s method of dividing
their galaxies in more detail in Appendix B.

The four populations are generated using the sampling of their
individual stellar mass functions through SkyPy in a narrow width of
redshift 0.01 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 0.1 to match the observational data from Weigel
et al. (2016) and the 𝑧 = 0 model in Birrer et al. (2014). This also
renders any redshift evolution negligible.

2.2 Halo Populations

In general, halo populations are modelled from theoretical halo mass
functions (HMF) fitted to data or simulations, the earliest being the
Press-Schechter function (Press & Schechter 1974). In later years
these have been refined to more accurately reflect the populations
observed in simulations (such as Tinker et al. 2008). This paper uses
the Sheth & Tormen (1999) mass function to match the HMF used
in Birrer et al. (2014). We run SkyPy to directly sample our halo
catalogue in a narrow width of redshift matching the galaxy sample.

2.2.1 Subhalo generation

Subhalo populations in the late Universe are highly dependent on
their host halo. Therefore we use the conditional mass function
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Constraining SHAM parameters 3

(CMF) derived in Vale & Ostriker (2004) (a modified Schechter
function) to sample our subhalos

𝑁 (𝑚 |𝑀)d𝑚 = 𝐴

(
𝑚

𝑥𝛽𝑀

)−𝛼

exp
(
− 𝑚

𝑥𝛽𝑀

)
d𝑚
𝑥𝛽𝑀

(2)

where𝑚 and 𝑀 are the subhalo and parent halo masses, 𝑥 is the factor
by which the present day subhalos have been stripped of mass (i.e. if
𝑥 = 1,𝑚 is their present day mass whereas if 𝑥 > 1,𝑚 represents their
initial mass before they became subhalos), 𝛽 is the exponential cutoff
of the function as it approaches the parent’s mass. 𝐴 is a normalising
factor

𝐴 =
𝛾

𝛽Γ(2 − 𝛼) (3)

such that the sum of the subhalos masses is some fraction 𝛾 of
the parent’s mass i.e.

∫ ∞
0 𝑚𝑁 (𝑚 |𝑀)d𝑚 = 𝑥𝛾𝑀 . It has been shown

that the galaxy-halo relation correlates most to the maximum or
pre-stripped mass of the subhalos (Wechsler & Tinker 2018) so we
therefore follow the example of Vale & Ostriker (2004) and use 𝑥 = 3
when mass matching our subhalo population with their assigned
galaxies. For the other parameters, we use 𝛼 = 1.91 and 𝛽 = 0.39
(Vale & Ostriker 2004) and 𝛾 = 0.1 as other studies have found that
the total mass fraction of subhalos is closer to 10% than the 18%
found in Vale & Ostriker (2004) (Gao et al. 2011; de Lucia et al.
2004).

We use the occupation number (the number of subhalos a parent
halo can support) to create our simulated satellite population

𝑁𝑠 =
𝛾

𝛽Γ(2 − 𝛼) Γ(1 − 𝛼, 𝑚min/(𝛽𝑀)) (4)

where Γ(1 − 𝛼, 𝑚min/(𝛽𝑀)) is the incomplete upper Gamma func-
tion and 𝑚min is the minimum mass for a subhalo to host a galaxy,
hence, as mentioned in Vale & Ostriker (2004), this generates the
number of subhalos that can host galaxies. We set 𝑚min = 1010𝑀⊙
as this is the resolution of parent halos which we allow to generate
subhalos.

3 SHAM MECHANISM

The code used to generate the results in this paper is available through
the halos module in SkyPy. We include a brief summary of the model
for reference. The SHAM model is run in the following way:

(i) We run the SkyPy pipeline to generate the parent halo cata-
logue by sampling the chosen mass function through a YAML file
which includes the cosmology and observational parameters

(ii) The parent halos are used to generate the subhalo catalogue
using equation 2 and 4 in Vale & Ostriker (2004). ID values that
identify which subhalos are generated from which parent halos are
created in this step

(iii) The Peng et al. (2010) model, called the quenching function
(equation 6), is applied to the parents and subhalos denoting them as
hosting a quenched or unquenched galaxy

(iv) We use the input SMF parameters to integrate each galaxy
population’s Schechter function (equation 1) to some minimum mass
such that the number of galaxies in a population will approximately
match the number of appropriately labelled halos/subhalos. We run
the SkyPy pipeline to generate each population’s catalogue using the
SMF parameters, the previously found minimum mass and the same
cosmology and observational parameters as the halos

(v) Optionally, we add scatter to the galaxies via a proxy mass,
defined as a Gaussian scatter from the original galaxy. In this case

the galaxies are mass ranked by the generated proxy mass and then
assigned. Details for the scattering process are given in section 4.3

(vi) Catalogues are mass ranked and matched. For the subhalos,
we use their pre-stripped masses. Only appropriate galaxies are as-
signed to the dark matter, i.e. a blue central would be matched to
an unquenched parent halo. Any unmatched halos or galaxies are
ignored and not included in any further analysis

(vii) The model outputs a dictionary containing the collective
SHAM (arrays of galaxy, halo and stripped subhalo masses) and any
identifiers (ID values, galaxy type etc.)

Using the output dictionary, we can find SM-HM ratio as shown in
this paper but further analysis could be made using the ID values to
find cluster relations.

In this section we will explain how the Peng et al. (2010) and de la
Bella et al. (2021) model is applied but other details are explained
further in Appendix A. The model is parametrised as a modified error
function. The standard error function takes the form

erf 𝑧 =
2
√
𝜋

∫ 𝑧

0
exp(−𝑡2)𝑑𝑡 (5)

where 𝑧 is some complex number and the function varies between
-1 and 1. Our quenching function acts as the fraction of assigned
quenched galaxies for a given halo mass 𝑀 . We write the quenching
function as

𝑞(𝑀𝜇 , 𝜎, 𝑏, 𝑀) = (1 − 𝑏)
2

[1 + erf(𝑟0 (𝑀𝜇 , 𝜎, 𝑀))] + 𝑏 (6)

where 𝑀𝜇 , 𝜎 and 𝑏 are the quenching parameters as previously
described. erf is the error function with the input

𝑟0 =

log
(
𝑀
𝑀𝜇

)
√

2𝜎
(7)

which transforms the error function to be centred at 𝑀𝜇 with a
standard deviation of 𝜎. We use the input variable 𝑟0 to emphasise
that the input is real and positive.

Equation 6 ranges from 0 at low masses so that all halos below a
given mass are assigned unquenched galaxies, to 1 at high masses
so that only quenched galaxies are present above a given mass. For
subhalos, we need to introduce a baseline i.e. the minimum fraction
found at low mass. This is because subhalos must start as the parent
halo of their own galaxy before becoming subdominant to another.
This process adds the effect that every satellite has the potential to
be quenched (the baseline fraction) when it falls into a larger halo.
The subhalo function therefore varies from the baseline 𝑏 to 1 at high
mass. A comparison of this function for the best fit values is seen in
figure 1.

4 RESULTS

This section details how we compare our code written in SkyPy as
a consistent model to literature and how we constrain the quenching
function parameters.

4.1 Comparison to literature

To show that our framework gives realistic SM-HM relations, we
have compared it to several results from the literature which range in
technique. To constrain the quenching parameters we have compared
our model to the models listed in table 1 where we list: location of the
model values (for example the plot or equation it was generated from),
location of the error in the models, the specific part of our model we

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)
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4 Fox L. Davidson et al.

Figure 1. Quenching functions for both the parent and subhalos showing the
best fit values of 𝑀𝜇 , 𝜎 and 𝑏 from table 2. The shaded areas are the 1𝜎
contours for each model as shown in the posteriors

compare to and any other considerations needed. The subhalo results
use the maximum or accretion mass of the subhalos hence we use our
pre-stripped subhalo masses for the relevant SM-HM relation. The
redshift of the literature was also considered. Since we are modelling
at very close to 𝑧 = 0 we have used models that fits this range and
any redshift evolution in the literature parameters has been ignored
where relevant.

As reference, because our model contains inherent randomness
from both the sampling of distributions and the quenching function
(although our averaged model’s error is negligible compared to the
error from the literature), we consider a ‘comparable model’ to be
three runs of the SHAM code with the same parameters and averaged
in the literature value bins i.e. we find the average SM-HM ratio for
the same halos given in each literature model.

We also include the consideration of needing a statistically signifi-
cant number of model values in a given literature bin to be reasonably
comparable. The plots in this paper show only the model values from
the literature that were used in comparison with the model rather
than the full set as provided in the papers. The majority of values
removed are from the high mass end where the SM-HM relation is
constant for the parameter space tested. This is because we gener-
ate very few high mass halos (as per the HMF) and hence defining
a mean for those bins would not be statistically reasonable. A few
low/high mass values are removed from the red/blue literature mod-
els respectively (Birrer et al. 2014; Rodríguez-Puebla et al. 2015)
due to the low number of specific colour galaxies generated in the
transition region near the peak of the SM-HM relation.

4.2 Constraints on quenching parameters

We constrain the parameters by running a modified Bayesian Monte
Carlo. The likelihood of the SM-HM is difficult to calculate so we
use simulation based inference methods to avoid this calculation. We
use the Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC) method through
the abcpmc (Akeret 2015) Python package which is a Monte Carlo
code that uses a threshold to progressively test values sampled from
the prior and each iteration reduces the sample space to the ‘well-
fitted’ values (determined by the calculated 𝜒2 of the averaged model
values compared to each set of literature models) until it approaches

Figure 2. Posterior on parameter estimation for Weigel model without scatter.
There is a significant degeneracy for the 𝜎 parameter.

the posterior. Our approach is similar to Tam et al. (2022) who
used this method to find posteriors on cosmological parameters for
synthetic weak lensing cluster catalogues.

We ran 55 iterations against the models listed previously to find the
best fit parameters in table 2 which are shown in figures 2 and 3 for
the Weigel and Birrer Schechter functions results respectively. We
also show that these values generate models that fit the models well
in figures 4 and 5. We use strict priors on the values of log(𝑀𝜇) and
𝜎 (11.91 - 11.97 and 0.4 - 0.58 respectively for the Weigel model,
11.91 - 11.95 and 0.47 - 0.6 respectively for the Birrer model) as
these can be relatively well seen by eye but leave the prior for 𝑏

(0.3 - 0.5 for Weigel, 0.4 - 0.6 for Birrer) more open for reasons
discussed in section 4.5. We do this to increase the speed of the ABC
iterations. We also use a prior to make sure that the red centrals are
well-fitted since they are the most sensitive to the parameter space.
We also include a prior for the satellites as certain 𝑏 values result
in a discontinuity in the average satellite values which is clearly
unphysical.

The posteriors for all tested galaxy SMFs show that our model is
sensitive to the 𝑀𝜇 parameter but has degeneracies for the 𝜎 param-
eter and the 𝑏 parameter for the Birrer model. Since 𝑀𝜇 controls the
“mid-point” of the transition it has a stronger effect on which halos
the quenched galaxies are assigned to, whereas for a given 𝑀𝜇 a rea-
sonable number of 𝜎s could bring the number of assigned quenched
galaxies into line with the correct sampled number of galaxies. It is
important to note that the averaged centrals (i.e. averaging the red
and blue galaxies together) are relatively insensitive to both 𝑀𝜇 and
𝜎 as only the central region near the peak in the SM-HM relation
contributes to the parameter estimation. This is because the high
mass red galaxies and the low mass blue galaxies will always be
assigned to the correct halos following the shape of the quenching
function (0 at low mass, 1 at high mass). It should also be noted
that the red central population is the most strongly dependent on the
quenching function as it is very sensitive to the change in abundance

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)



Constraining SHAM parameters 5

Table 1. Literature models list containing location of the model values, or equation and parameters for generation, location of the error values, what it is
comparable to in our model and other considerations. Here maximum, accretion or infall mass is the wording taken from the given paper but they are treated in
the same way in this paper.

Paper Location of model
values

Location of errors Comparable Considerations

Moster et al. (2010) Equation 2, parame-
ters table 1/3

Fig 1, 1𝜎 shaded area,
extracted

Centrals/Satellites Satellites use maxi-
mum mass

Moster et al. (2013) Equation 2 (Moster
et al. 2010), parame-
ters table 1 Central-
s/Satellites

Fig 12, 1𝜎 shaded
area, extracted

Central/Satellites Satellites use infall
mass

Behroozi et al. (2010) Equation 21, parame-
ters table 2

Fig 5, error bars, ex-
tracted

Centrals -

Behroozi et al. (2013) Equation 3, parame-
ters section 5

Fig 8, error bars, ex-
tracted

Centrals/Satellites Satellites use accre-
tion mass

Rodríguez-Puebla
et al. (2015)

Equation 17
(Behroozi et al.
2013), parameters
equation 35/36

Fig 5, scatter, ex-
tracted

Blue/Red Centrals -

Birrer et al. (2014) Fig 17, extracted
(Model C)

Table 14, scatter on
Model A (Model C not
given)

Blue/Red/Average
Centrals

-

Rodríguez-Puebla
et al. (2012)

Fig 2, extracted Fig 1, generic 1𝜎
value, extracted

Satellites Uses accretion mass

Table 2. Best fit values for the Weigel and Birrer models without scatter. We
use the same value of 𝑀𝜇 and 𝜎 for both parents and subhalos, but only the
subhalos feel the effect of the base 𝑏 parameter.

Model log 𝑀𝜇 𝜎 𝑏

Weigel 11.94+0.02
−0.02 0.49+0.01

−0.04 0.31+0.01
−0.01

Birrer 11.93+0.01
−0.01 0.53+0.04

−0.04 0.51+0.05
−0.04

Figure 3. Posterior on parameter estimation for Birrer model without scatter.
There is a significant degeneracy for the 𝜎 and 𝑏 parameter.

Figure 4. SM-HM relation for the centrals in the Weigel model. Connected
scatter points indicate the model specified by the parameters in table 2. The
top two plots show the blue and red centrals respectively along with the ap-
propriate comparable models. The bottom plot shows the general centrals
relation (average between the blue and red populations) and relevant litera-
ture models. The shaded regions are the range of models selected from the
posterior distribution.

due to the shape of its Schechter function. While the blue centrals’
SMF continues to increase at low mass and can hence generate as
many galaxies as is necessary to match the assignment count, the
red centrals’ SMF decreases rapidly at low mass and hence cannot
generate more than a set number of galaxies. This means that if the
parameters generate a quenching function which produces too many
or too few red assigned halos then the SMF cannot compensate and
it produces a SM-HM relation of a significantly different shape than
the literature.

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)



6 Fox L. Davidson et al.

Figure 5. SM-HM relation for the centrals in the Birrer model. Connected
scatter points indicate the model specified by the parameters in table 2. The
top two plots show the blue and red centrals respectively along with the ap-
propriate comparable models. The bottom plot shows the general centrals
relation (average between the blue and red populations) and relevant litera-
ture models. The shaded regions are the range of models selected from the
posterior distribution.

Table 3. Best fit values for the Weigel and Birrer models with scatter.

Model log 𝑀𝜇 𝜎 𝑏

Weigel 11.94+0.02
−0.02 0.49+0.04

−0.04 0.32+0.02
−0.01

Birrer 11.93+0.01
−0.01 0.53+0.04

−0.04 0.52+0.05
−0.05

The 𝑏 parameter also shows degeneracy but this is more due to a
lack of well-fitting model. The normalisation of the SM-HM ratio is
strongly dependent on the normalisation of the galaxy population and
neither the Weigel or Birrer models do an adequate job of matching
the literature in this respect. We talk about this more in section 4.5.

4.3 Adding scatter

A realistic model of the SM-HM relation includes scatter in the
galaxy mass associated to a given halo mass. This is due to the
different accretion histories that halos undergo in the Universe during
structure formation. We have added scatter to our model via a proxy
mass method. Once the galaxies are generated, we sample from a
Gaussian using the galaxy’s mass as the mean and 10% of the mean
as the standard deviation, so that it is constant in log space. This
generates a uniform scatter in the SM-HM relation (figure 6). The
galaxies are then ordered by the proxy mass before being assigned.
We run the fits again with the same procedure and find the parameters
in table 3 with posteriors in figures 7 and 8. Given the uniform scatter,
we don’t find a significant difference in the parameters as the averaged
values that are compared to the models will be very similar.

4.4 Tests on changing cosmology

The literature models used to constrain the quenching parameters
were generated with a mixture of different cosmologies either in
a simulation or to calibrate masses. We test the robustness of our

Figure 6. SM-HM relation for the central Weigel model with the parameters
from table 3. Plotted are the sets of comparable models, the averaged centrals,
all blue centrals and all red centrals to show the scatter in our models. The
plot for the Birrer model is very similar.

Figure 7. Posterior on parameter estimation for Weigel model with scatter.

model by changing the fiducial cosmology to see if this affects the
constrained quenching parameters’ results.

In our model, the cosmology parameters will mostly affect the
HMF and minimally affect the SMFs. Using the Planck 2018 ‘base
ΛCDM’ late Universe cosmological results (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2020) (ℎ = 0.674, Ω𝑚 = 0.315, Ω𝑏 = 0.0493, 𝑛𝑠 = 0.965,
𝜎8 = 0.811) we find that there is a negligible difference for the
log(𝑀𝜇) parameter (0.024% difference on average between the four
models). However we find a larger difference for 𝜎 (3.783%) and
𝑏 (1.126%). We still treat these as negligible because, as previously
discussed, there is a significant degeneracy between the 𝑀𝜇 and 𝜎 so
a larger range of values for a well defined 𝑀𝜇 is expected. We should
also expect a larger difference for 𝑏 because our model does not fit
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Figure 8. Posterior on parameter estimation for Birrer model with scatter.

Table 4. Best fit values for each model when using the Planck Collaboration
et al. (2020) cosmological results.

Model log 𝑀𝜇 𝜎 𝑏

Weigel 11.93+0.02
−0.02 0.52+0.03

−0.03 0.31+0.01
−0.01

Weigel + scatter 11.94+0.02
−0.02 0.52+0.04

−0.04 0.31+0.01
−0.01

Birrer 11.93+0.01
−0.02 0.54+0.04

−0.04 0.52+0.05
−0.05

Birrer + scatter 11.93+0.01
−0.01 0.54+0.03

−0.04 0.51+0.05
−0.05

Table 5. Percentage difference on parameters for each model when using the
Planck Collaboration et al. (2020) cosmological results.

Model Δ% log 𝑀𝜇 Δ% 𝜎 Δ% 𝑏

Weigel 0.058 5.448 0.794
Weigel + scatter 0.027 5.843 1.253
Birrer 0.002 1.981 0.791
Birrer + scatter 0.011 1.858 1.667

the literature well and hence the parameter is not well constrained,
which we talk about in section 4.5. For full clarity, the new results and
the percentage difference for each model is shown in tables 4 and 5.
Given the minimal difference in the parameters with this cosmology
to our main results, we expect that there would be equally negligible
changes within the bounds of the Planck Collaboration et al. (2020)
cosmology.

4.5 Satellites

The model’s SM-HM relation depends on relative mass distribution
of the SMF and HMF as well as the normalisation of the SMF. Figure
9 shows the effect of using different SMFs (here from fitted observed
galaxies in Weigel et al. 2016 and simulated fitted galaxies in Model
C of Birrer et al. 2014) on the satellite SM-HM relation. We can see
that this changes both the shape and the normalisation of the SM-
HM which is related to the normalisation of the SMF. Each model’s

Figure 9. SM-HM relation for the both the Weigel and Birrer satellite mod-
els. Connected scatter points indicate the model specified by the parameters
in table 2. The light blue shaded area shows the discrepancy between the
normalisation of the two models and the literature and the purple shaded re-
gions around each model are the range of models selected from their posterior
distributions.

SMFs have a much smaller effect on the centrals plot since they have
similar SMFs for both red and blue centrals. This shows that the
ABC method could be used to find the optimum SMF parameters for
each population for literature models of satellite galaxies. While the
𝑏 parameter is well constrained (in the sense that the error values are
small) this only indicates that these are values that do not introduce
a discontinuity in the averaged satellite model and do not necessarily
fit the models well given the distance between our models and the
literature.

4.6 Physical meaning of the quenching parameters

While the model we employ is very empirical, we can still consider
the effect it has on the galaxy population and the implications on
the physics. 𝑀𝜇 is the mean of the quenching function (equation
6) and hence defines the “halfway” point between the transition of
blue and red galaxies. Because of this, it lies very close to the turn
over in the SM-HM relation and hence close to the maximum star
forming efficiency. 𝜎 is the standard deviation and hence tells us
about the width of transition between halos with only star forming
and quenched populations. A small value of 𝜎 would suggest that
there is a sudden change around 𝑀𝜇 where the population becomes
quenched, perhaps suggesting a threshold which leads to feedback
or other quenching methods. A larger 𝜎 suggests a slower transition
where galaxies start to quench over a large halo mass range. Our
results suggest that a mid range is preferred such that there is a
significant number of purely blue or red galaxies on either side of
the transition but the transition itself is not sharp. The 𝑏 parameter
is the base fraction of satellite galaxies that are quenched as they
enter a larger system. Larger values would suggest that the parent
halo has properties such that it quickly strips the satellites, hence
quenching them; smaller values suggest that there would not be much
of an effect by entering another system. Since we apply this globally
(i.e. not as a function of the parent halo mass each subhalo sits
in) we can only comment on the averaged effect of a halo entering a
larger system. While averaging between our models gives a value that
means approximately half the low mass satellites should be quenched
(approximately matching the conclusions of Peng et al. 2012), the
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satellite galaxies used in our models have a different normalisation
to the literature and hence we can only that these values create a
physically plausible model i.e. they do not introduce a discontinuity
in the SM-HM relation.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have successfully constrained a minimally
parametrised SHAM in order to model the galaxy-halo connection
needed for large scale structure such as galaxy clusters. Our model
allows us to form the SM-HM relation from a given HMF (parents)
and generated subhalos, plus the SMF of four populations of galaxies
(red/blue, central/satellite) to create galaxy clusters and groups. The
different populations of galaxies are assigned based on a parametrised
Peng et al. (2010) model by the quenching function (equation 6)
which dictates the fraction of red galaxies for a given halo mass. This
function depends on three parameters: 𝑀𝜇 , the mean of the function
or the halo mass at which half the assigned galaxies are red; 𝜎, the
standard deviation which controls the transition width between blue
and red galaxy dominance; and 𝑏 the baseline quenched fraction of
satellite galaxies. Mass quenching is felt by both central and satellite
galaxies but environment quenching (controlled by the 𝑏 parameter)
is only felt by the satellites.

By comparing our model to previous literature results we find that
the quenching function appears to be closely related to the assump-
tions of abundance matching. We have constrained the parameters by
using the ABC method to give best fit values for two different SMFs
(table 2) that create a realistic SM-HM relation compared to previ-
ous literature for the central relations. We show that using different
SMFs changes the normalisation of the SM-HM and the constrained
parameters slightly due to the number of galaxies generated.

We also constrained the parameters for models with Gaussian scat-
ter added to the galaxies (table 3). Due to the scatter being constant
in log space, we find that the constrained parameters are similar to
the previous results as the averaged model used when comparing
to the literature is likely very similar to the non-scattered version.
Testing our models with the Planck Collaboration et al. (2020) cos-
mology showed a negligible change in the parameters given their
constrainability.

Finally, we also considered the satellite model as this constrains
the 𝑏 parameter. The two sets of SMF show the most difference in
normalisation here but neither is well suited to the literature. Further
work using this model could use the ABC method to find suitable
SMFs to fit the literature’s normalisation.

In summary, our results for the quenching function parameters are:

• We find tight relations for the 𝑀𝜇 parameter in all cases, placing
it close to the turnover in the SM-HM relation

• Our constraint on the 𝜎 parameter contains a degeneracy with
𝑀𝜇 and is hence less constrained. It is still well constrained for a
given 𝑀𝜇 and gives an ∼ O(2) of transition between blue and red
centrals

• The 𝑏 parameter is not as well constrained due to the different
normalisation between our two SMFs and the literature. We can say
that the best fit is ∼ 0.5 which agrees with both Peng et al. (2010)
and Peng et al. (2012) which is the basis for our quenching model.
We can also conclude that it produces a physical model due to the
lack of discontinuities in the SM-HM relation

These constraints show that we have produced a physical model
which can reproduce literature results. The code for the model is

available in the halos module of SkyPy and further information is
listed in the Appendix A.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We acknowledge the funding of an STFC studentship in order to com-
plete this research. We would like to acknowledge the help of our
colleges in the SkyPy Collaboration, specifically I. Harrison and P.
Sudek. We would also like to acknowledge the valuable conversation
with Simon Birrer on the models presented in the Birrer et al. (2014)
paper and conversations with Michael Kovac and Chayan Mondal.
We also acknowledge the contributions of W. Enzi for important
discussions about the ABC module code. K.U. acknowledges sup-
port from the National Science and Technology Council of Taiwan
(grant NSTC 112-2112-M-001-027-MY3) and the Academia Sinica
Investigator Award (grant AS-IA-112-M04)

We made the plots and code shown in this paper using the follow-
ing Python packages: NumPy, Visual Studio Code, SciPy (Vir-
tanen et al. 2020), Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2018),
Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), Ipython/Jupyter (Perez & Granger
2007) and corner (Foreman-Mackey 2016). We were able to extract
model values from the literature plots by using WebPlotDigitizer
(Rohatgi 2011). Numerical computations were done on the Sciama
High Performance Compute (HPC) cluster which is supported by the
ICG, SEPNet and the University of Portsmouth.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The models used in this paper are taken from the literature and is
available in the papers referenced. The specific literature values used
to constrain this paper’s model and featured in the plots in this paper
are listed with the code. The model values generated in this paper
are not available directly, but can be re-generated using the code
available in SkyPy.

REFERENCES

Akeret J., 2015, abcpmc: Approximate Bayesian Computation for Popu-
lation Monte-Carlo code, Astrophysics Source Code Library, record
ascl:1504.014

Amara A., et al., 2021, J. Open Source Softw., 6, 3056
Astropy Collaboration et al., 2018, AJ, 156, 123
Behroozi P. S., Conroy C., Wechsler R. H., 2010, ApJ, 717, 379
Behroozi P. S., Wechsler R. H., Conroy C., 2013, ApJ, 770, 57
Behroozi P., Wechsler R. H., Hearin A. P., Conroy C., 2019, MNRAS, 488,

3143
Birrer S., Lilly S., Amara A., Paranjape A., Refregier A., 2014, ApJ, 793, 12
Blanton M. R., et al., 2005, AJ, 129, 2562
Desjacques V., Jeong D., Schmidt F., 2018, Phys. Rep., 733, 1–193
Diemer B., 2018, ApJS, 239, 35
Dragomir R., Rodríguez-Puebla A., Primack J. R., Lee C. T., 2018, MNRAS,

476, 741
Foreman-Mackey D., 2016, J. Open Source Softw., 1, 24
Gao L., Frenk C. S., Boylan-Kolchin M., Jenkins A., Springel V., White S.

D. M., 2011, MNRAS, 410, 2309
Hunter J. D., 2007, CiSE, 9, 90
Klypin A. A., Trujillo-Gomez S., Primack J., 2011, ApJ, 740, 102
Kravtsov A. V., Berlind A. A., Wechsler R. H., Klypin A. A., Gottlöber S.,

Allgood B., Primack J. R., 2004, ApJ, 609, 35
Lacey C., Silk J., 1991, ApJ, 381, 14
Li C., Kauffmann G., Jing Y. P., White S. D. M., Börner G., Cheng F. Z.,

2006, MNRAS, 368, 21

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)

https://github.com/Fox-Davidson/skypy/blob/halos_dev/skypy/halos/Literature_model_values%20(SHAM%20paper).txt
http://dx.doi.org/10.21105/joss.03056
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aabc4f
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018AJ....156..123A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/717/1/379
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ApJ...717..379B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/770/1/57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1182
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.488.3143B
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.488.3143B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637x/793/1/12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/429803
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005AJ....129.2562B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2017.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aaee8c
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJS..239...35D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty283
http://dx.doi.org/10.21105/joss.00024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17601.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/740/2/102
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011ApJ...740..102K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/420959
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004ApJ...609...35K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/170625
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991ApJ...381...14L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10066.x


Constraining SHAM parameters 9

Moster B. P., Somerville R. S., Maulbetsch C., van den Bosch F. C., Macciò
A. V., Naab T., Oser L., 2010, ApJ, 710, 903

Moster B. P., Naab T., White S. D. M., 2013, MNRAS, 428, 3121
Moster B. P., Naab T., White S. D. M., 2018, MNRAS, 477, 1822
Navarro J. F., Frenk C. S., White S. D. M., 1997, ApJ, 490, 493
O’Leary J. A., Moster B. P., Naab T., Somerville R. S., 2021, MNRAS, 501,

3215
Padmanabhan N., et al., 2008, ApJ, 674, 1217
Peng Y.-j., et al., 2010, ApJ, 721, 193
Peng Y.-j., Lilly S. J., Renzini A., Carollo M., 2012, ApJ, 757, 4
Perez F., Granger B. E., 2007, CiSE, 9, 21
Planck Collaboration et al., 2020, A&A, 641, A6
Press W. H., Schechter P., 1974, ApJ, 187, 425
Rodríguez-Puebla A., Drory N., Avila-Reese V., 2012, ApJ, 756, 2
Rodríguez-Puebla A., Avila-Reese V., Yang X., Foucaud S., Drory N., Jing

Y. P., 2015, ApJ, 799, 130
Rohatgi A., 2011, WebPlotDigitizer, https://automeris.io
Schechter P., 1976, ApJ, 203, 297
Seljak U., 2000, MNRAS, 318, 203
Sheth R. K., Tormen G., 1999, MNRAS, 308, 119
Skibba R. A., Sheth R. K., 2009, MNRAS, 392, 1080
Stiskalek R., Desmond H., Holvey T., Jones M. G., 2021, MNRAS, 506, 3205
Tam S.-I., Umetsu K., Amara A., 2022, ApJ, 925, 145
Tinker J., Kravtsov A. V., Klypin A., Abazajian K., Warren M., Yepes G.,

Gottlöber S., Holz D. E., 2008, ApJ, 688, 709
Vale A., Ostriker J. P., 2004, MNRAS, 353, 189
Virtanen P., et al., 2020, Nat. Methods, 17, 261
Wechsler R. H., Tinker J. L., 2018, ARA&A, 56, 435
Weigel A. K., Schawinski K., Bruderer C., 2016, MNRAS, 459, 2150
White S. D. M., Frenk C. S., 1991, ApJ, 379, 52
Yamamoto M., Masaki S., Hikage C., 2015, Testing subhalo abundance

matching from redshift-space clustering (arXiv:1503.03973)
Yang X., Mo H. J., van den Bosch F. C., Pasquali A., Li C., Barden M., 2007,

ApJ, 671, 153
Yang X., Mo H. J., van den Bosch F. C., Zhang Y., Han J., 2012, ApJ, 752,

41
de Lucia G., Kauffmann G., Springel V., White S. D. M., Lanzoni B., Stoehr

F., Tormen G., Yoshida N., 2004, MNRAS, 348, 333
de la Bella L. F., Amara A., Birrer S., Hartley W. G., Sudek P., 2021, Quench-

ing and Galaxy Demographics (arXiv:2112.11110)

APPENDIX A: SHAM CODE

The halos module of SkyPy can be accessed via the Github page
and documentation is available. It can be installed by either cloning
the git repository or using pip or conda-forge

pip install skypy

conda install -c conda-forge skypy

When running the SHAM code, a YAML file detailing the functional
form of the HMF (see the Colossus documentation Diemer 2018,
for further details), any cosmological and observational parameters
(sky area and redshift). An example file would be

parameters:
model: ‘sheth99’
mdef: ‘fof’
m_min: 1.e+9
m_max: 1.e+15
sky_area: 600. deg2
sigma_8: 0.8
ns: 0.96

cosmology: !astropy.cosmology.FlatLambdaCDM

H0: 70
Om0: 0.3
name: ‘FlatLambdaCDM’ #Requires user defined name
Ob0: 0.045
Tcmb0: 2.7

z_range: !numpy.linspace [0.01, 0.1, 100]
tables:
halo:
z, mass: !skypy.halos.colossus_mf
redshift: $z_range
model: $model
mdef: $mdef
m_min: $m_min
m_max: $m_max
sky_area: $sky_area
sigma8: $sigma_8
ns: $ns

Here z and mass are the outputs of sampled redshifts and masses
for the halos defined by the HMF, cosmology and volume. To run
the SHAM code, the cosmology relevant to the galaxies must be
specified and be the same as the halo YAML file as well as the halo
file and galaxy parameters. As an example

import numpy as np
from a s t r o p y . cosmology import FlatLambdaCDM
from skypy . h a l o s . sham import run_sham , sham_p lo t s

h _ f i l e = ‘ h a l o . yaml ’
cosmology = FlatLambdaCDM (H0=70 , Om0=0 .3 ,

name= ’FlatLambdaCDM ’ )
z_ r ange = np . a r r a y ( [ 0 . 0 1 , 0 . 1 ] )
s k y a r e a = 600

# Galaxy p a r a m e t e r s
r c_p = [ 1 0 ∗ ∗ ( 1 0 . 7 5 ) , 10∗∗ ( −2 .37) , −0.18]
r s _p = [ 1 0 ∗ ∗ ( 1 0 . 7 2 ) , 10∗∗ ( −2 .66) , −0.71]
bc_p = [ 1 0 ∗ ∗ ( 1 0 . 5 9 ) , 10∗∗ ( −2 .52) , −1.15]
bs_p = [ 1 0 ∗ ∗ ( 1 0 . 5 9 ) , 10∗∗ ( −3 .09) , −1.31]
ga l _p = [ rc_p , r s_p , bc_p , bs_p ]
qu = [ 1 0 ∗ ∗ ( 1 1 . 9 5 ) , 0 . 4 8 , 0 . 5 2 ]

sham_d i c t = run_sham ( h _ f i l e , ga l_p , cosmology ,
z_range , skya r ea , qu )

h = sham_d i c t [ ’ Halo mass ’ ]
g = sham_d i c t [ ’ Galaxy mass ’ ]
t = sham_d i c t [ ’ Galaxy type ’ ]
rc , r s , bc , bs , cen , sub = sham_p lo t s ( h , g , t )

These show the minimum number of parameters needed to run
the code and there are many values (such as scatter, the CMF pa-
rameters etc.) that can be modified. run_sham runs the SHAM code
and outputs a dictionary containing the final information (see the
documentation for more details) and sham_plots uses it to output
arrays of halo and galaxy masses for each population of galaxies to
produce the plots seen in this paper.

APPENDIX B: RED POPULATION

We include this appendix as clarification as to what a ‘red’ or
‘quenched’ galaxy means in the models we consider as well as for
our galaxy catalogues. Our galaxy SMF parameters are from Weigel

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2024)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/710/2/903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sts261
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013MNRAS.428.3121M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty655
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.477.1822M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/304888
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...490..493N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3746
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021MNRAS.501.3215O
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021MNRAS.501.3215O
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/524677
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008ApJ...674.1217P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/721/1/193
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ApJ...721..193P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/757/1/4
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...757....4P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.53
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/152650
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1974ApJ...187..425P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637x/756/1/2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/799/2/130
https://automeris.io
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/154079
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1976ApJ...203..297S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03715.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1999.02692.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999MNRAS.308..119S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14007.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009MNRAS.392.1080S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1845
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021MNRAS.506.3205S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac3d33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/591439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.08059.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://rdcu.be/b08Wh
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081817-051756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/170483
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991ApJ...379...52W
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.03973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/522027
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007ApJ...671..153Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/752/1/41
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...752...41Y
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...752...41Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.07372.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11110
https://github.com/Fox-Davidson/skypy/tree/halos_dev/skypy/halos
https://skypy.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html
https://bdiemer.bitbucket.io/colossus/lss_mass_function.html


10 Fox L. Davidson et al.

et al. (2016) and Birrer et al. (2014) which consider different ways
to classify red galaxies.

The galaxy sample obtained in Weigel et al. (2016) is from local
galaxies surveyed in SDSS DR7. Galaxies are split into central and
satellite by their environment, as provided by the Yang et al. (2007)
sample. For colour, they use dust and K-corrected flux values from
the NYU VAGC (Blanton et al. 2005; Padmanabhan et al. 2008).
In the 𝑢 - 𝑟 stellar mass diagram, anything above a given 𝑢 - 𝑟

relation is considered to be red and anything below a similar relation
is considered to be blue. Anything in the middle is denoted as the
‘green valley’ which we do not include in this model.

In Birrer et al. (2014), as mentioned previously they use a gas
regulator system inserted into an N-body merger tree and they follow
the evolution of the systems. The model itself does not separate
between a quenched/unquenched galaxy; if the galaxy is unquenched,
the gas regulator model continues, if it is quenched then it finishes and
remains at that mass, producing no more stars. For mass quenching,
a galaxy has some probability of becoming quenched when it gains
some finite amount of mass and this probability is related to the
change in mass. Environment quenching has a flat probability for
any given satellite when it enters a larger system. This method does
not change between the different models presented in the paper.

The other colour separated literature model is from Rodríguez-
Puebla et al. (2015). They use a semi-empirical model to find the
average central SM-HM from the SM-HM of the red/blue population
and their fractions as a function of halo mass (their equation 19)

⟨log𝑀∗ (𝑀h)⟩ = 𝑓𝑏 (𝑀h)⟨log𝑀∗,𝑏 (𝑀h)⟩ + 𝑓𝑟 (𝑀h)⟨log𝑀∗,𝑟 (𝑀h)⟩
(B1)

where ⟨log𝑀∗ (𝑀h)⟩ is an average galaxy mass for a given halo mass
𝑀h (our SM-HM relation multiplied by the halo mass) and 𝑓 (𝑀h)
is the fraction over the halo mass. 𝑏 or 𝑟 indicate the relations for
blue and red centrals respectively. Their fractions use the formalism
from Peng et al. (2012) but it is not parametrised in the same way as
ours. Their SM-HM relations depend on the SMF of that particular
population which they find by using local galaxies from the SDSS
survey, specifically ones selected from Yang et al. (2012). The colour
is determined based on Li et al. (2006) colour-magnitude criteria
using K-corrected colours.
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