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ABSTRACT

Galaxy merger timescales are crucial for understanding and modeling galaxy formation in our hier-

archically structured Universe. However, previous studies have reported widely varying dependencies

of merger timescales on initial orbital parameters and mass ratio at the first crossing of rvir. Us-

ing IllustrisTNG simulations, we find that these dependencies vary with host halo mass, suggesting

that discrepancies in prior studies may arise from differences in the systems analyzed. Specifically, in

low-mass halos, merger timescales show a stronger dependence on initial orbital parameters, while in

high-mass halos, this dependence weakens. To account for these variations, we present a fitting formula

that incorporates host mass dependence, achieving a logarithmic scatter smaller than 0.15 dex. Com-

paring dark matter-only and baryonic simulations, we observe similar merger timescales for circular

orbits but notable differences for radial orbits. In halos with Mhost < 1012.5h−1M⊙, mergers in dark

matter-only runs take longer than in baryonic runs, whereas the trend reverses in more massive halos.

We attribute these differences to the competing effects of tidal disruption by central galaxy disks and

the resistance of baryonic satellites to tidal stripping. Finally, we extend our model to predict merger

timescales from any starting radius within the halo. By fitting the extended model to the entire infall

sample, we find that using only the merger sample can underestimate merger timescales, particularly

for low mass ratios. Our model provides a valuable tool for improving semi-analytical and empirical

models of galaxy formation.

Keywords: Dynamical friction (422) — Galaxy evolution(594) — Galaxy mergers (608) — Hydrody-

namical simulations(767)

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy mergers play a fundamental role in the hier-

archical structure formation paradigm, shaping the evo-

lution of galaxies over cosmic time (Toomre & Toomre

1972; White & Rees 1978; White & Frenk 1991; Lacey

& Cole 1993). According to the ΛCDM model, galax-

ies grow through a combination of in-situ star formation

and mergers. (Mo et al. 2010; Rodriguez-Gomez et al.

2016), making the study of mergers essential for under-

standing galaxy evolution. The timescale over which

a merging satellite galaxy coalesces with its host influ-

ences various astrophysical processes, including star for-
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mation, black hole growth, and morphological transfor-

mation (Hopkins et al. 2006). Despite its importance,

accurately predicting merger timescales remains a com-

plex challenge due to the interplay of gravitational dy-

namics, baryonic physics, and environmental factors.

Early studies of galaxy mergers, primarily based on

numerical simulations and analytical models, focused on

the role of dynamical friction in driving satellite galax-

ies toward their host centers. Chandrasekhar (1943)

demonstrated that the influence of random encoun-

ters on a object moving through a homogeneous and

isotropic distribution of lighter objects can be effectively

approximated by a dynamical friction force:

d

dt
vsat = −4πG2 ln(Λ)Msatρhost(< vsat)

vsat

v3sat
, (1)
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where vsat and Msat are the velocity and mass of the ob-

ject, ρhost(< vsat) is the density of background particles

with velocities less than vsat, and lnΛ is the standard

Coulomb logarithm, which quantifies the ratio between

the maximum and minimum impact parameters that

contribute significantly to effective encounters (Chan-

drasekhar 1943; White 1976; Binney & Tremaine 1987).

Although Chandrasekhar’s formula relies on idealized

approximations and requires knowledge of lnΛ and the

distribution function of lighter objects, it is physically

well-motivated and serves as a foundational framework

for understanding dynamical friction acting on satellite

galaxies.

Assuming a singular isothermal sphere (SIS) back-

ground density with a Maxwellian velocity distribution,

Binney & Tremaine (1987) demonstrated that for a

nearly circular orbit, the merger timescale is given by

Tmerger

Tdyn
=

1.17

lnΛ

Mhost

Msat
, (2)

For a satellite beginning its infall at the virial radius,

Mhost and rhost correspond to the host halo’s virial

mass Mvir and virial radius rvir, respectively. Msat is

the subhalo mass. The dynamical time is defined as

Tdyn =
√
r3host/(GMhost). Lacey & Cole (1993) ex-

tended this result to arbitrary orbits using the orbit-

averaged approximation and derived

Tmerger

Tdyn
=

1.17f(ϵ)

lnΛ

[
rc(E)

rhost

]2
Mhost

Msat
. (3)

The parameter ϵ = jinfall/jc(E) represents the orbit’s

circularity, where rc(E) and jc(E) are the radius and

specific angular momentum of a circular orbit with the

same energy E. Through numerical integration of the

orbit-averaged equations, Lacey & Cole (1993) found

that f(ϵ) can be accurately approximated by f(ϵ) ≈
ϵ0.78, with an accuracy better than 3 percent.

However, in reality, the situation is more complex,

and the assumptions used above may not always hold.

For example, tidal stripping can gradually reduce the

satellite’s mass, an effect not accounted for in the previ-

ous calculations. Additionally, factors such as the non-

spherical density distribution of host halos, the presence

of substructures, the evolution of the host halo itself,

and baryonic effects further complicate the merger pro-

cess and are not considered in these simplified models.

Therefore, to better formulate merger timescales using

only initial conditions for easier application, many stud-

ies have attempted to derive more generalized fitting

formulas based on N-body or hydrodynamic simulations.

These efforts aim to provide a more realistic description

of galaxy merger timescales (Navarro et al. 1995; Colpi

et al. 1999; Velazquez & White 1999; Taffoni et al. 2003;

Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2008; Jiang et al. 2008; Wetzel &

White 2010; Simha & Cole 2017; Poulton et al. 2021).

The generalized fitting formulas are typically expressed

as

Tmerger

Tdyn
= A

f(ϵ)

lnΛ

[
rc(E)

rhost

]γ [
Mhost

Msat

]β
, (4)

where a common choice for the Coulomb logarithm is

Λ = (1 + Mhost/Msat). For example, using idealized

N-body simulations, Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008) found

that f(ϵ) = e1.9ϵ, with β = 1.3 and γ = 1.0. How-

ever, results from cosmological hydrodynamic simula-

tions by Jiang et al. (2008) indicate a much weaker

dependence of merger timescales on initial orbits, with

f(ϵ) = 0.94ϵ0.6+0.6, β = 1.0, and γ = 0.5. Furthermore,

it is also worth mentioning that Poulton et al. (2021) ar-

gued that, in cosmological N-body simulations, merger

timescales primarily depend on the pericentric distance

of satellites from the host center.

The variation in results across different studies may

suggest a fundamental limitation in the assumption that

merger timescales are universally applicable to all host

halos and satellites. This assumption implies that a

single formula can accurately predict merger timescales

based on initial conditions. However, discrepancies ob-

served in various simulations indicate that additional

factors may significantly influence these timescales.

While the spherical density profile of dark matter halos

exhibits a degree of universality (Navarro et al. 1997;

Jing & Suto 2000), other factors that may influence

merger timescales—such as the triaxial density profile

(Jing & Suto 2002), halo formation history (Wechsler

et al. 2002; Zhao et al. 2003, 2009), and galaxy prop-

erties (Mo et al. 2010)—depend on halo mass and the

surrounding environment.

Therefore, in this paper, we investigate whether

merger timescales are truly universal and, if not, seek to

provide a more accurate description. To achieve this, we

construct our merger samples using the IllustrisTNG

magnetohydrodynamic cosmological simulations. Our

findings reveal that the dependence of galaxy merger

timescales on initial conditions varies with host halo

mass, suggesting that the discrepancies observed in pre-

vious studies may stem from differences in the systems

analyzed. We present a fitting formula that accounts

for the dependence on host halo mass, enabling more

accurate predictions of merger timescales. Moreover, we

find that merger timescales differ between dark matter-

only (DMO) and baryonic runs. This difference also

varies with host halo mass. Finally, we demonstrate that

our fitting formula can be extended to predict merger

timescales for events initiated at any radius within the
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host halo. By incorporating the entire infall sample into

the extended model, rather than just the merger sample,

we also assess the impact of sample selection effects.

We introduce the simulation data and merger sam-

ples in Section 2. In Section 3, we develop a halo mass-

dependent model for merger timescales. The comparison

between merger timescales in DMO and baryonic runs

is presented in Section 4. In Section 5, we extend our

model to arbitrary infall radii and study the sample se-

lection effects. Finally, we provide a brief summary in

Section 6.

2. SIMULATION DATA

In this section, we provide a brief overview of

the IllustrisTNG simulations. We also describe the

methodology for constructing merger samples and de-

riving merger parameters.

2.1. IllustrisTNG

The IllustrisTNG simulations are a suite of mag-

netohydrodynamic cosmological simulations (Marinacci

et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Naiman et al. 2018;

Springel et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018a; Nelson

et al. 2019). These simulations are conducted using the

moving-mesh code AREPO (Springel 2010) and incorpo-

rate a range of baryonic processes modeled as subgrid

physics (Weinberger et al. 2017; Pillepich et al. 2018b).

The cosmological parameters adopted in the simulations

align with the Planck15 results (Planck Collaboration

et al. 2016): Ωm = 0.3089, ΩΛ = 0.6911, Ωb = 0.0486,

h = 0.6774, σ8 = 0.8159, and ns = 0.9667. Among

the suite of simulations, we utilize the TNG100-1 and

TNG300-1 runs for this study. The TNG100-1 simula-

tion features a box size of 75h−1Mpc, with 18203 dark

matter particles and 18203 gas cells. This corresponds
to mass resolutions of mDM = 5.05 × 106h−1M⊙ for

dark matter and average mgas = 9.44 × 105h−1M⊙
for gas cells. The TNG300-1 simulation has a larger

box size of 205h−1Mpc, containing 25003 dark matter

particles and 25003 gas cells, with mass resolutions of

mDM = 3.98 × 107h−1M⊙ for dark matter and average

mgas = 7.44× 106h−1M⊙ for gas cells.

Dark matter halos in the simulation were identified us-

ing the Friends-of-Friends method, while subhalos were

cataloged using the SUBFIND algorithm (Springel et al.

2001). Subhalos across different snapshots were linked

by merger trees constructed with the SUBLINK algorithm

(Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015), which traces their for-

mation history by assigning a unique descendant (if one

exists) from the subsequent snapshot to each subhalo

based on a scoring system that considers shared parti-

cles.
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Figure 1. Joint distribution of the infall stellar mass of
satellite galaxies M sat

∗ (zinfall) and the remaining fraction of
specific angular momentum before the merger jmerger/jinfall.
Results from TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 are displayed in the top
and bottom panels, respectively, for systems with zinfall < 4.
Red lines indicate the selection criteria used to construct our
merger sample.

2.2. Merger samples

We use the DM-based SUBLINK merger tree to study

the merger timescales of galaxies. We also tested the

star- and gas-based merger trees and found minimal dif-

ferences in the results. We define infall time as the mo-

ment when the center of a subhalo crosses the virial

radius rvir of its host halo. The virial radius, rvir, is

the radius within which the mean mass density equals

∆c (Bryan & Norman 1998) times the critical density

of the universe. In the SUBLINK merger tree, a merger

is defined as the event in which two subhalos share the

same descendant. For simplicity, we consider only merg-

ers between a satellite subhalo and a central subhalo.

Specifically, we include events where the descendant of

the satellite subhalo lies in the main progenitor branch

of the central subhalo at z = 0.

To ensure that both central and satellite galaxies are

well resolved, we select host halos with virial masses

Mvir(z = 0) > 1010.7h−1M⊙ for TNG100-1 and Mvir(z =
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Figure 2. Distributions of log10(Msat/Mhost), ϵ, and rc/rhost at the infall time for our merger samples in TNG100-1 (blue) and
TNG300-1 (orange). The lines represent kernel density estimate (KDE) distributions.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the merger timescales from TNG100-1 (top) and TNG300-1 (bottom) with the best-fit models. The
first three columns compare each component: Aeαϵ, (Mhost/Msat)

β/ ln (1 +Mhost/Msat), and (rc/rhost)
γ . In each case, the

simulation data represents the merger timescales normalized by the best-fit models excluding the respective component. The
last column compares the overall merger timescales between the simulation and the models.

0) > 1011.7h−1M⊙ for TNG300-1 at z = 0. Identifying

satellite galaxies that have merged into central galax-

ies is nontrivial because of the challenges in robustly

defining mergers in simulations. A merger, as defined

by the SUBLINK merger tree, can correspond to one of

three scenarios: a real merger, the actual disruption

of a satellite (He et al. 2025), or the artificial disrup-

tion of a satellite (van den Bosch & Ogiya 2018). Dis-

tinguishing among these scenarios is essential for accu-

rately studying galaxy merger timescales, since includ-

ing disruption events can significantly shorten the mea-

sured durations. Therefore, following Boylan-Kolchin

et al. (2008), we distinguish mergers from satellite dis-

ruptions using not only stellar mass or particle count,

but also the final specific angular momentum, jmerger,

which, as shown by Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008), is a

better indicator than rmerger. In Figure 1, we show the

joint distribution of the infall stellar mass of satellite

galaxies M sat
∗ (zinfall) and the ratio jmerger/jinfall of their

specific angular momentum before the merger to that

at infall. The stellar mass of galaxies is defined as the

total stellar mass enclosed within twice the stellar half-

mass radius. We show the results for both TNG100-1

and TNG300-1 for all systems with zinfall < 4. It is evi-

dent that jmerger/jinfall decreases with increasing stellar

mass. Moreover, at a fixed stellar mass, TNG100-1 ex-

hibits, on average, lower jmerger/jinfall values compared

to TNG300-1. This suggests that galaxies with fewer par-

ticles are more susceptible to disruption, consistent with

the results reported in van den Bosch & Ogiya (2018).

To construct the merger sample, we apply both stellar

mass and angular momentum cuts, as indicated by the

red lines in Figure 1. Specifically, we use an infall stel-

lar mass cut of M sat
∗ (zinfall) > 108.3h−1M⊙ for satellite

galaxies in TNG100-1 and M sat
∗ (zinfall) > 109.3h−1M⊙

for those in TNG300-1, along with an angular momen-

tum cut of jmerger/jinfall < 0.1. After applying the se-

lection criteria, we identify a total of 3,792 mergers in

TNG100-1 and 22,635 mergers in TNG300-1.
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2.3. Merger timescales and orbit parameters

The goal of this paper is to investigate the prediction

of merger timescales for satellite galaxies based on their

initial conditions at the time of infall. To achieve this,

we calculate the infall and merger times, along with the

orbital parameters and mass ratios at the infall time, for

these satellite galaxies.

Since the simulations are stored in discrete snapshots,

determining the exact infall and merger times requires

approximations. For the infall time, we use the posi-

tions, velocities, and times of satellite galaxies from the

snapshots immediately before and after infall. By as-

suming a constant acceleration in the radial direction,

we solve for the precise time at which the satellite galax-

ies cross rvir. For the merger time, following Jiang et al.

(2008), we adopt the midpoint between the snapshots

immediately before and after the merger as the merger

time. While this approach may introduce some uncer-

tainty in the precise determination of the merger time,

the dense temporal sampling provided by the large num-

ber of snapshots ensures that this uncertainty represents

only a minor source of error.

For the initial conditions, all quantities are calculated

at the snapshot immediately preceding infall. Three sets

of parameters are typically required to determine the

merger timescale: the mass ratio Msat/Mhost, the or-

bit parameters Θ, and the dynamical time Tdyn. For

the mass ratio, we define Mhost as the virial mass Mvir

of the host halo and Msat as the bound subhalo mass

of the satellite. The dynamical time Tdyn is defined as

Tdyn =
√

r3host/(GMhost), where rhost is the virial ra-

dius rvir of the host halos. For a spherical potential,

the orbit of a satellite can be fully determined by its

energy and angular momentum (E, L). In practice,

two dimensionless quantities are commonly used: ϵ and

rc(E)/rhost. Here, ϵ = jinfall/jc(E) represents the cir-

cularity of the orbit, while rc(E) and jc(E) denote the

radius and specific angular momentum, respectively, of

a circular orbit with the same energy E. As in many

studies (Lacey & Cole 1993; Jiang et al. 2008, 2015),

we adopt a SIS potential for halos to calculate the ini-

tial orbit parameters, as it is more convenient than the

Navarro–Frenk–White (NFW; Navarro et al. 1997) po-

tential. The differences in orbit parameters between the

SIS and NFW potentials have been explored in Jiang

et al. (2015, see Figure 11). While the NFW potential

may be more realistic, we find that the parameters de-

rived from the SIS potential already provide accurate

predictions for merger timescales. Given its simplicity

and effectiveness, we retain the use of the SIS potential

in our analysis.

In Figure 2, we show the distributions of the initial

conditionsMsat/Mhost, ϵ, and rc(E)/rhost for our merger

samples. Despite the differences in the selection criteria

for M sat
∗ and Mvir between TNG100-1 and TNG300-1,

their merger samples exhibit very similar initial distri-

butions. Similar to Jiang et al. (2008), most mergers in

our sample have a mass ratio larger than 0.03, as smaller

satellites cannot merge within a Hubble time. Addition-

ally, we find that our merger sample exhibits smaller ϵ

values compared to the complete infall sample studied

in Jiang et al. (2015), while the rc(E)/rhost distribu-

tion is quite similar. This arises because radial orbits

have shorter merger timescales and are more likely to

be included in our merger sample. The impact of these

selection effects on our results will be examined in Sec-

tion 5.2 using the whole infall sample rather than only

merger sample.

3. PREDICTING MERGER TIMESCALES

In this section, we present a model for predicting the

merger timescales of satellite galaxies based on their

initial conditions at infall. Additionally, we test the

model’s universality and examine its dependence on host

halo mass.

3.1. Modeling the entire merger samples

As in previous studies (Jiang et al. 2008; Simha & Cole

2017; Poulton et al. 2021), we begin by attempting to

construct a universal model for the entire merger sam-

ple. We adopt the merger timescale model from Boylan-

Kolchin et al. (2008), which provides a better fit to our

results. The merger timescale model we adopt is

Tmerger

Tdyn
= Aeαϵ

(Mhost/Msat)
β

ln(1 +Mhost/Msat)

[
rc(E)

rhost

]γ
, (5)

We fit this model to our merger samples from

TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 separately using the following

expression for chi-squared:

χ2 =

∑N
i=1[log10(Tsim,i)− log10(Tmod,i)]

2

N − p
, (6)

where N is the number of mergers in the sample, p is the

number of free parameters, Tsim represents the merger

timescales calculated from simulations, and Tmod de-

notes the timescales predicted by the model. We obtain

the following best-fit parameters for TNG100-1:

A = 0.431± 0.009, α = 1.411± 0.025

β = 0.898± 0.008, γ = 0.733± 0.020
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Table 1. Best-fit parameters of merger timescale models. The last model (infall hydro) is recommended for general use.

sample start model Ah Mmin σlogM Amin αh αmin γh γmin β1 β2 Mβ

merger hydro rvir Eq. 5, 7 0.358 12.447 0.551 0.756 0.537 0.575 0.193 0.405 0.806

merger DMO rvir Eq. 5, 7 0.257 13.228 0.885 0.987 0.393 0.208 0.332 0.038 0.824

merger hydro any Eq. 7, 8, 10, 11, 12 0.360 12.376 0.605 0.833 0.406 0.700 -0.026 0.892 0.814 94.736 -0.456

infall hydro any Eq. 7, 8, 10, 11, 12 0.652 12.599 0.603 1.135 0.426 0.532 0.188 0.421 0.805 60.036 -0.232
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Figure 4. The dependence of galaxy merger timescale parameters on the infall host halo mass Mhost is shown. Results from
TNG100-1 (blue) and TNG300-1 (orange) are presented separately, with the best-fit models shown as black solid lines.

with a logarithmic scatter of σlog = 0.135. For

TNG300-1, the best-fit parameters are

A = 0.518± 0.004, α = 1.170± 0.011

β = 0.940± 0.004, γ = 0.673± 0.009

with a logarithmic scatter of σlog = 0.140.

In Figure 3, we compare the merger timescales from

simulations and best-fit models. Each component in

Equation 5 is examined separately, with the simula-

tion data showing merger timescales normalized by the

best-fit models that exclude the corresponding compo-

nent. We find that the dependence of merger timescales

on all components—ϵ, Msat/Mhost, and rc/rhost—is

well captured by Equation 5. The overall scatter in

both TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 is small, indicating that

our model provides accurate predictions for merger

timescales. However, although our model fits the merger

timescales in both TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 samples well,

the best-fit parameters differ, particularly for α, which

describes the dependence on orbit circularity ϵ. This

suggests that galaxy merger timescales may not be uni-

versal and could depend on sample properties.

3.2. Dependence on infall host halo mass

The differences in best-fit models between TNG100-1

and TNG300-1, along with inconsistencies in previous

studies such as Jiang et al. (2008) and Boylan-Kolchin

et al. (2008), suggest that galaxy merger timescales may

depend on sample properties. Therefore, we divide the

merger samples from TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 into dif-

ferent infall Mhost bins and model them separately, as

host halo mass is a fundamental property that influences

key factors such as halo formation history, concentra-

tion, ellipticity, and subhalo distributions.

The best-fit parameters and their uncertainties are

shown in Figure 4, while the data and best-fit models are

presented in Figures 5 and 6, respectively. We find that

the parameters indeed depend on Mhost and the results

in TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 are now consistent. Specifi-

cally, the orbital parameters α and γ decrease with in-

creasingMhost, while remaining relatively unchanged for
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Figure 5. Similar to Figure 3, but for the TNG100-1 sample divided into different Mhost bins.

Mhost < 1012M⊙. This suggests that the dependence of

galaxy merger timescales on the initial orbit weakens in

higher-mass host halos. For the mass ratio dependence,

β increases slightly with Mhost, from 0.75 to approxi-

mately 0.9. Additionally, the scatter σlog also increases

with Mhost, further indicating a weaker connection be-

tween merger timescales and initial conditions in more

massive host halos.

Comparing our results with previous findings from

Jiang et al. (2008) and Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008),

we find that for Mhost < 1012M⊙, the parameters α and

γ approach the values of 1.9 and 1.0, respectively, as

reported in the idealized simulations of Boylan-Kolchin

et al. (2008). At higher host masses, our results align

with the conclusion of Jiang et al. (2008), which sug-

gests that the dependence on initial orbital conditions

becomes relatively weak. This may explain the discrep-
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Figure 6. Similar to Figure 3, but for the TNG300-1 sample divided into different Mhost bins.

ancies between these two studies as they are studying

systems in different conditions. It is reasonable that in

the idealized simulations of Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008)

merger timescales show the strongest connection to the

initial conditions. In realistic simulations, violent pro-

cesses in host halos, such as major mergers and interac-

tions between satellite galaxies, can make the infall pro-

cess more collisional, thereby erasing initial conditions

and weakening their connection to merger timescales.

According to our results, these processes may occur

more frequently in more massive host halos.

To characterize the dependence of merger timescales

on Mhost, we parameterize A, α, β, and γ as functions

of Mhost. Based on Figure 4, we adopt the following
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Figure 7. Comparison of merger timescale parameters between DMO (dashed lines) and hydrodynamic (solid lines) simulations
in IllustrisTNG. The best-fit models for DMO merger samples are also shown with black dashed lines.

parametrization:

A = Aherf

(
Mhost −Mmin

σlogM

)
+Amin ,

α = αherfc

(
Mhost −Mmin

σlogM

)
+ αmin ,

γ = γherfc

(
Mhost −Mmin

σlogM

)
+ γmin , (7)

and a constant β = β1, where erf is the error

function and erfc is the complementary error func-

tion. Therefore, the model contains 9 parameters:

{Ah,Mmin, σlogM , Amin, αh, αmin, γh, γmin, β1}. We fit

the model directly to the merger timescales of the com-

bined TNG100-1 and TNG300-1 sample. The best-fit

model is represented by black solid lines in Figure 4,

with the corresponding parameters listed in the first row

of Table 1. We find that the best-fit model generally fol-

lows the trends observed when modeling different Mhost

bins separately. Additionally, we obtain a similar σlog

as in the Mhost bin results, indicating that our model

provides a sufficiently accurate description.

In Figure 4, we also present σlog for different Mhost us-

ing the parameters from the full-sample fit shown in Fig-

ure 3. The σlog from the full-sample model is higher than

that from the Mhost-dependent model, confirming that

incorporating Mhost dependence improves the model’s

accuracy.

4. COMPARISON WITH DARK MATTER ONLY

SIMULATIONS

In this section, we examine the differences in galaxy

merger timescales between dark matter only and hydro-

dynamic simulations and discuss the possible underlying

causes.

4.1. Dark matter only analogs

To investigate the differences between DMO and hy-

drodynamic simulations, we use the DMO simulations

TNG100-1-Dark and TNG300-1-Dark, which serve as the

DMO counterparts to TNG100-1 and TNG300-1. These

simulations share the same cosmology, box sizes, and ini-

tial conditions. The mass resolutions of TNG100-1-Dark

and TNG300-1-Dark are mDM = 6.00 × 106h−1M⊙ and

4.73× 107h−1M⊙, respectively. IllustrisTNG provides

matched catalogs between DMO and baryonic runs us-

ing the SUBLINK weighting algorithm, which is similar

to the method used for tracking descendants across dif-

ferent snapshots within the same simulation.

4.2. Statistical comparison

We start with a statistical comparison between DMO

and baryonic runs, calculating merger timescales and

their dependence on initial conditions in the DMO

simulations using the same methodology as in the

baryonic simulations. To construct the merger sam-

ple, we apply a selection similar to that in Figure 1.

Specifically, we select host halos with virial masses of
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Figure 8. Similar to Figure 3, but for the TNG100-1-Dark sample divided into different Mhost bins. The best-fit models from
TNG100-1 are also shown in blue lines for comparison.

Mvir > 1010.7h−1M⊙ for TNG100-1-Dark and Mvir >

1011.7h−1M⊙ for TNG300-1-Dark at z = 0. Addition-

ally, we require subhalo bound masses at the infall snap-

shot to be Msat > 1010.5h−1M⊙ for TNG100-1-Dark and

Msat > 1011.5h−1M⊙ for TNG300-1-Dark. The same se-

lection criteria of jmerger/jinfall < 0.1 and zinfall < 4 are

also applied. Next, we calculate the merger timescales

and initial conditions at the infall time and derive the

merger timescale models for different infall host halo

masses Mhost according to Equation 5. Similar to the

baryonic runs, we fit the results from the DMO merger

sample using the models in Equation 7. The best-fit pa-

rameters are provided in the second row of Table 1, and

the corresponding best-fit models are shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7 compares merger timescale parameters be-

tween DMO and baryonic runs. We find that α is lower
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Figure 9. Similar to Figure 3, but for the TNG300-1-Dark sample divided into different Mhost bins. The best-fit models from
TNG300-1 are also shown in blue lines for comparison.

in DMO runs, with the difference increasing as Mhost

decreases, while β and γ remain largely similar. As a re-

sult of the variation in α, the normalization parameter A

also differs. To investigate the cause of this difference,

we compare the best-fit models across different Mhost

bins for TNG100-1-Dark and TNG100-1 in Figure 8, as

well as for TNG300-1-Dark and TNG300-1 in Figure 9.

We find that, in low-mass host halos, merger timescales

in DMO simulations are generally longer than those in

hydrodynamic simulations for highly radial orbits with

smaller ϵ. To determine what cause of the difference,

we further conduct a detailed one-to-one comparison of

merger events in DMO and baryonic runs.

4.3. One-to-one comparison

Since IllustrisTNG provides matched catalogs be-

tween DMO and baryonic runs, it offers a more effective
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Figure 10. Comparison of merger timescales for matched events between DMO and baryonic runs. Left: Direct comparison
of merger timescales. Middle: Logarithmic difference in merger timescales, log10(Tdark/Tbaryon), binned by Mhost and ϵ. Right:
Logarithmic difference in merger timescales, log10(Tdark/Tbaryon), binned by Mhost and disk fraction Fdisk.
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Figure 11. Comparison of the infall history of two matched events between DMO and baryonic runs. One occurs in a low-mass
halo (Mhost = 1011.73h−1M⊙) hosting a central disk galaxy (Fdisk = 0.42) in the baryonic run, while the other takes place in
a massive halo (Mhost = 1013.76h−1M⊙) with a central elliptical galaxy (Fdisk = 0.02). Both events have similar radial orbits
(ϵ ∼ 0.13) and mass ratios (Msat/Mhost ∼ 0.1). The Figure shows the trajectories r (left), the evolution of specific angular
momentum j (middle), and the bound mass of the satellite (right) for each event.

way to study the factors influencing merger timescales

through a one-to-one comparison. To match the events,

we first identify the corresponding host halos in the

DMO runs for those in the baryonic runs at z = 0.

Then, for each merged satellite in the baryonic runs, we

search for its DMO counterpart among the progenitors

of the matched host halos at the satellite’s infall snap-

shot. Using this approach, we identify 3,103 matched

pairs out of 3,792 in TNG100-1-Dark and 18,871 out of

22,635 in TNG300-1-Dark.

In the left panel of Figure 10, we compare the merger

timescales Tbaryon from the baryonic runs with Tdark

from the corresponding matched events in the DMO

runs. The results exhibit a quantized pattern because

merger times are determined using the midpoint be-

tween the snapshots immediately before and after the
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merger. The differences between baryonic and DMO

runs appear larger for short-duration mergers, while

they remain fairly consistent for long-duration merg-

ers. This is consistent with the results of the statistical

comparison, as short-duration mergers typically occur in

more radial orbits with smaller ϵ. To better quantify the

dependence of the merger timescale difference on Mhost

and ϵ, the middle panel presents the logarithmic dif-

ference log10(Tdark/Tbaryon) across different Mhost and ϵ

bins. For each event, we choose Mhost and ϵ from the

baryonic runs. We find that events with smaller ϵ indeed

exhibit larger differences. However, interestingly, events

with large and small Mhost exhibit different trends. For

Mhost < 1012.5h−1M⊙, merger timescales are larger in

the DMO runs, whereas for Mhost > 1012.5h−1M⊙, they

are larger in the baryonic runs. Additionally, the mag-

nitude of this difference increases toward both smaller

and larger Mhost.

The differing impact of baryons on either side of

Mhost ∼ 1012.5h−1M⊙ suggests that baryonic effects can

influence merger timescales in multiple ways, either ex-

tending or shortening them. The dominant effect may

vary depending on Mhost, leading to the observed trend.

Firstly, the presence of a disk structure in the central

galaxy can more effectively disrupt infalling satellites,

shortening merger timescales—particularly for those on

radial orbits that pass through the central region (Toth

& Ostriker 1992; Velazquez & White 1999; Helmi et al.

2003). Secondly, the presence of baryons in the satel-

lite galaxy may increase the inner density of the sub-

halo, making it more resistant to tidal disruption. If

the tidal forces in the inner region of the host halo are

strong enough to disrupt the subhalos in DMO simula-

tions, the survival of the corresponding subhalo in bary-

onic simulations may lead to longer merger timescales.

However, if the tidal forces are not strong enough to

completely disrupt the subhalo but instead significantly

reduce its mass in the DMO simulation, longer merger

timescales in DMO runs are expected, as reported in

Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008). Finally, in halos hosting

high-mass elliptical galaxies, strong feedback from the

supermassive black hole reduces the matter density in

the central region of the host halos (Xu et al. 2024, see

Figure 17), primarily within r < 100h−1kpc. This re-

duction in density may weaken the deceleration caused

by dynamical friction, as described by Chandrasekhar’s

formula, leading to an increase in merger timescales.

Since one of the most significant differences between

low- and high-mass galaxies is their morphology—where

high-mass galaxies are mostly elliptical while low-mass

galaxies are predominantly disk-shaped—we suspect

that the difference in merger timescales for low-mass

halos is due to the impact of their disk structure. To

support this hypothesis, the right panel of Figure 10

presents the logarithmic difference in merger timescales,

log10(Tdark/Tbaryon), across different Mhost and Fdisk

bins, where Fdisk represents the disk-to-total stellar mass

fraction of the central galaxy at the merger snapshot

(Genel et al. 2015). Disk particles are identified based

on the criterion Jz/J(E) > 0.7, where Jz is the spe-

cific angular momentum of the particle, and J(E) is the

expected angular momentum for a circular orbit at the

same location. We find that log10(Tdark/Tbaryon) de-

pends on Fdisk, with larger values observed for higher

Fdisk, partially supporting our hypothesis. For high-

mass halos, we believe that the resistance of baryons

to tidal disruption may be the dominant effect, as many

subhalos are disrupted much more quickly in DMO runs.

This is evident in the left panel of Figure 10, where nu-

merous events exhibit log10 Tdark < −0.3 in the DMO

runs but log10 Tbaryon > 0 in the baryonic simulations.

We conduct a more detailed analysis by comparing

the infall history of matched merger events in DMO and

baryonic runs. Figure 11 presents two matched events,

one in a low-mass host halo hosting a central disk galaxy

and the other in a high-mass host halo with a central

elliptical galaxy. These two events have similar initial

conditions, with ϵ ∼ 0.13 and Msat/Mcen ∼ 0.1. No-

tably, the differences between the DMO and baryonic

runs exhibit opposite trends in high-mass and low-mass

halos. In the low-mass halo, the subhalo in the bary-

onic run loses a significant amount of mass after its first

pericenter passage and merges with the central galaxy

immediately after the second passage. In contrast, in

the DMO run, the subhalo survives through four peri-

center passages. In the high-mass halo, the subhalo in

the DMO run experiences a more rapid loss of mass and

sinks to the center faster than in the baryonic run.

While these analysis supports our hypothesis, further

controlled experiments are necessary for a more compre-

hensive understanding, given the highly chaotic nature

of the processes and the numerous influencing factors.

Additionally, a thorough investigation is needed to de-

termine whether these effects are physical or merely nu-

merical artifacts.

5. MODELS FOR ARBITRARY INFALL RADII

AND SELECTION EFFECTS

In this section, we extend the merger timescale model

to include mergers starting at arbitrary infall radii. Us-

ing this revised model, we examine selection effects on

merger timescale results by comparing the model de-

rived from the merger sample with that from the entire

infall sample.
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best-fit parameters from those starting at rvir. The logarithmic difference, log10[Tmod/Tsim], is shown as a function of orbit
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Figure 13. The enclosed mass fraction, Mhost(< r)/Mhost,0,
is shown as a function of the infall radius, r/rhost,0. The red
line represents the best-fit relation.

5.1. Extension to arbitrary infall radii

Since dark matter halos exhibit universal density pro-

files (Navarro et al. 1997), a natural question arises: can

our model be extended to merger events initiated at any

radius within the halo? Some studies have claimed val-

idation for their models (Simha & Cole 2017; Poulton

et al. 2021). Therefore, we extend our model in Equa-

tion 5 to estimate merger timescales for any initial infall

radius r as follows:

Tmerger

Tdyn(r)
= Aeαϵ

g[Mhost(< r)/Msat]

ln[1 +Mhost(< r)/Msat]

[
rc(E)

r

]γ
,

(8)

where Mhost(< r) is the mass of the halo enclosed within

radius r, Tdyn(r) =
√
r3/[GMhost(< r)] is the dynami-

cal time, Msat represents the bound mass of the subhalo,

and the orbital parameters ϵ and rc are still computed

using the SIS potential for convenience, constrained by

(r,Mhost(< r)). We first maintain the mass ratio depen-

dence as g(x) = xβ . The mass dependence of α, β, and

γ is preserved as a function of the virial mass at the first

crossing of rvir, following Equation 7, with the best-fit

values given in the first row of Table 1.

To test the model, we use the merger sample from

TNG100-1 and TNG300-1. For each event, we treat each

intermediate snapshot during its infall history as the

starting point of a new infall event and compute the

corresponding initial conditions and merger timescales.

This process requires particle data from each snapshot

to determine Mhost(< r). In Figure 12, we present the

logarithmic difference, log10(Tmod/Tsim), between simu-

lation results and model predictions from Equation 8.

This difference is shown as a function of ϵ, mass ra-

tio Msat/Mhost(< r), orbit energy rc/r, host halo mass

Mhost,0 at the time of crossing rhost,0 = rvir, and in-

fall radius r. We find that after entering the halo

(log10(r/rhost,0) < −0.3), our extended model under-

estimates the merger timescales, suggesting a transi-

tion before and after infall. Moreover, our model sig-

nificantly overestimates the merger timescales for mass

ratios < 10−2, where fewer cases were present in the

previous sample used for parameter constraints. This

may be reasonable, as subhalos in low mass ratio events

experience weaker dynamical friction but are more sus-

ceptible to disruption. As a result, this effect may cause

events with low mass ratio to deviate from the previous

mass dependence.

To better describe the merger timescales for events

starting at any radius within the halo, we introduce a

correction based on r and adjust the mass ratio depen-

dence at the low-mass end. We find that the dependence

of log10(Tmod/Tsim) on r originates from Mhost(< r).

Figure 13 shows Mhost(< r)/Mhost,0 as a function of

r/rhost,0 for our merger sample. The fraction Mhost(<

r)/Mhost,0 increases with r/rhost,0, following a power-

law trend up to r/rhost,0 ∼ 10−0.5, beyond which the

growth gradually slows down. This is due to the halo’s

non-spherical mass distribution and boundary. As r ap-

proaches rvir, the enclosed sphere extends beyond the

irregular halo boundary, capturing little additional mass

and slowing the total mass increase. If Mhost(< r) de-

termines the merger timescale, this is not an issue. How-

ever, if the relevant factor is not the enclosed spherical
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mass but an alternative effective mass, such as the el-

liptical mass, this trend could introduce a bias across

different r, as demonstrated in Figure 12. This bias can

be corrected by defining an effective host halo mass. The

relationship between Mhost(< r)/Mhost,0 and r/rhost,0 is

well described by

Mhost(< r)

Mhost,0
=

1 + r−η
t

(r/rhost,0)−η + r−η
t

, (9)

with best-fit parameters rt = 0.833 and η = 1.257.

Based on this relation, we define a correction factor

fc(r/rhost,0) =
(r/rhost,0)

η + rηt
1 + rηt

, (10)

which is normalized such that fc(1) = 1, ensuring con-

sistency with our previous results. The effective host

halo mass is then defined as fcMhost(< r), which is also

presented in Figure 13. To better describe the mass ra-

tio dependence, We replace [Mhost(< r)/Msat]
β with a

double power law:

g(Mratio) =
Mβ1

β +Mβ2

β

(Mratio/Mβ)−β1 + (Mratio/Mβ)−β2
, (11)

where Mratio = Mhost(< r)/Msat. We test replacing

Mhost(< r) with fcMhost(< r) in Mratio, Λ, and Tdy and

find that only Tdy requires modification. Adjusting the

other components have negligible or adverse effects on

the results. Therefore, we define a new Tdy as

Tdy =

√
r3

GfcMhost(< r)
. (12)

By combining Equations 7, 8, 10, 11, and

12, we develop a model to describe merger

timescales for mergers starting at arbitrary in-

fall radii. This model includes 11 parameters:

{Ah,Mmin, σlogM , Amin, αh, αmin, γh, γmin, β1, β2,Mβ}.
When including rt and η, the total number of param-

eters increases to 13. We fit this new model to the

merger sample starting at arbitrary infall radii. The

best-fit parameters are listed in the third row of Table

1, and the residuals as a function of various parame-

ters are shown in Figure 14. Our new model effectively

describes the merger timescales for the arbitrary infall

radius sample, achieving σlog = 0.195, with the scatter

showing little to no dependence on any parameters.

In Figure 14, we also show the scatter for the best-fit

model without the correction for Tdy in the r/rhost,0
panel. Including this correction really helps reduce the

bias dependence on r/rhost,0. In the new model, we find

a weaker dependence of α and γ on Mhost,0 compared to

the previous model, with αh = 0.406 (previously 0.537)

and γh = −0.026 (previously 0.193). Notably, γ now

shows almost no dependence. This suggests that Mhost,0

may not be a reliable indicator of system variation for

mergers that do not start at rvir, and more fundamen-
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Figure 16. Comparison of ∆Tmerger between simulation results and model predictions using the best-fit model derived from the
merger sample started at arbitrary radii (third row of Table 1). The logarithmic difference, log10[∆Tmod/∆Tsim], is shown as a
function of orbit circularity (ϵ), mass ratio (Msat/Mhost(< r)), orbit energy (rc/r), and host halo mass at the time of crossing
rvir (Mhost,0). Results for the whole infall sample, merger sample, disruption sample, and surviving sample are presented in
different rows. The red dashed lines indicate scatter values of -0.2 and 0.2.

tal parameters might be needed. However, since our

model already performs well and Mhost,0 remains the

most accessible quantity, we do not explore alternative

options.

5.2. The whole infall sample and selection effects

One remaining concern regarding our merger

timescale results is selection effects, a common issue

in studies of merger timescales using cosmological sim-

ulations. Since we only analyze satellites that have

already merged with centrals, our sample is likely bi-

ased toward events with shorter merger timescales. If

this sample is taken as representative of all infall events,

our model may underestimate the true average merger

timescales. With the model for arbitrary infall radii,

we can now utilize the entire infall sample—whether

the satellites have merged, dispersed, or survived—to

study selection effects. This is possible because our

model allows us to predict merger timescales for any

two points in an event’s timeline and compare the pre-

dicted time intervals with those from simulations. As

a result, satellites do not need to have already merged

with the central to be included in the analysis.

To construct the infall sample, we select all satel-

lites that have crossed rvir after z = 4, using only

the mass selection criterion as before: Mvir(z =

0) > 1010.7h−1M⊙ and M sat
∗ (zinfall) > 108.3h−1M⊙

for TNG100-1, and Mvir(z = 0) > 1011.7h−1M⊙
and M sat

∗ (zinfall) > 109.3h−1M⊙ for TNG300-1. In

Figure 15, we present the distributions of the ini-

tial properties—log10(Msat/Mhost), ϵ, and rc/rhost—at

the time of first crossing rvir for the infall sam-

ple. We also show the contributions from three sub-

samples: satellites that have merged with centrals, those

that have already been disrupted (defined as having

log10(jmerger/jinfall) > −1 when they disappeared), and

those that still survive at z = 0. If we use only the

merger sample instead of the full infall sample as before,

we tend to select satellites with higher mass ratios, more

radial orbits , and possibly shorter merger timescale

events for the same initial conditions, which may bias

our model toward underestimating merger timescales.
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Figure 17. Similar to Figure 16, but here the simulation results are compared to the best-fit model derived from fitting the
whole infall sample (fourth row of Table 1).

Therefore, we refine our model by incorporating the

entire infall sample. For the merger sample, we maintain

the previous approach, requiring only the prediction of

the merger timescale at the infall time, Tmerger(tinfall),

where tinfall is defined as the time of first crossing rvir.

For the disruption and surviving samples, we predict

both Tmerger(tinfall) and Tmerger(t50), where t50 is the

last time the subhalo contained more than 50 parti-

cles. If the subhalo still has more than 50 particles at

z = 0, then t50 corresponds to the present time. The re-

quirement of at least 50 remaining particles is imposed

to reduce numerical artifacts. With these predictions,

we compute ∆Tmerger = Tmerger(tinfall) − Tmerger(t50)

from our model and compare it with simulation re-

sults. For the merger sample, ∆Tmerger simply equals

Tmerger(tinfall).

We first assess whether our previously derived arbi-

trary infall radii model, based on the merger sample,

accurately predicts ∆Tmerger for the entire infall sam-

ple. Figure 16 compares model predictions of ∆Tmerger

with simulation results. Overall, the model performs

well across all three sub-samples, except when the mass

ratio is very small (Msat/Mhost < 10−3). For the merger

sample, Tmerger from simulations is generally slightly

shorter than the model predictions, with discrepancies

reaching 0.2 dex for Msat/Mhost < 10−2. This aligns

with expectations, as the merger sample tends to favor

shorter merger timescales. Despite being calibrated on

the merger sample, the model’s ability to incorporate

information from arbitrary radii appears to mitigate se-

lection effects, likely due to the collisional nature of the

merger process.

We refine our model by fitting ∆Tmerger from the en-

tire infall sample, using the same framework as the ar-

bitrary infall radii model. The best-fit parameters are

listed in the fourth row of Table 1, and Figure 17 com-

pares model predictions with simulation results. The

new model shows improved accuracy, particularly for

low mass ratios (Msat/Mhost < 10−3) and high rc/r,

with an average logarithmic scatter of σlog = 0.317 for

the entire infall sample. For Msat/Mhost < 10−2, Tmerger

from the merger sample remains 0.2 dex lower than the

model prediction, highlighting the presence of selection

effects. This also indicates that incorporating the entire

infall sample into the fitting framework effectively re-

duces selection effects. However, this comes at the cost

of increased scatter due to the need for predictions at

two different times.
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6. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we investigate galaxy merger timescales

in the IllustrisTNG simulations and develop mod-

els that predict merger timescales based on the initial

conditions—Msat/Mhost, ϵ, and rc(E)/rhost—when the

satellite first crosses rvir. Our model is further extended

to describe merger events initiated at arbitrary radii

within the host halo. Additionally, we examine the im-

pact of halo formation history (characterized by halo

mass), baryonic effects, and sample selection on merger

timescales. We summarize our results as follows.

• Using merger samples from TNG100-1 and

TNG300-1, we find that the dependence of merger

timescales on initial conditions is not universal,

with massive halos exhibiting a weaker dependence

on orbital parameters. This may be due to more

violent processes, such as major mergers and sub-

halo interactions, which make the infall process

more collisional and weaken its connection to ini-

tial conditions. To account for this, we introduce

an Mhost-dependent model that accurately pre-

dicts merger timescales across host halos of dif-

ferent masses.

• Compared to baryonic runs, merger timescales

in DMO runs are similar for circular orbits but

show larger differences for radial orbits. In low-

mass halos (Mhost < 1012.5h−1M⊙), mergers in

DMO runs have longer timescales than in bary-

onic runs, whereas in high-mass halos (Mhost >

1012.5h−1M⊙), the trend reverses. This may be

because, in low-mass halos, the central galaxy’s

high Fdisk leads to a disk structure that more ef-

fectively disrupts satellites. In high-mass halos,

however, the resistance of baryons within satel-

lites to tidal disruption may become the dominant

effect.

• With a slight modification to the mass ratio depen-

dence, our model can be extended to merger events

originating from any radius within the halo. Us-

ing this new model, we investigate selection effects

on merger timescale predictions by incorporating

the entire infall sample into the fitting, rather than

just the merger sample. We find that relying solely

on the merger sample leads to an underestimation

of average merger timescales, particularly for low-

mass-ratio events with Msat/Mhost < 10−2. In

contrast, our model, derived from the full infall

sample, provides a more unbiased prediction.

• Table 1 presents four best-fit models for merger

timescales, each derived from different samples.

We recommend using the fourth model, which is

based on the entire infall sample and applicable to

any infall radius. The other models may still be

useful for specific cases.

Our results indicate that merger timescales may be in-

fluenced by the formation history of halos and baryonic

effects, potentially explaining the discrepancies among

previous studies that examined different types of sys-

tems. Additionally, selection effects should be carefully

considered in related studies to ensure accurate predic-

tions.

Our models for galaxy merger timescales, presented in

Table 1, serve as valuable tools for semi-analytical and

empirical models of galaxy formation. The evolution

of subhalos (satellites) is a crucial component of hierar-

chical structure formation. Unlike halo formation and

evolution—where physically motivated semi-analytical

models such as the Press-Schechter framework (Press &

Schechter 1974; Bond et al. 1991; Lacey & Cole 1993)

provide theoretical guidance—subhalo evolution after

halo mergers is highly non-linear and chaotic, making

it challenging to model without numerical experiments.

The merger timescale is a key parameter in determin-

ing subhalo abundance, making our models an essen-

tial input for semi-analytical and empirical approaches

to galaxy formation. Moreover, even in high-resolution

numerical simulations, halos are more resilient to nu-

merical artifacts than subhalos. The abundance and

distribution of halos can converge with as few as 10–20

particles (Jing 2019). However, for subhalos, the high-

density environment within host halos leads to rapid

tidal disruption, requiring at least 50 particles for a ro-

bust simulation of subhalo evolution (van den Bosch &

Ogiya 2018; He et al. 2025), which can be computation-

ally inefficient. In practice, the most bound particles of

artificially disrupted subhalos are often tracked to ap-

proximate their unresolved evolution, but their survival

time must be estimated carefully, as these particles may

experience significantly weaker dynamical friction than

fully resolved subhalos. If merger timescales are not con-

sidered when determining subhalo survival, their abun-

dance may be overestimated. Thus, our galaxy merger

timescale models play a crucial role in improving the

accuracy of galaxy formation modeling.

Moreover, our merger timescale model is valuable

for inferring merger rates from observed close pairs

(Kitzbichler & White 2008; Jiang et al. 2014), which

is crucial for the ex situ formation of galaxies.
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