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ABSTRACT

Connecting high-redshift galaxies to their low-redshift descendants is one of the most important and challenging tasks of galaxy
evolution studies. In this work, we investigate whether incorporating high-redshift environmental factors improves the accuracy
of matching high-redshift galaxies to their z ~ 0 descendants, using data from the EAGLE and MAGNETICUM simulations. Using
random forest regression, we evaluate the relative importance of a set of environmental metrics at z ~ 3 in determining the
stellar mass of descendant galaxies at z ~ 0. We identify the spherical overdensity within 1 cMpc (61,sp) as the most important
environmental predictor. Tracking galaxies at z ~ 3 with similar initial stellar masses but different ¢ s, values, we find that,
across all mass bins in both simulations, high-density environments produce z ~ 0 descendants with median stellar masses up to
eight times higher than the descendants of galaxies in low-density environments. For galaxies with M, < 10'°M, the difference
is attributable to more merger-induced mass growth in high-density environments, whereas for higher-mass galaxies, it results
from a combination of enhanced in-situ star formation and greater external mass accretion. By assessing the importance of
overdensity across multiple scales and redshifts, we find that at z > 2, environmental factors become as important as stellar
mass in predicting the stellar mass of z ~ 0 descendants. Compared to using stellar mass at z ~ 3 alone, incorporating 61 sp
reduces the scatter in the residuals between the predicted and actual stellar masses by approximately 20% in EAGLE and 35% in
MAGNETICUM.
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1 INTRODUCTION

One of the most important discoveries made by the Hubble Space
Telescope (HST) is the peak of cosmic star formation rate density at
z = 2, approximately 10 billion years ago, an epoch also known as the
’cosmic noon’ (Lilly et al. 1996; Madau et al. 1996, 1998). After this
epoch, the most massive galaxies began to quench, while the average
star formation rate (SFR) of star-forming galaxies also significantly
declined. Meanwhile, over this period, galaxies also undergo drastic
morphological transformations, evolving from clumpy disks at high
redshift (e.g., Forster Schreiber et al. 2009; Wisnioski et al. 2015)
into the diverse morphological types observed today —a process often
referred to as the emergence of the Hubble sequence. It has been
shown that several physical processes occurring within galaxies may
contribute to the above evolution, including stellar feedback (e.g.,
Heckman et al. 1990), active galactic nuclei (AGN) feedback (e.g.,
Fabian 2012), reduced gas accretion (e.g., Walter et al. 2020), disk
instability (e.g., Zolotov et al. 2015), and morphological quenching
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(e.g., Martig et al. 2009). On the other hand, mechanisms related
to the interactions between galaxies and their external environment,
such as galaxy mergers, ram-pressure stripping, and cosmological
starvation, could also contribute to the changes in galaxy properties
(e.g., Lagos et al. 2018; Cortese et al. 2021; Peng et al. 2015).

All these competing mechanisms, each with substantially different
timescales of influence and varying dependencies on stellar mass
and environment, often simultaneously influence galaxy evolution,
leading to different formation pathways (e.g., Lagos et al. 2022, 2025;
Kimmig et al. 2025). Therefore, disentangling the influence of them
requires tracing the evolution of galaxies with different stellar masses
and external environments over a wide range of cosmic time (e.g.,
see the review of Naab & Ostriker 2017).

With the increased sensitivity enabled by JWST, space-based spec-
troscopic observations are now capable of detecting faint emission
lines from ionised gas, as well as the absorption line continuum
from galaxies at cosmic noon, allowing their stellar populations and
chemical compositions to be constrained in much greater detail. For
example, JWST/NIRSpec (Jakobsen et al. 2022) R ~ 1000 slit spectra
of cosmic noon galaxies have revealed the prevalence of AGN-driven
multi-phase gas outflows (Davies et al. 2024; Belli et al. 2024; Bu-
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giani et al. 2024), whose decisive role in the rapid quenching of
massive quiescent galaxies is further supported by the reconstruction
of the star formation histories of these galaxies (Park et al. 2024).
These new measurements have prompted further efforts to under-
stand evolutionary pathways and compare galaxy populations over
cosmic time in the JWST era.

To fully understand the subsequent evolution of cosmic-noon
galaxies, such as the quenching of star formation and morphological
transformations, we need to track the continuous evolution of differ-
ent galaxy populations over the past 10 billion years. Since we cannot
directly observe the long-term evolution of an individual galaxy, a
key challenge is to construct physically motivated evolutionary links
between galaxies observed at different cosmic epochs. A common
approach to connecting galaxies across different redshifts is to use a
constant cumulative co-moving number density (hereinafter referred
to as ‘number density’) (e.g., van Dokkum et al. 2010, 2013; Pa-
povich et al. 2011, 2015; Bezanson et al. 2011; Brammer et al. 2011;
Patel et al. 2013; Muzzin et al. 2013; Ownsworth et al. 2014, 2016;
Shankar et al. 2015; Huertas-Company et al. 2015). In this approach,
a galaxy’s number density is defined as the number of galaxies per
unit volume with a stellar mass equal to or greater than that of the
targeted galaxy. This method accounts for the overall mass evolution
of a galaxy population and can be easily applied when the cumula-
tive mass function (CMF) is established at all redshifts of interest. By
determining the number density of a galaxy population with similar
stellar masses at one redshift and identifying the corresponding stel-
lar masses at other redshifts, one can establish links between galaxies
across different epochs.

Establishing progenitor-descendant links at a constant number
density assumes that (1) the total number of galaxies and (2) their
rank order remain unchanged over time. However, these assump-
tions may not hold due to (1) galaxy mergers, which change the
total number of galaxies, and (2) the stochastic growth, including
in-situ star formation and ex-situ accretion from mergers. As a re-
sult, the median mass evolution tracks of galaxy populations with
different stellar masses—derived from constant number density se-
lection—are offset by a factor of a few from those measured directly
from galaxy merger trees in hydrodynamical simulations (e.g., Tor-
rey et al. 2015). Alternatively, the number density evolution has
been analysed in abundance matching models (Behroozi et al. 2013),
semi-analytic models (Leja et al. 2013) and hydrodynamical simu-
lations (Torrey et al. 2015, 2017; Jaacks et al. 2016; Clauwens et al.
2016). These various approaches have consistently shown similar
trends in terms of the number density evolution, even when galaxy
ranks are assigned based on dark matter halo mass or stellar veloc-
ity dispersion instead of stellar mass. This consistency suggests that
the number density evolution is more fundamental and more closely
linked to the ACDM framework compared to the evolution of galax-
ies’ intrinsic properties. Progenitor-descendant matching based on
evolving number density selection has successfully reproduced the
median mass evolution of populations with different stellar masses,
as defined by merger trees in simulations (Torrey et al. 2015) and has
been applied to observational datasets (e.g., Marchesini et al. 2014;
Salmon et al. 2015; Papovich et al. 2015). Nevertheless, the inferred
z ~ 0 descendants of high-redshift galaxies with similar masses still
exhibit a ~1 dex scatter in stellar mass (e.g., Torrey et al. 2015),
which significantly limits the accuracy of any inferred continuous
evolutionary tracks.

Cosmological simulations have suggested a "two-phase’ model for
the formation of massive galaxies (e.g., Oser et al. 2010). In this
model, a rapid early phase occurs at z > 2, during which ’in-situ’
stars form within galaxies from cold gas. This is followed by an ex-
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tended phase since z ~ 3, during which ’ex-situ’ stars are primarily
accreted from surrounding satellite galaxies that formed at z > 3.
Building on this, we expect that by incorporating the surrounding
environment as a proxy for ex-situ accretion, we can better charac-
terise the evolutionary pathways of stellar mass in galaxies across
different environments, thereby facilitating a more accurate match-
ing of high-redshift galaxies to their low-redshift descendants. To
examine the extent to which the external environment influences the
stellar mass growth of galaxies, we investigate the late-time stellar
mass evolution of simulated galaxies across different high-redshift
environments using data from the EAGLE (Crain et al. 2015; Schaye
et al. 2015; McAlpine et al. 2016) and the MAGNETICUM simula-
tions (Teklu et al. 2015; Dolag et al. 2016, 2025). Leveraging their
large simulated volumes and merger trees, we can quantify environ-
ments across different scales while tracking the evolution of galaxy
properties over cosmic time.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2,
we introduce the simulations used in this study and describe how we
quantify the external environment of galaxies. We then use random
forest regression, a machine learning method, to quantify the rela-
tive importance of environments at different scales, as measured by
various environmental metrics, in determining the stellar mass of the
local descendants of high-redshift galaxies in Section 3. Based on
the results of the random forest analysis, we select key metrics and
analyse the evolution of number density and stellar mass of galaxies
across different high-redshift environments, as quantified using these
metrics, in Section 4. We further investigate the reasons why the en-
vironment affects the subsequent stellar mass growth of high-redshift
galaxies with different stellar masses and discuss the implications of
our findings in Section 5. Finally, we summarise our main findings
in Section 6.

2 METHODS

In this study, we use galaxy catalogues from the EAGLE simulation
and the MaGNETICUM simulation. By using multiple simulations, we
can ensure that any general findings consistent across them are gen-
uine and not merely the result of specific physical models in one
simulation. In this section, we first briefly introduce each simula-
tion, focusing on the physical models they employ related to stellar
mass accumulation. Specifically, we highlight the halo merger trees
along with the subgrid physics used to model in-situ star formation
and feedback processes. We then introduce a series of environmen-
tal metrics from the literature, which are used to characterise the
environments of simulated galaxies at different scales.

2.1 EAGLE

The ’Evolution and Assembly of Galaxies and their Environment’
(EAGLE; Crain et al. 2015; Schaye et al. 2015; McAlpine et al. 2016)
project consists of a series of hydrodynamic simulations based on a
modified version of the GADGET-3 code (Springel et al. 2005), incor-
porating the smoothed particle hydrodynamics (SPH) improvements
described in Schaller et al. (2015), with varying box size, particle
resolution and subgrid physics. It adopts a flat ACDM Universe with
Qm = 0307, Qp = 0.693 and h = Hy/(100kms~! Mpc~!) =
0.6777 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014). Based on our need to
study the external environments of galaxies at various scales, in this
study we select the largest box from the suite, Ref-LO100N1504,
which has a simulated volume of (67.8 cMpc/ 113, an initial bary-
onic particle mass of 1.81 x 10°Mg, a dark matter particle mass of



9.7 x 10°M¢, and includes an initial number of 2 x 15043 particles
(an equal number of baryonic and dark matter particles).

In EacGLE, dark matter halos are first identified using the friends-
of-friends (FoF) method (Davis et al. 1985). Baryonic particles are
then assigned to the FoF-halo that contains their nearest dark mat-
ter neighbour. Finally, galaxies are defined as gravitationally bound
subhalos residing within each halo, as identified by the SUuBFIND algo-
rithm (Springel et al. 2001; Dolag et al. 2009). A detailed description
of the EAGLE merger trees, which explains how individual galaxies
are tracked across simulation snapshots, can be found in Qu et al.
(2017).

A metallicity- and temperature-dependent local density threshold
is used to determine which gas particles are forming stars (Schaye
2004). Star-forming gas is stochastically converted into stars accord-
ing to a reformulated Kennicutt—Schmidt star formation law, where
the star formation rate scales with local gas pressure (Schaye & Dalla
Vecchia 2008; Schaye et al. 2015). Each star particle models a simple
stellar population with a Chabrier (2003) initial mass function (IMF)
in the range 0.1-100 M. Stellar feedback triggered by a single stellar
population is implemented by injecting thermal energy into random
surrounding gas particles near young star particles. Energy injection
depends on the local gas density and metallicity (Crain et al. 2015),
and alway instantly heats the gas particles by a temperature increment
of AT = 107K (Dalla Vecchia & Schaye 2012). AGN feedback is
implemented in a manner similar to stellar feedback. Thermal en-
ergy is injected into the ISM surrounding the accreting supermassive
black hole (SMBH) with a constant average efficiency related to the
accretion rate, raising the temperature of the ISM by AT = 108-5K
(Booth & Schaye 2009). The free parameters in the subgrid model
for feedback are calibrated to reproduce the galaxy stellar mass func-
tions (GSMF) (Li & White 2009; Baldry et al. 2012), mass—size
relation (Shen et al. 2003; Baldry et al. 2012) and Mgy—M. relation
(McConnell & Ma 2013) at z = 0.

In this study, we use snapshots numbered 12 to 28, corresponding
to redshifts from 3.02 to 0. For the diffuse particles at large radii that
are still bound to the corresponding subhalo, we use aperture masses
and star formation rates of galaxies within spherical apertures of 30
pkpc in this study, as recommended by McAlpine et al. (2016).

2.2 MAGNETICUM

The MacneTIcUM simulations (Teklu et al. 2015; Dolag et al. 2016,
2025) are a suite of simulations performed using an updated version
of the GADGET-2 code, which includes improved implementations
of the SPH (Dolag et al. 2004, 2005). All simulations were con-
ducted using the WMAP7 ACDM cosmology with Universe with
Qm =0.272,Q5 = 0.728 and h = Hy/(100kms~! Mpc~1) = 0.704
(Komatsu et al. 2011). In this work, we use the Box4-uhr run, with a
box size of 683 chc3 and an initial particle number of 2 X 5763
(dark matter and gas). The mass resolution for dark matter and
gas particles is mpy = 5.1 X 10’ Mg and mgas = 1.0 x 10" Mo,
respectively. Since each gas particle can convert into up to four
stellar particles, this results in an average stellar particle mass of
my = 1/4mges ~ 2.6 x 109Mo.

The identification of dark matter halos and galaxies is performed
using a modified version of SuBFIND (Springel et al. 2001; Dolag
et al. 2009). The evolution of galaxies through time is traced using
L-BaseTreE (Springel et al. 2005), allowing us to track the stellar
mass assembly process of galaxies from z =3to z = 0.

The modeling of star formation and stellar feedback processes fol-
lows the prescription by Springel & Hernquist (2003). Each stellar
particle represents a stellar population with a Chabrier IMF (Chabrier
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2003). In this star formation model, the ISM is considered to be two-
phase, where the hot gas is heated by supernovae and can evaporate
the cold clouds. It is assumed that 10% of massive stars end their
lives as Type II supernovae (SNe II). The galactic wind triggered by
SNe II has a mass loading rate proportional to the SFR, and a wind
velocity of Vying = 350kms™!. The subgrid physics of AGN feed-
back is implemented via the model described by Hirschmann et al.
(2014), which is based on the framework from Fabjan et al. (2010)
and incorporates a transition from quasar-mode to radio-mode AGN
feedback. Both modes are implemented thermally, with the transition
triggered when the SMBH accretion rate falls below an Eddington
ratio of fogq < 1072 (see also Sijacki et al. 2007). The radio mode
is assigned a feedback efficiency four times higher than that of the
quasar mode, to account for the heating of the surrounding ICM
through AGN jets originating from those slowly-accreting SMBHs.
The MaGNETICUM simulations are calibrated to match the intraclus-
ter gas content of observed galaxy clusters, rather than to reproduce
specific properties of individual galaxies (e.g., Popesso et al. 2024).

All 104 snapshots from z = 3 to z = 0 are used in this work to
achieve a redshift range similar to that of EAGLE, allowing for the
direct comparison of galaxy evolutionary tracks between these two
simulations.

2.3 Environmental Measures

There are various metrics from the literature that can be used to mea-
sure the external environment of galaxies at different scales. In this
work, we quantify galaxy environments using a series of measures
analysed in Muldrew et al. (2012), which can be categorised into two
types: nearest neighbour measures and fixed-aperture measures.
The nearest neighbour projected surface density can be defined as:

n
>, )

nry

2, =log

where 7 is the number of neighbouring galaxies within the projected
comoving distance to the n-th nearest neighbour r,, in the x—y plane.
Instead of using the 3D distance, which is not feasible in real ob-
servations, we adopt a velocity cut of £1000kms~! to account for
the separation in the third dimension, i.e., along the redshift z-axis.
It should be noted that the velocity difference between two galaxies
along the line of sight is the combined result of their peculiar veloc-
ities and the Hubble expansion. The line of sight velocity of galaxy
i with respect to galaxy j can be expressed as:

AvLos =vz,i— —'Zdz’ 2)

where v ; and v, ; are the peculiar line-of-sight velocities of galax-
iesiand j, d is their comoving separation along the z-axis, and H(z)
is the Hubble parameter at the corresponding redshift. We choose the
number of nearest neighbours to be n = 3,7, 10, 20 and 32, and also
include the average density of the 4th and 5th nearest neighbours, as
used by Baldry et al. (2006).

Fixed-aperture measures are often expressed in terms of overden-
sity. In this work, we first calculate the number of neighbouring
galaxies Ng within a fixed-size 2D aperture of radius r, centered on
each galaxy in the simulation box, and then normalise each value by
the mean neighbour count Ng calculated across all galaxies. Thus,
the overdensity J, is defined as:

Ng_Ng

o, =
r Ng
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In this paper, we adopt 1, 2, 5 and 10 cMpc as the radii of the apertures
(hereafter 6y ap), and also include the annulus measures listed in
Table 1 of Muldrew et al. (2012) (hereafter ¢, an), Which were first
proposed in Wilman et al. (2010). Similar to the calculation of nearest
neighbour densities, we only include neighbouring galaxies with
line-of-sight velocities within £1000kms™! of the target galaxies.
Additionally, assuming the 3D distances are known, we also include
overdensities within spherical regions of radii 4,8 and 12 cMpc
(hereafter 6, sp) in our analysis, as originally adopted in Muldrew
et al. (2012), along with an additional radius of 1 cMpc explored in
this study. In total, we include 20 different environmental metrics in
this study.

Taking into account the resolution of each simulation, we only in-
clude galaxies with stellar masses greater than 10° M. This ensures
that all galaxies included in our analysis have > 500 stellar particles.

3 RANDOM FOREST ANALYSIS

The goal of this section is to evaluate how useful each environmental
metric is, compared to other metrics, in driving stellar mass growth
of galaxies. To this end, we employ a random forest regression anal-
ysis approach to predict the stellar mass of the z = 0 descendants of
galaxies with stellar masses greater than 109 Mg in the z ~ 3 snap-
shot across both simulations. We first introduce our methodology,
followed by the detailed results for each simulation.

3.1 Method

Random Forest (RF; Breiman 2001) is a supervised machine learning
algorithm that combines the outputs of multiple decision trees to
perform classification or regression tasks. A decision tree begins with
a root node that contains the entire training dataset, whose samples
include both input features and target variables, and then splits into
branches according to conditions applied to input features. Each split
aims to minimise the variability of the target variable within the
resulting nodes, which in turn reduces the expected prediction error
and allows the model to capture the dependence of the target variable
on the input features. This process continues until a stopping criterion
is satisfied, such as a maximum depth of the tree or a minimum
number of samples per node. The final output of a leaf is typically
the average of the target variable values of the samples it contains.
For model evaluation in regression tasks, where the target variable
is continuous, the prediction error is often measured using metrics
such as mean squared error (MSE).

In a decision tree, feature importance reflects how much each fea-
ture contributes to reducing the prediction error during the splitting
process. In regression tasks, this reduction is quantified as the de-
crease in MSE when a node is split based on a particular feature.
These reductions are then summed across all nodes in the tree where
the feature is used, yielding an overall importance score.

A random forest is created by aggregating the predictions of nu-
merous decision trees, each trained on a random subset of the data
and using arandom subset of features. This combination improves the
predictive performance of the model and reduces the risk of overfit-
ting. The final prediction of a regression task is obtained by averaging
the predictions of all trees in the forest. Similarly, overall feature im-
portance is calculated by averaging the individual importance scores
from each tree. These scores are then normalised to provide a relative
measure of each feature’s contribution to the predictive performance
of the model.
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3.2 Implementation

For the RF analysis, we use the RANDOMFORESTREGRESSOR from the
ScikiT-LEARN python package ! (Pedregosa et al. 2011). For EAGLE
and MAGNETICUM, the input data samples consist of 3860 and 5603
galaxies, respectively. The external environments of all these galax-
ies, quantified using 20 different metrics mentioned above, along
with their stellar masses, are used as features for the regression. The
stellar mass of their z = 0 descendants, derived from merger trees,
serves as the target prediction. In addition to training the model
using the entire dataset, we also split the galaxies into three mass
bins based on their stellar masses at z ~ 3: log(M./Mg) < 9.5,
9.5 < log(M./Mg) < 10, and log(M../Mg) > 10. In EAGLE, these
bins contain 2338, 962, and 560 galaxies, respectively, while in MaG-
NETICUM, the bins contain 3854, 988, and 761 galaxies.

For each mass bin, we used a different parameter grid for parame-
ter tuning. This approach ensures a balance between model capacity
and generalisation ability, reducing the risk of both underfitting and
overfitting. The parameter grid includes five parameters: the number
of decision trees n_estimators, the maximum depth of individual
decision trees max_depth, the minimum number of samples needed
for a split min_samples_split, the minimum number of samples
per leaf min_samples_leaf and the number of features consid-
ered when splitting each node max_features. The n_estimators
parameter controls the total number of trees in the forest, and in-
creasing it generally improves the model performance. However,
more trees lead to higher computational costs. In practice, we find
that increasing the number of trees exceeding 100 yields negligible
changes in both the model performance and the resulting relative
importance (hereafter, R.I.) values. Limiting the depth of the trees
(max_depth) helps prevent overfitting by controlling model com-
plexity, as deeper trees can capture more complex relationships but
also increase the risk of overfitting the data. Similarly, adjusting the
min_samples_split and min_samples_leaf enables fine-tuning
of the tree structure, with higher values producing simpler trees that
can enhance generalisation ability but may increase bias by over-
simplifying the model. Finally, the number of features considered at
each split (max_features) modulates the randomness of the splits:
lower values increase diversity among trees and mitigate overfitting,
while higher values allow finer splits at the cost of increasing risk of
overfitting.

Each training run evaluates all parameter combinations in the cor-
responding parameter grid and selects the best model based on the
negative MSE (neg_mean_squared_error), which computes the
MSE between predicted and true values on the validation set, and
returns its negative so that higher scores indicate better model per-
formance. Once the optimal parameter combination is determined,
the model is trained on the full training set again and evaluated on
a separate test set. We assess the model performance by comparing
the root MSE (RMSE) on the training and test sets, and consider
a run as validated only if the difference between them is less than
0.5. For each feature, we finally take the median importance across
10 validated runs as the final importance value, with the standard
deviation representing the uncertainty.

3.3 Results

In Figure 1, we present the results of the RF analysis on the R.I.
of external environment at different scales of progenitor galax-

1 https://scikit-learn.org/stable/index.html
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Figure 1. The relative importance (R.I.) of both the z ~ 3 environment, as characterised by different metrics, and the stellar mass of the progenitor galaxies
themselves, in determining the stellar mass of the z ~ 0 descendants of galaxies with 9.0 < log(M../Mg) < 9.5 (left), 9.5 < log(M./Mgy) < 10.0 (middle),
and log(M./Mg) > 10.0 (right) in EaGLE (top) and MacGneTICUM (bottom). The height of each bar denotes the R.I. of each feature, with the error bars
representing the standard deviation from 10 independent runs. The bars are colour-coded by feature categories: nearest neighbour measures (blue), aperture
measures (yellow), annulus measures (green), sphere measures (pink), and the stellar mass of the progenitor galaxies (gray).

ies in predicting the stellar mass of descendant galaxies, with the
left, middle, and right panels corresponding to stellar mass ranges
of 9.0 < log(M./Mg) < 9.5, 9.5 < log(M./Mg) < 10.0, and
log(M./Mg) > 10.0, respectively. Results from EAGLE are shown
in the top panel, while results from MAGNETICUM are shown in the
bottom panel. The height of each bar denotes the R.1. of each feature
in terms of its ability for predicting the stellar mass of the descen-
dants, with the error bars representing the standard deviation from
10 independent runs. All features are listed on the x-axis in order of
importance, from highest to lowest. We also colour code the bars by
feature categories: nearest neighbour measures (blue), aperture mea-
sures (yellow), annulus measures (green), sphere measures (pink),
and the stellar mass of the progenitor galaxies (gray).

In EacLE, the spherical overdensities within radii of 1.0 and 4.0
cMpc (01,sp and d4,5p) are the two most important predictors across
all three stellar mass bins. For the three mass bins, the importance
of 01 5p is RI = 17.8 £3.2% (9.0 < log(M./Mo) < 9.5),9.7 £
1.2% (9.5 < log(M./Mg) < 10.0) and 8.9 = 1.0% (log(M../Mg) >
10.0), respectively; while the importance of d45p is R.I. =
9.8 £ 1.0% (9.0 < log(M./Mg) < 9.5), 23.6 £+ 44% (9.5 <
log(M./Mg) < 10.0) and 15.2 = 2.3% (log(M./Mg) > 10.0), re-
spectively. Moreover, across all three stellar mass bins, the mean
nearest neighbour density for n = 3 (X¥3) consistently ranks as

the third most important metric, with its importance being R.I. =
7.5 £ 05% (9.0 < log(M«/Mo) < 9.5), 7.7 £ 1.4% (9.5 <
log(M./Mg) < 10.0) and 7.3 + 0.6% (log(M./Mg) > 10.0), re-
spectively. Overall, it is apparent that nearest neighbour densities
with smaller n and sphere overdensities with smaller radii have higher
R.I. compared to those with larger n and radii. In comparison, aper-

ture/annulus overdensities generally have lower R.I. (< 5%).

In the model trained with MaGNETICUM data, despite the imple-
mentation of many different subgrid physics models in two simu-
lations, 01,5p, 04,5p and X3 remain the most predictive variables.
01,sp ranks as the most important environmental metric through-
out all stellar mass bins, with its R.I. being 29.8 + 3.3%, (9.0 <
log(M./Mg) < 9.5), 30.3 £3.8% (9.5 < log(M./Mo) < 10.0),
and 14.3 + 1.4% (log(M./Mg) > 10.0), respectively. Moreover,
aperture/annulus overdensities are generally less important. This sug-
gests that, despite the different subgrid physics implementations and
what they are tuned to, both cosmological simulations show that a
similar subset of environmental tracers is most predictive for the
z = 0 stellar mass.

We also train models using all galaxies with log(M./Mg) > 9.0in
EacGLE and MagGNETICUM, Without dividing them into separate mass
bins. The results are shown in Figure 2, with EAGLE in the top panel
and MAGNETICUM in the bottom panel. In EAGLE, 01 gp has become
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1, but for all galaxies with log(M../My) > 9.0 in
EAGLE (top) and MAGNETICUM (bottom).

the most important environmental feature, while the overall ranking
of the full set of environmental features stays roughly unchanged.
Meanwhile, the progenitor galaxy stellar mass rises to third place.
Consistently, in MAGNETICUM, ¢ gp remains the overwhelmingly
dominant predictor, with the progenitor stellar mass rising to second
place. Although for galaxies with stellar masses falling within a
broader range at z ~ 3, the stellar mass of their descendant galaxies
at z = 0 would naturally be expected to depend on their stellar mass
at z ~ 3, we find in both simulations that 51 g has significant impact
on stellar mass accumulation. We attribute this to the gravitational
collapse of matter within spherical regions, which will be discussed
in detail in Section 5.2.

To further assess the improvement in predictive performance in-
troduced by each environmental metric, we constructed a baseline
random forest model with stellar mass as the sole input feature, then
added each metric one at a time to this mass-only model to compare
the resulting predictions. We computed the logarithmic ratios be-
tween the true and predicted stellar masses and defined the scatter as
the 20th—80th percentile range of the ratios. In EAGLE, the inclusion
of 01,5p reduces the scatter by ~0.16 dex, while both 64 5p and X3
lead to reductions of ~0.15 dex compared to the mass-only model.
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In MaGNETICUM, adding 61 sp results in a much larger reduction in
scatter than 4 5, and X3, consistent with its significantly higher rel-
ative importance. The scatter decreases by about 0.60 dex with 61 sp,
whereas both 04 5, and X3 yield reductions of ~0.36 dex. In both
simulations, metrics that are less important than the three top-ranked
ones also produce smaller reductions in scatter.

Finally, while the lower mass limit (10° M) of galaxies included
in the calculation of environmental metrics is set to ensure a sufficient
number of stellar particles in each galaxy, we also examine whether
a higher mass cut would affect the final ranking of these metrics.
We find that in EAGLE, when only galaxies with stellar masses above
10°2 Mg and 10'9M¢, are considered, respectively, the ranking of
01,sp drops to the 2nd and Sth places, with the corresponding R.1. of
about 11% and 9%. Meanwhile, 64 5 becomes the most important
metric in both cases, with R.I. of ~20% and ~12%, respectively.
In MAGNETICUM, 61 5p remains the most important metric when the
calculation is restricted to galaxies with M, > 1093 Mo, though
its importance decreases to ~25%. When the mass cut is increased
to 10'9M¢, 6} ¢ ranks third (R.I. ~ 10%), while 64 g, ranks first
(R.I. ~ 14%). The relatively sparse distribution of more massive
galaxies makes their local environments on small scales (e.g., 1
cMpc) nearly indistinguishable. A larger aperture (e.g., 4 cMpc) is
therefore required to encompass enough neighbouring galaxies such
that the fixed-aperture measures can exhibit meaningful variations.
Also, given that more massive haloes tend to cluster more strongly
(e.g., Mo & White 1996; Sheth et al. 2001; Gao et al. 2005; Tinker
et al. 2010; Zehavi et al. 2011), the presence of a greater number of
massive galaxies on larger scales may indicate that the target galaxy
resides in a locally high-density environment. However, this connec-
tion is indirect and may account for the reduced relative importance
of the top-ranked metrics. This reduced importance also suggests
that, when considering higher mass cuts, the environment as a whole
tends to lose its discriminating power in predicting subsequent mass
evolution.

4 PROGENITOR AND DESCENDANT MATCHING
CONSIDERING THE ENVIRONMENT

To more specifically analyse the role of the environment in the stel-
lar mass accumulation of galaxies, and to assess whether consid-
ering high-redshift environments helps in connecting high-redshift
galaxies to their low-redshift descendants, we select galaxies from
each simulation with stellar masses in the ranges of log(M../Mg) =
9.1,9.6,10.1,10.6 + 0.1 dex, and track their number density/stellar
mass evolution using merger trees. In EAGLE, for the mass bin with
a median stellar mass of log(M./Mg) = 10.6, we set the bin width
to £0.2 dex to ensure a sufficient number of galaxies for statistical
analysis. In EaGLE, we find 1209, 442, 279, and 117 galaxies in the
respective mass bins, whereas in MAGNETICUM, we find 2253, 528,
245 and 100 galaxies in the corresponding mass bins. Based on the
results from the RF analysis in Section 3.3, we select 61 gp, as it is
identified as one of the best predictors in both simulations for probing
fixed-scale environments. We further subdivide the galaxies in each
mass range into three bins based on environmental percentiles, which
are determined by 61 gp: 0-30th, 30-70th, and 70-100th percentiles.
We refer to these environmental density bins as low-, medium-, and
high-density regimes, and subsequently track the evolution of galax-
ies within each regime separately.
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Figure 3. The cumulative mass functions (CMFs) of all galaxies with
log(M./Mg) > 9.0 at z ~ 0 (black), z ~ 1 (blue), z ~ 2 (green) and
z ~ 3 (red) in EAGLE (solid lines) and MaGNETicUM (dashed lines).

4.1 Number Density Evolution

To obtain the number density evolution of the target galaxies, we rank
the galaxies in each snapshot in the order of decreasing stellar mass
and assign each galaxy a rank R, where the most massive galaxy is
ranked as R = 1, and so on. A galaxy with rank R will then have a
number density N = log(R/V), where V is the comoving volume of
the simulation box. Stellar mass and cumulative number density are
therefore interchangeable through the CMF, as they are in a one-to-
one mapping relationship. The CMFs of all the galaxies at0 < 7 < 3
with M, > 109M@ in two simulations are shown in Figure 3, where
EacLE is plotted with solid lines and MaGNETICUM With dashed lines.
Figure 3 shows that, due to the larger number of galaxies and the
smaller simulation volume, the number density of galaxies at fixed
stellar mass is higher in MaGgNETICUM than in EAGLE. For instance,
at z ~ 3, the number density of galaxies with 9.0 < log(M../Mg) <
10.5 in MaGNETICUM is typically ~ 0.5 dex higher than that of
galaxies with similar stellar masses in EAGLE. The CMF in this mass
range also exhibits similar slopes in both simulations; at z ~ 3, the
number density decreases from —2.40 to —4.10 chc_3 in EAGLE,
while in MAGNETICUM it decreases from —1.73 to —3.23 chc_3. In
contrast, for galaxies with log (M. /Mg) > 10.5, the number density
decreases more sharply as stellar mass increases in both simulations.
Additionally, galaxies at similar redshifts in MAaGNETICUM exhibit
a higher stellar mass limit: at z ~ 3, the stellar mass of the most
massive galaxies in MacNeTicum reaches log(M./Mg) > 11.5,
while in EAGLE there are no galaxies with log(M./Mg) > 11.0.
These differences likely reflect variations in the implementation of
baryonic physics (e.g., AGN feedback) and the way model parameters
are tuned in the two simulations (see Section 2), which is beyond the
scope of this paper.

Previous studies have demonstrated that using stellar velocity dis-
persion or dark matter halo mass to assign a number density produces
an evolution similar to that obtained using stellar mass (Torrey et al.
2015). We first present our analysis of number density evolution, as
it is less sensitive to variations in baryonic physics implementations
across different simulations compared to stellar mass. In each mass
bin, if two or more galaxies merge at a certain snapshot, their shared
descendant will only be counted once after this point. The evolution
of the number densities for galaxies across four mass bins is shown
in Figure 4, with EAGLE in the upper panel and MAGNETICUM in the
lower panel. The horizontal solid lines represent a constant number
density evolution, assuming the entire population with similar stellar
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Figure 4. The number density evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies with
log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1 (blue), 9.6 (green), 10.1 (yellow), and 10.6 (red) in
EAGLE (top) and MaGNETICUM (bottom). The horizontal solid lines indicate
a constant number density for reference, while the dashed lines show the
median number density evolution within each mass bin. The shaded regions
represent the scatter between the 20th and 80th percentiles of the number
density distribution at each redshift.

masses retains the same median number density as observed at z ~ 3
throughout its evolution. The dashed lines indicate the median num-
ber density evolution within each mass bin, as directly derived from
the merger tree. By definition, these two curves coincide at the start-
ing point of the tracking, around z ~ 3. The shaded regions show the
20th and 80th percentiles of the number density distributions for the
populations that were originally in each stellar mass bin. The median
number densities and the scatters in number density of the z ~ 0
descendants of galaxies in different environments are summarised in
Table 1.

In EAGLE, a notable finding is that, for galaxies with median stellar
masses of log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1 and 9.6, the median number den-
sity derived from the merger tree starts to diverge from the con-
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Figure 5. From left to right: the number density evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies with log(M,/My) ~ 9.1, 9.6, 10.1, and 10.6 in different environments, characterised
by the 1-cMpc spherical overdensity(J,sp). The top row shows results from the EAGLE simulation, while the bottom row corresponds to the MAGNETICUM
simulation. In each panel, the solid and dashed black lines have the same meaning as those in Figure 4. The median number density evolution tracks and the
scatters between the 20th and 80th percentiles of the number density distribution of galaxies belonging to each environmental density bin are indicated by

dotted-dashed lines and shaded areas in different colours, respectively.

stant number density from z ~ 3, with the deviation increasing over
time. At z ~ 0, the differences between the constant and median
number densities are 0.44 and 0.38 dex for the two bins, respec-
tively. This suggests that galaxies in these mass bins show an overall
upward shift in their position within the stellar mass ranking of
the entire galaxy population in the simulation box. The deviation
from a constant number density diminishes with increasing stellar
mass. For galaxies with log(M./Mg) ~ 10.1, the median evolution
roughly aligns with a constant number density, while for galaxies
with log(M../Mg) ~ 10.6, the median number density consistently
remains ~ 0.2 dex higher than the corresponding constant number
density. Another significant observation is that, despite the relatively
narrow scatter in number density at z ~ 3 for each bin, the scatter
increases substantially by z ~ 0 when considering the merger tree-
based evolution. The number density scatters for the four mass bins at
7z~ 0are0.99, 1.05, 1.18, and 1.22 dex, respectively. This highlights
the diversity in stellar mass assembly among galaxies, even when
they are initially selected from a narrow mass range at z ~ 3.

In MaGNETICUM, aside from differences in absolute values, the
median number density evolution for the three mass bins with
log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1, 9.6 and 10.1 consistent lies below the constant
number density evolution, with the deviation increasing over time.
For these three bins, the differences between the constant and median
number densities at z ~ 0 are 0.42, 0.37, and 0.40 dex, respectively.
In contrast, for galaxies with log(M../Mg) ~ 10.6, the overall num-
ber density evolution closely resembles the constant number density
evolution, similar to what is observed for the log(M,/Mg) ~ 10.1
bin in EaGLE. Similar to EAGLE, the merger tree tracking method
in MaGNETICUM introduces significant scatter, which increases with
decreasing redshift. At z ~ 0, the 20th to 80th percentile scatters for
the number densities in the four mass bins are all ~ 1 dex.

We further subdivide galaxies at z ~ 3 across different mass ranges
into three environmental density bins based on ¢ gp to investigate the
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influence of the external environment at the corresponding scale on
number density evolution. The results are shown in Figure 5. In each
figure, the solid and dashed lines, both shown in black, correspond
to the constant and median number density evolution, respectively,
of all galaxies within each mass bin, as shown in Figure 4, while
the median number density evolution tracks and the scatter between
the 20th and 80th percentiles of the number density distribution of
galaxies belonging to each environmental density bin are indicated
by dotted-dashed lines and shaded areas of different colours. The
corresponding values are listed in Table 1.

In EaGLE, the number density evolution shows significant differ-
ences across environmental density bins. The median number density
evolution of galaxies in medium-density environments is similar to
the overall median evolution, whereas galaxies in the low- and high-
density environments consistently exhibit higher and lower median
number densities, respectively. Note that in the first two mass bins,
the median number densities of galaxies in low-density environments
stay close to the number densities expected from constant evolution,
whereas in the last two mass bins, they remain higher. In contrast, the
median number densities in high-density environments consistently
fall below the constant number densities across all stellar mass bins.

Moreover, for each mass bin, the scatter in number density at
z ~ 0 tends to be larger for galaxies originating from higher-density
environments. For galaxies in the mass bins with log(M../Mg) = 9.1,
9.6, 10.1 and 10.6, the number density scatters at z ~ 0 for the low-,
medium- and high-density environments are (0.36, 0.76, 1.19), (0.86,
0.75,1.16),(0.61,1.03,1.07), and (0.68,0.92, 1.01) dex, respectively.
This reflects the diverse pathways of stellar mass accumulation for
galaxies in higher-density environments.

Similar to EAGLE, galaxies in MAGNETICUM with comparable initial
stellar masses at z ~ 3 exhibit distinct differences in number density
evolution depending on their initial external environments. Galax-
ies that initially reside in higher-density environments consistently



show lower median number densities than those in lower-density en-
vironments throughout the subsequent evolution. The median num-
ber densities of galaxies that were in high-density environments also
remain below the constant number densities across all mass bins.
Meanwhile, the median number density evolution of galaxies in low-
density environments exhibits a mass-dependent relationship with
the constant evolution: it lies below the constant track at low stellar
mass and exceeds the constant track at high stellar mass. Additionally,
in MAGNETICUM, for each mass bin, the scatters in number density of
the z ~ 0 descendants of galaxies in different environments exhibit a
similar ranking, with the smallest scatter observed in low-density en-
vironmental bins and the largest in high-density environmental bins.
For the four mass bins, the scatters at z ~ 0 for the low-, medium-, and
high-density environmental density bins are (0.46, 1.09, 1.58), (0.58,
0.76, 1.13), (0.86, 1.04, 1.25) and (0.60, 0.92, 0.93) dex, respectively.

4.2 Stellar Mass Evolution

The number density evolution tracks shown in Figure 4 are directly
mapped to the stellar mass growth tracks shown in Figure 6 via the
CMFs. In Figure 6, solid and dashed lines represent the stellar mass
growth tracks corresponding to constant number density evolution
and median number density evolution, respectively. The shaded re-
gions indicate the range between the 20th and 80th percentiles of
stellar mass distribution at each redshift for the entire population
initially selected at z ~ 3.

From the figure, it is evident that the stellar mass growth tracks
based on constant number density evolution and median number
density evolution are offset from each other. For galaxies with
log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1 at z ~ 3, the median stellar mass growth along
the merger tree exceeds that inferred from constant number density
evolution, resulting in a ~ 0.5 dex higher stellar mass at z ~ 0.
In the log(M./Mg) ~ 9.6 mass bin, this difference decreases to
~ 0.3 dex, whereas in the log(M./Mg) ~ 10.1 mass bin, the two
approaches converge to similar results. Finally, for galaxies in the
log(M./Mg) ~ 10.6 mass bin, the median stellar mass of their
descendants at z ~ 0, as derived from merger trees, is ~ 0.1 dex
lower than that inferred from the constant number density approach.
In MacnNETICUM, the median stellar masses of descendant galaxies
at z ~ 0 differ from those inferred from constant number density
evolution by approximately 0.60, 0.39, 0.34, and 0.15 dex across the
four mass bins, with the discrepancy decreasing progressively toward
higher initial mass.

Additionally, as the initial stellar mass at z ~ 3 increases, the
scatter in the stellar mass of descendant galaxies gradually decreases.
In EAGLE, the stellar mass scatters at z ~ O for the descendants of
galaxies initially in the log(M./Ms) ~ 9.1, 9.6, 10.1, and 10.6
mass bins at z ~ 3 are 0.83, 0.64, 0.64, and 0.51 dex, respectively. In
MaGNETICUM, the corresponding values are 1.11, 1.05, 1.01, and 0.79
dex, respectively. This gradual reduction in scatter can be partially
explained by the steep decline in the CMFs at the high-mass end, as
shown in Figure 3. It is also evident that, in MAGNETICUM, galaxies
with similar initial stellar masses have descendants whose stellar
mass scatters at z ~ O are generally ~ 0.3 dex larger than that in
EAGLE.

The stellar mass growth tracks for galaxies in different environ-
ments are shown in Figure 7. The solid and dashed black lines repre-
sent the stellar mass growth tracks for constant number density and
the median number density evolution within each mass bin, respec-
tively, as shown in Figure 6. The median stellar mass growth tracks
and the scatter between the 20th and 80th percentiles of the stellar
mass distribution at each redshift are indicated by dotted-dashed lines
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Figure 6. The stellar mass evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies with log(M./Mg) ~
9.1 (blue), 9.6 (green), 10.1 (yellow), and 10.6 (red) in EaGLE (top) and
MacnETIcUM (bottom). The solid and dashed lines represent the stellar mass
growth tracks corresponding to the constant number density evolution and the
median number density evolution, respectively. The shaded regions indicate
the range between the 20th and 80th percentiles of the stellar mass distribution
at each redshift for the population initially selected at z ~ 3.

and shaded areas in different colours for each environmental density
bin. All values at z ~ 0 described above are also summarised in Table
1.

According to the median growth tracks, galaxies residing in higher-
density z ~ 3 environments tend to accumulate stellar mass more
rapidly in both EAcLE and MacNETIcUM. Compared to galaxies in
medium-density environments, those in high-density environments
grow their stellar mass more rapidly, while those in low-density en-
vironments experience slower growth. As a consequence, in EAGLE,
the external environment, as measured by & 1,sp> leads to differences
~0.5-0.75 dex in the median stellar mass between the z ~ 0 descen-
dants of galaxies that originally resided in overdense and underdense
regions at z ~ 3. In other words, across the four mass bins, the median
stellar mass of the z ~ 0 descendants of galaxies in z ~ 3 overdense
regions is roughly 3-5 times that of the descendants of galaxies in
underdense regions. In comparsion, in MAGNETICUM, those that orig-
inated in higher-density environments exhibit a median stellar mass
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Figure 7. From left to right: the stellar mass evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies with log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1, 9.6, 10.1, and 10.6 in different environments, characterised
by the 1-cMpc spherical overdensity(61,sp). The top row shows the results from the EaGLE simulation, while the bottom row corresponds to the MAGNETICUM
simulation. In each panel, the solid and dashed lines have the same meaning as those with the same colour in Figure 6. The median stellar mass evolution tracks
and the scatter between the 20th and 80th percentiles of the stellar mass distribution of galaxies belonging to each environmental density bin are indicated by

dotted-dashed lines and shaded areas in different colours, respectively.

thatis ~0.75-0.9 dex (i.e., ~5-8 times) higher than their counterparts
from lower-density environments.

Moreover, within the same environmental density bin, the stellar
mass scatters of descendants at z ~ 0 decrease with increasing initial
stellar mass of the progenitor galaxies. This trend holds in both
EAGLE and MAGNETICUM, suggesting that considering the external
environment allows for a more robust connection between massive
galaxies at z ~ 3 and their descendants at z ~ 0.

Finally, we note that in cases where the stellar mass growth track
inferred from constant number density evolution falls below the over-
all median growth track, it may coincide with the median growth track
of galaxies residing in the low-density environments. However, the
initial stellar mass bins in which galaxies display this correspondence
during their evolution differ between the two simulations.

4.3 Fit to the Number Density Evolution Including
Environmental Measurements

To further assess the extent to which incorporating environmental
information improves the prediction of an individual galaxy’s evo-
lutionary track, we adopt the method from Torrey et al. (2015) to
fit the subsequent number density evolution tracks of all galaxies at
7z ~ 3 with log(M./Mg) > 9.0 in both EAGLE and MAGNETICUM.
The functional form adopted in our fitting procedure is given by:

4
logN(z) = " > Cijxl, @)
i j=0

where x; are the galaxy properties, j is the polynomial order, and
Cij =coijteijzt czy,-’jzz are the redshift-dependent coeffi-
cients. Specifically, we perform linear regressions using stellar mass
in logarithmic scale (xq) alone and in combination with 6y sp (x1),
and compare the results.

We converted the predicted and actual number density evolution
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Table 1. Median and scatter of number density and stellar mass of z ~ 0 descendants of z ~ 3 galaxies by initial stellar mass and environment. Stellar mass is

expressed on a logarithmic scale, with units in solar masses.

Number Density Stellar Mass
Simulation Initial Mass All Low—él,sp Medium—éhSp High—dl,sp All Low—é‘l’sp Medium—él,sp High—él,Sp
0.41 0.16 0.36 0.52 0.39 0.21 0.26 0.30
EAGLE 9.1+0.1 —2.91t(())2fég —2.58%?'224? —3.08%)?9 _3.53%())'66;7 10.5“8'?; 10.17f8_311 10.64%)1igzz 10.922?‘;?
9.6 +0.1 _3'26t8.'5653 _2'93%.';622 —3.24’:348 —3.91’:8"552 10.76’:8‘;2382 10.53’:(())‘_1283 10.75’:8'223 11.10’:8‘%
X .3 .7 . X X .1 X
10.1 £0.1 —3.53’:8&3 —3.17’:(()).3289 —3.72’:85; —4.15’:8_651] 10.93f8_%) 10.71%)‘12? 11.01’:(())_;82 11.20%)‘12?
10.6 £ 0.2 —3.953)’.76 —3.54410'.30 —3.95410'.70 —4.724:0'50 11.11’:0':21 10.93’:0'.2“3 11.12J:0'_09 11.41’:0'.24
0.35 0.19 0.54 0.98 0.62 0.32 0.51 0.54
MAGNETICUM 9.1+0.1 —2.26’:82?13 —2.14J:(())V2217 —2.37’:(()).3555 —2.99tg_568 IO.IOJ:(?.219 9.9541%2374 10.24J:8'37; 10.81% gg
+0. +0. +0. +0. +0). +0. +0). +0.
9.6 +0.1 —2.69_(()).5639 _2‘4478'3337 —2.7078'&] _3'46_82453 10'5678?: 10'31_8'}5 10.56_8_533 11'24_8'5533
10.1 £0.1 —3.09’:(())'246%2 —2.78’:8'53 _3.O6t8.2456 —3.59’:8'_572 10.91’:8‘% 10.63’:(())‘361 10.88’:(()]1§t22 11.36’:8‘5lgl
10.6 £ 0.1 —3.54’:060 —3.16f0v5| —3.46’:0'45 —4.14’:0_39 11.31’:0439 10.96:)_08 11.25’:0_43 11.71f0‘35

into stellar mass evolution using the CMF shown in Figure 3. Figure
8 shows the median and the 20-80% scatter of the logarithmic ra-
tios between the actual and predicted stellar masses over the redshift
range 0 < z < 3, for EAGLE (top panel) and MaGNETICUM (bottom
panel). The inclusion of ¢y g results in a median residual closer to
0, along with a reduced scatter in the residuals. At z ~ 0, the scatter
is reduced by ~0.15 dex in EAGLE, corresponding to a 20% decrease,
whereas in MAGNETICUM, it is reduced by ~0.4 dex, corresponding
to a 35% decrease. These reductions are comparable to those derived
from the random forest analysis in Section 3.3, indicating that both
approaches produce a similar level of improvement within each sim-
ulation. However, the absolute values of the scatter remain large, at
~0.6 dex in EAGLE and ~0.75 dex in MacneTticuM. This scatter is
consistent with that obtained from the random forest model described
in Section 3 that incorporates all the environmental metrics, ~0.66
dex and ~0.85 dex for EAGLE and MAGNETICUM, respectively.

Turning to the performance of these regression models in predict-
ing the evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies in narrow stellar mass bins, we
find no significant evolution in either the median residual or the scat-
ter of residuals with varying initial stellar mass in both simulations.
We also note that a more physically motivated functional form, rather
than a simple polynomial, may improve the predictive power of the
external environment as a galaxy parameter in addition to stellar
mass. However, even this simple fit already implies a significant im-
provement over the widely adopted assumption of a constant number
density.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Two Growth Pathways: In-situ Star Formation vs Galaxy
Merger

To further examine how the external environment mentioned above
has led to the divergent evolutionary pathways of galaxies with simi-
lar initial stellar masses at z ~ 3, as discussed in Section 4, we analyse
their SFR evolution over time, as well as the amount of external stel-
lar mass they have accreted since z ~ 3. The median star formation
evolution of galaxies in different environments is presented in Fig-
ure 9. In both simulations, the median SFR for galaxies with higher
initial stellar masses (i.e., log(M./Mg) = 10.1 and 10.6) steadily
decreases since z ~ 3. In contrast, the quenching process for lower-
mass galaxies (i.e., log(M./Mg) = 9.1 and 9.6) is more gradual,

with the median SFR first increasing, peaking between 1 < z < 3,
and then declining.

In both simulations, galaxies with log(M./Mg) =9.1 atz ~ 3 in
different environments exhibit similar median SFR. In contrast, for
the population with log(M,/Mg) ~ 10.1 and 10.6 at z ~ 3 in both
simulations, galaxies in medium- and high-density environments ex-
hibit enhanced median star formation rates compared to those in
low-density environments during subsequent evolution. While it is
widely known that AGN feedback tends to be more effective in
suppressing in-situ star formation in high-mass halos (e.g., Bower
et al. 2017), the denser 1-cMpc scale environment is likely associ-
ated with a larger scale reservoir of gas, which can fuel in-situ star
formation. A recent study based on MAGNETICUM also suggests that
the mass of surrounding gas correlates with the in-situ stellar mass
that galaxies eventually form (Remus & Kimmig 2025). Addition-
ally, it may facilitate a higher frequency of galaxy mergers, which can
trigger bursts of star formation. This environment-driven enhance-
ment is also observed in the population with an initial stellar mass of
log(M./Mg) ~ 9.6 in MAGNETICUM.

We evaluate the external contribution of galaxy mergers to the
stellar mass growth of galaxies across different environments. To
achieve this, we first identify all unique z ~ 0 descendants of galaxies
with log(M../Mg) ~ 9.1, 9.6, 10.1, and 10.6 at z ~ 3 using merger
trees. Next, we track the evolution of these z ~ 0 galaxies backward
in time along the merger trees until z ~ 3 and identify all progenitors
with log(M./Mg) > 9.0. In EAGLE, the main branch is defined as
the branch with the maximum ’branch mass’, i.e., the total mass of
all particle species summed over all progenitors on the same branch
(Qu et al. 2017). In MAGNETICUM, it is identified using L-BASETREE
(Springel et al. 2005). The ex-situ fraction is defined as the sum of the
stellar masses of galaxies belonging to the sub-branches divided by
the stellar mass of the descendant galaxy at z ~ 0. During the merging
of two galaxies, part of the stellar components begins to overlap and
is assigned to the more massive galaxy by the halo-finder. Thus, to
calculate the ex-situ fraction, we use the maximum stellar mass of
each sub-branch prior to merging. It has been shown that the choice
of aperture-based versus SUBFIND-based stellar mass has essentially
no impact on the resulting ex-situ fraction (e.g. Qu et al. 2017).
By contrast, greater uncertainty may stem from using merger trees
rather than explicit particle tracing. A more accurate estimation of
the ex-situ fraction could be achieved by tracing particle data across
snapshots, but this is beyond the scope of this paper.

In Figure 10, we present the ex-situ fraction of the z ~ 0 de-
scendants of the selected galaxies as a function of their stellar mass.
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Figure 9. From left to right: the star formation rate evolution of z ~ 3 galaxies with log(M./Mg) ~ 9.1, 9.6, 10.1, and 10.6 in different environments,
characterised by the 1-cMpc spherical overdensity(61,sp). The top row shows the results from the EAGLE simulation, while the bottom row corresponds to the
MacnEeTIcUM simulation. In each panel, the median star formation rate evolution tracks of galaxies belonging to each environmental density bin are indicated
by dotted-dashed lines in different colours. For clarity, we omit the median evolution curve of the entire sample in each mass bin.
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may result from the mass threshold applied when tracing progenitor
galaxies, as we ensure each subhalo contains at least ~ 500 stellar
particles. This finding is consistent with the literature: for galaxies
with log(M./Mg) < 10.5 at z ~ 0, stellar mass growth is pri-
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Figure 10. The ex-situ fraction of the z ~ 0 descendants of z ~ 3 galaxies

marily driven by in-situ star formation rather than ex-situ accretion with log(M, /M) ~ 9.1 (blue), 9.6 (green), 10.1 (yellow), and 10.6 (red)
(Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2016; Dubois et al. 2016; Qu et al. 2017; in EAGLE (top) and MAGNETICUM (bottom) as a function of their stellar mass.
Pillepich et al. 2018; Tacchella et al. 2019; Davison et al. 2020; Circles, stars, and squares represent galaxies from high-, medium-, and low-
Remus & Forbes 2022). Meanwhile, in high-density environments, density environments at z ~ 3, respectively, as defined in Section 4.

some low-mass galaxies merge with other galaxies, thus their descen-
dants have higher stellar masses and enhanced ex-situ fractions. The

large scatter in both the stellar masses and the ex-situ fractions of their 10.6), the stellar mass difference among the descendants of galaxies
descendants further highlights the diverse evolutionary pathways of in different environments is driven by a combination of enhanced
low-mass galaxies in the top 30% densest environments. in-situ star formation throughout their evolution and greater external

In contrast, at the high-mass end (e.g., log(M./Mg) ~ 10.1 and stellar mass accretion. The enhanced in-situ star formation may result
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from increased gas accretion and/or gas-rich mergers. We also note
that, for galaxies with the same initial stellar mass, the median ex-
situ fraction of their descendants in MAGNETICUM is overall about
10—20% higher than that in EAGLE, which is consistent with previous
studies (e.g., Remus & Forbes 2022). Remarkably, even galaxies in
the bottom 30% least dense environments can have descendants with
ex-situ fractions comparable to those of the descendants of galaxies
in the top 30% densest environments. This suggests that 61 5, may
not be an optimal proxy for the external stellar mass available for
galaxy mass growth during their evolution from z ~ 3 to z ~ 0.

5.2 The Importance of Overdensity Within Different Radii
Across Various Redshifts

To investigate whether the stellar mass growth dependence of z ~ 3
galaxies on 01 sp primarily reflects the gravitational assembly of ha-
los, rather than the baryonic physics implemented by each simulation,
we examine how spherical overdensities measured at different radii
and redshifts affect the subsequent stellar mass growth of galaxies.
In addition to z ~ 3, we also select galaxies with log(M./Mg) > 9.0
at z ~ 2,1, and 0.3, and identify their z ~ 0 descendants via merger
trees. Previous simulations have shown that the environment plays
an important role in driving rapid changes in galaxy morphology,
angular momentum, and star-formation activity at z ~ 0.3, when the
Universe was in its middle age (Foster et al. 2021). We calculate the
overdensities within spherical regions of » = 1,2, 3,4 cMpc around
each galaxy. These spherical overdensities, together with the initial
stellar masses of the galaxies at each redshift, are used as input pa-
rameters for the RF analyses to predict the stellar mass of their z ~ 0
descendants. The R.I. of each feature in determining the descendants’
stellar mass is shown in Figure 11.

Figure 11 shows that in both simulations, as the time available for
gravitational collapse becomes shorter, the R.I. of the initial stellar
mass gradually increases from ~ 15 —20% at z ~ 3 to ~ 90% at
Z ~ 0.3. In contrast, while the cosmic time between z = Oand z ~ 0.3
might be too short for the material within the 1-cMpc spherical region
around galaxies to have any significant influence on the stellar mass
growth of z ~ 0.3 galaxies, the R.L. of the 61 gp increases from ~ 3%
at z ~ 0.3 to ~ 32% in EacLE and ~ 40% in MAGNETICUM at 7 ~ 2,
as the available cosmic time until z ~ 0 doubles. Fromz ~ 2toz ~ 3,
the R.I. of 61 gp decreases in both simulations. Meanwhile, the R.1.
of the 2-cMpc spherical region also increases from ~ 2% at z ~ 0.3
to ~ 20% at z ~ 3 in both simulations.

Based on data from both simulations, the RF analyses yield highly
similar results, suggesting that the influence of spherical overdensity
on stellar mass assembly in both simulations is primarily driven by
universal processes such as gravitational collapse, rather than being
strongly affected by the different baryonic physics models imple-
mented in each simulation. Even so, the effect of overdensity at the
same radius still varies slightly between the two simulations, espe-
cially at z ~ 3. The more precise scale of the external environment
that has the greatest impact at different redshifts also remains to be
explored in future work.

More importantly, our RF analyses indicate that even at z ~ 1, a
galaxy’s mass can still largely determine the stellar mass of its de-
scendant at z ~ 0. This suggests that progenitor-descendant matching
methods based on stellar mass or number density (e.g., Torrey et al.
2015, 2017) can still reliably connect galaxies atz ~ Oand z ~ 1(e.g.,
Bezanson et al. 2018; Cole et al. 2020). However, if we aim to study
the continuous evolution of galaxies tracing back to higher redshifts
(e.g., z ~ 2 or z ~ 3; Brammer et al. 2011; Patel et al. 2013; van
Dokkum et al. 2013; Marchesini et al. 2014; Stockmann et al. 2020;
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Mendel et al. 2020), considering the external environments as addi-
tional evidence may help improve the accuracy of the matching, as
subsequent assembly processes directly related to the external envi-
ronments can have a significant impact on the stellar mass evolution
tracks of galaxies (e.g., Kimmig et al. 2025).

Additionally, if we attempt to connect z ~ 3 galaxies with their
z ~ 0 descendants, the accuracy of the matching may be improved by
first identifying their z ~ 2 descendants and incorporating the z ~ 2
environments as additional constraints in the remaining matching
process. However, considering the low relative importance of these
metrics at z < 1, further dividing galaxies with similar stellar masses
into subgroups based on their environments at these lower redshifts
and tracing their evolution separately is unlikely to significantly en-
hance the matching precision.

5.3 The Role of Low-n Nearest neighbour Density

To determine whether 3 can improve progenitor—descendant match-
ing, we investigate its correlation with 6 sp at z ~ 3. Both simulations
predict through RF analysis that X3 also plays a relatively significant
role in the stellar mass growth of z ~ 3 galaxies. Since X3 describes
the local environment and 6 s characterises the global environment,
understanding their relationship can help build on the discriminative
power already provided by & gp.

In both simulations, a correlation emerges between the 61, and
the X3. For galaxies at z ~ 3 with stellar masses log(M../Mg) > 9.0,
the Pearson correlation coefficient between 61 s, and X3 is 0.65 in
EacLE and 0.64 in MacnEticum. This indicates that galaxies in
higher-density global environments tend to also reside in higher-
density local environments. Further dividing galaxies into different
stellar mass bins, we find that the correlation between ¢y 5y and
23 tends to strengthen with increasing stellar mass. Specifically, for
galaxies with 9.0 < log(M./M3)9.5, 9.5 < log(M./Mg)10.0 and
log(M./Mg) = 10.0, the coefficients in EAGLE are 0.60, 0.63, and
0.75, respectively, while in MaGNETICUM they are 0.62, 0.63, and
0.67.

We further examine the correlation between 23 and the stellar mass
of z ~ 0 descendant galaxies, while controlling for the influence of
01,sp- In both simulations, the partial correlation coefficients remain
< 0.2, suggesting that X5 itself plays a relatively minor role in shaping
the stellar mass growth of galaxies. However, its correlation with
01,sp implies that it can still serve as a useful proxy, particularly in
observational studies where 23 is more feasible to measure.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Disentangling the influence of physical mechanisms with different
effective timescales in galaxy evolution is challenging, and requires
accurately tracing the mass growth of galaxies, i.e., matching pro-
genitor and descendant galaxies across cosmic time. In this study we
investigate how the external environment of high-redshift galaxies in-
fluences their subsequent stellar mass growth tracks. Using galaxies
with log(M./Mg) > 9.0 at z ~ 3 from the EAGLE and MAGNETICUM
cosmological simulations, we apply random forest regression to as-
sess which environmental metrics best predict the stellar mass of
their z ~ 0 descendants. Building on the results of the random forest
analysis, we examine whether considering the external environment
can help improve the accuracy of matching high-redshift galaxies
with their descendants in the local Universe in observational studies.
Our main results can be summarised as follows:
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Figure 11. From left to right: the relative importance (R.I.) of the overdensities within spherical regions of different radii and the stellar mass of the progneitor
galaxies, in determining the stellar mass of the z ~ 0 descendants of z ~ 0.3, 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0 galaxies with log(M../M) > 9.0 in EAGLE (top) and MAGNETICUM
(bottom). The height of each bar denotes the R.1. of each feature, with the error bars representing the standard deviation from 10 independent runs. The bars are
colour-coded by feature categories: sphere measures (pink), and the stellar mass of progenitor galaxies (gray).

e In both simulations, among all the environmental metrics we
consider, the spherical overdensity within aradius of 1.0 cMpc (61, sp)
is the best predictor of the subsequent stellar mass assembly of galax-
ies across different mass ranges at z ~ 3.

e Using the merger tree data, we analyse the subsequent stel-
lar mass growth tracks of galaxies with similar initial stellar mass
but residing in different environments, as characterised by 01 sp. In
both simulations, galaxies with similar stellar mass at z ~ 3 but
different 01 gp values follow markedly different mass growth tracks.
Specifically, the median stellar mass of z ~ 0 descendant galaxies
originating from overdense regions is approximately 3—5 times larger
than that of their counterparts from underdense regions in EAGLE,
and 5-8 times larger in MAGNETICUM.

e By fitting the number density evolution using a polynomial,
we find that incorporating d7 sp as an additional input leads to a
more accurate prediction of the median stellar mass evolution and
a smaller scatter of the residuals between the predicted and actual
stellar masses, compared to using stellar mass at z ~ 3 as the sole
input. In EAGLE, the residual scatter at z ~ 0 is reduced by ~20%,
and in MAGNETICUM, by ~35%, when environmental information is
included.

e For low-mass galaxies in low-density regions, stellar mass
growth is dominated by in-situ star formation. In contrast, low-mass
galaxies in high-density environments can remain isolated or un-
dergo mergers, with the latter contributing significantly to stellar
mass growth. On the other hand, high-mass galaxies in high-density
regions experience both enhanced in-situ star formation—potentially
due to a larger available gas reservoir and/or more frequent gas-rich
mergers—and increased stellar mass accretion from mergers.

e We find that the stellar mass of galaxies at z < 1 remains a
strong predictor of the stellar mass of their z ~ 0 descendants. Thus,
number density matching remains effective in linking progenitor and
descendant galaxies. However, at z > 2, as the influence of external
environmental factors becomes comparable to that of the progenitor’s
stellar mass, incorporating them as additional constraints may help
improve the accuracy of progenitor-descendant matching.

We note that, although this study demonstrates that the environment
within spherical regions around galaxies can provide additional clues

to improve the accuracy of progenitor-descendant matching, a uni-
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versally applicable correction to galaxy mass growth has yet to be
explored. The general trend that galaxies in denser environments tend
to grow more in stellar mass stems from the underlying hierarchical
framework of galaxy formation, which is shared among the simu-
lations considered here. However, the exact amount of stellar mass
growth depends on the detailed implementations of baryonic physics
in each simulation, such as the enhancement or suppression of star
formation illustrated in Figure 9. Additionally, in practice, accurately
determining the 3D positions of galaxies remains challenging due
to their peculiar motions. Therefore, it is necessary to explore ap-
proximations that can be applied to real observational studies, such
as projected environmental tracers (e.g. Elbaz et al. 2007; Cooper
et al. 2008; Quadri et al. 2012; Fossati et al. 2017; Jin et al. 2024;
McConachie et al. 2025; Kawinwanichakij et al. 2025).

While this study focuses primarily on the evolution of galaxies’
global properties (e.g., Mx, SFR), our results suggest that descen-
dants of high-redshift galaxies in different environments likely differ
in their ex-situ stellar mass fraction. Thus, future studies using parti-
cle data from cosmological simulations to study the spatially resolved
properties (e.g., stellar population profile) of galaxies could offer new
insights for progenitor-descendant matching, as they may help distin-
guish between galaxies of similar stellar mass that formed at different
epochs or underwent multiple rejuvenation episodes (Fortun\’e et al.
2025).

Finally, our study highlights that comprehensive measurements of
environments at high redshift are crucial for understanding galaxy
evolution across cosmic time. Our results align with findings for pro-
tocluster regions (Remus et al. 2023), where the satellite number is a
much better predictor of overall future mass growth than the stellar
mass of the brightest cluster galaxy. Wide-field slitless spectroscopic
observations such as those enabled by JWST/NIRISS (Willott et al.
2022) or the forthcoming Roman/WFI are particularly useful for this
purpose, as they not only cover large sky areas and thus encom-
pass a wide range of environments, but also provide more accurate
redshifts than photometric methods, thereby enabling more reliable
measurements of environments.
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