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ABSTRACT

We introduce the state-of-the-art semi-analytic model FEGA (Formation and Evolution of GAlaxies), which
incorporates updated prescriptions for key physical processes in galaxy formation. Notably, FEGA features an
unprecedented semi-analytic modeling of positive Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN) feedback. The model com-
bines the latest prescriptions for gas infall and cooling, a revised star formation recipe that incorporates the
extended Kennicutt-Schmidt relation, disk instability, updated supernovae feedback, reincorporation of ejected
gas, hot gas stripping from satellite galaxies, and the formation of diffuse light. A novel description of AGN
feedback is introduced, describing the positive mode as a burst of star formation from a cooling gas frac-
tion. FEGA is rigorously calibrated using an MCMC procedure to match the evolution of the stellar mass and
K-band luminosity functions from high redshift to the present, and the local black hole-bulge mass relation.
Subsequently, the model is tested against several observed and predicted scaling relations, including the star
formation rate-mass, black hole-bulge and stellar mass, stellar-to-halo mass, and red fraction-mass relations.
Additionally, we test FEGA against other galaxy properties such as the distribution of specific star formation
rates, stellar metallicity and morphology. Our results demonstrate that the inclusion of positive AGN feedback
can co-exist with its negative counterpart without drastic alterations to other prescriptions. Importantly, this
inclusion improves the ability of the model to describe the primary scaling relations observed in galaxies.

Keywords: galaxies: clusters: general (584) galaxies: formation (595) — galaxies: evolution (594) — methods:
numerical (1965)

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy evolution involves a complex interplay of physi-
cal processes occurring at various redshifts, across a wide
range of halo masses, and over different timescales. Over
the years, various theoretical approaches have been devel-
oped to tackle the challenging task of understanding the role
of baryonic physics in galaxy formation and evolution. Ana-
lytic models (Lin & Mohr 2004; Purcell et al. 2007; Hansen
et al. 2009; Moster et al. 2010; Leauthaud et al. 2012; Bir-
rer et al. 2014; Lu et al. 2015; Shankar et al. 2017; Moster
et al. 2018; Kravtsov et al. 2018; Behroozi et al. 2019; Con-
tini et al. 2020), semi-analytic models (Bower et al. 2006;
Croton et al. 2006; De Lucia & Blaizot 2007; Somerville
et al. 2008; Fontanot et al. 2009; Guo et al. 2011; Henriques
et al. 2013; Lee & Yi 2013; Contini et al. 2014; Hirschmann
et al. 2016; Cora et al. 2018; Henriques et al. 2020; De Lucia
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et al. 2024; Stevens et al. 2023), and numerical simulations
(Springel et al. 2001; Teyssier 2002; Springel 2005; Angulo
et al. 2012; Hopkins 2015; Pakmor et al. 2016; Rantala et al.
2017; Springel et al. 2021) have been developed to shed light
on how, when, and where baryonic physics plays a crucial
role in shaping the formation and evolution of galaxies.

In the context of semi-analytic models (hereafter SAMs),
significant improvements have been made over the last
decade (Guo et al. 2013; Henriques et al. 2015; Hirschmann
et al. 2016; Cora et al. 2018; Xie et al. 2020; Henriques
et al. 2020; Stevens et al. 2023). Initially designed to provide
a reliable description of galaxy evolution, early SAMs uti-
lized the extended Press-Schechter theory (Press & Schechter
1974; Lacey & Cole 1993) to populate dark matter halos with
baryonic content. With the advent of the numerical simu-
lation era, SAMs began to utilize more comprehensive and
information-rich merger trees (e.g., Behroozi et al. 2013) to
achieve the same objective (see references above). The ca-
pacity of merger trees to retain information not only about
halos or subhalos at a specific time, but also their formation
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and assembly histories represented a significant advancement
in semi-analytic modeling.

Merger trees serve as the fundamental input for semi-
analytic models (e.g., Lee et al. 2014). Each SAM allocates a
quantity of hot gas to every newly formed halo based on the
observed baryon fraction (e.g., Planck Collaboration). Under
certain conditions, this hot gas can cool, setting the stage for
star formation (White & Rees 1978). Once stars are formed,
they can trigger supernova explosions, which reheat some
of the gas and expel a portion of it from the halo into an
ejected reservoir (e.g., Henriques et al. 2019). This ejected
material may be reaccreted at later stages, initiating the cy-
cle anew. As galaxies form and evolve, they can undergo
mergers (De Lucia & Blaizot 2007), which contribute to the
growth of the supermassive black hole (BH) located at their
center. BHs also grow through the accretion of surrounding
gas and exhibit feedback mechanisms by ejecting energy into
the interstellar medium. This process can decelerate or even
halt cooling (e.g., Kravtsov & Borgani 2012 and references
therein). These various processes are incorporated into mod-
ern SAMs, each with its own set of prescriptions, all aimed
at accurately describing the primary properties of galaxies.

Current SAMs incorporate only the negative mode of AGN
feedback (see, e.g., Croton et al. 2006; Bower et al. 2006
for pioneering attempts to model it). In this mode, the
central AGN accretes gas from its surroundings. Although
this mechanism of BH growth is not particularly efficient,
the AGN responds by injecting mechanical energy into the
medium through collimated jets or winds (e.g., Croton et al.
2006; Guo et al. 2011). These jets or winds can counteract
the cooling of the gas, with the implicit assumption that this
occurs uniformly throughout the halo. Typically, this feed-
back mode plays a crucial role in halos with masses greater
than log Mhalo ∼ 13 (Guo et al. 2011; Silk 2013; Henriques
et al. 2019; Fontanot et al. 2020). As the host galaxy grows,
the AGN regulates the cooling process, preventing excessive
growth (Monaco et al. 2007; Lagos et al. 2008; Somerville
et al. 2008; Kravtsov & Borgani 2012; Vogelsberger et al.
2014; Schaye et al. 2015; Zinger et al. 2020; Bluck et al.
2023). The power of the BH is governed by the efficiency of
gas accretion, a crucial yet poorly constrained parameter that
significantly influences the high-mass end of the stellar mass
function at low redshifts. However, this mode of AGN feed-
back is notably less effective at higher redshifts (Silk et al.
2024).

A missing component in SAMs that contributes to further
star formation is the positive mode of AGN feedback. A
growing body of observational evidence (Zinn et al. 2013;
Salomé et al. 2015; Cresci et al. 2015a,b; Mahoro et al. 2017;
Salomé et al. 2017; Shin et al. 2019; Nesvadba et al. 2020;
Joseph et al. 2022; Tamhane et al. 2022; Venturi et al. 2023;
Gim & Reines 2024, among others) suggests that AGN ac-

tivity can actually promote star formation rather than merely
offsetting cooling and preventing the formation of new stars.
Theoretical frameworks have been proposed to address this
phenomenon (e.g., Silk et al. 2024 and references therein),
and numerical simulations specifically aimed at investigating
this aspect have been developed in recent years (e.g., Gaibler
et al. 2012; Zubovas et al. 2013; Zubovas & Bourne 2017;
Mukherjee et al. 2018; Mercedes Feliz & Anglés-Alcázar
2024). In the era of increasingly sophisticated SAMs, it
becomes clear that for a comprehensive understanding of
the key processes governing galaxy formation and evolution,
the positive mode of AGN feedback cannot be overlooked.
Therefore, modern SAMs should either incorporate a de-
scription of this mode or lay the groundwork for achieving
that objective. This work aims to address this gap.

To achieve our objective, we have developed the semi-
analytic model FEGA (Formation and Evolution of GAlax-
ies), which incorporates state-of-the-art implementations of
the most significant physical processes that play a crucial
role in galaxy formation. Two particular innovations intro-
duced in FEGA stand out: a revised prescription for star for-
mation that considers the presence of newly formed stars
when calculating the amount of cold gas converted into stars,
and a novel recipe that incorporates the positive mode of
AGN feedback. In the subsequent sections of this paper, we
demonstrate that the updated star formation prescription re-
sults in an efficiency that increases with stellar mass, consis-
tent with recent observations (e.g., Shi et al. 2018). Addi-
tionally, the new AGN feedback recipe not only addresses an
observed process that is absent in contemporary SAMs, but
also aligns well with the evolution of the stellar mass func-
tion and overall galaxy properties.

In Section 2section.2, we offer an in-depth description
of the key processes incorporated into FEGA, specifically:
gas infall (Section 2.1subsection.2.1), gas cooling (Sec-
tion 2.2subsection.2.2), star formation (Section 2.3subsec-
tion.2.3), disk instability (Section 2.4subsection.2.4), gas
stripping (Section 2.6subsection.2.6), supernovae feedback
(Section 2.5subsection.2.5), reincorporation of ejected gas
(Section 2.7subsection.2.7), and AGN feedback (Section
2.8subsection.2.8), which encompasses both negative and
positive modes. Since some model parameters require tun-
ing, Section 3section.3 details our calibration approach. In
Section 4Resultssection.4, we conduct an exhaustive anal-
ysis of key relationships among galaxy properties, includ-
ing the star formation rate (SFR) versus stellar mass, BH-
bulge/stellar mass, stellar-to-halo mass ratio versus halo
mass, and red fraction versus mass. Additionally, we inves-
tigate the distribution of specific star formation rates (SSFR)
and galaxy morphology as functions of stellar mass. We con-
clude this analysis by comparing the contributions of the pos-
itive mode of AGN feedback to central and satellite galaxies
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separately. Section 5Discussionsection.5 is devoted to dis-
cussing the main findings of our analysis, and finally, Section
6Conclusionssection.6 summarizes our key conclusions. We
adopt a Chabrier (Chabrier 2003) initial mass function for
calculating stellar masses, and unless otherwise specified, all
units are h-corrected.

2. FEGA

FEGA was originally designed and developed with the pri-
mary objective of providing an accurate description of the
formation and evolution of the intracluster light (ICL). To
achieve this, several critical requirements must be met. In
today’s context, every SAM must offer a robust description
of the stellar mass function (SMF) evolution, and predictions
for various galaxy properties should closely align with ob-
servational data. Within the framework of ICL formation,
the evolution of the SMF holds particular significance, given
that a significant portion of the diffuse light originates from
stellar stripping of satellite galaxies. Consequently, inaccura-
cies in predicting the galaxy number density could introduce
biases in the estimated ICL content (Contini et al. 2014).
As highlighted in the Introduction, a common limitation of
many SAMs is the absence of a prescription for the positive
mode of AGN feedback, despite this being an observed phe-
nomenon (see references above).

For these reasons, FEGA is designed to provide a compre-
hensive representation of the most critical galaxy properties,
beginning with the evolution of the SMF, and incorporating
a prescription for the positive mode of AGN feedback. In the
subsequent sections, we provide a detailed description of the
prescriptions adopted by FEGA for key processes in galaxy
formation, including gas infall and cooling, star formation,
gas stripping, supernovae (SN) feedback, reincorporation of
ejected gas, and notably, a novel AGN feedback prescription
that encompasses both negative and positive modes. We con-
clude this section by briefly outlining our calibration method-
ology.

2.1. Infall of Gas

Galaxies are initialized by filling dark matter halos with
a quantity of gas set to match the observed baryon fraction
(e.g., Planck Collaboration). Moreover, at each time step,
the infall of gas is regulated to ensure that the baryonic mass
within halos always corresponds to the baryon fraction. As
halos grow, primordial gas is continuously added in propor-
tion, occupying the hot gas reservoir that contains gas capa-
ble of cooling (see Section 2.2subsection.2.2).

However, it is well-established that the measured baryon
fraction is lower in the halos of dwarf galaxies (Guo et al.
2010). To account for this reduced efficiency on these halo
mass scales, possibly due to photoheating by a UV back-
ground (discussed in Hirschmann et al. 2016), a formula orig-
inally proposed by Gnedin (2000) describing the dependence

of the baryon fraction on halo mass and redshift is imple-
mented in FEGA. At each time and for a given halo mass, the
new baryon fraction is calculated as:

fb(M200, z) =
f cosmic
b

[1 + 0.26MF(z)/M200]3 (1)

Here, the filtering mass MF(z) determines the range where
the baryon fraction is effectively reduced and is calculated
following Kravtsov et al. (2004). For halo masses M200 >>

MF(z), the baryon fraction matches the universal value, while
for halo masses close to MF(z), the reduction in baryon frac-
tion is minimal. For masses significantly smaller than the fil-
tering mass, the baryon fraction can be substantially reduced.
Alternatively, FEGA can compute the new baryon fraction
similarly to the model by Guo et al. (2011), where they em-
ploy a modified version of Equation 1equation.2.1, with the
filtering mass calculated based on the numerical findings of
Okamoto et al. (2008).

2.2. Cooling of Gas

Cooling of gas is a crucial prerequisite for star formation,
providing galaxies with the necessary material to form stars.
This essential prescription is generally treated in a standard
manner in SAMs, with slight variations in some models (e.g.,
Stevens et al. 2023). When infalling gas joins a dark matter
halo, it undergoes shock heating. If the infall occurs at early
times and in halos with masses below ∼ 1012M� (White &
Rees 1978), which seems to represent a sort of threshold, the
shock occurs close to the central regions, allowing the gas to
reach the disk at the free-fall rate. Conversely, for more mas-
sive halos above this threshold and at later times, the shocks
are further from the central regions (near the virial radius),
and the shock-heated gas forms a quasi-static hot sphere. At
this stage, the gas is assumed to flow gradually towards the
central regions through cooling flows.

The first phase described above is termed rapid cooling or
infall-dominated regime, while the second phase is known
as the hot phase regime. To distinguish between these two
phases and enable gas cooling, we need to determine the
cooling time tcool and the cooling radius rcool at each time
step. Following Springel et al. (2001), we calculate the cool-
ing rate of the gas in the hot phase regime by assuming that
the gas is shock-heated to the virial temperature. The cooling
time tcool is then given by:

tcool(r) =
3µmHkT200

2ρhot(r)Λ(Thot,Zhot)
. (2)

Here, µmH is the mean particle mass, k is the Boltzmann con-
stant, T200 is the virial temperature of the host halo given by
T200 = 35.9(V200/kms−1)2, and Λ(Thot,Zhot) represents the
cooling functions (Sutherland & Dopita 1993), dependent on
the hot gas temperature, Thot, and metallicity, Zhot. Assuming
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an isothermal sphere for the hot gas density as a function of
radius, and equating the cooling time to the halo dynamical
time, we can determine the cooling radius, given by:

rcool =

(
tdynMhotΛ(Thot,Zhot)

6πµmHkT200R200

)1/2

, (3)

where tdyn represents the halo dynamical time defined as the
ratio between the virial radius R200 and the virial velocity
V200, and Mhot is the available mass of the gas.

The two regimes described above are differentiated by
comparing the cooling and virial radii. If rcool > R200, the
halo is in rapid cooling, and the hot gas is accreted in free-
fall, given by:

Ṁcool =
Mhot

tdyn
. (4)

Conversely, if rcool < R200, the halo is assumed to be in the
hot phase regime, and the cooling flow onto the galaxy is
expressed as:

Ṁcool = Mhot
rcool

R200tdyn
. (5)

These equations govern the amount of gas available for cool-
ing and, consequently, potential star formation at any given
time. In the following sections, we describe our approach to
modeling star formation, offering a revised prescription com-
pared to previous models.

2.3. Star Formation

Star formation is a fundamental process in galaxy forma-
tion, typically modeled in SAMs using a simplified version
of the Kennicutt relation (Kennicutt 1998), which links the
star formation rate density with the gas density. Stars are
assumed to form efficiently in disk regions where the surface
mass density exceeds a critical value. Following Croton et al.
(2006), this critical surface density (also suggested by Kauff-
mann et al. 1999) is translated into a critical mass density as
follows:

Mcrit = 3.8 · 109
(

Vmax

200 km/s

) (
Rgas,d

10 kpc

)
M�, (6)

where Vmax is the maximum circular velocity of the host halo,
and Rgas,d is the scale radius of the gas disk. The stellar and
gas disk radii, as well as the radius of the bulge, are computed
as in Guo et al. (2011).

The rate at which cold gas is converted into stars is given
by the following equation:

Ṁ∗ = αSF
Mcold − Mcrit

tdyn
, (7)

where αSF represents the efficiency of star formation, Mcold

is the available mass in cold gas, and tdyn = 3Rgas,d/Vmax

is the dynamical time of the disk. To account for the short

lifetimes of massive stars, a fraction of the mass given by
Equation 7equation.2.7 is immediately returned to the cold
gas. Assuming a Chabrier (2003) initial mass function, the
adopted fraction is R = 0.43. The efficiency of star formation
αSF is a free parameter that varies from one model to another.

A novel feature of FEGA regarding this prescription is the
assumption that star formation follows the so-called extended
Kennicutt-Schmidt relation (EKS) (Shi et al. 2011), which
considers the role played by pre-existing stars. Shi et al.
(2011) demonstrated that the KS relation can be reformulated
by adding the stellar mass surface density, and the exponent
in the relation is not zero, as one would expect in the KS re-
lation. Furthermore, they showed that the star formation ef-
ficiency is directly related to the stellar mass surface density,
implying a higher efficiency for higher stellar mass surface
densities (see also Shi et al. 2018). Under the assumption of
an EKS relation, we model the star formation efficiency, αSF,
using the following equation:

αSF = aSF log M∗ + bSF, (8)

where M∗ represents the amount of stars already formed, and
aSF and bSF are the slope and intercept of the relation, re-
spectively. These two parameters are determined during the
model calibration (see Section 3section.3), with the expected
outcome being a higher efficiency of star formation in more
massive galaxies. A fixed fraction of metals per unit stellar
mass is assumed, which is set post-calibration to match the
observed high-mass end of the stellar mass-metallicity rela-
tion at the present epoch and is considered valid at all red-
shifts.

2.4. Disk Instability

The instability of the disk, apart from mergers, is a sig-
nificant channel for bulge growth (Guo et al. 2011; Tonini
et al. 2016; Lagos et al. 2018; Irodotou et al. 2019; Izquierdo-
Villalba et al. 2019; Henriques et al. 2020; Stevens et al. 2023
and references therein). Under certain conditions, disk self-
gravity can be the dominant factor leading to disk instability.
In SAMs, the disk instability is typically addressed using the
criterion proposed by Efstathiou et al. (1982), where the disk
becomes unstable if

Vmax <

√
GM∗,disk

R∗,disk
, (9)

with M∗,disk and R∗,disk denoting the stellar mass and expo-
nential scale length of the stellar disk, respectively. Upon the
disk becoming unstable, a certain excess of stellar mass is
assumed to transition from the disk to the bulge. This mass
is the difference between the stellar mass of the disk and
the critical value that can be derived from Equation 9equa-
tion.2.9. We model the critical mass of the disk using a re-
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vised version of the commonly employed formula:

M∗,crit = δDI
V2

maxR∗,disk

G
, (10)

where the free parameter δDI is determined during the model
calibration. While earlier SAMs largely adhered to the re-
sults of 2D simulations by Mo et al. (1998), where δDI is 1,
more recent SAMs (e.g., Lagos et al. 2018) or updated ver-
sions of earlier SAMs (e.g., Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2019)
either assume or find values for δDI that deviate significantly
from 1.

Given the findings from the studies cited above, this re-
vised disk instability criterion is anticipated to more accu-
rately reproduce galaxy morphologies than the classic one
(δDI = 1), a point we will thoroughly discuss in Section
5.1Overview of the Galaxy Propertiessubsection.5.1.

2.5. SN Feedback

Feedback from massive stars that explode as supernovae is
crucial to galaxy formation, and it plays a central role in this
model. SN feedback is known to shape the SMF or luminos-
ity function at the low-mass end (e.g., Guo et al. 2010; Hen-
riques et al. 2013), preventing dwarf galaxies from exces-
sive growth. The radiative and mechanical energy released
during these explosions can profoundly alter the interstellar
medium (ISM) by ionizing and heating it. In extreme cases,
this heated gas may even be expelled from the halo, a phe-
nomenon integral to all SAMs of galaxy formation. Histor-
ically, SN feedback has been employed to its fullest extent
because it is the only mechanism enabling models to align
with the observed evolution of the low-mass end of the SMF
(see, e.g., Guo et al. 2011, 2013; Henriques et al. 2013, 2015;
Hirschmann et al. 2016; Henriques et al. 2020 and references
therein).

In FEGA, SN feedback is modeled to heat cold gas in the
disk, transferring it to the hot phase, and to shift hot gas to
the ejecta reservoir. This feedback is formally represented
as in Guo et al. (2011), albeit with different parameter val-
ues. Given its pivotal role in shaping the SMF evolution over
time—the primary calibration goal—we adopt two parameter
sets. One mirrors that of Henriques et al. 2020, potent since
high redshifts. The other, from Hirschmann et al. (2016), fea-
tures a redshift-dependent SN feedback, becoming less po-
tent over time.

The Guo et al. (2011) model calculates the amount of cold
gas heated by SN explosions and subsequently injected into
the hot component using:

δMreh = εreh ·

[
0.5 +

Vmax

Vreh

]−βreh

· δM∗, (11)

where εreh, Vreh, and βreh are free parameters, and δM∗ rep-
resents the mass of newly formed stars. The inclusion of the

variable εreh by Guo et al. (2011) allows for enhanced ejec-
tion efficiencies in dwarf galaxies. The total energy injected
into the disk and halo gas is:

δESN = ηej ·

[
0.5 +

Vmax

Vej

]−βej

· δM∗ · 0.5V2
SN, (12)

where ηej, Vej, and βej are free parameters, and 0.5V2
SN repre-

sents the average kinetic energy of SN ejecta per unit mass
of stars formed, calculated based on VSN = 630 km/s (Cro-
ton et al. 2006). From this energy amount, the ejected gas
(including metals) from the halo is:

δMej =
δESN − 0.5δMrehV2

200

0.5V2
200

. (13)

The ejected material populates the ejecta reservoir and may
be reincorporated at later stages (see Section 2.7subsec-
tion.2.7). As elaborated further, FEGA employs two dis-
tinct prescriptions for reincorporation time: one with consis-
tently strong SN feedback and another with a more redshift-
dependent, gentler SN feedback. Henriques et al.’s stud-
ies demonstrate that potent SN feedback should align with
a lengthy reincorporation time, with reincorporated material
shaping the SMF near its knee at lower redshifts.

2.6. Gas Stripping

The stripping of hot gas within the dark matter subhalo
of satellite galaxies can be substantial under certain condi-
tions. Ram-pressure stripping is a well-documented phe-
nomenon observed in numerous clusters (e.g., Gunn & Gott
1972; Abadi et al. 1999), playing a pivotal role in altering
galaxy colors. When deprived of cold gas, essential for fu-
eling star formation, galaxies tend to turn redder and pas-
sive. In earlier models (e.g., De Lucia & Blaizot 2007), hot
gas stripping was considered instantaneous upon a galaxy be-
coming a satellite. However, contemporary models employ a
more gradual approach to gas stripping, enabling satellites to
retain a reservoir of hot gas even after crossing the virialized
region of halos. Most models link gas stripping to dark mat-
ter stripping (e.g., Guo et al. 2011; Hirschmann et al. 2016;
Henriques et al. 2020), and FEGA is no exception.

We model gas stripping by calculating two characteristic
radii: the tidal radius, associated with gradual dark mat-
ter particle stripping, and the ram-pressure stripping radius,
linked to ram-pressure forces exerted by satellite motion
through the ISM. The smaller of these two radii dictates the
amount of gas stripped. The tidal radius is calculated as:

Rtid =

(
Mdm

Mdm,infall

)
· Rdm,infall, (14)

where the fraction Mdm/Mdm,infall represents the lost dark
matter amount, and Rdm,infall denotes the virial radius of the
subhalo at its last central state before becoming a satellite.
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The ram-pressure force-induced radius, Rram, is calculated
by equating self-gravity of the satellite with the ram-pressure
force:

ρsat(Rram)V2
sat = ρhot(R)V2

orb, (15)

where ρsat(Rram) represents the hot gas density of the satellite
at r = Rram, Vsat is the virial velocity of the subhalo calcu-
lated at infall, ρhot is the hot gas density of the parent halo
at a distance R from the centre of its potential well, and Vorb

stands for the orbital velocity of the satellite, estimated as the
virial velocity of the parent halo.

The hot gas of the satellite is assumed to be distributed
isothermally, similar to the cooling prescription. All hot gas
beyond r > min(Rram,Rtid) is stripped and incorporated into
the hot gas of the central galaxy. Unlike previous models
(e.g., Guo et al. 2011), which also assume that the same
fraction of ejected material is stripped, FEGA posits that all
ejected mass is completely stripped during the initial strip-
ping episode. This assumption is grounded in the idea that
the ejected material is likely situated further from the sub-
halo than where the hot gas is distributed. Moreover, con-
sidering the distinction between satellites still tethered to a
subhalo, termed type 1 satellites, and those deprived, known
as type 2 or orphan galaxies, the former are treated as centrals
if located outside the virial radius R200 and receive stripped
material from orphans stripped beyond R200.

2.7. Reincorporation of Ejected Gas

As mentioned in Section 2.5subsection.2.5, the timescale
for the reincorporation of ejected material into the hot com-
ponent is crucial. Typically, the reincorporation time de-
pends on the host halo-subhalo dynamical time (De Lucia
& Blaizot 2007; Guo et al. 2011; Hirschmann et al. 2016;
De Lucia et al. 2024). However, early SAMs often exhib-
ited an overabundance of low-mass galaxies (log M∗ < 9.5)
at early times (Fontanot et al. 2009; Weinmann et al. 2012;
Guo et al. 2013; Vogelsberger et al. 2014; Hirschmann et al.
2016). Henriques et al. (2013) addressed this issue by intro-
ducing strong stellar feedback in low-mass galaxies coupled
with extended reincorporation times treinc for the ejected ma-
terial. This approach effectively described the evolution of
the SMF. Following this work, similar reincorporation times
were adopted by other authors (Hirschmann et al. 2016; Cora
et al. 2018).

However, as pointed out by Hirschmann et al. (2016), there
are alternative methods to achieve the same result. One ap-
proach is to employ redshift-dependent stellar feedback, be-
coming gentler over time, but still strong at high redshifts.
Another method involves preemptively removing a signifi-
cant portion of infalling gas in low-mass halos, storing it as
ejected gas. This gas could be pre-heated by stellar and/or
AGN-driven winds. In this scenario, a longer treinc, as in the
model by Henriques et al. (2013), is required.

In FEGA, both reincorporation time prescriptions are im-
plemented. Strong SN feedback, similar to Henriques et al.
(2020), is associated with a longer treinc, while the redshift-
dependent SN feedback is linked to a shorter treinc. For the
former, treinc is calculated as:

treinc = γ1
1010M�

M200
(16)

where γ1 is a free parameter set during calibration, and M200

is the virial mass of the halo. The rate of reincorporation of
ejected gas is then:

Ṁej =
Mej

treinc
. (17)

For the latter, treinc is given by:

treinc = tdyn =
R200

V200
, (18)

and the rate of reincorporation becomes:

Ṁej = γ2
Mej

treinc
, (19)

where γ2 is another free parameter determined during cali-
bration.

2.8. AGN Feedback: Negative and Positive

The role of AGN feedback is critical in galaxy formation,
balancing the growth of the BH while also regulating the
growth of galaxies themselves. Typically, AGN feedback is
categorized into two modes: the quasar mode and the radio
mode. The quasar mode primarily describes the BH growth
during galaxy mergers, while the radio mode focuses on pre-
venting excessive cooling of the hot gas, thus inhibiting star
formation. Here, we focus on the radio mode, presenting
two distinct prescriptions: the conventional negative feed-
back approach and a novel positive feedback mechanism that
can enhance star formation under certain conditions. First,
let’s briefly touch upon the quasar mode.

The growth of the BH is largely attributed to gas-rich merg-
ers. During these mergers, the BH of the primary galaxy
grows by assimilating the BHs of the secondary galaxies
and a portion of their cold gas. This mechanism is well-
established in the history of SAMs, and we adhere to the
original formulation proposed by Croton et al. (2006). In
this model, the growth in BH mass is expressed as:

∆MBH = fBH

(
Msat

Mcen

) (
Mcold

1 + (280 km/s)/V200

)
, (20)

where Msat/Mcen represents the ratio of stellar and cold gas
masses between the satellite and central galaxies, Mcold de-
notes the cold gas mass, and V200 is the virial circular ve-
locity of the central halo. The parameter fBH modulates the
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effective amount of cold gas accreted by the final BH. Ini-
tially set to 0.03 in Croton et al. (2006) to align with the
present-day MBH − Mbulge relation, this parameter was later
increased to 0.066 in Henriques et al. (2020) for models em-
ploying the same prescription. We set the value of this pa-
rameter to the most updated one provided by Henriques et
al. The total BH mass following a merger is thus given by
MBH = MBHsat + MBHcen + ∆MBH, where MBHsat and MBHcen

are the initial BH masses of the satellite and central galaxies,
respectively.

2.8.1. Negative Feedback

The radio mode of AGN feedback is implemented based
on the original version in Croton et al. (2006). This mode
accounts for the accretion of hot gas onto the central BH,
which subsequently releases energy into the hot gas atmo-
sphere. The gas accretion rate is described by:

ṀBH = κAGN

(
fhot

0.1

) (
V200

200 km/s

)3 (
MBH

108 M�/h

)
(21)

in units of M�/yr, where fhot represents the ratio of hot gas to
dark matter mass, and κAGN is a parameter that accounts for
the efficiency of accretion. A larger value of κAGN indicates
more efficient accretion and consequently a larger amount of
energy released. We set the value of κAGN during the calibra-
tion of the model. Following Croton et al. (2006), we assume
that the rate of mechanical energy released is:

Ėradio = ηradṀBHc2, (22)

where ηrad is a parameter assumed to be 0.1, and c is the
speed of light. This injection of energy counteracts the cool-
ing process (refer to Eq. 4equation.2.4 and 5equation.2.5).
Therefore, the net rate of gas cooling is given by:

Ṁcool,new = Ṁcool − 2
Ėradio

V2
200

. (23)

The AGN feedback can either entirely halt the cooling of gas
or reduce it to some extent. In both scenarios, this marks
the end of the negative mode of the AGN feedback. In
traditional SAMs, the net mass given by Equation 23equa-
tion.2.23 would be added to the cold gas component, mak-
ing it available for star formation. However, in FEGA, this
amount of cold gas undergoes a second phase of AGN feed-
back, the positive mode, where it is assumed that a portion
of this mass is converted into stars through a burst of star
formation.

2.8.2. Positive Feedback

This prescription represents the second novelty of our
model and is an unprecedented addition to semi-analytic ap-
proaches. In recent years, accumulating observational evi-
dence (e.g., Zinn et al. 2013; Salomé et al. 2015; Cresci et al.

2015a,b; Mahoro et al. 2017; Salomé et al. 2017; Shin et al.
2019; Nesvadba et al. 2020; Joseph et al. 2022; Tamhane
et al. 2022; Venturi et al. 2023; Gim & Reines 2024 and refer-
ences therein) and numerical tests/theoretical methods (e.g.,
Gaibler et al. 2012; Zubovas et al. 2013; Silk 2013; Bieri
et al. 2015, 2016; Zubovas & Bourne 2017; Mukherjee et al.
2018; Silk et al. 2024 and references therein) have suggested
the existence of positive AGN feedback. In this scenario, the
BH promotes star formation rather than suppressing it. In
reality, it is quite likely that both negative and positive feed-
back mechanisms can operate simultaneously. The AGN in-
jects energy into the hot atmosphere either via a jet or wind.
While this energy might be sufficient to halt cooling, a crucial
question arises: can we be certain that this cooling shutdown
process is isotropic and exerts consistent influence through-
out the halo?

In the landmark paper by Silk & Rees (1998), self-
regulated BH growth was proposed to explain the BH mass-
velocity dispersion relation, grounding this argument in en-
ergy balance. Indeed, as depicted in SAMs, injecting energy
into the hot gas atmosphere can deter further accretion onto
the BH. However, there is a possibility that the gas near the
BH is heated and subsequently cools as it expands. Subse-
quent studies, such as Silk & Nusser (2010) (but also see Silk
& Norman 2009; Silk 2013), have introduced positive AGN
feedback as a solution to this issue.

Drawing inspiration from these theories, we entertain the
possibility that a portion of the mass defined by Equation
23equation.2.23 can lead to star formation. Consequently,
the positive mode is activated subsequent to the negative one.
If the energy released by the BH is sufficient to entirely coun-
terbalance the cooling flow (i.e., Ṁcool,new = 0), the positive
mode remains inactive. However, when Ṁcool,new > 0, some
of the cold gas undergoes a burst of star formation. Although
the precise mechanism through which AGN can enhance star
formation remains elusive, we postulate that the cold gas
mass is potentially available for star formation. We shape
this mass transformation into stars via a functional form, ex-
pressed as:

Ṁ∗ = αpAGN

(
M200

1014 M�/h

)βpAGN

Ṁcool,new, (24)

Here, Ṁ∗, the rate of newly formed stars, is computed as a
function of Ṁcool,new and is proportional to the halo mass.
The parameters αpAGN and βpAGN govern the fraction of mass
transformed into stars. Given the current lack of precise
knowledge regarding these parameters, we determine them
during the model calibration process.

Several caveats warrant discussion. Firstly, the positive
mode operates independently of the negative mode. The
only circumstance under which this mode is deactivated is
when there is an absence of cooling flow, either due to an
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extremely potent negative mode or no cooling at all. Sec-
ondly, this mode is operational across all redshifts without
explicit redshift dependence. However, as highlighted in Sec-
tion 2.2subsection.2.2, cooling is notably efficient at higher
redshifts and in low-mass halos, mirroring the efficacy of this
mode. Preliminary observations suggest that the parameters
αpAGN and βpAGN are configured such that the positive mode
exhibits greater effectiveness in less massive halos. This as-
pect aligns with earlier theories on positive AGN feedback
(e.g., Silk et al. 2024 and references therein), which antici-
pate a more pronounced effect at higher redshifts and in lower
mass halos.

2.9. Intracluster Light

The ICL stands as a significant observed component within
galaxy groups and clusters (Contini 2021; Montes 2022;
Contini et al. 2024b). As such, SAMs must offer an accurate
depiction of its formation and primary properties, commenc-
ing with the observed quantities. Observational data indicate
that a notable fraction of stars, ranging from approximately
5% to 50% (e.g., Montes 2022), within the virial radius of
halos are unbound to any member galaxy and are solely in-
fluenced by the potential well of the host halo. Prior models
(e.g., Purcell et al. 2007; Guo et al. 2011; Henriques et al.
2013; Contini et al. 2014, 2018, 2019; Stevens et al. 2023;
Contini et al. 2024a) and numerical simulations (e.g., Mu-
rante et al. 2007; Rudick et al. 2011; Cui et al. 2014; Tang
et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018; Montenegro-Taborda et al.
2023; Contreras-Santos et al. 2024; Ahvazi et al. 2024) have
aimed to replicate the observed ICL quantities and its prop-
erties, including colors across various bands, metallicity, and
ages.

Presently, it is established that the diffuse light within clus-
ters originates from multiple sources: tidal stripping of satel-
lite galaxies, the disruption of dwarfs, satellite mergers with
the central galaxy, and pre-processing or accretion from out-
side the halo (refer to Contini 2021 for an exhaustive review).
The first two mechanisms are intrinsically linked, stemming
from tidal forces exerted on satellites while they orbit the
central galaxy, often termed as the brightest group/cluster
galaxy (BCG). The third mechanism accounts for the intense
relaxation processes during mergers, which give rise to stray
stars (e.g., Murante et al. 2007). Meanwhile, pre-processing
denotes the ICL formation elsewhere through the aforemen-
tioned processes and its subsequent accretion into the halo
during its formation (e.g., Pillepich et al. 2018). It is worth
noting that in situ star formation has been proposed previ-
ously (Puchwein et al. 2010) but was largely dismissed as a
primary channel due to observational constraints (e.g., Mel-
nick et al. 2012). However, in a recent study by Ahvazi et al.
(2024), they found that between 8% and 28% of stars in the
ICL originate in situ within the TNG50 simulation.

FEGA incorporates all the processes mentioned above
(with the exception of in situ star formation), providing a
specific prescription for each. In formal terms, we model
the formation of the ICL similarly to the approach taken in
Contini et al. (2014) with the L-Galaxies model, which was
subsequently refined in Contini et al. (2018) and Contini et al.
(2019). Our model includes prescriptions for stellar stripping
due to tidal forces acting on satellites, violent relaxation dur-
ing mergers, and the accretion of pre-processed material onto
a halo.

The stellar stripping of type 2 satellites (orphans without a
subhalo) is estimated by calculating the tidal radius rt from
which tidal forces are sufficiently strong, compared to the
gravity of the satellite 1, to strip a certain amount of stars.
The tidal radius rt is given by (see Binney & Tremaine 2008):

rt =

(
Msat

3 · Mhalo

)1/3

· d, (25)

where d is the distance of the satellite from the centre of the
potential well which, by definition in our model, is occupied
by the central galaxy. The satellite is then considered to be
a two-component system: a bulge, which is modeled with a
Jaffe (Jaffe 1983) profile, and a disk, modeled with an expo-
nential profile. If rt is small enough to be contained within
the bulge, the satellite is assumed to be completely destroyed
(disruption channel). However, if rbulge < rt < rsat, only the
stellar mass within the shell rt−rsat is stripped. In both cases,
the stellar mass content is added to the ICL component of the
central galaxy of the halo. In the second case, the scale length
R∗,disk of the new disk of the satellite is updated to rt/10 2.

For type 1 satellites, i.e., those that are still associated to
a subhalo, the computation of the tidal radius is mathemat-
ically given by Equation 25equation.2.25, but the following
constraint must be satisfied initially:

RDM
50 < RDisk

50 , (26)

where RDM
50 is the half-mass radius of the parent subhalo, and

RDisk
50 the half-mass radius of the satellite’s disk, given 1.68 ·

Rsl for an exponential profile. Once this condition is met, the
ICL associated with these satellites is also lost, transferring
to the ICL component of the BCG.

The second channel for the formation of ICL in FEGA is
through galaxy mergers, whether minor or major. At the
moment of the merger, when the satellite is incorporated by
the central galaxy, the model assumes that 20% of the stellar
mass in the satellite becomes unbound and contributes to the

1 For simplicity, the stellar density profile of satellite galaxies is approxi-
mated by a spherically symmetric isothermal profile.

2 Given that we assume an exponential profile for the stellar disk, 99.9% of
the stellar mass is contained within ten times the scale length of the disk.
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ICL component, while the remaining 80% merges with the
central galaxy (Contini et al. 2014). This particular mech-
anism for ICL formation will be further refined (Contini et
al. in prep.) by introducing a scatter in the fraction of stellar
mass that becomes unbound. Additionally, an implementa-
tion of the stellar halo of central galaxies will be included,
with material from ICL stars returning to the bound phase.

Stellar stripping and mergers are the primary channels for
ICL formation in FEGA. However, pre-processing serves as
another significant channel through which halos accumulate
ICL (e.g., Contini et al. 2024a and references therein). This
portion of accreted ICL originates from satellite galaxies in
two ways: (a) as mentioned earlier, when type 1 satellites
undergo initial stripping, their ICL accumulates in the central
galaxies; (b) orphan galaxies lose their ICL upon becoming
orphans. In Contini et al. (2024a), we demonstrated that this
channel accounts for an average of approximately 20% of the
total ICL.

3. CALIBRATION

Calibrating the model is a nuanced endeavor, as SAMs
involve the treatment of numerous physical processes with
some parameters being either poorly constrained or entirely
unknown, such as those listed in Table 1Set of Parame-
terstable.1. Various approaches can be employed for cal-
ibration. One method is to utilize results from numerical
simulations that employ similar treatments for the primary
processes involved in galaxy formation (e.g., as done in
Hirschmann et al. 2016; De Lucia et al. 2024). Alternatively,
numerical algorithms can be employed to statistically deter-
mine the parameter values that best fit a given set of obser-
vations, such as the evolution of the SMF and/or luminosity
function (e.g., as done in Cora et al. 2018; Henriques et al.
2020).

Regardless of the chosen calibration method, the result-
ing model can only be deemed reliable to a certain degree
of accuracy. Furthermore, calibrating a model based on a
specific set of observations does not necessarily guarantee
accurate predictions for other galaxy properties. Essentially,
while calibration is a crucial and essential step, the reliability
of the model in predicting specific galaxy properties is ulti-
mately determined by the fidelity of the modeled physics and
its implementation.

3.1. MCMC Approach

The calibration of FEGA is carried out using the Monte
Carlo Markov Chains (MCMC) technique, an approach
widely employed across various fields of astrophysics and
science in general. This method has been successfully used
in the past to calibrate the semi-analytic model L-Galaxies
(see, for instance, Henriques et al. 2020 and the references
therein), establishing it as one of the most reliable SAMs to

date. This technique has also found application in estimating
cosmological parameters (e.g., Lewis & Bridle 2002), ana-
lyzing gravitational wave data (e.g., Veitch et al. 2015), and
exoplanet research (e.g., Foreman-Mackey et al. 2019).

The strength of the MCMC approach lies in its ability to
replicate various galaxy properties not used during calibra-
tion, as demonstrated in the notable works of Henriques et al.
The underlying principle of the MCMC approach is straight-
forward. However, its application can be computationally in-
tensive and somewhat challenging, serving as a double-edged
sword if the user lacks a comprehensive understanding of the
parameters involved in the calibration and the physics they
represent. Essentially, the MCMC approach aims to iden-
tify the optimal values for the set of free parameters that
align most closely with the observational data the model is
intended to replicate within a specified level of accuracy. It
is crucial to emphasize that the MCMC approach is purely
statistical, devoid of any underlying physics. Consequently,
a deep understanding of the significance of the parameters is
vital. While the MCMC calibration provides parameter val-
ues that closely match observational data, these values may
not necessarily hold physical meaning. Instead, they repre-
sent the best statistical fit to the data.

The MCMC approach becomes particularly advantageous
when dealing with a limited parameter set, as it offers both
accuracy and efficiency. The required level of accuracy pri-
marily hinges on the choice of observational data, the number
of interactions employed, and, importantly, the merger trees
used. The selection of merger trees is critical for two main
reasons: (a) the trees must encompass a sufficiently large
volume to accurately replicate the observed relations in use,
such as stellar mass or luminosity functions; (b) they should
include a diverse array of galaxies, representing various mor-
phologies and environments. This diversity is crucial when
utilizing relations involving the fraction of passive galaxies
or morphological characteristics in the calibration process.

However, computational speed is another vital considera-
tion. While larger merger trees offer more comprehensive
data, they also demand significantly higher computational re-
sources. To address this challenge, researchers often opt for
truncated sections of the tree. These truncated portions are
carefully selected to strike a balance between computational
efficiency and the desired level of calibration accuracy, as
discussed in the works of Henriques et al.

3.2. Observations Used in the Calibration

The choice of observational data for calibration in SAMs
is a nuanced and critical step. While the temptation is to
utilize a broad spectrum of observational data to rigorously
constrain the model parameters, this approach can sometimes
lead to issues. Over-reliance on observational data can inad-
vertently bias the model towards fitting specific data points
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rather than accurately capturing the underlying physical pro-
cesses governing galaxy formation.

SAMs are constructed to provide a coherent and plausible
description of galaxy formation. They aim to encapsulate the
key physical processes believed to be pivotal in shaping the
observed properties of galaxies. Therefore, a SAM’s success
should be gauged not only by its ability to fit a chosen set of
observational data, but also by its capacity to predict a diverse
range of galaxy properties that were not explicitly used in its
calibration.

When a wide array of observational data is employed, par-
ticularly when the model parameters are numerous, it can
overly constrain the model. This approach might force the
model to conform too closely to the observed data, poten-
tially at the expense of its ability to accurately represent the
complex and multifaceted nature of galaxy formation.

A more prudent approach, as advocated in some seminal
works such as those by Henriques et al. and Cora et al.
(2018), involves using a limited subset of observational re-
lations for calibration (see also the discussion in Knebe et al.
2018). By doing so, the model is given the freedom to predict
other galaxy properties that were not part of the calibration
process. This approach ensures that the predictions of the
model are rooted in the broader physical principles of galaxy
formation rather than being solely dictated by data-fitting.
While observational data are indispensable for calibrating
SAMs, the selection and utilization of these data should be
done judiciously. A balanced approach that combines a lim-
ited set of observational data with the predictive capabilities
of the model can yield a more robust and insightful model of
galaxy formation.

The calibration of FEGA is carefully tailored to leverage
specific observational data that are deemed critical for con-
straining its parameters effectively. Given the focused nature
of the parameters under consideration, a targeted approach
is adopted to ensure the model’s predictive accuracy while
maintaining its flexibility and robustness. FEGA is calibrated
using a combination of the SMF, K-band luminosity func-
tions spanning from redshift z = 3 to the present epoch, and
the observed local BH-bulge mass relation provided by Bentz
& Manne-Nicholas (2018). The datasets for the SMF and
luminosity functions utilized in the calibration are consis-
tent with those employed in Henriques et al. (2015). These
datasets amalgamate contributions from multiple studies to
provide a comprehensive view of the SMF and luminosity
functions across various redshifts. Specifically, the SMF at
z = 3 is derived from the studies of Marchesini et al. (2009),
Marchesini et al. (2010), Sánchez et al. (2012), Muzzin et al.
(2013), and Ilbert et al. (2013). At redshifts z = 2 and
z = 1, the SMF is based on the works of Sánchez et al.
(2012), Muzzin et al. (2013), Ilbert et al. (2013), and Tom-
czak et al. (2014). Finally, at the present epoch (z = 0), the

SMF is informed by studies from Baldry et al. (2008), Li &
White (2009), and Baldry et al. (2012). It should be noted
that, for reasons that will become clearer later, the model is
specifically calibrated to align with the SMF as presented by
Bernardi et al. (2018) post the knee, at z = 0.

Regarding the K-band luminosity functions, the calibra-
tion incorporates data from Caputi et al. (2006) and Cirasuolo
et al. (2010) at redshifts z = 3 and z = 2. Additionally, in-
sights from Drory et al. (2003) and Pozzetti et al. (2003) at
redshift z = 1 are considered, along with luminosity func-
tions from Cole et al. (2001), Bell et al. (2003), and Jones
et al. (2006) at the present epoch (z = 0).

The selection of these observational datasets is driven by
two primary objectives. Firstly, FEGA is designed to accu-
rately reproduce the observed SMF. Secondly, given that a
significant focus of the calibration of the model is on the im-
plementation of positive AGN feedback, it is imperative for
FEGA to replicate the observed BH-bulge mass relation as re-
ported by Bentz & Manne-Nicholas (2018) within acceptable
uncertainties. This targeted calibration approach ensures that
FEGA is both constrained by and consistent with the obser-
vational data while preserving its predictive capabilities.

3.3. Simulations Used

The final component crucial to the calibration and opera-
tion of FEGA is the suite of cosmological simulations upon
which it is based. These simulations not only serve as the
foundation for the calibration of FEGA, but also act as the
computational environment in which the model operates to
generate its final galaxy catalogs.

The merger trees required for the calibration and the
subsequent parameter tuning of FEGA are obtained from
a set of Dark Matter (DM)-only cosmological simulations.
Specifically, two simulations from the dataset detailed in
Contini et al. (2023) are employed for this purpose. The
first simulation, YS50HR, covers a cosmological volume
of (50 Mpc/h)3 and is primarily utilized for the initial cal-
ibration phase. Subsequently, a larger simulation volume,
YS200, encompassing (200 Mpc/h)3, is employed for a sec-
ond round of calibration and to construct the final galaxy cat-
alogs.

Both of these simulations are conducted over a redshift
range from z = 63 to the present epoch (z = 0). The sim-
ulation data is captured in 100 discrete snapshots spanning
from z = 20 to z = 0. The simulations are executed us-
ing GADGET4 (Springel et al. 2021), a state-of-the-art code
for cosmological simulations. The cosmological parameters
adopted in these simulations adhere to the Planck 2018 cos-
mology (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), with the follow-
ing specific values: Ωm = 0.31 representing the total mat-
ter density, ΩΛ = 0.69 denoting the cosmological constant,
ns = 0.97 indicating the primordial spectral index, σ8 = 0.81
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specifying the power spectrum normalization, and h = 0.68
representing the normalized Hubble parameter.

In summary, the suite of cosmological simulations forms
an integral part of FEGA, providing the necessary merger
trees and a computational framework within which the model
is calibrated and operates to generate its final galaxy catalogs.

The YS50HR simulation serves as the foundational dataset
for the calibration of FEGA, offering a mass resolution of
107 M�/h. Given its resolution and size, which align with
the criteria previously discussed, this volume is deemed ap-
propriate for the initial calibration of the model.

In line with the methodology employed in Henriques et al.
(2013), the full merger trees from the YS50HR simulation
are partitioned to identify a sufficiently large subset of merger
trees. This subset is chosen to ensure both a reasonably rapid
convergence of results and a representative sampling of the
entire cosmological volume.

Following the initial calibration using YS50HR, a second
phase of calibration is conducted using a subset of the merger
trees from the YS200 simulation. While YS200 offers a vol-
ume approximately ten times larger than YS50HR, it is less
resolved in terms of mass. The primary objective of this sub-
sequent calibration step is to verify the convergence of the
results across a broader volume, albeit with reduced mass
resolution. This step essentially serves as a refinement to the
initial calibration process.

Upon determining the optimal values for the free parame-
ters through this calibration process (refer to Section 3.4Set
of Parameterssubsection.3.4), FEGA is subsequently exe-
cuted on the complete merger tree dataset of YS200. This
execution enables the generation of the final galaxy catalogs
that represent the predictions of the calibrated FEGA within
the simulated cosmological volume.

3.4. Set of Parameters

In the calibration process of FEGA, a set of eight param-
eters plays a crucial role. These parameters are instrumen-
tal in governing various processes of galaxy formation, in-
cluding star formation, reincorporation of ejected gas, and
both modes of radio mode AGN feedback. Specifically, the
parameters are: slope, aSF, and intercept, bSF in Equation
8equation.2.8, the free parameter δDI in the critical mass of
the disk, the free parameters γ1 and γ2 for the reincorpo-
rated gas, the efficiency κAGN of the BH in Equation 21equa-
tion.2.21, and the two parameters αpAGN and βpAGN in Equa-
tion 24equation.2.24. The list and respective values of these
parameters can be found in Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1.

In the development of FEGA, we introduce two distinct
versions, which are delineated based on their treatments of
SN feedback mechanisms, as outlined in Section 2.5subsec-
tion.2.5. The first version, termed ModA, adopts a nuanced
and redshift-dependent SN feedback mechanism, drawing

inspiration from the model proposed in Hirschmann et al.
(2016). This version is associated with the reincorporation
time outlined in Equation 18equation.2.18. Conversely, the
second version, denoted as ModB, incorporates a robust and
consistent SN feedback model, akin to the approach pre-
sented in Henriques et al. (2020). This version is character-
ized by its coupling with the reincorporation time specified
by Equation 16equation.2.16.

The real differences between the two models lie exclu-
sively on the stellar feedback, the reincorporation of the
ejected gas and, of course, to their separate calibrations.
These variations allow for an in-depth exploration and under-
standing of the diverse feedback mechanisms and their impli-
cations for galaxy formation within the FEGA framework.

To summarize, ModA has a SN feedback described by

δMreh = 0.7 ·
[
0.5 + (1 + z)3 Vmax

70 km/s

]−3.5

· δM∗ , (27)

and

δESN = 0.15 ·
[
0.5 + (1 + z)3 Vmax

70 km/s

]−3.5

· δM∗ · 0.5V2
SN ,

(28)
while the reincorporated gas is given by Equation 19equa-
tion.2.19. ModB, instead, has a SN feedback described by

δMreh = 5.6 ·
[
0.5 +

Vmax

110 km/s

]−2.0

· δM∗ , (29)

and

δESN = 5.5 ·
[
0.5 +

Vmax

220 km/s

]−2.9

· δM∗ · 0.5V2
SN , (30)

while the reincorporation time is given by Equation 16equa-
tion.2.16.

In the following section, we investigate into the key find-
ings from our comprehensive analysis, encompassing a di-
verse range of galaxy properties, including both central and
satellite galaxies. Additionally, we will present an isolated
examination of the positive AGN feedback to quantify its sig-
nificance across galaxies of varying masses.

Upon examining Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1, it be-
comes evident that for both ModA and ModB models, the
potency of the positive mode of the AGN feedback exhibits
a decreasing trend with increasing halo mass. This observa-
tion is consistent with our expectations outlined in Section
2.3subsection.2.3. Concurrently, the efficiency of star for-
mation manifests as an escalating function relative to stellar
mass. These insights illuminate the intricate interplay be-
tween AGN feedback mechanisms and star formation pro-
cesses across the galaxy population, underscoring the nu-
anced dependencies on stellar mass.
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Table 1. Main parameters of the models and their values. The first
column indicates the name of the parameters, the second and third
their values for ModA and ModB, respectively. The fourth column
indicates the unit of the parameters, if any, while the fifth and last
column states whether the value of the parameter in question was
set during the calibration, or fixed.

Parameter ModA ModB units fixed/MCMC
aSF 0.003 0.003 - MCMC
bSF -0.005 -0.005 - MCMC
δDI 0.20 0.22 - MCMC
εreh 0.7 5.6 - fixed
ηej 0.15 5.5 - fixed
βreh 3.5 2.9 - fixed
βej 3.5 2.0 - fixed
Vreh 70 110 km/s fixed
Vej 70 220 km/s fixed
VSN 630 630 km/s fixed
γ1 - 1.15 ·1010 yr MCMC
γ2 0.298 - - MCMC
fBH 0.066 0.066 - fixed

kAGN 1e-4 3e-5 M�/yr MCMC
ηrad 0.1 0.1 - fixed
αpAGN 0.002 0.0017 - MCMC
βpAGN -0.04 -0.11 - MCMC
fmetals 0.025 0.05 - fixed

4. RESULTS

The analysis encompasses a broad spectrum of galaxy
properties, ranging from the evolution of the SMF to quan-
tifying the impact of positive AGN feedback across galaxies
with varying statuses (central or satellite) and stellar masses.
In the subsequent sections, we detail the predictions of both
the ModA and ModB models for each property, clarifying
whether these are direct predictions or outcomes derived
from the calibration process.

It is crucial to note that both models underwent calibration
based on the evolution of the SMF and K-band luminosity
function from redshift z = 3 to the present epoch. Addition-
ally, as an auxiliary constraint, we factored in the observed
BH-bulge mass relation in the local universe to refine our
understanding of AGN feedback dynamics. However, it is
worth emphasizing that the potency of both modes of AGN
feedback does not stem directly from the calibration process,
adding a layer of complexity to our analysis.

4.1. Stellar Mass Function

The evolution of the SMF is illustrated in Figures 1Re-
sultsfigure.1 and 2Resultsfigure.2. It is important to note that
FEGA, in both ModA and ModB versions, is designed to offer

Figure 1. Evolution of the SMF from z = 3 to z = 1, as predicted by
ModA (represented by red stars) and ModB (represented by green
squares), compared with the set of observations upon which FEGA
has been calibrated (illustrated by black lines) and described in Sec-
tion 3.2Observations Used in the Calibrationsubsection.3.2. Addi-
tionally, we compare our predictions with those of two SAMs that
feature the same SN feedback as FEGA: the model by Hirschmann
et al. 2016 (depicted by an orange line), which aligns closely with
ModA, and the model by Henriques et al. 2020 (depicted by a brown
line), which aligns closely with ModB. Both ModA and ModB rea-
sonably describe the evolution of the SMF down to z = 1. The
effectiveness of the stellar feedback in ModB is evident even at high
redshifts. Although ModA exhibits redshift-dependent stellar feed-
back (stronger at higher redshifts), the two models show differences
for stellar masses below log M∗ ∼ 9.
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Figure 2. SMF at the present time, as predicted by ModA and ModB, depicted using the same styles and colors as shown in Figure 1Results-
figure.1. We compare the predictions of these two models with the set of observations used for calibration, as well as with the predictions of
Hirschmann et al. 2016 and Henriques et al. 2020 (represented by the same colors as in the previous figure). Additionally, we consider another
set of observations from different authors: Li & White 2009 (represented by a cyan line), D’Souza et al. 2015 (represented by a purple line), and
Bernardi et al. 2018 (represented by magenta lines indicating the ±σ region). It should be noted (see the text for further details) that at z = 0,
the calibration encompasses the region of the SMFs by Bernardi et al. 2018 for stellar masses log M∗ & 11. Both ModA and ModB predict the
observed SMF accurately, with both models favoring the high-mass end of Bernardi et al. 2018’s SMF, as required by the calibration. This has
important consequences for the stellar-to-halo mass relation.

a reliable representation of the SMF’s evolution, given that
it was calibrated based on this metric. Throughout this pa-
per, red/green symbols and lines correspond to ModA/ModB
(unless otherwise specified). Conversely, symbols or lines
in colors other than red and green pertain to either observed
data or predictions from alternative models.

Figure 1Resultsfigure.1 showcases the SMF at redshifts
z = 3, z = 2, and z = 1, juxtaposing ModA and ModB
with the observation set utilized during calibration, the model
zDEP from Hirschmann et al. 2016 (referred to as H16) fea-
turing identical stellar feedback, and the model from Hen-
riques et al. 2020 (referred to as H20). Overall, all models
demonstrate a relatively good fit to the SMF evolution. The
primary discrepancy between ModA/B and H16 or H20 is
evident at the high-mass end of the z = 3 SMF. Specifically,
ModB appears to underestimate this segment compared to
the others, while ModA remains within the observed scatter
across most bins. It is crucial to emphasize that our data rep-
resent the raw number densities generated by the models, not
fitted values.

Figure 2Resultsfigure.2 presents the SMF at the current
epoch, with our models compared against several observa-
tional datasets, H16, and H20 models. The figure displays the

calibration-used observations (black lines), the SMF by Li &
White (2009) (cyan line), the SMF by D’Souza et al. (2015)
(purple line), and the SMF by Bernardi et al. (2018) (magenta
lines). While the observations align well from the low-mass
end up to the knee at log M∗ ∼ 11, discrepancies emerge to-
wards higher masses, leading to markedly divergent number
densities for the most massive galaxies. This divergence is
a critical point we revisit in Sections 4.5Stellar-Halo Mass
Relationsubsection.4.5 and 5.1Overview of the Galaxy Prop-
ertiessubsection.5.1. Notably, all models—including ours,
H16, and H20—align better with the high-mass end from
Bernardi et al. (2018). For our models, this alignment natu-
rally stems from using the high-mass end data from Bernardi
et al. during calibration.

Setting this aside, both ModA and ModB offer a satisfac-
tory depiction of the SMF’s evolution. We proceed to investi-
gate their capability to capture properties for which they were
not explicitly calibrated.

4.2. Star and Specific Star Formation Rates

Star formation is a cornerstone in galaxy formation, and a
SAM should ideally yield star formation rates closely mirror-
ing the observed rates. Figure 3Stellar Mass Functionfigure.3
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Figure 3. The star formation rate-stellar mass relation at z = 0 predicted by ModA is shown in the left panel, while that predicted by ModB
is shown in the right panel. These are compared with the observed main sequence data by Elbaz et al. 2007 (represented by blue lines). The
contours delineate different percentages of the data, as indicated by the colors in the accompanying bar. The last contour encloses 90% of
the full sample, with the remaining 10% represented by individual black dots. Overall, ModA aligns well with the observed main sequence,
whereas ModB appears to be slightly biased towards higher values but still falls within the observed scatter. Notably, ModA predicts a broader
red sequence that extends towards massive galaxies, while the red sequence predicted by ModB is more concentrated towards less massive
galaxies.

portrays the SFR-stellar mass relation as predicted by ModA
(left panel) and ModB (right panel) at z = 0, placed together
with the observed main sequence by Elbaz et al. 2007 (rep-
resented by blue lines). Each shell between two successive
contours in the panels encapsulates 10% of the data, culmi-
nating in the last contour, which encompasses 90% of the
data. The residual 10% are represented by individual black
dots.

Both models generally capture the observed main se-
quence, yet ModA exhibits slightly superior performance
compared to ModB. Specifically, while ModA’s main se-
quence aligns with the observed one, ModB leans slightly
above the mean depicted by the solid line. However, ModB
still remains within the observed scatter illustrated by the
dashed lines. A notable divergence between the two mod-
els emerges in the red sequence, or the domain occupied by
red galaxies. ModA forecasts a broader red sequence than
ModB, which encompasses more massive galaxies. Addi-
tionally, by examining the interval between successive con-
tours, galaxies in ModB appear to be bluer than those in
ModA. The implications of this divergence require further
scrutiny, particularly after placing together the SSFR distri-
bution in stellar mass bins with observed data.

In Figure 4Stellar Mass Functionfigure.4, we examine this
aspect by segmenting our galaxy sample into eight stellar
mass ranges (different panels), ranging from 8.0 < log M∗ <
8.5 to 11.5 < log M∗ < 12.0. The predictions of our
models are contrasted with the observed distribution from
SDSS-DR7 (depicted by black lines) within each range. No-

tably, both models generally pinpoint the peaks of each
distribution, exhibiting varying degrees of accuracy across
ranges. However, ModB consistently overshadows ModA
in the height of peaks for star-forming and blue galaxies.
Conversely, with exceptions in the first two ranges (lowest
mass bins), the peak heights for red galaxies closely resemble
each other across both models. This suggests that galaxies
in ModB lean towards bluer colors compared to ModA, and
also relative to observed galaxies. It is essential to emphasize
that neither the SFR-mass relation nor the SSFR distribution
were included in the calibration process.

4.3. Fraction of Red Galaxies and Morphology

The disparity in colors between galaxies in ModB and
ModA, with ModB leaning bluer than both ModA and ob-
served galaxies, prompts an explicit comparison using the
fraction of red galaxies as a function of stellar mass, further
differentiated between centrals and satellites. This compari-
son is presented in Figure 5Star and Specific Star Formation
Ratesfigure.5, with the left panel focusing on centrals and
the right panel on satellites. Our models are compared with
observed fractions from SDSS-DR7 (De Lucia et al. 2024,
magenta and blue diamonds), SDSS-DR8 (Hirschmann et al.
2014, orange stars), and from the GAMA survey by Davies
et al. (2019) (purple triangles). To align with observations,
red galaxies are identified based on SSFR cuts, with the red
and green regions encapsulating the three utilized cuts: -10.5
yr−1 for GAMA data, and -10.6 yr−1 and -11.0 yr−1 for SDSS
data.
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Figure 4. Specific star formation rate distributions across different
ranges of stellar mass are displayed in various panels, as indicated
in the legend, for both ModA and ModB. These distributions are
compared with the equivalent distribution derived from SDSS DR7,
represented by black lines. The two models predict distinct distri-
butions, particularly in the range of 10.5 < log M∗ < 11.0, where
ModA appears to align more closely with the observed distributions.
Overall, there are no drastic differences observed across either range
of stellar mass.

Both ModA and ModB capture the observed upward trend
in the fraction of red galaxies with increasing stellar mass
for both centrals and satellites. However, ModA aligns more
closely with observed fractions compared to ModB, with the
divergence between the models becoming more pronounced
for central galaxies. Despite this, both models tend to over-
estimate the fraction in low-mass galaxies and underestimate
it in larger galaxies. Exceptionally, the model by De Lucia
et al. (2024) aligns almost perfectly with both observed frac-
tions. FEGA can replicate these fractions with comparable
or even superior accuracy relative to other SAMs. The rea-
sons underlying the discrepancies between the models and
observations will be explored in Section 5.1Overview of the
Galaxy Propertiessubsection.5.1.

Another historical shortcoming of SAMs pertains to galaxy
morphology. Setting aside the intricacies in defining galac-
tic morphology, only a handful of SAMs (e.g., Irodotou et al.
2019; Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2019) have managed to rea-
sonably replicate the fraction of galaxies with varying mor-

phologies based on their bulge-to-total ratio (B/T), a com-
monly adopted proxy for morphology. Figure 6Star and Spe-
cific Star Formation Ratesfigure.6 addresses this, illustrat-
ing the fractions of bulge-dominated galaxies (B/T > 0.7,
in red), disk-dominated galaxies (B/T < 0.3, in blue), and
spheroidals (those in between, in green) for ModA (solid
lines) and ModB (dashed lines). Our predictions are com-
pared with observational data by Bluck et al. (2019), with
colors mirroring the B/T ranges used in our models. Our
models demonstrate an unprecedented accuracy in reproduc-
ing observed trends and fractions across wide ranges. No-
tably, ModB is more in line with observations than ModA.

The enhanced fidelity of our SAM in replicating galaxy
morphologies stems from our novel treatment of disk insta-
bility. Specifically, the critical mass in Equation 10equa-
tion.2.10 is reduced by a factor of 5 in both models (refer
to Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1 for the δDI values), a mod-
ification aligning more closely with recent model parameters
(e.g., Lagos et al. 2018; Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2019). It is
pivotal to reiterate that neither this relation nor the fraction of
red galaxies were included in the calibration process.

4.4. Mass-Metallicity Relation

The mass-metallicity relation is a focal aspect rigorously
constrained by SAMs, and FEGA is expected to perform sim-
ilarly. The metallicity of stars hinges on several processes:
primarily star formation, which dictates the fraction of met-
als produced (refer to Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1), SN
feedback that can expel metals from low-mass galaxies (as
discussed in H16), the stripping of stars during the forma-
tion of the ICL (as discussed in Contini et al. 2019), among
others.

Figure 7Fraction of Red Galaxies and Morphologyfigure.7
depicts the average mass-metallicity relation projected by our
models (indicated by red and green lines), individual data
points (in red and green), and the observed relation (in black
lines) as per Gallazzi et al. (2005). The fraction of met-
als produced per star has been adjusted post-calibration for
both models to align with the average observed metallicity in
massive galaxies. As discerned from Table 1Set of Param-
eterstable.1, ModA necessitates half the fraction demanded
by ModB, specifically 0.025 compared to 0.05, and their
mean relations coincide. Both models can emulate the ob-
served relation, exhibiting no substantial differentiation be-
tween them, except for ModB displaying slightly reduced
scatter in data points.

Nevertheless, the models fall short in capturing the curva-
ture evident in the observed relation towards low-mass galax-
ies, albeit they both remain within the observed scatter. It
is crucial to acknowledge that this discrepancy might stem
from the specific observation chosen for comparison. In fact,
as elucidated in H20, the SDSS-DR7 data from Zahid et al.
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Figure 5. The fraction of red galaxies as a function of stellar mass is displayed for centrals in the left panel and for satellites in the right
panel. Our model predictions from ModA (represented by the red region) and ModB (represented by the green region) are compared with
observed fractions from SDSS-DR7 (De Lucia et al. 2024, represented by magenta and blue diamonds), SDSS-DR8 (Hirschmann et al. 2014,
represented by orange stars), and from the GAMA survey by Davies et al. 2019 (represented by purple triangles). Red galaxies are selected
based on different cuts in logSSFR, specifically: -10.5 for GAMA data, and -10.6 and -11.0 for SDSS data. The regions represented by red
and green in our models encompass the smallest and largest SSFR cuts, respectively. The plots highlight an important distinction between
the two models. While ModA aligns more closely with the observed data in both cases, both models capture the general trend of increasing
fraction with increasing mass. However, their predictions are higher than expected for low-mass galaxies and lower for high-mass galaxies.
This discrepancy is more pronounced for satellite galaxies, particularly for ModB.

Figure 6. Fraction of galaxies with different morphologies, clas-
sified based on the bulge-to-total ratio (B/T), plotted as a func-
tion of stellar mass. Galaxies are categorized as bulge-dominated
if they have B/T > 0.7 (represented by red), disk-dominated if
B/T < 0.3 (represented by blue), and spheroidals for values in
between (represented by green). Our predictions from ModA are
shown as solid lines, while those from ModB are represented by
dashed lines. These predictions are compared with observed data
from Bluck et al. 2019, represented by diamonds. Remarkably, both
models demonstrate a high level of accuracy in reproducing the ob-
served trends, which is unprecedented in SAMs.

Figure 7. The metallicity-stellar mass relation predicted by ModA
is represented by red lines and dots, while that predicted by ModB
is shown with green lines and dots. These predictions are compared
with the observed relation from Gallazzi et al. 2005, depicted by
black lines. While both models capture the general trend of increas-
ing metallicity with stellar mass, neither accurately reproduces the
local slopes at masses lower than log M∗ ∼ 10. Nevertheless, the
majority of data points from both models fall within the observed
scatter.

(2017) do not exhibit the same trend. A noteworthy caveat
is that in the initial version of FEGA, i.e., prior to calibra-
tion, fmetals was fixed at 0.03, a prevalent value in use. To
avoid introducing an additional parameter for calibration, we
opted to adjust it post-calibration as explained earlier. While
this value remains acceptable for ModA, it is inadequate
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for ModB, causing the model to markedly underestimate the
metallicity of massive galaxies. Indeed, in the calibration of
the model by Henriques et al. (2013), which also incorporates
robust SN feedback akin to our ModB, fmetals was determined
to be 0.047.

4.5. Stellar-Halo Mass Relation

The stellar budget within dark matter halos is rigorously
characterized by theoretical models, as evidenced by various
studies such as Moster et al. (2010), Behroozi et al. (2013),
Moster et al. (2018), Behroozi et al. (2019), among others.
The normalized stellar-to-halo mass relation, which essen-
tially portrays the efficiency of star formation across halos of
varying masses, is notably observed to peak around Milky
Way-like halos, as referenced in the aforementioned works.
These relations hinge on a myriad of physical processes that
either augment or diminish the stellar mass within galaxies,
encompassing star formation, mergers, tidal stripping, and
so forth. Ideally, achieving the alignment of galaxies with
their respective dark matter halos would mark a significant
triumph for a SAM.

Figure 8Mass-Metallicity Relationfigure.8 delineates the
stellar-to-halo mass relation on the left panel and its halo
mass normalized counterpart on the right, as forecasted by
our models, ModA and ModB, juxtaposed with various the-
oretical predictions as annotated in the legend. While both
models do capture the anticipated relations, distinct discrep-
ancies emerge between them. Primarily, ModB exhibits a
tighter scatter, especially in low-mass halos, compared to
ModA. Secondly, across both relations, ModB portrays an
elevated average stellar mass and stellar-to-halo mass ratio
for low-mass scales (log Mhalo ≤ 12.7), while ModA leans
towards the average values of these predictions.

A noteworthy consistency between both models is evident
at higher halo mass scales. Remarkably, both models pre-
cisely mirror the expected relations, aligning with the av-
erage projected values at log Mhalo ≥ 13.0. However, it is
pivotal to recognize that ModA’s predictions align with the
projected values across the entire range of halo masses ex-
plored. Another salient observation, which will be discussed
comprehensively in Section 5.1Overview of the Galaxy Prop-
ertiessubsection.5.1, pertains to the implications of this pre-
cise alignment between the models and analytical predic-
tions. This high level of congruence in matching the high
halo mass end of these relations suggests that the favored
high mass end of the SMF at present times ought to corre-
spond to the range observed by Bernardi et al. (2018). De-
viating from this would either result in underestimating or
overestimating the theoretical predictions for these relations
at larger halo masses.

4.6. Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass Relations

The relationship between the BH mass and the bulge or
stellar mass of a galaxy is a crucial indicator of the BH
growth. Numerous studies in the past, including works by
Magorrian et al. (1998); Häring & Rix (2004); Ferrarese &
Ford (2005); Graham & Driver (2007); McConnell & Ma
(2013); Kormendy & Ho (2013); Reines & Volonteri (2015);
Bentz & Manne-Nicholas (2018); Davis et al. (2018); Baron
& Ménard (2019), have delved into these relationships. The
consensus from these studies suggests a strong correlation
between the BH mass and either the bulge or stellar mass of
a galaxy, indicating an intrinsic evolutionary link between the
formation of galactic bulges and the growth of BHs.

In this section, we scrutinize the predictions of our SAM,
emphasizing its capability to accurately represent these rela-
tionships when placed together with observed data. However,
it is worth noting that not all galaxies adhere to the same rela-
tion, as highlighted by Reines & Volonteri (2015). Therefore,
a potential distinction based on galaxy morphologies (Davis
et al. 2018) could be pivotal, and we intend to explore this
aspect.

Figure 9Stellar-Halo Mass Relationfigure.9 presents the
BH versus bulge mass (top panels) and stellar mass (bot-
tom panels) relationships as projected by ModA (left pan-
els) and ModB (right panels). These predictions are com-
pared against observed data and relations by Bentz & Manne-
Nicholas (2018) (blue lines and red diamonds) and the data
from Reines & Volonteri (2015) (green triangles). Similar to
previous figures, the contours delineate the distribution per-
centages of the data points, color-coded as per the bar, reach-
ing up to 90%, while the remaining 10% is denoted by indi-
vidual black dots.

Both models aptly reproduce these relationships, albeit
with minor discrepancies. The first relationship slightly un-
derestimates at low bulge masses, while the second overesti-
mates at low stellar masses compared to observations. How-
ever, these observed relations are predominantly fits derived
from data points concentrated above the low mass range (red
diamonds). Moreover, the galaxy morphology could signifi-
cantly influence the structure of these relationships. The pan-
els suggest the existence of at least two distinct populations:
one adhering to the observed relation (blue lines and red dia-
monds) and another aligning with the cloud of green triangles
by Reines & Volonteri (2015). The bulge-disk decomposition
in galaxy selection, as highlighted by these authors, plays a
pivotal role.

To further probe these populations, Figure 10Stellar-Halo
Mass Relationfigure.10 depicts the BH versus stellar mass
relationship (for ModA) by categorizing galaxies based on
their B/T ratio into disk galaxies (B/T < 0.3, top panel),
lenticulars (0.3 < B/T < 0.7, middle panel), and ellip-
ticals (B/T > 0.7, bottom panel). These plots vividly il-
lustrate three distinct populations, each potentially adhering
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Figure 8. In the left panel, we compare the stellar mass versus halo mass relation predicted by our models, ModA and ModB, with those
from the models of Moster et al. 2010 (represented by black lines), Moster et al. 2018 (represented by purple lines), and Behroozi et al.
2019 (represented by cyan lines). The right panel compares the stellar-to-halo mass ratio versus halo mass. An apparent difference between
ModA and ModB is evident in these plots. While ModA closely aligns with the relation predicted by Moster+10, ModB diverges, showing an
increase relative to ModA in low-mass halos (log Mhalo < 12.7). This divergence exceeds the 2σ scatter represented by the dash-dotted black
lines. Additionally, ModB exhibits a narrower scatter, particularly in low-mass halos. A key takeaway from this figure is that to reproduce the
predicted relation on cluster scales, the high-mass end of the SMF at z = 0 must closely match that observed by Bernardi et al. (2018). Further
discussion on this topic can be found in Section 5.1Overview of the Galaxy Propertiessubsection.5.1.

to its unique relation. Disk galaxies slightly overestimate
compared to observations, whereas lenticulars align perfectly
with the observed relation. Ellipticals bifurcate into two cat-
egories: one following a stringent correlation differing from
the observed and disk galaxy relations, and the other mirror-
ing the cloud of observed data by Reines & Volonteri (2015).
This underscores the significance of galaxy morphology in
comprehending the BH versus stellar mass relationship.

In summary, both models adeptly capture the observed
relations, marking a significant achievement for the SAM.
More crucially, they also emulate the observed distinct popu-
lations in the BH-stellar mass relation, a remarkable feat even
though the BH-bulge mass (but not the BH-galaxy mass) re-
lation was used for calibration. We will revisit this focal as-
pect in Section 5.1Overview of the Galaxy Propertiessubsec-
tion.5.1, juxtaposing our findings against existing observa-
tional knowledge.

4.7. AGN feedack and Galaxy Growth

In our concluding analysis, we delve into the pivotal role
of the positive mode of AGN feedback, a cornerstone innova-
tion in our SAM. Traditional AGN feedback primarily oper-
ates in its negative mode, which can prevent gas from cooling
and consequently inhibit star formation. However, by inte-
grating the positive mode into our SAM, we can explore its
tangible impact on the final stellar mass of galaxies, differen-
tiating between central and satellite galaxies.

To commence, we aim to quantify the stellar mass poten-
tially acquired by central/satellite galaxies throughout their

evolutionary history. We achieve this by comparing the stel-
lar mass projected by ModA and ModB, considering both
AGN feedback modes, against scenarios where only the neg-
ative AGN feedback mode is active. This comparative analy-
sis is visualized in Figure 11Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass
Relationsfigure.11, with ModA showcased in the top panels
and ModB in the bottom panels. The contour distributions
remain consistent with prior figures, while the colored lines
denote various relations: 1-1 (red lines), 2-1 (green lines),
5-1 (purple lines), and 10-1 (blue lines).

The distributions within ModB mirror the 1-1 relations,
suggesting that while some centrals/satellites might gain stel-
lar mass with the positive mode activated, others may lose it.
This variability stems from intricate interactions of processes
like satellite mergers with centrals, available reincorporated
gas mass, and cooling hot gas mass. Broadly, a majority of
centrals/satellites benefit from the positive mode, with some
even surpassing the 10-1 relation by an order of magnitude
or more. However, approximately 80% (90%) of centrals
(satellites) adhere to the 2-1 relation, while a minor portion
becomes more massive without the positive mode, albeit not
significantly.

Contrarily, ModA exhibits a nuanced scenario. While the
overarching trends observed in ModB persist, there exists a
notable population of centrals with 9.5 < log M∗ < 11.0 that
not only exceed the 2-1 and 5-1 relations but also, in many
cases, the 10-1 relation. For satellites, this growth remains
more restrained. Yet, a majority of centrals/satellites remain
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Figure 9. In the top panels, we compare the BH versus bulge mass relations predicted by ModA (left) and ModB (right) with observed data
and relations from Bentz & Manne-Nicholas 2018, represented by blue lines and red diamonds. In the bottom panels, the BH versus stellar
mass relations are compared with observed data from Reines & Volonteri 2015, depicted by green triangles. Contours in the plots indicate the
percentages of data points they enclose, color-coded as shown in the accompanying bar up to 90%. Data points not included within the contours
are represented by individual black dots, accounting for the remaining 10%. Both models are fairly capable of describing both relations in
a similar manner. However, the first relation is slightly under-predicted at low bulge masses, and the second is over-predicted at low stellar
masses compared to the observations. It should be noted that these observed relations are fitted to data points, the majority of which lie above
the low-mass range.

within the 2-1 relation in ModA, and only a fraction becomes
more massive without the positive mode.

The disparity between the two models can be attributed to
the varying power of the negative mode of AGN feedback.
Specifically, the efficiency κAGN in ModB is over three times
lower than in ModA (refer to Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1
for values). Consequently, the negative mode in ModB is
generally less potent than in ModA. Disabling the positive
mode in ModB could yield galaxies with a reasonable stellar
mass, whereas in ModA, due to its stronger negative mode,
this scenario does not hold true. As discussed in Section
5.3Role of Positive AGN Feedbacksubsection.5.3, deactivat-

ing the positive mode in ModB might still result in an accept-
able evolution of the SMF, whereas in ModA, the high-mass
end could be substantially compromised. In ModA, both
AGN feedback modes must co-exist for the negative mode
to maintain the requisite efficiency, ensuring consistent SMF
evolution across the stellar mass spectrum.

The quantification of the impact of the positive AGN feed-
back through a straightforward comparison, as previously
discussed, may be seen as overly simplistic. Since SAMs
operate with merger trees, they inherently possess the ca-
pability to store the necessary data to provide a more nu-
anced understanding of the process when it is activated. By
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Figure 10. BH versus stellar mass relations predicted by ModA
(with similar trends shown by ModB) presented for galaxies of dif-
ferent morphologies in three panels. The top panel displays the re-
lation for disk galaxies with B/T < 0.3, the middle panel shows the
relation for lenticulars with 0.3 < B/T < 0.7, and the bottom panel
depicts the relation for ellipticals with B/T > 0.7. These model
predictions are compared with the same observed data as shown in
the bottom panels of Figure 9Stellar-Halo Mass Relationfigure.9.
The plots reveal distinct behaviors for each morphology type. Disk
galaxies appear slightly biased high compared to observations, fol-
lowing a similar relation but with a higher intercept. Lenticular
galaxies closely follow the observed relation. Elliptical galaxies,
however, exhibit two distinct populations: one that adheres to a tight
correlation different from the observed one, and another that aligns
with the observed data cloud from Reines & Volonteri (2015). This
underscores the importance of galaxy morphology in understanding
the black hole versus stellar mass relation.

examining the merger tree of a particular galaxy, we can
accurately determine the actual stellar mass formed during
a burst triggered by the positive mode of AGN feedback.
This analysis culminates in the insights presented in Figure
12Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass Relationsfigure.12, focus-
ing on both central and satellite galaxies.

When considering the growth of galaxies up to the present
time, two pivotal observations emerge. Firstly, ModB mani-
fests higher percentages for both centrals and satellites com-
pared to ModA. This can be attributed to the less efficient
negative mode in ModB, allowing more gas to be available
for the positive mode when the former fails to completely
inhibit cooling. Secondly, there is a discernible decrease in
percentage with increasing stellar mass across both models
and galaxy types. This trend arises from Equation 24equa-
tion.2.24, combined with the stronger negative mode in larger
halos, limiting the available gas for star formation. Addi-
tional factors such as a galaxy’s merging history and gas
availability over time also contribute to this trend.

However, when examining growth solely up to z = 2,
the dynamics shift. A reversal trend between ModA and
ModB emerges, with ModA exhibiting greater efficiency
than ModB for low stellar masses (log M∗ < 9.5), approach-
ing ModB’s efficiency by z = 0. This variation stems
from the distinct SN feedback powers and reincorporation
timescales between the two models. Specifically, ModA’s
SN feedback diminishes with redshift, while reincorporation
is more consistent over time. Conversely, ModB predomi-
nantly reincorporates ejected gas at later stages, accounting
for its increasing efficiency over time compared to ModA’s
decline.

In conclusion, focusing on ModA, galaxies (both centrals
and satellites) with stellar masses less than log M∗ ∼ 9.0 can
generate a fraction greater than ∼ 3% from the positive AGN
feedback burst implemented in FEGA. This percentage pre-
cipitously declines to 1% for more massive galaxies. Thus,
the positive AGN feedback mode can harmoniously co-exist
with its negative counterpart, and while its direct contribution
to stellar mass formation may be modest, its influence on the
broader evolutionary trajectory of galaxies, particularly cen-
trals, is significant.

In the subsequent sections of this paper, we investigate
deeper into the main findings, emphasizing the role of our
positive AGN feedback implementation in the model. De-
spite the notable strides made by FEGA in both its iterations,
it is not devoid of limitations. We will critically examine
these limitations, propose potential avenues for refinement in
future studies, and outline directions for future research.

5. DISCUSSION

The analysis in the previous section demonstrated that
FEGA effectively reproduces the most significant scaling
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Figure 11. In the top panels, we compare the relations between the stellar mass of central and satellite galaxies from ModA when both modes
of the AGN feedback are active (x-axis), against that in which the positive mode is switched off (y-axis). The bottom panels show the same
relations for ModB. A notable difference between the two models emerges from this comparison. In ModB, the change in stellar mass for
central/satellite galaxies is relatively modest, with approximately 90% of the data points falling within a 2-1 relation represented by the green
line. In contrast, ModA exhibits more substantial variations in stellar mass, with many galaxies reaching and even surpassing a 10-1 relation.
However, it is important to note that this comparison between the two models may not be entirely fair. While switching off the positive AGN
feedback in ModB results in an acceptable evolution of the SMF, this is not the case for ModA. Additionally, excluding the most extreme cases
reveals that the distributions of both models are nearly mirror images of the 1-1 relation. Nevertheless, only a few central and satellite galaxies
are actually more massive in the models where the positive AGN feedback is deactivated. For more details, refer to the text.

relations among galaxy properties. While FEGA shows
promise, there remains potential for further improvements.
In this section, we look deeper into our results, contextu-
alizing them with existing observational evidence and pre-
dictions from various models. Section 5.1Overview of the
Galaxy Propertiessubsection.5.1 examines primary achieve-
ments of FEGA and their implications for galaxy formation.
In Section 5.2The BH-Galaxy Mass Scaling Relationssub-
section.5.2, we discuss the key relationships between the BH
and its host galaxy. Lastly, Section 5.3Role of Positive AGN
Feedbacksubsection.5.3 hones in on the central focus of this
study: the role of the positive mode of AGN feedback.

5.1. Overview of the Galaxy Properties

Before delving into the main achievements of FEGA, it is
important to highlight the key differences between ModA
and ModB. As discussed in previous sections, ModA out-
performs ModB due to varying prescriptions for SN feed-
back, reincorporation time of ejected material, and the
strength of positive-mode AGN feedback. Additionally,
some calibration parameters have different values between
the two models. ModA features redshift-dependent SN feed-
back, stronger at higher redshifts and weakening over time,
whereas ModB maintains consistently strong feedback. Con-
sequently, ModB exhibits a longer reincorporation time com-
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Figure 12. In the left panel, we present the percentage of stellar mass contributed by the positive mode of the AGN feedback as a function
of halo mass for central galaxies, while the right panel shows the same for satellite galaxies. The predictions are made by ModA (red lines)
and ModB (green lines) at two redshifts: z = 0 (solid lines) and z = 2 (dash-dotted lines). The plots account for all stellar mass attributable
to the positive AGN feedback across all branches of the merger tree for each galaxy. Both models indicate minor differences between central
and satellite galaxies and predict a decreasing percentage of stellar mass due to positive AGN feedback with increasing stellar mass. Galaxies
with a stellar mass greater than log M∗ ∼ 10 contribute less than approximately 3% of their mass through this channel. This figure, combined
with Figure 11Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass Relationsfigure.11, suggests that while galaxies can grow significantly when the positive AGN
feedback is activated, this growth is largely the result of cumulative growth throughout their assembly histories. When considered individually,
growth due to positive AGN feedback never exceeds an average of 10%, even in dwarf galaxies. Interestingly, the trends between the models
are reversed at z = 2, with the positive mode in ModA being stronger on average than in ModB. This difference can be attributed to variations
in SN feedback and reincorporation times applied in the models. For further details, please refer to the text.

pared to the smoother one in ModA. These differing prescrip-
tions also influence the power of AGN feedback across both
modes, including the positive mode, a topic we will explore
further in Section 5.3Role of Positive AGN Feedbacksubsec-
tion.5.3.

One of the most crucial aspects that SAMs aim to cap-
ture is the number densities of galaxies across bins of stellar
mass, i.e., the SMF. Reproducing the SMF at various red-
shifts is essential for understanding galaxy evolution and un-
derpins many other scaling relations. Typically, models are
calibrated based on the evolution of the observed SMF and
are required to best replicate a myriad of observed scaling
relations. While this approach is common among SAMs, the
specific tools and methods for calibration can vary from one
model to another.

FEGA effectively reproduces the overall evolution of the
SMF while also predicting various other galaxy properties
accurately. Consistent with recent SAMs, the high-mass end
of FEGA’s SMF at the current epoch aligns well with ob-
servations from Bernardi et al. (2018). This characteristic
of FEGA, and potentially other models, holds significant im-
plications for the stellar-to-halo mass relation. Our analysis
demonstrates that FEGA can accurately describe this relation
across a wide range of halo masses, a fit further supported by

the extended high-mass tail of the SMF observed by Bernardi
et al. (2018).

The accuracy of matching the right stellar mass to the cor-
responding halo also impacts star formation. We have incor-
porated a revised star formation prescription that considers
the role of pre-existing stars in the process of converting cold
gas into stars. This model aligns with the observed extended
KS relation from Shi et al. (2011, 2018). According to this re-
lation, our updated prescription assigns greater star-forming
efficiency to larger galaxies, as detailed in Equation 7equa-
tion.2.7 and the parameter values provided in Table 1Set of
Parameterstable.1. While this revised model has a minimal
impact on the SMF evolution, it could be crucial for the SFR-
mass relation. In Section 4.2Star and Specific Star Formation
Ratessubsection.4.2, we demonstrated that both versions of
FEGA can replicate the observed main sequence from Elbaz
et al. (2007). ModA performs notably better than ModB, ex-
hibiting a more extended red sequence for larger galaxies and
aligning more closely with the observed SSFR distribution
and its bimodality—a critical aspect for theoretical models
to capture accurately.

Despite its strengths, FEGA has some weaknesses, par-
ticularly in matching the observed red fraction of centrals
and satellites as a function of stellar mass. While both
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versions show discrepancies, ModA performs slightly bet-
ter than ModB. FEGA, even in its improved ModA form,
struggles to predict the observed percentages across most
stellar mass bins. For low-mass galaxies, it tends to over-
predict the fraction for centrals and even more so for satel-
lites. Conversely, it under-predicts at higher masses, with
centrals showing milder discrepancies than satellites. These
mismatches could stem from issues related to gas stripping,
reincorporation of ejected gas, or the cooling process. In con-
trast, the latest version of the GAEA model (De Lucia et al.
2024) aligns well with observed red fractions for both cen-
trals and satellites. The authors attribute this improvement to
their revised treatment of gas stripping and cold gas accre-
tion onto BHs in Xie et al. (2020) and Fontanot et al. (2020),
respectively. This suggests potential avenues for enhancing
FEGA in future iterations to better match observed fractions.

Considering the success of both ModA and ModB in repli-
cating the expected galaxy fractions based on morphology
(using the B/T in this study) as outlined by Bluck et al.
(2019), it is worth examining the underlying prescription re-
sponsible for this performance. In Section 4.3Fraction of Red
Galaxies and Morphologysubsection.4.3, we argued that the
improvement in our model stems from revising the disk insta-
bility prescription, introducing a new parameter, δDI, which
brings the model predictions closer to observations. Our ap-
proach is not novel among SAMs; other studies, such as La-
gos et al. (2018) and Izquierdo-Villalba et al. (2019), have
also explored similar revisions to disk instability, often find-
ing values of δDI below the commonly assumed value of 1 in
SAMs. As highlighted by H20, refining the bulge formation
prescription in conjunction with the disk instability model
could further enhance the predictive accuracy of galaxy mor-
phologies. One potential enhancement might involve allow-
ing some newly formed stars during the positive AGN feed-
back mode to be accreted into the bulge. Additionally, incor-
porating cold gas in the disk within a variable δDI framework
could also be beneficial.

Like many other theoretical models, FEGA successfully
describes the observed mass-metallicity relation, although it
does not precisely match the trend at low stellar masses as
observed by Gallazzi et al. (2005). However, this discrep-
ancy is not unique to FEGA but rather a common feature of
SAMs. Importantly, more recent observations from SDSS-
DR7 (Zahid et al. 2017) appear to support the predicted trend
by our model and several others. Additionally, it is worth not-
ing that the metal yield in ModA is half that of ModB (see
fmetals in Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1), underscoring an-
other distinction between the two versions of FEGA . Given
the stronger SN feedback in ModB, as noted in H20, a higher
metal yield is necessary to align with the mass-metallicity
relation.

Concluding our overview of the key accomplishments of
our SAM, we turn to its accuracy in replicating the stellar-
to-halo mass (SHM) and stellar-to-halo mass ratio (SHMR)
versus halo mass relations (Lin & Mohr 2004; Behroozi et al.
2010; Moster et al. 2010; Reddick et al. 2013; Behroozi et al.
2013; Birrer et al. 2014; Lu et al. 2015; Moster et al. 2018;
Kravtsov et al. 2018; Behroozi et al. 2019, among others).
As previously discussed, a focal aspect of these relations is
their alignment with the high-mass end observed by Bernardi
et al. (2018) or within the range identified by these authors.
This alignment is crucial for SAMs that use the evolution of
the SMF for calibration. Matching this high-mass end within
the observed scatter would also yield an accurate SHM and
SHMR within the cluster range, which typically host the
most luminous and largest galaxies at their centers. Devia-
tions in the high-mass end of the SMF at z = 0 could lead to
a biased SHM, either underestimating or overestimating it,
in the same halo mass range. Fortunately, our models, par-
ticularly ModA, align perfectly with the predicted SHM and
SHMR relations.

All relations discussed in this section, except for the ob-
served SMF at different redshifts, were not used in the cal-
ibration of FEGA and should be viewed as genuine predic-
tions of the SAM. With this overview in mind, we now shift
our focus to the central theme of this study: the impact of the
positive AGN feedback mode implemented in FEGA. a

5.2. The BH-Galaxy Mass Scaling Relations

A crucial aspect of galaxy formation in modeling AGN
feedback is the relationship between the BH mass and that
of the host galaxy. The BH can increase its mass during
both quasar and radio modes of AGN feedback, with the lat-
ter mainly regulating gas cooling from relatively high red-
shifts to the present (Di Matteo et al. 2005). In our AGN
feedback scheme, the negative mode operates first, followed
by the positive mode if any gas remains. While in reality,
these modes likely operate concurrently, they both influence
the growth of the galaxy and the BH. Thus, both modes po-
tentially play a role in shaping the relationship between BH
mass and stellar mass or bulge mass.

The investigation of the scaling relationship between BH
mass and host galaxy properties has intrigued astrophysicists
for decades. Early studies in the late 20th century suggested
a possible link between BH and galaxy bulge masses. A sem-
inal study by Magorrian et al. (1998) revealed a strong cor-
relation between a galaxy’s bulge mass and its central BH
mass, hinting at an evolutionary connection between bulge
formation and BH growth. Subsequent research has fur-
ther supported this co-evolution idea, indicating that galaxies
with larger bulges typically host more massive BHs, and vice
versa (Häring & Rix 2004; Ferrarese & Ford 2005).
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Nevertheless, the precise nature of this scaling relation
and the mechanisms driving it remain topics of ongoing re-
search and discussion (e.g., Reines & Volonteri 2015; Bentz
& Manne-Nicholas 2018; Davis et al. 2018). Some theories
suggest that BH and bulge growth may be linked through
processes such as galaxy mergers, gas accretion, and feed-
back (see, e.g., Kormendy & Ho 2013). Recent studies have
explored how factors like galaxy morphology, environment,
and accretion processes influence the observed BH-bulge
mass relation (see, Graham & Driver 2007; McConnell &
Ma 2013; Reines & Volonteri 2015; Davis et al. 2018 and
Zhuang & Ho 2023 for a recent review).

In Section 4.6Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass Relation-
ssubsection.4.6, we demonstrated that our models are capa-
ble to reproduce the BH mass as a function of both bulge
and stellar mass. However, as noted by Reines & Volonteri
(2015), our models predict varying relationships depending
on the galaxy population considered, specifically based on
their B/T ratio. This suggests that the BH mass-host galaxy
mass relationship is not universally consistent but varies with
galaxy morphology. Nonetheless, the entire galaxy popula-
tion, particularly for stellar masses above log M∗ ∼ 9.5, can
be represented by a single relationship, albeit less tightly con-
strained than typically assumed.

Furthermore, our SAM can currently predict the exis-
tence of BHs that are more massive than expected based
on observed scaling relations, especially in dwarf galax-
ies, aligning well with recent numerical simulations (Weller
et al. 2023) and observations (e.g., Reines & Volonteri 2015;
Ferré-Mateu et al. 2021). These overmassive BHs are also
observed at high and very high redshifts, up to z ∼ 10 (Fan
et al. 2023; Larson et al. 2023; Maiolino et al. 2024; Bogdán
et al. 2024; Mezcua et al. 2024). This suggests that BH for-
mation is not universal. While the seeding model categories,
light or heavy, are beyond the scope of this discussion, it is
worth noting a key aspect: both types could potentially co-
exist. Light seeding could lead to BH populations becom-
ing overmassive based on their accretion history, while heavy
seeding could naturally explain overmassive BH populations
already present at high redshift. This presents an intriguing
challenge for theoretical models, including semi-analytics,
which require high-resolution mass trees to be reliable.

5.3. Role of Positive AGN Feedback

The idea to incorporate the positive mode of AGN feed-
back into our SAM arose from increasing observational ev-
idence (see references above) suggesting that AGN can ac-
tually stimulate star formation rather than suppress it. This
highlights the necessity for theoretical models of galaxy for-
mation and evolution to consider the potential positive im-
pacts of AGN feedback. The question should not be framed
as ”is the AGN feedback negative or positive?”, but rather

as ”can negative and positive modes of AGN feedback co-
exist?” Theoretical models must be adaptable enough to in-
corporate a star formation-triggering mode without compro-
mising the overall depiction of the galaxy population; if any-
thing, this addition should enhance it.

Motivated by this concept, we aimed to devise a method
within the SAM to account for this observed phenomenon,
which has been largely overlooked by previous models.
Given the potentially non-linear nature of such a process, pin-
pointing it directly through a physical description—such as
an equation or a system of equations linking relevant physi-
cal quantities—poses challenges. Initially, we hypothesized
that the positive mode operates immediately following the
negative mode, and any remaining cold gas could potentially
be converted into stars. However, as previously noted, these
two modes likely operate concurrently. The positive mode
may be activated under specific conditions, possibly linked
to the state of the hot gas undergoing cooling, in relation to
the power of the jet/wind emanating from the central engine
(see, e.g., Silk & Norman 2009; Silk & Nusser 2010; Silk
2013; Silk et al. 2024 for an in-depth discussion on the vari-
ables that may be involved).

Our model, represented by Equation 24equation.2.24 and
parameterized as shown in Table 1Set of Parameterstable.1,
serves as an initial effort to isolate the positive mode. It
should not be mistaken for a complete physical representa-
tion of AGN-triggered star formation. Rather, it is an attempt
to distill a process for which we observe only the net effect,
lacking full understanding of its underlying physics. Even
with this limited scope, such a simplified description can en-
hance our understanding of galaxy formation and evolution
while also addressing an observed phenomenon.

In the analysis presented in Section 4.7AGN feedack and
Galaxy Growthsubsection.4.7, we observed that both models
anticipate a diminishing influence of positive AGN feedback
as stellar mass increases. Specifically, for low-mass galax-
ies, both centrals and satellites with log M∗ < 9.0, ModB at-
tributes over 5% and ModA approximately 3% of total stellar
mass formation to this mode over the lifetime of the galax-
ies. Conversely, very massive galaxies do not rely heavily on
positive AGN feedback for star formation. In both models,
galaxies with log M∗ > 11.0 generate just 1% or less of their
stellar mass through this channel over their entire history, in-
cluding all progenitors. Thus, the positive AGN feedback ap-
pears to have a limited impact on overall galaxy growth when
considering star formation via this pathway. However, as
we will explore further, deactivating this mode while main-
taining other parameters, particularly the efficiency κAGN in
the negative mode, reveals its cumulative effect on galaxy
growth.

A crucial aspect of our analysis focuses on the role of pos-
itive AGN feedback across different redshifts. When consid-
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ering the cumulative growth of galaxies up to z = 2, a reversal
in trend between the two models becomes evident. Specifi-
cally, accounting for growth up to the present, ModB’s pos-
itive feedback mode exhibits roughly double the efficiency
of ModA on average. However, when isolating growth at
z = 2 to gauge the power of the modes over redshift, ModA
surpasses ModB, particularly in low-mass galaxies (see Fig.
12Black Hole-Bulge/Galaxy Mass Relationsfigure.12). This
dynamic suggests that over the past approximately 7 billion
years, ModB’s positive feedback mode has become more po-
tent, while ModA’s has waned. In short, while the efficacy
of ModA’s positive AGN feedback diminishes over time, it
intensifies in ModB.

This contrasting behavior between the models primarily
stems from their distinct approaches to SN feedback and the
reincorporation of ejected material. In ModA, SN feedback
weakens with decreasing redshift, and the reincorporation of
ejected gas occurs gradually over time. Conversely, ModB
maintains consistently strong SN feedback, devoid of any ex-
plicit redshift dependence. Ejected gas lingers in a reservoir
for an extended period in this model, reincorporating only at
very low redshifts due to an extended reincorporation time.
This design is crucial for ModB to align with the evolution
of the SMF, as indicated by H20 (though see also Henriques
et al. 2015). Consequently, a larger volume of gas is rein-
corporated at lower redshifts in ModB compared to ModA.
If the negative mode fails to fully inhibit cooling, more gas
becomes available for the positive mode, explaining the in-
creasing power of the positive mode in ModB with decreas-
ing redshift, while the trend reverses in ModA. Our ModA
findings align qualitatively with earlier theories (e.g., Silk
et al. 2024 and references therein) positing that positive AGN
feedback is more potent at higher redshifts, succeeded by a
highly effective negative mode. Howbeit, these are theoreti-
cal predictions, and current observational evidence (see, e.g.,
Gim & Reines 2024 and references therein) remains insuffi-
cient to definitively exclude any model.

However, numerical simulations have increasingly empha-
sized the potential role of positive AGN feedback. A primary
challenge in these studies is the resolution of the simulation,
given that AGN feedback operates at a sub-grid level. Dedi-
cated simulations are required to resolve spatially the jet (or
wind) and the gas clump influenced by the feedback. On cos-
mological scales, achieving this level of resolution is unfea-
sible, necessitating the implementation of both negative and
positive modes as sub-grid processes. Nonetheless, several
theoretical studies offer insights into this area. For instance,
Gaibler et al. (2012) demonstrated that jets can stimulate star
formation in disks, while Zubovas & Bourne 2017 (and ref-
erences therein) highlighted the intricate interplay between
AGN activity and star formation within host galaxies, where
AGN feedback can manifest as both negative and positive

simultaneously (see also the comprehensive review by Harri-
son & Ramos Almeida 2024 and references therein).

Despite the prevailing consensus regarding the influence
of the negative mode within the scientific community, there
is observational evidence supporting the role of the positive
mode in triggering star formation (as cited above). Key ques-
tions revolve around the frequency of the positive mode and
its implications for galaxy growth. While these concepts may
seem straightforward, their investigation is far from trivial.
Additional observational data, spanning various redshifts, is
essential for accurately assessing the overall impact of the
positive mode on galaxy growth, as previously mentioned.
In the context of our SAM, both models suggest that the
two modes may co-exist and exert influence at different in-
tervals. The interplay between these modes is pivotal in our
models. A direct comparison of the stellar masses of cen-
tral and satellite galaxies between ModA and ModB, along-
side the corresponding models with positive AGN feedback
deactivated, reveals that, in most instances, galaxies exhibit
greater mass when the positive mode is active. This outcome
naturally stems from stars formed via this feedback channel.
However, the efficiency parameter, κAGN, is higher in ModA
than in ModB. Consequently, while deactivating the positive
mode in ModB still yields a reliable SMF evolution, the same
cannot be said for ModA.

In ModA, the co-existence of both modes is essential for
providing a comprehensive depiction of galaxy properties.
Otherwise, κAGN would need to be reduced if the positive
mode were deactivated. A similar consideration applies to
ModB, albeit with less stringency. While one might sug-
gest achieving comparable outcomes by merely deactivating
the positive mode and lowering the efficiency of the nega-
tive mode, such an approach is quantitatively effective but
lacks qualitative accuracy. As previously discussed, the si-
multaneous operation of both modes yields a more represen-
tative portrayal of observed phenomena, thanks to the incor-
poration of a previously overlooked process. Disabling the
positive mode, as previously discussed, would induce signif-
icant changes in the overall characteristics of galaxies, par-
ticularly impacting the evolution of the SMF. While some
relationships, such as the mass-metallicity relation and the
fractions of galaxies categorized by stellar mass and mor-
phology, as well as the red fractions of centrals and satellites,
would remain relatively stable, others—such as the stellar-
to-halo mass ratio, the relationship between SFR and stellar
mass, BH-bulge/galaxy mass relationships, and SSFR distri-
bution—would diverge notably from a model that incorpo-
rates both modes of AGN feedback.

Our current prescription for the positive mode of AGN
feedback is rudimentary, and further refinement is warranted.
Nonetheless, this study has demonstrated the feasibility of in-
corporating AGN-triggered star formation into SAMs. Sim-
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ilar methodologies could be adapted for simulations where
AGN feedback operates as a sub-grid process. A prospective
avenue for future research involves devising a more phys-
ically grounded prescription, building upon the one imple-
mented here, to facilitate more accurate representations of
the positive mode. Additionally, as reiterated throughout,
our positive mode operates effectively only when the nega-
tive mode does not entirely inhibit cooling. Given the likely
concurrent activity of both modes, our future plans include
incorporating their simultaneous operation in the forthcom-
ing, more advanced iteration of our SAM.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed FEGA (Formation and Evolution of
GAlaxies), a cutting-edge semi-analytic model that incor-
porates the most sophisticated prescriptions for the physical
processes governing galaxy formation and evolution. Ad-
ditionally, we introduced an enhanced prescription for star
formation, which accounts for the extended KS relation.
This revised approach factors in the star formation efficiency
based on the stellar mass of a galaxy, thereby accounting for
stars previously formed. Furthermore, we introduced a novel
prescription detailing the positive mode of AGN feedback,
which operates alongside its widely accepted negative coun-
terpart. Two distinct versions of FEGA were constructed: (1)
one featuring a mild SN feedback that is redshift-dependent,
coupled with a gradual reincorporation time for ejected gas
(ModA); (2) and another with robust SN feedback and an
extended reincorporation time for ejected gas (ModB). Both
models underwent independent calibration using an MCMC
approach, leveraging the observed evolution of the SMF, K-
band luminosity function, and the local BH-bulge mass scal-
ing relation.

In this study, our primary focus is to examine the influ-
ence of the positive mode of AGN feedback on the growth of
the galaxy population. Having demonstrated that our SAM
can reasonably replicate several key scaling relations among
galaxy properties, we embarked on an exhaustive analysis.
We began with the SMF evolution, which served as the cal-
ibration basis for our model, and subsequently delved into
numerous scaling relations and other galaxy properties not
employed in calibrating the two FEGA versions. In sum-
mary, both iterations of our SAM adeptly capture and elu-
cidate the principal properties and scaling relations under
scrutiny. Moreover, post-calibration, they accurately repre-
sent the SMF evolution up to the present epoch, a crucial
criterion for any advanced SAM.

Regarding the general properties and scaling relations of
galaxies, our primary findings can be summarized as follows:

• FEGA provides a robust description of the observed
evolution of the SMF up to the present epoch. While
this is not a direct prediction of the model, given its

calibration on the SMF, a noteworthy result is that to
replicate the stellar-to-halo mass relation across the en-
tire halo mass spectrum, our SAM aligns more closely
with the high-mass end of the SMF at z = 0 as reported
by Bernardi et al. (2018).

• Both versions of the SAM effectively capture the SFR-
mass relation. However, ModA exhibits a broader red
sequence for larger stellar masses. This is also re-
flected in the SSFR distributions for galaxies within
specific stellar mass ranges when compared to the ob-
served distributions from SDSS-DR7.

• The trend of the red galaxy fraction relative to stel-
lar mass is well-represented by our models, show-
ing an increasing fraction with increasing stellar mass.
Nonetheless, both ModA and ModB deviate from the
observed fractions at low and high stellar masses for
both centrals and satellites. This discrepancy is less
pronounced for central galaxies, with ModA exhibit-
ing greater accuracy than ModB.

• Our models adeptly reproduce the galaxy fraction rel-
ative to stellar mass when galaxies are categorized
based on morphology, specifically the B/T ratio. The
precision of our SAM in this regard is commendable,
largely attributed to our revised disk instability pre-
scription. Moreover, both models successfully repli-
cate the observed mass-metallicity relation.

• ModA and ModB, particularly the former, offer a
compelling description of the stellar-to-halo and stel-
lar/halo mass ratio against halo mass relations across
the entire range of halo masses considered. ModA’s
alignment with predicted relations is particularly strik-
ing, further underscoring the merit of our SAM, given
that these relations were not employed for model cali-
bration.

• Both models faithfully reproduce the observed BH-
bulge/stellar mass relations with a high degree of ac-
curacy. Moreover, the models predict distinct scaling
relations when galaxies are segregated based on mor-
phology (B/T criterion), aligning with observational
findings. Specifically, while lenticular galaxies ad-
here to the commonly observed relation, disk galax-
ies follow a similar relationship but with elevated in-
tercepts. Intriguingly, elliptical galaxies manifest both
the observed relation with an augmented intercept and
diminished slope, and a cluster of objects with BH
masses lower than expected, as documented by Reines
& Volonteri (2015).

Our examination of the positive mode of the AGN feed-
back indicates that it can effectively co-exist with its neg-
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ative counterpart. When the positive mode is deactivated
in ModA and ModB, galaxies predominantly exhibit lower
masses compared to their counterparts in the full models with
active positive AGN feedback. While this outcome is a natu-
ral consequence of the positive AGN feedback, it is essential
to note that not all differences can be solely attributed to it,
as the two feedback modes are interconnected. Analyzing the
growth in stellar mass attributed to the positive mode reveals
that its efficacy is a decreasing function with stellar mass,
being discretely significant primarily in dwarf galaxies, both
centrals and satellites, in agreement with observations in the
local Universe (e.g., Salomé et al. 2015; Schutte & Reines
2022; Gim & Reines 2024). Additionally, a notable disparity
between the two models emerges: in ModA, the efficiency
of the positive mode diminishes with redshift (aligning with
prior theories), whereas in ModB, it ascends with redshift.
We interpret these trends as inherent consequences of spe-
cific model implementations—SN feedback and reincorpo-
ration time. In ModB, the combined effects of these imple-
mentations render the AGN increasingly active over time as
gas from the ejecta begins reincorporation, predominantly at
lower redshifts due to extended reincorporation times. Con-
versely, in ModA, gas reincorporation progresses more uni-
formly over time, rendering the positive mode more effective
at elevated redshifts.

FEGA has demonstrated its reliability as a SAM, effectively
capturing key properties and scaling relations of galaxies.
However, like all models, it is not flawless and presents av-
enues for enhancement. Firstly, forthcoming model iterations
must address the observed fraction of red galaxies. We posit
that this issue could be mitigated by refining gas stripping
mechanisms as explored in De Lucia et al. (2024), or through
comprehensive revisions of potentially involved processes.
Another promising direction could involve further calibrat-

ing the SAM using additional observations pertaining to the
populations of red and blue galaxies, such as their indepen-
dent SMFs or their redshift-specific fractions. Yet, consid-
ering insights from other SAMs, for instance, the L-Galaxies
variant in Henriques et al. (2020), this approach might not
offer a definitive solution to the issue.

In summary, we have analyzed the positive mode of the
AGN feedback and demonstrated its compatibility with the
negative mode. The comprehensive implementation of AGN
feedback in FEGA stands to benefit from future refinements.
This includes acknowledging the concurrent activity of both
modes and, crucially, formulating a more realistic and phys-
ically grounded prescription for the positive mode, by incor-
porating a broader array of quantities pertinent to AGN ac-
tivity.
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