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ABSTRACT
We present Diffstar, a smooth parametric model for the in-situ star formation history (SFH) of galaxies. Diffstar
is distinct from conventional SFH models that are used to interpret the spectral energy distribution (SED) of an
observed galaxy, because our model is parametrized directly in terms of basic features of galaxy formation physics.
The Diffstar model assumes that star formation is fueled by the accretion of gas into the dark matter halo of the galaxy,
and at the foundation of Diffstar is a parametric model for halo mass assembly, Diffmah. We include parametrized
ingredients for the fraction of accreted gas that is eventually transformed into stars, εms, and for the timescale over
which this transformation occurs, τcons; some galaxies in Diffstar experience a quenching event at time tq, and may
subsequently experience rejuvenated star formation. We fit the SFHs of galaxies predicted by the IllustrisTNG (TNG)
and UniverseMachine (UM) simulations with the Diffstar parameterization, and show that our model is sufficiently
flexible to describe the average stellar mass histories of galaxies in both simulations with an accuracy of ∼ 0.1 dex
across most of cosmic time. We use Diffstar to compare TNG to UM in common physical terms, finding that: (i)
star formation in UM is less efficient and burstier relative to TNG; (ii) galaxies in UM have longer gas consumption
timescales, τcons, relative to TNG; (iii) rejuvenated star formation is ubiquitous in UM, whereas quenched TNG
galaxies rarely experience sustained rejuvenation; and (iv) in both simulations, the distributions of εms, τcons, and tq
share a common characteristic dependence upon halo mass, and present significant correlations with halo assembly
history. We conclude the paper with a discussion of how Diffstar can be used in future applications to fit the SEDs
of individual observed galaxies, as well as in forward-modeling applications that populate cosmological simulations
with synthetic galaxies.
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1 INTRODUCTION

One of the core goals of extragalactic astronomy is to un-
derstand the relationship between the fundamental physical
parameters of a galaxy and its observed spectral energy dis-
tribution (SED). Stellar population synthesis (SPS) is the
prevailing framework that enables theoretical predictions for
the SED of a galaxy (Conroy 2013), and the star formation
history of a galaxy (SFH) is one of the fundamental physical
properties that determines its SED. There are several distinct
approaches that are commonly used to model SFH. In tradi-
tional parametric approaches, some simple functional form is
assumed for the shape of SFH(t), and the parameters of this
functional form are programmatically varied in the SPS anal-
ysis. Some examples of typical parametric models are func-
tions that are exponentially declining (Schmidt 1959a), de-
layed exponential (Sandage 1986), lognormal (Gladders et al.
2013; Diemer et al. 2017), and double power-laws (Behroozi
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et al. 2013a; Ciesla et al. 2017; Carnall et al. 2018). There
are numerous alternatives to such simple functional forms.
For example, it is increasingly common to use a piecewise-
defined model1 that characterizes SFH(t) by interpolating
between a set of control points in time (Cid Fernandes et al.
2005; Ocvirk et al. 2006; Chauke et al. 2018; Tojeiro et al.
2007; Leja et al. 2019a; Iyer et al. 2019). There are also a
range of alternatives such as stochastically correlated mod-
els (Caplar & Tacchella 2019; Tacchella et al. 2020), models
formulated in terms of a set of basis functions (Iyer & Ga-
wiser 2017; Sparre et al. 2015; Matthee & Schaye 2019; Chen
et al. 2021), and entirely non-parametric approaches such as

1 Note that it is common practice to refer to these models as
“non-parametric". As pointed out in Leja et al. (2019a), this is a
misnomer: in these models, star formation history is determinis-
tically specified by the values of SFH(t) at the control points. In
this paper, we will refer to these as “piecewise-defined models", and
reserve the term “non-parametric" for models in which there truly
does not exist an exact parametric description of SFH(t), such as
a hydrodynamical simulation or semi-analytical model.
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drawing SFHs directly from a simulation of galaxy formation
(Finlator et al. 2007; Pacifici et al. 2012, 2015).

When conducting an SPS analysis of the SED or photom-
etry of a galaxy, the choice one makes for the SFH model
has significant consequences for the inference of a galaxy’s
physical properties. First, it is important for the SFH model
to have sufficient flexibility such that the galaxy properties
of interest are not biased by the underlying assumptions. On
the other hand, the model should not be so flexible that the
constraining power of the observational data becomes unac-
ceptably degraded. This ubiquitous trade-off between bias
and variance has been discussed extensively in the literature
on SFH models. For example, in Simha et al. (2014) the au-
thors introduced a 4-parameter SFH model that they tested
against star formation histories taken from a hydrodynamical
simulation, and demonstrated that their model only slightly
inflates statistical errors relative to one-dimensional models,
but with the benefit of a major reduction in systematic bi-
ases. In closely related work analyzing the Simba simulation
(Davé et al. 2019), in Lower et al. (2020) it was found that
piecewise-defined models are able to infer star formation rates
with much smaller biases relative to simple parametric forms
such as a delayed-τ, again with only a modest inflation of the
parameter posteriors.

A significant challenge to observational studies of star for-
mation history is that inferring the detailed shape of galaxy
SFH is a fundamentally under-conditioned problem. Even
when considering high-resolution measurements of galaxy
spectra (R ∼ 10, 000) with signal-to-noise ratios as large
as 100, only ∼ 8 distinct episodes of star formation can be
discerned (Ocvirk et al. 2006). These limitations are even
more severe for less detailed measurements: multiple studies
have now shown that Bayesian analyses of photometry are
commonly prior-dominated (Carnall et al. 2019a; Leja et al.
2019a; Lower et al. 2020). This highlights the potential dan-
ger of over-interpreting the observations based on a model
whose complexity is unwarranted by the available data, and
so in all SPS analyses of star formation history, careful con-
sideration of the assumed prior is critical.

Motivated by these considerations, in this paper we intro-
duce a new parametric approach to modeling galaxy SFH,
Diffstar. Our functional form assumes a physically-motivated
relationship between the assembly of the underlying dark
matter halo, the efficiency of star formation along the main
sequence, the consumption timescale of freshly accreted gas,
and the possibility of a quenching event. We use simulated
star formation histories from the UniverseMachine (Behroozi
et al. 2019) and IllustrisTNG (Pillepich et al. 2018; Springel
et al. 2018) to validate the flexibility of our parameterization,
and show that Diffstar supplies a compact description of these
simulations that enables a simple, physics-based comparison
of their predicted SFHs.

This paper is organized as follows. In §2, we describe the
simulated datasets used throughout the paper. We give a ped-
agogical overview of the Diffstar model in §3, and in §4 we
assess the performance of our model’s ability to capture the
SFHs in the UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG simulations.
In §5, we study the statistical trends and scaling relations
exhibited by UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG, and we use
our model as the basis of a physical comparison between these
two simulations. We discuss our findings and future applica-

tions of Diffstar in §6, and conclude in §7 with a summary of
our principal results.

2 SIMULATIONS

In order to validate that the Diffstar model for star forma-
tion history (SFH) is sufficiently flexible, we used simulated
SFHs taken from publicly available datasets based on Illus-
trisTNG (TNG, Nelson et al. 2019a) and UniverseMachine
(UM, Behroozi et al. 2019). We now describe these two syn-
thetic datasets in turn.
IllustrisTNG is a suite of cosmological hydrodynamical

simulations that incorporates a wide variety of baryonic feed-
back processes, including radiative gas cooling, star forma-
tion, galactic winds, and AGN feedback (Weinberger et al.
2017; Pillepich et al. 2018). We use publicly available data
from the largest hydrodynamical simulation of the suite,
TNG300-1. The TNG300-1 simulation was carried out using
the moving-mesh code Arepo (Springel 2010) to solve for the
evolution of 25003 gas tracers together with the same num-
ber of dark matter particles in a simulation box of 302.6 Mpc
on a side, under a cosmology very similar to Planck Collabo-
ration et al. (2014). For TNG300-1, the corresponding mass
resolution is 5.9 × 107M� and 1.1 × 107M� for dark mat-
ter and gas, respectively. Halos and subhalos in IllustrisTNG
were identified with the SUBFIND algorithm (Springel et al.
2001), and the merger trees we use were constructed with
SUBLINK (Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015). Publicly available
galaxy properties are tabulated at 100 snapshots. The snap-
shot spacing ranges from 36 Myr to 193 Myr, with a median
spacing of 153 Myr.
UniverseMachine is an empirical model of galaxy star for-

mation across redshift; at each simulated snapshot, the UM
model maps a value of SFR onto every subhalo, and the SFH
of the simulated galaxies are determined in a post-processing
analysis of the merger trees. For the synthetic SFHs used in
this paper, we use the best-fit model of UniverseMachine run
on the Bolshoi Planck simulation (BPL, Klypin et al. 2011,
2016). The BPL simulation was carried out using the ART
code (Kravtsov et al. 1997) by evolving 20483 dark-matter
particles of mass mp = 2.2 × 108M� on a simulation box of
368.7 Mpc on a side, under cosmological parameters closely
matching Planck Collaboration et al. (2014). Merger trees
were identified with Rockstar and ConsistentTrees (Behroozi
et al. 2013d,e; Rodríguez-Puebla et al. 2016) prior to run-
ning the UniverseMachine code. The 178 UM snapshots have
a spacing that ranges from 15 Myr to 124 Myr, with a median
spacing of 80 Myr.
All results in the paper pertain to the assembly histories

of present-day host halos (i.e., upid=-1 for Rockstar, and the
“main halo” for SUBFIND). Our choice to focus on the in-situ
assembly history of central galaxies is an important simpli-
fying feature of our analysis, particularly regarding in the
interpretation of galaxy quenching in lower-mass halos; we
will separately study the phenomenon of satellite quenching
and merging in follow-up work.
Throughout the paper, including the present section, values

of halo mass, stellar mass and distance are quoted assuming
the Hubble parameter used by each simulation (hBPL = 0.678
and hTNG = 0.6774).
For notational convenience, throughout the paper, all ref-
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erences to the log function will be understood to refer to
base-10 logarithms, without exception. We will use the vari-
able mh to denote logMh [M�], and we will use the notation
sSFR ≡ log Ṁ?/M? [yr−1].
When writing M?, stellar mass or stellar mass history

(SMH) throughout the text, we refer to the total mass formed
in stars, or cumulative star formation, without taking into ac-
count mass that has been lost due to the finite lifetimes of
stars.

3 DIFFSTAR MODEL FORMULATION

In this section, we give a detailed description of the paramet-
ric formulation of the Diffstar model. This includes both a
formal definition of the model, as well as theoretical moti-
vation for each ingredient; quantitative justification for each
ingredient based on individual examples of simulated SFH
appears in this section; we present additional justification for
our formulation based on fits to large samples of simulated
galaxies in the following section. We refer the reader to Ap-
pendix A for a concise summary of the Diffstar parametriza-
tion.
In the modern picture of galaxy formation, stars form from

gaseous baryonic matter that is gravitationally bound within
dark matter halos, and this process is accompanied by a
litany of feedback mechanisms that operate across a large
dynamic range of scales in space and time (see Mo et al.
2010; Somerville & Davé 2015; Vogelsberger et al. 2020, for
contemporary reviews). Through a diverse body of evidence
ranging from hydrodynamical simulations (Schaye et al. 2015;
Khandai et al. 2015; Feldmann et al. 2016; Pillepich et al.
2018), semi-analytic models (Kauffmann et al. 1999; Kang
et al. 2005; Croton et al. 2006; Benson 2012), and empir-
ical techniques (Conroy & Wechsler 2009; Watson et al.
2015; Behroozi & Silk 2015; Becker 2015; Moster et al. 2018;
Behroozi et al. 2019), it is now well established that star for-
mation is a relatively inefficient process, and exhibits strong
correlations with both the mass and the assembly history of
the parent halo of the galaxy. Our goal with Diffstar is to de-
velop a parametric form that is flexible enough to capture the
diversity of pathways by which galaxies and halos co-evolve,
and that at the same reflects the underlying simplicity of the
most fundamental aspects of the galaxy–halo connection.
In the basic physical picture of the Diffstar model, we as-

sume that baryonic matter becomes available for star forma-
tion at a rate that is closely related to the growth rate of the
dark matter halo. In §3.1, we review our model for halo mass
assembly history, which is the same as the Diffmah model pre-
sented in Hearin et al. (2021b), to which we refer the reader
for additional details. In §3.2, we motivate and discuss our
use of Diffmah to approximate the rate at which baryonic
mass becomes available for star formation.
Once gas falls into the dark matter halo, in Diffstar we

make the ansatz that only a fraction of the accreted ma-
terial ever transforms into stars, and that this fraction de-
pends only upon the instantaneous mass of the parent halo.
We furthermore assume that the mass-dependence exhibits a
characteristic shape, such that there is a critical mass where
the conversion fraction peaks, and that at lower and higher
halo masses the conversion fraction falls off monotonically.
We describe this modeling ingredient in detail in §3.3.

Figure 1. Diffmah model of halo mass assembly. In each
panel, the blue curve shows the assembly history of the same halo
in IllustrisTNG, and the orange curve shows the approximate halo
history supplied by Diffmah. The top panel shows the mass accre-
tion rate, and the bottom panel shows the cumulative mass.

In real galaxies, stars do not form instantaneously at the
first moment that a parcel of gas falls inside the boundary of
a dark matter halo, and so in Diffstar we assume that there
is a characteristic timescale, τcons, over which an accreted
parcel of gas will gradually be transformed into stellar mass.
We refer to τcons as the gas consumption timescale, and we
discuss this aspect of our model in §3.4.
In the Diffstar model, there is parametrized flexibility to

capture the phenomenon that some galaxies experience a
quenching event that results in a pronounced reduction in
star formation. Furthermore, the flexibility of our model al-
lows for the possibility that quenching is not permanent, and
that some galaxies experience rejuvenated star formation af-
ter having been previously quenched. We discuss how Diffstar
treats these two phenomena in §3.5.

3.1 Halo Mass Assembly

At the foundation of the Diffstar model is the mass assembly
history (MAH) of the dark matter halo hosting the galaxy.
We model the MAH using the Diffmah parameterization pre-
sented in Hearin et al. (2021b), in whichMhalo(t) is defined to
be a power-law function of cosmic time with a rolling index,

Mhalo(t) = M0(t/t0)α(t), (1)

MNRAS 000, 1–26 (2022)
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where t0 is the present-day age of the universe, and M0 ≡
Mhalo(t0). We model the time-dependence of the power-law
slope using a sigmoid function, S(x), defined as follows:

S(x|x0, k, a, b) = a+
b− a

1 + exp{−k(x− x0)} . (2)

The function S(x) is smoothly differentiable and monotoni-
cally increases from a to b with a characteristic transition at
x0. Thus in Eq. 1, the behavior of α(t) is given by

α(t) = αearly +
αlate − αearly

1 + exp{−kh(t− τc)} . (3)

The parameters αearly and αlate define the asymptotic values
of the power-law index at early and late times, respectively; τc
is the transition time between the early- and late-time indices,
and kh = 3.5 Gyr−1 defines the speed of the transition, and
is held constant for all halos.
The Diffmah model describes Mhalo(t) to be a smooth,

monotonically increasing function of time, and so this model
is intended to approximate the history of the peak halo mass,
ensuring dMhalo/dt is everywhere non-negative. Hard-wired
into the functional form of Diffmah and its fitting procedure
is the modern physical picture of dark matter halo growth:
at early times, halos undergo a period of rapid growth during
a “fast-accretion regime", and mass accretion rates diminish
considerably at later times as halos transition to the “slow-
accretion regime". Even though the Diffmah model imposes
this narrative onto the interpretation of simulated merger
trees, the three free parameters of the model have sufficient
flexibility to capture the diversity of MAHs of individual ha-
los in either gravity-only or hydro simulations, with a typical
accuracy of ∼ 0.1 dex across time (see Hearin et al. 2021b,
for further details). We provide further discussion below of
how our choice to use Diffmah as the basis of halo growth
influences the Diffstar formulation. Figure 1 shows an exam-
ple Diffmah fit to the mass assembly history of a dark matter
halo in IllustrisTNG.

3.2 Gas Accretion Rate

As stated above, the Diffstar model assumes that the rate at
which baryonic mass becomes available for star formation in
a galaxy is closely related to the growth rate of the parent
dark matter halo. Although this is rather intuitive at a quali-
tative level, it is not clear a priori whether this assumption is
suitable for the level of quantitative analysis that we intend
to carry out. After all, dark matter appears to be dissipation-
less, and is only subject to gravitational forces, whereas gas is
collisional, and so it can shock, mix, and dissipate energy via
radiative cooling. And as shown in van de Voort et al. (2011)
and Faucher-Giguère et al. (2011), stellar winds, outflows,
and other baryon-specific processes have potential to signifi-
cantly impact the accretion rates of gas versus dark matter,
particularly in the inner regions of a halo, close to where the
actual galaxy resides. Moreover, for purposes of predicting
star formation rate, there is a questionable physical basis for
the adoption of commonly-used boundaries of dark matter
halos such as the virial radius, Rvir, because the definition
of Rvir is tied to a reference background density that evolves
with time, which in turn can lead to inferred growth of halo
mass even if the physical density profile of the halo remains
constant (Diemer et al. 2013; More et al. 2015).

However, numerous works carefully studying the physical
nature of the accretion of gas into halos has revealed a strik-
ingly close connection between the assembly history of bary-
onic and dark matter within individual halos. In Dekel et al.
(2013), the authors used a suite of cosmological zoom-in sim-
ulations to identify broadly similar baryonic accretion rates
at Rvir and Rvir/10. This finding was confirmed and strength-
ened in Wetzel & Nagai (2015), who found that the physical
accretion rate of baryons at all radii within the halo roughly
tracks the accretion rate across the halo boundary. It has also
been shown in Mitchell & Schaye (2021) that the internal and
ejected gas of halos in the EAGLE simulation approximately
follows the cosmic baryon fraction, fb.Motivated by these re-
sults, we make the following assumption in the Diffstar model,

dMg

dt
= fb

dMh

dt
, (4)

where dMg/dt is the accretion rate of baryonic material that
is available for star formation, and dMh/dt is the growth rate
of total halo mass.
In Eq. 4, we use the Diffmah model to approximate

dMh/dt. The fact that halo growth in Diffmah is smooth
has important implications for the formulation and interpre-
tation of Diffstar, particularly regarding the sharp transient
fluctuations in dMh/dt that are a characteristic feature of
numerical estimations of halo mass growth from simulated
merger trees. Some of these fluctuations correspond to physi-
cal events such as major mergers that could impact the halo’s
resident galaxy (see, e.g., Wang et al. 2020), but there are also
quite significant timestep-to-timestep fluctuations for which
the connection to the physics of galaxy formation is tenuous.
Using simulated merger trees for dMh/dt is tantamount to an
at-face-value interpretation of each individual fluctuation in
an N-body merger tree as corresponding to a true, physical
fluctuation in the in-situ star formation rate of the galaxy.
The direct use of simulated trees furthermore introduces an
unwanted dependence of the model upon the resolution of the
simulation, both in terms of the particle mass and the spac-
ing of the snapshots in time. In Diffstar, we use smooth ap-
proximations to dMh/dt based on Diffmah, thereby neglect-
ing short-term fluctuations that appear in simulated merger
trees; in §6, we discuss a future extension of our model that
will incorporate such fluctuations in a manner that is not tied
to transient fluctuations in simulated merger trees.

3.3 Baryon Conversion Efficiency

Once a parcel of gas falls inside the boundary of a dark matter
halo, only a fraction of the accreted mass ever ultimately
transforms into stars. For a small parcel of gas, δMg, that
accretes at some time, t, the portion of this mass that turns
into stars at some later time, t′ > t, is controlled by the
baryon conversion efficiency, εms(Mh(t′)), which is defined
by the following proportionality:

δM?(t
′) ∝ εms(Mh(t′))× δMg(t). (5)

In formulating this problem as in Eq. 5, we adopt a similar
approach as in Mutch et al. (2013), and make the ansatz that
εms depends only upon the total mass of the parent halo at
the moment that the gas is converted into stars, and that the
form of εms(Mhalo) peaks at some critical mass, Mcrit, and
falls off monotonically at lower and higher halo masses. This

MNRAS 000, 1–26 (2022)
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Figure 2. Baryon conversion efficiency function. The value
of εms controls the fraction of accreted gas that is transformed
into stars: δM? ∝ εms × δMg. The Diffstar model assumes that
εms(Mhalo) varies with halo mass according to a characteristic
shape, presenting a peak in efficiency determined by some char-
acteristic halo mass Mcrit, and falling off like a power law at lower
and higher halo mass. The figure gives a visual illustration of the
form of the parametric freedom given to the shape of εms(Mhalo).

See Eqs. 6-7 and accompanying text for details.

ansatz is motivated by a wide range of evidence. In lower
mass halos, hydrodynamical simulations and semi-analytic
models have shown that stellar winds from massive stars and
supernovae can eject gas from the shallow potential of the
halo, thereby reducing the total amount of baryonic material
that is available to fuel the formation of stars (Nelson et al.
2019b); additionally, star formation can reheat cold gas, cre-
ating conditions that prevent further conversion of baryonic
matter into stars (Benson et al. 2002; Hopkins et al. 2012);
other physical processes such as photoionization of the inter-
galactic medium are also thought to play an important role
in inhibiting star formation in low-mass halos (Benson et al.
2002). Meanwhile, higher-mass halos host massive black holes
that can be very effective at preventing star formation, either
by the heating of the surrounding gas and/or the ejection of
the gas from the galaxy, or by the creation of kinetic bubbles
that impart momentum to the surrounding gas (Croton et al.
2006; Sijacki et al. 2007; Gabor et al. 2010; Weinberger et al.
2017; Fluetsch et al. 2019; Trussler et al. 2020).
Further evidence for our assumed shape of εms(Mhalo)

comes from results based on empirical models. One of the
basic findings of abundance matching studies is that the
shape of the dark matter halo mass function together with
the shape of the observed stellar mass function requires that
M?/Mhalo, the ratio of stellar mass to halo mass, has a peak
near Mhalo ≈ 1012M�, and falls off towards lower and higher
halo mass (Moster et al. 2010; Behroozi et al. 2010; Moster
et al. 2013; Behroozi et al. 2013b). This general shape appears
to be nearly redshift-independent across most of cosmic time
(Behroozi et al. 2013c), which strongly suggests that the ef-
ficiency of star formation has a similar shape.
Motivated by these considerations, we model the halo mass

dependence of the baryon conversion efficiency as

εms(Mh) = εcrit · (Mh/Mcrit)
β(Mh). (6)

Thus εms(Mh) behaves like a power law with a rolling in-

dex, β(Mh). The efficiency attains its critical value2 of εcrit

when the host halo mass equals Mcrit. To model the Mhalo-
dependence of β, we use the same functional form shown in
Eq. 2 for a sigmoid function:

β(mh) = βlo +
βhi − βlo

1 + exp{−k(mh −mcrit)}
, (7)

where as described in §2, for notational convenience we have
written mh = logMh, and mcrit = logMcrit, and k = 9 is
held constant. Figure 2 gives a visual illustration of εms(Mh).
We note that our assumed form for εms(Mhalo) is similar to
the one adopted in Moster et al. (2018), and has four pa-
rameters3 controlling the behavior of the Mhalo-dependence:
{Mcrit, εcrit, βlo, βhi}.
Figure 3 shows an example fit of the Diffstar main sequence

model for a halo with Milky Way mass at z = 0. The top left
panel shows the mass assembly history of an IllustrisTNG
halo, with the best-fitting approximation from Diffmah. In
the top right panel, the solid red curve shows the star for-
mation history of an example galaxy from IllustrisTNG. The
dot-dashed purple curve in the top right panel shows dMg/dt,
which is modeled as in Eq. 4; when we determine the halo
mass accretion rate used to define dMg/dt, both in this fig-
ure and throughout the paper, we use the best-fitting Diffmah
approximation to the values of dMhalo/dt taken from the sim-
ulated merger tree. The dashed cyan curve in the top right
panel shows best-fitting Diffstar approximation to the simu-
lated SFH. In the particular fit shown with the dashed cyan
curve in this panel, we assume that star formation history is
simply given by

dM?(t)/dt = εms(Mh(t)) · dMg(t)/dt,

so that the conversion of baryonic mass into stars happens in-
stantaneously at the moment the gas falls inside the virial ra-
dius of the halo (see §3.4 below for how we relax this assump-
tion in the full Diffstar formulation). The bottom left panel
compares the stellar mass history of the simulated galaxy to
its best-fitting approximation, and the behavior of εms(Mh)
of the best-fitting model is shown in the bottom right panel.

3.4 Gas Consumption Timescale

When a dark matter halo accretes a fresh parcel of gas from
the field, there can be a considerable lag in time before this
parcel cools down and forms the molecular clouds that fuel
star formation. Indeed, there is considerable evidence from
observations of the Milky Way and nearby spiral galaxies that
this lag can be quite long, with timescales ranging 1 ∼ 10 Gyr
(Kennicutt 1989a, 1998; Bigiel et al. 2008; Leroy et al. 2008,
2013; de los Reyes & Kennicutt 2019; Díaz-García & Knapen
2020; Kennicutt & De Los Reyes 2021). Evidence for very
long gas consumption timescales also comes from detailed
analyses of high-resolution hydrodynamical simulations. In
simulations of isolated disk galaxies, it was shown in Se-
menov et al. (2017, 2018) that gas cycles rapidly between
star-forming and non-star-forming states, with only a small

2 Note that εcrit is close, but not quite equal to the peak value of
εms(Mh), due to the functional form defined by Eq. 6.
3 In practice, when fitting the SFHs of individual halos with the
Diffstar model, we hold fixed βhi = −1 after we include the possi-
bility of a quenching event; see §3.5 and §4.1.
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Figure 3. Example fit to the assembly history of an individual galaxy/halo in TNG. Top left: The mass assembly history
of the simulated halo (solid line), and the approximation based on Diffmah (dot-dashed line). Top right: The star formation history of
the simulated galaxy (solid line), the accretion rate of gas implied by the Diffmah fit (dot-dashed), and the star formation history of the
best-fitting Diffstar model (dashed). Bottom left: The stellar mass history of the galaxy. Bottom right: The baryon conversion efficiency
of the best-fitting Diffstar model.

fraction of the gas being converted into stars in any one cycle,
such that the many cycles are needed before the gas reser-
voir becomes depleted. It was furthermore found that gas in
the interstellar medium (ISM) cycles between these states
due to a combination of effects: gas compression/expansion
when entering/exiting spiral arms; stellar/supernova feed-
back that disperses star-forming regions and generates large-
scale ISM turbulence; shocks from expanding SNe bubbles
that compress gas in the disk plane, thereby inducing new
star-forming regions and subsequent SNe explosions; and gas
ejected in fountain-like outflows that eventually falls back due
to the gravitational pull of the disk. Long gas consumption
timescales, with high variance from halo to halo, are thus a
natural consequence of this physical picture.
In Diffstar, we parametrize this phenomenon in terms of

τcons, the timescale over which an accreted parcel of gas
will be gradually transformed into stellar mass. Thus in our
model, the star formation rate of a galaxy, dM?(t)/dt, re-
ceives a contribution from all the previously accreted parcels
of gas, Mg(t′), for all times t− τcons ≤ t′ ≤ t. We implement
this assumption as follows:

(8)
dMms

? (t)

dt
= εms(Mh(t))

∫ t

0

dt′
dMg(t′)

dt′
· Fcons(t|t′, τcons).

In Eq. 8, the gradual transformation of accreted gas into

stars is controlled by Fcons(t|t′, τcons), which we refer to as the
consumption function. The “ms" superscript on dMms

? /dt in
the left-hand side of Eq. 8 denotes “main sequence", as this
equation refers to the star formation rate that the galaxy
would have in the absence of a quenching event (see §3.5
below for our treatment of quenching). Our model for main
sequence star formation is therefore parameterized by two
separate functions, the baryon conversion efficiency function,
εms(Mhalo(t)), defined in the previous section, and Fcons(t).
We now define our parameterization for the consumption
function.
In modeling the gradual transformation of accreted gas into

stars, we make use of the triweight function, T (x), defined as
follows:

T (x|µ, σ) ≡


0 y < −3

z −3 ≤ y ≤ 3

0 y > 3

(9)

y = (x− µ)/σ

z =
35

96
(1− (y/3)2)3/σ.

The function T (x|µ, σ) has very similar behavior as a Gaus-
sian centered at µ with width σ. Despite its piecewise def-
inition, the coefficients in Eq. 9 are defined so that T (x)
has continuous derivatives across the real line. Moreover, the
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Figure 4. Effect of the gas consumption function on SFH.
Top panel: consumption function. For a parcel of gas accreted at
time tacc, the behavior of Fcons(t) distributes the stars formed from
the gas over the timescale, τcons. See Eqs. 8-10 and text for details.
Bottom panel: SFH of an early-forming halo with εms = 0.8, and
different values of τcons. For larger τcons, the SFH peaks at later
times.

function T (x) can also be evaluated without calls to special
functions, making it computationally advantageous for im-
plementations targeting GPUs and other accelerator devices.
The physics captured by the gas consumption function is

that freshly accreted gas does not instantaneously turn all its
mass into stars, but rather, this transformation is spread out
over some timescale, τcons, that follows the accretion of each
new gas parcel. We implement this physical effect in terms of
T (x) as follows:

Fcons(t | tacc, τcons) ≡

{
0 t < tacc

A× T (t | µcons, σcons) t ≥ tacc

µcons = tacc + α (10)
σcons = (τcons − α)/3

α =
τcons

2

τcons

20 Gyr

A =

(∫ tacc+τcons

tacc

T (t | µcons, σcons) dt

)−1

For a parcel of gas accreted at time tacc, note that τcons is the
only free parameter that modulates the behavior of Fcons(t).
This one-parameter family of functions has a peak at t = tacc

when τcons → 0, and this peak gradually shifts to later times
as τcons increases.
In Eq. 10, we have chosen to formulate Fcons(t) in terms
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Figure 5. Gas consumption timescale and SFH fits. Top
panel: Stellar mass history. Bottom panel: History of star forma-
tion rate (SFH). The solid red lines show the assembly history of a
galaxy in UM. The dot-dashed orange lines show an approximation
to this history based on a version of the Diffstar model in which
τcons is held fixed to zero, so that accreted gas instantaneously
transforms into stars according to some best-fitting efficiency. The
dashed cyan lines show the best-fitting Diffstar model in which
τcons is permitted to vary as a free parameter, allowing for gas
to gradually turn into stars over time. The dotted purple line in
the bottom panel shows the gas accretion history, which is propor-
tional to the mass accretion rate given by the best-fitting Diffmah
approximation. The gas accreted by this early-forming halo turns
into stars gradually over several Gyr, reproducing the late-time
peak in SFH.

of a triweight function, T (x), that has been normalized to
unity when integrated over the time interval tacc < t < tacc +
τcons. This formulation has the advantage of mathematically
decoupling the roles played by εms and τcons in our model.
While this choice comes at the expense of an expression for
Fcons(t) that visually appears somewhat complicated, we note
that the increase in computational time associated with this
choice is practically negligible.
We show the simple behavior of Fcons(t) in Figure 4, which

illustrates how a parcel of gas accreted at tacc gradually
transforms its mass into stars at later times. Our use of
the triweight function ensures that this transformation is
fully differentiable, and proceeds to completion over the fi-
nite timescale, τcons. We refer the reader to Appendix B for
a discussion of the relationship between the Diffstar parame-
ter τcons and the physical interpretation of the consumption
timescale in traditional semi-analytic models of galaxy for-
mation.
Figure 5 shows an example fit to a typical early-forming

halo with a star formation history that peaks at late times.
The assembly history of this galaxy is significantly better
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Figure 6. Illustration of the quenching function. The ver-
tical axis in the figure shows fq(t), the logarithm of the quench-
ing function (see Eqs. 11-13). This function supplies a multiplica-
tive prefactor that shuts down SFR below the main sequence rate.
Quenching events can be either rapid or gradual, and our imple-
mentation allows for the possibility of a rejuvenation event that
returns the galaxy to the main sequence.

approximated when including the physics of long gas con-
sumption timescales.

3.5 Quenching and Rejuvenation

Observed galaxies present a bimodality in their specific star
formation rates (sSFR) and broadband colors (Strateva et al.
2001; Blanton et al. 2003; Baldry et al. 2004; Bell et al.
2004; Wetzel et al. 2012; Muzzin et al. 2013). Moreover, when
galaxy samples are divided according to their color (sSFR), it
has been widely found that red (quenched) subsamples reside
in higher-density environments relative to blue (star-forming)
subsamples (Norberg et al. 2002; Blanton et al. 2005; Zehavi
et al. 2005; Weinmann et al. 2006; Li et al. 2006; Hearin et al.
2014), a phenomenon that persists across across most of cos-
mic time (Coil et al. 2008; Peng et al. 2010; Cooper et al.
2012), varies monotonically with color (sSFR) (Zehavi et al.
2011; Krause et al. 2013; Coil et al. 2017; Berti et al. 2021),
and applies to both central and satellite galaxies (Wang et al.
2008, 2013; Berti et al. 2019). Since galaxies do not traverse
cosmological distances greater than ∼ 10 Mpc in a Hubble
time, and since the optical colors of a galaxy remain blue for
at least ∼ 2 Gyr after the cessation of its star formation (e.g.,
Conroy et al. 2009), these observations imply that once star
formation in a galaxy has been shut down, the typical galaxy
remains quenched.
Of course, not all galaxies are typical, and for a non-

negligible minority of galaxies, quenching is not permanent.
Numerous observations show that a significant fraction of
massive elliptical galaxies have had some recent star forma-
tion following a long period of quiescence, a phenomenon gen-
erally referred to as rejuvenation (e.g. Kaviraj et al. 2007;
Pipino et al. 2009; Canning et al. 2014; Ehlert et al. 2015;
Cerulo et al. 2019). Rejuvenation is generally thought to con-
tribute only a small fraction (< 10%) of the total stellar
mass of a galaxy (Chauke et al. 2019), although observa-
tional estimates of the rejuvenation fraction vary consider-

ably (as do the adopted definitions of rejuvenation), ranging
from 5 ∼ 30% (Pandya et al. 2017; Tacchella et al. 2022). Us-
ing forward-modeling techniques based on UniverseMachine,
it was estimated in Behroozi et al. (2019) that 10 − 20%
of galaxies with stellar mass M? & 1011M� at z = 1 (or
40 − 70% at z = 0) have experienced some appreciable level
of rejuvenation.
In Diffstar, we capture these phenomena with our imple-

mentation of the quenching function, Fq(t), which acts as a
multiplicative factor on the star formation rate:

dM?(t)

dt
= Fq(t)× dMms

? (t)

dt
. (11)

In Eq. 11, the quantity dMms
? /dt is defined by Eq. 8, and

we define the behavior of Fq(t) in terms of the logarithmic
drop in SFR, fq ≡ logFq, which we implement through two
successive applications of the triweight error function (cumu-
lative distribution function of the triweight function defined
in Eq. 9), Terf(x):

Terf(x|µ, σ) ≡


0 y < −3

z −3 ≤ y ≤ 3

1 y > 3

(12)

y = (x− µ)/σ

z =
1

2
+

35

96
y − 35

864
y3 +

7

2592
y5 − 5

69984
y7.

fq(log t | log tq, qdt, qdrop, qrejuv) ≡

{
z0 w < 0

z1 w > 0

w = (log t− log tq)/(qdt/12) (13)
z0 = qdrop × Terf(w + 3|µ = 0, σ = 1)

z1 = qdrop − (qdrop − qrejuv) · Terf(w − 3|µ = 0, σ = 1)

The parameters in Eq. 13 are intuitively interpreted as fol-
lows: tq is the time at which the quenching event reaches
qdrop, its maximum suppression of SFR; the parameter qdt

controls the duration of the quenching event; a quenched
galaxy begins to depart the main sequence when the quench-
ing event starts at time log tstart

q ≡ log tq−qdt/2. The quantity
qrejuv controls the level of rejuvenation; when qdrop = qrejuv,
the galaxy remains forever quenched; when qrejuv = 0, the
galaxy eventually returns to the main sequence; finally, note
that we require that qdrop ≤ qrejuv ≤ 0, so that we do not
allow a rejuvenation event to produce SFR in excess of the
main sequence rate. Figure 6 gives a visual representation of
fq(t), and illustrates the physical interpretation of each of the
free parameters that regulate its behavior.
In Figure 7, we show a Diffstar fit to a galaxy in Uni-

verseMachine whose SFH includes a quenching event that is
prominent and permanent. The bottom panel shows the spe-
cific star formation rate history sSFR(t) ≡ SFR(t)/M?(t) of
a UniverseMachine galaxy. When we fit the Diffstar model to
this SFH, our fitter is able to correctly identify the abrupt
quenching that reduces SFR by more than two orders of mag-
nitude, finding tq ∼ 7.2 Gyr.
Figure 8 shows an example fit to a galaxy in UniverseMa-

chine that quenched around t ∼ 5 Gyr, remained quiescent
for ∼ 5 Gyr and subsequently rejuvenated, ultimately form-
ing 15% of its present-day stellar mass within the last 1.5 Gyr
of its lifetime. By comparing the dot-dashed orange lines to
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Figure 7. Permanent quenching event. Top panel: Stellar
mass history. Bottom panel: Specific star formation rate history
(sSFR ≡ Ṁ?/M?). The solid red lines show the assembly history
of a galaxy in UniverseMachine. The dot-dashed orange lines show
an approximation to this history based on the Diffstar main se-
quence model, while the dashed cyan lines show the best-fitting
Diffstar model that includes the possibility of a quenching event.
The implementation of quenching in our model is able to capture a
sharp decrease in star formation rate that some galaxies experience
when they depart the main sequence.

the dashed cyan lines in Fig. 8, we can see that the rejuvena-
tion feature built into Fq(t) is a necessary degree of freedom
in order for Diffstar to capture the SFH of simulated galaxies
such as this one.
We conclude this section by calling attention to the rela-

tionship in Diffstar between the quenching of a galaxy and
the growth of its parent dark matter halo. In the absence
of a consumption timescale, Eqs. 4 & 5 guarantee that once
the mass of a halo stops growing, the star formation of its
galaxy immediately shuts down, which is inconsistent with
the long delay between satellite infall and quenching (e.g.,
Wetzel et al. 2013; Wheeler et al. 2014; Haines et al. 2015).
A simple technique to address this shortcoming is to intro-
duce a parameterized delay between tq and the time halo
growth shuts down; this approach has been used with no-
table success in the EMERGE model (Moster et al. 2018,
2020; O’Leary et al. 2021), although this formulation makes
a very specific assumption about quenching that may be
difficult to reconcile with the diversity of quenching path-
ways (e.g., Fillingham et al. 2016; Balogh et al. 2016; Wright
et al. 2019). When fitting individual SFHs with the Diffstar
model, the gas consumption timescale, τcons, and the quench-
ing timescale, tq, are each allowed to vary freely and inde-
pendently, which ensures that our model is able to capture
a considerable diversity in galaxy–halo co-evolution, permit-
ting both a “decoupling" between star formation and halo
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Figure 8. Rejuvenation event. Top panel: Stellar mass his-
tory. Bottom panel: Specific star formation rate history (sSFR ≡
Ṁ?/M?). The solid red lines show the assembly history of a galaxy
in UniverseMachine. The dot-dashed orange lines show an approx-
imation to this history based on a version of Diffstar that only
permits permanent quenching, while the dashed cyan lines show
the best-fitting Diffstar model that includes the additional possi-
bility of rejuvenation. The implementation of rejuvenation in our
model is able to capture the SFH of a quenched galaxy that re-
sumes a sustained period of star formation, possibly even returning
the SFR of the galaxy to the main sequence rate.

growth in some galaxies, as well as tightly-coupled growth in
other galaxy/halo systems.

4 DIFFSTAR MODEL PERFORMANCE

In the previous section, we provided a detailed pedagogical
description of the Diffstar model for individual galaxy as-
sembly. As we introduced each ingredient of the model, we
supplied an illustrative example of a particular simulated
SFH whose fit warranted the ingredient under discussion.
Since one of our ultimate aims is to deploy our model in
a fully cosmological context, a natural question that arises is
how well the full diversity of star formation histories in Uni-
verseMachine and IllustrisTNG are captured by Diffstar. In
this section, we quantitatively assess the ability of our model
to capture the SFHs seen in these two simulations. In §4.1, we
describe our algorithm for fitting individual SFHs in simula-
tions with Diffstar. We quantify how well our model is able to
reproduce average star formation histories in §4.2, we present
the residual errors of fits to individual SFHs in §4.3, and we
analyze the timescale-dependence of the residual errors of our
fits in §4.4.
We remind the reader of the notation introduced in §2,

in which sSFR ≡ log Ṁ?/M? [yr−1], and all logarithms are
understood to be in base-10.
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Figure 9. Average stellar mass histories. Top panels: Average stellar mass histories (SMH) as a function of cosmic time for halos
of different present day mass M0 ≡ Mpeak(z = 0). Dashed curves show the prediction we obtain by fitting Diffstar to each individual
SMH history and taking the average for the same halos. Bottom panels: Residual logarithmic difference between the average SMH in the
simulation and the average prediction from Diffstar. We find good agreement between Diffstar SMH predictions compared to UM or TNG,
especially at t > 3 Gyr (z < 2), with a residual bias of 0.02 dex for TNG and 0.1 dex for UM.

4.1 Fitting simulated SFHs with Diffstar

The first step to obtaining a Diffstar approximation to the
SFH in a simulation is to fit the assembly history of the total
mass of the halo (i.e., the MAH) with the Diffmah model. As
discussed in §3.1, the Diffmah model is specifically formulated
to describe the cumulative MAH, and so these fits are carried
out on the simulated history of Mpeak(t). We adopt the same
fitting procedure described in detail in Hearin et al. (2021b),
to which we refer the reader for further information. Once
a Diffmah approximation has been identified, the three best-
fitting parameters describing the MAH are held fixed, and we
use the smooth approximation to (Mh(t), Ṁh(t)) in order to
approximate the SFH and stellar mass history (SMH) of the
galaxy, only varying Diffstar parameters in the second stage
of the fit.
To fit the Diffstar parameters, we use a custom-tailored

wrapper4 function calling the scipy implementation of the
BFGS algorithm (Broyden 1970; Fletcher 1970; Goldfarb

4 A fiducial initial guess is selected based on the median value
of each parameter as a function of M0 measured from an initial
exploratory run. Our fitter reruns the BFGS-based optimization
numerous times until a target best-fit loss is obtained, stopping
after a maximum number of iterations. Each iteration starts from
a different initial guess determined by randomly perturbing the
fiducial initial guess.

1970; Shanno 1970) to carry out a least squares minimization
of the logarithmic difference between the model prediction
and the target data. For our target data, we use the loga-
rithmic values of SMH, the logarithmic SFH averaged over
a time period of 1 Gyr (see Equation 14), and the specific
star formation (SFH/SMH), jointly fitting these three target
data vectors for snapshots with t > 1 Gyr. We generally give
each target data vectors the same weight, but we double the
weight of: (i) SMH snapshots within 0.1 dex of the present
day stellar mass, which highlights quenched snapshots; and
of (ii) SFH snapshots within 0.1 dex of the SFH maximum
value, which highlights the peak of the SFH data vector. Fur-
thermore, when performing the fits, we clip the simulated and
predicted SFHs at a minimum value of sSFR = −12; the mo-
tivation for this clip is that values of SFR falling below this
cutoff are observationally consistent with zero detectable star
formation (Brinchmann et al. 2004), and so we do not penal-
ize a proposed model for a failure in this regime. Finally, we
only fit snapshots where the SMH is above 107 [M�] or where
the SMH is within 3.5 dex of the present-day stellar mass.

When varying the free parameters in all our fits, we
find that fixing βhi = −1 does not result in an appre-
ciable loss of accuracy, nor does it increase the magnitude
of residual variance of the fits, and so we hold this pa-
rameter fixed to these values in all results reported here.
We therefore vary a total of 8 parameters for each galaxy:
θ = {βlo, εcrit, Mcrit, τcons, tq, qdt, qdrop, qrejuv}. The soft-
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ware implementation of our fitting algorithm is included as
part of the publicly available diffstar source code, to which
we refer the reader for additional quotidian details. Our min-
imization algorithm takes a few hundred CPU-milliseconds
per halo.

4.2 Recovery of average SFH

Using the algorithm described in §4.1 above, we have identi-
fied a best-fitting Diffstar approximation to several hundred
thousand simulated galaxies in the UniverseMachine and Il-
lustrisTNG samples described in §2. In this section, we an-
alyze how well the average SMHs and SFHs are described
by our model. Figure 9 shows results for SMHs, showing re-
sults for UM in the left column and results for TNG in the
right column. Results for galaxies residing in halos with differ-
ent mass bins are color-coded as indicated in the legend. For
galaxies in a particular mass bin, we plot the average SMH
with the solid curve in the top panel; solid curves show results
taken directly from the simulated merger trees, while dashed
curves show results based on Diffstar approximations, so that
comparing solid to dashed curves illustrates the fidelity with
which Diffstar approximates the simulated SMH. In the lower
panel of Figure 9, we show the residual logarithmic difference
between the average SMH in the simulation and the average
prediction from Diffstar. We find good agreement between
the Diffstar SMH predictions compared to UM or TNG, es-
pecially at t > 3 Gyr (z . 2)5, with a residual average bias of
0.02 dex for TNG and 0.1 dex for UM. Figure 10 has a sim-
ilar layout as Figure 9, with the top panel showing average
SFHs for simulated halos with solid lines and Diffstar ap-
proximations with dashed lines. The middle panel shows the
residual logarithmic SFH difference, while the additional bot-
tom panel shows the residual SFH difference relative to the
simulation SMH in [(100 Myr)−1] units. We find good agree-
ment between the Diffstar SFH predictions compared to UM
or TNG, especially at t > 3 Gyr (z . 2), with a residual bias
of 0.05 dex for TNG and 0.15 dex UM (except for massive ha-
los at low redshift). Relative to the SMH, the SFH residual
bias magnitude is typically smaller than 0.01[(100 Myr)−1]
for TNG and smaller than 0.05[(100 Myr)−1] for UM. Fig-
ure 9-10 demonstrate that Diffstar is a flexible enough model
to approximate average galaxy growth in both UM and TNG
with a high level of accuracy.

4.3 Residuals of fits to individual SFH

The results shown in §4.2 illustrate the accuracy with which
the Diffstar model is able to reproduce the average assembly
history of galaxies in UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG. In
this section, we study how faithfully the model can capture
the diversity of SFHs of simulated galaxies, and so we now as-
sess the performance of Diffstar in reproducing the assembly
history of individual galaxies.
In the left column of Figure 11, we show the distribution

of residual errors of the Diffstar model fits to the SMH of

5 For halos with present-day mass of m0 = 11.5, the median mass
at z = 3 is 480 BPL particles, and 10− 15% of halos are resolved
with fewer than 200 particles; at z = 5, the median mass is just
over 40 particles.

individual galaxies in UM and TNG. The vertical axis shows
the logarithmic difference between the simulated and approx-
imated SMH, plotted as a function of cosmic time. The me-
dian bias for UM (TNG) is shown with the dashed green
(dot-dashed red) curve, and the variance of the logarithmic
difference is shown with the shaded band of the correspond-
ing color, defined as the area between the 16th and 84th per-
centiles of the distribution of the residual variance. Results for
galaxy samples residing in halos of different mass are shown
in different panels, with mass range indicated by the in-panel
annotation.
Generally speaking, the SMH fits have negligible bias for

all times t & 3 Gyr and for all halo masses studied here,
and present a total residual variance of around 0.1 dex or
lower (width of the bands). For the case of TNG, SMH fits
to galaxies of all mass retain this same level of quality at all
redshifts z . 5. For the case of UM galaxies in halos with
present-day mass M0 ≈ 1011.5M� (the lowest mass bin we
study), at early times there is a systematic offset of 0.2 dex
at z ≈ 3 that grows to 0.4 dex at z ≈ 5; this offset is re-
duced and pushed to higher redshift for more massive halos
in UM, and it generally stays to levels below 0.1 dex for most
times in UM halos with M0 & 1012M�. It is plausible that
the resolution limits of the underlying BPL simulation could
contribute significantly to this offset, but a dedicated resolu-
tion study would be required in order to quantify the extent
to which this is the case; we discuss this issue further in §6.
The SMH residual variance is typically lower for TNG than
for UM, which is largely attributable to the greater degree of
burstiness in UM (see §4.4 for further details). Furthermore,
the width of the residual variance decreases for more mas-
sive halos, which can be understood in terms the increased
quenched fraction at higher mass.
In the right column of Figure 11, we show analogous results

for the ability of our model to describe the SFH of individ-
ual galaxies. To quantify these residuals, we adopt a conven-
tion similar to Lower et al. (2020) and plot the difference
between simulated and best-fitting approximations of SFHs,
normalizing this difference by the SMH in the simulation in
[(100 Myr)−1] units. The vertical axis quantifies the residual
error in the specific star formation rate (see, e.g., Chaves-
Montero & Hearin 2020, for discussion of the relationship
between this quantity and the ability of a model to recover
galaxy colors). Again we find that the Diffstar approxima-
tions have a negligible bias for all times t & 3 Gyr and for
all halo masses; for the case of UM galaxies there is an offset
of ∼ 0.1 (100Myr)−1 at z & 2, but otherwise biases in both
simulations are limited to levels below 0.05 (100Myr)−1 at all
times and for all halo masses we consider. The residual vari-
ance in this quantity is typically lower than 0.05 (100Myr)−1

for z < 2, becoming significantly smaller at lower redshift.
The results plotted here can be compared to Figure 5 of
Lower et al. (2020), where they constrain SFH from synthetic
broadband photometry. Evidently, the typical error in our fits
is smaller than the precision of typical SPS codes at inferring
SFH from galaxy photometry.

4.4 Residuals from short-timescale fluctuations

Star formation histories of individual galaxies in simulations
fluctuate on shorter time scales than can be described by
the smooth Diffstar model. In this section, we explore the
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〈Ṁ

?
〉

〈M
d

at
a

?
〉[ 0.

01

M
y
r]

1 3 5 7 9 11 13

Cosmic time [Gyr]

−0.10
−0.05

0.00
0.05
0.10

∆
〈Ṁ
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Figure 10. Average star formation histories. Top panel : Star formation histories (SFH). Middle panel: Residual logarithmic SFH
difference. Bottom panel: Residual SFH difference normalized by the simulation SMH in [(100 Myr)−1] units. We find good agreement
between Diffstar SFH predictions compared to UM or TNG, especially at t > 3 Gyr (z < 2), with a residual bias of 0.05 dex for TNG
and 0.15 dex UM (except for massive halos at low redshift). Relative to SMH, the SFH residual bias magnitude is typically smaller than
0.01[(100 Myr)−1] for TNG and smaller than 0.05[(100 Myr)−1] for UM.

extent to which these transient fluctuations are responsible
for residual variance in the Diffstar approximations to the
SFHs of individual galaxies in simulations.
We begin by defining how we quantify the difference be-

tween simulated SFHs and their Diffstar approximations
on a particular timescale, ∆t. First, we use the notation
〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t, referred to as the ∆t-smoothed SFH, to quan-
tify the amount of star formation that has occurred over the
timescale ∆t prior to the time t :

〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t ≡ (M?(t)−M?(t−∆t))/∆t. (14)

Second, for a particular galaxy, we use the notation
δ〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t to denote the logarithmic difference between the
∆t-smoothed SFH in the simulation and its Diffstar approx-
imation:

(15)

δ〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t ≡ log
(
〈Ṁ?(t)〉fit

∆t

)
− log

(
〈Ṁ?(t)〉sim∆t

)
.

Finally, for some probability distribution P (x), we use the
notation σ68 to refer to the half-width between the 16th and
84th percentiles of x.
Based on the three quantities defined above, we can quan-

tify the fidelity with which the Diffstar model captures sim-

ulated SFHs on a timescale ∆t for any particular sample of
galaxies. For each galaxy in the sample of interest, we com-
pute δ〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t, and then define σ?(t|∆t) to be the value of
σ68 for the resulting distribution:

σ?(t|∆t) ≡ σ68

(
δ〈Ṁ?(t)〉∆t

)
. (16)

We use σ?(t|∆t) as our metric to assess the time-scale depen-
dence of the success of the Diffstar model.
In Figure 12, we plot σ?(t|∆t) as a function of time, show-

ing results for all UniverseMachine galaxies in the left panel,
and all galaxies in IllustrisTNG in the right panel. Results
for different smoothing scales ∆t are color-coded as indicated
in the color bar. At ∆t = 0, corresponding to the smallest
timescale resolved by the snapshot spacing of the simulated
datasets (see §2), we find a typical residual variance of 0.35
dex for UM, and 0.25 dex for TNG, comparable to a typical
observational error on the value of SFR inferred from galaxy
spectra (e.g., Brinchmann et al. 2004). We find that Uni-
verseMachine histories present a greater degree of burstiness
relative to IllustrisTNG, confirming previous results (Iyer
et al. 2020; Chaves-Montero & Hearin 2021). As Diffstar is
a smooth parametric model, we generally expect better pre-
dictions for SFH when averaged over longer timescales. This
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Figure 11. Residuals of fits to individual SFH. The distribution of residual errors in individual fits from Diffstar to UM and TNG as
a function of time. Left columns: residual errors in stellar mass histories (SMH); Right columns: residual errors in SFHs normalized by the
SMHs from the simulation, in units of [(100 Myr)−1]. Lines show the median of the distribution, while bands show the area between the
16th and 84th percentiles, representing the residual variance of individual fits. Each panel shows results for halos of different present day
mass as indicated by the in-panel annotation. We recover unbiased histories for t & 3 Gyr (z . 2), finding a typical residual variance of 0.1
dex or lower for SMH and of 0.05[(100 Myr)−1] and lower for SFH differences relative to SMH. The width of these residual distributions
decreases significantly at lower redshift, especially as galaxies become quiescent. See §4.3 for details.

expectation is borne out quantitatively, as Figure 12 shows
that σ? decreases monotonically with increasing values of ∆t.
When the SFH is smoothed over a time period of 2 Gyr, Diff-
star captures SFH within 0.2 dex for UM, and 0.15 dex for
TNG. In §6, we discuss our ongoing work in developing an ex-
tension of Diffstar that incorporates the short-timescale fluc-
tuations that give rise to these residuals.

5 INTERPRETING SIMULATIONS WITH
DIFFSTAR

The parameters of the Diffstar model have simple interpre-
tations in terms of key scaling relations that emerge from
the physics of galaxy formation. In this section, we study the
statistical distribution of the parameters of the best-fitting
approximations to the SFHs in UniverseMachine and Illus-
trisTNG, and show how comparing these distributions gives
insight into the similarities and differences between these two
simulations in terms of the basic physical picture offered by
our model.
We remind the reader of the notation introduced in §2 in

which we use the variable mh ≡ logMh[M�], and sSFR ≡
log Ṁ?/M?[yr−1], with all logarithms understood to be in
base-10.

5.1 Main Sequence Star Formation

Main sequence galaxies in the Diffstar model only ever con-
vert a fraction εms of their accreted gas into stellar mass; as
discussed in §3.3, we refer to this fraction as the baryon con-
version efficiency. Additionally, in Diffstar we assume that
the conversion of accreted gas into stars is a gradual process
that takes place over the gas consumption timescale, τcons.
These two ingredients form the basis of the Diffstar model
of main sequence star formation. In this section, we use the
best-fitting Diffstar approximations to the simulated SFHs
presented in §4 to compare the UM and TNG models for
main sequence galaxies, showing results pertaining to εms in
§5.1.1, and to τcons in §5.1.2.

5.1.1 Baryon conversion efficiency

As described in §3.3, an ansatz of our model is that the baryon
conversion efficiency is determined only by instantaneous halo
mass, εms(Mhalo), and has a characteristic shape summarized
in Figure 2. When fitting the SFH of each individual galaxy
in a simulation, we allow the parameters of εms to vary freely
as part of the Diffstar approximation to its assembly history
(see §4.1 for details about our fitting procedure).
In Figure 13, we plot εms as a function of halo mass for

galaxies in the UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG simula-
tions. We show the conversion efficiency of galaxies residing
in halos of different present-day mass with different colored
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Figure 13. Main Sequence efficiency. Average baryon conver-
sion efficiency of main sequence galaxies in TNG and UM (see
Equation 6). Each curve is computed from the collection of best-
fitting Diffstar approximations to simulated galaxies residing in
halos in a narrow bin of present-day mass. Main sequence galaxies
in TNG generally convert a larger fraction of their accreted gas
into stars relative to UM.

curves as indicated in the legend; solid curves show results
for galaxies in UM, and dashed curves show results for TNG.
To calculate each curve in the figure, we used the best-fitting
Diffstar approximations to the simulated SFHs, and at each
value of halo mass plotted on the x-axis of Fig. 13, we com-
puted the average value of log εms(Mhalo) for the galaxies in
the mass bin.
Broadly speaking, Figure 13 shows that εms tends to be

larger in TNG relative to UM, particularly at low mass; this
tells us that an accreted parcel of gas in TNG tends to form
more stellar mass than in UM, i.e., star formation in TNG is

more efficient than in UM.6,7 In both simulations, εms(Mhalo)
peaks at larger values of Mhalo for galaxies living in halos
with larger m0. In particular, for galaxies residing in massive
present-day halos (m0 ∼ 13.5), εms peaks at mcrit ∼ 12.1
in UM, and at mcrit ∼ 12.0 in TNG; as m0 decreases, the
peak in εms gradually and monotonically shifts to lower val-
ues, reaching mcrit ∼ 11.4 in UM, and at mcrit ∼ 11.2 in
TNG for galaxies in lower-mass halos (m0 ∼ 11.5). These
trends indicate that the efficiency with which accreted gas is
converted to stars is strongly correlated with the peak in the
initial density field from which the galaxy forms, and that at
fixed instantaneous halo mass, there is a significant diversity
in baryon conversion efficiency.

5.1.2 Gas consumption timescales

As described in §3.4, when fitting individual SFHs in simula-
tions with the Diffstar model, we allow the value of the gas
consumption timescale, τcons, to vary as a free parameter in

6 Note that the consumption function has no effect on
the total mass formed from an accreted parcel of gas, as∫ t′+τcons
t′ Fcons(t|t′, τcons) dt = 1. In principle, this choice of nor-
malization decouples the influence of τcons from εms, since the
latter determines the total stellar mass formed from an incoming
parcel of gas, and the former controls the timescale over which the
transformation takes place. However, in practice, if the consump-
tion time is sufficiently long, then the transformation of gas into
stars may not have terminated by z = 0, which in effect leads to a
degeneracy between τcons and εms when only considering the SFH
up until the present day. As we will see in the next section, our
conclusions regarding the relative star formation efficiency of TNG
vs. UM are not impacted by this degeneracy.
7 While the dashed curves are generally above the solid in Fig. 13,
we can see from the red curves that the efficiency in UM is slightly
greater than in TNG at large values of Mhalo(t) for galaxies re-
siding in halos with m0 = 13.5. However, by the time such halos
reach large values of Mhalo(t) in their history, their galaxies tend
to be quenched, and so the slight differences in εms are immaterial.
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Figure 14. Gas consumption timescales. The distribution
of consumption timescales, τcons, for galaxies in TNG and UM.
Galaxies residing in more massive halos have a narrow distribu-
tion peaked at τcons < 3 Gyr. Galaxies in lower mass halos have a
broad distribution peaked at τcons ∼ 10 Gyr in TNG, and peaked
at τcons ∼ 17 Gyr in UM.

the fit. In Figure 14, we show the probability distributions
of τcons for simulated galaxies in UM (solid curves), and in
TNG (dashed curves). We show the consumption timescales
of galaxies residing in halos of different m0 with curves that
are color-coded as indicated in the legend.
The gas consumption timescales of galaxies in UM tends

to be larger relative to galaxies in TNG. In both simula-
tions, there is a strong dependence of P (τcons) upon present-
day halo mass, m0: galaxies residing in halos with large m0

present a narrow distribution that peaks at τcons ∼ 0−3 Gyr,
while galaxies in lower-mass halos have a much greater diver-
sity of consumption timescales that peaks at τcons ∼ 10 Gyr
in TNG and at τcons ∼ 17 Gyr in UM. This further supports
that TNG is more efficient, as the transformation from gas
to stars happens in a shorter, more concentrated timescale.
We can gain further insight into this trend from Figure 15,

which compares the formation time of each galaxy to the
formation time of its parent halo. To quantify the forma-
tion time of an object, we use t50%, the time at which the
mass of the galaxy/halo first exceeds half of its peak mass at
z = 0. In Figure 15, on the vertical axis we show the forma-
tion time of the galaxy, tgal

50%, and on the horizontal axis we
show the formation time of the halo, thalo

50%; thus as indicated
by the annotated arrow, the upper-left quadrant corresponds
to halos that form earlier than the galaxies they host, and
conversely for the lower-right quadrant. Each ellipsoid in the
figure encloses the 68% contour of the typical galaxies in the
simulation; contours for UM are shown with solid curves, and
contours for TNG are plotted with dashed curves; results for
galaxies residing in halos of different m0 are color-coded as
indicated in the legend.
We can see clearly from Figure 15 that in both TNG and

UM, low-mass halos tend to form earlier than the galaxies
they host, and that this trend is reversed in massive halos, in
which the galaxies form earlier than their parent halo. This is
a form of the well-known phenomenon of cosmic downsizing
(e.g., Cowie et al. 1996; Brinchmann & Ellis 2000; Juneau
et al. 2005). As discussed in Conroy & Wechsler (2009), this
terminology has been used in the literature to refer to a wide
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Figure 15. Formation times of galaxies and halos. Statis-
tical distribution of formation time, defined as the first time the
galaxy/halo attained half of its present-day mass, t50%. Each con-
tour encloses the region where 68% of the objects in the mass bin
are found. The dotted line marks the one-to-one relation: for ob-
jects lying in the top-left, the halo forms earlier than the galaxy
it hosts, and vice-versa for objects in the bottom-right. Lower
mass halos with m0 = 11.5 tend to form earlier than the galaxy
they host; this trend reverses for galaxies in more massive ha-
los with m0 = 13.5. These trends are closely connected to the
mass-dependence of star formation efficiency and gas consumption
timescales shown in Figures 13-14.

range of observational phenomena, and so in the present con-
text, we refer to the form of downsizing on display in Fig-
ure 15 as galaxy/halo growth inversion, by which we mean
that low-mass galaxies tend to form later than their parent
halos, while high-mass galaxies form earlier than their halos.
Inverted galaxy/halo growth can be understood in terms of

theMhalo-dependence of the two basic physical ingredients in
the Diffstar model for main sequence galaxies: εms and τcons.
First, due to the general shape of εms(Mhalo), the bulk of
star formation in the universe occurs in galaxies residing in
dark matter halos with masses Mhalo(t) ≈ Mcrit ≈ 1012M�
(see, e.g., Behroozi et al. 2013c). This implies that massive
galaxies residing in dark matter halos with M0 > Mcrit will
tend to form more of their stellar mass at earlier times when
their star formation is more efficient; on the other hand, the
star formation efficiency of galaxies in lower-mass halos with
M0 . Mcrit increases monotonically for most or all of cos-
mic time, and so these galaxies will tend to form a larger
proportion of their stellar mass at later times.
Second, cosmological populations of low-mass dark matter

halos present a broad diversity of assembly times, and many
of these halos form via assembly histories with dMhalo(t)/dt
that declines rapidly following thalo

50% ≈ 3 Gyr, even though the
resident galaxies of these halos are still actively assembling
in-situ stellar mass today; this indicates that τcons & 10 Gyr
for galaxies in these halos, since the bulk of the gas fueling
their ongoing star formation was accreted long ago. Mean-
while, most massive galaxies experience the majority of their
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Figure 16. Quenching times. Each curve shows the fraction of
objects that quenched earlier than time tq on the x-axis. Results for
different mass bins are color-coded according to the legend, with
TNG shown with dashed curves, and UM with solid curves. In
both simulations, galaxies in more massive halos are more likely to
quench at earlier times. Most galaxies in halos with logM0 > 13.5
have quenched by present-day, t0, while most galaxies in halos with
logM0 < 11.5 are still on the main sequence. For the case of mas-
sive halos, galaxies in TNG have a broader diversity of quench-
ing times that peaks at lower redshift relative to UM. The gray
shaded region shows quenching times with tq & t0, corresponding
to quenching events that have little or no effect on the SFH of ob-
servable galaxies, although the quantitative impact also depends
on the value of the quenching speed, qdt (see Figure 6).

in-situ mass growth at redshifts z & 2, which in the Diffstar
model is only possible if τcons . 2 Gyr. Thus Figures 13-15
taken together make it clear that the inversion of galaxy/halo
growth is a basic consequence of the Mhalo-dependence of
both εms and τcons. We conjecture that any observationally
successful model of galaxy formation should result in gas con-
sumption timescales with an Mhalo-dependence that closely
resembles the behavior of the distributions shown in Fig. 14,
and we predict that the general behavior of εms(Mhalo) and
τcons(Mhalo) shown here will be directly confirmed by future
analyses in which of the Diffstar model is used to fit the ob-
served SEDs of large samples of galaxies (see §6 for further
discussion).

5.2 Quenching Time Distributions

When fitting the SFHs of individual galaxies in simulations,
the Diffstar model for quenching has four free parameters: the
quenching time, tq, the quenching speed, qdt, the magnitude
of the quenching event, qdrop, and the magnitude of rejuvena-
tion, qrejuv (see Fig. 6). Quenching in Diffstar is not a binary
phenomenon that is either “on" or “off", but rather, the SFH
of a galaxy is jointly fit with all eight of the free parameters of
the model, and the best-fitting values of the four quenching
parameters capture the extent to which a sustained quench-
ing event plays a significant role in the assembly history of
the galaxy.
In Figure 16, we plot the cumulative probability distribu-

tion of the quenching time, tq, for galaxies in UniverseMa-
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Figure 17. Rejuvenation fraction. The rejuvenation fraction
of quenched galaxies as a function of the present day mass of host
halos for UM (blue) and TNG (red). A large fraction of galaxies
in UM experience mild rejuvenation (qdrop/qrejuv > 10) at some
point in their history, with fractions as large as 50% in massive ha-
los. By contrast, very few galaxies rejuvenate in TNG, with only
10% presenting some mild rejuvenation in massive halos. The frac-
tion of fully rejuvenated galaxies (qdrop/qrejuv > 100) is roughly
5-10% in UM, and practically negligible in TNG.

chine (solid curves) and IllustrisTNG (dashed curves); re-
sults for galaxies in halos of different m0 are color coded as
indicated in the legend. The shaded region represents future
times t > t0, and quenching times with tq � t0 have little or
no effect on the SFH of observable galaxies. Galaxies in both
simulations show the same qualitative trend of tq with m0 :
most galaxies in massive halos (m0 > 13.5) have experienced
a quenching event at some point prior to the present day, t0,
while most galaxies in smaller halos (m0 < 11.5) have tq & t0,
and thus remain on the main sequence. In both simulations,
as m0 increases the fraction of galaxies that have experienced
a quenching event gradually increases, and the distribution of
quenching times, P (tq), gradually shifts towards lower values
of tq, so that galaxies in more massive halos tend to quench
at earlier times.
Even though quenching in Diffstar is not a binary designa-

tion, we can nonetheless compare tq to t0 as a useful criterion
to assess whether a galaxy has experienced a quenching event
in its past history. Using this criterion, we define Fq(m0) to
be the fraction of galaxies in halos with m0 that have tq < t0.
We generally find that the quenched fractions in UM and

TNG are quite similar: their values of Fq(m0) are within
10% of each other at all mass. Moreover, the general trend of
Fq(m0) is relatively simple, increasing smoothly and mono-
tonically from 0.1 at m0 = 11.5 to 0.9 for m0 = 13.5. How-
ever, when considering the full shape of P (tq|m0), the dis-
tributions in UM and TNG differ in their details. Generally
speaking, P (tq|m0) is comparatively narrower in UM, so that
TNG galaxies present a broader diversity of quenching times
at fixed m0. Quenched galaxies in TNG show a smaller av-
erage value of tq compared to UM for halos with m0 . 13.
This comparative trend reverses at higher mass, so that in
massive halos with m0 & 13, galaxies in UM tend to quench
earlier than in TNG.
In Figure 17, we illustrate how the phenomenon of re-
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juvenation manifests in UM and TNG. To make a quanti-
tative comparison between these two simulations, again we
must define a specific criterion to designate when a quenched
galaxy has experienced a rejuvenation event in its past his-
tory. Broadly speaking, a rejuvenated galaxy is one that has
previously quenched (as defined above) and that also has
qdrop � qrejuv. In designating whether or not a particular
galaxy has experienced a rejuvenation event, we addition-
ally require that its parameters satisfy qdt > 0.1 dex, as we
find that this criterion ensures that the rejuvenation event
as a whole is non-trivial (smaller values of qdt correspond to
quenching events so rapid as to have an immaterial influence
on the assembly history of the galaxy). We define Frejuv(m0)
to be the fraction of quenched galaxies in halos with m0 that
pass the rejuvenation cut, using qdrop/qrejuv > 100 to de-
fine fully rejuvenated galaxies, and qdrop/qrejuv > 10 to define
mildly rejuvenated galaxies8.
We find quite different behavior in the rejuvenation frac-

tions between UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG. In UM, a
large fraction of previously quenched galaxies experience at
least a mild rejuvenation event, especially for galaxies in mas-
sive halos, whereas even mild rejuvenation is generally rare in
TNG. For quenched galaxies in massive halos, Frejuv reaches
50% in UM when considering mild rejuvenation, whereas
Frejuv ≈ 10% for massive galaxies in TNG. When consid-
ering full rejuvenation, Frejuv ≈ 5− 10% for massive galaxies
in UM, and is practically negligible in TNG.

5.3 Halo Assembly Correlations

Thus far within §5, we have used the best-fitting Diffstar pa-
rameters to compare the m0-dependence of star formation
history in IllustrisTNG to UniverseMachine, focusing on the
main sequence in §5.1, and on quenching in §5.2. In this sec-
tion, we consider how SFH depends upon halo assembly his-
tory at fixed m0. We quantify this dependence in terms of
thalo
50%, the time at which the halo mass first exceeds half of its
present-day value. Since the statistical distribution of thalo

50% it-
self depends uponm0 (as shown in Fig. 15), then the quantity
we will use to study halo assembly correlations throughout
this section is phalo

50%, defined as

phalo
50% ≡ P (< thalo

50%|m0),

the CDF of thalo
50% at fixed m0.

9 Thus halos with smaller val-
ues of phalo

50% assemble their mass earlier relative to halos with
larger values of phalo

50% of the same m0.
In Figure 18, we show how main sequence efficiency ex-

hibits a joint dependence uponm0 and halo assembly history,
showing results for UniverseMachine in the top panel, and for

8 A fraction of low mass TNG halos suddenly present a constant
SFR=0 at late times (e.g. Figure 1 in Walters et al. 2022). For such
halos, our clip at sSFR = −12 creates an artificial constant floor
of SFR at late times. The Diffstar fitter introduces a rejuvenation
event to reproduce this constant floor, but such rejuvenation is
physically immaterial. To filter out these cases from our presenta-
tion of the rejuvenation fraction, we additionally require that the
SFR of the simulation at the quenching time tq is non-zero, which
we find by visual inspection is an effective criterion.
9 We calculate phalo

50%
using the bin-free algorithm implemented in

the sliding_conditional_percentile function in halotools.utils
(Hearin et al. 2017).
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Figure 18. Assembly bias of main sequence efficiency. Same
as Figure 13, but for galaxies in halos of different mass and for-
mation time. Early-forming halos tend to host galaxies with more
efficient star formation. As a result, early-forming halos host more
massive galaxies relative to late-forming halos with the same final
mass. See the text for details.

IllustrisTNG in the bottom panel. As described in the legend,
the m0-dependence of εms is encoded with curves of different
colors, and the phalo

50%-dependence is encoded with curves with
different line styles. Thus within each panel, comparing dif-
ferent curves of the same color illustrates how εms varies with
assembly history for halos of the same present-day halo mass.
For both simulations, we see that the solid curves lie above

the dashed, which in turn lie above the dotted, indicating
a clear dependence of star formation efficiency upon halo as-
sembly. The sign of this trend is such that earlier-forming ha-
los convert a significantly larger fraction of their accreted gas
into stars relative to later-forming halos of the same present-
day mass. In both simulations, this trend is especially strong
for galaxies in lower-mass halos, and weakens in higher-mass
halos. As a consequence of this phenomenon, we find that
earlier-forming halos host more massive galaxies relative to
later-forming halos of the same m0. For example, for galax-
ies in UM, the present-day average stellar mass of galaxies
in halos with m0 = 11.5 decreases as phalo

50% increases, ranging
from m? = 9.5 in the earliest-forming halos, to 9.2 in the
latest-forming halos; galaxies in TNG exhibit the same trend
with comparable magnitude.
The joint dependence of gas consumption timescales upon

m0 and halo assembly is plotted in Figure 19, which shows
P (τcons) for UM in the top panel, and P (τcons) for TNG in
the bottom panel. The interpretation of the color coding and
line styles is the same as in Fig. 18, so that comparing dif-
ferent curves of the same color in Fig. 19 illustrates how the
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Figure 19. Assembly bias of gas consumption timescales.
Same as Figure 14, but for galaxies in halos of different mass and
formation time. Both UM and TNG present τcons distributions
with similar halo assembly correlations. For the case of lower-mass
halos, galaxies tend to have shorter gas consumption timescales
if they formed earlier. For massive halos, we find no materially
significant correlation between τcons and halo formation time.

statistical distribution of τcons varies with the assembly his-
tory of halos of the same m0. For galaxies in massive halos
in either simulation, τcons exhibits a weak-to-negligible corre-
lation with phalo

50% : the gas consumption timescale in massive
galaxies is uniformly short, regardless of halo assembly his-
tory. The situation is different in lower-mass halos, where we
find in both simulations that galaxies in later-forming halos
have longer gas consumption timescales.
Finally, in Figure 20 we turn attention to how the cumu-

lative distribution of quenching times, P (tq), exhibits a joint
dependence upon m0 and halo assembly. Again we use the
same color-coding and line styles as in Figs. 18 & 19, so that
comparing different curves of the same color in Fig. 20 il-
lustrates how the statistical distribution of quenching times
varies with the assembly history of halos of the same m0. In
both simulations, and for halos of all mass m0 & 12, Fig. 20
shows that earlier-forming halos host galaxies that are sig-
nificantly more likely to experience a quenching event. Addi-
tionally, when considering quenched galaxies residing in halos
of the same mass, P (tq) is shifted to earlier times for earlier-
forming halos, and conversely for later-forming halos. Thus in
UM and TNG alike, both the quenched fraction Fq(tq < t0),
and the average quenching time, correlate strongly with phalo

50%.
The magnitude of this effect is especially pronounced for
galaxies in halos withm0 = 12.5 : in UM, Fq = 0.84 for galax-
ies in early-forming halos, while Fq = 0.61 in later-forming
halos (0.89 and 0.63 in TNG).
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Figure 20. Assembly bias of quenching times. Same as Fig-
ure 16, but for galaxies in halos of different mass and formation
time. In both TNG and UM, galaxies in earlier-forming halos are
more likely to quench at earlier times relative to later-forming ha-
los of the same final mass.

6 DISCUSSION & FUTURE WORK

We have presented a new parametric model for the in-situ
star formation history of galaxies, Diffstar. As discussed in
§1, there are a wide variety of parametric forms for SFH that
have been in the literature for years; a distinguishing feature
of our parametrization is that it is explicitly defined in terms
of basic features of galaxy formation physics. Built into the
formulation of the Diffstar model are the assumptions that
the accretion rate of gas, Ṁg, is proportional to the accretion
rate of the dark matter halo, Ṁhalo, and that main sequence
galaxies transform accreted gas into stars with efficiency, εms,
over a gas consumption timescale, τdep. Furthermore, there
is parametric freedom to capture the phenomenon of quench-
ing, which can be either rapid or gradual, as well as freedom
incorporating the possibility that a quenched galaxy may sub-
sequently experience rejuvenated star formation.

6.1 Diffstar flexibility

In order to validate the flexibility of our model, we have fit-
ted the Diffstar parameters to hundreds of thousands of SFHs
taken from UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG. The physical
assumptions underlying these two simulations are quite dis-
tinct: TNG is a hydrodynamical simulation with sub-grid pre-
scriptions for baryonic feedback, while UM empirically maps
SFR to subhalos at each snapshot of a gravity-only simula-
tion. In both cases, the SFHs of individual galaxies are de-
termined from the merger trees in post-processing, and so
are emergent, and thus do not admit an exact parametric de-
scription. This guarantees that Diffstar can at best be only
an approximate description of the SFHs in these simulations.

MNRAS 000, 1–26 (2022)



Diffstar: Parametric Galaxy Assembly History 19

We have used TNG and UM to demonstrate that Diffstar
is formulated on sufficiently sound physical principles, and
is sufficiently flexible, to describe the stellar mass histories
(SMHs) of both simulations in an unbiased fashion to within
0.1 dex across most of cosmic time.
Recent works studying the influence of SFH on galaxy

SEDs have highlighted the shortcomings of traditional para-
metric models. In Carnall et al. (2019b) and Leja et al.
(2019a), it was shown that conventional forms such as a log-
normal or a (delayed) exponentially declining function can
lead to significant biases in measurements of basic scaling re-
lations such as the star-forming sequence, and that these bi-
ases can be considerably reduced by instead using more flexi-
ble, piecewise-defined SFH models. These companion papers
demonstrated that the functional forms of traditional para-
metric models rule out in advance a significant fraction of
SFH shapes, and called attention to the risk of unintention-
ally imposing prior assumptions about the true distribution
of galaxy assembly histories. Broadly speaking, SFH models
such as piecewise-defined formulations have been designed to
address these concerns by being flexible enough to describe
arbitrarily complex SFH shapes, and by adopting priors that
are as uninformative as possible.
We have formulated the Diffstar model to address these

same concerns with a complementary approach. First, we
have eschewed the goal of capturing arbitrarily complex
SFHs, and instead sought to identify the minimum paramet-
ric flexibility that is required to accurately capture the SFHs
in UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG. Second, we have em-
braced the ill-conditioned nature of the SFH inference prob-
lem (Ocvirk et al. 2006), and deliberately adopted physics-
informed priors on the shape of galaxy assembly history. The
key to our approach is that Diffstar is formulated in terms of
elementary physical ingredients that we expect to pertain to
all galaxies, or at least to the vast majority of the population.
Thus by approximating galaxy SFHs with Diffstar, we inten-
tionally impose basic features of galaxy formation physics
onto the interpretation of the measurement. We return to
this point below when we discuss DiffstarPop, a hierarchical
Bayesian model characterizing populations of Diffstar SFHs.
In order to establish that the Diffstar parameterization con-

tains sufficient flexibility, we have directly fitted the SFHs
of galaxies in UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG. These two
simulations have been shown to exhibit good agreement with
a wide range of observations, and the assumptions underly-
ing these two models are moreover radically different from
one another, and so the validation exercises presented here
are highly nontrivial. However, as pointed out in Leja et al.
(2019a), even if the direct fits to SFH(t) are acceptable, the
model could still perform rather poorly when using it to inter-
pret observed SEDs, because for galaxies with continued on-
going star formation, the early-time SFH shape has a rather
minimal influence on the late-time SED. Thus when a range
of SFH shapes conspire to produce similar SEDs, a success-
ful model should effectively up-weight the physically realistic
SFH, and down-weight the unrealistic alternatives. This can
be achieved with piecewise-defined models by tuning the pa-
rameters that specify the otherwise uninformative prior (as
in, e.g., Iyer et al. 2019; Leja et al. 2019b), whereas in our
case this relative weighting will be accomplished through a
combination of the physically-motivated priors supplied by
DiffstarPop, as well as through the hard-wiring of galaxy for-

mation physics into the functional forms of Diffstar. In order
to assess the level of success that is achievable with Diffs-
tar in such SED-fitting applications, it will be necessary to
carry out an analogous program as presented in Lower et al.
(2020), in which the residual errors in SFH approximations
are fully propagated through to SED fits. We aim to conduct
this exercise in future work in which we subject Diffstar to
additional validation data based on semi-analytic models and
alternative hydrodynamical simulations.

6.2 Diffstar physical interpretation

As an additional advantage of formulating our parametriza-
tion in terms of basic features of galaxy formation, Diffstar
can be used to provide a physical comparison between simu-
lations that are founded upon disparate assumptions. In §5,
we showed how Diffstar reveals striking similarities between
the UM and TNG models. Both simulations are character-
ized by very similar distributions of baryon conversion effi-
ciency, εms, gas consumption timescale, τcons, and quenching
time, tq; moreover, the distributions of these quantities in UM
and TNG each share the same Mhalo-dependence in reason-
ably quantitative detail. In both simulations, εms(Mhalo) is
well described by a broadly similar shape, with a monotonic
falloff in efficiency on either side of a peak at mcrit ≈ 12.
The m0-dependence of P (τcons) is also very similar between
UM and TNG, being sharply peaked around τcons ≈ 1 − 2
Gyr for galaxies in massive halos, and broadly distributed
at τcons > 10 Gyr for m0 ≈ 11.5. Finally, for galaxies in
both simulations, P (tq) peaks at earlier times in more mas-
sive halos, and relatively few galaxies in halos with m0 . 12
experience a major and sudden quenching event. We posit
that any successful model of galaxy formation should possess
these same basic trends in εms, τcons, and tq, and we predict
that these trends will be directly revealed in observational
data when Diffstar is used to fit the SEDs of large samples
of galaxies (see below for further discussion of such applica-
tions).

6.3 Galaxy assembly bias

Our analysis in §5 also reveals how εms, τcons, and tq cor-
relate with halo assembly history in these two simulations.
When considering a population of galaxies that reside in ha-
los of the same mass, statistical correlations between galaxy
properties and halo assembly history are generally referred
to as galaxy assembly bias. This term is typically defined in
terms of the occupation statistics of dark matter halos: us-
ing P (Ngal|Mhalo) to denote the statistical distribution of the
number of galaxies (of a given type) residing in halos of mass
Mhalo, it is said that the occupation statistics exhibit galaxy
assembly bias if

P (Ngal|Mhalo) 6= P (Ngal|Mhalo, tform),

where tform is some marker of halo assembly history (see, e.g.,
Zentner et al. 2014; Wechsler & Tinker 2018).10 This is the
same definition adopted in recent studies of the occupation

10 We note that galaxy assembly bias is a special case of secondary
galaxy bias, in which P (Ngal|Mhalo) 6= P (Ngal|Mhalo, Xhalo),

where Xhalo is any halo property that is correlated with the cosmic
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statistics of galaxies in IllustrisTNG, and it has by now been
firmly established that galaxy assembly bias of this form is
rather strong in the TNG model (Artale et al. 2018; Bose
et al. 2019; Hadzhiyska et al. 2020, 2021a,b; Montero-Dorta
et al. 2021; Yuan et al. 2022).
Because Diffstar is parametrized in terms of basic features

of galaxy formation, our model enables us to study a novel
form of galaxy assembly bias that is defined in terms of how
individual physical ingredients may be correlated with halo
assembly at fixed present-day mass. In both simulations, εms

is larger in earlier-forming halos relative to later-forming ha-
los with the same m0, and for halos of mass m0 & 12, earlier-
forming halos host galaxies that are significantly more likely
to experience a quenching event. Furthermore, we find that
in both simulations τcons correlates strongly with tform, espe-
cially for galaxies in lower-mass halos. In our analysis of the
results presented in Figure 15, we have shown how the sta-
tistical connections between εms, τcons, and halo properties
imprint a signature upon the correlation between galaxy and
halo formation time. In future work, we will further study
how halo assembly correlations in the Diffstar parameters
of galaxy populations are closely connected to conventional
halo occupation-based notions of galaxy assembly bias. Ad-
ditionally, we aim to use our model to infer the true strength
of these halo assembly correlations from cosmological mea-
surements of large-scale structure (see discussion below of
DiffstarPop).

6.4 Improving Diffstar

Although this paper has presented progress on the parametric
modeling of galaxy SFH, our work on Diffstar is still ongoing,
and there are several aspects of our model that will benefit
from further improvement.

6.4.1 High redshift

The fidelity with which Diffstar recovers the SFH of sim-
ulated galaxies degrades at high redshift, particularly for
lower-mass halos (see Figs. 9−11). There are several possi-
ble origins for this shortcoming. First, the formulation of the
Diffstar model could simply be insufficiently flexible to ac-
curately capture the full diversity of star formation at high
redshift. Alternatively, since Diffstar is defined in terms of
the Diffmah parametrization of dark matter halo assembly
(Hearin et al. 2021b), then if Diffmah were insufficiently flex-
ible at high redshift, Diffstar would inherit this limitation. In
either case, the remedy would be the addition of extra para-
metric freedom at early times. However, since lower-mass ha-
los/galaxies in both UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG are
only resolved with tens-to-hundreds of particles at high red-
shift, it would be necessary to proceed with care to protect
against over-fitting, and so such an extension would best be
carried out in concert with a dedicated resolution study. Of
course, the observational data used to constrain the SFHs of
low-mass halos at high redshift in these two simulations is
only weakly constraining, and so another possibility is that

density field, but need not be directly related to halo assembly his-
tory (see Salcedo et al. 2018; Mao et al. 2018, for further details).

updates to UniverseMachine and IllustrisTNG based on fu-
ture measurements will ameliorate the discrepancy in this
regime. We have explored several alternative formulations of
our model for εms(Mhalo) that include additional flexibility at
low mass designed to address this issue, but for present pur-
poses we decided to relegate a proper investigation to future
work since our own shorter-term aims are to use Diffstar to in-
terpret large-scale structure measurements of M? & 1010M�
galaxies at z . 2. However, the resolution to this issue may
have important consequences for the physics of dwarf galaxy
formation and the stellar-to-halo-mass relation in low-mass
halos, and so the effort to better understand Diffstar in this
regime is scientifically well-motivated.

6.4.2 Residual SFH burstiness

The Diffstar model primarily captures changes in star forma-
tion over timescales ∆t & 1 Gyr, but not short-term tran-
sient fluctuations, i.e., burstiness. As shown in Figure 12,
when focusing on timescales ∆t ≈ 100 Myr, there exists a
typical scatter of ∼ 0.3 dex in the residuals of the Diffs-
tar fits. As pointed out in Carnall et al. (2019b), the lack
of a treatment of bursts is a significant contributor to the
biases of traditional parametric models, and so incorporat-
ing bursts into Diffstar is a focal point of our ongoing work.
Our approach is closely related to recent modeling efforts
studying the power spectrum density of simulated SFHs (e.g.,
Iyer et al. 2020; Tacchella et al. 2020). As shown in Chaves-
Montero & Hearin (2021), when the SFHs in UniverseMa-
chine and IllustrisTNG are fitted with an unbiased model
for longer-timescale fluctuations, the power spectrum of the
residuals on shorter timescales is well approximated by a sim-
ple power law. Motivated by these findings, our approach is
to implement the bursts as separate (differentiable) episodes
that are layered on top of the smooth history captured by
Diffstar, and to statistically distribute these episodes accord-
ing to a parametrized power spectrum. We will present results
based on a bursty version of Diffstar in a follow-up paper to
the present work.

6.4.3 Halo boundary definition

In the validation exercises presented here, we have not ex-
plored the impact of the choice of the halo boundary on the
inferred star formation histories. However, low-redshift halos
commonly accrete mass in their outskirts while experiencing
little-to-no growth of the physical density at the halo center
(Diemer et al. 2013; More et al. 2015); moreover, the rela-
tive influence of substructure on estimates of dMhalo/dt also
exhibits significant dependence upon how the halo boundary
is defined (Diemer & Kravtsov 2014; Mansfield et al. 2017).
These results indicate that SFHs inferred via Diffstar may be
more realistic when using physically-motivated halo bound-
ary definitions such as those based on particle dynamics (e.g.,
Diemer 2017, 2022). A proper study of this important issue
would require a hydrodynamical simulation with merger trees
based on homogeneously processed catalogs of halos/galaxies
that have been identified with multiple choices for the halo
boundary; we leave this investigation as a task for future work
when such data products become publicly available.
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6.4.4 Halo gas mass

As discussed in Appendix B, the particular shape of the gas
consumption function is an emergent feature of gas being
consumed in accord with the baryon conversion efficiency of
main sequence galaxies. For example, a parcel of gas that
is accreted by the halo and subsequently consumed at a
constant rate will produce a power-law shaped consumption
function. Alternatively, if the baryon conversion efficiency in-
creases with time (as is the case for halos that remain below
their critical mass), then the consumption function takes a
bell-like shape like the one shown in Figure 4. Although εms

and τcons are implemented separately in Diffstar, there is at
some level a degeneracy between the associated parameters
when predicting SFH alone. It is also possible that alterna-
tive parametrizations of these functions could give similarly
accurate predictions of these SFHs. This degeneracy can be
broken by jointly fitting the star formation histories together
with the halo gas mass histories, as Diffstar makes a specific
prediction for Mg(t) that is currently going untested. Such
predictions will be especially relevant when we use Diffstar
in future work to predict the Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect, as well
as to predict the gas content of the circumgalactic medium.

6.5 DiffstarPop: a simulation-based model of the
galaxy–halo connection

As the principal aim of our future work, we are using Diff-
star as the foundation of a new, simulation-based model of
the galaxy–halo connection, DiffstarPop. The work presented
in Hearin et al. (2021b) to develop the Diffmah model pro-
vides a blueprint for this effort. The first stage of developing
Diffmah was the calibration of a fitting function forMhalo(t),
the mass assembly history of individual dark matter halos
across time; this calibration required establishing that the
Diffmah fitting function has sufficient flexibility to accurately
captureMhalo(t) for halos simulated in both gravity-only and
hydrodynamical simulations, using a directly analogous met-
ric to Figure 11 of the present work. In the second stage of
developing Diffmah, we studied the statistical distribution of
the best-fitting parameters of the fitting function, and built
a parametrized, analytical model for the PDF. The resulting
hierarchical model, DiffmahPop, has the capability to gener-
ate cosmologically representative populations of dark matter
halo assembly histories. Our ongoing work to develop Diffs-
tarPop mirrors this two-stage process; the aim of our effort
is to produce a hierarchical model that can generate cosmo-
logically representative populations of galaxy star formation
histories, including the capability to map Diffstar SFHs onto
the individual merger trees of a simulated population of dark
matter halos.
We anticipate two classes of applications of this hierarchi-

cal model. First, when fitting the SEDs of individual galaxies,
DiffstarPop will supply the priors on the Diffstar parameters,
thereby allowing us to derive constraints on the physical prop-
erties of observed galaxies under “UM-like" or “TNG-like"
assumptions about the physics of galaxy formation. Since
Diffmah is an ingredient of Diffstar, this class of applications
has the exciting potential to use measurements of the SED of
a galaxy to infer the mass assembly history of its parent dark
matter halo in a fully Bayesian fashion (see Eisert et al. 2022,
for a related effort based instead on machine learning). Sec-

ond, DiffstarPop together with DSPS (Hearin et al. 2021a)
will allow us to populate large-volume cosmological simula-
tions with proposed populations of galaxies, and to use ob-
servations of two-point functions such as galaxy clustering
and lensing to constrain the parameters of the hierarchically-
formulated model of the galaxy–halo connection. We note,
however, that since the full diversity of observed galaxies in
color-color space cannot be accounted for by SFH variabil-
ity alone (see, e.g., Chaves-Montero & Hearin 2020), then
achieving this predictive power will require additional mod-
eling of how SPS ingredients such as dust and metallicity vary
across the galaxy population (see Nagaraj et al. 2022; Lower
et al. 2022; Hahn et al. 2022, for recent progress along these
lines in the case of galaxy attenuation). When coupled with
the cosmological evidence modeling technique (Lange et al.
2019, 2022), together with methods for making differentiable
predictions for large-scale structure (Hearin et al. 2022), this
second class of applications opens up the possibility to derive
cosmological constraints from multi-wavelength observations
of multiple tracer populations across redshift in a joint anal-
ysis.
A novel feature of this hierarchical modeling program is

that it enables one to fit observational measurements of both
individual galaxies, as well as galaxy populations, with the
exact same underlying model. In likelihood analyses of con-
ventional semi-analytic models (SAMs), the SEDs of some
observed galaxy sample(s) are first fit with an SPS model that
makes one set of SFH assumptions, and then summary statis-
tics measured in the resulting catalog(s) of galaxies (e.g., the
stellar mass function, SMF) are used to derive constraining
data for the SAM parameters, even though the SAM implic-
itly makes a distinct set of assumptions about galaxy SFH. In
the hierarchical modeling program outlined above, summary
statistics such as the SMF and galaxy clustering will instead
be self-consistently interpreted with the exact same SFH and
SPS models, simplifying the direct use of posteriors from one
analysis as the priors in another analysis. The development
of the Diffstar model presented in this work is an important
milestone towards achieving the goals of this program.

7 CONCLUSIONS

We conclude by summarizing our primary results:

(i) We have introduced Diffstar, a fully parametric model
for the in-situ star formation history (SFH) of individual
galaxies. The Diffstar parameters are physically interpretable
in terms of basic features of galaxy formation physics. We
have shown that our model is sufficiently flexible to describe
the stellar mass histories of central galaxies in UniverseMa-
chine (UM) and IllustrisTNG (TNG) with an accuracy of
∼ 0.1 dex across most of cosmic time.
(ii) We have used Diffstar to physically interpret the SFHs

in UM and TNG. Regarding trends between key physical
properties and halo mass, we find:

• Star formation efficiency in Diffstar is quantified in
terms of εms, defined as the fraction of accreted gas that
eventually turns into stars. In UM, star formation is less
efficient relative to TNG, particularly in lower-mass halos.
• The timescale for gas consumption, τdep, is longer in

UM relative to TNG, with both simulations presenting a
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strong dependence upon halo mass. In both simulations,
the distribution P (τdep) is tightly peaked around τcons ≈
1 − 2 Gyr for massive halos, and broadly distributed at
τcons & 10 Gyr in lower-mass halos.
• For galaxies residing in halos of all mass, star forma-

tion in UM is burstier relative to TNG.
• The distribution of quenching times, P (tq), is also sim-

ilar in UM and TNG. In both simulations, P (tq) peaks at
earlier times (z ≈ 1 − 2) for massive galaxies, while very
few centrals in low-mass halos experience a major quench-
ing event. However, TNG presents a broader diversity of
quenching times relative to UM, particularly in massive
halos.
• Rejuvenated star formation of previously-quenched

centrals is ubiquitous in UM, particularly in massive galax-
ies, whereas quenched centrals in TNG rarely rejuvenate.

(iii) We have additionally studied how the best-fitting Diff-
star parameters correlate with halo assembly time, tform, at
fixed present-day halo mass, m0. In this way, our model al-
lows us to dissect the phenomenon of galaxy assembly bias
in terms of basic physical processes. We find:

• In both simulations, εms is larger in earlier-forming
halos relative to later-forming halos with the same m0.
This correlation between star formation efficiency and tform

manifests in earlier-forming halos hosting more massive
galaxies relative to later-forming halos of the same m0.
• In both simulations, τcons correlates strongly with

tform for galaxies in halos with m0 = 11.5; this correla-
tion weakens with increasing halo mass, and vanishes for
m0 & 13.5.
• In both simulations, and for halos of all mass m0 &

12, earlier-forming halos host galaxies that are significantly
more likely to experience a quenching event. Additionally,
when considering quenched galaxies residing in halos of the
same mass, P (tq) shifts to earlier times for earlier-forming
halos, and shifts to later times for later-forming halos.

(iv) A JAX-based software implementation of our model,
diffstar, is publicly available on GitHub. The diffstar li-
brary can be installed with conda-forge or pip.
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APPENDIX A: DIFFSTAR MODEL DEFINITION

In this section, we provide a concise statement of each ingre-
dient of our parametric model for the star formation history
(SFH) of an individual galaxy. This appendix is intended to
complement the lengthier and more pedagogical material in
§3 by serving as a compact summary of the defining equations
and assumptions of our model.
We assume that stars form from accreted baryonic mass,

and that the gas accretion rate is proportional to the accre-
tion rate of the dark matter halo,

dMg/dt = fb · dMhalo/dt.

For a dark matter halo with present-day massM0, we use the
Diffmah model to approximate the halo assembly history:

Mhalo(t) = M0(t/t0)α(t),

where α(t) decreases smoothly and monotonically with time.
For a small parcel of gas, δMg, that accretes at some time,

t, the portion of this mass that turns into stars at some later
time, t′ > t, is controlled by the baryon conversion efficiency,
εms(Mh(t′)), which is defined by the following proportional-
ity:

δM?(t
′) ∝ εms(Mh(t′))× δMg(t).

We model the halo mass dependence of the baryon conversion
efficiency as

εms(Mh) = εcrit · (Mh/Mcrit)
β(Mh),

where at low mass, εms(Mh) increases monotonically until
reaching a peak value near Mcrit ≈ 1012M�, and then de-
creases monotonically at higher mass (see Eqs. 6-3).
We assume the conversion of accreted gas into stellar mass

is a gradual process that occurs over the gas consumption
timescale, τcons. Thus the star formation rate of a “main se-
quence" galaxy, dMms

? /dt, receives a contribution from all
the previously accreted parcels of gas, Mg(t′), for all times
t− τcons ≤ t′ ≤ t :

dMms
? (t)

dt
= εms(Mh(t))

∫ t

0

dt′
dMg(t′)

dt′
· Fcons(t|t′, τcons).

The function Fcons(t|t′, τcons) defined in Eq. 10 controls the
gradual transformation of accreted gas into stars.
In Diffstar, star formation rates can plummet below the

main sequence value according to the quenching function,
Fq(t), which acts as a multiplicative factor on the main se-
quence star formation rate:

dM?(t)

dt
= Fq(t)× dMms

? (t)

dt
.

The quenching function is defined by Eq. 13 in terms of a
logarithmic drop in SFR; quenching in Diffstar can be either
rapid or gradual, and the behavior of Fq(t) includes flexibility
to account for the possibility of a rejuvenation event that
returns the galaxy to the main sequence.

APPENDIX B: RELATIONSHIP TO
SEMI-ANALYTIC APPROACHES

In this appendix, we discuss the mathematical formulation
of some semi-analytic models of galaxies (SAMs) in compar-
ison to Diffstar, focusing in particular on the gas consump-
tion timescale, τcons. In most SAMs, star formation history
is only one among numerous time-evolving reservoirs of ma-
terial associated with a galaxy (e.g., stars, cold and hot gas,
metals, etc.). The time evolution of these quantities is deter-
mined via a solution to a system of ordinary differential equa-
tions (ODEs) that regulate the dynamic exchange of material
between the collection of reservoirs. In particular, the ODE
system of a SAM controls how a galaxy’s reservoir of gas in
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Figure A1. Consumption functions in SAM-like models.
The solid lines show the consumption function that emerges in
a one-parameter family of SAM-like models, with values of αSFR

color-coded according to the legend. Each solid line is accompanied
by a dotted line of the same color that shows the behavior of the
Fcons function parametrized in Diffstar. The figure shows that the
consumption functions assumed in this work are an approximation
to the emergent properties of more fine-grained SAMs.

the interstellar medium (ISM) fuels star formation over time,
and so a time-lagged transformation of accreted gas into stars
should be a generic, emergent prediction of SAMs. In Diffs-
tar, we have assumed a particular form for a one-parameter
family of functions that serve as an approximation to this
transformation, the gas consumption function, Fcons(t|τcons),
defined in Eq. 10 and illustrated in Fig. 4. In the remain-
der of this section, we construct a simplified ODE that we
use as a toy SAM to understand how the Diffstar parameter
τcons relates to the treatment of star formation in traditional
semi-analytic modeling.
Motivated by the long-standing observation that the sur-

face density of star formation and gas are proportional
(Schmidt 1959b; Kennicutt 1989b), let us begin with the com-
mon assumption (e.g., Fu et al. 2013) that a reservoir of gas
transforms into stars according to

ρSFR = εff · ρgas/tff , (B1)

where ρSFR is the star formation rate density, ρgas is the den-
sity of the gas in the reservoir, εff is an efficiency per free-fall
time, and tff is the local dynamical time of the material (see,
e.g., Krumholz 2014, for further discussion). In our computa-
tion, we will dispense with the complications of modeling the
distribution of gas densities in the object that determine tff
and instead assume a constant density of star-forming mate-
rial. Under this assumption, we define αSFR ≡ εff/tff as an
overall effective parameter governing star formation (which
notably has units of inverse time). With this assumption, we
get

dM?/dt = αSFR ·Mg. (B2)

For a stellar population of massM? born at time t0, we write

Fsurv(t− t0) + Freturn,gas(t− t0) + Freturn,Z(t− t0) = 1,

where Fsurv is the fraction of M? that survives until time t,
Freturn,gas is the remaining fraction that is returned to the gas
reservoir (e.g., via winds from massive stars), and Freturn,Z is

the remaining fraction returned into metals. Thus over the
timescale ∆t, an amount

Mreturn = M? ·∆t · dFreturn,gas/dt

is returned to the gas reservoir over time as the stellar pop-
ulation evolves.
Given these assumptions, we can integrate a simple set of

ODEs to compute M?(t), the total stellar mass that ever
formed in the galaxy, and separately, M surv

? (t), total stellar
mass that survives until time t. The gas consumption func-
tion that emerges from this simple model, Fcons(t), is just the
negative of the time derivative of the total mass in stars ever
formed from non-recycled matter. Assuming a Chabrier IMF
(Chabrier 2003), we approximate Freturn,Z as a step func-
tion that goes from zero to 7.66% after 4 million years. This
number is the fraction of mass in stars between 8 and 20
solar masses less the fraction in stellar remnants (computed
according to the fitting function presented in Hearin et al.
2021a). The results of our computation are shown in Fig-
ure A1; solid curves show results for a few different values
of αSFR; dotted curves show the behavior of the functional
form for Fcons(t|τcons) assumed in the Diffstar model; curves
corresponding to different values of αSFR and τcons are color
coded as indicated the legend.
We can see from Fig. A1 the for each value of αSFR, the

Diffstar parameter τcons = 2.75/αSFR corresponds to a func-
tion Fcons(t|τcons) that roughly approximates the SAM-like
model. This indicates that the one-parameter family of func-
tions for Fcons(t) assumed by our model broadly captures
the behavior of the gas consumption function that emerges
from elementary SAMs. Since the accuracy of our SFH fits
degrades in low-mass halos, a potential avenue for further im-
provement of Diffstar is to use SAMs targeting dwarf galaxy
growth (e.g., Kravtsov & Manwadkar 2022) to devise modi-
fications to our assumed form of the consumption function.
We are currently using the Galacticus SAM (Benson 2012)
to study how different features of SAMs manifest in different
behaviors for Fcons(t), as this will inform further refinements
of the treatment of gas consumption in our model, but we
leave this as a task for future work.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by
the author.
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