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ABSTRACT
Using a semi-analytic galaxy-formation model, we study analogues of 8 recently discovered JWST galaxies at 𝑧≳12. We
select analogues from a cosmological simulation with a (311cMpc)3 volume and an effective particle number of 1012 enabling
resolution of every atomic-cooling galaxy at 𝑧≤20. We vary model parameters to reproduce the observed UV luminosity function
at 5<𝑧<13, aiming for a statistically representative high-redshift galaxy mock catalogue. Using the forward-modelled JWST
photometry, we identify analogues from this catalogue and study their properties as well as possible evolutionary paths and
local environment. We find faint JWST galaxies (𝑀UV≳ − 19.5) to remain consistent with standard galaxy-formation model
and that our fiducial catalogue includes large samples of their analogues. The properties of these analogues broadly agree with
conventional SED fitting results, except for having systematically lower redshifts due to the evolving UV luminosity function, and
for having higher specific star formation rates as a result of burstier histories in our model. On the other hand, only a handful of
bright galaxy analogues can be identified for the observed 𝑧∼12 galaxies. Moreover, in order to reproduce the 𝑧≳16 JWST galaxy
candidates, boosted star-forming efficiencies and reduced feedback regulation are necessary relative to models of lower-redshift
populations. This suggests star formation in the first galaxies could differ significantly from their lower-redshift counterparts.
We also find that these candidates are subject to low-redshift contamination, which is present in our fiducial results as both the
dusty or quiescent galaxies at 𝑧∼5.

Key words: cosmology: theory – dark ages, reionization, first stars – diffuse radiation – early Universe – galaxies: high-redshift
– intergalactic medium

1 INTRODUCTION

If the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) gave us a glimpse of the 𝑧≳10
Universe through the keyhole, JWST has undoubtedly opened the
door. Since its Early Release Observations (ERO; Pontoppidan et al.
2022) and Director’s Discretionary Early Release Science (ERS)
programs were made publicly available, a large number of 𝑧≳10
candidates have been reported by various independent groups us-
ing NIRCam imagings (Naidu et al. 2022b,a; Castellano et al. 2022;
Yan et al. 2023; Finkelstein et al. 2022; Atek et al. 2023; Donnan
et al. 2023a; Whitler et al. 2020; Harikane et al. 2023b; Zavala et al.
2023; Rodighiero et al. 2023; Adams et al. 2023a; Cullen et al. 2023;
Furtak et al. 2023; Ono et al. 2022; Bradley et al. 2022; Robert-
son et al. 2023). These preliminary results include some discoveries
which challenge the current concordance model (Boylan-Kolchin
et al. 2009; Haslbauer et al. 2022; Parashari & Laha 2023). Follow-
ing up on the recent NIRSpec result (Curtis-Lake et al. 2023) push-
ing the earliest, spectroscopically confirmed high-redshift galaxy to
𝑧 = 13.2+0.04

−0.07, we aim to quantify whether standard galaxy formation
models are consistent with these observables at the cosmic dawn.

According to the standard galaxy-formation model (see reviews
by Somerville & Davé 2015; Naab & Ostriker 2017; Vogelsberger
et al. 2020 and references therein), galaxies form from the gravita-
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tional collapse of over-dense regions of dark matter and gas, which
subsequently grow through mergers and accretion. Gas cools and
condenses to form stars, which illuminate the host galaxy and allow
us to observe its complex structure. The standard model also accounts
for the role of feedback processes including energy, mass and metals
injected by supernovae and central supermassive black holes. These
have been proven essential to regulating star formation and shaping
galaxy properties.

Using a semi-analytic galaxy-formation model (introduced in Sec-
tion 2), we make realizations of the early Universe including NIRCam
broad-band photometry for billions of galaxies at 𝑧≥5. By varying
efficiencies of star formation and feedback, this theoretical galaxy
population is calibrated to represent summary statistics of the large
sample observed before JWST, mostly at 𝑧≤10. In this modelled
galaxy catalogue, we then seek those having a spectral energy dis-
tribution (SED) close to the new JWST observations, for which we
include both the NIRSpec targets and several NIRCam candidates1

at 𝑧≳12. Our objective is to (1) probe the potential formation history
and local environment of galaxies formed in the first ∼300Myr of our
Universe using modelled analogues, where identifiable; and other-

1 As earlier releases of the NIRCam candidates are often revised in the final
publications, we only discuss targets that are currently in press.

© 2022 The Authors

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

17
95

9v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 5
 J

un
 2

02
3

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4314-1810
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5281-5151
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7956-9758


2 Qin et al.

SMACS_z16a

S5-z16-1

JADES-GS-z13JADES-GS-z12

GL-z12

S5-z12-1Maisie’s Galaxy

SMACS_z16b

Figure 1. Eight 𝑧 ≳ 12 JWST targets explored in this work with background illustrating the early stage of reionization (projected with a depth of 4 cMpc, a
typical bubble radius for high-redshift bright galaxies) according to our fiducial model. References for these galaxy observations are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Properties of the 𝑧 ≳ 12 JWST targets explored in this work. The last columnr states whether the galaxy is consistent with our galaxy-formation models.

Sec ID 𝑧 𝑀UV log10 [𝑀∗/M⊙ ] SFR[M⊙ yr−1]𝑎 References𝑏 w.r.t. our models
4.1 JADES-GS-z13 13.20+0.04

−0.07 −18.5 ± 0.2 7.8+0.4
−0.5 1.0+1.0

−0.5 CL23, R22, D23b, H23a

consistent with fiducial4.1 JADES-GS-z12 12.63+0.24
−0.08 −18.8 ± 0.1 8.4+0.4

−0.7 1.3+1.9
−0.9 CL23, R22, H23a

4.2 S5-z12-1 12.58+1.23
−0.46 −20.2 ± 0.1 8.53+0.61

−0.69 5.5+4.7
−4.4 H23b

4.3 GLz12 12.2+0.1
−0.2 −21.0 ± 0.1 9.1+0.3

−0.4 6+5
−2

N22, B23, D23a, H23b,
O22, P23, S22 consistent with fiducial but

challenging
4.4 Maisie’s Galaxy 11.44+0.09

−0.08 −20.32+0.08
−0.06 8.50+0.29

−0.44 2.1+4.8
−2.0

FI22, AH23, D23a,
H23ab, O22, Z22

4.5 SMACS_z16a 15.92+0.17
−0.15 −20.59 ± 0.15 8.79+0.32

−0.33 16.6+2.9
−16.4 AT23, AD23, FU23, H23b inconsistent with fiducial,

requiring maxSF4.5 SMACS_z16b 15.32+0.16
−0.13 −20.96 ± 0.14 8.80+0.44

−0.25 57.5+38.0
−29.4

4.6 S5-z16-1 16.41+0.66
−0.55 −21.6±0.3 8.59+1.23

−0.31 5.1+21.7
−1.8 H23b, O22 inconsistent with fiducial,

even challenging to maxSF

𝑎 SFR is averaged over 50Myr except for JADES-GS-z12, JADES-GS-z13 and Maisie’s Galaxy in which 30Myr, 30Myr and 10Myr are considered, respectively.
𝑏 References are Adams et al. (2023b, AD23), Arrabal Haro et al. (2023, AH23), Atek et al. (2023, AT23), Bakx et al. (2023, B23), Curtis-Lake et al. (2023,
CL23), Donnan et al. (2023a, D23a), Donnan et al. (2023b, D23b), Finkelstein et al. (2022, FI22), Furtak et al. (2023, FU23), Harikane et al. (2023a,b, H23ab),
Naidu et al. (2022b, N22), Ono et al. (2022, O22), Popping (2023, P23), Robertson et al. (2023, R22), Santini et al. (2023, S22), Zavala et al. (2023, Z22).

wise (2) study the implications for standard galaxy formation model
where the modelled galaxies are inconsistent with observations.

The cosmic chronology of our targets is illustrated in Fig. 1
and their inferred properties from various observational campaigns
are summarized in Table 1. After discussing their implications for
galaxy-formation models in Section 3, we present analogues of these
JWST galaxies in Section 4. Section 5 concludes our results. Cosmo-
logical parameters from Planck 2018 (Ωm,Ωb,ΩΛ, ℎ, 𝜎8, 𝑛s = 0.312,
0.0490, 0.688, 0.675, 0.815, 0.968; Planck Collaboration et al. 2020)
are adopted in this study.

2 MODELLING THE FIRST GALAXIES DURING THE
EPOCH OF REIONIZATION

In this work, we use the Meraxes semi-analytic model (SAM; Mutch
et al. 2016), designed to study the Epoch of Reionization (EoR).
The model is applied to dark matter halo merger trees introduced in
Balu et al. (2022), which were constructed (with the VELOCIraptor
halo-finder and TreeFrog algorithm by Elahi et al. 2019a,b) from
an N-body simulation of 210ℎ−1 cMpc (performed by Power et al. in

prep using SWIFT by Schaller et al. 2023) that has been augmented
(with DarkForest by Qiu et al. 2020) to resolve all atomic cooling
halos at 𝑧 ≤ 20 (i.e., 𝑀vir ≥ 3×107M⊙). With halo properties
inherited from the merger trees, our SAM assigns galaxies with a
baryonic component according to the cosmic mean and the strength
of local photo-ionization. It then evaluates galaxy properties based on
various astrophysical processes including gas accretion and cooling,
stellar evolution and feedback, as well as metal enrichment, satellite
infall, and merger events.

We also incorporate standard stellar population synthesis (using
the instantaneous model with nebular continuum included from star-
burst99 by Leitherer et al. 1999) and estimate attenuation by the
interstellar (ISM) and intergalactic medium (IGM; following Charlot
& Fall 2000 and Inoue et al. 2014) to calculate galaxy spectra as
well as SEDs with the NIRCam wide-band filters. The model also
includes feedback from AGN (Qin et al. 2017) but their UV emis-
sion is ignored in this work. We assume 15 per cent of UV ionizing
photons and X-rays above 500 eV escape from the host galaxy, and
study their impact on the large-scale neutral IGM (via an excursion-
set algorithm based on 21cmFAST by Mesinger et al. 2011; see also
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Figure 2. Galaxy UV non-ionizing luminosity functions from 𝑧=20 to 5 predicted by our fiducial model, which was calibrated to reproduce the observational data
(light grey) prior to JWST such as Finkelstein et al. (2015); Oesch et al. (2016); Livermore et al. (2017); Atek et al. (2018); Ishigaki et al. (2018); Bhatawdekar
et al. (2019); Bouwens et al. (2021, 2023); Leethochawalit et al. (2022) and Kauffmann et al. (2022). Shaded regions and error bars indicate the 1𝜎 Poisson
error from the model and observations. We also highlight (dark grey) recent JWST results from Donnan et al. (2023a); Finkelstein et al. (2022); Harikane et al.
(2023b); Naidu et al. (2022b) and Pérez-González et al. (2023), which are still broadly consistent with our model prediction at least in the faint range. We also
note that a 𝑧∼16 candidate (CEERS-93316) selected by Donnan et al. (2023a) and Harikane et al. (2023b) has recently been refuted spectroscopically. However,
Atek et al. (2023) reported two other 𝑧∼16 candidates in the same field (SMACS J0723) and hence a revised number density will likely be at a similar level.

Murray et al. 2020). Fig. 1 illustrates the early stage of reionization
according to our fiducial model, for which the late-time prediction
and integrated EoR history are consistent with quasar/Lyman-alpha
emitter observations (McGreer et al. 2015; Wang et al. 2020; Baña-
dos et al. 2018; Greig et al. 2017, 2019, 2022; Davies et al. 2018;
Wold et al. 2022; Inoue et al. 2018; Morales et al. 2021; Ouchi et al.
2018; Whitler et al. 2020; Mason et al. 2018; Jung et al. 2020; Qin
et al. 2021; Bolan et al. 2022; Campo et al. in prep) and Planck’s latest
measurement of the cosmic microwave background (Planck Collab-
oration et al. 2020). This fiducial model also results in a high-redshift
galaxy and quasar population that is statistically representative of the
observed Universe, including the predicted stellar mass function and
UV non-ionizing luminosity function calibrated against observations
across cosmic time (𝑧∼5–10; Qin et al. 2017).

The adopted fiducial parameters2 and how we tuned them are
outlined in detail by Qiu et al. (2019) where Bayesian inference was
performed against the observed UV luminosity function and colour-
magnitude relation prior to JWST. Here, we illustrate the luminosity
function between 𝑧=20 and 5 in Fig. 2 with some latest measurements
including those taking advantage of the early JWST data. While the
model was only calibrated against observations at lower redshifts, its
prediction at 𝑧>10 remains accurate with only some discrepancies at
the very bright end which we further examine in the next section.

2 A further tuning was needed when the new merger trees are employed (see
more in Balu et al. 2022).

3 IMPLICATIONS OF BRIGHT JWST GALAXIES FOR A
STANDARD GALAXY-FORMATION MODEL

GLz12 (Naidu et al. 2022b) and Maisie’s Galaxy (Finkelstein
et al. 2022) are two bright galaxies at 𝑧∼12. However, observ-
ing them in these small-volume ERS programs indicates a sur-
prisingly large number density for high-redshift bright galaxies
– GLz12 sets the number density for galaxies of 𝑀UV∼−21 at
𝜙∼10−5Mpc−3mag−1 together with another 𝑧∼10 candidate reported
in GLASS (Naidu et al. 2022b); while Maisie’s Galaxy suggests
𝜙∼2×10−5Mpc−3mag−1 at a luminosity∼1 magnitude fainter. These
values, although having large uncertainties, are consistent with each
other and more recent estimates from much larger samples (Donnan
et al. 2023a; Harikane et al. 2023b; Pérez-González et al. 2023).

On the other hand, theoretical models that tie galaxy formation
closely to their host halo growth seem to struggle to simultaneously
match both the bright and faint end of the luminosity function as well
as its cosmic evolution (e.g. Dayal et al. 2014; Behroozi et al. 2019
used in Naidu et al. 2022b; see also discussion in Mason et al. 2023;
Yung et al. 2023). This is also the case for our model. We highlight the
galaxy UV luminosity function at 𝑧=10–13 from multiple snapshots
of Meraxes output in the left panel of Fig. 3. To facilitate discussion
of possible failures of semi-analytic galaxy formation models at high
redshift, we also add results from

(i) no dust, a fiducial model where dust attenuation in stellar birth
clouds and in the ISM is ignored to explore the possibility that extrap-
olating our dust model to such early Universe might be inaccurate;

MNRAS 000, 1–18 (2022)
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Figure 3. Left panel: similar to Fig. 2 but focused on luminosity function at redshifts around S5-z12-1 (Harikane et al. 2023b), GLz12 (Naidu et al. 2022b) and
Maisie’s Galaxy (Finkelstein et al. 2022) – 17 consecutive snapshots from Meraxes between 𝑧=10 and 13 are considered as independent realizations to reduce
the sample variance for bright galaxies. In addition to the fiducial prediction, models that ignore dust attenuation (no dust), supernova feedback (no dust or
fb) and maximize star formation efficiency (maxSF) are shown for comparison together with the early JWST estimates by Naidu et al. (2022b); Donnan et al.
(2023a); Harikane et al. (2023b); Pérez-González et al. (2023) and Finkelstein et al. (2022). Right panel: luminosity function at redshifts around 𝑧=16. Our
simulation results are based on 10 consecutive snapshots between 𝑧=15 and 17 while observational estimates come from Harikane et al. (2023b). As noted in
Fig. 2, CEERS-93316 that was considered as a 𝑧∼16 candidate by Harikane et al. (2023b) is in fact a 𝑧 = 4.9 low star-forming dusty galaxy (Arrabal Haro et al.
2023). However, as the two 𝑧∼16 candidates reported by Atek et al. (2023) remain promising and were found in the same field as what Harikane et al. (2023b)
explored, a revised number density will likely be at a similar level.

(ii) no dust or fb, a no dust model with supernova (and reioniza-
tion) feedback further minimized to study scenarios where feedback
in the first galaxies is much weaker than previously expected;

(iii) maxSF, a no fb model with star formation efficiency further
maximized to illustrate some of these JWST candidates might be
forming stars at much higher rates compared to galaxies at 𝑧≲10.

3.1 Model modifications to reproduce more bright galaxies at
high redshift

The dust model in our simulation is based on Charlot & Fall (2000),
linking attenuation in stellar birth clouds and the ISM to star for-
mation rates, metallicities and gas column densities. Its parame-
ters were chosen after a rigorous Bayesian exploration (Qiu et al.
2019) with constraints from UV luminosity functions and colour-
magnitude relations at relatively lower redshifts (𝑧∼4 − 7; Bouwens
et al. 2014, 2015). At higher redshifts, the detection of GNz11 by
Oesch et al. (2016) previously challenged the validity of these dust
models at 𝑧>10 (Mutch et al. 2016). This is evident in Fig. 2 with the
predicted number density being barely consistent with the inferred
value by GNz11 (but see the latest spectroscopic result from Bunker
et al. 2023 which resets GNz11 with a fainter magnitude and lower
redshift). However, the latest JWST result for fainter galaxies from
Donnan et al. (2023a) and Harikane et al. (2023b) suggests that the
model prediction is consistent with observations up to 𝑧∼14. Should
the dust model fail at 𝑧>10 for the brightest galaxies (see e.g. Ferrara
et al. 2023; Markov et al. 2023), the detection of GLz12 presents
a serious challenge to our model as its luminosity function at 𝑧∼12
when ignoring dust attenuation is still >2 times lower than GLz12
implies.

To explain the properties of these luminous galaxies, Harikane

et al. (2023b) considered modifying the initial mass function3 (IMF)
and incorporate a top-heavy, PopIII-dominated IMF to increase
the intrinsic UV luminosity (see also recent theoretical work by
Haslbauer et al. 2022, Parashari & Laha 2023, Shen et al. 2023,
Trinca et al. 2023, and Yung et al. 2023). Meraxes is being upgraded
to enable accurate modelling of PopIII star formation to address
this possibility (Ventura et al. in prep.). In this work, we limit our
exploration to the supernova feedback.

Supernova feedback is modelled as a thermal and kinetic source to
inhibit gas collapse and star formation. Its efficiencies are tied to the
maximum circular velocity (𝑉max) of the host halo and increase in
galaxies with shallower gravitational potentials (Murray et al. 2005;
Guo et al. 2011). While the energy coupling efficiency has no redshift
dependence for a given 𝑉max, earlier results suggest larger mass-
loading factors are of necessity to heat more gas in the early Universe
(Hopkins et al. 2014; Hirschmann et al. 2016; Cora et al. 2018). This
again is based on matching relatively lower redshift observations (c.f.
what we study in this work) and could fail at the early stages of the
Epoch of Reionisation (EoR). Assuming no supernova feedback at
all (no dust or fb in Fig. 3) leads to higher number densities even with
respect to the upper limits from the cosmic-variance-free results of
SuperBoRG at relatively lower redshifts (Leethochawalit et al. 2022,
see also Bagley et al. 2022). We can further enhance the number
density by increasing the star formation efficiencies4 (i.e. maxSF).
These suggest that adjusting feedback or star-forming efficiencies at
𝑧>10 is needed to better model these new observations from JWST.

3 Observational data shown in this work have been converted accordingly
to match our Kroupa (2001) IMF using the astrodatapy package (https:
//github.com/qyx268/astrodatapy).
4 Our fiducial model (as well as no dust or fb) takes 10x the dynamical time
to deplete gas on the disc and form stars, roughly 1/20 of the Hubble time.
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3.2 JWST 𝑧∼16 candidates are inconsistent with the standard
model.

The necessity of alternative galaxy-formation models has become
increasingly pressing as observations have moved towards higher
redshifts. The right panel of Fig. 3 highlights our fiducial predictions
for the galaxy population at 𝑧∼16, which presents very few galaxies
that are brighter than -20 mag at these redshifts. However, the faintest
reported 𝑧∼16 candidate has a UV magnitude of −20.4 ± 0.2. This
implies that there are no analogues for any of the 𝑧∼16 candidates in
our fiducial catalogue.

One might argue that these early JWST surveys are limited to
a small effective volume and can be potentially biased by sample
variance (see estimates by Yung et al. 2023). However, our fidu-
cial/standard galaxy-formation model extrapolates to a number den-
sity of ≲10−12Mpc−3mag−1 at the magnitude of the brightest can-
didate (𝑀1600=−21.6). This implies that if these galaxies are spec-
troscopically confirmed to be at 𝑧∼16, they will only exist in our
fiducial outputs if the simulation volume covers the entire observ-
able Universe. Given this, we argue that the existence of those 𝑧∼16
candidates is inconsistent with our standard galaxy-formation model,
which we emphasize again has a predicted galaxy population that is
statistically representative of observations at relatively lower redshifts
and/or luminosities.

At such high redshifts, dust is expected to have been produced
in only trace amounts and therefore to not affect the UV luminosity
function. However, we can still only reproduce 𝑧∼16 galaxies with
intrinsic UV magnitudes around −21 when feedback is assumed
ineffective. In fact, to be consistent with the estimated number density
for UV bright galaxies at 𝑧∼16 (Harikane et al. 2023b), we need to
effectively turn off supernova feedback and maximize star formation
efficiency (see maxSF in the right panel of Fig. 3). It is worth noting
that when Harikane et al. (2023b, see also Donnan et al. 2023a and
Naidu et al. 2022a) was estimating the number density of 𝑧∼16 bright
galaxies, CEERS-93316 was considered as a candidate. However, a
recent NIRSpec result has refuted this 𝑧∼16 nature and determined
it is in fact a low star-forming dusty galaxy at 𝑧 = 4.9 (Arrabal
Haro et al. 2023). On the other hand, there are two additional 𝑧∼16
candidates reported by Atek et al. (2023, and studied further in the
next section) which remain promising. Since they were found in
a sub-field that Harikane et al. (2023b) explored, a revised number
density that considers these two candidates are likely to be at a similar
level as estimated by Harikane et al. (2023b).

The detection of these extremely bright candidates at 𝑧∼16 further
illustrates that while feedback and regulated star formation are es-
sential to galaxy formation across most cosmic time, this may not be
the case at 𝑧≳16.

4 JWST GALAXIES, OBSERVED AND MODELLED

In this section, the eight high-redshift JWST galaxies (see Table 1) are
discussed in order of their redshifts and luminosities – we start from
intrinsically faint objects at relatively low redshifts, and then move
onto bright ones found at much earlier times which also becomes
increasingly challenging to study their analogues sometimes even
with additional tuning of our model.

4.1 JADES-GS-z13 & JADES-GS-z12

Curtis-Lake et al. (2023) and Robertson et al. (2023) reported four
spectroscopically confirmed galaxies at 𝑧>10. The two targets studied

here, JADES-GS-z13 and JADES-GS-z12 of redshifts 𝑧=13.30+0.04
−0.07

and 𝑧=12.63+0.24
−0.08 respectively, come from an epoch even earlier

than the previous record of high-redshift galaxies with spectroscopic
confirmation, GNz11 (Oesch et al. 2016, see also Bunker et al. 2023
for an updated spectrum with NIRSpec). These galaxies are results
from the JWST Advanced Deep Extragalactic Survey (JADES) that
combines NIRCam and NIRSpec targeting at the GOODS (i.e., Great
Observatories Origins Deep Survey) South (GS) field, reaching a
5𝜎 magnitude limit of ∼28.4 mag for spectroscopy. When fitting
the SEDs, Curtis-Lake et al. (2023) utilised the full spectra while
Robertson et al. (2023) focused on the photometric data, leading to
similar (but not identical) physical properties – both JADES-GS-z13
and JADES-GS-z12 are quite small with an intrinsic UV magnitude
fainter than -19 mag and a stellar mass of only ∼108M⊙ .

4.1.1 Analogue selection

In this work, we focus on the SEDs and inferred galaxy properties re-
ported by Robertson et al. (2023) when identifying analogues within
our simulation. In particular, we look for modelled galaxies that have
an SED consistent with the measurement by requiring the magnitude
in bands F200W, F277W, F356W and F444W (i.e., the ones above
the Lyman-𝛼 break) to be within 2𝜎 of the observational uncertain-
ties5 while luminosities also have to be under the 2𝜎 threshold for
bands of non-detection (i.e. F090W, F115W and F150W). We fur-
ther apply a prior on the redshift range (i.e., 𝑧 ∈ [10.8, 16.9] over
31 snapshots) to avoid low-redshift contamination and speed up the
selection process.

It is worth highlighting an implicit prior built into our analogue
selection as a result of the evolving luminosity function – within
a cosmological simulation box, there are more galaxies with fainter
magnitudes or lower redshifts (see Fig. 2). Therefore, when marginal-
ising the analogue sample distribution onto luminosity-vs-redshift,
galaxies with low luminosities and redshifts are dominant. This often
leads to lower values of these two properties (and other properties
sharing a degeneracy) compared to observational results that do not
impose such a prior.

Our selection leads to 1296 and 397 analogues in our fiducial
output for JADES-GS-z13 and JADES-GS-z12, respectively, whose
properties are summarized in Figs. 4 and 5.

4.1.2 Galaxy properties

We find both observed SEDs to be consistent with modelled star-
forming galaxies at 𝑧 ∼12.6 or ∼13.2, as is evident from the two
modes in the redshift distribution. With minor differences, the high
redshift mode also indicates higher luminosities, lower metallicities
and less dust extinction. However, the overall distribution does not
alter significantly after applying the redshift prior inferred by the
spectral break at Lyman-𝛼 (Curtis-Lake et al. 2023, i.e. comparing
the blue and red distributions) with the predicted galaxy proper-
ties comparable to estimates from Robertson et al. (2023) – both
JADES-GS-z13 and JADES-GS-z12 analogues have an intrinsic UV
magnitude around 𝑀1600 = −18.5, a stellar mass less than 108M⊙

5 Throughout this paper, a 10% error floor is additionally considered in the
observed photometry for all targets to account for potentially underestimated
systematics (see e.g. Naidu et al. 2022b). This includes the two 𝑧∼16 can-
didates found in lensing fields (see Section 4.5) before errors of the lensing
model are further added. In addition, the negative 2𝜎 threshold of non-
detection is reset to zero during analogue selection.
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Figure 4. JADES-GS-z13 analogues. Lower-left corner plot: marginalized galaxy property distributions of the model analogues with the redshift prior set to
be between z=10.8 and 16.9 (red) as well as based on the 2𝜎 uncertainties of the spectroscopic result (blue, Curtis-Lake et al. 2023), respectively. Note that
in the 1D distributions, the vertical axes present number densities in linear scale with the total integral normalized to 1 for both. From left to right or top to
bottom, these are redshift, intrinsic UV magnitude, star formation rate averaged over 30Myr and normalised by stellar mass (sSFR), stellar mass, metallicity,
dust extinction, galaxy size, halo virial mass, the fraction of gas that is accessible to star formation, and the radius of surrounding ionized bubble. Indicated on
the top of each 1D distribution are the median value and 1𝜎 uncertainties ([16,84] percentiles) based on the larger redshift prior. For comparison, estimates from
Robertson et al. (2023) are shown as the grey shaded regions and inside the parentheses. Top right panel: modelled SED and spectra for an example analogue
with thick solid and thin dashed lines indicating whether dust attenuation is considered. The nominated SEDs and 2𝜎 uncertainties from Robertson et al. (2023,
using forcepho) are shown with black circles while upper limits are presented as 5𝜎. Central-right corner plot: Star formation rate in the past 100Myr for 10
randomly selected analogues, to illustrate the bursty star formation nature of these low-mass galaxies in our simulation as a reason for the inferred high sSFR.

and a size of only ∼60 physical parsecs with very low metallicities
and suffering little dust attenuation.

The major difference between our result and, for instance, Robert-
son et al. (2023) comes from the star formation history (SFH). Al-
ready flexible, the SFH considered by Robertson et al. (2023, see also

other observational studies mentioned in this work) during the SED
fitting includes 6 snapshots between 𝑧∼12 and 20 in order to capture
the burstiness of high-redshift star formation. On the other hand,
there are 35 snapshots in our simulation between these redshifts and,
with such a high cadence, we are able to accurately simulate the SFH
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Figure 5. Similar to Fig. 4 but for JADES-GS-z12 and its analogues.

in the presence of time-resolved feedback (massive stars can take
much longer to become supernovae than the dynamical timescale of
the galactic disc; Mutch et al. 2016). In addition, our model does
not impose the bursty-continuity prior as in Robertson et al. (2023),
but rather requires galaxies to accumulate enough cold and dense
gas before being able to form stars. For instance, Figs. 4 and 5 show
that JADES-GS-z13 and JADES-GS-z12 are likely hosted by halos
of ∼1010M⊙ and, with around 40 per cent of their gas accessible to
star formation ( 𝑓gas)6, these galaxies might have 5 times more (in

6 Meraxes reserves a so-called ejected gas reservoir for each modelled galaxy,
as a response to supernova feedback. Gas in this reservoir is considered to

mass) star-forming gas than their stellar components. Also because
our modelled galaxies have to reach this critical mass before form-
ing stars, the analogues possess a much burstier SFH than Robertson
et al. (2023), leading to higher recent star formation rates (SFRs aver-
aged over the past 30Myr; and specific SFR) and/or lower integrated
stellar masses.

Finally, our model also predicts that (assuming all galaxies have
a UV ionizing escape fraction of 0.15) JADES-GS-z13 and JADES-
GS-z12 are likely located in ionized bubbles of ≲2 cMpc in radius7.

have a cooling timescale much longer than the Hubble time and therefore
does not contribute to star formation.
7 500 sight-lines towards the target are randomly drawn and the distance
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However, in rare cases where the analogue coexists with a more
massive neighbour, it may have a much larger ionized bubble of up
to ∼4 cMpc in radius (see also Qin et al. 2022; Whitler et al. 2023).

4.2 S5-z12-1

Harikane et al. (2023b) analyzed multiple NIRCam fields, producing
a comprehensive study of high-redshift JWST galaxies. Their final
sample consists of 10 𝑧≳12 candidates, mostly from CEERS (i.e.,
Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science led by Finkelstein et al.
2022) as well as GLASS (an ERS program led by Treu et al. 2022),
SMACS J0723.3-7327 (hereafter SMACS; a 𝑧=0.39 galaxy lensing
cluster that has previously been searched for high-redshift candidates,
e.g. Coe et al. 2019), and Stephan’s Quintet (a group of five local
galaxies).

As the total effective area probed by these fields amounts to
∼90 deg2, Harikane et al. (2023b) estimate the galaxy UV lumi-
nosity function out to 𝑧∼16. Figure 2 shows that our fiducial model
is consistent with their result at the faint end, echoing the large ana-
logue sample that we have successfully identified for faint galaxies
such as the two JADES-GS galaxies (see also McCaffrey et al. 2023)
in Section 4.1. However, a significantly lower number density for
bright galaxies is also seen from our simulation result, indicating
that the identification of analogues is increasingly challenging for
more luminous candidates.

Here, we focus on candidates from Harikane et al. (2023b) that
have a UV magnitude brighter than ∼-20. Among these, we first
present analogues for the faintest8 target in this section, S5-z12-1,
which is a 𝑧=12.58+1.23

−0.46 galaxy with an intrinsic UV magnitude of
−20.2±0.1 found in Stephan’s Quintet.

4.2.1 Analogue selection

Photometry from only 3 filters was reported by Harikane et al.
(2023b) for S5-z12-1. For analogue selection, we require 2𝜎 con-
sistency in band F200W and F356W between the forward modelling
and the observational data; while the inferred magnitude in the non-
detection band, F150W, must be lower than the 2𝜎 threshold. We
use the same 31 snapshots as before and focus on 𝑧∼11–17. We end
up with a surprisingly large number of 377 analogues, among which,
however, only 22 have an intrinsic UV magnitude 2𝜎 consistent with
the estimate of Harikane et al. (2023b). We show a similar sum-
mary plot as before for S5-z12-1 in Fig. 6 but with the blue colour
highlighting analogues with the high UV luminosity inferred by the
observation.

4.2.2 Galaxy properties

Figure 6 shows that our inferred properties are mostly consistent with
those of Harikane et al. (2023b, compare 1D distributions with grey

between the galaxy and the nearest cell on each sight-line that has a neutral
fraction no less than 90 per cent is measured. 50, 16, and 84 percentiles are
then calculated with the median nominated as the Hii bubble radius.
8 In fact, there is another object, CR2-z12-1, which is considered as a fainter
𝑧∼12 galaxy with an intrinsic UV magnitude of −19.9±0.1 by Harikane
et al. (2023b). However, Finkelstein et al. (2022) considers the same object,
which they call Maisie’s Galaxy, as -20.3 mag. We return to this candidate in
Section 4.4. Furthermore, S5-z12-1 was initially considered at 𝑧=13.72+0.86

−1.92.
Using the earlier photometric results from the pre-print version, we reached a
similar conclusion and saw lower intrinsic luminosities w.r.t. the observation.

shaded regions), except for the intrinsic UV magnitude – our model
suggests S5-z12-1 is a more massive, larger and brighter galaxy than
the two confirmed 𝑧∼12 galaxies but still with a low metallicity and
minor dust attenuation. It has adequate gas available for star formation
thanks to its 1010–1010.5M⊙ halo mass. This indicates that S5-z12-1
is likely located in a more over-dense region and hence surrounded
by a larger ionized bubble of ∼2.5 cMpc radius.

The significantly lower luminosity (than Harikane et al. 2023b in-
ferred) we obtain for S5-z12-1 is likely caused by our predicted 𝑧∼12
UV luminosity function dropping to a level lack of statistical meaning
at 𝑀1600 around −20.2. Therefore, when seeking analogues in our
modelled cosmological lightcone where galaxy number evolves with
not only redshift but also luminosity, we preferentially find galaxies
on the higher magnitude end of the observed photometry uncertain-
ties (see e.g. the red line in the SED panel of Fig. 6). When focusing
on the 22 analogues that have the intrinsic UV magnitude between
−20.4 and −20, the inferred properties become more consistent with
the observational results. This includes SFR and stellar mass, which
were shown in Section 4.1 to be systematically different from ob-
servations that assume the continuity prior for SFH. This improved
consistency is likely due to the slightly larger masses of S5-z12-1
analogues, which facilitate a smoother (i.e., continuous) SFH in our
model.

In the next two sections, we discuss even brighter 𝑧∼12 targets. For
them, because of the low predicted number density as seen by our
fiducial model, we will no longer obtain a statistically meaningful
analogue sample. Rather, the few analogues we present below can
only be interpreted as possible solutions for these JWST high-redshift
galaxies. This includes their evolutionary paths and contribution to
the local ionization that we will present in more detail.

4.3 GLz12

Naidu et al. (2022b) was among the first (see also Castellano et al.
2022) to report 𝑧≳10 galaxies soon after JWST images became pub-
licly available9. This includes GLz12 from GLASS, a 𝑧=12.2+0.1

−0.2
target that we discuss in this subsection. Its inferred properties in-
clude an average SFR of ∼10M⊙yr−1, a stellar mass around 109M⊙ ,
an intrinsic UV magnitude of −21, a low dust extinction of 𝐴𝑣∼0.3
and an effective radius around 0.5 pkpc (see also Ono et al. 2022).
This object was also identified by other independent groups (Donnan
et al. 2023a; Harikane et al. 2023b; Santini et al. 2023) who inferred
somewhat different physical properties. In this work, we adopt the
reported values from Naidu et al. (2022b).

4.3.1 Analogue selection

We use the reported photometry from Naidu et al. (2022b, their table
2), update the 1𝜎 uncertainties with a 10% error floor, and seek
galaxies in the 31 consecutive output snapshots between 𝑧=10.8 and
16.9 that have magnitudes consistent with observations – we require

9 Throughout this paper, a few footnotes present a brief summary of our
analogue study when earlier observational results including the SEDs were
utilized. This is to demonstrate the stochasticity of analogue studies as minor
changes in the SED can lead to different identifications. However, while the
comparison addresses the sampling issue when studying these bright galax-
ies, the conclusion from using different versions of SED remains qualitatively
consistent. For instance, GLz12 was previously considered at 𝑧=13.1+0.8

−0.7 by
Naidu et al. (2022b) with the initial NIRCam calibration. Using the earlier
SED from its pre-print, we identified 2 analogues showing qualitatively sim-
ilar evolution and environment as the analogue presented here.
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Figure 6. Similar to Figs. 4 and 5 but for S5-z12-1 and its analogues. Note the upper limit in band F150W is 2𝜎 and the blue colour now indicates a small number
of analogues having M1600 consistent with the 2𝜎 uncertainties of the inferred luminosities from Harikane et al. (2023b). Since the randomly selected analogue
spectrum represents a low-luminosity galaxy, the top-left panel also highlights a second analogue with an intrinsic magnitude comparable to the observation. To
ease comparison we also replace the sSFR panels with SFR, which is now an averaged over 50Myr following Harikane et al. (2023b).

the modelled SED in band F200W, F277W, F356W and F444W
(all above the Lyman-𝛼 break) to be within 2𝜎 of the observational
uncertainties while the flux also has to be below the 2𝜎 threshold for
bands of non-detection (i.e. F090W, F115W and F150W).

We identify only one analogue, which is found at the nominated
photometric redshift of GLz12 using easy (Brammer et al. 2008),
i.e. 𝑧=12.2, with the same inferred intrinsic UV magnitudes of −21.0
mag. The top panel of Fig. 7 shows the spectrum and SED of this
analogue. As with the two spectroscopically confirmed galaxies, it
also shows the spectral features of typical star-forming galaxies at

high redshift with a UV slope of ≲−2 (Bouwens et al. 2014) and
negligible dust attenuation.

4.3.2 Local environment

The lower panels of Fig. 7 present the local environment of our
single analogue of GLz12 – from left to right, we illustrate the local
ionization at 𝑧 = 12.2, 15 and 10 as well as the distribution of galaxies
within the Hii bubble as in the normalized cumulative number of UV
ionizing photons and the number density of galaxies as a function of
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Figure 7. GLz12 analogue. Top panel: modelled SED and spectra are shown in colour while the nominated observed SED and the 2𝜎 uncertainties or upper
limits from Naidu et al. (2022b) are presented in black. Lower-left panel: local environment at the observed redshift with background indicating Hi ionization
(projection depth and colour follow Fig. 1). The apparent and intrinsic UV magnitudes are listed in the lower-left corner for the analogue followed by its stellar
mass. Presented in the lower-right corners are the radii of the Hii bubble (with the mean indicated by thick red circles and thin ones for the 1𝜎 uncertainties), the
number of neighbouring bright galaxies (F356W<30.7 mag) within the mean Hii bubble (indicated by filled stars) and that (indicated by the transparent stars
if not inside the bubble) within half of JWST NIRCam FoV (2.2′×2.2′; 2D projection with Δ𝑧∼±0.5, see the green squares). Numbers in the brackets indicate
counting down to F356W=32.7 mag (with dark and light dots indicating faint galaxies within the bubble or within the FoV). These two magnitude thresholds are
motivated by upcoming JWST deep and lensing fields, respectively. Lower-middle panels: local environment at earlier and later times to visualize the evolution
around the analogue. Lower-right panels: the normalized cumulative number of UV ionizing photons and number density as a function of UV magnitudes for
galaxies within the ionized region. The UV magnitude of GLz12 analogue as well as its progenitor and descendent is indicated by the circles.

luminosity. With a total stellar mass of 108.3M⊙ , this analogue has
ionized its surrounding IGM to a radius of 2.7 cMpc, larger than the
majority of analogues presented in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. However,
despite being the most massive galaxy in its ionized region and at
least 4 magnitudes brighter than all the other neighbouring galaxies
in the Hii bubble, this analogue only contributes ∼30% of the local
UV ionizing photons. Such a high and early local ionization is only
possible when a significant portion (i.e. 15 per cent in the fiducial
model) of ionizing photons manage to escape from the numerous
low-mass galaxies that are as faint as 𝑀1600∼ −15 to −12 mag.

The analogue is also in an over-dense region of the universe. When
counting the number of galaxies within the Hii region, the density
is an order of magnitude higher than the average field inferred from
the UV luminosity function (c.f. Fig. 2). For instance, follow-up of

GLz12 with deeper JWST observations (e.g. WDEEP led by Finkel-
stein et al. 2021 aims to reach a magnitude limit of F356W=30.7)
is expected to uncover another two neighbouring galaxies within
2.2’×2.2’ (Δ𝑧∼±0.5 is considered). This is shown in Fig. 7 (see also
recent follow-ups on bright Lyman-𝛼 emitting galaxies at relatively
lower redshifts, e.g. Leonova et al. 2022; Tacchella et al. 2023; Witten
et al. 2023; Whitler et al. 2023). However, among these neighbours,
none sits inside the ionized bubble of the GLz12 analogue since
reionization is still at its infant stage at these high redshifts and the
ionized regions correspond to sizes of only Δ𝑧 ∼ ±0.01.

When probing the progenitors and descendants of GLz12, our
model suggests that it is among the first galaxies that start reionization
and remains highly efficient in forming stars and contributing UV
ionizing photons across cosmic times. At earlier redshifts such as
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𝑧 ∼ 15, the analogue sits in a non-spherical ionized region of around
1.5 to 1.8 cMpc in radius, which is already more than half the size it
will grow to by 𝑧=12.2. Its intrinsic UV magnitude is fainter than -16
mag. Therefore, unlike GLz12 at 𝑧=12.2, the progenitor is instead
∼3 magnitudes fainter than the brightest in the region and has a
very minor contribution to reionization at these early times. On the
other hand, its dominance grows at lower redshifts. For instance,
with a stellar mass exceeding 109M⊙ at 𝑧=10, this descendant alone
contributes 40 per cent in the local ionizing budget, expanding its
Hii territory to nearly 5 cMpc in radius. From the lower-right panels
of Fig. 7, we also find the ionized region is increasingly biased
towards higher redshifts with fainter galaxies becoming relatively
more significant to reionization.

4.3.3 Formation history & subsequent evolution

We next look at the possible evolutionary path of GLz12 using Fig.
8, in which the history of our analogue in terms of its UV magni-
tude, SFR, stellar mass, halo mass, gas content, size, metallicity and
optical depth to UV non-ionizing photons is presented. The inferred
properties using Prospector (Leja et al. 2017) reported in Naidu
et al. (2022b) as well as estimates from Harikane et al. (2023b) and
Ono et al. (2022) are also shown in the figure for comparison.

We see that the GLz12 analogue grows its UV luminosities very
rapidly at 𝑧≥12 with the analogue showing a 100× increment from
𝑧∼15 to 12 which is less than 100 Myr. When averaged over 50
Myr, this analogue possesses a steady growth of SFR in the past and
reaches ∼10M⊙yr−1 at 𝑧∼12.2, consistent with the observational
results. On the other hand, the snapshot-averaged SFR presents a
bursty SFH, similar to analogues of less massive galaxies discussed
in the previous two sections. However, due to its relatively large dark
matter component which has created a deeper gravitational potential,
a greater amount of gas has been accreted by the GLz12 analogue to
fuel star formation for a longer period of cosmic time. Therefore, its
SFH is less bursty compared to the low-mass counterparts such as
JADES-GS-z12 and JADES-GS-z13 (c.f. Figs. 4 and 5). Our model
predicts the GLz12 analogue has a stellar mass of only 2×108M⊙ ,
which is 5 times lower than Naidu et al. (2022b) but more consistent
with Harikane et al. (2023b). These two studies adopt the same con-
tinuity prior for the SFH, highlighting the potentially underestimated
systematics in these ERS results which can result in such a large
difference in the inferred galaxy properties (see more discussion in
Naidu et al. 2022b,a).

The halo mass evolution suggests that a number of merger events
might have occurred in the formation history of galaxies like GLz12.
For this particular analogue, its progenitor merges into a more mas-
sive halo at 𝑧∼13, which introduces a significant increase in its star-
forming gas component and triggers a re-ignition of star formation at
a rate of more than 1M⊙yr−1. Late on, around 𝑧=12.2, the analogue
encounters another major merger, further boosting star formation
activities and reaching an SFR of ≳10M⊙yr−1. These also lead to
significant fluctuations in the predicted galaxy size (around 𝑧∼12.2)
between the measured values of ∼0.5 pkpc (Naidu et al. 2022b) and
0.06±0.01pkpc (Ono et al. 2022), which chose different point spread
functions and images during the analysis.

Note that in our model, star-forming discs are assumed to be ro-
tationally supported, conserving specific angular momenta when the
gas cools from an initially virialized state, and following an expo-
nential surface density profile. These assumptions, made by many
theoretical models (e.g. Henriques et al. 2015; Stevens et al. 2016)
facilitating evaluation of galaxy sizes from their host halo properties,
have been shown successful when predicting low-redshift observa-
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Figure 8. GLz12 analogue history as in (1) the intrinsic UV magnitude (thick
and thin lines consider or exclude dust attenuation); (2) SFR averaged over
each snapshot (blue) or ∼50Myr following Naidu et al. (2022b, red); (3)
stellar mass; (4) halo mass; (5) fraction of gas accessible to star formation;
(6) galaxy half-light radius; (7) ISM metallicity; and (8) optical depths for
photons with a wavelength of 1600Å (thick and thin lines for 𝜏1600 in the
birth cloud of the emitting stars or in the ISM). GLz12 properties estimated
by Naidu et al. (2022b), Harikane et al. (2023b) and Ono et al. (2022) are also
indicated in corresponding panels. For comparison, thin grey lines illustrate
property histories for the next five brightest galaxies (only dust attenuated
M1600 and 𝜏1600 in the birth cloud are shown to not crowd the plot).
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tions – the scale radius is 𝑅s=𝑅vir (𝜆/
√

2) where 𝑅vir and 𝜆 are the
virial radius and halo spin parameter while the effective radius (or
half-light radius) is 𝑅e∼1.68𝑅s. However, the increasing merger rate
towards higher redshifts implies that galaxies may not have enough
time to recover from previous merger events despite having shorter
dynamical timescales (Poole et al. 2016). Although GLz12 shows
no sign of multiple clumps down to 0.05 kpc, there are an increas-
ing number of observations suggesting that galaxies at high redshift
do not have a simple disc-like morphology and present signs of in-
teraction (e.g. Treu et al. 2023; Witten et al. 2023; Whitler et al.
2023). Therefore, we caution against over-interpreting our prediction
of galaxy sizes.

The fate of the GLz12 analogue is to steadily increase its UV
luminosity and the stellar content with a stellar-to-halo-mass ratio
that increases from 0.5 per cent at 𝑧=12.2 to 5 per cent at 𝑧∼6. It is
evident from Fig. 8 that despite the bursty nature of star formation
in GLz12’s analogue, its extremely bright UV radiation is not tran-
sient. For comparison, we show the property histories for the next 5
most luminous galaxies identified at 𝑧=12.2. More than half of these
galaxies become much fainter than the GLz12 analogue at later times
with some even dropping luminosities for ≳100Myr after 𝑧=12.

Finally, in agreement with the expectation (e.g. Bouwens et al.
2010, 2014) for galaxies with a UV continuum slope of ∼-2.3 ± 0.1
(Naidu et al. 2022b, see also Cullen et al. 2023 for a larger JWST
sample), our model also suggests that the GLz12 analogue experi-
ences negligible dust attenuation at 𝑧≳12.2. This is mainly driven by
its low metallicity10, which is only ∼10 per cent of the solar value
and aligns with recent ALMA follow-up finding no strong [OIII]
emission from GLz12 (Bakx et al. 2023, see also Popping 2023).
The theoretical interpretation for such massive galaxies experienc-
ing little dust attenuation is that either they have ejected their dust
contents or current star-forming clouds are segregated from dust that
was generated in earlier episodes of star formation (see e.g. Ziparo
et al. 2023). As the gas fraction of the GLz12 analogue remains high
at 𝑧∼12, it is likely that UV emitting regions and dust are indeed
of different origins in high-redshift galaxies (see e.g. Behrens et al.
2018; Sommovigo et al. 2020). In fact, the star-forming disc only
reaches the level of solar metallicity at 𝑧∼8 where the optical depth
to UV non-ionizing photons inside the birth cloud of stars exceeds
𝜏1600 = 1. At this point, the cloud can absorb a significant fraction
of UV photons (e.g. compare the thick and thin coloured lines in
panel 1 of Fig. 8) before having dissipated after 10Myr (Charlot &
Fall 2000). UV photons also experience attenuation by the diffuse
ISM dust although our model suggests this only becomes significant
at very late times (𝑧∼6).

4.4 Maisie’s Galaxy

Maisie’s Galaxy at 𝑧 = 11.44+0.09
−0.08 was reported by multiple teams

including Finkelstein et al. (2022), Donnan et al. (2023a), Harikane
et al. (2023b) and Arrabal Haro et al. (2023) showing consistent in-
ferred properties11. Using its photometric data (e.g. Finkelstein et al.

10 Mass and radius of galaxies also play a role in determining dust attenu-
ation according to our model (Qiu et al. 2019). However, the impact from
differences between the predicted and measured galaxy sizes can be mini-
mized by a normalization factor, which was calibrated against the observed
UV luminosity function and colour across a large magnitude range.
11 Maisie’s Galaxy was initially considered to be at 𝑧=14.3+0.4

−1.1(Finkelstein
et al. 2022), and therefore became the second object that we looked into as it
had an even higher redshift than GLz12 which was previously thought at 𝑧∼13.
Using the SED from the first version of its pre-print, we identified 2 analogues

2022; 𝑧 = 11.8+0.2
−0.3), it is estimated that Maisie’s Galaxy possesses a

low SFR of ∼2M⊙yr−1, a stellar mass around 108.5M⊙ , an intrinsic
UV magnitude of −20.3, a steep UV slope of −2.5, a low dust ex-
tinction of 𝐴𝑣∼0.1, and an effective radius around 0.34 pkpc. Given
its lower luminosity, identifying analogues for this galaxy should be
less challenging than GLz12.

4.4.1 Analogue selection

Within our 31 simulation snapshots between 𝑧=10.8 and 16.9, 7
galaxies are identified having fluxes consistent within at least 2𝜎
of the observed photometry (Finkelstein et al. 2022) in the filters
F150W, F200W F277W, F356W, and F444W, as well as being lower
than the 2𝜎 upper limit in the non-detection band F115W. Although
we do not forward model luminosities from the HST or JWST F410M
filters, the spectra of our analogues are found also consistent with
these measurements/upper limits.

Our analogues share similar physical properties with the observa-
tions, including an intrinsic UV magnitude around −20.3, a stellar
mass of ∼108.5M⊙ , and a redshift between 11 and 12. To be concise,
only two example analogues, dubbed analogue-a and b, are presented
here which are found at 𝑧=11.3 and 12.0. From the top panel of Fig.
9, we see the SED fitting is well-performed overall with a slightly
flatter predicted spectrum compared to the observation. We notice the
same challenge in fitting the UV slope was also faced by Finkelstein
et al. (2022, fig. 4) and Harikane et al. (2023b, fig. 8) while Donnan
et al. (2023a, fig. A6) found a better fit at 𝑧 = 12.3 instead. How-
ever, there are still differences between these observational results
– for instance, F200W is measured to be 27.3 mag by Finkelstein
et al. (2022) and 27.8 mag by the other two groups while the colour
F200W-F356W is -0.4 in Donnan et al. (2023a) unlike the -0.6 by
the rest of the teams. These might explain why Maisie’s Galaxy is
reported to be brighter by Finkelstein et al. (2022) and less blue
by Donnan et al. (2023a). Nevertheless, such a steep UV slope is
consistent with most high-redshift star-forming galaxies having low
metallicities (Bouwens et al. 2014), aligning with the properties of
our analogues which suffer little dust attenuation.

We note that Zavala et al. (2023) reported no detection of Maisie’s
Galaxy in a number of far-infrared and millimetre observations such
as SCUBA-2, Spitzer and Hershel, and hence ruled out the scenario
of strong dust emission. Moreover, while preparing this manuscript,
Arrabal Haro et al. (2023) presented NIRSpec result of Maisie’s
Galaxy which verifies its cosmic origin – both the spectroscopic
redshift (𝑧 = 11.44+0.09

−0.08) and inferred galaxy properties remain con-
sistent with the photometric results.

4.4.2 Local environment and evolutionary paths

Interestingly, despite being fainter than the GLz12 analogue pre-
sented in Section 4.3, both analogues of Maisie’s Galaxy are located
in slightly larger ionized bubbles of a radius around 3.6 cMpc. This
implies a dense local environment for these two analogues, which
is evident in the central and lower left panels of Fig. 9. We see that
analogues-a and b have crowded local environment at 𝑧∼11.8 with
3 or 4 galaxies brighter than 30.7 mag in F35W within the corre-
sponding Hii bubbles (c.f. zero in the lower left panel of Fig. 7). A
deep photometric follow-up would identify ∼5 or 50 depending on
whether the field is lensed.

showing similar evolution and environment as the analogue presented here
but with a burstier SFH.
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Figure 9. Maisie’s Galaxy analogues. See captions of Figs. 7 & 8 for more plot details. However, two example analogues are presented here with additional
photometry from HST and JWST F410M (still consistent with the analogue despite not being included during selection) indicated in grey in the top pane. Also
note that SFR at 𝑧≳11.5 is averaged over several snapshots with total intervals of ∼10 Myr following Finkelstein et al. (2022) while at later times it is averaged
over one snapshot with an increasing time step from 10 to 20Myr. Observational results are taken from Finkelstein et al. (2022) and Harikane et al. (2023b).

Looking further at their evolutionary histories, we see analogue-a
is in fact a satellite galaxy at 𝑧=15 with the central galaxy having
already ionized the surrounding IGM. The two are likely undergoing
merger at 𝑧∼13 with our analogue having its mass stripped first
before the final merger. This is indicated by a 50 Myr trough in the

halo mass history. The merger triggers an influx of star-forming gas,
leading to a subsequent star formation rate (averaged over 10 Myr
following Finkelstein et al. 2022) of ∼20M⊙yr−1 and leading to a
much higher luminosity than observed. By 𝑧=12 (see the lower right
panels of Fig. 9), at which we identify analogue-a, its SFR drops to
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<1M⊙yr−1 and luminosity becomes more consistent with Maisie’s
Galaxy. On the other hand, analogue-b has a much younger stellar
age as most of its stars are formed in a burst at 𝑧=11.3 with an SFR of
nearly 30M⊙yr−1. This burst costs all star-forming gas that analogue-
b has gradually accumulated over the past 100 Myr, during which
its SFR is kept low at <1M⊙yr−1. Moreover, the predicted galaxy
size (∼0.25 pkpc) and metallicity (on the order of 0.001 to 0.01) are
similar and consistent with what is suggested by the observation.

As for the potential subsequent evolution of Maisie’s Galaxy, prop-
erties of the two analogues diverge after 𝑧∼12. As analogue-b has
consumed all of its star-forming gas, its subsequent star formation
becomes quenched. On the other hand, analogue-a remains highly
efficient in forming stars and its stellar component at 𝑧∼11 reaches
nearly an order of magnitude larger mass than that of analogue-b.
At 𝑧∼11, a major merger event happens to analogue-b, bringing it to
a similar evolutionary path as analogue-a from then on and both of
them keep forming stars at a high level of 10-100M⊙yr−1 until 𝑧∼6.

4.5 SMACS_z16a & SMACS_z16b

In the field of SMACS, Atek et al. (2023) identified two galaxies
at 𝑧∼16 – SMACS_z16a and SMACS_z16b (see also Adams et al.
2023b; Harikane et al. 2023b), which have intrinsic UV magnitudes
of around −20.5. To account for gravitational lensing, we also de-
magnify their observed SEDs by a factor of 2.18 and 1.13 and update
the uncertainties to further incorporate errors of the lensing mod-
els. The exact values are taken as the average magnification among
different strong lensing models based on Furtak et al. (2023).

4.5.1 Analogue selection

As we have argued in Section 3 using the estimated number density of
𝑧∼16 candidates, these candidates are too bright to remain consistent
with our fiducial model. Therefore, we instead seek star-forming
analogues in the maxSF output in this section. However, as these
candidates are still subject to spectroscopic confirmation and may be
low-redshift quiescent or dusty galaxies (see e.g. Naidu et al. 2022a;
Harikane et al. 2023b; Arrabal Haro et al. 2023), we also present
low-redshift analogues in the fiducial output for comparison.

We apply the same criteria when performing high- or low-redshift
analogue searches – the modelled SED has to be within the 2𝜎 ob-
servational uncertainties for filters above the break (F200W, F277W,
F356W, F444W) and lower than the 2𝜎 flux threshold for non-
detection (F090W & F150W). However, the redshift range for the
star-forming analogue search is extended to 57 snapshots between
𝑧=10 and 23 while for the low-redshift search, it is limited to 𝑧≥5 as
our N-body simulation has not reached later times yet.

From maxSF, we identify 2886(505) high-redshift galaxies pos-
sessing similar SEDs as the observed one for SMACS_z16a(b). On
the other hand, when looking at the fiducial model, only 34(3) low-
redshift analogues are found at 𝑧≥5. As these two 𝑧∼16 candidates
possess qualitatively similar SEDs, we only discuss analogues of
SMACS_z16a, and present SED examples of its analogues as well
as their distribution as functions of various properties in Fig. 10.

4.5.2 High-redshift solutions

We identify two modes for the high-redshift star-forming analogues
found in maxSF (see also Figs. 4 and 5). Therefore, we further split
the sample (approximately) based on redshift and the dust extinction

parameter (𝐴𝑉 )12. This results in a 𝑧∼11.5 population with 𝐴𝑉∼1,
which we consider as high-redshift, dusty galaxies; while the sec-
ond group is centred at 𝑧=15 with very little dust attenuation. For
SMACS_z16a, these two solutions correspond to the different red-
shifts inferred by Atek et al. (2023, 𝑧 = 15.92+0.17

−0.15) and by Harikane
et al. (2023b, 𝑧 = 10.61+0.51

−8.55), with the latter rejecting SMACS_z16a
as being 𝑧∼16 because the colour F200W-F277W is not red enough.
This is further illustrated by the example high-redshift, dusty ana-
logue shown in the top panel of Fig. 10, whose F200W flux sits on
the 2𝜎 upper limits of the observation while F277W is closer to the
lower threshold.

As expected, these high-redshift analogues are forming stars at
very high rates (∼10M⊙yr−1), and have managed to build a relatively
large stellar content with a stellar-to-halo mass ratio of nearly 10
per cent (i.e., 𝑀∗∼109M⊙ and 𝑀vir∼1010M⊙). As they represent
areas where the first episode of star formation occurs in our universe
which assumes negligible stellar feedback, they have been able to
convert all accreted gas into stars ( 𝑓gas∼1), fuelling long-lasting star-
forming events. However, this also leads to an over-prediction of the
ISM metallicity compared to results from Furtak et al. (2023). This
is because in maxSF, while supernovae do not provide thermal or
kinetic feedback to remove metals (and gas) from the host galaxy,
they continue polluting their environment. As our dust attenuation
model assumes the optical depth increases towards later times and
scales (almost) linearly with the metallicity (see more in Qiu et al.
2019), this results in the two SED solutions we see here – while the
higher-redshift analogues prefer lower metallicities and are dust-free,
the lower-redshift most likely exhibit an opposite trend.

4.5.3 Low-redshift solutions

The low-redshift analogues found in our fiducial model can also
be divided into two groups – based on the extinction parameter,
galaxies with 𝐴𝑣 > 0.2 are considered to be dusty star-forming
galaxies and isolated from quiescent counterparts. Example SEDs
and property distributions for these two scenarios are shown in Fig.
10 for comparison.

Although it is a small sample13, we see that the low-redshift ana-
logues are on average 3 magnitudes fainter than the high-redshift
cases, with a much lower stellar-to-halo mass ratio of around 2 per
cent – they are galaxies with similar stellar mass (∼109M⊙) but in-
side much larger halos (∼5×1010M⊙). Compared to the dusty high-
redshift scenario, the dusty analogues at low redshift are also forming
stars at∼10M⊙yr−1 but out of a relatively smaller gas content (mostly
𝑓gas≲20 per cent) as a result of supernova feedback implemented in
standard galaxy-formation modelling (i.e., our fiducial). In addition,
with similar disc sizes and metallicities, the low-redshift dusty galax-
ies suffer significant attenuation. On the other hand, the quiescent
analogues have zero star formation rate, larger discs and low atten-
uation. Observationally, even though quiescent galaxies with such
low masses are not common at 𝑧≳5, there have been tentative reports

12 Moderate degeneracy between redshift, dust extinction, UV magnitude
and metallicity is present in the high-dimensional distribution.
13 The small sample is a result of the limited redshift prior imposed by our
parent N-body simulation, in particular for the quiescent galaxy scenario. In
addition, using the earlier pre-print version of Atek et al. (2023) that has
higher luminosities than the publication, we found hundreds of low-redshift
analogues with much distinct and statistical differences between dusty and
quiescent galaxies and from their high-redshift, star-forming counterparts.
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distribution of galaxy properties including redshift; intrinsic UV magnitude; star formation rate averaged over 50Myr; stellar mass; halo mass; the fraction of gas
available for forming stars; size; metallicity; and dust extinction parameters for 471 high-redshift (dusty) analogues, 2415 high-redshift (dust-free) analogues, 30
low-redshift (dusty) analogues and 4 low-redshift (quiescent) analogues. Median values and [16,84] percentiles are presented in the top corner of each subpanel
with estimated intrinsic UV magnitude, stellar mass and size from Atek et al. (2023) and SFR from Furtak et al. (2023) indicated by shared regions.

with JWST of quiescent galaxies at early times (Looser et al. 2023)
and lower masses (Strait et al. 2023).

4.6 S5-z16-1

S5-z16-1 (Harikane et al. 2023b) is a 𝑧=16.41+0.66
−0.55 candidate iden-

tified from Stephan’s Quintet. With an intrinsic UV magnitude of
−21.6, S5-z16-1 is even brighter than the two lensed candidates dis-
cussed in the previous section. Therefore, identifying its analogues
becomes more challenging and the maxSF model presents only five
galaxies that share its SED (selection criteria identical to Sec. 4.5).

As mentioned in Sec. 3.2, CEERS-93316 was also a bright 𝑧∼16

candidate (Donnan et al. 2023a; Harikane et al. 2023b; Naidu et al.
2022a) but is now considered to be a 𝑧=4.9 dusty galaxy (Arrabal
Haro et al. 2023). The NIRSpec observation reveals that strong nebu-
lar lines such as [OIII] and H𝛼 have boosted its NIRCam photometry
(particularly for band F277W), leading to an apparent break as well
as the biased interpretation of its redshift. In fact, because these two
galaxies have very similar SEDs, their inferred galaxy properties
(when assuming they are at 𝑧∼16) are also very close (see data points
at 𝑧∼16 in Fig. 11). One of the five analogues we find for S5-z16-1
happens to also be the only analogue we can find for CEERS-93316
in maxSF. Therefore, the revised interpretation of CEERS-93316
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Figure 11. Top panel: (a) spectrum (thick black curve) and SED (black squares) of a star-forming galaxy at 𝑧∼16 in maxSF which can be considered as an
analogue for both S5-z16-1 (red circles; Harikane et al. 2023b) and CEERS-93316 (if it were at 𝑧∼16; blue circles; Donnan et al. 2023a; Harikane et al. 2023b;
Naidu et al. 2022a). (b) spectra and SED (thick, purple) of a dusty galaxy (in the fiducial catalogue) that is analogue to S5-z16-1 after line correction (purple
circles). Note that the central wavelengths of these SEDs are offset for better visualization. Bottom panels: possible evolution as in (1) intrinsic UV magnitude;
(2) star formation rate averaged over ∼50Myr; (3) stellar mass; (4) halo mass; (5) fraction of star-forming gas; and (6) galaxy disc size for analogues shown above
(thick lines) with observational results from Harikane et al. (2023b) and Donnan et al. (2023a) also indicated for comparison (red and blue circles; also note that
the two results overlap with each other and sizes are measured by Ono et al. 2022). Stellar mass and star formation rate of CEERS-93316 at 𝑧=4.9 obtained by
Arrabal Haro et al. (2023) is shown (purple circles) as a comparison for our dusty analogue identified at 𝑧∼5.3. We additionally show the brightest galaxy (thin
grey lines) in the fiducial model as well as the remaining 4 star-forming analogues (thin coloured lines) of S5-z16-1 found in maxSF, which stops at 𝑧∼10.

provides a warning that SED fitting, including that done in this work,
requires better handling of the emission profile.

4.6.1 High-redshift solutions

Figure 11 shows the SED and possible evolutionary path of S5-z16-1
with a comparison against the observations. The property histories
for the other 4 analogues of S5-z16-1 are also included and we see
that the prediction at 𝑧∼16 from our maxSF model agrees very well
with the observational results. The S5-z16-1 analogues are extremely
bright with stellar masses around 109M⊙ and high stellar-to-halo
mass ratios of ∼10 per cent (Harikane et al. 2023b). When averaged
over 50 Myr, the star formation rates are on the order of 10M⊙yr−1.

It is also remarkable that all 5 analogues show consistent formation

histories before 𝑧∼13 – they build their stellar contents very rapidly in
this 200 Myr interval starting with 𝑀∗∼107M⊙ and 𝑀vir∼3×108M⊙
at 𝑧∼25, reaching 𝑀∗∼3×109M⊙ and 𝑀vir∼2×1010M⊙ at 𝑧∼13.
This is because maxSF includes no feedback, which allows these
analogues to be able to convert all their gas into stars and significantly
reduces the stochasticity in the formation history. We see that from
𝑧∼13, the evolution of these analogues starts to diverge as a result of
different merger histories.

4.6.2 Low-redshift solutions

Using the broad-band photometry measured by Harikane et al.
(2023b), no low-redshift analogues can be identified in our fiducial
output (which stops at 𝑧=5). However, based on the line correction
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Arrabal Haro et al. (2023) inferred for CEERS-93316, we alter the
SED of S5-z16-1 by +0.75, +0.50 and +0.25 mags in F277W, F356W
and F444W to account for potential contamination14. Using this up-
dated SED (see purple circles in Fig. 11), we successfully identify
1225 dusty analogues between 𝑧=5 and 6 in the fiducial catalogue.

Figure 11 presents an additional example analogue for low-redshift
dusty galaxies (at 𝑧∼5.3). This analogue has a dramatically different
evolutionary path compared to all high-redshift analogues we have
studied in this work. The example analogue is firstly identified15 at
𝑧∼15 with a halo mass of ∼6×108M⊙ and a less than 0.1 per cent
stellar content. Although bursty, it keeps forming stars at ≲1M⊙ /yr
(when averaged over 50 Myr) until 𝑧∼8 when its stellar mass reaches
2×108M⊙ and the stellar-to-halo-mass ratio increases to 0.3 per cent.
Afterwards, this galaxy quickly gains more masses and, at 𝑧∼5.3, its
halo and stellar masses become nearly 1011M⊙ and 109M⊙ , respec-
tively. While the metallicity of this galaxy is twice the solar level at
𝑧≲6, its shrinking disc size caused by a reducing halo spin makes the
disc more opaque and therefore a significant amount of UV radiation
becomes saturated, making this galaxy a non-detection in JWST’s
F090W and F150W bands (see the top panel of Fig. 11). It is worth
noting that this dusty galaxy has an extinction parameter of 𝐴𝑣∼3.5
which is consistent with typical values at 3<𝑧<6 (e.g. Barrufet et al.
2023; Rodighiero et al. 2023).

5 CONCLUSION

JWST has delivered unprecedented data of our early Universe, re-
vealing galaxy formation in the first 300 Myr of the cosmic time. In
this work, we utilize a large-volume, high-resolution cosmological
simulation coupled with a semi-analytic galaxy-formation model to
study the possible evolutionary paths as well as the local environment
for eight JWST galaxy candidates at 𝑧≥12. These include three faint
(𝑀UV≳19.5) galaxies at 𝑧∼12 – JADES-GS-z13, JADES-GS-z12,
S5-z12-1; two bright galaxies at 𝑧∼12 – GLz12, Maisie’s Galaxy;
and three bright galaxies at 𝑧∼16 – SMACS_z16a, SMACS_z16b,
S5-z16-1 (e.g., Atek et al. 2023; Curtis-Lake et al. 2023; Finkelstein
et al. 2022; Harikane et al. 2023b; Naidu et al. 2022b).

We find faint JWST galaxies to be consistent with the standard
galaxy-formation model while the bright ones are challenging or
inconsistent depending on their redshift. Using our fiducial model,
which is statistically representative of the observed Universe across
most cosmic time (5 < 𝑧 < 13) and the observed magnitude range,
we show

(i) large samples of analogues have broad-band photometry that
is consistent with the faint JWST galaxies. The distribution of our
modelled galaxy properties is also broadly aligned with the SED
fitting results to observations. But due to the burstier nature of star
formation predicted by our model, the inferred stellar masses are
lower than observations that commonly assume a more continuous
star formation history;

14 We choose to not perform line correction for SMACS_z16a(b) in Section
4.5 due to the highly uncertain emission strength for high-redshift dusty
galaxies. However, assuming the flux of the emission line is proportional
to the continuum, we expect similar levels of alteration in magnitude to
SMACS_z16a(b). Qualitatively, this improves the fitting of the two example
low-redshift analogues shown in the top panel of Fig. 10.
15 In this work, augmentation is not applied to halos identified at such low
redshifts when reionization has already finished.

(ii) as a result of low number density, bright 𝑧∼12 galaxies only
have a handful of analogues in the fiducial model, whose properties
are similar to values obtained through inverse modelling of observed
SEDs. Although a small sample, these analogues in general suggest
that bright JWST targets have a rapid build-up of their stellar content
and are located in dense regions with their local environment having
diverse possibilities; and

(iii) our fiducial simulation does not contain bright analogues for
𝑧∼16 candidates found in the small volume of these ERS programs.
However, the observed SED of these 𝑧∼16 candidates can still be
reproduced by low-redshift galaxies in the fiducial model, which
either are experiencing strong dust attenuation of their UV radiation
or have quenched star formation to exhibit a Balmer break.

To reproduce bright 𝑧∼16 JWST candidates, we find that highly
efficient star formation with no feedback regulation is required. The
formation history of these extremely bright analogues in this model
demonstrates that they have an incredibly high stellar-to-halo mass
ratio that is close to the cosmic mean baryon fraction. This suggests
that while feedback and regulated star formation are essential to
galaxy formation during most of the cosmic time, the confirmation
of 𝑧∼16 galaxies would indicate that this was not the case for the first
massive galaxies formed during the cosmic dawn.
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