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Abstract. The James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) has transformed our understand-
ing of early galaxy formation, providing an unprecedented view of the first billion years of
cosmic history. These observations offer a crucial opportunity to probe the interplay be-
tween galaxy formation and reionization, placing stringent constraints on theoretical models.
In this work, we build upon our previously developed semi-analytical framework that self-
consistently models the evolving UV luminosity function (UVLF) of galaxies and the global
reionization history while incorporating the effects of radiative feedback. Comparing our pre-
dictions with JWST and HST data, we identify a fundamental tension: models that match
the UVLF fail to reproduce the observed evolution of galaxy clustering (bias) with redshift,
and vice versa. To resolve this, we introduce a mass-dependent duty cycle linked to star for-
mation duration. This duty cycle approaches unity at z > 11, requiring either enhanced UV
radiation production or increased star formation efficiency to match the JWST UVLFs, while
declining towards lower redshifts (5 < z ≤ 9) to remain consistent with the bias measure-
ments. Reconciling theory with observations requires that the characteristic star formation
timescale increases from ≈ 80 Myr at z ≈ 6 to ≈ 120 Myr at z ≈ 8. Finally, our extended
model, assuming a halo mass-independent escape fraction of ≈ 12%, produces a reioniza-
tion history consistent with current constraints. These findings underscore the importance
of jointly constraining high-redshift galaxy models using both UVLF and bias statistics to
accurately interpret JWST data and refine our understanding of early cosmic evolution.
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1 Introduction

Understanding the formation and evolution of galaxies in the early Universe is one of the most
fundamental areas of research in modern cosmology. In the hierarchical model of structure
formation, dark matter halos serve as the cradles where galaxies form and evolve. As a
result, the statistical and physical properties of galaxies are expected to be closely tied to
those of their parent dark matter halos. Unraveling this relationship, commonly referred
to as the ‘galaxy-halo connection’, can offer critical insights into the astrophysical processes
that govern star formation within dark matter halos (see [1] for a review).

Over the past decade, the ultraviolet luminosity function (UVLF) has emerged as an
important observable for understanding the statistical properties of galaxies. Deep imaging
surveys with space- and ground-based facilities, such as the Subaru Telescope, Hubble Space
Telescope (HST), and more recently, James Webb Space Telescopes (JWST), have enabled
measurements of UVLFs at high redshifts (z ≥ 6) and even out to redshifts as high as
z ≈ 14 [2–13]. These measurements have been widely used to understand how high redshift
galaxies populate dark matter halos [14–22]. However, one-point statistics such as the UVLFs
would have been sufficient for constraining the galaxy-halo connection at high redshifts if the
mapping between the observed light from galaxies and their host dark-matter halo properties
were strictly one-to-one. Instead, the complex interplay of different baryonic processes within
dark matter halos gives rise to a complex relationship between galaxy properties and their
host halos, allowing for multiple ways to populate galaxies inside dark matter halos while still
producing the same number density of galaxies as a function of luminosity [23–27]. Therefore,
to distinguish between widely different models of galaxy-halo connection, that are otherwise
tuned to reproduce the observed UVLFs, one needs to consider other higher-order summary
statistics of galaxies. In this regard, measuring the clustering of galaxies detected in large-
scale surveys can prove to be very useful [25, 28–31]. An important quantity obtained from
these two-point correlation studies is the galaxy bias, which quantifies the extra clustering
of galaxies compared to the underlying dark matter distribution in the Universe. Since
the clustering strength of dark matter halos is known to depend on their mass [32–35],
measurements of the galaxy bias provide a means to infer the masses of the halos hosting
these galaxies, thereby placing tighter constraints on how high-z galaxies populate dark
matter halos [36–38].
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While clustering studies have been widely conducted at lower redshifts to investigate
the host halo properties of Lyman-break galaxies, e.g., [36, 39, 40], such analyses at higher
redshifts have been considerably more challenging due to the lack of a statistical sample of
high-z galaxies, with only a handful of studies available for z > 6 [7, 37, 41–43]. However,
exploiting the increased depth, sensitivity, and wide-field coverage of the instruments onboard
JWST, it has recently been possible to measure the angular clustering of galaxies during the
first billion years of the Universe, out to redshifts of z ≈ 11 [44]. Therefore, it is essential to
check whether the wide variety of galaxy-halo connection models, that had been proposed to
explain the overabundance of UV-bright galaxies [9, 21, 26, 45–51] seen in JWST observations,
remain consistent with these latest observations of galaxy two-point statistics. In this paper,
our primary goal is, therefore, to obtain insights into the astrophysical properties of high-
redshift galaxies by comparing the self-consistently coupled theoretical model of high-z galaxy
formation, evolution, and cosmic reionization, introduced in our previous work [50] (hereafter,
CC24), against the most recent and updated JWST UVLF and clustering measurements as
well as constraints on the progress of reionization. In this work, the cosmological parameters
are taken to be Ωm = 0.308, ΩΛ = 0.692, Ωb = 0.0482, h = 0.678, σ8 = 0.829 and ns = 0.961
[52].

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we describe the details of the theoretical
model from our previous work (CC24). Section 3 describes the various observational datasets
used in this work and the Bayesian formalism used for parameter estimation. We discuss the
results obtained from comparing our earlier model to the observational datasets presently
available in Section 4. In Section 5, we discuss some modifications to this model that can
help in explaining all the different observables simultaneously. Finally, we conclude with a
summary of our main results in Section 6.

2 Theoretical Formalism: The Baseline Model

In this section, we describe the theoretical framework for modelling the star formation and
ionizing properties of galaxies at high redshifts and calculating the different global high-
redshift galaxy and reionization observables.

In CC24, we presented a semi-analytical framework for modeling the astrophysical prop-
erties of high-redshift galaxies. This model calculates the evolving galaxy UV luminosity
function across a wide range of redshifts and simultaneously tracks the evolution of the
neutral hydrogen fraction in the intergalactic medium with time. While computing various
galaxy observables, it self-consistently accounts for the effects of reionization feedback, which
suppresses star formation in low-mass galaxies. We briefly summarize here the main features
of the model and refer interested readers to CC24 for more details. We will refer to this
model as the baseline model.

In this model, each dark matter halo is assumed to host only one galaxy, whose prop-
erties are primarily determined by the mass of the halo that hosts it. For instance, the
star-formation rate Ṁ∗ of a galaxy residing within a halo of mass Mh is calculated as

Ṁ∗(Mh, z) =
M∗(Mh, z)

t∗(z)
=

f∗(Mh, z)

c∗ tH(z)
fgas(Mh)

(
Ωb

Ωm

)
Mh, (2.1)

In the equation above, f∗(Mh, z) denotes the star-formation efficiency (i.e., the fraction of
baryons within halos that are converted into stars), fgas(Mh) represents the gas fraction
retained inside a halo after photoheating due to the rising ionizing UV background, and
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t∗(z) = c∗ tH(z) is the average star formation time scale, where tH(z) = H−1(z) is the local
Hubble time. For feedback-affected halos, the gas fraction is assumed to be fgas(Mh) =
2−Mcrit/Mh , wherein the parameter Mcrit represents the characteristic mass of halos which are
capable of retaining 50 percent of their gas reservoir. We set fgas(Mh) to be unity for halos
located in neutral regions, where radiative feedback is absent.

As a result, the monochromatic rest-frame UV luminosity (LUV), which is calculated
from the star-formation rate (SFR) using a constant conversion factor KUV

1, depends on
the extent to which a galaxy is affected by radiative feedback due to reionization. The UV
luminosity of a galaxy hosted by a halo of mass Mh is given by the following relations -

Lnofb
UV =

1

KUV

M∗(Mh, z)

t∗(z)
=

1

KUV,fid

ε∗10,UV(z)

tH(z)

(
Mh

1010M⊙

)α∗(z)( Ωb

Ωm

)
Mh (2.2)

and,
Lfb
UV = 2−Mcrit/Mh Lnofb

UV (2.3)

where, the superscripts “nofb” and “fb” denote that the corresponding relation applies
to galaxies in the absence and presence of radiative feedback, respectively. These Mh −
LUV relations assume that the star-formation efficiency is parameterised as f∗(Mh, z) =

f∗,10(z)
(
Mh/10

10M⊙
)α∗(z). Furthermore, the “UV efficiency” parameter ε∗10,UV appearing

in equations (2.2) and (2.3) is a combination of several other parameters introduced earlier
and is defined as,

ε∗10,UV ≡ f∗,10
c∗

KUV,fid

KUV
. (2.4)

The rest-frame UV luminosities obtained from this model are finally converted to abso-
lute UV magnitude (in the AB system) using the relation [53, 54] -

log10

(
LUV

ergs s−1 Hz−1

)
= 0.4× (51.6−MUV). (2.5)

At a given redshift z, the globally averaged UV luminosity function (Φtotal
UV ) is thereafter

obtained by appropriately combining the feedback-affected UV luminosity function (Φfb
UV)

from ionized regions and the feedback-unaffected UV luminosity function (Φnofb
UV ) from neutral

regions.

Φtotal
UV (z) = QHII(z) Φ

fb
UV + [1−QHII(z)] Φ

nofb
UV

= QHII(z)
dn

dMh

∣∣∣∣ dMh

dLfb
UV

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣ dLfb
UV

dMUV

∣∣∣∣+ [
1−QHII(z)

] dn

dMh

∣∣∣∣ dMh

dLnofb
UV

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣dLnofb
UV

dMUV

∣∣∣∣ , (2.6)

where QHII(z) is the globally averaged ionization fraction at redshift z and dn/dMh is dark
matter halo mass function. We adopt the fitting formula from Jenkins et al. (2001) [34] for
dn/dMh.

We self-consistently compute the globally averaged ionization fraction QHII, which is
required for determining the UVLF (see equation (2.6)), from the model assuming star-
forming galaxies to be the only sources of ionizing photons at high redshifts. This calculation
requires information about the intrinsic ionizing photon production rate per unit comoving

1This conversion factor KUV is defined as LUV = Ṁ∗(Mh, z)/KUV and depends on the star formation
history as well as the assumed properties of the stellar population (age, IMF, binarity, metalicity).
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volume within a galaxy as well as the fraction of these photons that escape the galaxy and
reach the IGM. We model the intrinsic photon production rate in a halo in terms of its star
formation rate and the number of ionizing photons emitted per unit mass of stars formed
(ηγ∗). We further assume the escape fraction of hydrogen ionizing photons to have a power-
law dependence on the host DM halo mass, given by fesc(Mh) = fesc,10

(
Mh/10

10M⊙
)αesc .

Under these assumptions, the number density of ionizing photons per unit comoving volume
contributed by feedback-affected galaxies, ṅfb

ion(z), is calculated as

ṅfb
ion(z) =

ε∗10,UV(z) εesc,10 ηγ∗,fid
tH(z)

(
Ωb

Ωm

)
×
∫ ∞

Mcool(z)
fgas(M

′
h)

(
M ′

h

1010M⊙

)αesc+α∗

M ′
h

dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z) dM
′
h, (2.7)

where

εesc,10 ≡
KUV

KUV,fid

ηγ∗
ηγ∗,fid

fesc,10. (2.8)

The corresponding yield from galaxies that are not affected by radiative feedback,
ṅnofb
ion (z), is obtained by setting fgas(M

′
h) = 1 in equation (2.7). In all cases, we assume

that at any cosmic epoch, only halos with masses greater than the mass threshold Mcool(z)
for which atomic cooling becomes effective (i.e., Tvir ≥ 104 K) contribute ionizing photons.

The total comoving number density of ionizing photons that leaks into the IGM per
unit time at a given redshift z is therefore calculated as [55, 56] -

ṅion(z) = QHII(z) ṅ
fb
ion(z) + [1−QHII(z)] ṅ

nofb
ion (z) (2.9)

We adopt a fiducial value of KUV,fid = 1.15485× 10−28M⊙ yr−1/ergss−1Hz−1 and ηγ∗,fid
= 4.62175× 1060 photons per M⊙ in all our calculations. These values were obtained using
STARTBURST99 v7.0.12[57] for a stellar population with a Salpeter IMF (0.1 - 100 M⊙) and
metallicity Z = 0.001(= 0.05 Z⊙) at an age of 100 Myr, assuming continuous star formation.
The assumed fiducial values for KUV and ηγ∗ translate to an ionizing photon production
efficiency log10

[
ξion,fid/(ergs

−1 Hz)
]
≈ 25.23.

In CC24, the parameters log10(ε∗10,UV) and α∗ were considered to evolve with redshift
following a tanh parameterization. In this work, we make the simplifying assumption that
the transition redshift and the redshift width for this tanh evolution are identical for both
parameters, that is, zα = zε = z∗ and ∆zε = ∆zα = ∆z∗. Therefore, the respective redshift
evolution are now given by

log10(ε∗10,UV) = ℓε,0 +
ℓε,jump

2
tanh

(
z − z∗
∆z∗

)
, (2.10)

and

α∗ = α0 +
αjump

2
tanh

(
z − z∗
∆z∗

)
. (2.11)

In this formulation, the parameter log10 ε∗10,UV (α∗) asymptotes to ℓε,0 − ℓε,jump/2 (α0 −
αjump/2) at low redshifts and to ℓε,0 + ℓε,jump/2 (α0 + αjump/2) at high redshifts, with the
transition between these values occurring at a characteristic redshift z∗ over a range ∆z∗.

2https://www.stsci.edu/science/starburst99/docs/default.htm
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Once the global reionization history QHII(z) is obtained, the Thomson scattering optical
depth of the CMB photons for that particular model is computed as

τel ≡ τ(zLSS) = σT n̄Hc

∫ zLSS

0

dz′

H(z′)
(1 + z′)2 χHe(z

′) QHII(z
′), (2.12)

where zLSS is the redshift of last scattering, n̄H is the current mean comoving number density
of hydrogen, and σT is the Thomson scattering cross-section. In practice, the integral in equa-
tion (2.12) does not pick up any contributions from redshifts before the onset of reionization
zstart, as QHII(z > zstart) = 0.

Besides the observables discussed so far, one can also compute the effective number-
weighted linear bias of galaxies beffgal at a redshift z from the model

beffgal(z) =

∫ MUV,max

MUV,min

dMUV {QHII(z) b
fb
gal(MUV, z) Φ

fb
UV + [1−QHII(z)] Φ

nofb
UV bnofbgal (MUV, z)}∫ MUV,max

MUV,min

dMUV {QHII(z) Φ
fb
UV + [1−QHII(z)] Φ

nofb
UV }

,

(2.13)
where bfbgal(MUV, z) and bnofbgal (MUV, z) represents the linear bias of galaxies, with absolute
magnitude MUV at redshift z, residing in ionized and neutral regions respectively and is
calculated from the linear halo bias bhalo, as follows

bfbgal(MUV, z) = bhalo

(
Mh(MUV)

∣∣∣
fb
, z
)

bnofbgal (MUV, z) = bhalo

(
Mh(MUV)

∣∣∣
nofb

, z
)
. (2.14)

While calculating the effective bias, we take MUV,max to be same as that adopted in the
observational study under consideration and MUV,min = −21 3. We use the fitting formula
of Tinker et al. (2010) [35] to compute the linear halo bias bhalo.

To summarize, the baseline model of high-redshift star-forming galaxies has nine free
parameters - θ = {ℓε,0−ℓε,jump/2 , α0−αjump/2 , ℓε,0+ℓε,jump/2 , α0+αjump/2 , z∗ , ∆z∗ ,
αesc , log10 (εesc,10) , log10(Mcrit/M⊙)}.

3 Observational Datasets and Likelihood Analysis

We utilize several available observational data sets to constrain the theoretical model de-
scribed in the previous section through a Bayesian analysis. In this section, we briefly sum-
marize them and also describe the Bayesian formalism used to constrain the free parameters
of our model.

1. Thomson scattering optical depth of CMB photons: For our analysis, we use
the latest measurement of τel = 0.054±0.007 reported by the Planck collaboration [58].

2. Global Reionization History: We utilize measurements of the globally averaged
neutral hydrogen fraction (QHI = 1 − QHII) in the IGM at different redshifts derived
from Lyman-α absorption studies of distant quasars and galaxies, similar to our pre-
vious work [50]. It is essential to remember that all these constraints are however
model-dependent.

3This is because our model does not account for the effects of active galactic nuclei (AGN) feedback or
dust attenuation that are likely to affect the brighter galaxies.
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3. Galaxy UV Luminosity Functions: We use measurements of the galaxy UV lu-
minosity functions ΦUV(MUV, z) at nine redshift bins spanning the redshift range: 5
≤ z ≤ 15, obtained from various surveys conducted with the Hubble Space Telescope
[59] and the James Webb Space Telescope [8–11]. In addition to the datasets used in
CC24, we have included new JWST measurements at z ≥ 9 [12] and the measurements
from HST at z = 5 in this present work. As our theoretical model does not incorporate
the effects of feedback from active galactic nuclei (AGN) activity or the significant dust
attenuation present in bright galaxies, we consider only the observational data points
with MUV ≥ −21 from these studies in our analysis [60].

4. Galaxy Bias: We use the most recent measurements of galaxy bias bgal(z) over
the redshift range - 5.5 ≤ z ≤ 10.6, derived from the angular clustering of UV-bright
galaxies observed with the JWST [44]. While computing the galaxy bias from the
theoretical model, we also impose the same magnitude cuts (MUV,max(z)) as mentioned
in their paper (refer to Figure 1 of [44] for the values at each z).

We use a Bayesian analysis to constrain the free parameters of our model by comparing
the theoretical predictions with all or a subset of the observational constraints mentioned
above. This involves computing the conditional probability distribution or the posterior
P(θ|D) of the model parameters θ given the observational data D, using the Bayes theorem,
as follows

P(θ|D) =
L(D|θ) π(θ)

P(D)
, (3.1)

where L(D|θ) is the likelihood i.e. the conditional probability distribution of the data D
given the model parameters θ, π(θ) is the prior distribution of the parameters of the model,
and P(D) is the model evidence which is redundant in our work. Assuming the datasets to
be independent, the joint likelihood is calculated as

L(D|θ) =
∏
α

L(Dα|θ), (3.2)

where the index α runs over the datasets (among those mentioned above) that are used in a
particular analysis and the likelihood for any individual dataset Dα is given by

L(Dα|θ) = exp

[
−1

2
χ2(Dα,θ)

]
= exp

[
−1

2

∑
i

(
Dα,i −Mα,i(θ)

σα,i

)2
]
, (3.3)

where Dα,i are the values of the measured data points, σα,i are the associated observational
error bars and Mα,i(θ) are the values predicted by the model corresponding to the parameter
set θ. The index i runs over all data points in the dataset Dα. In this work, we have
Dα ⊆ {ΦUV(MUV, z), τel, QHI(z), bgal(z)}.

We use the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) method to compute the posterior
distribution of the free parameters of the model. To sample the parameter space, we use the
publicly available package COBAYA4 [61]. The samples are drawn using 8 parallel chains and
the chains are assumed to have converged when the Gelman–Rubin R − 1 statistic becomes
less than a threshold of 0.01. We discard the first 30% of the steps in the chains as ‘burn-in’
and use the rest for our analysis.

4https://cobaya.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
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4 Results from the baseline model

In this section, we discuss the results obtained by comparing the theoretical predictions of
the baseline model with the available observations. For this purpose we execute two variants
of MCMC runs using different combinations of observational datasets, as mentioned below

• UVLF+reion: In this case, we use the first three of the observational data sets (i.e.,
UVLFs, QHI(z) and τel) outlined in Section 3. This corresponds to the default case
in CC24 and will enable us to constrain the updated baseline model using the new
datasets.

• bias+reion: In this case, we substitute the observed UVLF datasets with the galaxy
bias measurements, while retaining all the reionization observables for the likelihood
analysis. The primary motivation behind this run is to understand the galaxy-halo
connection required to match the galaxy bias measurements, while also ensuring con-
sistency with the current constraints on the timeline of reionization.

We begin with the results obtained from the MCMC runs of the UVLF+reion case.
The marginalized constraints on the free and derived parameters are mentioned in the third
column of Table 1. We show the model-predicted UVLFs for 200 random samples from the
MCMC chains in Figure 1, along with the observational measurements used in the MCMC
analysis. The evolution in the efficiency parameters preferred by the data has been plotted
in Figure 2 for the same 200 random samples. From Table 1, we find that an increase in
the efficiency of production of UV radiation from galaxies is required at z ≥ 10 to match
the evolving UVLF observations from the JWST, while remaining approximately constant at
lower redshifts down to z = 5. These findings are qualitatively similar to those reported in
our earlier works (CC24). From the present analysis, we obtain improved constraints on the
timing of this transition, which is expected to occur between z ≈ 10 and z ≈ 12 over a redshift
interval of ∆z ≈ 1−2. Interestingly, the inclusion of the z = 5 UVLF observational data into
the analysis helps in constraining the value of log10(Mcrit/M⊙) ≈ 10.07. This is not surprising
since the total UVLF at z = 5 predicted by our model is exactly equal to the UVLF from
feedback-affected regions as hydrogen reionization is complete (i.e., QHII = 1) by then. The
global reionization histories for the 200 random samples from the MCMC chains are shown
in the left-hand panel of Figure 3. As a result of increased suppression in star formation
due to stronger feedback, the model now requires a higher escape fraction for 1010 M⊙ halos
(compared to that obtained in CC24) to remain consistent with the reionization observables.
We also find that the inferred power-law index of the halo-mass dependent escape fraction is
somewhat flatter compared to our earlier work, although still preferring negative values (at
68% confidence).

In the right-hand panel of Figure 3, we show a comparison of the redshift evolution
of the effective galaxy bias predicted by the UVLF+reion model with the recent bias
measurements obtained from JWST at z ≥ 5.5 [44], keeping in mind that these measurements
were not included while computing the posterior distribution using MCMC. Although our
model captures the general trend of an increasing galaxy bias with redshift and is consistent
with measurements at z > 9, it does not accurately reproduce the steep evolution inferred
from observations and overestimates the galaxy bias at z < 9. Since galaxies residing in low-
mass halos are expected to cluster less strongly than those in high-mass halos, this discrepancy
between our model and clustering observations hints towards the fact that galaxies of fixed
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Table 1: Parameter constraints obtained from the MCMC-based analysis. The first nine
rows correspond to the free parameters of the baseline model while the remaining are the
derived parameters. The free parameters are assumed to have uniform priors in the range
mentioned in the second column. The numbers in the other columns show the mean value
with 1σ errors for different parameters of the model, as obtained from the two MCMC runs
(see Section 4).

Parameters Priors UVLF+reion bias+reion

ℓε,0 + ℓε,jump/2 [-2.0, 2.0] −0.238−0.064
−0.36 −0.29+0.68

−1.5

ℓε,0 − ℓε,jump/2 [-2.0, 1.0] −0.910+0.069
−0.044 0.08+0.46

−0.52

z∗ [8.0, 18.0] 11.62+0.17
−1.3 < 12.4

∆z∗ [0.5, 6.0] 1.71+0.29
−0.85 > 3.7

α0 + αjump/2 [0.0, 7.0] 1.8844−0.0063
−1.3 3.9+2.7

−1.3

α0 − αjump/2 [-1.0, 1.0] 0.303+0.036
−0.050 > −0.192

log10 (εesc,10) [-3.0, 1.0] −0.813+0.042
−0.035 −1.93+0.55

−0.43

αesc [-3.0, 1.0] −0.18+0.14
−0.11 −0.78± 0.71

log10(Mcrit/M⊙) [9.0, 11.0] 10.07+0.30
−0.11 < 10.1

τel - 0.0543+0.0020
−0.0024 0.0523+0.0018

−0.0029

ℓε,jump - 0.673−0.028
−0.40 −0.4+1.0

−1.5

αjump - 1.58145+0.00057
−1.3 3.8+2.3

−1.7

UV luminosity at z = 5− 8 possibly populate occupy halos of lower mass than predicted by
the model in this case.

To investigate the cause of this disagreement, we carried out an analysis, referred to as
the bias+reion case, where the requirement for the galaxy-halo connection to match the
galaxy UVLFs is relaxed. Instead, we focus on simultaneously fitting the baseline model to
both the galaxy bias and the reionization observables (QHI and τel). The constraints on the
model parameters for this case are mentioned in the fourth column of Table 1. Additionally,
Figure 4 shows the evolution in galaxy bias and the reionization histories for 200 random
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Figure 1: The galaxy UV luminosity functions at nine different redshift bins (with their
respective mean values ⟨z⟩ mentioned in the upper left corner) for 200 random samples
drawn from the MCMC chains of the UVLF+reion case. In each panel, the solid dark-
blue line corresponds to the best-fit model, while the colored data points show the different
observational constraints [8–12, 59] used in the likelihood analysis.

samples drawn from the MCMC chains of the bias+reion case alongside the corresponding
observational measurements.

We find that the efficiency parameter ε∗10,UV takes significantly higher values (compared
to the UVLF+reion case) at lower redshifts and shows no preference for evolution with
redshift, evident from the fact that ℓε,jump is statistically consistent with zero. As a result of
this increased UV efficiency, galaxies of a given UV luminosity are now accommodated within
relatively lower mass, but more abundant, halos. The power-law index α∗ also decreases at
lower redshifts (z ≲ 10), enhancing the efficiency of star formation (and thereby, UV emission)
in low-mass halos. This too leads to UV-bright galaxies being hosted in lower mass halos.
Consequently, while this galaxy-halo connection helps the model to match the galaxy bias
observations at z ≤ 9, it leads to an overestimation of the abundances of UV galaxies at all
magnitude bins over the same range of redshifts, as illustrated in Figure 5. Futhermore, in
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Figure 2: The redshift evolution of the normalization (left panel) and power-law (right
panel) scaling of the production efficiency of UV radiation with halo mass for 200 random
samples drawn from the MCMC chains of the UVLF+reion case. The grey box encloses
the range of average redshifts (5 ≤ ⟨z⟩ ≤ 13.2) at which UVLF observations have been used
for comparison with the model in this work.
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Figure 3: The evolution of the globally averaged intergalactic neutral hydrogen fraction (left
panel) and the effective galaxy bias (right panel) as a function of redshift for 200 random
samples drawn from the MCMC chains of the UVLF+reion case. The colored data points
in the left and right panels represent the observed measurements for QHI(z) and bgal(z),
respectively. Note that, unlike the reionization history, the galaxy bias observations are not
included in the likelihood analysis for the UVLF+reion case.

order to satisfy the reionization observables, the model requires these over-luminous galaxies
to have extremely low escape fractions — around 1%− 2% in the case of 1010M⊙ halos.

From the discussions in this section, it is evident that the baseline model struggles
to simultaneously reproduce the observed galaxy UVLF and bias. Therefore, our next step
is to explore extensions or modifications to the baseline model, aiming to reconcile both
summary statistics (the galaxy UVLF and bias) within a consistent physical framework. We
discuss this in the next section.
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Figure 4: Same as Figure 3 but for 200 random samples drawn from the MCMC chains of
the bias+reion case. Note that the likelihood analysis for the bias+reion case includes
both the reionization history and galaxy bias observations, whereas the UVLF datasets were
excluded.

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 5.0

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 6.0

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 7.0

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 8.0

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 9.0

20 18 16

MUV(mag)

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

UV
(c

M
pc

3 m
ag

1 ) z  = 10.0

Bouwens+21 Donnan+23 Harikane+23 Bouwens+23 McLeod+24 Donnan+24

Figure 5: The predicted galaxy UV luminosity functions at 5 ≤ z ≤ 10 for 200 random
samples drawn from the MCMC chains of the bias+reion case. In each panel, the solid
dark-violet line corresponds to the best-fit model, while the colored data points show the
different observational constraints [8–12, 59]
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Figure 6: The effective duty cycle as a function of halo mass at two representative redshifts
for different values of c∗.

5 Extensions to the baseline model: Inclusion of duty cycle

A potential solution to address the surplus of UV-emitting galaxies that arises while tuning
our baseline model to match the clustering measurements is to introduce a duty cycle, which
would result in only a fraction of the underlying galaxy population being “observable” at any
given time. We assume that, at any redshift, only those halos that formed within a given pre-
ceding time interval ∆t will be able to host ‘detectable’ UV-bright galaxies, thereby naturally
yielding a duty cycle that depends on both redshift and halo mass. This is motivated by the
fact that a recent increase in mass, particularly due to mergers, within a halo can correlate
with episodes of intense star formation that boasts the UV emission from the resident galaxy.
In this work, we adopt the duty cycle parameterization of Trenti et al. (2010) [14], wherein
the fraction (ϵDC) of dark-matter halos of a particular mass that host detectable UV-bright
galaxies at a given cosmic time is given by

ϵDC(∆t,Mh, z) =

∫ +∞

Mh

[
dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z)−
dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z∆t)

]
dM ′

h∫ +∞

Mh

dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z) dM
′
h

. (5.1)

where ∆t = tH(z)− tH(z∆t).

Incorporating an effective duty cycle into the model impacts the calculation of the UV
luminosity function (equation (2.6)) and the ionizing emissivity (equation (2.7)) by modifying
the occupancy of dark matter halos through the following transformation

dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z) → ϵDC (M ′
h, z)

dn

dMh
(M ′

h, z) (5.2)

From equation (5.1), it is evident that the limiting case of ϵDC (Mh, z) = 1 is recovered
when ∆t → ∞. We assume that this timescale, ∆t, which is associated with the global
evolution of the HMF, to be equal to the star formation timescale t∗(z) = c∗(z) tH(z). The
resulting theoretical model, involving a non-unity duty cycle, will henceforth be referred to
as the extended model.
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In our extended model, the star-formation time scale t∗ (or equivalently, c∗) plays two
important roles. It not only determines the duty cycle of halos, but also affects the UV
luminosity of the galaxy occupying it, as given by equations (2.2) and (2.3). For example,
decreasing the value of c∗ at any redshift results in low-mass halos housing increasingly
brighter galaxies. However, this is accompanied by a corresponding decrease in the number
of these galaxies that will be eventually detectable (at any given time).

Furthermore, this prescription of duty cycle helps break the degeneracy between some
of the parameters governing the production efficiency of UV radiation, namely between t∗
and f∗,10

(
KUV,fid/KUV

)
. These parameters had previously appeared in a degenerate mul-

tiplicative combination in the baseline model as the UV efficiency parameter ε∗10,UV (see
equation (2.4)).

We show the variation of the effective duty cycle with halo mass and redshift for different
values of c∗ in Figure 6. For a fixed value of c∗, we find that the effective duty cycle increases
with both halo mass, reflecting the rapid evolution of the high-mass end of the halo mass
function, and with redshift, as halos of any given mass assemble more quickly at earlier times.
Additionally, the duty cycle for halos at a fixed redshift also increases with an increase in the
value of c∗, due to the larger number of halos forming within the extended time interval. In
principle, the proportionally constant c∗, a new free parameter of our extended model, can
even be a function of redshift. To accommodate enough flexibility in the model, we adopt a
power-law redshift evolution for c∗ as follows

c∗(z) = min

[
0.5 , c∗,6

(
1 + z

7

)βc∗
]

(5.3)

where we limit c∗(z) to a value less than 0.5.

As we will see later, the redshift evolution of c∗(z) favored by the data makes this cut-
off essential in preventing excessively prolonged episodes of star formation at high redshifts,
ensuring that t∗(z) ≪ tH(z). This particular choice of the cut-off value is motivated by the
fact that for higher values of c∗, the duty cycle approaches unity across all relevant halo
masses at z ≈ 11. Beyond this redshift, where galaxy clustering data is unavailable, values
of c∗ higher than 0.5 and f∗,10

(
KUV,fid/KUV

)
are completely degenerate in their effect on the

UV luminosity function (UVLF), since the duty cycle has already saturated. As a result,
they cannot be independently constrained by the UVLF observations at z > 11.

For the redshift evolution of the parameter f∗,10
(
KUV,fid/KUV

)
, we retain the tanh

parameterization introduced earlier for ε∗10,UV but use different notations to avoid any con-
fusion.

log10

[
f∗,10

(
KUV,fid

KUV

)]
= fκ,0 +

fκ,jump

2
tanh

(
z − z∗
∆z∗

)
(5.4)

In terms of free parameters, the extended model involves eleven free parameters —
two more in number (c∗,6 and βc∗) compared to the baseline model.

We now proceed to discuss the results obtained from comparing the theoretical predic-
tions of the extended model with the all observational datasets mentioned in Section 3. We
refer to this case as the UVLF+bias+reion case.

While performing parameter inference for the extendedmodel, we note that the dispro-
portionately large number of data points in the UVLF dataset compared to the galaxy bias
dataset causes a standard MCMC analysis using the joint likelihood defined in equation (3.2)
to prioritize reproducing the UVLF measurements and place less emphasis on matching the
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bias measurements. To circumvent this issue, we assign additional weight (w) to the galaxy
bias dataset in the likelihood calculation. In this case, the joint likelihood takes the following
form

L(D|θ) =
∏
α

exp

[
−1

2
χ2(Dα,θ)

]
= −1

2

[
χ2(DΦUV

,θ) + w2 χ2(Dbgal ,θ) + χ2(DQHI
,θ) + χ2(Dτel ,θ)

] (5.5)

We present results for the case where the weight factor is set to w = 5, a choice that
seems adequate to reasonably match observations of both the galaxy summary statistics
considering the relative proportion of their respective data points. The posterior distributions
of the free parameters are shown in Figure 7, along with their mean values and 68% confidence
intervals mentioned above the respective one-dimensional posterior distributions. We show
a comparison between the UVLFs, reionization histories, and galaxy bias for 200 random
samples drawn from the MCMC chains of UVLF+bias+reion case in Figures 8 and 9,
along with the presently available observational measurements. The evolution of the different
redshift-dependent free parameters of the model is shown in the top row of Figure 10.

From Figure 7 as well as the bottom-right panel of Figure 10, we find that to match
all the observables, star-formation timescale in halos hosting UV-bright galaxies must evolve
with redshift, rising from a value of ≈ 80 Myr at z ≈ 6 steeply to around 120 Myr at z ≈ 8.
This implies a corresponding evolution in the population-averaged duty cycle with redshift
since the star-formation timescale of a halo also determines its duty cycle in our model. Such
a rising trend is qualitatively consistent with the findings of Dalmasso et al. (2024) [44] (see
Table 1 of their paper) based on abundance matching techniques. The physical reason behind
this increasing trend in the star-formation timescale remains unclear but may be linked to
enhanced metal cooling, which facilitates more efficient star formation at relatively lower
redshifts. Beyond z = 12, the fraction of dark matter halos hosting detectable UV-bright
galaxies (for the mass range relevant for this study) is practically close to 100 % for the
preferred values of c∗ (≳ 0.4).

In scenarios where star formation is spread out over shorter timescales, halos can host
exceptionally UV-luminous galaxies, even with moderate star-formation efficiency. Conse-
quently, at a fixed UV luminosity, galaxies will occupy comparatively less massive halos and
therefore have lower bias. However, only a fraction of these abundant low-mass halos would
have recently experienced star formation and thus host UV-bright galaxies. The extended
model leverages this interplay to reconcile its predictions with both the galaxy UVLF and
bias measurements at z ≤ 10.

Interestingly, in the case of the extended model - where the mass-dependent duty cycle
and UV luminosity are parameterized in terms of t∗, we notice that parameters such as fesc
and f∗ no longer prefer additional dependence on halo mass to match the observed data. For
instance, the power-law index of the star-formation efficiency at lower redshifts (α0−αjump/2)
is consistent with zero. However, to explain the surplus abundance and clustering of UV-
bright galaxies at z ≥ 10, an increase in the efficiency of star formation (f∗,10 and α∗) or
production of UV light per unit star formation

(
KUV,fid/KUV

)
becomes necessary.

Moreover, with the mass-dependent duty cycle significantly reducing the occupancy
of low-mass halos (see Figure 6), the critical mass Mcrit associated with radiative feedback
remains unconstrained (within the assumed prior interval), favouring values smaller than
109 M⊙. We further find that a constant escape fraction, independent of halo mass, of ≈ 12%
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Figure 7: Posterior distributions of the free parameters for the UVLF+bias+reion case.
The diagonal panels show the one-dimensional posterior distribution, while the contour plots
in the off-diagonal panels represent the two-dimensional joint distribution. The contour levels
represent 68% and 95% confidence levels. The mean and 68% confidence intervals are denoted
above the one-dimensional posterior distributions of the respective parameters.

(corresponding to the fiducial value of ξion assumed in our model) produces reionization
histories that are in agreement with current constraints.

While our analysis constrains the evolution of the star formation timescale by comparing
the predictions of the extended model with observed galaxy UVLFs and clustering, these
observations do not individually constrain the parameters - f∗,10 and KUV,fid/KUV but only
their product. In this regard, other galaxy summary statistics, such as the galaxy stellar mass
function (GSMF) that offer a more direct measure of the star-formation efficiency compared
to the UVLFs, can help in further breaking the degeneracy between f∗,10 and KUV,fid/KUV.
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Figure 8: Same as Figure 1 but for 200 random samples drawn from the MCMC chains of
the UVLF+bias+reion case with the extended model.
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Figure 9: Same as Figure 3 but for 200 random samples drawn from the MCMC chains of
the UVLF+bias+reion case with the extended model.
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Figure 10: The redshift evolution of the normalization (top-left panel) and power-law (top-
middle panel) scaling of the star-formation efficiency with halo mass and the star-formation
timescale, in units of the local Hubble time, (top-right panel) for 200 random samples drawn
from the MCMC chains of the UVLF+bias+reion case with the extended model. In each
panel, the grey box and the vertical purple dashed lines encloses the redshift ranges used for
comparing the model with UVLF (5 ≤ ⟨z⟩ ≤ 13.2) and galaxy bias (5.5 ≤ ⟨z⟩ ≤ 10.6)
observations, respectively. In the bottom row, we also show the evolution of the “derived”
parameters - ε∗10,UV and t∗ = c∗(z) tH(z), with redshift from the extended model for
comparison to the earlier models.

However, it is important to realize that constructing the GSMF from observations is fraught
with several uncertainties and systematic issues associated with estimating stellar masses
from UV light. While we refrained from including the observational estimates of the GSMF
in our likelihood calculations for these reasons, we now explore the insights that can be
obtained by comparing the observed GSMF with that derived from our theoretical model,
which already successfully matches other galaxy observations such as the UVLFs and large-
scale bias.

In our model, the UV luminosity of a galaxy and its stellar mass are related as follows

LUV(Mh, z) =
1

KUV

M∗(Mh, z)

t∗(z)
(5.6)

Therefore, the only input needed for converting the galaxy UV luminosity function to galaxy
stellar mass function is KUV (more specifically, the ratio KUV,fid/KUV) since we have already
obtained constraints on c∗(z) and f∗,10

(
KUV,fid/KUV

)
by comparing the model predictions to

the galaxy UVLF and bias observations. As mentioned earlier, this parameter KUV, which
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depends on the properties of the stellar population and the recent star-formation history, is
related to the mass-to-light ratio of galaxies in our model.
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Figure 11: The derived galaxy stellar mass function (with KUV,fid/KUV ≈ 0.65) corre-
sponding to the best-fit model and 200 random samples from the MCMC chains of the
UVLF+bias+reion case with the extended model shown in Figure 8.

For the models shown in Figure 8, we simply vary the ratio KUV,fid/KUV until the
derived galaxy stellar mass function shows agreement with the observational estimates of the
SMF obtained from JWST [62]. We find that setting KUV,fid/KUV ≈ 0.65 gives a reasonably
good visual match to the data, as shown in Figure 11. However, the derived SMFs appear to
underpredict the number of galaxies at very high stellar masses compared to observations,
though the data points at these masses are only upper limits. The most significant mismatch
between our predictions and observations occurs at M∗ ∼ 109.5 − 1010M⊙, suggesting either
an evolution of the mass-to-light ratio with stellar mass or the limitations of our UVLF
model in dealing with brighter galaxies. In this regard, it is worth mentioning that the
ratio of KUV,fid/KUV obtained from our analysis is roughly about ∼ 0.5 times the value
commonly used in rescaling stellar mass estimates due to different IMFs (Salpeter in our
model vs. Kroupa in the observational study) but perhaps remains plausible given additional
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differences in the choice of the star formation history (continuous vs. delayed-τ SFH) and
stellar population synthesis models (STARBURST99 vs. BPASS-v2.2.1) between our study
and that assumed in Weibel et al. (2024) [62] while deriving the stellar masses from UV
observations. From this simple proof-of-principle exercise with the extended model, we infer
that a star formation efficiency (f∗,10) of approximately 5% produces a reasonable match to
all the three galaxy observables (the galaxy stellar mass function, the galaxy UV luminosity
function, and the large-scale galaxy bias) at z < 10.

6 Conclusion

The unprecedented wealth of observational data from space-based telescopes such as HST
and JWST has revolutionized our understanding of galaxy formation and evolution during
the first billion years of cosmic history. These observations are also crucial in characterizing
the role of early star-forming galaxies in reionizing the Universe, providing stringent tests for
theoretical models of high-redshift galaxy populations.

In this study, we leverage the theoretical framework of Chakraborty & Choudhury
(2024) (CC24), which self-consistently links galaxy evolution and reionization, to extract key
insights into the astrophysical properties of early galaxies during the Epoch of Reionization.
Our main findings can be summarized as follows:

• Using an updated version of the CC24 model with nine free parameters, governing
star formation efficiency, radiative feedback suppression, and ionizing photon escape
fractions, we compare theoretical predictions against the latest JWST and HST mea-
surements of the UV luminosity function (UVLF) at z ∼ 5− 15, as well as constraints
from reionization, including the optical depth (τel) and the globally averaged neutral
hydrogen fraction. Our results suggest that reconciling JWST’s UVLF measurements
at z ≥ 10 requires either more efficient star formation or higher UV radiation produc-
tion per unit stellar mass. Additionally, our analysis supports scenarios in which faint,
low-mass galaxies with higher escape fractions dominate cosmic reionization, aligning
well with current constraints on the ionization history of the intergalactic medium
(IGM).

• However, while our baseline model successfully connects UV luminosity to halo mass
using UVLFs, it fails to reproduce the evolution of large-scale galaxy bias observed by
JWST over 5 < z < 11. Bias measurements at 5 < z < 9 suggest that galaxies at fixed
luminosity reside in lower-mass halos than predicted, leading to an overestimation of
galaxy abundance in standard models.

• To address this discrepancy, we introduce a mass-dependent duty cycle, assuming
that only galaxies in recently assembled halos, formed within the characteristic star-
formation timescale at each epoch, remain bright in the UV. This naturally leads to a
declining duty cycle at z < 9, while causing galaxies to appear brighter at fixed halo
mass and reconciling the model with both UVLF and bias observations. Furthermore,
assuming a mass-independent escape fraction of ∼ 12%, this extended model remains
consistent with current reionization constraints.

These results highlight the necessity of incorporating higher-order summary statistics,
such as large-scale galaxy bias, alongside conventional one-point statistics like the UV lumi-
nosity function to refine theoretical models of the galaxy-halo connection at high redshifts.
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Our study demonstrates that a simple luminosity-based mapping to halo mass is insufficient
and that the interplay between star formation timescales, halo assembly, and feedback must
be carefully modeled to fully capture the evolution of early galaxies.

Future improvements to our model could further enhance its predictive power. The
current approach, which assumes a constant mass-to-light ratio to estimate stellar masses,
may not fully reproduce the observed stellar mass function, necessitating a more detailed
treatment of galaxy star formation histories. Additionally, incorporating spatial fluctuations
in the ionized hydrogen field would allow direct comparisons with Lyman-α opacity variations
at z ∼ 5− 6 and upcoming 21 cm fluctuation experiments, requiring a transition to a semi-
numerical framework. Lastly, improved constraints on galaxy clustering at high redshifts
would provide further insights into the nature of early galaxy formation, enabling tighter
constraints on the astrophysical parameters governing reionization.
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