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ABSTRACT
We develop a new semi-analytic framework of Population (Pop) III and subsequent galaxy formation designed

to run on dark matter halo merger trees. In our framework, we consider the effect of the Lyman-Werner flux
from Pop III and II stars and the dark matter baryon streaming velocity on the critical minihalo mass for the
Pop III formation. Our model incorporates the Lyman-Werner feedback in a self-consistent way, therefore, the
spatial variation of Lyman-Werner feedback naturally emerges. The Pop III mass depends on the properties of
a minihalo as reproducing radiative hydrodynamical simulation results. We perform statistical studies of Pop
III stars by applying this framework to high-resolution cosmological 𝑁-body simulations with a maximum box
size of 16 ℎ−1Mpc and enough mass resolution to resolve Pop III-forming minihalos. A top-heavy initial mass
function emerges and two peaks corresponding to the H2 (20 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 25) and atomic cooling halos (𝑧 ≲ 15)
exist in the distribution. Supermassive stars can be formed in the atomic cooling halos, and the fractions of such
supermassive stars increase with the value of streaming velocity. At least an 8 ℎ−1Mpc simulation box and the
self-consistent model for the Lyman-Werner feedback are necessary to correctly model the Pop III formation
in the atomic cooling halos. Our model predicts one supermassive star per halo with several 109 M⊙ at z=7.5,
which is enough to reproduce a high redshift quasar.

Keywords: early universe — dark ages, reionization, first stars — dark matter — methods: numerical

1. INTRODUCTION
Population III (Pop III) stars, also recognized as first stars,

are the first luminous objects in the Universe. Pop III stars
are born in primordial gas within dark matter minihalos with
masses ranging from approximately 105 to 107 M⊙ , around
100 million years after the Big Bang (e.g., Haiman et al. 1996;
Nishi & Susa 1999; Abel et al. 2002; Yoshida et al. 2003). The
mass of Pop III stars is predicted to surpass that of present-
day stars (e.g., Omukai & Nishi 1998; Omukai & Palla 2001,
2003; Bromm & Larson 2004) because the cooling via H2,
which is the dominant coolant for the primordial gas in such
early Universe, is insufficient. Cosmological radiation hydro-
dynamical simulations have been consistently predicting that
the Pop III stars are typically very massive (e.g., Abel et al.
2002; Yoshida et al. 2006, 2008; Hosokawa et al. 2011; Susa
et al. 2014; Hirano et al. 2014, 2015; Toyouchi et al. 2023).
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Understanding the initial mass function (IMF) of Pop III
stars is essential because it has a large impact on subse-
quent various phenomena, encompassing the formation of
first galaxies and the seeds of supermassive black holes, the
cosmic reionization, and the early metal enrichment of the
Universe. Consequently, the IMF can be constrained by ob-
servations of high redshift galaxies and active galactic nu-
clei (AGN; e.g., Inayoshi et al. 2020, for reviews and ref-
erences therein), and the spatial inhomogeneity of the inter-
galactic medium (IGM; e.g., Kirihara et al. 2020). In fact,
early observations conducted by the James Webb Space Tele-
scope (JWST) indicate a preference for top-heavy IMF (e.g.,
Harikane et al. 2023).

Multiple different observations can be used to constrain
specific models of the Pop III star formation process and the
resulting IMF. Fragmentation of circumstellar disks in the
vicinity of Pop III stars can arise due to the gravitational
instability, giving rise to the birth of massive Pop III binary
stars (Sugimura et al. 2020, 2023; Kirihara et al. 2023). These
binary stars can evolve into progenitors of binary black holes
observable through gravitational waves (e.g., Kinugawa et al.
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2014). Low-mass Pop III stars can also form (e.g., Clark et al.
2008; Smith et al. 2011; Clark et al. 2011a,b; Greif et al. 2011,
2012; Machida & Doi 2013; Susa 2013; Susa et al. 2014; Susa
2019; Nishĳima et al. 2024), and they could survive beyond
the current Hubble, if their mass falls below 0.8 M⊙ . They
can be detected in the Milky-Way as metal-free or -poor stars.
Their abundance can constrain the low-mass Pop III IMF
(Hartwig et al. 2015; Ishiyama et al. 2016) and the number
density of interstellar objects (Kirihara et al. 2019).

To facilitate detailed theoretical predictions for these ob-
servations, we need to comprehensively understand statistics
of Pop III stars at high redshift, such as their abundance (for
instance, the number density and the Pop III to II ratio), IMF,
star formation rate, spatial distribution, and their redshift evo-
lution. Cosmological hydrodynamical simulations and semi-
analytic models on dark matter halo merger trees have been
utilized in this effort (e.g., Fialkov et al. 2012; Agarwal et al.
2012; Susa et al. 2014; Hirano et al. 2014, 2015; Visbal et al.
2018, 2020; Tanaka & Hasegawa 2021; Hartwig et al. 2022;
Chiaki et al. 2023; Hegde & Furlanetto 2023; Bovill et al.
2024; Feathers et al. 2024; Trinca et al. 2024; Ventura et al.
2024). Nevertheless, previous studies have employed rela-
tively limited spatial volume, typically a few ℎ−1Mpc (e.g.,
3 ℎ−1Mpc for Hirano et al. 2015 and 2 ℎ−1Mpc for Visbal
et al. 2020), thereby constraining the statistical analyses due
to the absence of large-scale fluctuations. It is also quite dif-
ficult to capture the inhomogeneity of Lyman-Werner (LW)
background.

In Ishiyama et al. (2016), we have constrained the low
mass Pop III IMF employing a simple semi-analytic model
and a high-resolution cosmological 𝑁-body simulation hav-
ing enough resolution (< 104 M⊙) tailored for the Pop III-
forming minihalos and larger volume (8 ℎ−1Mpc) compared
to the others mentioned above. In the present paper, we
use a huge cosmological 𝑁-body simulation having an even
larger volume (16 ℎ−1Mpc) to perform statistical studies of
Pop III stars. This simulation was followed down to 𝑧 = 0,
demonstrating the stark contrast to simulations used in other
semi-analytic models. This allows us to predict observational
signals of Pop III stars in the current Milky-Way focusing on
the galactic archaeology. We also develop a semi-analytic
framework of Pop III and subsequent galaxy formation de-
signed to run on halo merger trees. Motivated by results of
radiative hydrodynamical simulations, we model the critical
minihalo mass for the Pop III formation, its dependency on
the LW flux from Pop III and II sources throughout the en-
tire volume and the dark matter baryon streaming velocity,
and Pop III IMF. Our model incorporates LW feedback in a
self-consistent way, therefore, spatial information of halos is
mandatory.

The spatial inhomogeneities of LW intensity has a big im-
pact on the statistical properties of Pop III and II stars. Fig-

ure 1 shows that the introductory visualization of model re-
sults. Compared to the uniform LW background model, the
self-consistent model promotes the formation of supermas-
sive Pop III stars (displayed by crosses) and prevents that of
less massive stars at later epoch. The resulting initial mass
function of Pop III stars significantly differs between both
models as shown in the remaining of the paper.

In § 2, we describe the numerical detail of the cosmologi-
cal simulations employed in this study. § 3 gives the details
of a new semi-analytic framework of Pop III formation and
subsequent galaxy formation. We present results of model
calculations in § 4, and scrutinize the impact of the LW feed-
back model, as well as the box size of 𝑁-body simulations , on
the statistical properties of Pop III and II stars at high redshift.
§ 5 is dedicated to discussion, and § 6 is for the summary and
future prospects. In the Appendix, we scrutinize the impact
of the mass resolution on the statistics.

2. COSMOLOGICAL 𝑁-BODY SIMULATIONS
Hierarchical formation and assembly of dark matter ha-

los are followed with large cosmological 𝑁-body simulations
having enough resolution tailored for the formation of Pop III
minihalos. Subsequently, we model the formation of Pop III
and II stars on the merger trees of halos, employing a semi-
analytical approach. The details of our semi-analytic model
are expounded upon in § 3.

As a fiducial simulation, we adopt the Phi-4096 simula-
tion (Ishiyama et al. 2021), which was run with 40963 dark
matter particles in a comoving box of 16 ℎ−1Mpc. The par-
ticle mass resolution and the gravitational softening length
are 𝑚p = 5.13 × 103 ℎ−1M⊙ and 𝜀 = 60 ℎ−1pc, respec-
tively. We additionally performed four smaller simulations
to investigate the effect of box size and resolution. Two of
them, named M8 and M3, have the same mass and force
resolution with Phi-4096, but the box sizes of M8 and M3
are 8 ℎ−1Mpc and 3 ℎ−1Mpc, respectively. The box size of
3 ℎ−1Mpc is also similar to those used in previous works such
as Hirano et al. (2015) (∼ 3 ℎ−1Mpc) and (Visbal et al. 2020)
(∼ 2 ℎ−1Mpc), enabling easy comparison with each other.
The simulation H3 is the highest resolution simulation with
𝑚p = 6.41 × 102 ℎ−1M⊙ and 𝜀 = 30 ℎ−1pc. The lowest reso-
lution simulation is named L3 with 𝑚p = 1.73 × 104 ℎ−1M⊙
and 𝜀 = 90 ℎ−1pc. This mass resolution is similar to those
used in other semi-analytic studies (Magg et al. 2018; Griffen
et al. 2018). The initial seed of H3, M3, and L3 is identi-
cal. The basic parameters of those simulations are listed in
Table 1.

The initial conditions of the Phi-4096 were generated by the
publicly available code, music 1 (Hahn & Abel 2011). Those

1 https://bitbucket.org/ohahn/music/

https://bitbucket.org/ohahn/music/
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Figure 1. Difference of the self-consistent (first and third rows) and the uniform models (second and fourth rows) on the fiducial Phi-4096
simulation (𝐿 = 16 ℎ−1Mpc) with zero streaming velocity. Supermassive Pop III stars (more massive than 104.5 M⊙) are displayed by crosses.
From left to right, each panel shows the spatial distribution of the total mass density of Pop III, Pop II stars, and Lyman-Werner flux, respectively.
See also Figure 6.
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of all the other simulations were generated by 2LPTic code 2.
Both codes adopt the second-order Lagrangian perturbation
theory (Crocce et al. 2006). We calculated the matter transfer
function using the online version of Camb 3 (Lewis et al.
2000). The cosmological parameters of all simulations are
Ω0 = 0.31, Ωb = 0.048, 𝜆0 = 0.69, ℎ = 0.68, 𝑛s = 0.96, and
𝜎8 = 0.83, which are consistent with the latest measurement
by the Planck Satellite (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020).
The initial redshift of all simulations is 𝑧 = 127.

The gravitational evolution was followed by a massively
parallel TreePM code, GreeM 4 (Ishiyama et al. 2009;
Ishiyama et al. 2012) on Aterui II supercomputer at Cen-
ter for Computational Astrophysics, CfCA, of National As-
tronomical Observatory of Japan. We accelerated the grav-
ity calculation using Phantom-grape5 code (Nitadori et al.
2006; Tanikawa et al. 2012, 2013; Yoshikawa & Tanikawa
2018). Then, we constructed their merger trees using Rock-
star phase space halo/subhalo finder 6 (Behroozi et al. 2013a)
and consistent trees merger tree code 7 (Behroozi et al.
2013b) for the entire volume of all simulations from red-
shift 𝑧start,mrgt to ∼ 7.5, where 𝑧start,mrgt is the starting redshift
of halo/subhalo merger trees. For Phi-4096, 𝑧start,mrgt = 43
when first halos emerge in the merger tree, and for the oth-
ers, 𝑧start,mrgt = 31. The number of snapshots stored is 58
between 𝑧 ∼ 31 to ∼ 7.5 for all simulations, and the Phi-4096
additionally has 14 snapshots between 𝑧 ∼ 43 to ∼ 31. The
snapshot’s logarithmic temporal interval 𝛥 log(1 + 𝑧) is about
0.01.

3. SEMI-ANALYTIC MODEL
In this section, we describe our semi-analytic model for

the formation of Pop III and II stars, and their Lyman-Werner
(LW) radiation, designed to run on the merger histories of dark
matter halos taken from cosmological 𝑁-body simulations. In
our model, the LW feedback is modelled as a self-consistent
way, hence the spatial information of halos is mandatory.

3.1. Sub-stepping

The temporal intervals between global timesteps of merger
trees are typically larger than the lifetime of massive Pop III
stars. For instance, the intervals of global timesteps are about
6 Myr at 𝑧 = 20 and 16.6 Myr at 𝑧 = 10 in our merger
trees, exceeding the lifetime of massive stars (1∼10 Myr:
Schaerer 2002). To track the star formation precisely, we
use sub-stepping technique of merger trees. We decompose

2 http://cosmo.nyu.edu/roman/2LPT/
3 http://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/toolbox/tb_camb_form.cfm
4 http://hpc.imit.chiba-u.jp/~ishiymtm/greem/
5 https://bitbucket.org/kohji/phantom-grape/src
6 https://bitbucket.org/gfcstanford/rockstar/
7 https://bitbucket.org/pbehroozi/consistent-trees/

each global timestep of merger trees into a constant num-
ber of substeps, 𝑁sub, and randomly assign each halo merger
between global timesteps to one of these substeps. We also
compute the dark matter smooth accretion mass (𝑀smooth) be-
tween global timesteps by subtracting the accumulated mass
of all progenitor halos from a given halo, and assume that the
smooth mass accretion occurs uniformly across substeps, as
expressed by 𝑑𝑀 = 𝑀smooth/𝑁sub.

By default, we set 𝑁sub = 50. In this case, sub-timesteps are
much less than and comparable to the lifetime of a massive star
at high and low redshift, respectively. This value also ensures
the convergence of Pop III statistics, such as the global star
formation rate and the IMF. As described in the following
sections, the Pop III formation, the baryon cycling, and the
stellar LW feedback are calculated at each substep.

3.2. Condition of Pop III formation

By tracking the merger trees of halos from the highest red-
shift, we compare the virial mass of each halo 𝑀vir with a
critical value 𝑀crit that depends on redshift, LW flux, and
streaming velocity. We assume a single Pop III stars form
in pristine cold dense gas in minihalos with 𝑀vir ≥ 𝑀crit. If
any progenitor of a halo experiences preceding Pop III for-
mation, we assume that metal is provided in the given halo
and suppresses subsequent Pop III formation in the halo. For
𝑀crit, we adopt a fitting function based on cosmological hy-
drodynamical simulations proposed by Kulkarni et al. (2021),
which takes the dependency of LW flux on each minihalo, the
value of streaming velocity, and redshift into account. This
fitting function gives the critical mass 𝑀K21 as

𝑀K21 (𝐽LW, 𝑣bc, 𝑧) =𝑀𝑧20 (𝐽LW, 𝑣bc) M⊙ (1)

×
(

1 + 𝑧

21

)−𝛼K21 (𝐽LW ,𝑣bc )
,

where, 𝐽LW and 𝑣bc are the LW flux on a halo and the stream-
ing velocity in the units of 10−21 erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1 sr−1 and
km s−1, respectively. 𝑀𝑧20 and 𝛼K21 are functional forms
of 𝐽LW and 𝑣bc (see Kulkarni et al. 2021 for the detail). In
our semi-analytic model, we self-consistently calculate 𝐽LW
on each halo following the procedure described in § 3.5. The
value of streaming velocity 𝑣bc is a model parameter. The typ-
ical variance of the streaming velocity is 𝜎vbc = 30 km s−1 at
the time of recombination, and this is coherent across several
comoving Mpc (Tseliakhovich & Hirata 2010; Tseliakhovich
et al. 2011), which is smaller than the box size of Phi-4096
simulation. Nevertheless, we assume it is uniform across the
entire volume to easily compare how the different values of
streaming velocity impact on Pop III statistics.

Kulkarni et al. (2021) studied the critical halo mass using
cosmological hydrodynamical simulations with varying 𝐽LW
and 𝑣bc. However, the maximum values of 𝐽LW studied by
them are 30, 10 , and 1 for 𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, and 2𝜎vbc, re-

http://cosmo.nyu.edu/roman/2LPT/
http://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/toolbox/tb_camb_form.cfm
http://hpc.imit.chiba-u.jp/~ishiymtm/greem/
https://bitbucket.org/kohji/phantom-grape/src
https://bitbucket.org/gfcstanford/rockstar/
https://bitbucket.org/pbehroozi/consistent-trees/
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Table 1. Parameters of cosmological 𝑁-body simulations used in this study. Here, 𝑁 , 𝐿, 𝜀, 𝑚p, 𝑧fin, and 𝑧start,mrgt are the total number of
particles, box length, softening length, particle mass resolution, the final redshift of simulations, and the starting redshift of halo/subhalo merger
trees, respectively.

Name 𝑁 𝐿( ℎ−1Mpc) 𝜀 ( ℎ−1pc) 𝑚p ( ℎ−1M⊙) 𝑧fin 𝑧start,mrgt
Phi-4096 40963 16.0 60 5.13 × 103 0.0 43
M8 20483 8.0 60 5.13 × 103 7.5 31
H3 15363 3.0 30 6.41 × 102 7.5 31
M3 7683 3.0 60 5.13 × 103 7.5 31
L3 5123 3.0 90 1.73 × 104 7.5 31

spectively. We must pay attention when we apply this fitting
function to outside of these parameter spaces. In fact, when
𝑣bc is high, this fitting function provides a smaller critical
mass in higher 𝐽LW (> 100) than in smaller 𝐽LW. This is
physically strange but is not surprising because this fitting
function was not calibrated for such high 𝐽LW. To apply this
fitting function to such parameter spaces, we modify it as
follows,

max
𝑥∈[0,𝐽LW ]

𝑀K21 (𝑥, 𝑣bc, 𝑧) → 𝑀K21 (𝐽LW, 𝑣bc, 𝑧). (2)

This recipe ensures that the critical mass increases monoton-
ically with 𝐽LW.

As Pop III and subsequent Pop II star formation proceed,
UV radiation in the Lyman-Werner bands from these stars
photodissociates H2 molecules in relatively low mass mini-
halos and suppresses Pop III formation via H2 cooling within
the minihalos. If such pristine minihalos are massive enough
(virial temperature 𝑇vir ≳ 8000 K), atomic hydrogen could be
a major coolant and massive Pop III can form (e.g., Omukai
& Palla 2001; Bromm & Loeb 2003; Inayoshi et al. 2014;
Fernandez et al. 2014; Becerra et al. 2015; Chon et al. 2016).
We also follow such massive Pop III formation via atomic
cooling by adopting the following criterion of atomic cool-
ing halo, which was employed in Visbal et al. (2020) and
Feathers et al. (2024) based on cosmological hydrodynamical
simulations of Fernandez et al. (2014),

𝑀a = 5.4 × 107 M⊙

(
1 + 𝑧

11

)− 3
2

. (3)

Finally, we use the following expression as a critical minihalo
mass of the Pop III formation,

𝑀crit = min (𝑀K21, 𝑀a). (4)

Figure 2 shows examples of critical halo mass 𝑀crit
of Pop III-forming halos as a function of redshift for
(𝐽LW, 𝑣bc) = (0, 0), (10, 0), (100, 0), (0, 1𝜎vbc), (10, 1𝜎vbc),
and (100, 1𝜎vbc). The critical mass gradually increases with
decreasing redshift in any case. The existence of LW flux
and streaming velocity further increases the critical mass as
expected from their physical nature. The critical mass follows

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
redshift

105

106

107

108

M
cr

it
[M

¯
]

atomic cooling
Mcrit,HD

(0, 0)
(0, 1σvbc)

(10, 0)
(10, 1σvbc)

(100, 0)
(100, 1σvbc)

Figure 2. Critical halo mass 𝑀crit of Pop III-forming halos as a
function of redshift employed in our semi-analytic model [Eq (4)] .
Solid, dashed, and dot-dashed curves indicate examples for various
combinations of (𝐽LW, 𝑣bc). Upward thick- and downward thin-
dotted curves represent the critical mass of atomic cooling halos
[Eq (3)] and the critical mass of the HD cooling [Eq (7)], respectively.

the atomic cooling limit [Eq (3)] after redshift when the criti-
cal mass described in Eqs. (1) and (2) reaches this limit. This
redshift is earlier in the higher streaming velocity model than
in the lower one because of the systematically higher critical
mass.

3.3. Pop III mass

Once the virial mass of a pristine halo exceeds the critical
mass 𝑀crit described in the previous section, we assume that
a single Pop III star forms instantaneously in the halo. Note
that recent radiative hydrodynamical simulations showed that
massive Pop III binary stars can be born as a result of frag-
mentation of circumstellar disks in the vicinity of Pop III due
to the gravitational instability (Sugimura et al. 2020, 2023).
We discuss the effect of Pop III multiplicity on our model
results in § 5.2.

Previous studies assume that the total mass of Pop III,
𝑀III, is constant in each halo (Feathers et al. 2024), or is in
proportion to the halo mass with a constant star formation
efficiency (Visbal et al. 2018, 2020). In the case of Hartwig
et al. (2022), a power-law IMF, 𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log 𝑀III
∝ 𝑀

−𝛼III
III , is used to
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assign the masses of Pop III stars in a given halo, where 𝛼III
is a free parameter.

Modern studies based on high-quality radiative hydrody-
namical simulations have shown that the mass of Pop III star
is affected by physical properties of host halos. Using two-
dimensional axisymmetric radiative hydrodynamical simula-
tions of Pop III formation in one hundred halos sampled from
cosmological simulations, Hirano et al. (2014) found that the
final Pop III stellar mass correlates with the physical proper-
ties of the star-forming cloud and host halo, such as the gas
infall rate at the Jeans scale, ¤𝑀Jeans. Hirano et al. (2015) fur-
ther extended this study and constructed an empirical formula
that connects ¤𝑀Jeans and the evolution of halo virial mass as
follows.

¤𝑀Jeans =


3 × ¤𝑀vir (𝑀vir > 𝑀crit,HD),
0.3 × ¤𝑀vir (𝑀vir < 𝑀crit,HD),

(5)

where ¤𝑀vir is the mass accretion rate at virial scale empirically
fitted by

¤𝑀vir =1.1 × 10−3 M⊙yr−1
(

1 + 𝑧

20

)3.5
(6)

×
(

𝑀vir

4 × 105 M⊙

)1.75
,

and HD cooling is dominant rather than H2 below 𝑀crit,HD,
which is a critical value described as

𝑀crit,HD = 3.5 × 105 M⊙

(
1 + 𝑧

15

)−5
. (7)

Finally, the Pop III mass 𝑀H15,III is modelled as a function of
¤𝑀Jeans,

𝑀H15,III = 250 M⊙

( ¤𝑀Jeans

2.8 × 10−3 M⊙yr−1

)0.7

. (8)

We adopt this formula as a first approximation of the Pop III
mass.

We also implement the supermassive star formation in
our semi-analytic model. Toyouchi et al. (2023) performed
three-dimensional radiation hydrodynamical simulations and
found that supermassive stars can form in atomic cool-
ing halos. When the mass accretion rate is high enough,
¤𝑀vir > 10−2 M⊙yr−1, nearly ten times more massive Pop III

stars could form (estimated from Figure 10 of Toyouchi et al.
2023). Note that they obtained consistent results with Hi-
rano et al. (2014, 2015) in the case of lower accretion rate,
¤𝑀vir < 10−2 M⊙yr−1. Hence, we populate a single Pop III

star per minihalo following the equation,

𝑀III =


𝑀H15,III ( ¤𝑀Jeans ≲ 10−2 M⊙yr−1),
10 × 𝑀H15,III (10−1 M⊙yr−1 ≲ ¤𝑀Jeans).

(9)

For 10−2 < ¤𝑀Jeans < 10−1 M⊙yr−1, we assign 𝑀III by
log-linearly interpolating between 𝑀III

�� ¤𝑀Jeans = 10−2 and
𝑀III

�� ¤𝑀Jeans = 10−1.
Once we assign the mass of a Pop III star, we determine

the lifetime of the star using a table given by Schaerer (2002),
which is based on realistic population synthetic models. We
linearly interpolate the table and assume the lifetime of a Pop
III star with mass more massive than 103 M⊙ being the same
with that of 103 M⊙ stars, which is the upper limit of the table.
The UV radiation of each Pop III star works with constant
intensity within its lifetime (details are given in § 3.5).

3.4. Baryon cycle

Once the supernova explosion of a massive Pop III star
occurs, metal provided by the star mixes with the remaining
pristine gas in the halo. As shown in § 4, the Pop III mass in
a minihalo is always predicted to exceed the upper limit mass
of the pair-instability supernova (∼ 260 M⊙) for 𝑣bc ≳ 1𝜎vbc,
therefore, metal enrichment by the supernova explosion does
not occur if we assume the spatially uniform streaming veloc-
ity across the entire box and the absence of less massive Pop
III stars than the model prediction. However, less massive
Pop III stars must form around such massive Pop III stars
in principle because the coherent scale of the streaming ve-
locity is several comoving Mpc. Therefore, we assume that
these halos are massive enough to accrete nearby less massive
minihalos that are already enriched, and the metal enrichment
occurs in these halos to take the LW feedback from Pop II into
account.

If any progenitor of a halo is a minihalo that experiences
preceding Pop III formation, we assume that the subsequent
Pop III formation in the given halo is suppressed and the Pop II
formation occurs when it grows massive enough for efficient
gas cooling. We take a critical value of a minimum virial
mass for such Pop II formation halos to be 𝑀th = 107 M⊙ as
a fiducial value. We model the baryon cycle and the Pop II
formation in such halos by largely following a recipe used in
Agarwal et al. (2012) and Chon et al. (2016) as follows.

We consider three components of baryonic matter: non
star-forming hot gas 𝑀hot, star-forming cold gas 𝑀cold, and
the total mass of Pop II stars 𝑀∗. We first place 𝑀hot = 𝑓b𝑀vir
on each halo, where 𝑓b = Ωb/Ω0, when they first emerge in
the merger trees. Then, we update each component between
substeps as follows.

1. Smooth accretion of gas. When smooth mass accretion
occurs on a halo, the halo also accretes smooth gas. We
assume that the gas is heated to the virial temperature,
then add 𝑓b 𝑑𝑀 to the hot gas component.

2. Radiative gas cooling. The radiative cooling of hot gas
occurs over the timescale of the halo dynamical time
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𝑡dyn, which is given by

𝑡dyn =
𝑅vir
𝑉c

, (10)

𝑉c =23.4
[

Ω0
Ωm (𝑧)

Δc

18𝜋2

] 1
6
(

𝑀vir

108ℎ−1M⊙

) 1
3

(11)

×
(

1 + 𝑧

10

) 1
2

km s−1,

where, 𝑅vir is the halo virial radius, 𝑉c is the circular
velocity,Ωm (𝑧) is the density parameter, andΔc = 18𝜋2

is the critical halo overdensity.

3. Star formation. In the metal enriched star-forming cold
gas, new Pop II stars are born over the timescale of

𝑡SF =
0.1𝑡dyn

𝛼
(12)

(e.g., Kauffmann et al. 1999), where 𝛼 is the star for-
mation efficiency and we set 𝛼 = 0.003.

4. Supernovae feedback. We assume a part of cold gas
is converted into hot gas by supernovae explosions and
the rate is in proportion to the star formation rate as

𝛾
𝑑𝑀∗
𝑑𝑡

= 𝛾
𝑀cold
𝑡SF

, (13)

where

𝛾 =

(
𝑉c
𝑉out

)−𝛽
(14)

(Cole et al. 1994). We set 𝛽 = 1.74 and 𝑉out =

110 km s−1. This process can be modelled as an out-
flow where the heated cold gas is removed from the
halo (Agarwal et al. 2012). In our model, we do not
consider outflows and simply add the heated cold gas
into the hot gas component (Chon et al. 2016).

The four processes are summarized in the following differ-
ential equations.

𝑑𝑀hot
𝑑𝑡

=−𝑀hot
𝑡dyn

+ 𝛾
𝑀cold
𝑡SF

+ 𝑓b
𝑑𝑀vir
𝑑𝑡

, (15)

𝑑𝑀cold
𝑑𝑡

=
𝑀hot
𝑡dyn

− (1 + 𝛾)𝑀cold
𝑡SF

,

𝑑𝑀∗
𝑑𝑡

=
𝑀cold
𝑡SF

.

We explicitly integrate these equations on each substep.
When a halo merger occurs at a certain substep, these three
components of the less massive halo are added to those of the
more massive halo. We do not follow the evolution of less
massive halo at later steps.

3.5. Lyman-Werner feedback

As described in § 3.2, once Pop III and II stars form, their
UV radiation in the LW bands photodissociates H2 molecules
in relatively less massive and nearby minihalos and suppresses
subsequent Pop III formation via H2 cooling within the mini-
halos. If these halos grow massive enough, they could be a
possible site of massive Pop III formation via atomic cool-
ing. How the LW radiation affects the critical mass of Pop
III-forming minihalos is given in Eqs. (1) and (2). In this
section, we describe how to calculate the LW flux, 𝐽LW, on
each halo.

We adopt a self-consistent model for the LW feedback in
which the LW flux on each halo is calculated by accumulating
the contributions from all radiative sources of both living Pop
III and II stars, resulting in a spatially and time variable
treatment. We employ the following equations proposed by
Johnson et al. (2013) to compute the contribution from a
source on a halo,

𝐽LW,III = 15
(

𝑟

1 kpc

)−2 (
𝑀III

103 M⊙

)
, (16)

𝐽LW,II = 3
(

𝑟

1 kpc

)−2 (
𝑀∗

103 M⊙

)
,

where 𝑟 is the distance between the centers of the source and
the given halo in physical coordinates, where the center is
defined as the most bound place in the halo. The first equation
gives the LW flux from a Pop III star, while the second one
is for a Pop II-forming halo. For 𝑀∗, we instead use the total
mass of Pop II stars formed within 5 Myr from the current
substep, which is derived by multiplying the instantaneous
star formation rate at the substep with this period.

As the Pop III and II formation proceeds, the number of
sources increases. Therefore, the direct summation of Eq (16)
is impractical because the calculation cost is in proportion to
both the number of sources and halos in the merger tree. We
accelerate this calculation using Fast Fourier Transformation
(FFT) as an approach in Visbal et al. (2020). The periodic
boundary condition used in the cosmological simulations is
also naturally solved by the FFT. First, we set a uniform grid
on the entire volume, where the number of grid points is
expressed by 𝑁g in one dimension. We calculate the source
energy (corresponds to a term without 𝑟−2 in Eq (16)) from
each grid by assigning the energy of all sources nearby the
given grid using the CIC (Cloud in Cell) scheme. Then, the
LW flux from a grid to all other grids is obtained using the
FFT and the convolution with the Fourier transformation of
the 𝑟−2 kernel. Finally, we calculate the LW flux on each halo
by interpolating the flux on the nearby grids.

The method described above is in analogy with the Particle-
Mesh (PM) method generally used in gravitational 𝑁-body
simulations. To calculate the contribution of nearby sources
more precisely, we adopt a method in analogy with the
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Figure 3. (Left) Number density of Pop III stars across redshift as a function of the Pop III mass in a halo. We divide a single-digit mass
range into four logarithmic bins and calculate the number density in each bin. Four model results with the different values of streaming velocity,
𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, are shown. (Right) Cumulative probability distribution of the number of Pop III stars as a function of the Pop
III mass in a halo.

Particle-Particle Particle-Mesh (P3M) method, where we in-
troduce the cutoff radius 𝑟cut. The contributions from all
sources within the cutoff radius to a halo are computed di-
rectly using Eq (16). For the convolution, we set the kernel
value to zero from the contributions within the cutoff radius
to avoid double counting. We set 𝑁g = 5123, 2563, and 1283

for the simulations with the box size of 𝐿 = 16.0, 8.0, and 3.0
ℎ−1Mpc, respectively, and 𝑟cut = 𝐿/𝑁g. These values ensure
the convergence of Pop III statistics.

4. RESULTS
We perform four semi-analytic calculations on the fidu-

cial Phi-4096 simulation with different values of the stream-
ing velocity, 𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, where 𝜎vbc =

30 km s−1. Other model parameters are fixed across four cal-
culations and shown in the previous section. We start the cal-
culations from 𝑧 = 43 when first halos emerge in the merger
tree and follow the evolution until 𝑧 = 7.5. In this section, we
begin by showing the initial mass function of Pop III across
redshift and compare the results between four runs. Then,
we compare the star formation history of these runs. We also
investigate the effect of box size (§ 4.3) and mass resolution
(Appendix A) on statistical results using slim simulations.

4.1. Initial mass function

The left panel of Figure 3 shows the number density of Pop
III stars across redshift as a function of the Pop III mass within
each halo. In all models, there are no minihalos that contain
Pop III with 𝑀III ≲ 100 M⊙ . The critical halo mass of Pop
III-forming halos increases with decreasing redshift, while
the mass accretion rate increases with redshift and halo mass
as shown in Eq (6). This balance prevents the formation of
less massive Pop III stars. The least mass of Pop III increases
with the streaming velocity as a natural consequence. In
all models, the number density decreases with increasing
Pop III mass from the first peak around the less massive

end and has the second peak at 𝑀III = 10(5−6) M⊙ . For
𝑣bc = 0, the first peak is at around several hundred M⊙ , which
is consistent with a large suite of radiative hydrodynamical
simulations (Hirano et al. 2015), considering only the H2
mode. In their simulations, Pop III stars with mass less
massive than 100 M⊙ form; however, the formation mode of
majority of them is via both H2 and HD. As described in 3.3,
our model takes the HD mode into account. However, the
critical mass of the HD mode is always smaller than the Pop
III critical mass except for 𝑧 ≲ 15 as shown in Figure 2. In
fact, a large fraction of less massive Pop III stars form at 10 ≲
𝑧 ≲ 15 in Hirano et al. (2015). After this redshift, the LW
background grows sufficiently in our model, and therefore,
no less massive Pop III stars are born via HD cooling even
in the 𝑣bc = 0 case. On the other hand, Hirano et al. (2015)
adopted a smaller simulation box (3 ℎ−1Mpc) than our study
(16 ℎ−1Mpc), possibly resulting in weaker LW feedback and
the formation of less massive Pop III stars.

The second peak corresponds to the atomic cooling halos,
where supermassive stars are born. Such second peak is also
seen in a semi-analytic study by Toyouchi et al. (2023) for a
mass distribution of primordial stars in a high-𝑧 progenitor
halo of Quasi-Stellar Object (QSO). As shown in Figure 2, the
critical halo mass increases with the LW flux, and reaches the
atomic cooling limit at 𝑧 ∼ 20 when the LW flux is sufficiently
high. The critical mass of the atomic cooling halo does not
depend on the value of streaming velocity in our model, hence
the Pop III mass formed in atomic cooling halos tends to be
similar regardless of the value of streaming velocity. The
second peak is higher with the streaming velocity because
the existence of the streaming velocity increases the critical
halo mass; therefore, there are more pristine massive halos at
𝑧 ∼ 20 in the higher velocity model than in lower one.

The right panel of Figure 3 is another look of the Pop III
mass distribution, the cumulative probability of the number
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of Pop III stars as a function of Pop III mass. The sharp
rise at 2 × 105 M⊙ corresponds to the atomic cooling halos.
The fractions of such supermassive stars are about 2, 21, 57,
and 83% for 𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, respectively.
These results indicate that the majority of Pop III stars are
supermassive in high streaming velocity regions.

Figure 4 demonstrates the dependence of Pop III mass on
properties of halos: virial mass, redshift, and LW flux of host
halos. All panels exhibit two sequences. In the panel of the
virial mass, the number of Pop III has peaks around the lowest
Pop III mass. Regardless of the value of streaming velocity,
the corresponding redshift and LW flux are around 20 ≲ 𝑧 ≲
25 and 𝐽LW ≲ 10, respectively. The lowest mass increases
with the value of streaming velocity as already seen in Figure 3
because the typical minihalo mass also increases with the
value of streaming velocity. The Pop III mass gradually
increases with the virial mass because the mass accretion rate
also increases. The number density of Pop III mass gradually
decreases with the virial mass, but finally reaches second
peak, which corresponds to the atomic cooling limit. Because
the critical mass of atomic cooling does not depend on the
value of streaming velocity in our model, the corresponding
virial mass and Pop III mass do not change across the value of
streaming velocity, while the number density is higher in the
second peak than in the first one for 2𝜎vbc and 3𝜎vbc models
as already demonstrated in Figure 3.

The second peaks exist around 7.5 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 15. As the value
of streaming velocity increases, the second peaks emerge from
slightly higher redshift and the number density therein also
becomes higher. Because the H2 critical mass also increases
with the value of streaming velocity, more halos can enter
the atomic cooling limit in higher velocity models, as shown
in Figure 2. This is also the reason that the LW flux at the
second peak is slightly more broadly distributed in higher
velocity models toward the lower value. A large fraction of
halos can cool via H2 in lower velocity models, before the
LW flux grows sufficiently. Therefore, they have a smaller
number of atomic cooling halos with low LW flux.

4.2. Star formation rate density

Figure 5 shows the star formation rate density (SFRD) of
Pop III and II stars and the formation rate density of Pop
III-forming halos as a function of redshift for four models.
The Pop III formation begins around 𝑧 ∼ 40, and the rate
rises with evolving redshift and reaches the first peak at 20 ≲
𝑧 ≲ 25. Around this redshift, LW flux sufficiently grows to
prevent subsequent Pop III formation as shown in Figure 6,
which is the distribution of the LW flux radiated on each Pop
III-forming halo (see also Figure 1). Hence, the formation
rate stagnates and falls regardless of the model. Then, the
formation rate rises again as new supermassive Pop III stars
are born in atomic cooling halos. As already seen in previous

Figures, the Pop III formation rate reaches the second peak
around 7.5 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 15, and the peak is on earlier redshift
with increasing streaming velocity. In the case of SFRD,
it stagnates but does not fall once it reaches the first peak.
However, the second peak is also observed as well as the
formation rate. These double peaks have not been reported
in any literature probably because insufficient computational
volume was used (e.g., Visbal et al. 2020) or spatially uniform
LW background was assumed (e.g., Hartwig et al. 2022). In
fact, a large fraction of Pop III-forming halos shows high LW
flux (𝐽LW > 100 at 𝑧 = 13) in our self-consistent model as
shown in Figure 6, whereas 𝐽LW ∼ 1 in the uniform model.
In § 4.4, we further scrutinize the impact of the LW feedback
model on the statistics

Figure 6 shows that the LW flux is dominated by Pop III
sources at earlier epoch and Pop II sources at later epoch,
corresponding to the SFRD. As the Pop II SFRD increases,
the flux from Pop II increases and the contribution from Pop
III becomes sub-dominate, as also indicated by Figure 1.
Supermassive stars are born close to where the Pop II stars
are concentrated and the LW flux from them is also high.
Those pictures and the distribution of the LW flux are broadly
consistent with the previous studies (Agarwal et al. 2012;
Chon et al. 2016). There is difference in the minimum value
of flux from Pop III sources probably due to the adopted Pop
III mass model.

The Pop III SFRD is higher with increasing streaming ve-
locity, while the formation rate density of Pop III-forming
halos shows the opposite sense in the H2 cooling regime.
These results can be understood as follows. The typical Pop
III-forming halo mass increases with the value of streaming
velocity; hence, the formation rate of such halos is lower due
to the absence of massive halos. In contrast, the Pop III mass
increases monotonically with halo mass as already shown in
the previous section. The combination of these effects is the
cause of this opposite sense. In contrast, in the atomic cooling
regime, both the SFRD and Pop III-forming halo formation
rate are higher with increasing streaming velocity.

In the Pop II SFRD, we observe no significant difference at
𝑧 ≳ 20 and a slight difference after this redshift between the
four models. Throughout the models, the Pop II formation
begins on halos that exceed 𝑀th = 107 M⊙ and are enriched by
other stars. By 𝑧 ∼ 20, these Pop II-forming halos are easily
enriched by Pop III stars regardless of the value of streaming
velocity because the Pop III critical mass is always less than
𝑀th until this redshift, as seen in Figure 2 (𝑀crit≲ 106 M⊙
at 𝑧 = 20 and 𝐽LW= 0 for 𝑣bc = 0 and 1𝜎vbc) and nearby
minihalos should be massive enough to host Pop III stars
even for the high𝜎vbc case due to the nature of halo clustering.
Even in the 3𝜎vbc and 𝐽LW= 0 case, 𝑀crit∼ 3× 106 M⊙ is still
less than 𝑀th. Consequently, the global Pop II SFRD is similar
across the four models. After that redshift, given the high LW
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intensity, the critical mass rapidly increases with decreasing
redshift and the value of streaming velocity, and then finally
reaches the atomic cooling mass, which is higher than 𝑀th.
As a result, the contribution to the Pop II SFRD from halos
with the mass around 𝑀th formed at a late time becomes
smaller with increasing the value of streaming velocity. This
is the reason why the the Pop II SFRD is slightly smaller as
the value of streaming velocity increases.

4.3. Box size effect

In this section, we examine the effect of the simulation box
size on the Pop III IMF across redshift and SFRD. Figure 7
shows the comparison of model results calculated on simula-
tions with different box sizes (Phi-4096, M8, and M3), which
are 16, 8, and 3 ℎ−1Mpc. The results with 𝑣bc = 0 and 1𝜎vbc
are shown in the left and right panels, respectively. In the
M3 box, we observe considerably smaller number density of
supermassive stars than the Phi-4096 run for both 𝑣bc = 0
and 1𝜎vbc cases. These are highlighted in the Pop III SFRD
plots, not showing the clear second peak for the M3. The
Pop II SFRD of the M3 box shows a delay from the others
due to the absence of large-scale fluctuations, resulting in in-
sufficient LW feedback from Pop II stars and the suppression
of the formation of atomic cooling halos. Correspondingly,
the number density of Pop III-forming minihalos increases
with decreasing box size due to insufficient LW feedback, as
shown in the formation rate plots.

As the box size increases, the number density of super-
massive stars increases. In the M8 box, we observe smaller
number density of supermassive stars than the Phi-4096 run
for the 𝑣bc = 0 case, while it approaches asymptotically to the
result of Phi-4096 run for the 𝑣bc = 1𝜎vbc case. Those are
also highlighted in the Pop III SFRD and the formation rate
plots where the second peak in the M8 is weak for 𝑣bc = 0
and appears for 𝑣bc = 1𝜎vbc.

In summary, at least a 8 ℎ−1Mpc box is necessary to capture
the atomic cooling regime in the case with the streaming ve-
locity, while even a larger box is necessary in the case without
the streaming velocity. This might be one of the reasons why
the second peak was not observed in previous semi-analytic
studies that used much smaller boxes (e.g., 2 ℎ−1Mpc for Vis-
bal et al. 2020) .

4.4. Impact of the spatial variation of LW feedback

Many previous studies adopted spatially uniform LW back-
ground (e.g., Hartwig et al. 2022; Hegde & Furlanetto 2023;
Bovill et al. 2024; Feathers et al. 2024; Ventura et al. 2024),
while others took the spatial variation into account (e.g., Agar-
wal et al. 2012; Visbal et al. 2020) within a few ℎ−1Mpc
simulation box. However, it is essential to use a larger box
to investigate the effect of inhomogeneous LW background
because spatial inhomogeneities could dominate the inten-
sity up to a distance of ∼ 100 proper kpc (Incatasciato et al.

2023). In this paper, we first examine the impact of the spatial
variation of LW feedback within much larger spatial volume
compared to the previous studies.

In our self-consistent model, the spatial variation of LW
feedback naturally emerges. We compare it with a model
adopting spatially uniform LW background. To compute
the uniform background, we follow the formulae in Greif
& Bromm (2006),

𝐽LW (𝑧) ≃ ℎ𝑐

4𝜋𝑚H
𝜂LW𝜌★(𝑧) (1 + 𝑧)3, (17)

where, ℎ, 𝑐, and 𝑚H are the Planck constant, speed of light,
and hydrogen atom mass, respectively. The constant 𝜂LW
denotes the number of LW photon products per stellar baryon;
here we assume 𝜂LW ≃ 104 and 2×104 for Pop III and II stars,
respectively. We evaluate 𝜌★(𝑧) every step directly during
model calculations, which is the comoving mass density of
living Pop III stars and Pop II stars formed within 5 Myr from
the current substep as used in Eq (16).

Figure 8 shows the comparison of self-consistent and spa-
tially uniform LW models on the Phi-4096 simulation for the
𝑣bc = 1𝜎vbc case. Both models give a similar formation rate
of minihalos at 𝑧 ≳ 30 (bottom panel), while it changes dra-
matically after that, which corresponds to the epoch that Pop
II SFRD starts to rise. At that time, the spatially average
LW background does not grow sufficiently (see also Figure 1
and 6), therefore, the formation rate is not suppressed in the
uniform model. On the other hand, the Pop III formation
in minihalos near to Pop II-forming halos starts to be sup-
pressed effectively due to the locally strong LW background
in the self-consistent model. This suppression gradually be-
comes strong and the formation rate is reduced by a factor of
∼ 10 and 100 at 𝑧 ∼ 20 and 15, respectively. The second peak
emerges in the self-consistent model at 𝑧 < 15. This is not
observed in the uniform model although the average forma-
tion rate is gradually suppressed due to a well-grown uniform
LW background at 𝑧 < 15. As already seen in section 4.3,
at least a 8 ℎ−1Mpc box is necessary to correctly capture the
atomic cooling regime in the case with the streaming velocity.
Our results shown here indicate that the self-consistent model
is also necessary to capture it.

Intriguingly, the SFRD of Pop III stars is similar between
both models before the second peak. This can be understood
as follows. In the uniform model, most of the minihalos
are not radiated by enough LW photons from nearby sources
to photodissociate H2 molecules within them, therefore, the
typical minihalo mass (and also Pop III mass) is smaller than
that of the self-consistent model. In fact, the Pop III mass plot
shows that the uniform model gives a number of low-mass
Pop III stars and even the HD cooling mode (𝑀III ≲ 102 M⊙)
emerges, which is not observed in the self-consistent model
regardless of the value of streaming velocity, as discussed in
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section 4.1. The difference of typical Pop III mass results in
the similar Pop III SFRD at 𝑧 ≳ 15.

5. DISCUSSIONS
5.1. Implications for the formation of supermassive black

holes at high redshift

In this section, we discuss whether the supermassive Pop III
stars can be a promising candidate of the seed of supermassive
black holes (SMBHs) by comparing the number density of
these stars with that of high-z QSOs. The global average
number density of supermassive stars per comoving Mpc3

(𝑛SMS) predicted in the four models is shown in Table 2.
Assuming each of 20, 72, 8, and 0% of the whole volume
is the spatial region with the streaming velocity of 𝑣bc = 0,
1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, respectively, the number density
of supermassive stars is predicted to be 9.54 and 5.23 per
comoving Mpc3 for 𝑀III > 104 and 105 M⊙ , respectively. The
existence of streaming velocity enhances the global number
of supermassive stars by a factor of 1.6∼2.6.

The number density estimated above is the global average.
The high-z QSOs should be hosted by massive halos at that
era, therefore, we next estimate the average number of su-
permassive stars per massive halo by counting the number
of progenitor halos where supermassive Pop III stars with
𝑀III > 104 and 105 M⊙ are born. Figure 9 shows the aver-
age number of supermassive stars accreted by a halo (𝑁SMS)
as a function of halo virial mass at 𝑧 = 7.5. Without the
streaming velocity, the number of supermassive stars is unity
in halos with 0.9 ∼ 4 × 109 M⊙ virial mass. Intriguingly,
this mass is quite similar with the prediction by Chiaki et al.
(2023), which performed a similar semi-analytic calculation
on several regions from cosmological zoom-in simulations,
although the model details are quite different. On the other
hand, taking the streaming velocity into account, the number
of supermassive stars is unity for 0.4 ∼ 1×109 M⊙ , which is a
factor of 2∼4 less massive than the case without the streaming
velocity. Cosmological hydrodynamical simulations suggest
that a halo with the mass of several 109 M⊙ and a BH seed
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Figure 7. Comparison of model results calculated on simulations with different box sizes (16, 8, and 3 ℎ−1Mpc for Phi-4096, M8, and M3,
respectively). Left and right three panels show results of the model with 𝑣bc = 0 and 1𝜎vbc, respectively. (Top) Number density of Pop III stars
across redshift as a function of the Pop III mass in a halo, same as Figure 3. (Middle) Star formation rate density, same as Figure 5. (Bottom)
Formation rate density of Pop III-forming minihalos, same as Figure 5.

with 104−6 M⊙ can produce a QSO at 𝑧 = 6 (Bhowmick et al.
2022), which is consistent with our results.

Arita et al. (2023) estimated that the halo mass of QSOs
at 𝑧 ∼ 6 is about 5.0 × 1012 ℎ−1M⊙ using clustering analysis
of spectroscopically identified QSOs. In our simulation, we
do not have halos with such mass at 𝑧 = 7.5 due to the
limiting size of simulation volume. Extrapolating the result
in Figure 9, a number of supermassive stars could be hosted by
such halos as halos merge with each other into more massive

halos. Some of the stars could also merge with each other to
form SMBHs, and the others can orbit within a main halo.
We do not consider mergers of stars (or BHs) in the current
model and plan to investigate this in future work. Future
observations is also essential to further constrain the Pop III
formation scenario (e.g., Shirakata et al. 2016; Matsuoka
et al. 2023; Oogi et al. 2023).

5.2. Single or multiple Pop III formation scenario
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Figure 8. Comparison of different implementations of the LW
feedback on the Phi-4096 simulation for the 𝑣bc = 1𝜎vbc case.
Blue and green curves show results of the fiducial (self-consistent)
model and spatially uniform 𝐽LW model, respectively. (Top) Number
density of Pop III stars across redshift as a function of the Pop III
mass in a halo, same as Figure 3. (Middle) Star formation rate
density, same as Figure 5. (Bottom) Formation rate density of Pop
III-forming minihalos, same as Figure 5.

In this study, we have assumed that a single Pop III stars is
born within a minihalo. However, recent radiative hydrody-
namical simulations showed that massive Pop III binary stars
can be born as a result of fragmentation of circumstellar disks
in the vicinity of Pop III due to the gravitational instability
(Sugimura et al. 2020). The total mass of individual stars

Table 2. Global average number density of supermassive stars per
comoving Mpc3 (𝑛SMS) for the four models. The integration results
across the streaming velocity are shown in the bottom row (labelled
“combine”), where each of 20, 72, 8, and 0% of the whole volume
is assumed to be the spatial region with the streaming velocity of
𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, respectively.

𝜎vbc
𝑛SMS

(𝑀III > 104 M⊙)
𝑛SMS

(𝑀III > 105 M⊙)
0 5.85 2.04
1 9.96 5.71
2 14.93 8.87
3 12.53 10.76

combine 9.54 5.23
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Figure 9. Average number of supermassive stars per halo (𝑁SMS)
as a function of halo virial mass at 𝑧 = 7.5. Blue and green curves
show the results for 𝑀III > 104 and 105 M⊙ , respectively. Thin and
thick curves show the results for 0𝜎vbc and the combination of four
models, respectively (details are provided in the text and Table 2
caption).

in their simulations is consistent with single star simulations
(Sugimura et al. 2023). Therefore, the Pop III mass predicted
by our model can be interpreted as an upper limit of that per
minihalo.

Another possibility is the formation of Pop III clusters as
shown by radiative hydrodynamical simulations (Hirano et al.
2018, 2023). As the value of initial streaming velocity in-
creases, the morphology of the massive gas cloud in a halo
becomes more asymmetric; hence, the fragmentation of mas-
sive gas can occur more easily. In their simulations, the
maximum of four dense gas clouds can form simultaneously.

A cosmological magnetic field can also impact the for-
mation of Pop III stars. Magnetohydrodynamic simulations
showed that the dynamo effect can exponentially amplify the
cosmological magnetic field strength around the Pop III pro-
tostars and then prevent disk fragmentation, resulting in the
formation of single massive star (Hirano & Machida 2022;
Higashi et al. 2024).
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Overall, there is no consensus about the multiplicity of the
Pop III formation at this moment, and therefore, we have
assumed that a single Pop III star is born within a minihalo
throughout this work. We will investigate this issue in our
future work.

6. SUMMARY
In this paper, we have developed a new semi-analytic frame-

work of Pop III stars and subsequent galaxy formation de-
signed to run on halo merger trees. In our framework, the
critical minihalo mass for the Pop III formation depends on the
LW flux from Pop III and II sources and the dark matter baryon
streaming velocity, motivated by results of recent radiative
hydrodynamical simulations. The Pop III mass is also mod-
elled as reproducing simulation results, taking the formation
of supermassive stars into account. Our model incorporates
the LW feedback in a self-consistent way, and therefore, the
spatial variation of LW feedback naturally emerges. We also
conducted a high-resolution cosmological simulation with
the box size of 16 ℎ−1Mpc having enough mass resolution to
resolve Pop III-forming minihalos, which is a much larger vol-
ume than that adopted in previous studies using semi-analytic
models and radiative hydrodynamical simulations. We have
combined this simulation with the semi-analytic framework
and investigated the Pop III IMF and SFRD of Pop III and II
from 𝑧 = 43 to 7.5. The results are summarized as follows.

1. The IMF of Pop III stars is top-heavy and two peaks
in the distribution exist. The first peak is around the
less massive end, which corresponds to the H2 cool-
ing halos, while the second peak corresponds to the
atomic cooling halos, where supermassive stars can be
born. The Pop III mass at the first peak increases with
the value of streaming velocity because the critical halo
mass of Pop III-forming halos also increases. The mass
of the second peak is∼ 2×105 M⊙ in our model regard-
less of the value of streaming velocity. The fractions of
such supermassive stars are about 2, 21, 57, and 83%
for 𝑣bc = 0, 1𝜎vbc, 2𝜎vbc, and 3𝜎vbc, respectively.

2. Regardless of the value of streaming velocity, the cor-
responding redshift and LW flux of the first peak on the
IMF are around 20 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 25 and 𝐽LW ≲ 10, respec-
tively. The second peak exists around 7.5 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 15
and 𝐽LW >∼ 10. As the value of streaming velocity in-
creases, the second peaks emerge from slightly higher

redshift and the number density of Pop III therein also
increases.

3. The Pop III formation begins around 𝑧 ∼ 40, and the
formation rate (in terms of the number of Pop III-
forming minihalos) rises with evolving redshift and
reaches the first peak at 20 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 25. Around this
redshift, LW flux sufficiently grows to prevent subse-
quent Pop III formation. The formation rate rises again
and reaches the second peak around 7.5 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 15
as new Pop III stars are born in atomic cooling halos,
which is also seen in SFRD. The Pop III SFRD is higher
with increasing streaming velocity, while the formation
rate density of Pop III-forming halos shows the oppo-
site sense in the H2 cooling regime. In contrast, in the
atomic cooling regime, both the SFRD and Pop III-
forming halo formation rate are higher with increasing
streaming velocity.

4. To incorporate LW feedback sufficiently from sur-
rounding Pop II stars and capture the atomic cooling
regime, at least an 8 ℎ−1Mpc simulation box is nec-
essary in the case with the streaming velocity, while
even a larger box is necessary in the case without the
streaming velocity. A model adopting spatially uniform
LW background used in many previous literatures can
not capture the atomic cooling regime, therefore, the
self-consistent model used in this paper is necessary
to correctly model Pop III stars in the atomic cooling
halos.

5. Our model predicts one supermassive star per halo with
several 109 M⊙ at z=7.5, which is enough to reproduce
a high redshift quasar.
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APPENDIX

A. EFFECT OF MASS RESOLUTION
In this appendix, we examine the effect of the mass resolution of simulations on the IMF of Pop III stars across redshift and

SFRD. Figure A1 shows the comparison of model results calculated on simulations with different mass resolutions (H3, M3, and
L3), which are 6.41 × 102, 5.13 × 103, and 1.73 × 104 ℎ−1M⊙ . The resolution of M3 is the same as the fiducial resolution, while
that of L3 is the lowest and similar to those used in other semi-analytic studies (Magg et al. 2018; Griffen et al. 2018). The results
with 𝑣bc = 0 (left panels) and 1𝜎vbc (right panels) are shown.

For the 1𝜎vbc case, three simulations give nearly converged results. For the 𝑣bc = 0 case, the H3 and M3 simulations agree
with each other, although the middle-resolution simulation slightly overpredicts Pop III stars at the massive end. On the other
hand, the L3 run underpredicts the formation rate of minihalos at 𝑧 ≳ 15 and slightly overpredicts it at 𝑧 ≲ 15, indicating that
the mass resolution of L3 is not enough to resolve minihalos with the mass close to the smallest minihalo mass (∼ 105 ℎ−1M⊙ ,
see Figure 2). Because the mass of such minihalos exceeds the critical mass at a late time as they grow, the formation rate of
minihalos at 𝑧 ≲ 15 is slightly larger in lower resolution than in higher resolution simulations. As a result, the L3 run gives a
larger number of massive stars and higher SFRD compared to the other runs for the 𝑣bc = 0 case. For the 𝑣bc = 1𝜎vbc case, this
does not occur because the critical minihalo mass is always higher.
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Figure A1. Comparison of model results calculated on simulations with different mass resolutions (H3, M3, and L3). Left and right three
panels show results of model with 𝑣bc = 0 and 1𝜎vbc, respectively. (Top) Number density of Pop III stars across redshift as a function of the Pop
III mass in a halo, same as Figure 3. (Middle) Star formation rate density, same as Figure 5. (Bottom) Formation rate density of Pop III-forming
minihalos, same as Figure 5.
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