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ABSTRACT
Recent James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) observations hint at unexpectedly intense cosmic star-formation in the early
Universe (𝑧 ≳ 10), often attributed to enhanced star-formation efficiencies (SFEs). Here, we analyze the SFE in thesan-zoom,
a novel zoom-in radiation-hydrodynamic simulation campaign of high-redshift (𝑧 ≳ 3) galaxies employing a state-of-the-art
galaxy formation model resolving the multiphase interstellar medium (ISM). The halo-scale SFE (𝜖∗halo) – the fraction of baryons
accreted by a halo that are converted to stars – follows a double power-law dependence on halo mass, with a mild redshift
evolution above 𝑀halo ≳ 109.5 M⊙ . The power-law slope is roughly 1/3 at large halo masses, consistent with expectations when
gas outflows are momentum-driven. At lower masses, the slope is roughly 2/3 and is more aligned with the energy-driven outflow
scenario. 𝜖∗halo is a factor of 2 − 3 larger than commonly assumed in empirical galaxy-formation models at 𝑀halo ≲ 1011 M⊙ . On
galactic (kpc) scales, the Kennicutt–Schmidt (KS) relation of neutral gas is universal in thesan-zoom, following ΣSFR ∝ Σ2

gas,
indicative of a turbulent energy balance in the ISM maintained by stellar feedback. The rise of 𝜖∗halo with halo mass can be traced
primarily to increasing gas surface densities in massive galaxies, while the underlying KS relation and neutral, star-forming gas
fraction remain unchanged. These results are robust against variations in numerical resolution and the specifics of star formation
and feedback recipes in simulations, depending mainly on the total feedback momentum budget. Although the increase in 𝜖∗halo
with redshift is relatively modest, it is sufficient to explain the large observed number density of UV-bright galaxies at 𝑧 ≳ 12.
However, reproducing the brightest sources at 𝑀UV ≲ −21 may require extrapolating the SFE beyond the halo mass range
directly covered by thesan-zoom.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the standard cosmological framework, galaxies form within grav-
itationally collapsed haloes of dark matter (DM; e.g. Blumenthal
et al. 1984; Davis et al. 1985), where gas accreted by the halo cools
down, collapses, fragments, and ultimately forms stars. Through-
out this process, stellar feedback is a crucial component regulating
star-formation, which would proceed rapidly and convert most of
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the baryons to stars in the absence of feedback and inevitably re-
sult in galaxies far more massive than observed (e.g. White & Frenk
1991; Katz et al. 1996; Somerville & Primack 1999; Cole et al.
2000; Springel & Hernquist 2003b; Kereš et al. 2009b). Indeed,
stellar feedback has been shown critical in reproducing the suppres-
sion of stellar-to-halo-mass ratios of low-mass galaxies (e.g. Conroy
et al. 2006; Moster et al. 2010; Behroozi et al. 2013, 2019) and
the Kennicutt–Schmidt (KS) relation observed in local star-forming
galaxies (Schmidt 1959; Kennicutt 1998). On smaller spatial scales,
stellar feedback is crucial in explaining the percent-level efficiency
of baryon-to-star conversion during the lifecycle of giant molecular

© 2025 The Authors

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

01
94

9v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 3
 M

ar
 2

02
5

mailto:xuejian@mit.edu


2 X. Shen et al.

clouds (GMCs; e.g. Zuckerman & Evans 1974; Williams & McKee
1997; Evans 1999; Evans et al. 2009; Kennicutt & Evans 2012; Sun
et al. 2023b). Meanwhile, stellar feedback is important in driving
galactic-scale gas outflows found in observations (e.g. Martin 1999;
Heckman et al. 2000; Steidel et al. 2010; Coil et al. 2011; Newman
et al. 2012), which bring metal-enriched gas into the circumgalactic
and intergalactic medium (e.g. Aguirre et al. 2001; Oppenheimer &
Davé 2006; Martin et al. 2010; Tumlinson et al. 2017).

Despite the clear role of stellar feedback in regulating star-
formation, the physical mechanism that dominates and how feed-
back energy/momentum couples to the interstellar medium (ISM)
remain critical questions in galaxy formation theory. Multiple stellar
feedback processes, such as supernovae (SNe), winds from OB and
asymptotic giant branch (AGB) stars, protostellar jets, cosmic-rays,
photoheating, and radiation pressure, all interact efficiently with the
surrounding ISM (see e.g. Draine 2011; Hopkins et al. 2018b). Pre-
processing of early stellar feedback (ESF) before SNe explosions
results in rarefied environments where SNe act more efficiently (e.g.
Krumholz & Tan 2007; Offner et al. 2009; Bate 2012; Krumholz et al.
2019; Kannan et al. 2020a). Therefore, these feedback processes can
add non-linearly in dispersing star-forming GMCs, driving gas foun-
tains and superwinds, and regulating star-formation on the galactic
scale. Only in the past decade has the new generation of cosmological
hydrodynamic simulations started to explicitly model the aforemen-
tioned feedback processes and resolve the multiphase structure of
the ISM with adequate resolution (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2014, 2018b;
Agertz et al. 2013, 2021; Kim & Ostriker 2017; Marinacci et al.
2019). This class of models has successfully reproduced a wide range
of observational properties of galaxies (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2014;
Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017; Hopkins et al. 2018b; Garrison-Kimmel
et al. 2019), including the aforementioned constraints on cosmic in-
efficient star-formation (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2014; Orr et al. 2018;
Marinacci et al. 2019). However, significant uncertainties remain
in e.g. the numeric implementation of SNe feedback (e.g. Hopkins
et al. 2018a; Hopkins 2024; Zhang et al. 2024) and radiative feedback
from massive bright stars (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2020a; Kannan et al.
2020b; Deng et al. 2024) as well as star-formation recipes, which
depend on the assumptions of the unresolved turbulence and density
structure (e.g. Padoan & Nordlund 2011; Federrath & Klessen 2012;
Semenov et al. 2016, 2024a).

While most theoretical studies focused on star-formation laws in
low-redshift galaxies (𝑧 ≲ 2), the high-redshift regime could exhibit
several qualitative differences and provide new insights into star-
formation and feedback. For example, unlike the low-redshift mature
galaxies with well-defined geometrically thin disks, high-redshift
galaxies have more complicated morphology, with clumpy, irregu-
lar structures identified in rest-frame UV (e.g. Bournaud et al. 2007;
Elmegreen et al. 2009; Förster Schreiber et al. 2011; Treu et al. 2023),
disk-like elongated structures in optical and near-infrared (e.g. Fer-
reira et al. 2022, 2023; Robertson et al. 2023b), and dynamically cold
gas disks found in ALMA observations (e.g. Rizzo et al. 2020; Tsukui
& Iguchi 2021; Roman-Oliveira et al. 2023; Rowland et al. 2024).
These geometrical factors could affect how gravitational instability
develops and feedback energy couples (e.g. Dekel et al. 2009, 2023).
In addition, time variability (“burstiness”) of star-formation likely
becomes important in the interpretation of observational results (e.g.
Tacchella et al. 2020; Mirocha & Furlanetto 2023; Shen et al. 2023;
Sun et al. 2023a; Semenov et al. 2024b). In dense star-forming re-
gions at high redshifts, star-formation could proceed rapidly due to
short free-fall time scales before the first SNe event, making ESF
processes like stellar winds and radiative feedback increasingly im-
portant in such conditions (Dekel et al. 2023). In extreme environ-

ments (total matter surface density Σtot ≳ 104 M⊙ pc−2), all forms of
feedback may fail to regulate star-formation (e.g. Grudić et al. 2018;
Hopkins et al. 2022; Menon et al. 2024), leading to extremely effi-
cient star-formation. Moreover, external background radiation that is
dynamically developed during the epoch of reionization (EoR) can
substantially suppress star-formation in low-mass haloes (e.g. Rees
1986; Bullock et al. 2000; Shapiro et al. 2004; Iliev et al. 2005;
Okamoto et al. 2008; Gnedin & Kaurov 2014; Fitts et al. 2017; Katz
et al. 2020).

Recent observations from the James Webb Space Telescope
(JWST) offer a new channel to constrain the theory of star-formation
at high redshifts. Several findings of the early JWST observations
have challenged the canonical picture of galaxy formation and ap-
pear more aligned with some of the theoretical ideas above. For
example, JWST has uncovered potentially overly-massive galaxies at
𝑧 ∼ 5−12 (e.g. Labbé et al. 2023; Xiao et al. 2024; Casey et al. 2024),
which imply an averaged star-formation efficiency (SFE) exceeding
the largest values inferred from previous lower-redshift observations.
Although many systematic uncertainties remain in interpreting these
observations, it may suggest a distinct and more violent “mode” of
star-formation in the earliest phase of galaxy evolution. In addition,
JWST has also revealed a large abundance of ultra-violet (UV)-bright
galaxies at 𝑧 ≳ 10 (e.g. Finkelstein et al. 2023, 2024; Harikane et al.
2023) that exceeds most of the theoretical predictions from pre-JWST
models (e.g. Mason et al. 2015; Tacchella et al. 2018; Behroozi et al.
2020; Kannan et al. 2023; Yung et al. 2024a). These early photo-
metric constraints have been verified by spectroscopic follow-ups up
to 𝑧 ≃ 14 (Harikane et al. 2024b,a). Among many theoretical ex-
planations for this overabundance of bright galaxies, the enhanced
SFE serves as an intuitive solution (e.g. Mason et al. 2023; Dekel
et al. 2023). Despite plausible physical arguments for more efficient
star-formation in the early Universe, numerical simulations have not
yet reached a consensus (e.g. Pallottini & Ferrara 2023; Sun et al.
2023c; Ceverino et al. 2024; Feldmann et al. 2024; Dome et al. 2024),
partly due to significant uncertainties in star-formation and feedback
models, as discussed earlier.

In this paper, we analyze the SFE of high-redshift galaxies in
the newly-developed thesan-zoom simulation suite (introduced in
Kannan et al. 2025). This campaign is designed to provide realis-
tic simulation counterparts to the plethora of high-redshift galaxies
observed by JWST. Building upon previous successful experiments
of the Smuggle galaxy formation model (Marinacci et al. 2019),
the simulation suite includes explicit modeling of star-formation
and multi-channel stellar feedback processes in the multiphase ISM
while testing several variants of the ISM physics models. The simu-
lations include on-the-fly sourcing and transfer of radiation (Kannan
et al. 2019) in seven broad bands, coupling to hydrodynamics, and
the thermochemistry of gas and dust grains (Kannan et al. 2020c).
The zoom-in galaxies are selected from the large-volume radiation-
hydrodynamical simulation thesan (Kannan et al. 2022; Garaldi
et al. 2022; Smith et al. 2022; Garaldi et al. 2024). We therefore
capture realistic external reionization, self-shielding, as well as local
radiative feedback processes

As part of the initial series of papers on thesan-zoom, this study
focuses on the SFE of high-redshift galaxies, characterized by the
baryon-to-star conversion efficiency on the halo scale and the gas
depletion time in resolved patches of ISM. This paper is organized as
follows. In Section 2, we briefly summarize the numerical methods
and the simulation suite. In Section 3, we quantify the halo-scale
SFE and discuss its dependence on halo mass and redshift. In Sec-
tion 4, we show the analyses on the KS relation of neutral gas and
explore the impact of different physical/numerical variants of the

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2025)



Star-formation efficiencies in high-redshift galaxies 3

Table 1. Numerical parameters of the thesan-zoom simulation suite. From
left to right, each column indicates:
(1) Name of the resolution level. We note that all the target haloes have been
simulated at the resolution level “L4” while only the low-mass ones were
simulated at “L8” and “L16”.
(2) Effective (total volume-equivalent) number of particles.
(3,4) Mass of the high-resolution DM particles and gas cells. The later will
also be referred to as the baryonic mass resolution 𝑚b.
(5) The comoving softening length of star and DM particles.
(6) The minimum comoving softening length of gas cells.

Name 𝑁 eff
part 𝑚DM 𝑚gas 𝜖DM,stars 𝜖 min

gas

[M⊙] [M⊙] [cpc] [cpc]
L4 2 × 84003 4.86 × 104 9.09 × 103 553.59 69.20
L8 2 × 168003 6.09 × 103 1.14 × 103 276.79 34.60
L16 2 × 336003 7.62 × 102 1.42 × 102 138.30 17.30

Table 2. The set of thesan-zoom simulations used for analyses in this paper.
From left to right, each column indicates:
(1) Names of the simulated galaxies, with the numbers representing the log-
arithm of halo mass at 𝑧 = 3 (in the corresponding DM-only run) and colors
consistent with the ones adopted later in plots.
(2) The halo mass, 𝑀crit,200, of the main target halo at 𝑧 = 3 (in the corre-
sponding DM-only run).
(3) The maximum resolution level that the galaxy has been simulated with.
(4,5,6) The model variants that have been experimented with (see Section 2.3
for details).

Name 𝑀halo (𝑧 = 3) max res. no add. no 𝑅lim vary cell-
[ M⊙] level ESF for SNe level 𝜖ff

m13.0 8.93 × 1012 L4 x x x
m12.6 4.07 × 1012 L4 x x x
m12.2 1.58 × 1012 L4 x x x
m11.9 7.70 × 1011 L4 ✓ x x
m11.5 3.28 × 1011 L4 ✓ x x
m11.1 1.40 × 1011 L8 ✓ ✓ ✓

m10.8 5.93 × 1010 L8 ✓ x x
m10.4 2.53 × 1010 L8 ✓ ✓ ✓

m10.0 1.07 × 1010 L8 x x x
m9.7 4.58 × 109 L16 ✓ ✓ ✓

m9.3 1.95 × 109 L16 ✓ ✓ ✓

m8.9 8.29 × 108 L16 ✓ ✓ ✓

m8.5 3.51 × 108 L16 ✓ ✓ ✓

m8.2 1.52 × 108 L16 ✓ ✓ ✓

galaxy formation model. We propose a simple analytical picture to
understand the evolution of the KS relation and its connection to
the halo-scale SFE. Discussions and conclusions are presented in
Section 5 and Section 6. Throughout the paper, we assume the cos-
mological parameters from Planck Collaboration et al. (2016) (ob-
tained from their TT,TE,EE+lowP+lensing+BAO+JLA+H0 dataset),
with 𝐻0 = 67.74 km s−1/Mpc, Ωm = 0.3089, ΩΛ = 0.6911,
Ωb = 0.0486, 𝜎8 = 0.8159, and 𝑛s = 0.9667.

2 SIMULATIONS

2.1 Radiation-hydrodynamics

The analysis in this paper is based on the thesan-zoom simulation
suite. The overview of the suite and the introduction of simulation
methods are presented in Kannan et al. (2025). This section briefly

summarizes the key numeric techniques and galaxy formation model
ingredients in this simulation suite. Target DM haloes for zoom-in
simulations are drawn from the parent DM-only counterpart of the
fiducial simulation in the thesan project (Kannan et al. 2022; Garaldi
et al. 2022; Smith et al. 2022; Garaldi et al. 2024). In total, we select
14 galaxies at 𝑧 = 3 covering the halo mass range 108 to 1013 M⊙ .
The zoom-in initial conditions were created with a new code that
allows arbitrarily shaped high-resolution regions (Puchwein et al. in
prep.). The thesan-zoom simulations utilized the massively paral-
lel, multi-physics simulation code Arepo (Springel 2010; Pakmor
et al. 2016a; Weinberger et al. 2020) with its radiation hydrodynamic
extension (Kannan et al. 2019; Zier et al. 2024). The gravitational
forces are calculated using a hybrid approach, with the short-range
forces computed using a hierarchical Tree algorithm (Barnes & Hut
1986) and the long-range forces calculated using the Particle Mesh
method (Aarseth 2003). Radiation-hydrodynamic (RHD) equations
are solved using a quasi-Lagrangian Godunov scheme on a mov-
ing, unstructured Voronoi mesh following the motion of the gas.
Radiation fields are simulated by casting the radiative transfer (RT)
equation into a set of hyperbolic conservation laws of its zeroth and
first moments, i.e. photon number density and flux (Kannan et al.
2019), closed using the M1 scheme (Levermore 1984; Dubroca &
Feugeas 1999). We discretize the radiation field in seven radiation
bins, including the infrared (IR), optical, far-UV, Lyman-Werner, H
ionizing bands, and the two He ionizing bands. The numeric parame-
ters and information of the main target halos for zoom-in simulations
are listed in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively.

One of the key innovations of thesan-zoom is the modeling of
external radiation fields, developed during the EoR with an inho-
mogeneous geometry. The external radiation is an important source
of feedback for low-mass haloes that can suppress gas inflows and
star-formation (e.g. Rees 1986; Shapiro et al. 2004; Okamoto et al.
2008). A strong external radiation field can reduce the number of
low-mass galaxies and the production of ionizing photons from
these sources, which weaken the local contribution to the radiation
field. Self-consistently modeling this complicated cyclical feedback
loop requires radiation hydrodynamics coupled with accurate galaxy
formation models (Pawlik et al. 2017; Borrow et al. 2023). How-
ever, most of the previous cosmological simulations typically adopt
a redshift-dependent but spatially uniform UV background (e.g.
Faucher-Giguère et al. 2009; Haardt & Madau 2012) to simulate
the impact of the large-scale radiation fields. These models can re-
sult in an artificial sharp transition between a fully neutral and a fully
ionized Universe (Puchwein et al. 2019; Borrow et al. 2023) and miss
the patchiness of reionization and the radiation field intensity (e.g.
Puchwein et al. 2023). The self-shielding approximations (Rahmati
et al. 2013) adopted in these models can also break down during the
development of radiation fields during the process of reionization.
We take a different approach since the thesan-zoom galaxies are
selected from the parent thesan-1 simulation, which simultaneously
models the large-scale structure, the properties of the galaxies, and
the evolution of the radiation field around the selected haloes. We
save the radiation field maps from the parent simulation with a high
cadence and use it as the boundary condition of the zoom-in runs,
by interpolating them in space and time. Inflowing radiation is then
propagated into the high-resolution region. This allows for a more re-
alistic treatment of reionization for objects that are inefficient sources
of ionizing radiation and reionize outside-in 1. At low redshift, af-

1 The parent thesan-1 simulation adopted a sub-grid model for the unre-
solved ISM (Springel & Hernquist 2003a). We note that inconsistencies could
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UV-optical image Neutral gas LyC radiation Gas temperature

5 kpc log (T[K])
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Figure 1. A visual inspection of the surface density of neutral and molecular gas (bottom left) and Lyman-continuum (LyC) radiation field (bottom right) around
the thesan-zoom galaxy “m12.6” at 𝑧 ≃ 6. The orange circle shows the halo virial radius. In the top row from left to right, we show zoom-in views of galaxy
stellar light in UV-optical bands, neutral gas distribution, LyC radiation field, and gas temperature. The galaxy has an irregular morphology with UV luminous
clumps. The ISM of the galaxy is highly turbulent and displays a clear multiphase structure in the temperature map. The LyC radiation field strongly correlates
with the distribution of young blue stars in the UV-optical image. Cold neutral gas fueling the galaxy comes from filamentary structures that are dense and
self-shielded against the ionizing radiation background.

ter the final output of the parent simulation (𝑧 = 5.5), we smoothly
switch to setting the external radiation field based on a homogeneous
UV background model (Faucher-Giguère et al. 2009).

In Figure 1, we present a visual inspection of a thesan-zoom
galaxy “m12.6” at 𝑧 ≃ 6. We show the surface density of neutral and
molecular gas and Lyman-continuum (LyC) radiation field2 around
this galaxy. The thickness of the layer for projection is set the same
as the field-of-view. In the top row from left to right, we show zoom-
in views of galaxy stellar light in UV-optical bands, neutral gas
distribution, LyC radiation field, and gas temperature.

exist in the external radiation fields as the zoom-in regions are simulated with
the more advanced ISM model. The reionization history in Thesan is how-
ever in good agreement with observational constraints, suggesting that the
radiation field in the IGM is reasonably realistic.
2 To be specific, we show the photon density in the H ionizing band, which
has been corrected for the reduced speed of light in the simulation. The
physical photon density should be 100 times smaller than the values recorded
here.

2.2 Cooling, star-formation, and feedback

Gas is coupled to the radiation fields using a non-equilibrium thermo-
chemical network (Kannan et al. 2020c), which calculates the non-
equilibrium abundance of H2,H i,H ii,He i,He ii, and He iii as well
as the resulting primordial cooling rates. In addition, we include tab-
ulated cooling rates for metals, photoelectric heating, cooling from
dust-gas-radiation interactions, and Compton cooling/heating from
the cosmic microwave background. Star-formation happens in dense
(limited to 𝑛H > 10 cm−3 but typically severl orders of magnitude
denser), self-gravitating (Hopkins et al. 2013), Jeans-unstable (Tru-
elove et al. 1997) gas. The cell-level SFE per free-fall is assumed to
be 100%. According to this rate, collisionless particles representing
stellar populations are spawned stochastically from gas cells with the
probability drawn from a Poisson distribution.

Following Marinacci et al. (2019), we model stellar feedback from
SNe and stellar winds from young massive OB stars and AGB stars.
Assuming a Chabrier (2003) stellar initial mass function, we com-
pute the SNe rate for each stellar particle and model them as discrete
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events with additional time-stepping constraints such that the ex-
pected value for the number of SNe events per time-step is of the
order of unity. Each SNe explosion injects the canonical 1051 erg
energy into the surrounding ISM within a coupling radius, which
accounts for the fact that the energy/momentum from SNe is not
expected to have a strong impact on ISM properties beyond the su-
perbubble radius (Hopkins et al. 2018b) and is taken to be 2 physical
kpc in the fiducial runs. Additional corrections for the unresolved
Sedov-Taylor phase of the SNe blast wave are included with a termi-
nal momentum (Hopkins et al. 2018a; Marinacci et al. 2019). On the
other hand, the mass, momentum, and energy injection rates of stel-
lar winds are calculated using the analytical prescriptions in Hopkins
et al. (2018b, 2023) which are based on the Starburst99 (Leitherer
et al. 1999) stellar evolution model. To model the radiative feedback
from young massive stars, the luminosity and spectral energy density
of stars as a function of age and metallicity are taken from the Binary
Population and Spectral Synthesis models (BPASS; Eldridge et al.
2017), which are then tracked by the RT method described above.
Photoionization, radiation pressure, and photoelectric heating are
handled by the non-equilibrium thermochemical network (Kannan
et al. 2020c, 2021). An additional empirical ESF is included in the
first 5 Myr after the formation time of a stellar particle with total
momentum injection rates comparable to the SNe feedback. As dis-
cussed in detail in Kannan et al. (2025), this gives better agreement
with the stellar-mass-halo-mass relations at high redshifts (e.g. Tac-
chella et al. 2018; Behroozi et al. 2019) and may represent missing
physics in the simulations. Dust is modelled as a scalar property of
the gas cells as outlined in McKinnon et al. (2016, 2017), which
includes the production of dust from SNe and AGB stars, the growth
in dense ISM, and the destruction by SNe shocks and sputtering.
One caveat of the model is the physics of supermassive black holes
(SMBHs) and feedback from active galactic nuclei (AGN) are not in-
cluded, of which the impact on high-redshift galaxies is debated (e.g.
Kimmig et al. 2025; Kokorev et al. 2024; Maiolino et al. 2024; Silk
et al. 2024) and may affect the most massive galaxies in thesan-
zoom when they reach 𝑀halo ≳ 1012 M⊙ . This will be explored in
follow-up simulations.

2.3 Simulations with model variations

In addition to the fiducial setup introduced above, thesan-zoom
includes several sets of runs with variants of the physics models.
Here, we will discuss the ones relevant to this paper and refer readers
to Kannan et al. (2025) for details of the full suite.
(1) Varying cell-level SFE: In the fiducial runs, we convert gas
cells that satisfy the star-forming criteria with a cell-level SFE
per free-fall time 𝜖ff = 100%. The star-formation rate (SFR) of a
gas cell is therefore computed as SFR = 𝜖ff 𝑚cell/𝑡ff (𝜌cell), where
𝑡ff (𝜌cell) ≡

√︁
3𝜋/32 G 𝜌cell is the free-fall time at the density of the

cell. The underlying assumption of taking 𝜖ff to unity is the rapid dis-
sipation of turbulence to the viscous scale and therefore negligible
time for further fragmentation and star-formation below the resolu-
tion scale (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2014). This is connected to the results
of higher-resolution simulations of turbulent clouds (e.g. Padoan &
Nordlund 2011). However, smaller values of 𝜖ff are suggested in stud-
ies accounting for the unresolved density and turbulence fields (e.g.
Krumholz & McKee 2005; Hennebelle & Chabrier 2011; Semenov
et al. 2016) and appear more consistent with observations of star-
formation in dense gas (e.g. Krumholz et al. 2012; Sun et al. 2023b).
It has been shown in many works that the choice of 𝜖ff can sig-
nificantly affect the distribution functions of dense gas in the ISM,

the physical properties of GMCs captured in simulations, as well as
potential observables that are sensitive to dense gas. Motivated by
these, in one set of runs, 𝜖ff is changed from 100% to a variable value.
It starts off small with 1% at the threshold density of 𝑛H = 10 cm−3

and scales linearly with the density of the gas to reach a maximum
value of 100% at 𝑛H ≥ 103 cm−3.
(2) Remove the additional ESF: In the fiducial runs, we impose
an additional ESF acting in the first 5 Myr after the birth of a
single stellar population. The momentum injection rate is set to
1000 km s−1 Myr−1 per stellar mass formed. This is an empirical
but necessary component to match observational constraints when
ESF from stellar winds is suppressed in low-metallicity environments
at high redshifts. This may represent missing additional physics in
our simulations, like cosmic-rays (e.g. Pakmor et al. 2016b; Buck
et al. 2020; Hopkins et al. 2020b), magnetic fields (e.g. Marinacci &
Vogelsberger 2016; Hopkins et al. 2020b), Lyman-𝛼 radiation pres-
sure (e.g. Smith et al. 2017; Kimm et al. 2018; Nebrin et al. 2025)
or other numerical uncertainties. Nevertheless, in one set of runs, we
experiment with removing this additional component and investigate
its impact on galaxy properties.
(3) Remove the limiting radius of SNe feedback coupling: In the
fiducial model, we assume that the energy/momentum from SNe
does not have a strong impact on ISM beyond the superbubble ra-
dius (Hopkins et al. 2018b). This radius depends on the energy of
SNe and other ISM properties. For simplicity, following Marinacci
et al. (2019), we use a constant value of the limiting radius 2 kpc for
our fiducial model. In one set of runs, we experiment with removing
this limiting radius.

2.4 Halo catalog and merger trees

In thesan-zoom, the DM haloes are identified using the friends-of-
friends (FOF; Davis et al. 1985) algorithm with a linking length of 0.2
times the initial mean inter-particle distance. Stellar particles and gas
cells are attached to these FOF primaries in a secondary linking stage.
The SUBFIND-HBT algorithm (Springel et al. 2021) is then used to
identify gravitationally bound subhaloes. We trace the progenitors of
subhaloes over time using the SUBFIND-HBT algorithm and doc-
ument the growth histories of the most massive subhalo progenitor
(and its host halo). In this work, we focus on the central galaxies,
defined as the most massive galaxy (i.e. having the largest total mass
of stellar particles associated with the subhalo) in a DM halo. Halo
virial mass and radius are defined using spherical overdensity crite-
rion as 𝑀halo = 𝑀crit,200 and 𝑅vir = 𝑅crit,200. Galaxy stellar mass
(𝑀∗) is defined as the sum of stellar particle masses within twice
the stellar-half-mass radius. Additionally, all DM haloes that do not
contain any low-resolution DM, stellar particles, or gas cells within
𝑅vir are designated as uncontaminated and included in our analysis.

3 HALO-SCALE STAR-FORMATION EFFICIENCY

In this section, we study the efficiency of converting baryons to stars
at the scale of a DM halo. We define the instantaneous halo-scale
SFE as

𝜖∗halo ≡ SFR/ ¤𝑀gas ≃ SFR/( 𝑓b ¤𝑀halo), (1)

where 𝑓b ≡ Ωb/Ωm ≃ 0.16 is the baryon mass fraction of the
Universe, and ¤𝑀halo ( ¤𝑀gas) is the total (gas) mass accretion rate of
the halo. To measure this in practice, we take a segment of a target
galaxy’s main progenitor evolution history with a duration of 𝑡dyn ≡
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Figure 2. Stellar mass versus halo mass of simulated galaxies in thesan-
zoom at 𝑧 = 3, 5, 7. We measure the median halo mass and stellar mass of a
galaxy during its evolution within 𝑧±0.5. The main target galaxies are shown
with colors consistent with the choices in Table 2 and results from L4, L8,
and L16 runs are shown in circles, squares, and stars, respectively. All central
galaxies in the zoom-in region are shown as gray points in the background.
We compare the results with empirical/abundance matching constraints from
Behroozi et al. (2013, 2019); Rodríguez-Puebla et al. (2017); Harikane et al.
(2016, 2018); Tacchella et al. (2018). The gray stars with error bars show
indirect constraints from the star-formation histories of local dwarf galaxies
in Madau et al. (2014) at 𝑧 ∼ 6. The thesan-zoom results are in excellent
agreement with these (indirect) observational constraints in overlapped mass
ranges, (at least partially) as a consequence of the calibration of the additional
ESF in the model.

𝑅vir/𝑉vir, compute the change in galaxy stellar mass and host halo
mass, and obtain the averaged 𝜖∗halo as Δ𝑀∗/( 𝑓b Δ𝑀halo). We repeat
this for all segments found within 2 × 𝑡dyn around a target redshift
and report the median and 1𝜎 scatters of 𝜖∗halo. In principle, Δ𝑀∗
and Δ𝑀halo here can include mass growth through mergers, which
can contaminate the measured 𝜖∗halo if strong halo mass or redshift
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Figure 3. Stellar mass versus halo mass of simulated galaxies in runs with
physics variants at 𝑧 ≃ 3. We compare results in the fiducial runs and the runs
with no additional ESF, since this is the only physics variant that gives rise
to substantial differences in galaxy stellar-to-halo mass ratios. Results from
L4 and L8 runs are shown in circles and squares, respectively. Without the
additional ESF, galaxy stellar masses can be overpredicted by up to an order
of magnitudes at 𝑀halo ≳ 1011 M⊙ . The additional ESF component does not
affect the results in lower-mass galaxies or at higher redshifts.

dependence exist. However, as will be shown later in Section 5.1, the
majority of the stellar mass is built in-situ in thesan-zoom galaxies.

3.1 Stellar-to-halo mass relations – integrated halo-scale SFE

If we integrate Equation (1), we can obtain the galaxy stellar mass

𝑀∗ =
∫

𝜖∗halo (𝑀halo, 𝑧) 𝑓b d𝑀halo. (2)

This integral gives the stellar versus halo mass relation of galaxies,
representing an integrated version of the halo-scale SFE. Since this
relation is more often used in literature for model calibration, we will
first investigate it before moving back to the instantaneous halo-scale
SFE.

In Figure 2, we present the stellar versus halo mass relations of
thesan-zoom galaxies at three representative redshifts. We show
results for both the main target galaxies and all central galaxies
in the zoom-in region (with 𝑀halo ≥ 108 M⊙ and uncontaminated
from low-resolution particles). The galaxy stellar mass exhibits a
tight correlation with the host halo mass, which does not display
apparent evolution through redshifts. The stellar-to-halo-mass ratios
are always significantly lower than the universal baryon fraction and
are decreasing towards lower halo masses, which is a result of both
the internal stellar feedback and the external feedback from radiation
backgrounds. The stellar-to-halo-mass ratios we obtain agree with the
observational constraints using empirical model fitting or abundance
matching (e.g. Behroozi et al. 2013, 2019; Rodríguez-Puebla et al.
2017; Harikane et al. 2016, 2018) in relatively massive haloes probed
by observations. At 𝑀halo ∼ 109 M⊙ , we compare our results with the
indirect constraints in Madau et al. (2014) based on the star-formation
histories of local dwarf galaxies and also find decent agreement.
In Figure 3, we show the same relation at 𝑧 ≃ 3 in the fiducial
runs versus runs without the additional ESF. Out of all the physics
variants we have tested, this is the only one that substantially affects
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Figure 4. Halo-scale SFE of thesan-zoom galaxies from 𝑧 ≃ 4 to 𝑧 ≃ 14. As discussed in the main text, we take the growth track of galaxies within 2 × 𝑡dyn
around the target redshift and measure SFE for each segment of a duration 𝑡dyn. The circles and vertical error bars show the median and 1𝜎 scatters of the SFE
while the horizontal error bars show the 1𝜎 scatters of the halo mass during the subtracted growth track. Results from L4, L8, and L16 runs are shown in circles,
squares, and stars, respectively. The gray points in the background are the median SFE of all central galaxies in the zoom-in regions of thesan-zoom. We compare
our results with constraints through empirical models/abundance matching from Mason et al. (2015); Behroozi et al. (2019); Harikane et al. (2022); Shen et al.
(2023, 2024a) shown in gray lines. We also compare them with results from other cosmological hydrodynamic simulations, the FIREBox (Feldmann et al. 2024)
in red and the FirstLight (Ceverino et al. 2017, 2024) in blue. The red and blue arrows on the top show the halo mass thresholds of the feedback-free (Dekel
et al. 2023) and feedback-failure (Boylan-Kolchin 2024) scenarios, which could lead to order-unity halo-scale SFE. The orange-shaded region shows a relaxed
form of the feedback-free scenario considering the duty cycles of starbursts (Li et al. 2024).

the stellar-to-halo-mass ratios. At 𝑧 ≃ 3, without the additional ESF,
stellar masses can be overpredicted by up to an order of magnitude at
𝑀halo ≳ 1011 M⊙ . The differences are negligible at higher redshifts
but potentially due to the limited halo mass range covered by thesan-
zoom. Since the discrepancy only shows up in the massive end, it hints
that the dominant ESF in low-mass galaxies (𝑀halo ≳ 1011 M⊙) at
high redshifts is not the additional ESF we include. Given the weak
contribution from stellar winds in low-metallicity environments at
these redshifts (e.g. Hirschi 2007; Dekel et al. 2023), the dominant
ESF mechanism is likely the radiative heating from young massive
stars and external radiation fields. The agreement with observational
constraints in the massive end should be understood as a consequence
of the calibration we perform by varying the strength of the additional
ESF component in the model.

3.2 Instantaneous halo-scale SFE

In Figure 4, we present the instantaneous halo-scale SFE of thesan-
zoom galaxies versus host halo mass from 𝑧 ≃ 4 to 𝑧 ≃ 14. The
median and 1𝜎 scatter of the SFE (along the segment of halo growth
histories discussed at the beginning of Section 3) is represented by
points and their vertical error bars. The horizontal error bars indicate
the halo mass range along the segment. The halo-scale SFE shows a
clear dependence on halo mass, with a mild increase from ≲ 1% in
low-mass dwarf haloes (≲ 109 M⊙) to ∼ 10% in Milky Way-mass

haloes (∼ 1012 M⊙). The redshift dependence of halo-scale SFE is
limited in the halo mass range probed by thesan-zoom. We com-
pare the results to constraints from abundance matching or empirical
model calibrations (Mason et al. 2015; Behroozi et al. 2019; Harikane
et al. 2022; Shen et al. 2023, 2024a). At 𝑀halo ≲ 1010 M⊙ , the halo-
scale SFE in thesan-zoom is about a factor of 2−3 higher than most
of the empirical model constraints. This could be due to either lim-
ited observational data used for calibration that biases SFE towards
low-redshift results or ansatz about halo mass functions and accretion
histories in these works that are different from our simulation pre-
dictions. The mild increase of 𝜖∗halo at 𝑧 ≳ 12 agrees better with the
constraints from the UniverseMachine (Behroozi et al. 2019). Since
these empirical constraints of halo-scale SFE are often the backbones
of canonical empirical/semi-analytical models of galaxy formation,
the enhanced SFE we find in thesan-zoom may have implications
for the “overabundance” of bright galaxies at 𝑧 ≳ 10 revealed by
JWST, which will be discussed in Section 5.

We also compare our results to other cosmological hydrodynamic
simulations, FIREBox(-HR) (“100 Myr-average” results; Feldmann
et al. 2024) and FirstLight (Ceverino et al. 2024). In general, our
results are in good agreement with the “redshift-independent” re-
lation found in FIREBox despite higher SFE in low-mass haloes
at ≲ 109 M⊙ . Compared to the FirstLight simulations, we find at
≳ 1011 M⊙ halo-scale SFE smaller by roughly half an order of mag-
nitude at 𝑧 ≃ 6. At 𝑧 ≃ 12, their results are outside the halo mass
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Figure 5. Halo-scale SFE versus halo mass (top) and virial velocity (bottom)
of thesan-zoom galaxies at different redshifts. We show the best-fit double
power-law relations from 𝑧 ≃ 4 to 𝑧 ≃ 14. In the top panel, red and blue
arrows show the same feedback-free/failure thresholds (at 𝑧 = 10) as in
Figure 4. For clarity, we only keep the results from FIREBox (dashed line;
Feldmann et al. 2024) and UniverseMachine (dot-dashed line; Behroozi et al.
2019) for comparison. In the low-mass end (𝑀halo ≲ 109 M⊙), there is almost
no redshift evolution but the SFEs are higher than the redshift-independent
values found in FIREBox. Compared to UniverseMachine, we predict up to
half a dex higher SFE at 𝑀halo ≲ 1011 M⊙ . At low redshifts, the relation has
a double power-law shape with a characteristic slope of roughly 1/3 (2/3) in
the high-mass (low-mass) end. This transition to a single power-law of slope
∼ 2/3 at higher redshifts with a mild increase of SFE at 𝑀halo ≳ 109.5 M⊙ .
However, due to the limited halo mass range covered by thesan-zoom, we
cannot conclude (with statistical significance) if the same scaling extends to
more massive haloes. The corresponding dependence on virial velocity is
∝ 𝑉vir and ∝ 𝑉2

vir at high and low masses, respectively, which likely reflects
the nature of gas outflows (see discussions in the main text).

range covered by thesan-zoom but would more or less lie on the
extrapolation of our 𝜖∗halo if a single power-law dependence on 𝑀halo
is assumed (see also the fitting later in this section).

Motivated by recent JWST observations of bright and potentially
massive galaxies at high redshifts, many mechanisms have been pro-
posed that can drive efficient star-formation in extreme environments
at these redshifts. For example, Dekel et al. (2023) and Li et al.
(2024) discussed a feedback-free starburst scenario, where the free-
fall times of star-forming regions become short enough to evade SNe
feedback while “early” feedback from stellar winds is suppressed
in low-metallicity environments at high-redshift. Boylan-Kolchin
(2024) considered a feedback-failure scenario: enhanced DM den-

Table 3. Best-fit double power-law parameters for 𝜖 ∗halo (𝑀halo ) at each red-
shift (see Equation 3). In practice, the fits reduce to a single power-law at
𝑧 ≥ 8 (but could be due to an insufficient number of massive haloes). There-
fore, we fix 𝑀0 and the low-mass end slope 𝛽 becomes a redundant parameter
colored in gray.

z log (𝑀max
halo /M⊙ ) log (𝑀0/M⊙ ) log (𝜖0 ) 𝛼 𝛽

4 12.12 9.50 (fixed) −1.59 0.21 0.83
5 11.96 8.77 −1.96 0.24 1.03
6 11.33 9.32 −1.73 0.31 0.62
7 11.02 7.89 −2.62 0.47 1.33
8 10.56 9.00 (fixed) −1.86 0.54 0.54
10 10.23 9.00 (fixed) −1.78 0.64 0.64
12 9.90 9.00 (fixed) −1.72 0.62 0.62
14 9.53 9.00 (fixed) −1.73 0.65 0.65

sity in massive haloes at high redshifts provides deep gravitational
potentials such that any form of feedback would fail to dissociate
dense giant molecular clouds (e.g. Grudić et al. 2018; Hopkins et al.
2022; Menon et al. 2024) and regulate star-formation. We over-plot
the mass thresholds for these mechanisms to operate in Figure 4. In
the halo mass range probed by thesan-zoom, we find no evidence for
a sharp transition of 𝜖∗halo to order unity at these masses. This could be
due to the limited duty cycle of the phase of efficient star-formation in
these scenarios, which stays as an unconstrained free parameter. We
also show the feedback-free starburst predictions from Li et al. (2024),
which considered the duty cycle of feedback-free starburst and con-
strained this free parameter using observations. However, with the
limited halo mass range covered by thesan-zoom, we cannot draw
conclusions about haloes deep enough in the feedback-free/failure
regime to support or challenge these scenarios.

At each redshift, we fit the 𝜖∗halo − 𝑀halo relation with a double
power-law function

𝜖∗halo =
𝜖0

(𝑀halo/𝑀0)−𝛼 + (𝑀halo/𝑀0)−𝛽
, (3)

where 𝛼 and 𝛽 are the high- and low-mass end slopes, if we force
𝛼 ≤ 𝛽. For the fitting, we combine the SFEs of the main target
haloes and all central galaxies in the zoom-in region (with equal
weights between the two groups of data). The best-fit parameters are
summarized in Table 3. In the top panel of Figure 5, we show the
best-fit 𝜖∗halo − 𝑀halo relations from 𝑧 ≃ 4 to 𝑧 ≃ 14. We find that
𝜖∗halo ∼ 𝑀

1/3
halo at 𝑀halo ≳ 109 M⊙ and the slope becomes steeper

to about 𝜖∗halo ∼ 𝑀
2/3
halo at lower masses. For reference, we show the

FIREBox result as in Figure 4 again, which almost overlaps with
our 𝑧 ≲ 6 relations at 𝑀halo ≳ 109 M⊙ . The agreement is probably
not surprising given the similar numerical hydrodynamic methods
and architecture of the galaxy formation model adopted. However, at
lower masses, thesan-zoom predicts a steeper decline of 𝜖∗halo, which
likely stems from the more appropriate RT and treatments of UV
background and thermochemistry. Unlike FIREBox, which reported
a redshift-independent relation, we find that the 𝜖∗halo−𝑀halo relation
becomes steeper approaching higher redshifts and approximates to
a single power-law at least in the mass range covered by thesan-
zoom. We note that the fits at these redshifts are highly sensitive to
the limited number of massive haloes in thesan-zoom, and should
therefore be interpreted with caution. Meanwhile, in the low-mass
end, no significant redshift dependence is found.

What might determine the slope of the 𝜖∗halo − 𝑀halo relation? A
simple analytical relation can be derived from the nature of feedback-
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driven winds (e.g. Feldmann et al. 2024). From the conservation
of baryon mass in the halo (e.g. Bouché et al. 2010; Davé et al.
2012), we first have SFR (1 + 𝜂) ≃ 𝑓b ¤𝑀halo, where 𝜂 is the mass-
loading factor of the feedback-driven wind. Reorganizing the terms,
we obtain 𝜖∗halo ∝ (1 + 𝜂)−1 ∼ 𝜂−1, where we assume 𝜂 ≫ 1. If
the wind is momentum-driven, we expect (e.g. Murray et al. 2005)
SFR (𝑃∗/𝑚∗) = ¤𝑀w 𝑉w = 𝜂 SFR𝑉w, where (𝑃∗/𝑚∗) is a roughly
constant momentum injection from stellar feedback per unit stellar
mass formed, 𝑉w is the terminal velocity of the wind. This implies
𝜂 ∼ 𝑉−1

w . If we further assume that𝑉w scales with the escape velocity
of the halo (𝑉esc ∝ 𝑉vir ∝ 𝑀

1/3
halo), we obtain 𝜖∗halo ∝ 𝑀

1/3
halo. Such a

scaling applies to massive haloes3 where the superbubbles generated
by clustered SNe feedback do not break out the ISM while radiative
cooling is efficient at the shell of ejecta (e.g. Kim et al. 2017; Fielding
et al. 2018). Feedback momentum is conserved in driving galactic-
scale wind. The halo mass dependence is consistent with the findings
from relatively massive haloes in thesan-zoom. In Section 4, we will
derive the same scaling but instead from the “microscopic” features of
star-forming complexes assuming an equilibrium of turbulent energy
dissipation and injection from feedback.

On the other hand, if the wind is energy-driven, we expect (e.g.
Chevalier & Clegg 1985; Murray et al. 2005) SFR (𝐸∗/𝑚∗) =

𝜂 SFR𝑉2
w, where (𝐸∗/𝑚∗) is a constant energy output from stel-

lar feedback per unit stellar mass formed. Similarly, we obtain
𝜖∗halo ∼ 𝑉2

vir ∝ 𝑀
2/3
halo, which better applies to low-mass haloes in

thesan-zoom. In this regime, superbubbles driven by feedback can
break out, and most of the SNe ejecta can freely vent out the ISM in an
energy-conserving fashion (e.g. Fielding et al. 2018). Another possi-
bility for energy-driven wind is that radiative heating becomes most
important and evaporates gas out of the halo (Rees 1986; Shapiro et al.
2004; Okamoto et al. 2008). This happens when the virial tempera-
ture drops below roughly 104 K, corresponding to 𝑀halo ∼ 109 M⊙
at these redshifts, which roughly agrees with the break halo mass
we find. Therefore, the 𝜖∗halo − 𝑀halo relation in thesan-zoom can
be interpreted as an energy-driven mode in low-mass haloes and a
momentum-driven mode in massive haloes. In the bottom panel of
Figure 5, we illustrate this idea more directly by showing 𝜖∗halo ver-
sus 𝑉vir. The transition between the two modes has previously been
found in simulations of low-redshift galaxies using similar galaxy
formation models (e.g. Hopkins et al. 2012; Muratov et al. 2015;
Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017). For example, in Muratov et al. (2015),
the transition is at 𝑉vir ∼ 60 km s−1, which would correspond to
𝑀halo ∼ 1010 M⊙ at 𝑧 ≃ 4. It is close but slightly larger than where
we find the break of the 𝜖∗halo − 𝑀halo relation.

3.3 Halo-scale SFE in simulations with model variations

In Figure 6, we show the instantaneous halo-scale SFE of main target
galaxies at 𝑧 ≃ 6 in runs with model variations. We note that the
physics variants have only been run for a subset of haloes as listed
in Table 2 and therefore do not cover the same halo mass range as
the fiducial runs. In low-mass haloes (𝑀halo ≲ 1010 M⊙), none of
the physics variants affect the halo-scale SFE. The independence of
cell-level SFE and numerical resolution indicates that star-formation
in these galaxies has reached self-regulation. Detailed star-formation
recipes chosen at the resolution scale no longer affect halo-scale
star-formation. 𝜖∗halo is also independent of details of SNe feedback

3 Further flattening or a reversed scaling at even higher halo masses could
exist due to AGN feedback, which is not included in the thesan-zoom simu-
lations.
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Figure 6. Halo-scale SFE of thesan-zoom galaxies in runs with different
physics at 𝑧 ≃ 6. We compare the results of the fiducial runs to the runs with
no additional ESF, with varying cell-level SFE, and with no limiting radius for
SNe feedback (see Section 2 for details). The gray lines in the background are
the same constraints from empirical models shown in Figure 4 above while
the red and blue lines show predictions from FIREBox and Firstlight as in
Figure 4. At 𝑀halo ≲ 1010 M⊙ , no substantial differences in halo-scale SFE
are found between runs with physics variants. At 𝑀halo ≳ 1010 M⊙ , the suite
only has variants with no additional ESF. The halo-scale SFEs are about half a
dex higher than the values in the fiducial run, which are more aligned with the
predictions from the FirstLight simulation. Such a difference is consistent
with the larger stellar-to-halo-mass ratios in runs with no additional ESF at
lower redshifts, as shown in Figure 3.

coupling and the additional ESF at these halo masses. In more mas-
sive haloes (𝑀halo ≳ 1010 M⊙), we only have simulations without
additional ESF tested. In these runs, the halo-scale SFE starts to
ramp up and appears to be more consistent with the results from
the FirstLight simulations. These are consistent with the impacts we
found for the stellar-to-halo-mass relations above. It highlights the
importance of the treatment of ESF in regulating star-formation in
massive dwarf to Milky Way-mass haloes.

4 GALAXY-SCALE STAR-FORMATION EFFICIENCY

In observations, the efficiency of star-formation is often expressed
as the depletion time (𝑡dep) of certain phases of gas resolved over
roughly kpc scales. The phase of gas traced can be neutral (HI+H2),
molecular (H2), or other dense gas tracers. We focus on neutral gas
in this paper. One can rewrite the halo-scale SFE as

𝜖∗halo ≃ 1
𝑡dep

𝑀gas
𝑓b 𝑀halo

𝑀halo
¤𝑀halo

(4)

where 𝑀gas is the neutral gas mass in the central star-forming region.
In cosmological N-body simulations, the specific accretion rates of
DM haloes have the following scaling

¤𝑀halo ≃ 𝛽(𝑧) (𝑀halo 𝐻 (𝑧))𝛼(𝑧) , (5)

where we use the formula from the most recent calibration in Yung
et al. (2024b), but many previous works (e.g. Fakhouri et al. 2010;
Behroozi & Silk 2015; Rodríguez-Puebla et al. 2016) found a similar
scaling. Yung et al. (2024b) found that 𝛼(𝑧) ≃ 1±0.05 in the redshift
range 6 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 14, so we approximate it as unity here. 𝛽(𝑧) in the
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Figure 7. Mass fraction of the neutral-plus-molecular and total gas reservoir
within 0.3 𝑅vir versus redshift. We compute the neutral-plus-molecular and
total gas mass within the same aperture as we measure the KS laws (0.3 𝑅vir)
and divide it by the total gas abundance expected in the halo ( 𝑓b 𝑀halo). The
measurements are done in three halo mass bins as labelled. While the total gas
abundance in the central star-forming region is increasing at lower redshifts,
the abundance of neutral and molecular gas stays stable across a wide redshift
range and is independent of halo mass.

redshift range we care about can be roughly approximated as a broken
power-law, 𝛽(𝑧) ∝ (1 + 𝑧)𝛾 , where 𝛾 ≃ 0.5 at 𝑧 ≲ 8 and 𝛾 ≃ 0.2 at
𝑧 ≳ 8 (but see the original fits in Rodríguez-Puebla et al. 2016; Yung
et al. 2024b). Combining these, we obtain

𝜖∗halo ∝
(

𝑀gas
𝑓b 𝑀halo

) (
𝑡dep
𝑡H

)−1
(1 + 𝑧)−𝛾 , (6)

where 𝑡H ≡ 1/𝐻 (𝑧) is the Hubble time. Here, 𝜖∗halo is decomposed
into two parts, where the first represents the fraction of a certain
phase of gas locked in the central star-forming region of the halo
(“supply”) and the second represents the depletion rates of gas due
to star-formation (“consumption”). This will allow us to understand
the underlying drivers for the halo mass and redshift dependence of
𝜖∗halo seen in the previous section.

4.1 Supply of star-formation fuel from large-scale
environments

We first focus on the “supply” of cold neutral gas as fuel for star-
formation. We compute the total gas mass and the neutral gas within
an aperture of 0.3 𝑅vir for a subset of well-resolved central galaxies in
zoom-in regions of thesan-zoom simulations. The selection criteria
will be introduced in detail in the following section since the same
set of galaxies will be used to study resolved star-formation scaling
relations.

In Figure 7, we show the redshift evolution of the mass fraction
of neutral gas (HI + H2) and total gas within 0.3 𝑅vir with respect to
the expected total baryon reservoir in the halo, 𝑓b 𝑀halo. We present
results in three halo mass bins as labelled. The total gas fraction
within 0.3 𝑅vir is increasing with decreasing redshift and is roughly
independent of halo mass, indicating more compact gas distributions
established at later times. However, the fraction of neutral and star-
forming gas within 0.3 𝑅vir remains stable at ∼ 20% across a wide

redshift range. This equilibrium could be driven by more intense
radiation from local sources when enhanced star-formation is stim-
ulated by stronger gas inflow. Indeed the neutral fraction of gas is
decreasing during the EoR but the trend continues even at 𝑧 ≲ 5
when the global reionization is completed in thesan (Kannan et al.
2022; Garaldi et al. 2024). In Zier et al. (2025), we will show that
the ionization status and self-shielding fraction of gas can vary sig-
nificantly even after the end of the reionization of the intergalactic
medium. Motivated by the findings here, in the later analysis, we will
assume that the 𝑀gas/ 𝑓b 𝑀halo term in Equation (6) is independent
of halo mass and redshift.

4.2 The Kennicutt–Schmidt relation at high redshifts

We next focus on the “consumption” side and measure the KS rela-
tions of the neutral and molecular gas. For better statistics, we include
all central galaxies in the zoom-in region with 𝑀halo larger than 50%
that of the main target halo (and without contamination from low-
resolution particles) in this analysis. Most of thesan-zoom galaxies
at high redshifts do not display a well-defined disk structure but have
clumpy irregular distributions of gas. Therefore, we project the stellar
and neutral gas distributions in three sightlines corresponding to the
positive 𝑥, 𝑦, and 𝑧 directions of the simulation box and measure the
projected surface densities of gas and SFR in pixels of size ∼ 1 kpc
(physical units) in a field of view of 2 × 0.3 𝑅vir. This is our rough
definition of a central star-forming region. We find no dependence of
our results on sightline choices or pixel sizes in practice. Gas cells
are smoothed 4 using a Wendland-C2 kernel (as described in e.g.
Dehnen & Aly 2012) with the smoothing length taken to be 2.5 𝑟cell,
where 𝑟cell ≡ (𝑚cell/𝜌cell/(4𝜋/3))1/3 is the effective size of a gas
cell. We note that overestimation of ΣHI+H2 and ΣSFR could occur
when multiple star-forming complexes are projected to the same pixel
or when there is a disk structure involving an additional geometrical
factor from projection. However, in either case, the depletion time of
gas will not be affected.

In Figure 8, we show the KS relation of the neutral gas of thesan-
zoom galaxies at three redshifts. We compare them to the scaling
relations found in local observations compiled in Kennicutt & Evans
(2012) and Kennicutt & De Los Reyes (2021). Here, SFR is com-
puted using the young stellar objects (YSO) in simulations (i.e. the
total mass of stellar particles younger than 10 Myr divided by the
same time). The SFR surface density computed in this way is subject
to numerical resolution limits, and the shaded region in the figure
shows where only one young stellar particle in a pixel is present at the
resolution level L4 (we explore the impact of numeric resolution in
Section 4.4 below). Interestingly, before reaching the plateau caused
by numerical effects, the thesan-zoom results agree well with lo-
cal observations, in terms of the typical depletion time on the main
sequence and the transition to the starburst regime at slightly above
100 M⊙ pc−2. However, the KS relation in thesan-zoom follows a
simple power-law form with no break and the slope of the KS relation
is in general larger than the values found in local observations, re-
gardless of the details in dataset, fitting methods, and molecular gas
conversion factors (e.g. Daddi et al. 2010; Liu et al. 2015; Kennicutt
& De Los Reyes 2021). We will revisit the origin of a steeper KS
law in Section 4.3 below, and for reference here, the orange dashed
line shows the prediction of this analytical model. Spatially resolved
studies of the KS relation have recently been extended to 𝑧 ≃ 7

4 We utilize the swiftsimio package (Borrow & Borrisov 2020; Borrow &
Kelly 2021) to accelerate the smoothing and projection process.
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Figure 8. KS relation of neutral gas at 𝑧 ≃ 3, 6, and 10 − 12 of thesan-zoom galaxies resolved at 1 kpc scale. SFR is calculated using the young stellar objects
(YSO; the sum of masses of young stellar particles with age < 10 Myr in simulations) as the tracer. The top subpanel shows the SFR-weighted distribution of
pixels that we used in this analysis (we note that this does not reflect the surface density’s dependence on redshifts as the target halo masses vary with redshifts).
We compare the KS relation measured in simulations to the local observed ones of main-sequence and starburst galaxies from Kennicutt & De Los Reyes
(2021), individual data points compiled in Kennicutt & Evans (2012), and a recent ALMA study of 𝑧 ≃ 7 galaxies (Vallini et al. 2024). The orange dot-dashed
line shows the ΣSFR ∼ Σ2

HI+H2
scaling we derived from simple analytical calculations in Section 4.3. The shaded region shows the regime where SFR surface

density is not properly resolved, i.e. only one young stellar particle in a pixel. Before reaching the resolution limit, the simulation results agree with the simple
equilibrium solution. Roughly, the KS law agrees with local observations, although the slope in the starburst regime is steeper. We find no prominent redshift
dependence of the KS relation. The maximum surface densities in thesan-zoom galaxies have not yet reached the feedback-free/failure regime discussed in
Dekel et al. (2009); Boylan-Kolchin (2024).

with ALMA observations on sub-kpc scale (Vallini et al. 2024). We
show their measured ΣHI+H2 and ΣSFR in Figure 8 for comparison.
The thesan-zoom predictions are slightly below these observational
constraints, but we note the great uncertainties in molecular gas con-
version factors in observational studies.

We find almost no redshift dependence of the KS relation, although
the absolute ΣSFR and ΣHI+H2 values do change in thesan-zoom
galaxies. In the top subpanel of Figure 8, we show the SFR-weighted
distribution ofΣHI+H2 . The typicalΣHI+H2 is higher at lower redshifts

but is mainly due to larger halo masses of target galaxies evolved to
lower redshifts in thesan-zoom, which will be revisited in Sec-
tion 4.3. The majority of the star-formation takes places in pixels
that are not subjected to numerical effects, and the global aggregated
SFR of a galaxy is not affected by numerical resolution. In Figure A1
in Appendix, we also show the results using an alternative way to
compute SFR, directly using the instantaneous SFR in gas cells in
simulations. This yields consistent results but allows the measured
ΣSFR to extend to lower values compared to the fiducial method. The
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Figure 9. Depletion time of neutral gas (𝑡dep ≡ ΣHI+H2/ΣSFR) versus neutral
gas surface density. The colored points show the results at 𝑧 ≃ 3, 6, and 10−12
from thesan-zoom with the same notations as in Figure 8. The orange dashed
line shows the equilibrium solution we obtain analytically. The red and blue
lines show the same local fitting from Kennicutt & De Los Reyes (2021).
Before reaching the resolution limit, 𝑡dep shows a Σ−1

HI+H2
dependence and is

consistent with our analytical model. The short dotted lines on the right edge
show the Hubble times at the corresponding redshifts. The change of 𝑡dep over
redshifts is much smaller than the change of the Hubble time.

model dependence of the instantaneous SFR will also be investigated
in Figure 12 below.

In Figure 9, we show the depletion time of neutral gas as a function
of ΣHI+H2 and plot the Hubble time at the corresponding redshifts
for reference. Before reaching the resolution limit, the depletion time
follows a simple power-law dependence on neutral gas surface den-
sity. The gas depletion times are overall of the same order as the
Hubble time, a proxy for the age of the Universe at the correspond-
ing redshift. However, the change of depletion time over redshifts is
apparently smaller than the change in Hubble time.

In Figure 10, we show the KS relations of neutral gas at 𝑧 ≃ 6
divided into different groups of galaxies found around each of our
main target galaxies. Since we force a mass cut of 50% of the main
target halo mass during the selection, each group of galaxies should
be roughly in the same halo mass range as the main target. Here
we find essentially no dependence of the KS law on host halo mass,
and this also implies little dependence on stellar mass, metallicity,
etc. given the strong correlations between these galaxy properties.
Nevertheless, the surface density ranges spanned by pixels in the
star-forming region depend on halo mass and this can indirectly lead
to different halo-scale gas depletion times as will be discussed in the
following section.

4.3 Simple analytical picture of turbulent ISM in equilibrium

What determines the slope of the KS relation? Following approaches
in e.g. Ostriker & Shetty (2011); Faucher-Giguère et al. (2013); Orr
et al. (2018), we consider a star-forming complex of size 𝑅, mean
gas density 𝜌gas (here we assume that gas is all in neutral phase), and
turbulent velocity 𝜎 (at the scale of 𝑅). The turbulent Jeans mass is

𝑀J ≃
𝜋 (𝜎2 + 𝑐2

s )3/2

6𝐺3/2 𝜌
1/2
gas

∼ 𝜋 𝜎3

6𝐺3/2 𝜌
1/2
gas

, (7)

where we assume a turbulence-dominated regime 𝜎 ≫ 𝑐s. This mass
is of the same order as the Bonnor-Ebert mass, the largest mass of an
isothermal, non-magnetized gas sphere embedded in a pressurized
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Figure 10. KS relation of neutral gas (same as Figure 8) at 𝑧 ≃ 6 divided
into galaxy groups found in the zoom-in regions of each of the thesan-zoom
runs. Since haloes used for the analysis here have masses at least 50% of
the main target halo, different groups should roughly represent different halo
mass ranges. The curves are labelled by the mass of the main target halo
at 𝑧 ≃ 3 as in Table 2. We find no dependence of depletion time on halo
mass at fixed ΣHI+H2 . However, as shown in the top subpanel, the surface
density distributions move to higher values in more massive haloes, which
can effectively reduce the depletion time.

medium that can maintain hydrostatic equilibrium. If we assume 𝑀J
is the typical mass of the star-forming complex, i.e. it is marginally
stable, we have

𝜎 = 2𝐺1/2 𝜌
1/2
gas 𝑅. (8)

Further fragmentation of this sphere is expected. Stellar feedback as
a consequence of star-formation in denser cores of those fragments
can supply the turbulent energy on the scale of 𝑅 and maintain the
marginal stable state of the sphere.

Once the equilibrium state is reached, the amount of turbulent
energy injected from stellar feedback should balance its dissipation
rate

¤𝐸− =
1
2

(
4𝜋
3

𝜌gas 𝑅
3
)

𝜎2

𝑡diss
=

2 𝜋

3
𝜌gas 𝑅

2 𝜎3, (9)

where the dissipation time scale of turbulent energy is related to the
coherence time scale of turbulent eddies, 𝑡diss ∼ 𝑅/𝜎 (e.g. Stone
et al. 1998). Meanwhile, the amount of turbulent energy injected
through stellar feedback per unit time is

¤𝐸+ =
1
2

¤𝑀∗

(
𝑃∗
𝑚∗

)
𝑣fb, (10)

where (𝑃∗/𝑚∗) is the amount of momentum injection into the ISM
per young stellar mass formed and we assume the typical velocity
of SNe-driven wind is 𝑣fb ≃ 𝜎, that is when they become indis-
tinguishable from the ISM. We neglect external turbulence driven
by processes such as gas accretion through cold streams. This as-
sumption appears justified by our finding above that the KS relation
shows essentially no dependence on halo mass. The depletion time
is therefore governed by local ISM properties rather than large-scale
halo properties or gas inflows.
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Equating the expressions in Equations (9) and (10), we obtain the
gas depletion time

𝑡dep ≡
(

4𝜋
3

𝜌gas 𝑅
3
)
/ ¤𝑀∗ =

1
4𝐺

(
𝑃∗
𝑚∗

)
1

𝜌gas 𝑅
. (11)

Assuming Σgas ≃ 𝜌gas 𝑅, we obtain

𝑡dep ≃ 0.5 Gyr
(

𝑓

0.3

) (
𝑃∗/𝑚∗

3000 km s−1

) (
Σgas

100 M⊙ pc−2

)−1
, 3 (12)

where 𝑓 is an order-unity fudge factor we introduce to encapsu-
late order-unity constants in the derivation and the unaccounted
geometrical effects. In thesan-zoom, 𝑃∗/𝑚∗ = (𝑃∗/𝑚∗)SNe +
(𝑃∗/𝑚∗)ESF, where the two terms stand for momentum injection
from SNe feedback and the additional ESF we impose. Other
sources of feedback like radiation pressure are likely not important
at Σgas ≲ 104 M⊙ pc−2 (Ostriker & Shetty 2011). (𝑃∗/𝑚∗)ESF =

5000 km s−1 as configured. We take (𝑃∗/𝑚∗)SNe to be the typi-
cal value 3000 km s−1 (e.g. Ostriker & Shetty 2011; Kim & Os-
triker 2015; Martizzi et al. 2015; Marinacci et al. 2019). This is
computed based on the terminal momentum of a SNe blast wave,
𝑝∗ ≃ 2 − 5 × 105 M⊙ km s−1 (e.g. Cioffi et al. 1988) albeit its weak
dependence on gas density and stellar metallicity, and the total mass
of stars per high mass star (that will explode as a SNe) formed,
𝑚∗ ≃ 100 M⊙ . For the fudge factor, in practice, we find 𝑓 ≃ 0.3 can
nicely fit the neutral gas KS relations in simulations. The 𝑡dep ∝ Σ−1

gas
andΣSFR ∝ Σ2

gas scalings are in good agreement with the simulations
results and the pure dependence on feedback explains the universality
of the KS relation found in thesan-zoom.

One can obtain a similar scaling in a disk configuration using
the Toomre criterion for a marginally stable disk as shown in many
previous works (e.g. Ostriker & Shetty 2011; Faucher-Giguère et al.
2013; Torrey et al. 2017; Dib et al. 2017; Orr et al. 2018; Ostriker
& Kim 2022). At lower redshifts, when geometrically thin stellar
disks emerge, the local total surface density will be dominated by
stars and one can obtain ΣSFR ∝ Σgas (e.g. Orr et al. 2018; Ostriker
& Kim 2022) with the same equilibrium argument in a thin disk.
This agrees better with the shallower slopes of the KS relation found
in low-redshift observations (see e.g. the observational data points
shown in Figure 8 at ΣHI+H2 ≲ 100 M⊙ pc−2). Meanwhile, in the
extremely dense regime where Σgas ≳ 104 M⊙ pc−2, the dominant
feedback mechanism for momentum injection is the pressure from
dust-reprocessed IR radiation (e.g. Thompson et al. 2005; Ostriker &
Shetty 2011) with (𝑃∗/𝑚∗) ∝ 𝜅IR Σgas, where 𝜅IR is IR opacity. In
such a regime, one can also obtain Σsfr ∝ Σgas assuming a constant
𝜅IR, although we cannot directly test this scenario limited by the
maximum gas surface density reached in thesan-zoom.

Moving back to Equation (6), we can now finish the loop and
connect the galaxy-scale SFE (gas depletion time) with the halo-
scale SFE. The key point is that while the KS relation appears nearly
universal in thesan-zoom, variations in the surface density distri-
bution of galaxies with different masses at different redshifts can
result in distinct aggregated SFEs at the halo scale. Acknowledging
the ΣSFR ∝ Σ2

gas dependence, it is trivial to show that the effective
surface density that determines the overall depletion time of star-
forming gas in a galaxy should be Σeff ≡ ⟨Σ2

gas⟩/⟨Σgas⟩, where the
average is taken over all pixels with star-formation in that galaxy.
This quantity effectively captures the clumping factor on kpc scales
with respect to the mean gas surface density. In Figure 11, we show
the effective density of thesan-zoom galaxies as a function of host
halo mass at 𝑧 ≃ 3, 6, and 10 − 12. The effective density is higher in
more massive galaxies and at higher redshifts.
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Figure 11. Effective surface density (Σeff ) of the star-forming regions of
galaxies versus halo mass at three redshifts. We measure Σeff for individual
galaxies and plot the median and 1𝜎 scatter in each halo mass bin. The dashed
lines show the analytical estimations, Σgas ∝ 𝑀

1/3
halo (1+𝑧)2, in Equation (13).

Despite a slight underprediction in ≲ 1011 M⊙ haloes at 𝑧 ≃ 3, the analytical
model fits the simulation results.

At high redshifts, the star-forming region is fueled by cold gas
streams in connection with the filamentary structures in the cosmic
web (e.g. Birnboim & Dekel 2003; Kereš et al. 2005, 2009a; Dekel
et al. 2009). The characteristic density 𝜌gas should be some clumping
factor times the mean baryon density of the streams, which scales with
the critical density of the Universe 𝜌crit (𝑧). Meanwhile, the turbulent
velocity should roughly scale with the inflow velocity of the cold
streams, which scales with 𝑉vir. Combining these with Equation (8),
we obtain

Σgas ∝ 𝜌gas 𝑅 ∝ 𝜌
1/2
gas 𝜎 ∝ 𝑀

1/3
halo (1 + 𝑧)2. (13)

This is shown in Figure 11 as reference lines, which agree with
thesan-zoom predictions. Large scatters exist at fixed halo mass
and could reflect the “compaction-depletion-replenishment” cycles
around the main sequence (e.g. Tacchella et al. 2016). In fact, at
𝑧 ≃ 3, our measurements of Σeff in some low halo mass bins could
be biased towards the “compaction” (and star-forming) phase due to
limited statistics.

Taking the Equation above and the decomposition of 𝜖∗halo in Equa-
tion (6), when the mass fraction of the gas reservoir remains constant,
we have

𝜖∗halo ∝ 𝑡H (𝑧)
𝑡dep

(1 + 𝑧)−𝛾 ∼ 𝑀
1/3
halo (1 + 𝑧)1/2−𝛾 . (14)

The halo mass dependence is the same as we derived in Section 4
based on the mass-loading factor of feedback-driven winds in the
momentum-conserving regime, and is consistent with the halo-scale
SFE scaling in thesan-zoom. Since 𝛾 ≃ 0.5 at 𝑧 ≲ 8 (see the discus-
sions above Equation 6), no redshift dependence is expected from this
calculation and is consistent with the weak/no redshift dependence of
𝜖∗halo found in Section 3. This is due to the cancellation between the
redshift dependence of 𝑡H (𝑧) and the gas surface density. In low-mass
haloes, the equilibrium described above may not be realized in the
first place as superbubbles generated by stellar feedback break out
and feedback energy freely escape the ISM. It results in the steeper
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dependence of 𝜖∗halo on halo mass in the low-mass regime found in
Section 4.

There are several interesting implications from this redshift-
independent power-law scaling of 𝜖∗halo. If we assume 𝜖∗halo =

𝜖0 𝑀𝛼
halo, the integral in Equation (2) gives 𝑀∗ ≃ 𝑓b 𝜖0 𝑀1+𝛼

halo /(1+𝛼).
From the analysis in Section 3, we find 𝛼 = 1/3 in relatively mas-
sive galaxies (𝑀halo ≳ 109 M⊙) likely due to the momentum-driven
nature of gas outflows. This implies a log-log slope of 4/3 in the
𝑀∗ −𝑀halo relation, which is in good agreement with observational
constraints at 𝑧 ≳ 3 (see e.g. Behroozi et al. 2019). However, the
slope is expected to transition to 5/3 in lower-mass galaxies or at
higher redshifts, motivated by our findings in Section 3. If we com-
bine this with the definition of 𝜖∗halo (i.e. SFR/ 𝑓b ¤𝑀halo) and the halo
accretion rates in Equation 5, we obtain the specific SFR (sSFR) as

sSFR ≡ SFR/𝑀∗ ≃ 2 Gyr−1
(

1 + 𝑧

5

)2
, (15)

for 𝛾 = 0.5, regardless of the value of 𝛼. The sSFR predicted here
is formally independent of halo mass and has a steep redshift de-
pendence. Such scaling is in good agreement with the evolution of
the star-forming main sequence at 𝑧 ≳ 3 in thesan-zoom, which is
studied in detail in McClymont et al. (2025).

4.4 Galaxy-scale SFE in simulations with model variations

In this section, we evaluate the KS relations of neutral gas in runs
with model variations and different numerical resolutions. These are
shown in the left and middle panels of Figure 12. Additionally, in the
right panel, we show the KS relations derived using the instantaneous
SFR of gas cells in different simulation configurations.

First, the KS relation is sensitive to the inclusion of additional ESF.
This can be understood through the dependence of gas depletion time
on 𝑃∗/𝑚∗ in Equation (12). Removing the ESF contribution roughly
decreases 𝑃∗/𝑚∗ by a factor of 8/3 and should consequentially de-
crease the depletion time by the same factor. This agrees with the
increasing factor of ΣSFR in the “no ESF” runs shown in Figure 12.
At ΣHI+H2 ≲ 100 M⊙ pc−2, the increasing factor can be slightly
larger than implied in the change of 𝑃∗/𝑚∗, indicating the non-linear
effect of aggregating different sources of feedback. For example, the
additional ESF we impose can reduce the ambient gas density of ISM
and change its geometry, which enhances the effectiveness of SNe
feedback later on (e.g. Krumholz et al. 2019; Kannan et al. 2020a).
However, despite the sensitivity to the total feedback momentum in-
jection, the limiting radius of SNe feedback does not affect the KS
relation.

In terms of numerical resolution, it is not surprising that the
minimum Σ

yso.
SFR scales linearly with the baryonic mass resolution,

𝑚b/(10 Myr)/(1 kpc)2. However, the KS relation measured based
on young stars converges above this threshold. As confirmed in
high-resolution runs, the ΣSFR ∝ Σ2

gas scaling extends to the low-
surface density end (ΣHI+H2 ≲ 10 M⊙ pc−2), which deviates from
local observations. As discussed above, this could be due to the
more prominent stellar contributions to total matter surface densities
in low-redshift mature disks, leading to different scalings between
ΣSFR and Σgas using similar equilibrium arguments. While a floor in
Σ

yso.
SFR exists, this does not necessarily imply an overestimation of the

total SFR in this regime. Rather, it reflects an artificial discreteness
in star-formation, where smooth star-formation along the KS relation
is replaced by a Bernoulli distribution, with some gas cells forming
stars at the minimum Σ

yso.
SFR and some not forming stars at all. The

total stellar mass formed is nevertheless converged, as indicated by

our analysis of the 𝑀∗ − 𝑀halo relation and halo-scale SFE. On the
other hand, Σinst.

SFR is slightly smaller in the high-resolution runs, but
the change is less significant than the change in baryonic mass reso-
lution. In high-resolution runs, dense gas is better resolved, leading
to a lower 𝑡ff (𝜌cell) and increased SFR at fixed 𝑚b.

Finally, in terms of the cell-level SFE, Σinst.
SFR decreases in the

“varying-𝜖ff” runs in low-density environments. This is anticipated
as 𝜖ff starts from low values in low-density regions and ramps back to
unity in dense gas in these runs. When 𝜖ff is small, star-formation at
the cell level proceeds more slowly, increasing the likelihood of ob-
serving a patch in a star-forming state with a lower SFR. In contrast,
Σ

yso.
SFR is insensitive to the choice of 𝜖ff , at least up to the resolution

limit. This suggests that the integrated star-formation, even on rela-
tively short timescales (e.g. the 10 Myr we used to define young stars),
is already insensitive to cell-level SFE likely due to self-regulation.
Two feedback loops contribute to this. When 𝜖ff is chosen smaller,
gas cells are allowed to fragment and collapse to higher densities
before being converted to stellar particles, which decreases 𝑡ff (𝜌cell)
of star-forming gas. At the same time, star-forming clouds can persist
longer before dissociation from stellar feedback, which increases the
fraction of gas in the star-forming phase. Both of these effects help
stabilize the depletion time measured on a larger physical scale to an
equilibrium value.

The experiments here are reassuring that the predictions on halo-
scale and galaxy-scale SFE are mostly insensitive to the uncertainties
in the star-formation and feedback recipes.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 In-situ versus ex-situ star-formation

A key underlying assumption in the above discussions of the con-
nection between halo-scale and galaxy-scale resolved star formation
is that most stellar mass must be built in-situ rather than through
mergers. If it is the latter case, stars obtained by the halo are orig-
inally formed in lower-mass haloes at higher redshifts, resulting in
different properties of star-forming regions and hence distinct gas
depletion times. Therefore, it is important to understand the primary
mode of stellar mass growth at high redshifts. In Figure 13, we show
the fraction of stellar mass formed in-situ versus halo mass at 𝑧 ≃ 3,
6, and 10. Stellar particles formed within 𝑅vir of the main progenitor
halo are classified as in-situ. F∗ is the ratio between the total birth
mass of stellar particles formed in situ and that of all stellar parti-
cles within 𝑅vir of the current halo. For most of the galaxies with
𝑀halo ≲ 1010 M⊙ , F∗ remains close to unity and is insensitive to red-
shift or numerical resolution, suggesting that in-situ star-formation
dominates. But external perturbations during e.g. mergers can still
play a role in driving in-situ starbursts. At 𝑀halo ≳ 1010 M⊙ at
lower redshifts, stellar masses formed ex-situ and brought by galaxy
mergers start to be important. Nevertheless, F∗ maintains larger than
∼ 60% in all cases. These findings are in good agreement with recent
JWST observations based on galaxy close pair fractions (e.g. Puskás
et al. 2025).

5.2 The further connection to cloud-scale SFE

The galaxy-scale star-formation in kpc-scale patches of the ISM
represents the aggregated star-formation of an ensemble of GMCs.
In theoretical studies of GMCs, the SFE is often defined as the
fraction of an initial gas reservoir converted into stars over the lifetime
of a GMC (𝜖int; e.g. McKee & Ostriker 2007). The global SFE is
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Figure 12. KS relations of neutral gas at 𝑧 ≃ 3 in thesan-zoom simulations with different physics variations (left), numerical resolutions (middle), and
definitions (right). The background observational data points are the same as in Figure 8. Varying cell-level SFE or removing the SNe feedback limiting radius
does not affect the KS relation. This demonstrates that the integrated SFR, even on relatively short timescales, is already insensitive to the details in star-formation
and feedback recipes due to self-regulation. Removing the additional ESF, on the other hand, increases the normalization of the KS relation. The orange and
blue dashed lines show the predictions from our analytical model assuming the feedback momentum injection rates 𝑃∗/𝑚∗ in the fiducial and “no ESF” runs.
In the middle panel, as expected, the numerical resolution affects the minimum SFR surface density that can be resolved, but the KS relation above the limit
is converged. In the right panel, the SFR is traced by instantaneous rates in gas cells. In this case, we find that the KS relation is less sensitive to numerical
resolution but depends on the cell-level SFE. This is most apparent in the low-surface density regime where low-density gas can form stars with 𝜖ff as low as 1%.

connected to the microscopic SFE of GMCs as (e.g., Faucher-Giguère
et al. 2013)

𝑡dep = 𝑡GMC
life /( 𝑓GMC 𝜖int) , (16)

where 𝑡GMC
life is the GMC lifetime and 𝑓GMC is the fraction of gas

mass in GMCs. The global depletion time is therefore determined
by the competition between 𝜖int, 𝑡GMC

life , and 𝑓GMC, and the underly-
ing equilibrium of GMC formation from gravitational collapse and
dissociation by feedback (e.g. McKee & Ostriker 2007; Faucher-
Giguère et al. 2013; Krumholz 2014; Semenov et al. 2017, 2018;
Kruĳssen et al. 2019; Chevance et al. 2020; Tacchella et al. 2020). In
a follow-up study (Wang et al. in prep.), we will analyze the proper-
ties of GMCs (or in general self-gravitating star-forming complexes)
in thesan-zoom and understand the connection between cloud and
galaxy-scale SFE.

5.3 Implications for UV-bright galaxies at 𝑧 ≳ 12

JWST observations revealed a large abundance of UV-bright galaxies
at 𝑧 ≳ 12 (Finkelstein et al. 2023, 2024; Harikane et al. 2023) that is
challenging for canonical models of galaxy formation. In Section 3,
we find that halo-scale SFE in thesan-zoom is, in general, higher
than what has been assumed in empirical galaxy formation models
in low-mass haloes and it features a mild increase with redshift in the
high-mass end. Obviously, these trends have the potential to explain
the abundance of bright galaxies at cosmic dawn. To investigate
this, we pair the 𝜖∗halo (𝑀halo) in thesan-zoom with the empirical
framework developed in Shen et al. (2023, 2024b). This framework
connects the halo mass function to the UV luminosity function,
accounting for the variability/scatter of UV luminosity at fixed halo
mass (𝜎UV) due to e.g. bursty star-formation.

We adopt the analytical form 𝜖∗halo fitted in Section 3 at 𝑧 ≃ 12 (the
𝑧 ≃ 14 is essentially identical to the 𝑧 ≃ 12 fitting). Since the dynam-
ical range covered by thesan-zoom ends around 𝑀halo = 1010 M⊙ ,
we truncate the double power-law function there and assume 𝜖∗halo
is capped constant at 𝑀halo ≥ 1010 M⊙ . This provides a conser-
vative estimate of the SFE in massive haloes outside our sim-
ulation coverage, since 𝜖∗halo generally increases with halo mass
in most models without AGN feedback. We assume the Chabrier

8 9 10 11 12
log (Mhalo [M ])

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0
In

-si
tu

 

z 3 z 6 z 10

Figure 13. Fraction of stellar mass formed in-situ versus halo mass at 𝑧 ≃ 3,
6, and 10. Results from the runs at resolution levels L4, L8, and L16 are shown
in circles, squares, and stars, respectively. At 𝑀halo ≲ 1010 M⊙ , most of the
stellar mass forms in-situ (within 𝑅vir of the host halo), regardless of redshift.
In more massive galaxies at 𝑧 ≃ 3, the in-situ mass fraction decreases likely
due to late-time mergers.

(2003) stellar initial mass function to be consistent with the simula-
tions. For UV variability, following Gelli et al. (2024); Shen et al.
(2024b), we adopt the scaling 𝜎UV ∝ 𝑀

−1/3
halo , the normalization

𝜎UV (1010.5 M⊙) = 0.8 mag, and a minimum value 𝜎min
UV = 0.4 mag.

We adopt an analytical form of 𝜎UV here. The overall value is con-
sistent with the analysis of main-sequence scatters in thesan-zoom
from McClymont et al. (2025). But a more detailed analysis directly
based on star-formation histories of thesan-zoom galaxies is ex-
pected in Shen et al. (in prep.). In Figure B1 of the Appendix, we
show that this level of 𝜎UV is consistent with predictions from cos-
mological simulations (e.g. Katz et al. 2023; Pallottini & Ferrara
2023; Feldmann et al. 2024). The same 𝜎UV (𝑀halo) also leads to
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Figure 14. Galaxy UV luminosity function at 𝑧 ≃ 12 and 𝑧 ≃ 14 predicted
using the halo-scale SFE found in thesan-zoom. The red solid line shows
predictions using SFE measured in thesan-zoom, which is terminated at
𝑀halo = 1010 M⊙ and capped there. The pink dot-dashed line shows the
prediction extrapolating thesan-zoom SFE to 1012 M⊙ . The green dashed
line shows a “canonical” model prediction using halo-scale SFE from previous
theoretical and observational works. In all cases, we assume a reasonable value
of UV variability depending on halo mass (see the main text for details; Shen
et al. 2024b). We compare them to the observational constraints compiled in
Shen et al. (2023, 2024b). While the “canonical” model underpredicts the UV
luminosity function by more than half a dex, the thesan-zoom predictions are
in good agreement with observations to 𝑀UV ∼ −21. Matching the bright-
end UVLF at 𝑧 ≃ 12 requires extrapolating the halo-scale SFE to larger halo
masses.

model predictions that are consistent with the UV luminosity func-
tion constraints at low redshifts when using the fitted 𝜖∗halo (𝑀halo)
from thesan-zoom. An example at 𝑧 ≃ 6 is shown in Figure B1 as
well.

In Figure 14, we show the predictions combining thesan-zoom
with the analytical model at 𝑧 ≃ 12 and 14. We show the prediction of
a “canonical” model in Shen et al. (2024b) using the median 𝜖∗halo in
pre-JWST theoretical works with the dashed line. The solid line shows
the prediction using 𝜖∗halo derived from thesan-zoom as discussed
above. The pink dot-dashed line shows the prediction when further

extrapolating thesan-zoom SFE to 𝑀halo = 1012 M⊙ . We compare
them to the observational constraints compiled in Shen et al. (2023,
2024b)5. In particular, the spectroscopic constraints are taken from
Harikane et al. (2024a,b). While the “canonical” model underpredicts
the abundance of bright galaxies, the thesan-zoom model agrees
quite well with observations due to the slightly higher 𝜖∗halo in low-
mass haloes. A moderately low value of 𝜖∗halo (≲ 10% at 1010 M⊙)
is adequate to explain the UV luminosity function at these redshifts
until reaching the brightest end (𝑀UV ∼ −21). The bright-end UV
luminosity function constraints at 𝑧 ≃ 12 would require extrapolating
𝜖∗halo to order unity in massive haloes. Feldmann et al. (2024) found
similar results from binned estimations of the UV luminosity function
in FIREBox to 𝑀UV ∼ −19, which is also attributed to the elevated
halo-scale SFE in low-mass haloes. As discussed there, considering
low-luminosity galaxies dominate the total UV luminosity density of
the Universe at these redshifts, JWST constraints on UV luminosity
density at 𝑧 ≳ 10 will not be in tension with theoretical models
considering the enhanced SFE we found in thesan-zoom.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have investigated the efficiency of star-formation
on both halo and galactic scales using the thesan-zoom simula-
tions, a state-of-the-art zoom-in radiation-hydrodynamic simulation
campaign designed to study high-redshift galaxies (𝑧 ≳ 3). thesan-
zoom utilizes an on-the-fly radiation-hydrodynamic solver with self-
consistent boundary conditions taken from the parent thesan-1 sim-
ulation, and a non-equilibrium thermochemistry module to model the
interactions between radiation, gas, and dust. thesan-zoom incorpo-
rates an advanced galaxy formation model with star-formation and
multiple channels of stellar feedback in a resolved multiphase ISM. It
provides a robust framework for understanding the interplay between
star formation, feedback processes, and the large-scale reionization
environment. Our key findings are summarized below.

• The Halo-scale SFE quantifies the fraction of baryons accreted
by the DM halo that is converted into stars. As a measure of integrated
star-formation, the stellar-to-halo-mass ratios of galaxies in the fidu-
cial thesan-zoom runs align well with observational constraints up
to 𝑧 ≃ 8, with the additional ESF playing a critical role in prevent-
ing the overproduction of stellar mass at low redshifts. Meanwhile,
the instantaneous halo-scale SFE, 𝜖∗halo, exhibits a clear dependence
on halo mass following approximately a double power-law function.
The break halo mass is 𝑀halo ∼ 109 M⊙ , and the characteristic slope
of the power-law is 1/3 and 2/3 in the high and low-mass regimes,
respectively. The change of the slope can be understood as a transi-
tion of gas outflows from a momentum-driven to an energy-driven
regime. At 𝑧 ≳ 8, this relationship simplifies to a single power-law
in the mass range covered by thesan-zoom. This results in a mild
increase of 𝜖∗halo at 𝑀halo ≳ 109 M⊙ at 𝑧 ≳ 8. The 𝜖∗halo we find in
thesan-zoom is systematically higher than what is typically assumed

5 This includes the HST observations compiled in Vogelsberger et al. (2020)
and additional ones from McLeod et al. (2016); Oesch et al. (2018); Mor-
ishita et al. (2018); Stefanon et al. (2019); Bowler et al. (2020); Bouwens
et al. (2021). The JWST constraints are taken from Castellano et al. (2022);
Finkelstein et al. (2022); Naidu et al. (2022); Adams et al. (2023); Bouwens
et al. (2023a,b); Donnan et al. (2023); Harikane et al. (2023); Leethochawalit
et al. (2023); Morishita & Stiavelli (2023); Pérez-González et al. (2023);
Robertson et al. (2023a); McLeod et al. (2024); Donnan et al. (2024); Casey
et al. (2024).
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in canonical empirical/semi-analytical models for galaxy formation
at 𝑀halo ≲ 1011 M⊙ .

• Supply of cold gas for star-formation: We decompose the
halo-scale SFE into a “supply” term (proportional to the cold, neutral
gas fraction in the halo) and a “consumption” term (related to the
depletion time of gas). For the “supply” term, the total gas fraction
within the central star-forming region (< 0.3 𝑅vir) increases at lower
redshifts, while the fraction of cold, neutral gas in the star-forming
region stabilizes at approximately 20%, independent of redshift or
halo mass, likely as a consequence of the radiative feedback from
local young stars regulating the ionized fractions of gas. This suggests
that the halo-scale SFE is primarily governed by the “consumption”
rate of neutral gas in the central star-forming region.

• The KS relation and galaxy-scale SFE: Regarding the “con-
sumption” term, we find that the KS relation of neutral gas on kpc-
scales is independent of halo mass and redshift, featuring roughly
a ΣSFR ∝ Σ2

HI+H2
scaling. Such a universality of the KS relation

and the power-law scaling are expected from the feedback-regulated
star-formation when the turbulent energy dissipation in the ISM is
balanced by the injection from stellar feedback. None of the numer-
ical parameters affect the KS relation. The only factor we find that
affects the KS relation is the additional ESF, which reduces the nor-
malization of the relation when included. This is consistent with the
analytical picture that the total feedback momentum injection dic-
tates the gas depletion time in equilibrium. Combining the findings
for the neutral gas fraction in haloes and the depletion time learned
from the KS relations, one can reproduce the halo mass and red-
shift dependence of the halo-scale SFE. The increase of 𝜖∗halo with
halo mass is mainly driven by the increased gas surface densities in
massive haloes.

• Implications for UV luminosity functions at 𝑧 ≳ 12: While
thesan-zoom does not yet explore the regime of extremely massive
haloes and feedback-free/failure star formation scenarios, the mild
increase in 𝜖∗halo with redshift is sufficient to explain the observed
abundance of UV-bright galaxies at 𝑧 ≳ 12. We show this by pairing
the 𝜖∗halo found in thesan-zoom with an empirical model of galaxy
formation. We assume a reasonable level of UV variability of galaxies
(𝜎UV ∝ 𝑀

−1/3
halo and 𝜎UV (1010.5 M⊙) = 0.8 mag) that is consistent

with predictions from cosmological simulations. However, we note
that explaining the UV luminosity function at bright-end (𝑀UV ≲
−21) requires extrapolations of the 𝜖∗halo in thesan-zoom to more
massive haloes.

In summary, we find that star-formation in high-redshift galaxies
exhibits self-regulated, quasi-universal behavior at both the galaxy
and halo scales. The halo-scale SFE is linked to kpc-scale gas deple-
tion times self-regulated by stellar feedback. In the halo mass range
covered by thesan-zoom, no out-of-equilibrium star-formation is
found in high-redshift galaxies, likely due to the relatively low gas
surface densities compared to the critical thresholds for unregulated
star-formation proposed in many theories. We will conduct a di-
rect study of these more massive and extreme systems in follow-up
simulations using the same RHD method and ISM models but incor-
porating the physics of SMBH seeding, growth, and feedback, which
are likely also important in this regime.
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APPENDIX A: KS RELATION WITH INSTANTANEOUS
SFR

In the main text, when evaluating the KS relation, we use the total
mass of young stellar particles with age < 10 Myr to compute SFR.
This scheme is less affected by stochastic effects but is subject to
a resolution limit, i.e. one young stellar particle per pixel. An al-
ternative way to compute SFR is using the instantaneous SFR of
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Figure A1. KS relation of neutral gas at 1 kpc scale (same as Figure 8, but
the SFR is calculated using the instantaneous SFR in gas cells).

star-forming gas cells and applying the same smoothing kernel as we
did for the surface density. In Figure A1, we show the KS relation of
neutral gas with SFR measured using the instantaneous SFR in gas
cells. Compared to the fiducial results in Figure 8, the slope of the KS
relation and its independence of redshift are retained. However, the
SFR surface density can extend to values below the resolution in this
case. As has been demonstrated in Figure 6, the KS relation defined
in this way can be affected by the cell-level SFE in the low-surface
density regime.

APPENDIX B: UV VARIABILITY AND UV LUMINOSITY
FUNCTION AT LOW REDSHIFTS

In Figure B1, we illustrate both the assumed relation for UV vari-
ability, 𝜎UV, as a function of halo mass (top panel) and the resulting
UV luminosity function predictions at 𝑧 ≃ 6 (bottom panel). In the
top panel, we compare our empirical model (black dashed line) to
predictions from various cosmological hydrodynamic simulations,
including FIREBox (Feldmann et al. 2024), Sphinx (Rosdahl et al.
2018; Katz et al. 2023), FIRE-2 (Ma et al. 2018; Sun et al. 2023c),
and SERRA (Pallottini et al. 2022; Pallottini & Ferrara 2023). Over-
all, the empirically assumed UV variability lies within the range of
simulated outcomes, although FIRE-2 yields slightly higher variabil-
ity at lower halo masses 𝑀halo ≲ 1011 M⊙). In the bottom panel, we
show the impact of this prescription on the UV luminosity function at
𝑧 ≃ 6, adopting the halo-scale SFE derived from thesan-zoom and
the same dust attenuation treatment described in Shen et al. (2023).
The resulting luminosity function compares favorably with the set of
observational constraints compiled in Shen et al. (2023).
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Figure B1. Top: UV variability 𝜎UV versus halo mass. We compare the
assumed relation in our empirical model (black dashed line, no redshift de-
pendence) with predictions from cosmological hydrodynamic simulations,
including FIREBox (Feldmann et al. 2024), Sphinx (Rosdahl et al. 2018; Katz
et al. 2023), FIRE-2 (Ma et al. 2018; Sun et al. 2023c), and SERRA (Pallottini
et al. 2022; Pallottini & Ferrara 2023). The 𝜎UV (𝑀halo ) we assume agrees
with these simulation results in general while FIRE-2 predicts slightly higher
𝜎UV at 𝑀halo ≲ 1011 M⊙ . Bottom: UV luminosity function predictions using
the halo-scale SFE learned from thesan-zoom and the 𝜎UV (𝑀halo ) shown
above. The dust attenuation model is the same as discussed in Shen et al.
(2023). We find excellent agreement with observational constraints at 𝑧 ≃ 6
compiled in Shen et al. (2023).

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2025)


	Introduction
	Simulations
	Radiation-hydrodynamics
	Cooling, star-formation, and feedback
	Simulations with model variations
	Halo catalog and merger trees

	Halo-scale star-formation efficiency
	Stellar-to-halo mass relations – integrated halo-scale SFE
	Instantaneous halo-scale SFE
	Halo-scale SFE in simulations with model variations

	Galaxy-scale star-formation efficiency
	Supply of star-formation fuel from large-scale environments
	The Kennicutt–Schmidt relation at high redshifts
	Simple analytical picture of turbulent ISM in equilibrium
	Galaxy-scale SFE in simulations with model variations

	Discussion
	In-situ versus ex-situ star-formation
	The further connection to cloud-scale SFE
	Implications for UV-bright galaxies at z12

	Conclusions
	KS relation with instantaneous SFR
	UV variability and UV luminosity function at low redshifts

