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Self-Consistent JWST Census of Star Formation and AGN activity at z = 5.5 —13.5
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ABSTRACT

The cosmic star formation history (CSFH) and cosmic active galactic nuclei (AGN) luminosity his-
tory (CAGNH) are self consistently presented at z = 5.5 — 13.5. This is achieved by analyzing galaxies
detected by the James Webb Space Telescope from ~ 400 arcmin? fields from the PEARLS, CEERS,
NGDEEP, JADES and PRIMER, surveys. In particular, the combination of spectral energy distri-
bution fitting codes, EAZY and PROSPECT, are employed to estimate the photometric redshifts and
astrophysical quantities of 3947 distant galaxies, from which we compute the stellar mass, star forma-
tion rate and AGN luminosity distribution functions in four redshift bins. Integrating the distribution
functions, we find that the CAGNH tentatively rises by ~ 2.2 dex over z = 5.5 — 13.5 compared to
~ 1.8 dex for the CSFH, indicating that the growth of supermassive black holes (SMBHs) tends to out-
pace the assembly of stellar mass. We connect our results of the CSFH and CAGNH at z = 5.5 —13.5
to that from z = 0 — 5 to determine the summary of 2 13 Gyr of star formation and AGN activity,
from the very onset of galaxy formation to the present day.

1. INTRODUCTION Two of the most important physical processes occur-
ing in galaxies are the assembly of stellar mass and the
growth of supermassive black holes (SMBHs) powering

Corresponding author: Jordan C. J. D’Silva active galactic nuclei (AGN). The prominence of these
jordan.dsilva@research.uwa.edu.au two processes is inferred by their relative contributions
to the spectral energy distributions (SEDs) of galaxies at


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9816-1931
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9491-7327
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3021-8564
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0429-3579
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4875-6272
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1949-7638
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1625-8009
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6145-5090
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4130-636X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6150-833X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4223-7324
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5404-1372
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6564-0517
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3903-6935
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9262-9997
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8156-6281
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3329-1337
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1268-5230
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7265-7920
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6610-2048
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7410-7669
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9440-8872
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6434-7845
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6342-9662
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3382-5941
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0894-1588
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7592-7714
mailto: jordan.dsilva@research.uwa.edu.au

2

virtually all wavelengths from the X-rays through to the
radio (e.g., Conroy 2013; Padovani et al. 2017). Because
of their similar contributions to the SED, inferences on
the physics of star formation rely on appropriately ac-
counting for the AGN component and vice-versa.

Often, the strategy is to separate galaxies into either
star forming or AGN with diagnostic parameters such as
optical emission lines (e.g., the BPT diagram, Baldwin
et al. 1981) and X-ray emission (e.g., Brandt & Alexan-
der 2015). Especially at high redshift, this strategy does
not work well. Common emission line ratios cannot
significantly separate AGN from star-forming galaxies
in the low metallicity terrain of the z 2 5 Universe
(Maiolino et al. 2023; Ubler et al. 2023) and X-ray de-
tections of confirmed broad-line z 2 5 AGN are sparse,
suggesting either significant X-ray absorption or natu-
rally X-ray faint AGN (Ananna et al. 2024; Yue et al.
2024).

The current paradigm of vast multiwavelength sur-
veys has afforded the ability to simultaneously treat
star formation and AGN when interpreting the emis-
sion of galaxies. Using the multiwavelength Galaxy and
Mass Assembly survey (GAMA, Driver et al. 2011, 2022)
and Deep Extragalactic VIsible Legacy Survey (DEV-
ILS, Davies et al. 2018, 2021), Thorne et al. (2022a)
demonstrated that the SED fitting software PROSPECT
(Robotham et al. 2020) accurately disentangles the rela-
tive flux contributions of star formation and AGN from
the far ultraviolet (FUV) to far infrared (FIR) SED up
to z = 5.

Treating these two critical mechanisms as if they are
independent prevents us from better reconciling the
union of star formation and AGN activity with the
physics of galaxy formation. Especially since feedback
from AGN is thought to be an important element that
regulates star formation and the baryon cycle in galaxies
in the local Universe (e.g., Katsianis et al. 2019; Davies
et al. 2022; Wright et al. 2024). The interplay of these
processes precipitates a tight relationship between the
properties of the SMBH and the surrounding geography
of galaxies, such as velocity dispersion of the gas and
the mass of the bulge (Magorrian et al. 1998; Gebhardt
et al. 2000; Merloni & Heinz 2008; Kormendy & Ho
2013). This connection between star formation and the
AGN activity produces a coevolving cosmic star forma-
tion history (CSFH) and cosmic AGN bolometric lumi-
nosity history (CAGNH) that has persisted for at least
11 Gyr up to the present day (Kauffmann & Haehnelt
2000; Madau & Dickinson 2014; D’Silva et al. 2023c),
typifying this tightly knit union of stellar mass assem-
bly and the growth of SMBHs. To further explore these
quantities at z = 5, where much of the current interest

lies, we must turn our attention to high redshift facili-
ties such as the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST,
Gardner et al. 2006).

Quantifying how efficiently galaxies form stars and
grow their SMBHs at z 2 5 is critical to uncovering the
details of the epoch of reionization (EOR) and how the
EOR sets the initial conditions for all subsequent galaxy
formation and evolution. Before JWST, observations
of the UV luminosity function down to Myy = —13
at z & 2 — 9 (Bouwens et al. 2015; Oesch et al. 2018;
Stefanon et al. 2021; Bouwens et al. 2021) favored a
paradigm where star formation was the dominant source
of ionizing photons. However, recent JWST results have
renewed interest in the AGN contribution to reioniza-
tion, with AGN now claiming a higher ionizing emis-
sivity, up to &~ 50% of what star-forming galaxies con-
tribute, (Harikane et al. 2023) compared to pre-JWST
results (=~ 10%, Matsuoka et al. 2018).

Indeed, a striking finding from JWST after roughly
1000 days in space is its reported evidence that AGN
activity is widespread at z 2 5, as inferred from de-
tections of broad Ha line components (> 1000kms™1).
(Schneider et al. 2023; Matthee et al. 2024; Kocevski
et al. 2023; Juodzbalis et al. 2023; Harikane et al. 2023;
Larson et al. 2023). AGN activity as it appears in little
red dots (LRDs) (Matthee et al. 2024; Kocevski et al.
2024) are especially prevalent, indicating ~ 1 dex more
SMBH accretion per unit comoving volume at z &~ 4 —5
than we would have expected from simply extrapolat-
ing the X-ray luminosity function (Akins et al. 2024;
Yang et al. 2023). At the same time, JWST results indi-
cate rapid stellar mass assembly at z 2> 5 (e.g. Harikane
et al. 2023, 2024; Adams et al. 2024; Donnan et al. 2024;
Behroozi et al. 2013; Harikane et al. 2022; Lovell et al.
2023), producing ~ 10! M, galaxies (e.g., Labbé et al.
2023; Glazebrook et al. 2024) only a few 100 Myr after
the Big Bang.

While broad, > 1000kms~!, Ho components as de-
tected by NIRSpec seem to be effective in detecting
AGN activity at z ~ 5 (e.g., Harikane et al. 2023; Lar-
son et al. 2023; Maiolino et al. 2023), it is unfeasible to
obtain high signal to noise spectra for a representative
sample of galaxies. As such, in this work we leverage
broadband, =~ 0.2 — 4.4 ym SEDs of thousands of z 2 5
galaxies as observed by both HST and JWST. We fol-
low the approach of Thorne et al. (2021, 2022a) and
use PROSPECT to obtain the astrophysical parameters,
M,, SFR and Lagn, from the SEDs of galaxies between
z = 5.5 — 13.5. Using those quantities we calculate
the stellar mass distribution function (SMF), the star
formation rate distribution function (SFRF) and the
AGN luminosity distribution function (AGNLF). Stel-



lar mass assembly and the growth of SMBHs are ex-
plored from the perspectives of the cosmic stellar mass
history (CSMH), CSFH and CAGNH, expanding on the
analysis of D’Silva et al. (2023c) who explored the same
quantities from z =~ 0 — 5. Hence, we directly map the
union of star formation and the growth of SMBHs in
a self-consistent manner from the EOR through to the
local Universe.

In Section 2, we describe the JWST imaging data and
our novel processing methods. In Section 3, we describe
our multiband photometry and extraction pipeline. In
Section 4, we detail our SED fitting methods and our z >
5.5 sample. In Section 5, we present our key results on
the CSFH and CAGNH. In Section 6 we discuss caveats
and future work. Finally, In Section 7, we present a sum-
mary and concluding remarks. We use standard concor-
dance ACDM cosmology with Hy = 70kms~! Mpc!,
Qp = 0.7 and Qp; = 0.3. We use the AB magnitude
system Oke & Gunn (1983) and the Chabrier (2003)
initial mass function (IMF). Throughout this text, we
denote the uniform distribution as U(a, b) and the nor-
mal distribution as A (u, 0?).

2. IMAGING DATA

In this paper we used both proprietary and publicly
available HST and JWST data. All of our JWST fields
were processed with the novel package: JUMPROPE,
which stands for the JWST UWA Multiwavelength Pro-
Tools Processing Endeavour!. While JUMPROPE and
its many processing steps have been introduced pre-
viously (D’Silva et al. 2023a; Windhorst et al. 2023;
Robotham et al. 2023), we here provide a complete de-
scription of the processing package for reference.

2.1. Query and calibration

UNCAL files, the rawest form of JWST data with which
the typical scientist interacts, were downloaded from
the Mikulski Archive for Space Telescopes (MAST).
JUMPROPE includes this functionality by means of the
astroquery module, enabling automatic querying of
MAST.

After downloading this data, the STScl developed
JWST Calibration Pipeline was used to process UNCAL
files to CAL. It is this step where, for example, cosmic ray
impacts are flagged, sky dark and flat fields are removed
and the World Coordinate System (WCS) is applied. In
this step, the user must specify the JWST Calibration
Reference Data System (CRDS) denomination (e.g., the
reference file pmap). Our reductions used five different
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Figure 1. Corner plots of the absolute median magnitude
differences of each pixel between calibration pipeline versions
and CRDS pmaps per filter. This was computed for the CAL
returned from the calibration pipeline.

CRDS pmap and calibration pipeline version combina-
tions because of the frequency of data ingest, but at a
minimum used pmap=1100 and pipeline version 1.11.2.

Figure 1 shows the absolute median magnitude differ-
ence per pixel between each permutation of the calibra-
tion pipeline version and CRDS pmap per filter. These
runs were performed on data from programs 1210 and
3215 in GOODS-South over all modules (A and B) and
sub-modules (1 — 4 for the short wavelength channel)
of NIRCam. For the data used in this work, the most
out-of-date combination is calibration pipeline version=
1.11.2, pmap= 1100 and the most up-to-date is cali-
bration pipeline version= 1.13.4, pmap= 1215. We also
show the results for calibration pipeline version= 1.15.0,
pmap= 1242 which is the most modern combination as
of July 2024. The largest difference is &~ 0.1 mag in the
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F250M, but overall the differences are mostly negligible
and we used the original pmaps applied to each data set.

2.2. Additional artefact removal

Having produced CAL files, the JWST Calibration
Pipeline can then make mosaics using ASTRODRIZZLE.
However, at this stage, we intercept the data and per-
form three crucial processing steps not present in the
default pipeline to significantly improve the quality of
the data.

2.2.1. 1/f removal

Because the NIRCam detectors export data along
read-out lines, variations in the amplifiers can cause
banding structures, known as 1/f noise, in the images
that can compromise the photometry. To correct this,
we employed PROFOUND (Robotham et al. 2018) to
compute clipped column and row-wise medians on the
individual detectors, producing a spatial map of the 1/ f
pattern that was then subtracted from the images. Be-
cause the presence of real astronomical sources may bias
the row and column medians, the 1/f correction has
three levels of aggressiveness depending on how crowded
the image is. As we produced mostly blank fields, we
used the strongest 1/f removal. Weaker versions of the
1/ f algorithm are most appropriate for images of galaxy
clusters (e.g., Frye et al. 2023) or in nearby objects with
large projected angular sizes that fill the frame (e.g.,
Keel et al. 2023) where they would otherwise be over-
subtracted.

2.2.2. Wisp removal

Wisps are diffuse artifacts in NIRCam images caused
by stray light from bright stars, outside the field of view.
Often, the wisps are constrained to fixed locations on the
detectors. However, slight variations in the wisp posi-
tions due to the exact optical path of the stray photons
limits the effectiveness of subtracting pre-determined
wisp templates (though this situation will likely improve
as JWST continues to build on its existing dataset). For-
tunately, the geometry of the NIRCam detector layout
means that the long-wavelength channels are virtually
unaffected by the wisps. As such, a special algorithm
was developed to remove the wisps (Robotham et al.
2023) that we employed on the data in this work. In
essence, the unaffected long wavelength channel is used
to isolate the wisp. The algorithm first produces a deep
mosaic of the longest wavelength image that overlaps
with the affected short channels to encapsulate most, if
not all, genuine astronomical sources. The long channel
is then appropriately scaled to match the pixel values of
the short channel filters as closely as possible. Because
the average SED of astronomical objects ensures that

real sources will most likely be detected in at least the
long, red filters, the residual when the long is subtracted
from the short will be the wisp pattern. The wisp pat-
tern can then be subtracted from the affected image.
We note that the presence of wisps affects the 1/f re-
moval as the pattern can bias the column and row-wise
subtraction, meaning that the wisp removal must be per-
formed before the 1/f removal for the short wavelength
channels.

2.2.3. Sky removal

Finally, we performed sky subtraction. Again, we
used PROFOUND to detect sources and compute sky
maps from the largely artifact-free CAL files. The sky
maps were then stacked to compute super skies for each
module and filter combination, allowing us to constrain
global detector properties. For the short wavelength
channel, each module of NIRCam is made of a further
four sub-modules, and so we also subtracted a global
pedestal value to ensure smooth pixel distributions over
the entire breadth of the module. The sky subtraction
in detail is represented as

(SCI — SKY) = SCI—
(M x SKYSUPER+ B+ P), (1)

where SCT is the science extension, SKY is the sky
model, M and B are the coefficients of a linear fit to
SKYSUPER, the super sky, and P is the pedestal
value. This sky model is tested against a simple PRO-
FoOuUND run, where if the latter option provides a bet-
ter sky solution, as per the global y? for a normally
distributed sky, then the simplified PROFOUND sky is
instead subtracted.

This pipeline of 1/ f removal, wisp correction and sky
subtraction is used externally by the PEARLS collabo-
ration, and further details of the pipeline steps can be
found in Windhorst et al. (2023); Adams et al. (2024);
Conselice et al. (2024).

2.3. Mosaicking with PROPANE

Having produced flat and artifact-free CAL files, the
next step is to turn them into mosaics using the im-
age stacking software PROPANE (Robotham et al. 2024).
The PROFOUND run performed earlier to calculate
the sky statistics preserves the RMS maps of the sky
that are used for inverse-variance weighted stacking
(inVar = skyRMS™2). PROPANE also computes a me-
dian stack of the input frames that is more resilient to
outlier pixels compared to the inverse-variance stack.
Outlier pixels in the inverse-variance stack, which are
mostly cosmic rays that survived the initial jump de-
tection in the Calibration Pipeline, are filled in with



the equivalent pixels from the median stack. This way,
we leveraged the superior depth of the inverse-variance
stack while using the median stack to patch most of the
remaining cosmetic artifacts. PROPANE also propagates
the mosaic of the inverse-variance image that we used
for source detection.

We also provided a reference catalogue, obtained from
previous reductions of the JWST fields and observations
with ground-based telescopes, to ensure astrometric ac-
curacy. We note, that this pipeline is well suited to
adapt source catalogs from forthcoming wide-field sur-
veys with instruments like EUCLID and LSST.

2.4. Field selection

In this work we used ~ 400 amin? of JWST NIR-
Cam imaging drawn from the Prime Extragalactic Ar-
eas of Reionization and Lensing Science (PEARLS, PIs:
R. Windhorst & H. Hammel, PIDs: 1176 & 2738)
survey (Windhorst et al. 2023), the JWST Advanced
Deep Extragalactic Survey (JADES, PIDs: 1180 PI:
D. Eisenstein, 1210 PI: N. Luetzgendorf & 3215, PI:
D. Eisenstein & R. Maiolino, Eisenstein et al. 2023;
Rieke et al. 2023), the Next Generation Deep Extra-
galactic Exploratory Public (NGDEEP, PID: 2079, Pls:
S. Finkelstein, C. Papovich, N. Pirzkal) survey, (Bagley
et al. 2024), the Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science
(CEERS, PID: 1345, PI: S. Finkelstein, Bagley et al.
2023; Finkelstein et al. 2023) and, finally, the Public
Release IMaging for Extragalactic Research (PRIMER,
PID:1837, PI: J. Dunlop) survey. Key information for
each field per survey is presented in Table 1.

We demanded that each field contained at least 8
putative NIRCam filters: F090W; F115W; F150W;
F200W; F277W; F356W; F410M; F444W; to enable ro-
bust SED fitting. This is true for all of our fields except
NGDEEP and CEERS where the FO9OW filter is miss-
ing but is made up for with the availability of HST ACS
F814W imaging, covering a similar pivot wavelength.
The JADES imaging enjoys additional medium band
imaging that we to use in our SED fitting.

Because PEARLS also images cluster environments,
we only use the off-cluster, parallel imaging of ACT-
CL J0102—4915 (El Gordo), MACS J0416.1—2403
(MACS0416), MACS J1149.542223 (MACS1149), and
PLCK G165.7+67.0 (G165). PHz G191.24462.04
(G191) is also a PEARLS-Clusters target, however it
is a Planck-selected proto-cluster at z ~ 2 and so we
used the entire footprint. All of these fields were se-
lected for study because they are largely blank fields,
ensuring that our galaxy measurements are not overly
biased by dense clusters, intra-cluster light or the effects
of strong gravitational lensing.

3. SOURCE DETECTION AND MULTIBAND
MEASUREMENTS

After the creation of image mosaics, source detection
and multiband photometric measurements were pur-
sued. This pipeline is also implemented in JUMPROPE
as described here.

3.1. Star masking

The hexagonal mirror segments of JWST produce
the unmistakable 6-pointed point spread function (PSF)
pattern when observing stars. The presence of diffrac-
tion spikes introduces contaminants during source detec-
tion. This is especially significant when folding in ob-
servations with the HST, where the flux from the JWST
diffraction spikes is missing, leading to SEDs that can
resemble z 2 5 drop-out galaxies. Often, the strategy
to remove diffraction spikes either involves filtering spu-
rious detections in catalog space or manually masking
the affected areas of the region before source detection.

JUMPROPE employs a novel method to mask bright
stars before source detection. First, The GAIA source
catalog was used to isolate the positions of bright stars
in each of the stacked images. Only objects in the GAIA
catalog with classprob_dsc_combmod_star > 0.98 A
phot_bp_rp_excess_factor < 2.5 were masked to avoid
erroneously masking distant, point-source quasars.

To find the extent of the diffraction spike, 6 rays were
shot out in the image matrix from the center of the star
at angles of 30°,90°,150°,210°,270°,330° and the ra-
dial flux profiles were calculated. This allowed us to
fit a 1D Sérsic profile to the diffraction spike, which
we assumed was best represented by the ray with the
maximum amount of flux, and note the radius from the
star’s center at which the flux descends below the local
skyRMS value. With the central positions and the radii
of each GAIA star, a simplistic PSF mask of ellipses was
transplanted onto a blank matrix of the same dimensions
as the image and saved. This process was performed on
the stacks of each 10 digit visit ID, where the orienta-
tion is natively the position angle of the telescope at
the time of observation, ensuring that the orientations
of the PSF patterns on the image are all the same. Any
residual flux is captured by enabling PROFOUND to di-
late the star masks until the curve-of-growth criterion
of < 1% change is satisfied. An example of this star
masking algorithm is presented in Figure 2, showing the
field of 2MASS J17554042+6551277.

In some cases, the star mask does not fully capture all
of the diffraction spike or the stars are too far out of the
field of view. The residual diffraction spike artifacts can
be removed in catalog space using improbable colors and
proximity to heavily deblended groups of segments (we
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Figure 2. Top: Example GAIA star mask of the field

containing 2MASS J17554042+6551277 in the F277W filter.
The dark blue square points demonstrate the 6 radial rays
extended out from the star center. The orange shapes show
the extent of the masks pasted on each GAIA star. Bottom:
The radial flux profile of 2MASS J17554042+6551277 (the
brightest star in the field). The solid red line is the 1D Ser-
sic profile fit. The vertical grey band is the inner pixels that
are masked due to being saturated. The horizontal dashed
grey line is the approximate local image depth and the or-
ange pointed star is the radius at which the profile descends
below the depth.

elaborate further on artifact masking in Section 3.4). To
use these masks on the large mosaics, we simply warped
the input masks onto the same astrometric grid.

3.2. Photometry with PROFOUND

We used PROFOUND for source detection, optimizing
for the faint objects in the images. Only sources that
were 2> 1.5 times the skyRMS and more than 7 pix-
els in extent were detected. Four iterations of segment
dilations were also enabled to capture the majority of
the flux of the objects. Source detection was performed
on an inverse-variance-weighted stack of the F277TW,
F356W and F444W filters. In total, 283,314 objects
across all fields were detected with PROFOUND.

The segmentation map was then passed onto each of
the images to extract multiband photometry with PRo-
FounD. An additional phase of dilation was allowed
for each image to capture the remaining flux in each
band. We measured photometry in both the undilated
and dilated segments that were produced by the source
detection. Undilated photometry allows for high S/N
colors, most appropriate for photometric redshifts, while
dilated photometry captures more flux and is thus more
appropriate for astrophysical quantities like M,. The di-
lated segments conform to the morphology of the galax-
ies as they appear in the images meaning that we do
not need to employ aperture or PSF corrections to ob-
tain an accurate measurement. The flux uncertainties
produced by PROFOUND do not account for covariance
between pixels that are induced during the mosaicking
phase. Blank apertures of various sizes were placed on
the images to determine the distribution of sky pixels,
capturing the covariance, and the PROFOUND flux un-
certainties were appropriately scaled to account for this
additional source of noise.
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Figure 3. Left: F444W PROFOUND photometry against
SOURCEEXTRACTOR from the EPOCHS data set (top, Con-
selice et al. 2024; Adams et al. 2024) and the PEARLS team
(bottom). Right: Astrometry difference between EPOCHS
and PEARLS.

To find the detection sensitivities of each of our
fields, we placed 0.15" apertures onto blank areas of the
F277W 4 F356W + F444W detection images and com-
puted the 50 limiting magnitudes from the blank sky
pixel distribution.



Field 50 depth/mag Total area Effective area/arcmin® Right Ascension Declination
PEARLS El Gordo Parallel 29.36 5.01 4.90 15.74 -49.21
PEARLS G165 Parallel 29.09 5.01 4.92 171.76 42.47
PEARLS MACS0416 Parallel 29.51 14.32 13.84 64.07 -24.07
PEARLS MACS1149 Parallel 29.31 5.026 4.99 177.40 22.35
PEARLS G191 29.27 10.03 9.80 161.16 33.83
PEARLS NEPTDF 29.58 65.10 60.95 260.70 65.82
PEARLS WFC3-ERS 29.37 10.03 9.78 53.18 -27.70
JADES GOODS-S 30.46 26.77 26.23 53.16 -27.79
JADES Origin GOODS-S 30.43 9.33 9.05 53.06 -27.87
NGDEEP GOODS-S 29.81 10.90 10.27 53.25 -27.84
CEERS Extended Groth Strip 29.06 102.43 99.50 214.91 52.87
PRIMER COSMOS 28.93 145.47 138.38 150.13 2.33

Table 1. 50 magnitude depths in 0.15” apertures and area in arcmin

2 covered by our fields. The effective area is the area

remaining after masking. The right ascension and declination are the J2000 central coordinates of the fields in degrees.

Table 1 shows the 50 limiting magnitudes in the
F277TW + F356W + F444W detection image for our
fields and the area covered.

Figure 3 shows a comparison between our PROFOUND
photometry in the NEPTDF and SOURCEEXTRACTOR
photometry from the EPOCHS data set (Conselice et al.
2024; Adams et al. 2024) and the PEARLS collabora-
tion (Cohen, S priv. comm.). The comparison data
sets used ASTRODRIZZLE to produce the mosaics, as
opposed to PROPANE. A key result is the propensity
for PROFOUND to obtain ~ 10% more flux, especially at
mag = 26, compared to SOURCEEXTRACTOR on account
of its segment dilation logic. Though only the F444W
photometry is shown in this figure, similar trends are ex-
hibited in all other filters. We also see that astrometric
differences are < 1”. Overall, the systematic differences
between ASTRODRIZZLE/SOURCEEXTRACTOR photom-
etry and ours are minimal and as expected.

3.3. Folding in HST observations

HST observations were included to further sample the
A < 0.9 pym part of the observed galaxy SEDs. This was
possible for all fields except the parallel fields of G165,
G191, and El Gordo. Unsurprisingly, the vast majority
of HST observations, such as from the Hubble Frontier
Fields (Lotz et al. 2017), targeted the main cluster in
those cases.

For PRIMER, CEERS, NGDEEP and JADES we
used ACS/WFC F606W and F814W data from the
CANDELS HST program (Koekemoer et al. 2011; Gro-
gin et al. 2011), warping the images to the JWST
astrometric grid and using the magnitude zero-points
as reported by the CANDELS repository?. For the

2 https://archive.STScl.edu/hlsp/candels

NEPTDF we used ACS/WFC F435W and F606W data
from HST programs GO 15278 and GO 16252/16793
(O’Brien et al. 2024). For the WFC3-ERS field we
used WFC3/UVIS F225W, F275W, F336W data from
the HST Early Release Science programs 11359 (Wind-
horst et al. 2011). These data were obtained from the
PEARLS collaboration and we used their reported mag-
nitude zero-points.

The HST data were generated using ASTRODRIZZLE
as opposed to PROPANE, but the difference between the
two codes is negligible (Robotham et al. 2024).

3.4. Artefact flagging

While the PROFOUND detection was tuned to mini-
mize the incidence of false-positive sources, we imposed
further selections in the catalog to reject as many re-
silient artifacts as possible.

Hot pixels caused by cosmic ray impacts were rejected
if the effective radii of sources were below the approxi-
mate angular resolution of NIRCam at 2.7 ym (= 0.11"),
more than a quarter of the total flux was in the central
pixel and S/N > 5. The motivation for this is that en-
ergetic cosmic rays strike the detector without passing
through the optics and deposit their energy into basi-
cally a single pixel of the CCD.

Stars, not in the GAIA catalogue, were flagged if the
sources inhabited the stellar locus in the plane of de-
tected magnitude versus effective radius and in the plane
of the F150W versus F277TW-F444W color. In both
cases the stellar locus was identified by fitting kernel
density estimations in bins of magnitude and identify-
ing the minimum between the distributions. A similar
strategy, using these planes to discern stars from genuine
galaxies, was used by Bellstedt et al. (2020a); Windhorst
et al. (2023) and will be used for galaxy number counts
as part of the SKYSURF project (Tompkins in prep.).
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Residual diffraction spikes were flagged if sources in-
habited the stellar locus in the plane of the F150W ver-
sus F277W-F444W color and were near to bright groups.
The motivation for this selection is that the diffraction
spikes that survive the initial star masking will be highly
fragmented because of the substructure in the NIRCam
PSF and exhibit stellar colors.

Only sources with edge_excess < 1 and edge_frac >
0.5, which are measurements reported by PROFOUND,
were included in the subsequent analysis of this paper.
Edge_excess is defined as the ratio of segment edge pix-
els to the expected number given the elliptical geometry
measurements of the galaxy, and a value > 1 is likely in-
dicative of compromised photometry. Edge_frac is the
fraction of segment edge pixels that are touching the sky,
and so we required at least 50% of pixels to be touching
the sky to limit sources with many boundary neighbours
and/or over-fragmented.

3.5. Milky Way extinction correction

In addition to the in-situ dust screen of the extra-
galactic sources, dust in the Milky Way is an additional
source of attenuation. To obtain rest-frame fluxes of
the sources, Milky Way attenuation must therefore be
corrected.

E(B — V) values from the Planck Collaboration et al.
(2013) all-sky map of microwave dust haze were com-
bined with the Fitzpatrick & Massa (2007) extinction
curve and Ry = 3.1 to compute the attenuation value:
A(N) > 0. The observed magnitudes, and likewise
fluxes, were then corrected as

magemit(A) = IMagobserved ()\) - A(/\) (2)

4. SED FITTING

The SED is a record of the astrophysical processes
that have occurred. Using SED fitting, we extracted
the photometric redshift (zphot), M, SFR averaged over
10 Myr and Lagn. A two phased approach of first fit-
ting zphot and then M,, SFR and Lagn was employed
to reduce degeneracies of the astrophysical parameters
with distance.

4.1. Photometric redshifts with EAZY

The zphot was initially fitted with the widely used
EAZY package (Brammer et al. 2008). No prior was as-
sumed and absorption from the IGM was enabled. The
undilated color photometry was used in this initial phase
of Zphot fitting.

We used the standard template set included in EAZY,
derived from the Flexible Stellar Population Synthesis
code (Conroy & Gunn 2010), supplemented with up-
dated templates from Larson et al. (2023). The updated

templates include model SEDs with bluer UV colors that
were found to be more representative for simulated z > 7
galaxies than the standard EAZY templates. EAZY
makes an SED model of linear combinations of templates
and uses least-squares fitting to minimise the residual of
that model and the data. As such, the degrees of free-
dom, dof, for EAZY models is the difference between
the number of data points and the number of template
combinations.

With a limited number of filters, spectral features,
such as the Lyman break at A ~ 0.1216 ym and the
Balmer break at A =~ 0.3645 ym in the rest-frame, are
sparsely sampled meaning that confusion can arise in
the fitting and lead to a distribution of possible zphot
solutions. As such, striving to discern genuine z 2 5
galaxies, we used the following selection:

° f525 P(zphot)dz > 0.8 to ensure a robust probabil-
ity of the high redshift solution.

® S/Niya < 20, where S/Niy, is the combined
signal-to-noise for fluxes blueward of the Lyman
break to ensure significant absorption of Lyman
continuum flux as expected given the zphot.

e EAZY},;, must be better fit than EAZY,,,. as per
the x? test at the 20 level.

For the last item of the selection, EAZY},;, refers to
one EAZY fit where zpnot € [0.01,24.99] and EAZY 44
is where zpnoy € [0.01,4.5]. The use of two EAZY runs
in this manner allowed us to better visualise the low
Zphot Solution. The critical value of zphot = 4.5 was
chosen as a buffer range to compute M,, SFR and Lagn
distributions at zphot = 5.5.

We used the x? distribution to omit poor fits to the
data and to discern between EAZY runs. We accepted
Zphot > 4.5 provided EAZY},;. better represented the
data compared to EAZY .. with 20 significance.

If this test showed that both runs represented the data
similarly, we considered the dof = Niemplates — Nuxes
of the two runs and used the x2 distribution to test
whether the model with higher dof provided a justifi-
ably better fit than the model with lower dof. In this
case, we accepted zphot > 4.5 provided that the dof for
EAZY};, was greater than that of EAZY,,. and that
we could justify the use of the more complex model with
20 significance. When both runs had the same dof, then
there is no statistical difference and we did not subsume
that source into our zphot > 4.5 sample.

Figure 4 shows some of the zpnot against confirmed
Zspec in the CEERS and JADES Goods-South fields,
as determined by performing a coordinate match with
an accuracy of 1”. CEERS and JADES are the two
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Figure 4. 2zspec against zphot from the CEERS Extended
Groth Strip and JADES GOODS-South programs. Grey
points are all EAZY 1> zphot- Red points are only the sources
that survived the zpnot > 4.5 selection. The dashed, grey line
is the equality line.

greatest repositories of spectroscopic redshifts to date
(Arrabal Haro et al. 2023; Nakajima et al. 2023; Bunker
et al. 2024). Overall, we exhibit reasonable agreement
against the spectroscopic results. The zpnot outliers, in
grey, are most likely caused by a combination of confu-
sion of the Lyman and Balmer breaks as per the EAZY
templates, complicating the redshift extraction. The
agreement further improves when only the sources that
pass the aforementioned zpnot > 4.5 selection are in-
cluded, as evidenced by the low onmap = 0.028. The
agreement is quantified using the normalised-median-
absolute-deviation:

). ©

where Az = Zphot — Zspec. 11 total, 4585 zphot > 4.5
candidates were obtained with this selection.

Interestingly, a few zgpec 2 10 sources did not survive
our photometric selection, meaning that we could not,
with at least 20 confidence, rule out those sources as
lower redshift interlopers, as per their zphot, with this
strategy. In most of these cases, both the zpno¢ and
Zspec are informed by the Lyman break, and since this is
only a single spectral feature we could not significantly
separate the EAZY . and EAZY ;. solutions. Where
possible, we subsumed the zg e into our sample and
adopted a normal P(z) centred on zgpec and o = 0.028
for the sake of SED fitting with PROSPECT. Note, only
~ 5% of the entire sample have secure zgpec and are
thus not expected to introduce a significant bias in the
results.

Az — med(Az)

ONMAD = 1.48 x med (‘ 112
spec

4.2. PROSPECT
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Having generated P(z)’s for our sample, we then used
the SED fitting software PROSPECT to determine the
astrophysical parameters of interest: M,, SFR, Lagn-
We ran PROSPECT on our sample of zpnot > 4.5 can-
didates, using the total fluxes. A brief description of
PROSPECT is given here:

1. Star formation history (SFH). PROSPECT mod-
els the SFHs of galaxies parametrically with flex-
ible, four-parameter models, which are essentially
skewed normal distributions (see equations 1-5 in
D’Silva et al. 2023c). While this cannot reproduce
stochasticity in the true SFH, it has been shown
that the SFH parametrisation in PROSPECT re-
produces the average behavior of galaxy SFHs
(Robotham et al. 2020). As such, the true power of
PROSPECT is derived from its application to large
samples as presented here. The SFH is then com-
bined with the Chabrier (2003) IMF and Bruzual
& Charlot (2003) stellar spectral libraries to test
SEDs against the data in the generative model.

2. Metallicity history (ZH). A key aspect of
PROSPECT is its flexible metallicity evolution lin-
early tied to the SFH. The motivation for this is
to adequately capture the physics of chemical en-
richment as a result of stellar evolution. Bellst-
edt et al. (2020b) found that the metallicity evo-
lution was crucial to reproduce the expected peak
of CSFH at z ~ 1.5 — 2.

3. AGN. PrROSPECT employs the Fritz et al. (2006)
description to model the AGN component. Here,
the SED of the primary source is assumed to be a
combination of power laws. The torus is assumed
to be a flared disk of a range of dust grain sizes
and with a smooth spatial distribution. A free
parameter of the Fritz et al. (2006) model is the
optical depth of the torus, which is needed to ex-
plain how the primary source is attenuated. Of
use in this work is the bolometric luminosity of
the AGN, Lagn, which is a free parameter in the
Fritz et al. (2006) model.

4. Attenuation and reemission. PROSPECT uses the
Charlot & Fall (2000) model to describe attenu-
ation by dust. Here, stellar light can be attenu-
ated by both the interstellar dust screen spread
throughout the galaxy and the dust enshrouded
birth clouds of the stellar nurseries. Physically, the
attenuated light is then reemited in the IR and be-
yond, and this is prescribed in PROSPECT with the
Dale et al. (2014) remission model. Note, however,
that we cannot constrain the dust emission due
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to our photometry not probing wavelengths longer
than the rest-frame optical at z 2 5. We therefore
fixed the parameters agr = 1 and apc = 3, es-
sentially fixing the dust temperature and the wave-
length of the peak of the dust emission. We also
invoked priors for the optical depths of the dust
screen and birth clouds of the form:

—20 % erf(loglo(Tscreen) - 2)a (4)

log o (Tpiren) ~ N(—0.2,0.5%), (5)

which is the same as the set-up used in Thorne
et al. (2021).

5. Photometric redshift. Because PROSPECT is a
fully generative SED model, directly fitting zphot
with PROSPECT mitigates template incomplete-
ness that may be present in EAZY, allowing us to
further refine the zphot. We modified PROSPECT
to make it more appropriate for photometric red-
shift fitting, essentially tying the maximum age of
stars to the age of the Universe at the test zphot.-
The original design of PROSPECT was to ingest
Zspec; Where this would not have been an issue.
The P(z) of each source obtained from EAZY was
used as a prior on Zphet, ensuring that the desired
astrophysical parameters have realistic uncertain-
ties (e.g., Acquaviva et al. 2015). The IGM ab-
sorption is implemented as a function of redshift as
a cumulative normal distribution® with mean= 3.8
and standard deviation= 1.2, such that the IGM
is totally ionized by z =~ 6 and all flux blue-ward
of the Lyman break is absorbed and reemited as
emission lines.

In conjunction with PROSPECT, the optimisation soft-
ware HIGHLANDER was used to sample the multimodal
posterior distributions. HIGHLANDER switches between
a genetic algorithm and Markov-Chain-Monte-Carlo
(MCMC) to traverse local extrema and identify the
global maximum (e.g., Thorne et al. 2021). This allowed
us to refine the zpnot even in the presence of the EAZY
P(z) because, as we further elaborate on in Section 4.4,
the PROSPECT zphot is not necessarily at the maximum
likelihood EAZY zphot-

Correctly disentangling of the light contributions from
stars and from AGN is essential when we wish to study
these two processes in unison. As such, we performed
two PROSPECT runs, with and without an AGN com-
ponent. Throughout the text, the two runs are referred

3 The R function is pnorm(z,3.8,1.2)

to as Proggeiar+acgN and Proggenay- Other than the in-
clusion of the AGN model, the set up between the two
runs was identical.

Because Progteliar+AgN introduces more free parame-
ters, we used the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
to judge whether the extra complexity justifiably im-
proves the SED fit. The BIC is an approximation for
the marginal likelihood, or model evidence, and calcu-
lated as

BIC =kN —2LP, (6)
where k is the number of free parameters, N is the num-
ber of photometric points and LP is the value of the log
posterior distribution at the maximum-a-posteriori solu-
tion of parameters. The BIC penalises the extra free pa-
rameters in Proggeliar+acN, and we accepted the model
with the lower BIC.

In cases where the Progienar was preferred, we con-
sidered two extremes of the Lagn to effectively bound
the possible AGN contribution. The lower limit (L)
was set such that Lagn = 0. The upper limit (L&Y
was set by finding the Lagy for an unobscured AGN
template from the Fritz et al. (2006) models that con-
tributed no more that 20% of the flux in the summed
F27TTW+F356W+F444W Progienar SED model fluxes.
We note that SED contributions from AGN above 10%
usually identified with significant AGN (e.g., Thorne
et al. 2022b); we doubled the threshold in this work
because we also assumed a 10% uncertainty floor on the
flux measurements that went into the SED fitting. This
meant that we could constrain a realistic bound of pos-
sible AGN contribution to the galaxy SEDs where the
true AGN contribution must lie somewhere in between.
We may miss AGN activity with the data at hand for
those galaxies that preferred the Progtena, fit because
we do not probe redder wavelengths to uncover a faint
AGN component.

Figure 5 shows SED fits to a compilation of notewor-
thy sources including Maisie’s Galaxy at zgpec = 11.4
(Finkelstein et al. 2022), a LRD in the COSMOS field
(Kocevski et al. 2024) and a zphot = 13 galaxy from the
NEP-TDF.

4.3. Vetting brown dwarf contaminants

Absorption features of brown dwarf stars in the Milky
Way can mimic similar spectral features of z > 3 galax-
ies hosting AGN (Langeroodi & Hjorth 2023). We em-
ployed the Sonora Bobcat models (Marley et al. 2021)
to test whether the SEDs were better fit by galaxy or
brown dwarf SEDs.

To compare like-for-like in this case, the LP term
in Equation 6 was replaced with an effective likelihood
given by
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Figure 5. Select SEDs of noteworthy sources. In all panels, the grey points with error bars are our photometry. 20 upper
limits are noted with arrows. The dot-dashed orange line is the EAZYni, SED fit at the mazimum-a-posteriori location (and
peak of the P(z) as such), while the dot-dashed green line is the EAZY 0w, SED fit. The solid orange line is the Prosteiiar+aan
SED fit while the solid blue line is the Prostenar: SED fit. The HST and JWST filter transmission curves are shown with rainbow
colors. Each panel is inset with the log(P(z)) from EAZYhi,, Progteliar+acn and Proggeiar, with a similar color scheme as the

SED lines. Top: SED of Maisie’s Galaxy at zspec = 11.4 (Finkelstein et al. 2022). Middle: SED of one of the LRDs in the
COSMOS field (Kocevski et al. 2024). Bottom: SED of a zphot &~ 13 galaxy from the NEP-TDF.

LL.g =

NIRCam
1 prs _ Fmodel 2
Z log [exp (—< t 5 ) )], (7)
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where F°" and o, are the observed fluxes and errors,
Fmodel gre the model fluxes from the best fit, maximum-
a-posteriori, SED and the summation runs over all NIR-
Cam filters. As such, sources were considered brown
dwarfs when the Sonora template was preferred as per
the lower BIC to both the Progieiiar and Progieliar+acn
runs. In total, 44 out of the 4585 zpnot 2 4.5 candidates
were identified as brown dwarfs.

4.4. Final sample

Interestingly, 594 galaxies with zpnot > 4.5 as iden-
tified by EAZY ended up with lower zpnot when fitted
with PROSPECT, even when passing in the EAZY P(z).
A potential reason for this may be template incomplete-
ness as the generative model in PROSPECT allows for
more flexibility in the model SEDs to compare against
the data in contrast to the 18 SED templates used in
EAZY.

Figure 6 shows an example SED of a galaxy in
the JADES field where the zphot determined from
PROSPECT did not agree with the initial zpnet > 4.5 de-
termination from EAZY. Comparing the P(z)’s, it can
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Figure 6. SED of galaxy 101396 from the JADES field
in our photometric catalogue. The grey points with er-
ror bars show the photometry. The dot-dashed orange
line is the EAZYyi, SED fit while the dot-dashed green
line is the EAZYiow. SED fit. The solid orange line is
the Progtenar+acn SED fit while the solid blue line is the
Prosiennar SED fit. The HST and JWST filter transmission
curves are shown with rainbow colors. The inset panel is the
log(P(z)) from EAZYhiz, Prosteniar+acn and Proggeiiar, with
a similar color scheme as the SED lines.

be seen that the increased flexibility with PROSPECT
prefers the local maxima from the EAZY P(z), in con-
trast to the global maximum at z,phot ~ 5.0.

In the subsequent analyses of this paper, we consider
the robust sample of 3947, being the galaxies whose
Zphot > 4.5 survived the two phased filtration through
EAZY and PROSPECT.
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Figure 7. Redshift distribution of 3947 galaxies. The black
histogram is the distribution for the entire sample. The blue
hatched histogram is the distribution for the subset of the
sample better fit with Progteliar, while the red hatched his-
togram is the same for Progteliaracn. The grey band is the
redshift buffer range of zpnot = 4.5 — 5.5 used when deciding
between EAZY 0w, and EAZYy;,.

Figure 7 shows the redshift distribution of the final
sample.

5. RESULTS

With the final sample of redshifts and astrophysical
quantities, we explored the interface of stellar mass as-
sembly and SMBH growth in four bins of redshift from
z = 5.5to z = 13.5. The upper edge of z = 13.5 was cho-
sen because extreme emission line galaxies at z ~4 —5
can mimic the colors of z = 13.5 galaxies, introduc-
ing a pathological source of systematic uncertainty in
constraining the redshift from photometry alone (Zavala
et al. 2023; Arrabal Haro et al. 2023).

5.1. Effective volumes

Due to sensitivity limits of astronomical instruments,
inherently faint galaxies will be missed from sample
selections.  This causes an unphysical turn-over in
the histogram toward low luminosities, known as the
Malmquist bias. We therefore employed V/Vi,.x correc-
tions, aiming to find the maximum redshift, and there-
fore volume, that the galaxies could inhabit before drop-
ping out of the survey (e.g., Weigel et al. 2016). We used
the 5o limiting magnitudes that we found in Table 1 and
redshifted the best fit SED until the average flux in the
three detection bands was fainter than the survey limit.
If zmax exceeded the uppermost edge of the redshift bin
in question, then that uppermost edge was instead used
to calculate Viax.

We also computed a magnitude completeness func-
tion to account for the implicit selection imposed by
our PROFOUND source finding parameters. In each of
our fields a representative 12.25 amin? area was cho-
sen where source injection-recovery simulations were
performed (e.g., Leethochawalit et al. 2022). The
magnitude-completeness is calculated as

N(magrec’i) — N(FP;)
N(magin’i)

C(mag;) = : (®)

where C(mag;) is the completeness value in the ‘"
magnitude bin, N(mage. ;) is the number of recovered
magnitudes, N (mag;, ;) is the number of injected mag-
nitudes and N(FP;) is the number of false-positives.
N(FP;) was calculated by performing a coordinate
match of the recovered sources against the injected ones
and finding those that were unmatched. We used the 2D
profile fitting and generation code PROFIT (Robotham
et al. 2017) to generate 200 fake sources. The redshift
distribution was assumed to be uniform and the distri-
butions for effective radius, axial ratio and Sérsic index
were adapted from observations of z 2 3 galaxies ob-
served by JWST (e.g., Kartaltepe et al. 2023; Ferreira



et al. 2023). The exact same PROFOUND set up was then
employed to recover the injected sources. This process
of source injection and recovery was repeated 50 times
to obtain a Monte-Carlo uncertainty on the complete-
ness values, and the completeness curve was fitted with
the logistic function (e.g., Leethochawalit et al. 2022).
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Figure 8. Magnitude completeness for all fields used in
this work, as described in the figure legend. Magnitudes are
obtained from the combined F277W, F356W and F444W
used in the detection image.

Figure 8 shows the magnitude-completeness fitted lo-
gistic functions for each of our fields. We hit a maxi-
mum of ~ 80% completeness toward bright magnitudes
as those bright galaxies are fragmented in the source de-
tection process. The reader is reminded that the source
detection pipeline was optimised to extract the faint
sources, where overdeblending is not an issue. In most
fields we are ~ 50% complete up to 28 mag, except for
JADES and NGDEEP that both enjoy superior depth
with ~ 50% completeness up to 29 mag.

The effective volume was then calculated for each
galaxy in the final sample as

Vveff - Vmax X C(mag) (9)

5.2. Stellar mass, SFR, AGN luminosity completeness

The completeness limit of M,, SFR, Lagn is necessary
when constructing their distribution functions as galax-
ies exhibit a range of mass-to-light ratios that can in-
troduce biases into the distribution (Weigel et al. 2016).
For each galaxy, we computed
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logyg(Miim ;) =
log,o(M, ;) + 0.4 x (mag; — magjiy,) (10)

where My, ; is the limiting mass for which we could
detect the i" galaxy given its observed M, ; and mag;
as per the survey magyy,, presented in Table 1. Then,
in each bin of redshift, we calculated the 80th percentile
of the limiting masses and for galaxies with greater than
50% magnitude completeness, allowing us to compute a
mass completeness limit as a function of redshift. For
consistency, a similar calculation was performed for the
SFR and LAGN~

5.3. Distribution functions

The census of M,, SFR, Lagn was obtained by com-
puting essentially the histogram of those quantities per
unit comoving volume. In each redshift bin and for each
quantity, we fitted a double power law function to the
distributions:

o(x) = d

(/)= + (x/2*) =P’
where ¢* is a normalization term, « is the slope of the
function for z < z*, and S is the slope for z > z*.

Priors were also used to guide the fit, and the same
priors used in every redshift bin. A tight prior on the
faint-end slope, o, was employed for the SMF and SFRF,
being informed by results from the z < 5 Universe (e.g.,
Thorne et al. 2021).

Solutions where a < —1 produce divergent measure-
ments for the CSMH/CSFH, under the assumption that
the distributions extend monotonically as a power law
toward low M, and SFR (see Equation 12). This sit-
uation would be avoided if the SMF/SFRF flattens or
turns over at low values. With this data, we do not
probe faint enough galaxies to constrain this behavior.
However, HST observations of faint galaxies magnified
by lensing clusters show that the UV luminosity func-
tion at z 2 6 seems to extend as a power law even down
to Myy = —13 — —15 (Atek et al. 2018; Bouwens et al.
2022). With respect to the M, and SFR, solutions where
a > 0 are suggestive of incompleteness in the domain
that we probe with this data.

The double power law was fitted using the Bayesian
fitting software DFTOOLS (Obreschkow et al. 2018).
DFTOOLS employs bin-free fitting and correct treatment
of the Eddington bias as a result of the uncertainties
on the quantities. A comparison of the double power
law and the Schechter function (Schechter 1976) showed
that the double power law was the preferred model to de-
scribe the SMF, SFRF and AGNLF as per the posterior

(11)
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Quantity log, (@)

(%

B log,,(z™)

M. N(-2.0,5.0%) N(-0.5,0.17) N(-2.0,3.0%) N(8.5,1.0%)

SFR  N(=2.0,5.0*) N(-0.5,0.1*) N(=2.0,3.0%) N(1.0,1.0%)

L N(—4.0,5.0%) N(—0.5,0.1%) N(—2.0,1.0%) N(45.0,1.0%)

Table 2. Prior distributions used for fitting the double power law functions to the SMF, SFRF and AGNLF. ¢* is a normalization
term, « is the slope of the function for x < z*, and S is the slope for z > z*

odds reported by DFTOOLS. In general, for all distribu-
tions there is excess number density toward large values
that could not be adequately encapsulated by the ex-
ponential decline of the Schechter function beyond the
characteristic knee.

To compute the AGNLF we used the Lagn of the
Prosteiiar+agN preferred fits as is, whilst we used the
Li‘éﬁ{? from the Prosienar preferred SED fits, as de-
scribed in Section 4. The AGNLF fit that we here report
is thus an upper limit. We could not perform an equiva-
lent fit for the Lféﬁ for the Progienar preferred SED fits
due to the dearth of data points especially in the high-
est redshift bin. For those, we instead show the binned
quantities. Note, that this situation will improve with
increased survey area, to better sample bright Lagn,
and redder bands to better constrain fainter Lagn from
the SED fitting. We only fit for Lagn < 1040 ergs—!
due to an upturn in the number densities, especially in
the lowest redshift bin where many of those objects are
LRDs and may have unphysical Lagn (we elaborate on
this in Section 6.2). Including all Lygn values does not
significantly change the double power law fits.

Figure 9 shows the fitted distributions. For compari-
son, we also calculated the 1/Viyax distributions in bins
of 0.5 dex. Overall, our results exhibit broad agree-
ment in comparison to previous measurements in the
literature. We wish to highlight that these astrophys-
ical quantities have been inferred simultaneously with
PRrROSPECT, and that we have endeavored to obtain a
representative census of M,, SFR and Lagn. Subtle
departures are most likely attributed to differences in
methodologies as elucidated below.

The SMFs from Song et al. (2016) were determined
by convolving the UV luminosity function from Finkel-
stein et al. (2015) with the Myy — My. On the other
hand, Stefanon et al. (2021) compute the SMF, but
the calculation of M, is not always from full SED fit-
ting, especially for the galaxies without a significant
Spitzer/IRAC detection (e.g., their Fig. 4). The SMFs
from Navarro-Carrera et al. (2024); Harvey et al. (2024)
are most appropriate comparison data sets as they use
JWST photometry; although, they used different SED
fitting codes.

All of the SFRF's against which we compare (Bouwens
et al. 2015, 2023; Harikane et al. 2023; Adams et al.

2024) were converted from computed UV luminosity
functions as SFR = 0.63 x 1.28 x 10728 x Lyy, where
Lyyv is the UV luminosity at 1500 A in units of
ergs ' Hz~! and the factor of 0.63 is the relevant con-
version of a Salpeter to Chabrier IMF (Madau & Dick-
inson 2014). This Lyy to SFR conversion is a function
of at least metallicity and the shape of the SFH, and is
therefore a potential source of systematic difference.

A likely source of systematic uncertainty driving
the difference between our AGNLFs and the litera-
ture (Akins et al. 2024; Kokorev et al. 2024; Greene
et al. 2024) is that the literature AGNLFs are cal-
culated for photometrically selected compact and red
sources, many of which are LRDs. We did not apply
any such selection to our sample. The largest difference
between our results and the literature is observed in the
7.5 < z < 9.5 bin where our results are ~ 1 dex be-
low the literature. Indeed, this difference is similar to
the fraction of sources in that redshift bin that were
better fit with Progenar+acny compared to Prosieliar,
log,,(522/2786) = —0.73, as presented in Figure 7.

In the lowest redshift bin for the AGNLF,
there is a significant excess number density for
Lagn > 10%6 ergs™!, lining up with the upper range of
reported Lagn of LRDs (e.g., Akins et al. 2024; Koko-
rev et al. 2024). The SEDs of these galaxies showed the
characteristic ‘v-shape’ of little red dots (LRDs), with
dominant AGN emission toward red wavelengths.

The SMF and SFRF show general agreement with
both hydrodynamical (e.g., siMBA, FLARES, Davé
et al. 2019; Lovell et al. 2021; Vijayan et al. 2021) and
semi-analytic (e.g., SHARK, Lagos et al. 2024) mod-
els* up to z ~ 9.5. With the exception of SHARK, at
z > 9.5 the simulations show a dearth of resolved galax-
ies, M, < 10%%, making it difficult to compare against
these observations.

SHARK, however, employs the P-Millenium dark-
matter only simulation (Baugh et al. 2019) as the basis
for the semi-analytic model to achieve better resolution
of low mass galaxies and smaller time increments be-
tween snapshots compared to the first version presented

4 Every simulation shown is the ‘fiducial’ model as reported in their

introductory papers.



15

55 =z< 75 75 =z< 95 95 =z< 115 115 =z< 135
SHARK
1072
7
O 10-4
910"
m
IU @ This work
o 10°6F ¢ Song+16
z [ Stefanon+21
© _ & Harvey+24
10 8- & Navarro-
Correra+24 ‘
1 11 | | | | |
107 10° 101t 10° 101t 10’ 10° 101!
M. /Mo M./Mg M./Mg
55 =z< 75 9.5 =z< 115 115 =z< 135

@ This work
¢ Bouwens+15
¢ Bouwens+23
u}
A
Il
0-

Harikane+23
Adams+24

| | | | | | | 1 |
1072 100 102 100 102 1072 100 102 1072 100 102
SFR/Mg yr—1 SFR/Mg yr—1 SFR/Mg yr—1 SFR/Mg yr—1
55 =z< 7.5 75 =z< 9.5 95 =z< 11.5 115 =z< 135
Up lim
Lo lim
Akins+24

Kokorev+24
Greene+24

T
T
R Y

;f;\\

o
RS

1643 1645 1647 1649 1643 1645 1647 1649 1643 1645 1647 1649 1643 1645 1647 1649
Lacn/ergs™t Lagn/ergs—t Lagn/ergst Lacn/ergs™t

Figure 9. Number density distributions of M, (top), SFR (middle) and Lagn (bottom), computed at z = 5.5 — 7.5 (leftmost),
z2=75-9.52=95-11.5and z = 11.5—13.5 (rightmost). In each panel, the double power law function fits and 1o uncertainty
ranges are shown as solid lines and shaded regions, with the color transitioning from blue to red at z = 5.5 — 13.5. Filled
points and lo error bars show the binned 1/Vpax distributions (some of the error bars are smaller than the points). For the
AGNLF, the downward facing arrows show the upper limit Lagn and the upward facing arrows show the equivalent lower limit,
explained in Section 4.2. We only fitted the Lagn upper limits and restricted the fit to Lagn < 1046 erg s~ Comparisons to
the literature were obtained from Song et al. (2016); Stefanon et al. (2021); Harvey et al. (2024); Navarro-Carrera et al. (2024)
for the SMF, Bouwens et al. (2015, 2023); Harikane et al. (2023); Adams et al. (2024) for the SFRF and Akins et al. (2024);
Kokorev et al. (2024); Greene et al. (2024) for the AGNLF. The SFRF literature comparisons are UV luminosity number density
measurements converted to SFR as SFR = 0.63 x 1.28 x 10~2® x Lyy, where Lyy is the UV luminosity at 1500 A in units of
ergs™! Hz™' and the factor of 0.63 is the relevant conversion of a Salpeter to Chabrier IMF. Results from both hydrodynamical
(e.g., stMBA, FLARES, Davé et al. 2019; Lovell et al. 2021; Vijayan et al. 2021) and semi-analytic (e.g., SHARK, Lagos et al.
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in Lagos et al. (2018). Our results for the SMF and
SFRF at all redshifts are generally in agreement with
SHARK for the domain of M, and SFR that we probe.
The AGNLF in SHARK is in general ~ 1 dex higher in
normalization with a steeper bright-end slope compared
to our results in all redshift bins.

We remark that the simulations themselves show dif-
ferences that are manifested from their respective im-
plementation of the physical model, despite converging
upon the z ~ 0 SMF. Recently, Lagos et al. (2025)
showed that the different implementation of AGN feed-
back in these simulations (plus a few others analyzed
in that paper) led to galaxies quenching very differently
at z 2 5, leading to different formation histories and
connections with SMBH properties. While beyond the
scope of this work, JWST is well suited to start dis-
tinguishing between models in the high redshift frontier
(e.g., Shen et al. 2022; D’Silva et al. 2023b).

5.4. Cosmic SMH/SFRH/AGNH

The cosmic evolution of M,, SFR, Lagn summarizes
the history of baryon conversion and astrophysical pho-
ton production from the present day to within the first
few hundreds of millions of years after the Big Bang.
The cosmic evolution is found by taking the distribu-
tions in each redshift bin presented in Section 5.3 and
integrating them as follows:

Xhi
px = X x ®(X)dX, (12)
Xlo

where ®(X) is the number density distribution per unit
comoving volume of the astrophysical quantity X.

Numerically, the integration limits should subtend to
infinity for a complete census of M,, SFR, Lagn. Phys-
ically, however, these quantities must vanish at some
finite lower and upper limit, and so, the integration lim-
its for My, SFR, Lagn were chosen to encompass ~ 5
decades of the quantity in question. As can be seen in
Figure 10, the density distributions for M,, SFR and
Lagn, the integrands of Equation 12, are unimodal and
concave-downward meaning that the integrals over the
entire domain are convergent. Contributions to the inte-
gral are ever diminishing for values of the domain far be-
yond the peak. In the highest redshift bin, we also calcu-
lated the direct sum of each quantity per unit comoving
volume since the integrals rely on the most significant
extrapolations of the fitted distributions. We did this in
every redshift bin for the Lagn as our calculation for the
CAGNH lower bound, using the Lk’gﬁ for the Prosgenar
preferred fits. We ommited Lagn < 10%6 erg s—! because
of the upturn in the number densities, as shown in Fig-
ure 9.
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Figure 10. Density distributions of M, (top), SFR (middle)
and Lagn (bottom), obtained from Equation 12 and using the
fitted double power law functions from Figure 9. A similar
color scheme is used here as in Figure 9.

Figure 11 shows the redshift evolution of pm,, psrr
and pr,, .y all obtained from integrating the density dis-
tributions directly. The lower limit, summed quantities,
are shown as upward facing arrows.

For the CSFH and the CAGNH we fitted
massfunc_snorm_trunc functions (Egs. 1-5 in D’Silva
et al. 2023¢)® to the combined results from D’Silva
et al. (2023c) at z < 3 and this work. This is the
same functional form used to parametrize galaxy SFHs
in PROSPECT and is essentially a skewed, unimodal,
normal distribution. For the CAGNH we fitted the mid
points of the lower and upper limits. The highest red-
shift point from D’Silva et al. (2023c) was excluded in
the CSFH/CAGNH fitting because their data suffered
the greatest selection effects in that bin. We obtained
a model CSMH by integrating the fitted CSFH and

5 We fitted with respect to z, using magemax = 30 and mtrunc = 2
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assuming a 41% return fraction for all galaxies and at
all redshifts, which is appropriate for a Chabrier IMF
(Madau & Dickinson 2014).

That our points for the CSFH are consistent with pre-
vious literature results is interesting as D’Silva et al.
(2023a) found a tentative ~ 0.4 dex reduction in the
CSFH compared to the same literature values at z 2 9.5
when also including an AGN component in the SED fit-
ting. This inclusion was hence inferred as a pathway
to alleviate the tension of excessive star formation com-
pared to models of typical baryon conversion efficien-
cies inside of dark matter haloes (e.g., Harikane et al.
2022). This analysis, however, improves on D’Silva et al.
(2023a) because we have far greater number statistics
at z 2 9.5 and also used the BIC to decide between
Progteliar and Prostenar+agn models, suggesting that we
cannot entirely explain the difference of the observa-
tional CSFH to the typical models as AGN contami-
nation. Despite this, we found that the M, between
PROSPECT runs can vary significantly, in tune with the
findings of D’Silva et al. (2023a), meaning that AGN
activity is nevertheless a non-negligible aspect to con-
sider when modeling SEDs at these redshifts. Concern-
ing the efficiency of star formation, we note that SHARK
shows ~ 0.5 dex higher CSFH compared to our results
at z &= 5.5 — 10.5, due especially to the presence of faint
galaxies, demonstrating that the observed abundance of
CSFH at these redshifts is somewhat reconcilable with
physical models of star formation in dark matter halos.

All three of these quantities exhibit a steady rise over
z = 13.5 — 5.5. The CSMH rises by ~ 2.6 dex and
the CSFH rises by ~ 1.8 dex, demonstrating the rapid
assembly of stellar mass shortly after the Big Bang and
up to the peak of CSFH at z ~ 1 — 2. The CAGNH on
the other hand rises on average by ~ 2.2 dex over z =
13.5 — 5.5, suggesting that the growth of SMBHs tends
to outpace the assembly of stars in their host galaxies
at z > 5.5 (e.g.,, Maiolino et al. 2023; Pacucci et al.
2023; Kormendy & Ho 2013). Both star formation and
accretion on the SMBH are fueled by the gas supply, so
if star formation is efficient we might further anticipate
AGN power to behave similarly. Our fitted CAGNH
is 2 1 dex greater at z 2 5.5 throughout compared to
the measurements from Shen et al. (2020), who compute
AGN bolometric luminosity functions from z ~ 0 — 7.

5.5. Quantifying baryon conversion

The phase of the baryon budget usable for fueling star
formation and SMBH accretion (e.g., largely molecular
instead of atomic or ionized) was in a surplus during
these earliest epochs (Lagos et al. 2011), especially at
z 2 5.5. As galaxies were only ramping up their star

formation and SMBH accretion, they were yet to deplete
the supply of the usable reservoir. Additionally, we can
expect that feedback from star formation and SMBH
accretion was yet to adequately heat the gas and prevent
it from entering the necessary cool phase for fueling,
and/or eject it from the galaxy(e.g., Schaye et al. 2010).
To quantify baryon conversion, we computed the cos-
mic black hole accretion rate history (CBHARH) as

CBHARH = CAGNH/ec?, (13)

where € = 0.1 is the radiative efficiency and c is the speed
of light, and divide that by the CSFH for a dimension-
less baryon conversion ratio. Comparing this ratio of the
fitted CSFH and CBHARH, we see that the CBHARH
experiences a greater increase from z =~ 13.5 — 5.5 than
the CSFH by a factor of ~ 2.6. This increase is insensi-
tive to the choice of constant radiative efficiency, €, that
can vary between 0.06 — 0.4 depending on the spin of
the SMBH (e.g., Shakura & Sunyaev 1973). In a follow
up paper (D’Silva in prep), we will investigate the affect
of the CSFH and CBHARH on reionization.

6. CAVEATS

While we have endeavored to be as consistent and con-
servative as possible in preparing this work with the data
and tools on hand, systematic uncertainties are likely to
be underrepresented. We here discuss sources of system-
atic uncertainties and prospects for the future.

6.1. Photometric redshifts

In the absence of spectroscopic confirmation, we can
only compute zphot Up to a certain confidence level. This
is especially pertinent in the high redshift frontier be-
cause the limited photometric bands from even the com-
bination of HST and JWST, means spectral features are
sparsely sampled. The results of Sections 4.1 and 4.2
have demonstrated that template incompleteness may
be a significant source of uncertainty in template fit-
ting codes. Fortunately, as the NIRSpec spectroscopic
database continues to grow, this issue can be alleviated.

6.2. SED modelling

Although PROSPECT was designed to be highly flex-
ible, we operate in a constrained mode to inhibit pa-
rameter degeneracies. A key assumption is a uni-
versal Chabrier IMF. The metal-poor terrain of the
early Universe seems to afford the formation of mas-
sive, M, =~ 100M, stars due to the lack of metal-line
cooling to effectively fragment the primordial gas clouds
at scales smaller than the Jean’s length of unpolluted
clouds (e.g., Bromm & Larson 2004). Additionally, this
may be a pathway to producing massive seed black holes



either as remnants of population III stellar evolution or
via direct collapse (e.g., Latif & Ferrara 2016). Har-
vey et al. (2024) showed that adopting a top-heavy
IMF when SED fitting JWST galaxies can reduce the
M, of z =~ 12 galaxies by ~ 0.5 dex. Although, the
goodness-of-fit between top-heavy and more standard
IMFs did not significantly change, indicating that pho-
tometry alone cannot discern between alternative IMFs.
On the other hand, the implementation of the Chabrier
IMF in SHARK was shown to reproduce the observed
UV-NIR-FIR properties of galaxies from 0 < z < 10
(Lagos et al. 2019).

In terms of the AGN component, Figure 9 shows an
excess of =~ LagN 2 10*6 ergs~' AGN number density
at z &~ 5.5 — 7.5. For z 2 5.5 galaxies, we rely on rest-
frame UV to optical wavelengths with this data to sep-
arate star formation from AGN when interpreting the
SEDs, and it is not yet clear if AGN or stellar emission
dominates the SED without redder wavelengths (e.g.,
Pérez-Gonzalez et al. 2024; Kocevski et al. 2024). The
abundance of Lagy = 10%¢ ergs~! AGN, many of which
appear as LRDs, may be overestimated, indicating that
SED fitting with only HST and NIRCam photometry
struggles to accurately constrain the AGN power. With
the addition of the Mid-Infrared Instrument (MIRI) on
JWS'T to probe into the rest-frame IR at these redshifts,
the SEDs of some LRDs have indeed been shown to be
adequately described by stellar emission, with poten-
tially sub-dominant AGN contributions (Pérez-Gonzélez
et al. 2024; Williams et al. 2024). Better understanding
the effect of the modeling assumptions remains an ex-
citing challenge for the community.

6.3. Obscured AGN growth

Because the data on hand do not probe red enough
wavelengths we cannot extract any hidden population of
obscured AGN that may exist at z 2 5.5. MIRI observa-
tions certainly alleviate this situation by probing further
into the thermal emission of the dusty torus. Indeed,
MIRI has discovered populations of MIR bright AGN at
z =~ 0 -5 (Yang et al. 2023) without significant X-ray
detections. Analyses of LRDs report that the weak X-
ray emission cannot be entirely explained by optically
thick tori because the required absorber column den-
sities (Ngg 2> 102* — 10%° cm~2) are far higher than ex-
pected for typical type-1 AGN (Ng > 1020 — 1023 cm 2,
Ananna et al. 2024; Yue et al. 2024; Kocevski et al.
2024). Lyu et al. (2024) report that ~ 80% of MIRI
identified AGN are lacking X-ray detections that, if not
due to optically thick torii, may be a result of intrinsic
X-ray faintness due to the absence of strong corona at
low metallicity.
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Additionally, we have treated all of our galaxies as
singular spatial units, employing the same attenuation
law via PROSPECT over the entire geography of each
galaxy. AGN activity is however confined to the inner-
most regions of galaxies that, at least in nearby galaxies,
exhibits the greatest obscuration (Kim et al. 2019). As
such, we may also be missing a proportion of the AGN
activity because of the inability to observe spatially re-
solved trends in these z > 5.5 galaxies.

Whether NIRCam has missed a significant fraction of
obscured AGN activity remains to be confirmed. This
situation can improve by turning to spectroscopic obser-
vations of broad components in the He line (e.g., Larson
et al. 2023) and/or metallicity-independent emission line
ratio diagnostics (e.g., Ubler et al. 2023), along with fur-
ther deep, high resolution, multiwavelength constraints
from X-rays, MIRI, Sub-mm and beyond. A future work
will analyze the X-ray properties of these sources also
detected in the NuSTAR NEP survey, thus providing
insights into the AGN obscuration.

6.4. Survey variance

According to the survey variance calculator® of Driver
& Robotham (2010), survey variance in our fields varies
from = 57% in the smallest PEARLS parallel fields in
the highest redshift bin to & 20% in the largest PRIMER
COSMOS in the lowest redshift bin. The situation im-
proves by combining the fields. Employing the volume-
weighted sum of squares method of Moster et al. (2011),
suggests ~ 2% survey variance in the highest redshift
bin and < 1% in the lowest. Survey variance may how-
ever increase toward lower M,, SFR and Lagn where
the constraining power comes from deep, narrow sur-
veys like JADES and NGDEEP; but, as can be seen
from Figure 10, contributions to the density from lower
values diminish. Hence, we expect that survey variance
is a sub-dominant source of uncertainty compared to the
others discussed in this section. As the JWST database
continues to expand cosmic variance will be further re-
duced.

7. SUMMARY

JWST continues to enlighten our grasp of star forma-
tion and AGN from z ~ 13.5 — 5.5. For the first time,
the interface of star formation and the growth of SMBHs
has been consistently connected from z = 0 to z = 13.5,
encompassing 2 13 Gyr of cosmic time. The key results
are:

6 https://cosmocalc.icrar.org/
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e The novel, open-source software suite JUMPROPE
for processing JWST images was described.
JUMPROPE is an all-in-one package that can
query the MAST archive, calibrate images us-
ing the JWST Calibration Pipeline, remove 1/f
noise and wisp artifacts, produce mosaics with
PROPANE and finally perform multi-band mea-
surements with PROFOUND.

e We searched for z > 5.5 galaxies from 400 arcmin?
of JWST fields processed with JUMPROPE (see
Table 1). A sample of 3947 z ~ 5.5 — 13.5 galax-
ies was obtained with a two-phased photometric
redshift approach, striving for 95% completeness.
Redshifts for the high redshift sample were ini-
tially obtained using EAZY and then refined by
further SED fitting with PROSPECT. With the
ProSprECT SED fits we obtained the M,, SFR and

Lagn.

e We performed two sets of PROSPECT SED fits: (i).
Progteliar where only stellar components were used
to characterise the SEDs (ii). Progseliar+acan that
also included an AGN component. The BIC was
used to determine which model was preferred. For
the galaxies with preferred Progienar fits, we con-
sidered two extremes of AGN contribution to the
SED: Liim = (0 and Lféi&n that was found from
an unobscured AGN template that contributed
no more than 20% of the flux in the combined
F27TW+F356W-+F444W filters. This allowed us
to compute a lower and upper bound of possible
AGN contribution to these galaxy SEDs.

e The inferred M, SFR and L yan were used to com-
pute the SMF, SFRF and AGNLF in four redshift
bins at z &~ 5.5 — 13.5. We computed both binned
quantities and double power-law fits (Equation 11)
with DFTOOLS. However, to fit the AGNLF we
could only use the Lféi&n for the Progieiar pre-
ferred SED fits.

e The SMF, SFRF and AGNLF were integrated to
then compute the CSMH, CSFH and CAGNH.
Our results for the CSMH, CSFH and CAGNH
are consistent with previous results in the litera-
ture. The CAGNH rises by ~ 2.2 dex compared
to ~ 1.8 dex for the CSFH over the same redshift

range, indicating that SMBH growth tends to out-
pace the assembly of stellar mass.

e Systematic uncertainties remain an obstruction to
further deciphering the mysteries of the early Uni-
verse. Fortunately, this situation can only get
better as JWST continues to build up its imag-
ing and spectroscopic database, to be used in har-
mony with multiwavelength facilities covering the
breadth of the electromagnetic spectrum.

DATA AVAILABILITY

All the data for the fields used in this work are avail-
able here. The processing pipeline JUMPROPE can be
found on GitHub. Catalogues will be made available
upon reasonable request to the corresponding author.
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APPENDIX

A. TABULATED DOUBLE POWER LAW FITS TO THE SMF, SFRF, AGNLF

The parameters of the double power law function (Equation 11) are reported in Table 3.

Quantity z logo(¢™) Q@ 8 logo(z")
M, 6.488 —2.433 +£0.067 —0.38540.073 —2.4874+0.128 8.909 4 0.050
8.236 —2.8224+0.148 —0.475+0.097 —2.039£0.195 8.686+0.124
10.159 —2.9114+0.528 —0.4954+0.100 —1.723 +0.300 8.383 4 0.447
12.563 —2.9374+1.208 —0.50040.100 —2.293 +0.523 8.264 4+ 0.676
SFR 6.488 —2.776 £ 0.089 —0.543 +0.067 —2.4324+0.172 0.936 4 0.066
8.236 —2.626 +-0.208 —0.5164+0.100 —1.9444+0.174 0.440 4 0.169
10.159 —3.690 £0.171 —0.472+£0.098 —2.265+0.473 0.965+ 0.156
12.563 —4.148 £0.273 —0.498 £0.100 —3.210+1.312 0.985+0.198

Lacnuplim  6.488 —2.146 —-0.471 —1.804 43.318
8.236 —3.562 —0.598 —1.551 43.663
10.159 —3.811 —0.522 —1.841 44.194
12.563 —4.930 —0.504 —2.008 45.021

Table 3. double power law fits (see Equation 11) to the SMF, SFRF and AGNLF. Values are the best fit parameters and the
lo uncertainties.

B. TABULATED CSMH, CSFH, CAGNH

We fitted massfunc_snorm_trunc functions (Egs. 1-5 in D’Silva et al. 2023¢) to the CSFH and CAGNH from
z = 0 — 13.5, combining the results of this work and D’Silva et al. (2023c). We fitted with respect to z and use
magemax = 30 and mtrunc = 2. The values for the CSMH, CSFH, CAGNH and their fit parameters are reported in
Table 4.

Values Z log,,(CSMH)  log,,(CSFH) log,,(CAGNH) summed lolim log,,(CAGNH) uplim

- 6.488 6.375+£0.029 —1.832+0.037 40.244 41.167

- 8.236 5.839 £ 0.067 —2.163 £ 0.082 39.335 40.217

- 10.159 5.495+£0.171 —-2.754 £0.112 38.844 40.419

- 12.563 5.270 £0.553 —3.209 £0.193 38.689 40.101
Fit parameters log, o (mX) mpeak mperiod mskew -
CSFH —1.077£0.046 1.582+0.182 1.119+0.115 —0.4 £0.032 -
CAGNH 41.615+0.052  1.524 £ 0.337 1.141 +£0.21 —0.365 £ 0.071 -

Table 4. Values and lo uncertainties for the CSMH, CSFH and CAGNH (see Equation 12). Values and lo uncertainties of
the massfunc_snorm_trunc parameters.
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