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ABSTRACT

The new capabilities that JWST offers in the near- and mid-infrared (IR) are used to investigate

in unprecedented detail the nature of optical/near-IR faint, mid-IR bright sources, HST-dark galaxies

among them. We gather JWST data from the CEERS survey in the Extended Groth Strip, jointly

with HST data, and analyze spatially resolved optical-to-mid-IR spectral energy distributions (SEDs)

to estimate photometric redshifts in two dimensions and stellar populations properties in a pixel-by-

pixel basis for red galaxies detected by NIRCam. We select 138 galaxies with F150W − F356W >

1.5 mag and F356W < 27.5 mag. The nature of these sources is threefold: (1) 71% are dusty star-

forming galaxies (SFGs) at 2 < z < 6 with 9 < log M?/M� < 11 and a variety of specific SFRs (< 1

to > 100 Gyr−1); (2) 18% are quiescent/dormant (i.e., subject to reignition/rejuvenation) galaxies

(QG) at 3 < z < 5, with log M?/M� ∼ 10 and post-starburst mass-weighted ages (0.5-1.0 Gyr); (3)

11% are strong young starbursts with indications of high-EW emission lines (typically, [OIII]+Hβ)

at 6 < z < 7 (XELG-z6) and log M?/M� ∼ 9.5. The sample is dominated by disk-like galaxies with

a remarkable compactness for XELG-z6 (effective radii smaller than 0.4 kpc). Large attenuations

in SFGs, 2 < A(V) < 5 mag, are found within 1.5 times the effective radius, approximately 2 kpc,

while QGs present A(V) ∼ 0.2 mag. Our SED-fitting technique reproduces the expected dust emission

luminosities of IR-bright and sub-millimeter galaxies. This study implies high levels of star formation

activity between z ∼ 20 and z ∼ 10, where virtually 100% of our galaxies had already formed 108 M�,

60% had assembled 109 M�, and 10% 1010 M� (in situ or ex situ).

Keywords: Galaxy formation (595) — Galaxy evolution (594) — High-redshift galaxies (734) — Stellar

populations (1622) — Broad band photometry (184) — Galaxy ages (576) — JWST (2291)

1. INTRODUCTION

Every time a new space observatory is launched with

improved capabilities at longer and longer wavelengths,

the Universe reveals the existence of surprisingly mas-

sive and/or highly metal-enriched and/or dusty galaxies

at higher and higher redshifts, where some of us näıve

astronomers are surprised to discover such evolved sys-

tems. This was the case for IRAS (e.g., Sanders &

Mirabel 1996), ISO (e.g., Chary & Elbaz 2001), Spitzer

(e.g., Pérez-González et al. 2005; Reddy et al. 2006),

Herschel (e.g., Elbaz et al. 2011; Gruppioni et al. 2013),

but also from ground infrared observatories (e.g., Elston

∗ NASA Hubble Fellow
† NASA Postdoctoral Fellow

et al. 1988; Franx et al. 2003; Daddi et al. 2004; Chap-

man et al. 2005; Dannerbauer et al. 2008).

One of the last episodes of this recursive story hap-

pened with the comparison of data coming from the

most powerful mid-infrared (mid-IR) space telescope ex-

isting before 2022, Spitzer, and the most advanced opti-

cal space telescope to date, Hubble. The combination of

their capabilities revealed a population of red galaxies,

nearly undetected or even escaping the sensitivity limits

in the near-infrared (near-IR) provided by the WFC3

instrument onboard HST (and even dimmer in the op-

tical), but relatively bright in the mid-IR, well detected

by the IRAC camera onboard Spitzer (Huang et al. 2011;

Caputi et al. 2012; Wang et al. 2016; Alcalde Pampliega

et al. 2019; Sun et al. 2021; Kokorev et al. 2022).
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Among the population of mid-IR bright, near-

IR/optically faint galaxies, some are missed by HST due

to depth limitations and they are thus called HST-dark

sources, although the name is misleading due to the va-

riety of depths of HST/WFC3 observations on the sky.

The nature of most mid-IR selected systems, and es-

pecially HST-dark sources, is still uncertain. This is

mainly because their stellar emission could only be de-

tected robustly by IRAC (and their dust content by

ALMA, NOEMA, or SCUBA, see references below),

their spectral energy distributions are thus poorly con-

strained with just a few flux data points, and the vast

majority of them are too faint for spectrographs (operat-

ing at any wavelength from the UV to the sub-millimeter

range; but see Swinbank et al. 2012, Williams et al. 2019,

and Zhou et al. 2020) to analyze their nature in detail.

However, the discovery of these intrinsically red

sources directly point to an elusive high redshift (proba-

bly z > 2−3) population of either massive galaxies expe-

riencing a very dusty star-forming event or quiescently

evolving from very early cosmic times. This is supported

by the large fraction of detections by Spitzer/MIPS,

Herschel/PACS and SPIRE (Huang et al. 2011; Caputi

et al. 2012; Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019), and at sub-

millimeter and radio wavelengths (Simpson et al. 2014;

Franco et al. 2018; Yamaguchi et al. 2019; Williams et al.

2019; Wang et al. 2021; Talia et al. 2021; Manning et al.

2022; Xiao et al. 2022). In addition, a minor fraction

of HST-dark galaxies could be linked to emission-line

galaxies presenting high equivalent widths and thus be-

ing prominent in the mid-IR when the lines enter the

IRAC bands (cf. Figure 12 in Alcalde Pampliega et al.

2019 and references therein).

The cosmological importance of HST-dark galaxies to

improve our knowledge about galaxy evolution is not

negligible. The existence of a numerous population of

massive galaxies already in place or even evolving pas-

sively at z > 2− 3, and even up to z ∼ 6 (and beyond,

see Tacchella et al. 2022a, Barrufet et al. 2022, Labbe

et al. 2022, Nelson et al. 2022, Endsley et al. 2022,)

is very difficult to reproduce by state-of-the-art galaxy

evolution models (see discussion in Alcalde Pampliega

et al. 2019, and recent discussion on JWST results in

Lovell et al. 2022), which also suffer from their limita-

tions in area to understand the nature of these samples

presenting relatively small volume densities.

In this paper we want to benefit from the huge jump

offered by the brand new JWST and its near- and mid-

infrared unique capabilities to understand the nature of

this interesting population of galaxies whose nature and

relevance is still debatable, HST-dark galaxies among

them, near-infrared faint, mid-infrared sources in gen-

eral.

Indeed, with the advent of JWST, new mid-IR bright,

near-IR faint galaxies have been identified and started

to be characterized (Barrufet et al. 2022; Carnall et al.

2022; Labbe et al. 2022; Nelson et al. 2022). These

works have confirmed the high-redshift nature of HST-

dark galaxies, their relevance for compiling a complete

stellar mass census in the first 1-2 Gyr of the life-

time of the Universe, and their challenging numbers

and properties for galaxy evolution models. Disagree-

ment with theoretical predictions has also been (pre-

liminary) found with the large numbers of very high-

redshift (z > 10) galaxy candidates being found in rel-

atively shallow JWST/NIRCam data (e.g., Castellano

et al. 2022; Donnan et al. 2022; Finkelstein et al. 2022;

Harikane et al. 2022; Naidu et al. 2022; Ono et al.

2022; Rodighiero et al. 2022; Adams et al. 2022), im-

plying high levels of star formation activity in the very

early Universe (even though these candidates must still

be confirmed and separated from contaminants such as

dusty galaxies at 2 < z < 5, see Zavala et al. 2022).

In this paper we take advantage of the new JWST

data for studying galaxies that are red in the near-

to mid-IR color (some of them HST-dark), benefiting

from 2 different aspects. First, we exploit the deeper

flux limits provided by JWST and extend the selection

of red mid-IR detected galaxies carried out by previ-

ously published works, mainly using Spitzer/IRAC and

HST/WFC3 data. And second, we also exploit the

exquisite spatial resolution provided by JWST and HST

in a unprecedentedly wide spectral range covering from

the observed optical wavelengths (around 0.6 µm) to

the observed mid-IR (∼ 4.4 µm). We remark that this

spectral range has been used extensively to study the

integrated light of galaxies at cosmological distances up

to z ∼ 10, and we are now able to use the same type

of spectral energy distributions (SEDs) but with much

better spatial resolution in the entire (and very common

in the last 20 years since Spitzer was launched) optical-

to-mid-IR spectral window thanks to JWST.

With this methodology, our goals are twofold. First,

we aim to robustly characterize the redshift, stellar mass

and evolutionary stage of HST-dark galaxies, and mid-

to-near-IR red galaxies in general. Within this goal, we

are especially interested in identifying the first massive

galaxies ever formed and, particularly, evolved galaxies

that quenched 0.5-1.0 Gyr after a starburst. Such sys-

tems are classically called quiescent galaxies. We note

that rather than the term quiescent, it may be more ad-

equate at early epochs to talk about dormant galaxies,

since the Universe itself is not much older than those
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ages, there is no time to be quiescent (in the same way

used to talk about other galaxy populations at lower

redshifts, such as red nuggets; Costantin et al. 2020, Tor-

tora et al. 2020, Freitas et al. 2021, Lohmann et al. 2021,

Lisiecki et al. 2022) but these early galaxies may reignite

and rejuvenate in their future evolution (Pérez-González

et al. 2008a; Fumagalli et al. 2014; Woodrum et al. 2022;

Tacchella et al. 2022b).

Our second goal is to benefit from the 8× jump in spa-

tial resolution provided by JWST in the mid-IR (with

respect to Spitzer), and ×1−2 in the near-infrared (with

respect to HST). With those enhanced capabilities, we

will study the 2-dimensional distribution of the stellar

populations in HST-dark galaxies, searching for the lo-

cation of dusty starbursts, clues into their mass-growth

and structural assembly channels, and, more general,

information about the first episodes in the star forma-

tion history of massive galaxies occurring at the earliest

cosmic epochs.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents

the observations used in our study. Section 3 discusses

the selection of near-IR faint, mid-IR bright galaxies and

the expectations for their nature. In Section 4, we de-

scribe our photometric measurements. Next, Sections 5

presents the methodology to analyze our sample using

spatially resolved spectral energy distributions to obtain

photometric redshifts and stellar population properties.

Section 6 presents our results about the integrated prop-

erties of our sample as well as the radial gradients of the

stellar populations they harbor and the morphologies of

our galaxies. Finally, Section 7 summarizes our results

and conclusions.

Throughout the paper, we assume a flat cosmol-

ogy with ΩM = 0.3, ΩΛ = 0.7, and a Hubble constant

H0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−1. We use AB magnitudes (Oke

& Gunn 1983). All stellar mass and SFR estimations

assume a universal Chabrier (2003) IMF.

2. DATA

In this paper, we use the JWST imaging data ac-

quired within the Cosmic Evolution Early Released Sci-

ence (CEERS) project (Finkelstein et al. 2017) in June

2022. This dataset comprises 4 NIRCam pointings (1, 2,

3, and 6, as named in the APT observing strategy file)

in the Extended Groth Strip (EGS, Davis et al. 2007),

observed in filters F115W , F150W , F200W , F277W ,

F356W , F410M , and F444W . The total surveyed area

is 38.8 arcmin2. The 5σ depths in each filter for point-

like sources using 0.15′′ circular apertures are 29.24,

29.08, 29.23, 30.08, 30.13, 29.74, 29.50 mag, respectively,

28.96, 28.84, 29.02, 29.74, 29.77, 29.34, 29.09 mag after

applying aperture corrections. The 5σ limits for individ-

ual pixels (important for our 2-dimensional study of the

stellar populations in high redshift galaxies) are 31.61,

31.45, 31.61, 32.45, 32.50, 32.11, 31.85 mag for the filters

mentioned above, respectively.

The NIRCam data were calibrated with the jwst

pipeline version 1.7.2, reference files in pmap version

0989 (which includes detector-to-detector matched, im-

proved absolute photometric calibration; see Bagley et

al., in prep.). Apart from the standard pipeline stages,

we performed careful alignment of the 3 images avail-

able for each pointing and filter before stacking them.

We also applied a background homogenization algorithm

prior to obtaining the final mosaics. The whole dataset

was registered to the same World Coordinate System

reference frame (based on Gaia DR1.2; Gaia Collabora-

tion et al. 2016a, Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016b) and

put to the same pixel scale, namely, 0.03 arcsec/pixel.

Complementary to the JWST observations, we also

used the Hubble Space Telescope HST data provided by

the AEGIS (Davis et al. 2007) and CANDELS (Gro-

gin et al. 2011; Koekemoer et al. 2011) collaborations

in the EGS region. The data were reduced again and

drizzled to the same pixel size of the JWST observa-

tions, 0.03 arcsec/pixel, by the CEERS team (version

v1.9, see Bagley et al., in prep.). We added to our

analysis those bands with better spatial resolution than

the worst obtained by JWST, in filter F444W (see Sec-

tion 4), namely F606W and F814W from the Advanced

Camera for Surveys, i.e., we exclude WFC3 observations

from our analysis. Depths for these images are 29.29

and 29.05 mag, respectively, for point-like sources in a

0.15′′ circular aperture, accounting for negligible aper-

ture corrections. The 5σ limits for individual pixels are

31.66 and 31.42 mag, respectively.

We cross-correlated our sample with the IR catalogs

for Spitzer MIPS, and Herschel PACS and SPIRE pre-

sented in Barro et al. (2019), constructed with a decon-

volution methodology described in Pérez-González et al.

(2010, see also Rawle et al. 2016, Rodŕıguez-Muñoz et al.

2019). The 5σ depths for these data are 45 µJy and

3.5 mJy for MIPS 24 µm and 70 µm, 8.7 and 13.1 mJy

for PACS 100 and 160 µm, and 14.7, 17.3, and 17.9 mJy

for SPIRE 250, 350, and 500 µm.

At longer wavelengths, we also used the sub-millimeter

catalog presented in Zavala et al. (2017, 2018), which

reaches a 5σ central depth of 0.2 mJy at 850 µm with

SCUBA-2 as well as our NOEMA 1.1 mm follow-up

project on a sub-sample of these SCUBA-2 galaxies (pro-

posal W20CK; see also Zavala et al. 2022 and Ciesla et

al. in prep.). To search for radio galaxies, we used the

VLA/EGS 20 cm (1.4 GHz) survey described by Ivison

et al. (2007). In addition, we searched for counterparts
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for our galaxies in the X-ray catalog presented in Nandra

et al. (2015).

Finally, we used the spectroscopic redshifts compiled

by Stefanon et al. (2017), adding new sources published

by the MOSFIRE Deep Evolution Field (MOSDEF)

team (Kriek et al. 2015; Reddy et al. 2015) in their 2021

data release. The spectroscopic sample in the 4 NIR-

Cam fields include 466 galaxies at a median and quar-

tiles redshift z = 0.811.41
0.55, with 17% at z > 2, all below

z = 3.7.

3. SAMPLE SELECTION

In this section, we describe how using a F150W −
F356W vs. F356W color-magnitude diagram we select a

sample of red galaxies in the near-to-mid-infrared color,

HST-dark systems among them. To motivate the dis-

cussion in the following sections, we also describe in

some detail the redshifts and types of galaxies expected

for a selection based on different thresholds in color-

magnitude.

3.1. Pre-JWST searches for mid-IR bright,

optical/near-IR faint galaxies

Previous works have shown that searching for mas-

sive, dusty and quiescent galaxies at z & 3 using

color-magnitude diagrams is a very effective technique

(Mancini et al. 2009; Huang et al. 2011; Caputi et al.

2012; Labbé et al. 2013; Nayyeri et al. 2014; Wang et al.

2016; Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019; Stefanon et al. 2015;

Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019). Briefly, these methods

use a long baseline optical/NIR color to identify galaxies

with very red SEDs, which would be caused either by

strong Balmer breaks/D4000 spectral features or large,

dust-driven UV attenuations, which are more common

in evolved, massive galaxies. Mid-to-near IR large col-

ors might also be present in galaxies with strong (high

equivalent width) emission lines (see, e.g., Smit et al.

2014, 2015; Roberts-Borsani et al. 2016; Alcalde Pam-

pliega et al. 2019). Prior to JWST, these methods typi-

cally relied on the HST/F160W filter for the blue band

and either Spitzer/IRAC [3.6] or [4.5] channels for the

red (and selection) band. The resulting samples find

galaxies with relatively bright IRAC magnitudes ([3.6] &

or [4.5] ≤ 24.5 mag) that are often very faint, even unde-

tected, in the H-band, implying F160W > 26− 27 mag

(depending on the observed field). Thus, they are com-

monly referred to as IRAC-bright, HST-dark (or -drops)

galaxies (Caputi et al. 2012; Stefanon et al. 2015; Alcalde

Pampliega et al. 2019).

The new and extremely deep near- and mid-IR first

datasets from JWST reaches more than 2 magnitudes

deeper in F150W and F356W than the previous HST

and Spitzer photometry and, consequently, it has be-

come easier to identify and characterize HST-dark galax-

ies both IR-bright and much fainter (Barrufet et al.

2022; Endsley et al. 2022; Nelson et al. 2022; Labbe et al.

2022).

Here we aim to study the properties of optical/near-IR

faint galaxies selected with a similar method to those in

previous papers but taking advantage of the new JWST

capabilities. Therefore, we use the following thresh-

olds in color-magnitude : F150W − F356W > 1.5 mag,

F356W < 27.5 mag. The red color is similar to the val-

ues used in previous works (e.g., Alcalde Pampliega et al.

2019; Wang et al. 2016), while the much deeper limit-

ing magnitude in F356W , compared to IRAC depths,

[3.6]∼ 24.5 mag, implies that we can potentially find

massive galaxies (log M?/M� > 11) up to z = 8 with-

out including too many lower redshift galaxies with

log M?/M� < 10, therefore keeping the overall sample

focused on massive galaxies.

In order to understand better its heterogeneous na-

ture, we divide the color-selected sample into two

subsets, with magnitudes brighter and fainter than

F150W = 26 mag, labeled HST-faint and HST-

dark, respectively. The latter are a proxy for

HST/WFC3 dropouts that were previously only de-

tected in IRAC and/or IR/radio surveys, or completely

unknown. The HST-faint sample, which consists mainly

of HST/F160W detected galaxies identified before in

CANDELS and 3D-HST catalogs (Skelton et al. 2014;

Stefanon et al. 2017), will be used for completeness,

reference and comparison to illustrate how the formal

definition of an HST/WFC3-dropout (which depends

on the depth of the survey and changes from paper to

paper) affects the median redshifts and stellar popula-

tion properties of an HST-dark sample (see next sec-

tion). We do not consider here any galaxy brighter than

F150W < 23 mag, which are typically massive galaxies

at z . 2 and have been well-characterized by HST and

ground-based telescopes, even with spectroscopy.

3.2. Understanding the selection of different galaxy

types in the color-diagram

Figure 1 shows our selection method. The left

panel depicts the F150W − F356W vs. F356W color-

magnitude plot for the galaxies in the CEERS sample

using a gray-scale hexdiagram to indicate the regions

with a higher number density. The selection of sources

and integrated photometry used in this plot have been

performed with a hot+cold Sextractor run (Bertin &

Arnouts 1996), using Kron (1980) apertures. The de-

tails of the catalog will be presented in Finkelstein et al.

(2023, in prep.).
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Figure 1. The left panel shows a F150W − F356W vs. F356W color-magnitude diagram. The overall population of galaxies
in the CEERS sample are shown in a gray-scale density map (cut to F356W < 28 mag). The markers show the color-selected,
F150W − F356W > 1.5 mag (horizontal dashed gray line) sample divided into HST-faint (light circles) and HST-dark (dark
hexagons) galaxies with magnitudes brighter and fainter than F150W = 26 mag, respectively. Diagonal dashed gray lines at
26, 28, 30 and 32 mag and shown. Nearly 70% of the HST-dark galaxies are undetected in previous HST/WFC3 based surveys
(∼90% of those with F150W > 27 mag). Cyan circles and blue stars indicate galaxies within our sample detected in the far-IR
and radio/sub-mm wavelengths, and green circles show the sample of HST-dark galaxies from Alcalde Pampliega et al. (2019).
The middle panel shows the same plot with colored lines presenting the redshift dependence (marked with vertical lines) in
color-magnitude for 6 different galaxy types with stellar masses log M?/M� = 11 and 10, thin and thick lines, respectively. The
typical SEDs and rest-frame UV J colors of each type are indicated in the bottom and top panels on the right. The templates
correspond to star-forming galaxies with low (blue tones) and high (magenta/purple) levels of obscuration, a quiescent galaxy
template (red) and a extreme starburst spectrum with high equivalent width lines (black).

The color threshold used to select the sample is indi-

cated with a dashed grey line, and the resulting sample

of HST-faint and -dark galaxies is shown with circles

and hexagons (light and dark colors, respectively). For

comparison purposes, we show the sample of HST-dark

galaxies from Alcalde Pampliega et al. (2019), selected

in the CANDELS/GOODS region, with green circles.

The overall distribution of those galaxies agrees very

well with the location of our HST-dark sample at rel-

atively bright F356W . 25 mag, except for the three

bright and very red galaxies in the Alcalde Pampliega

et al. (2019) sample, which have no equivalent in our

JWST-based selection.

To illustrate in more detail the types of galaxies and

redshift ranges selected by the color-magnitude diagram,

and also highlight the advantages and short-comings of

this method, the left panel of Figure 1 shows the tracks

in color-magnitude of 6 different galaxy templates as a

function of redshift. These galaxies are chosen to be

(broadly) representative of the typical types in different

regions of the UV J diagram (top-right panel; Williams

et al. 2009; Whitaker et al. 2010; Patel et al. 2012;

Leja et al. 2019b; Zuckerman et al. 2021), i.e., they

range from blue, low-mass and low-attenuation galaxies

(bottom-left region of the UV J diagram; blue colors) to

redder, more massive, dusty star-forming galaxies (top-

right; purple colors) and quiescent galaxies (top-left;

red/orange colors). The average SEDs for these galaxies

are shown in the bottom-right panel of Figure 1. The

SEDs are normalized at ∼1.6 µm rest-frame to highlight

the reddening of the UV/optical emission with increas-

ing age and/or dust-attenuation (from blue to purple

templates).

In Figure 1, the thin/thick line widths color-redshift

tracks show the effect of scaling the templates to low

and high stellar masses, log M?/M� = 11 and 10, re-

spectively, which are roughly traced by the F356W

magnitude (with some degeneracies and scatter). The

low mass/extinction templates are shown only for

log M?/M� = 10, since large dust contents typically ex-

ist at the high-mass end.

Overall, the color-redshift tracks illustrate that red

colors F150W − F356W & 1.5 mag and bright F356W

magnitudes provide an excellent proxy to identify mas-

sive, dusty star-forming galaxies at redshifts above z &
2, and massive, quiescent galaxies at slightly higher red-

shifts above z & 3. We note also that some of the bluest

quiescent galaxies (U−V ∼ 1.3 mag, orange color-track)

are still slightly bluer than F150W −F356W = 1.5 mag

at z = 3, and were missed by color thresholds of pre-
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vious HST+Spitzer based papers. For this paper, con-

sidering composite stellar population models with some

additional residual recent star formation and not adding

much mass (and thus not affecting the F356W flux

significantly), we use a color cut F150W − F356W =

1.5 mag.

The color-redshift tracks also show that using a lim-

iting magnitude down to F356W ∼ 27 mag includes

many more galaxies at higher redshifts and/or lower

masses than previous IRAC-bright searches, which be-

ing capped at [3.6] ∼ 24.5 mag (and in relatively

large sky areas), often picked the most massive galax-

ies (log M?/M� ∼ 11) at redshifts of z & 3 − 4

(Wang et al. 2016; Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019). In-

deed, the log M?/M� = 10 color-tracks (thick lines)

indicate that the selection would be roughly complete

down to that mass for quiescent galaxies up to z . 8

(red/orange) and even for the most dusty galaxies up to

z∼6 (purple/magenta). Similarly, at the high-mass end

(log M?/M� > 11; thin lines), the color-magnitude se-

lection would identify all the quiescent or dusty galaxies

up to z ∼ 6. We note that the top-right corner of the

figure, where we would expect the most massive dusty

galaxies at z > 5 is nearly empty. This is likely due to

the relatively low number density of such sources, and

very massive galaxies in general (e.g., Muzzin et al. 2013;

Stefanon et al. 2015) combined with the small area sur-

veyed by the current CEERS pointings (∼ 5× smaller

than for example the CANDELS/GOODS regions). We

further discuss these implications in section 6.2.

One potential concern for the mass-completeness

would be the existence of massive galaxies at z > 5− 7

with less canonical (composite) SEDs, such us the ones

identified by Labbe et al. (2022). Those galaxies have

mirror-flipped-L-shaped SEDs (V-shaped in fλ) with red

colors in the rest-frame near-IR (V − J ∼ 2 mag) and

blue colors in the rest-frame UV similar to those of

our blue templates (black tracks and marker in Fig-

ure 1). The strong UV-upturn and relatively red op-

tical SED suggest that these are experiencing a recent

burst of unobscured star formation but also have a pre-

existing more evolved or dust-enshrouded stellar popu-

lation. However, the optical emission could be partially

contaminated by the presence of high equivalent-width

emission lines, which makes the estimate of the stellar

mass more uncertain (Endsley et al. 2022). The color-

tracks for these galaxies decline very quickly down to

F150W − F356W ∼ 1 mag at z & 5 instead of plateau-

ing at around F150W − F356W ∼ 2.5 mag slightly un-

der the quiescent and dusty tracks. As we will demon-

strate in the following sections, we have several of this

type of galaxies in our sample thanks to our color cut at

F150W −F356W = 1.5 mag, but still some more active

systems could exist and be missed by our selection. If

those galaxies are common at the highest redshifts, they

will be systematically missed by typical color-magnitude

selections unless we decrease the color cut (at the ex-

pense of sample contamination by less extreme systems).

3.3. Overall properties of the color-selected sample:

HST-faint and -dark

Our color-magnitude selected sample is composed by

138 galaxies, whose median/quartiles magnitude and

colors are 〈F356W 〉 = 24.225.6
23.0 mag and 〈F150W −

F356W 〉 = 1.92.3
1.6 mag. Half of the sample, 50% (36%),

69 (49) galaxies, are HST-dark, F150W > 26(27) mag,

the rest would qualify as HST-faint.

Among the HST-dark subsample, the fraction of

sources included in HST catalogs of the EGS area (Skel-

ton et al. 2014; Stefanon et al. 2017) is less than 28% and

all of these galaxies are brighter than F160W = 27 mag.

This number goes up to 35% if we include an IRAC selec-

tion (Barro et al. 2011). Among the HST-faint subsam-

ple, 85% of galaxies was previously cataloged by HST-

selected and/or IRAC-selected surveys.

3.4. Counterparts in far-IR, sub-millimeter and X-ray

catalogs

Out of the 138 galaxies in our sample, 32 of them

(23%) can be identified with MIPS 24 µm sources in

the catalog presented in Barro et al. (2019), searching

in a 1.5′′ radius region, 75% of them being in the HST-

faint sample. One sixth of them has MIPS 70 µm mea-

surements, all with SNR < 2. A visual inspection of

the MIPS24 sources reveals that 11 of them (75% in the

HST-faint sample) are very bright and isolated MIPS

emitters, with an average flux of 67 µJy detected at

the 9σ level and average redshift 〈z〉 = 2.8. The rest

of the counterparts, 21 galaxies (65% in the HST-faint

sample), are quite faint and/or possibly blended with

nearby objects, presenting and average flux of 50 µJy

detected at the 7σ level and average redshift 〈z〉 = 3.2.

Herschel detections (all above 4σ) by PACS at 100 µm

were found for 7 galaxies (5% of the sample), average

flux 3.1 mJy detected on average at the 7σ level, with 2

of them in the HST-dark sample. For PACS 160 µm, we

found 6 galaxies with SNR > 4 measurements, average

flux 7.5 mJy detected on average at the 7σ level, 1 in the

HST-dark sample. For SPIRE bands, we found 3 pos-

sible counterparts with SNR > 4, average flux 13 mJy

detected at, on average, 4σ level, 1 in the HST-dark

sample.

A total of 10 galaxies in our sample (7% of the total)

are likely associated with SCUBA-2 sources reported in
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Zavala et al. (2017, we note that this survey does not

cover our whole area). Nine of them are unequivocally

associated with the dusty galaxies via 1.1 mm high-

angular resolution observations obtained with NOEMA

(Zavala et al. 2022; Ciesla et al. in preparation), while

the remaining four sources lie within the 1.5 arcsec of the

850 µm position. An additional 3 sources were found in

the VLA 20 cm maps from Ivison et al. (2007), within

a 1.5 arcsec radius.

Finally, we also cross-correlated our sources with the

X-ray catalog presented in Nandra et al. (2015) finding

2 (3) association(s) within 0.5′′ (1.6′′).

The IDs, coordinates, and basic information about our

sample are given in Table ??.

4. PHOTOMETRY IN 2 DIMENSIONS

Taking advantage of the unprecedented spatial reso-

lution combined with a wide wavelength coverage and

depth provided by JWST and HST, in this paper we

base our analysis in 2-dimensional spectral energy distri-

butions (2D-SEDs) rather than the more common study

of the integrated emission of galaxies. We identify 3 ben-

efits from this approach:

(1) The spectral analysis is similar to what has been

extensively done before in the literature based on

HST and Spitzer/IRAC data for complete galax-

ies, i.e., choosing a 2D approach does not imply

losing photometric bands now that we have JWST

data.

(2) Smaller parts of a galaxy (especially if it is sig-

nificantly extended) should have less complex star

formation histories (SFHs), so a 2D approach is

expected to help in diminishing the effect of stel-

lar population synthesis degeneracies, especially

for high redshift sources where the stellar popu-

lation age is relatively more limited. More specifi-

cally, our 2D approach can produce relatively com-

plex SFH for an entire galaxy (similar to “non-

parametric” approaches; see, e.g., Pacifici et al.

2012, Leja et al. 2019a, Johnson et al. 2021, Ji &

Giavalisco 2022) based on simple parametrizations

(e.g., an exponentially decaying SFH) for smaller

parts of it.

(3) Independent estimations of the photometric red-

shift should allow to obtain more accurate results,

especially if the galaxies present stellar population

gradients, as well as help with the segmentation of

images.

On the con side of our 2D approach, we can mention:

(1) Squeezing the 2D stellar population synthesis pro-

cedure to very small regions of a galaxy can be

detrimental since the derived properties can be af-

fected by stochasticity in the IMF and/or correla-

tions of properties in physically connected regions

(e.g., linked to escape of ionizing photons from one

region of the galaxy to another).

(2) The low surface brightness component of galaxies

cannot be studied with the same spatial resolution

as the “core” of the galaxy.

(3) The combination of results from individual pixels

or resolution elements to recover the properties of

the galaxy as a whole might not be straightforward

(e.g., in the determination of the redshift of the

galaxy based on regions with very different SNR

photometry).

(4) The faintest and smallest galaxies would now allow

for a 2D approach.

(5) The pixel-by-pixel approach needs well-

determined PSFs and matching kernels as well

as accurately aligned images, details which might

not be as important when working with photom-

etry using large apertures.

Overall, the advantages in the analysis of our galaxies

are significant, so we follow this route and perform 2-

dimensional analysis of the emission of galaxies, which

we describe next. We invite the reader to see an eval-

uation of the method for z > 1 galaxies in Garćıa-

Argumánez et al. (2022) and similar approaches based

on HST data (Abraham et al. 1999; Wuyts et al. 2012).

This paper is focused on presenting an interesting pop-

ulation of galaxies that JWST has revealed and allowed

to study in detail, and will discuss the optimization of

procedures for 2D SED-fitting in more detail in future

work, when more comprehensive datasets and data cal-

ibrations are available.

The JWST and HST images described in Section 2

were registered to the same World Coordinate System

including a local solution for each galaxy in the sample,

in order to ensure an accurate alignment on a pixel-

by-pixel basis. To do that, we considered a square re-

gion around each source and measured centroids for all

galaxies in the CANDELS catalog within that region

for all images in the different filters. Based on the cross-

correlation of those sources with respect to a reference

band, F444W in our case, we realigned and remapped

all images to a common grid. The accuracy of this align-

ment is better than 0.001′′, on average, with a scatter

smaller than 0.006′′(one fifth of the pixel). These statis-

tics are independent of the band and are not affected by
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Figure 2. Example of a two-dimensional photometric redshift determination for one of our extended sources (identified as
2 galaxies at different redshifts, see text for more details). The upper left panel shows an RGB 8′′ × 8′′ postage stamp of
nircam2-7122, using NIRCam filters F115W , F150W , and F200W . The top right thumbnails show individual images of the
source in all HST/ACS and JWST/NIRCam filters used in this work. The images have been PSF-matched to the F444W
image. The red ellipse marks the aperture used for the integrated photometric measurements and the blue ellipse depicts the
aperture containing half of the total flux in F356W . On the bottom-left, we show the histogram of most-probable photometric
redshifts for all pixels with enough SNR (see text for details) within the integrated aperture. The combined redshift probability
distribution function (zPDF) for all these pixels is shown in red, while the most probable redshift and its uncertainty for this
source are marked and written in red. The inset shows the photometric redshift map. On the bottom-right, we show the SEDs
of two circular apertures positioned on the central region of the source and the northern part, respectively (see circular regions
marked in the RGB image insets). In red, we show the sum of all photometric redshift templates fitting the corresponding pixels
(offsetted to the average redshift of the region for clarity). The bottom-right insets in these SED plots show the individual
probability distribution functions for all pixels within the aperture, plotted with a transparency parameter.

more complex morphologies of galaxies observed in the

bluest bands, in part because the relative WCS align-

ment of different JWST (and HST) bands is extremely

accurate (see Bagley et al., in prep.).

After aligning the images, we PSF-matched them us-

ing F444W as the reference (see example in Figure 2).

This is the band with the most extended PSF in our

dataset, FWHM 0.16′′(based on the actual PSF con-

structed with CEERS data). Using all known stars pro-

vided by the CANDELS catalog and fainter stars iden-

tified with JWST colors, we built PSFs for each band

and kernels using photutils to match them to the F444W

PSF.

We then measured photometry on a pixel-by-pixel ba-

sis using the locally-registered, PSF-matched JWST and

HST images. We built SEDs for each pixel and kept for

analysis those which had more than 3 bands with fluxes

measured at the 3σ level or better. For bands with low-

significance fluxes, we assumed 5σ upper limits in all the

subsequent analysis, including photometric redshift esti-

mation and stellar population synthesis modeling. Con-

sidering 3σ upper limits instead had a very small impact

on photometric redshifts, with an average difference be-
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tween estimations 〈∆z/(1 + z)〉 = 0.02 and 5 galaxies

out of the full sample of 138 sources changing redshift

by more than ∆z = 0.2. Fixing the redshift, the effect

of using 3σ upper limits in the stellar population syn-

thesis is negligible since the fits are mostly dominated

by actually measured fluxes.

We also measured integrated photometry based on a

Kron (1980) aperture (marked in red in Figure 2). We

note that the latter covers an area which is larger than

the sum of the individual pixels for which we were able

to build SEDs. The typical aperture correction from the

sum of pixels to the Kron aperture is 7% for our sample.

The median number of pixels with usable SEDs per

galaxy in our sample is 472 (approximately 20 resolution

elements, defined as the area of the FWHM), with 85%

(65%) of the sample having more than 100 (150) pixels

(∼4/7 resolution elements). We note that the pixels in

our images correspond to physical sizes between 250 and

170 pc, and the F444W FWHM to 1.3 and 1 kpc, for

the redshift range covered by our sample (2 . z . 7).

5. PHOTOMETRIC REDSHIFTS AND STELLAR

POPULATION SYNTHESIS MODELING IN 2

DIMENSIONS

The SEDs described in Section 4 were used to estimate

photometric redshift and stellar populations properties

on a pixel-by-pixel basis, and also for the integrated

aperture. We describe the procedures in the following

subsections.

5.1. Estimation of photometric redshifts

Photometric redshifts for each pixel were estimated

with a modified version of the eazy code (Brammer

et al. 2008). The modification consisted in allowing the

template fitting algorithm to use (5σ) upper limits as
an input, not allowing any fit to provide brighter fluxes

(achieved by penalizing the χ2 calculation) than those

limits and excluding the band in the χ2 calculation for

templates providing lower fluxes (Mérida et al. 2022,

submitted). The code was run disabling the template

error feature (which penalized IRAC bands as a default,

i.e., NIRCam LW fluxes would also be affected) and not

using any prior. We used v1.3 templates, which include

a dusty galaxy and a high-EW emission-line galaxy spec-

trum.

After obtaining photometric redshifts for each pixel,

we combined the probability distribution functions

(zPDF) for all pixels belonging to a given galaxy using

the procedure described in Dahlen et al. (2013). Briefly,

different zPDFs are combined allowing for catastrophic

fits as well as some degree of interdependency among

the different estimations, parametrized with a quantity

called α, which can take values from 1 to the number of

combined zPDFs. We note that, in our case, the estima-

tion of photometric redshifts for nearby pixels should be

correlated, since the FWHM of the PSF-matched data is

0.16′′ (5 pixels), but for most galaxies we counted with

completely independent estimations given their large ex-

tension. We made some tests on the parameter used

to account for this interdependence of estimations and

found no significant variations in the final most-probable

redshifts provided for each galaxy for α > 2.

The procedure of photometric redshift estimation in

2 dimensions is exemplified in Figure 2 with a peculiar

source, as explained next. We show one of the selected

galaxies, nircam2-7122, which seems to have 2 stellar

clumps in the JWST data. The Northern part, orange

in the RGB image, was included in HST catalogs (e.g.,

in Stefanon et al. 2017). At wavelengths redder than

2 µm, another clump starts to be visible to the South,

a region that gets brighter at longer wavelengths while

the Northern knot gets relatively dimmer (and almost

disappears by 4 µm). Our 2D analysis indicates that

the Northern (already known) galaxy lies at a lower red-

shift, as revealed by the photo-z map, which counts with

4-5 resolution elements for the Northern galaxy and 6-7

times more for the new JWST source. SEDs and photo-z

fits are shown in Figure 2 for the centers of the 2 distinct

galaxies. A similar analysis was performed in the rest of

the sample, just keeping the regions which present con-

sistent photometric redshifts in the study of the stellar

populations presented in the following sections.

Our approach to analyze the photo-z maps was that

in order to consider a possible contamination from an

interloper at a different redshift, the region must have a

size of at least 2 resolution elements (defined in terms of

the FWHM). This allows to get rid of noise, visible in

some zones of the photo-z map presented in Figure 2. In

that plot, we clearly identify a different galaxy or knot

with this criterion to the North (but not in other zones).

We must also consider that the map is presented in terms

of the most probable photo-z, but each pixel counts with

a complete zPDF.

With this in mind, in order to assign redshifts to differ-

ent regions of a given galaxy, we considered a probabil-

ity threshold to decide when 2 zPDFs (constructed with

several pixels as explained above) provide incompatible

redshifts. This assumes that a zPDF would catch de-

generacies in the photo-z determination linked to stellar

population gradients throughout the galaxy (or belong-

ing to different galaxies). We considered as separate

galaxies those regions where the combined zPDF im-

plied a probability smaller than 10% of the region being

at the redshift of the rest of the galaxy.
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Figure 3. Results of our pixel-by-pixel SED modeling procedure for the example source presented in Figure 2. In this figure,
we just keep the Southern component of the source, which we identify as a distinct galaxy that meets our selection criteria
and lies at a different redshift than the Northern region of the source. The top 4 panels show maps of the stellar mass surface
density, the mass-weighted age, the SFR averaged over the last 25 Myr of the SFH of the galaxy, and the dust attenuation in
the V -band. The centroid of the galaxy calculated with the stellar mass map is marked with a gray star. The striped circle
depicts the FWHM of the data. On the bottom-left, we show the integrated SFH and its uncertainty obtained by adding the
results for all pixels, after applying an aperture correction based on the average flux ratio between the sum of all pixels used
in the 2D analysis and the integrated aperture. On the bottom-center panel, we show a UV J diagram for all pixels used in
our analysis, color-coded by distance to the galaxy centroid. Average uncertainties in both axis as a function of radius are
plotted in the top-left (uncertainties in V −J) and bottom-right (in U −V ) corners of the panel. The position of the integrated
colors of the galaxy is marked with a black circle. On the bottom-right panel, we show color maps using the closest observed
filters to the UV J rest-frame colors considering the redshift of the galaxy (z = 3.7), namely F150W − F277W for U − V and
F277W −1.5×F444W for V −J (the multiplicative factor being applied to account for the extrapolation to probe the J-band).
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We remark that the identification of redshift interlop-

ers in this work implies that some regions of a given

source were removed from the subsequent analysis (as

in Figure 11). This means that the total masses could

be underestimated if the removed zone is indeed part of

the galaxy, but the SFHs (or other properties such as

SFRs, sSFR, A(V), etc...) would be robust for the kept

galaxy area.

The evaluation and calibration of the 2D photometric

redshift determination, i.e., how to combine the informa-

tion from different pixels to obtain the best redshift for

a given galaxy as well as help with the segmentation of

objects, would need more extended datasets in terms of

area and availability of accurate measurements at higher

redshifts than what current spectroscopic samples pro-

vide (and would be extended in the coming months with

JWST observations).

As a first evaluation, we run the procedure through all

the galaxies with spectroscopic redshifts in the 4 avail-

able CEERS pointings (see Section 2), just using the 9

filters selected for our study of HST-dark/faint galaxies.

These galaxies sum up 1.1 million pixels, for which we

calculated photometric redshifts. We obtained σNMAD

values (as defined in Brammer et al. 2008) a factor of 2

better (0.035 vs. 0.018) than using the integrated SEDs.

5.2. Stellar population synthesis modeling

Once we obtained a most-probable redshift combining

the estimations for all pixels belonging to each galaxy,

we fixed its value and analyzed the stellar popula-

tions. We fitted the pixel-by-pixel and integrated SEDs

with the synthesizer code (Pérez-González et al. 2003,

2008b) assuming a delayed-exponential as the SFH, with

timescale values τ between 100 Myr and 5 Gyr, ages be-

tween 1 Myr and the age of the Universe at the redshift

of the source, all discrete metallicities provided by the

Bruzual & Charlot (2003) models, and a Calzetti et al.

(2000) attenuation law with V -band extinction values,

A(V ) between 0 and 5 mag. We assume a universal

initial mass function (IMF) that follows the Chabrier

(2003) functional form. Nebular continuum and emis-

sion lines were added to the models as described in

Pérez-González et al. (2008b). A Monte Carlo method

was carried out in order to obtain uncertainties and ac-

count for degeneracies (see Domı́nguez Sánchez et al.

2016). We warn the reader that this kind of methodol-

ogy would not account for systematic uncertainties such

as those arising from the parametrization of the SFH,

metallicity evolution or the complexity of dust effects

(in general, and as a function of position in the galaxy).

Figure 3 shows the results of the stellar population

synthesis (SPS) modeling for the galaxy presented in

Figure 2, after removing the Northern component which

is revealed to lie at a different redshift by our 2D photo-

z method. All relevant quantities have been corrected

by the aperture correction mentioned in Section 4. The

galaxy presents a knot with significant amounts of dust,

A(V ) ∼ 3 mag, separated from the stellar mass centroid,

and (integrated) SFR around 10 M� yr−1. The rest of

the galaxy presents a less active and low-dust content

disky structure (see also UV J diagram per pixel). The

SFH of the galaxy shows 3 main episodes of star forma-

tion, one beyond z ∼ 10, another (extended) at z ∼ 5.5,

and the recent burst in the center. The galaxy is not

detected by MIPS, PACS, SPIRE, or (sub-)mm wave-

lengths (nor in X-ray) at the 3σ level or better. This

galaxy is transiting through a post-starburst phase with

some residual dusty star formation near the nuclear re-

gion, presenting mass-weighted ages of up to a few hun-

dred Myr.

The 2D UV J diagram on the bottom right of Fig-

ure 3 shows that the full galaxy would be located in

an intermediate region between blue, low-dust content,

star-forming galaxies and dusty starbursts. The pixels

near the mass-weighted center of the galaxy lie towards

the dust-enshrouded zone, while outer pixels beyond the

effective radius tend to lie in the blue cloud and post-

starburst/quiescent wedge. In order to demonstrate the

reliability of this spatially-resolved UV J diagram, we

show color maps directly constructed with the JWST

bands which roughly probe the UV J bands, namely,

F150W , F277W , and F444W . For the latter, given

that we would need some extrapolation to probe the J-

band, we multiply it by a 1.5× factor, so we roughly

match in the color map the V − J values in the color-

color plot.

Our 2D-SPS methodology was compared in Garćıa-

Argumánez et al. (2022) with fits of the integrated emis-

sion of simulated galaxies in Illustris using SFHs includ-

ing a single burst and two star formation events, each

following a delayed exponentially-decaying SFH. We

demonstrated that this more classical approach could

underestimate the mass-weighted ages by factors of a

few (cf. Figure 8 in Garćıa-Argumánez et al. 2022).

The paper also showed that our 2D-SPS approach could

reproduce the Illustris SFHs with 20-30% accuracies in

physical properties such as mass weighted ages and for-

mation times. For this paper, we compared our 2D-

SPS-based stellar masses with those obtained obtained

from single-burst delayed exponentially-decaying SFHs

fitting the integrated emission, obtaining a very small

systematic offset, ∆ log M? = 0.02 dex, and a scatter

that ranges from 0.05 dex at log M?/M� > 10 to 0.3 dex

for smaller masses. A detailed comparison of model-
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Figure 4. The left panel shows the stellar mass versus photometric redshift diagram for all the galaxies in the CANDELS
catalog (gray-scale density map) and the color-magnitude selected sample divided into HST-dark (dark hexagons) and HST-
faint (light circles). MIPS24 emitters are marked with a cyan circle, sub-mm and radio galaxies with a blue star. The central
and right panels show the photometric redshift and stellar mass distributions for the HST-dark and HST-faint galaxies (with
the same color scheme) and the whole sample (gray histogram). Some statistical information (median and quartiles) for the
HST-faint and HST-dark subsamples are provided.

ing procedures including 2D-SPS, integrated photome-

try with parametric and non-parametric SFHs will be

presented in other papers (e.g., Garćıa-Argumánez et

al., in prep).

6. ANALYSIS OF THE INTEGRATED AND

BI-DIMENSIONAL STELLAR POPULATION

PROPERTIES

In this section, we analyze the photometric redshifts,

stellar masses, morphology, and both the integrated and

spatially resolved current vs past star formation activity

of the 138 galaxies selected as “HST-dark” and “HST-

faint” using the mid-to-near IR color-magnitude dia-

gram.

6.1. Redshifts and stellar masses

The left panel of Figure 4 shows the photometric red-

shift versus stellar mass diagram for galaxies in the

HST WFC3/F160W -selected CANDELS catalog (gray

scale density map) overlapping with the CEERS region,

and the galaxy sample selected by our JWST color-

magnitude criterion. We also distinguish between JWST

galaxies that are brighter and fainter than F150W =

26 mag, namely HST-faint and -dark galaxies (light and

dark colors, hexagons and circles), respectively. At first

glance, the main difference in the distribution of galax-

ies selected with HST and the new JWST-selected sam-

ple is that the latter reveals a population of red, mas-

sive (log M?/M� = 9 − 11) galaxies at z & 2 many of

which were previously undetected (HST-dark) even in

the deepest HST/WFC3 surveys such as CANDELS.

In more detail, the HST-faint sample selects predom-

inantly massive galaxies (log M?/M� & 10) over a red-

shift range around z ∼ 3. This is consistent with the

distribution of points for HST-faint galaxies in the color-

magnitude diagram presented in Figure 1. As illustrated

by the template color-tracks, similarly massive galax-

ies at redshifts z . 2 are not in the HST-faint sample

because they have bluer colors (F150W − F356W <

1.5 mag) and/or brighter F150W magnitudes, while

massive galaxies at higher redshifts tend to be redder

and fainter, and thus fall into the selection region of the

HST-dark sample.

Consequently, the HST-dark sample exhibits a higher

median redshift z ∼ 4.4 and a broader distribution that

extends up to z ∼ 7. The redshift overlap between

HST -faint and -dark samples at z ∼ 3.5 (central panel

of Figure 4) is a direct consequence of the magnitude

limit used to define the two sets (F150W = 26 mag).

If we choose a fainter magnitude, many of the HST-

dark galaxies at higher-z will move to the HST-faint
sample increasing its median redshift and lowering the

median redshift of the HST-dark sample. We note that

while F150W = 26 mag is an adequate limit to identify

WFC3 dropouts in the shallower CANDELS mosaics in

EGS, the deeper WFC3 imaging in GOODS/UDF fields

(see. e.g., Guo et al. 2013, Barro et al. 2019) means

that HST-dark galaxies in those fields will be fainter in

F160W (by 0.5 to 1 mag) and will have, on average,

higher redshifts (as presented exactly in those fields in,

e.g., Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019).

The redshift histogram for HST-dark galaxies reveals

a peak around z ∼ 6.5. The sources in this peak are

peculiar, as we will also show in the coming sections.

Here we emphasize that these sources typically present a

blue F356W−F410M color, on average −0.3±0.2 mag,

compared with an average of +0.2±0.2 mag for the rest
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of the sample. Some of them are also brighter in the

F410M compared to both F356W and F444W .

In terms of the stellar mass distribution (right panel

of Figure 4), the HST-dark sample has a lower average

stellar mass than the HST-faint sample, log M?/M� ∼
9.8 vs. log M?/M� ∼ 10.4, although both distributions

have galaxies with masses up to log M?/M� ∼ 11.0. The

HST-dark sample also extends to lower stellar masses

than the HST-faint sample. This is primarily due to

the faint limiting magnitude of the selection in F356W ,

which, to first order, correlates with the stellar mass

of the galaxies. As illustrated by the template color-

tracks in Figure 1, some of the galaxies in the HST-dark

sample with magnitudes around F356W ∼ 27 mag will

have log M?/M� . 10 at redshifts ranging from z = 3 to

7.

Another consequence of having a fainter limiting mag-

nitude is that the average stellar mass of our HST-dark

sample is also lower than those of pre-JWST HST-dark

studies which selected galaxies using Spitzer/IRAC and

thus were restricted to much brighter limiting magni-

tudes of [3.6]∼24.0-24.5 mag. Therefore, these sam-

ples had virtually no galaxies with log M?/M� . 10.

For example, Wang et al. (2016) or Alcalde Pampliega

et al. (2019) find average stellar masses of the order of

log M?/M� = 10.5 and 10.8, respectively, for their HST-

dark, IRAC bright samples. A different effect that can

contribute to the larger stellar masses of these IRAC-

based studies is that they cover a larger area than the

current CEERS survey by up to a factor×4-5 and, there-

fore, they are more likely to find a higher fraction of

rare galaxies with very large stellar masses. Further-

more, the number of those galaxies detected over the

relatively small area surveyed so far by CEERS is more

susceptible to cosmic variance.

6.2. Recent/past star formation and colors

In this section we study the star formation proper-

ties and rest-frame colors of our sample in the context

of the star formation main sequence and the UV J dia-

gram. Based on these analysis, we will divide the sam-

ple into star formation activity subsets that will be ex-

plored in the upcoming sections to analyze their stacked

properties (e.g., star formation or mass-assembly his-

tories). In particular, we will classify the sample in 3

classes: quiescent sources, star-forming galaxies, many

of them detected at far-infrared and sub-mm wave-

lengths (note that the coverage of the CEERS footprint

by sub-millimeter surveys is very inhomogeneous, so this

is not a complete sample), and peculiar galaxies at z ∼ 6.

We refer the reader to subsection 6.2.3 for more details.

6.2.1. Recent star formation properties and the
star-forming main sequence

Figure 5 shows the SFR vs stellar mass plot for our

sample, known as the star formation main sequence

(SFMS) diagram. In order to further understand the

properties of our sample, which derive directly from

the selection method, we divide the sample in several

redshift bins in the following plots. The selected red-

shift bins are: one dominated by HST-faint galaxies,

2 < z < 3, one dominated by HST-dark galaxies,

4 < z < 7, and an intermediate range with similar num-

ber of galaxies from the 2 subsamples, 3 < z < 4. SFRs

have been derived by calculating the average value from

the SFHs of each galaxy in different time-intervals, rang-

ing from the last 5 to the last 100 Myr (namely, 5, 10,

25, 50, 75, and 100 Myr). In this figure, we use the SFR

defined as that averaged over the last 10 Myr. Similar

trends are observed in plots using other definitions of

the SFR.

In Figure 5, we see our sample forming a band in the

SFR-stellar mass plane around the SFMS, most galax-

ies would qualify as star-forming galaxies and a small

fraction presents very small specific SFRs (a 0.1 Gyr−1

limit is marked in the plot), expediting the classifica-

tion as quiescent/dormant galaxy. Although our SFR

and stellar mass estimations do follow a sequence, many

of the galaxies lie below the ”classical” SFMS (this is

specially clear when using SFRs averaged on the last

75-100 Myr), typically obtained by estimating stellar

masses from integrated-aperture SED-fitting and SFRs

from observed rest-frame UV luminosities corrected for

attenuation with recipes based on UV-slopes, or with

SFR tracers linked to dust emission. At first sight, this

kind of behavior (which has also been observed when

comparing the observed SFMS with galaxy formation

simulations such as Illustris, see Sparre et al. 2015; Don-

nari et al. 2019) might be interpreted as the SED-fitting

analysis underestimating the SFRs due to high dust con-

tents.

To probe the possible existence of highly embedded,

optically-thick star-forming knots that cannot be char-

acterized with rest-frame UV-to-near-IR SEDs, and test

how the 2D approach handles this classical problem, we

discuss the effects of dust on the SFMS plot in Fig-

ure 6. For this purpose, we calculate the total energy

absorbed by dust according to our pixel-by-pixel SPS

analysis, adding up the contributions of all pixels for

each galaxy to calculate the stellar dust-absorbed lu-

minosity. Assuming an energy balance, this luminosity

should be converted into dust emission in the mid-to-far

IR. We then translate the dust-absorbed stellar lumi-

nosity to an IR-based SFR applying the calibration in
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Figure 5. Main sequence (SFR vs. stellar mass, SFMS) plots for our sample of galaxies with red near-to-mid IR colors, compared
to the CANDELS sample. From left to right, each panel shows the SFMS in different redshift bins, selected to exemplify: the
range dominated by HST-faint galaxies (F150W < 26 mag), 2 < z < 3; HST-dark sources (F150W > 26 mag), 4 < z < 7; and
a transition range. In each panel our sample is shown with hexagons (HST-dark) and circles (HST-faint). MIPS24 emitters are
marked with a cyan circle, sub-mm and radio galaxies with a blue star, quiescent galaxies with a red square, and XELG-z6 with
green triangles. The hexmap shows the distribution of galaxies in the CANDELS catalog (Stefanon et al. 2017), with SFRs
estimated with the method explained in Barro et al. (2019). The colored lines depict the SFMS at z = 2−7 from Schreiber et al.
(2015), Santini et al. (2017), and Barro et al. (2019). The cutouts on the bottom show the 5′′×5′′images of the quiescent galaxies
marked with letters in the SFMS, also providing IDs and redshifts. From bottom-to-top, the images are color composites of 3
HST bands, and 3 JWST bands, short and long wavelengths, respectively.

Kennicutt (1998). We remark that this exercise should

provide results which are completely comparable to the

regular technique used to construct the SFMS plot at the

high-mass end. For low-mass galaxies, with lower dust
contents, SFRs are typically based on rest-frame UV

luminosities, maybe added to absorbed emission with

hybrid SFR tracers (see Buat et al. 2005, Calzetti et al.

2007) or dust-corrected using UV-slopes (with more or

less complicated recipes, see Barro et al. 2019). There-

fore, for our galaxies, which span a relatively wide range

of masses, the SFRs calculated with an energy-budget

technique might be underestimated at the low stellar

mass end if significant amounts of non-obscured star for-

mation exists.

Figure 6 demonstrates that the 2D-based, global dust

attenuations for the galaxies in our sample do reproduce

the dust content and emission observed in galaxies and

used for the construction of the SFMS. Even though the

5-to-100 Myr time-averaged SFRs fall below the MS, the

fair comparison with observations behaves much better.

On average, and down to log M?/M� ∼ 9.7, our energy-

budget based SFRs reproduce the SFMS, with the me-

dian sSFR lying within 0.1 dex of the literature curves.

However, the scatter of our SFMS is 2× larger than the

typical 0.2-0.3 dex reported in the literature. Whether

this behavior is intrinsic or related to observational un-

certainties is beyond the scope of this paper.

In Figure 6 (and the right panel of Figure 5), we mark

the galaxies in the redshift peak at z ∼ 6 reported in

the previous section (green triangles). All these sources

present very large SFRs for their stellar mass, well above

the SFMS, consequently qualifying as starburst galax-

ies. The SFRs derived with the energy budget calcula-

tion are also large, indicating the presence of significant

amounts of dust. We remark here that the starburst

galaxies seem to follow a separate sequence, very simi-

lar to the bimodality reported in Rinaldi et al. (2022).

We cannot claim any robust interpretation for this ef-

fect due to the small number of galaxies we have in our

sample, but our modeling points out to systematic ef-

fects linked to age (rather, for example, than for extinc-

tion), since most of the galaxies located far away from
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Figure 6. Star formation main sequence plot for our sam-
ple of mid-IR bright, near-IR faint galaxies constructed with
SFRs derived from our 2D stellar population synthesis analy-
sis through the calculation of the dust-absorbed stellar emis-
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converted to SFR using Kennicutt (1998) factor. Symbols in
gray show the SFRs obtained from the average of the inte-
grated SFHs in the last 20 Myr. Blue curves depict literature
main sequence relationships (same as in Figure 5).

the SFMS present very young bursts, many of them be-

longing to the XELG-z6 type. This would be consistent

with the presence of strong emission lines, most prob-

ably [OIII]+Hβ, in these starburst systems, similar to

the sources reported in Endsley et al. (2022), Matthee

et al. (2022) and Laporte et al. (2022), but they also

present relatively high dust contents, with average at-

tenuations around A(V ) = 2 mag. Indeed, Matthee

et al. (2022) reports not negligible amounts of dust in

some of the (NIRCam-grism selected) spectroscopically

confirmed [OIII] emitters.

We conclude that our 2D-SPS method based on

JWST+HST data does provide robust dust estimations

at spatial resolutions around 200 pc, and that SFRs from

SED-fitting should be compared with SFRs from classi-

cal tracers with caution.

6.2.2. Rest-frame UV J colors

Figure 7 shows the overall distribution of all the

CEERS galaxies (gray-scale density map) and the color-

selected sample, divided into HST-faint and -dark in the

rest-frame UV J diagrams at different redshifts. The dis-

tribution of rest-frame colors is roughly consistent with

what we see in the SFMS plot: the bulk of the sample

are massive, dusty star-forming galaxies with a small

fraction quiescent galaxies starting at z & 3. The ma-

jority of the galaxies identified as quiescent by sSFR

(red squares) are located in the quiescent region of the

UV J diagram, showing that the two methods are quite

consistent.

At 2 < z < 3 nearly all the color-selected galaxies are

HST-faint, dusty and star-forming, with high average

extinctions 〈AV 〉 = 2.2 mag and relatively large stel-

lar masses of 〈log M?/M�〉 = 10.4. This is consistent

with the color-tracks in Figure 1 that indicate that only

dusty galaxies are redder than the selection threshold at

z < 3. I.e., quiescent galaxies at these redshifts do not

make the color cut. Similarly, since these galaxies are

also relatively massive, they tend to be on the brighter

end of both the F356W and F150W magnitudes and,

consequently, the majority are HST-faint. Interestingly,

many of these galaxies are located in the very high dust-

obscuration region of the UV J diagram with rest-frame

colors exceeding V − J > 2.0 mag. Previous works have

pointed out that this dusty corner of the UV J diagram

seems to exhibit a higher fraction of objects with late-

type morphologies (or low Sersic 1968 indices) and closer

to edge-on inclinations which can increase the redden-

ing along the line-of-sight due to dust within the disks

which lead to values of AV & 2 mag (e.g., Patel et al.

2012; Wang et al. 2018).

At 3 < z < 4, there is roughly an even split between

HST-dark and -faint galaxies. The average stellar mass

is roughly the same, but the average extinction is much

lower, 〈AV 〉 = 1.4 mag, than at z ∼ 2.5. Similarly, the

average V − J ∼ 1.5 mag is smaller and fewer galaxies

are found in the dusty corner V − J > 2 mag. Notable

exceptions are the sub-mm/radio galaxies with V −J >
1.5 mag. The lower average attenuation and V −J color

is likely driven by the inclusion of a larger number of

quiescent galaxies (∼ 17%), which enter the color selec-

tion at z > 3. We note also that at z ∼ 3.5 some of the

younger, perhaps recently quenched, quiescent galaxies

with ages ∼ 1 Gyr have bluer U − V ∼ 1.3 mag col-

ors, and some of them will not make the color threshold

of the selection, F150W − F356W > 1.5 mag, even at

z = 3 (orange template in Figure 1). To emphasize this

point, in Figure 7 we show 6 out of the 17 galaxies in the

recent Carnall et al. (2022) paper which finds massive

quiescent galaxies at z > 3 in the CEERS field. 3 out

of these 6 galaxies (green circles), are in our UV J qui-

escent region but are not selected by our color criterion,

as they are too blue in F150W − F356W . The other

11 galaxies with redder colors and higher redshifts are

included in our sample and 9 of them are also classified

as quiescent by our criteria.
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Figure 7. Rest-frame U − V vs V − J diagram at different redshifts for the galaxies in the CEERS sample (color gray-scale)
and the color-selected sample divided in HST-faint and -dark (light and dark colors). MIPS24 emitters are marked with a cyan
circle, sub-mm and radio galaxies with a blue star, quiescent galaxies by sSFR with a red square, and XELG-z6 with green
triangles. The green circles show quiescent galaxies at z > 3 from Carnall et al. (2022). HST-dark galaxies make up the bulk
of the sample at z > 4 while HST-faint dominate in number at 〈z〉 = 2.5, and there is an even split between them at 〈z〉 = 3.5.
The average color, extinction and stellar mass are indicated in the top left corner of each plot. Overall color-selected galaxies are
predominantly massive, dusty or quiescent galaxies in agreement with the goal of the selection criteria in Figure 1. Furthermore,
there is a clear downward trend in extinction and stellar mass ranging from 〈AV 〉 ∼ 2.2 mag and 〈log M?/M�〉 ∼ 10.5 at z < 3
to 〈AV 〉 ∼ 1.2 mag and 〈log M?/M�〉 = 10 at z > 4. The cutouts on the bottom show the 5′′×5′′images of the MIPS and
sub-mm/radio galaxies marked with letters in the UV J diagram, also providing IDs and redshifts. From bottom-to-top, the
images are color composites of 3 HST bands, and 3 JWST bands, short and long wavelengths, respectively.

At 4 < z < 7, nearly all selected galaxies are HST-

dark. The average extinction and color continue their

downward trend relative to the lower redshift bins with

〈AV 〉 = 1.2 mag, 〈V − J〉 = 1.2 mag, but there is

also a noticeable decrease in the average stellar mass

to 〈log M?/M�〉 = 10. Since stellar mass and dust

are strongly correlated (e.g., Fang et al. 2018) a de-

crease in the average mass will also lower the attenu-

ation. The lower average mass is caused by a decrease

in the number of very massive (and dusty) galaxies (e.g.,

log M?/M� & 10.8− 11) in our sample at redshift z & 4

(see Figure 4). This is most likely caused by a combina-

tion of the steep decline in the number density of mas-

sive galaxies with redshift and our small surveyed area.

For example, Alcalde Pampliega et al. (2019) (see also

Muzzin et al. 2013; Stefanon et al. 2015) finds densities

of log(N) ∼ −4.75 or −5.00 [Mpc−3] at 3 < z < 6, even

after accouning for HST-dark galaxies. In the small area

covered by CEERS, that density translates to less than

∼1 galaxy (we find none), and even at log M?/M� > 10

the number of galaxies is expected to be of the order

of ∼ 20 based on pre-JWST studies (e.g., extrapolating

Muzzin et al. 2013, log(N) ∼ −3.75 [Mpc−3] at z ∼ 3.5).

Consequently, more massive, dusty star-forming galax-

ies like those identified in sub-mm surveys (Wang et al.

2019) will likely be found in larger area surveys. In

fact, 2 (of the 5) sub-mm NOEMA galaxies at this red-

shift are among the most massive and higher extinction

galaxies. In particular, galaxy a) was also recently dis-

cussed in Zavala et al. (2022) as a source that might be

misidentified with very high-z (z & 10) candidates.

Aside from the average trends, the fraction of quies-

cent galaxies is a bit smaller compared to the previous

redshift bin, ∼10%, but, we note an increase in the over-

all scatter such that there are more galaxies with more

extreme V − J colors (e.g. V − J > 2 or V − J < 0.25).

The majority of these galaxies are all at z > 6, in the

redshift peak reported in previous sections. They also

have peculiar SEDs, in terms of F356W −F410M color,

and SEDs which are red at λ > 2µm but get bluer at
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shorter wavelengths, similar to the SEDs of the galax-

ies presented in Labbe et al. (2022). At those redshifts

the V − J color is not probed by the observed SED and

therefore it is extrapolated from the best-fit SED tem-

plate. Most of these galaxies are typically a combination

of a dusty stellar population (hence the red V − J) plus

a low mass, un-extinguished burst that causes the blue

UV-rest-frame color and a high, recent SFR (see SFH

section). The true stellar properties of these galaxies are

unclear and still debated, most remarkably whether the

red color is caused in predominant part by strong emis-

sion lines. Our 2D SED fits reveal strong (i.e., high-EW)

[OIII]λ4959, 5007 and Hβ emission boosting the F356W

flux (and sometimes the F140M emission), linked to a

very young starburst on top of a an older population.

For this reason, we will identify these sources as ex-

treme emission-like galaxies at z ∼ 6 (XELG-z6, here-

after). They are a relatively numerous population, in

fact the dominate our sample at z > 6 and we might

still be missing some, since their colors decrease with

redshift, ranging from F150W −F356W = 3 mag down

to our limit 1.5 mag (see postage stamps in Figure 8). In

fact, the majority of galaxies from Labbe et al. (2022) at

z > 7 are bluer and fainter at F356W , so we only have

3 in common with their sample. Given the selection of

our sample, we are biased towards galaxies with emission

lines entering the F356W passband, but if similar high-

EW ELGs exist at lower redshifts, the lines could lie on

other filters and affect the interpretation of JWST data.

This is the case for one of the objects discussed in Zavala

et al. (2022), for which z = 4.6 and z = 16.7 (Donnan

et al. 2022) redshift solutions are obtained, depending

strongly on the usage of templates with high-EW emis-

sion lines. In our 2D study, that galaxy, nircam2-2159

is assigned with a redshift z = 4.59, with all its 74 pix-

els preferring the low redshift solution over the z ∼ 16

value. Apart from that, and interestingly, all XELGs-

z6 share identical morphologies/appearances (see Sec-

tion 6.3).

6.2.3. Selecting subsets of galaxies based on star formation
activity

Based on Figures 5 to 7, in the following sections we

will divide our sample in 3 different galaxy types ac-

cording to their star formation activity. We identify 25

galaxies as quiescent/dormant (QG) for which the SFMS

plot provides sSFR < 0.1 Gyr−1, 17 of them inside the

quiescent wedge in the UV J diagram. For the identifi-

cation of QGs, we forced that the galaxies were below

the quoted sSFR level for all the SFR timescales men-

tioned in Section 6.2.1 (ranging from 5 to 100 Myr), and

the energy-budget sSFR. All other galaxies are consid-

ered as star-forming galaxies (SFGs), except the special

case of z > 6 sources, which we already introduced,

XELG-z6. For QGs and SFGs, in some plots we will

also consider 2 redshift regimes, z < 4 and z > 4 for

SFGs, and z < 3.5 and z > 3.5 for QGs, which divide

the samples in roughly equal numbers (and help with

the interpretation of the results).

6.3. Structural properties

6.3.1. Visual appearances

Figures 5 and 7 show the cutouts of several interesting

galaxies in our sample (HST-dark and -faint) at differ-

ent redshifts. There are 3 cutouts per galaxy showing

the color composite images based on 3 HST bands and 3

JWST bands, at short and long wavelengths. The pur-

pose of these images is to not only illustrate the appear-

ances of the galaxies as seen by JWST but also the sub-

stantial differences with respect to the HST images for

galaxies which are faint and even dropouts in F160W .

At 2 < z < 3 some of the very dusty galaxies at

V − J & 2 in Figure 7 do indeed look like nearly edge-

on disks with signs of dust lanes visible in the NIR-

Cam short-wavelength RGB images, while a smoother

morphology is observed in the long-wavelength bands.

Moreover, the comparison between the JWST and HST

images for these galaxies reveals very striking differ-

ences, with the latter missing, in many cases, a signifi-

cant fraction of the outskirts of the galaxies and, conse-

quently, underestimating their true sizes (see next sec-

tion on parametric morphologies).

At higher redshift, 3 < z < 4, the short-wavelength

JWST bands start to probe rest-frame UV of these (red)

dusty and quiescent galaxies, and consequently they can

miss part of the structure in the outer parts of the galax-

ies. On the other hand, the higher spatial resolution of

the short-wavelength bands appears to identify one or

more clumps in some galaxies which are not clearly seen

in the more smooth appearance of the long-wavelength

JWST bands. The rest-frame UV-dimming is even more

extreme for the shallower HST bands which, for some

galaxies, can only detect a handful of pixels even in those

previously identified in the CANDELS catalog.

Lastly, at 4 < z < 7 galaxies become much fainter in

the JWST short-wavelength bands and, in many cases,

there is hardly anything to see on the images, with the

exception of some quiescent galaxies that are still bright

in F200W . In the long-wavelength bands the galaxies

are clearly detected but also faint and, in most cases,

there are fewer distinct structural features (i.e., disks,

or clear differences between the inner/outer parts of the

galaxy) relative to what is seen at lower redshifts.

6.3.2. Morphological parametric measurements
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Figure 8. Morphological properties of our sample of near-IR faint, mid-IR bright galaxies. On the left panel, we show the
mass-size plot for HST-dark galaxies (hexagons) and HST-faint sources (circles), compared to the CEERS sample (gray shaded
density map). Sizes are represented by the effective radius of the Sérsic profile fit performed with the GALFIT software (Peng
et al. 2002) on F356W images. MIPS24 emitters are marked with a cyan circle, sub-mm and radio galaxies with a blue star,
quiescent galaxies by sSFR with a red square, and XELG-z6 with green triangles. We depict the scaling relationships for
star-forming and quiescent galaxies at z=2.75 (blue and red, respectively) from van der Wel et al. (2014). In the middle panels,
histograms for the Sérsic index (top) and effective radius (bottom) are provided. We show estimations based on F356W images
(light) as explained before, and on mass maps analyzed with the statmorph software (Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2019). The
middle bottom panel also show the distributions of Petrosian (1976) radii in mass maps. On the right panel, the mass-size
relationship is again shown, this time based on mass maps analyses performed with statmorph. Orange points show Petrosian
radii. The blue and red lines show the (re,mass based) mass-size relations for star-forming galaxies and quiescent galaxies from
Suess et al. (2019). The cutouts on the bottom show the 5′′×5′′images of XELG-z6 galaxies and other similar objects (not
identified explicitly as such) at redshifts ranging from 5 < z < 7, also providing IDs and redshifts. From bottom-to-top, the
images are color composites of 3 HST bands, and 3 JWST bands, short and long wavelengths, respectively.

Figure 8 shows the mass-size relation for the color-

selected sample and the bulk of the CEERS sample

(density map). The effective radii (re), measured along

the major axis, and Sersic (1968) indices (n) were de-

termined from the F150W , F200W , and F356W im-

ages using GALFIT v3.0.5 (Peng et al. 2002). The code

was run on the background-subtracted images, with the

sky background held fixed at zero during fitting. Image

cutouts which were fed to GALFIT have dimensions 2.5

times the Kron radius. The ERR array, which includes

background sky, Poisson, and read noise, was used as

the input noise map. Empirical PSFs were constructed

using stars in all CEERS pointings. All galaxies in the

image cutout within 3 magnitudes of the primary source

were fit simultaneously. All other sources were masked

out during fitting. Initial values for position, magni-

tude, effective radius, axis ratio, and position angle were

set from the input photometry catalog. In addition,

the following constraints were applied while fitting to

keep values for neighboring sources within reasonable

bounds: Sérsic index 0.2 ≤ n ≤ 8.0, effective radius

0.3 ≤ re ≤ 400 pixels, axis ratio 0.01 ≤ q ≤ 1, mag-

nitude ±3 mag from the initial value, and position ±3

pixels from the initial value. The radii in Figure 8 are

based on the reddest band (F356W ) since many of the

HST-dark galaxies are quite faint in the bluer bands.

The blue and red lines show the location of the mass-size

scaling relations for star-forming and quiescent galaxies

at z = 2.75 based on HST/WFC3 data from van der

Wel et al. (2014).

Overall, the bulk of the sample appears to follow

the mass-size relation for star-forming galaxies, which
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is consistent with most of the sample being classified

as star-forming by either the sSFR or rest-frame color

criteria. More precisely, the color-selected sample has

slightly lower average sizes than the star-forming rela-

tion at z = 2.75, i.e., they follow a relation with a lower

zero-point. We compare the F356W and F150W radii

for the galaxies well-detected in the bluest band (mostly

HST-faint galaxies) and we find that the sizes are sys-

tematically smaller in F356W by re,F150W /re,F356W =

1.7. This agrees with the results of van der Wel et al.

(2014) who also found smaller sizes at longer wave-

lengths when comparing HST/ACS and WFC3 mea-

surements. If we account for this systematic effect by

lowering the mass-size relation for star-forming galax-

ies at z = 2.75 (blue line) by 0.23 dex (dashed grey

line), it agrees well with the distribution of our sample.

This is not surprising for the HST-faint galaxies with

an average redshift of 〈z〉 = 3.2, but it suggests that the

HST-dark galaxies at higher redshifts, 〈z〉 = 4.2, are not

significantly smaller. I.e., we do not find a strong size

evolution for HST-dark galaxies and, in fact, many of

them are quite large (see right panel of Figure and dis-

cussion below), as recently pointed out by Nelson et al.

(2022) (blue circles in Figure 8). We also find that the

axis-ratio (q) distribution peaks at q ∼ 0.6 and ranges

from q = 0.2 to 0.8, as expected for a sample of mainly

disks galaxies, and we verify that the objects in Nelson

et al. (2022) are indeed among those with the lowest

axis-ratios.

As discussed in previous sections, the overall fraction

of quiescent galaxies in the sample is relatively small

(∼15%). Among them, the most massive, log M?/M� >

10, appear to follow relatively closely the mass-size rela-

tion of quiescent galaxies at z = 2.75 whereas the least

massive, log M?/M� < 10, deviate from the relation to-

wards larger masses. Nonetheless, most of these tend to

have, on average, smaller sizes than star-forming galax-

ies of the same mass, as we would expect.

The most significant difference between the HST-faint

and -dark samples is that the latter contains a pop-

ulation of galaxies with very small sizes re,F356W <

0.25 kpc and relatively small masses of log M?/M� .
9.5. Roughly ∼60% of these galaxies are XELG-z6,

which reinforces the idea that they are indeed com-

pact starbursts with strong emission lines coming from

small a nuclear region. But similar galaxies in terms

of compact morphology and rest-frame UV colors, but

at z = 4 − 6, are also found in our sample. Many of

these galaxies have GALFIT fits with Sérsic index that

either n > 3 (spheroidal) or n < 0.2. The latter sug-

gest that the size estimates are more uncertain, likely

because the small sizes and, in many cases fainter mag-

nitudes, are close to the spatial-resolution limit of the

F356W images. Nonetheless, the visual inspection of

the residuals does not reveal any problems and their vi-

sual appearances are indeed very small, featureless and

compact (see cutouts in Figure 8). Interestingly, 3 of

these peculiar galaxies are quiescent by sSFR or UV J

colors, and 2 more have low sSFRs and are adjacent to

the quiescent region of the UV J diagram (i.e., post-SB

like or dormant just starting a reignition).

The right panel of Figure 8 shows the mass-size

relationship but this time obtained with statmorph

(Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2019) measurements performed

on the mass maps. We provide several measurements of

the size of our galaxies based on stellar mass 2D dis-

tributions, namely, the Petrosian radius (which informs

about the total extent of the sources down to the sur-

face brightness detection limit), and the effective radius

(commonly used in this kind of mass-size plot). As men-

tioned in Section 4, most of our galaxies are quite ex-

tended, with Petrosian radius extending from 1 to 10

kpc. The typical effective radius of our sample is 2 kpc,

with HST-dark galaxies including a broader range of

sizes and extending to smaller sizes than the HST-faint

sample. The former follow a correlation which is steeper

than what was obtained for z ∼ 2.5 by Suess et al. (2019)

for star-forming galaxies, and very similar to that for

quiescent systems.

Overall the mass-size distribution of our sample in

light and mass are quite similar. The most prominent

differences are a larger scatter in the mass-based esti-

mations and the larger sizes found in the mass maps

for the very compact objects mentioned in the previ-

ous paragraph. Those galaxies have Sérsic indices below

n = 1. To aid in the discussion of light-to-mass morpho-

logical estimations, the middle panel of Figure 8 shows

the distribution of Sérsic index values, which agrees with

the results discussed above. First, we remark that the

median (quartiles) ratio between effective and Petrosian

radii is 1.82.5
1.2. Second, the majority of the color-selected

galaxies are disk-like, both for the HST-faint and -dark

subsamples. The HST-dark galaxies have a tail of small

Sérsic index values which are precisely the very small

galaxies mentioned above. The average Sérsic index of

the HST-dark is marginally higher and extends to higher

values than for the HST-faint galaxies. This is expected

because most of the quiescent galaxies are in that sub-

sample.

6.4. Star Formation Histories

Figure 9 shows the average global SFHs derived for

the galaxies in our sample divided by star formation ac-

tivity, namely, QGs, SFGs and XELGs-z6. Global SFHs
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Figure 9. Left: Average and scatter of the SFHs (in terms of the age of the Universe and corresponding redshift) for all the
galaxies in our sample (black), quiescent galaxies (red), and star-forming galaxies (blue). The latter types have been divided
in two subsamples based on their redshifts, roughly with equal number of sources in each subgroup. We also depict the SFH
for the XELGs-z6 type (green). Right: Gray lines show the evolution of the specific SFRs of our galaxies according to the
2D-based SFHs. The black-border symbols show the positions of our galaxies at the epoch of observation, hexagons for HST-
dark and circles for HST-faint galaxies. Quiescent galaxies in our sample are marked with red squares, dusty star-forming
galaxies detected by MIPS and (sub-)mm surveys with cyan circles and blue stars, respectively, and XELG-z6 sources with a
green triangle. The black thick line corresponds to inverse specific SFRs (i.e, doubling times) equal to the age of the Universe.
The average tracks for types of galaxies shown in the left panel are also shown. Comparison samples are depicted in color,
using literature estimations of the redshift, stellar mass, and SFR. Yellow points correspond to the CANDELS catalog. Purple
pointing-down triangles depict ALMA-detected galaxies (Scoville et al. 2016; Bowler et al. 2018; Tadaki et al. 2020; Burgarella
et al. 2022; Schouws et al. 2022). Orange crosses show near-IR faint, mid-IR bright sources (i.e., red galaxies) discovered in the
Spitzer/HST era (Huang et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2016; Alcalde Pampliega et al. 2019). Magenta diamonds depict the high-z
red (and tentatively massive) galaxies discovered by JWST in comparison with HST data (Barrufet et al. 2022; Carnall et al.
2022; Labbe et al. 2022; Nelson et al. 2022). And pink stars correspond to z > 9 JWST-selected galaxies (Naidu et al. 2022;
Finkelstein et al. 2022; Rodighiero et al. 2022; Santini et al. 2022; Atek et al. 2022).

were computed by summing up the measurements from

all pixels in a galaxy (each one fitted with a delayed ex-

ponentially decaying parametrization). This SFH was

scaled up to reproduce the total stellar mass of the ob-

ject by multiplying by the average (using all photomet-

ric bands) flux aperture correction obtained from the

comparison of the sum of pixels arriving to our 2D stel-

lar population analysis and the integrated-light ellipti-

cal aperture. After that, we transformed all SFHs to the

common time frame of the age of the Universe. Then, we

averaged the functions in 100 Myr time intervals using

all galaxies lying at a redshift below that corresponding

to the given Universe age. In order to make the average

SFH curves more meaningful (in terms of combining co-

etaneous galaxies with similar natures), we divided the

SFG and QG samples in two regimes, one at lower red-

shifts, z < 4 and z < 3.5, respectively, and one at higher,

with roughly the same number of galaxies in each bin.

The average SFH of our sample (black line) is roughly

constant, at a 4 M� yr−1 level, from z ∼ 30 down to z ∼
3, when star formation bursts occur peaking 3-10 times

above the more steady previous state. This translates

to forming around 1010 M� of stars above z > 3, in

2 Gyr, and an extra 30% of that mass in more recent

starbursts. Our sample is thus dominated by (dusty)

a population of star-forming galaxies which smoothly

(when averaging their properties) assemble their mass

until there is an intense star-forming event with high

dust content.

If we restrict the analysis to SFGs, a similar SFH is

observed for the z < 4 sample (which dominates the

sample), with a slightly larger average level. For z > 4

SFGs, we see a steady state at a similar level, 5 M� yr−1,
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followed by a starburst at z = 4 − 6, with peak SFRs

6 times larger than the previous plateau. We note that

these starbursts are averaged out when considering the

full sample, which implies that they must be short and

stochastic from galaxy to galaxy.

The combined interpretation for the SFHs we derive

for SFGs point to a relatively constant SFR for around

1 Gyr broken by a first major starburst event beyond

z = 4 − 6 (maybe only in some galaxies), and another

one below z < 3. The SMGs in our sample are caught

in the first burst, implying that the first stage with less

extreme SFRs and lasting for 1 Gyr was capable of pro-

ducing enough amounts of metals to feed the dusty star-

burst revealed by the sub-mm/mm observations.

The left panel of Figure 9 also shows the SFH for

the QGs in our sample, again divided by redshift (z <

3.5 and z > 3.5 to have similar numbers of galaxies

in each subsample). For the z < 3.5 QGs, after some

constant activity at a 10-15 M� yr−1 level, larger than

the value observed for other galaxy types, we see a very

prominent star formation peak, reaching 5 times larger

SFRs values, around 30 M� yr−1, occurring at z = 5−7,

at a similar epoch when high-z SFGs present their first

peak. Then the SFH decays very rapidly (a factor of 4

in 500 Myr) and establishes at the 5-10 M� yr−1 level

for 1 more Gyr.

For high-z QGs the SFH peak occurs even before,

z ∼ 7 − 10, it is not as marked, decays slightly more

rapidly (300-400 Myr) and reaches almost null activity

afterwards. We note that the high-z and low-z subsam-

ples of QGs have different median masses (see Table ??),

which explain the average levels of the SFH in Figure 9

(also true for other subsamples).

Finally, we also show in this panel the SFH for XELG-

z6, which start at a very low level and increase very

rapidly by a factor of 8 at z ∼ 6 − 7, similarly to the

behavior observed for z < 3.5 QGs and at a very similar

epoch.

The right panel of Figure 9 shows the evolution of

galaxies in a sSFR vs age of the Universe plot. We re-

mark that the tracks followed by galaxies roughly align

with the line representing a mass-doubling time equal

to the age of the Universe (shown in black). This

means that, on average, the SFH of galaxies transit

through a steady star formation phase (the constant

SFR region in the left panel) for several hundreds of

Myr (even up to 1 Gyr). Indeed, the CANDELS sam-

ple (shown in yellow) nicely concentrates around that

line. At z & 10, however, our SFHs imply very quick

mass-doubling times, which points out to a very active

phase in the young Universe, consistent with the rela-

tively high number of very high-z sources being detected

in JWST surveys, several times above expectations (cf.

Figure 5 in Finkelstein et al. 2022 and pink stars in our

plot). We must warn the reader that the behavior of

the SFHs at very high-z can be affected by the very

non-linear relationship between time and redshift. By

z ∼ 7 we start distinguishing the individual galaxies,

which move to a starburst phase, a quiescent state, or

remain in the mass-doubling line.

The right panel of Figure 9 also shows some inter-

esting galaxy samples to help understand the nature of

our sources. Apart from the general CANDELS sam-

ple shown in yellow, which follows the mass-doubling

equal to Universe age line and the SFH tracks plotted

in the figure, we also depict the galaxies detected with

HST vs IRAC colors and presented in papers such as

Wang et al. (2016) or Alcalde Pampliega et al. (2019),

with the SFR and mass (quite uncertain due to data

limitations prior to JWST) estimation they were able

to assign. Most of these galaxies present high specific

SFRs from redshifts z = 2 − 6, similar to some of our

dusty starbursts. Another less numerous sub-population

presents specific SFRs compatible with quiescent sys-

tems, extending even at higher redshifts than our quies-

cent galaxy candidates.

Another interesting sample of galaxies we include in

the right panel of Figure 9 are ALMA sources (see cap-

tion for references). Especially interesting are those at

4 < z < 6, which present similar specific SFR values to

some of our z > 4 SFGs (some confirmed SMGs) and

XELG-z6. The SMGs in our sample and the ALMA

sources concentrate around the epoch where our QGs

experienced their last intense starburst event before

quenching.

Finally, we also include on the right panel of Figure 9

the high redshift massive galaxies reported by Labbe

et al. (2022) and the z > 9 galaxy candidates presented

by several groups based on the first analyses of the first

JWST datasets (Naidu et al. 2022; Finkelstein et al.

2022). In both cases, some of our SFHs would be able to

reproduce their properties, but the bulk of our galaxies

would be linked to progenitors presenting smaller spe-

cific SFRs than these high-z sources, implying also that

we are just starting to probe the tip of the iceberg of

z > 9 populations.

Figure 10 shows, on the left panel, the evolution of

the stellar masses of our galaxies as a function of the

Universe age, jointly with the same comparison sam-

ples depicted in the previous figure. Virtually all of our

sources experience a very quick mass assembly at z & 10,

followed by a less pronounced mass increment, very sim-

ilar for all galaxies except for very few of them quickly
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Figure 10. Left: Gray lines show the evolution of the stellar mass of our galaxies according to the 2D-based SFHs. The
black-border symbols show the positions of our galaxies at the epoch of observation, hexagons for HST-dark and circles for
HST-faint galaxies. Quiescent galaxies in our sample are marked with a red square, dusty star-forming galaxies detected by
MIPS and (sub-)mm surveys with cyan circles and blue stars, respectively, and XELG-z6 sources with a green triangle. The
average tracks for quiescent galaxies, dusty starburst (both types divided by redshift, with lower/higher redshifts depicted with
dashed/continuous lines), and XELG-z6 are also shown. Comparison samples are also depicted, using literature estimations
of the redshift and the stellar mass, and with the same colors mentioned in Figure 9. On the top-right panel, we show the
distribution of redshifts where our galaxies have formed 1, 5, and 25% of their observed stellar mass. On the bottom-right panel,
we show the histograms of redshifts where our galaxies have already formed 108,9,10 M� in stellar mass.

increasing their mass by more than 1 dex below z = 7,

the XELG-z6.

The HST-faint and HST-dark galaxies selected in this

paper correspond to a high mass end of the distribu-

tion of masses and redshifts of the CANDELS sample.

Many of our galaxies have stellar masses similar to those

of HST-dark systems selected with IRAC vs. HST data

(pink crosses), but those samples seem to be biased to-

wards massive systems, log M?/M� > 10. This might

be linked to limitations in the area of our CEERS sur-

vey, not comparable (yet) to the datasets used by those

previous works. It might also be linked to confusion

problems in the IRAC observations, since many of our

galaxies are indeed surrounded by neighbors and only

the JWST data have now been able to separate them in

the mid-IR. And, obviously, IRAC samples are biased

towards brighter objects, compared to the new JWST

data.

Compared to ALMA sources, our sample present sim-

ilar stellar masses at z > 4. Probably the selections are

converging in this epoch. We also remark that some of

the ALMA sources at 7 < z < 10 could well be pro-

genitors of our lower redshift galaxies, because they lie

within the locus occupied by our SFHs.

It is worth noticing that the sample of XELG-z6

presents an average track implying that they are quickly

assembling a significant fraction of their stellar mass at

z ∼ 7.

The last 2 samples we compare with are Labbe et al.

(2022) massive high-z galaxies and z > 9 JWST galaxy

candidates (Naidu et al. 2022; Finkelstein et al. 2022).

The former significantly deviates from our SFHs, they

would seem to correspond more, should their stellar
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mass and redshift be accurate, to progenitors of very

massive HST-dark galaxies which we have not yet de-

tected with JWST, maybe due to survey area limita-

tions. In fact, for the galaxies in that paper that we

have in our sample, we obtain similar redshifts but up

to 10× smaller stellar masses. The masses and redshifts

for the z > 9 samples compare well with the tracks fol-

lowed by many of our SFHs, although they typically lie

around 1 dex below the average SFH for our samples,

implying that we are not seeing comparable populations.

Furthermore, z > 9 detections would be more compati-

ble with the log M?/M� < 10, 3 < z < 5 galaxies in the

CANDELS or our sample (including quiescent objects).

The right panels of Figure 10 present the histograms

of formation redshifts of our sample. On the bottom

panel, we show when our red galaxies reached masses

108−10 M�. Typically, 108 M� of stars were assembled

by z ∼ 15, with a large scatter. Our galaxies formed

their first 109 M� by z ∼ 12 (on average), and reached

masses as high as 1010 M� at z = 7. Complementary,

we also show the histograms of formation redshifts for

5%, 10%, 25% of the current stellar mass of the galaxies

in our sample. Overall, our SFHs, especially those for

quiescent galaxies, imply a very active Universe beyond

z > 10 and up to z ∼ 25, with some quite massive

galaxies (log M?/M� > 10) at even z = 15 − 20 (or,

quite probably, several progenitors to merge later). We

remark that all this star formation activity can occur in

situ or ex situ in distinct progenitors at high redshifts.

6.5. Spatially resolved analysis of the stellar

populations

In this section, we focus on the analysis of how the red

galaxies in our sample have assembled, investigating the

stellar mass density 2D distribution, the ages of stellar

populations present in different parts of the galaxy, and

the location of the dusty starbursts that many of our

sources present.

Figure 11 shows the distribution of the stellar popula-

tion properties for all pixels in our analysis as a function

of galactocentric distance (in absolute units and relative

to the effective radius) and for different galaxy subsam-

ples. Median values and quartiles are marked and pro-

vided in Table ??. We note three interesting results from

this figure.

First, focusing on the top-right panel, the z > 4 SFGs

(including high-z SMGs) subsample (depicted in blue) is

identified with the highest dust attenuations, typically

A(V) > 2 mag. For z < 4 SFGs, there is a tail of sys-

tems harboring regions (pixels) with similarly large dust

contents, many of them belong to the MIPS24 emitters

in our sample. We remark that the sub-mm and mm

surveys in the CEERS field are heterogeneous in area

coverage and depth, so our z > 4 SFG sample could still

include additional SMGs. Distinctively, quiescent galax-

ies are composed by regions with A(V) < 1 mag dust

attenuations, the median being around 0.3 mag. The

regions with the highest attenuations are preferentially

located in the inner 2 kpc, or 2×re,M , with a significant

gradient towards larger radii, similar to what has been

reported at lower redshifts (see Wang et al. 2017; Miller

et al. 2022), but with larger nuclear attenuations in the

case of SMGs (compared to main sequence galaxies at

z ∼ 2; see, e.g., Tacchella et al. 2018). XELG-z6 present

a quite flat attenuation distribution, which extends from

unobscured to A(V)=3 mag, i.e., the starburst we see as

an emission line is also dusty, but these are very compact

sources, as we mentioned earlier.

The second result we highlight is that all the galax-

ies in our sample present evolved stellar populations in

terms of mass-weighted age. The frequency plots for

QGs and SFGs peak at similar ages, around 1 Gyr, al-

though the distribution for quiescent galaxies is skewed

to older values, the contrary can be said for SFGs. The

distribution of mass-weighted ages for regions in z > 4

SFGs is different to that for z < 4 SFGs, the former

tend to have more regions with ages between 1 and

10 Myr. Most of these very young regions are in the

inner 2.5 kpc, within 1.5 × re,M . Even though the his-

tograms of mass-weighted ages for QGs and SFGs (es-

pecially those at the lowest redshifts) peak at similar

values, the latter starting forming earlier, there is a sig-

nificant number of pixels (dominating in number but not

in mass) which had already formed 5% of their current

mass at 5 < z < 10. This contrasts with the properties

of XELG-z6, most of their pixels are assembling their

mass quickly at z = 6− 7.

The last result we extract from Figure 11 refers to

the stellar mass surface density. QGs and z < 4 SFGs

present very similar distributions at the dense end, at

values higher than 108.5 M� kpc−2. Relatively, the re-

gions with the highest densities, above 109.5 M� kpc−2,

are more common in quiescent galaxies and at distances

within 2 kpc or one effective radius. We see a tail at

the high-density end for z > 4 SFGs and XELG-z6,

with larger values than those observed by QGs, but this

is probably an artifact introduced by the different red-

shifts and spatial resolutions of the subsample. The two

higher redshift subsamples would be more comparable,

and XELG-z6 present more pixels with higher densities,

compared to z > 4 SFGs.

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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Figure 11. Radial distribution of the main stellar population properties for our sample of HST-faint and HST-dark galaxies,
divided into 4 samples: quiescent galaxies (QGs, red), star-forming galaxies at z < 4 and z > 4 (in cyan and blue) and XELG-z6
sources (green). From top to bottom, we show attenuations in the V -band, mass-weighted ages, redshift at which each pixel
formed 5% of its current stellar mass, and stellar mass surface density. In the left column we plot these properties as a function
of absolute galactocentric distances in kpc. In the middle-column panels, we normalize the distances using the effective radius
calculated in the stellar mass maps. On the right column, we show histograms of all properties, jointly with median and
quartiles.
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We have presented a novel approach to the study of

galaxies at cosmological distances with the combination

of JWST and HST data. Using their superb sensitiv-

ities and spatial resolution along a wide spectral re-

gion covering the optical, near- and mid-infrared, we

analyze spectral energy distributions in a pixel-by-pixel

basis for a sample of 138 mid-IR selected (F356W <

27.5 mag), HST/near-IR faint (F160W > 24 mag), red

(F150W − F356W > 1.5 mag) galaxies, some of them

qualifying as what have been commonly known as HST-

dark galaxies, but also extending previous surveys of

optical/near-IR dark galaxies to fainter mid-IR magni-

tudes. Our innovative technique provides several inde-

pendent estimations for the photometric redshift of each

individual galaxy, which can also be used to help with

the segmentation of JWST images. In addition, we carry

out a 2-dimensional analysis of the stellar populations

in this type of galaxies, with promising results about the

identification of highly dust-obscured star-forming knots

within galaxies, a typical limitation of stellar population

synthesis modeling of broad-band data. This method

reveals for the first time the integrated and spatially

resolved properties of HST-dark and JWST-only galax-

ies, and improve those of previously detected HST-faint

galaxies.

Our JWST-based color-magnitude selection reveals

the existence of evolved, relatively massive galaxies with

redshifts 2 . z . 7, with a triality of natures. (1) Mas-

sive, dusty star-forming galaxies (SFGs) with redshifts

ranging from z ∼ 2 up to z ∼ 6, with dust emission de-

tected in mid-to-far-IR preferentially below z < 3, and

at (sub-)millimeter, and/or radio wavelengths at higher

redshifts. This type dominates our sample, they add

up 71% of all our selected red galaxies. (2) Quiescent or

dormant (i.e., subject to reignition at later epochs, QGs)

galaxies between z = 3 and z = 5, accounting for 18% of

our sample. And the remaining 11% of galaxies forming

(3) a population of very compact galaxies with red colors

in the rest-frame optical, blue F356W − F410W colors

probably arising from high-EW [OIII]λ4959, 5007 and

Hβ emission-lines (partly explaining their selection by

our F150W −F356W color cut), and a UV upturn, pre-

senting very high specific SFRs and lying at 6 < z < 7

(and possibly at redshifts as low as z ∼ 5), and thus be-

ing identified as extreme emission-line galaxies (of star-

burst or AGN origin), XELG-z6.

The existence of all these types of galaxies implies

high levels of star formation activity in redshifts as high

to z = 10 − 25, where most of our galaxies had al-

ready formed (in situ or ex situ) 108 M�, more than

half 109 M�, and a few up to 1010 M�,.

The SFGs in our selection present different properties

at z < 4 and z > 4. The lower-redshift galaxies are

larger than the higher redshift sources, with relatively

less area experiencing a dusty (up to A(V) = 5 mag)

starburst, and they also expand to higher stellar masses.

Therefore, they are more evolved systems in terms of

stellar populations and morphology, which is dominated

by a disk with dusty star-forming knots concentrating in

the inner 2 kpc. In terms of the SFH, all SFGs present

secular epochs with SFRs around 5-10 M� yr−1 broken

by a starburst producing 100 Myr-averaged SFRs 8-10

times larger than those values.

The QGs in our sample are relatively young, as ex-

pected by the age of the Universe at the time of obser-

vation, and are caught in a post-starburst phase around

1 Gyr after a star formation event with up to 10 times

higher SFRs than the earliest evolutionary stages. These

starburst occur at 5 < z < 7 for z < 3.5 QGS, where we

have some dusty SFGs with instantaneous SFRs above

100 M yr−1.

High redshift (z > 4) SFGs could be linked to low-

redshift (z < 3.5) QGs in terms of SFH, sizes, and stel-

lar mass density profiles. The dusty SFGs could also

be linked to XELG-z6 galaxies regarding the peak of

star formation, but the secular SFR level is lower for

the latter, which might imply that they do not have

a progenitor-descendant relationship or mergers play a

significant role at z > 7 to increase the secular level for

low-z QGs.
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trobioloǵıa (CAB), CSIC-INTA, partnered with the

University of California Observatories at Santa Cruz

(UCO/Lick, UCSC). This work is based on observa-

tions carried out under project number W20CK with

the IRAM NOEMA Interferometer. IRAM is supported

by INSU/CNRS (France), MPG (Germany) and IGN

(Spain).

Software: astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.

2022), EAZY (Brammer et al. 2008), GALFIT (Peng

et al. 2002), matplotlib (Hunter 2007), NumPy (van

der Walt et al. 2011), photutils (Bradley et al. 2022),



27
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Table 1.

ID RA (J2000) DEC (J2000) F356W F150W − F356W z log M? log SFR(10 Myr) comment

[degrees] [degrees] [mag] [mag] [M�] [M� yr−1]

nircam1-349 214.95571202 +52.98342646 27.31±0.06 > 2.77 6.24+0.03
−0.02 9.01±0.09 -0.29±0.10 XELG-z6

nircam1-1085 214.95787499 +52.98030148 23.31±0.03 1.91±0.04 3.52+0.04
−0.06 10.46±0.03 -0.76±0.03 QG

nircam1-1623 214.92577403 +52.95443735 24.79±0.03 2.11±0.05 3.07+0.06
−0.13 9.82±0.03 1.47±0.06 SFG

nircam1-1744 215.01127115 +53.01358970 24.79±0.03 1.78±0.04 5.17+0.00
−0.00 9.96±0.06 2.79±0.05 SFG

nircam1-1752 215.01221476 +53.01469376 24.72±0.03 1.56±0.04 3.62+0.03
−0.13 9.80±0.03 1.53±0.03 SFG

nircam1-1867 214.99840491 +53.00461910 25.95±0.03 2.03±0.06 6.52+0.03
−0.08 9.63±0.10 2.07±0.04 XELG-z6

nircam1-2080 214.98181546 +52.99123394 22.32±0.03 1.72±0.04 3.17+0.18
−0.24 10.69±0.01 0.52±0.06 QG

nircam1-2194 214.95683242 +52.97315320 26.52±0.04 1.26±0.06 6.49+1.00
−0.11 9.03±0.26 1.05±0.01 XELG-z6

nircam1-2532 214.95083827 +52.96686330 26.26±0.04 2.29±0.06 4.36+0.13
−0.18 9.49±0.07 1.30±0.02 SFG

nircam1-2800 214.94918535 +52.96414043 26.20±0.04 1.64±0.08 6.08+0.08
−0.04 8.98±0.15 0.94±0.04 XELG-z6

nircam1-3117 214.94696940 +52.96026712 23.11±0.03 1.36±0.04 2.40+0.12
−0.12 10.17±0.02 0.71±0.03 SFG

nircam1-3454 214.98870870 +52.98862085 24.58±0.03 1.83±0.04 3.38+0.07
−0.08 9.99±0.03 0.56±0.01 SFG

nircam1-4762 214.99777939 +52.98612084 22.91±0.03 2.65±0.04 2.72+0.07
−0.11 9.91±0.02 2.45±0.05 SFG

nircam1-5091 214.99703630 +52.98372380 25.08±0.03 1.28±0.05 3.86+0.33
−0.61 9.73±0.04 -0.29±0.01 SFG

nircam1-5244 214.99782799 +52.98284270 21.96±0.03 1.78±0.04 2.40+0.19
−0.23 10.58±0.02 2.65±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

nircam1-5666 214.94574593 +52.94394633 26.47±0.06 1.79±0.08 3.84+0.09
−0.13 9.18±0.02 -1.26±0.03 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam1-5800 214.97244326 +52.96219591 26.74±0.05 3.14±0.19 5.61+0.25
−0.22 9.42±0.24 2.09±0.03 SFG

nircam1-5988 215.00455757 +52.98352355 23.67±0.03 3.02±0.05 3.71+0.16
−0.18 10.76±0.02 1.14±0.01 SFG

nircam1-5996 215.03028056 +53.00187923 27.45±0.06 1.55±0.10 5.26+0.17
−0.30 8.84±0.14 -0.53±0.01 SFG

nircam1-6588 215.02153586 +52.99129837 22.52±0.03 2.19±0.04 2.86+0.31
−0.18 10.70±0.01 2.80±0.02 SFG, MIPS24

nircam1-6842 215.03905021 +53.00277847 23.61±0.03 2.75±0.05 4.11+0.12
−0.12 10.51±0.01 0.06±0.04 QG

nircam1-7369 215.00848883 +52.97797283 26.28±0.04 1.66±0.06 6.51+1.30
−0.12 9.59±0.05 0.82±0.02 XELG-z6

nircam1-7723 214.97746629 +52.95349959 23.20±0.03 2.01±0.04 3.02+0.20
−0.27 10.63±0.02 1.16±0.04 SFG, MIPS24

nircam1-7915 214.98303471 +52.95600639 24.50±0.03 1.54±0.04 7.32+0.12
−0.09 10.56±0.04 3.05±0.06 XELG-z6

nircam1-8059 215.03681713 +52.99349730 23.70±0.03 1.44±0.04 2.21+0.08
−0.15 9.82±0.02 0.89±0.05 SFG

nircam1-8677 215.02290766 +52.98006507 24.15±0.03 1.88±0.05 3.46+0.09
−0.06 10.17±0.04 1.37±0.04 SFG

nircam1-8955 214.97926146 +52.94752785 24.90±0.03 1.71±0.05 4.70+0.07
−0.06 10.27±0.08 1.03±0.02 SFG

nircam2-214 214.85208109 +52.90975593 22.87±0.03 1.56±0.04 2.27+0.11
−0.14 10.30±0.01 1.58±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

nircam2-284 214.90311270 +52.94573042 23.99±0.03 1.63±0.04 5.21+0.02
−0.02 10.49±0.02 2.33±0.05 SFG

nircam2-561 214.83510724 +52.89512113 25.48±0.04 1.70±0.06 3.97+0.07
−0.05 9.81±0.05 0.19±0.06 SFG

nircam2-686 214.82930597 +52.89392478 21.87±0.03 2.33±0.04 2.67+0.45
−0.17 11.10±0.01 1.19±0.07 SFG, MIPS24

nircam2-956 214.89189908 +52.93386575 25.07±0.03 2.48±0.05 4.29+0.30
−0.41 9.80±0.02 2.26±0.06 SFG, SMG

nircam2-1196 214.91555380 +52.94901642 22.79±0.03 2.38±0.04 4.54+0.08
−0.11 10.87±0.05 0.62±0.02 QG

nircam2-1199 214.91534933 +52.94867041 26.60±0.06 2.29±0.11 4.01+0.07
−0.19 9.20±0.41 -0.89±0.06 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam2-1423 214.91613181 +52.95189811 25.87±0.03 4.57±0.34 5.10+0.11
−0.16 10.17±0.10 1.14±0.04 SFG (UV J-QG), SMG

nircam2-2014 214.91379957 +52.94301951 22.97±0.03 1.43±0.04 2.88+0.58
−0.50 10.25±0.03 1.74±0.05 SFG

nircam2-2134 214.92321780 +52.94911492 22.36±0.03 1.72±0.04 2.38+0.14
−0.07 10.40±0.01 2.08±0.03 SFG

nircam2-2159 214.91454789 +52.94302256 26.55±0.05 2.12±0.11 4.59+0.03
−0.03 9.39±0.06 -1.86±0.04 QG

nircam2-2225 214.90485307 +52.93534900 23.00±0.03 1.72±0.04 3.27+0.08
−0.18 10.47±0.02 0.01±0.06 QG

nircam2-2420 214.87518851 +52.91347925 24.22±0.03 1.63±0.04 3.53+0.14
−0.34 10.11±0.03 0.23±0.06 SFG, X-ray

nircam2-2494 214.90911350 +52.93720417 26.42±0.04 4.16±0.40 5.22+0.16
−0.13 9.90±0.08 2.29±0.02 SFG, SMG

nircam2-2624 214.90403232 +52.93270268 22.68±0.03 2.09±0.04 2.52+0.12
−0.06 10.63±0.01 0.49±0.02 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam2-2998 214.92575938 +52.94566152 27.02±0.05 2.43±0.19 6.64+0.04
−0.05 9.95±0.13 2.54±0.06 XELG-z6

nircam2-3078 214.88067652 +52.91296239 23.30±0.03 2.43±0.04 3.82+0.20
−0.20 10.66±0.02 1.09±0.01 SFG, SMG

nircam2-3340 214.91838475 +52.93789089 24.29±0.03 2.30±0.05 3.59+0.30
−0.37 10.24±0.02 0.27±0.03 SFG

nircam2-3545 214.85845902 +52.89259341 22.42±0.03 1.56±0.04 2.15+0.19
−0.18 10.23±0.01 1.89±0.01 SFG

nircam2-3880 214.84828097 +52.88477584 26.18±0.04 2.02±0.06 3.66+0.24
−0.22 9.37±0.04 -0.77±0.04 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam2-3882 214.84854191 +52.88475632 27.14±0.06 2.35±0.09 4.08+0.09
−0.08 9.10±0.02 1.09±0.06 SFG, MIPS24

Table 1 continued
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Table 1 (continued)

ID RA (J2000) DEC (J2000) F356W F150W − F356W z log M? log SFR(10 Myr) comment

[degrees] [degrees] [mag] [mag] [M�] [M� yr−1]

nircam2-4231 214.90496370 +52.92240948 22.47±0.03 1.95±0.04 3.45+0.14
−0.18 10.94±0.03 1.29±0.01 SFG, SMG

nircam2-4241 214.93696001 +52.94546314 22.54±0.03 1.85±0.04 2.40+0.15
−0.12 10.45±0.01 2.24±0.04 SFG

nircam2-4830 214.93239676 +52.93825496 24.75±0.03 1.27±0.05 3.37+0.27
−0.37 9.77±0.05 0.47±0.01 SFG

nircam2-5021 214.92724232 +52.93389331 25.55±0.03 1.17±0.05 6.36+0.11
−0.12 9.71±0.05 1.69±0.05 XELG-z6

nircam2-5835 214.92337531 +52.92558836 26.21±0.03 1.43±0.05 5.59+0.00
−0.00 9.56±0.19 2.38±0.06 SFG

nircam2-5870 214.86604164 +52.88408333 22.85±0.03 2.16±0.04 3.45+0.03
−0.03 10.62±0.02 0.03±0.05 QG

nircam2-5966 214.86577570 +52.88341678 24.69±0.03 1.77±0.05 3.23+0.15
−0.14 9.88±0.02 0.58±0.05 SFG

nircam2-6108 214.86704198 +52.88327391 23.47±0.03 1.61±0.04 3.40+0.10
−0.25 10.36±0.03 0.72±0.04 SFG

nircam2-6296 214.86015469 +52.87742886 25.26±0.03 1.57±0.05 6.43+0.03
−0.04 9.25±0.08 -0.08±0.02 XELG-z6

nircam2-6729 214.87909561 +52.88805949 23.58±0.03 1.79±0.04 3.40+0.05
−0.09 10.28±0.03 -0.56±0.01 QG

nircam2-6980 214.92458649 +52.91868782 24.50±0.03 1.45±0.05 6.31+0.09
−0.16 10.03±0.08 0.49±0.05 SFG

nircam2-7077 214.88906695 +52.89261021 23.96±0.03 2.92±0.05 3.65+0.06
−0.12 10.47±0.03 1.74±0.01 SFG, SMG

nircam2-7122 214.92575863 +52.91852482 23.87±0.03 1.96±0.04 3.70+0.11
−0.15 10.50±0.02 1.44±0.01 SFG

nircam2-7245 214.93157042 +52.92100293 25.50±0.03 3.07±0.08 5.02+0.35
−0.40 10.08±0.06 1.45±0.05 SFG

nircam2-7343 214.94404404 +52.92973616 25.58±0.03 2.35±0.05 5.87+0.15
−0.28 10.02±0.04 0.37±0.06 SFG, MIPS24

nircam2-7884 214.92542772 +52.91339370 23.77±0.03 1.51±0.04 2.48+0.13
−0.05 9.94±0.01 0.50±0.02 SFG

nircam2-8436 214.93750634 +52.91828492 24.19±0.03 2.08±0.05 3.27+0.99
−0.46 10.12±0.06 0.21±0.04 SFG

nircam3-53 214.74342038 +52.83687143 24.64±0.03 1.48±0.04 2.53+0.07
−0.25 9.59±0.01 -0.01±0.04 SFG

nircam3-54 214.74373107 +52.83682239 22.09±0.03 0.98±0.04 2.53+0.48
−0.31 10.73±0.03 0.91±0.01 SFG

nircam3-371 214.82802002 +52.89411029 22.60±0.03 1.42±0.04 3.06+0.67
−0.44 10.58±0.02 1.20±0.01 SFG (UV J-QG)

nircam3-447 214.76339852 +52.84779402 23.66±0.03 2.05±0.04 4.09+0.10
−0.41 10.53±0.07 0.76±0.01 SFG

nircam3-448 214.76324045 +52.84758887 27.21±0.04 1.31±0.06 3.31+0.09
−0.06 8.82±0.09 -2.24±0.06 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam3-938 214.81987894 +52.88487041 22.55±0.03 1.42±0.04 2.35+0.21
−0.18 10.25±0.02 2.12±0.01 SFG

nircam3-1208 214.76316750 +52.84287412 23.18±0.03 1.35±0.04 2.23+0.40
−0.33 9.72±0.02 2.41±0.03 SFG

nircam3-2288 214.81194745 +52.87090095 21.39±0.03 2.02±0.04 2.63+0.15
−0.07 11.19±0.01 1.99±0.02 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-2460 214.75981826 +52.83341487 26.24±0.04 > 3.54 4.35+0.07
−0.03 9.49±0.09 -0.93±0.01 QG

nircam3-2477 214.83281702 +52.88538218 27.25±0.05 2.02±0.13 6.11+0.06
−0.02 8.34±0.22 -2.13±0.03 XELG-z6

nircam3-2484 214.80914162 +52.86848352 27.53±0.06 2.39±0.13 5.72+0.50
−0.34 9.14±0.07 1.33±0.05 SFG

nircam3-2514 214.77551871 +52.84408284 22.66±0.03 1.56±0.04 1.81+0.08
−0.02 9.79±0.02 1.73±0.01 SFG

nircam3-3009 214.75584820 +52.82740774 26.91±0.12 0.92±0.13 4.39+0.35
−0.33 9.10±0.12 0.36±0.01 SFG (UV J-QG)

nircam3-3140 214.83841666 +52.88518348 25.62±0.03 2.06±0.05 5.83+0.07
−0.03 9.89±0.06 1.28±0.05 SFG

nircam3-3141 214.83855378 +52.88520163 25.44±0.03 1.72±0.05 4.65+0.02
−0.03 9.83±0.04 -0.21±0.02 SFG

nircam3-3534 214.76657456 +52.83152404 25.88±0.03 3.17±0.13 4.39+0.07
−0.05 9.83±0.14 -1.49±0.05 QG

nircam3-3596 214.84318104 +52.88575245 27.48±0.09 3.20±0.36 3.30+0.07
−0.04 8.68±0.08 -2.16±0.06 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam3-4118 214.77922118 +52.83692199 27.59±0.05 2.09±0.16 4.36+0.10
−0.10 8.56±0.12 1.23±0.01 SFG

nircam3-4206 214.81093951 +52.85892847 25.39±0.04 1.39±0.05 2.57+0.10
−0.10 9.56±0.08 -2.59±0.04 QG

nircam3-4209 214.81118070 +52.85864777 23.42±0.03 1.87±0.04 3.62+0.04
−0.15 10.69±0.05 1.26±0.05 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-4383 214.83570899 +52.87530939 22.97±0.03 1.55±0.04 2.71+0.35
−0.24 10.45±0.01 0.18±0.05 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam3-4452 214.81315440 +52.85891894 23.85±0.03 1.75±0.04 3.77+0.27
−0.13 10.26±0.05 2.16±0.02 SFG

nircam3-4584 214.79037102 +52.84192419 23.73±0.03 1.74±0.04 4.09+0.07
−0.09 10.37±0.06 1.13±0.01 SFG

nircam3-4833 214.83685539 +52.87344971 22.91±0.03 1.58±0.04 3.65+0.06
−0.29 10.58±0.03 0.43±0.06 QG

nircam3-5269 214.79149020 +52.83803602 22.08±0.03 2.39±0.04 2.77+0.14
−0.11 10.98±0.03 0.84±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-5415 214.83969255 +52.87172622 24.75±0.03 1.71±0.05 3.67+0.05
−0.23 9.86±0.05 -0.64±0.01 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam3-5755 214.79439771 +52.83740251 25.82±0.03 1.36±0.05 5.17+0.00
−0.01 9.38±0.05 2.12±0.06 SFG

nircam3-5772 214.76722852 +52.81771089 23.43±0.03 1.76±0.04 3.63+0.03
−0.12 10.42±0.08 -0.51±0.06 QG

nircam3-6044 214.76785862 +52.81627127 25.89±0.03 2.54±0.06 3.70+0.11
−0.04 9.51±0.06 0.60±0.01 SFG

nircam3-6045 214.76812426 +52.81651073 23.32±0.03 2.19±0.05 3.65+0.08
−0.03 10.52±0.03 2.20±0.02 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-6046 214.76802062 +52.81639750 23.24±0.03 2.18±0.05 3.68+0.12
−0.05 10.59±0.03 2.04±0.03 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-6606 214.78568915 +52.82581893 23.03±0.03 1.99±0.04 3.96+0.18
−0.29 10.81±0.04 1.54±0.04 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-7014 214.85908668 +52.87659995 24.25±0.03 1.58±0.04 4.85+0.86
−0.42 10.28±0.05 1.43±0.03 SFG

nircam3-7254 214.84004223 +52.86064444 25.34±0.03 1.78±0.05 4.76+0.00
−0.01 9.67±0.05 0.97±0.04 SFG

Table 1 continued
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Table 1 (continued)

ID RA (J2000) DEC (J2000) F356W F150W − F356W z log M? log SFR(10 Myr) comment

[degrees] [degrees] [mag] [mag] [M�] [M� yr−1]

nircam3-7357 214.85057802 +52.86602095 23.19±0.03 2.54±0.04 4.21+0.04
−0.04 10.63±0.06 1.02±0.05 SFG (UV J-QG), MIPS24, X-ray

nircam3-8070 214.80816330 +52.83221638 24.85±0.03 2.74±0.05 4.42+0.13
−0.12 10.20±0.12 -1.01±0.03 QG

nircam3-8344 214.86450533 +52.87096418 25.50±0.04 2.08±0.06 5.19+0.04
−0.08 9.85±0.03 2.13±0.04 SFG

nircam3-8492 214.76280838 +52.85127861 24.86±0.03 1.95±0.05 3.75+0.21
−0.12 9.84±0.09 -0.60±0.01 QG

nircam3-8553 214.80012546 +52.82321302 25.22±0.03 1.65±0.04 3.57+0.03
−0.12 9.67±0.04 -0.13±0.04 SFG, MIPS24

nircam3-8554 214.80023743 +52.82344678 22.19±0.03 1.41±0.04 3.09+0.55
−0.40 10.80±0.05 2.05±0.05 SFG

nircam3-8577 214.85389989 +52.86135553 22.09±0.03 3.03±0.04 3.91+0.19
−0.29 11.13±0.02 1.44±0.04 SFG (UV J-QG), MIPS24, X-ray

nircam3-8604 214.80007515 +52.82337289 23.80±0.03 1.59±0.04 3.64+0.01
−0.12 10.31±0.05 2.17±0.03 SFG

nircam3-8745 214.79996808 +52.82209154 24.06±0.03 1.70±0.04 3.66+0.06
−0.03 10.11±0.06 0.14±0.05 SFG

nircam6-254 214.84759938 +52.85338126 25.71±0.03 3.66±0.19 5.46+0.24
−0.21 10.32±0.08 2.06±0.04 SFG, SMG

nircam6-382 214.85883785 +52.86039354 24.89±0.03 2.58±0.05 4.34+0.27
−0.14 10.10±0.03 1.85±0.01 SFG, SMG

nircam6-456 214.85982893 +52.86065303 22.88±0.03 2.06±0.04 3.45+0.18
−0.20 10.85±0.02 1.75±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-971 214.85629956 +52.85463226 25.89±0.04 2.73±0.08 3.52+0.10
−0.10 9.37±0.03 -0.53±0.02 SFG (UV J-QG)

nircam6-972 214.85573017 +52.85461870 26.33±0.04 2.23±0.06 3.34+0.03
−0.04 9.20±0.01 -0.76±0.01 SFG (UV J-QG), MIPS24

nircam6-973 214.85589007 +52.85467042 23.58±0.03 3.48±0.06 3.70+0.13
−0.17 10.57±0.02 0.97±0.02 SFG (UV J-QG), MIPS24

nircam6-981 214.85604193 +52.85467234 23.58±0.03 3.54±0.07 3.69+0.13
−0.18 10.60±0.03 0.86±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-1802 214.85546356 +52.84878066 22.20±0.03 2.05±0.04 3.29+0.20
−0.18 11.04±0.02 1.43±0.05 SFG, SMG

nircam6-1822 214.85079817 +52.84544028 22.29±0.03 1.73±0.04 2.49+0.10
−0.16 10.62±0.01 0.90±0.01 SFG

nircam6-2101 214.83488079 +52.83239114 23.04±0.03 1.44±0.04 2.45+0.16
−0.11 10.16±0.02 1.58±0.02 SFG

nircam6-2426 214.87693944 +52.86038901 22.74±0.03 2.04±0.04 2.67+0.07
−0.06 10.58±0.01 0.96±0.05 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-2696 214.82773439 +52.82376844 22.61±0.03 1.45±0.04 2.72+0.13
−0.13 10.56±0.03 -0.41±0.07 QG

nircam6-2884 214.80996584 +52.80975670 22.99±0.03 2.13±0.04 3.53+0.13
−0.30 10.86±0.05 2.16±0.03 SFG

nircam6-3383 214.82965538 +52.82078225 24.08±0.03 2.14±0.05 3.95+0.13
−0.20 10.47±0.06 1.82±0.06 SFG

nircam6-3588 214.86242636 +52.84290647 23.19±0.03 1.89±0.04 2.59+0.06
−0.08 10.36±0.03 0.92±0.06 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-3646 214.87628882 +52.85234566 22.08±0.03 2.80±0.04 3.16+0.21
−0.18 11.17±0.02 1.59±0.02 SFG, SMG

nircam6-3974 214.84033934 +52.82495509 22.65±0.03 2.39±0.04 2.97+0.34
−0.35 10.83±0.01 0.91±0.06 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-4083 214.87066778 +52.84610677 24.43±0.03 2.65±0.05 3.71+0.07
−0.06 10.17±0.03 1.59±0.02 SFG

nircam6-4429 214.83771989 +52.82004573 24.16±0.03 6.58±0.40 4.75+0.06
−0.04 10.81±0.26 0.27±0.05 SFG

nircam6-4469 214.88679853 +52.85537678 25.02±0.03 2.17±0.05 6.84+0.01
−0.03 10.62±0.12 2.48±0.03 XELG-z6

nircam6-4912 214.89247872 +52.85688618 25.63±0.03 1.57±0.05 6.55+0.04
−0.09 9.75±0.07 1.58±0.04 XELG-z6

nircam6-5237 214.84054178 +52.81794349 27.11±0.05 0.86±0.07 6.87+0.14
−0.28 9.33±0.42 2.25±0.03 XELG-z6

nircam6-6199 214.88712291 +52.84537265 26.00±0.04 2.24±0.09 3.59+0.06
−0.26 9.44±0.04 0.42±0.02 SFG

nircam6-6454 214.87176632 +52.83316727 26.37±0.05 1.38±0.06 6.28+0.15
−0.15 8.58±0.16 1.58±0.01 XELG-z6

nircam6-6547 214.89670433 +52.84979232 22.79±0.03 1.55±0.04 2.47+0.05
−0.06 10.42±0.02 0.24±0.01 QG (UV J-SFG)

nircam6-6895 214.84937747 +52.81183310 25.76±0.04 1.67±0.05 6.20+0.12
−0.08 9.95±0.08 1.10±0.03 XELG-z6

nircam6-7698 214.85507239 +52.81304211 25.15±0.03 1.95±0.05 3.96+0.05
−0.09 9.76±0.03 -0.18±0.04 SFG (UV J-QG)

nircam6-7824 214.85021414 +52.80899072 21.32±0.03 1.95±0.04 1.91+0.02
−0.02 10.81±0.01 2.43±0.05 SFG, MIPS24

nircam6-7981 214.84025146 +52.80112019 24.53±0.03 1.97±0.05 3.75+0.31
−0.09 10.21±0.06 0.28±0.01 SFG

nircam6-8976 214.90114269 +52.83810288 22.68±0.03 1.83±0.04 2.57+0.15
−0.11 10.62±0.03 1.54±0.01 SFG, MIPS24

Note—Table with basic information about the sample of galaxies in this paper: ID, coordinates, magnitude and colors used in the selection, redshift,
stellar mass, SFR (averaged in the last 10 Myr) and comments (including galaxy activity type based on SED-based sSFR estimations (see text
for details; we also mark quiescence results based on the UV J diagram), and detection by MIPS, sub-mm, and/or X-ray surveys).
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Table 2.

Sample z log M? log SFR(5 Myr) log SFR(25 Myr) log SFR(100 Myr) log SFR(E− budget) A(V) Agem−w z5% log ΣM?

[M�] [M� yr−1] [M� yr−1] [M� yr−1] [M� yr−1] [mag] [Gyr] [M� kpc−2]

ALL 3.74.6
3.1 10.210.6

9.7 1.42.1
0.3 0.71.4

−0.1 0.51.2
−0.1 1.52.1

0.8 0.71.5
0.2 0.771.04

0.39 12.015.2
9.0 8.48.8

8.0

HST-faint 3.33.7
2.5 10.410.7

10.2 1.32.1
0.6 0.81.4

0.4 0.71.3
0.3 1.62.2

1.1 0.71.4
0.2 0.771.11

0.46 10.513.5
7.8 8.48.8

7.9

HST-dark 4.45.7
3.7 9.810.2

9.4 1.42.1
0.2 0.31.2

−0.8 0.20.9
−0.7 1.41.9

0.5 0.91.7
0.3 0.650.88

0.25 13.516.0
10.1 8.58.9

8.2

SFG 3.64.3
2.9 10.210.6

9.8 1.52.1
0.9 0.91.5

0.4 0.71.3
0.3 1.72.2

1.2 0.91.6
0.3 0.711.04

0.33 12.115.1
9.0 8.48.8

8.0

SFG@z < 4 3.33.7
2.6 10.410.7

9.9 1.41.9
0.7 1.01.5

0.6 0.91.4
0.5 1.72.1

1.1 0.91.6
0.3 0.741.11

0.35 11.714.8
8.8 8.38.8

8.0

SFG@z > 4 5.05.3
4.4 9.910.3

9.5 1.82.5
1.1 0.61.2

−0.0 0.40.8
−0.0 1.82.3

1.3 1.02.1
0.2 0.480.77

0.01 13.515.1
9.5 8.89.1

8.4

QG 3.64.0
3.3 10.310.5

9.5 −0.60.2
−1.0 −0.60.1

−1.0 −0.50.1
−0.8 0.40.8

−0.4 0.20.5
0.0 0.821.04

0.77 11.713.6
9.2 8.48.9

8.0

QG@z < 3.5 3.23.3
2.6 10.410.6

9.9 0.00.2
−1.4 −0.10.1

−1.3 −0.00.1
−1.2 0.70.9

−0.1 0.20.6
0.1 0.821.23

0.71 9.713.9
8.6 8.28.7

7.9

QG@z > 3.5 3.94.4
3.7 9.810.4

9.4 −0.8−0.0
−1.0 −0.8−0.5

−1.0 −0.7−0.4
−0.8 0.30.7

−0.4 0.10.5
0.0 0.820.82

0.77 12.013.5
11.0 8.69.0

8.4

XELG-z6 6.56.6
6.3 9.69.8

9.0 2.22.8
1.9 0.51.3

−1.0 −0.40.8
−1.0 1.82.4

1.5 1.42.4
0.8 0.0030.400

0.002 14.417.8
8.6 9.09.4

8.5

Note—Table with median and quartiles for relevant properties of the different galaxy subsamples presented in the paper, namely, all galaxies,
HST-faint, HST-dark, star-forming galaxies SFGs (all, and divided in 2 redshift regimes), quiescent galaxies QGs (all, and divided in 2 redshift
regimes), and extreme emission-line galaxies at z ∼ 6 XELG-z6. These properties are: stellar mass, SED-based SFRs averaged in the last 5, 25,
and 100 Myr, SFR obtained from the energy budget calculations presented in Section 6.2.1, V -band attenuation, mass-weighted age, redshift at
which the galaxies formed 5% of their current mass, and stellar mass surface density (in a pixel-by-pixel basis).
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A., et al. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2207.14062.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.14062

Grogin, N. A., Kocevski, D. D., Faber, S. M., et al. 2011,

ApJS, 197, 35, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/197/2/35

Gruppioni, C., Pozzi, F., Rodighiero, G., et al. 2013,

MNRAS, 432, 23, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt308

Guo, Y., Ferguson, H. C., Giavalisco, M., et al. 2013, ApJS,

207, 24, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/207/2/24

Harikane, Y., Ouchi, M., Oguri, M., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2208.01612.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01612

Huang, J. S., Zheng, X. Z., Rigopoulou, D., et al. 2011,

ApJL, 742, L13, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/742/1/L13

Hunter, J. D. 2007, Computing in Science and Engineering,

9, 90, doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2007.55

Ivison, R. J., Chapman, S. C., Faber, S. M., et al. 2007,

ApJL, 660, L77, doi: 10.1086/517917

Ji, Z., & Giavalisco, M. 2022, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2208.04325. https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.04325

Johnson, B. D., Leja, J., Conroy, C., & Speagle, J. S. 2021,

ApJS, 254, 22, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/abef67

Kennicutt, Robert C., J. 1998, ARA&A, 36, 189,

doi: 10.1146/annurev.astro.36.1.189

Koekemoer, A. M., Faber, S. M., Ferguson, H. C., et al.

2011, ApJS, 197, 36, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/197/2/36

Kokorev, V., Brammer, G., Fujimoto, S., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2207.07125.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.07125

Kriek, M., Shapley, A. E., Reddy, N. A., et al. 2015, ApJS,

218, 15, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/218/2/15

Kron, R. G. 1980, ApJS, 43, 305, doi: 10.1086/190669

Labbé, I., Oesch, P. A., Bouwens, R. J., et al. 2013, ApJL,

777, L19, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/777/2/L19

Labbe, I., van Dokkum, P., Nelson, E., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2207.12446.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.12446

Laporte, N., Ellis, R. S., Witten, C. E. C., &

Roberts-Borsani, G. 2022, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2212.05072. https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.05072

Leja, J., Carnall, A. C., Johnson, B. D., Conroy, C., &

Speagle, J. S. 2019a, ApJ, 876, 3,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab133c

Leja, J., Tacchella, S., & Conroy, C. 2019b, ApJL, 880, L9,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab2f8c

Lisiecki, K., Ma lek, K., Siudek, M., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2208.04601.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.04601

Lohmann, F. S., Schnorr-Müller, A., Trevisan, M., et al.

2021, in Galaxy Evolution and Feedback across Different

Environments, ed. T. Storchi Bergmann, W. Forman,

R. Overzier, & R. Riffel, Vol. 359, 441–443,

doi: 10.1017/S1743921320002045

Lovell, C. C., Harrison, I., Harikane, Y., Tacchella, S., &

Wilkins, S. M. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2208.10479.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10479

Mancini, C., Matute, I., Cimatti, A., et al. 2009, A&A, 500,

705, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/200810630

Manning, S. M., Casey, C. M., Zavala, J. A., et al. 2022,

ApJ, 925, 23, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac366a

Matthee, J., Mackenzie, R., Simcoe, R. A., et al. 2022,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2211.08255.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.08255

Miller, T. B., Whitaker, K. E., Nelson, E. J., et al. 2022,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2209.12954.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.12954

Muzzin, A., Marchesini, D., Stefanon, M., et al. 2013, ApJ,

777, 18, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/777/1/18

Naidu, R. P., Oesch, P. A., van Dokkum, P., et al. 2022,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2207.09434.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09434

Nandra, K., Laird, E. S., Aird, J. A., et al. 2015, ApJS,

220, 10, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/220/1/10

Nayyeri, H., Mobasher, B., Hemmati, S., et al. 2014, ApJ,

794, 68, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/794/1/68

Nelson, E. J., Suess, K. A., Bezanson, R., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2208.01630.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01630

Oke, J. B., & Gunn, J. E. 1983, ApJ, 266, 713,

doi: 10.1086/160817

Ono, Y., Harikane, Y., Ouchi, M., et al. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2208.13582.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.13582

Pacifici, C., Charlot, S., Blaizot, J., & Brinchmann, J. 2012,

MNRAS, 421, 2002,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20431.x

http://doi.org/10.1017/S1743921320002069
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/796/1/35
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201629272
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201629512
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.14062
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/197/2/35
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt308
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/207/2/24
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01612
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/742/1/L13
http://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
http://doi.org/10.1086/517917
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.04325
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/abef67
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.36.1.189
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/197/2/36
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.07125
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/218/2/15
http://doi.org/10.1086/190669
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/777/2/L19
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.12446
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.05072
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab133c
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab2f8c
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.04601
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1743921320002045
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10479
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200810630
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac366a
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.08255
https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.12954
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/777/1/18
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09434
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/220/1/10
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/794/1/68
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01630
http://doi.org/10.1086/160817
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.13582
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20431.x


34

Patel, S. G., Holden, B. P., Kelson, D. D., et al. 2012,

ApJL, 748, L27, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/748/2/L27

Peng, C. Y., Ho, L. C., Impey, C. D., & Rix, H.-W. 2002,

AJ, 124, 266, doi: 10.1086/340952
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