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ABSTRACT
The wavelength-coverage and sensitivity of JWST now enables us to probe the rest-frame UV - optical spectral energy distribu-
tions (SEDs) of galaxies at high-redshift (z > 4). From these SEDs it is, in principle, through SED fitting possible to infer key
physical properties, including stellar masses, star formation rates, and dust attenuation. These in turn can be compared with the
predictions of galaxy formation simulations allowing us to validate and refine the incorporated physics. However, the inference
of physical properties, particularly from photometry alone, can lead to large uncertainties and potential biases. Instead, it is now
possible, and common, for simulations to be forward-modelled to yield synthetic observations that can be compared directly to
real observations. In this work, we measure the JWST broadband fluxes and colours of a robust sample of 5 < z < 10 galaxies
using the Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science (CEERS) Survey. We then analyse predictions from a variety of models using
the same methodology and compare the NIRCam/F277W magnitude distribution and NIRCam colours with observations. We
find that the predicted and observed magnitude distributions are similar, at least at 5 < z < 8. At z > 8 the distributions differ
somewhat, though our observed sample size is small and thus susceptible to statistical fluctuations. Likewise, the predicted and
observed colour evolution show broad agreement, at least at 5 < z < 8. There is however some disagreement between the ob-
served and modelled strength of the strong line contribution. In particular all the models fails to reproduce the F410M-F444W
colour at z > 8, though, again, the sample size is small here.

Key words: galaxies: general – galaxies: evolution – galaxies: formation – galaxies: high-redshift – galaxies: photometry

⋆ E-mail: s.wilkins@sussex.ac.uk

1 INTRODUCTION

A key objective in extragalactic astrophysics is to constrain the
physical processes responsible for galaxy formation and evolution.

© 2022 The Authors
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These include the accretion and cooling of gas onto and in galax-
ies, star formation, super-massive black hole formation and growth,
and feedback from stars and AGN, including metal enrichment and
dust creation and destruction. These physical processes ultimately
manifest in the observable spectral energy distributions (SEDs) and
structure of galaxies. Thus, by comparing observations with models
it becomes possible to constrain these physical processes.

Overwhelmingly, the most common method is to utilise spec-
tral energy distribution SED fitting (see Conroy 2013; Pacifici et al.
2023, for an overview) to use photometric (and spectroscopic) obser-
vations to constrain key physical properties such as stellar masses,
star formation histories, dust attenuation, and metallicities. These
measurements can, in turn, be compared directly with galaxy for-
mation model predictions for integrated galaxy properties and their
cosmological distribution functions, and possibly used to constrain
uncertain parameters in those models (e.g Crain et al. 2015).

However, SED fitting can yield large uncertainties for individual
galaxies and can result in complex biases (see e.g. Conroy et al.
2009a; Pacifici et al. 2015; Carnall et al. 2019; Lower et al. 2020;
Meldorf et al. 2023; Pacifici et al. 2023). As an example, in some
scenarios, strong optical line emission, indicative of recent star for-
mation, can be mistaken for a strong Balmer/4000Å break feature
and thus an evolved galaxy. This, in turn, can result in dramatic over-
estimates of the stellar mass due to the large difference in mass-to-
light ratios between young and evolved galaxies (e.g. Endsley et al.
2023).

In addition, when comparing populations, for example between
observed and theoretical samples, it is essential to understand the
sample completeness. For example, when measuring a distribution
function (e.g. the far-UV luminosity function, or galaxy stellar mass
function) it is necessary to correct for incompleteness, particularly
toward the sensitivity limit. In practice, this requires making some
assumptions about the morphologies and SEDs of the real sources
and testing the recoverability of inserted sources (see e.g. Carrasco
et al. 2018). While these assumptions can be motivated by observa-
tional constraints, for example employing constraints from deeper
observations, to motivate the assumed properties of the source, this
inevitably introduces an additional and complex source of bias.

To avoid both these issues, an alternative approach is to directly
compare observed SEDs with synthetic observations generated from
galaxy formation models. This is now increasingly possible thanks
to sophisticated, and fast, forward-modelling pipelines that are ca-
pable of producing a range of synthetic observations (e.g. Blaizot
et al. 2005; Wilkins et al. 2013; Snyder et al. 2015; Wilkins et al.
2016; Laigle et al. 2019; Bravo et al. 2020; Vijayan et al. 2021;
Fortuni et al. 2023; Snyder et al. 2023). This not only allows us to
avoid some of the uncertainties and biases introduced by SED fitting
but also avoids the need for complicated and uncertain complete-
ness corrections, assuming that galaxies are selected with identical
criteria.

In this work, we adopt this approach to study the evolution of
galaxy populations at high-redshift (z > 5) by directly comparing
observations of galaxies with model predictions. In doing so we will
provide a more robust test of galaxy formation models and the for-
ward modelling applied to them.

We begin by identifying a sample of galaxies at 5 < z < 10 us-
ing observations from the Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science
(CEERS) survey (Bagley et al. 2023). We then measure their broad-
band spectral energy distributions, specifically using their NIRCam
colours. We then compare the evolution of these colours with a hand-
ful of theoretical predictions including the First Light And Reion-
isation Epoch Simulations (Lovell et al. 2021; Vijayan et al. 2021;

Wilkins et al. 2022, FLARES), the Santa Cruz semi-analytical model
(Somerville et al. 2015, 2021; Yung et al. 2022, SCSAM), and
the semi-empirical JAGUAR (Williams et al. 2018) and DREaM
(Drakos et al. 2022) models. By doing so we can identify sources of
disagreement and thus areas of possible refinement for those models.

This article is organised as follows: we begin, in Section 2, by
describing some of the theoretical background to galaxy SEDs. We
then proceed, in Section 3, by describing the observed sample of
galaxies including the NIRCam reduction (§3.1), source identifica-
tion (§3.2), photometry (§3.3), photometric redshift measurement
(§3.4), and selection criteria (§3.5). Next, in Section 4 we describe
the four models utilised in our comparison and the additional steps
taken to produce a sample aligned with the observed sample. In Sec-
tion 5 we present our results, including the observed and predicted
F277W flux distribution (§5.1) and colour evolution (§5.2). Finally,
in Section 6, we present our conclusions and future directions (§6.1).

2 THEORY

The intrinsic spectral energy distributions (SEDs) of galaxies are
driven by their star formation and metal enrichment histories and
the presence of active galactic nuclei (AGN). These intrinsic SEDs
are then modified through reprocessing by gas and dust, notably pro-
ducing strong nebular line emission and reddening by dust. Observa-
tion of the spectral energy distribution then potentially allows us to
constrain the star formation and metal enrichment history (and thus
the stellar mass, star formation rate and history, and metallicity), the
contribution of AGN, the dust attenuation, and the escape fraction of
Lyman-continuum photons ( fesc).

In the context of the CEERS survey we have access to six
NIRCam wide filters (F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W,
and F444W), the NIRCam/F410M medium band, and several HST
bands. The seven NIRCam filters probe the rest-frame UV-optical
at z = 5− 10 as shown in Figure 1. This Figure also highlights the
location of the Lyman, Lyman-α , and Balmer limits, and rest-frame
UV and optical emission lines, weighted by their relative intensity
for the standard model described below.

Synthetic spectra, broadband fluxes, and colours, generated us-
ing the SYNTHESIZER1 (Lovell et al. in-prep) synthetic observations
pipeline, for a simple model star-forming galaxies at z ∈ {5,7,9}
are shown in Figure 2. This model assumes 100 Myr continuous
star formation, Z⋆ = 0.01, and fesc = 0 and is generated using the
v2.2.1 of the Binary Population And Spectral Synthesis (BPASS,
Stanway & Eldridge 2018) stellar population synthesis (SPS) code,
assuming a Chabrier (2003a) initial mass function. Nebular (HII re-
gion) emission, including both line and continuum emission, is mod-
elled using the v17.03 of the CLOUDY photoionisation code (Fer-
land et al. 2017) assuming log10 U =−2, ne = 100 cm−3, Zgas = Z⋆

and spherical geometry. Similarly, Figure 3 shows the same model
SED at a wider selection of redshifts, but only the broadband fluxes
and colours. Figure 4 instead shows the evolution of the six adja-
cent colours based on the CEERS NIRCam filters, but for both a
100 and 10 Myr constant star formation history model with Lyman-
continuum escape fractions of fesc = 0 and 1 (labelled "pure stel-
lar" and "stellar + nebular" respectively). Collectively these figures
demonstrate the expected features and redshift evolution of a star-
forming galaxy. Most notable, other than the dimming with redshift,
is the effect of line emission. This results in a strong sensitivity of the

1 https://flaresimulations.github.io/synthesizer/
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Figure 1. The rest-frame wavelength probed by the seven JWST/NIRCam
filters observed by CEERS as a function of redshift. The dashed horizontal
lines show (from top to bottom) the location of the Balmer-limit, Lyman-α ,
and Lyman-limit breaks. The solid horizontal lines denote various emission
lines with the line-width and opacity scaled by their relative intensity for a
young dust-free star forming galaxy.

observable colours to redshift, particularly in the F356W−F410M
and F410M−F444W colours, as various strong lines move in and
out of the F410M band. Clearly then a statistical analysis of galaxies
across this redshift range can be used to probe the strength of line
emission thus providing insights into to the star formation histories
of galaxies at this epoch.

In addition to the impact of line emission, Figure 4 also shows the
impact of changing the duration of previous star formation. Reduc-
ing the duration broadly results in colours becoming bluer and the
magnitude of colour fluctuations caused by nebular line emission in-
creasing. This is entirely expected as the primary effect of a longer
star formation epoch is to boost the contribution of slightly longer-
lived, less massive stars relative to the most massive. These con-
tribute strongly to the UV continuum but are typically less strongly
ionizing, so contribute less to the nebular emission. As noted above,
galaxy colours are also affected by the presence of an AGN, the
metallicity, dust attenuation, and more broadly the specific shape of
the star formation history. In addition, predicted colours, and thus
the physical properties inferred from observed colours, are also sen-
sitive to the choice of SPS model and IMF. Several of these effects
are explored in more detail in Wilkins et al. (2022), using an earlier
version of the SYNTHESIZER pipeline.

3 OBSERVATIONS

CEERS is an Early Release Science program (Proposal ID 1345,
PI: Finkelstein) that has now completed its NIRCam, NIRSpec and
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Figure 2. Example model spectra (generated using the SYNTHESIZER code,
Lovell et al. in-prep) of a galaxy that has formed a total of 108 M⊙ of stars
with a constant star formation history over the preceding 100 Myr, observed
at z∈ {5,7,9} (top, middle, bottom lines respectively). Coloured points show
the expected fluxes in the seven JWST/NIRCam filters observed by CEERS.
The Hα equivalent width of this galaxies is ≈ 600 Å. The lower panel shows
the filter transmission functions of the seven filters.

MIRI observations of the CANDELS Extended Groth Strip (EGS).
In this work, we make use of the four NIRCam pointings observed
in June 2022 and the remaining six observed the following Decem-
ber, covering a total area of 97 arcmin2. Both sets of observations
used the F115W, F150W and F200W short-wavelength filters and
the F277W, F356W, F410M and F444W bands at long-wavelengths.
The reduced images used here are publicly available2 as data release
0.5 and 0.6 for the June and December pointings respectively. Given
that this study bypasses the uncertainties of SED fitting, the effects
of assumptions made during the reduction and source extraction pro-
cess become more prominent. We therefore describe the CEERS ap-
proach to both in this section.

2 https://ceers.github.io/releases.html
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Figure 3. Predicted fluxes for the same model spectra shown in Figure 2 but
showing a finer grid of redshifts.

3.1 Reduction

A detailed description of the reduction pipeline can be found in
Bagley et al. (2023), but we highlight the key features here. The
raw imaging from the June pointings is reduced through version
1.7.2 of the JWST Calibration Pipeline3 (Bushouse et al. 2022) with
CRDS PMAP 0989, while the additional six pointings use the up-
dated pipeline version 1.8.5 and CRDS PMAP 1023.

The steps of the reduction are the same for all ten pointings. After
passing through stage one of the pipeline, and creating a count-rate
image, custom steps are carried out to correct for additional features.
A custom correction is applied to remove snowballs, and large wisps
in the F150W and F200W images are removed using NIRCam team
templates4. The 1/ f noise is quantified and removed using a median
value measured across rows and columns. Stage 2 of the pipeline
performs flat fielding and flux calibration, producing images with
units MJy sr−1.

Images are aligned using a custom TWEAKREG routine which
registers an image to an absolute WCS frame by matching sources
to a reference catalog. The modified version uses Source Extractor
(Bertin & Arnouts 1996) to measure source centroids in each image,
before aligning these to a reference catalogue constructed based on
an HST F160W mosaic of the field from CANDELS (Grogin et al.
2011; Koekemoer et al. 2011) that had been reprocessed with as-
trometry tied to Gaia EDR3.

3 https://github.com/spacetelescope/jwst
4 https://stsci.app.box.com/s/1bymvf1lkrqbdn9rnkluzqk30e8o2bne
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Figure 4. Predicted colour evolution for galaxies with 10 or 100 Myr contin-
uous star formation, Z⋆ = 0.01, and both fesc ∈ {0,1}.

Stage 3 of the pipeline performs an initial background estimation
and creates mosaics by drizzling the images to a common output
pixel scale of 0.03′′pixel−1. Any remaining background is estimated
and subtracted using a custom Python script. An initial estimate is
made using ring-median filtering before four tiers of source masking
begin by removing the most extended galaxies moving progressively
to the smallest. A final smooth background model is then calculated
for the fully masked image.

Finally, the point spread functions (PSFs) of F115W, F150W and
F200W are matched to the larger PSF of the longer wavelength
F277W band. For the redder bands (F356W, F410M, F444W) with
larger PSFs, correction factors are calculated by convolving the
F277W image to the larger PSF, and measuring the flux ratio in the
original image to that in the convolved image. A correction factor is
then applied in the images with larger PSFs to correct for the missing
flux. This approach assumes that the morphology is not significantly
affected by the PSF. All PSFs were measured empirically by stack-
ing stars (see Finkelstein et al. 2023 for details).

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2022)
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3.2 Source Identification

Source identification and photometry were performed following a
similar approach to Finkelstein et al. (2023), outlined in full by
Finkelstein et al. in-prep, using SOURCE EXTRACTOR v2.25.0 in
two-image mode. Sources are identified from a detection image
which is the inverse-variance-weighted sum of the PSF-matched
F277W and F356W images. Shorter wavelength bands were ex-
cluded to avoid missing potential F200W dropout sources, which
could be at extremely high-redshift. The NIRCam mosaic for each
band is then passed individually as the measurement image. Simu-
lated CEERS imaging (Bagley et al. 2023) was initially used to set
the detection parameters, but these were then refined by inspecting
the outputs and attempting to maximise completeness while min-
imising spurious sources. The final values of DETECT_THRESH=1.4
and DETECT_MINAREA=5 are the same for all images.

3.3 Source Photometry

Photometry is initially measured in small Kron apertures, using pa-
rameters tuned to accurately recover colours at high-redshift, before
being corrected by two factors. Firstly, SOURCE EXTRACTOR is run
for a second time on the F277W image using the default aperture pa-
rameters which results in larger sizes. The correction is then the ratio
between the flux in this larger aperture to the fiducial measurement.
A median multiplicative factor of 1.5 was used across all fields.

An additional correction to account for flux missed on larger
scales is estimated using source injection simulations. Sersic pro-
files are injected into the F277W and F356W images using GAL-
FIT (Peng et al. 2002). The F277W+F356W detection image is then
regenerated and photometry is measured in F277W. The recovered
fluxes are found to be lower by a factor of 1.05 at an apparent mag-
nitude of m = 24, rising to 1.20 at m = 28. A linear relation is fit to
the offset and applied to the previously corrected fluxes. As both of
these corrections are applied equally to all bands, they affect only
the total flux, not the measured colours.

Uncertainties on the corrected fluxes were estimated by placing
random non-overlapping apertures of differing size in blank areas of
the images. A four-parameter function is then fit to the normalised
median absolute deviation measured in each aperture as a function
of its area. The flux error for each object is then extracted from this
fit based on the size of its Kron aperture.

3.4 Photometric Redshifts

Photometric redshifts are estimated for all objects in the catalogue
using the Easy and Accurate zphot from Yale (Brammer et al. 2008,
EAZY) template fitting code. For a given source, user-supplied tem-
plates are fit in non-negative linear combination to derive a probabil-
ity distribution function (PDF) for the redshift, which is based on the
quality of fit of each possible template combination to the measured
photometry.

The estimates used in this study are derived by the approach
adopted by Finkelstein et al. (2023), using a total of eighteen ba-
sis templates. The recommended “tweak_fsps_QSF_12_v3” set of
twelve templates, which are the principal components of a set of 560
synthetic FSPS (Conroy & Gunn 2010) spectra, are supplemented
with six additional templates generated by Larson et al. (2022).
These were generated by combining stellar population spectra from
BPASS (Stanway & Eldridge 2018) with nebular emission derived
with CLOUDY (Ferland et al. 2017) and better sample the predicted
blue rest-frame UV colours of z > 8 galaxies.

While the distribution of bright galaxies is likely to be skewed to-
wards lower redshift, the bright end of the high-redshift luminosity
function is yet to be well constrained. Therefore, in order to min-
imise bias against the selection of true, bright distant galaxies, a flat
prior in luminosity is assumed. To account for potentially unknown
systematics, a minimum error of 5% is assumed for each measured
flux and these measurements are then fit in an EAZY run assuming a
flat redshift prior from 0.01-20.

3.5 Object Selection

As the CEERS catalogue still contains a number of spurious sources,
we next apply a series of cuts which select a robust sample of galax-
ies at z = 5− 10. Firstly, to ensure that the galaxies are confidently
detected, we impose a minimum flux of 50 nJy (m ≈ 27.25) in the
F277W filter, which is part of the detection image. Doing so also
aligns us with the depths accessible to all the models; these depend
on the resolution of the particular simulation. Additionally, we re-
quire a minimum signal-to-noise ratio of 5.5, as measured in 0.2”
diameter circular apertures, in at least four of the seven NIRCam
bands. The remaining galaxies have reliable photometric informa-
tion across the SED.

To select galaxies within the desired redshift range we apply a fur-
ther four cuts. The maximum likelihood EAZY photometric redshift
estimate must satisfy za > 4.5 and have an acceptable goodness-of-
fit χ2 < 60, with the latter condition chosen to align with Finkelstein
et al. (2023). To remove objects with potential low-redshift solu-
tions, we require that

∫
P(z > 4)≥ 0.9, ensuring that at least 90% of

the posterior probability is above z = 4. Finally, we require a signal-
to-noise ratio < 2 in bands below the wavelength of the Lyman-α
break at the maximum likelihood redshift estimate. If the galaxy is
truly at that redshift, it should be undetected in those bands.

These six cuts are reasonably conservative and should result in
our sample of 1112 galaxy candidates at z > 4.5 being robust. In
addition to these cuts, we visually inspect the SED, redshift PDF,
segmentation map, detection image and individual cutouts of each
galaxy to identify and remove any remaining spurious sources such
as diffraction spikes or clear defects in the images. A further 48 ob-
jects are removed during this process, resulting in a final sample of
1064. Additionally, any objects that could have their photometry in-
flated by nearby objects of comparable physical extent or flux are
flagged, so any potential systematic effects may be identified.

4 MODELS

4.1 Models considered

In this work we compare our observational measurements against
four models that provide predictions for the HST and JWST fluxes
we are able to measure. These models range in complexity from the
semi-empirical to fully hydrodynamical models. Table 1 provides a
summary of the four models considered in this work including some
of their modelling assumptions.

4.1.1 JAGUAR

JAGUAR (JAdes extraGalactic Ultradeep Artificial Realizations)
(Williams et al. 2018) is a semi-empirical model describing the evo-
lution of galaxy number counts and spectral energy distributions.
JAGUAR adopts different approaches depending on the redshift and
luminosity of the source; here we describe the modelling of sources

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2022)
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Model Reference(s) Type SED modelling SPS Nebular emission

JAGUAR Williams et al. (2018) Semi-empirical Chevallard & Charlot (2016) BC03 Chevallard & Charlot (2016)
DREaM Drakos et al. (2022) SHAM internal FSPS Byler et al. (2017)
SCSAM Somerville et al. (2015); Yung et al. (2019a) SAM internal BC03 Hirschmann et al. (2017, 2019, 2022)
FLARES Lovell et al. (2021) Hydro Vijayan et al. (2021) BPASS-2.2.1 Vijayan et al. (2021)

Table 1. Summary of the models considered in this work including the modelling approach, SED modelling methodology, assumed SPS model, and nebular
emission modelling methodology. Where an entry is marked internal the requisite modelling is described in reference article(s).

at z > 4. In this regime JAGUAR utilises a model of the evolution of
the galaxy stellar mass function, based on observations of the far-UV
luminosity function. This model is then combined with an empirical
model linking the stellar mass to the UV luminosity, redshift, and
the UV continuum slope β . Based on these values a spectral energy
distribution is assigned using the BEAGLE (Chevallard & Charlot
2016) tool providing a self-consistent treatment of stellar and photo-
ionised gas emission and dust attenuation. This modelling assumes
the updated version of the (Bruzual & Charlot 2003) stellar popula-
tion synthesis model with photo-ionisation modelling using version
13.3 of the CLOUDY photoionisation model (Ferland et al. 2013).
Dust attenuation is accounted for using the Charlot & Fall (2000)
two-component model.

4.1.2 DREaM

The Deep Realistic Extragalactic (DREaM) simulated galaxy cata-
logs (Drakos et al. 2022) are a 1deg2 lightcone containing galax-
ies with stellar masses M > 105 M⊙ beyond redshift z = 10. These
catalogs are based on a high-resolution dark matter-only simula-
tion, and populated with galaxies using subhalo abundance match-
ing (SHAM). Galaxy stellar and morphological parameters were as-
signed using observed and theoretical scaling relations (similar to
the semi-empirical used in JAGUAR (JAdes extraGalactic Ultradeep
Artificial Realizations, Williams et al. 2018, as described in Sec-
tion 4.1.1). Spectra were generated using the Flexible Stellar Pop-
ular Synthesis (FSPS) code (Conroy et al. 2009b; Conroy & Gunn
2010), assuming a Chabrier (2003b) initial mass function. The spec-
tra modelling includes IGM absorption (Madau 1995), nebular emis-
sion (Byler et al. 2017), dust emission (Draine & Li 2007), dust ab-
sorption (Calzetti et al. 2000) and asymptotic giant branch circum-
stellar dust (Villaume et al. 2015).

4.1.3 Santa Cruz semi-analytical model

The Santa Cruz semi-analytical model (SCSAM, Somerville et al.
2015; Yung et al. 2019a) is a physically, computationally efficient
modelling framework that tracks the formation and evolution of
galaxies in dark matter halo merger trees under the influence of a
set of carefully curated physical processes, including cosmological
accretion, cooling, star formation, chemical enrichment, and stel-
lar and AGN feedback. The model configuration and physical pa-
rameters are based on the calibration from Yung et al. (2019a) and
Yung et al. (2021). The models have been shown to reproduce the
observed evolution in high-redshift (e.g. z ≳ 4) one-point distribu-
tion functions of MUV, M∗, and SFR (Yung et al. 2019a,b), cosmic
reionization constraints (Yung et al. 2020a,b), as well as two-point
auto-correlation functions from 0< z< 7.5 (Yung et al. 2022, 2023).
This work adopted an augmented version of the mock galaxy cat-
alogues presented in Yung et al. (2022, also see Somerville et al.

2021), which spans 0 < z < 10 over a total area of 782 arcmin2

with coordinates overlapping with the observed EGS / CEERS field.
This lightcone contains galaxies in rest-frame MUV range between
−16 ≳ MUV ≳−22. We refer the reader to Yung et al. (2022) for an
overview for the internal workflow of the Santa Cruz SAM and the
specification of the lightcone.

Synthetic SEDs for stellar population are constructed for individ-
ual galaxies based on their predicted star formation and chemical
enrichment histories and on stellar the population synthesis models
of Bruzual & Charlot (2003). In addition, nebular emission is mod-
elled using the approach described in Hirschmann et al. (2017, 2019,
2022), which self-consistently predicted nebular emission lines ex-
cited by young stars, AGN, and post-AGB stellar populations in the
high-resolution synthetic spectra and the broad- and medium-band
photometry (Yung, Hirschmann, Somerville et al. in preparation).

4.1.4 FLARES

FLARES (the First Light And Reionisation Epoch Simulations
Lovell et al. 2021) is a suite of high-redshift z > 5 hydrodynami-
cal re-simulations based on the EAGLE physics model (Schaye et al.
2015; Crain et al. 2015). The strategy adopted by FLARES was cho-
sen to enable the study of a wide range of environments and extend
the dynamic range of EAGLE predictions. For example, FLARES
simulates around 100× as many massive (M⋆ > 1010 M⊙) galaxies
compared to the EAGLE reference simulation. The synthetic pho-
tometry is described in Vijayan et al. (2021) and predictions for the
colour evolution of galaxies is presented in Wilkins et al. (2022). In
short, each star particle is associated with a spectral energy distribu-
tion based on its age and metallicity assuming a Chabrier (2003b)
IMF and v2.2.1 of the Binary Population And Spectral Synthesis
(BPASS, Stanway & Eldridge 2018) SPS code. Each star particle is
assumed to photoionise a region surrounding it giving rise to nebular
emission which is modelled using version 17.03 of the CLOUDY pho-
toionisation model (Ferland et al. 2017). Dust attenuation is mod-
elled on a particle-by-particle basis by calculating the line-of-sight
surface density of metals, which is assumed to track dust, and con-
verting this to an optical depth. The model also applies additional
dust attenuation to young stars (age≤ 10Myr), under the assumption
that they are still embedded in their nascent birth clouds (Charlot &
Fall 2000).

As FLARES utilised a series of integer redshift snapshots, colours
at intermediate redshifts were calculated by using the rest-frame
SEDs of galaxies at the nearest snapshot but using the specific red-
shift to calculate observed-frame SEDs (see, Wilkins et al. 2022).

4.2 Sample definition

The four models described above all provide synthetic model pho-
tometry in the HST and JWST bands observed by CEERS. To align
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these model predictions with our observed sample we create a new
sample which is constructed using the same methodology as applied
to the observations.

To do this, we first apply photometric noise to the simulated galax-
ies. To do this we measure the average noise as a function of flux for
the entire CEERS sample in each band and fit the resulting relation
by a power-law. We then use this power-law to determine a unique
value of the standard deviation of the noise for each object in each
band and use this to add random noise. As discussed in §6.1 a better
approach would be to insert synthetic images of the simulated galax-
ies into the original images and run the full observational pipeline.
We defer this to a future dedicated study which also incorporates a
comparison of the observed and predicted morphology.

Next, we pass this noisy photometry to EAZY providing P(z) for
each simulated source, thus allowing us to apply the same selection
criteria applied to the observations (see §3.4). In Figure 5 we show
the relationship between the true redshift and the best photometric
redshift estimate (za), utilising the Santa Cruz SAM synthetic obser-
vations, for both the full flux-limited sample and the sample with our
additional cuts. The correspondence for the full sample is reasonably
good with bias −0.02 and scatter 0.13. For our selected high-redshift
sample the scatter is 0.03. As can be seen in Figure 5 the effect of ap-
plying our selection eliminates low-redshift contamination (sources
in the upper-left quadrant) except sources near the boundary. These
figures also reveal a handful of true z > 4.5 galaxies which have
photometric redshifts at z < 4.5, and thus not subsequently selected
(lower-right quadrant). However, at least for those at z < 8, these
galaxies make up only a small fraction of the total sample. In fact,
this does not actually reduce the number of selected galaxies since
some galaxies scatter in from fainter fluxes and lower redshifts since
there are more objects at immediately lower redshift and flux. This
can be seen in Figure 6 where we show the true redshift distribution,
the distribution of photometric redshifts, and the distribution of pho-
tometric redshifts for our selected sample. While the impact at z < 8
is negligible we do appear to lose a large fraction of our extreme red-
shift sources (z > 9). It is important to note that these results are not
unique to the Santa Cruz SAM; the other models considered exhibit
similar trends.

Armed with noisy model photometry and photometric redshifts
we can measure the flux distribution and colour evolution in the
same way as the observations. These are presented for the four mod-
els alongside the observational measurements in Section 5.

5 RESULTS

5.1 Flux distribution

We begin, in Figure 7, by plotting the F277W magnitude distribu-
tion of both the observed sample and model samples using the Santa
Cruz SAM, JAGUAR, and DREaM lightcones5. As anticipated from
earlier work the observed distribution increases rapidly to lower flux
before sharply dropping at F277W> 27. The sharpness of our drop
here simply reflects our selection criteria, specifically our flux limit.

At 6 < z < 8 this reveals good agreement between the observa-
tions and all three models. At 5 < z < 6 both DREaM and JAGUAR
produce a good match to the observed flux distribution while the

5 Since the FLARES simulation does not provide a lightcone here we do not
compare against predictions from that model.
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Figure 5. A density plot (with density colour coded on a log scale) showing
the relationship between the true and photometric redshift for the Santa Cruz
SAM based sample. The top-panel shows all objects with F277W> 50 nJy
and the bottom panel shows just objects meeting our selection criteria.

Santa Cruz SAM predicts somewhat more galaxies. At z > 8 the ob-
served sample differs somewhat from the model distributions, how-
ever, this may simply reflect the small numbers of galaxies in our
selection at these redshifts.
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Figure 6. The distribution of true and photometric redshifts of galaxies meet-
ing our flux criteria in Santa Cruz SAM.

5.2 Colours

We next explore the redshift evolution of the observed and predicted
NIRCam colours of galaxies. Here we begin, in Figure 8, by showing
the observed colour distribution for six consecutive NIRCam colours
available to CEERS. We show the median, central 68% and 95%
ranges, and min/max values.

This figure immediately reveals the signature of strong nebular
line emission in the F356W−F410M and F410M−F444W, and the
presence of the Lyman-α break, as expected from the modelling pre-
sented in Section 2. There is some hint that the colour distribution
of galaxies, at fixed redshift, deviates from a simple Gaussian, with
more sources having extreme values relative to the median than ex-
pected. Indeed, there are also a handful of sources that have colours
that deviate significantly from the median relative to the central 68%
range. On inspection of these sources, there is nothing to suggest
from their morphology or SEDs that they are not compelling candi-
dates, however, without spectroscopic confirmation we cannot rule
out the possibility that they are hitherto unidentified contaminants.

5.2.1 Luminosity dependence

Next, in Figure 9 we again show the median colour evolution of our
observed sample but this time we split the sample into rest-frame V-
band luminosity (absolute magnitude) bins over MV = [−18,−22].
The median colour in each luminosity bin is statistically consistent
with the average of the whole sample suggesting little evidence of
strong luminosity dependence. However, this is a relatively small
sample covering a limited luminosity range thus it is difficult to draw
strong conclusions.

5.2.2 Comparison with model predictions

We now, in Figure 10, turn our attention to the comparison of our
observed average (median) colour evolution to the four models de-
scribed in §4.1. Broadly all the models provide relatively good
agreement with the observations, particularly the colours not im-
pacted by strong line emissison (F115W−F150W, F150W−F200W,
F200W−F277W, F277W−F356W). However, there are some dif-
ferences and discrepancies with the observed colour evolution.

First, there is a difference in the magnitude of the emission line-
driven features in the F356W−F410M and F410M−F444W colours.
As noted in Section 2 these colours trace the equivalent width of the
strong Hα (z∼ 5−6) or [OIII]+Hβ (z= 7−9) lines. Here FLARES,
JAGUAR, and DREaM perform relatively well, capturing the shape
and normalisation of the average evolution within the statistical un-
certainty, at least at z < 8. The outlier here is the Santa Cruz SAM
which does not exhibit the redshift evolution indicative of strong line
emission. The cause of this remains unclear and is currently been in-
vestigated.

While FLARES, JAGUAR, and DREaM produce a good match
to the observations at z < 8 no model matches the magnitude of the
shift in the F410M−F444W colour at z > 8. If real, this suggests the
observed galaxies in this regime have stronger [OIII]+Hβ line emis-
sion than predicted by any model. This could be a consequence of a
larger ionisation parameter U than assumed or a more fundamental
issue with the star formation physics such as a shift to a high-mass
biased initial mass function, evidence of which has recently been
presented by Cameron et al. (2023) albeit at lower-redshift. How-
ever, there are relatively few sources in our sample at these redshifts,
meaning we cannot yet rule out a statistical fluctuation.

Finally, another difference is the predicted strength of the Lyman-
break, probed by the F115W−F150W colour at z > 8. Here all the
models, but particularly FLARES, under-predict the colour. This
possibly suggests that the IGM attenuation or Lyman-α emission
is not appropriately modelled.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have assembled a sample of observed galaxies
at 5 < z < 10 using the Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science
(CEERS) survey and measured the redshift evolution and luminos-
ity dependence of their colours. In parallel we have applied the same
selection procedure, including adding appropriate noise and con-
straining the photometric redshift, to synthetic observations from
the DREAM and JAGUAR semi-empirical models, the Santa Cruz
semi-analytical model, and the hydrodynamical First Light And
Reionisation Epoch Simulations (FLARES). Our conclusions are:

• There is good agreement, at 5 < z < 8, between the observed
and model F277W magnitude distribution. At z > 8 the agreement
weakens but this may reflect the small sample size currently avail-
able at the higher-redshifts.

• The observed statistical colour evolution shows clear evidence
for the presence of strong line emission.

• The observed colour evolution shows little dependence on lu-
minosity, at least over the ranges probed by our sample.

• The closest agreement with the observations comes from
the FLARES hydrodynamical simulations and the JAGUAR semi-
empirical model. Both produce a good match to the observed colour
evolution at z < 8. However, all the models considered under-predict
the F410M−F444W colour at z > 8, suggesting a stronger contribu-
tion of [OIII]+Hβ line emission than predicted. This could be due to
a change in the properties of the HII regions (e.g. an increased ion-
isation parameter) or something more fundamental such as a shift
to a high-mass biased (top-heavy) initial mass function. However, in
this analysis, the number of galaxies at z > 8 is small meaning we
can’t yet rule out a statistical fluctuation.
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Figure 7. The F277W differential (top) and cumulative (bottom) magnitude distribution of both the observed (solid thick faint line) and model (various thin
dark lines) samples. The horizontal line on the differential plot denotes the number counts expected for the observation of a single object in the bin.

6.1 Future work

The work presented here represents an initial exploration of the spec-
tral energy distribution of galaxies at high-redshift and their com-
parison with galaxy formation models. In future work (Turner et al.
in-prep) we will explore a number of refinements:

• Firstly, JWST has only just embarked on its potentially 20-year
observing programme during which it will not only observe substan-
tially deeper but also wider, dramatically expanding the number and
dynamic range of high-redshift galaxy samples. Indeed, at the time
of writing several other programmes are already completed or under-
way. A future iteration of this analysis will expand this methodology
to encompass other available datasets.
• Second, in this work we have adopted a single methodology

to identify sources, measure their photometry, and constrain their
photometric redshifts. Since multiple approaches exist in the litera-
ture we will, in this future work, explore alternatives to understand
the impact of these assumptions. This includes the source extraction
tool (and parameters), the choice of method for measuring colours,
and the photometric redshift code.
• Third, in this work we use catalogues of synthetic sources

adding noise based on a fit to the observations. A better approach
is to insert the synthetic sources into the actual observations and
subsequently treat them as real sources. This is significantly more
challenging both because it requires that we construct not only syn-
thetic photometry but synthetic images but also that it will require
multiple runs of the source extraction and photometry pipelines over
the real images, incurring significant computational expense. This
approach would also enable direct comparisons of predicted and ob-

served morphologies providing an additional constraint on the model
physics (e.g. see Roper et al. 2023).

• Fourth, the models considered in this work, in addition
to adopting fundamentally different modelling approaches (semi-
empirical vs. semi-analytical vs. fully hydrodynamical), also apply
heterogeneous approaches to modelling the spectral energy distri-
butions of galaxies. This includes assuming different stellar popula-
tion synthesis models and initial mass functions. A better approach
would be forward-model the different models using a consistent ap-
proach while also exploring the impact of these assumptions within
the realms of that allowed by the model. This is a core aim of the
SYNTHESIZER6 package and project.
• Finally, in this work we have compared individual colours with

models, ignoring cross-correlations. However, using some form of
dimensionality reduction (e.g. principle component analysis or uni-
form manifold approximation and projection), may enable simul-
taneously comparing a number of colours (and other information)
providing a more complete comparison with observations
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