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Abstract

Over twenty years ago, Type la Supernovae (SNIa) [1, 2] observations revealed
an accelerating Universe expansion, suggesting a significant dark energy pres-
ence, often modelled as a cosmological constant, A. Despite its pivotal role in
cosmology, the standard ACDM model remains largely underexplored in the
redshift range between distant SNIa and the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB). This study harnesses the James Webb Space Telescope’s advanced capa-
bilities to extend the Hubble flow mapping across an unprecedented redshift
range, from z = 0 to z = 7.5. Utilising a dataset of 231 HII galaxies and
extragalactic HII regions, we employ the L — o relation, correlating the lumi-
nosity of Balmer lines with their velocity dispersion, to define a competitive
technique for measuring cosmic distances. This approach maps the Universe’s
expansion over more than 12 billion years, covering 95% of its age. Our anal-
ysis, using Bayesian inference, constrains the parameter space {h, Qm,wo} =
{0.731 + 0.039,0.302tg:(1)29,—1.01tg:2§ (statistical) for a flat Universe.
These results provide new insights into cosmic evolution and suggest uniformity
in the photo-kinematical properties of young massive ionizing clusters in giant
HII regions and HII galaxies across most of the Universe’s history.

Introduction

Observational campaigns targeting high redshift (z) cosmological tracers are under-
way to refine our understanding of the Dark Energy (DE) Equation of State (EoS). A
central objective is to ascertain if the w parameter, which determines the relationship
between pressure p and the mass-energy density pc? within the DE EoS, undergoes
evolution over cosmic time [3, 4]. By rigorously constraining cosmological parame-
ters and cross-validating findings via diverse, independent methodologies, we aim to
produce a more accurate and resilient cosmological framework.

Hu galaxies (HIIGs) represent intense and compact star formation episodes pre-
dominantly found in dwarf irregular galaxies, where they significantly contribute to
the overall luminosity. HIIGs are spectroscopically selected as the star forming sys-
tems with the largest equivalent width of their Balmer emission lines (EW (H/S) > 50
A). This selection criterion guarantees that HIIGs are the youngest systems (< 5 Myr)
that can be studied in detail. Similarly, giant extragalactic H1I regions (GEHRs) are



associated with vigorous star formation, but they are typically situated in the outer
disks of late-type galaxies. Notably, the rest-frame optical spectra of both GEHRs and
HIIGs are virtually indistinguishable from each other, marked by pronounced emis-
sion lines. These lines arise from gas ionisation events triggered by a massive Young
Stellar Cluster (YSC) or an ensemble of such clusters, often referred to as a Super
Star Cluster (SSC) [5-9].

The pronounced emission lines in the rest-frame optical spectra of GEHRs and
HIIGs position them as potent probes for investigating young star formation at high-
z. Utilising instruments such as NIRSpec [10] onboard the JWST [11], it becomes
feasible to delve into these regions up to z ~ 6.5 via the Ha emission line or even up to
z ~ 9 using the HB and [OIIT]AN4959, 5007 A emission lines. Consequently, this allows
for the observation of luminous HIIGs, tracing back to the epoch of reionisation.

Multiple studies have proven that both HIIGs and GEHRs exhibit a correlation
between their Balmer lines luminosity, e.g. L(H3), and the ionised gas velocity disper-
sion, o, traced by these emission lines. This correlation, known as the L — o relation
[9, 12-14], serves as a powerful cosmological distance indicator [15-18]. Consequently,
the L— o relation offers a unique avenue for employing this distance estimator to study
the Hubble flow across a vast z range.

In this work we present the use of the L. — o relation of GEHRs and HIIGs as
a cosmological tracer up to z ~ 7.5 and the resulting constraints to cosmological
parameters. Our analysis demonstrates the efficacy of GEHRs and HIIGs in tracing the
evolution of the Universe, offering insights into the dynamics of the cosmic expansion
and the distribution of matter across a significant portion of cosmic history. The
results presented herein, unprecedented in redshift dynamical range; from 0 to ~
7.5, contribute to the ongoing efforts to constrain cosmological models with greater
precision, utilising the unique properties of these astrophysical objects.

Results

Here, using a dataset of 231 GEHRs and HIIGs, we have derived constraints applica-
ble to various cosmological models, using the MultiNest Bayesian inference algorithm
[19-21], to maximise the likelihood function and get constraints to the different com-
binations of nuisance and cosmological parameters. For our analysis, we adopted
uniform, non-informative priors across all parameters, ensuring an unbiased esti-
mation. The derived constraints are detailed in Table 1. This table presents the
marginalised best-fit values alongside their corresponding lo uncertainties for each
parameter. Note that parameters enclosed in parentheses were held constant during
the analysis, as they are not free parameters in the respective cosmological models
under consideration.

Our main focus consists on constraining a generalised parameter space, denoted as
0 = {«a, B, h, Qm,wo, ws}. Here, 8, = {«a, B} represents nuisance parameters, specifi-
cally characterising the L — o relation for GEHRs and HIIGs, where « is the intercept
and (3 the slope of this relation. The remainder of the parameter space pertains to
distinct cosmological models. For the flat ACDM model, the parameters are defined
as 0. = {h,Q,,—1,0}, indicating that we constrain the reduced Hubble constant



h = Hy/(100 km s~! Mpc~!) and the total matter density parameter, Q,,, while
maintaining constant the first two DE EoS parameters at wy = —1 and w, = 0. This
specific setting aligns with a cosmological constant (A). Extending the constraints
to include the value of wqy allows for an evolving DE EoS, characteristic of models
akin to quintessence [4, 22]. Lastly, incorporating a constraint on w, aligns with the
Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) model, as delineated in the seminal works [23-25].

In Figure 1 we present the Hubble diagram for GEHRs and HIIGs. In magenta
we plot the ‘anchor’ sample of 36 GEHRs which have been analysed in [26], in blue
we present the full sample of 181 HIIGs, analysed in [18], while in red we show the 9
new HIIGs from [27] and in green 5 HIIGs newly observed with JWST from [28]. The
black line is the cosmological model that best fits the data with the red shaded area
representing the 1o uncertainties to the model, while the gray dashed line is a flat
cosmological model without dark energy. The inset at the left shows a close-up of the
Hubble diagram for z < 0.15. The inset at the right presents the normalised residuals
(or ‘pulls’) distribution of the entire sample of GEHRs and HIIGs and the red line
shows the best Gaussian fit to the distribution.

In Figure 2 we showcase the L — o relation for GEHRs and HIIGs. The data encom-
pass four distinct groups, as explained above. The red line in the diagram represents
the best linear fit to the data, accounting for uncertainties in both luminosity and
velocity dispersion axes. Atop the figure we present the slope and intercept values of
this best-fit line, along with their respective uncertainties. Additionally, we quantify
the standard deviation of the logarithm of the luminosity (log L) around the best fit,
providing a measure of the scatter in the data. The total number of objects in the
combined sample is also noted, offering a sense of the statistical robustness of the anal-
ysis. The inset in the figure displays the normalised residuals (or ‘pulls’) distribution
for the entire dataset of GEHRs and HIIGs. The best Gaussian fit to these residu-
als is shown by the red line showing that the pulls distribution follows closely the fit.
This comprehensive analysis of the L. — o relation across a diverse set of GEHRs and
HIIGs, including the latest JWST data, provides valuable insights into the underlying
physics of these galaxies and contributes significantly to our understanding of galactic
dynamics and star formation processes.

Figure 3 depicts the 1o and 20 likelihood contours derived from a comprehensive
global fit applied to our sample of GEHRs and HIIGs. This fit encompasses all free
parameters, both nuisance and cosmological, within the framework of a model fea-
turing an evolving DE EoS parameter. The resultant parameter space constraints, as
elucidated in this figure and also from Table 1, demonstrate a high degree of consis-
tency with other recent determinations in the field [29, 30]. A comparative analysis of
the Figure of Merit (FoM) with that reported in [18] reveals a notable improvement
of approximately 6.7% in our results.

Discussion and conclusions

The observation that the L — o relation remains valid in high-redshifts (z > 3)
HIIGs, extending to the epoch of reionization, unveils a remarkable uniformity in H IT
galaxy properties over vast cosmic timescales. This continuity is not just a testament



to the robustness of the L — o relation as a cosmological tool but also illuminates
the fundamental processes governing formation and evolution of galaxies in the early
Universe.

This result has also profound implications for our understanding of star formation
processes in the early Universe. It suggests that the photo-kinematical properties of
massive young clusters, which ionise GEHRs and HIIGs, have remained unchanged for
most of the age of the Universe. This conclusion challenges models and assumptions
about the non-universality of star formation mechanisms [31, 32].

The constraints on cosmological parameters deduced from our dataset, as delin-
eated in Table 1 and Figure 3, specifically our constraints on the space {h, Q,,, wo} =
{0.731 + 0.039,0.30270 525, —1.0170521 (stat) from GHIIR and HIIG alone, are
closely aligned with the latest results from the Pantheon+ analysis of 1550 SNIa
{h, Qm,wo} = {0.735 £ 0.011,0.334 £ 0.018,—0.90 &+ 0.14} [30]. This concordance
underscores the robustness and relevance of our findings in the broader context of
contemporary cosmological research.

In our endeavour to refine the determination of cosmological parameters using
HIIGs, the incorporation of additional data from the JWST up to and above z ~
9 promises to be invaluable. The unparalleled sensitivity and resolution of JWST,
capable of probing the early Universe, offer an unprecedented opportunity to observe
HIIGs at higher redshifts. This extended observational reach is pivotal, as it allows
for the exploration of the Universe’s expansion dynamics under different cosmological
conditions, thereby providing a more comprehensive understanding of the evolution
of €,,, the matter density parameter, and wg, the dark energy equation of state
parameter.

The potential to observe distant HIIGs with JWST not only complements exist-
ing datasets but also enhances the statistical power of our analyses. By extending
the redshift range, we can test the consistency of the ACDM model over a broader
epoch and scrutinise the possible evolution of dark energy. Moreover, this approach
addresses potential biases inherent in current datasets, predominantly stemming from
their limited redshift range. The increased sample size, spanning a wider range of cos-
mic history, is crucial for reducing statistical uncertainties and refining the constraints
on {h, Qpm,wo}.

Further observations from JWST will enable a more detailed examination of the
intrinsic properties of HIIGs. This deeper insight is essential for the calibration of the
L—o relation and possible mitigation of systematic uncertainties on the derived param-
eters. By enhancing our understanding of the physical processes governing HIIGs, we
can better interpret their L — o relation, a fundamental factor in the measurement of
cosmological parameters.

Our analysis introduces novel insights into the evolution of the Universe. By lever-
aging this new data, we significantly enhance the existing narrative of cosmic history.
Our results add to the understanding of the early Universe conditions and their role in
the formation and evolution of galaxies setting the stage for expanding the exploration
of the photo-kinematical properties of massive regions of star formation.



Methods

Data sets

The dataset employed in this study is derived from a comprehensive compilation of
data sourced from multiple previously published works:

e The anchor sample of 36 GEHRs was first presented and studied in [26].

e At low z (0.01 < z < 0.15), we use 107 HIIGs extensively analysed in [9].

e At intermediate z (0.6 < z < 4) we included 24 HIIGs from [33], [34] and [35], our
6 HIIGs observed with VLT-XShooter published in [36], 15 HIIGs observed with
Keck-MOSFIRE and presented in [17] and 29 HIIGs observed with VLT-KMOS and
presented in [18]. Here we also include 9 new HIIGs first presented in [27].

e At high z (4 < z < 7.5) we include 5 new HIIGs observed with JWST-NIRSpec
as part of the JWST Advanced Deep Extragalactic Survey (JADES) [37] and first
presented in [28].

In Table 2 we present the newly collected data for HIIGs, which extends our
previously published data. This dataset integrates the 5 HIIGs observed through
JWST-NIRSpec, as described in [28], along with 9 HIIGs from [27]. Recognising the
well-documented disparity in the velocity dispersion measurements (o) between the
[OIT]] line and the Balmer lines, a correction of 2.1 km s~! [16] derived from data
with both measurements, was applied to the three JWST-NIRSpec HIIGs which do
not have o measured from Balmer emission lines. Additionally, we performed extinc-
tion corrections on all the HS flux measurements, following the extinction law in [38].
The Balmer decrement, derived from Ha and HS fluxes, was primarily used in the
JWST-NIRSpec data and most of the VUDS/VANDELS dataset [27] for extinction
correction. In the cases where Ha fluxes were unavailable, the mean extinction value
from the VUDS/VANDELS data was applied.

Constraints on Cosmological parameters

To rigorously define the cosmological parameters within the scope of this study, we
employ a refined methodology, building upon the foundational approaches delineated
in our preceding works [16, 17]. A succinct overview of this methodology is presented
below to facilitate a comprehensive understanding.

The likelihood function employed for the analysis of GEHRs and HIIGs is expressed
as:

1
L o exp (—QX%) : (1)

where the chi-squared (y%) term is defined by:

(1o(log f, log v, B) — po(]6))”
Xa =) % : (2)
In these expressions, u, represents the observed distance modulus, derived from the
observables via the L — o relation, and py denotes, for HIIGs the distance modulus



derived from a cosmological model with parameters # and the measured redshift z,
while for our calibration sample of GEHRs it represents the distance modulus mea-
sured via a primary distance indicator. The parameters « and S correspond to the
intercept and slope, respectively, of the L — o relation. Here, o indicates the velocity
dispersion, corrected for broadening, and f represents the flux, corrected for extinction.

In Equation 2, the theoretical distance modulus, pg, is a function of a set of cosmo-
logical parameters. In the broadest scenario considered in this study, these parameters
are denoted as 6 = {h, Q,,,, wo, we }, in addition to the redshift, z. The parameters wq
and w, are pivotal in defining the DE EoS. The general form of the DE EoS is given
by:

Pu = w(2)puc?, (3)
where p,, represents the pressure, and p,, denotes the density of the DE. The function
w(z) characterises the evolving DE EoS parameter. Various DE models have been
proposed and explored, many of which employ a Taylor expansion around the present
epoch. A notable example is the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) model [23-25, 39,

40], which is expressed as:
z

w(z) = wo + Wa - (4)
The cosmological constant, denoted as A, is just a special case of DE, given for
(wg,we) = (—1,0), while the so called wCDM models are such that w, = 0 but wy
can take values # —1.
In the likelihood function, the weights are quantified by €2, which encapsulates
various sources of uncertainties. This is formally represented as:

2 _ 2 2 2
€ = G,ua,stat + G,ug,stat + 6sys’ (5)

where €, stat denotes the statistical uncertainties of the observed distance modulus,
defined by:

eimstat =6.25 (e%ogf + ﬁ26120g0 + 625 logo? + ei) . (6)
Here, €10 f, €l0g o> €a» and €g represent the uncertainties associated with the logarithm
of the flux, the logarithm of the velocity dispersion, and the intercept and slope of the
L — o relation, respectively. Furthermore, €,, stat in Equation 5 refers to the statis-
tical uncertainty associated with the theoretical distance modulus. This uncertainty
originates from the redshift uncertainty in the case of HIIGs, and from the primary
distance indicator measurement uncertainty for GEHRs. Lastly, €s,s encompasses the
systematic uncertainties.

In the pursuit of a more versatile analysis framework, we have also established an
h-free likelihood function, as suggested by [41]. This involves a rescaling of the lumi-
nosity distance (dy) through the introduction of a dimensionless luminosity distance,
Dy(z,0), defined as:

’

dz

Duet)=(1+2) [ gy @

In this formulation, dj, is expressed as dj = ¢Dr/Hy. This rescaling technique is
employed to ascertain cosmological parameters independently of the Hubble constant,



a methodology comprehensively detailed in [17]. Here E(z,60) for a flat Universe is
given by:

E*(2,0) = Q(1 4 2)* + Qo (1 + 2)° + Qo (1 + 2)* exp (%) (8)

with y = (1 + wo + w,) and 2, the radiation density parameter such that we can
define Q, =1-9Q,, — Q,.

In our analysis, we employ the MultiNest Bayesian inference algorithm [19-21]
to optimise the likelihood function, thereby deriving constraints on various combi-
nations of nuisance and cosmological parameters. Uniform uninformative priors are
consistently utilised in all cases [cf. 18].

In order to facilitate a comprehensive comparison of our derived constraints with
existing studies, we have adopted the figure of merit (FoM) as defined by Wang (2008)
[42]. This FoM is quantitatively expressed as:

1
~ \/det Cov(0y, 01,05, ...)

FoM 9)

Here, Cov(6p, 01,0, .. .) represents the covariance matrix corresponding to the param-
eter set {6;}. This metric provides a robust quantitative basis for evaluating and
comparing the precision of different cosmological parameter estimations.

Table 1 presents the derived constraints on various cosmological and nuisance
parameters, utilising our comprehensive dataset. This table encompasses combined
analyses of both HIIGs and GEHRs samples, as well as scenarios where only the HIIGs
sample is employed. In the table, values enclosed in parentheses denote parameters
that remained fixed during the analysis.

Data availability

The datasets supporting the conclusions of this article, including the data used for
generating the figures, are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable
request.
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Table 1 Marginalised best-fit parameter values and associated 1o uncertainties for the HIIGs and GEHRs samples.
Values enclosed in parentheses indicate parameters that were held constant during the analysis.

Data Set « B h (9 wo Wa N

HIIG — (5.022 + 0.058) — 0.282710-557 (-1.0) (0.0) 195
HIIG — (5.022 £ 0.058) — 0.27870027  —1.217595 (0.0) 195
HIIG (33.268 £0.083)  (5.02240.058) 0.715+0.018  0.26775:938 (-1.0) (0.0) 195
HIIG (33.268 £0.083)  (5.02240.058) 0.718£0.020 0.27875- 020 —1.2270-96 (0.0) 195
GEHR+HIIG  33.28+0.11 4.997 £0.089  0.730 + 0.038 (0.3) (-1.0) (0.0) 231
GEHRA+HIIG  33.28£0.14 500+0.11  0.730£0.040 0.33570:022 (-1.0) (0.0) 231
GEHR+HIIG  33.2940.14 4994011  0.73140.039 0.302755s, —1.0170-52 (0.0) 231
GEHR+HIIG  33.2940.14 4994011  0.7304£0.039 0.3217550,  —0.917035  —0.717955 231
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Table 2 Data set measurements used in the analysis.

Object z log o log f(HpB) EW (HpB)
(km s™1) (erg s~1 cm~2) A)
JWST data
JADES-NS-00016745  5.56616 & 0.00011¢  1.731 4+ 0.016® —17.64+0.21%  135.35 + 10.47f
JADES-NS-10016374  5.50411 £ 0.00007¢  1.78540.014®  —18.14+0.20%  212.74 + 12.53f
JADES-NS-00019606  5.88979 + 0.00008%  1.622 4 0.019¢ —18.11+0.27%  242.15 + 48.25f
JADES-NS-00022251  5.79912 + 0.00007¢  1.621 +0.011¢ —17.86+0.11¢  208.52 + 9.647
JADES-NS-00047100  7.43173 £ 0.00015%  1.868 4 0.024¢  —17.62 £ 0.39¢
VUDS data
5101421970 2.4710 £ 0.000259  1.706 £ 0.0229  —16.35+ 0.14" 49.72 + 3.01"
510996058 2.4935 + 0.000259  1.740 £ 0.0949  —16.62 & 0.42" 50.55 + 13.64"
511001501 2.2247 £ 0.000229  1.779£0.0289  —16.05+0.08"  197.56 + 10.72"
5101444192 3.4205 £ 0.000349  1.8454+0.0179 —16.31+£0.16"  144.67 & 25.55"
VANDELS data
UDS022487 3.0679 £ 0.000319  1.710+0.0319  —16.55+ 0.15" 85.33 + 8.95"
CDFS020954 3.4993 + 0.000359  1.761 +0.0859  —16.42 +0.14" 152.87 4+ 8.27
CDFS022799 2.5457 £ 0.000259  1.787 £0.0179  —16.31 4+ 0.07" 80.3 + 3.83"
UDS020394 3.3076 £ 0.000339  1.84240.0149 —16.72+0.15"  125.37 4+ 19.01"
CDFS018182 2.3174 4+ 0.000239  1.850 £ 0.0169  —16.37 & 0.08" 50.43 £+ 2.57h

@Taken from [28]. ®Measured from the Ha line in [28] and corrected by thermal broadening.
“Measured from the [OIII] line in [28] and corrected by thermal broadening then corrected to the
Balmer lines value (see the text).?Taken directly from the JADES DR2 catalogue [37] and corrected
by extinction (see the text). ®Obtained from [43] and corrected for extinction. f Measured directly
from JADES spectra. 9M. Llerena, personal communication. *Taken from [27].
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Fig. 1 Hubble diagram for GEHRs and HIIGs, here z is the redshift and p is the distance modulus.
In magenta we present the ‘anchor’ sample of 36 GEHRs which have been analysed in [26], in blue we
present the full sample of 181 HIIGs which have been analysed in [18], while in red we present the 9
new HIIGs from [27] and in green the 5 new HIIGs studied with JWST by [28]. The black line is the
cosmological model that best fits the data with the red shaded area representing the 1o uncertainties
to the model, while the grey dashed line is a flat cosmological model without dark energy. The inset
at the left shows a close-up of the Hubble diagram for z < 0.15. The inset at the right presents the
pulls probability density function (pdf) of the entire sample of GEHRs and HIIGs and the red line
shows the best Gaussian fit to the pdf.
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431 logL(HB) = (4.99 +0.11)log o + (33.29 + 0.14)
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Fig. 2 The L — o relation of GEHRs and HIIGs. The data points follow the same colour code for
the different samples as in the previous figure. The red line shows the best linear fit to the data,
including the uncertainties in both axis. At the top of the figure we present the values of the slope
and intercept of the best fit including their uncertainties. We also show the standard deviation of the
log L around the best fit and the total number of objects in the sample. The inset shows the pulls
distribution of the entire sample of GEHRs and HIIGs and the red line shows the best Gaussian fit
to the distribution.
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Fig. 3 Likelihood contours corresponding to the 1o and 20 confidence levels in the {a, 8, h, Qp, wo }
space for the GEHRs and HIIGs sample.
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