Shegy Parsa
shp@roe.ac.uk

Supervisors : Jim Dunlop, Ross McLure

Discussion and Implications
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Figure 4. The rest-frame UV LFs at z=2-4 with the best-fitting Schechter function. Dashed line at M=-18 represents the average faintest bin reached by other studies at these redshifts. At each epoch, several LFs from
the literature are also shown and the corresponding studies are indicated in the legend



