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ABSTRACT

An analytical approach is proposed to study the evolution of the star-forming galaxy (SFG) main
sequence (MS) and the fraction of dust-obscured SF up to z ~ 4. Far-ultraviolet (FUV) and infrared
(IR) star formation rates, SFRs, are described as conditional probability functions of M,. We convolve
them with the galaxy stellar mass function (GSMF) of SFGs to derive the FUV and IR LFs. The 2
SF modes formalism is used to describe starburst galaxies. By fitting observed FUV and IR LFs, the
parametrization of SFRpyy — M, and SFRig — M, are constrained. Our derived SFRpyviir — M.
reproduces the evolution of the MS as compared to other observational inferences. At any redshift,
we find that the sSSFRpyy4ir—M. relation for MS SFGs approaches to a power law at the high-mass
end. At lower masses, it bends and eventually the slope sign changes from negative to positive at very
low masses. At z ~ 0, this change of sign is at M, ~ 5 x 108Mg, close to dust-obscured SF regime,
M, ~ 6 x 108My. The slope sign change is related to the knee of the FUV LF. Our derived dust-
obscured fractions agree with previous determinations at 0 < z < 2.5. Dust-obscured fractions depend
strongly on mass with almost no dependence with redshift at z > 1.2. At z < 0.75 high-mass galaxies
become more “transparent” compared to their high redshift counterparts. On the opposite, low- and
intermediate-mass galaxies have become more obscured by dust. The joint evolution of the GSMF and
the FUV and IR LFs is a promising approach to study mass growth and dust formation/destruction
mechanisms.

Keywords: galaxies: star formation — galaxies: luminosity function, mass function — galaxies: statis-
tics — galaxies: evolution — (ISM:) dust, extinction

1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last two decades, major advances have oc-
curred in assembling large galaxy samples from mul-
tiwavelength imaging surveys. Now the properties of
galaxies are being studied with unprecedented accuracy
in statistical representative samples of both local and
distant galaxies. This has led to tremendous progress in
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improving our observational understanding on the evo-
lution of the galaxy stellar mass function (GSMF, for
recent discussions and compilations of observations up
to high redshifts, see Conselice et al. 2016; Rodriguez-
Puebla et al. 2017), as well as the evolution of the star
formation rate, SFR, as a function of stellar mass M,
(see e.g., Noeske et al. 2007; Elbaz et al. 2007; Daddi
et al. 2007; Speagle et al. 2014; Rodriguez-Puebla et al.
2017) and the cosmic star formation history (Madau &
Dickinson 2014; Novak et al. 2017; Driver et al. 2018;
Liu et al. 2018).
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With the above observational advances, the relation-
ship between the SFR and M, has received intense
scrutiny by many authors over the last years. In particu-
lar; there is a class of star-forming galaxies, SFGs, that
are known to obey a tight SFR-M, relation, exhibit-
ing ~ 0.3 dex of scatter and establishing what in the
literature has been coined as the “Star-forming Main
Sequence” (MS, Brinchmann et al. 2004; Noeske et al.
2007; Salim et al. 2007, for more recent studies and
reviews see Speagle et al. 2014; Whitaker et al. 2014;
Santini et al. 2017). The tightness of this relation and
the abundance of galaxies on the MS, reflects that most
galaxies spend a considerable time building their stars
in an approximately self-regulated way within this se-
quence (see e.g., Bouché et al. 2010; Davé et al. 2012),
hence its importance for galaxy formation. Starburst
galaxies are another class of SFGs with elevated amounts
of star formation, typically associated with galaxy merg-
ers, that are outliers of the MS but represent only a few
percent (~ 10—15%) of the total population (Rodighiero
et al. 2011; Sargent et al. 2012). Quenched galaxies are
another class of galaxies that are off the MS, in this case
due their low levels of star formation (e.g., Wuyts et al.
2007; Williams et al. 2009); their fraction has increased
rapidly since z < 2 (Muzzin et al. 2013). In this paper
we focus on MS SFGs.

Considering these now well-established findings, there
are yet some open questions with respect to the dis-
tribution of the SFRs of SFGs. Does the SFR-M,
relationship extend to low-mass galaxies and dwarfs,
M, < 10°Mg, with the same slope as intermediate- and
high-mass galaxies? What is the contribution from dust-
obscured star formation as a function of stellar mass and
redshift?

This paper addresses the above questions by using the
redshift evolution of the far-ultraviolet FUV (1500A4)
and the total infrared, IR (8 — 1000um) rest-frame lu-
minosity functions, LFs, combined with the evolution
of the GSMF of SFGs. The above questions have been
studied separately by some authors in the past; for ex-
ample, Kurczynski et al. (2016); McGaugh et al. (2017);
Iyer et al. (2018) Davies et al. (2019) studied the SFR-
M, relation at low masses while Pannella et al. (2009)
and Whitaker et al. (2017) studied the contributions
from dust-obscured star formation. Normally, the ap-
proach employed by these and other authors is to de-
termine those properties galaxy-by-galaxy from galaxy
samples. However, the galaxy-by-galaxy approach fails
to check consistency with other important statistical
quantities that provide valuable constraints, such as, the
GSMF and the FUV and IR LFs. Thus, it is key that ro-
bust determinations of the total SFRs and the portions

associated to the unobscured, SFRpyy, and obscured,
SFRR, regimes must be consistent with the GSMF and
the FUV and IR LFs. Specially, it is important and
timely to address the above two questions at the same
time as well as their possible physical correlations and
implications for galaxy formation models in the light
of the joint evolution of the GSMF and the FUV and
IR LFs. Moreover, we note that the joint evolution of
the GSMF and the FUV and IR rest-frame luminosity
functions has not yet received attention in the light of
the above questions. To our knowledge, there is only
one study that exploits the joint evolution of the GSMF
and the FUV and IR LFs, Bernhard et al. (2014). In
that paper, the authors developed a phenomenological
approach to estimate the FUV and IR LFs based on
the observed GSMF, the SFR-M, relationship and the
dust attenuation, IRX. While here we revolve around a
similar idea our goal is different.!

Our main goal for this paper is to exploit the power
of using the joint evolution of the GSMF and the FUV
and IR LFs as an alternative way to derive and study
the SFR—M, relationship, and its decomposition into
the unobscured and obscured contributions. Thus our
approach exploits data not previously used to derive
the SFR-M, relationship for MS SFGs. This is in-
dependent to the galaxy-by-galaxy approach which is
based on galaxy surveys that could be subject to bi-
ases and incompleteness. One of the main findings of
this paper is that our results are in agreement with the
galaxy-by-galaxy approach, providing the kind of end-
to-end test needed to verify the consistency between the
SFRs, including their unobscured and obscured contri-
butions, with the GSMF and the FUV and IR LFs.
We also find that the joint evolution of the GSMF and
the FUV and IR LFs offer a powerful tool that con-
tributes to the study of the emergence of the galaxy
mass distributions, stellar mass growth and dust for-
mation/destruction, and ultimately to better constrain
galaxy formation models.

This paper is divided into four sections. The analyt-
ical method we employed to link M, to SFR is intro-
duced in Section 2. Section 3 presents our results and
compares to a set of independent observations finding
a good agreement between them. Our approach rep-
resents a new powerful and novel tool to study at the
same time the redshift evolution of MS SFGs and the de-

1 There are, however, other notable studies that have combined
some of them but not all of them at the same time. For example,
Béthermin et al. (2012) used the IR LF and the GSMF while
Burgarella et al. (2013) used the FUV and IR. More recently
Tacchella et al. (2018) used the FUV to study the distribution of
SFRs.
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pendence of the fraction of dust-obscured star formation
with stellar mass. Finally, in Section 4 we summarize
and discuss our results.

In this paper we adopt the following cosmological pa-
rameter values: Qp = 0.7, Q,, = 0.3, and h = 0.7. All
stellar masses are normalized to a Chabrier (2003) Ini-
tial Mass Function, IMF.

2. MODELING THE FUV+IR SFR
DISTRIBUTIONS

Here we present a mathematical approach to derive
the redshift evolution of the conditional distribution of
SFR given M, for MS galaxies and all its moments. In
particular, our main aim is the derivation of the red-
shift evolution of the mean SFR—-M, relationship for MS
galaxies. Normally, the evolution of the MS is inferred
by combining galaxy samples at different redshifts for
which the SFRs are estimated for every galaxy (e.g.,
Whitaker et al. 2014; Salim et al. 2016). At this point,
it should be said that (i) galaxy samples are subject
to (their own) selection effects, and (ii) the SFRs re-
ported by different authors are based on different tracers
and methods. As a result, the derived SFR—M, relation
and its evolution will be biased. On the other hand,
the comparison of the SFR—-M, relation and its evolu-
tion estimated by different ways is not trivial, though
some authors have attempted to homogenize different
determinations (see e.g., Speagle et al. 2014; Rodriguez-
Puebla et al. 2017). Thus, to infer robust relations, spe-
cially for constraining accurately the shape of the MS
in a broad mass and redshift ranges, the optimal is to
use a homogeneous method to calculate the SFRs from
galaxy samples for which the volume completeness is
well defined. This is the approach used here.

As mentioned earlier, the novelty of our approach is
that it combines observational FUV and IR rest-frame
LFs at different redshifts with the GSMFs of SFGs to
derive the mean SFR—M, relationship and its scatter
over a broad mass and redshift ranges. The advantage of
this approach is that it uses a uniform way to determine
the SFRs at all redshifts and the sample completeness
above given limits is well controlled.

Following, we describe how we constrain the condi-
tional distribution of SFR given M, when combining the
FUV and IR LFs and the GSMF of SFGs at different
redshifts. Use of conditional distributions allows us to
compute any moment, in particular the first moment,
that is, the mean SFR—M, relationship. Notice that
our method naturally separates the SFRs into their un-
obscured and dust-obscured components, allowing study
of the dust-obscured fraction at the same time.

2.1. The FUV and IR conditional SFR distributions

Motivated by observations, we assume that the MS is
a non decreasing relation between M, and SFR. The
key assumption in our approach is that the FUV and
IR SFR conditional probability distributions as a func-
tion of M, convolved with the observed GSMF of SFGs
gives the FUV and IR rest-frame LFs. In other words,
we are assuming that the FUV and IR LFs emerged
from the MS galaxy population. This is actually inac-
curate in the case of the IR LF as starburst galaxies
also contribute to the LF (see e.g., Sargent et al. 2012;
Gruppioni et al. 2013). Fortunately, their contribution
becomes relatively important only at the high luminos-
ity end, and this can be estimated. Following the results
presented in Sargent et al. (2012), we assume that the
IR-based SFR distribution is composed of the contribu-
tions of both MS and starburst galaxies, this is known in
the literature as the 2 star formation modes formalism.
Next, we will discuss the conditional SFR distributions
given M, and their moments. While all the quantities
that we discuss below depend on redshift, we do not
show this dependence for simplicity.

We begin by introducing the mean (log SFRpuv (M)
and (log SFRir (M.,)) relations and our proposed para-
metric functions. To our knowledge there are not para-
metric functions previously reported in the literature for
these relations. We propose our parametric functions
by noticing that the generic shapes of the SFRpyy—M,
and SFRig—M, relations are governed by the shape of
their corresponding FUV and IR LFs. For the mean
SFRpyv—M, relation, we assume a double power law
(defined by four parameters: upyv,o, @, 8 and Mpyy):

(log SFRruv (M) = pruv,o

2 1
+ log , )

M, \° v, )’
(str) + (i)
while for the mean SFRir—M, we assume a Gompertz-
like function that dominates at the low-mass end and a

power-law that dominates at the high mass end (defined
by three parameters: pr. o, v and MR):

(log SFRiR (M..)) = pr,0

) (M. /Myz)” (2)
%8\ exp (e lorOLMRY |

As mentioned above, all the parameters from the above
equations depend on redshift. In Section 2.3 we discuss
the functions that we use for the dependences with red-
shift and their corresponding best fitting parameters to
the observational data through our approach.

To describe the conditional SFR distributions, we in-
troduce the conditional log-normal distribution A (y|z)
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given by:

N(y|x)dlogy: dlogy exp |:_(10gy_/14(33)) , (3)

2102 207

where the mean is p(x) = (logy(x)), and oy is the loga-
rithmic width of the distribution, i.e., its scatter. Since
we will work in a space in which the logarithm of y
is log-normally distributed, for simplicity, we will refer
sometimes to (logy(z)) as the mean y — x relation. In
some cases authors report (y); for a log-normal distri-
bution the offset between (logy) and (y) is given by (see
e.g., Rodriguez-Puebla et al. 2017):

o2
log(y) = (logy) + - In 10. (4)

We define the conditional probability distribution of
SFRs given a stellar mass as Pspr, x (SFR x| M), where
X refers to the SFRs computed based on the FUV or
IR rest-frame luminosities. In the case of SFRpyv,
we assume that Psprruv = N(uruv,oruyv) with a
scatter opyy independent of M, and mean ppyy =
(log SFRruv(My)), given by Equation (1). As for the
distribution of SFRg, as mentioned above, it is com-
posed of the contributions of MS and starburst galaxies.
Therefore,

Psrr,ir = (1—Agp) X Psrr,i1R—Ms +Asp X PsrRr,IR—SB,

where Agp is the fraction of starburst galaxies at
fixed stellar mass, and the conditional distributions
Psrrir-Ms and Psprir-sp are log-normally dis-
tributed (Eq. 3). Following Sargent et al. (2012), we as-
sume that oir(= o1r—sB = o1r—Ms) and Agp are both
independent of mass and that ur_sg = pr—ms + Apo,
where pir—ms = (log SFRiz_ms(My)) is the mean re-
lation for the MS galaxies (give by Equation (2), here-
after we will refer to it just as (log SFRig)). Based on
the recent results from Schreiber et al. (2015) we use
Asp = 0.033 and Apg = 0.79 dex.?

As for the scatters opyv and org, first note that ob-
servations based on mass-complete samples have shown
that the scatter around the SFR-M, relationship is of
the order of 0.3 dex (Speagle et al. 2014; Schreiber et al.
2015; Cano-Diaz et al. 2016; Fang et al. 2018). Nonethe-
less, recent results have shown that the scatter could in-
crease up to ~ 0.4 dex at the high mass end (Ilbert et al.

2 Note that this value slightly differs from the one reported in

Schreiber et al. (2015). The reason for this is that we are taking
into account that the distribution between the ratio of the sSFRs
and the mean sSFR from the MS (Rgp, the starburstiness pa-
rameter defined by the authors) is not centred on Rgp = 1, see
their best fit models to their equation 10 and figure 19.

2015; Popesso et al. 2019a,b). While the discussion of
the real trends and values of the MS scatter is beyond
the scope of this paper, here we assume a constant scat-
ter of opyyv = 0.3 dex for the FUV and or = 0.4 for the
IR and, for simplicity, zero covariance between the two
distributions. The above will lead to a scatter around
the inferred mean SFR-M, relations that has some de-
pendence on M, (see Equation 17 described below), in
the direction that for low-mass galaxies, o ~ 0.3 dex
while for massive galaxies, o ~ 0.4 dex.

2.2. The FUV and IR LFs

In this section we describe how the FUV and IR LFs
are derived by convolving the GSMF of SFGs and the
conditional FUV and IR SFR probability distributions.
For the above, we begin by using the Kennicutt (1998)
conversion factors, Ky, to transform SFRs into lumi-
nosities, that is, Lx = Kx/SFRx. These conversion
factors allow us to pass from the SFR conditional prob-
ability distributions, Psrr,x (SFRx|M.), to the respec-
tive distributions of luminosities: P x(Lx|M,). Then
the LF of the FUV and IR light is related to the GSMF
of SFGs, ¢, sr, by the following convolution:

ox(Lx) = /Pl,X(LX|M*)¢*,SF(M*)dIOgM*. (5)

For the GSMF of SFGs we use the best fitting model to
the compiled GSMF data from Rodriguez-Puebla et al.
(2017) and their reported evolution of the fraction of
SFGs as a function of M, (for details see Appendix A ).
We note that the above integral is not computed from
M, = 0 but from M, = 10°Mg, which is yet ~ 1 — 1.5
dex below the observational limit of our GSMF's.

The observational LF's are actually reported over red-
shift intervals, z; < z < zy. We take into account the
above by using the following equation:

f:f d)X (LX7 z)dV

Ve vy 9

Oobs,x (Lx; 2, 27) =

where V is the comoving volume.
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The original Kennicutt (1998) conversion factors were
obtained on the assumption of a Salpeter (1955) IMF.?
According to Madau & Dickinson (2014), we multiply
the original conversion factors by 0.63 to convert them
into a Chabrier (2003) IMF: the FUV conversion factor
changes to Kryy = 1.7 x 1071Mg yr~'L7", while the
IR factor changes to Kir = 1.09 x 1071°Mg yr—'L3".
Notice that the FUV light refers to the observed lumi-
nosity, which can be obscured in the presence of dust.
In the following, we assume that the fraction of FUV
light, emitted by young stars, that is absorbed by dust
is directly proportional to the fraction that is reemitted
in the IR (wavelength range 8 — 1000um), as is often
assumed in the literature (da Cunha et al. 2008).

2.3. Constraining the FUV+IR SFR distributions

Under the assumption of a monotonic increasing re-
lation between Lx (X=FUV or IR) and M,, Eq. (5)
shows how this relation, or more generally, the respective
luminosity conditional probability distribution, maps
the GSMF of SFGs into the FUV or IR LF. These FUV
and IR luminosity distributions are tracers of the re-
spective SFR distributions. Our next aim is to constrain
self-consistently these SFR distributions (FUV, IR, and
the total) from observations. Figure 1 summarizes the
steps described in the previous subsections and here.
The steps are as follows:

Step 1: Define the FUV SFR conditional probability
distribution Pspr ruv as a log-normal function.
Use the two-star-formation-mode from Sargent
et al. (2012) to separate the contribution from
MS and starburst galaxies. Define the IR SFR
conditional probability distribution as Psrr ir =
(1 — Asp)Psrr,r-sF + AspPsrr,iIrR-sB. Both
for PSFR,IR—SF and PSFR,IR—SB are assumed
to be log-normal functions. Propose redshift-
depedent parametric functions for the mean re-

3 Using the conversion factors is a very popular approach to em-
pirically relate SFRs to luminosities. While there is some jus-
tification in using this method, it may nevertheless yield values
that are different from the real ones. For example, the conversion
factor of the SFR diagnostic based on the FUV light depends on
the metal-enrichment and the star formation history, SFH, of a
galaxy. This could lead to differences up to ~ 0.5 dex in the
conversion factor when exploring different combinations of these
dependencies (see figure 3 from Madau & Dickinson 2014, see also
Tacchella et al. 2018). While the above introduces an uncertainty
that could be taken into account in our analysis, we decided to use
the most popular calibration factors from the literature because
this facilitates the comparison with previous works. Therefore,
we do not consider more complex conversion factors that depend
on metallicity and SFHs.

Table 1. FUV LFs

Author Redshift
Cucciati et al. (2012) 0.05 < z < 4.5
Arnouts et al. (2005) 0.055 <2< 3.5
Driver et al. (2012) 0.013 < 2z<0.1

Robotham & Driver (2011) 0.013 < z < 0.1
Oesch et al. (2010) 0.75 <2525

Alavi et al. (2016) 1<z<3
Hathi et al. (2010) 1<2z2<3
Mehta et al. (2017) 14<2<36
Reddy & Steidel (2009) 19<2z<34

Alavi et al. (2014) z~2

Parsa et al. (2016) 2<z<4
van der Burg et al. (2010) 3<z<b
Omno et al. (2018) 4<z<7
Bouwens et al. (2007) 4<255
Finkelstein et al. (2015) 4<2z58
Bouwens et al. (2015) 45258

Atek et al. (2018) z~6

Livermore et al. (2017) 6<2z<8
Bhatawdekar et al. (2019) 6<z<9
Bouwens et al. (2011) TS2S8
Oesch et al. (2012) z~8

lations (log SFRryuv(M.,)) and (log SFRig(M..)),
Egs. (1) and (2), respectively.

Step 2: Convert SFRs into luminosities using the Ken-
nicutt (1998) conversion factors. This allows
us to pass from the conditional distributions
Psrr,ruv and Pspr g to the conditional distri-
butions P; pyv and Py 1R, respectively.

Step 3: Characterize the redshift evolution of the ob-
servational GSMF of SFGs, ¢, sr. Appendix A
presents our best fitting model to the compiled
GSMFs and the fraction of SFGs as a function of
redshift from Rodriguez-Puebla et al. (2017).

Step 4: Derive the FUV and IR LFs by convolving the
GSMF of SFGs with their corresponding condi-
tional luminosity distributions (Eq. 5): ¢puv =
Prruv ® ¢u sr and @R = PR ® Ps sF.

Step 5: Adjust the redshift-dependent parameters of
the mean (log SFRpuv (M.)) and (log SFRig (M..))
relations. This is possible since steps 1-4 relate the
mean relations to the observed FUV and IR LFs.
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’ Step 1: Main Sequence
Psrr,ruv = N (pruv, oruv)

puruv = (log SFRruv) Psrr,ruv — P ruv

Step 2: Luminosities ‘
Lryv = SFRryv/Kruv

(log SFRpyy)
(Meyy)

log M,

log M,

Psrrir = (1 — Asp)N (pur, 01r)
+AsBN (pr—wms + Apo, 01R)

N Lir = SFRir/Kir
2 . LR MS = Psrr,r — PLIr
e ek (log SFRiR)
\-é -
o’ 0
g ® z=4
; \ o /E

| Hmus ~ log SFRy* i

o g w0

= o

2] Z

Qp

o .

log M,

Parameters constrained

?

fStep 3: GSMF of SFGs ‘ (f.ep 4: Luminosity Function‘

oruv = PiLruv ® @u SF

log Peyy

From observations

log ¢, s

O1R = PLIR ® ¢y SF

z=4

log ¢

Fit to observations

Step 5: MCMC ?

Figure 1. Scheme with the steps to constrain the means of SFR given M, at different redhsifts from fitting the observational
FUV and IR LFs and knowing the GSMFs of SFGs; see text for details.

Next, we describe the parametrization and the best
fitting model to the redshift evolution of the mean
SFRrpyv—M, and SFRig—M., relations.

Each of the parameters described by Equations (1)
and (2) depend on redshift. After some experimenta-
tion, we found that the redshift z dependence of these
parameters is well described by the following function
composed of 3 free parameters:

O(q1,42,43,2) = 1 + q2log(1 + 2) + g32°.  (7)

In this paper, we find the best fitting parameters by
using a Bayesian approach through a MCMC method
applied jointly to the data following Rodriguez-Puebla
et al. (2013).

Figure 2 shows a compilation of measured rest-frame
FUV LFs between z = 0 and z = 9 from 21 obser-
vational studies that are listed in Table 1. The FUV
LF's were not corrected for dust attenuation but homog-
enized to our adopted cosmology. We use this compila-

tion to find the best fit parameters to the evolution of
the mean SFRpyv—M, relationship. The solid lines in
Figure 2 show our best fitting model to the LF ¢ops ruv.
The best fit parameters of the redshfit-dependent mean
SFRpuv-M, relationship are:

pruvo(z) = Q(—1.451 £ 0.011,2.471 + 0.027,

(8)
—0.001 £ 0.0004, z),

log Mpuy(z) = Q(8.343 + 0.011, 0.705 + 0.030, o)
0.002 % 0.0007, z),

a(z) = Q(—0.543 4 0.009, 1.978 x 10~° + 0.002, (10)
0.010 + 0.0002, z),

B(z) = Q(0.667 = 0.006,0.033 = 0.015, )

0.012 £ 0.0004, z).
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Figure 2. FUV Luminosity Function. The red solid lines present the best fitting models to a compilation of 21 observational
studies, see Table 1. The data has been homogenized to a same cosmology. The turn over at the faint end at z > 7.5 is due to
the lower limit of M, considered for the integral in Equation (5).

The observed IR LFs from 2z = 0 to z = 4.2 are shown Table 2. IR LFs
in Figure 3 from a compilation of 8 observational studies

listed in Table 2. Similarly above the data was homog- Author Redshift
enized to our adopted cosmology. Using these data, as Kilerci Eser & Goto (2018)  0<2z<0.3
in the case of the FUV data, we constrain the best fit Le Floc’h et al. (2005) 0<z<1
parameters of the redshift-dependent mean SFRig—M, Casey et al. (2012) 0<z<16
relationship: Rodighiero et al. (2010) 0<2<25
Lim et al. (2020) 0<z<4
NIR,O(Z) = Q(O~127 £ 0.017,5 £ 0.044, 12 Gruppioni et al. (2013) 0<2z2<4.2
—0.168 £+ 0.028, 2), (12) Magnelli et al. (2013) 01<2z<23
Magnelli et al. (2011) 13<2<23
log Mir(z) = Q(9.850 + 0.031,1.876 + 0.087, (13)

—0.107 £+ 0.030, z),
2.4. The total SFR distribution: the mean SFR-M,

relation and the scatter

Once the redshift-dependent parameters of the mean
(log SFRruv(M,)) and (log SFRir(M,)) relations are
constrained, we now compute the total (FUV+IR) SFR-
M, relations and the scatter around it. Thus, the final

~v(z) = Q(0.051 + 0.011,0.983 £ 0.066,0,2).  (14)

Our best fitting model is shown with the red solid lines
in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. IR Luminosity Function. Solid lines present the best fit from a compilation of 8 observational studies, see Table 2.
Similarly to the FUV LFs, the data has been homogenized to a same cosmology

step in our program is to characterize the total condi-
tional SFR distribution at a fixed M, for galaxies from
the FUV- and IR-based conditional SFR distributions.
Formally, the total SFR distribution is given by:

Psrr.ruv(SFR — SFRig[M,)
1 — SFRip/SFR

PsFR,IR—MS (SFRIR ‘ M, )d log SFRR.
(15)

Psrr (SFR|M,) =

Note that for the IR SFR distribution we use only the
component of MS galaxies.

A few words on the above distribution are worth of
mentioning at this point. While the sum of normally dis-
tributed random variables is also normally distributed,
this is not the case for log-normal distributed random
variables. To our knowledge there is not an analytical
solution for log-normal distributions, so this is computed
numerically via Equation (15). From the above equation
we can derive the total mean (hereafter we will refer
sometimes to it as simply the mean) SFR—M, relation:

(log SFR(M,)) = / log SFR Pspr (SFR| M, )d log SFR.

(16)
The scatter around the mean is

ogpr (M) = /(logSFR— (log SFR(M,)))* x an

Psrr(SFR|M..)dlog SFR.

We will also report the mean (logsSFR(M,)) relation
with sSSFR = SFR/M, and orr = ospr. Since we
use separately the observations of the IR and FUV LFs,

a straightforward outcome from our approach is the de-
termination of the separate contributions from FUV and
IR to the total SFRs. This will be important for deriv-
ing the dust-obscured fraction as a function of mass and
redshift.

3. RESULTS

Before discussing our results, we note that the ob-
served IR LF is the main source of uncertainty in the
conclusions that will be presented below. This is due to
its restricted redshift, z < 4, and luminosity range, see
Figure 3. This is not the case for the FUV LF and the
GSMF, which are available up to z ~ 9 and cover several
orders of magnitude from low- to high-luminosity /mass
galaxies, see Figures 2 and also Figure 11 from Appendix
A. In order to reduce the risk of over-interpreting our re-
sults, in the figures below we will indicate explicitly the
regimes over which our IR LFs are valid (the exception
will be Figure 9, but this is discussed in the text).

In Figure 4 we present our resulting (log SFR), see Eq.
(16), as a function of redshift for five stellar mass bins.
The solid lines indicate the stellar mass ranges when
the best fitting models of both the FUV and IR LFs are
constrained by the data. The dashed lines indicate the
range over which the IR LFs have been extrapolated
but there are observational data to constrain the best
fit models of the FUV LF. The shaded area shows the
scatter around the mean relation using Equation (17).
Note that the above limitation in the data affects mostly
low-mass galaxies, M, < 10°Mg,.

Figure 4 compares our results to several observational
studies listed in Table 3 for galaxies with masses above
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Table 3. Star Formation Rates

Author SFR indicator ~ Agpr[dex] Awm,[dex] osrr[dex] Redshift
Popesso et al. (2019a,b) UV+IR 0 0 025-04 0<2z<25
Lee et al. (2015) UV+IR —0.15 0 0.36 02<2<13
Ilbert et al. (2015) UV+IR 0 0 022-048 02<z<14
Whitaker et al. (2012) UV+IR —-0.15 —-0.03 0.34 05<2<25
Whitaker et al. (2014) UV+IR —0.13 0 0.34° 05<2<25
Tomeczak et al. (2016) UV+IR —0.13 0 034"  05<z<4
Schreiber et al. (2015) UV+IR —0.31 —0.2 0.31 z <4
Reddy et al. (2012) UV+IR & SED —-0.2 —-0.2 0.37 14<2<3.7
Tasca et al. (2015) uv 0 0 ~054° 0452548
Bouwens et al. (2012) uv -0.3 —-0.2 0.3%4 z~ 4
Gonzdlez et al. (2011) uv —0.2 —0.2 0 4<256
Salmon et al. (2015) uv -0.2 -0.2 0.25 — 0.42 4<256
Duncan et al. (2014) uv 0 0 0.17—0.36 4<256
Khusanova et al. (2020) uv 0 0 0° 5.5 <2z<6.6
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz +0.18° —0.02 0 02<2z<04
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz +0.15°¢ —0.02 0 04<2<0.6
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz +0.11° —0.02 0 0.6 <z<0.8
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz +0.07°¢ —0.02 0 08<z<1
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz +0.03°¢ —0.02 0 1<z<12
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz ~0.01° ~0.02 0° 12<2<16
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz —0.07° —0.02 0 1.6 <2<20
Karim et al. (2011) 1.4 GHz —0.12°¢ —0.02 0 20<2<25
Leslie et al. (2020) 3 GHz —0.1 0 0? 03<2z<6

NoTE—Asrr and Awm, are the logarithmic correction offsets. Correction to a same IMF and when
authors report (SFR) instead of (log SFR) were applied.

% No measure of the scatter available.

 We assumed ospr = 0.34 as in Whitaker et al. (2012).

¢ The authors reported that error bars were computed as o/ V/N where ¢ is the standard deviation
around the sSFR distribution and N the number of galaxies. Based on their values reported for
the error bars we find that on average o ~ 0.54 dex.

4 We assumed ospr = 0.3.
¢ Corrections taken from Speagle et al. (2014)

M, ~0.5-1x 1091\/[@. The compiled data have been ho-
mogenized to a same Chabrier (2003) IMF. In addition,
in cases where the authors report the mean (SFR) we
use Equation (4) to transform into the mean (log SFR).
We also compute the mean SFR-M, relationship at
z ~ 0 for SDSS galaxies using the GALEX-SDSS-WISE
Legacy catalogue (GSWLC, Salim et al. 2016, 2018).
Here, we use their deep GSWLC-2 catalogue based on
UV, optical, and 22um data from WISE to derive SFRs
using SED fitting techniques, for details see Salim et al.
(2018). From this catalog, we use their derived SFRs,
based on both the UV and IR components, to compute
the average SFR-M, for MS SFGs as described next.
Firstly, we note that we use a slightly modified version

of the SFR—-M., relation by Speagle et al. (2014) adapted
for the GSWLC-2 catalogue. Then, galaxies —0.7 dex
(~ 2.30) away from the ridgeline are excluded. Next,
we performed a power-law fit to the MS for the trimmed
sample and again galaxies —0.7 dex away from the ridge-
line were excluded. We repeated the above processes
three more times. We note that on the last iteration the
parameters of the power-law fits did not change con-
siderably. This is similar to what has been proposed
in Fang et al. (2018) in order to obtain relations that
are close to the highest-density ridgeline of the MS. In
Figure 4 the colors indicate the different calibrators re-
ported by the authors. Note, however, that most of the



10 A1LDO RODRIGUEZ-PUEBLA ET AL.

E N _ihed T 05 ol 1 E o, 10105 ]
ESi 10 <M*/M®<10- Els 10-<M*/Mo<10 Els 10 <M*/MO<1O 2 ]
<X b 1F 1F ]
Q 4 L . .
E -] — j
o ] 1 /2
= 74 ~ 2
/D] la% % A Z, ]
Q0 = E E
S 1 1 F B
L 1 1 1E | L 1 1 3E | I N B

- 10105‘M/‘M on 1 F 1o ‘M/M‘ Jons 1 T

— r <M, < 1t <M, < R .
5 3F © 1F © 4 F—— (log SFRpyy,)
N r 1 C 1 E n
502} '.ii JdF e FUV+IR E
C ~ E 1 E n
S JE S FUV corr. =
N L 4 k 1 J
0 o P 1F 4E o 14 & 3 GHz ]
E | I 1 1 1 4E | L 1 1 4E | L1111

1 2 3 4 5671 2 4 5671 2 3 4 5867

1+z 1+z

Figure 4. SFRs as a function of redshift for five stellar mass bins. The solid lines show our results when the best fitting models
of both the FUV and IR LFs are available. The dashed lines show the mass regimes at the redshifts where the IR LFs have
been extrapolated but the FUV LF's are available. The filled circles with error bars show the compilation reported from Table
3 for SFGs from galaxy surveys. Black circles show the results based on FUV+IR, while light blue and red circles show the
results based on FUV dust-corrected and radio data. Note that this figure shows that our estimates of total SFRs inferred from
fitting the FUV and IR LFs are in good agreement with direct measurements of the total SFR.

data compiled in this paper are based on FUV+IR mea-
surements, for a more direct comparison to our results.

In excellent agreement with the set of independent ob-
servations from Table 3, our results reproduce both the
strong evolution of the SFR with z and the dependence
on M,. Even when we have extrapolated our best fits to
the IR LFs, as indicated by the dashed lines in Figure
4, our results are consistent with the set of observations
from Table 3. We emphasize that we did not fit to these
data but our results fell out naturally from the the join
fit to the LFs and the GSMF.

Figure 5 shows the obtained sSFR-M, relation for MS
galaxies from z ~ 0 to z ~ 4. Here, our results are again
consistent with the compiled data. The consistency pre-
sented in Figures 4 and 5 is not trivial since the compila-
tion described above is composed of measurements based
on different surveys and calibrators (though mostly are
based on FUV+IR measurements). We thus conclude
that our derived SFRs describe quite well a set of inde-
pendent observational inferences over the range where
both the IR and FUV LFs are available. A straightfor-
ward implication from the above is that the joint evo-
lution of the GMSF and the FUV and IR LFs is self-

consistent, that is, the evolution of the FUV+IR SFR of
MS galaxies is consistent with their stellar mass growth.
The reason for this is that in our approach the FUV+IR,
LF is the result of convolving the GSMF of SFGs with
the SFR conditional distribution given M, see Equation
(6) and Figure 1.

We notice that our derived sSFR-M, relations at all
redshifts are not well described by simple power laws.
A curvature in the MS has been already documented in
previous works (see e.g., Whitaker et al. 2014; Gavazzi
et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2015; Schreiber et al. 2015; Tom-
czak et al. 2016; Lee et al. 2018; Popesso et al. 2019b;
Leslie et al. 2020). In general, our MS at any z follows
a power law only at the high-mass end, with the mass
at which the relation departs from the power law de-
creasing with z, roughly, from M, ~ 10! at z > 2 to
M, ~ 2 x 10 at ~ 0. The slope at z ~ 0 for galax-
ies above M, ~ 1010M@ is ~ —0.71. At lower masses
and at any redshift, the MS bends until an inflection
point is attained. In the sSFR-M, plane, this means
that the MS changes sign. At z ~ 0 we find that at
low masses M, < 1088Mg the slope is ~ 0.37 while
for M, ~ 10° — 10!°Mg, the slope is ~ —0.37. This
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Figure 5. The sSFR-M. relation for MS SFGs from z ~ 0
to z ~ 4. The solid lines show our results when the best
fitting models of both the FUV and IR LFs are available.
The dashed lines show the mass regimes when the IR LFs
have been extrapolated but the FUV LF's are available. The
filled circles with error bars show the compilation from Table
3 for MS SFGs. Our results are consistent with the inferences
from galaxy surveys. The slope, a = d(logsSFR)/dlog M.,
at z ~ 0 for low masses, M. = 10° — 1058Mg is a ~ 0.37
while for intermediate, M, = 10°—10'°M, and high masses,
M. = 10" — 10"Mg, we find respectively that o ~ —0.37
and ~ —0.71. At z ~ 4, the slopes for intermediate and high
masses the slopes are respectively a ~ —0.26 and o ~ —0.24
while at low masses is o ~ 0.28.

is an interesting feature of the MS at low-masses that
our method has allowed us to establish. Following, we
discuss it in more detail.

3.1. The Main Sequence of low-mass and dwarf
galaxies

Next, we explore our results for low-mass galaxies
108 < M, /Mg < 10°. Our low-mass limits are restricted
by the observational availability of both the FUV and
IR LFs. This affects the robustness of our derivations
at masses below M, ~ 5 x 10° M, in particular for
redshifts larger than z ~ 0.5. For low-mass galaxies,
our results are based mainly on the FUV LFs, and to a
lesser extent, on the extrapolations of the IR LFs, due
to the flat faint-end slopes of the latter (see Figure 3).
It is thus important to understand the robustness of our
inferences for low-mass galaxies and the impact of our
extrapolations from the IR LFs.

We begin by noticing that previous authors reported
a strong dependence of dust-obscured star formation

7227”““”H““H““Lll

<MFUV>
I:@,—I:I <And,—I 20[>

(log sSFRy,,) [yr']

7 8 9 10 11 1
log M, [My]

Figure 6. Upper Panel: The Mpyv—M. relation for MS
SFG from z ~ 0 to z ~ 4. The solid lines show our results
constrained by our best fitting models of the FUV LF. The
dashed lines show the mass regimes when the FUV LFs have
been extrapolated. Bottom Panel:The sSFRryv—M, rela-
tion for MS SFGs from z ~ 0 to z ~ 4. Notice the bend in
the sSFRruv—M.relationship corresponds to the knee of the
FUV LF, Figure 2.

with stellar mass as follows: the SFRs of galaxies with
M, = 10°Mg are mainly traced by the IR light while
the FUV light is more important for lower mass galaxies,
and this trend is consistent with no redshift dependence
(e.g., Pannella et al. 2009; Whitaker et al. 2017). If we
extrapolate the above results to our derivations, then
the implication is straightforward: for low-mass galax-
ies M, < 10°Mg, the FUV LF is more important for the
total SFR than the IR LF. In other words, little or no
dust corrections are required for the FUV-based SFRs of
low-mass galaxies. In consequence, our resulting trends
with mass and redshift for low-mass galaxies, that are
dominated by FUV, will be in the right direction. The

above is also supported by Figures 8 and 9 below. In
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Figure 7. The sSFR-M. relation for MS SFGs at z ~ 0 over
a broad mass range: M, ~ 7x 107 —10"2 Mg, black solid line.
The contributions from FUV and IR are shown separately
with blue and red solid lines respectively. The gray stars
with error bars correspond to the compilation from Table 3.
The solid black circles corresponds to the total SFRs based
on the KINGFISH sample from Skibba et al. (2011), while
the blue and red solid circles correspond to the contributions
from FUV and IR respectively. The open triangle shows the
average sSFR from a sample of low-mass galaxies at the mass
range 10%° < M./Mg < 10° from the MaNGA /SDSS-TV
survey (Cano-Diaz in prep.). The open square shows the
results from a sample of dwarf galaxies from McGaugh et al.
(2017) at 10™° < M../Mg < 108, Our results are consistent
with this set of independent observations for local galaxies.

the light of the above, next we describe our results for
low-mass galaxies.

Figure 5 shows evidence that the sSFR—M, relation
for MS galaxies bends, and even the slope sign changes,
at the low-mass end at all redshifts. Why does the
sSFR-M, relation change sign at the low-mass end? To
answer this question, we use the fact that the SFRs from
low-mass galaxies, M, < 10°Mg), are dominated by the
FUV component. The upper and bottom panels of Fig-
ure 6 show the corresponding Mpyy—M, and sSFRpyv—
M, relationships. An important trend is apparent. The
sSFRryv—M, relation bends below M, ~ 1091\/[@, sim-
ilarly to the sSFR-M, relation. Not surprising, this
bend is inherited by the turnover of the Mpyy—M, re-
lation. The next important feature to notice is that the
turnover mass of the Mpyy—M, relation is nearly con-
stant with redshift, ~ 5 x 108Mg, but Mpyy changes
from Mpyy ~ —16 at z ~ 0 to Mpyy ~ —20 at z ~ 4.
By looking to Figure 2, it is then evident that the above
magnitudes correspond to the knee of the FUV LF. It is

now clear that the bending in the sSSFR-M, is due the
knee of the FUV LF. In general, it is important to note
that the form of the Mpyv—M, and sSFRryv—M, re-
lations are governed by the Schechter-like shapes of the
FUV LF. Individual determinations for low-mass galax-
ies at high redshifts will be key to confirm the above
and for studying the self-consistency of the joint evolu-
tion of the faint end of the GSMF and the FUV+IR LFs.
Fortunately, more accurate observational constraints are
available at low-masses for nearby galaxies, so, we now
focus our discussion on low-mass and dwarf galaxies at
z ~ 0.

Figure 7 presents again the sSFR—M, relationship but
this time at z ~ 0 and extending down to dwarf galaxies,
M, ~ 7 x 10"TMg. As noted above, the slope of this
relation flattens at low-masses and changes sign around
M, ~ 5 x 108Mg. Additionally, we present separately
the contribution to the SFRs from FUV, blue solid line,
and IR, red solid line. Notice that the mass around
which the slope of the sSFR-M, relationship changes
sign is close to the mass above which the regime of dust-
obscured star formation starts to dominate, M, ~ 6 X
108Me.

Similarly to Figure 5, we compare our results with
our compilation at z ~ 0, gray stars with error bars.
At low-masses, we add our estimates of the (total) sS-
FRs to the KINGFISH sample from Skibba et al. (2011)
obtained with GALEX and the Herschel Space Obser-
vatory data, filled black circles. We also compute the
average sSFR from a sample of low-mass galaxies at
the mass range 10%° < M, /Mg < 10% with an axis
ratio of b/a > 0.5 from the MaNGA /SDSS-IV survey
(Cano-Diaz in prep.).* Finally, from a sample of dwarf
galaxies from McGaugh et al. (2017) we compute the
average sSFR at the mass range 107° < M, /Mg < 108,
open square. Notice that, both for the MaNGA and the
McGaugh et al. (2017) samples, the SFRs were derived
from H, luminosities. We transform their H, determi-
nations into dust-corrected SFRpyy by using eq. (16)
from Shin et al. (2019). In general, our results for the
total SFRs are in good agreement with the above set of
observations down to M, ~ 7 x 10"Mg,.

In the case of the KINGFISH sample, the authors re-
ported IR luminosities (see their table 1) which we trans-
form into SFRs (red circles). We also subtract IR SFRs

4 The methodology to derive the SFRs and to select the SF galaxies
are both explained in detail in Cano-Diaz et al. (2019). In this
work we use the data products provided by the Pipe3D Value
Added Catalogue (Sénchez et al. 2018), which uses the Inte-
gral Field Spectroscopy analysis pipeline,Pipe3D (Sanchez et al.
2016), for the last MaNGA public data release: version v2-4-3.
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Figure 8. The predicted total average sSFR-M, relation
and the contribution from FUV and IR light from z = 0.5
to z = 2.5. We compare to the inferences from Whitaker
et al. (2014). Similarly to Figure 5, the solid lines show our
resulting sSFRs where both the best fitting models from the
FUV and IR LFs are valid while the dashed lines show where
the FUV LF is valid but the IR LF has been extrapolated.
Our results are consistent with the total SFRs from Whitaker
et al. (2014) as well as for the FUV and IR contributions,
even in the regimes where we have extrapolated our results.

from the total in order to compute UV SFRs (blue cir-
cles) according to their equation 7. It is encouraging
that our results reproduce pretty well the observational
trends from the KINGFISH sample. Remarkably, both
our results and the KINGFISH sample appear to have a
similar characteristic mass, M, opsc ~ 6 x 103Mg), above
which the SFRs are dust-obscured. We thus confirm
that the FUV light becomes more important as a diag-
nostic of the SFR of dwarf galaxies.

3.2. The redshift evolution of the FUV and IR
contribution to the total SFR

In Figure 8, we explore the contribution of FUV and
IR to the total sSFR—M, relationship at 0.5 < z < 2.5.
Similarly to Figure 5, the solid lines show the mass
regime where the best fitting models of both the FUV
and IR LFs are constrained by the data while the dashed
lines show the stellar mass regime where the LFs were
extrapolated.

We compare our results to the total SFRs reported
from Whitaker et al. (2014) computed as the combina-
tion of the UV® and IR values based on the Spitzer/
MIPS 24 pm photometry. Note that we subtract ~ 0.13
dex to their SFRs in order to convert from log(sSFR)
to (logsSFR), see Equation (4) and Table 3. In the
same figure we present separately the contribution from
FUV and IR by using the average luminosities, {L)(M,),
reported in their table 2. Note that we plotted two dif-
ferent symbols for the SFRpyy from Whitaker et al.
(2014). The open circles show the conversion factor uti-
lized by Whitaker et al. (2014) of Krpyy = 2.2 x Kig =
2.4 x 10~ 1°M,, yr_lLé1 while the cross symbols use the
conversion factor utilized in this paper, see Section 2.
The conversion factors used by Whitaker et al. (2014)
results in a factor of ~ 1.4 larger than ours. Thus, the
cross symbols are more adequate for comparing with our
results.

In general, when comparing to Whitaker et al. (2014)
we observe that our results capture the same trends
to the contributions from FUV and IR at all masses
and redshifts, even for the regimes where we extrap-
olated our results from the IR LFs, red dashed lines.
Note that the FUV component dominates the low-mass
regime both in our and in the Whitaker et al. (2014)
results. This is encouraging and hints again that the
trends reported in Figures 5 and 7 for the total SFRs at
the low-mass regime are in the right direction.

5 Whitaker et al. (2014) estimated UV luminosities as the inte-
grated light within the range between 1260-3000 A by using the
2800 A rest-frame luminosity: Lyy (1260—30004) = 1.5vL, 2800-
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Figure 9. Redshift evolution for the fraction of obscured star formation as a function of M.. The solid lines show our results
at the redshifts indicated by the labels while the dotted lines reproduce the our results for local galaxies. It is clear that the
fraction of dust obscured star formation evolves with redshift. We present comparisons with the local determinations based on
the KINGFISH sample (Skibba et al. 2011, filled black squares) and based on the dust attenuation values Aryv reported in the
GSWLC-2 (Salim et al. 2018, gray stars). At high redshift we reproduce the results from Tomczak et al. (2016, filled circles)
based on their reported luminosities (Lruv) and (Lir). The red solid line is the best fit to observations from Whitaker et al.
(2017) using the FUV estimator from Whitaker et al. (2014) while the red dashed line show their results based on the Murphy

et al. (2011) FUV estimator.

Regarding the characteristic mass, M, obsc, Wwhere the
SFRryyv and SFRig are equal, or equivalently, the tran-
sition mass to the dust-obscured star formation regime,
we observe an increase in mass by a factor of ~ 3.3
from z ~ 0 to z ~ 2.5; the values are respectively
M obse ~ 6 X IOSM@ and M, obge ~ 2 X 109M@. From
z ~ 0.5 to z ~ 2.5 the characteristic mass has increased
by a factor of ~ 2.2. A similar trend is observed based
on the results from Whitaker et al. (2014) and reported
explicitly in Whitaker et al. (2017).

3.3. Mass and redshift dependence of the obscured star
formation regime

According to Figures 7 and 8, our results are consis-
tent with observational samples that separate the con-
tributions from FUV and IR from z ~ 0 to z ~ 2.5,
even when we extrapolated our results for the IR LFs.
In the following we will use our results based on the ex-
trapolations of the IR LF's as direct predictions from our
approach.

The upper left panel of Figure 9 presents our resulting
fraction of dust-obscured star formation as a function of
stellar mass at z ~ 0, black solid line. Our results show
a strong dependence with stellar mass in the direction
that the SFRs of high-mass galaxies are more obscured
by dust than low-mass galaxies. At M, ~ 101°M, the

dust-obscured fraction approaches to a maximum value
of ~ 0.8 and for larger masses it keeps roughly constant.
The filled circles show the results from the KINGFISH
sample. The gray stars show the results of using the
dust attenuation values Apyv reported in the GSWLC-
2 catalog. Both, the KINGFISH sample and GSWLC-2
catalog are in good agreement with our results. Next,
we discuss the comparison with high redshift data.

The remaining panels of Figure 9 present the fraction
of dust-obscured star formation as a function of stel-
lar mass from z ~ 0.75 to z ~ 3. In each panel the
z ~ 0 curve is repeated with the dotted line. As seen
from the sequence of panels, the fraction of the dust-
obscured SFRs evolves mostly from z ~ 0 to z ~ 1.2
but above z ~ 1.2 our results are consistent with little
evolution up to z ~ 3. Thus our results indicate that
the fraction of dust-obscured SFRs evolves with redshift.
We also reproduce the best fitting model to the fraction
of dust-obscured SFRs from Whitaker et al. (2017) at
0.5 < z < 2.5 using their “standard calibration”, black
solid line, and their best fitting model based on the Mur-
phy et al. (2011) calibration parameters, dashed lines.
Notice the agreement between our results with those
from Whitaker et al. (2017) when considering both of
their calibrators. We also compute the fraction of dust-
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Figure 10. Upper panel: Redshift evolution of the char-
acteristic mass M. obsc that marks the transition between
the unobscured and obscured star formation regimes. Notice
that since z ~ 1.5 the characteristic mass M, obsc decreased
by a factor of ~ 4 while above z ~ 1.5 has increased only
slowly. Bottom panel: Corresponding total sSFR of the
characteristic mass M, obsc. The sSFRs has decreased an
order of magnitude since z ~ 4.

obscured SFRs using the luminosities (Lryvy) and (Lig)
reported in table 1 from Tomczak et al. (2016) as filled
circles. We find that our results are consistent with these
authors, including the increase in M, ohsc With redshift.

An important feature is worth of mentioning here. Ac-
cording to our results, at low redshifts, z < 0.75, high-
mass galaxies have become more “transparent” to UV
light compared to their high redshift counterparts. For
low- and intermediate-mass galaxies we observe the op-
posite, they have become more obscured by dust. Sim-
ilar trends are derived when using the Tomczak et al.
(2016) dust-obscured fractions.

The top panel of Figure 10 presents the evolution of
the characteristic mass, My obsc, at which the fraction of
dust-obscured star formation is 0.5 based on our model.

Here is evident the rapid evolution of M, opse for, z S
1.2, but then it rises only slowly at high redshifts up to a
mass of My obsc ~ 2 X 109M@, as noted previously. The
bottom panel shows the corresponding sSFR of M, opsc-
The sSFR(M, obsc) has a strong correlation with z and
appears to reach a maximum of sSFR ~ 3 x 1072 yr—!
just before z ~ 4. The sSFR(M. obsc)-redshift relation
has decreased by an order of magnitude since z ~ 4.

4. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this paper we present an analytical method for de-
riving the evolution of the mean sSFR-M, relation of
MS galaxies by combining the FUV and IR rest-frame
LFs with the GSMF of SFGs from z ~ 0 to z ~ 4. The
total SFR is estimated as the sum of the unobscured and
obscured regimes traced by the FUV (15004) and IR
(8 — 1000pm) luminosities, respectively. Our approach
is an alternative to the commonly employed procedure in
the literature, consisting on using large galaxy samples
for which the masses and SFRs are inferred invidually
for every galaxy. As discussed in Section 2, the determi-
nation and understanding of the SFR—-M, relation and
its evolution for MS galaxies can be affected due to %)
intrinsic selection effects in large galaxy samples, and i)
the comparison of SFRs based on different tracers and
estimations is not trivial. In our approach, this is not
the case since the evolution of the MS is derived from
the FUV and IR LFs and the GSMF, distributions that
are complete in volume, luminosities and mass over a
large redshift range. Our main results are as follows:

e The homogeneously obtained SFRs as a function
of M, for main sequence, MS, galaxies at redshifts
0 < z £ 4 confirm and unify, within the scat-
ter, the values obtained previously from different
galaxy surveys that used a diversity of SFR tracers
and methods, see Figure 4.

e Our methodology allows for consistent inferences
of the mean sSFR—-M, relationships for MS galax-
ies down to low masses. Moreover, it allows for
reasonable extrapolations down to the regime of
dwarf galaxies, where the unobscured FUV com-
ponent dominates the total SFR, see Figures 5 and
7.

e The mean sSFR-M, relation for MS galaxies
bends strongly at low-masses, < 10°Mg, and the
slope sign changes from positive at low-masses to
negative at intermediate and high masses masses
at all redshifts. In particular at z ~ 0 the slope
change between ~ 0.37 to ~ —0.37 at low to inter-
mediate masses. The bending in the MS at lower
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masses is connected to the knee of the FUV LF,
see Figure 6.

e At z ~ 0 the change of sign in the MS occurs
around M, ~ 5x108M, which is close to the dust-
obscured star formation regime at this redshift,
M, ~ 6 x 105M,.

e At z ~ 0, the resulting contributions from unob-
scured, FUV, and obscured, IR, SFRs are in good
agreement with the results from the KINGFISH
sample (based on GALEX and Herschel Space
Observatory data) and the dust attenuation val-
ues Apyy reported in the GSWLC-2 (based on
GALEX, SDSS and WISE). At 0.5 < 2z < 2.5 we
show that our results capture the observed trends
to the contributions from FUV and IR to the total
SFRs from Whitaker et al. (2014).

e At all redshifts the contribution from FUV dom-
inates the total sSSFR—M, relation at low-masses,
Figures 8 and 9. The characteristic mass for the
obscured SFR regime has decreased a factor of ~ 3
since z ~ 4: M, opsc ~ 2 X 109M@ at z ~ 4 and
M, obse ~ 6 X 108M@ at z ~ 0, see Figure 10.

e The fraction of obscured SFR, SFRir /SFRruvVLIR,
depends strongly on mass and it changes very lit-
tle with redshift for z > 1.2, in agreement with
Tomczak et al. 2016; Whitaker et al. 2017, Figure
9. Below z ~ 0.75, galaxies more massive than
~ 10'% M, become more “transparent” than their
high-redshift galaxies with the same stellar mass,
while for low-mass galaxies, the opposite is true as
they become more obscured by dust at the same
stellar mass, see Figure 9.

According to our results, the sSFR—M, relation bends
and changes its slope sign from positive at low masses
to negative at high masses. At z ~ 0, this change occurs
at M, ~ 5 x 108M. This has interesting implications
for dwarf galaxies. If we interpret the inverse of the to-
tal sSSFR as the characteristic time that it will take a
galaxy to double its mass at a constant SFR, then the
above implies that dwarf MS galaxies, M, < 5x 103Mg,
form stars at a lower pace than intermediate-mass MS
galaxies, 10° < M, /Mg < 10'°. For our low-mass limit
of M, ~ 7 x 10"Mg, we find that sSFR ~ 10710 yr=1,
see Figure 7. Assuming a constant SFH, this implies an
assembling time of ~ 10 Gyrs. Observations of nearby
dwarf galaxies show a significant mass fraction, = 30%,
in stellar populations older than 10-11 Gyr (Weisz et al.
2014), consistent with our estimation. Note that if the
sSFR of low-mass galaxies would follow the same trend

with M, as the one for M, 2 109M®, then the assem-
bling time would be of < 2 Gyr. That is, dwarf galaxies
would be just in their process of formation, in clear dis-
agreement with our results and with the resolved SFHs
from nearby dwarf galaxies.

There are other observational works of local star-
forming dwarf galaxies that also show that their mean
sSFR-M, relation bends with respect to the MS at
higher masses (e.g., McGaugh et al. 2017; Davies et al.
2019). However, in these works the slope of the low-
mass MS is not as steep as in our case, though this is
difficult to evaluate since the scatter of the MS increases
at lower masses (see e.g., Davies et al. 2019). Motivated
by the above, we have repeated our calculations at z ~ 0
by increasing the scatter only for the FUV contribution
from 0.3 dex to 0.5 dex (recall that for low-mass galax-
ies the FUV is more important). We find that the slope
at low-masses of the resulting mean sSFR-M, relation
becomes slightly shallower as compared to the results
based on the dispersion of 0.3 dex. More accurate ob-
servational studies of low-mass and in particular dwarf
galaxies will be key to confirm the bend of the mean
sSFR—-M, relation.

Studying the joint evolution of the FUV and IR rest-
frame LFs and the GSMF appears as a promising and
powerful approach to understand the contribution of un-
obscured (FUV) and obscured (IR) to the total SFRs as
a function M, and z, and ultimately to constrain models
of the formation and destruction of dust in galaxies.

The increase of heavy element abundances in any
galaxy, and hence of its dust content, is a direct result
of stellar activity. As stated by several authors (see dis-
cussions by Dwek & Cherchneff 2011 and Slavin et al.
2020 and references therein), the expanding ejecta from
supernovae is perhaps the main source of dust at high
redshifts. Our results suggest that there seems to be
a feedback mechanism between the formation of dust
and the star forming activity. For high-mass galaxies at
their early stages of evolution, the vigorous star forming
activity supplies the ambient interstellar medium with
a generous amount of recently formed dust. This may
provide the required opacity to shield the neighbouring
gas from the stellar UV radiation (e.g., Franco & Cox
1986), stimulating the formation of new generations of
molecular clouds. This in turn induces the conditions for
further star formation but the strong energy injection,
both radiative and mechanical, is highly disruptive and
tends to destroy the clouds, restricting the outcome of
the star formation process. Regardless of the evolution
of the resulting star formation rate, the emerging lumi-
nosity proceeds in a dust-obscured fashion. For the case
of low mass galaxies, in contrast, with a smaller star for-



FUV+IR STAR FORMATION RATES SINCE z ~ 4 17

mation rate and a weaker gravitational field than their
massive counterparts, the evolution proceeds at a slower
rate with a milder supernova rate and a slowly growing
metal content. The stellar energy injection in this case
can be more disruptive and even expell the interstellar
gas along with the recently formed dust out of the galaxy
(e.g., Caproni et al. 2015), leading to a more transpar-
ent evolutionary mode. It is not clear, however, why
the dust-obscured fraction evolves mostly below z ~ 1
and there is little evolution between z ~ 1.5 and z ~ 4.
Perhaps our results indicate that dust cycling is not the
full story but the spatial distribution of dust and its de-
pendence on disk secular evolution might play a relevant
role (e.g., Dalcanton et al. 2004). These scenarios will
be explored in more detail in a future publication.
Future research should be focused on extending the
consistency between the GSMF and the evolution of
FUV and IR LFs to lower mass and higher redshift
regimes. Here we found that this is the case at z ~ 4 and
for 10° < M, /Mg < 1015, by being in agreement with
the observed trends of the sSFR-M, relationship and
the dust-obscured fraction results obtained directly from

galaxy surveys. Extending the semi-empirical modelling
like those presented in Rodriguez-Puebla et al. (2017);
Moster et al. (2018); Tacchella et al. (2018) and Behroozi
et al. (2019) to include FUV and IR LFs looks very
promising and timely to understand how dark matter
halos build their stellar mass and the evolution of dust
in their host galaxies (Rodriguez-Puebla et al. in prep.).
In addition, more theoretical work will be needed in or-
der to understand the role of the dust and the trends
with the fraction of obscured SFR, derived here.
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APPENDIX
A. THE GSMF
We define the GSMF for all (including SF and quenched) galaxies as the sum of two modified Schechter components,
d)* = ¢*,1 + ¢*,2:
M, 1+o; M, Bi
oy () en[ (3]

we assume that 81 = 1, ¢5 = 6 X ¢}, M = M; = My and that ae = 1+ 3. The above guarantees that the first
component is a Schechter function while the second component is a modifed Schechter component dominating the
massive-end, M, 2 M;, of the GSMF. Similarly to the LFs we integrate our mass function over the redshift range
that the GSMF is being observed: @obs(2i, 27) = [ ¢+(2)dV (2),/ (Vi — V). The best fitting models to the compilation
from Rodriguez-Puebla et al. (2017) are:

a(z) = (—1.758 £ 0.026) + log(S(2:0, 2.815 % 0.297, 2.085 = 0.187,0)), (A2)
log ( spiihr ) = (~3.161 % 0.070) +log(S(2; 0, 1.472 % 0.183, 2.538 4 0.252,0)), (A3)
log (%—‘@’) = (—10.204 £ 0.118) + log(S(z;5.529 £ 0.229, 6.961 £ 0.423, —0.338 = 0.139)), (A4)
and
8= 0.611 + 0.037. (A5)

Here the function S is a double power-law that depends on z and has three free parameters (p1, pa, ps3):

Stesppmm) =2 (H2) 7+ (4 *)} (46)

D1 D1

Notice that p; is equivalent to a characteristic redshift at which the function S transits from the power law ps to ps.
In addition at p; = 1 4 z then § = 1. Figure 11 compares our the best fitting model with observations. Finally, in
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Figure 11.

Best fitting model to the redshift evolution of the GSMF from Rodriguez-Puebla et al. (2017) .
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Galaxy stellar mass functions of SFGs at various redshifts. We compare our model for the GSMF of SFGs, solid

line, with different authors based on local (Baldry et al. 2012; Rodriguez-Puebla et al. 2020) and high redshift (Brammer et al.
2011; Muzzin et al. 2013; Ilbert et al. 2013; Tomczak et al. 2014; Davidzon et al. 2017) measurements. In general we observe
a good agreement between the different authors and our model, however, the comparison should be taken with care as the

definition of SFG could vary between authors.

order to compute the GSMF of SFGs we use the fraction of SFGs from Rodriguez-Puebla et al. (2017) described in
their Section 4.4. Figure 12 compares our resulting GSMF of SFGs to several measurements from literature.
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