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SFR-M-x relation
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SFR-M- relation
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Slope = 0.58 £ 0.10 (z=2.09 - 2.61)
0.65+0.09 (z=1.37-2.61)
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The SFR Scatter

SFR(Ha,HB): O type stars SFR(UV): O and B type stars
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Galaxy-to-galaxy variations in attenuation curve
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Are Ha and Hf3 good tracers of SFR?
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Panchromatic SED Modeling

FSPS models, Conroy+2009
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All IR Only 24;m
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Is 8um a good tracer of SFR?
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Is 8um a good tracer of SFR?
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Summary

- Using the MOSDEF Ha and Hf3 spectroscopic data, we constrain the
slope and scatter of the SFR-M. relation for star-forming galaxies

at z ~ 2 (Shivaei+2015b)
- demonstrate the effect of various observational biases on the slope
- slope = 0.65 + 0.09, scatter = 0.36 dex (z=1.37 - 2.61)
- Even at high SFRs, dust-corrected Ha luminosity, using Balmer
decrement, is an accurate tracer of SFR (Shivaei+2016)
- for star-forming galaxies at z ~ 2 with SFRs up to ~ 200 M, yr~?
- Rest-frame 8um luminosity is strongly dependent on metallicity
and should be treated with caution as a SFR and total IR luminosity
estimator (Shivaei+, in prep)

MOSDEF Survey: mosdef.astro.berkeley.edu







