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ABSTRACT

We present a star formation rate function (SFRF) at z ~ 4.5 based on photometric data from rest
UV to optical of galaxies in the CANDELS GOODS-South field using spectral energy distribution
(SED) fitting. We evaluate the incompleteness of our sample and correct for it to properly confront
the SFRF in this study with those estimated based on other probes. The SFRF is obtained down
to ~ 10 My yr—! and it shows a significant excess to that estimated from UV luminosity function
and dust correction based on UV spectral slope. As compared with the UV-based SFRF, the number
density is larger by ~ 1 dex at a fixed SFR, or the best-fit Schechter parameter of SFR* is larger by ~ 1
dex. We extensively examine several assumptions on SED fitting to see the robustness of our result,
and find that the excess still exist even if the assumptions change such as star formation histories, dust
extinction laws, and one- or two-component model. By integrating our SFRF to 0.22 My yr—!, the
cosmic star formation rate density at this epoch is calculated to be 4.531592 x 1072 Mg, yr—! Mpc™?,
which is ~ 0.25 dex larger than the previous measurement based on UV observations. We also find
that galaxies with intensive star formation (> 10 Mg yr—!) occupies most of the cosmic star formation
rate density (~ 80%), suggesting that star formation activity at this epoch is dominant by intensively
star-forming galaxies.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Star formation rate function (SFRF) is one of the key

nosity function (LF), dust extinction is a major concern.
Since UV light emitted from massive stars can be easily
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properties of galaxies. It directly describes the in-situ
evolution of galaxies at an epoch of the universe. SFRF
also provides the cosmic star formation rate density (CS-
FRD) which sheds light on the history of the universe.
Therefore, revealing SFRFs at various redshifts is cru-
cial for the understanding of cosmological evolution of
galaxies.

In high-z (z =4) universe, until recently, the SFRF
and CSFRD are investigated mainly based on rest UV
observations (see e.g., a review by Madau & Dickinson
2014). In estimating SFRF and CSFRD from UV lumi-
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attenuated by dust, it is important to correct for the
loss of the light due to the dust extinction. This correc-
tion is usually made by using a relation by Meurer et al.
(1999) which links a rest UV spectral slope § and the
amount of dust extinction. Since FIR can probe dust-
obscured star formation activity, FIR observations can
also examine the CSFRD. Some studies claim that the
dust-obscured galaxies contribute to the CSFRD largely
in high-z (z 24) universe (e.g., Rowan-Robinson et al.
2016), while others claim that the contribution is negli-
gible (e.g., Koprowski et al. 2017). Thus the consensus
on the evolution of CSFRD has not been reached yet,
and an independent estimation of SFRF/CSFRD is de-
sirable.
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Since the dust extinction has much less effect on rest
optical light, utilizing not only rest UV but also optical
data is expected to derive properties of galaxies more
reliably. Thus, deriving SFRF with data from rest UV
to optical can be an independent estimation. Recent
deep observations by Infrared Array Camera (IRAC) on
Spitzer enable us to access the rest optical information
of high-z galaxies. In determining properties of a galaxy
with data from rest UV to optical, spectral energy dis-
tribution (SED) fitting is a common way. Previous such
studies using the rest UV to optical data also found an
inconsistency between properties such as SFR or dust
extinction derived from UV-based analysis and those
from rest UV to optical data (e.g., Shim et al. 2011;
Duncan et al. 2014; de Barros et al. 2014). The incon-
sistency leads to a systematic difference in SFRF.

However, the SFRF derived from rest UV to optical
data is not investigated extensively or statistically evalu-
ated. In SED fitting, it is known that the dust reddening
and red color due to aging of stellar population are de-
generated, which makes the SFR derived from SED fit-
ting less reliable. Furthermore, if strong emission lines
such as Ha or [O111]A5007 from high-z galaxies are red-
shifted into the IRAC band, it can boost IRAC broad-
band photometry (e.g., Yabe et al. 2009; Stark et al.
2013). The excess in the IRAC band may be interpreted
as the presence of the dust reddening and/or old stellar
population (e.g., Katz et al. 2019). This may also lead
to the larger and/or smaller SFR. These problems make
it difficult to derive SFRF based on SED fitting and the
previous studies did not take into account these aspects
well enough.

In this study, we aim to derive SFRF based on the data
from rest UV to optical considering these problems. If
an excess by emission line is seen in IRAC 4.5 ym band,
it would be hard to recognize it as the emission line since
the sensitivities of IRAC 5.8 pm and 8.0 pm bands are
very much shallower than those in 3.6 ym and 4.5 pm
bands. To avoid this problem, targeting redshift around
4.5 and including nebular emissions in model spectrum
are desirable. The excess in 3.6 pm band due to a strong
Ha emission is expected to be recognized with 4.5 ym
photometry. Furthermore, we extensively examine as-
sumptions on SED fitting that can have effects on the
SFRF, such as various star formation histories (SFHs),
two-component model (i.e., model composed of old stel-
lar population and young star-forming population), and
dust extinction law, to see the robustness of our result.
The incompleteness of our sample is corrected to derive
SFRF, and the completeness limit of the SFRF is also
evaluated. These enable us to derive the SFRF from

SED fitting which can be properly confronted with the
SFRF estimated from UV LF.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we
describe data and sample selection. In Section 3, details
of the SED fitting are provided. In Section 4, we present
the resulting SFRF and see the effects by changing sev-
eral assumptions. Using the resulting SFRF, CSFRD is
calculated in Section 5. Section 6 gives the summary of
this paper. Throughout this paper, all magnitudes are
quoted in the AB system (Oke & Gunn 1983), and we
assume the cosmological parameters of Hy = 70 km s~!
Mpc™!, ©,,, = 0.3 and Q = 0.7.

2. DATA
2.1. Photometric catalog and Photometric redshifts

Among the surveys conducted with Spitzer, Great Ob-
servatories Origins Deep Survey (GOODS) South field is
one of the deepest and widest fields (e.g., Bradac¢ 2020).
We focus on this field and use the photometry catalog
given by Guo et al. (2013), which is a UV to mid-infrared
multiwavelength catalog in the Cosmic Assembly Near-
infrared Deep Extragalactic Legacy Survey (CANDELS)
GOODS South field.

The details about the object extraction and photom-
etry are presented by Guo et al. (2013), so here we
briefly summarize the method. The catalog contains
multi-wavelength band photometry consisting of obser-
vations by the Advanced Camera for Surveys (ACS) and
Wide Field Camera 3 (WFC3) on Hubble Space Tele-
scope (HST), IRAC on Spitzer, and other ground-based
observatories. The optical data (ACS) contain observa-
tions in F435W, F606W, F775W, F814W and F850LP
bands. The NIR data (WFC3) contain observations in
FO098M, F105W, F125W and F160W bands. From
TRAC observations, 3.6 ym (Chl), 4.5 um (Ch2), 5.8um
(Ch3) and 8.0um (Ch4) band photometries are available.
In addition, the catalog contains VIMOS and CTIO U-
band data, and ISAAC and HAWK-I K,-band data.

Photometry for HST bands was conducted by us-
ing SEXTRACTOR’s dual-image mode. Combined max-
depth mosaic of F160W-band image (Higo hereafter)
was used for object detection and the photometry in
other band was made with PSF matched image. For
the ground-based and Spitzer images, photometry was
done through TFIT. In this work, we use all of the 17
band data but for CTIO U band data from this pho-
tometry catalog, because the band was revealed to have
red leak (Guo et al. 2013).

As for the redshifts, we utilize the CANDELS
Bayesian photometric redshift catalog (Dahlen et al.
2013). For the entire objects in this catalog, photomet-
ric redshifts are derived based on a hierarchical Bayesian
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Figure 1. Flow chart of our sampling. Red solid arrows
indicate our selection, and the black dotted arrows indicate
an alternative selection we use to test the effect of our criteria
(Section 5).

approach that combines the full P(z) distributions de-
rived by several manners.

2.2. Sample Selection

In this study, to make a sample of galaxies at 3.88 <
z < 4.94 whose Ha emission is redshifted into the
Spitzer /IRAC 3.6 pm band, we set the criteria com-
posed of two steps. Figure 1 shows a flow chart of the
criteria. We adopt the route indicated by red solid ar-
rOws.

The CANDELS GOODS-S catalog contains 34,930 ob-
jects. Among them, we extract objects whose redshift
with 1o confidence! level is in the range of 3.88 < z <
4.94: we pick out objects that meet the following crite-
ria,

(3.88 < 168) A (u68 < 4.94) (1)

where 168 and u68 is the lower and upper photo-z 68%
confidence limit, respectively. Here, we exclude AGNs
identified by Hsu et al. (2014). The X-ray sensitivity
limit of this AGN catalog is typically 3.2 x 10717, 9.1 x
107 and 5.5 x 10717 erg s~! cm~2 for full (0.5-8 keV),
soft (0.5-2 keV) and hard (2-8 keV) band, respectively.
With the redshift of z = 4.5, this limit corresponds to
~ 6.5 x 10*2, ~ 1.9 x 10*2 and ~ 1.1 x 10*® erg s~ 1,
respectively.

605 objects pass the selection above (we refer to them
as "target sample”). Next, we apply an additional cut
to the target sample to ensure the SEDs of the galaxies
in our sample are reliable to make SED fitting. As we
introduced in §1, detection in the 4.5 ym band of IRAC
plays an important role in recognize the excess in the
3.6 pm band due to an Ha emission. Thus, we require
a signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) larger than 5 in 4.5 um
band of TRAC. In addition, we remove all the objects
whose photometry can be contaminated by neighboring

1 The 1o width at this redshift is typically Azpp ~ 0.27

objects in IRAC images. Specifically, we first discard
objects whose separation from the nearest object is < 2”
in Hygo image. If the neighboring object is extended,
photometry can be contaminated by the neighbor even if
the separation from the nearest object is larger than 2”.
Thus, for the objects whose separation in Hygg image is
larger than 2", we conduct visual inspection on IRAC
images whether the neighbors around the objects affect
the photometry.

As a result, we make a sample containing 107 galaxies
(we refer to this sample as ”final sample”).

3. SED FITTING

We then perform SED fitting to the final sample.
To make SED model, we use population synthesis code
PEcAsE.3 (Fioc & Rocca-Volmerange 2019). This code
includes nebular emission? and follows the chemical evo-
lution of the galaxy, which is then used to determine the
metallicity of ISM? and newly born stars at every time
step. The Chabrier03 IMF (Chabrier 2003) with the
mass range of 0.08 — 120M, is adopted. As for SFH, we
adopt exponentially declining (oc e=*/7) and delayed ex-
ponential (o< te~*/7) history with 7 = 10, 100, 1000 Myr,
and constant star formation (CSF). We also examine a
two-component model later (Section 4.4.1). The uni-
verse at z ~ 4.5 is aged ~ 1.4 Gyr, we allow the age
to vary from 1 Myr to 2 Gyr with 70 steps, which is
not equally spaced in linear or logarithmic space. Dust
extinction is modeled with Calzetti law (Calzetti et al.
2000) with Ry = 4.05, but we will explore an alternative
extinction law measured in the Small Magellanic cloud
(SMC; Pei 1992) later (Section 4.4.2). The color excess
E(B —V) is taken from 0.0 to 0.8 mag at an interval
of 0.01 mag. The ratio between stellar and nebular ex-
tinction is assumed to be 1. We adopt the default value
of PEGASE.3 for the escape fraction. Intergalactic at-
tenuation by neutral hydrogen is applied following the
prescription by Madau (1995). The redshift of model
galaxy is set from 3.8 to 5.0 at an interval of 0.1. Con-
sequently, we make 5,670 SED templates for each of the
redshift steps and SFHs, and search for the best-fit SED
for each galaxy by x? minimization. Here, we do not fix
the SFH but fix the redshift of the template to zpest
of the galaxy given by the CANDELS catalog. Here,
Zpest 1S basically the photometric redshift, but is spec-
troscopic redshift when it is available. We do not use
the photometry at the wavelengths shortward of Ly« in
calculating the 2.

2 We include the nebular emission from star forming clouds.

3 The metallicity of ISM is taken into account in determining the

ratio of nebular emission lines.
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Figure 2 shows the resulting color excess E(B — V)
against age which is defined as the time since the onset
of the star-formation. The color excess tends to decrease
with increasing age as expected. However, the color ex-
cesses are not so large for ages of less than 10! Myr.
This stems from the inclusion of the nebular continuum
in our model spectra. The color of the nebular contin-
uum is redder than that of very young stellar continuum
(e.g., Bouwens et al. 2010), thus the best-fit E(B — V)
tends to be smaller. Figure 2 (right) shows SFR against
stellar mass. The SFR is defined as the instantaneous
value of the best-fit template. The distribution is basi-
cally similar to that at z ~ 4.5 derived by using SED
fitting in the previous studies (e.g., Caputi et al. 2017;
Faisst et al. 2019).

4. STAR FORMATION RATE FUNCTION

In this section, we first describe the method for deriv-
ing SFRF using the result of SED fitting (§4.1). Next,
we derive the SFRF and compare it with that estimated
from UV LF (§4.2). In §4.3, the reason for the differ-
ence between our SFRF and UV-based one is examined.
We also derive SFRF with various assumptions to see
the effect by the difference of model assumption (§4.4).
Finally, in §4.5, we present several further inspections
related to the result derived in §4.2-4.4.

4.1. Method for deriving SFRF

In order to derive SFRF, incompleteness of the sam-
ple should be corrected properly. The final sample is
affected by 3 factors: (i) detection rate in Hjgg-band
image, (ii) S/N cut in 4.5 pm band and (iii) elimination
of blended objects with neighbors.

To correct for (i), the detection rate in Hygp is re-
quired. Duncan et al. (2014) derived the detection
rate of the CANDELS GOODS-S catalog by conducting
mock observation, so we use their result. Figure 3 (top
panel) shows the detection rate against apparent magni-
tudes at Hygp. Note that Duncan et al. (2014) estimate
the rate dividing the GOODS-S fields into 4 subregions
according to the exposure time; HUDF, ERS, DEEP
and WIDE.

We evaluate the detection rate in the IRAC 4.5 pm
band to correct for (ii). The exposure time in the sur-
veyed region is inhomogeneous. Thus we evaluate this
effect as follows. In the CANDELS photometric cata-
log, 1o limiting magnitudes at the position of all the
objects in each band are also available. We calculate
the 50 limit at the location of the objects in our target
sample and make a cumulative histogram of it. This
can be used for the correction for the difference of the
limiting magnitudes since z ~ 4.5 galaxies are almost

randomly distribute in the whole survey region. Figure
3 (right panel) shows the distribution of 50 limit against
apparent magnitudes at 4.5 ym band.

As for (iii), blending occurs regardless of its SFR as
far as their apparent size is similar, so we can cor-
rect for it by dividing the fraction of isolated objects.
Therefore, we derive the fraction of isolated object in
the IRAC image f' at z ~ 4.5. We first randomly
pick out ~ 100 objects from our target sample and see
their images in the IRAC 4.5 pm band. We catego-
rize the ~ 100 objects into 3 groups; objects clearly
detected and not blended with the neighboring objects
(group A), objects clearly detected but heavily contam-
inated by the neighbors (group B)*, and objects that is
faint and not detected. We then calculate the fraction
5t by #(A)/(#(A) + #(B)), and obtain the value of
et~ 0.35.

By considering the effects of incompleteness due to
these factors, the SFRF ¢(M,) [Mpc—? dex~!] for the
bin of d(log M,) can be estimated as follows:

Ngal

¢(M,)d(log M) =)

%

1
fselfdet (mch2,i ) V'ieff

(2)

where the subscript i represents each of the galaxies in
the bin, Ny is the number of them, f5¢! is the fraction
of isolated objects in the IRAC image (iii), f4°*(men2.:)
is the value in the cumulative histogram of 5o limit in
4.5 pm band at the magnitude of mep2; (ii) and VT is
the effective volume of the survey for this galaxy i (i).
This effective volume for a galaxy ¢ can be calculated as

Nregion

‘/;eH: Z f,iﬁo(mlﬁovi)ﬁk/ B ’1"2d7’ (3)
k

T2=3.88

where the summation, k, is over the subregions in the
field, Nyegions is the number of them (= 4), f15°(m160,:)
is the detection rate in Hygg band at the magnitude of
mi60,i, 2 1s the solid angle of the subregion, and r,—,
is the comoving distance from z =0 to z = a.
Additionally, we intend to estimate the completeness
limit of SFR. We apply S/N cut in 4.5 pm band, and
the 4.5 pm magnitude of a galaxy at about this redshift
is a good indicator of its stellar mass (e.g., Yabe et al.
2009). Thus, our sample is expected to be stellar mass
limited. Since a rough correlation is seen between the
SFR and stellar mass (Figure 2 right), this limit would
also be SFR limit. To see this, we examine the corre-
lation between SFR and 4.5 pm magnitude. Figure 4

4 Objects whose separation from the neighbor is less than 2" are

included here.
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Figure 2. Results of SED fitting. Left: In each panel, we show the distribution of best fit age and color excess E(B — V) for
all the objects in the final sample. SFHs are different from panel to panel. The color of the symbol refers to the value of SFR.
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1. Right: SFR vs. stellar mass is shown in each panel.

Red star symbol shows the result of CSF model. Green, magenta and yellow correspond to the value of 7 =10, 100, 1000 Myr
respectively, and star and square shape correspond to exponentially declining and delayed exponential model, respectively.

1F ‘ ‘ ‘ + — HuDF
— ERS
—— DEEP
— WIDE

o

T T T
® Target sample (Ch2 detected)

X Target sample (Ch2 non-detected) |
® Final sample

&.%xx xx

X -
i XX

N
~
T
T
I

N
(o))
T

Ch2 mag [AB]
N
g

24t 1
o‘? .‘ 0..
23k P ’~ o'. %E ]
24 26 28

His0 mag [AB]

Figure 3. Top:Detection rate at Hiso band given by Duncan
et al. (2014). Blue, red, green and magenta line correspond
to HUDF, ERS, DEEP and WIDE, respectively. This func-
tion is given only for the magnitude fainter than ~ 24 mag, so
we extrapolate it brightward. Lower left: Apparent magni-
tudes at Higo and 4.5 pum band distribution. Red points and
crosses represent the galaxies in our target sample that are
detected and not detected in 4.5 pm band, respectively. Blue
points represent the galaxies in our final sample. The me-
dian of photometric uncertainty is shown in the right bottom.
Lower right: Cumulative histogram of 5¢ limit magnitude at
4.5 pm band as a function of 4.5 pm magnitude.

shows the SFR versus 4.5 pm magnitude. A trend that
a brighter galaxy shows a larger SFR for SF galaxies is
seen regardless of SFH. Since our detection limit in 4.5
pm band is ~ 26.0 mag (lower right panel in Figure 3)
and this magnitude corresponds to SFR ~ 10 Mg, yr—!
(Figure 4), the SFRF is constructed down to SFR ~ 10
Mg yr~! by correcting for the incompleteness discussed
above. One might worry about the effect by object that
is bright enough to be detected in 4.5 ym band, which in
turn its SFR can be larger than the SFR completeness
limit 10 My, yr—!, but too faint in Higo band. However,
considering the distribution of the magnitudes in Higg
and 4.5 pm band (lower left panel in Figure 3), such ob-
jects should be rare and the effect on SFRF is expected
to be negligible.

4.2. Star Formation Rate Function

The resulting SFRF is shown in Figure 5. As we can
see in Figure 5, the SFRFs with various SFHs agree
well with each other in the complete region (> 10 Mg
yr~1). Given their error bars are smaller than the dif-
ferences among SFH models, we adopt the maximum
and minimum value in each bin among these SFHs as
the upper and lower limit of the uncertainty for SFRF,
respectively, and adopt the average values of these max-
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ponential model, respectively (other than red star symbol).
We also show guide lines that correspond to mep2 = 26.0
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imum and minimum as the fiducial values of SFRF. The
fiducial SFRF is shown in Figure 6.

For comparison, we plot the SFRF at z ~ 5 by Smit
et al. (2012) (S12, hereafter) converted to the same IMF
as we use. This SFRF by S12 is constructed by correct-
ing for observed UV luminosity function with the Meurer
et al. (1999) IRX-/ relation. We also plot the SFRF pre-
sented by Smit et al. (2016) (S16, hereafter). S16 found
a systematic offset between Ha- and UV-based SFR. at
z ~ 4.5. To resolve this tension in the inferred SFRs,
they examined the impact of the assumed dust extinc-
tion and stellar properties on the inferred SFRs. They
consequently proposed two types of SFRFs: Meurer
et al. (1999) type and SMC type. Since Meurer et al.
(1999) dust correction is almost identical to that with
Calzetti law, we plot Meurer et al. (1999) type model
for fair comparison.
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Figure 5. SFRF at z ~ 4.5. Panels and symbols are the
same as Figure 4. The most upper panel shows the results
from all the SFHs. Blue solid and dotted lines are SFRF
at z ~ 5 given by Smit et al. (2012) (S12) and Smit et al.
(2016) (S16), respectively, which are derived from UV LFs
after correcting for the dust extinction. Black dotted line
is a guide line corresponding to SFR = 10 Mg yr—!. The
vertical error bars are 1o Poisson uncertainties by Gehrels
(1986).

The SFRF obtained in this study obviously shows a
large excess to the SFRF estimated from UV LF by S12
and S16. The SFRF from UV LF by S16 is made to
reconcile the discrepancy between SFRs derived from
rest UV and Ha at this redshift, though, it still seems
to underestimate the number of galaxies with large SFR.
We will deal with this difference between our result and
rest UV-based SFRF in the next subsection.

When we compare the resulting SFRF with that es-
timated from FIR observation, the best-fit SFRF at
z = 4.25 by Rowan-Robinson et al. (2016) delin-
eates the upper envelope of our SFRF. Although the
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SFRF by Rowan-Robinson et al. (2016) is derived only
in the largest SFR region (log,o(SFR [My yr~1]) >
3.5) and their best-fit SFRF is extrapolated down to
log;,(SFR [Mg yr—!]) ~ 1.5 by assuming a Saunders
et al. (1990) functional form, our result is roughly con-
sistent with it.

We fit the Schechter function to our data for SFRF
through x? minimization. Schechter function can be
written as

¢(M,)d(log M,)

. a+1
N M, .
= (In10)¢ <SFR*> exp d(log M,)

(4)

where SFR”, a, ¢* is the characteristic SFR, faint-end
slope and characteristic number density, respectively.
Because our SFRF is complete only in the large SFR re-
gion, it is difficult to determine the parameter o. Thus,
we tentatively fix the value as o = —1.50, which is the
same as that of SFRF at z ~ 5 estimated from UV LF
(S12). We also conduct fitting leaving « as a free pa-
rameter for comparison. We only use data points at
SFR > 10 Mg yr~! in the fitting. When the parameter
« is fixed to be —1.50, the best-fit Schechter parameters
are ¢* = 7.24719% x 1075 Mpc—? and log;o(SFR*[ M,
yr1]) = 2.567919. If we allow « to vary, the best-fit val-
ues are o = —1.42792% ¢* = 9.20717¢ x 1075 Mpc 3,
and log,o(SFR*[ Mg, yr~']) = 2.5070:22. The fixed value
of « is within its uncertainties. These results are shown
in Figure 6 and Table 1.

_ M.
SFR*

4.3. What makes the difference of SFRF?

In the previous subsection, we have demonstrated that
SFRF from SED fitting shows a large excess to the SFRF
from UV LF. The main reason for this is considered to
be the difference of estimated dust extinction. In con-
verting observed UV LF to SFRF, the dust correction
is made by using Meurer et al. (1999) IRX-3 relation:

Avgoo = 4.43 + 1.9983 (5)

This relation links the observed spectral slope § in rest
UV and the rest UV extinction Aigop. We measure the
slope § for all the objects in our final sample. For the
measurement of 3, we simply conduct power-law fit to
the photometry from F814W band (ig14 hereafter) to
Higp. We compare the attenuation derived from SED
fitting and this relation.

The results are shown in Figure 7. Galaxies with
a larger SFR tend to show a larger color excess (left
panel), and the dust extinctions of such objects are espe-
cially underestimated when we use IRX-( relation (right

panel). We infer that, for a red galaxy, SED fitting gives
larger value of Aigpp than that derived from the IRX-g
relation, and hence the intrinsic rest UV luminosity and
SFR gets larger.

4.4. SFRF with other assumptions

In this subsection, we derive the SFRF by changing
the assumptions on SED fitting to see the robustness of
our result.

4.4.1. Two-component model

As we described in §4.3, the excess of SFRF is mainly
due to the difference of the estimation of dust extinction.
However, red color of SED can be explained not only by
dust extinction but also by ageing of stellar population.
Therefore, we examine a two-component model com-
posed of old stellar population and young star-forming
population. If the red color of the high-SFR objects can
be explained not only by dust but also by old stellar com-
ponent to some extent, the best-fit value of E(B—V) and
the discrepancy of SFRFs are expected to be reduced.
In order to examine this, we conduct SED fitting using
the two-component model. As for the old stellar popu-
lation, we use a spectrum of 1 Gyr old quenched galaxy.
Details of this two-component analysis are presented in
Appendix A. Resulting SFRF is shown in Figure 8 and
Table 1. As seen in Figure 8 and Table 1, adopting
two-component model can reduce the discrepancy only
slightly, and the excess in large SFR region still exists
even with the two-component model.

Interestingly, adopting this model not only reduces
the number density at most intensive region (SFR 2
10> Mg yr~') but also increases at intermediate region
(SFR ~ 10172 My, yr~1) (c.f. Appendix A), though the
difference is not large.

4.4.2. Alternative reddening law

The assumption of dust extinction curve can have sys-
tematic effect on the estimated SFR. Thus, it is impor-
tant to see the impact of the assumption of the extinc-
tion law on the SFRF. So far, we adopt the Calzetti law
for dust extinction. However, some studies suggest that
high-z galaxies prefer SMC-like extinction curve (e.g.,
Fudamoto et al. 2020). Adopting SMC extinction law
systematically reduces the value of SFR derived from
SED fitting compared to that with Calzetti attenuation
curve (e.g., Yabe et al. 2009). We conduct SED fitting
with the same procedure as we did in Section 3 assuming
SMC extinction curve by Pei (1992), and derive SFRF
in the same way as Section 4.2.

We show the resulting SFRF in the top panel of Figure
9. We also plot two SFRF's converted from UV LFs for
comparison. In S12, UV LF is converted into SFRF
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Figure 6. SFRF obtained from the SED fitting (black circles) and the best-fit Schechter function (red solid line). The black
filled and open circle represent the data points that are used and not used in the fitting, respectively. Upper left: Fixed a with
red shaded region representing 1o error. Upper right: Error contours for Schechter parameters ¢* and log,,(SFR™). Black cross
represents the best-fit values. Lower left: Same as the upper left panel but for fitting without fixing a. Lower right: Same as
the upper right panel but for fitting without fixing «. Note that this contour in the lower right panel is for the case where ¢*
is fixed to its best-fit value. Blue solid and dotted lines show the SFRFs converted from UV LF at z ~ 5 (see text for details).

Table 1. Best-fit Schechter parameters and Cosmic star formation rate density

Redshift e log,o(SFR™) o log, o psFR Note Dust extinction
(Mo yr™)  (107° Mpc™®) (Mg yr™" Mpe ™)
1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (M)
45  —1.50 (fixed)  2.567919 7.24119% —1.3470%8 Calzetti
4.5 ~1.4270%) 2.5010:22 9.2011°7¢ —~1.36791) a is varied Calzetti
4.5 —1.50 (fixed)  2.4070798 11.015% —1.3310:00 Two comp. model Calzetti
4.5 —1.56 (fixed) — 2.227318 3.8973-20 —1.91%9 13 SMC
4.5 —1.56 (fixed) ~ 2.10709% 135751 —1.50%059 Two comp. model SMC

NoOTE—The star formation rate density is calculated by integrating SFRF down to ~ 0.22 Mg yr~*, which corresponds

to Myv =

—17 mag.
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Figure 8. Same as Figure 6 but for the two-component
model and the best-fit Schechter function (fixed «, red solid
line). Red dotted line shows the best-fit Schechter function
to the SFRF with one-component model fixing « (c.f. upper
left panel in Figure 6). Blue solid and dotted lines are the
same as those in Figure 6.

assuming the Meurer relation (equation (5)). Since
Meurer et al. (1999) dust correction is different from
that with SMC law, we obtain a SFRF following the
procedure described in S12 using SMC-type relation (6),

AIGOO = 2.45 + 116 (6)

instead of equation (5), and plot it in Figure 9. We also
plot the SMC-type model by S16.

The completeness limit of our SFRF (SFRZ 10 Mg
yr~1) does not change with the extinction law. Similar
to the case of Calzetti attenuation, our result shows an
excess to the SFRF estimated from UV LF. We also
fit Schechter function to our result fixing the faint-end
slope to @ = —1.56, which is the same as that in S12
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Figure 9. SFRF derived with SMC extinction curve and
the best-fit Schechter function (fixed «, red solid line) for the
one-component model (top) and the two-component model
(bottom). In both panels, red dash-dotted line shows the
best-fit Schechter function to the SFRF with Calzetti extinc-
tion law with corresponding model. Blue solid and dotted
line shows the SFRFs converted from UV LFs with SMC-
type dust correction (see text for details).

with SMC-type correction (equation (6)). We present
the result of this fitting in the top panel of Figure 9 and
Table 1.

As we discussed in Section 4.4.1, it is meaningful to
explore if this excess can be reduced with two compo-
nent model. The result is shown in the bottom panel
of Figure 9. Akin to the result in Section 4.4.1, this
excess is reduced only slightly and still exists even with
the two component model. In the case of SMC extinc-
tion law, the effect of increasing the value of SFR by
adopting two-component model is distinctive, and the
number density of galaxies with SFR ~ 10'=2 Mg, yr—!
increases significantly.

We conclude that SFRF derived from SED fitting
shows a significant excess to that estimated from UV
LF in the large SFR (= 10 My yr— 1), and this is ro-
bust regardless of the choice of dust extinction law or
stellar composition models including various SFHs and
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Figure 10. All of the SFRF's derived in this work. Red
shaded region shows the area between the maximum and
minimum of the SFRFs, where we expect the true SFRF
should locate. Blue shaded region shows the area between
the SFRF that is estimated from UV LF with Calzetti ex-
tinction and that with SMC extinction (S12).

two component model. The SFRF can vary especially
with the assumption of dust extinction curve, so we ex-
pect that the true value of SFRF locates between the
maximum and minimum among the four SFRF's derived
here. In Figure 10, we show all of these SFRF's and the
region where we expect the true value locates.

4.5. Further inspections on the excess

4.5.1. Difference in UV luminosity function?

The difference of SFRF may be originated in the dif-
ference of UV LF due to such as field-to-field variance.
We derive (dust-uncorrected) rest UV LF using our sam-
ples to see whether the UV LF is the same as those in
the previous studies. The rest-UV magnitude Myy of
each galaxy is calculated using the apparent magnitude
in ig14 band and its photometric redshift. We derive
UV LF with both of the target sample and final sam-
ple. With final sample, the UV LF ¢(Myy) [Mpc™3
mag 1] is estimated using the same equation as we used
for SFRF (equation (2)). With the target sample, since
this sample is not affected by the S/N cut and elimina-
tion of blended objects in the IRAC 4.5 pym band, the
UV LF is estimated without corresponding corrections,
S5t and f9 (mepa).

We show the result in Figure 11. Since the SFRF's in
S12 and S16 are derived based on the (dust-uncorrected)
UV LF given by Bouwens et al. (2007) and Bouwens
et al. (2015), respectively, we plot them for comparison.
We can see that the UV LFs derived here are in good
agreement with those we used for comparisons. Further-
more, if we correct for the dust extinction using equa-
tion (5) for each galaxy, the (dust-corrected) rest-UV
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Figure 11. Dust-uncorrected UV LFs with the target sam-
ple (top) and final sample (bottom). The completeness
limit of final sample, SFR > 10 Mg yr—!, corresponds to
Myv < —20. Blue solid and dotted line shows UV LFs from
Bouwens et al. (2007) and Bouwens et al. (2015), respec-
tively.

LF is almost identical to that is obtained by S12. These
indicate that the excess of SFRF is not caused by the
difference of UV LF. Note that the UV LF with final
sample is lower at Myy = —19.5, but this is due to the
incompleteness of our final sample in the faint region
(SFR < 10 Mg yr=!). In addition, UV LFs with the fi-
nal sample and target sample agree well with each other
in the bright region (SFR > 10 Mg yr—!), which sug-
gests that the incompleteness due to the S/N cut and
elimination of blended objects in the IRAC 4.5 pm band
is well corrected with our method.

4.5.2. Consistency with FIR observation

It is important to see the consistency between our
result and FIR observation. About one third (~ 69
arcmin?) of CANDELS GOODS-South field is observed
with ALMA band 6 in GOODS-ALMA project (Franco
et al. 2018, 2020). They presented a catalog of galax-
ies detected at 1.1 mm with a flux density limit of 640
uJy (~ 3.50). At the redshift of z ~ 4.5, this corre-
sponds to a monochromatic luminosity limit (vL, unit)
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of 9.2 x 10'°L¢, at Aes; ~ 200 pm. Using SED tem-
plate presented by Schreiber et al. (2018), this limit is
converted into a total IR luminosity limit, and then into
a SFR limit with the following equation by Madau &
Dickinson (2014)

SFR = kL1in (7)

where k = 1.08 x 10710 Mg yr—! Lgl for Chabrier IMF.
The resulting SFR. limit is ~ 270 Mg yr—1.

Among galaxies in our final sample, 52 galaxies are
located in the region covered by GOODS-ALMA obser-
vation. No counterpart is found in this ALMA-selected
catalog. Considering the variety of SFRs with the as-
sumption of models®, there is no galaxy whose SFR is
definitely larger than ~ 270 My yr~! among the 52
galaxies. Therefore, the lack of the counterpart is con-
sistent with the SFRs estimated in this study.

5. COSMIC STAR FORMATION RATE DENSITY

We calculate CSFRD (pgpr) using our best-fit

Schechter function. This is often provided by integrating
UV LF down to some lower bound, and Myy = —17.0
mag is one of the common values of this lower bound.
UV luminosity is converted into SFR using equation (8)
(Madau et al. 1998):
% erg s~ 'Hz * (8)
Note that this value is for Salpeter IMF, so we divide it
by a constant factor of 0.63 (Madau & Dickinson 2014)
to convert into Chabrier IMF. We integrate our SFRF
down to ~ 0.22 Mg yr~!, equivalent to Myy = —17.0
mag.

Resulting CSFRD is shown in Figure 12 and Table 1.
The uncertainty for the CSFRD is taken to be the max-
imum and minimum values of CSFRD with the param-
eters within the 1o contour (e.g., Figure 6). In Figure
12, we plot the integrated value of the best-fit function
for the SFRF with Calzetti law and the one-component
model fixing the faint-end slope « as a fiducial one. As
can be seen in Figure 12, the excess of our SFRF makes
CSFRD increase by ~ 0.25 dex as compared with that
estimated from UV LF at z ~ 4.5 (Madau & Dickin-
son 2014). Recent studies from FIR observations (Khu-
sanova et al. 2020, Gruppioni et al. 2020) are also plotted
in Figure 12, and our result is comparable to them.

Since our SFRF is derived in SFR > 10 My yr—!,
we also calculate the CSFRD without extrapolating to

Lyy = 8.0 x 10%7

5 We have 7 models for SFHs, 2 models for dust extinction and
2 models for stellar composition. Thus, we derived 28 values of
SFR per one galaxy.
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Figure 12. Redshift evolution of CSFRD. Our result is
shown by the red filled circle. Black solid line shows the
best-fit for the redshift evolution of CSFRD by Madau &
Dickinson (2014) converted into Chabrier IMF, and some
recent studies from the literature are also presented by open
square for comparison (Khusanova et al. 2020, Gruppioni
et al. 2020, Bouwens et al. 2020). Results by Khusanova
et al. (2020) and Gruppioni et al. (2020) are based on FIR
observations, and that by Bouwens et al. (2020) is based on
UV observation. For clarity, the result by Khusanova et al.
(2020) at z = 4.5 is shifted Az = —0.15.

0.22 My, yr=!. The CSFRDs integrated down to 10 Mg
yr—! (pé%“ﬁplete) are shown in Table 2. These values are
smaller than the CSFRDs obtained with the extrapola-
tion by ~ 0.1 dex, but still larger than CSFRD estimated
from UV LF by ~ 0.2 dex. pianP'®* occupies ~ 80 % of
psrr (Table 2), suggesting SF activity at this redshift
is dominant by intensively star-forming galaxies, though
the faint-end slope is not constrained well.

In addition, to examine the effect of the choice of the
dust extinction law on CSFRD (pg%”ﬁplete Or PSFR), We
see the difference of CSFRD when the assumption of
the dust extinction changes while the other assumptions
such as stellar component model are fixed. With one-
component model, as can be seen in Table 2, adopting
SMC extinction law reduces pg%rﬁplcm and pspr by ~ 0.6
dex as compared with that obtained from Calzetti law
(c.f. ?C,1,f7 and ”S,1,f” model in Table 2). However,
with two-component model, the difference of CSFRD
between Calzetti and SMC extinction law is only ~ 0.2
dex (c.f. 7C,2,” and ”S,2,f” model in Table 2). Thus,
the choice of dust extinction law seems to affect CSFRD,
but the amount of it is still uncertain. Note that these
values of difference (~ 0.6 dex and ~ 0.2 dex) do not
change with the range of integration, i.e. pg%ngplm or
PSFR, SO this uncertainty is not due to the poor con-

straint of our SFRF on faint-end slope.
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Table 2. CSFRD of complete region

complete

Model log,( psrr log,o pspR Fraction
(Mo yr™" Mpc™®) (Mg yr~* Mpc™?)

(1) ) () (4)
C,1,f —~1.347008 —1.4270% 0.84
Cly ~1.3670 10 —1.427358 0.86
C,2,f —1.3370%% 1427367 0.80
S,1,f ~1.917513 —2.057012 0.72
S,2,f ~1.5070 59 —~1.667073 0.69

NOTE—The first column indicates the assumptions in deriving
SFRF and fitting Schechter function. The first letter shows
dust extinction (C=Calzetti, S=SMC), the second shows stel-
lar component model (1=one component, 2=two component),
and the third shows the treatment of faint-end slope (f=fixed,
v=varied). The second and third column indicates the CS-
FRD integrated down to 0.22 and 10 My yr—!, respectively,

and the fourth column indicates the fraction of pgun?'**® to

PSFR-

Next, we intend to see the effect of our photo-z se-
lection. As we described in Section 2.2, we extracted
objects that meet the criterion of equation (1). Ounly
about a half of objects whose photometric redshift zpest
is nominally in our target redshift range 3.88 < z < 4.94
can pass this criterion (Figure 1). Thus, our photo-z se-
lection may have non-negligible effect on our result.

To examine this, we set an alternative criterion as

3.88 < Zpest < 4.94 (9)

instead of equation (1) (we show this alternative sample
selection by black dotted arrow in Figure 1) and derive
SFRF with this alternative sample of galaxies following
the same procedure as we did in Section 4.2. As a result,
SFRF in the complete region (SFR > 10 Mg yr—!) is
systematically larger than that shown in Figure 6 by
~ 0.3 dex, i.e., ¢* and CSFRD is larger by ~ 0.3 dex.
The inclusion of the objects which meet equation (9)
should contain galaxies not in our target redshift range.
Thus the effective volume should be larger than that
we adopt. However, it is difficult to asses the effect
quantitatively. Thus the value of ~ 0.3 dex must be the
upper limit for the impact of this effect. It should be
noted that the change of the SFRF here only affects on
¢*, which results in the increase of pgpr by the same
amount.

6. SUMMARY

In deriving SFRF, correction for the dust extinction
is a major concern. Dust has much less effect on the
rest optical light, so deriving SFRF with not only rest
UV but also rest optical data can be an independent
estimation of SFRF. In this study, we derived a SFRF
at z ~ 4.5 down to ~ 10 Mg yr~! based on photo-
metric data from rest UV to optical of galaxies in the
CANDELS GOODS-South field using SED fitting. We
extensively examine assumptions on SED fitting includ-
ing various SFHs, dust extinction laws, and the two-
component model. Using the resulting SFRF, we also
calculate the CSFRD by integrating to 0.22 Mg yr—!
which corresponds to Myy = —17 mag. Our main re-
sults are as follows:

1. The SFRF at z ~ 4.5 derived from SED fitting
shows an excess to that estimated from UV LF. As
compared with the SFRF estimated from UV LF,
the number density is larger by ~ 1 dex at a fixed
SFR, or the best-fit Schechter parameter of SFR*
is larger by ~ 1 dex (Section 4.2, Figure 6). This
result does not change with the choice of models
such as various SFHs and one- or two-component
model. (Section 4.4, Figure 8 and Table 1).

2. The SFRF varies with the choice of the dust ex-
tinction law, but the excess to UV-based SFRF
still exists (Section 4.4, Figure 9 and Table 1).

3. The CSFRD is calculated to be 4.53t8:g‘% X
1072 Mg yr—!' Mpe™® with Calzetti extinction
law. The excess of SFRF leads to an increase in
the CSFRD by ~ 0.25 dex as compared with that
estimated from UV LF at z ~ 4.5 (Section 5 and
Figure 12). However, the CSFRD varies with the
choice of the dust extinction law (Section 5 and
Table 2).

4. The CSFRD is largely occupied (~ 80%) by inten-
sively star-forming (SFR > 10 [Mg, yr~!]) galaxies
regardless of the model assumption (Section 5 and
Table 2).
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APPENDIX

A. TWO COMPONENT MODEL

In this appendix, we describe the two-component
model used in Section 4.4.1. This model consists of rela-
tively old stellar population without star formation and
young star-forming population.

As we discussed in Section 4.3, the large discrepancy
of SFRF is considered to be due to the large value of
E(B —YV) derived from SED fitting. Thus we introduce
the two-component model to see whether the red color of
such objects can be explained not by dust extinction but
the continuum jump by old stars. In the two-component
SED fitting, it would be necessary to take an age of the
old population and a fraction of the old population as
additional free parameters. However, we do not intend
to examine the details of the two-component analysis
and we just examine the rough behavior when we adopt
the tow-component model. Thus, we fix the age and
fraction of the old population.

The age of the universe at z ~ 4.5 is ~ 1.3 Gyr,
thus the age of old component is less than 1.3 Gyr.
We then see which SFH makes their continuum red-
dest with 1 Gyr old®>. We compare stellar contin-
uum spectra at the age of 1 Gyr with five different
SFHs: instantaneous burst and CSF with the duration
of At =10, 50, 100, 500 Myr from the onset of star for-
mation using the population synthesis code PEGASE.3.
We show these spectra in Figure 13 (top panel).

Naively, instantaneous star formation history is ex-
pected to be the reddest. As shown in Figure 13 (bot-
tom panel), this is the case when the stellar metallicity is
fixed. However, the spectrum of CSF with the duration
of At =100 or 500 Myr is the reddest when we consider
the chemical evolution. This is essentially because of
their stellar metallicity. In PEGASE.3, the model SED is
calculated following the chemical evolution, so the stel-
lar population with instantaneous star formation history
has extremely low (almost zero) metallicity and the SED
shows a very blue color. This effect is still seen for the
CSF with At = 10 Myr, and the SED becomes the red-
dest when the star formation continues for a reasonable
duration. Therefore, we adopt the spectrum of CSF
model with At = 500 Myr aged 1 Gyr as the old popu-
lation spectrum.

Next, we examine the fraction of the old component
to the whole system at 4.5 pm. We test the fraction of

6 The onset of star formation of 1 Gyr old stellar population at

z~4.51is z ~ 13.

;
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Figure 13. Comparison of model spectra of old stellar com-
ponent at z = 4.5. All the spectra is normalized at 4.5 pm.
Top: Model spectra with chemical evolution. Blue, green,
yellow, magenta and red line present the spectrum at the
age of 1 Gyr of instantaneous strar formation, CSF with
At = 10, 50, 100, 500 Myr, respectively. Bottom: Model
spectra without chemical evolution. The metallicity is fixed
to the Solar value. Colors are the same as the top panel.

25%,50% and 75%, and find that the fraction of 25%
is too small to affect the result, and 75% shows larger
effect to reduce the best-fit values of E(B—V') than 50%.
Hence, we fix the fraction to 75%7. We then subtract
the old population from the observed SED and make the
same SED fitting to the residual as we did in Section 3.
Here, we assume that there is no dust extinction in the
old component.

The results are shown in Figure 14 and 15. Note that
the value of age and F(B — V) in the two-component
model is for the young population, not for the entire
galaxy. As expected, galaxies that have a large value
of E(B — V) in one-component model tend to show a
lower value in the two-component model, and show a
lower SFR by ~ 0 — 0.2 dex. However the difference is
not so large, the two-component model can decrease the
excess of SFRF only subtle. We present an example of
this kind of galaxy in the top panel of Figure 16.

Interestingly, some galaxies show a larger E(B — V)
and SFR in the two-component model than in the one-
component model. An example of such galaxy is shown
in bottom panel of Figure 16. We find that this kind

7 If we take a much larger fraction, the SED of young population

shows unrealistic shape.
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Figure 14. Comparisons of age, E(B—V') and SFR derived from SED fitting with the two-component model and one-component
model. Dust extinction for young population is modeled with Calzetti law. Only the case of exponentially declining SFH model
with 7 = 100 Myr is shown here, but the distribution does not change so much with SFHs. Left: Best-fit ages for the galaxies in
our final sample. The age in the two-component model does not means the age of the galaxy but the age of young, star-forming
population. Center: Best-fit E(B — V). The E(B — V) in the two-component model is for the young population. Right: SFR
from SED fitting. Symbols in this panel are colored according to the value of E(B — V') derived with one-component model.
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Figure 16. Examples of the SED fitting. Top: An example galaxy whose best-fit E(B — V) decreases in the two-component
model. Left and right panel show the best fit SED by one-component and two-component model, respectively. Bottom: An
example galaxy whose best-fit E(B — V) increases. In both panels, black points with error bars represent the observed SED
of each object. Blue solid line represents the best-fit model spectrum of the entire galaxy, whose flux densities in each band
are shown with red cross. Blue and red dotted line in the right panel shows the best-fit spectra of young and old population,
respectively. We only show the result in the case of exponentially declining SFH model with 7 = 100 Myr and Calzetti extinction
law for one-component model and young population in the two-component model.
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of galaxy is, although there seems to be some excess in
3.6 um band, interpreted as a almost passive galaxy in
the one-component model because of its moderately red
color from rest UV to optical. In the two-component
model, most of its rest optical light comes from the
old population, thus the young population needs to be
faint in rest optical, which prefers younger and bluer
star-forming population. On the other hand, the young
population must reproduce the moderately red color of
the rest UV, thus the young population has a moderate
E(B — V) and SFR gets larger than that in the one-
component model.

In conclusion, when the two-component model is
adopted, there seems to be two groups of galaxies; in
one group the best-fit values of E(B — V) and SFR de-
crease, while in the other group the best-fit values of
them increase. Galaxies with SFR > 105 Mg yr—!
by the one-component model tend to belong to the for-
mer, and the two-component model reduces their best-fit
SFR values by ~ 0—0.2 dex. Galaxies with SFR < 10
Mg, yr~! by the one-component model tend to belong
to the latter, and the two-component model increases
their SFR to ~ 10*-10% M, yr—!. Therefore, adopting
the two-component model reduces the number density
of galaxies with the largest SFR (> 10?2 My, yr—!) and
increases that of galaxies with intermediate SFR (~ 10!-
102 Mg yr=1) (c.f. Figure 8 and 9).

To determine whether such two-component model is
the case or not, it is necessary to observe their rest op-
tical light with a higher angular resolution and compare
the spatial distribution between rest UV and optical,
which is expected to correspond to star-forming com-
ponent and old component, respectively. JWST will
enable us to conduct such observations.

15
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