2107.00672v1 [astro-ph.GA] 1 Jul 2021

arXiv

DRAFT VERSION JuLy 5, 2021
Typeset using IATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

The mass-metallicity relation at z ~ 1 — 2 and its dependence on star formation rate

ALAINA HENRY,"? MARC RAFELSKI,"? BEN SUNNQUIST,! NORBERT PIRZKAL," CAMILLA PaciFicl,! HAKIM ATEK,?
MiICAELA BAGLEY,* IvANO BARONCHELLI,> GUILLERMO BARRO,® ANDREW J. BUNKER,”® JAMES COLBERT,’
Y.Sopuia DarL!'® BRuCE G. ELMEGREEN," DEBRA MELOY ELMEGREEN,'? STEVEN FINKELSTEIN,? DALE KOCEVSKI,'®
ANTON KOEKEMOER,! MATTHEW MALKAN,'* CRYSTAL L. MARTIN,'® VIHANG MEHTA,'® ANTHONY PAHL,™
Casey Papovich,'” MIcHAEL RUTKOWSKI,'® JORGE SANCHEZ ALMEIDA,'® CLAUDIA SCARLATA,' GREGORY SNYDER,' AND
HARRY TEPLITZ®

L Space Telescope Science Institute; 3700 San Martin Drive, Baltimore, MD, 21218, USA
2 Department of Physics & Astronomy, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD 21218, USA
3 Institut d’astrophysique de Paris, CNRS UMR7095, Sorbonne Université, 98bis Boulevard Arago, F-75014 Paris, France
4 Department of Astronomy, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX, 78712, USA
5 Dipartmento di Fisica e Astronomia, Universitd di Padova, Vicolo dell’Osservatorio, 1-3 31522, Padova, Italy
8 Department of Physics, University of the Pacific, 3601 Pacific Ave, Stockton, CA, 95211, USA

7 Sub-department of Astrophysics, Department of Physics, University of Ozford, Denys Wilkinson Building, Keble Road, Ozford OX1
3RH, UK

8 Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (WPI), The University of Tokyo Institutes for Advanced Study, The
University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8583, Japan

9 Infrared Processing and analysis Center, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA
10 Chinese Academy of Sciences South America Center for Astronomy (CASSACA), NAOC, 20A Datun Road, Beijing, 100101, China
W IBM Research Division, T.J. Watson Research Center, 1101 Kitchawan Road, Yorktown Heights, NY10598, USA
12 Department of Physics & Astronomy, Vassar College, Poughkeepsie, NY 12604, USA
13 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Colby College, Waterville, ME 04901, USA
4 Department of Physics and Astronomy, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA 90095-1547, USA
15 Department of Physics, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA
16 Minnesota Institute for Astrophysics, University of Minnesota, 116 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, MN 55455, USA
17 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 77843-4343, USA
18 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Minnesota State University, Mankato, MN, 56001, USA
19 Instituto de Astrofisica de Canarias, La Laguna, Tenerife 38200, Spain

ABSTRACT

We present a new measurement of the gas-phase mass-metallicity relation (MZR), and its dependence
on star formation rates (SFRs) at 1.3 < z < 2.3. Our sample comprises 1056 galaxies with a mean
redshift of z = 1.9, identified from the Hubble Space Telescope Wide Field Camera 3 (WFC3) grism
spectroscopy in the Cosmic Assembly Near-Infrared Deep Extragalactic Survey (CANDELS) and the
WFC3 Infrared Spectroscopic Parallel Survey (WISP). This sample is four times larger than previous
metallicity surveys at z ~ 2, and reaches an order of magnitude lower in stellar mass (10 Mg).
Using stacked spectra, we find that the MZR evolves by 0.3 dex relative to z ~ 0.1. Additionally,
we identify a subset of 49 galaxies with high signal-to-noise (SNR) spectra and redshifts between
1.3 < z < 1.5, where Ho emission is observed along with [O III] and [O II]. With accurate measurements
of SFR in these objects, we confirm the existence of a mass-metallicity-SFR (M-Z-SFR) relation at
high redshifts. These galaxies show systematic differences from the local M-Z-SFR relation, which
vary depending on the adopted measurement of the local relation. However, it remains difficult to
ascertain whether these differences could be due to redshift evolution, as the local M-Z-SFR relation is
poorly constrained at the masses and SFRs of our sample. Lastly, we reproduced our sample selection
in the HlustrisTNG hydrodynamical simulation, demonstrating that our line flux limit lowers the
normalization of the simulated MZR by 0.2 dex. We show that the M-Z-SFR relation in IllustrisTNG
has an SFR dependence that is too steep by a factor of around three.
1. INTRODUCTION evolution. The growth of galaxies— and the proper-
ties that we observe today— are determined by gas ac-

The role of the baryon cycle in galaxy evolution is one
cretion from the intergalactic medium (IGM) and cir-

of the most critical questions facing studies of galaxy
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cumgalactic medium (CGM), as well as star-formation
feedback that heats and removes gas from the interstel-
lar medium (ISM). Theoretical studies of galaxy forma-
tion, both from hydrodynamical simulations and semi-
analytic models, must balance these processes to pro-
duce realistic properties of galaxies over cosmic history
(Somerville & Davé 2015).

One of the key constraints on galaxy formation mod-
els is the correlation between stellar mass and galaxy
metallicities (both stellar and gas-phase'), known as the
mass-metallicity relation (MZR). Since metals are pro-
duced by star formation, their production is also regu-
lated by feedback. A large number of models, from an-
alytical approaches (Dalcanton 2007; Erb 2008; Peeples
& Shankar 2011; Davé et al. 2012; Dayal et al. 2013;
Lilly et al. 2013; Yabe et al. 2015b), to semi-analytical
models (Lu et al. 2014; Croton et al. 2016) and hydro-
dynamical simulations (Finlator & Davé 2008; Ma et al.
2016; De Rossi et al. 2017; Davé et al. 2017, 2019; Tor-
rey et al. 2018, 2019), have all modeled the MZR. What
is clear is that a large number of physical processes may
contribute to the shape, normalization, and evolution of
the MZR. Supernova-driven outflows are usually consid-
ered a key ingredient, setting the slope of the MZR at
low masses (Tremonti et al. 2004; Henry et al. 2013a,b;
De Rossi et al. 2017). These outflows may be mixed
with the ISM, or metal-enriched from the sites of star
formation and supernovae (e.g. Chisholm et al. 2018).
Other studies have argued that the evolution of the MZR
is largely tied to increasing gas fractions in lower mass
and higher redshift systems (Ma et al. 2016; Torrey et
al. 2019). Feedback from active galactic nuclei (AGN) in
simulations has also been shown to play an important
role in shaping the MZR at high masses (De Rossi et
al. 2017). Complicating all of these effects, gas is likely
recycled through the CGM; ejected gas may not leave
the halo and re-accreted gas may be metal-deficient or
metal-enriched (Sanchez Almeida et al. 2014).

Nonetheless, evidence of an interplay between inflows,
star formation, metal production, and feedback is ob-
served. The scatter in the MZR is shown to correlate
with star-formation rates (SFRs) and (in some cases)
gas fractions in galaxies out to z ~ 2 (Ellison et al.
2008; Mannucci et al. 2010, 2011; Cresci et al. 2012;
Lara-Lépez et al. 2010, 2013; Bothwell et al. 2013; An-
drews & Martini 2013; Henry et al. 2013a; Salim et al.
2014, 2015; Sanders et al. 2018; Gillman et al. 2021).
At fixed stellar mass, galaxies with higher SFRs show

L We hereafter define “metallicity” to mean gas-phase oxygen

abundance throughout the paper, unless otherwise noted.

lower metallicities, while those with lower SFRs have
more enriched ISM. Mannucci et al. (2010) dubbed this
relation the “fundamental metallicity relation” (FMR).
Using the limited data available at the time, they argued
that the FMR did not evolve out to z ~ 2.5; galaxies
merely evolve within it. From a theoretical perspective,
the interpretation that the FMR is produced by varia-
tions in accretion, SFR, gas fractions, and feedback is
supported by both semi-analytic models and numerical
simulations (Yates et al. 2012; Dayal et al. 2013; De
Rossi et al. 2017; Torrey et al. 2018, 2019; Davé et al.
2017, 2019; De Lucia et al. 2020).

In the low redshift universe (z < 0.3), the MZR
and FMR have been well-characterized down to ap-
proximately 10® Mg, using the large sample of galaxies
covered by the spectroscopic Sloan Digital Sky Survey
(SDSS; Tremonti et al. 2004; Andrews & Martini 2013;
Brown et al. 2016; Curti et al. 2020). Additionally, ex-
tensions of the MZR to low masses have been made us-
ing nearby galaxies (Lee et al. 2006; Berg et al. 2012;
Izotov et al. 2012; Ly et al. 2016). Moreover, at inter-
mediate redshifts, obtaining statistical samples is still
practical. The MZR derived from optical multi-object
spectroscopic surveys reaches M, ~ 10% — 10° Mg, for
samples of around 1000 galaxies at z ~ 0.5 — 1.0 (Zahid
et al. 2011; Maier et al. 2015; Guo et al. 2016a). How-
ever, at z > 1, observational constraints on the evolution
of the MZR require near infrared spectroscopy, and have
therefore been slower to develop (but see early single
object spectroscopy studies; Erb et al. 2006; Maiolino et
al. 2008; Wuyts et al. 2012; Belli et al. 2013; Masters et
al. 2014). Nevertheless, in recent years, infrared grism
spectroscopy with the Wide Field Camera 3 on the Hub-
ble Space Telescope (MacKenty et al. 2010), along with
ground-based multi-object infrared spectrometers have
opened up a new window on the evolution of galaxy
metallicities, extending measurements of statistical sam-
ples to z ~ 2 (Henry et al. 2013b; Zahid et al. 2014;
Sanders et al. 2015; Kacprzak et al. 2016; Grasshorn
Gebhardt et al. 2016; Wuyts et al. 2016; Salim et al.
2015; Yabe et al. 2012, 2015a; Kashino et al. 2017;
Sanders et al. 2018; Papovich et al., in prep). No-
tably, numerous studies show that a mass-metallicity-
SFR (M-Z-SFR) relation, similar to the local FMR, is
also present out to z ~ 2.

One of the challenges faced by high redshift (z ~ 1—2)
surveys is limited sensitivity, which leads to a survey de-
sign that favors brighter, higher mass targets. As such,
the limiting mass reached by current ground-based stud-
ies is around 109 — 10'° Mg, at z > 1 (Yabe et al. 2015a;
Salim et al. 2015; Kacprzak et al. 2016; Sanders et al.
2015, 2018; Kashino et al. 2017). However, as we showed



in Henry et al. (2013b), without pre-selection, slitless
grism spectroscopy with WFC3 can measure metallici-
ties from galaxies an order of magnitude smaller in stel-
lar mass. Critically, it is at the lowest masses that the ef-
fects of star formation feedback are the most prominent,
as ejected ISM can more easily escape the weak gravita-
tional potential of dwarf galaxies. Consequently, extend-
ing measurements of the MZR and M-Z-SFR relation to
lower masses can provide more powerful constraints on
models of galaxy formation. Therefore, the goal of this
paper is to provide new measurements of galaxy metal-
licity evolution at masses ten times lower than in recent
ground-based studies using statistical samples.

In this paper, we build on our previous work in Henry
et al. (2013b), where we presented the first MZR from
WFC3 IR grism spectroscopy. Our earlier measurement
was based on stacking spectra of 83 galaxies at 1.3 <
z < 2.3, drawn from the WFC3 Infrared Spectroscopic
Parallel Survey (WISP; Atek et al. 2010; Colbert et al.
2013) and the grism coverage of the Hubble Ultra Deep
Field (HUDF; van Dokkum et al. 2013). The advan-
tage of the WISP Survey, in particular, is the inclusion
of both WFC3 IR grisms, G102 and G141. The wave-
length coverage from 0.85um < A\ < 1.7pum allows for
metallicity measurements using [O II], [O III], and Hf
over a wide range of redshifts (1.3 < z < 2.3), and con-
sequently larger samples than G141 alone (2.0 < z < 2.3
only).

Since Henry et al. (2013b), available WFC3 grism
samples have grown dramatically. In the WISP sur-
vey, the area covered by both WFC3 IR bands (G102
and G141) has increased by more than a factor of three.
Likewise, in the well-studied fields of the Cosmic As-
sembly and Near-Infrared Deep Extragalactic Legacy
Survey (CANDELS; Grogin et al. 2011; Koekemoer et
al. 2011), the fully reduced 3D-HST spectroscopic data
(G141) are now available, including extensive redshift
catalogs (Momcheva et al. 2016). Furthermore, G102
coverage of GOODS-N (HST-GO 13420), as well as
the CANDELS Lya Emission at Reionization Survey
(CLEAR; Estrada-Carpenter et al. 2019, Simons et al.,
in prep) expands the sample to include the 1.3 < z < 2.0
range over a subset of CANDELS. Altogether, these
data increase the sample size from Henry et al. (2013b)
by more than a factor of ten, allowing us to address
evolution over 1.3 < z < 2.3 and measure the M-Z-SFR
relation at these redshifts. Moreover, our new sample
provides a meaningful constraint on theoretical models.
For the first time, we carry out a realistic comparison be-
tween observations and theory, by emulating our sample
selection in the IllustrisTNG hydrodynamical simulation
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(Marinacci et al. 2018; Springel et al. 2018; Nelson et al.
2018; Pillepich et al. 2018; Naiman et al. 2018).

This paper is organized as follows. In §2 we review
the data included in this study, describing our sample
selection, and measurements on individual spectra. We
describe our mass measurements, identification and re-
moval of AGN, and provide an overview of the sam-
ple characteristics. In §3 we describe our methods for
analysis, including our technique for creating compos-
ite spectra and measuring their emission lines. In this
section we also present the arguments behind our choice
of metallicity calibration (Curti et al. 2017), and our
assessment of the current systematic uncertainties in
metallicity measurements. In §4 we present our result-
ing MZR and M-Z-SFR relations; then we compare our
results to HlustrisTNG in §5. Finally, §6 contains our
conclusions. Appendices include a description of our
equivalent width estimates (Appendix A), an assess-
ment of different methods for dust-correcting stacked
spectra (Appendix B), and an outline of our Bayesian
method for inferring metallicities (Appendix C). We use
AB magnitudes and a Planck 2015 cosmology (Planck
Collaboration et al. 2016) throughout.

2. DATA AND SAMPLE
2.1. Survey Overview

We select galaxies from multiple WFC3 grism spectro-
scopic surveys that also have multi-filter HST imaging.
We require spectroscopic coverage from [O II] AA3726,
3729 to [O III] AN4959, 5007 in order to measure metal-
licities. This requirement results in the selection of
galaxies at 1.3 < z < 2.3 for fields that have obser-
vations in the G102 and G141 grisms, and 2.0 < z < 2.3
for fields with only G141 spectroscopy. Our science goals
require masses of the galaxies, and therefore we select
fields with multi-band photometry such that we can con-
duct spectral energy distribution (SED) fitting. To this
end, we select spectroscopic surveys in the CANDELS
fields, all of which have significant photometric data (e.g.
Skelton et al. 2014), and fields in the WISP survey that
include sufficient imaging.

In detail, the five CANDELS fields are covered by
multiple imaging and spectroscopic surveys. The pho-
tometric data are extensive, with many bands and cov-
erage from the U-band through Spitzer/TRAC (Guo et
al. 2013; Galametz et al. 2013; Skelton et al. 2014; Ste-
fanon et al. 2017; Nayyeri et al. 2017; Barro et al. 2019).
For the spectroscopic data, we use G141 spectroscopy
from the 3D-HST survey, which observed GOODS-S,
EGS, UDS, and COSMOS to two orbit depth, and in-
cluded GOODS-N G141 observations from the A Grism
Ha SpecTroscopic (AGHAST) Survey (PI Weiner, PID
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11600; two orbit depth). Likewise, the CANDELS sur-
vey itself included deep, 21 orbit G141 spectroscopy in
GOODS-S in one pointing. In contrast to the excel-
lent G141 coverage, no uniform G102 spectroscopy data
exist. Still, we include shallow G102 spectroscopy of
GOODS-N (Barro et al. 2019; two orbit depth) and deep
G102 spectroscopy from the CLEAR survey (Estrada-
Carpenter et al. 2019; 12 orbit depth) covering parts of
GOODS-N and GOODS-S (which also includes multi-
ple position angles to disambiguate contamination from
overlapping spectra). If there is overlap in the G102
spectroscopy for a target, then we use the CLEAR data.
Since the reduced CLEAR data are not public, we con-
ducted our own reduction of these data (see §2.4). In
total, these five fields cover an area around 680 arcmin?.
We refer to these objects as the CANDELS/3D-HST
sample.

In addition to observations in the CANDELS fields,
the WISP survey includes 483 individual WFC3 point-
ings obtained in HST’s pure parallel mode. In these
fields, we limit our usage to the 151 fields that have
G102 and G141 spectroscopy and include sufficient HST
imaging for SED fits. The imaging that supplements
the spectroscopy for these 151 fields comprises IR imag-
ing (typically F110W and F160W) and un-binned op-
tical imaging with WFC3, typically in either 475X and
F600LP, or F606W and F814W.? Of these 151 fields,
100 also include Spitzer/IRAC channel 1 imaging (Fazio
et al. 2004), providing photometric coverage from 0.5-
4 microns. Although the WISP photometry is not as
extensive as in CANDELS, these data combined with
the known redshifts of the sources are sufficient to ob-
tain reliable mass estimates. These 151 fields® cover
around 540 arcmin?. Typically, the spectroscopy is at
least two orbits in G102 and one orbit in G141, although
a range of parallel visit lengths are included in the sur-
vey (Bagley et al. 2020, Bagley et al. 2021, in prep).

2.2. Sample Selection

We select galaxies with signal-to-noise ratio, SNR > 5
in [O II] AA959,5007 in the 3D-HST catalog from
Momcheva et al. (2016) and from the WISP emission
line catalog (Bagley et al. 2021, in prep). In addition

2 Binned UVIS data cannot be corrected for charge transfer inef-
ficiency, nor can it be properly calibrated. Therefore we exclude
the 11 WISP fields where UVIS optical imaging was taken in
binned mode.

3 The effective area of a pure parellel grism pointing is reduced from
the full WFC3/IR area of 4.6 arcmin? to around 3.6 arcmin?.
Emission lines on the right hand side of the detector are excluded
from the WISP catalog, because imaging outside the field-of-view
would be required to disambiguate emission lines and zero order
images.

to this SNR cut, we also require detection of multiple
emission lines in the WISP sample. While Baronchelli
et al. (2020) show that machine learning can identify
the redshifts of single-line emitters in WISP with around
80% accuracy, we conservatively opt for a more rigorous
selection to ensure the correct redshift. We adopt the
criterion that at least one additional line must be con-
firmed by visual inspection. These lines include Ha, Hf3,
[O 11], or an asymmetric [O II1] line profile indicative of
blended [O III] AM4959,5007. For the CANDELS/3D-
HST sample, on the other hand, we allow single line
emitters because the high-quality ancillary data enable
photometric redshifts that are sufficient to identify the
emission line and confirm the redshift (see §2.5). In to-
tal, we select a parent sample of 1431 galaxies from the
CANDELS fields and 384 galaxies from WISP, which
are then reviewed (see §2.5). We acknowledge that an
[O I11I]-based selection, and the requirement for multiple
emission lines in some (but not all) of the sample intro-
duce biases in metallicity. These are addressed in §4.5
and §5.

2.3. Spectroscopy

The CANDELS, 3D-HST, and AGHAST spectra are
publicly available from the 3D-HST collaboration on the
Mikulski Archive for Space Telescopes (MAST)*® and
are described in (Momcheva et al. 2016). To these data,
we add G102 observations in GOODS-N, using the fully-
reduced spectra presented in Barro et al. (2019). Addi-
tionally, we include G102 observations from CLEAR,
processing the data using the Simulation Based Extrac-
tion (SBE) pipeline created to reduce the Faint Infrared
Grism Survey (FIGS) data (Pirzkal et al. 2017). To
summarize, a custom background subtraction was per-
formed to remove the dispersed background from each
individual observation, correcting for any variation in
the background during the course of an exposure. The
CLEAR imaging data were astrometrically corrected to
match that of the CANDELS mosaics and these correc-
tions were propagated to the G141 observations. Full
simulations of each of the G141 observations were then
generated using the available broad band photometry
and object footprints in these fields. These simulations
were used to produce realistic estimates of any contam-
ination caused by overlapping spectra, and to later cal-
culate extraction weights to use for optimal spectral ex-
traction (Horne 1986). The spectra from multiple roll
angles in the CLEAR observations were combined, ex-
cluding regions of spectral contamination. A detailed

4 https://archive.stsci.edu/prepds/3d-hst/
5 https://archive.stsci.edu/prepds/candels/
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and complete description of this process is described in
Pirzkal et al. (2017).

The WISP data are also publicly available from the
WISP collaboration on MAST,S although we also made
use of proprietary WISP data products (e.g. drizzled
data at different pixel scales, as discussed in §2.4). The
pipeline for spectroscopic reduction is based on the one
described in Atek et al. (2010), which uses the aXe slit-
less grism reduction package (Kiimmel et al. 2009), but
is updated to include improved calibrations and method-
ologies (Baronchelli et al. 2021, in prep). In short,
the new pipeline uses Astrodrizzle, custom dark cali-
brations and charge transfer efficiency corrections for
WFC3/UVIS as described in Rafelski et al. (2015), as
well as corrections for scattered light in the WFC3/IR
data, and improved source detection using all available
WFC3/IR direct images. We also made use of the WISP
team’s upgraded line identifications and flux measure-
ments to select galaxies covering the full set of fields as
described in Bagley et al. (2020) and Bagley et al. (2021,
in prep).

In all of the above surveys, the resolution of the spec-
tra are low. The G102 and G141 grisms have R ~ 210
and 130 for point sources. In practice, the galaxies un-
der consideration in this paper have even lower reso-
lution, with a line spread function that is broadened
by the morphology of the source. This results in spec-
tra where [N II] A\6548,6583 is completely unresolved
from Hev, and the [O III] AA4959, 5007 doublet is at best
marginally resolved.

2.4. Photometry

We require a photometric catalog of all galaxies in
our sample to enable measurements of masses in a uni-
form and consistent fashion using the latest SED fitting
methodologies (e.g. Pacifici et al. 2016). We incorporate
the photometry catalogs from CANDELS (Guo et al.
2013; Galametz et al. 2013; Stefanon et al. 2017; Nayy-
eri et al. 2017; Barro et al. 2019), 3D-HST (Skelton et
al. 2014), and WISP to create a combined photometry
catalog for our selected CANDELS/3D-HST and WISP
sources.

For the CANDELS fields we utilize the CANDELS
photometric catalogs. We give preference to these mea-
surements, rather than those from 3D-HST, as we found
the CANDELS catalogs to be more reliable when in-
cluding ground-based and Spitzer/TRAC data. This dif-
ference is likely due to the CANDELS team’s use of
isophotal apertures, combined with TPHOT (Merlin et

6 https://archive.stsci.edu/prepds/wisp/
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al. 2015, 2016; Nayyeri et al. 2017), rather than the
fixed aperture photometry used for the 3D-HST mea-
surements (Skelton et al. 2014). However, our parent
sample does include 42 sources without matching CAN-
DELS photometry; for these, we instead use the 3D-HST
photometry.

The WISP photometry is obtained from the catalog
in Bagley et al. (in prep), and is described in more de-
tail therein. Here we provide a brief overview. All HST
images are drizzled onto the same pixel scale optimized
for the WFC3/UVIS images (0.04”/pixel), and cleaned
of bad pixels, chip gaps, and noisy edges. The images
are then convolved with a kernel to match the point-
spread-function (PSF) in the F160W filter, using IRAF’s
PSFMATCH. As part of the WISP reduction pipeline, SEx-
tractor (Bertin & Arnouts 1996) is used to generate a
segmentation map from the F110W and F160W detec-
tions. This segmentation map is resampled onto the
same pixel scale and used as the source definitions. The
photometry is performed using photutils in Astropy
to derive isophotal fluxes in all HST bands (Bradley et
al. 2021; Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018), with
local sky subtraction performed in 10” rectangular aper-
tures. All source flux is masked out of the sky apertures.
SExtractor photometry is also performed on WFC3/IR
0.08” /pixel images (prior to PSF-matching), in order
to define the spectroscopic isophotal extraction region,
and also to obtain the total magnitudes via SExtractor’s
MAG_AUTO. Aperture corrections are derived from the
difference between MAG_AUTO and the isophotal mag-
nitude in the reddest HST band (generally F160W). Fi-
nally, the IRAC photometry is obtained with TPHOT
matched to the F160W image. The resultant catalog
contains PSF matched photometry in all filters in vari-
ous apertures.

We make modifications to the WISP photometric cat-
alog to standardize and clean the measurements of our
WISP sources before adding them to our combined
catalog as follows. First, we omit TRAC entries for
around 10% of sources, where the TPHOT flag val-
ues indicates a blended source or a source near the im-
age edge. Second, for the HST photometry, we start
with the isophotal PSF-matched photometry and apply
a magnitude correction to calculate their corresponding
MAG_AUTO magnitudes (not included in the catalog
for WFC3/UVIS photometry, only for the WFC3/IR
0.08” /pixel images). These MAG_AUTO magnitudes
are the total magnitudes that are needed for consistency
with the CANDELS photometry, but are only provided
for the near infrared photometry in Bagley et al. (in

prep).



Third, for a dozen sources with negative fluxes in
the WISP catalog, where no individual aperture cor-
rection is possible, we apply a magnitude correction to
the flux value equal to the median magnitude correc-
tion of sources with SNR between 0 and 1 in the given
filter. This strategy enables us to apply an aperture cor-
rection to negative flux entries, and derive upper limits
instead of discarding them. Additionally, we omit any
entries for sources with a high F160W magnitude error
(MAGERR-AUTO_F160W > 15) or those without both
isophotal and AUTO F160W coverage (near edges) as
these result in poor magnitude corrections. We do not
apply this same aperture correction strategy to negative
IRAC flux entries because the WISP catalog does not
contain any flux measurements for the IRAC channels
(just magnitudes), and these negative entries are there-
fore omitted.

The result is a photometric catalog for both the CAN-
DELS fields and the WISP fields with consistent aper-
ture and PSF matched photometry. This catalog is the
input for the SED fitting described in §2.6.

2.5. Inspection and measurement of individual grism
spectra

We require accurate line and continuum measure-
ments for every object, in order to measure metallici-
ties from individual objects, and also to facilitate spec-
tral stacking (see §3.1). Therefore, we (AH and MR)
carried out interactive line and continuum fitting for
all of the galaxies in the sample, using custom soft-
ware’ (Bagley et al., in prep). Our software interac-
tively fits cubic splines to the continuum, with a sep-
arate spline function for G141 and G102 when both
are present. This approach is ideal for handling data
where contamination from overlapping spectra can pro-
duce unusual spectral shapes, even when attempts are
made to model and subtract it. In these measurements,
the contamination model was not cleaned from the con-
tinuum spectra, but was instead fit and subtracted with
the continuum. Likewise, interactive inspection of each
galaxy in the sample allowed us to mask out regions
of contamination from zero order images, or extremely
bright overlapping spectra that could not be fit well
by our automated method. It also allowed us to ad-
just the dividing wavelength between G102 and G141
spectra (which overlap slightly), as the optimal transi-
tion wavelength varied from object to object. Finally,
emission line fluxes were measured at the same time,
by fitting Gaussian profiles where the FWHM (in pix-

7 https://github.com/HSTWISP /wisp_analysis

els) were held constant among the lines.® For this mea-
surement, we fit both lines of the [O III] A\4959,5007
doublet, with a fixed doublet ratio of 2.9:1. However,
for [O 1I] AN3726,3729 and Ha + [N II] AN6548, 6583
we fit single Gaussians. In the former case, the dou-
blet is at best marginally resolved for the resolution of
our grism spectra; in the latter case, the [N II] lines
are generally weak, and the SNR of the emission line
blend is not high enough to detect any non-Gaussianity
in the line profile. Importantly, this analysis combined
the CLEAR data with those from 3DHST/AGHAST,
ultimately providing a uniform set of line measurements
and continuum-+contamination subtracted spectra that
we can stack.

As part of the interactive fitting, visual inspection of

emission lines also ensured a clean sample. While the
WISP catalog only includes sources that were verified
by at least two people in a previous visual inspection,
the CANDELS/3D-HST sample was not previously ex-
amined by members of our team. In this step, 35 out
of 384 sources were rejected from WISP and 383 out
of 1431 sources were removed from the CANDELS/3D-
HST sample. The reasons were varied, but included:
severe contamination due to spectral overlap with a
very bright source, the absence of any visible emission
lines, spectra near the edges of detectors, and cases
where emission lines from multiple objects were possibly
present in the 1D spectrum. This re-analysis provided
a clean sample with 349 galaxies from the WISP survey
and 1048 from the five CANDELS/3D-HST fields.

In addition to line fluxes, measurements of emission

line equivalent widths are required, so that we can cor-
rect the Balmer line flux ratios for stellar absorption
when we measure metallicities. We estimate equivalent
widths of the lines using broad-band photometry to es-
timate the continuum, as we describe in Appendix A. In
this appendix, we show that these measurements agree
with spectroscopic measurements of equivalent width
with a 1o scatter of 40%. However, the broad-band con-
tinuum estimates are more complete for faint objects, so
we adopt this method for the sake of consistency within
our sample.

We verified our measured [O I11] fluxes and flux errors

by comparing to the 3D-HST catalog (Momcheva et al.
2016). The line fluxes that we measured from Gaus-

8 In slitless grism spectroscopy (and slit spectroscopy where the
source does not fill the aperture), the line spread function is set
by the morphology of the source. Hence, the FWHM of the lines
are expected to be the same in pizels in G102 and G141. Since
the dispersion in G102 that is two times higher than in G141,
the same FWHM in pixels translates to two times higher spectral
resolution in G102.
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sian fits were on average 15% lower than those from
Momcheva et al. (2016), where the spectral line profile
is a convolution of the source morphology and the point
source line spread function.” Likewise, the measurement
errors from our fits were, on average, 8% larger than
those in the 3D-HST catalogs. Combined, these sys-
tematics imply that our measurements yield emission
line signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) that are, on average,
80% of what is given in the 3D-HST catalogs. We con-
clude that this level of agreement is reasonable.
Similarly, we compared our redshift identification to
those from the 3D-HST catalog. Here, we followed
Momcheva et al. (2016), calculating the normalized ab-
solute median deviation (onxarap) of the difference be-
tween our measured redshift and that from 3D-HST:
A2z = Zmeasured — Z3DHST- We take:
). w

as given by Brammer et al. (2008). We find onpap =
0.0055 for sources with Hygg < 24. If we restrict this
redshift comparison to sources where our method finds
[O 1] SNR > 5, we find onpap = 0.0042. Alterna-
tively, for a subset of 85 of our sources with [O I1I] SNR
> 5 and robust spectroscopic redshifts from the MOS-
FIRE Deep Evolution Field (MOSDEF) Survey (cate-
gory 6 or 7; Kriek et al. 2015), we calculate onpap =
0.0014. Much of this uncertainty is attributable to the
low resolution of WFC3/IR grism spectroscopy, where
a single pixel corresponds to Az = 0.009 (for [O III]
A5008). For comparison, Momcheva et al. (2016) re-
port a higher onprap of 0.0015 - 0.0045 when the 3D-
HST redshift accuracy is assessed against MOSDEF and
other ground-based near-infrared spectroscopic followup
(e.g. Wisnioski et al. 2015). We speculate that the 3D-
HST redshift uncertainties may be higher due to inac-
curacies that could be removed with more human su-
pervision of the emission line fitting process (see also,
Rutkowski et al. 2016).

Our comparison with the MOSDEF spectroscopic red-
shift catalog verifies the accuracy of the redshifts of the
single emission line objects from the CANDELS/3D-
HST sample. Of the 85 sources in common between the
two samples, we note only 3 objects with |Az| > 0.15.
These objects are all in GOODS-N, with IDs 8537,

Az — median(Az)

1+ Zmeasured

oNMmAD = 1.48 X median <’

9 We compared several of our line profile fits with those from 3D-
HST and find that the latter are often slightly too broad. Since
the 3D-HST spectral line profiles are fixed by the broad-band
source morphology, this discrepancy could be an indication that
the emission line regions are more compact than the stellar con-
tinuum. Nonetheless, on an object by object basis, the line fluxes
measured by the two methods agree within the uncertainties.

7

13286, and 21398 in the MOSDEF and 3D-HST v4.1
catalogs. Of these, two of the MOSDEF spectra are in-
cluded in the January 2021 public data release.'® We
reviewed these two spectra, and found that the emis-
sion line detections and measured spectroscopic redshifts
were not particularly convincing. Therefore, we con-
clude that we cannot determine at this time whether
the MOSDEF or WFC3/IR grism spectroscopic red-
shifts are correct. In either case, 82/85 objects show
excellent agreement, suggesting at least ~96% accu-
racy on the grism+photometric redshifts of our wetted
CANDELS/3D-HST sample.

Finally, as we noted above, the [O III] signal-to-noise
that we measure in our re-analysis is typically lower than
the threshold (SNR > 5) that we used to select the sam-
ple. Therefore, we removed four galaxies from the WISP
sample, and 265 galaxies from the CANDELS/3D-HST
sample to preserve our SNR > 5 threshold. In total,
our final sample comprises 345 galaxies from WISP and
783 galaxies from CANDELS/3D-HST, for a total of
1128 objects. Since we have thoroughly vetted both
the WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST spectroscopy, our
sample is of much higher quality than the unsupervised
3D-HST spectroscopic catalog.

2.6. SED Fitting: Stellar mass and SFR

Stellar masses are derived by SED fitting to the pho-
tometry described in §2.4. We opt to derive stel-
lar masses for our sample instead of using published
mass catalogs from the CANDELS or 3D-HST teams
(Mobasher et al. 2015; Skelton et al. 2014). This ap-
proach has the clear advantage, in that we can apply a
uniform approach to the WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST
data. Likewise, prior estimates of stellar mass do not
account for emission line contamination to broad-band
photometry, which can cause masses to be overestimated
(Atek et al. 2011). Re-deriving stellar masses gives us
the opportunity to use the most up-to-date SED fitting
methodology, making use of non-parametric star forma-
tion histories. Indeed, Lower et al. (2020) show that
non-parametric star formation histories produce more
accurate stellar masses than parametric models.

We adopt the approach described in Pacifici et al.
(2012, 2016). In brief, we generate model SEDs as-
suming star formation and chemical enrichment histo-
ries from a semi-analytical model, which allows us to
span a wide range of star formation histories. Stellar
population models are taken from the 2011 version of
Bruzual & Charlot (2003), and nebular emission lines

10 http://mosdef.astro.berkeley.edu/for-scientists/data-releases/
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Figure 1. The Mass-Excitation (MEx) diagram can be used to discriminate between star-forming galaxies and AGN. In this
diagnostic, AGN fall above the red dashed line, with the lower and upper curves representing lower and higher probabilities
for hosting AGN (see Juneau et al. 2014). Here, we show galaxies from the CANDELS/3D-HST fields only; this approach
facilitates a comparison with the known AGN in these fields. These AGN are identified as X-ray detected objects (Kocevski et
al. 2018; Kocevski 2019, private communication), objects with non-stellar Spitzer/IRAC colors (Donley et al. 2012), and AGN
identified from their variable z—band photometry (GOODS-N and GOODS-S only; Villforth et al. 2010). Several objects meet
multiple criteria. The small black points (HfS detections, > 30) and grey arrows ([O III]/HS 3¢ lower limits) show objects that
are not classified as AGN by the X-Ray, IR or variability methods, although they may still be classified as AGN from the MEx
method. The contours show the density of low redshift galaxies, and are derived from the JHU/MPA SDSS DR7 catalog. The
dashed-line for distinguishing galaxies from AGN is from Coil et al. (2015), which follows the shape of the z ~ 0 relation from
Juneau et al. (2014), but is shifted by their recommendation of 0.75 dex to higher mass (to the right) to account for redshift

evolution.

are modeled consistently with the stars (see Pacifici et
al. 2012, 2016). The attenuation by dust is computed
using a two-component dust model to allow for different
dust geometries and galaxy orientations (Charlot & Fall
2000). Fixing the redshifts to those derived from the
grism spectroscopy, each model SED is compared to the
observed photometry. From this analysis, we derive esti-
mates and confidence ranges for the stellar mass and the
SFR using a Bayesian approach. A Chabrier (2003) IMF
is assumed. The average 68% confidence range for stellar
mass is 0.12 dex for the CANDELS/3D-HST subsample,
and 0.37 dex for WISP. Likewise, the average 68% con-
fidence interval for the SED-derived SFRs are 0.40 and
0.63 dex for the two subsamples, respectively. The dif-
ferences between the SED fit uncertainties in WISP ver-
sus CANDELS/3D-HST reflect the significantly larger
number of filters used in the latter.

2.7. AGN

We aim to remove Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN) from
our sample, so that our metallicity measurements are
not contaminated by non-stellar ionizing sources. With
the low resolution of our spectra, the low SNR, and
wavelength coverage that does not always reach Ha and
[N 11}, discriminating between star-forming galaxies and
AGN can be challenging. The traditional “BPT” dia-

gram ([N II]/Ha vs. [O III]/HB; Baldwin et al. 1981)
cannot be used to distinguish star-forming galaxies and
AGN. Fortunately, there are alternatives that are ap-
plicable to our data, each of which we consider here.
First, all of the spectra in the CANDELS/3D-HST fields
have X-ray observations, as well as Spitzer/IRAC pho-
tometry, both of which can identify AGN. Second, we
include AGN identified by their z—band photometric
variability in GOODS-N and GOODS-S (Villforth et
al. 2010). Third, we can use the “Mass-Excitation”
(MEx) diagram, which replaces the [N II]/Ha ratio in
the BPT diagram with stellar mass (Juneau et al. 2011,
2014). Fourth, and finally, at z < 1.5, we can consider
a modified BPT diagram, using [S 11}/ ([N I1]4+ Ha) vs.
[O 1] /HS.

Figure 1 shows the MEx diagram for the sources in
the CANDELS/3D-HST portion of our sample, divided
into two panels for 1.3 < z < 2 and 2 < z < 2.3. Here,
we exclude the WISP data, as we aim to validate the
MEx diagram using the known AGN in the CANDELS
fields. The contours in this figure show the density
of galaxies in the low-redshift relation, taken from the
MPA /JHU SDSS DR7 catalog.!! We have overplotted

M https://home.strw.leidenuniv.nl/~jarle/SDSS/
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X-ray-identified AGN taken from the CANDELS survey
(Kocevski et al. 2018, Kocevski et al. private communi-
cation), as well as two AGN identified through their pho-
tometric variability in Villforth et al. (2010). We also
applied the Spitzer /TRAC color selection from Donley et
al. (2012) to identify additional galaxies that were not
in the X-ray or variable source catalogs. For the IRAC
photometry, we took measurements from the 3D-HST
photometric catalog (Skelton et al. 2014), requiring 3o
detections in all four IRAC bands, and less than 50%
contamination (from blending) to the IRAC photome-
try. We considered relaxing the infrared photometry
selection to include lower SNR, more contamination, or
objects falling less than 1o outside the Donley et al.
(2012) color cut. However, many of these additional ob-
jects fell well within the star-forming locus in Figure 1,
suggesting that a relaxed selection returned mostly false
positives.

A comparison of AGN selection methods, including X-
ray, IRAC colors, BPT, and MEx has previously been
carried out for z ~ 2.3 galaxies by Coil et al. (2015).
Figure 1 is consistent with their conclusion that the
z ~ 0 version of the MEx diagram cannot be used at
high-redshift. Since stellar mass serves as a proxy for
[N 1I]/He, and metallicity evolves with redshift, the
MEx AGN selection should also evolve. Coil et al. (2015)
propose, based on their X-ray and IR identified AGN,
that the z ~ 0 AGN threshold should be shifted by
around 0.75 dex to higher stellar mass. This shift is
similar to the 1 dex shift that we proposed in Henry et
al. (2013b); however, since Coil et al. (2015) calibrated
the shift based on known AGN, we judge this estimate
to be more accurate. We show this modified selection
in Figure 1. All of the known IR and X-ray AGN are
near or above this MEx threshold, or have lower limits
on [O III]/HQ that are consistent with a MEx-AGN clas-
sification. Of the photometrically variable AGN, one is
an X-ray AGN and also falls above the MEx threshold,
while the other appears in the star-forming region.

Figure 1 also breaks the sample into two redshift bins—
1.3 < z<2and 2 < z < 2.3 in case of evolution within
our sample. However, we see no need for different MEx
thresholds to be applied in the low and high redshift
bins. Since there is only 800 Myrs between the mean
redshift in the two panels of Figure 1 (z = 1.68 vs. z =
2.15), and we also do not detect significant metallicity
evolution in our sample (§4.2), we conclude that there
is no strong evidence for evolution of the MEx AGN
selection within the redshift range that we consider. In
summary, the known AGN confirm the result seen by
Coil et al. (2015): the MEx diagnostic with a 0.75 dex
shift works reasonably well at z ~ 2.
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Figure 2. The modified BPT diagram that is measur-
able from WFC3/IR grism spectra, for both WISP and
CANDELS/3D-HST sources at 1.3 < z < 1.5. Both lines
of the [O 1II], [S II], and [N II] doublets are included in
the line ratios plotted here. X-ray AGN from the CAN-
DELS/3DHST fields are shown (one of which is variable in its
z—band photometry; Villforth et al. 2010), along with MEx
AGN from the full survey, selected via the Coil et al. (2015)
modified MEx threshold. Black points and grey arrows (3o
upper/lower limits) show galaxies that are not classified as
AGN by any method. The dashed curve shows a maximal
star-forming threshold, calculated from Cloudy (Ferland et
al. 2017) models, as given in Equation 2. The contours are
derived from the JHU/MPA SDSS DRYT catalog.

To complement the MEx classification, we also con-
sider a more conventional emission-line-only AGN diag-
nostic. This test is only possible for the portion of our
sample at 1.3 < z < 1.5, where we have coverage of
Ha and [S II]. While the resolution of the grism spectra
blends Ha and the [N II] lines, the [N II] is likely weak
for most galaxies in our sample (Erb et al. 2006), im-
plying that [S 1I]/(Ha+ [N II]) ~ [S II]/Ha. This AGN
diagnostic diagram is plotted in Figure 2. As in Figure
1, we compare to known AGN: X-ray identified objects
and one photometrically variable AGN at this redshift
are plotted, along with those that meet the MEx criteria
(for both WISP and CANDELS/3DHST). There are no
IR-selected AGN in this redshift range. Lastly, we plot a
theoretical maximum for star-forming galaxies, account-
ing for blended [N II]. We calculated this threshold from
the same Cloudy (v17; Ferland et al. 2017) models used
in Henry et al. (2018); the maximum is set by the hard-
est plausible ionizing BPASS v2.0 (Eldridge & Stanway
2016) stellar spectrum, having Z = 0.001, an IMF ex-
tending to 300 My and a constant star-formation rate.
We estimate that star-forming galaxies fall below a curve
following the typical functional form:
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0.28

log([OI11]4959, 5007 /HB) = Y
T .

+1.27  (2)

where
[SIT] 6716, 6731

(Ha + [NII] 6548, 6583) ®)

As previously observed by Coil et al. (2015), we find
one clear X-ray AGN showing weak [S II] emission and
low [O II1]/Hp, placing its BPT measurements squarely
in the star-forming region. All of the remaining AGN
have limits on their weaker lines, such that they could
fall within the star-forming region. Therefore, we con-
cur with the conclusions in Coil et al. (2015): the [S II]
BPT diagnostic seems to be a poor method for dis-
criminating between AGN and star-forming galaxies at
high-redshifts. While the reason for this breakdown
is unclear, it should be noted that weak [S II]/Ha in
galaxies with otherwise normal [N IIJ/Ha ratios has
been proposed as a means of selecting galaxies with
optically thin, Lyman Continuum (LyC) leaking ISM
(Alexandroff et al. 2015; B. Wang et al. 2019). When
the ISM is density bounded, the outer regions of low-
ionization state gas ([S II], [O II]) can be small or ab-
sent. This scenario can also apply to AGN; indeed, B.
Wang et al. (2019) found that two of five LyC emit-
ter candidates at z ~ 0.3, when selected to have weak
[S II], were actually AGN. Hence, it is plausible that the
evolving conditions in the ISM of high-redshift galax-
ies and AGN may make [S II] an unreliable AGN di-
agnostic. We therefore use the MEx diagram for both
WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST, along with the known
X-ray, IR, and photometrically-variable AGN in the
CANDELS/3D-HST fields. Figure 3 shows this diag-
nostic diagram for our full sample. We now see many
objects in the AGN part of the diagram from the WISP
survey, where the MEx diagram is the only available
indicator of AGN activity.

Finally, we note that Figures 1, 2, and 3 reveal that a
large number of sources are ambiguous, due to HS (and
[S 1I]) non-detections. In particular, the lower limits on
[O II1]/Hp and [S II]/He are consistent with being both
above and below the AGN thresholds. However, at low
masses, this problem is not severe. A number of authors
have now shown that, when the high-redshift BPT di-
agram is considered, very few sources at low [N II]/Ho
have [O II]/HS consistent with AGN (Steidel et al.
2014; Sanders et al. 2016; Strom et al. 2017; Kashino
et al. 2019). Since our analysis is based on stacking, a
small minority of contaminating AGN will have a negli-
gible impact. However, above M ~ 10'° M, where the
MEx curves fall to lower [O III]/Hf, the nature of the
sources with [O III]/HS lower limits is less clear. Only

x = log

32 galaxies at M > 10'° Mg, have 30 HB detections and
[O III]/Hp ratios consistent with star-formation, while
47 are ambiguous. Since X-Ray and IR AGN samples
are likely incomplete at all but the highest masses, it
is not clear how significant the AGN contamination is
for M > 10'° Mg in our sample. Therefore, as part
of our stacking analysis in §3.1, we tested the effect of
excluding these 47 galaxies with unknown AGN. In our
stack of the 32 galaxies that are clearly star-forming,
the ratio of [O IIIJ/HQ is decreased from 3.60 to 2.61,
which corresponds to an increase in metallicity of 0.08
dex. Much of this increase is likely a bias towards galax-
ies with stronger HfS emission and consequently lower
[O III] /Hp ratios and higher metallicities. Nonetheless,
this test quantifies the possible impact of AGN contam-
ination in our highest mass stack. At most, an unknown
contribution from AGN increases the [O I1I]/Hf ratio by
40% and lowers the metallicity by 0.08 dex. Ultimately,
while we will assume that galaxies with ambiguous lower
limits on [O III]/HS are star-forming, we urge caution
when interpreting the highest mass bin in our sample.
Altogether, we remove 72 AGN, of which 63 meet the
MEXx classification, 12 are IR AGN, 35 X-ray AGN, and
two have measured variability in their z—band photom-
etry. The remaining sample comprises 1056 galaxies.

3. ANALYSIS
3.1. Composite Spectra

In order to measure metallicity, we require robust
measurements of multiple emission lines in our spectra.
Therefore, we create composite spectra by stacking to
achieve higher SNR. Our procedure is similar to that
of Henry et al. (2013b). First, we subtract the con-
tinuum that was determined in our interactive fitting
(§2.5). Then, in order to avoid weighting the stacks to-
wards galaxies with stronger emission lines, we normal-
ized each spectrum by the measured flux of the [O III]
AA4959, 5007 emission. While this method of normal-
ization does not remove biases owing to a range of dust
extinction being present in each stack, we show in Ap-
pendix B that the impact on metallicity from this effect
is negligible. Next, we de-redshift the spectra, using a
linear interpolation to shift them onto a common set
of rest wavelengths. Finally, we take the median of the
normalized fluxes at each wavelength. As a rule, we only
consider the Har + [S II] wavelength region if the stack
is restricted to galaxies at z < 1.5, where these lines are
covered in the G141 spectra. Figure 4 shows a stack
of the entire sample, alongside a stack for the subset at
z < 1.5. In addition to providing robust measurements
of [O 1] and HB for metallicity inferences, we detect a
handful of weak emission lines: a blend of Hy and [O I1I]
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Figure 3. The MEx diagram for the combined WISP and 3D-HST sample. All markers have the same meaning as in Figure
1, but in this case we also include the galaxies from WISP. For these objects, we do not have additional AGN diagnostics from
X-Ray or infrared observations. Comparing to Figure 1, we see a clear presence of objects with no prior AGN identification, but
lying in the same region as the X-Ray and IR selected AGN. The MEx diagram identifies these AGN from the WISP survey,
where we have no other indicators.
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Figure 4. Stacked spectra for the full sample (top; 1056 galaxies), and the subset of the sample with coverage of Ha and [S II]
(bottom; 151 galaxies). Numerous weak lines (and blends of lines) are detected.
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Table 1. Number of galaxies in subsample stacks

Sample N
All galaxies 68, 223, 379, 307, 79
13<2<1.7 24, 58, 103, 69, 24
1.7<2<23 44, 165, 276, 238, 55
High SFR% 34, 111, 189, 153, 39
Low SFR? 34, 112, 189, 153, 40

High [O I11] equivalent width? 34, 111, 189, 153, 39
Low [O III] equivalent Widthb 34, 112, 189, 153, 40
WISP 29, 77, 114, 75, 30
CANDELS/3D-HST 39, 146, 265, 232, 49
WISP, 1.3 < 2 < 1.7 13, 30, 49, 29, 17
CANDELS/3D-HST, 1.3 < 2 < 1.7 11, 28, 54, 40, 7
WISP, 1.7 < 2 < 2.3 16, 47, 65, 46, 13
CANDELS/3D-HST, 1.7 < 2 < 2.3 28, 118, 211, 192, 42

NoOTE—Subsamples which we used to create stacks are given,
alongside the number of galaxies in five mass bins for each.
The mass bins are the same throughout: log M/Mg < 8.5,
8.5 < log M/Mg < 9.0, 9.0 < log M/Mg < 9.5, 9.5 < log
M/Mgp < 10.0, and log M/Mg > 10.0.

%The high and low SFR subsamples are determined by divid-
ing at the median SED-derived SFR in each mass bin, as
given in Table 4.

bhe high and low [O III] equivalent width subsamples are de-
termined by dividing at the median [O III] equivalent width
in each mass bin, as given in Table 2.

A4363; Hé; blended [Ne III] A3869, He T A3867, and H8
(A\3889); He T A5875; and blended [S 1I] AN6716, 6731.

The sample was divided into subsets for creating
stacked spectra. First, we considered stellar mass, us-
ing 5 bins of 0.5 dex: log M/Mg < 8.5, 85 < log
M/Mg < 9.0, 9.0 < log M/Mg < 9.5, 9.5 < log
M/Mg < 10.0, and log M/Mg > 10.0. Figure 5 shows
the composite spectra for these five mass bins. In addi-
tion, the large numbers of galaxies in these bins allows
us to test subdivision by other properties, keeping the
mass bins fixed. Therefore, we made stacks in several
subsamples:

e We tested for evolution, dividing into two bins at
13 < z < 1.7 and 1.7 < z < 2.3 (discussed in
§4.2).

e We tested whether galaxies with higher SED-
derived SFRs had lower metallicities than galax-
ies with lower SFRs. We divided the sample into
sources above and below the median SFR in each
mass bin (§4.3).

o We created stacks for galaxies in each mass bin
with [O III] equivalent widths both above and be-
low the median in that mass bin (§4.3).

e We also explored whether the different sample se-
lections for WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST would
result in different metallicities, creating separate
sets of stacks for each survey. Since the WISP and
CANDELS/3D-HST samples have different mean
redshifts, we also created a set of stacks (in the
same five mass bins) for each survey, at redshifts
above and below 1.7 (§4.5).

The number of galaxies in each of the five mass bins
for these subsamples are given in Table 1.

In all stacks, the emission line fluxes were measured
by fitting a set of Gaussian profiles to the lines in the
stacked spectra. We simultaneously fit [O II], [O IIIJAA
4959, 5007, Hev (blended with [N II]), HZ, Hy (blended
with [O III] A\363), Hd, [S 1], He I 5876, and a blend
of lines around Ne III A3869. Furthermore, we fixed the
doublet ratios of [O III] A5007/[O III] A4959 to 2.9:1,
but did not include separate lines for the closely spaced
blends of [O II] AA3726, 29 , Ha + [N II] AN6548, 6583,
[S II] AN6716, 6731, and Hy + [O II1]A4363. We also
considered whether He I A6678 might be contributing
to excess flux that is sometimes visible between the Ho
+ [N I blend and [S II]. However, this line is intrin-
sically 3.6 times fainter than He I A5876 (Porter et al.
2012), which is already very weak in our stacked spectra.
Therefore, we conclude that contributions from this line
are negligible. Additionally, since the spectral resolution
of the stacked spectra is higher at blue wavelengths,'?
we do not require the lines to have the same FWHM,
except for closely spaced pairs ([O III] and HS, Ha and
[S II]). We did, however, require the FWHM of the in-
dividual lines to be within a factor of two of the [O III]
line width. We also allowed a small shift of the emis-
sion line centroids, within +10 A in the rest frame, in
order to accommodate systematic uncertainties in the
grism wavelength solution. Finally, since we subtracted
the continuum in the individual spectra, we generally
did not need to account for it when measuring the lines
in the stacked spectra. However, occasionally we see a
small residual continuum that might be present around

12 In §2.5, we noted that the emission lines in the individual spectra
were fit with Gaussians, where the FWHM is the same, in pizels,
for all the lines. The G102 grism has a dispersion and spectral
resolution two times higher than G141, so this constraint implies
that the bluest lines are fit with FWHM which are two times
smaller in A. In the stacked spectra, the wavelengths shortward
of HB have varying contributions from G102 and G141, resulting
in a spectral resolution that increases at blue wavelengths.
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Figure 5. Stacked spectra are shown for five bins of stellar mass. All galaxies between 1.3 < z < 2.3 with [O III] SNR > 50 are
shown. These composite spectra are truncated just beyond [O III], as only the lower redshift portion of the sample contributes
to the longer wavelengths. The grey shaded areas show the lo uncertainty (the error on the mean), which is sometimes very

small due to the large number of galaxies in the stack.

H~v + [O III] A4363. Therefore, we modeled a flat resid-
ual continuum, spanning several hundred A, under these
particular lines.

Figure 6 shows that, for any given line, a single Gaus-
sian is a poor representation of the line profile in our
stacked spectra. The single Gaussian does not reach the
peak of the line profile, and it is too narrow in the line
wings. This mis-match between the data and the single
Gaussian model is characteristic of all of the stacks that
we present in this paper. In retrospect, it is not sur-
prising that the individual slitless spectra— whose line
profiles are a convolution of the source morphology and
the point source line spread function- do not make a per-
fect Gaussian profile when they are stacked to reach high
signal-to-noise. Therefore, we added a second broader
Gaussian component to the model fitting, in order to
get an accurate sum of the line fluxes. The FWHM
of the broad component, relative to the narrow compo-
nent, is required to be the same for all of the lines, while
the amplitudes of the broad components are allowed to
vary (among positive values). Visual inspection of all of
the stacked spectra used in this paper show excellent fits

when this second component is included. Figure 6 shows
a representative example of the improvements gained by
adding a secondary component.

Measurement uncertainties on the line fluxes in the
stacked spectra are obtained by bootstrapping with re-
placement. In brief, for each sample of NV galaxies that
are stacked, we draw N random galaxies from that sam-
ple, allowing individual objects to be selected more than
once. Then we create a new stack from these objects,
and measure the lines. We repeat this procedure 1000
times, and calculate the standard deviation on the line
fluxes that are measured from each stack. Measurements
from the composite spectra in five mass bins are given
in Table 2.

Finally, we note that equivalent widths in Table 2 are
estimated for the emission lines in the stacked spectra
using broad-band photometry and the sample average
line fluxes from the stacks. Our method is described in
more detail in Appendix A.

3.2. Individual Spectra
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Figure 6. The stacked spectra require two Gaussians for each individual emission line, in order to fit the line profiles and
provide reliable flux ratios. Here, we show the [O III] and Hf lines (left) and Ha +[N II] + [S I] lines (right) for all the galaxies
in our sample with z < 1.5. The single Gaussian fails to reproduce the peaks and wings of the lines, while two Gaussians show

a better fit.

Table 2. Measurements from Stacked Spectra

log (M/Me) N [O1)/HB [O1]/HB [O111]/]O 1] H~/HpB Hé/HB F(or1I) W(HB) W([O 1))
SO RN©)) ®3) (4) (4) (6) (7 (8) ) (10)
<85 68 686+1.18 0.884+0.22 7.78+1.43 0.83+0.22 1.16+0.69 7.4 170 £54 1210 £ 320
85-9.0 223 895+0.97 1.39+021 6.43+0.65 0.61+0.16 0.23+0.10 8.3 80+14 7404100
9.0-9.5 379 5984041 150+0.12 3.97+£0.19 048+0.10 0.09+0.03 8.8 57T+ 7 350 & 40
9.5-10.0 307 5.20+0.26 1.74+0.11 2.99+£0.13 0.26+0.05 0.16 £0.09 9.9 3615  200=£80
>100 79 3.60+0.39 1.31+0.17 2.75+0.22 0.21+0.08 0.03+0.05 14 37+5 140 £ 10

NOTE—(1) The stellar mass range for each bin. (2) The number of galaxies in each bin. (3-7) Flux ratios measured from
the stacked spectra shown in Figure 5. Ratios represent observed quantities only, and are not corrected for dust or stellar
absorption. Ratios involving [O III] and [O II] include both lines of the doublets. The Hy measurement includes a contribution
from [O IT1] A\4363. (8) The median [O II1] flux for the galaxies in the stack, in units of 1077 erg s™* cm™2; both lines of the
doublet are included. (9) Inferred rest frame equivalent width of HS emission in A, estimated as described in Appendix A.
No correction for stellar absorption is applied. (10) Median rest frame equivalent width of [O III] for galaxies in the stack, in
units of A. The uncertainty represents the error on the mean.

While the majority of the sample have low SNRs, a
modest-sized subset have sufficient quality for analysis
without stacking. In particular, we find 49 objects with
Ha SNR > 10 and 1.3 < z < 1.5, where we have full
spectral coverage from [O II] to Ha. The high SNR of
these objects ensures meaningful constraints on Ha/HS3
ratios, dust corrected Ha luminosities, and SFRs, while
minimizing Eddington bias from low SNR sources scat-
tering into the sample (Eddington 1913). While the me-

dian SNR on the Hf emission line flux is low (~ 2.5), our
analysis method marginalizes over this uncertainty, and
the Ha SFRs that we obtain are still more precise than
the SED-derived SFRs. Five representative examples of
these objects are shown in Figure 7.

The emission line fluxes for these galaxies are taken
from the fitting procedure that we described in §2.5,
and equivalent widths are measured from broad-band
photometry (see Appendix A). These measurements are



15

2.5

4J GOODS-N 4551
(- log M/Mg = 9.88
g 15 | z=1.39
(- GOODS-N 7472
(@) log M/Mg = 9.65
@) 10 | z=1.34
+ Par377 107
Llf log M/Mg = 9.33 I“I
05 | z=1.30
Par96 176

log M/Mg = 8.74
O O | z=1.38 M

| | | | |
3000 4000 5000 6000 7000
Arest (A)

Figure 7. Continuum subtracted spectra of five objects with Hao SNR > 10. These objects are representative of the 49
individual spectra at 1.3 < z < 1.5 that we consider in this paper. Three objects— Par96 176, Par 377 107, and Par76 23— are
from WISP, while GOODS-N 7472 and GOODS-N 4551 have G141 spectra from 3D-HST and G102 spectra from CLEAR. The
spectra are in units of 1077 erg s7! cm™2 A~!, and are continuum subtracted (with an arbitrary constant added to display
them). The spectrum of Par96 176 is multiplied by a factor of four for visualization purposes.

Table 3. Measurements from Individual Spectra with Hoe SNR > 10

1D RA Dec z [o1] HB [O 111] Ha+[N11] W([O111]) W (Ha)
1 2 3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (®) 9) (10)
Par76-23 201.83432 44.519665 1.3595 484 +£4.8 22.14+6.2 108.0£ 5.2 741+ 34 322 221
GOODS-N 4551  189.14907792 62.16037039 1.3873 8.3 £ 2.3 4.1 +£ 2.0 196 £ 1.7 165+ 1.1 196 216
GOODS-S 7472 189.32295809  62.1790002 1.3360 8.0 £ 1.6 57+ 1.1 180 £1.2 139+ 0.6 245 276
Par377-107 255.382965 64.136452 1.3022 184 +£40 9.1+£28 7010+27 324412 1630 755
Par96-176 32.362873 -4.718067 1.3798 3.1 £0.8 39+09 14.6 £1.0 6.3 £ 0.5 841 361

NOTE—Measurements for the 49 spectra with Ha SNR > 10, as described in §3.2. Columns are defined as follows: (1) The field name and
object ID. (2-3) RA and Dec, J2000, given in decimal degrees. (4) Redshifts, as measured from the grism spectra. (5-8) Line fluxes,
in units of 10717 erg s~! ecm~2; both lines of the [O I1], [O II] and [N II] doublets are included. No corrections for dust extinction or
stellar absorption are applied. (9) Rest frame equivalent width of the Ha and [O III] emission in A, calculated as described in Appendix
A. No correction for stellar absorption is applied. Uncertainties on the emission line equivalent widths of individual objects are around
40%. The full table is available online.

given in Table 3 for a subset of our sample, and provided for all of the 49 high SNR objects in a machine read-
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Figure 8. The SED-derived SFRs are compared to Ha de-
rived SFRs for the 49 objects at 1.3 < z < 1.5 with Ha S/N >
10. Both SFRs are corrected for dust extinction. The black
line shows the 1:1 relation. Compared to the CANDELS/3D-
HST sample, the WISP measurements are shifted up and to
the right: their SED-derived SFRs are systematically 0.25
dex higher than their Ha SFRs, and their Ha SFRs are, on
average, 0.35 dex higher than those of the CANDELS/3D-
HST objects. Note that the error bars are asymmetric in
this plot, and in some cases the most likely solution is near
the 1o upper or lower bound on the SFR.

able format online. To derive nebular gas properties,
we use the Bayesian method described in Appendix C.
This technique simultaneously constrains dust, metallic-
ity, and contamination of Ha emission by [N II], while
marginalizing over uncertainties due to Balmer line stel-
lar absorption. In particular, metallicity is measured us-
ing the Curti et al. (2017) calibration, and dust extinc-
tion is inferred from the Ha/Hf ratio, using a Calzetti et
al. (2000) extinction curve. Then we use the Kennicutt
(1998) calibration to obtain SFRs from Hea luminosities,
dividing by 1.8 to convert to a Chabrier (2003) IMF.
Since most of our sample has only SED-derived SFRs,
we can use the Ha derived SFRs to assess the accuracy of
the SED-based measurements. In Figure 8, this compar-
ison shows good agreement between the two methods for
the CANDELS/3D-HST sample. There is no systematic
offset between the two methods; the SED-derived SFRs
are larger than Ha SFRs, on average, by only 0.02 dex.
The scatter between the two methods is 0.36 dex, which
is somewhat larger than the uncertainties on the SED-
derived SFRs (half of the 68% confidence interval on the
SED-derived SFRs for CANDELS/3D-HST is 0.2 dex).
However, additional scatter can easily be explained by
different time scales sampled by Ha emission and contin-
uum emission from young stars (e.g. Lee et al. 2011; Guo

et al. 2016b; Mehta et al. 2017; Emami et al. 2019). For
the WISP sources, on the other hand, the SED-derived
SFRs are systematically higher than the Ha SFRs by
0.25 dex; this difference is not surprising, as the WISP
fields have only five bands of imaging, compared to the
extensively-sampled SEDs in the CANDELS/3D-HST
fields. For the 49 objects under consideration here, the
SED fits tend towards higher extinction in WISP com-
pared to 3D-HST (mean Ay = 0.40 vs. Ay = 0.26).
This difference is likely systematic error in the SED
fitting rather a physical difference in the two samples;
propagated to ultraviolet wavelengths, it explains the
higher SFRs in the WISP objects. We take the system-
atic uncertainties on SED-derived SFRs into account
when we consider the M-Z-SFR relation from stacked
spectra in §4.3.

3.3. Sample Characteristics

Figure 9 shows the star-forming main sequence for our
sample. Here, the SFRs and masses are derived using
SED fitting, as described in §2.6. We show z < 2 and
z > 2 in the left and right panels, respectively, and show
the WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST samples as gold and
dark purple points, respectively. We also highlight the
49 objects at 1.3 < z < 1.5 with high SNR spectra dis-
cussed in §3.2 with larger points (left panel only). These
objects do not show any clear difference from the par-
ent sample in the stellar mass — SFR space. We com-
pare our results to the main sequence from Whitaker et
al. (2014), which we tentatively extrapolate below log
M/Mg ~ 9.2. This comparison shows that our full sam-
ple is somewhat biased towards higher SFRs, especially
at the lowest masses. This bias also appears strongly
for WISP galaxies, especially at z < 1.5; however, as
we showed in §3.2, some of this effect may be due to a
systematic overestimation of the SED-derived SFRs in
the WISP data.

Figures 8 and 9 compare objects from the WISP sur-
vey with objects from CANDELS/3D-HST. This dis-
tinction shows that the [O III] emission line selection
is different for these two surveys: the objects from the
WISP survey have higher SFRs than the 3D-HST galax-
ies, by an average of 0.35 dex (from the Ha SFRs in
Figure 8). This result is due to different selection tech-
niques. For WISP, the objects are required to have clear
redshift identification, on the basis of a second line. For
CANDELS/3D-HST, on the other hand, single lines are
included when their photometric redshift indicates that
the line is [O III]. As noted in §2.5, this strategy is possi-
ble in CANDELS/3D-HST (but not WISP), because the
extensive photometry in the CANDELS fields provides
robust photometric redshifts. Consequently, relative to
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2 < z < 2.3 (right). Both stellar masses and SFRs are derived from SED fits. The dark purple points indicate objects from
the CANDELS/3D-HST sample, while the orange points show objects from the WISP survey. The larger points in the left
panel highlight the 49 objects with Hao SNR > 10, still showing the SED-derived SFRs. The star-forming main sequence from
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Figure 10. The distribution of rest-frame [O III] equivalent width (AX4959,5007 summed; left), redshifts (center), and masses
(right) are shown. The WISP sample has somewhat different properties than the CANDELS/3D-HST objects, due to obser-
vational design and sample selection. The gold histograms show the same properties, but for the 49 objects with Ha SNR
> 10, where we obtain constraints on dust and metallicity without stacking. These objects have similar properties to the parent
sample, but are skewed towards slightly higher masses.
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CANDELS/3D-HST, the WISP survey is less complete
to objects with overall weaker emission lines and lower
SFRs.

Figure 10 shows the distributions of [O III] equivalent
width, redshift, and stellar mass for the star-forming
sample. The [O III] equivalent widths, shown in the left
panel, are given for the sum of the A4959 and A5007
lines. Histograms are shown for the CANDELS/3D-
HST objects, WISP objects, and the 49 objects with
Ha SNR > 10. As noted above, the inclusion of single-
line emitters with robust photometric redshifts from
CANDELS/3D-HST adds objects with lower equivalent
widths, whereas the higher equivalent width tail is sim-
ilar for the two surveys. While the WISP sample ap-
pears more biased towards highly star-forming objects,
the redshift distribution in the center panel of Figure
10 highlights its importance. Due to inclusion of the
G102 grism in all of the WISP fields, the broader wave-
length coverage nearly doubles the available sample at
1.3 < z < 2.0 (when combined with the GOODS-N and
CLEAR G102 data). In comparison, the high SNR ob-
jects are similar to the parent sample in [O III] equiv-
alent width and redshift, but are somewhat higher in
stellar mass.

Lastly, the distribution of masses in the right panel
of Figure 10 gives a sense of the mass completeness
of the samples. Previously, Whitaker et al. (2014) re-
ported that the star-forming main sequence from CAN-
DELS imaging was complete to log M/Mg ~ 9.2-9.3
at these redshifts. As evident by the turn-over in the
mass distribution, our sample is roughly consistent with
this completeness, for both WISP and CANDELS/3D-
HST. Hence, at the lowest masses in our sample, we
are sensitive to the sources with only the highest SFRs.
This quality is also apparent in Figure 9, where the sam-
ple lies primarily above (albeit, an extrapolation of) the
star-forming main sequence at M < 10° Mg. We take
this incompleteness into account by modeling our sam-
ple selection in the HlustrisTNG simulation in §5.

3.4. Considerations on Strong Line Metallicity
Calibrations

The measurement of gas-phase metallicities from the
spectra of galaxies has been a subject of debate. Pri-
marily, two types of calibrations have been used to infer
metallicities from strong emission lines: theoretical cal-
ibrations, based on photoionization models (Kewley &
Dopita 2002; Kobulnicky & Kewley 2004; Strom et al.
2018), and empirical calibrations tied to direct-method
metallicities derived from electron temperature (7¢) sen-
sitive auroral lines (Pettini & Pagel 2004; Pilyugin &
Thuan 2005; Pilyugin et al. 2012; Pilyugin & Grebel

2016; Curti et al. 2017). Critically, large systematic
errors are apparent between the different calibrations,
even among the theoretical /empirical classes. Kewley &
Ellison (2008) showed that the MZR of SDSS galaxies
differs in shape and normalization when different cali-
brations are used, with a systematic offset as high as 0.7
dex. While it is plausible that the photoionization mod-
els represent an oversimplification, some authors have
also argued that metallicities based on the direct method
are biased, as emission can be dominated by regions with
higher T, (e.g. Stasinska 2002; Bresolin 2007; Peimbert
et al. 2007; Garcia-Rojas & Esteban 2007). Other au-
thors have argued that photoionization models can be
brought in line with direct-method metallicities if the
electron energies follow a k-distribution, rather than a
Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution (Binette et al. 2012;
Nicholls et al. 2012; Dopita et al. 2013).

Despite these challenges, recent studies have begun to
converge on a range of reasonable calibrations in the
local universe. In H II regions and nearby galaxies,
comparisons between direct metallicities and supergiant
metallicities show similar values (Kudritzki et al. 2016;
Bresolin et al. 2016; Davies et al. 2017). These results
imply that empirical T,-based metallicity calibrations
(e.g. Pettini & Pagel 2004; Curti et al. 2017) should be
preferable to photoionization models.

For high redshift galaxies, the possibility for evolu-
tion of the local metallicity calibrations is a cause for
concern. It is suspected that the physical conditions
in H II regions are different at high redshifts, as high
redshift galaxies are offset from the low redshift locus
in the [N II]/Ha vs. [O III]/HP line diagnostic diagram
(the BPT diagram; Baldwin et al. 1981). This offset
implies that, in high redshift galaxies, metallicities de-
rived from [N 1I]/Ha will differ from metallicities derived
using oxygen-based indicators— even if a self-consistent
empirical calibration is used for the two diagnostics (e.g.
Maiolino et al. 2008; Curti et al. 2017). Several explana-
tions for this evolution have been suggested, including:
contamination by AGN (Wright et al. 2009; Trump et
al. 2011, 2013), higher electron density (Shirazi et al.
2014), higher ionization potential (Kewley et al. 2013,
2015), harder ionizing spectra coupled with non-solar
O/Fe ratios (Steidel et al. 2014, 2016; Strom et al. 2017,
2018), and elevated N/O ratios (Masters et al. 2014,
2016; Shapley et al. 2015; Strom et al. 2017). These
effects could impact metallicity measurements, if low
redshift strong-line calibrations are applied blindly to
high-redshift galaxies.

Taking these systematics into account, Strom et al.
(2018) derived a new strong-line calibration for high red-
shift galaxies. They used photoionization modeling of



around 200 galaxies at z ~ 2 — 3 in the Keck Baryonic
Structre Survey (Steidel et al. 2014). The key differ-
ences between their approach and earlier photoioniza-
tion modeling (e.g. Kewley & Dopita 2002), were the
inclusion of harder ionizing spectra that include binary
stars (e.g. BPASS; Eldridge & Stanway 2016; Eldridge
et al. 2017), a decoupling of the nebular metallicity
and ionizing stellar metallicity (to emulate variations
in O/Fe ratios), and allowing the N/O ratio to vary in-
dependently of O/H. Strom et al. (2018) derived the
metallicity for each galaxy in their sample, and then
provided relations between their derived metallicity and
commonly observed line ratios. While their [N II]/Hao
calibration shows some evidence for evolution, their Ra3
calibration'? is similar to the one derived from local H II
regions reported by Pilyugin et al. (2012), after the lat-
ter is corrected upwards by 0.24 dex.

Overall, the agreement between the latest photoion-
ization models and nearby H II regions suggests a con-
vergence of oxygen abundance indicators, with system-
atic uncertainties greatly reduced from the 0.7 dex re-
ported by Kewley & Ellison (2008). Further support-
ing this conclusion, recent detections of [O III] A4363
in high redshift galaxies confirm that low redshift em-
pirical strong line calibrations agree with direct-method
based measurements, within the uncertainties (Jones
et al. 2015a; Gburek et al. 2019; Sanders et al. 2020).
These findings suggests that empirically derived strong-
line calibrations, tied to direct-method metallicities are
applicable at high redshfifts. Given this assessment, we
adopt the empirical calibration from Curti et al. (2017),
as it is well suited to the Bayesian methodology that we
describe in the next section. The Ro3 calibration from
Curti et al. (2017) gives metallicities that are around 0.2
dex lower than those from Strom et al. (2018), more in
line with the H II regions from Pilyugin et al. (2012).
Some of this offset may be attributable to different han-
dling of dust depletion in photoionization models com-
pared to direct-method measurements.

3.5. Bayesian Inference of Metallicity and Dust
Eztinction

We use a Bayesian methodology to derive nebular gas
properties from our measurements. A detailed descrip-
tion of our calculation is presented in Appendix C. In
brief, we model metallicity, dust extinction, Balmer line
stellar absorption, and contamination of Hy by emission
from [O II1] A\4363. As noted above, metallicities are de-
rived using the Curti et al. (2017) calibration. We do not

13 Ros = ([O 1I1) AAN4959, 5007+ [O II] AA3726, 3729)/Hp
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apply a correction for diffuse ionized gas (DIG), as the
contribution is expected to be minimal for highly star-
forming, compact galaxies the redshifts of our sample
(Sanders et al. 2017). The dust extinction is calculated
from the Balmer decrement, assuming a Calzetti et al.
(2000) extinction curve. For sources at 1.3 < z < 1.5,
we use Ha/HS, as well as measurements or upper limits
on Hy/HpS and H§/HS. For the higher redshift stacks,
we do not have coverage of Ha, so the dust constraints
from the Balmer lines alone are poor. In these cases, we
adopt a prior based on the lower redshift measurements
of dust extinction in stacked spectra for 1.3 < z < 1.5
(see Appendix C). We note that HS stellar absorption
and the relative strength of [O III] A4363 are poorly
constrained by this method. Therefore, we marginal-
ize over these nuisance parameters to provide realistic
uncertainties on metallicity and dust extinction. We do
not consider these poorly constrained quantities further.

We applied this methodology to the stacked spectra
discussed in §3.1 and shown in Figure 5, as well as the
49 individual high SNR spectra described in §3.2. Re-
sults for stacks of the full sample, divided into five mass
bins, are given in Table 4. Likewise, results for the indi-
vidual high SNR spectra are highlighted in Table 5 and
presented in machine readable format online.

4. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of our MZR, and
M-Z-SFR measurements, for both stacks and individual
galaxies. In §4.1, we compare to previous results at sim-
ilar redshifts, while in §4.2 we discuss the evolution of
the MZR. Then, we present the M-Z-SFR relation from
stacked spectra in §4.3, and the 49 high SNR individual
objects in §4.4. Finally, we address biases in our sample
selection in §4.5.

4.1. The MZR at z ~1—2

Figure 11 shows the MZR that we derive for our
stacked spectra at 1.3 < z < 2.3 and individual galaxies
at 1.3 < z < 1.5. The mean redshift of the full sample
is z = 1.9. While we aim to compare our measure-
ments with others in the literature at similar redshifts
(z ~ 1—2), much of this work relies on [N II] (e.g. Erb et
al. 2006; Yabe et al. 2015a; Kashino et al. 2017; Wuyts
et al. 2012; Gillman et al. 2021). Given the uncertainties
surrounding nitrogen abundances in high-redshift galax-
ies (Masters et al. 2014; Shapley et al. 2015; Strom et
al. 2018), we restrict our comparison to oxygen-based
indicators. This limits the comparison considerably, to
data from Sanders et al. (2018), Henry et al. (2013b),
and Grasshorn Gebhardt et al. (2016). For these data,
we use the published emission line fluxes (or flux ratios)
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Figure 11. The MZR is shown for our stacked spectra, as well as the objects at 1.3 < z < 1.5 with Hao SNR > 10. The mean
redshift of the sample in the stacks is z = 1.9. Our results show excellent agreement with the MOSDEF survey, as reported
by Sanders et al. (2018); we have recalculated the metallicities from their stacked measurements, using the Curti et al. (2017)
calibration. Other samples at z ~ 2 are not shown, as they require the use of [N II]-based metallicity calibrations, which may
evolve with redshift (Masters et al. 2014, 2016; Shapley et al. 2015; Strom et al. 2017).

Table 4. Derived Quantities from Stacked Spectra

log(M/Mg) N (log(M/Mg)) (log(SFR/Mg yr~1)) E(B-V) WHB)* [OI111]A4363/Hy 12 + log(O/H)

(RN 3) () (5) (6) (7 (®)

F0.21 3.75 $0.00 10.11

<85 68 8.27 0.51 0.075 5 0.0700.0(;’ 046755, 79875 o
+0. +0. +0. +0.

85-9.0 223 8.77 0.61 0.0%5a 58555 0401555 8075561
+0. +1. +0.1 +0.

9.0-9.5 379 9.26 0.80 033_8‘88 3.0_1620 0.28_838 8.28_88%
+0. +0. +0. +0.

9.5-10.0 307 9.73 111 043500 585551 0.00% 5 85711 s
+0. +1. +0. +0.

>10.0 79 10.20 1.45 0.6675:08  3.15+1:80 0.0019:24 8.451001

NOTE— Derived quantities for stacked spectra in five mass bins. (1) The stellar mass bin for each stack. (2) The number of galaxies in each
bin. (3) The mean stellar mass of the galaxies in each bin. (4) The mean SED-derived SFR for the galaxies contributing to the stack.
(5-8) Properties from our Bayesian inference of nebular dust extinction, stellar HB absorption equivalent width, the [O III] A4363/H~
ratio, and metallicity. Errors on each parameter denote the 68% confidence interval, and are marginalized over the three parameters that
are not under consideration. A measurement uncertainty of zero (in one direction) indicates that the most likely solution was found at
the edge of the physically allowed parameter space (see Appendix C for a definition of the allowed parameter space).

to recalculate metallicities using the Curti et al. (2017)

calibration, in order to maintain consistency with our

measurements.

We use a simple maximum likelihood

estimator to derive metallicities and their uncertainties
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Table 5. Derived Quantities from individual spectra with Ho SNR > 10

ID log M/Mg log SFR/Mg yr—! (SED)

(1) (2) ®3)

log SFR/Mg yr~! (Ha) E(B-V)gas 12 + log(O/H)

(4) () (6)

Par76-23 10.3815:01 1.801002
GOODS-N 4551 9.887003 1.0519:06
GOODS-N 7472 9.5115:56 0.6570-12

Par377-107 9.33+0.07 1177998
Par96-176 8.7410-05 0.7379-99

+0.15 +0.12 +0.04
1'6670.11 0'1770.12 8'3670.03

1107557 0267055 83970
087757 0.14%507  8.39%50;
0-23%5: 05 0105515 8255508
0.51554 000500 811750

NoTE—Dervied quantities for the 49 spectra with Hoo SNR > 10. (1) Field Name and Object ID; (2-3) Stellar mass and SFR from
SED fits, as described in §2.6; (4) SFR derived from Ha, as described in §3.2; (5-6) Nebular dust extinction and metallicity, derived
simultaneously, as described in Appendix C. A measurement uncertainty of zero (in one direction) indicates that the most likely solution
was found at the edge of the physically allowed parameter space. The full version of this table is available online.

from reported dust and stellar absorption corrected Rog

and O3y ratios'® and measurement errors. Curiously,
the Henry et al. (2013b) and Grasshorn Gebhardt et al.
(2016) samples show metallicities which are higher than
the present MZR. We believe this to be a sample bias
resulting from the requirement for the detection of mul-
tiple emission lines, which we discuss further in §4.5.
Therefore, in Figure 11, we focus on a comparison with
the results from Sanders et al. (2018).

Figure 11 shows that our results are in excellent agree-
ment with the stack-based measurements from Sanders
et al. (2018) at masses where the samples overlap, even
though they have slightly different mean redshifts (z =
1.9 for the present data and z = 2.3 for Sanders et al.
2018). Critically, we extend the measurement an order
of magnitude lower in stellar mass. Additionally, the
49 objects with high SNR spectra show good agreement
with the stacked spectra, even though they are at a lower
redshift (1.3 < z < 1.5).

4.2. Redshift Evolution of the MZR

Figure 11 also shows the evolution of our MZR from
z ~ 2to z ~ 0.1, by comparison with results from the
SDSS. We highlight two measurements, both of which
are empirically tied to direct-method T, metallicities:
Andrews & Martini (2013), which measured the metal-
licity in stacked spectra where auroral lines are detected
and Curti et al. (2020), which applies the Curti et al.
(2017) strong-line calibration to individual SDSS galax-

14 Frequently, Osz is defined as A5007/[O 11] AA3726, 29, excluding
[O 111] A4959. The choice of definition does not matter, as long
as one is self-consistent. In this paper, we use O3z = [O III]
AA4959,5007/[O II] AA3726,39 since we don’t resolve the dou-
blet. The O32 metallicity calibration from Curti et al. (2017) is
adjusted accordingly.

ies. These two SDSS MZR measurements are very simi-
lar. We also show an updated MZR reported by Sanders
et al. (2017), which corrects the Andrews & Martini
(2013) MZR for the DIG (and also to use more recent
atomic data; see references in Sanders et al. 2017). This
local relation is similar to the Andrews & Martini (2013)
and Curti et al. (2020) measurements over most of the
mass range in Figure 11, although it has a steeper slope
at low masses. Above log M/Mg ~ 8.5, we find a metal-
licity evolution of around 0.3 dex. The shape of the
z ~ 2 MZR appears similar to the low-redshift relation
from Andrews & Martini (2013) and Curti et al. (2020),
but may be flatter than the DIG corrected MZR from
Sanders et al. (2017). The larger metallicity error in the
lowest mass bin make it difficult to ascertain whether
the z ~ 2 MZR takes a different shape than the local
relation.

Given our large sample size and large redshift range,
we also have the ability to measure metallicity evolution
within our sample. Therefore, we divided the sample in
two redshift bins: 1.3 < z < 1.7and 1.7 < z < 2.3. Each
redshift bin is divided into the same mass bins that we
used for the whole sample, as indicated in Tables 2 and
4. We see no evidence for metallicity evolution in the
redshift range that we probe. The higher and lower red-
shift MZRs are consistent with one another, as well as
the MZR for the full sample (Table 4), within the mea-
surement uncertainties. (We do not show these results
in tabular form or a figure, as they are indistinguishable
from Table 4 and Figure 11.) We conclude that any evo-
lution over the redshifts spanned by our sample must be
smaller than (or comparable to) our measurement uncer-
tainties. This result is sensible if metallicity evolution
is (to first order) linear with time. We measure only
0.3 dex (a factor of two) of metallicity evolution over
the 9 Gyrs between z = 1.9 and z = 0.1, while the time
spanned between the mean redshifts of our high and low
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Figure 12. Residuals from the local M-Z-SFR of Andrews & Martini (2013) (left) and Curti et al. (2020) (right). Points show
the results for stacked spectra in this paper (diamonds) and Sanders et al. (2018; squares). The Sanders et al. (2018) results
are shown for the stacks divided into three specific SFR (SFR/M.) bins and two mass bins, with metallicities recalculated on
the Curti et al. (2020) calibration. Colors indicate SFR. For the stacks in this paper, the mean SED-derived SFR in each bin is
used, whereas for Sanders et al. (2018) the SFRs are derived from Ha. They grey diamond shows the 0.08 dex shift to higher
metallicity that we derive when we exclude galaxies with ambiguous AGN contribution.

redshift bins (z = 1.5 and z = 2.0) is only 1 Gyr. Hence,
we might expect a 0.05 dex increase in metallicity be-
tween our high and low redshift bins, which is indeed
comparable to our uncertainties.

4.3. The M-Z-SFR relation from stacked spectra

At lower redshifts, the MZR shows a secondary de-
pendence on SFRs (or gas fractions), such that, at fixed
mass, galaxies with higher SFRs (more gas-rich objects)
have lower metallicities (Ellison et al. 2008; Mannucci
et al. 2010, 2011; Lara-Lépez et al. 2010, 2013; Both-
well et al. 2013; Andrews & Martini 2013; Henry et al.
2013a; Cresci et al. 2012; Salim et al. 2014; Hirschauer
et al. 2018; Curti et al. 2020). In this section, we aim
to quantify this relation using stacked spectra with our
full sample at 1.3 < z < 2.3.

We begin by asking whether our MZR relation is con-
sistent with a non-evolving M-Z-SFR relation. Figure
12 shows the metallicity residuals between our stack
measurements and the local relations from Andrews &
Martini (2013) and Curti et al. (2020). Here, we adopt
the median of the SED-derived SFRs for the galaxies

in each mass bin.'® For comparison to Andrews & Mar-
tini (2013), we identify the corresponding mass and SFR
bin in their tabulated relation, whereas for Curti et al.
(2020), we evaluated their relation for the masses and
SERs of our stacks. We choose the version of the Curti et
al. (2020) relation for total (aperture corrected) SFRs,
in order to obtain a measure of the global properties
of galaxies. This choice also ensures consistency with
Andrews & Martini (2013). We do not apply a correc-
tion for contribution from the DIG in local galaxies, as
the galaxies in the portion of the local M-Z-SFR rela-
tion that match our high-redshift sample are expected
to have a minimal DIG fraction and negligible shift in
metallicities (Sanders et al. 2017).

In comparison to the local M-Z-SFR relation, Fig-
ure 12 shows that our metallicities from stacked spectra

15 Formally, the local M-Z-SFR relation is derived from Ha SFRs
rather than SED-based SFRs. Nonetheless, evidence of the re-
lation has previously been seen when SED-based SFRs are used
(Henry et al. 2013a). As we showed in Figure 8, the SED-derived
SFRs for the CANDELS/3D-HST subset of our sample (the ma-
jority) show no systematic offset from their Ha-derived SFRs, so
the median SED-derived SFR in each mass bin should be ade-
quate for comparing to the M-Z-SFR relation.



(open diamonds) agree with Andrews & Martini (2013)
within 4+ 0.1 dex in the four lower mass bins, but are
0.26 dex lower than the local relation in the highest mass
bin. As we noted in §2.7, the contribution from AGN
in this bin is uncertain. Excluding galaxies where the
AGN contribution is ambiguous increases our measured
metallicity in this stack 0.08 dex. This reduction in the
residual from the local relation is shown by the grey di-
amonds in Figure 12. However, even in this case, this
bin shows the largest residual compared to the Andrews
& Martini (2013) M-Z-SFR relation. Moreover, the in-
crease in metallicity is at least partly due to a bias from
including only the strongest Hf lines in the stacked spec-
trum. Hence, we conclude that the difference between
our sample and the local M-Z-SFR relation from An-
drews & Martini (2013) at log M/Mg > 10 is not a
result of AGN contamination. Curiously, the large resid-
ual at high masses is not mirrored in the right panel of
Figure 12, where we compare our measurements to the
local parameterization given by Curti et al. (2020). In
this case, our metallicities from stacked spectra are sys-
tematically lower than the local relation by an amount
between 0.10 and 0.17 dex.

Sanders et al. (2018) also compare stacked spectra at
z ~ 2.3 to the local M-Z-SFR relation given by An-
drews & Martini (2013). They report that their ob-
servations are offset to metallicities 0.1 dex lower than
the local relation. However, Sanders et al. (2018) make
this comparison using nitrogen-based metallicity indi-
cators. Therefore, for consistency with this work, we
re-evaluate the metallicities for their M-Z-SFR stacks
using the Curti et al. (2017) calibration for Ra3 and
O3s. These results are shown as open squares in Figure
12. The bin with the highest mass and SFR is excluded
from the left panel, as it does not have a corresponding
measurement in Andrews & Martini (2013). Similar to
our stacked spectra, the Sanders et al. (2018) metallic-
ities fall within 0.1 dex of the local M-Z-SFR relation
from Andrews & Martini (2013), and do not show a sys-
tematic difference. On the other hand, their data fall
very close to the local M-Z-SFR relation from Curti et
al. (2020), showing better agreement than our stacked
spectra.

In short, both our stacked spectra for M/Mg < 10,
as well as those from Sanders et al. (2018) agree with
the local M-Z-SFR relation from Andrews & Martini
(2013) within +0.1 dex, but when we use the Curti et
al. (2020) measurement of the local M-Z-SFR relation,
our stacks show a systematic offset. Hence, it is impossi-
ble to determine whether the M-Z-SFR relation evolves,
because we find different results when comparing to dif-
ferent measurements of the local relation (both from the
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SDSS). Additionally, the metallicity calibrations used
to compare high-redshift samples to the local M-Z-SFR
seem to matter, as we do not find the same 0.1 dex
metallicity offset reported by Sanders et al. (2018).

We next aim to determine whether we see evidence of
an M-Z-SFR relation within our sample. For this test,
we divide each of our five mass bins into bins above and
below the median SED-derived SFR in that bin. We
follow the procedures described in §3.1 and Appendix
C, creating stacks, measuring the emission lines, and
inferring metallicities. Since the SED-derived SFRs are
more precise for the CANDELS/3D-HST objects than
the WISP objects, we tried this stacking exercise both
with and without the WISP objects. Regardless, we
find no significant difference between the high-SFR and
low-SFR stacks: the high SFR MZR agrees with the
low SFR MZR at 1-20. We also tried stacking galaxies
with high and low [O III] equivalent widths, dividing
each mass bin into galaxies above and below the median
[O III] equivalent width in that bin. The result was the
same: the metallicities were consistent between the high
and low equivalent widths.

The lack of an M-Z-SFR relation in our stacking anal-
ysis is somewhat surprising, since a relation has been
reported at z ~ 2 by Salim et al. (2015) and Sanders
et al. (2018). One possibility is that our SED-derived
SFRs may not be accurate enough to distinguish galax-
ies with high SFRs from those with low SFRs. We used
a simulation to test whether this assessment is correct.
In brief, we created a mock sample of galaxies with our
stellar mass range, and SFRs defined by the Whitaker et
al. (2014) star-forming main sequence at 2.0 < z < 2.5.
Then, we added 0.3 dex of intrinsic scatter to the SFRs,
and calculated the metallicities using these SFRs with
the Curti et al. (2020) M-Z-SFR relation. Then, to
model our measurement errors, we added 0.2 dex of ad-
ditional SFR scatter— half of the typical 68% confidence
interval for SED-derived SFRs of the CANDELS/3D-
HST objects. We used these SFRs to divide the sample
into galaxies which we select to be above and below the
median SFRs. In this way, some galaxies which should
be above/below the median SFR are scattered into the
opposite SFR bin. We find that the mean metallicities
of galaxies that we select to be in the high SFR bins
are only around 0.05-0.06 dex lower than the galaxies
in the low SFR bins. This difference is only somewhat
larger than the 1o uncertainty on the metallicities that
we measure in our stacks (Table 4). Hence, we conclude
that more accurate measurements of SFR are needed to
quantify the M-Z-SFR relation from stacked spectra.
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Figure 13. Left—- An M-Z-SFR relation is detected in our data for individual galaxies with SFRs derived from Ha. Points show
49 galaxies with Hae SNR > 10. We divide the sample into high and low SFR bins, containing objects that are above/below
log(SFR/Mgyr~!) = 0.68 log(M/M_) - 5.56. This line is determined from a fit to the masses and Ha SFRs in the subset of
these galaxies at log(M/ Mg) > 9.2. Right— The projection of least scatter for the same galaxies. Following Mannucci et al.
(2010), we define po = log(M/M_) — alog(SFR/Meyr~'); v = 0.17 minimizes the scatter. The solid line shows a linear fit to

metallicity as a function of wo.17, and is given in Equation 4.

4.4. The M-Z-SFR relation from individual objects at
13<2z<15

As noted in §3.2, 49 galaxies at redshifts 1.3 < z < 1.5
have Hao SNR > 10, facilitating dust and metallicity
measurements without stacking, as well as providing
SFRs from Ha. The median 68% confidence interval
on these Ha derived SFRs is 0.3 dex— marginaly better
than the SED-derived SFRs from the CANDELS/3D-
HST data (0.4 dex). Figure 13 (left) shows the M-Z-SFR
relation for these galaxies, now using Ha SFRs. We bi-
sect the sample into high and low SFR objects, using a
linear fit to the data at log(M/ Mg) > 9.2 (where the
sample is larger and the metallicity errors are smaller).
This fit yields the relation log(SFR/Mgyr—!) = 0.68
log(M/M,) - 5.56. Galaxies with SFRs above (below)
this line are shown as orange (purple) points in Figure
13. In contrast to the stacked spectra, we do see evi-
dence of an M-Z-SFR relation. At a given stellar mass,
galaxies with higher SFRs have lower metallicities, par-
ticularly at M > 10° Mg, where the numbers of galaxies
with high signal-to-noise Ha detections are higher. With
only a handful of galaxies at M < 10° My, in Figure 13,
detecting an M-Z-SFR relation at these masses and red-
shifts will require larger samples with higher SNR spec-
tra. Deeper WFC3/IR grism spectroscopy, as well as

new observations with the James Webb Space Telescope
can improve statistics in this low mass regime.

We next explore how well these individual objects
agree with the M-Z-SFR relations from the literature.
As we did with the stacked spectra, we compare to the
local relations from Andrews & Martini (2013) and Curti
et al. (2020), showing residuals from these local SDSS re-
lations in Figure 14. Here, we use the published tabular
data from Andrews & Martini (2013) in the left panel,
and the parametric relation for total SFRs from Curti
et al. (2020) in the right panel. In the former case, 13
objects do not have matching bins in local M-Z-SFR re-
lation from Andrews & Martini (2013); for these, we ex-
trapolated the parameterized MZR that is given in bins
of SFR (see Table 4 of Andrews & Martini 2013). In this
comparison, our data show systematic differences from
both local measurements. On one hand, our metallicities
are 0.1-0.2 dex lower than the local M-Z-SFR relation
from Curti et al. (2020), which uses strong line metallic-
ities. The left-hand panel, on the other hand, reveals a
linear trend in the residuals from the M-Z-SFR relation
reported by Andrews & Martini (2013), indicating that
the M-Z-SFR relation from from our data has a differ-
ent shape than the local one derived with direct-method
metallicities. The substantial negative residual for the
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Figure 14. The residuals from the local M-Z-SFR relation are shown for individual objects at 1.3 < z < 1.5 with Ha SNR
> 10 (points). The left panel shows residuals from the Andrews & Martini (2013) relation, where galaxies are matched to
the nearest mass and SFR bin in the local sample. The right panels shows residuals from the parametric relation using total
(aperture corrected SFRs) reported by Curti et al. (2020). Squares in the left panel denote the 13 objects that do not have a
corresponding bin in Andrews & Martini (2013); the predicted metallicities for these sources are calculated by extrapolating the
reported MZR in appropriate SFR bins (see Table 4 in Andrews & Martini 2013). All SFRs are derived from dust-corrected Ha
emission. Lastly, we note that error bars are asymmetric, and in some cases the statistical uncertainties are smaller than the

points.

stack of all galaxies with log M/Mg > 10 highlighted in
Figure 12 may be a reflection of this trend.

Interpreting a potential disagreement with the local
M-Z-SFR relation is difficult. While an offset could im-
ply evolution of the relation, the masses and SFRs oc-
cupied by high-redshift galaxies are not well sampled
in either the Andrews & Martini (2013) or Curti et al.
(2020) relations. In the latter case, our data fall on an
extrapolation of the surface that they fit to their data.
Indeed, Curti et al. (2020) point out that the accuracy
of their parameterization at low masses and high SFRs
— where high-redshift galaxies lie — is only 0.3 dex. It
is worth reiterating that the MZR evolves by a similar
amount from z ~ 2 to z ~ 0, so these systematic errors
in the local M-Z-SFR are significant. Hence, we arrive
at a clear need: while the high-redshift M-Z-SFR rela-
tion will be an obvious focus of JWST, measuring its
evolution will be challenging unless we can find larger
samples of analogous galaxies in the local universe.

It is also instructive to consider scatter in metallic-
ities, which is only possible with the individual high
SNR spectra. Both the scatter around the MZR, and
the scatter relative to the M-Z-SFR relation constrain
models for galaxy formation. A key question, which we
can address, is how much the MZR scatter can be re-
duced by considering an M-Z-SFR relation. For this
analysis, Mannucci et al. (2010) introduced the projec-

tion of least scatter, such that metallicity is a function
of 1o = log(M/M,) — alog(SFR/Mgyr~'). Using our
data for the 49 galaxies with Ha SFRs, we find that
scatter is minimized for a = 0.17 £ 0.07. This value is
smaller than the value of & = 0.32 that was originally
reported for the local M-Z-SFR relation by Mannucci
et al. (2010). Other studies that use strong-line metal-
licity measurements have reported o = 0.19 (Yates et
al. 2012), and o = 0.18 (Hirschauer et al. 2018). Al-
ternatively, Andrews & Martini (2013) find o = 0.66
minimizes scatter in stack-based measurements that use
direct metallicities.' They argue that larger a— imply-
ing that metallicities depend more strongly on SFRs—
is a characteristic of direct metallicity measurements of
the M-Z-SFR relation. They showed that it is not a
consequence of stacking, as the M-Z-SFR relation de-
rived from strong-line calibrations with stacked spectra
are characterized by o = 0.1 — 0.3.

The projection of least scatter for our sample is shown
in the right panel of Figure 13. Curiously, the value of
«a that minimizes the scatter in the MZR still leaves
the low SFR galaxies with higher metallicities than the

16 This measurement of « is not reduced significantly by accounting
for the DIG contribution in local galaxies. Sanders et al. (2017)
report that a DIG correction decreases a from the Andrews &
Martini (2013) measurements only marginally, to a = 0.63.
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high SFR galaxies in the projection of least scatter. We
verified that this result does not change when « is de-
termined only from the galaxies at M > 10° My, and 12
+ log(O/H) > 8.0. This finding may indicate that the
projection of least scatter is a poor functional represen-
tation of the data. Nonetheless, we provide a linear fit
to the data, in order to characterize the metallicity as
a function of u, and facilitate comparisons with other
studies:

12 + IOg(O/H) =6.74+ 0.17/14)‘17. (4)

The scatter about this relation has an RMS of 0.16 dex,
reduced from 0.17 dex in the MZR (relative to an MZR
with the shape from Andrews & Martini 2013). This
small reduction in scatter is characteristic of results that
have been derived using strong-line metallicity diagnos-
tics applied to individual galaxies. For example, Curti
et al. (2020) find that scatter is reduced from 0.07 dex in
the MZR to 0.054 dex relative when SFRs are accounted
for and Hirschauer et al. (2018) find a reduction from
an RMS of 0.182 to 0.178 for a sample of nearby emis-
sion line selected galaxies. On the other hand, Andrews
& Martini (2013) find that when direct-method metal-
licities are used, the scatter among stacked measure-
ments is reduced more significantly, from 0.22 dex about
the MZR to 0.13 dex in the projection of least scatter.
Nonetheless, we acknowledge that scatter among stacks
is not the same thing as scatter among galaxies, so these
differences are difficult to interpret. Still, a greater re-
duction in scatter, along with the larger «, suggest a
stronger relation between SFR and metallicity (at fixed
mass) when direct-method metallicities are used. As
Andrews & Martini (2013) point out, this behavior may
indicate that systematic errors on strong-line calibra-
tions are correlated with SFR. Our work is not immune
to these systematic errors. This points to an increased
need for direct metallicities, both at low and high red-
shifts. The latter will soon be possible with JWST.

4.5. Metallicity Biases from Selection Effects

The existence of an M-Z-SFR relation implies that
sample selection effects may impact metallicities, espe-
cially for samples that are biased towards high SFRs. As
we discussed in §3.3, our sample is not mass complete.
Below M/Mg < 9.2 — 9.3, galaxies fall mostly above an
extrapolation of the star-forming main sequence from
Whitaker et al. (2014). Likewise, as we showed in Fig-
ure 10, the CANDELS/3D-HST sample contains more
objects with low [O III] equivalent widths compared to
WISP. As we showed in Figure 8, for the 49 objects at
1.3 < z < 2.3 with Ha SNR > 10, the Ha SFRs from
WISP objects are, on average, 0.35 dex higher than the
those of CANDELS/3D-HST objects.

In order to assess the impact of selection effects in
our inhomogeneous sample, we created separate stacked
spectra for the WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST objects.
We used the same five mass bins that we have used
throughout this analysis (see Tables 2 and 4). We find
that the metallicities from these stacks all agree at the
1-20 level, and there is no systematic difference between
the two surveys.'”

The agreement between the metallicities in the WISP
sub-sample and the CANDELS/3D-HST sub-sample
can be explained by the fact that the SFR dependence
in the M-Z-SFR relation that we measure is not particu-
larly strong. Following Equation 4, if the WISP sources
have SFRs that are 0.35 dex higher, we expect their
metallicities to be lower than CANDELS/3D-HST by
only 0.01 dex. This difference is smaller than the pre-
cision of our metallicity measurements (Table 4). Even
SEFRs that are 1 dex higher than the main sequence—as
we might see towards the lowest masses in our sample
(see Figure 9)—only result in metallicities that are lower
by 0.03 dex.

The dependence of metallicity on SFR may be larger
if we were able to use direct metallicities in our high-
redshift sample. At z ~ 0.1, the M-Z-SFR relation
shows a larger spread in metallicity with changing SFR
when it is derived by stacking spectra to measure direct
metallicities (Andrews & Martini 2013). These authors
report that the projection of least scatter has a slope
of 0.43, with a = 0.66. Therefore, a 1 dex increase
in SFR corresponds to a 0.3 dex decrease in metal-
licity, although the differences between the WISP and
CANDELS/3D-HST metallicities would still be small
(0.03-0.09 dex). Nonetheless, when we apply a strong-
line calibration to our sample of 49 objects with high
SNR spectra, we find a weak relation between SFR and
metallicity (at fixed mass); therefore, we do not expect
to observe a measurable bias towards low metallicities
in our sample.

In addition to mass-completeness, metallicities can
also be biased when spectroscopic surveys require the
detection of multiple emission lines. In WFC3/IR grism
spectra, where the SNR is often not particularly high,
secondary emission lines used to confirm redshifts— typ-
ically HS or [O II]- often have SNR ~ 2 — 3¢. In this
case, Eddington bias leads an overestimate of the aver-
age fluxes of these lines, due to statistical scatter above

17 Since the WISP and CANDELS/3D-HST sources have different
mean redshifts, we also measure the MZR in four sets of stacked
spectra: WISP at z > 2, z < 2, and CANDELS/3D-HST at
z > 2, z < 2. Still, we find no significant differences in the

metallicities of these subsamples.
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Figure 15. Sample selection effects can impact the metallic-
ity measurements in low SNR spectra when a second line is
required to confirm the redshift and measure the metallicity.
Here, we compare our new measurements to two WFC3/IR,
grism-based studies that require confirming emission lines:
Henry et al. (2013b) and Grasshorn Gebhardt et al. (2016).
This selection effect, coupled with low SNR spectra, seems
to result in an MZR which is biased towards high metallic-
ities. The metallicities from all of the high redshift studies
shown here have been calculated on the Curti et al. (2020)
calibration, using published line ratios.

the detection threshold (Eddington 1913). Artificially
increasing the average HB and [O II] fluxes will result in
decreased Ras3, [O 111 /Hf3, and O3, ratios. These biases
tend to increase metallicity inferences (provided that
galaxies are on the upper branch of Ro3 and [O III|/HS,
as they are in most of our sample).

To quantify the bias due to the requirement for mul-
tiple emission lines, we re-calculated the MZR using the
Curti et al. (2020) calibration with the published Rags
and Osq values in two previous WFC3 IR grism stud-
ies that were subject to this bias: Henry et al. (2013b)
and Grasshorn Gebhardt et al. (2016). The MZRs from
these two works are compared to our new results in Fig-
ure 15. On average, the metallicities are around 0.1-0.2
dex higher. (Although, we note that the current MZR
and Henry et al. (2013b) are consistent at around the
2-30 level.) Curiously, this difference contrasts with the
WISP-only stacks from our present sample, which we
showed to be consistent with CANDELS/3D-HST-only
stacks and the MZR of the full sample. A major dif-
ference between our prior WISP sample and and the
current one is that the most recent line lists adopt a
higher SNR threshold for the primary (strongest) emis-
sion line, and should include far fewer spurious emission
line galaxies (Bagley et al., in prep). We conclude that
there is a great amount of subjectivity in the sample
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selection with low SNR spectra when a second line is re-
quired to confirm the redshift. The present WISP sam-
ple seems to be less biased than Henry et al. (2013b) and
Grasshorn Gebhardt et al. (2016), as it shows negligible
differences from CANDELS/3D-HST.

Lastly, we acknowledge that an [O III]-based selection
can impart a metallicity bias, as the strength of this line
is critically sensitive to metallicity. As such, we might
expect our sample to be biased towards objects with
the highest [O III]/HS ratios and metallicities around
12 + log(O/H) ~ 8.0. Therefore, we next consider the
effects of [O III] selection by modeling our survey in the
MustrisTNG hydrodynamical simulation (Marinacci et
al. 2018; Springel et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Pillepich
et al. 2018; Naiman et al. 2018).

5. COMPARISON TO THEORETICAL MODELS

The MZR and M-Z-SFR relation are key observational
constraints on theoretical models describing the evolu-
tion of galaxies. As we argued in §3.4, metallicity cali-
brations have improved considerably over the past sev-
eral years, indicating that we are now better poised to
compare observations and theoretical models. One thing
that remains uncertain, however, is how selection effects,
in the presence of an M-Z-SFR relation, impact our abil-
ity to compare observations and models. While recent
simulations report success in matching the slope and
evolution of the MZR (Ma et al. 2016; De Rossi et al.
2017; Davé et al. 2017, 2019; Torrey et al. 2019), they
do not account for the possibility that observed metal-
licities may be biased by sample selection effects.

In this section, we address this shortcoming by mod-
eling our sample selection in the IlustrisTNG hydrody-
namical simulation (Marinacci et al. 2018; Springel et al.
2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018; Naiman
et al. 2018). We use the TNG100-1 simulation, which
has a volume of 106.5% comoving Mpc?, and select star-
forming galaxies with M > 10% M. We include only
central galaxies, as satellite galaxies have metallicities
heavily influenced by their environment, and are unlikely
to be resolved from central galaxies at z = 2 (Torrey
2020, private communication). From these snapshots,
we take masses, SFRs, and metallicities for 24,108 galax-
ies at z ~ 0.1, 30,485 galaxies at z ~ 1.5 and 29,578
galaxies at z ~ 2.0. We take the SFR-weighted metal-
licities from the simulation, as these most accurately
reflect the luminosity-weighted measurements that are
made from emission line spectra. We refer the reader
to Torrey et al. (2019) for details pertaining to the Ius-
trisTNG MZR.

In order to model emission line based selection, we
convert these quantities into observed emission line
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fluxes. We first use SFRs to determine intrinsic Ha lu-
minosities, assuming the Kennicutt (1998) relation be-
tween SFR and Ha luminosity, and multiplying by 1.8
to convert from a Chabrier (2003) IMF used by Illus-
trisTNG to a Salpeter (1955) IMF used by Kennicutt
(1998). Unreddened Ha line fluxes are then calculated
from the redshift of the sources in the simulation, as-
suming a Planck 2015 cosmology (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2016).

We next calculate the unreddened Hf line flux assum-
ing an intrinsic Balmer decrement of Ha/HS = 2.86.
The unreddened [O II] line flux is inferred from the
relation between metallicity and [O III]/HS from Curti
et al. (2017), adding 0.07 dex of scatter in log (O/H),
relative to the calibration, as reported by Curti et al.
(2017).

Finally, we dust redden all three emission lines. In
practice, we should be able to estimate dust mass from
simulation data, using measures of gas and metal con-
tent. However, translating this estimate to dust extinc-
tion is highly dependent on uncertain assumptions (e.g.
Narayanan et al. 2018). Therefore, we adopt an em-
pirical approach. For z ~ 0.1, we use the relation be-
tween Ap, and stellar mass in SDSS galaxies (Garn &
Best 2010), including 0.28 magnitudes of scatter in the
reddening. At higher redshifts, however, measurements
of the Balmer decrement at z ~ 1 — 2 do not detect
strong correlations between dust extinction and galaxy
properties (Dominguez et al. 2013; Theios et al. 2019).
Therefore, for z ~ 1.5 and 2.0, we assign dust extinc-
tion randomly, drawing from an exponential distribution
with an e-folding length of E(B-V)ges = 0.4, roughly
consistent with the distribution reported by Theios et
al. (2019). Reddening is then applied using the Calzetti
et al. (2000) extinction relation.

This approach provides us with modeled Ho, HS, and
[O 111] fluxes for each simulated galaxy. We next emu-
late sample selections by applying cuts to the emission
line fluxes, to generate four mock samples of galaxies.
For the present WFC3 grism selected sources that we
use in stacks, we adopt F([O III]) > 5 x 107!7 erg s+
cm~2. This flux limit corresponds to the approximate
50% completeness of our catalog. Similarly, for the 49
objects with Ha SNR > 10, we take F(Ha) > 8 x 10717
erg s~! ecm™2. These limits are an approximation, as
the WISP data have a range of exposure times, some of
which are significantly longer than the CANDELS/3D-
HST observations. We also compare to the flux lim-
its used by Sanders et al. (2018) in the MOSDEF sur-

vey, where we estimate'® that Ha and HB fluxes are
greater than 1 x 10717 erg s~! cm™2. Lastly, we consider
the SDSS for a local comparison sample. We use the
50% completeness in the Ha fluxes reported in the DR7
MPA /JHU catalog, which corresponds to around F(Ha)
> 6 x 10716 erg s~ cm 2. We note that more detailed
modeling, accounting for broad-band magnitude limits,
equivalent width cuts, non-uniform survey sensitivity (a
particular concern for WISP), and slit mask/fiber plug
plate designs are not addressed here. We leave this more
sophisticated analysis to future work.

Figure 16 shows the llustrisTNG MZR at z ~ 0.1 (up-
per left), z ~ 1.5 (upper right), and z ~ 2.0 (bottom).
The shaded regions show the relation for all star-forming
galaxies, with the black solid curve indicating the mean.
These are the same relations discussed in detail in Tor-
rey et al. (2019); we have decreased the normalization of
the modeled metallicities by 0.2 dex, in order to better
match the z ~ 0.1 SDSS relation. This re-normalization
is generally required, as the nucleosynthetic yield of oxy-
gen remains uncertain (Nomoto et al. 2013). The small
points show different sample selections that we apply to
the simulation, in order to match comparison observa-
tions: the SDSS z ~ 0.1 measurements from Andrews &
Martini (2013) and (Curti et al. 2020, upper left panel),
and the z ~ 2 measurement from MOSDEF (Sanders et
al. 2018, lower left), along with the individual objects
at z ~ 1.3 — 1.5 (upper right) and the stacked spectra
(lower right; mean z = 1.9) in the present work.

At low redshifts, the Ha flux selection does not mod-
ify the modeled MZR— i.e., the curves in the upper
left panel of Figure 16 fall on top of each other at all
masses. Given the relative brightness of nearby galaxies,
the SDSS is sensitive to a representative sample of galax-
ies at M > 10%® My—56% of simulated galaxies have
modeled Ha fluxes above the selection threshold. Like-
wise, [llustrisTNG does a fair job at matching the slope
of the SDSS MZR, as the observations overlap closely
with the model curves.

At higher redshifts, emission line flux limits play a
more significant role. The observations in this paper,
shown in the right hand panels, show an MZR that is
around 0.2 dex lower than the HlustrisTNG MZR, de-
rived from the entire simulation. However, when we
model the [O III]-based selection in the simulation, we
see better agreement between theory (small points) and
observations for both the stacked spectra (filled dia-
monds) and the individual objects with Ha SNR > 10

18 Kriek et al. (2015) report typical 50 sensitivity for MOSDEF of
1.5 x 10717 erg s~! cm™2, and Sanders et al. (2018) select their
sample by requiring 30 detections in Ha and Hf.
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Figure 16. Line flux limited surveys can result in a sample selection that is not representative of typical galaxies in a simulation.
The MZR from HustrisTNG (Torrey et al. 2019) is shown as the orange shaded region for the z ~ 0.1 (upper left), z ~ 1.5
(upper right), and z ~ 2 (bottom). The black solid line shows the mean of the simulation data. All simulated metallicities have
been shifted downwards by 0.2 dex, adjusting for uncertainties in the nucleosynthetic yield of oxygen and matching the z ~ 0.1
MZR around M = 10'°M. Small points illustrate the effect of line-flux limited selections on the simulation. These represent
the SDSS (F(Ha) > 5 x 107'¢ erg s7*, cm ™2, upper left), MOSDEF (F(Ha) and F(HB) > 1 x 1077 erg s cm ™2, lower left),
and the present WFC3 grism surveys (F([O ITI]) > 5 x 1077 erg s™! em™2 for stacks, lower right, and F(Ha) > 8 x 1077 erg
s~! cm™? for individual objects, upper right). For comparison, observational data are shown. The upper left panel includes
the z ~ 0.1 MZR from Andrews & Martini (2013) and Curti et al. (2020), as well as the DIG corrected SDSS measurement
from Sanders et al. (2017). The z ~ 2 measurements from MOSDEF are shown the the lower left (Sanders et al. 2018), and the

stacks and individual objects from this work are shown in the right panels.

(open circles). The [O III]-based selection picks out ob- difference is likely a reflection of our simplified model of

jects with the lowest metallicities, which we expect for
galaxies in the mass and metallicity regime that we con-
sider. We also notice in the right had panels of Figure 16
that modeling the sample selection removes simulation
galaxies at the lowest masses probed by our data. This

sample selection effects, but could also be an indication
that simulation galaxies do not exist in the right den-
sities for the masses, metallicities, and SFRs probed by
this portion of sample. We leave this question to future
work.



30

0.4
0.2
I
S~
O o
o 0.0
o
<
—0.2| e This paper A
QO logM /M, < 9.0
-+ lllustrisTNG (fit) o
—0.4F—" Davé et al. (2017) ®
' - Best Fit (this paper) | | |
-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

A log SFR/Mg yr—1

Figure 17. The M-Z-SFR relation at z = 1.5 in IllustrisTNG has a dependence on SFR that is too steep when compared
to observations. The shaded region shows the simulated deviations from the star-forming main sequence, Alog SFR vs the
deviations from the MZR, Alog O/H. Both are calculated with respect to polynomial fits to the simulated scaling relations.
The slope of the deviations, shown by the dashed line, is around ~ —0.65. Points show our observations, which are fit with a
linear relation having a slope of —0.15 (solid line). The observations are closer to the slope of —0.16 in the simulation reported

by Davé et al. (2017) (dot-dashed line).

In contrast to the results from the present survey,
the lower left panel of Figure 16 shows that the Ha
+ Hp selection modeled after MOSDEF selects galax-
ies that are mostly representative of the full simulation.
However, the model data with selection effects applied
have metallicities around 0.2 dex higher than the ob-
servations. Hence, while accounting for selection effects
brings the IllustrisTNG model in line with the MZR in
the present work, it does not do so for the MOSDEF
MZR. Curiously, even though our MZR shows good
agreement with the MOSDEF observations (see Figure
11), when we account for selection effects, IllustrisTNG
predicts that our MZR should have a lower normaliza-
tion than the one from MOSDEF.

The disagreement between the observed and simulated
z ~ 2 MZRs in Figure 16 suggests a coupling between
mass, metallicity, and SFR that is difficult to disentangle
from the MZR alone. While modeling the [O III]-based
selection lowers the metallicities that are predicted from
the simulation, this is not the only effect that is in
play. The selection effects, when applied to the simu-

lation, predict that our [O III]-selected sample should
have higher SFRs than MOSDEF, by about 0.2 dex at
9.75 < log M/Mg < 10.0 (average log SFR/Mg yr—! =
1.16 vs. 0.97). This trend would also lead to lowered
metallicities, given the presence of the M-Z-SFR rela-
tion in both the observations and the simulation (Tor-
rey et al. 2019). However, our observations show very
similar SFRs to those of MOSDEF in the mass range
where they overlap (cf. Table 4 vs Table 1 in Sanders
et al. 2018). Therefore, we next compare the simulated
M-Z-SFR relation with observations.

Figure 17 shows the simulated M-Z-SFR relation,
plotting the deviations from the MZR and the star-
forming main sequence, Alog O/H versus Alog SFR/
Mg yr=! , as proposed by Davé et al. (2017). In this
case, we use a snapshot from IllustrisTNG at z = 1.5,
for ease of comparison with our 49 high SNR objects at
1.3 < z < 1.5. The slope shows how changes in SFR
translate to changes in metallicity. Excluding simula-
tion sources at log M/Mg > 10.2, where the model for
quenching becomes substantial and the simulations do



not match the observations, we find a slope of -1.0 in
the simulation data (dotted line). The same quantities
for our observations are shown by the points, where we
have calculated Alog O/H relative to a linear fit to the
MZR from our stacked spectra, and Alog SFR/ Mg, yr—!
relative to the star-forming main sequence of Whitaker
et al. (2014).'° A linear fit to our data for the 49 high
SNR objects (accounting for errors in both Alog O/H
and Alog SFR/M, yr—!) yields a slope of -0.15 +0.05.
This measurement is close to the slope of -0.16 found by
Davé et al. (2017).2°

Figure 17 suggests that our data follow a shallower
slope than inferred from the simulated galaxies in Illus-
trisTNG. A 1 dex increase in SFR (or sSFR) will trans-
late to a 1 dex decrease in metallicity in the simulation,
but only a 0.15 dex metallicity decrease in our obser-
vations. This weak SFR dependence is similar to what
we identified from the projection of least scatter in §4.4
and Equation 4. In fact, it follows from Equation 4 (the
projection of least scatter) that the slope in Figure 17
should be 0.17 x «ag.17 = 0.03. While the SFR depen-
dence that we find from the projection of least scatter is
even weaker than what we see in the Alog O/H versus
Alog SFR/ Mg, yr—! plot , they are both much weaker
than in IlustrisTNG. The slight disagreement between
these two observational methods is not surprising, as
the calculations have different systematics (e.g. Alog
SFR is calculated with respect to Whitaker et al. 2014;
Equation 4 is assumed to be linear).

While the M-Z-SFR relation at low redshift shows a
stronger SFR dependence when inferred from stacked
spectra with direct metallicity measurements (Andrews
& Martini 2013), the amplitude of this effect is not likely
to be large enough to explain the discrepancy between
our observations and IllustrisTNG. When Andrews &
Martini (2013) report the projection of least scatter,
they find a = 0.66, and the linear relationship between
to and 12+log(O/H) has a slope of 0.43; hence their
data suggest that a correlation between Alog O/H and
Alog SFR/ Mg yr~—! in the SDSS should have a slope of
approximately —0.3. Similarly, the derivative (with re-
spect to SFR) of the M-Z-SFR relation from Curti et al.
(2020) is around -0.17 at M= 10%° — 10199 M. Hence,
locally, the difference between strong-line calibrations
applied to individual galaxies and direct metallicities

19 The star-forming main sequence from Whitaker et al. (2014) is
reported for 1.0 < z < 1.5 and 1.5 < z < 2.0. We take the average
of these measurements to represent our sample at 1.3 < z < 1.5.

20 We note that Davé et al. (2017) express this diagram in terms
of Alog sSFR/ yr~! rather than Alog SFR/ Mg yr~!. These
quantities are equivalent, as they are calculated at a fixed mass.
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measured from stacks amounts to steepening of the slope
in Figure 17 by around 0.1. Therefore, it seems un-
likely that measuring direct metallicities at z ~ 2 would
bring the high-redshift M-Z-SFR relation in line with
the steeper SFR dependence in IllustrisTNG. The slope
of the simulated data in Figure 17 is too steep.

We conclude that modeling selection effects and com-
paring the M-Z-SFR relation in simulations and obser-
vations provide more rigorous tests than the the MZR
alone. In addition to more careful modeling of selec-
tion effects, future comparisons to simulations beyond
MustrisTNG would be informative.

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have measured the MZR and M-Z-SFR relation
at 1.3 < z < 2.3, using a sample of 1056 star-forming
galaxies selected based on [O III] line emission in their
WFC3/IR grism spectra. This sample, drawn from the
WISP survey and CANDELS/3D-HST, has a mean red-
shift of z = 1.9, and is four times larger than previ-
ous MZR samples at z ~ 2 (Sanders et al. 2018). The
WFC3/IR grism selection reaches stellar masses an or-
der of magnitude lower (108 My) than ground-based
IR spectroscopic surveys at this redshift. To measure
metallicities, we stack the spectra in five mass bins, be-
tween 8 <log M/Mg, < 10.5, but also consider 49 objects
at 1.3 < z < 1.5 and Ha SNR > 10, where our observa-
tions cover the full suite of optical emission lines from
[O 1I] to Ha + [S 11].

The MZR shows good agreement with previous
oxygen-based measurements at z ~ 2 (Sanders et al.
2018), in the mass regime where they overlap. Stacking
our full sample in five mass bins, we find that metallic-
ities evolve by 0.3 dex from z ~ 2 to z ~ 0. In con-
trast, we see no evidence for redshift evolution over the
two Gyrs spanned by our sample; stacked spectra at
1.3 < z< 1.7 and 1.7 < z < 2.3 show good agreement.

We also measure the M-Z-SFR relation in our data.
We use SED-derived SFRs to create stacked spectra hav-
ing higher and lower SFRs at each mass bin. This ex-
ercise shows no evidence for an SFR dependence: the
MZR derived from high SFR galaxies is consistent with
the MZR from low-SFR galaxies. We show that uncer-
tainties on SED-derived SFRs make it difficult to fully
separate the sample into high and low SFR bins. How-
ever, if we instead consider the 49 galaxies with more
accurate Ha-derived SFRs, we uncover an M-Z-SFR re-
lation at 1.3 < z < 1.5. In comparison to low red-
shifts, we find metallicities that are systematically 0.1
dex lower than the local M-Z-SFR relation derived from
strong lines in individual galaxy spectra (Curti et al.
2020), but which show a linear trend in their residuals



32

from the M-Z-SFR relation when it is measured from di-
rect metallicities in stacked spectra (Andrews & Martini
2013). It is difficult to determine whether there is real
evolution, because small samples of low redshift galax-
ies at the masses and SFRs of our sample imply that
the local M-Z-SFR relation is poorly constrained in this
regime.

The 49 objects with Ha SFRs allow us to measure
the projection of least scatter of the M-Z-SFR relation
(metallicity as a function of p,, where u, = log M/Mg
- alog SFR / Mg yr~!). We find an optimum fit cor-
responding to o = 0.17, although the scatter is reduced
only by a small amount: from 0.17 dex about the MZR,
to 0.16 dex about the M-Z-SFR relation. Both the low
value of «a, and the very small reduction in scatter, are
consistent with low-redshift studies that use strong emis-
sion line metallicity calibrations (Mannucci et al. 2010;
Yates et al. 2012; Andrews & Martini 2013; Hirschauer
et al. 2018). The weak SFR-dependence in our M-Z-
SFR relation implies that our sample, while incomplete
to low-SFR objects at low-masses, is biased to low metal-
licities by 0.03 dex at most. However, it is important to
note that direct-method abundances could yield a differ-
ent result. The low-redshift M-Z-SFR appears to have a
stronger dependence on SFR when direct-method abun-
dances are used (Andrews & Martini 2013 find o = 0.66
using direct abundances in stacked SDSS spectra, and
a = 0.1 — 0.3 using strong lines in the same stacks).
These authors argue that this stronger SFR dependence
from direct abundances indicates that strong-line cal-
ibrations are subject to systematic uncertainties that
correlate with SFRs. We speculate that the M-Z-SFR
relation at high redshifts may have a stronger SFR de-
pendence if it were be measured with direct-method
metallicities. As a corollary, our MZR may be more bi-
ased by incompleteness than we have inferred from the
strong-line M-Z-SFR relation.

Finally, we compare our results with theoretical mod-
els of the MZR and M-Z-SFR relation. Because of the
presence of an M-Z-SFR relation, directly comparing
an observed MZR with models, as is often done, can
be misleading. Therefore, we have applied sample se-
lection effects to the IllustrisTNG simulation, thereby
more accurately modeling the MZR from the present
data, as well as the MZR from Sanders et al. (2018).
This exercise suggests that the selection effects in our
present sample are uncovering the objects with the high-
est SFRs and lowest metallicities, whereas the selection
used by Sanders et al. (2018) uncovers more typical
z ~ 2 galaxies. Still, modeling these selection effects
brings the high-redshift MZR from IllustrisTNG more
in line with the observations that we present in this pa-

per. Curiously, however, IllustrisTNG predicts that the
galaxies observed by Sanders et al. (2018) should have
higher metallicities than the galaxies in our WFC3/IR
selected sample. Yet, the MZR measurements from
these two studies show excellent agreement in the mass
range where they overlap.

To further explore this discrepancy between the model
and the data, we compared the M-Z-SFR relation in II-
lustrisTNG with our 49 galaxies with Ha SFRs. Follow-
ing Davé et al. (2017), we show the relationship between
Alog O/H and Alog SFR/ Mg yr~! for both our obser-
vations, and the IllustrisTNG simulation data. We find
that the slope in Alog O/H vs. Alog SFR/ Mg yr—!
plane is around —1.0 in the simulation data, but is -0.15
in the observations. The slope of the simulated data is
much too steep; i.e., metallicity depends too strongly on
SFR in HlustrisTNG. On the other hand, the shallow
slope that we measure shows good agreement with the
simulated M-Z-SFR relation from Davé et al. (2017).
While direct metallicity measurements at z ~ 2 could
bring observations closer to IllustrisTNG, we argued in
§5 that—based on measurements of the local M-Z-SFR
relation— the amplitude of this systematic effect is too
small to explain our discrepancy with IllustrisTNG.

In conclusion, we reiterate that the metallicities of
galaxies remain a key constraint on galaxy formation
models. This work has provided new measurements of
the evolution of the MZR and the M-Z-SFR relation,
while also uncovering discrepancies in the simulated M-
Z-SFR relation from IllustrisTNG. Nonetheless, we also
identify some clear needs. If we are going to understand
the evolution of the MZR and M-Z-SFR relation, we
need statistical samples of galaxies with direct-method
abundances at high redshifts. These data, which will
soon be within reach of JWST, will be key to clarifying
the strength of the SFR dependence in the M-Z-SFR
relation at high-redshift.



33

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

AH, MR, DE, and BE acknowledge support from
HST-AR 14580. We thank Paul Torrey for assisting with
the interpretation of IllustrisTNG data. We are grate-
ful to Bahram Mobasher and Kit Boyett for thought-
ful comments that improved this manuscript. AJB ac-
knowledges funding from the “FirstGalaxies” Advanced
Grant from the European Research Council (ERC) un-
der the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme (Grant agreement No. 789056).
Y .-S. Dai acknowledges the support from NSFC grant
number 10878003. This work is based on data obtained
from the Hubble Space Telescope, as part of the 3D-
HST Treasury Program (GO 12177 and 12328 and the
CANDELS Multi-Cycle Treasury Program, as well as
GO 11600, 11696, 12283, 12568, 12902, 13352, 13517,
14178, 13420, and 14227. Support for these programs
was provided by NASA through a grant from the Space
Telescope Science Institute, which is operated by the
Association of Universities for Research in Astronomy,
Incorporated, under NASA contract NAS5-26555.

APPENDIX

A. ESTIMATING EMISSION LINE EQUIVALENT
WIDTHS

Estimates of emission line equivalent widths are neces-
sary for both stacked spectra and individual spectra, as
the correction for Balmer line stellar absorption is pro-
portional to the emission equivalent width. We describe
how this correction is applied in Appendix C. Here, we
detail the method used to estimate equivalent widths
and their uncertainties.

Slitless grism spectra are imperfect for measuring the
equivalent width of emission lines, as inaccurate sky sub-
traction or contamination subtraction can result in large
systematic errors. Moreover, it is not unusual to detect
lines without any continuum, in which case the spectra
can only provide a lower limit on the equivalent width.
An alternative approach is to measure the continuum
from the broad-band infrared images. However, this
method does not directly measure the continuum flux
at the specific wavelength of the emission line, and the
extraction aperture is not guaranteed to be the same for
the emission lines and the continuum. The broad-band
fluxes are also likely contaminated by line emission.

Given these caveats, we proceed cautiously, and com-
pare two different methods for equivalent width esti-
mation. The first method is to measure equivalent
width directly from the spectra. For this measurement,

we subtract the contamination model, and count spec-
tral continuum detections as cases where the continuum
SNR > 0.5 per pixel. The second method is to use
the broad-band photometry to estimate the continuum
at the wavelength of [O III]. In this case, we use the
WFC3/IR photometry: F110W and F160W for WISP,
and F125W and F160W for the CANDELS/3D-HST
fields. In each galaxy, the broad bands photometry is
corrected for contamination from emission lines, using
our measured fluxes for [O III], [O 1], and Ha. We
also include a small correction for Hj and [S 1], assum-
ing the average ratios for the sample: [O III|/HB= 7.1,
and [S H]/(Ha+ [N II]) = 0.16 (with the latter ratio
for z < 1.5 only). Then, we use a linear interpolation
between the corrected continuum fluxes to estimate the
continuum at the wavelength of [O III], thereby obtain-
ing the equivalent width in the line. Uncertainties on
the continuum at [O I1I] are estimated by a Monte Carlo
simulation, where the WFC3 photometry and the con-
tribution from emission lines were perturbed according
to their measured errors.

Figure 18 compares the rest-frame [O III] AA4959,
5007 equivalent width measurements from the spectra
with the measurements from broad-band photometry.
Only sources that have continuum detections in the
grism spectra with SNR > 0.5 per pixel are shown.
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Figure 18. Rest-frame [O III] AA4959, 5007 emission equiva-
lent widths are measured using continuum from spectra (ab-
cissa), and continuum from emission line corrected broad
band photometry (ordinate). Measurements are shown for
objects where the continuum is detected in the grism spec-
troscopy. The solid line shows the 1:1 relation. The broad-
band continuum measurements give equivalent widths with
no systematic difference from the spectra, but are more com-
plete to sources with fainter continua.

This analysis shows that there is no systematic differ-
ence between the two methods for estimating equiva-
lent widths. Likewise, the fractional error — the RMS
of (Wspec - Wbroadband)/Wbroadband —is 40% Since we
detect continuum from more galaxies when we use the
broad-band photometry, we adopt this method for all
galaxies in the sample.

The approach described above provides an estimate of
the lines that are detected in individual spectra. How-
ever, when we rely on stacking, [O III] is often the only
line that we consistently detect. Therefore, we require
a different method to estimate characteristic equivalent
widths of the lines that we observe only in the stacked
spectra. If the average spectral slope was flat through
the rest-frame optical, we could simply scale the me-
dian [O III] EW of the stacked galaxies by the measured
flux ratios in the stack. However, this is not necessar-
ily a good approximation, except for perhaps Hf, since
it is close in wavelength to [O III]. Therefore, we esti-
mate the continuum at the wavelengths for Ha, H3, H~,
and Hd, using the same linear interpolation that we de-
scribed above for estimating the continuum at [O III]
from F110W or F125W and F160W. Then, we take
(showing H~ for an example):

Wstack(H'Y) = Wstack([o IH]) (Pm> stack

F5(5007)
. (FA (4341) > stack . (Al)

Here, Wiaek([O IIT]) is the median of the [O III]
equivalent widths that are included in a given
spectral stack, (F(H~)/F([O II1]))stack is the rela-
tive line flux ratio measured from that stack, and
(FA(5007))/F)\(4341))stack is the median of the contin-
uum flux ratios for the galaxies in that stack. In calcu-
lating the medians of stacked samples, we exclude the
small minority of 25 galaxies where the broad-band flux
estimates at [O III] are measured at less than 3o signif-
icance.

The uncertainties on the equivalent width estimates
for lines other than [O III] are taken by propagat-
ing errors in Equation Al. For Wgac([O III]) and
(EFA(5007)/F(4341))stack We take the error on the mean
(the RMS of the individual measurements divided by the
square root of the sample size in the stack). The uncer-
tainty on the relative flux ratio (F/(H~)/F(]O III]))stack
is measured directly from bootstrap simulations, as de-
scribed in §3.1. Owverall, this approach provides esti-
mates for the equivalent widths of the Balmer lines in
the stacked spectra, as well as their uncertainties, so that
we can correct the stack flux ratios for stellar absorption
in our measurements of dust and metallicity.

B. DUST EXTINCTION CORRECTION BEFORE
OR AFTER STACKING SPECTRA?

In §3.1, we described our methodology for stacking.
In short, spectra are continuum subtracted, and then
normalized by the [O III] line flux to avoid weighting
towards the sources with the strongest emission lines.
In this approach, the spectra are not corrected for dust
extinction before stacking. Rather, an average extinc-
tion correction is applied to each stack, based on lines
that we measure in the stack (and in some cases a prior
based on lower redshift data; see Appendix C). For most
galaxies in the sample, poor knowledge of the individual
extinction corrections necessitate this strategy. How-
ever, if the galaxies in a given stack exhibit a range in
their dust extinction, then normalizing by [O III] flux
can bias the relative [O II] flux to higher values from
systems with little dust. A similar effect is present for
Ha, for redshifts where it is observed. In this case, the
[O III] normalization creates a bias towards strong Ha
emission from galaxies with more dust. The consequence
of these biases is that dust extinction from Ha/H/ could
be systematically high, while [O III]/[O II] ratios are
biased towards galaxies with low dust. Hence, correct-
ing the stack-measured [O II] using the dust extinction
also measured from the stack could underestimate the
[O 1I]/[O 1I] ratio from the combination of these two
effects.



We quantified this possible bias by correcting indi-
vidual spectra for dust extinction prior to stacking, us-
ing the subset of galaxies where this is possible. We
take the 49 galaxies with Ha SNR > 10 presented in
§3.2, and divide this subsample into two mass bins with
log M/Mg < 9.49 and log M/Mg > 9.49 (25 and 24
objects, respectively). We made stacks of these same
galaxies using our normal method, where extinction cor-
rection is done after stacking. We find 12 + log (O/H)
= 8.25 £0.02 and 8.39 £0.01 for the low and high mass
bins, respectively. On the other hand, when we apply
the dust extinction that we derive for these individual
galaxies before stacking, we find 12 + log (O/H) = 8.27
40.02 and 8.39 £0.01. For comparison, the mean of the
individual metallicity measurements for these two mass
bins are 12 + log (O/H) = 8.25 and 8.40, in excellent
agreement with the stack results from either method.
Therefore, we conclude that our stacking method is ro-
bust to systematic biases due to variations in dust ex-
tinction among the samples.

C. BAYESIAN INFERENCE OF METALLICITY
AND DUST EXTINCTION

In order to calculate metallicities for both the stacked
samples and individual galaxies, the spectra must be
corrected for dust extinction and Balmer line stellar ab-
sorption. Assessing these corrections, and how their
uncertainties translate to uncertainties in metallicity is
best addressed through a Bayesian analysis. In this way,
we can take advantage of Hy and Hé detections, or up-
per limits, while accounting for (or marginalizing over)
stellar absorption and the contamination of Ha by [N 1I]
and Hy by [O III] M363. Our method is similar to the
approaches used previously for grism spectra by Jones
et al. (2015b) and Wang et al. (2017); X. Wang et al.
(2019); Wang et al. (2020).

We use Bayes’ theorem to write the posterior proba-
bility distribution of our model:

p(R|0)p(9)
p(R)

where 6 is the set of four physical parameters that
model our data: metallicity, E(B-V)g,s, the equiva-
lent width of Hf stellar absorption, and the ratio of
[O 1II] A4363/H~y fluxes. Likewise, R represents the set
of line flux ratios that our model must reproduce: (Ha+
[N 1I))/HB, (Hy + [O 111]\4363)/H5, Ho/Hp, as well as
Ry = log([O 1]/HPB), R3 = log([O I11]/HPB), and O35 =
log([O 111]/[O 1I]). Then, p(f) is the prior distribution,
and p(R) is a constant that normalizes the posterior
probability distribution. In most cases, we adopt flat
priors, p(f), that are bounded by reasonable parameter

p(0|R) = (C2)
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space. Details regarding the model and priors are as
follows:

Metallicity—We consider metallicities over the range of
7.6 < 12 +1log(O/H) < 8.9 where the Curti et al. (2017)
calibration is defined. To produce a model of our data,
we calculate line ratios from their calibration, consider-
ing Ry, R3, and Osy. We also model [N II]/He, in order
to account for the contamination of our Ha flux by (gen-
erally weak) [N II] emission. This factors into our cal-
culation of dust-extinction. However, as we discussed in
§3.4, unlike the oxygen-based line ratios, the relationship
between [N II]/Ha and metallicity likely does evolve to
high-redshifts. Therefore, we adopt the [N II]/Ha cali-
bration from Strom et al. (2018): 12 + log(O/H) = 8.77
+ 0.34 x log(|N II]/Ha). Relative to local [N II]/Ha
calibrations, this relation implies stronger [N II] at fixed
metallicity. Since [N II] is still generally weak, the pre-
cise form of this correction does not strongly influence
our metallicity inferences; however, the stronger [N II]
contamination implied by this choice often results in bet-
ter agreement between the dust-extinction implied from
Ha/HB and Hy/Hp.

Dust Extinction—The line ratios that we evaluate for
the metallicity calculations are next reddened, accord-
ing to Calzetti et al. (2000). We also consider the Balmer
line ratios that are not used in the metallicity calibra-
tions described above. We adopt intrinsic Balmer line
ratios for T, = 10,000K: Ha/HB= 2.86, Hy/HfB= 0.468,
Hé/HB= 0.259. A hotter T, does not have a significant
impact on our dust extinction and subsequent metallic-
ity estimates. When Ha is included in the spectrum
(z < 1.5), we use a flat dust prior that extends from
0 < E(B—V)gas < 1.0. When He is not included,
we adopt a prior, which is used in addition to any con-
straints that come from the Hy/HS and Hé/Hp ratios.
We tested two methods for deriving the prior, which we
illustrate in Figure 19 and quantify in Table 6. First,
we derive a prior based on stacks of our z < 1.5 sam-
ple, using galaxies in the same mass range. Extinction
equivalent to or lower than at 1.3 < z < 1.5 is preferred
for higher redshifts, but higher values are still allowed.
This prior is illustrated by the dashed magenta curve
in Figure 19. Second, we used the mean of the extinc-
tion derived from the SED fits of the galaxies, assuming
AV nebuiar /A, steliar = 2.1 (Shivaei et al. 2020), and a
50% systematic uncertainty due to the stellar-to-nebular
extinction conversion. An example of this prior is shown
as the orange curves in Figure 19. As is evident from
Table 6, the nebular extinction inferred from SED fits
for galaxies in our entire redshift range (1.3 < z < 2.3) is
very similar to the dust reddening derived from stacked
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Figure 19. For stacked spectra and individual galaxies
at z > 1.5, we adopt priors on dust extinction, since the
constraints from the weaker Balmer lines are usually poor.
Here, we show two possibilities that we considered. First,
we derived priors from the posterior probability distributions
for stacks at z < 1.5. This example highlights the posterior
probability distribution for E(B-V) for the stack of galaxies
with 9.5 < log M/My < 10.0 (black curve). The prior that
we use for the higher redshift galaxies has the same high
E(B-V) tail, but is flat to lower E(B-V), as illustrated by the
magenta dotted curve. Alternatively, we tested a prior based
on the extinction derived from SED fits, after a conversion
to nebular extinction following Shivaei et al. (2020), shown
in the orange curve. Priors are derived for for each of the
five mass bins that we use in this paper.

sample of galaxies at z < 1.5. Ultimately, the method of
estimating the prior has a negligible impact on metallic-
ity that we derive (0.01 - 0.02 dex) We therefore choose
to use the prior based on Balmer lines in the z < 1.5
stacks, so that systematic uncertainties on the stellar-
to-nebular extinction conversion can be avoided.

Balmer Line Stellar Absorption—All line ratios involving
Balmer lines are corrected for stellar absorption, reduc-
ing the modeled flux of individual lines to match the ob-
served data. In order to choose a range of stellar absorp-
tion for our model, we examine spectra from both con-
tinuous and instantaneous burst models in Starburst99
(Leitherer et al. 1999), measuring the absorption equiv-
alent widths in Ha, HB, H7y, and HJ. For populations
with young stars, a reasonable range of Hf stellar ab-
sorption equivalent widths is 0 to 6 A, with the other
Balmer lines tracking HS. Therefore, we adopt stel-
lar absorption equivalent widths in Hvy and HJ that are
equal to that of HB, and Ha stellar absorption equiva-
lent width that is 2/3 of HB. Then, the modeled line
fluxes (and ratios) are corrected in proportion to their

Table 6. Dust extinction in stacked spectra

log(M/Mp) Nzci5 EB-V).c15 EB-V)ayest

(1) ) 3) @

<85 18 0.0718-22 0.12 + 0.06
+0.16

8.5-9.0 40 0.0079-26 0.11 4+ 0.05

9.0-95 57 0.1375-22 0.14 4 0.07

9.5 - 10.0 27 0.257018 0.23 +£0.12

> 10.0 11 0.5573-99 0.57 + 0.29

NoTE—Two different estimates of extinction were con-
sidered for determining priors on dust. (1): The stellar
mass bins used for these estimates are the same five that
have been presented throughout this paper. (2): The
number of galaxies in each mass bin at z < 1.5, which
we stack to obtain constraints on the dust extinction.
(3): Dust extinction derived from the Balmer decre-
ment measured in stacks of galaxies at z < 1.5. While
the measurements (or limits) for Hy/HB and Hé/HS
are included, the most robust constraints come from
Ha/HB. (4): An estimate of the mean nebular extinc-
tion for galaxies in the full redshift range of our sample,
determined from their SED fit, and multiplied by 2.1
following Shivaei et al. (2020). In this case, we adopt
a 50% systematic uncertainty on the stellar-to-nebular
extinction correction.

equivalent widths. For example:

[W(HB)"|

(IW(HB)™| + W (HB)*])’

(C3)
where f(H{3)%, is the modeled flux that is reduced
to account for stellar absorption and f(HB)moq is the
modeled flux, prior to this correction. In this calcula-
tion, W(HB)®™ and W (H )* are the equivalent widths
of the emission and the stellar absorption, respectively.
The emission line equivalent widths are estimated from
broad-band photometry; we describe these estimates
and assess their accuracy in Appendix A.

FHB)ES = F(HB)mod

Contamination of Hy by [O III] \[363—If we use H~y
to obtain constraints on dust extinction, we must cor-
rect for contamination by emission from [O III]A4363.
This feature is strongest at the low-metallicities that we
expect for our sample. Therefore, we allow a contri-
bution from this line, spanning from 1/40 to 1/500 of
[O III] AM4959,5007 for high and low electron temper-
atures (Osterbrock 1989) . Although this emission line
contribution should correlate with metallicity, given the
systematic uncertainties discussed in §3.4, we instead
choose to model it independently.
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Figure 20. Contours show the 68, 95, 99.7% confidence intervals for the four parameters that describe our model. The filled
points show the most likely solution for this stacked spectrum. The one dimensional posterior probability distribution for each
parameter is shown in the panels on the diagonal. This example is for the 223 galaxies with masses between 1085 and 10°°
Mg, covering the full redshift range of our sample (1.3 < z < 2.3).

Using these ingredients to model the line ratios that
we observe, R;, we evaluate the likelihood function:

p(R|A) = H e~ (Ri=R["%(0))?/(207) (C4)

Here, R"°? describes the modeled line ratios, which are
a function of 6 (metallicity, stellar absorption equivalent
width, dust extinction, and [O III] A4363 contamina-
tion). Likewise, o; represents the statistical error on the
observed line flux ratios. For ratios involving Balmer
lines, we add in quadrature an additional error to ac-
count for the uncertainty on the correction for the stel-
lar absorption. This error arises from the uncertainty on
the measured emission line equivalent widths (see Ap-
pendix A).

Figure 20 shows an example of our calculation, high-
lighting that metallicity is the best-constrained parame-

ter. The contour plots and the one dimensional posterior
probability distributions (on the diagonal panels) show
that the Hf stellar absorption equivalent width and the
[O 1IT]A\4363/Hy flux ratio are not well-constrained by
our data. This characteristic is shared by all of the
stacks that we consider. However, the inclusion of these
nuisance parameters in our model is important, as we
marginalize over them to arrive at realistic uncertainties
on metallicity and dust extinction. Curiously, Figure 20
shows that the metallicity does not depend strongly on
the dust extinction. This weak dependence is a conse-
quence of the fact that our metallicity inferences require
only a relative dust correction between [O III] and [O I},
rather than an accurate absolute correction to model the
reddened line fluxes.
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