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ABSTRACT

We have used public JWST/NIRSpec and JWST/NIRCam observations from the
CEERS and JADES surveys in order to analyze the star-forming main sequence (SFMS)
over the redshift range 1.4 ≤ z < 7. We calculate the star-formation rates (SFRs) of
the galaxy sample using three approaches: Balmer line luminosity, spectral energy dis-
tribution (SED) fitting, and UV luminosity. We find a larger degree of scatter about
the SFMS using the Balmer-based SFRs compared to the UV-based SFRs. Because
these SFR indicators are sensitive to star formation on different time scales, the differ-
ence in scatter may be evidence of bursty star-formation histories in the early universe.
We additionally compare the Hα-to-UV luminosity ratio (L(Hα)/νLν,1600) for individ-
ual galaxies in the sample and find that 29%−52% of the ratios across the sample are
poorly described by predictions from a smooth star-formation history. Measuring the
burstiness of star formation in the early universe has multiple significant implications,
such as deriving accurate physical parameters from SED fitting, explaining the evolu-
tion of the UV luminosity function, and providing constraints for sub-grid models of
feedback in simulations of galaxy formation and evolution.

1. INTRODUCTION

The galaxy star-forming main sequence
(SFMS) is a relation that exists between the
stellar masses and the star-fomation rates
(SFRs) of galaxies. This relation was first noted
in a large sample of galaxies from the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey (SDSS, York et al. 2000;
Brinchmann et al. 2004), and its evolution as
a function of redshift has also been studied ex-
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tensively (e.g., Noeske et al. 2007; Whitaker
et al. 2012, 2014; Speagle et al. 2014; Shivaei
et al. 2015; Santini et al. 2017). Studies of the
galaxy SFMS are typically aimed at constrain-
ing galaxy star-formation histories (SFHs) over
time, and the tightness of the SFMS implies
that galaxies of similar masses generally have
similar SFHs characterized by a smooth buildup
of stellar mass over time.
The intrinsic scatter in the SFMS is thought

to encapsulate information about the stocastic-
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ity or “burstiness” of galaxy SFHs. State-of-
the-art hydrodynamical simulations of galaxy
formation such as FIRE-2 (Hopkins et al. 2018),
Illustris TNG (Springel et al. 2018), and EA-
GLE (Schaye et al. 2015) make predictions of
galaxy SFHs that depend on sub-grid models of
feedback and star formation. Comparing obser-
vational constraints on galaxy SFHs with sim-
ulation predictions that are based on sub-grid
models provides an opportunity to test and im-
prove upon our understanding of how galaxies
build up their stellar mass over time.
In addition to constraining simulations,

bursty SFHs have been proposed as a possi-
ble explanation for the excess of galaxies at
the bright end of the UV luminosity function
at z ≳ 10 (e.g., Mason et al. 2023; Mirocha &
Furlanetto 2023; Sun et al. 2023a,b; Shen et al.
2023). In short, the burstiness of galaxies may
upscatter galaxies of fixed stellar mass to high
UV luminosities, resulting in an excess of UV-
bright galaxies at early times. Characterizing
the burstiness of SFHs at early times is also im-
portant for SED-based determinations of stel-
lar mass. It has been shown, for example, that
assuming a constant and/or smooth SFH dur-
ing SED fitting can underestimate the stellar
masses of star-forming galaxies on the order of
∼0.1-0.8 dex (Domı́nguez et al. 2015; Endsley
et al. 2023b; Whitler et al. 2023; Wang et al.
2024). Additionally, biases can be introduced
into SED-fitting procedures due to recent star-
formation episodes outshining older stellar pop-
ulations (e.g., Shapley et al. 2005; Narayanan
et al. 2024)
There are several observational signatures

that give insight into the SFHs of galaxies such
as the intrinsic scatter in the SFMS, the Hα-to-
UV ratio, and the deviation in log(SFR) from
the SFMS (e.g., Weisz et al. 2012; Atek et al.
2022; Asada et al. 2024). A larger intrinsic scat-
ter, for example, may indicate that galaxies un-
dergo significant excursions from the SFMS over

the course of their growth in the form of fre-
quent bursts. Similarly, Hα and UV emission
are sensitive to SFRs on timescales of ∼5 Myr
and ∼100 Myr, respectively, and their ratio can
constrain the rate of fluctuations in the SFR.
These observational signatures serve as metrics
that can be directly compared with theoretical
predictions of SFHs, thereby placing constraints
on the proper implementation of sub-grid mod-
els of feedback and star formation.
There is a large body of work that has com-

pared observational signatures of bursty SFHs
with theoretical predictions for galaxies at vari-
ous redshifts (e.g., Weisz et al. 2012; Domı́nguez
et al. 2015; Emami et al. 2019; Asada et al.
2024). It has been found, for example, that
there may be a larger degree of intrinsic scat-
ter in the SFMS for galaxies at low stellar
masses (log(M∗/M⊙) ≲ 8), though a number of
observational studies find no mass dependence
in the intrinsic scatter (e.g., Whitaker et al.
2012; Salmon et al. 2015; Schreiber et al. 2015;
Kurczynski et al. 2016). However, many of
these previous observational studies rely solely
on photometric data which probes star for-
mation on >100 Myr time scales, or measure
Hα using photometric excesses which can be
less certain when compared with direct spectro-
scopic measurement. With the increased spec-
troscopic sensitivity and wavelength coverage
of the Near-Infrared Spectrograph (NIRSpec;
Jakobsen et al. 2022) on the James Webb Space
Telescope (JWST), studies of the SFMS can now
be done routinely for representative samples of
high-redshift galaxies (e.g., Looser et al. 2023;
Simmonds et al. 2024; Narayanan et al. 2024;
Ciesla et al. 2023; Curti et al. 2024).
In this study, we use public JWST data from

the Near-Infrared Camera (NIRCam; Rieke
et al. 2023) and JWST/NIRSpec observations
from the JWST Advanced Deep Extragalac-
tic Survey (JADES) and the Cosmic Evolution
Early Release Science (CEERS) survey in con-
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junction with 3DHST photometric observations
to measure the SFMS and its intrinsic scatter
for galaxies at 1.4 < z < 7. We measure SFRs
using three different indicators: Hα luminosity,
UV luminosity, and SED fitting. The use of dif-
ferent indicators allows us to measure the intrin-
sic scatter in the SFR on different time scales,
and therefore gain insights into the burstiness
of galaxy star-formation histories in the early
universe.
Throughout this study, we adopt H0 =

70 km s−1 Mpc, Ωm = 0.3, and ΩΛ = 0.7
as cosmological parameters, and we assume a
Chabrier (2003) initial mass function. Addi-
tionally, we use the solar abundances reported
by Asplund et al. (2009) with 12+log(O/H)⊙ =
8.69 and the solar metallicity as Z⊙ = 0.014.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND
MEASUREMENTS

2.1. Observations

2.1.1. CEERS

We use public NIRSpec data from the CEERS
program (Program ID: 1345 Finkelstein et al.
2023; Arrabal Haro et al. 2023). Our anal-
ysis is based on 6 NIRSpec Micro-Shutter
Assembly (MSA) pointings in the AEGIS
field, which utilized the grating/filter combina-
tions of G140M/F100LP, G235M/F170LP, and
G395M/F290LP, providing a spectral resolution
of R ∼ 1000 over the wavelength range approxi-
mately 1−5µm. Each pointing was observed for
a total of 3107 sec in each grating/filter combi-
nation. A 3-point nod pattern was adopted for
each observation along each 3-shutter MSA slit.
In total, the 6 MSA pointings contained 321 slits
and 318 distinct targets.

2.1.2. JADES

In addition to CEERS, we made use of
publicly released data from the JADES pro-
gram (Program ID: 1210, Eisenstein et al.
2023) in the GOODS-S extragalactic legacy

field. The full data release consisted of
NIRCam imaging in multiple photometric
bands as well as NIRSpec spectra taken
with the PRISM/CLEAR, G140M/F070LP,
G235M/F170LP, G395M/F290LP, and
G395H/F290LP grating/filter configurations.
Throughout this analysis, we utilized NIR-
Spec observations in the G140M/F070LP,
G235M/F170LP, and G395M/F290LP grat-
ing/filter combinations.
Observations were conducted over the course

of three different visits. In order to reduce noise
introduced by detector defects, the MSA con-
figuration was shifted to place targets on dif-
ferent slits for each visit. A total of 198 galax-
ies were observed with the aforementioned grat-
ing/filter configuration, 117 of which we were
able to measure robust redshifts. Of this subset
of 117 galaxies considered in this study, 37 were
observed in all three visits, 25 were observed in
two visits, and 55 were only observed during a
single visit. For each visit, the exposure time
was 2.3 hr in each grating, resulting in a total
exposure time of 6.9 hr per grating for objects
observed in all three visits. A more detailed de-
scription of the JADES NIRSpec observations
can be found in Bunker et al. (2023).

2.2. Data Reduction

2.2.1. CEERS

The CEERS data reduction was performed us-
ing the STScI jwst pipeline.1 The details of the
data reduction process can be found in Sanders
et al. (2023). In short, the data were reduced
using the pipeline, and exposures were co-added
to produce a set of 310 individual 2D spectra.
1D spectra were then extracted from the 2D
spectra according to the procedure described
in Section 2.2.2, resulting in a sample of 252
1D spectra. These spectra were then corrected
for wavelength-dependent slit losses (see Reddy

1 https://jwst-pipeline.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html
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et al. 2023) and scaled so that the flux densi-
ties matched the broadband NIRCam photom-
etry (or the 3DHST photometry where NIRCam
imaging wasn’t available).

2.2.2. JADES

We downloaded reduced, two-dimensional
(2D) NIRSpec spectra from the DAWN JWST
Archive (DJA)2 whose reduction closely resem-
bles the reduction procedure applied to the
CEERS NIRSpec data. The reduction was per-
formed using a custom data reduction pipeline,
MsaExp3, which takes the Stage 2 data products
from the MAST database4 as inputs and per-
forms the wavelength calibrations, flat-fielding,
photometric calibrations, and a point-source
slit-loss correction on each of the individual ex-
posures. Each of the 2D exposures was then co-
added and combined into a final 2D spectrum
for each object. A more detailed explanation of
the reduction of the 2D spectra can be found in
Heintz et al. (2023) and Heintz et al. (2024).
The one-dimensional (1D) spectra were ex-

tracted from the 2D spectra by hand using an
optimal extraction aperture (Horne 1986) con-
sistent with the procedure described in Sanders
et al. (2023). During the extraction procedure,
strong emission lines were identified by eye in
the 2D spectra and were fit with a Gaussian pro-
file to make initial estimates of their redshifts.
Because the exposures were taken over multi-

ple visits, there were uncertain variations in the
position of the target on the slit during each
visit. Since the exposures in each of these visits
were combined into a single 2D frame, deriv-
ing a single solution for wavelength-dependent
slit losses, accounting for the extended nature
of galaxy targets, became non-trivial. However,
we calculate that the slit-loss correction factors
vary less than 5% between 1− 5 µm. Thus, we

2 https://dawn-cph.github.io/dja/spectroscopy/nirspec/
3 https://github.com/gbrammer/msaexp
4 https://archive.stsci.edu/hlsp/jades

do not apply slit-loss corrections to the JADES
spectra beyond the default point-source correc-
tion. We instead account for extended-source
slit losses during the flux calibration stage.
In order to obtain a robust absolute flux cal-

ibration, we first ensured that the relative flux
calibration between gratings was accurate be-
fore scaling the spectra in all gratings to match
the available photometry. To ensure an accu-
rate relative flux calibration, we applied a mul-
tiplicative scaling factor to the spectra in both
the G140M and the G395M gratings, leaving
the spectra in the G235M grating fixed. The
relative scaling was applied under the assump-
tion that all targets with the same exposure
time should reach the same relative sensitiv-
ity between gratings. In other words, the me-
dian value of the error spectrum in the G140M
grating (med(σG140M)) relative to that for the
G235M grating (med(σG395M)) should be the
same for all targets with the same exposure
time. The same should be true for med(σG395M)
relative to med(σG235M). Thus, we scaled
each spectrum in the G140M grating such
that the value of med(σG140M)/med(σG235M)
for each target was equal to the median value
of med(σG140M)/med(σG235M) across the whole
sample. The same procedure was used to scale
the spectra in the G395M grating relative to the
G235M grating.
Subsequently, we produced synthetic photo-

metric observations of all targets by passing the
spectra through six JWST filter curves (F090W,
F115W, F200W, F277W, F356W, and F444W).
We then compared the synthetic photometry to
the observed photometry and calculated a scal-
ing factor in each filter. For the targets in which
both the synthetic and the observed photome-
try were measured with a signal-to-noise ratio
> 5, we applied the median value of the scal-
ing factors in all signicicantly detected filters to
the spectra in all three gratings. This was done
to each individual target where there were avail-
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able photometric observations. Of the 117 spec-
tra for which an initial redshift was determined
during extraction, 56 targets had no absolute
flux scaling applied due to lack of photometric
observations or low signal-to-noise photometry.
However, for the 61 objects with significantly
detected photometry, the median absolute scal-
ing factor is 1.405, and the standard deviation
is 1.481 (0.17 dex), so we do not apply a multi-
plicative scaling factor to those 56 spectra.

2.3. SED and Emission-Line Fitting

The spectral energy distribution (SED) of
each galaxy was fit using the full suite of
available photometry from JWST/NIRCam,
HST/WFC3, Spitzer/IRAC, and ground-based
surveys to cover the rest-frame UV to the rest-
frame infrared.
For both the CEERS and JADES samples, we

used publicly available multi-wavelength photo-
metric catalogs constructed by G. Brammer5.
The CEERS catalog includes 7 HST bands
(F435W, F606W, F814W, F105W, F125W,
F140W, and F160W), and 7 JWST/NIRCam
bands (F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W,
F356W, F410M, and F444W), while the JADES
catalog includes 9 HST bands (F435W, F606W,
F775W F814W, F850LP, F105W, F125W,
F140W, and F160W), and 14 JWST/NIRCam
bands (both the broadband filters F090W,
F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, and
F444W, and the medium-band filters F182M,
F210M, F335M, F410M, F430M, F460M, and
F480M). For objects lacking NIRCam cover-
age, we used the SEDs cataloged by the 3D-
HST team (Skelton et al. 2014; Momcheva
et al. 2016) in the AEGIS and GOODS-S fields
for CEERS and JADES, respectively. These
SEDs include ground-based and HST optical

5 https://s3.amazonaws.com/grizli-
v2/JwstMosaics/v7/index.html

and near-IR photometry, and Spitzer/IRAC
3.6− 8.0 µm measurements.
The SED fitting was done using the FAST al-

gorithm described in Kriek et al. (2015). Fol-
lowing the redshift and stellar-mass-dependent
criteria described in Section 2.2 of Du et al.
(2018), we assume either a 1.4-times solar
metallicity and a Calzetti et al. (2000) dust ex-
tinction law (hereafter 1.4Z⊙+Calz), or a sub-
solar metallicity and a Small Magellanic Cloud
(SMC; Gordon et al. 2003) extinction curve
(hereafter 0.28Z⊙+SMC). For galaxies in the
range 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7, we assumed 0.28Z⊙+SMC
for galaxies below 1010.45 M⊙, and 1.4Z⊙+Calz
otherwise. For galaxies in the range 2.7 <
z ≤ 3.4, we assumed 0.28Z⊙+SMC for galax-
ies below 1010.66 M⊙, and 1.4Z⊙+Calz other-
wise. For all galaxies above z = 3.4, we assumed
0.28Z⊙+SMC. The best-fit SED was then used
to model the continuum for each galaxy dur-
ing the initial line fitting procedure. Using the
line fluxes calculated during this initial line fit-
ting procedure, we corrected the photometry for
contributions from emission lines that were de-
tected with >5σ significance. The SEDs were
then re-fit using FAST on the emission-line-
corrected photometry. The resulting best-fit
SEDs were used to model the continuum dur-
ing the final run of the line fitting.
The emission lines were fit using a

custom Python procedure that utilizes
scipy.optimize.curve fit() to perform a
chi-squared minimization with a Levenberg-
Marquardt algorithm. Each emission line
was modeled individually with a single Gaus-
sian profile; however, adjacent emission
lines (e.g., Hγ and [O iii]λ4364, or Hα and
[N ii]λλ6550, 6585) were fit simultaneously. The
flux ratio of the [N ii]λλ6550, 6585 line doublet
was fixed with a ratio of 1:3 during the fit-
ting procedure since the intrinsic line strengths
of the doublet members are fixed to the ratio
of their Einstein A coefficients. The 68% confi-
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dence interval (and associated 1σ uncertainties)
of the line fluxes were obtained via Monte Carlo
simulations, perturbing the flux density spec-
trum according to the error spectrum 500 times
and calculating the 16th and 84th percentiles
of the resulting flux distribution.

Figure 1. Redshift distribution of the com-
bined CEERS and JADES sample that we analyze
consisting of 146 spectroscopically confirmed star-
forming galaxies with robust SED measurements.
Of these, 106 galaxies come from CEERS and 40
galaxies come from JADES.

2.4. Sample Properties and SFR calculations

Of the 117 JADES galaxies with measured
redshifts, in addition to ground-based photome-
try, 110 have JWST/NIRCam and 3DHST pho-
tometry, 3 have only 3DHST photometry, and 4
have no space-based photometric observations.
Of the 231 galaxies with measured redshifts in
the CEERS sample, 217 had a combination of
NIRCam and/or 3DHST measurements. We
further restricted our sample to galaxies with
>5σ detections of at least two Balmer lines
for dust correction, and we selected for star-
forming galaxies by imposing a cutoff in specific

SFR of log (sSFR(SED)/yr−1) > −11, where
sSFR(SED) is the sSFR calculated from the
SED fitting routine. Finally, we flagged and re-
moved AGN-dominated galaxies by identifying
either an [N ii]/Hα flux ratio >0.5, or through
the presence of broad Balmer emission. Over-
all, the combined CEERS and JADES sample
that we analyze consists of 146 galaxies in the
redshift range 1.4 ≤ z < 7.
We show the redshift distribution of the com-

bined JADES and CEERS NIRSpec sample in
Figure 1. The full sample extends between
z ∼ 1 − 7, providing insights into the high-
redshift universe enabled by the near-IR sen-
sitivity that JWST/NIRSpec provides. Prior
to JWST, the properties and evolution of star-
forming galaxies from the local universe out to
z ∼ 3 had been investigated extensively in the
literature. Our sample, however, contains 94
galaxies at z > 2.7 with >5σ Balmer line detec-
tions, Balmer-decrement-based E(B − V ) mea-
surements, and SED information, enabling an
analysis of the properties of star-forming galax-
ies both during and after the epoch of reioniza-
tion. We calculated the SFRs of the galaxies
in our sample using the dust-corrected Hα lu-
minosity, the SED-based SFR from FAST, and
the dust-corrected UV luminosity. To correct
the observed Hα luminosity for dust attenua-
tion, we assumed a Cardelli et al. (1989) dust
law, with E(B − V ) values derived from the
Hα/Hβ Balmer decrement. We assumed an in-
trinsic ratio of Hα/Hβ of 2.79, corresponding to
Case B recombination where Te = 15, 000 K. In
cases where Hα was not detected due to lack of
wavelength coverage (15 galaxies), we used the
Hγ/Hβ ratio to dust-correct the emission lines,
assuming an intrinsic ratio of 0.475. Then, us-
ing the dust-corrected Hβ flux, we inferred the
Hα flux with the assumed intrinsic Hα/Hβ ratio
of 2.79. In cases where Hβ was not detected due
to lack of wavelength coverage (13 galaxies), we
used the Hγ/Hα ratio to calculate E(B − V ),
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Figure 2. Hα-based SFRs vs. stellar masses for the combined JADES and CEERS sample binned by
redshift. The darker and lighter shaded regions denote the 1σint and 2σint intrinsic scatter intervals about
the SFMS, respectively. The literature curves from Shivaei et al. (2015), Speagle et al. (2014), Topping et al.
(2021), and Popesso et al. (2023) were shifted down in SFR by 0.32, 0.32, 0.37, and 0.32 dex, respectively
to match our low-metallicity Hα to SFR conversion. The slightly different shift for Topping et al. (2021)
reflects the use of the Hao et al. (2011) conversion, whereas the other works adopt the conversion from
Kennicutt (1998).

assuming an intrinsic ratio of 0.173. All Balmer
line fluxes have been measured accounting for
Balmer absorption in the underlying stellar con-
tinuum during the fitting procedure.
After correcting for dust attenuation, we con-

verted the Hα luminosities to SFRs according
to the following equation:

log

(
SFR

M⊙ yr−1

)
= log

(
LHα

erg s−1

)
+ C (1)

where C is a metallicity-dependent conversion
calculated from a set of BPASS models (Stan-
way & Eldridge 2018) with an upper stellar
mass limit of 100 M⊙ (Reddy et al. 2022). For
galaxies fit with the 1.4Z⊙+Calz assumption,

we used a conversion of C = −41.37, corre-
sponding to a stellar metallicity of Z∗ = 0.02.
For galaxies fit with the 0.28Z⊙+SMC assump-
tion, we used a conversion of C = −41.59, corre-
sponding to a stellar metallicity of Z∗ = 0.004.
To calculate a final uncertainty on the measured
Hα-based SFR, we add the corresponding abso-
lute flux calibration uncertainty in quadrature
with the measurement uncertainties, adding
0.17 dex for those galaxies in JADES, and 0.23
dex for those in CEERS.
In order to correct the UV luminosity for

dust attenuation, we calculated the UV slope,
β, by performing a linear regression to the
observed rest-UV photometry for each galaxy,
which yields a median beta value of −1.55 with
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Figure 3. SED-based SFRs vs. stellar masses for the combined JADES and CEERS sample binned by
redshift. The darker and lighter shaded regions denote the 1σint and 2σint intrinsic scatter intervals about
the SFMS, respectively. The lower normalization of our sample compared to the literature is largely due to
the fact that we assume a SMC dust law, whereas most literature studies have assumed a Calzetti dust law.

a median uncertainty on beta of 0.36. We con-
verted β to the attenuation at 1600 Å, A1600,
using the following metallicity- and dust-law-
dependent conversion from Reddy et al. (2018):

A1600 =

1.82β + 4.43, 1.4Z⊙+Calz

0.93β + 2.52, 0.28Z⊙+SMC
(2)

We then converted the dust-corrected UV lu-
minosity to a SFR using the Murphy et al.
(2011) and Hao et al. (2011) conversion:

log

(
SFR

M⊙ yr−1

)
= log

(
νLν,1600

erg s−1

)
− 43.35 (3)

adjusted for a Chabrier (2003) IMF by adding
log10(0.77) to equation 3. We plot the SFRs

calculated using Hα, SED-fitting, and UV lu-
minosity vs. the stellar masses in Figures 2, 3,
and 4, respectively.
In our analysis of the SFMS, we divide the

galaxy sample into bins of redshift in order to
track changes in galaxy properties with cosmic
time. We restrict our analysis to objects with
z ≥ 1.4 for the purpose of comparison to previ-
ous related work from the MOSDEF survey (e.g.
Shivaei et al. 2015; Topping et al. 2021). We de-
fine our lowest redshift bin, 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7, to
capture galaxies up to z = 2.7, beyond which
the Hα line is shifted out of the wavelength
range of ground-based observatories. The fol-
lowing redshift bins (2.7 < z ≤ 4, 4 < z ≤ 5,
5 < z ≤ 6, and 6 < z ≤ 7) represent the
new rest-optical redshift frontier enabled by
JWST/NIRSpec.
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Figure 4. UV-based SFRs vs. stellar masses for the combined JADES and CEERS sample binned by
redshift. The darker and lighter shaded regions denote the 1σint and 2σint intrinsic scatter intervals about
the SFMS, respectively. The lower normalization of our sample compared to the literature is largely due to
the fact that we assume a SMC dust law, whereas most literature studies have assumed a Calzetti dust law.

3. FITTING THE STAR-FORMING MAIN
SEQUENCE

We performed a linear fit to the SFMS in Fig-
ures 2, 3, and 4 assuming an equation of the
form:

log(SFR) = m× log

(
M∗

109.16M⊙

)
+ b+N (0, σ2

int) (4)

where m is the slope, b is the intercept, 109.16

is the median stellar mass of the sample, and
σint is the intrinsic scatter distributed normally
(N ) about the best-fit relation. We normalized
the stellar masses by 109.16, the median stellar
mass, during the fitting to minimize the covari-
ance between the best-fit slope and the inter-
cept. Previous works have found evidence for a

turnover in the SFMS at high masses, leading
some authors to use a different parametrization
(e.g., Lee et al. 2015; Popesso et al. 2023). How-
ever, our galaxy sample predominantly lies be-
low the characteristic mass of ∼1010.5 M⊙ where
this turnover occurs, so we proceed using a lin-
ear fit.
We estimated the parameters m, b, and σint

using the following likelihood function L pre-
sented by Hogg et al. (2010):
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lnL = −
N∑
i=1

1

2
ln[Σ2

i + V ]−
N∑
i=1

∆2
i

2[Σ2
i + V ]

(5)

∆i = υ̂T

[
xi

yi

]
− b√

1 +m2
(6)

υ̂ =
1√

1 +m2

[
−m

1

]
(7)

where xi = log (M∗/10
9.16 M⊙)i, yi =

log (SFR/M⊙ yr−1)i, ∆i is the orthogonal dis-
tance of each point (xi, yi) to the best-fit line,
N is the number of data points, υ̂ is the unit
vector orthogonal to the best-fit relation, Σ2

i is
the covariance matrix of each measurement pro-
jected onto the best-fit line, defined as:

Σ2
i = υ̂T

[
σ2
x,i σxy,i

σxy,i σ2
y,i

]
υ̂ (8)

with σx,i being the uncertainty on xi, σy,i be-
ing the uncertainty on yi, σxy,i being the covari-
ance between the two measurements for a given
galaxy, and V is a matrix encapsulating the in-
trinsic scatter, defined as:

V = υ̂T

[
0 0

0 σ2
int

]
υ̂ (9)

Throughout this analysis, we assume that
σxy,i = 0 for all galaxies. We emphasize that
this is likely not the case when the SFR is esti-
mated using SED fitting, since these two quan-
tities are not derived independently. However,
we do not quantify this covariance, and instead
we proceed with this caveat in mind when ana-
lyzing the SED-based SFMS.
We multiply our likelihood function L by a

uniform prior probability distribution, restrict-
ing each parameter to the following ranges:
m = [0.5, 1.5], b = [−5, 5], and σint = [0, 1.5].
To estimate the best-fit parameters, we use the

Python Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
implementation emcee6 developed by Foreman-
Mackey et al. (2013). We use 48 walkers and
a maximum of 5000 steps to sample the likeli-
hood function, always discarding the first 100
“burn-in” samples before evaluating the best-
fit parameters. These hyperparameters ensure
that the number of steps is always greater than
50 times the autocorrelation time. We evaluate
the likelihood function within the bounds de-
fined by the priors, and we calculate the best-
fit parameters for the SFMS in each redshift bin
for each SFR indicator. For each parameter, we
report the median value of the MCMC sample
distribution, and we calculate the 1σ confidence
interval by reporting the 16th and the 84th per-
centile values. The results of this analysis are
given in Table 1.
For each SFR indicator, we find a consistent

level of intrinsic scatter at all redshifts, with the
inverse-variance-weighted average values being
⟨σint,Hα⟩ = 0.48± 0.05, ⟨σint,SED⟩ = 0.42± 0.03,
and ⟨σint,UV⟩ = 0.26 ± 0.02. In Figure 5, we
illustrate how our σint measurements vary over
each redshift bin for each SFR indicator. We
see that over the majority of the redshift range
that we probe, σint,Hα and σint,SED are greater
than σint,UV.
The scatter in the SED-based SFMS is more

consistent with the Hα-based SFMS than with
the UV-based SFMS, contrary to our expecta-
tions given that the SED-based and UV-based
SFRs are both measured using stellar contin-
uum emission. However, the SED-based SFMS
scatter may be overestimated due to anticorre-
lated errors between the stellar mass and SFR
in the SED fitting. Since the SFR and stellar
mass are both sensitive to the normalization of
the SED model to the photometry, the two are
highly correlated. If there is positive covariance
between the stellar mass and the SFR uncer-

6 https://emcee.readthedocs.io/en/stable/
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tainties from SED fitting, then setting σxy,i = 0
and minimizing Equation 5 will underestimate
the intrinsic scatter. However, some studies
(e.g., Salmon et al. 2015; Kurczynski et al. 2016)
have found in the analysis of their SED fitting
approach that the SFR vs. stellar mass covari-
ance was negative, driven largely by the uncer-
tainties on the UV extinction. This negative
covariance would lead to an overestimate of the
intrinsic scatter in the SED-based SFMS using
our methodology. Since we do not explicitly
test for the covariance between the stellar mass
and the SED-based SFR, it is difficult to assess
the accuracy of our σint,SED calculations. How-
ever, since the measurements of SFR(Hα) and
SFR(UV) are made independently of the SED
fitting process, we proceed assuming that the
uncertainties in the Hα- and UV-based SFRs
are not correlated, or are only weakly correlated
with the stellar mass uncertainties.
In each redshift bin, we additionally calcu-

late the intrinsic scatter below the median stel-
lar mass of the sample (M∗ < 109.16 M⊙) and
above the median stellar mass of the sample
(M∗ > 109.16 M⊙) to investigate whether we
detect the mass-dependence of σint reported by
other studies (e.g., Cole et al. 2023; Santini et al.
2017). To calculate the mass-dependent σint,
we calculate the maximum likelihood value of
Equation 5, treating V as a piecewise function:

V =

V (σint,low), M∗ < 109.16 M⊙

V (σint,high), M∗ > 109.16 M⊙

(10)

We then performed 500 Monte Carlo simula-
tions, perturbing each data point (xi, yi) by the
measurement uncertainty (σx,i, σy,i) and allow-
ing galaxies to move between mass bins. The
results of our simulations are also tabulated in
Table 1. We do not find strong evidence for a
mass dependence of the intrinsic scatter in the
SFMS based on this analysis.

2 4 6
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0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

σ
in

t

Hα SED UV

Figure 5. The intrinsic scatter in the SFMS σint as
a function of redshift. The points have an arbitrary
offset in the x-axis to more easily see overlapping
points. The blue, orange, and green points show the
intrinsic scatter in the SFMS as determined from
Hα, SED fitting, and UV luminosity, respectively.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. SFR Intrinsic Scatter

We analyze both Hα- and UV-based SFRs in
order to characterize the burstiness of galaxy
SFHs in the early universe. We see in Fig-
ure 5 that the Hα-based SFMS is characterized
by a larger intrinsic scatter than the UV-based
SFMS, with an average difference of ⟨σint,Hα⟩ −
⟨σint,UV⟩ = 0.21± 0.05 dex. We argue that this
difference in σint is consistent with time fluctua-
tions in galaxy SFHs, though systematic uncer-
tainties may also contribute (see Section 4.3).

4.1.1. Comparison to theoretical works

Some previous theoretical works have pre-
dicted that galaxies should have bursty SFHs at
high redshift. Domı́nguez et al. (2015) analyzed
hydrodynamic simulations (gasoline; Wadsley
et al. 2004) of 11 star-forming galaxies and cal-
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Table 1. Star-forming Main Sequence best-fit parameters as a function of redshift and SFR indicator.

SFR Indicator Redshfit Bin m b σint σint,low
a σint,high

b N

Hα 1.4 < z ≤ 7.0 0.69+0.07
−0.08 0.56+0.05

−0.05 0.53+0.05
−0.04 0.57+0.05

−0.04 0.59+0.04
−0.04 146

Hα 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7 0.95+0.15
−0.18 0.16+0.09

−0.09 0.56+0.10
−0.08 0.89+0.33

−0.28 0.58+0.06
−0.06 52

Hα 2.7 < z ≤ 4.0 0.67+0.10
−0.12 0.59+0.09

−0.08 0.42+0.09
−0.07 0.45+0.07

−0.08 0.44+0.07
−0.07 32

Hα 4.0 < z ≤ 5.0 0.74+0.15
−0.20 0.81+0.12

−0.12 0.54+0.15
−0.10 0.26+0.09

−0.10 0.74+0.11
−0.09 25

Hα 5.0 < z ≤ 6.0 0.75+0.13
−0.16 0.83+0.12

−0.11 0.44+0.13
−0.10 0.51+0.08

−0.08 0.32+0.12
−0.13 23

Hα 6.0 < z ≤ 7.0 0.69+0.13
−0.26 0.97+0.20

−0.15 0.42+0.21
−0.14 0.26+0.10

−0.11 0.62+0.21
−0.21 14

SED 1.4 < z ≤ 7.0 0.53+0.02
−0.04 0.51+0.04

−0.04 0.45+0.03
−0.03 0.44+0.02

−0.02 0.47+0.02
−0.02 146

SED 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7 0.62+0.07
−0.09 0.23+0.06

−0.06 0.39+0.05
−0.04 0.34+0.03

−0.03 0.39+0.02
−0.01 52

SED 2.7 < z ≤ 4.0 0.72+0.11
−0.14 0.61+0.09

−0.09 0.48+0.09
−0.07 0.29+0.03

−0.03 0.54+0.04
−0.04 32

SED 4.0 < z ≤ 5.0 0.55+0.04
−0.08 0.59+0.10

−0.09 0.44+0.10
−0.07 0.27+0.03

−0.03 0.55+0.07
−0.05 25

SED 5.0 < z ≤ 6.0 0.55+0.04
−0.09 0.81+0.10

−0.10 0.44+0.10
−0.07 0.40+0.04

−0.03 0.41+0.06
−0.05 23

SED 6.0 < z ≤ 7.0 0.63+0.09
−0.17 0.90+0.14

−0.12 0.36+0.15
−0.10 0.36+0.07

−0.06 0.08+0.11
−0.08 14

UV 1.4 < z ≤ 7.0 0.54+0.03
−0.04 0.58+0.03

−0.03 0.34+0.02
−0.02 0.35+0.02

−0.01 0.34+0.01
−0.01 145

UV 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7 0.59+0.05
−0.07 0.32+0.04

−0.05 0.31+0.04
−0.03 0.24+0.02

−0.02 0.33+0.01
−0.01 52

UV 2.7 < z ≤ 4.0 0.68+0.05
−0.06 0.63+0.05

−0.05 0.23+0.04
−0.03 0.20+0.02

−0.02 0.26+0.03
−0.03 31

UV 4.0 < z ≤ 5.0 0.56+0.04
−0.06 0.68+0.05

−0.05 0.23+0.05
−0.04 0.16+0.03

−0.02 0.30+0.04
−0.04 25

UV 5.0 < z ≤ 6.0 0.53+0.03
−0.05 0.88+0.08

−0.07 0.34+0.07
−0.06 0.32+0.06

−0.04 0.30+0.07
−0.07 23

UV 6.0 < z ≤ 7.0 0.64+0.08
−0.09 0.88+0.08

−0.07 0.18+0.08
−0.06 0.22+0.05

−0.06 0.08+0.04
−0.08 14

∗We are unable to measure a UV-based SFR for one galaxy in the 2.7 < z ≤ 4.0 bin due to
a lack of rest-UV photometric observations.

aThe intrinsic scatter in the SFMS as measured for galaxies with stellar masses less than the
sample median of 109.16 M⊙.

bThe intrinsic scatter in the SFMS as measured for galaxies with stellar masses greater than
the sample median of 109.16 M⊙.

culated the standard deviation in the Hα lumi-
nosity values in 5 Myr time steps from z = 2.74
to z = 1.97. They found that the standard de-
viation in the Hα luminosities (LHα) of galaxies
between 108 and 109 M⊙ was 0.45 dex, while
that for galaxies with stellar masses ≳109 M⊙
was 0.22 dex. We compare these predictions
to our observations of the Hα-based SFMS in
the 1.4 < z ≤ 2.7 bin assuming that our mea-
surements of σint,Hα (and thus, LHα) capture
the average deviations in SFR from a shared
SFH. The scatter in LHα that Domı́nguez et al.
(2015) found in their 108-109 M⊙ galaxies (0.45
dex) is lower than our SFR(Hα) intrinsic scat-

ter of 0.56+0.10
−0.08 dex measured across the full

mass range of our sample. This discrepancy
also holds with respect to σint,Ha in our lower-
mass bin (<109.16 M⊙), which we determine to
be 0.90+0.32

−0.28 dex. However, the uncertainty on
σint,Hα in the lower mass bin has large uncertain-
ties owing to the relatively few galaxies in this
mass range and the measurement uncertainties
moving galaxies between mass bins. With re-
spect to the higher-mass (≳109 M⊙) sample of
Domı́nguez et al. (2015), their predicted stan-
dard deviation in LHα of 0.22 dex is lower than
what we find for σint,Hα across the whole mass
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range in our sample as well as in our high stellar
mass bin (0.56+0.10

−0.08 and 0.58+0.06
−0.06, respectively).

When considering the UV-based SFMS, the
standard deviation in LUV that Domı́nguez
et al. (2015) predicted also presents some dif-
ferences when compared with our measure-
ments. The predicted SFR(UV) scatter from
Domı́nguez et al. was 0.28 dex at M∗ =
108–109 M⊙, and 0.16 at M∗ ≳109 M⊙. The
scatter in their 108–109 M⊙ sample is consis-
tent with our measurement of σint,UV = 0.31+0.04

−0.03

across our full mass range within the 1σ con-
fidence interval. However, the scatter in our
low-mass bin of 0.24+0.02

−0.02 dex is slightly smaller
than the 0.28 dex prediction. Whether this dif-
ference comes down to small sample numbers in
our low-mass bin or from differences in galaxy
SFHs is still uncertain, and more observations
of galaxies at lower masses will improve this
scatter measurement. In their ≳109 M⊙ galax-
ies, the predicted scatter of 0.16 is smaller than
what we find in both our high-mass galaxies
(0.33+0.01

−0.01 dex) and across the whole mass range.
Our finding that the scatter in LHα predicted

by Domı́nguez et al. (2015) is smaller than our
measured σint,Hα suggests that systematic mea-
surement uncertainties may be contributing to
our inferred scatter, or that the output from
these simulations underpredicts the stochastic-
ity of SFRs in galaxies between z = 2.74 and
z = 1.97. A larger, mass-complete spectro-
scopic sample would help to distinguish between
these interpretations.
We also compare our data to the intrinsic

scatter values measured in the FIRE and Il-
lustrisTNG simulations. In the FIRE simu-
lations, Sparre et al. (2017) reports the pre-
dicted scatter in the SFMS to be between 0.4–
0.5 dex for Hα-based SFRs and 0.3–0.4 dex
for UV-based SFRs. For IllustrisTNG, Don-
nari et al. (2019) reports that in the stellar
mass range 109–1010.5 M⊙, their 100 cMpc sim-
ulation predicts a scatter of 0.2 dex for a 200-

Myr-timescale SFR indicator (which we assume
closely matches the UV luminosity) and 0.25
dex for an instantaneous SFR indicator (which
we assume closely matches the Hα luminosity).
In the case of FIRE, our measured σint,Hα and
σint,UV across the full mass range at 1.4 < z ≤
2.7 agree with the predictions from FIRE at
z = 2. However, our measured scatter in both
the Hα-based and UV-based SFMS exceeds the
predictions made by the IllustrisTNG simula-
tions at z = 2.
The disagreement of our observations with

IllustrisTNG may come down to the simula-
tion’s treatment of star formation and feed-
back that are on scales too small to resolve.
These processes are thought to contribute to
the stochasticity of star formation (e.g., Hop-
kins et al. 2018), and the inability to resolve
these processes may affect predictions regarding
the burstiness of SFHs. Considering this, our
observation that σint,Hα > σint,UV out to z ∼ 7 is
consistent with the interpretation that SFHs are
bursty. The caveat to this, of course, is that the
systematic uncertainties associated with con-
verting Hα flux to SFR are sub-dominant with
respect to fluctuations in the galaxy SFHs. We
discuss this caveat further in 4.3.
Whether the scatter in the SFMS varies as a

function of stellar mass at high redshift does not
have a clear consensus among theoretical works.
Domı́nguez et al. (2015) found that the scatter
in Hα luminosity varies as a function of stellar
mass, with a scatter of 1.0 dex at the low-mass
end (107 M⊙) and 0.15 dex at the high-mass
end (109.5 M⊙). Several other theoretical works
also find a mass dependence in the SFMS scat-
ter (e.g., Ma et al. 2018; Ceverino et al. 2018;
Katsianis et al. 2019; Legrand et al. 2022), while
some studies find no such trend (e.g., Donnari
et al. 2019; Pallottini & Ferrara 2023). In our
galaxy sample, we do not see any consistent
mass dependence on σint in the SFMS between
the low- and high-mass bins across redshift.
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Figure 6. The Hα-based star-forming main se-
quence as determined from JWST observations
in this study (purple) and MOSDEF observations
from Sanders et al. (2021) (gray). The MOSDEF
data points have been shifted down by 0.32 dex to
match the Hα luminosity to SFR conversion that
we use in this paper.

4.1.2. Comparison to observational works

In addition to theoretical predictions, previ-
ous observational works have constrained σint

in the SFMS. Studies that use SFR indica-
tors tracing star formation on 10-Myr timescales
typically find intrinsic scatter values of σint ∼
0.2–0.5 dex (e.g., Kashino et al. 2013; Shivaei
et al. 2015; Cole et al. 2023). Many other studies
find an intrinsic scatter of 0.2–0.3 dex when ana-
lyzing SFR indicators that trace star formation
over longer timescales (e.g. Whitaker et al. 2012;
Schreiber et al. 2015; Tomczak et al. 2016).
In the case of our measurements of σint from

both UV-based and Hα-based SFRs, we find
results that are consistent with previous liter-
ature. In Figure 6, we compare our results
to those found by Sanders et al. (2021) in the
MOSDEF survey, which uses an expanded ver-
sion of the sample from Shivaei et al. (2015).
We note that our measured σint,Hα exceeds that

found from the MOSDEF survey in a similar
redshift range. However, our sample is more
sensitive to lower Hα luminosities and lower
stellar masses. Thus, our interpretation is that
including galaxies in this new parameter space
increases the scatter when compared with pre-
vious work (Shivaei et al. 2015).
As is the case in theoretical work, observa-

tional studies yield no consistent answer regard-
ing the mass-dependence of the scatter in the
SFMS. Some studies report an increase in scat-
ter with increasing stellar mass (e.g., Guo et al.
2013; Popesso et al. 2019a,b; Sherman et al.
2021; Cole et al. 2023), some do not report
any monotonic mass-dependence on the scatter
(e.g., Noeske et al. 2007; Schreiber et al. 2015;
Shivaei et al. 2015; Davies et al. 2022), and some
report a decrease in scatter with increasing stel-
lar mass (e.g., Willett et al. 2015).
When comparing our low-redshift sample with

the MOSDEF (Kriek et al. 2015; Shivaei et al.
2015) sample, however, we tentatively observe
a mass dependence. The median stellar mass
of our JWST sample in the lowest redshift bin
is 109.48 M⊙, while the median stellar mass of
the MOSDEF sample spanning 2.0 < z < 2.6
is 109.88 M⊙. The fact that these samples span
different ranges in stellar mass and exhibit dif-
ferent amounts of scatter in the SFMS provide
tentative evidence for mass-dependence of σint

when probing a large enough range in M∗. A
larger, mass-complete spectroscopic sample is
needed, however, to make a definitive statement
about the presence or absence of mass depen-
dence on the intrinsic SFMS scatter.
We also note that we do not measure any

strong redshift evolution in σint for any of
the SFR indicators, as illustrated in Figure 5.
There has been increased interest in determin-
ing whether an evolution in bursty SFHs can ex-
plain the excess of UV-bright galaxies at z > 10
(e.g., Sun et al. 2023a,b; Shen et al. 2023; Ma-
son et al. 2023). Though our sample does not
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Table 2. The fractions of galaxies in vs. out of
equilibrium SFHs in each redshift bin.

Redshift Bin f
a
eq f

b

above f
c

below σ
d

Hα/UV

1.4 < z ≤ 2.7 0.54 0.13 0.33 0.3+0.05
−0.05

2.7 < z ≤ 4 0.71 0.13 0.16 0.3+0.07
−0.06

4 < z ≤ 5 0.52 0.32 0.16 0.36+0.09
−0.08

5 < z ≤ 6 0.48 0.17 0.35 0.46+0.1
−0.09

6 < z ≤ 7 0.64 0.21 0.14 0.29+0.13
−0.1

aFraction of galaxies whose Hα-to-UV ratio is
consistent with the equilibrium range from
Mehta et al. (2023).

bFraction of galaxies whose Hα-to-UV ratio lies
more than 1σ above the equilibrium.

cFraction of galaxies whose Hα-to-UV ratio lies
more than 1σ below the equilibrium.

dThe measurement-subtracted scatter of the log-
arithmic Hα-to-UV ratio of the galaxies in each
redshift bin.

extend past z ∼ 7, a larger, higher-redshift sam-
ple with smaller measurement uncertainties on
all of the SFR indicators would allow for a bet-
ter determination of the evolution of σint with
cosmic time.

4.2. The Hα-to-UV luminosity ratio

Another common metric used to characterize
the burstiness of SFHs is the L(Hα)/νLν,1600 ra-
tio. Since the Hα and UV luminosities respond
to changes in the SFR on different timescales
(∼5 Myr and ∼100 Myr, respectively), mea-
suring their ratio gives information about the
nature of SFHs for a galaxy population (see
Flores Velázquez et al. 2021; Rezaee et al.
2023, for more detailed discussions). Using
stellar population synthesis models and a con-
stant SFH, Mehta et al. (2023) found that
the log(L(Hα)/νLν,1600) ratio reaches an equi-
librium after ∼100-200 Myr, reaching values
the range of −1.93 and −1.78 for metallicities

(log (Z/Z⊙)) between −2 and 0. Using this
equilibrium range, Asada et al. (2024) analyzed
the Hα-to-UV luminosity ratio in their sample
of z ∼ 4.7–6.5 galaxies, finding that 60% of their
galaxies deviate from a constant SFH by greater
than 1σ.
We plot the L(Hα)/νLν,1600 ratio of our galaxy

sample in Figure 7, along with the equilibrium
range calculated by Mehta et al. (2023) indi-
cated by a blue, hatched, horizontal band. We
additionally shade in the regions below which
we do not expect to detect galaxies due to
the sensitivity limits of the NIRSpec spectra
(∼2×10−19 erg s−1 cm−2). We convert this lim-
iting flux to a lower limit on the detectable Hα
luminosity at the median redshift of the galaxy
sample in each redshift bin. We then calcu-
late the predicted value of νLν,1600 as a function
of stellar mass by translating our SFR(UV) vs.
stellar mass linear fit parameters in Table 1 to a
relationship between νLν,1600 and stellar mass.
This results in a curve that represents our pre-
dicted sensitivity to LHα/νLν,1600 as a function
of stellar mass.
In Table 2, for each redshift bin, we show the

fraction of galaxies whose Hα-to-UV ratios are
consistent with the equilibrium value to within
1σ (feq) and the fraction of galaxies with Hα-
to-UV ratios above and below the equilibrium
value (fabove and fbelow, respectively). We also
calculate the standard deviation in the Hα-to-
UV ratio, σHα/UV. Across redshift bins, we see
that between 48%–71% of galaxies fall within
the predicted equilibrium range of Hα-to-UV
ratios. Our measured feq represents an upper
limit however, since it is not able to distinguish
between galaxies that have been steadily form-
ing stars for 100-200 Myr and galaxies that are
transitioning between star-forming and quench-
ing episodes. Our data reveal no monotonic
trend of feq with redshift, and instead indicate
that the galaxy population is characterized by
a mixture of smooth and bursty SFHs.
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Figure 7. The Hα-to-UV luminosity ratio vs. stellar mass for our galaxy sample. The gray hatched region
shows the parameter space that we are not sensitive to assuming a limiting survey flux and a UV-luminosity
to stellar mass ratio (which we derive from the parameters reported in Table 1). We take the limiting flux
in our sample to be 2.0 × 10−19 erg s−1 cm−2 since this is the lowest Hα flux we observe at a significance
greater than 5σ. The dashed gray lines denote the uncertainty on the region of our sensitivity limits due
to the intrinsic scatter in SFR(UV) vs. stellar mass relation. The horizontal blue hatched region shows the
equilibrium range of Hα-to-UV luminosity calculated by Mehta et al. (2023).

We also consider fabove and fbelow in an at-
tempt to constrain the duty cycle of star for-
mation in the early universe. We expect that
a low duty cycle of star formation will result
in fbelow > fabove and vice versa. Our data
reveal no consistent trend with fabove or fbelow
vs. redshift. In the lowest two redshift bins,
fbelow > fabove, suggesting a low duty cycle of
star formation in this redshift range. However,
fabove > fbelow in the 4 < z ≤ 5 bin, which would
suggest a high duty cycle. Endsley et al. (2023b)
suggested in their analysis of z ∼ 6 galaxies that
UV-faint (and thus low-mass) galaxies may be
more likely to be observed in recent downturns
in their star formation. This would produce low

Hα to UV ratios at low stellar masses in our
sample in the high redshift bins. Due to the
relatively low numbers of galaxies in these high-
est two redshift bins, however, it is difficult to
ascertain how physically meaningful fabove and
fbelow are. Additionally, the sensitivity limits
of the surveys begin to hinder our ability to
measure log(LHα/νLν,1600) for low-mass galaxies
at these redshifts. A future deep spectroscopic
analysis of z ∼ 6 galaxies would be able to pro-
vide a better view of the star-forming behav-
ior of galaxies at this epoch. Finally, we tabu-
late the measurement-subtracted scatter in the
log(LHα/νLν,1600) distribution for each redshift
bin. The scatter ranges between 0.30–0.46 dex,
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suggesting that time-dependent fluctuations in
galaxy SFHs may result in differences in SFR
that vary by a factor of ∼2–3 when determined
from Hα vs. UV luminosity.

4.3. Important considerations

We have based our discussion thus far upon
measurements of galaxy SFRs derived from Hα
and UV luminosities. There are, however, sys-
tematic uncertainties in these conversions that
are difficult to quantify, and they may not be
negligible.
The conversion between Hα luminosity to

SFR, for example, introduces some uncertain-
ties. Deriving a SFR from hydrogen recom-
bination line luminosities assumes that the es-
cape fraction of ionizing radiation from galax-
ies (fesc) is zero, which may not be the case
in the early universe, especially for faint galax-
ies which are thought to be key contributors to
cosmic Reionization (e.g., Endsley et al. 2023a).
Direct measurements of fesc at z ∼ 3 by Pahl
et al. (2021) suggest that galaxies typically have
escape fractions of 5–10%. Indirect studies of
the SEDs of galaxies at higher redshifts sug-
gest a range of escape fractions, with typical
values of ∼ 13% (Mascia et al. 2024), reaching
up to 50% in the most extreme cases (Topping
et al. 2022; Endsley et al. 2023a). However,
the highest inferred escape fractions are char-
acteristic of galaxies with the faintest UV lumi-
nosities (MUV ∼ −17.5) and bluest UV slopes
(β ∼ −3), properties not representative of the
majority of our sample. Thus, it is unlikely that
uncertainties on fesc dominate the systematics
in this study.
The conversion factor that we choose to trans-

late betwen Hα luminosity and SFR also in-
troduces systematic uncertainties. We choose
these conversion factors self-consistently with
the metallicity assumptions used to derive stel-
lar population properties from the SED fit-
ting. However, calculating the ionizing photon
production based on the Hα luminosity likely

involves more nuance than what is captured
by choosing between two different metallicity-
dependent conversion factors. The difference
between the two conversion factors that we use
is 0.22 dex, so the magnitude of the system-
atic uncertainty on SFR(Hα) is likely on this
order. In addition, the fact that we use a single
UV luminosity to SFR conversion factor rather
than accounting for metallicity dependence in-
troduces some uncertainty.
There are also uncertainties involved in choos-

ing which dust attenuation law to apply to the
stellar component of each galaxy in the sam-
ple. Several studies analyzing the infrared ex-
cess vs. UV slope relation in high redshift
galaxies have determined that higher redshift,
lower metallicity galaxies are better described
by an SMC attenuation law, while local, metal-
rich galaxies are better described by a Calzetti
et al. (2000) dust law (e.g., Reddy et al. 2018).
However, though this trend may apply on av-
erage to galaxy populations, the specific dust
law that best applies to an individual galaxy
is difficult to determine, and assuming that
a particular dust law applies to many galax-
ies may lead to increased scatter in the in-
ferred SFRs (e.g., Shivaei et al. 2015, 2018).
We also note the possibility of missing nebu-
lar emission coming from optically-thick dust-
enshrouded star-forming regions (Kennicutt &
Evans 2012). However, observations of Paschen
lines by Reddy et al. (2023) in galaxies at
z ∼ 1–3 suggest that this effect would boost
the SFR(Hα) by 25% at most. Additionally,
we do not expect this effect to be particularly
pronounced since most of our sample lies at low
stellar mass (log(M∗/M⊙) < 10), where dust at-
tenuation is less significant (e.g., Whitaker et al.
2017; McLure et al. 2018).
Finally, variations in the stellar IMF may con-

tribute significantly to derived galaxy properties
(e.g., Wang et al. 2024). Throughout this analy-
sis, we assume a Chabrier (2003) IMF, however,
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observations of galaxy properties in the early
universe have led some authors to entertain the
possibility that significant variations in the IMF
exist in the early universe (e.g., Katz et al. 2022;
Pacucci et al. 2022). It is not feasible to de-
termine the specific form of the stellar IMF in
each galaxy (see Hennebelle & Grud́ıc 2024, for
a more recent review on the subject), but this
may be a source of uncertainty in our measure-
ments if the IMF for early galaxies does vary sig-
nificantly from the Chabrier (2003) functional
form.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have analyzed the galaxy
SFMS at 1.4 < z < 7 using a combined CEERS
and JADES NIRSpec sample. We measure
the SFRs using different indicators: Hα, SED-
fitting output, and UV luminosity. With these
various indicators, we are able to investigate the
burstiness of galaxy SFHs in the early universe.
Our main conclusions are as follows:

1. We find that the intrinsic scatter in the
Hα-based SFMS is larger than the UV-
based SFMS by 0.21±0.05 dex on average.
This difference is consistent with the idea
that galaxies with bursty SFHs will devi-
ate from the SFMS on short timescales,
resulting in increased scatter for short
timescale indicators such as Hα compared
to longer timescale indicators such as the
FUV luminosity.

2. We do not see evidence for mass-
dependence in the intrinsic scatter about
the SFMS within our sample. We do,
however, see tentative evidence for larger
scatter at lower masses when comparing
our sample with the MOSDEF survey,
suggesting that a large dynamic range in
stellar mass is required to probe any mass
dependence in σint.

3. We also find evidence for bursty SFHs
in some galaxies when analyzing the Hα-

to-UV luminosity ratio. Depending on
the redshift, 29–52% of galaxies in our
sample deviate from the ratio predicted
for a stellar population with a constant
SFH over a 100 Myr timespan. The de-
gree of scatter about this equilibrium ra-
tio also suggests the influence of bursti-
ness on the SFHs of the galaxies in our
sample. In order to fully see how this ra-
tio behaves as a function of stellar mass,
a deep, mass-complete spectroscopic sam-
ple is required.

This study represents a preliminary analysis of
the characteristics of the SFHs of star-forming
galaxies in the early universe with multiple SFR
indicators. Evidence for bursty star-formation
histories has important implications for several
areas, namely in the determination of stellar
population properties through SED fitting and
matching of theoretical simulations of galaxy
formation with observations. We anticipate the
promise of repeating this analysis with order-
of-magnitude larger samples at similar redshifts
covered by multiple SFR indicators.
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