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Why redshift 1 ? 



Is the UV the right wavelength? 
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Is the UV The Right Wavelength? 

  It depends, but always compare rest-frame 
wavelength 

  Careful when using UV, it does not show the 
whole story, only the massive stars.  

  Dusty objects will not radiate UV, but IR 
  The morphology of rest-frame UV at high-z are 

similar to Mrk08, NCG3079, NGC7673 (not 
M82), i.e. peculiar and compact (Petty et al. 
2009). 
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Voyer et al. 2009 



Voyer et al 2011  in prep 
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Authors Field Instrument Mag Range (FUVAB) 
Area Covered 

(arcmin2) 
Observed 
λ (Å) 

Xu et al. (2005) 36 MIS, 3 DIS  GALEX 14.0 - 23.8 7,2000 (~20 deg2) 1530 

Hammer et al. 
(2010) Coma Field GALEX 16.75-23.5 ~4,068 ( ~1.13 deg2) 1530 

Gardner et al. 
(2000) HDF-N ACS/STIS 24.5-29.5 1.54 1595 

Teplitz et al. (2006) HDF-N ACS/SBC 20.5-28.5 3.77 1610 
Voyer et al. 

(2011) 
HDF-N + UDF + 
Smaller Fields in 
GOODS-N & -S 

ACS/SBC  21.5-28.5 
(29.5?) 15.9 1610 

Voyer et al. 2011       SAMs are from Somerville et al. 11  

Cosmic Variance 



  Careful when using UV to study overall 
properties of galaxies 

 Found signatures of size evolution – lower 
redshift clumps are bigger, but less luminous 
and less numerous (per galaxy)  

  UV number counts of large areas match well 
SAMs 

  Sample of galaxies for ALMA in the future 





Comparison of the SFH inferred from the SMH compared to other measurements of  
star formation rates. The SFH inferred from the evolution of stellar mass is shown by the  
1 and 3σ uncertainty regions (dark and light grey-shaded areas, respectively). The dark solid  
line is the parametrized best fit to our SFH discussed in the text. The lower panel displays the  
ratio of this best-fitting SFH to the other measurements. 

Wilkins et al. 2008 





Rest-frame UV vs optical 

  Rawat, Wadadekar, de Mello (2009) used the 
deepest U-band (F300W)  taken with Hubble (de 
Mello et al. 2006) probing the rest-frame UV at 
intermediate-z. 

  Comparison with GOODS F850LP show: 
–   twice as many n < 0.5 in the F300W. (n is often used to 

identify mergers). Star-forming clumps? 

– ~ 3 times higher ellipticity in the F300W than in the rest-
frame optical image. Could explain why LBGs seem to 
have higher ellipticity (Ravindranath et al. 06). 

Conclusion: (WARNING) MERGERS AT HIGH-Z (IN THE 
REST-FRAME UV) MIGHT BE STAR-FORMING REGIONS.  


