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ABSTRACT

We present the evolution of the mass-metallicity (MZ) relations at z = 4−10 derived with 135 galaxies

identified in the JWST/NIRSpec data taken from the three major public spectroscopy programs of

ERO, GLASS, and CEERS. Because there are many discrepancies between flux measurements reported

by early ERO studies, we first establish our NIRSpec data reduction procedure for reliable emission-line
flux measurements and errors successfully explaining Balmer decrements with no statistical tensions

via thorough comparisons of the early ERO studies. Applying the reduction procedure to the 135

galaxies, we obtain emission-line fluxes for physical property measurements. We confirm that 10 out

of the 135 galaxies with [O iii]λ4363-lines have electron temperatures of ≃ (1.1− 2.3)× 104K, similar
to lower-z star-forming galaxies, that can be explained by heating of young massive stars. We derive

metallicities of the 10 galaxies by the direct method and the rest of the galaxies with strong lines by the

metallicity calibrations of Nakajima et al. (2022) applicable for these low-mass metal-poor galaxies,

anchoring the metallicities with the direct-method measurements. We thus obtain MZ relations and

star-formation rate (SFR)-MZ relations over z = 4 − 10. We find that there is a small evolution of
the MZ relation from z ∼ 2 − 3 to z = 4 − 10, while interestingly that the SFR-MZ relation shows

no evolution up to z ∼ 8 but a significant decrease at z > 8 beyond the error. This SFR-MZ relation

decrease at z > 8 may suggest a break of the metallicity equilibrium state via star-formation, inflow,

and outflow, while further statistical and local-baseline studies are needed for a conclusion.

Keywords: Chemical abundances(224) — Galaxy chemical evolution(580) — Galaxy evolution(594) —

High-redshift galaxies(734) — James Webb Space Telescope(2291)

1. INTRODUCTION

The James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) has dra-

matically advanced the exploration of the high redshift

universe. One important advancement for the high red-
shift community is provided by the high sensitivity of the

Near Infrared Spectrograph (NIRSpec; Jakobsen et al.

Corresponding author: Kimihiko Nakajima

kimihiko.nakajima@nao.ac.jp

2022) at λ ≃ 2 − 5µm, allowing us to directly ad-

dress the key questions relating to the physical con-

ditions of inter-stellar medium (ISM) and the nature
of the ionizing spectrum for galaxies in the early uni-

verse. The properties of the hot ISM, especially the gas-

phase metallicity determined by the oxygen abundance

(12 + log(O/H)), can be accurately constrained using
rest-frame optical emission lines. These emission lines

have been well calibrated and understood over decades,

as discussed in a recent review by Maiolino & Mannucci

(2019). Gas-phase metallicities provide a crucial exper-
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imental tool for studying the early chemical enrichment

and feedback processes in galaxy evolution. These mea-

surements can be used in conjunction with cosmological

simulations (e.g., Finlator & Davé 2008; Ma et al. 2016;
Torrey et al. 2019; Langan et al. 2020; Ucci et al. 2021)

and chemical evolution models (e.g., Davé et al. 2012;

Lilly et al. 2013; Dayal & Ferrara 2018) to gain insights

into galaxy formation and evolution. Moreover, the ef-

ficiency of ionizing photon production, as quantified by
ξion (the production rate of hydrogen ionizing photons

per unit luminosity in the UV-continuum), can be used

to study the nature of the ionizing spectrum. The Hy-

drogen Balmer emission via recombination physics pro-
vides the best constraints on ξion, while high ionization

lines such as Heii offer key spectroscopic tools to in-

vestigate the hardness of the ionizing spectrum. These

approaches are crucial for understanding the stellar pop-

ulation of early galaxies, diagnosing the presence of ac-
creting black holes in the system, and detecting galaxies

hosting the very first generation of stars in the early

universe (e.g., Schaerer 2003; Inoue 2011; Kewley et al.

2013; Bouwens et al. 2016; Nakajima & Maiolino 2022;
Katz et al. 2022; Trussler et al. 2022).

Determinations of these properties ideally require

key optical emission lines such as [O iii]λλ5007, 4959,

[O iii]λ4363, [O ii]λλ3726, 37291, and the Balmer lines.

In particular, [O iii]λ4363 is crucial for gas-phase metal-
licity studies based on electron temperature (Te). How-

ever, these lines are limited in their applicability to

galaxies up to z . 3 in the pre-JWST era, with the

detection of [O iii]λ4363 from sources at z & 1 still chal-
lenging due to faintness (e.g., Christensen et al. 2012;

Jones et al. 2015; Sanders et al. 2020, 2021). These

lines are beyond the reach of ground-based telescopes

at higher redshift. Now JWST/NIRSpec has become

online to directly examine these key emission lines in
detail for high redshift sources.

Using the Early Release Observations (ERO) of NIR-

Spec within one month after the data release, several

studies report a detection of [O iii]λ4363 from three
objects at z = 7.6 − 8.5 which are magnified by

the strong lensing galaxy cluster SMACS J0723.3-7327

(Schaerer et al. 2022; Curti et al. 2023a; Trump et al.

2022; Rhoads et al. 2023; Arellano-Córdova et al. 2022;

Brinchmann 2022). These objects have provided the
first reliable metallicity determinations at high redshift

based on the direct Te measurement. The metallic-

ity values from the different teams are overall consis-

tent to each other for each source, resulting in a mass-

1 We use the notation [O ii]λ3727 as the sum of the doublet.

metallicity relation which is scattered around the ex-

trapolation of the z ≃ 2 − 3 relation towards the lower

mass end (M⋆ = 107.5 − 109M⊙). Curti et al. (2023a)

also examine the mass-metallicity-star formation rate
(SFR) relation as indicated to be a fundamental rela-

tion from z = 0 to z . 2 − 3 (Mannucci et al. 2010;

Maiolino & Mannucci 2019; Sanders et al. 2021, and the

references therein), suggesting that no clear evolution is

seen from z = 0 − 3 to z = 7.6 − 8.5, particularly ex-
cepting for the z = 8.5 object (see below). However,

the sample size is obviously too small to conclude the

evolution on the mass-metallicity relation and its SFR

dependence.
Moreover, several pieces of evidence in the previous

ERO studies imply that the early release of the NIR-

Spec products contain some issues. At the early stage

of the ERO data release, the reductions including the

flux calibration are partly based on the predicted pre-
flight data such as the throughputs of the spectrograph,

the optical telescope element, and the NIRSpec fore op-

tics. A sensitivity function, whose shape is strongly de-

pendent on the wavelength, is necessary for appropriate
flux measurements as adopted in Curti et al. (2023a)

using standard stars taken during the commissioning.

Even after the flux-calibration, there remains some ten-

sions for faint emission lines. A notable issue is seen

in the Balmer decrements such as Hγ/Hβ and Hδ/Hβ
which are (not always but sometimes) unexplainable in a

consistent way within the uncertainties according to the

Case B recombination. Such tensions, especially seen in

the faint emission lines, may be caused by background
residuals and/or hot pixels that persist in the released fi-

nal spectra. Interestingly, the z = 8.5 object (ID:04590)

is suggested to present a high [O iii]λλ4363/5007 line ra-

tio, and accordingly a very high Te & 25000K, which is

hard to be explained by heating of young massive stars
alone (Katz et al. 2023). The low metallicity indicates it

falls significantly below the mass-metallicity-SFR rela-

tion (Curti et al. 2023a) and can be in an early stage of

galaxy evolution. Such a high electron temperature and
low metallicity need to be confirmed by a more carefully

reduced spectrum free from any tensions. The NIR-

Spec data reduction procedure will be revisited as one

of the key parts of this paper for reliable emission-line

flux measurements and errors.
Despite these possible uncertainties, recent NIRSpec

observations are now providing increasing numbers of

spectra from high-redshift objects, and the reports

of the identifications of strong emission lines such as
[O iii]λλ5007, 4959+Hβ from objects at z > 7 − 8 fol-

lows. Notable results has come from the Early Re-

lease Science (ERS) observations of GLASS (Treu et al.
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2022; Morishita et al. 2022; Mascia et al. 2023) and

CEERS (Finkelstein et al. 2022; Bagley et al. 2022;

Sanders et al. 2023; Tang et al. 2023; Fujimoto et al.

2023; Shapley et al. 2023), two Director’s Discre-
tionary Time (DDT) programs (Williams et al. 2022;

Heintz et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022; Langeroodi et al.

2022), and the Guaranteed Time Observations of

JADES (Robertson et al. 2022; Curtis-Lake et al. 2022;

Bunker et al. 2023; Cameron et al. 2023b; Saxena et al.
2023; Curti et al. 2023b). Regarding the ISM proper-

ties, Sanders et al. (2023) examine the ionization prop-

erties of ∼ 160 galaxies at z = 2 − 9 from CEERS by

using high-to-low ionization emission line ratios such as
[O iii]λ5007/[O ii]λ3727, and suggest that galaxies tend

to present hard ionizing spectra at high-redshift. The

metallicities at z > 6.5 are suggested to be sub-solar on

average (see also Tang et al. 2023; Shapley et al. 2023).

A similarly high ionization state and modest metal-
licity is also suggested in 29 galaxies at z = 4.8 − 8

from GLASS (Mascia et al. 2023) and in 26 galaxies at

z = 5.5 − 9.5 from JADES (Cameron et al. 2023b, see

also Saxena et al. 2023). Fujimoto et al. (2023) explic-
itly derive metallicities of ∼ 10 z = 8− 9 CEERS galax-

ies using a metallicity indicator of [O iii]λ5007/Hβ, sug-

gesting that these high-redshift galaxies have a lower

metallicity than z = 0 − 3 galaxies for a given stel-

lar mass. More extremely, Williams et al. (2022) re-
port a z = 9.5 galaxy with [O iii]+Hβ, revealing a very

high [O iii]/[O ii] ratio and a modestly low-metallicity,

12 + log(O/H) = 7.48 ± 0.08, falling below the z = 0

mass-metallicity relation but still consistent within 2σ.
Including the z = 9.5 object, Heintz et al. (2022) ana-

lyzed five objects at z > 7.8 from the DDT programs and

suggest a systematic decrease of metallicity at z > 7.8

on the mass-metallicity-SFR relation found in lower-

redshift, as seen in the ERO z = 8.5 object. A similar
conclusion is also derived by Langeroodi et al. (2022).

Boyett et al. (2023) report another z = 9 galaxy from

GLASS whose [Ne iii]λ3869/[O ii] ratio implies a sub-

solar metallicity. Finally, Bunker et al. (2023) report
the astonishing spectrum of GN-z11 at z = 10.6 using

the deep JADES observations. The author use several

metal lines such as [Ne iii], [O ii], as well as the UV lines

of Niv]λ1486, Niii]λ1748, and Ciii]λ1909 and imply an

unusually high nitrogen-to-oxygen abundance ratio for
its modest (∼ sub-solar) oxygen abundance (see also

Cameron et al. 2023a). We note that these metallici-

ties are based on the strong emission line ratios which

are empirical indicators and calibrated mostly in the
local universe (e.g., Maiolino & Mannucci 2019). The

applicability of these methods at high-redshift need to

be carefully confirmed (e.g., Curti et al. 2023a), partic-

ularly given the indication of different degrees of ion-

ization in the ISM of galaxies between z = 0 and high-

redshift for a fixed metallicity (Sanders et al. 2023).

In this paper, we provide a summary of three ma-
jor public NIRSpec observation programs of ERO,

GLASS, and CEERS, aimed at characterizing the mass-

metallicity relation at z = 4 − 10 and examining its

evolution over cosmic time. We establish a reliable data

reduction procedure for emission-line flux measurements
and errors using NIRSpec data, which is applied to con-

struct a large sample of galaxies at z = 4 − 10 as de-

tailed in Section 2. In Section 3, we utilize key emis-

sion line ratios to derive metallicities for the JWST ob-
jects with improved NIRSpec spectra. We then inves-

tigate the mass-metallicity relation and its dependence

on SFR at high redshift. We begin with the 10 ob-

jects in which [O iii]λ4363 is identified and metallicity

is determined using the direct Te method. The empiri-
cal metallicity indicators validated with these 10 objects

are then applied to estimate metallicities for the remain-

ing JWST objects. We analyze the mass-metallicity and

mass-metallicity-SFR relations at z = 4 − 10 using the
metallicity measurements obtained for the JWST ob-

jects. The results and implications of these metallicity

relationships are discussed in Section 4, and we provide

a summary of our conclusions. Throughout the paper

we adopt a standard ΛCDM cosmology with ΩΛ = 0.7,
Ωm = 0.3, and H0 = 70km s−1 Mpc−1.

2. DATA

We assemble the publicly available NIRSpec data of
ERO and ERS, re-reduce and analyze the spectra, and

identify high-redshift galaxies with the rest-frame op-

tical emission lines to discuss their nebular properties.

In the following subsections, we detail our improved re-
duction procedures, particularly for the ERO data to

demonstrate the improvements by comparing with the

early results.

2.1. ERO Data

2.1.1. NIRSpec observations and Data reduction

The JWST/NIRSpec ERO observations were under-

taken on UT 2022 June 30, targeting the SMACS 0723

lensing cluster field (Pontoppidan et al. 2022; Proposal
ID: 2736). Multi-slit spectroscopy was taken using the

micro-shutter assembly (MSA), with the medium res-

olution (R ∼ 1000) gratings/filters of G235M/F170LP

and G395M/F290LP sampling the wavelength range of
1.7− 3.1 and 2.9− 5.1µm, respectively. Two observing

blocks were carried out, o007 and o008, each of which

consisted of three exposures of 2918 sec in G395M and

F235M each, with a 3-shutter slitlet nod pattern, i.e.,
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Figure 1. Observed NIRSpec spectra for the five z = 5−8.5
ERO objects. For each object: (top) 2D spectra for the six in-
dividual exposures (three nods each in o007 and o008). (bot-
tom) 1D composite spectrum. We generate the 1D composite
spectrum by first median-stacking the individual 2D spectra
and then extracting the 1D spectrum with a small aperture
(see text). This procedure allows us to minimize the possi-
ble impacts of hot pixels and to rescue some individual 2D
frames where the spectrum is partly out of the slit (e.g., two
nod2 frames of 10612).
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slightly nodded positions, nod1, nod2, and nod3, in dif-

ferent shutters within the slitlets. The total integration

time was 4.86hr in G235M and G395M each.

By visually checking all of the 1D and 2D compos-
ite spectra that were publicly available, we identified 5

objects whose [O iii]λλ5007, 4959+Hβ were clearly de-

tected and that were useful for the investigation of the

nebular properties at high-redshift z > 5, with IDs

04590, 05144, 06322, 08140, and 10612. Although there
were additional two sources in the ERO sample that

were tentatively reported at z = 5 − 6 (Brinchmann

2022; Mahler et al. 2022), they were not included in the

following analysis because of their lines’ poorer confi-
dence levels.

For the five sources, data reduction was re-performed

for a more careful analysis and flux calibration. Start-

ing with the Level1 products provided by the obser-

vatory, we carried out the Spec2 and Spec3 pipelines
per nod and per observing block using the Python li-

brary for JWST observations by STScI (ver.1.8.5). We

used the latest reference files stored in a pmap file of

either 1028 or 1027, where notably the flat files were
created from in-flight data for all MOS data taken af-

ter the launch, resolving the MOS flux calibration is-

sues reported in the early report of the NIRSpec ERO

data (see below for more details about the flux calibra-

tion). According to the original reduction procedure
for NIRSpec MSA data provided by the CEERS team2,

during the Spec2 pipeline, a single science image for a

particular nodding position was background-subtracted

by using the other nods’ images. However, we realized
some hot pixels including uncleaned cosmic rays in one

of the background images fell on the spatial position of

the science objects and badly influenced the final 1D

spectrum. To avoid such additional noises, we care-

fully checked the background-subtracted science images
and removed one of the other nods’ images, if neces-

sary, for the background images and re-ran the Spec2

pipeline in an iterative manner. Furthermore, we sub-

tracted the local residual background at each spectral
pixel for each science image by masking the spatial po-

sition of the object and taking the median value of the

pixels in the range [−10 pix:+10pix] along the spectral

direction3. We performed the Spec2 pipeline assuming

that all of the five sources were point sources, as they all
looked compact in the NIRCam images with the half-

2 https://web.corral.tacc.utexas.edu/ceersdata/SDR2/NIRSpec
3 We have checked that the choice of the box size does not signifi-
cantly affect the final spectra, by changing it from ±5 to ±15 pix.
The pixel size is 1.06× 10−3 and 1.79× 10−3 µm in G235M and
G395M, respectively.

light radii smaller than the PSF (e.g., Harikane et al.

2022a; Tacchella et al. 2022; see also Ono et al. 2022 for

the size evolution at high-redshift). This assumption af-

fected how the pathloss corrections, which accounted for
various types of signal loss in NIRSpec data, were calcu-

lated and applied. The correction depended on the po-

sition of the source within the configured MSA shutter,

the aperture used for the observations, the wavelength,

as well as the type of the object. We used the original
MSA metadata files to refer to the relative placement

of the sources within the MSA shutters assuming the

pointing uncertainties during the observations were neg-

ligible, but manually changed the values in the column
STELLARITY to force the objects to be treated as point

sources. Figure 1 summarizes the six 2D outcomes (3

nods for 2 observing blocks) for each of the ERO sources.

Checking the six single exposures in both 1D and 2D

for each of the sources, we confirmed no signal was de-
tected in the nod2/o007 observing block for 04590, as al-

ready pointed out by the earlier studies (e.g., Curti et al.

2023a; Arellano-Córdova et al. 2022). This exposure ob-

viously needed to be removed from the final composi-
tion. Moreover, we noticed the spectra of nod2/o008

of 05144 were badly affected especially around the

Hγ+[O iii]λ4363 wavelength regime. To be conserva-

tive, we decided to remove the visit for 05144 to make

a composite. In short, the integration time we used for
the composite spectra of 04590 and 05144 was 4.05hr,

and 4.86hr for 06355, 08140, and 10612.

The composition was done by median-stacking the

available 5–6 2D spectra. The individual 2D spec-
tra were residual background-subtracted, and shifted to

have common spatial and spectral ranges for the com-

position. All the shifts were integer movements. We

adopted the 2D median-stacking procedure to further

alleviate the possible impacts of hot pixels that persisted
in the final spectra, which were produced by the stan-

dard procedure by the Spec3 pipeline. Moreover, the 2D

median-stacking method allowed us to rescue the frames

where the spectrum was partly out of the slit. Examples
were found in the two nod2 positions for 10612 whose

losses of the fluxes were > 3σ level if extracted in indi-

vidual frames and compared with the other nods’ 1D.

Our method treated the outer regions of the slit as NaN

and calculated the median value without NaN at each
pixel in 2D. Using the 2D composite, one-dimensional

spectrum was produced for each source and grating via

the summation of 3 pixels (= 0.′′3 ≃ 2×FWHM) along

the spatial direction centered on the spatial peak po-
sition. We adopted the narrow extraction aperture as

compared to the previous studies to minimize the effects

coming from the noisy regions close to the edge, partic-

https://web.corral.tacc.utexas.edu/ceersdata/SDR2/NIRSpec
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ularly for 04590, 08140, and 10612 that were observed

with a short MSA slitlet.

The flux calibration was one key procedure to be im-

proved for the early NIRSpec studies, as some of the
reference files needed for the successful flux calibration,

such as the flat frames for the spectrograph and the fore

optics, were based on the predicted pre-flight through-

puts. As of the pmap file of 1022, these flat files have

been updated and created from in-flight data for all
MOS data. The MOS flux calibration accuracy is now

estimated at approximately 5 percent or less over the

full wavelength range4. We therefore used the flux so-

lutions provided by the spec2pipeline together with the
latest reference files. Finally, we scaled the spectrum to

match the broadband photometry of JWST/NIRCam

to combine the spectroscopic and photometric measures

based on a common aperture to derive the quantities

such as equivalent widths of the optical emission lines
and ξion. We used the NIRCam broadband that covered

the [O iii]+Hβ emission for the scaling. The final com-

posite 1D spectrum is presented in the bottom panel for

each of the sources in Figure 1.
To evaluate the noise level, we used the 2D noise

frames of read-out noise (VAR_RNOISE) and Poisson noise

(VAR_POISSON) outputted in the Spec2 procedure for

each object and nod. In addition, we added the standard

deviation of the residual background at each spectral
bin in quadrature. We then averaged the noise frames

of the available nods and extracted the 1D noise spec-

tra in quadrature by using the same spectral and spatial

ranges as adopted for the science spectra. Finally the
scaling was performed in the same manner as done for

the science spectra.

2.1.2. Emission line flux measurements

We measured the key optical emission lines of hydro-

gen Balmer lines, [O ii]λ3727, [Ne iii]λ3869, [O iii]λ4363,

and [O iii]λλ5007, 4959 by performing a Gaussian pro-
file fitting to each line, and used the noise spectrum

to weight the fit. In the fitting procedure for the rela-

tively faint objects of 04590, 05144, and 08140, the red-

shift of the [O iii]λ5007 (i.e., the strongest emission line)
was adopted as Gaussians for the other lines. We per-

form all wavelength measurements on the vacuum wave-

length scale, although we follow a longstanding conven-

tion of specifying the emission lines by their wavelength

in air. The error of each flux measurement was calcu-
lated by adding the noise levels of the spectral bins in

quadrature within the wavelength range of ± FWHM

centered on the Gaussian peak. Using the flux measure-

4 https://jwst-crds.stsci.edu/display all contexts/

Figure 2. Balmer emission line ratios of Hγ/Hβ and Hδ/Hβ

for the ERO objects (04590 in red, 05144 in emerald green,
06355 in orange, and 10612 in green) in the main panel. The
colored filled circles represent the new emission line flux mea-
surements and errors with our improved reduction, while the
other symbols show the measurements based on the early
data release, as shown in the legend (Curti et al. 2023a;
Rhoads et al. 2023; Arellano-Córdova et al. 2022). For the
measurements of Arellano-Córdova et al. (2022), we adopt
the average values based on the two spectra (o007 and o008)
for 06355 and 10612, but refer only to the o008 value for
04590. For those with line ratios outside the ranges of the
plot, we place them close to the edge of the plot with an
arrow to indicate the direction toward the actually reported
line ratio. The lines show expected Balmer decrements as
a function of E(B−V) for the three different attenuation
curves (Cardelli et al. 1989 with dashed, Calzetti et al. 2000
with dotted, and SMC (Gordon et al. 2003) with dot-dashed)
and the two different electron temperatures (Te = 10000K
in gray and 25000K in magenta), although the different
attenuation curve and Te have a small impact on this di-
agram. The deviation of the Hδ/Hβ ratio from the the-
oretically expected value based on the Hγ/Hβ ratio (∆
Hδ/Hβ = ((Hδ/Hβ)obs − (Hδ/Hβ)expected) normalized by
(Hδ/Hβ)expected) is highlighted in the upper panel, and that
of the Hγ/Hβ ratio based on the Hδ/Hβ ratio in the left
panel, for each symbol as in the main panel. The correspond-
ing E(B−V) values are printed in these sub-panels, where
the Calzetti et al. 2000 attenuation curve and Te = 17500K
are adopted for reference. Our measurements all follow the
sequence of the expected Balmer decrements within the un-
certainties, while quite a few of the measurements from the
earlier studies show the ratios that are not physically and/or
consistently explainable.

https://jwst-crds.stsci.edu/display_all_contexts/
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ments and the error evaluations, we confirm that four

of the ERO objects, 04590, 05144, 06355, and 10612

present a > 3σ detection of [O iii]λ4363. We also de-

rived equivalent widths of the optical emission lines by
combining the fluxes with the continuum level provided

from a best-fit SED to the appropriate rest-frame optical

broad-band photometry (Section 2.1.3). We summarize

the key emission line measurements in Table 1 for the

[O iii]λ4363-detected sources to discuss the metallicity
indicators (Section 3.2). For the full sample, we list the

metallicity diagnostic emission line ratios in Table D1 in

Appendix D together with the other physical quantities.

To test our new flux measurements with the improved
reduction and calibration of the NIRSpec spectra, we

show in Figure 2 the Balmer decrements of Hγ/Hβ and

Hδ/Hβ for the four ERO objects with a significant de-

tection of the three lines, and compare them with the

prediction of Case B recombination. Observed Balmer
line ratios should follow the sequence of the expected

Balmer decrements as a function of dust attenuation, as

shown with the curves adopting different reddening laws

(Cardelli et al. 1989; Calzetti et al. 2000; Gordon et al.
2003) and electron temperatures (Te = 10000 and

25000K). The four ERO objects all follow the sequence

and present physically-reasonable Balmer decrements

within the uncertainties. The other object (08140) is

not detected with Hγ and Hδ but the non-detections
as well as the Hα/Hβ line ratio are consistent with the

theoretically expected line ratios at the . 3σ level. In

contrast, previous studies claim some tensions of the

observed Balmer decrements based on the early release
products which show inconsistent with the expected line

ratios, as referenced with the open and the cross sym-

bols in Figure 2. We speculate such inconsistencies have

been improved by implementing the residual background

subtractions and the 2-dimensional stacking procedure,
where we can ease the potential impacts of hot pixels

that could have persisted in the final spectra in the

early release. We note that the error-bars of our mea-

surements are slightly larger than those in the previ-
ous studies (Curti et al. 2023a; Arellano-Córdova et al.

2022), mostly due to the addition of the uncertainty of

the subtracted residual background into the noise levels.

Prior to quantitative analysis, it is necessary to con-

sider corrections for dust reddening. We use the ob-
served Balmer decrement of Hγ/Hβ for the four ob-

jects to estimate the dust attenuation assuming the

Calzetti et al. (2000) attenuation curve and a Case B re-

combination with Te = 17500K. Adding a lower signal-
to-noise ratio emission of Hδ does not change the esti-

mate as indicated in Figure 2. For 08140, we use the

Hα/Hβ ratio instead. We adopt E(B−V) = 0.22 for

04590, = 0.03 for 05144, = 0.08 for 10612, and = 0.00

for 08140 and 06355, and do not propagate the uncer-

tainty in E(B−V) in the following analysis.

2.1.3. NIRCam photometry and SED fit

All five ERO objects have been observed with

JWST/NIRCam in the F090W, F150W, F200W,
F277W, F356W, and F444W filters. These photometric

data are crucial for deriving stellar properties such as

stellar mass, and for evaluating the continuum level to

correct for slit-loss in the NIRSpec observations. The de-
rived corrections are important for obtaining key prop-

erties, such as the total SFR via recombination physics,

ξion, and EWs of optical emission lines such as EW(Hβ).

We refer to the catalog provided by Harikane et al.

(2022a) to extract the necessary photometric data. We
adopt the total magnitudes that are estimated from

the 0.′′3-diameter aperture magnitudes with the aper-

ture corrections. The uncertainties of the magnitudes

include the photometric errors from the images as well
as the 10% error floor to account for systematic uncer-

tainties arising from e.g., the zero-point corrections.

Using the total magnitudes and the errors of NIR-

Cam, we perform the Bayesian spectral energy distri-

bution (SED) fitting with Prospector (Johnson et al.
2021) to derive the stellar population properties. The

procedure of the SED fitting is the same as that of

Harikane et al. (2022a), except for the fixed redshifts

based on the NIRSpec emission line measurements. We
use the stellar population synthesis package, Flexible

Stellar Population Synthesis (FSPS; Conroy et al. 2009;

Conroy & Gunn 2010) for stellar SEDs, and include neb-

ular emission from the photoionization models of Cloudy

(Byler et al. 2017). We assume the stellar initial mass
function (IMF) of Chabrier (2003), the intergalactic

medium (IGM) attenuation model of Madau (1995), the

Calzetti et al. (2000) dust attenuation law, and a fixed

metallicity of 0.2Z⊙. We choose a flexible star formation
history as adopted in Harikane et al. (2022a).

The stellar masses we obtain from the SED fitting

are the apparent values, i.e., after experiencing the

strong lensing magnifications for the ERO objects. To

correct for the lensing effects, we refer to the mass
model of SMACS J0723 constructed with glafic (Oguri

2010, 2021) updated with the new JWST ERO data, as

adopted in Harikane et al. (2022a). The adopted mag-

nification factors as well as the stellar masses after the
lensing magnification correction are summarized in Ta-

ble D1. The errors of the best-fit parameters from the

SED fitting correspond to the 1σ confidence interval

(∆χ2 < 1) for each parameters.

2.2. ERS GLASS Data
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Figure 3. Redshift distribution of the high-redshift galaxy
samples used in this work. The red histogram presents the
JWST sample constructed in this study using our analyzed
ERO, GLASS, and CEERS spectra. The blue histogram
shows the samples compiled from the literature (see Section
3.2.3). The sum of these samples, represented by the gray
histogram, is used to investigate the mass-metallicity rela-
tionships at z = 4− 10 in this work.

The ERS GLASS NIRSpec MSA observations were

carried out on UT 2022 Nov 10-11 for objects behind the

galaxy cluster Abell 2744 (Proposal ID: 1324; Treu et al.

2022). They adopted the R ∼ 2700 high resolution
gratings/filters of G140H/F100LP, G235H/F170LP, and

G395H/F290LP sampling the wavelength range of 1.0−

1.9, 1.7 − 3.2, and 2.8 − 5.3µm, respectively. Twelve

exposures of 1473 sec were conducted in one pointing of
NIRSpec MSA for each spectral configuration with the

3-shutter slitlet nod pattern, totaling the on-source inte-

gration of 4.9 hr in each of G140H, G235H, and G395H.

Through the initial screening of all of the public 1D

and 2D composite spectra, we identified 15 objects at
z > 4 with [O iii]+Hβ5. The sample contains the mem-

bers of the protocluster at z = 7.89 as presented by

Morishita et al. (2022). We re-reduced the spectra of

the 15 objects with our custom procedure as described
in Section 2.1.1. We carefully checked all of the 12

nods’ spectra for each objects to determine the extrac-

tion aperture and any nods to be removed from the com-

5 There were six other objects whose [O iii]+Hβ appeared at λ =
2.5 − 5.2µm in the spectrum, with IDs 340899, 341905, 340055,
341715, 341712, and 80121. After our careful investigations, they
were concluded as fake detections and hence not high-redshift
objects, since they were located along the same spatial (cross-
dispersion) position of the other high-redshift objects on the MSA
mask, and their spectra were contaminated by the others. Indeed,
the fake [O iii]+Hβ detections showed inconsistent redshifts, in-
dicating the spectrum was coming from a different slit.

position. For 10005, the light from another member of

the z = 7.89 protocluster partly came into the same slit

at a spatially-offsetted position. We changed the back-

ground frames during the spec2 procedure so that the
signal from 10005 was not over-subtracted by the neigh-

boring object in different nods.

The emission line flux measurements were performed

in the same manner as explained in Section 2.1.2.

Among the 15 objects, we identified 5 with [O iii]λ4363.
One of the [O iii]λ4363-detected source, 40066, lacked

the [O ii]λ3727 emission which fell in the detector gap.

The other 4 objects, whose flux measurements are given

in Table 1, are thus used for the metallicity measure-
ments with the direct Te method (Section 3.2). The

nebular dust attenuation was evaluated using Hα, Hβ,

and/or Hγ.

The NIRCam multi-band photometric catalog was

generated in the same manner as in Section 2.1.3 based
on the images publicly available from the GLASS and

UNCOVER (Proposal ID: 2561) programs. We use the

data of F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, and

F444W for the subsequent SED fitting analysis. Note
that one of 15 objects (160122) is not covered by NIR-

Cam, and its stellar mass are not determined.

All of the GLASS objects are strongly lensed. To cor-

rect for the magnification factors, we use the glafic

(Oguri 2010, 2021) mass model of Kawamata et al.
(2018) with a minor update based on the Multi Unit

Spectroscopic Explorer (MUSE) follow-up spectroscopy

(Bergamini et al. 2022). The updated mass model uses

45 multiple image systems, 27 of which have spectro-
scopic redshifts. This model reproduces the observed

multiple image positions with an accuracy of 0.′′42. The

derived magnification factors, the stellar masses after

the lensing magnification correction, as well as the other

key quantities for the entire GLASS sample are summa-
rized in Table D1 in Appendix D.

2.3. ERS CEERS Data

The ERS CEERS NIRSpec MSA observations were

carried out on UT 2022 Dec 20-22, and 24 in the blank

field of EGS (Finkelstein et al. 2022; Fujimoto et al.

2023; Proposal ID: 1345). They used both of the Prism

(R ∼ 100) and the medium resolution (R ∼ 1000) grat-
ings to cover from 1.0 to 5µm in 6 pointings (P4, P5, P7,

P8, P9, and P10) with some overlaps of objects. Note

that two of the Prism pointings, P9 and P10, were not

fully completed. To compensate the two Prism point-
ings, additional observations were performed on UT

2023 Feb 9-10 (P11 and P12; see also Arrabal Haro et al.

2023). These additional data were also analyzed and

presented in this paper to provide a complete spectro-
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Figure 4. O32 vs. R23 diagram comparing the JWST sample at z = 4− 9, analyzed in this work, with lower redshift samples
at z = 2−3. The JWST objects are shown as red filled symbols, with circles representing ERO, pentagons representing GLASS,
and diamonds representing CEERS. Objects with metallicity measurements obtained using the direct Te method are indicated
with red open circles. The gray open symbols represent the averages of lower-redshift samples of continuum-selected galaxies
(Nakajima & Ouchi 2014; Troncoso et al. 2014; Sanders et al. 2016; Onodera et al. 2016; Strom et al. 2017) and Lyα emitting
galaxies (LAEs; Nakajima & Ouchi 2014; Erb et al. 2016; Nakajima et al. 2020), as indicated in the legend. Arrows indicate 3σ
lower limits. Gray shading illustrates the equivalent distribution for nearby SDSS galaxies.

scopic sample of CEERS to the community. Three expo-

sures of 1036 sec were conducted for each spectral con-
figuration with the 3-shutter slitlet nod pattern, total-

ing the on-source integration of 0.9 hr in each Prism,

G140M, G235M, and G395M, excepting for P9 and P11

where another set of three exposures of 1036 sec were

repeated in the Prism observations.
At redshifts z > 4, we detected a total of 147 Prism

spectra and 77 medium grating spectra with [O iii]+Hβ

emission lines. Among these, three objects (IDs 00618,

00717, and 01027) were observed with two different
Prism and medium grating pointings each, resulting in

four duplicate observations. Additionally, one object

(ID 00603) was observed with two different Prism point-

ings and one medium grating pointing, resulting in three

duplicate observations. Furthermore, 50 objects were
observed with both Prism and medium grating, resulting

in two duplicate observations with one pointing each. In

summary, a total of 163 objects were identified through

the ERS CEERS NIRSpec observations, as summarized
in Table D1 in Appendix D. For the 163 objects, we

performed our re-reduction procedure as described in

Section 2.1.1.

The same emission line flux measurements were per-

formed as detailed in Section 2.1.2. We identified two
out of the 163 objects with [O iii]λ4363 among the

CEERS sample. Their flux measurements are added in

Table 1. The nebular dust attenuation was evaluated
using Hα, Hβ, and/or Hγ depending on the detections

and the redshift.

The CEERS NIRCam observations consists of 10

pointings, four of which were taken in Jun 2022 and the

rest in Dec 2022 (Bagley et al. 2022). The early obser-
vations of 4 pointings are presented in Harikane et al.

(2022a). We reduce the latter observations’ data in

the same manner, and generate the NIRCam full pho-

tometry catalog, including the seven bands of F115W,
F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, F410M, and F444W

(Y. Harikane et al. in prep.). One caveat is that not all

of the NIRSpec CEERS objects are covered by NIRCam.

We find 91 of the 163 CEERS objects are in the NIR-

Cam coverage. For the 91 objects, we perform the SED
fitting as in Section 2.1.3 to derive the stellar masses,

and scale the NIRSpec spectra to be consistent with

the NIRCam total magnitude photometry (i.e., slit-loss

correction). For the others except for a single object (ID
01115), we rely on the Hubble Space Telescope (HST)

WFC3 photometry (Stefanon et al. 2017), as detailed in

Isobe et al. (2023). Briefly, we derive the UV absolute

magnitudes (MUV) from the HST/WFC3 photometry,

use the empirical relationships between stellar mass and
MUV at z = 4 − 8 (Song et al. 2016) to estimate the
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stellar masses, and rescale them to the Chabrier (2003)

IMF. We exclude the single object with ID 01115 from

the following analysis as its HST photometry is not

given. For those not detected in the HST bands, we
translate the corresponding 5σ limiting magnitudes to

the 5σ upper-limits of stellar mass. While acknowl-

edging that the empirical method utilizing MUV for

estimating stellar mass may be less reliable compared

to the method involving an SED fit to NIRCam pho-
tometry, we demonstrate in the subsequent sections

(Sections 3.3 and 3.4) that our main findings remain

unchanged even when excluding objects without NIR-

Cam photometry. This is partly because the fraction of
such objects is small (∼ 28%) in deriving the average

relationships. Furthermore, we have found reasonable

consistency in stellar mass estimates between the two

methods by using objects with both NIRCam and HST

photometry. Details are described in Appendix A. Note
that we cannot correct for the slit-loss of the NIRSpec

spectra for the objects without NIRCam photometry.

This will not affect the metallicity measurements as we

only use the line ratios. However, that does prevent
us from deriving the equivalent widths of the optical

emission lines such as EW(Hβ), and the SFR based on

the total Hβ luminosity.

In summary, we construct a JWST sample of 182 ob-
jects at z = 3.8 − 8.9. The redshift distribution of the

sample is shown in red in Figure 3.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Emission line ratios

To examine the nebular properties of JWST objects

at z = 4 − 9 and compare with those of lower-redshift

galaxies, we plot them in the line ratio diagnostic
diagram of ([O iii]λλ5007, 4959+[O ii]λ3727)/Hβ (R23)

and [O iii] λ5007/[O ii]λ3727 (O32) in Figure 4 (see

also Mascia et al. 2023; Tang et al. 2023; Sanders et al.

2023). This diagram has been widely used to investi-
gate the metallicity and ionization state in the local

universe and up to z = 2 − 3 (e.g., Kewley & Dopita

2002; Maiolino et al. 2008; Nakajima & Ouchi 2014;

Troncoso et al. 2014; Sanders et al. 2016; Onodera et al.

2016; Strom et al. 2017; Nakajima et al. 2020). When
compared to the local Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS)

galaxies, which are free from AGN contamination as de-

termined by the BPT diagram (e.g., Baldwin et al. 1981;

Kauffmann et al. 2003; see below for more details), we
observe that the z = 2 − 3 galaxies exhibit a higher

O32 line ratio, indicating an overall increase in ioniza-

tion parameter at higher redshifts. Figure 4 confirms

the trend, and the z = 4− 9 JWST objects show a fur-

Figure 5. The [N ii] BPT diagram. Red symbols represent
the JWST objects, as shown in Figure 4, whose Hα+[N ii]
lines are covered in the NIRSpec spectra. Arrows indicate
3σ limits. Two popular demarcation curves between AGNs
and star-forming galaxies, from Kewley et al. (2001) (dot-
long dashed; ‘Kew01’) and Kauffmann et al. (2003) (short
dash-long dashed; ‘Kau03’), are also shown. None of the ob-
jects fall above the demarcation curves significantly beyond
the measurement uncertainties.

ther high O32 line ratio on average than typically seen in

z = 2− 3 continuum-selected galaxies. Remarkably, one

of the ERO objects, ERO 04590 at z = 8.5 presents a
stringent lower-limit of O32 as > 14.8 (3σ), which corre-

sponds to an ionization parameter of logU > −2.21 ac-

cording to the prescription of Kewley & Dopita (2002)

(see also Fujimoto et al. 20226). The lower-limit is a

factor of ∼ 10 higher value than typically seen in the
SDSS galaxies.

At z = 2− 3, low-mass Lyα emitting galaxies (LAEs)

are suggested to have a remarkably high O32 line ra-

tio, which would be achieved by a hard ionizing radia-
tion field and/or a low metallicity (Nakajima et al. 2016;

Trainor et al. 2016; Erb et al. 2016). Its implication re-

garding the escape of ionizing photons (and that of Lyα

photons) are also discussed (e.g., Nakajima & Ouchi

2014; Izotov et al. 2016, 2018; Verhamme et al. 2017;
Steidel et al. 2018; Fletcher et al. 2019; Erb et al. 2019;

Nakajima et al. 2020; Katz et al. 2020; Flury et al.

2022). The extreme O32 line ratios seen in the z = 4−9

JWST objects are comparable to those in z = 2−3 low-
mass LAEs and z ∼ 0 Lyman-continuum (LyC) leak-

ing objects, suggesting that high-redshift sources have a

6 The authors adopts a different dust attenuation law of SMC
(Gordon et al. 2003), which results in a slightly lower value of
the limit for the ionization parameter: logU > −2.27.
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nebular and ionization condition of gas that is similar to

those typically found in lower-redshift low-mass galax-

ies having a strong Lyα and/or LyC escape with a hard

ionizing spectrum. A similar finding is also discussed by
Mascia et al. (2023) and Sanders et al. (2023), and no-

tably by Tang et al. (2023), where the strong Lyα emit-

ting galaxies at z > 7 are directly examined with JWST

and suggested to present the largest O32 line ratios.

One uncertainty in interpreting O32 arises as it
also depends on the metallicity. In the next section,

we present our method to derive the metallicities for

the JWST objects using several indicators including

R23, particularly by referring to the objects whose
[O iii]λ4363 is detected and metallicity is precisely de-

termined with electron temperature.

Before moving to the metallicity results, we also ex-

amine our objects using another popular emission line
diagram, the [N ii] BPT diagram, which plots the ratios

of [O iii]λ5007/Hβ and [N ii]λ6584/Hα (Baldwin et al.

1981). This diagram is commonly used to diagnose the

presence of an active galactic nucleus (AGN) and is ap-
plicable to our JWST objects up to a redshift of z < 6.9,

where the Hα+[N ii] emission is covered by NIRSpec

spectra. Figure 5 shows the [N ii] BPT diagram for

our JWST objects at z < 6.9, along with two curves

that discriminate between sources dominated by AGNs
and stars (Kewley et al. 2001; Kauffmann et al. 2003).

Sources located above the curves are classified as AGN-

dominated.

Figure 5 shows that most JWST sources have an up-
per limit of [N ii]. The [N ii]-detected objects fall either

below or on the demarcation curves within the measure-

ment uncertainties. None of the JWST objects are thus

classified as obvious AGNs. However, it is worth not-

ing that low-metallicity AGNs with Z . 0.5Z⊙ may
contaminate the star-forming galaxy region on the di-

agram (e.g., Kewley et al. 2013; Nakajima & Maiolino

2022). We cannot fully rule out the presence of such

low-metallicity AGNs in our sample based on the [N ii]
BPT result, but we suggest an absence of evolved AGNs

as far as we explore (z < 6.9). Accordingly, we do not

remove any objects from the sample for the following re-

sults based on the [N ii] BPT diagram. Although there

are some objects whose [N ii] upper-limits are too weak
to conclude their BPT diagnostics, we mention in the

following sections (Sections 3.3 and 3.4) that our main

results are not changed by excluding these unclear ob-

jects.
As a complementary approach to our method us-

ing the [N ii] BPT diagram, a companion study by

Harikane et al. (2023) conducts a search for faint AGNs

Figure 6. Comparison of literature determinations of elec-
tron temperature (Te) for four ERO galaxies (04590 in red,
06355 in orange, 10612 in green, 05144 in emerald green)
where [O iii]λ4363 is identified. Different symbols indicate
different publications, as shown in the legend. For the mea-
surements of Arellano-Córdova et al. (2022), we show the av-
erage values based on the two spectra (i.e., two observing
blocks: o007 and o008) for 06355 and 10612, but refer only
to the o008 value for 04590. For each object, the symbols
are slightly offset in the horizontal direction for display pur-
poses. Some of the measurements in the literature do not
present uncertainties and are plotted without error bars in
the vertical direction.

in our full JWST spectroscopic sample by examining the
broad component (FWHM > 1000km s−1) around the

Hα emission line. The authors identify 10 objects with

signatures of AGNs at redshifts z = 4.0 − 6.9 (see also

Kocevski et al. 2023; Übler et al. 2023). To avoid poten-
tial biases in our mass-metallicity relations, we remove

these 10 objects from our sample when we examine the

mass-metallicity relations. These objects are flagged in

Table D1.

3.2. Gas-phase Metallicity

3.2.1. Direct Te method

Ten objects (4 from ERO, 4 from GLASS, and 2 from

CEERS) present a significant detection of [O iii]λ4363

allowing us to reliably determine the oxygen abundance

with the direct Te method at z = 4.0 − 8.5 and use
it as a proxy for gas-phase metallicity. We follow the

procedure as summarized in Nakajima et al. (2022) to

derive Te-based metallicities. Briefly, we first estimate

the electron temperature of O2+ zone (Te([O iii])) using
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Table 1. Summary of JWST Objects with Direct Te Method

ID [O ii](⋆) [Ne iii](⋆) Hδ(⋆) Hγ(⋆) [O iii](⋆) Hβ(⋆) [O iii](⋆) [O iii](⋆)

λ3727 λ3869 λ4363 λ4959 λ5007

ERO 04590 < 5.7 < 24.8 21.3 ± 2.3 42.6 ± 2.8 13.8 ± 2.7 100.0 ± 6.4 110.5 ± 6.0 337.8 ± 8.3

ERO 05144 49.6 ± 6.2 63.7 ± 8.9 28.5 ± 3.2 46.8 ± 3.1 14.9 ± 2.9 100.0 ± 3.0 238.3 ± 3.9 719.0 ± 5.5

ERO 06355(†) 99.6 ± 3.7 48.2 ± 2.1 24.6 ± 1.7 47.4 ± 2.1 8.7 ± 1.8 100.0 ± 2.5 267.8 ± 7.9 817.1 ± 5.8

ERO 10612 43.8 ± 5.1 54.7 ± 4.0 26.7 ± 3.0 45.7 ± 3.1 22.1 ± 2.8 100.0 ± 3.5 238.6 ± 4.9 712.3 ± 6.7

GLASS 100003 37.0 ± 11.9 29.2 ± 8.2 < 7.2 51.3 ± 8.0 25.7 ± 7.7 100.0 ± 10.1 259.2 ± 12.1 777.8 ± 16.5

GLASS 10021 68.3 ± 5.1 48.4 ± 5.1 24.3 ± 3.5 49.4 ± 4.3 19.8 ± 4.1 100.0 ± 4.6 269.6 ± 5.2 828.4 ± 6.8

GLASS 150029(‡) 42.0 ± 3.3 · · · 22.1 ± 3.4 47.1 ± 4.0 15.3 ± 2.3 100.0 ± 4.5 222.1 ± 5.8 631.6 ± 7.9

GLASS 160133(‡) 47.5 ± 2.1 45.0 ± 2.0 23.8 ± 1.2 46.5 ± 1.5 13.4 ± 1.4 100.0 ± 1.6 255.9 ± 2.0 772.5 ± 3.1

CEERS 01027 45.4 ± 9.2 59.5 ± 6.1 25.5 ± 5.0 38.8 ± 4.4 15.6 ± 5.0 100.0 ± 6.4 220.9 ± 7.5 738.1 ± 10.9

CEERS 01536 59.5 ± 11.6 43.1 ± 9.0 < 12.9 63.4 ± 10.0 30.7 ± 8.2 100.0 ± 9.6 296.1 ± 15.6 805.4 ± 16.5

redshift EW(Hβ) Te(O iii) 12+log(O/H)

(Å) (104 K)

8.496 217.8 ± 150.5 2.08 ± 0.26 7.26+0.15
−0.13

6.378 150.9 ± 51.2 1.64 ± 0.16 7.82+0.12
−0.09

7.665 150.3 ± 4.4 1.13 ± 0.08 8.35+0.11
−0.08

7.660 210.3 ± 16.4 2.04 ± 0.16 7.59+0.08
−0.08

7.877 138.7 ± 19.2 1.98 ± 0.37 7.64+0.23
−0.19

7.286 67.9 ± 27.0 1.66 ± 0.17 7.87+0.12
−0.10

4.584 137.9 ± 10.3 1.76 ± 0.14 7.70+0.09
−0.08

4.015 227.2 ± 89.3 1.48 ± 0.07 7.95+0.06
−0.05

7.820 174.7 ± 14.4 1.56 ± 0.24 7.83+0.20
−0.15

5.034 · · · 2.25 ± 0.43 7.61+0.18
−0.15

Note—(⋆) Observed flux ratios relative to Hβ (×100). Upper-limit values at the 1σ level. (†) The presence of high ionization line of [Ne iv] is seen
(Brinchmann 2022). (‡) The presence of broad Hα is indicated (Harikane et al. 2023)

the reddening-corrected [O iii]λλ4363/5007 ratio and an

assumed electron number density of 100 cm−3 with the
task getTemDen from PyNeb (Luridiana et al. 2015).

Different densities such as 10 − 1000 cm−3 do not sig-

nificantly change the results (see Isobe et al. 2023 for

the typical electron density in high-redshift galaxies; see

also Fujimoto et al. 2022). The temperature of O+ zone,
Te([O ii]), is extrapolated from Te([O iii]) employing

the prescription of Izotov et al. (2006) (cf., Brinchmann

2022 for a different assumption). We derive the abun-

dance of O2+/H+ with the fluxes of [O iii]λλ4959, 5007
to Hβ and Te([O iii]), and O+/H+ with the [O ii] to

Hβ reddening-corrected ratio and Te([O ii]) using the

PyNeb package getIonAbundance. We do not take into

account a higher ionization abundance of O3+/H+, as we
follow the approximation given by Izotov et al. (2006)

and confirm no clear presence of the Heiiλ4686 emis-

sion line in the spectra. In the spectrum of ERO 04590,

the [O ii] doublet is not detected at the 3σ level. We

therefore count the O2+ component alone for its oxygen
abundance. We have checked that the 3σ upper-limit of

[O ii] would increase the O/H value by 0.05 dex, which

is small enough with respect to the measurement error

(≃ 0.15dex). The measured oxygen abundances as well
as Te([O iii]) are summarized in Table 1.

For the ERO objects, there exist several ear-

lier studies that report the metallicities with

the electron temperatures (Schaerer et al. 2022;

Curti et al. 2023a; Trump et al. 2022; Rhoads et al.
2023; Arellano-Córdova et al. 2022; Brinchmann 2022).

It is practically useful to compare our measurements

with them. Figure 6 compares the Te([O iii]) values

based on our measurements with the earlier studies for
the four [O iii]λ4363-detected ERO objects. Different

colors correspond to different objects. In some previous

studies, the z = 8.5 object (ERO 04590 ; red-marks in

the plot) is claimed to present an exceptionally high
electron temperature at Te > 2.5 × 104K, which is not

usually observed in the local universe and may require

some additional explanations (e.g., Katz et al. 2023;

Rhoads et al. 2023). Our re-measurement confirms a

high, but not extremely high, electron temperature for
ERO 04590, Te = (2.08 ± 0.26) × 104K, which is ex-

plainable by heating of young massive stars without
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Figure 7. Comparison of metallicity relationships with strong line ratios (R23, R3, R2, O32, and Ne3O2 from top left to bottom
right) for ERO (circles), GLASS (pentagons), and CEERS (diamonds) galaxies with metallicity measurements based on the
direct Te method. Each data point is color-coded by its EW(Hβ) value, if available, as shown in the legend. The black dashed,
long-dashed, and dot-dashed curves represent the metallicity relationships from Maiolino et al. (2008), Curti et al. (2017, 2020),
and Bian et al. (2018), respectively. The blue and orange curves show the functions derived in Nakajima et al. (2022) for low-
metallicity galaxies, with blue representing high-ionization galaxies (EW(Hβ) > 200 Å) and orange representing low-ionization
galaxies (EW(Hβ) < 100 Å). Each curve is shown only within the metallicity range explored in the original paper.

Figure 8. Empirical metallicity indicator using both R23
and O32 as proposed by Izotov et al. (2019, 2021) in the
low-metallicity regime (solid) and its extrapolation (dotted).
The red symbols show the JWST objects as in Figure 7.

any special mechanisms. It is thus important to care-
fully reduce and combine the spectra, as well as to

extract the 1D to reliably discuss the nebular properties

with the measurements of faint emission lines. For the

other objects, their electron temperatures are modest,

Te = (1.1−2.3)×104K, fairly consistent with the values
in the earlier literature and similar to the electron tem-

peratures seen in lower-redshift star-forming galaxies.

We will also discuss comparisons of metallicity determi-

nations later on the mass-metallicity relationship.
The four ERO objects as well as the 6 newly identified

GLASS and CEERS objects with [O iii]λ4363 provide

the opportunity to test the empirical metallicity indica-

tors at such high-redshift of z > 4 (Curti et al. 2023a).

In Figure 7, we examine the following five popular metal-
licity indicators: [O iii]λ5007/Hβ (R3), [O ii]λ3727/Hβ

(R2), [Ne iii]λ3869/[O ii]λ3727 (Ne3O2), as well as R23

and O32 by comparing with the empirical indicators pro-
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posed by Maiolino et al. (2008) (see also Nagao et al.

2006), Curti et al. (2017, 2020), Bian et al. (2018), and

Nakajima et al. (2022). We draw each empirical rela-

tionship only in the calibrated metallicity range with-
out showing any extrapolation. For the relationships

of Nakajima et al. (2022), two curves are depicted in

each panel, showing the dependence of EW(Hβ) on the

indicators. The authors use EW(Hβ) as a proxy to

correct for the degree of ionization state of the gas in
each galaxy, because EW(Hβ) is sensitive to the cur-

rent massive-star formation efficiency and known to be

well-correlated with the ionization state as probed by

e.g., O32 (e.g., Nakajima & Ouchi 2014; Mingozzi et al.
2020; Nakajima et al. 2022). To examine the dependen-

cies of EW(Hβ) on the indicators, the JWST objects

are color-coded by EW(Hβ) except for CEERS 01536,

whose EW(Hβ) is not derived due to the lack of NIR-

Cam images (Section 2.3).
The JWST objects tend to present high ionization

emission lines such as [O iii] and [Ne iii] stronger (and

low ionization lines such as [O ii] weaker) than ex-

pected from the local empirical relationships as de-
fined by Maiolino et al. (2008) and Curti et al. (2017,

2020). Rather, they present a fairly good agreement

with the relationships proposed by Bian et al. (2018)

and Nakajima et al. (2022) for the large EW(Hβ) ob-

jects. Because the relationships of Bian et al. (2018) are
based on the highly-ionized objects as typically found at

z ∼ 2−3 on the [N ii] BPT diagram (e.g., Baldwin et al.

1981; Steidel et al. 2014; Shapley et al. 2015), those con-

sistencies suggest the JWST objects at z = 4 − 8.5
are highly ionized systems. This trend is consistent

with the analysis by Sanders et al. (2023). One caveat

is that there is one JWST objects whose EW(Hβ) is

smaller than 100 Å, GLASS 10021, falling close to the

large EW(Hβ) relationships of Nakajima et al. (2022)
rather than the small EW ones like the other JWST

objects despite the relatively small EW(Hβ). This sug-

gests we need to test whether the prescriptions work for

low ionization sources as well with a larger sample at
high-redshift.

In summary, although we cannot fully test the in-

dicators for low ionization sources, the current results

suggest that the degree of ionization significantly in-

fluences the resulting metallicity value if one relies on
an empirical metallicity indicator, and that no strong

redshift evolution is seen in the strong line ratios as a

function of metallicity at least for highly ionized galax-

ies. Ionization-corrections, such as those proposed in
Nakajima et al. (2022), are thus crucial for metallic-

ity estimations with the strong line methods. In par-

ticular, we find R23, R3, and R2 show a good agree-

ment with the observations and the empirical relation-

ships, and confirm that they are sensitive to a small

change in metallicity. The indicators of O32 and Ne3O2

look highly dependent on the ionization state and their
plateau-like behaviors against metallicity prevent us

from deriving a stable metallicity solution at the metal-

poor regime.

Figure 8 shows another metallicity indicator proposed

by Izotov et al. (2019, 2021) which combines R23 and
O32 to correct for the ionization state to improve the ac-

curacy of metallicity in the low-metallicity regime. Un-

fortunately there is only one object, ERO 04590, whose

metallicity is low enough to be fairly compared with
the method, and whose non-detection of [O ii] prevents

us from confirming the reliability and accuracy of the

method. This is exactly the situation Nakajima et al.

(2022) have anticipated, i.e., not all of the lines are spec-

troscopically available at high redshift, and it is prac-
tically useful to use EW(Hβ) as a probe of ionization

state. Still, many of the JWST objects are located along

the simple extrapolation of the relationship, indicating

the method can be useful even up to 12+log(O/H)∼ 7.8.
One caveat should be noted for ERO 06355, which has

an oxygen abundance of 12+ log(O/H) = 8.3 and shows

an unusually strong [O iii] line. Curti et al. (2023a) have

used the [O iii]/Hβ vs. [O ii]/Hβ diagram and found

that this object is slightly above the limit that can be
explained by star-forming galaxies alone. This indicates

the possibility of a hidden high-energy ionizing source.

In addition, Brinchmann (2022) tentatively suggest the

presence of the high ionization line [Ne iv]λλ2422, 2424,
indicating a hard ionizing spectrum up to ∼60 eV,

which cannot be fully explained by a conventional stel-

lar population. These pieces of evidence suggest that

the anomalous nature of this object may be explained

by the presence of a high-energy ionizing source in the
system, which may account for its deviation from the

empirical metallicity relationships. Another note is for

GLASS 160133 and GLASS 150029 that have a broad

component associated with their Hα emission line, indi-
cating the presence of faint AGNs in the systems. How-

ever, they still present metallicity diagnostic line ratios

and EW(Hβ) that agree reasonably well with the re-

lationships for star-forming galaxies, implying a minor

contribution of AGN to the total emission strengths as
well as to the optical continuum for these two objects.

In any case, one would need higher ionization lines (e.g.,

[Nev]; Cleri et al. 2023) to further discuss the presence

of hard radiation components in these systems.

3.2.2. Empirical method
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For the other JWST objects without a Te-based metal-

licity (No = 182 − 10 = 172), we adopt the empirical

metallicity indicators which have been tested and con-

firmed to work at high-redshift (Section 3.2.1) to esti-
mate metallicities. Prior to estimating metallicities em-

pirically, we require that the objects have coverage of the

[O iii]+Hβ emission lines in their spectra, and that the

[O iii]λλ5007/4959 doublet line ratio is consistent with

the theoretical value (2.98; Storey & Zeippen 2000) at a
2.5σ significance level. We only work with objects that

meet these criteria and have appropriate flux measure-

ments. As a result, 11 objects were removed from the

subsequent analysis.
For the remaining 161 objects, we use the R23-index

as a primary indicator, following the overall consistency

of the metallicity indicator at high-redshift as shown

in Section 3.2.1. One caveat in using R23 is that two

solutions are derived for a given R23 value. We use
the prescription of Nakajima et al. (2022) with EW(Hβ)

for the low-metallicity solutions (12 + log(O/H) . 8.0),

and the average relationship (without any ionization-

correction) for the high-metallicity ones (& 8.0). The
latter is almost consistent with the indicators presented

in Curti et al. (2017, 2020). If the two metallicity solu-

tions are not significantly separated, i.e., the observed

R23 spans the peak value that appears around 12 +

log(O/H) = 8.0 within the uncertainty, we adopt the 1σ
lower-limit of the low-metallicity solution as the lower-

limit, and the upper-limit of the high-metallicity solu-

tion as the upper-limit. If there are two distinct metal-

licity solutions, we rely on the O32 line ratios to distin-
guish between them. It should be noted that O32 is used

only for the purpose of distinguishing between the two

branches, and not for calculating the actual metallicity

value. Specifically, we choose the R23-based metallic-

ity solution whose expected O32 line ratio according to
the O32-metallicity indicator of Nakajima et al. (2022)

is more close to the observed O32 than the other. If

the [O ii] is not detected and the resulting lower-limit

on O32 is higher than the expected O32 at the high-
metallicity branch at the > 3σ level, we choose the low-

metallicity solution. If the lower-limit on O32 is not

high enough to distinguish, we translate EW(Hβ) to O32

using the average relationship found in Nakajima et al.

(2022): log EW(Hβ) = 0.64× logO32+1.68, and choose
the solution. Finally, the systematic uncertainty of the

empirical method is added in quadrature to the metal-

licity errors. For the other cases, we cannot reliably

distinguish between the two solutions and thus leave its
metallicity unconstrained based on R23.

We are unable to derive a R23-based metallicity for

objects that lack [O ii] coverage and/or appropriate

dust correction due to the absence of multiple Balmer

emission lines. For such objects, we estimate metallicity

using the R3 indicator, as it does not require a redden-

ing correction. We follow a similar procedure as for R23
to account for the two-branch nature of the R3-index

and estimate metallicities. As O32 is not applicable for

these objects, we rely on EW(Hβ) to correct for the

ionization state and attempt to differentiate between

the two solutions.

In summary, our sample consists of 86 objects with

an R23-based metallicity, 49 objects with an R3-based

metallicity, and 26 objects without a metallicity con-
straint. We note that for the objects in the CEERS

sample that have multiple spectra taken with different

gratings and/or pointings, we estimate the metallicity

for each spectrum and calculate the average value and

its uncertainty by combining the individual metallicity
measurements. While we understand that some of the

spectra (P11 and P12) were obtained with different po-

sition angles compared to the others, we assume that

the objects are compact and the different observations
targeting the same objects at the center of the slit probe

the same gas properties. After excluding 10 objects with

spectroscopic signatures of AGNs (Section 3.1), compris-

ing of 8 objects with R23-based metallicity and 2 objects

with Te-based metallicity, we use 127 objects with an
R23- or R3-based metallicity, along with 8 objects with

direct Te method, for the subsequent analysis and dis-

cussion of mass-metallicity relationships.

3.2.3. Other high-redshift galaxies from the literature

In addition to our JWST sample of 135 objects con-

structed with the ERO, GLASS, and CEERS pro-

grams, we have compiled reports of metallicity at high-
redshift from the literature to discuss with a larger sam-

ple. Our compilation includes three objects at z =

8.1 − 9.5 identified with the two DDT programs using

the prism grating of NIRSpec (Proposal IDs: DD-2756
and DD-2767; (Williams et al. 2022; Heintz et al. 2022;

Langeroodi et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022)), one stacked

point of 117 EIGER objects at z = 5.3 − 6.9 whose

spectra are taken with the NIRCam slitless spectroscopy

(Proposal ID: 1243; Matthee et al. 2022; Kashino et al.
2022), four objects at z = 6.1 − 6.4 with commission-

ing data of NIRCam slitless spectroscopy (Sun et al.

2022a,b), and four ALMA objects at z = 7.2−9.1 whose

metallicity is measured with [O iii]88µm (Jones et al.
2020). Their redshift distributions are illustrated in blue

in Figure 3. Note that the EIGER stacked object is

treated as a single object in the histogram as well as in

the following figures.
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For a fair comparison of metallicity in the follow-

ing analysis, it is important to have metallicities that

are estimated in a consistent manner, as done for our

sample. All of the measurements compiled above are
based on empirical indicators using strong emission

lines that are calibrated with the direct Te method.

For the NIRSpec DDT objects, five objects at z =

7.9 − 9.5 have reported metallicity measurements in

several studies (Williams et al. 2022; Heintz et al. 2022;
Langeroodi et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022). Despite ini-

tially adopting the O32-index as the metallicity indica-

tor in the original manuscript, Heintz et al. (2022) have

updated their results, now primarily using the R3-index
of Nakajima et al. (2022) with correction for the ioniza-

tion state for large EW(Hβ) (≥ 200 Å) objects. This

approach is supported by Figure 7 in this paper and

has been adopted for some of our JWST objects. It

should be noted, however, that it would be more ap-
propriate to adopt the EW(Hβ)-dependence of the in-

dicator following the variation of EW(Hβ) as observed

in the DDT sample, instead of fixing the relation for

large EW(Hβ) (Heintz et al. 2022). Large EW(Hβ) of
∼ 180 − 250Å are confirmed for two of the five ob-

jects (Williams et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022). Among

the five objects reported in Heintz et al. (2022), we use

three objects, RXJ-z9500, RXJ-z8152, and RXJ-z8149,

in this paper. Their metallicities are estimated to be
12+log(O/H) = 7.56 (+0.16/-0.17), 7.68 (+0.18/-0.19),

and 7.29 (+0.22/-0.28), respectively. One of the objects

not included in our compilation, Abell-z7878, was orig-

inally suggested to have an [O iii]λλ5007/4959 doublet
ratio that is significantly smaller than the theoretical

value. We remove this object from our compilation fol-

lowing the same approach used for our JWST sample.

The remaining object, Abell-z7885, still relies on the

O32-index for estimating its metallicity. We have de-
cided not to include it in our compilation due to several

uncertainties associated with using the O32-index for

metallicity estimations, such as the strong dependence

of O32 on ionization state (Figure 7) and the accuracy
of dust reddening correction, as we were careful regard-

ing the results presented in the original manuscript of

Heintz et al. (2022).

The metallicity values for RXJ-z9500, RXJ-z8152, and
RXJ-z8149 in Heintz et al. (2022) are consistent with

those reported in other studies. The metallicity of RXJ-

z9500 is first reported by Williams et al. (2022), where

it was estimated to be 12+log(O/H) = 7.48±0.08 using
the R23+O32 method of Izotov et al. (2019, 2021) (Fig-

ure 8). An ionization correction is thus taken into ac-

count for the metallicity measurement there. Similarly,

Figure 9. Comparison between the mass-metallicity rela-
tion obtained in this study for ERO objects at z = 6.3− 8.5
using Te-based metallicities (colored circles) and those re-
ported in the literature. Different symbol colors indicate dif-
ferent objects, as shown in Figure 6, and different symbols
represent different publications, as indicated in the legend.
For the metallicities from Arellano-Córdova et al. (2022), we
show the average values based on the two spectra (i.e., two
observing blocks: o007 and o008) for 06355 and 10612, but
refer only to the o008 value for 04590. For the relation-
ships by Schaerer et al. (2022) and Curti et al. (2023a), the
stellar masses are adopted as originally estimated in each
paper. For the others where stellar masses are referenced
from other studies, we show the two stellar masses from
Carnall et al. (2023) and Tacchella et al. (2022) for each ob-
ject (only Carnall et al. (2023) for 05144). The comparison
confirms a good agreement between our measurements and
earlier results on the MZ relation.

Langeroodi et al. (2022) estimate metallicities for RXJ-
z8152 and RXJ-z8149 (RX2129-ID11002 and RX2129-

ID11022 in Langeroodi et al.) using the R23+O32

method (Izotov et al. 2019, 2021), and report 12 +

log(O/H) = 7.65 ± 0.07 and < 7.51 (1σ), respectively.
Wang et al. (2022) independently suggest a consistent

metallicity for RXJ-z8152, although the ionization cor-

rection is not fully taken into account. We use the

properties, including metallicities, that are calculated

by averaging the values from Williams et al. (2022),
Heintz et al. (2022), and Langeroodi et al. (2022) for

the three DDT objects in our compilation.

For the other compilation, we adopt the metallicity

values as derived in the original papers. The stacked
EIGER object has already derived a metallicity fairly

consistent with the value based on our method us-

ing R23. The four NIRCam objects are all located in

the high-metallicity branch based on the [N ii]λ6564

detection, and the indicator of Bian et al. (2018) is
used. We also note that the stellar masses and SFRs

are all corrected for different IMFs to have the same
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Figure 10. The relationship between stellar mass and metallicity. The red points represent galaxies at z = 4–10, including
the filled circles, pentagons, and diamonds, which represent the ERO, GLASS, and CEERS objects analyzed in this paper. Red
circles denote galaxies whose metallicity is determined using the direct Te method. The large red stars represent the average
relationships for the ERO, GLASS, and CEERS objects in three equally separated mass ranges (M⋆=107 − 108, 108 − 109, and
109 − 1010 M⊙), along with the best-fit function shown as a thick long-dashed line (Equation 1). Emerald green open pentagons
show the average relations at z = 3 − 10 based on the JADES+CEERS sample (Curti et al. 2023b). Other red symbols
represent high-redshift objects compiled from the literature, including open right-pointing triangles for NIRSpec DDT objects
(Williams et al. 2022; Heintz et al. 2022; Langeroodi et al. 2022), left-pointing triangles for four NIRCam objects (Sun et al.
2022a,b), open hexagram for the stacked EIGER object (Matthee et al. 2022), and crosses for ALMA objects (Jones et al. 2020).
Additionally, relationships at lower redshifts are displayed, including SDSS stacked galaxies in the local universe shown as a
gray dashed curve (Andrews & Martini 2013), and those at z ∼ 2.3 with gray open triangles and ∼ 3.3 with gray open squares
(best-fits shown as gray dot-dashed curve; Sanders et al. 2021). The curves are displayed in the mass ranges explored in the
original papers. These low-redshift metallicities are based on the direct Te method.

Chabrier (2003) IMF using the conversion factors shown
in Madau & Dickinson (2014).

In summary, our total sample consists of 147 galaxies

(135 from our reduction of ERO, GLASS, and CEERS,
and 12 from the compilation) with metallicity measure-

ments at z = 4−10. This sample is used in the following

analysis of the metallicity relationships.

3.3. Mass-Metallicity Relation

The main focus of this paper is to discuss the evolution
of metallicity in star-forming galaxies. In this section,

we specifically present the stellar mass-metallicity rela-

tion at high redshift using the JWST observations, as

well as data compiled from relevant literature.
Before presenting the full results we firstly fo-

cus on the four ERO objects and compare in Fig-

ure 9 our mass-metallicity relation with those pre-

sented in the earlier studies (Schaerer et al. 2022;

Curti et al. 2023a; Trump et al. 2022; Rhoads et al.
2023; Arellano-Córdova et al. 2022; Brinchmann 2022).

The metallicities are all derived based on the direct

Te method as summarized in Figure 6. The stellar

masses are corrected for different IMFs to have the
same Chabrier (2003) IMF. Schaerer et al. (2022) and

Curti et al. (2023a) derive the masses in their own pa-

pers, while the others refer to either Carnall et al. (2023)

or Tacchella et al. (2022) and hence both values are

shown in the plot. We confirm our mass-metallicity re-
lations for the four ERO objects overall show a good

agreement with the earlier results. One note is that we

confirm the metallicity of ERO 04590 is not extremely

low, 12 + log(O/H) = 7.26 (+0.15/-0.13) for its stellar
mass.

Figure 10 illustrates the relation between stellar mass

and metallicity (MZ) with the full sample at z = 4− 10.

The MZ relations determined at z = 0, ≃ 2.3, and

≃ 3.3 with the direct Te method are also plotted
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Table 2. Average values of stellar mass, metallicity and
SFR for our JWST sample

Sample logM⋆ 12 + log(O/H) log SFR

(M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1)

== For MZ relations (incl. objects without SFR measurement)

z = 4 − 10 7.60 ± 0.21 7.61 ± 0.30 · · ·

8.56 ± 0.27 7.95 ± 0.20 · · ·

9.27 ± 0.21 8.03 ± 0.26 · · ·

z = 4 − 6 8.30 ± 0.47 7.87 ± 0.28 · · ·

9.15 ± 0.26 8.04 ± 0.23 · · ·

z = 6 − 8 7.85 ± 0.29 7.77 ± 0.27 · · ·

8.76 ± 0.38 7.90 ± 0.22 · · ·

z = 8 − 10 8.29 ± 0.49 7.63 ± 0.26 · · ·

9.29 ± 0.59 7.96 ± 0.23 · · ·

== For SFR-MZ relations

z = 4 − 10 7.56 ± 0.21 7.50 ± 0.28 0.55 ± 0.38

8.55 ± 0.27 7.91 ± 0.21 1.02 ± 0.31

9.27 ± 0.22 8.05 ± 0.26 1.45 ± 0.44

z = 4 − 6 8.32 ± 0.52 7.81 ± 0.31 0.84 ± 0.40

9.21 ± 0.25 8.06 ± 0.25 1.45 ± 0.42

z = 6 − 8 7.94 ± 0.29 7.72 ± 0.26 0.77 ± 0.29

8.79 ± 0.34 7.90 ± 0.21 1.19 ± 0.32

z = 8 − 10 8.13 ± 0.53 7.54 ± 0.28 1.03 ± 0.37

9.53 ± 0.59 7.84 ± 0.20 1.37 ± 0.60

Note—The first half of this table displays the average masses and
metallicities of the samples used for the MZ relations, while the
second half shows the samples used for the SFR-MZ relations. The
second half samples exclude objects whose SFRs are not measured
or constrained (Section 3.4), resulting in a smaller sample size
compared to the first half.

(Andrews & Martini 2013; Sanders et al. 2021; see also

Nishigaki et al. 2023 that the Te-based MZ relation at
z = 0 continues decreasing down to M⋆ ∼ 105M⊙).

The red symbols denote the galaxies at z = 4 − 10, in-

cluding our 135 ERO, GLASS, and CEERS galaxies, 3

NIRSpec DDT objects, as well as the massive galaxies
provided by NIRCam slitless and ALMA spectroscopy,

and the low-mass stacked object as presented in Section

3.2.3. We note again that the 10 objects with spectro-

scopic signatures of AGNs (Harikane et al. 2023) have

been excluded here to conservatively discuss the results
free from any AGN biases (Section 3.1). The objects

analyzed using the direct Te method are marked with

a red open circle, suggesting a positive correlation be-

tween mass and metallicity in place in the redshift range
z = 5 − 8.5. Furthermore, we divide our full sample of

ERO, GLASS, and CEERS galaxies into three accord-

ing to the stellar mass: M⋆ = 107 − 108, 108 − 109, and

109 − 1010M⊙, and obtain the average MZ relations as

shown with the large open stars in Figure 10 and as

given in Table 2. Note that the compiled objects, as well

as the CEERS objects with only an upper-limit on M⋆,

are not used in deriving the average relations. Following
the single power law form of Sanders et al. (2021), the

average MZ relation of the z = 4 − 10 galaxies can be

approximated as:

12 + log(O/H) = Z10 + γ log(M⋆/10
10M⊙) (1)

with the best-fit parameters of Z10 = 8.24±0.05 and γ =

0.25± 0.03 in the mass range of M⋆ ∼ 107.5 − 109.5M⊙,
as shown with a gray long-dashed line. The parame-

ter γ corresponds to the slope of the MZ relation, and

its best-fit value and uncertainty confirm an increasing

trend of metallicity with stellar mass, as tentatively seen

with the three ERO objects (e.g., Schaerer et al. 2022;
Curti et al. 2023a; Trump et al. 2022), and as widely

known at low-redshift.

Compared to the z = 0 MZ relation, these high-

redshift galaxies clearly present a metallicity lower than
typical galaxies at z = 0 for a given stellar mass. The

decrease is typically ∼ 0.5 dex around M⋆ ∼ 109M⊙,

but it becomes smaller at the low-mass end (∼ 0.3 dex).

Interestingly, a similar offset of ∼ 0.3 dex is observed be-

tween z = 0 and z ∼ 2−3, suggesting that the evolution
of MZ relation is small from z ∼ 2−3 to z = 4−10. Al-

though there may be a decrease of ∼ 0.2 dex in the typ-

ical metallicity at the high-mass end of M⋆ ∼ 109.5M⊙

from z ∼ 2 − 3 to z = 4 − 10, no strong evolution is
found beyond the error. The same conclusion can be

drawn from comparisons with the MZ relations at z . 4

whose metallicities are empirically estimated with the

strong line indicators, as presented in Appendix B.

Figure 10 also includes a comparison with the lat-
est results from the JADES observations. Curti et al.

(2023b) very recently report on the metallicity measure-

ments of galaxies at z = 3 − 10 based on deep JADES

spectroscopic observations (see also Cameron et al.
2023b). In the figure, their MZ relation is shown us-

ing emerald green open pentagons, which represent the

combination of the low-mass JADES sample with the

high-mass CEERS sample, latter of which is provided in

this paper. We find that their MZ relation, despite cov-
ering slightly different redshift ranges, agrees well with

ours (Eq. 1). It is not surprising to see a good agreement

between our results and those reported by Curti et al.

(2023b) in the high-mass end (M⋆ & 108M⊙), since the
regime is dominated by the CEERS objects presented

in this paper. The JADES objects confirm that the

MZ relation we obtained in Eq. 1 continues down to M⋆

≃ 107M⊙ on average.
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Figure 11. The MZ relation in three different redshift bins:
(a) z = 4–6, (b) z = 6–8, and (c) z = 8–10. The red symbols
and the best-fit function (Eq. 1) are as shown in Figure 10.
The large stars represent the average MZ relations re-derived
in each redshift bin, by splitting the sample into two groups
based on stellar mass to have the equal numbers of galax-
ies. For the JADES+CEERS relations (Curti et al. 2023b in
emerald green), we plot their z = 3 − 6 sub-sample’s rela-
tions in Panel (a), while adopt the z = 6 − 10 relations in
Panels (b) and (c). In addition, the cosmological simulation
results at z = 5, 7, and 9 are displayed in Panel (a), (b),
and (c), respectively; FIRE in black (Ma et al. 2016), Il-

lustrisTNG in green (Torrey et al. 2019), FirstLight in
blue (Langan et al. 2020 in the low-mass regime with solid
curves, and Nakazato et al. 2023 in the high-mass regime
with shades), Astraeus in yellow (Ucci et al. 2021), and
FLARES in magenta (Wilkins et al. 2022). Some extrapo-
lations are applied, as detailed in the text.

In Appendix A, we investigate our MZ relation us-

ing only galaxies for which the stellar mass is well-

determined through SED fitting to the JWST/NIRCam

photometry, after excluding CEERS objects whose
masses are estimated empirically from MUV (as dis-

cussed in Section 2.3). Because we have already ex-

cluded the CEERS objects with only an upper-limit on

M⋆, all of which are MUV-based, in deriving the aver-

age relations, the fraction of objects without NIRCam
photometry is small (∼ 28%). Indeed, our conclusions

remain unchanged when considering only the objects

with reliable measures of M⋆, as demonstrated in the

figures in Appendix A. Moreover, we mention in the
[N ii] BPT diagram in Section 3.1 that some of the

JWST objects have [N ii] upper-limits that are too weak

to conclude the ionization nature (stars vs. AGNs). By

removing these unclear objects and using only galaxies

that are surely diagnosed as star-forming galaxies in
the [N ii] BPT diagram (i.e., those with an (upper-limit

on) [N ii]/Hα falling below the demarcation curve), we

obtain a fully consistent MZ relation as found in the full

sample (Figure 10). This implies a negligible contribu-
tion of AGNs in our sample.

To further examine any redshift evolution among our

sample from z = 4 to 10, we plot in Figure 11 the MZ

relations for the three different redshift bins, z = 4− 6,
6 − 8, and 8 − 10. In each panel, the sub-sample is

further divided into two groups based on their masses,

and their average values are shown with large stars as

summarized in Table 2. Although there are large error
bars, these average points suggest that the slope and

normalization of the MZ relation in different redshift

bins are consistent with those based on the full sample

at z = 4 − 10 (Eq. 1). Figure 11 indicates that there is

no significant evolution in the MZ relation among our
z = 4 − 10 sample. We note that there may be a weak

trend towards lower metallicity in the highest-redshift

bin, albeit with a small sample size. Curti et al. (2023b)

also tentatively suggest a similar evolution. That will be
further explored in the discussion.

The no/weak evolution is consistent with the predic-

tions of some cosmological simulations, as presented and

compared in Figure 11. We compile the hydrodynamic,

N -body, and/or semi-numerical simulations showing
the MZ relation at high-redshift; FIRE by Ma et al.

(2016) in black, IllustrisTNG by Torrey et al. (2019)

in green, FirstLight by Langan et al. (2020) and

Nakazato et al. (2023) in blue (see also Ceverino et al.
2017), Astraeus by Ucci et al. (2021) in yellow, and

FLARES by Wilkins et al. (2022) in magenta (see also

Lovell et al. 2021). We plot the theoretical predictions
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at z = 5, 7, and 9 for the redshift bin of z = 4 − 6,

6 − 8, and 8 − 10, respectively. For the FIRE curves,

we extrapolate the result at z = 6 to z = 7 and 9 using

their redshift evolution function, although the evolution
is tiny (∆ log (O/H) = −0.025dex from z = 6 to 7,

and −0.05dex from z = 6 to 9). Similarly, the Illus-

trisTNG predictions at z = 5, z = 7, and z = 9 are

extrapolated from the results at z = 4, z = 6, and z =

6, respectively, using their redshift evolution function
(∆ log (O/H) = −0.08dex from z = 4 to 5, −0.075dex

from z = 6 to 7, and −0.1 dex from z = 6 to 9). For the

FirstLight results, we refer to Langan et al. (2020)

and Nakazato et al. (2023) to prove the low-mass and
the massive regime, respectively. We assume the z = 8

relation of Langan et al. (2020) in panel (c), and the

z = 6 relation of Nakazato et al. (2023) in panel(a), as-

suming no strong evolution at z = 8− 9 and z = 5− 6,

respectively. For the FLARES results, we adopt the
stellar metallicities of only young (< 10Myr) star par-

ticles and assume the stellar and gas-phase metallicities

in the region of massive-star formation are compara-

ble. Likewise, the metallicities for the IllustrisTNG

and FirstLight model are SFR-weighted and mass-

weighted of young (< 100Myr) star particles, respec-

tively, allowing a fair comparison with our metallicity

measurements based on the nebular emission lines. On

the other hand, we note that the FIRE model adopts
the mass-weighted metallicity of all gas particle that be-

long to the ISM, and the Astraeus model counts the

oxygen mass in the halo without any weighting which

could result in an inequitable comparison with the ob-
servations.

Comparing the observations with the simulations in

Figure 11, we find the observed MZ relation and its weak

evolution over z = 4−10 are in good agreement particu-

larly with IllustrisTNG, FirstLight, and FLARES

in the mass range of M⋆ = 108−109.5M⊙. Notably, the

slope of the MZ-relation found in the IllustrisTNG

results is likely coincide with the observations. On the

other hand, the simulations of FIRE andAstraeus are
generally suggested to under-predict metallicities except

for some metal-poor galaxies such as ERO 04590 found

in the highest-redshift bin at z > 8. That is probably

due to their implementation of feedbacks, i.e., galax-

ies eject too many metals from galaxies and/or accret-
ing gas is too efficient in lowering the metal contents in

galaxies (Ma et al. 2016; Ucci et al. 2021). Finally, we

note that the average metallicity measured for low-mass

galaxies below M⋆ < 108M⊙ can be slightly higher than
the existing predictions by ∼ 0.2 dex. It is thus neces-

sary to increase the sample size to determine the MZ

relation in the low-mass end as well as to extend the

Figure 12. The relationship between stellar mass and
SFR, with SFR derived based on the total Hβ luminosity
(as described in the text) for use in the SFR-MZ relation.
The symbols used are consistent with those in Figure 10.
The background lines represent sSFR values ranging from
10−9 to 10−6 yr−1, from bottom to top. The JWST objects
are distributed along the sequence of sSFR values around
10−8

− 10−7 yr−1.

theoretical predictions such as IllustrisTNG towards

lower-mass to conclude the consistency and to better-

understand the early chemical enrichment in the low-

mass systems at high-redshift.

3.4. Mass-Metallicity-SFR Relation

The next important aspect is the SFR-dependence
of the MZ relation to discuss the chemical evolution,

given the claim of a redshift-invariant fundamental re-

lation between mass, metallicity, and SFR (SFR-MZ

relation) out to z ∼ 2 − 3 (Mannucci et al. 2010;

Sanders et al. 2021). There are several expressions to
describe the mutual dependencies between the three

quantities (Mannucci et al. 2010; Lara-López et al.

2010; Andrews & Martini 2013; Sanders et al. 2017;

Curti et al. 2020; Sanders et al. 2021). In this paper,
we primarily use the variable µα originally proposed by

Mannucci et al. (2010): µα = log(M⋆) − α log(SFR),

with α = 0.66 being adopted here that minimizes the

scatter of the local low-metallicity galaxies with a di-

rect Te-based metallicity in the µα–metallicity plane
(Andrews & Martini 2013) 7:

12 + log(O/H) = 0.43× µ0.66 + 4.58. (2)

7 We have changed the IMFs from Kroupa (2001) to Chabrier
(2003) for the masses and SFR of Andrews & Martini (2013)
following the conversion factors of Madau & Dickinson (2014),
although the shift in µ0.66 is tiny (0.01 dex).
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Figure 13. (a: Left:) Star-formation rate dependence of the Mass-Metallicity (SFR-MZ) relation. The symbols and curves
are consistent with those in Figure 10, including the average points which are based on the three mass ranges that are equally
separated. The coefficient of 0.66 for the combination of stellar mass and SFR is as indicated by Andrews & Martini (2013)
in the local universe, down to M⋆ ∼ 107.4 M⊙. Stacked galaxies at z = 2 − 3 with Te-based metallicities are also suggested to
fall on the z ∼ 0 relation in this parameter space (Sanders et al. 2021). Notably, the JWST objects analyzed in this study at
z = 4 − 10 (red) also fall on the same SFR-MZ relation on average. A consistent view is obtained with the JADES+CEERS
average points at z = 3− 10 (emerald green; Curti et al. 2023b). (b: Right:) Metallicity difference from the SFR-MZ relation
of Andrews & Martini (2013) (∆ log(O/H) = observed − predicted metallicity) for different redshift sources. The symbols are
consistent with Panel (a), except for the average points (large red stars), which are recalculated on this panel to represent
the average ∆ log(O/H) values for the objects found in three different redshift bins, z = 4 − 6, 6 − 8, and 8 − 10. For the
JADES+CEERS sample, average points of three mass bins are plotted for the two sub-samples at z = 3−6 and 6−10, as found
in Figure 11. This plot illustrates that no evolution is seen up to z ∼ 8, but a significant decrease in metallicity is observed
beyond z > 8, albeit with a small sample size in this highest-redshift bin.

This is advantageous to be directly compared with a

majority of the JWST objects down to M⋆ ∼ 107.4M⊙.

Interestingly, the z ≃ 2.3 and ≃ 3.3 stacked objects
of Sanders et al. (2021), whose metallicities are reli-

ably determined with the direct Te method, fall directly

on the same relationship. Another popular form of

the SFR-MZ relation is provided by Curti et al. (2020).

Our choice of the relation of Andrews & Martini (2013)
against that of Curti et al. (2020) will be revisited later.

To estimate SFRs for the JWST objects, we adopt

the total, reddening-corrected Hβ luminosity for each

object, as it is the best indicator for the on-going
(. 10Myr) star-formation activity. The SFR relation

of Kennicutt (1998) is adopted for the Balmer line with

a correction of IMF to Chabrier (2003) using the con-

version factor of (Madau & Dickinson 2014). Accord-
ingly, the SFR-MZ relation is examined only for the

JWST objects whose reddening correction is success-

fully applied and whose spectrum is slit-loss corrected.

The latter constraint depends on whether the object

has the NIRCam coverage (only in the CEERS field;
Section 2.3). Among the CEERS objects lacking a slit-

loss correction, we rescue 42 objects whose UV stellar

emission is constrained with HST. For these objects, we

translate MUV into SFR(Hβ) assuming a typical ioniz-

ing photon production efficiency as indicated at high-

redshift (log ξion = 25.6± 0.2; e.g., Endsley et al. 2022;
Matthee et al. 2022) and the factor of 0.44 difference be-

tween the reddening E(B−V) for the nebular and stellar

emission (Calzetti et al. 2000). The assumption of ξion
will be revisited elsewhere (K. Nakajima et al. in prep.)

using the JWST sample presented in this paper. The
objects lacking a proper dust reddening correction or

having just upper-limits on both M⋆ and SFR are ex-

cluded. In short, 96 out of the 147 objects are used for

the SFR-MZ relation at high-redshift. The second half
of Table 2 presents the average SFR values for different

masses and redshifts.

In Figure 12, we show the individual and average dis-

tributions of the JWST objects on the stellar mass-
SFR plane using the SFR values as derived above

(i.e., mainly from Hβ). The high-redshift objects are

distributed along the sequence of sSFR = 10−8 −

10−7 yr−1. This is overall consistent with the star-

formation main sequence of galaxies at z = 4− 7 where
sSFR of 10−8.5−10−7.5 yr−1 is typically suggested (e.g.,

Stark et al. 2013; de Barros et al. 2014; Santini et al.

2017; Popesso et al. 2023). We note that some of our
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Figure 14. (a: Left:) Similar to the left panel of Figure 13, but with the regions of µ0.66 explored and unexplored by
the original paper of Andrews & Martini (2013) highlighted. The blue solid curve represents the best-fit 2D projection of the
SFR-MZ relation by Andrews & Martini (2013), determined down to µ0.66 ∼ 7.5, with extrapolation towards lower mass shown
by the dotted curve. Among the JWST objects, 83% have µ0.66 > 7.5 and can be directly compared with Andrews & Martini’s
relation. (b: Right:) Similar to the left panel, but with a different coefficient of 0.55 adopted for the combination of mass
and SFR on the abscissa axis, as presented by Curti et al. (2020). The blue solid curve represents the best-fit 2D projection of
Curti et al. (2020)’s SFR-MZ relation, determined down to µ0.55 ∼ 8.5, and extrapolated towards lower mass with the dotted
curve. Only approximately 15% of the JWST objects have µ0.55 > 8.5, and as such, the vast majority of the sample occupies a
parameter space that is not explored by Curti et al. (2020).

galaxies are above sSFR & 10−7.5 yr−1, in particular in
the low-mass regime. This can be because the current

spectroscopically-confirmed sample is partly biased to-

ward actively star-forming systems, and/or because the

sample contains higher-redshift objects at z > 7.

Figure 13(a) show the SFR-MZ relation of the z = 4−
10 galaxies and their average points as shown in Figure

10 on the µ0.66-metallicity plane, together with the z = 0

average relation (Eq. 2) and the data-points of z ≃ 2.3

and 3.3 stacked galaxies (Sanders et al. 2021). Adopting
the best-fit parameter α = 0.66 found in the low-redshift

metal-poor star-forming galaxies (Andrews & Martini

2013), the z = 4 − 10 objects interestingly fall on the

same SFR-MZ relationship. The JADES+CEERS sam-

ple, notably including lower-mass galaxies than ours, is
also illustrated to show a consistent SFR-MZ relation

on average.

We adopt the SFR-MZ relation of Andrews & Martini

(2013) at z = 0 that is compared with the relation at
z = 4 − 10 because the sample of Andrews & Martini

(2013) contains comparably low-mass, actively star-

forming galaxies. Figure 14(a) clarifies the parameter

space that is explored by Andrews & Martini (2013),

demonstrating that the majority (83%) of the JWST
objects have µ0.66 > 7.5 and can be directly com-

pared with the relation of Andrews & Martini (2013).

Note that local extremely metal-poor galaxies with M⋆

∼ 105 − 107M⊙ and 12+ log(O/H) = 7.0− 7.7 are sug-
gested to be reproduced by the chemical evolution mod-

els (Lilly et al. 2013) with the same parameters as found

for the Andrews & Martini’s galaxies (Nishigaki et al.

2023). This evidence supports the simple extrapola-

tion of the relation towards lower masses. On the other
hand in Figure 14(b), we show another form of the

SFR-MZ relation derived by Curti et al. (2020). The

authors find another best-fit α = 0.55 as the best 2D

projection of the SFR-MZ relation on the µα-metallicity
plane by using the global sample of stacked SDSS galax-

ies. The relation is determined over µ0.55 ∼ 8.5 − 11.0.

Because ∼ 85% of the JWST sample have µ0.55 be-

low 8.5, most of the z = 4 − 10 galaxies occupies the

parameter space that is not explored by Curti et al.
(2020). Moreover, Curti et al. (2020) clarify a different

degree of SFR-dependence of the MZ relation for the

low- and high-sSFR subsamples in the local universe.

For the low-sSFR subsample (sSFR < 10−9.5 yr−1), a
weaker SFR dependence is indicated (α = 0.22). On

the other hand, the high-sSFR subsample with sSFR

> 10−9.5 yr−1 presents a stronger SFR dependence with

α = 0.65, in close agreement with the best-fit value

found by Andrews & Martini (2013). Given the high sS-
FRs for the JWST objects (sSFR ∼ 10−7 − 10−8 yr−1;

see Figure 12) and also for the z = 2− 3 galaxies (sSFR

∼ 10−8.5 yr−1, we conclude the strong SFR dependence
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Figure 15. Metallicity difference from the SFR-MZ relation
of Andrews & Martini (2013) as a function of stellar mass in
three different redshift bins: (a) z = 4 − 6, (b) z = 6 − 8,
and (c) z = 8 − 10. The symbols are consistent with those
in Figure 11. No clear dependence of ∆ log(O/H) on stellar
mass is evident beyond the statistical errors.

of α = 0.66 as found by Andrews & Martini (2013) is

preferred and adopted in this paper to be compared with

the high-redshift galaxies. We discuss the evolution of

the Curti et al.’s SFR-MZ relation later in Section 4.

Figure 13(b) clarifies the redshift evolution on the
SFR-MZ relation of Andrews & Martini (2013) by show-

ing the residual metallicity for a given µ0.66 with respect

to the z = 0 relation: ∆ log(O/H) = 12+ log(O/H)obs−

12+log(O/H)(µ0.66; Eq. 2) for each galaxy’s redshift. In

this panel, the average points are derived for the objects
found in the different redshift bins, at z = 4− 6, 6 − 8,

and 8− 10.

Two interesting results arise in Figure 13(b). One

is that the SFR-MZ relation shows no evolution up to
z ∼ 8 within ∆ logO/H ≃ 0.3 dex. Another is that a sig-

nificant decrease of metallicity is found beyond the error

at z > 8. The decrease at the highest-redshift bin is not

visible in Panel (a) due to the small sample size, but

hinted by the MZ relation at z = 8−10 (Figure 11c). To
further examine the evolution of the SFR-MZ relation,

we plot in Figure 15 the residual metallicity as a func-

tion of stellar mass for each of the three redshift bins.

According to the two average points probing different
mass ranges, no significant dependency of the residual

metallicity on stellar mass is indicated in each redshift

bin with the current sample. For the highest redshift

bin, the decrease of metallicity is suggested for individ-

ual galaxies regardless of their stellar masses. Although
the JADES+CEERS sub-sample at z = 6− 10 appears

to exhibit a mass dependence in the residual metallicity,

we suggest this would be caused by a bias introduced by

the dominance of lower-redshift galaxies (i.e., z = 6− 8)
in the lower-mass regime. This is consistent with the

MZ plane in Figure 11, where the lowest-mass point of

the JADES+CEERS sub-sample at z = 6 − 10 is more

consistent with our z = 6 − 8 relation rather than the

z = 8 − 10 one. These results suggest that chemical
properties of star-forming galaxies up to z ∼ 8 are very

similar to those of local and z = 2 − 3 counterparts,

while a break of the metallicity equilibrium state may

be in place beyond z ∼ 8. More discussions follow in
Section 4.

Finally, we have conducted several tests to demon-

strate the robustness of the results presented in this sec-

tion. In Appendix A, we examine the SFR-MZ relation

using only the JWST galaxies whose stellar mass is well-
determined with SED fit to the NIRCam photometry

and whose SFR is obtained with the slit-loss corrected

Hβ. Our conclusions remain unchanged even with the

smaller sample that has good measurements of M⋆ and
SFR, although the scatter of individual data points, as

seen in Figure 15 for example, becomes less prominent.

In Appendix C, we further investigate the SFR-MZ rela-
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tion by using only the JWST galaxies with µ0.66 > 7.5,

where the relation is explored by Andrews & Martini

(2013), allowing for a more robust comparison with high-

redshift galaxies to discuss their evolution. We con-
firm that almost the same SFR-MZ relation and its

redshift evolution are obtained based on this subsam-

ple, suggesting that the extrapolation of the relation at

µ0.66 ∼ 7−7.5 for the low-mass end galaxies in our sam-

ple does not introduce biases. Furthermore, we note that
a consistent view of the SFR-MZ relations is also sup-

ported by using only galaxies that are surely diagnosed

as star-formation dominated in the [N ii] BPT diagram

(see also Section 3.3).

4. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

We have conducted a (re-)analysis of the

JWST/NIRSpec ERO data, as well as the ERS data of
GLASS and CEERS, to investigate the chemical prop-

erties of galaxies at redshifts ranging from z = 4 to

10. Our analysis includes the use of 135 JWST ob-

jects based on our improved reduction and calibration
of the NIRSpec data, as well as the compilation of 12

objects from the other recent JWST observations and

previous literature. We confirm that our new emission-

line flux measurements and errors successfully address

the issues reported in the literature related to Balmer
decrements and electron temperatures. The estimated

electron temperatures for the four ERO objects, along

with the 6 GLASS + CEERS objects with [O iii]λ4363

at z = 4− 8.5 range from Te = 1.1× 104 to 2.3× 104 K.
These temperatures are similar to those found in lower-

redshift star-forming galaxies and can be fully explained

by heating of young massive stars, without the need for

additional ionizing mechanisms. This is particularly ev-

ident for the z = 8.5 object, whose Te has been updated
from & 25000K to (2.08± 0.26)× 104K.

We have determined the mass-metallicity (MZ) re-

lation for galaxies at z = 4 − 10 and find no signifi-

cant evolution compared to z ∼ 2 − 3 when extrapo-
lating to the low-mass regime. This result is consistent

with the early JWST study results reported shortly af-

ter the ERO data release, except for the z = 8.5 ob-

ject whose deviation from the others on the MZ rela-

tion becomes small after re-measurement of Te. Fur-
thermore, our compilation of results does not show any

significant evolution among the z = 4 − 10 sample.

Theoretical simulations also predict a similar trend of

small redshift evolution in the MZ relation at z ∼ 5− 9
(∆ log(O/H) . 0.1 dex; Ma et al. 2016; Langan et al.

2020; Ucci et al. 2021; Nakazato et al. 2023), with some

simulations suggesting a potentially observable decrease

in metallicity with redshift for a given mass (∼ 0.26dex

from z = 5 to 9; Torrey et al. 2019). Although there

may be a weak evolution towards lower metallicity at

z > 8, the current sample has relatively large uncertain-

ties in metallicity (∆ log(O/H) ∼ 0.3 dex), which makes
it difficult to fully distinguish between different predic-

tions of redshift evolution at high redshifts z > 4, espe-

cially for low-mass galaxies with M⋆ < 108M⊙. Further

detailed observational and theoretical studies are needed

to address the apparent discrepancy and understand the
early chemical enrichment in low-mass systems at high

redshifts.

We have also investigated the SFR dependence of the

MZ relation (SFR-MZ relation) at high redshifts, find-
ing (i) no evolution from z = 0 to z = 4 − 8 within

∆ log (O/H) = 0.3 dex, and (ii) a significant decrease

of metallicity at z > 8. The former finding supports

the idea that the SFR-MZ relation, also known as the

Fundamental Metallicity Relation (FMR), can indeed
describe the properties of galaxies with no redshift evo-

lution. This suggests the existence of a metallicity equi-

librium state via mechanisms such as star-formation,

metal-poor gas inflow, and outflow (e.g., Lilly et al.
2013) that persists up to z ∼ 8. This sounds inconsistent

with the potential deviation from the FMR at z & 2.5

as originally indicated by Mannucci et al. (2010). The

authors have suggested, based on metallicities estimated

using local empirical relations, that the same SFR-MZ
relation shows no redshift evolution up to z ∼ 2.5.

They claimed that galaxies at z ∼ 3 fall below the re-

lation by approximately ∼ 0.6 dex, with a combination

of M⋆ and SFR of α = 0.32 in µα. However, when
using Te-based metallicities from Sanders et al. (2021)

and adopting a different parameterization of α = 0.66

in µα from Andrews & Martini (2013), no clear evolu-

tion from z = 0 up to z ≃ 3.3 is found. Our find-

ings, which utilize the parameterization of α = 0.66,
support the claim of no average evolution of the SFR-

MZ relation up to z ∼ 8. This apparent inconsistency

is likely attributed to the differences in metallicity es-

timations. High-redshift galaxies are known to have a
higher ionization state of gas, parameterized by the ion-

ization parameter, compared to local galaxies (Figure

4; see also e.g., Nakajima & Ouchi 2014; Sanders et al.

2023). Consequently, local empirical relations that as-

sume a relatively low ionization parameter may result
in biased metallicity estimates for high-redshift galaxies,

particularly at z & 2.5 where the Hα+[N ii]λ6584 lines

are not available in the pre-JWST era. In fact, Figure 7

demonstrates that JWST objects with a large EW(Hβ)
exhibit a systematic offset from the empirical relations

of Maiolino et al. (2008), which is used for metallicity

estimations in Mannucci et al. (2010). Therefore, accu-
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Figure 16. Similar to the right panel of Figure 13, but
employing the SFR-MZ relation of Curti et al. (2020). As
similarly found in Figure 13, our analysis (red) and the
JADES+CEERS study by Curti et al. (2023b) (emerald
green) suggest a consistent evolution of the SFR-MZ rela-
tion at z = 4 − 10 on average. If we adopt the formalism
of Curti et al. (2020) which is defined at z = 0, our JWST
objects begin to deviate from the SFR-MZ relation at z ∼ 6.
This finding contrasts with the use of another z = 0 SFR-MZ
relation of Andrews & Martini (2013), which suggests devi-
ations starting at z ∼ 8 (Figure 13b). It is worth noting,
however, that a simple extrapolation of the relation towards
lower mass and higher SFR is assumed for the majority of
the JWST objects (see Figure 14(b)).

rate metallicity estimations using the reliable direct Te

method, or accounting for the ionization state evolution

as prescribed in Nakajima et al. (2022) and Izotov et al.

(2019, 2021), are essential for future metallicity studies

of the high-redshift universe with JWST.
The latter finding of the potential evolution of the

SFR-MZ relation beyond z ∼ 8 is intriguing. A similar

result is supported by Heintz et al. (2022) as indepen-

dently illustrated with the three DDT objects in our fig-
ures (red open right-pointing triangles), and also by the

recent study of Curti et al. (2023b) based on the deep

JADES observations. However, in contrast to our re-

sults using the SFR-MZ relation of Andrews & Martini

(2013), Curti et al. (2023b) argue that galaxies begin to
deviate at z ∼ 6, if they adopt the SFR-MZ relation of

Curti et al. (2020). Because we confirm that our results

and the JADES study yield the similar MZ and SFR-

MZ relations, as evidenced by the consistency between
the red and emerald green symbols in Figures 10, 11,

and 13, we attribute the redshift differences where de-

viations occur to the different functional forms of the

SFR-MZ relation defined at z = 0. This is also sup-

ported by the evolution of the SFR-MZ relation based

on the Curti et al. (2020)’s formalism for our JWST ob-

jects, as shown in Figure 16, which indicates a consistent
evolution with deviations starting at z ∼ 6 as reported

by Curti et al. (2023b). While the use of a 3D SFR-MZ

relation can account for the SFR-dependence of the MZ

relation’s slope and capture the metallicity variations

more accurately than a simple 2D projection using µα

as assumed in the Andrews & Martini’s relation (e.g.,

Curti et al. 2020), this is probably not an essential is-

sue in this study. This is because the JWST objects

analyzed so far present a narrow distribution of sSFR
(Figure 12; see also Figure 4 of Curti et al. 2023b). We

acknowledge that extended local-baseline studies that

cover low-mass and high sSFR galaxies at z = 0 are

necessary to discuss the chemical evolution, including

the fundamental SFR-MZ relation, and determine when
and if high-redshift galaxies begin to deviate from the

relation. In this work, however, we regard that the best

estimates are the results based on the SFR-MZ relation

by Andrews & Martini (2013) as it provides a more ap-
propriate comparison by covering the low-mass regime

where most of the JWST objects are found (Section 3.4

and Figure 14).

If we assume that the first star formation began to oc-

cur at z = 16 − 27 (Harikane et al. 2022b; see also e.g.,
Abel et al. 2002; Bromm et al. 2002; Dayal & Ferrara

2018), galaxies at z = 8 − 10 would be at most ∼

200 − 500Myr old. During such a short timescale af-

ter the Big Bang, there could be a higher probability for
galaxies at higher redshifts to be in the early stages of

formation, where they have not yet reached the metal-

licity equilibrium state via processes such as star for-

mation, inflow, and outflow. An alternative explanation

could be varying degrees of feedback processes, includ-
ing inflow and outflow, in the early universe. As ev-

ident from the comparison of cosmological simulation

results in Figure 11, galaxies could exhibit lower metal-

licities if metals are efficiently ejected from galaxies or
diluted by gas accretion from inflow of pristine gas, as

observed in simulations such as FIRE and Astraeus.

Furthermore, other events such as galaxy mergers and

AGN activities may also play a role in modulating

star-formation, causing metal redistribution, and po-
tentially influencing the SFR-MZ relationship at high-

redshift (e.g., Springel et al. 2005; Torrey et al. 2012;

Weinberger et al. 2018). Due to the limited sample size

and associated metallicity errors, particularly at z > 8,
it is challenging to make definitive conclusions from

the current study. Further statistical investigations of

metallicity are crucial to confirm the suggested lack of
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evolution in the SFR-MZ relation up to z ∼ 8, followed

by a decrease at higher redshifts. These findings need to

be rigorously compared with theoretical studies to bet-

ter understand the underlying physics that govern early
galaxy evolution.
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APPENDIX

A. MZ AND SFR-MZ RELATIONS BASED ONLY ON GALAXY PROPERTIES DERIVED FROM SED

FITTING TO NIRCAM PHOTOMETRY

In the main text, we present the mass-metallicity (MZ) and the SFR-MZ relations for the full JWST sample with

the NIRSpec spectra. Out of the 135 JWST objects with metallicity measurements, 81 objects have NIRCam imaging

data, and their stellar masses M⋆ are derived based on SED fitting to the NIRCam photometry. The remaining 54
objects, all of which are in the CEERS field, are not covered by NIRCam, and their M⋆ is empirically estimated using

UV luminosities from HST photometry (Section 2.3). Additionally, their SFRs are estimated from MUV with some

assumptions for comparison with SFR(Hβ) (Section 3.4). We note that 23 out of the 54 objects are not detected in

HST and have only upper limits on M⋆ and SFR. Since objects with only an upper limit on M⋆ are not considered
when deriving the average MZ relations and best-fit, there are practically 31 objects (i.e., = 54 − 23), accounting

for ∼ 28% of the sample, which may introduce bias due to different methods used for M⋆ and SFR estimation. In

this appendix, we present the main figures with only the JWST objects having NIRCam photometry and properties

derived from SED fitting, in order to examine how the main results can be affected by excluding the 31 objects with

less certain estimations of M⋆ and SFR.
Figure A1 presents the MZ relation using only the JWST objects with M⋆ based on NIRCam photometry. Their

average points are shown with the inverted purple stars. The red stars and the gray long-dashed line represent the

average relations based on the full sample of the JWST objects as shown in Figure 10. We confirm that the difference

between the two is negligibly small, and the MZ relation based only on the JWST objects with reliable M⋆ estimates
is fully consistent with that based on the full sample, within the uncertainty.

Likewise, Figures A2, A3, and A4 are regenerated plots of Figures 11, 13, and 15 from the main text, respectively,

using only the JWST objects with NIRCam photometry. These figures confirm that our results remain unchanged

when adopting the subsample, indicating that no clear biases are introduced by using the 31 objects with M⋆ and SFR

estimated in a different manner. We have also checked the consistency of M⋆ between the two methods by comparing
the estimates from the 81 CEERS objects with both measurements, and found that ∼ 90% of them have consistent M⋆

values at the 2σ level. The remaining 8 objects show overestimatedMUV-based M⋆ values compared to NIRCam-based

M⋆ at > 2σ level. Although such a small fraction of outliers may exist among the objects lacking NIRCam photometry

and introduce additional scatter in the MZ and MZ-SFR relations (e.g., Fig 11(a) versus Fig A2(a) at the high-mass
region), the impact is minor as demonstrated in this appendix.

Figure A1. Similar to Figure 10, but excluding the individual JWST objects whose stellar masses are empirically derived, so
all the plotted data-points have stellar masses that are derived based on SED fitting to NIRCam photometry. The average of
the JWST objects plotted on this figure are represented by purple inverted stars. As a comparison, the average relations based
on the full sample are shown with the red stars and the gray long-dashed line, as presented in 10, which are positioned almost
behind the purple inverted stars. This confirms that our results remain unchanged when adopting the subsample with certain
estimations of M⋆.
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Figure A2. Similar to Figure 11, but excluding the individual JWST objects without JWST/NIRCam photometry. The
average relations of the JWST objects in each panel are represented by purple inverted stars.

Figure A3. Similar to Figure 13, but excluding the individual JWST objects without JWST/NIRCam photometry. The
average relations of the JWST objects in each panel are represented by purple inverted stars.

Figure A4. Similar to Figure 15, but excluding the individual JWST objects without JWST/NIRCam photometry. The
average relations of the JWST objects in each panel are represented by purple inverted stars. In the z = 8− 10 panel, only a
single average point is displayed due to the limited sample size.
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B. COMPARING WITH EMPIRICALLY ESTIMATED METALLICITY RELATIONS AT LOW-REDSHIFTS

USING STRONG LINE INDICATORS

In the main text we refer to Andrews & Martini (2013) and Sanders et al. (2021) to compare our results with the

MZ relations at lower redshifts. This is because their metallicities are reliably determined with the direct Te method.

Moreover, the z = 0 relation of Andrews & Martini (2013) is explored down to M⋆ ∼ 107.4M⊙ and can be directly
compared with most of the JWST objects. In this appendix, we also present comparisons with the other MZ relations

at low-redshifts whose metallicities are empirically estimated with the strong line indicators.

Figure B5 shows the strong line-based MZ relations at z . 3 in addition to our results (the average points and the

best-fit) and the Te-based MZ relations at z = 0 − 3 (Andrews & Martini 2013; Sanders et al. 2021) as in Figure 10.

The strong line-based MZ relations include those for z ∼ 0.7 galaxies (Savaglio et al. 2005), z ∼ 1− 2 (Papovich et al.
2022), z ∼ 2−3 (Erb et al. 2006; Steidel et al. 2014), and z ∼ 3−4 (Troncoso et al. 2014 (see also Maiolino et al. 2008;

Mannucci et al. 2009), Onodera et al. 2016). The results by Savaglio et al. (2005) and Erb et al. (2006) are revisited

by Maiolino et al. (2008) and their metallicities are re-measured. We also apply corrections to the mass scale to have

the same Chabrier (2003) IMF. For the z = 2 − 3 galaxies the [N ii]/Hα index is mainly used for the metallicity
estimations, while for the other redshift studies combinations of [O ii], [O iii] and Hβ (i.e., R23-index and O32-index

in practice) are utilized, in addition to [Ne iii] when available. Although there are some differences in the MZ relations

between different studies and methods for a similar redshift, several factors account for the scatter, such as different

SFR activities for the different samples and variations of the metallicity indicators. Despite the slight differences,

these overall confirm a redshift evolution of MZ relation, i.e., a decreasing trend of metallicity in the mass range of
109 − 1011 M⊙. Comparing with these strong line-based MZ relations, our main conclusion does not change that the

JWST objects at z = 4 − 10 are distributed along the simple extrapolation of the MZ relations at z ∼ 2 − 3 towards

lower mass.

Figure B5. Similar to Figure 10, but excluding the individual JWST objects, and instead focusing on comparisons with
low-redshift MZ relations based on empirically estimated metallicities using strong line indicators, as indicated in the legend.
Each MZ relation is depicted in the mass range explored in the original paper.

C. EVOLUTION OF THE SFR-MZ RELATION WITHOUT THE LOW-MASS END GALAXIES

Figure 14(a) highlights that the majority of the JWST sample (83%) has µ0.66 > 7.5 and is directly compared
with the lower-redshift galaxies in the SFR-MZ relation of Andrews & Martini (2013). Still, we rely on the simple

extrapolation of the relation towards lower µ0.66 for the remaining galaxies and discuss the evolution of the SFR-MZ

relation together with the direct comparisons of galaxies at µ0.66 > 7.5. In this appendix, we present how the low-mass

end galaxies at µ0.66 < 7.5 can impact the view of the evolution of the SFR-MZ relation.
Figure C6 shows the redshift evolution of the SFR-MZ relation by only using the JWST objects having µ0.66 > 7.5.

Their average are represented by the inverted blue stars. As a comparison, the average relations based on the full sample

are shown with the red stars, as presented in Figure 13, which are positioned almost behind the blue stars. This confirms

that the same results arise from the subsample as discussed in the main text, i.e., (i) the same Andrews & Martini
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(2013) relation between mass, metallicity, and SFR can explain the properties of galaxies up to z ∼ 8, and (ii) a deficit

in metallicity is indicated at z > 8. We therefore conclude that there is no critical impact of the low-mass end galaxies

and the extrapolation of the relation at least in the range µ0.66 ∼ 7 − 7.5 for the discussion of the evolution of the

SFR-MZ relation.

Figure C6. Similar to the right panel of Figure 13, but excluding the individual JWST objects at µ0.66 < 7.5. The average
relations of the subsample are denoted with the blue inverted stars. As a comparison, the average relations based on the full
sample are shown with the red stars, as presented in Figure 13, which are positioned almost behind the blue inverted stars.
This confirms that our results on the redshift evolution of the SFR-MZ relation remain unchanged when considering only the
objects at µ0.66 > 7.5.

D. SUMMARY OF PROPERTIES FOR JWST OBJECTS IN A TABULAR FORMAT

In Table D1, we have compiled the essential properties of the complete sample of JWST objects presented in this

paper, based on our improved reduction and calibration of the NIRSpec data from ERO, ERS-GLASS, and ERS-

CEERS.
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Table D1. Summary of the full JWST Sample analyzed in this paper

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

ERO 04590 110.8593287 −73.4491656 8.496 −17.95+0.23
−0.23 7.60+0.63

−0.51 0.66+0.03
−0.03 218 ± 150 3.4 ± 0.2 4.5 ± 0.3 > 14.8 7.26+0.15

−0.13 1 direct µ = 8.70

ERO 05144 110.8396739 −73.4453570 6.378 −18.94+0.34
−0.34 8.55+0.18

−1.03 0.65+0.01
−0.01 151 ± 51 7.2 ± 0.2 9.9 ± 0.3 18.6 ± 3.3 7.82+0.12

−0.09 1 direct µ = 3.18

ERO 06355 110.8445942 −73.4350590 7.665 −20.33+0.00
−0.00 8.77+0.08

−0.01 1.41+0.01
−0.01 150 ± 4 8.2 ± 0.2 11.8 ± 0.3 8.2 ± 0.3 8.35+0.11

−0.08 1 direct µ = 1.78

ERO 08140 110.7880022 −73.4618680 5.275 −19.63+0.00
−0.00 9.45+0.08

−0.68 0.54+0.04
−0.04 19 ± 3 4.0 ± 0.4 6.8 ± 0.7 2.9 ± 0.2 8.40+0.15

−0.15 1 R23 µ = 3.23

ERO 10612 110.8339649 −73.4345232 7.660 −20.07+0.08
−0.08 7.78+0.29

−0.03 1.14+0.01
−0.02 210 ± 16 7.1 ± 0.3 9.8 ± 0.4 21.7 ± 4.0 7.59+0.08

−0.08 1 direct µ = 1.86

GLASS 10000 3.6013389 −30.3792254 7.881 −20.36+0.16
−0.14 8.16+0.27

−0.07 1.25+0.03
−0.04 195 ± 32 · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · · µ = 1.38

GLASS 100001 3.6038450 −30.3822348 7.874 −20.29+0.50
−0.29 9.15+0.55

0.00 0.95+0.10
−0.13 40 ± 11 4.7 ± 1.3 7.8 ± 2.1 2.8 ± 0.4 8.31+0.24

−0.20 1 R23 µ = 1.41

GLASS 100003 3.6045089 −30.3804439 7.877 −20.69+0.10
−0.17 8.27+0.38

−0.04 1.22+0.04
−0.05 139 ± 19 7.8 ± 0.8 10.8 ± 1.1 20.4 ± 5.9 7.64+0.23

−0.19 1 direct µ = 1.34

GLASS 100005 3.6064583 −30.3809939 7.879 −20.06+0.45
−0.27 8.38+0.43

−0.13 1.25+0.13
−0.18 252 ± 108 · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · · µ = 1.33

GLASS 10021 3.6085111 −30.4185405 7.286 −21.44+0.34
−0.28 8.51+0.30

−0.22 1.09+0.02
−0.02 68 ± 27 8.3 ± 0.4 11.7 ± 0.6 12.1 ± 0.9 7.87+0.12

−0.10 1 direct µ = 1.72

GLASS 150008 3.6025299 −30.4192324 6.229 −19.71+1.01
−0.15 8.23+0.49

−0.15 0.63+0.02
−0.02 86 ± 26 6.4 ± 0.4 · · · · · · 8.17+0.23

−0.23 1 R3 µ = 2.06

GLASS 50038 3.5651997 −30.3942643 5.772 −20.12+1.36
−0.19 9.09+0.39

−0.09 0.91+0.04
−0.05 36 ± 7 7.1 ± 0.7 11.2 ± 1.2 3.9 ± 0.9 8.10+0.16

−0.15 1 R23 µ = 1.76

GLASS 110000 3.5706428 −30.4146381 5.763 −19.91+0.64
−0.34 9.22+0.16

−0.27 0.53+0.04
−0.05 31 ± 10 6.6 ± 0.7 9.6 ± 1.1 6.4 ± 1.1 8.11+0.15

−0.15 1 R23 µ = 1.40

GLASS 160122 3.5649015 −30.4249568 5.331 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · µ = 1.19

GLASS 50002 3.5770012 −30.4155218 5.133 −19.44+0.65
−0.44 8.87+0.29

−0.08 0.47+0.18
−0.31 47 ± 25 > 8.0 > 12.6 4.4 ± 1.2 · · · 1 · · · µ = 1.70

GLASS 80070 3.5823211 −30.3876547 4.797 −17.77+1.01
−0.19 7.42+0.70

−0.04 0.17+0.04
−0.05 100 ± 14 4.6 ± 0.5 7.0 ± 0.7 4.6 ± 0.6 7.80+0.19

−0.18 1 R23 µ = 7.91

GLASS 150029 3.5771664 −30.4225760 4.584 −19.20+0.10
−1.08 9.12+0.03

−0.33 1.04+0.02
−0.02 138 ± 10 6.3 ± 0.3 8.9 ± 0.4 12.0 ± 1.0 7.70+0.09

−0.08 1 direct µ = 1.48 , Broad

GLASS 40066 3.5997164 −30.4318948 4.020 −20.43+1.86
−0.26 9.40+0.33

−0.10 1.57+0.02
−0.02 84 ± 18 7.0 ± 0.3 · · · · · · 8.15+0.23

−0.23 1 R3 µ = 1.40

GLASS 160133 3.5802754 −30.4244041 4.015 −18.94+0.08
−0.09 8.11+0.41

−0.22 1.16+0.01
−0.01 227 ± 89 7.7 ± 0.1 10.7 ± 0.2 13.3 ± 0.6 7.95+0.06

−0.05 1 direct µ = 1.54 , Broad

GLASS 80029 3.6031803 −30.4157094 3.951 −18.92+1.00
−0.50 8.50+0.22

−0.49 0.47+0.04
−0.05 62 ± 25 6.5 ± 0.7 · · · · · · 8.16+0.23

−0.23 1 R3 µ = 2.39

CEERS 00003 215.0051890 52.9965800 8.005 −18.76+1.02
−0.52 8.61+0.48

−0.43 · · · 285 ± 202 6.3 ± 2.1 · · · · · · 7.80+0.31
−0.44 1 R3

CEERS 00007 215.0117060 52.9883030 8.873 −20.31+0.35
−0.32 8.01+0.23

−0.05 · · · 102 ± 70 > 2.0 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00044 215.0011150 53.0112690 7.104 −19.38+0.13
−0.33 7.94+0.28

−0.42 · · · 86 ± 52 > 9.6 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00067 215.0155970 53.0118570 6.212 −15.87+0.15
−0.38 6.11+0.35

−0.05 · · · 578 ± 225 > 3.3 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00314 214.8689530 52.8772060 5.270 −19.04+0.40
−0.08 8.72+0.09

−0.22 · · · 69 ± 58 > 4.2 · · · · · · 7.95+0.32
−0.32 1 R3

CEERS 00323 214.8725560 52.8759490 5.668 −18.70+0.04
−0.10 7.23+0.06

−0.05 0.78+0.03
−0.04 417 ± 43 3.9 ± 0.3 5.1 ± 0.4 > 1.4 7.32+0.15

−0.15 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 00355 214.8064820 52.8788270 6.105 −19.79+0.19
−0.47 7.83+0.64

−0.07 0.95+0.05
−0.05 144 ± 24 6.1 ± 0.8 9.1 ± 1.2 7.1 ± 2.0 7.93+0.19

−0.19 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 00356 214.8052900 52.8778610 5.641 −18.26+0.63
−0.42 8.41+0.17

−0.26 · · · 28 ± 30 > 2.7 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00362 214.8126890 52.8815360 6.051 −18.55+0.03
−0.28 7.34+0.31

−0.17 0.49+0.08
−0.11 252 ± 99 4.8 ± 1.1 6.4 ± 1.5 > 6.3 7.48+0.22

−0.21 1 R23

CEERS 00381 214.8196710 52.8797550 5.513 −18.54+0.34
−0.89 9.03+0.11

−0.12 0.74+0.12
−0.17 81 ± 33 4.0 ± 1.4 5.5 ± 1.9 > 2.8 7.79+0.29

−0.28 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 00386 214.8321840 52.8850830 6.618 −18.48+0.81
−0.32 7.60+0.54

−0.29 · · · 38 ± 93 > 5.2 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 1 R3 No = 2

CEERS 00397 214.8361970 52.8826930 6.005 −21.23+0.17
−0.24 8.45+0.53

−0.06 1.76+0.02
−0.03 139 ± 18 7.5 ± 0.5 11.0 ± 0.7 6.7 ± 0.9 7.87+0.14

−0.14 1 R23 No = 2 , Broad

CEERS 00403 214.8289680 52.8757010 5.766 −20.30+0.69
−0.28 9.35+0.27

−0.09 1.20+0.06
−0.07 34 ± 8 5.7 ± 0.9 10.9 ± 1.7 1.6 ± 0.2 8.11+0.18

−0.17 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 00407 214.8393160 52.8825650 7.029 −18.55+0.11
−0.48 7.61+0.81

−0.28 0.54+0.09
−0.12 219 ± 117 6.5 ± 1.6 8.5 ± 2.1 > 6.5 7.71+0.36

−0.28 1 R23

CEERS 00439 214.8253640 52.8630650 7.179 −19.28+0.08
−0.22 7.45+0.40

−0.05 · · · 233 ± 42 5.9 ± 1.0 · · · · · · 7.71+0.37
−0.29 1 R3

Table D1 continued
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Table D1 (continued)

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

CEERS 00498 214.8130450 52.8342490 7.179 −20.20+0.05
−0.22 7.82+0.32

−0.05 · · · 232 ± 58 4.5 ± 1.2 · · · · · · 7.47+0.30
−0.29 1 R3

CEERS 00515 214.8785340 52.8741420 5.664 −16.89+0.98
−2.12 8.48+0.21

−0.36 0.65+0.07
−0.09 96 ± 41 5.0 ± 0.9 6.6 ± 1.3 · · · 8.41+0.19

−0.17 1 R23

CEERS 00534 214.8591170 52.8536400 7.115 −20.10+0.51
−0.24 8.72+0.28

−0.40 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00542 214.8316240 52.8315050 7.064 −19.89+0.38
−0.06 8.25+0.07

−0.10 · · · 14 ± 26 > 2.4 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 00545 214.8644110 52.8536570 5.668 −20.86+1.32
0.00 9.03+0.58

−0.11 1.34+0.07
−0.09 72 ± 21 5.7 ± 1.1 8.7 ± 1.7 4.8 ± 1.2 7.93+0.19

−0.19 1 R23

CEERS 00577 214.8928610 52.8651570 6.695 −18.35+0.70
−0.43 7.46+0.56

−0.23 0.46+0.10
−0.12 260 ± 124 2.9 ± 0.8 4.0 ± 1.1 · · · 7.20+0.19

−0.20 1 R23

CEERS 00603 214.8672470 52.8367370 6.059 −19.98+0.17
−1.06 9.10+0.10

−0.51 1.19+0.12
−0.16 251 ± 69 6.4 ± 1.1 9.0 ± 1.5 11.5 ± 3.2 7.82+0.19

−0.19 1 R23 No = 3

CEERS 00618 214.8764690 52.8394120 6.055 −19.57+0.18
−0.10 8.06+0.06

−0.06 0.81+0.11
−0.14 127 ± 45 3.7 ± 1.1 5.0 ± 1.2 > 2.7 7.88+0.28

−0.27 1 R23 No = 4

CEERS 00669 214.8963810 52.8385140 5.273 −19.55+0.93
−0.38 8.76+0.41

−0.23 · · · 34 ± 26 > 3.5 · · · · · · 8.18+0.23
−0.23 1 R3

CEERS 00670 214.9036810 52.8449140 5.804 −18.05+0.53
−0.35 7.66+0.73

−0.05 1.11+0.12
−0.17 141 ± 46 7.5 ± 2.4 10.7 ± 3.5 > 3.0 7.88+0.22

−0.22 1 R23

CEERS 00672 214.8896770 52.8329770 5.666 −16.71+0.31
−1.16 9.03+0.05

−0.18 1.20+0.11
−0.15 37 ± 11 2.7 ± 0.8 5.2 ± 1.8 > 0.8 8.57+0.30

−0.23 1 R23 Broad

CEERS 00686 215.1508619 52.9895618 7.752 > −20.42 < 8.44 · · · · · · 5.7 ± 0.9 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 00689 214.9990525 52.9419767 7.549 > −20.93 < 8.70 · · · · · · 7.0 ± 1.0 · · · · · · 8.00+0.24
−0.24 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 00698 215.0503166 53.0074406 7.471 −21.60+0.11
−0.11 9.39+0.17

−0.17 1.71+0.14
−0.21 · · · 7.9 ± 0.5 11.1 ± 0.8 14.9 ± 3.6 7.87+0.14

−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 00707 214.9919080 52.9250450 4.899 −19.74+0.20
−0.20 8.76+1.09

−1.09 1.36+0.16
−0.26 · · · 9.0 ± 1.7 12.0 ± 3.4 6.0 ± 1.2 7.92+0.19

−0.24 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 00716 215.0803487 52.9932406 6.961 −21.65+0.17
−0.17 9.42+0.18

−0.18 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 00717 215.0814058 52.9721795 6.934 −21.49+0.12
−0.12 9.34+0.17

−0.17 1.72+0.15
−0.23 · · · 7.4 ± 1.3 11.1 ± 2.0 7.2 ± 2.0 7.87+0.17

−0.18 0 R23 No = 4 , Broad

CEERS 00746 214.8091416 52.8684835 5.626 −17.82+0.33
−0.61 9.30+0.05

−0.14 0.92+0.11
−0.14 30 ± 11 5.8 ± 1.7 6.8 ± 2.0 > 1.0 8.29+0.24

−0.22 1 R23 No = 2 , Broad

CEERS 00792 214.8717663 52.8331673 6.257 −18.84+0.24
−0.33 8.54+0.24

−0.66 0.97+0.07
−0.08 144 ± 65 9.2 ± 1.6 13.4 ± 2.3 5.4 ± 1.3 7.98+0.16

−0.18 1 R23

CEERS 00829 214.8615939 52.8761590 7.167 −19.57+0.06
−0.10 7.58+0.23

−0.06 · · · 212 ± 96 > 3.7 · · · · · · 7.92+0.37
−0.37 1 R3

CEERS 00933 214.8337227 52.8682822 4.243 −20.64+0.09
−0.30 8.13+0.54

−0.05 1.78+0.05
−0.06 171 ± 25 8.8 ± 1.2 12.8 ± 1.8 > 6.7 7.96+0.16

−0.17 1 R23

CEERS 01019 215.0353914 52.8906618 8.681 −22.44+0.45
−0.17 10.12+0.12

−0.11 1.97+0.04
−0.05 81 ± 11 8.1 ± 1.0 11.0 ± 1.3 13.6 ± 1.6 8.04+0.17

−0.17 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01023 215.1884129 53.0336473 7.779 −21.06+0.17
−0.17 8.76+0.33

−0.33 1.49+0.15
−0.22 · · · 3.1 ± 0.8 4.2 ± 1.0 > 2.8 7.61+0.22

−0.23 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01025 214.9675468 52.9329530 8.714 > −20.61 < 8.54 < 1.31 · · · 5.3 ± 1.2 7.4 ± 1.7 8.3 ± 2.5 7.64+0.18
−0.20 0 R23

CEERS 01027 214.8829941 52.8404159 7.825 −20.73+0.12
−0.14 8.12+0.34

−0.05 1.23+0.03
−0.03 175 ± 14 7.4 ± 0.5 9.9 ± 0.7 21.5 ± 5.5 7.83+0.20

−0.15 1 direct No = 4

CEERS 01029 215.2187624 53.0698619 8.612 −21.14+0.14
−0.14 8.80+0.33

−0.33 · · · · · · 4.8 ± 1.4 · · · · · · 8.19+0.25
−0.24 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01038 215.0396971 52.9015971 7.197 −19.24+0.18
−0.12 8.38+0.12

−0.05 0.74+0.08
−0.09 87 ± 48 5.1 ± 1.0 7.6 ± 1.6 > 4.0 7.84+0.25

−0.28 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01064 215.1771672 53.0489751 6.794 > −20.09 < 8.63 < 1.10 · · · 6.7 ± 2.1 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · · No = 2

CEERS 01065 215.1168542 53.0010814 6.190 > −20.31 < 8.91 < 2.00 · · · 10.8 ± 3.2 17.6 ± 5.1 2.5 ± 0.3 7.99+0.15
−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 01102 215.0910473 52.9542849 6.994 > −20.32 < 8.75 · · · · · · > 4.9 · · · · · · 7.97+0.28
−0.28 0 R3

CEERS 01115 215.1628177 53.0730973 6.300 · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.6 ± 0.7 7.1 ± 0.8 > 3.5 7.62+0.15
−0.16 · · · R23

CEERS 01142 215.0607164 52.9587084 6.957 −21.64+0.14
−0.14 9.41+0.17

−0.17 · · · · · · > 2.7 · · · · · · 7.98+0.26
−0.26 0 R3

CEERS 01143 215.0770064 52.9695042 6.930 > −20.24 < 8.71 < 1.66 · · · 8.4 ± 1.3 11.9 ± 1.9 8.3 ± 2.1 7.91+0.16
−0.17 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01149 215.0897143 52.9661828 8.179 −20.83+0.19
−0.19 8.65+0.33

−0.33 1.40+0.15
−0.22 · · · 7.2 ± 0.9 10.1 ± 1.3 13.4 ± 3.4 7.82+0.16

−0.16 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01160 214.8050474 52.8458770 6.566 > −20.15 < 8.67 < 1.13 · · · 5.3 ± 0.9 8.5 ± 1.4 3.7 ± 0.9 8.26+0.18
−0.17 0 R23

CEERS 01163 214.9904678 52.9719902 7.451 > −20.78 < 8.98 · · · · · · > 6.1 · · · · · · 7.99+0.24
−0.24 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01173 215.1542076 52.9558470 4.997 −20.98+0.11
−0.11 9.38+1.12

−1.12 2.26+0.14
−0.21 · · · 7.0 ± 1.5 12.6 ± 2.7 1.7 ± 0.2 8.01+0.23

−0.20 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01207 214.9600055 52.8311713 4.897 −20.68+0.04
−0.08 8.81+0.05

−0.05 · · · 16 ± 14 > 4.7 · · · · · · 7.96+0.29
−0.29 1 R3

Table D1 continued
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Table D1 (continued)

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

CEERS 01217 215.2422372 53.0324421 4.637 −21.44+0.07
−0.07 9.61+1.13

−1.13 · · · · · · > 7.9 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 01236 215.1452982 52.9672786 4.480 −19.61+0.27
−0.23 8.91+0.18

−0.18 0.24+0.11
−0.15 34 ± 15 3.3 ± 1.0 5.4 ± 1.7 > 2.9 7.55+0.29

−0.28 1 R23 No = 2 , Broad

CEERS 01244 215.2406522 53.0360412 4.482 −19.50+0.18
−0.18 8.62+0.88

−0.88 2.36+0.15
−0.22 · · · 5.6 ± 1.5 7.8 ± 2.1 > 3.7 7.67+0.20

−0.23 0 R23 No = 2 , Broad

CEERS 01267 215.2220383 53.0273690 5.152 > −19.12 < 8.45 · · · · · · > 3.0 · · · · · · 7.98+0.26
−0.26 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01289 214.9476341 52.8370980 4.880 −20.12+0.04
−0.07 8.56+0.05

−0.05 0.79+0.07
−0.09 60 ± 11 5.1 ± 1.0 8.5 ± 1.6 3.4 ± 0.6 8.12+0.15

−0.37 1 R23

CEERS 01294 214.9552513 52.8428999 4.999 −20.86+0.12
−0.08 8.89+0.14

−0.07 1.44+0.09
−0.11 43 ± 11 11.2 ± 2.5 17.0 ± 3.9 3.8 ± 0.8 7.98+0.14

−0.14 1 R23

CEERS 01324 215.0305739 52.9026048 5.007 −19.94+0.11
−0.07 8.53+0.05

−0.05 0.66+0.10
−0.13 62 ± 16 4.5 ± 1.2 5.8 ± 1.5 > 2.2 7.61+0.28

−0.26 1 R23

CEERS 01334 214.7683564 52.7176411 5.503 > −20.41 < 8.96 < 2.08 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 01358 215.0909401 52.9515310 5.504 −19.69+0.05
−0.05 8.39+0.05

−0.05 0.95+0.10
−0.14 39 ± 11 9.6 ± 2.6 14.3 ± 4.0 > 3.7 8.06+0.24

−0.24 1 R3

CEERS 01365 215.0268968 52.9072017 4.307 −19.73+0.32
−0.35 9.05+0.08

−0.32 1.32+0.07
−0.08 238 ± 56 4.2 ± 0.8 7.5 ± 1.4 2.4 ± 0.6 8.34+0.19

−0.17 1 R23

CEERS 01374 214.9439110 52.8500419 4.999 −21.48+0.07
−0.11 9.17+0.18

−0.06 1.81+0.04
−0.05 131 ± 27 7.2 ± 1.1 10.6 ± 1.6 5.2 ± 0.6 7.90+0.15

−0.16 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01388 215.0001061 52.8910612 4.548 > −19.70 < 8.74 < 1.36 · · · 3.4 ± 1.0 7.8 ± 2.3 0.9 ± 0.2 8.31+0.26
−0.21 0 R23

CEERS 01395 215.2349864 53.0572423 4.283 −20.46+0.13
−0.13 9.14+0.90

−0.90 1.93+0.14
−0.21 · · · 7.7 ± 2.2 11.1 ± 3.1 5.0 ± 1.1 7.87+0.20

−0.24 0 R23

CEERS 01400 215.1161048 52.9741843 4.492 −19.52+0.18
−0.11 8.45+0.17

−0.05 0.88+0.11
−0.14 65 ± 19 8.8 ± 2.5 10.9 ± 3.1 > 2.5 8.11+0.25

−0.21 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01401 215.2458005 53.0652953 5.375 > −20.06 < 8.92 < 1.18 · · · 7.1 ± 1.2 11.1 ± 1.9 4.4 ± 0.6 7.92+0.20
−0.21 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01410 215.2321183 53.0573686 5.262 > −20.04 < 8.91 · · · · · · > 5.3 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 0 R3

CEERS 01420 215.0928636 52.9606975 5.296 −20.44+0.21
−0.21 9.11+1.11

−1.11 1.47+0.15
−0.23 · · · 3.7 ± 0.9 7.0 ± 1.7 1.8 ± 0.4 8.21+0.26

−0.25 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01433 215.2248759 53.0555927 4.481 −20.47+0.14
−0.14 9.15+0.90

−0.90 · · · · · · > 4.9 · · · · · · 7.97+0.28
−0.28 0 R3

CEERS 01449 215.0800050 52.9567860 4.756 −21.18+0.32
−0.12 9.24+0.20

−0.05 1.68+0.05
−0.06 71 ± 13 5.8 ± 1.4 9.2 ± 2.2 3.8 ± 0.6 8.22+0.22

−0.19 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01452 215.2261665 53.0602231 4.471 −19.84+0.19
−0.19 8.80+0.89

−0.89 1.00+0.15
−0.22 · · · 5.9 ± 1.2 8.1 ± 1.7 > 6.8 7.69+0.18

−0.20 0 R23

CEERS 01465 214.8880049 52.8882513 5.274 −19.72+1.81
−0.45 8.87+0.48

−0.14 0.84+0.10
−0.12 87 ± 30 4.4 ± 1.3 7.1 ± 2.1 3.5 ± 1.1 8.25+0.23

−0.22 1 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01467 215.0029264 52.9694972 4.631 > −19.37 < 8.58 · · · · · · > 3.9 · · · · · · 7.95+0.34
−0.34 0 R3

CEERS 01477 215.0034914 52.9695391 4.631 > −19.92 < 8.85 < 1.46 · · · 6.1 ± 0.5 9.0 ± 0.8 5.1 ± 0.7 7.75+0.15
−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 01518 215.0068020 52.9650411 6.108 −21.07+0.16
−0.16 9.29+0.86

−0.86 1.62+0.14
−0.22 · · · 7.8 ± 0.8 11.0 ± 1.1 9.2 ± 2.0 7.87+0.15

−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 01534 214.8861409 52.8769248 4.588 −20.02+0.46
−0.10 8.93+0.24

−0.05 1.27+0.08
−0.10 44 ± 9 8.0 ± 1.7 15.6 ± 3.4 1.5 ± 0.3 7.99+0.15

−0.15 1 R23

CEERS 01536 214.9772267 52.9407821 5.036 −19.91+0.18
−0.18 8.85+1.09

−1.09 1.20+0.15
−0.22 · · · 8.1 ± 0.8 11.5 ± 1.1 13.4 ± 3.3 7.61+0.18

−0.15 0 direct No = 2

CEERS 01539 214.9800779 52.9426590 4.888 > −19.65 < 8.72 < 1.41 · · · 6.2 ± 1.4 9.0 ± 1.9 3.2 ± 0.3 7.96+0.19
−0.21 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01544 215.0616558 52.9995867 4.192 > −19.30 < 8.51 < 0.98 · · · 5.2 ± 1.1 6.5 ± 1.4 > 3.2 7.69+0.27
−0.28 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01561 215.1660971 53.0707553 6.204 −19.91+0.13
−0.13 8.70+0.83

−0.83 1.28+0.15
−0.22 · · · 4.6 ± 0.5 6.4 ± 0.7 10.5 ± 2.6 7.62+0.15

−0.15 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01565 215.0575020 52.9937149 4.792 −20.28+0.14
−0.14 9.03+1.10

−1.10 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 01605 215.0754073 52.9975786 4.631 −20.45+0.13
−0.13 9.11+1.10

−1.10 1.55+0.14
−0.21 · · · 5.3 ± 0.8 9.4 ± 1.4 1.9 ± 0.3 8.12+0.26

−0.26 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01617 215.0713061 52.9922950 4.637 −19.84+0.20
−0.20 8.81+1.09

−1.09 1.33+0.15
−0.23 · · · 6.9 ± 2.2 · · · · · · 7.98+0.26

−0.26 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01620 215.0871730 53.0028920 5.303 > −19.37 < 8.58 < 0.82 · · · 4.6 ± 1.6 6.3 ± 2.1 > 2.9 7.54+0.22
−0.28 0 R23

CEERS 01626 215.0710921 52.9903228 4.638 > −19.33 < 8.55 · · · · · · 8.4 ± 1.3 · · · · · · 7.90+0.28
−0.28 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01634 215.0211100 52.9569223 5.076 −22.01+0.06
−0.06 9.90+1.15

−1.15 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 01651 215.1692172 53.0547657 4.382 −19.93+0.13
−0.13 8.85+0.89

−0.89 1.04+0.14
−0.21 · · · 6.5 ± 1.2 9.0 ± 2.5 > 11.4 7.75+0.20

−0.23 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01658 214.9852372 52.9242590 4.610 > −19.35 < 8.56 < 1.09 · · · 5.6 ± 1.0 9.1 ± 1.2 4.8 ± 0.5 7.76+0.16
−0.16 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01665 215.1781971 53.0593487 4.488 −21.66+0.07
−0.07 9.79+0.92

−0.92 2.42+0.14
−0.20 · · · 6.8 ± 0.3 11.5 ± 0.5 2.4 ± 0.1 8.05+0.19

−0.19 0 R23 No = 2 , Broad

Table D1 continued
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Table D1 (continued)

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

CEERS 01672 214.7446370 52.7503136 5.206 −22.00+0.28
−0.06 9.54+0.16

−0.05 · · · 16 ± 6 > 2.8 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 01677 215.1887384 53.0643782 5.872 −20.64+0.11
−0.11 9.07+0.84

−0.84 1.44+0.15
−0.24 · · · 4.9 ± 1.1 8.1 ± 1.7 3.0 ± 0.6 8.29+0.21

−0.19 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01691 215.1854288 53.0593709 5.038 −21.29+0.12
−0.12 9.54+1.13

−1.13 1.95+0.16
−0.27 · · · 6.4 ± 1.5 7.8 ± 1.8 > 2.3 7.67+0.18

−0.21 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01699 215.0533477 52.9648857 5.078 −19.88+0.18
−0.18 8.83+1.09

−1.09 1.16+0.15
−0.22 · · · 6.5 ± 0.7 9.6 ± 1.0 6.0 ± 1.0 7.79+0.15

−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 01706 215.1195558 53.0100982 4.581 > −19.70 < 8.74 · · · · · · > 3.8 · · · · · · 7.96+0.31
−0.31 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01732 215.2128103 53.0712112 4.641 −21.30+0.10
−0.10 9.54+1.13

−1.13 1.59+0.14
−0.21 · · · 1.8 ± 0.4 4.8 ± 0.9 0.8 ± 0.1 8.62+0.19

−0.18 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01746 215.0540062 52.9568667 4.560 −19.40+0.20
−0.20 8.59+1.08

−1.08 0.83+0.15
−0.23 · · · 6.6 ± 0.4 10.1 ± 0.6 4.8 ± 0.4 7.82+0.14

−0.14 0 R23

CEERS 01756 214.7533620 52.7409890 5.452 −20.57+0.26
−0.08 8.87+0.22

−0.09 · · · 17 ± 10 > 3.9 · · · · · · 8.27+0.24
−0.24 1 R3

CEERS 01759 215.0364390 52.9417510 5.104 −19.83+0.16
−0.16 8.81+1.09

−1.09 · · · · · · > 5.0 · · · · · · 7.97+0.28
−0.28 0 R3

CEERS 01767 215.1727576 53.0357884 4.547 −20.22+0.12
−0.12 9.00+1.10

−1.10 1.36+0.21
−0.41 · · · 4.3 ± 1.2 5.3 ± 1.4 > 3.1 7.45+0.20

−0.23 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 01836 215.0871958 52.9649047 4.474 −20.02+0.18
−0.18 8.90+0.89

−0.89 · · · · · · > 3.2 · · · · · · 7.99+0.24
−0.24 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 01912 215.0108339 53.0133270 5.104 −20.71+0.38
−0.66 8.67+0.64

−0.24 · · · 65 ± 40 > 5.1 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 1 R3

CEERS 01953 214.9982666 52.9947428 4.608 −20.00+0.43
−0.07 8.46+0.29

−0.06 · · · 106 ± 42 > 5.4 · · · · · · 7.98+0.26
−0.26 1 R3

CEERS 02000 214.8596290 52.8881300 4.809 −20.29+0.33
−0.67 8.97+0.24

−0.64 1.35+0.04
−0.05 152 ± 67 6.3 ± 0.7 9.5 ± 1.0 6.5 ± 1.1 7.99+0.15

−0.15 1 R23

CEERS 02036 215.0144487 52.9939022 4.645 > −19.62 < 8.70 · · · · · · > 6.8 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 02089 214.9991752 52.9733008 4.645 −20.16+0.18
−0.18 8.97+1.10

−1.10 1.40+0.15
−0.22 · · · 9.0 ± 2.3 11.7 ± 3.0 > 9.5 7.92+0.25

−0.27 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 02116 214.8116852 52.8372405 5.280 −20.03+0.45
−0.63 8.64+0.38

−0.30 0.87+0.05
−0.05 98 ± 50 5.4 ± 0.7 7.6 ± 1.0 8.0 ± 2.3 7.91+0.30

−0.21 1 R23

CEERS 02123 214.8245795 52.8457265 5.289 −21.24+0.11
−0.11 9.51+1.13

−1.13 1.65+0.14
−0.21 · · · 6.8 ± 0.8 9.6 ± 1.1 9.0 ± 1.9 7.79+0.15

−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 02140 214.7960090 52.7158781 4.897 > −20.24 < 9.01 < 1.16 · · · 6.1 ± 1.2 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 02168 215.1526021 53.0570621 5.658 > −20.39 < 8.94 · · · · · · > 5.3 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 02174 215.0834205 52.9915130 5.308 > −19.16 < 8.47 < 0.73 · · · 4.7 ± 1.4 8.7 ± 2.7 2.1 ± 0.5 8.12+0.28
−0.26 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 02362 214.8645053 52.8709642 5.322 −18.02+0.66
−0.11 9.67+0.35

−0.58 1.80+0.12
−0.17 47 ± 30 5.8 ± 1.9 6.3 ± 2.1 > 0.8 8.45+0.28

−0.22 1 R23

CEERS 02782 214.8234525 52.8302813 5.251 −19.50+0.12
0.00 8.53+0.42

−0.05 1.68+0.05
−0.05 157 ± 17 4.5 ± 0.5 6.0 ± 0.6 > 10.0 7.51+0.16

−0.16 1 R23 No = 2 , Broad

CEERS 03584 214.9887523 52.9980436 4.642 −20.94+0.96
−0.32 8.89+0.55

−0.19 1.39+0.04
−0.04 142 ± 53 · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 04144 215.1752272 53.0632832 4.673 > −19.47 < 8.63 < 1.28 · · · 7.9 ± 2.4 12.7 ± 3.8 3.5 ± 0.8 8.10+0.24
−0.22 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 04196 215.1534142 53.0163637 5.065 −20.03+0.14
−0.14 8.90+1.09

−1.09 1.50+0.14
−0.21 · · · 5.2 ± 1.5 9.4 ± 2.7 1.9 ± 0.4 8.20+0.25

−0.21 0 R23

CEERS 04210 215.2372077 53.0610871 5.261 > −20.32 < 9.05 < 1.67 · · · 7.3 ± 1.0 11.5 ± 1.6 3.5 ± 0.5 8.04+0.23
−0.22 0 R23 No = 2

CEERS 08288 214.7703534 52.7216670 4.180 −21.69+0.12
−0.12 9.80+0.92

−0.92 2.08+0.14
−0.21 · · · 8.3 ± 0.7 11.2 ± 0.9 13.0 ± 3.3 7.88+0.15

−0.15 0 R23

CEERS 10995 215.1520322 52.9740418 4.482 −22.29+0.08
−0.07 9.48+0.08

−0.05 · · · 24 ± 8 > 5.2 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 1 R3

CEERS 11117 215.2109830 53.0238252 4.105 −19.84+0.13
−0.13 8.80+0.88

−0.88 1.00+0.14
−0.21 · · · 6.1 ± 1.8 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 11383 215.0861440 52.9522083 5.072 −22.74+0.44
−0.13 9.87+0.22

−0.07 · · · 18 ± 15 > 2.4 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 11624 215.0724897 52.9561377 3.796 −20.34+0.02
−0.08 8.52+0.08

−0.05 1.28+0.09
−0.12 105 ± 25 10.0 ± 2.4 · · · · · · 8.05+0.24

−0.24 1 R3

CEERS 11676 215.0519465 52.9447738 4.269 −19.86+0.13
−0.13 8.81+0.88

−0.88 · · · · · · > 6.4 · · · · · · 7.99+0.24
−0.24 0 R3

CEERS 11728 215.0848700 52.9707382 3.887 −20.20+0.11
−0.11 9.00+0.89

−0.89 1.15+0.14
−0.21 · · · 6.1 ± 0.7 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 12221 214.7580014 52.7664947 4.158 −20.05+0.21
−0.21 8.92+0.89

−0.89 1.28+0.15
−0.23 · · · 4.7 ± 1.5 · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 12496 215.0594623 52.9955051 4.192 −19.71+0.22
−0.22 8.74+0.89

−0.89 0.95+0.15
−0.23 · · · 2.0 ± 0.4 · · · · · · 7.97+0.29

−0.29 0 R3 No = 2

CEERS 14777 215.0228283 52.9577664 4.471 −19.80+0.18
−0.18 8.78+0.89

−0.89 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

CEERS 31329 215.0551163 53.0008499 6.142 −21.52+0.16
−0.16 9.51+0.86

−0.86 1.68+0.14
−0.22 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0 · · ·

Table D1 continued
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Table D1 (continued)

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

CEERS 37697 214.8914590 52.8674580 5.150 −19.69+0.03
−0.08 8.41+0.12

−0.05 · · · 10 ± 10 > 2.2 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 80072 214.8908500 52.8139410 5.268 −18.21+0.11
−0.53 8.21+0.28

−0.25 · · · 91 ± 85 > 2.7 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 80083 214.9612760 52.8423640 8.637 −19.11+0.61
−0.02 8.94+0.08

−0.14 0.76+0.09
−0.11 105 ± 30 4.5 ± 1.1 6.1 ± 1.5 > 6.9 7.64+0.28

−0.25 1 R23

CEERS 80239 214.8960540 52.8698530 7.487 −17.92+1.07
0.00 8.13+0.19

−0.56 0.36+0.11
−0.15 125 ± 57 4.6 ± 1.4 6.6 ± 2.0 · · · 7.67+0.42

−0.31 1 R23

CEERS 80372 214.9277980 52.8500030 7.483 −19.27+0.04
−0.03 8.19+0.05

−0.05 0.60+0.05
−0.06 104 ± 14 2.5 ± 0.4 3.4 ± 0.5 > 6.6 7.46+0.25

−0.25 1 R3

CEERS 80374 214.8980740 52.8248950 7.174 −18.09+6.67
−2.38 9.00+0.07

−0.40 · · · 125 ± 36 3.5 ± 1.0 · · · · · · 7.61+0.30
−0.31 1 R3

CEERS 80432 214.8120560 52.7467470 7.477 −20.05+0.04
−0.02 8.50+0.05

−0.05 · · · 123 ± 20 7.0 ± 1.2 · · · · · · 8.10+0.25
−0.25 1 R3

CEERS 80445 214.8431150 52.7478860 7.509 −19.66+0.03
−0.02 8.34+0.05

−0.05 · · · 8 ± 18 > 3.1 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 80573 214.7739240 52.7805990 5.428 −19.70+0.02
−0.07 8.40+0.06

−0.05 · · · 51 ± 21 > 5.2 · · · · · · 7.97+0.27
−0.27 1 R3

CEERS 80576 214.7696270 52.7729400 5.450 −19.13+0.11
−0.07 8.26+0.06

−0.05 0.88+0.07
−0.08 196 ± 34 6.1 ± 1.1 8.1 ± 1.4 > 5.8 7.69+0.39

−0.22 1 R23

CEERS 80596 214.7718650 52.7781890 6.542 −18.54+0.35
−0.09 8.17+0.30

−0.12 · · · 61 ± 30 > 3.8 · · · · · · 8.23+0.23
−0.23 1 R3

CEERS 80710 214.8849850 52.8360450 6.545 −17.85+0.34
−1.44 8.16+0.29

−0.28 · · · 70 ± 79 > 3.6 · · · · · · 8.19+0.23
−0.23 1 R3

CEERS 80916 214.8916300 52.8159430 5.674 −17.88+0.53
−0.53 8.44+0.05

−0.23 0.78+0.08
−0.10 176 ± 41 6.3 ± 1.3 8.0 ± 1.7 > 5.4 7.73+0.35

−0.26 1 R23

CEERS 80954 214.9181830 52.8118260 5.930 −17.72+0.13
−0.06 7.60+0.05

−0.05 0.14+0.11
−0.14 151 ± 43 5.0 ± 1.5 · · · · · · 7.80+0.30

−0.37 1 R3

CEERS 81018 214.8054760 52.7547300 5.861 −19.04+0.07
−0.06 8.14+0.10

−0.05 · · · 13 ± 16 > 1.6 · · · · · · 8.12+0.26
−0.26 1 R3

CEERS 81022 214.8004490 52.7488890 5.300 −18.63+0.05
0.00 7.94+0.05

−0.05 · · · 38 ± 30 > 4.6 · · · · · · 7.96+0.29
−0.29 1 R3

CEERS 81026 214.8098410 52.7542180 5.433 −18.28+0.05
−0.33 8.67+0.19

−0.09 · · · 75 ± 38 > 9.1 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 81032 214.8126250 52.7548490 5.427 −19.28+0.09
−0.10 8.25+0.13

−0.05 · · · 45 ± 16 > 7.0 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 81049 214.7898220 52.7307890 6.738 −19.61+0.11
−0.12 8.36+0.15

−0.05 1.21+0.04
−0.05 109 ± 13 8.5 ± 0.9 11.2 ± 1.3 > 8.9 7.88+0.15

−0.16 1 R23

CEERS 81063 214.7991100 52.7251190 6.086 −19.04+0.12
−0.09 8.16+0.07

−0.07 0.98+0.09
−0.11 90 ± 24 9.2 ± 2.1 11.5 ± 2.6 > 3.1 8.08+0.21

−0.19 1 R23

CEERS 81068 214.8205070 52.7371480 6.272 −18.30+0.18
−0.08 8.00+0.13

−0.05 0.60+0.06
−0.07 204 ± 35 6.0 ± 1.0 7.9 ± 1.2 > 10.5 7.65+0.22

−0.20 1 R23

CEERS 82043 214.7199860 52.7502550 4.324 −18.85+0.34
−0.11 8.33+0.27

−0.07 1.00+0.10
−0.13 84 ± 24 7.3 ± 1.9 · · · · · · 8.14+0.24

−0.24 1 R3

CEERS 82052 214.7665610 52.7822700 5.156 −18.00+0.07
−0.12 8.43+0.05

−0.25 · · · 80 ± 33 > 5.6 · · · · · · 7.98+0.26
−0.26 1 R3

CEERS 82300 214.9005570 52.8716120 4.707 −18.49+0.16
−0.49 8.47+0.05

−0.36 · · · 57 ± 19 > 3.8 · · · · · · 8.25+0.24
−0.24 1 R3

CEERS 82507 214.8532130 52.8483650 4.986 −19.34+0.66
−0.81 8.36+0.85

−0.49 · · · 87 ± 74 > 8.1 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 83398 214.9004090 52.8268560 4.554 −19.79+0.05
−0.01 8.47+0.05

−0.05 · · · 18 ± 15 · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 83439 214.9380700 52.8471150 4.824 −16.98+0.05
−0.10 7.32+0.09

−0.05 −0.04+0.12
−0.16 193 ± 59 3.1 ± 1.0 4.1 ± 1.3 > 1.7 7.22+0.21

−0.23 1 R23

CEERS 83502 214.9058470 52.8119060 4.249 −17.28+0.14
−0.12 7.46+0.26

−0.05 0.03+0.10
−0.13 171 ± 44 2.1 ± 0.6 · · · · · · 7.14+0.27

−0.28 1 R3

CEERS 83592 214.9566930 52.8337800 5.736 −18.43+0.38
−0.22 7.70+0.36

−0.08 · · · 218 ± 86 > 3.1 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 83772 214.7857270 52.7315530 5.288 −20.16+0.04
−0.04 8.63+0.05

−0.05 0.90+0.10
−0.13 88 ± 23 5.6 ± 1.6 7.1 ± 2.0 > 2.6 7.82+0.27

−0.33 1 R23

CEERS 83779 214.8214170 52.7548380 4.307 −18.77+0.06
−0.23 8.23+0.08

−0.14 · · · 103 ± 42 > 6.9 · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 83856 214.8030220 52.7265370 4.556 −18.63+0.11
−0.04 7.99+0.05

−0.05 0.68+0.06
−0.08 221 ± 36 2.7 ± 0.5 · · · · · · 7.18+0.25

−0.25 1 R3

CEERS 83860 214.8283780 52.7429470 4.493 −17.49+0.73
−0.04 8.30+0.34

−0.09 · · · 35 ± 48 · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 · · ·

CEERS 85836 214.8312040 52.7517900 4.995 −18.08+0.05
−0.03 7.76+0.05

−0.05 · · · 82 ± 44 > 4.9 · · · · · · 7.97+0.28
−0.28 1 R3

Table D1 continued
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Table D1 (continued)

ID R.A. Decl. Redshift MUV log M⋆ log SFR EW(Hβ) R3 R23 O32 log(O/H) Flags Note

(deg) (deg) (mag) (M⊙) (M⊙ yr−1) (Å) (⋆) (⋆) (⋆) +12 P(†) M(‡) (¶)

Note—(⋆) Lower-limit values at the 3σ level. The values are not shown (and hence the metallicities are not estimated) for those whose measured
[O iii]λλ5007/4959 line ratio is not consistent with the theoretical value of 2.98 at the 2.5σ level. R23 and O32 are given if the dust-reddening is
properly evaluated. (†) Photometry flag. Objects with flag=1 have the NIRCam photometry, and thus the stellar masses are reliably determined
with the SED fit and SFRs are derived with the slit-loss corrected Hβ luminosities. For the objects with flag=0, their masses and SFRs are
estimated with the UV luminosities of HST. (‡) Metallcitiy flag, specifying which method is adopted; the direct Te method or the empirical
indicator of R23 or R3. (¶) For the gravitationally lensed objects, the magnification factor µ is noted. For the lensed objects, the values of MUV,
mass and SFR are already corrected for the magnification. For the CEERS objects that are multiply observed in several pointings/gratings, the
number of pointings/gratings is noted, and their averaged values of EW(Hβ), line ratios, and metallicity are given. The objects with spectroscopic
signatures of AGNs as indicated by (Harikane et al. 2023) are marked with Broad. These Broad objects are not used for deriving the MZ and
SFR-MZ relations due to the unknown contribution of AGNs to the continuum level (i.e., uncetainty in the stellar mass estimation based on the
SED fitting).
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