
    
      Fig. 3. 
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        X-ray sabsorption-corrected, rest-frame luminosity versus redshift for the X-ray sources detected in our three fields as indicated in the legend. The filled (empty) points correspond to sources with spectroscopic (photometric) redshift estimations. The smaller gray points represent those sources that were rejected after applying the quality selection criteria.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 5. 
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        Estimated M* based on the mock catalogue compared to the true values provided by the best-fit model for type 1 (red) and type 2 (blue) AGNs. The dashed line represent the 1-to-1 relation. The Pearson correlation factors for the two samples are ρtype1 = 0.917 and ρtype2 = 0.904, respectively. The shaded regions correspond to 1σ and 2σ confidence bands of the linear regression obtained with BCES for the two samples.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 7. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        SFR as a function of M*. The different colours and shapes represent the samples used in our analysis as indicated in the legend. The dashed line represents the main sequence of star-forming galaxies obtained by Schreiber et al. (2015) with median redshift value z = 3.7. The dotted lines correspond to the uncertainties defined as ±0.3 dex. The filled (empty) points correspond to sources with spectroscopic (photometric) redshift estimations.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 10. 
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        SFRNORM over LX (in logarithmic scale) as a function of redshift. Our results are divided into three bins (blue circles) of equal size with uncertainties calculated with the bootstrap resampling method. We also plot the data points from X-ray-selected samples with a variety of luminosity and redshift ranges as shown in the legend. The dotted line shows the best linear-fit function: y = 0.0018 ± 0.0005 × x − 0.0002 ± 0.0013.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 11. 
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        Distribution of λsBHAR (see definition in Sect. 4.4) used as a tracer of the Eddington ratio. The median log λsBHAR value of the combined high-z sample (vertical dashed line) is ∼ − 0.5 that corresponds roughly to sources with λEdd ∼ 0.3.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 12. 
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        SFR as a function of M*, colour-coded based on log λsBHAR values. The different shapes represent the samples used in our analysis as indicated in the legend.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.1. 
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        Comparison of the X-ray absorption-corrected luminosity derived with hardness ratio and spectral fitting. The triangles correspond to the 20 sources with z> 3 and net counts larger than 70 in the COSMOS field. The squares (circles) represent the XXL sources with spectroscopic (photometric) redshift detected with the PN camera.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. B.1. 
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        Reliability of the SFR estimations using the X-CIGALE mock catalogues for sources with and without FIR bands. Top panel: Comparison of SFR measurements with and without FIR photometry, for the high-z sources that have FIR coverage and satisfy our quality selection criteria (Sect. 3.2). The dashed lines lines present the 1:1 relation. The parameter calculations are in good agreement based on the Pearson correlation factor, ρ given in the plot. Middle panel: Estimated SFR based on the mock catalogues compared to the true values provided by the best-fit model for the three fields used in our analysis. The filled (open) symbols represent the X-CIGALE runs with (without) FIR data. The dashed line represent the 1-to-1 relation to assist the plot interpretation, while in each plot we give the linear Pearson correlation coefficient (ρ) of the combined sample. Bottom panel: Corresponding distributions of the difference between estimated and true values. We provide also the mean and standard deviation for each case.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. B.2. 
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        Reliability of the M∗ estimations using the X-CIGALE mock catalogues for sources with and without MIR bands. Top panel: Comparison of stellar mass measurements with and without NIR photometry, for the high-z sources that have NIR coverage and satisfy our quality selection criteria (Sect. 3.2). The dashed lines lines present the 1:1 relation. The parameter estimations are in very good agreement considering the Pearson correlation factor, ρ, given in the plots. Middle panel: Estimated stellar mass based on the mock catalogues compared to the true values provided by the best-fit model for the three fields used in our analysis. The filled (open) symbols represent the X-XIGALE runs with (without) NIR data. Bottom panel: Distributions of the difference between estimated and true values. The mean difference and its dispersion are very similar in the two runs (with and without NIR photometry).

      

    

  
    
      Fig. B.3. 
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        Reliability of the LAGN,torus estimations using the X-CIGALE mock catalogues for sources with and without MIR bands. Top panel: Measurements of the LAGN,torus(erg s−1) parameter with and without W4 or MIPS data. The two measurements of LAGN,torus(erg s−1) are in good agreement (ρtorus = 0.800). The dashed line presents the 1:1 relation. Middle panel: Estimated versus true values provided by the best-fit model, for LAGN,torus(erg s−1), for the three fields used in our analysis. The filled (open) symbols represent the X-XIGALE runs with (without) MIR data. The errors on the estimated values increase when the analysis lacks MIR data. The mean value of the error on log[LAGN,torus(erg s−1)] is 0.27 dex without MIR, compared to ∼0.15 dex when MIR data are used. Bottom panel: Distributions of the difference between true and estimated values, with and without MIR data. The dispersion increases when W4 or MIPS1 are absent, but the estimated LAGN,torus(erg s−1) values are still consistent with the true values.
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