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Key Questions

1. How prevalent are the most
obscured AGN?

2. How can we construct a census
of AGN, unbiased to heavy
obscuration?



Predicted Prevalence of Obscuration
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Our Cosmic Backyard
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Swift/BAT Compton-thick AGN
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Key Questions

1. How prevalent are the most
obscured AGN?

2. How can we construct a census
of AGN, unbiased to heavy
obscuration?



|sotropy — AGN unification
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Our Survey Strategy

1. Isotropic infrared selection sz
2. Classification:

> |nfrared warm colours
> X-ray spectra @ o




ic Selection — IRAS Flux Cut
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Infrared Classification - Warm Colours

de Grijp+1987 Selection
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Optical Classification — Line Ratios
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X-ray Classification — 1 Ms with NUSTAR
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84 sources total

Compton-thick
fraction ~26-40%

Fraction of AGN
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Possible biases...

| N 15 | Optical & IR both isotropic

1. Infrared selection/classification: E
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Compton-thick AGN with distance

BN Swift/BAT

1 50%

«  Compton-thick __
fraction ~26-40% 4.

»  Uniform with _{1 1%
distance -%_ _

Boorman+,in prep. -

uorjorL] MO1YI-uojduro))

— 0%
0 133 200

Distance from Milky Way / Mpc 14



Summary soton.ac.uk/~pgb2g11
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Appendix



Optical and infrared are both isotropic
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Representative? X-ray does not trace infrared
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DS dominated by mergers?
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Multi-wavelength checks

W1 — W2/ mag
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Compton-thick candidates
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Compton-thick candidates

Should have
But weren'‘t! been detected...
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