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ABSTRACT
Spatially-resolved emission line kinematics are invaluable to investigating fundamental galaxy properties

and have become increasingly accessible for galaxies at z≳ 0.5 through sensitive near-infrared imaging spec-
troscopy and millimeter interferometry. Kinematic modeling is at the core of the analysis and interpretation
of such data sets, which at high-z present challenges due to lower signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) and resolution
compared to data of local galaxies. We present and test the 3D fitting functionality of DysmalPy, examining
how well it recovers intrinsic disk rotation velocity and velocity dispersion, using a large suite of axisymmetric
models, covering a range of galaxy properties and observational parameters typical of z∼ 1−3 star-forming
galaxies. We also compare DysmalPy’s recovery performance to that of two other commonly used codes,
GalPak3D and 3DBarolo, which we use in turn to create additional sets of models to benchmark DysmalPy.
Over the ranges of S/N, resolution, mass, and velocity dispersion explored, the rotation velocity is accurately
recovered by all tools. The velocity dispersion is recovered well at high S/N, but the impact of methodology
differences is more apparent. In particular, template differences for parametric tools and S/N sensitivity for the
non-parametric tool can lead to differences up to a factor of 2. Our tests highlight and the importance of deep,
high-resolution data and the need for careful consideration of: (1) the choice of priors (parametric approaches),
(2) the masking (all approaches) and, more generally, evaluating the suitability of each approach to the specific
data at hand. This paper accompanies the public release of DysmalPy.

Keywords: High-redshift galaxies — Galaxy kinematics — Galaxy dynamics — Astronomy data analysis —
Astronomy data modeling

1. INTRODUCTION

Spatially-resolved kinematics provide fundamental in-
sights into the nature, dynamical state, and mass assembly

Corresponding author: Lilian L. Lee
lilian@mpe.mpg.de; mail@lilianlylee.com

history of galaxies. Thanks to ever more powerful near-
infrared/optical integral field unit (IFU) spectrographs on
4–8 m-class telescopes and millimeter interferometers (Ba-
con et al. 1995; Weitzel et al. 1996; Eisenhauer et al. 2003;
Larkin et al. 2006; Sharples et al. 2013), kinematics have be-
come a widespread tool in galaxy evolution studies at red-
shifts z > 0.5 (Glazebrook 2013; Förster Schreiber & Wuyts
2020). IFU studies, mainly targeting the Hα rest-optical line,
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comprise the most comprehensive census of resolved kine-
matics of massive star-forming galaxies (SFGs) at z∼1−3.
These surveys cover well the “main sequence” (MS) of
SFGs in stellar mass M⋆ vs. star formation rate SFR, which
dominates the population and cosmic star formation (e.g.,
Rodighiero et al. 2011; Sargent et al. 2012; Madau & Dickin-
son 2014). Resolved millimeter interferometric observations
focused primarily on CO lines at z≲ 4 and on the bright
[C II]λ158µm far-infrared line at z≳ 4 in modest samples
are now available for dynamical studies of the cold neutral
gas. With its NIRSpec instrument in IFU mode, the James
Webb Space Telescope (JWST), has recently opened up the
way to resolved Hα kinematics mapping at z≳ 3.

Such observations provide the most direct approach to
probe the potential well and the physical processes that shape
galaxies over time, including gas accretion, non-circular
motions, galaxy interactions, mass and angular momentum
transfer, and feedback from massive stars and active galactic
nuclei (AGN). In this context, the gas velocity dispersion σ0

and rotational-to-dispersion support vrot/σ0 constitute im-
portant measures of disk structure and settling across cosmic
time. Despite increasing observational efforts, results remain
mixed on the amount, evolution, and origin of gas dispersion
and dynamical support of distant disks.

Part of the differences may be attributed to sample selec-
tion and tracer choices. A number of studies over the past
couple of decades found increasing disk dispersions and de-
creasing vrot/σ0 towards higher redshift for samples probing
mainly massive (stellar masses M⋆ ≳ 1010M⊙) MS SFGs out
to z∼ 3, trends that have been interpreted in the framework
of marginally unstable gas-rich disks given the increasing
molecular gas fraction at earlier time (see reviews by Tacconi
et al. 2020; Förster Schreiber & Wuyts 2020, and references
therein). Other studies reported dynamically fairly cold, reg-
ular disk rotation including among infrared-luminous dusty
SFGs and at z≳ 4, either unlensed or strongly gravitation-
ally lensed (e.g., Hodge et al. 2012; Sharda et al. 2019; Fra-
ternali et al. 2021; Lelli et al. 2021; Rizzo et al. 2021, 2022;
Tsukui & Iguchi 2021). At any given redshift, the scatter
in σ0 and vrot/σ0 is substantial, even among the best data
sets of MS SFGs (e.g., Übler et al. 2019). Although part
of the spread in vrot/σ0 at fixed redshift appears to be ex-
plained by a trend with galaxy stellar mass, it is less clear
for σ0 (e.g. Kassin et al. 2012; Wisnioski et al. 2015; Simons
et al. 2018; Johnson et al. 2018; Parlanti et al. 2023; Rowland
et al. 2024). Furthermore, there is a potentially inherent dif-
ference between the gas kinematics traced by warm ionized
gas and colder atomic and molecular gas. Larger samples
with high-resolution, high S/N data of multiple tracers for
the same galaxies will be essential to establish whether, and
how much, kinematic properties depend on the interstellar
medium (ISM) phase (contrast Liu et al. 2023; Parlanti et al.
2023, 2024; Rizzo et al. 2023, with Übler et al. 2018; Genzel
et al. 2023).

Compounding the sample and tracer differences described
above, the observational picture is further complicated by
the use of various modeling approaches among studies. In

some cases this has even led to discrepant results from the
same data sets (e.g., compare Tadaki et al. 2018, 2020 to
Sharda et al. 2019; Roman-Oliveira et al. 2023; see also
Lelli et al. 2023). Because kinematics modeling serves as
the foundation for linking observables to physical properties,
tools should ideally rely on full spatial and velocity forward
modeling that accounts for the appreciable beam-smearing
in high-redshift data and the limited S/N due to cosmo-
logical surface brightness dimming. Several packages have
been developed to this aim, including the parametric model-
ing codes Dysmal/DysmalPy (e.g., Davies et al. 2004a,b,
2011; Cresci et al. 2009; Wuyts et al. 2016; Lang et al. 2017;
Price et al. 2021), GalPak3D (Bouché et al. 2015, 2022), and
the non-parametric modeling code 3DBarolo (Di Teodoro &
Fraternali 2015)1. Parametric models are built around ana-
lytic descriptions of the mass distribution and/or the rotation
and dispersion velocities (e.g., Courteau 1997), making them
inherently less sensitive to S/N than non-parametric models.
Moreover, parametric modeling that starts from mass models
enables an immediate characterization of the mass profile and
quantifies the amount of gas involved in out- or in-flowing
motions. On the other hand, non-parametric models have
the advantage of more flexibility in a system’s description,
which may deviate from common functional forms due to
non-axisymmetric features and kinematic perturbations (e.g.,
Rogstad et al. 1974; Begeman 1989; Sancisi 2004). Each
code has its strengths and has been internally benchmarked
against observations of local galaxies, mock analytical mod-
els, and/or numerical simulations.

All these tools, however, share a common advantage: they
operate in full 3D space to generate models, thereby account-
ing for beam smearing and projection effects in the best pos-
sible way.

In this work, we expand on Price et al. (2021) by test-
ing the DysmalPy’s performance in fitting in 3D, accompa-
nied by the first public release of the code2. We additionally
benchmarked DysmalPy against two widely-used model-
ing tools: the parametric GalPak3D and the non-parametric
3DBarolo. For this purpose, we employ an extensive set of
synthetic galaxies with known input properties subjected to
various realistic observational conditions. The mock galax-
ies consist of intentionally simple axisymmetric disk mod-
els but with an empirically motivated range of properties.
The systematic inter-comparison expands on the validation
tests for the individual codes presented by Price et al. (2021,
see also Davies et al. 2011) for DysmalPy, Bouché et al.
(2015) for GalPak3D, and Di Teodoro & Fraternali (2015)
for 3DBarolo. We use modeling setups as consistently as
possible between the tools and discuss the impact of our
adopted choices vs. recommended or widely used ones when

1 Other 3D-fitting tools exist, such as TiRiFiC (Józsa et al. 2007; Kam-
phuis et al. 2015), KinMS (Davis et al. 2013, 2017), GPU-accelerated
GBKFIT (Bekiaris et al. 2016), BLOBBY3D (Varidel et al. 2019), and
qubefit (Neeleman et al. 2021).

2 Available at https://www.mpe.mpg.de/resources/IR/DYSMALPY/index.
html

https://www.mpe.mpg.de/resources/IR/DYSMALPY/index.html
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they differ. We focus on fits performed in 3D for IFU and in-
terferometric observations. GalPak3D was designed to only
fit in 3D, while 3DBarolo could also fit a 2D velocity field
through its 2DFIT task. DysmalPy has mainly been ap-
plied to fit data in 1D or 2D (e.g., major axis kinematic pro-
files, moment maps), but by its 3D model construction was
easily adapted to fit data cubes (Price et al. 2021).

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we summarize
the relevant features of the three fitting codes and describe the
main setups employed in our analysis. In Sec. 3, we describe
the construction of the baseline mock data cubes used in this
study. In Sec. 4, we compare the fitting results between the
codes with the baseline setups and mock data sets and ex-
plore more deeply the impact of parametrization and treat-
ment of S/N. In Sec. 5, we discuss the potential implications
in studies of high-z kinematics. In Sec. 6, we summarize our
findings. Throughout, we assume a Λ-dominated cosmology
with H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, Ωm = 0.3, and ΩΛ = 0.7.
For this cosmology, 1′′ corresponds to 8.37 kpc at z= 2.

2. KINEMATIC MODELING CODES AND SETUPS

Complete details of DysmalPy, GalPak3D, and
3DBarolo can be found in the references below. For the
comparisons, we focus on the recovery of the main kine-
matic properties: the intrinsic rotation velocity Vrot and
local disk velocity dispersion σ. These properties are the
ones that are most directly comparable between the codes.
As we are primarily interested in exploring the impact of
model parametrization and parametric vs. non-parametric
approaches, we maximize consistency as follows: (i) we per-
form the fitting in 3D space, (ii) within the architecture of the
codes, we use prior on parameters, minimization algorithms,
masking and weighting schemes that are as similar as pos-
sible, and (iii) we keep the number of free parameters to a
minimum.

For high-z observations, beam smearing is important, S/N
is modest, and the morphology of the emission line tracing
kinematics can be prominently irregular due to spatial varia-
tions in dust extinction, stellar population properties, and gas
distributions. To mitigate these challenges, geometric param-
eters are typically fixed or tightly constrained through narrow
priors and the morphology is not always directly used in the
fitting (especially for parametric codes that typically assume
smooth axisymmetric models). This also helps to reduce
well-known degeneracies (e.g., between mass and inclina-
tion), which are compounded by low resolution. Therefore,
in running all codes, we fixed the center, size parameter(s),
inclination (i) along the line-of-sight, and position angle (PA)
of the line of nodes on the sky plane.

This intentional choice of a few degrees of freedom is an
ideal case; if other parameters are fitted simultaneously (with
or without priors), the outcome of all codes will be less ac-
curate. We have verified this by additionally allowing i and
Re,d to vary freely (for DysmalPy and GalPak3D), within
ranges of ±15◦ and ±20%, respectively, with initial guesses

derived from the line intensity map. We find that there is
no substantial improvement in fitting accuracy, and in some
cases, there are more systematic offsets from the intrinsic val-
ues, while also resulting in reduced precision. More exten-
sive exploration will be beneficial, but we consider it as a
future study.

Table 1 summarizes the key differences between the three
packages, and Table 3 in Appendix A lists the setups and pa-
rameters employed for each of them. For DysmalPy and
3DBarolo, we initially follow their built-in masking rou-
tine, with specific settings listed in Table 3. Later in Sec. 4.6,
we swap the masks between DysmalPy and 3DBarolo, al-
lowing us to explore the effects of using a common masking
approach and to assess the impact of masking on the perfor-
mance of each individual code.

2.1. DysmalPy

2.1.1. Main Features

The Python-based DysmalPy, or its parent IDL ver-
sion Dysmal, is a versatile forward-modeling tool based on
multi-component mass models with a long history of devel-
opment. It has been employed in near-IR/optical IFU and
millimeter interferometric studies of disk galaxies at high-
z (e.g., Genzel et al. 2006, 2011, 2014, 2017, 2020, 2023;
Cresci et al. 2009; Wuyts et al. 2016; Burkert et al. 2016;
Lang et al. 2017; Tadaki et al. 2017; Übler et al. 2018,
2019, 2021, 2024a; Price et al. 2021; Herrera-Camus et al.
2022; Nestor Shachar et al. 2023), and of local disks (e.g.,
Davies et al. 2009, 2014; Sani et al. 2012; Müller-Sánchez
et al. 2013; Lin et al. 2016). Dysmal has been tested,
especially regarding the recovery of velocity dispersion by
Davies et al. (2011). Wuyts et al. (2016), Burkert et al.
(2016), and Lang et al. (2017) significantly expanded it to
incorporate an improved treatment of the effects of disk fi-
nite thickness and pressure gradients and to add DM halos
to the family of possible mass components. Übler et al.
(2018) adopted the Python version, introducing Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) posterior sampling in addition
to the original least-squares minimization. Price et al. (2021)
presented a substantial upgrade, including a wide set of DM
halo parametrizations, radial flow motions (to represent, for
instance, bar-induced inflows or feedback-driven outflows),
and the ability to tie model component parameters and fit in
3D space.

A detailed description of DysmalPy’s model construction
and optimization is given by Price et al. (2021); we focus
here on the aspects that are relevant to the present paper.
DysmalPy is based on a mass distribution from which the
kinematics are computed. Mass components are defined by
azimuthally symmetric parametric functions, with flexibility
in terms of their number and mass-to-light ratio (M/L), as
well as a common center and inclination. Baryonic com-
ponents are set up in the disk framework, whereas the DM
halo is spherically symmetric (and contributes no light by
definition). The total circular velocity vc in the mid-plane
is obtained from those of the individual mass components
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Table 1. Comparisons between the three software used in this study.

Software Parametric Vrot σ Optimizer References

DysmalPy Yes axisymmetric mass model(s) turbulence MPFIT/MCMC Price et al. (2021) and references therein

GalPak3D Yes analytic functions turbulence+thick disk+mixing MCMC Bouché et al. (2015)
3DBarolo No free-form free-form Nelder-Mead Di Teodoro & Fraternali (2015)

NOTE—3DBarolo parameterizes the scale-height as Gaussian, sech2 or constant

(summed in quadrature), computed in the spherical approx-
imation (v2circ(r) = GM(< r)/r, where G is the gravita-
tional constant and M(< r) is the enclosed mass), with op-
tions to account for disk geometry with finite thickness (via
the prescriptions of Noordermeer 2008 for oblate flattened
spheroids) as well as the effects of pressure gradients and
DM halo adiabatic contraction (following the formulations
of Burkert et al. 2010). The 3D model is cylindrical, with
the mid-plane radial kinematics and structure assigned to all
vertical layers, with a Gaussian light distribution of standard
deviation hz .

The velocity dispersion is assumed to be locally isotropic
and radially uniform, representing a dominant turbulence
term σ0. This choice is motivated by the lack of evidence
for clear trends with inclination and radius in high resolution,
high S/N IFU observations of extended star-forming disks at
z∼ 1−3. Typical inferred values are significantly in excess
of predicted values at large radii for (exponential) disks in hy-
drostatic equilibrium with constant vertical scale height hz ,
σd(R) = hzVrot(R)/R (e.g., Genzel et al. 2011; Übler et al.
2019; Liu et al. 2023; but see also, e.g., Rizzo et al. 2020,
2021 and Lelli et al. 2021 for contrasting views).

The equilibrium assumption of DysmalPy is admittedly
simple and cannot account for merger perturbations. How-
ever, the merger fraction is ≲20% at cosmic noon (Madau
& Dickinson 2014). On the other hand, disk accretion and
violent disk instability can indeed perturb the system (Dekel
et al. 2022), potentially impacting kinematic measurements.
But (i) dynamics from stars and gas at cosmic noon (Übler
et al. 2024b) are in good agreement, suggesting that in gen-
eral the impact of such perturbations is not drastic; (ii) sig-
natures of large dynamical perturbations would be evident in
residuals (along with observed velocity fields deviating sub-
stantially from spider diagrams), providing sanity checks and
ways to evaluate whether an object is well described by the
equilibrium assumption or not.

With the ingredients above, DysmalPy generates the in-
trinsic composite model as a 4D hypercube, summing up the
components accounting for projection according to the incli-
nation, PA, and relative flux weighting. Each cell of the hy-
percube contains the total model flux in the “sky” coordinates
(xsky, ysky, zsky) and its full line-of-sight velocity distribu-
tion, which is then collapsed along zsky and convolved with
a 3D kernel folding in the spatial point spread function (PSF)
and spectral line spread function (LSF). This procedure ac-

counts for beam smearing, velocity resolution, and broaden-
ing of the line-of-sight velocity distribution due to projec-
tion effects. The convolved data cube is the basis for fitting
the observations directly in 3D or 1D/2D by applying iden-
tical profile and map extraction methods between the model
and data to ensure full consistency in their comparisons. The
fitting can be performed through least-squares minimization
via the Levenberg-Markwardt iterative search technique (us-
ing the routine MPFIT; Markwardt 2009), or in a Bayesian
framework through affine invariant MCMC parameter space
exploration (using the emcee implementation of Foreman-
Mackey (2016)) 3. Masking and weighting schemes can be
applied to exclude bad pixels, low S/N data, or any region as
needed by a specific application and treat the impact of over-
sampling if relevant. In 2D or 1D, DysmalPy can constrain
the free parameters using either the observed flux, velocity,
and velocity dispersion or solely the kinematics.

2.1.2. Adopted Setups

In this work, we use version 1.8.2 of DysmalPy4. We fit
models consisting of a baryonic disk, bulge, and DM halo.
While this choice is motivated by the set of mock galaxies
created for our tests (described in Sec. 3), it also allows us to
cover a wide enough range of realistic rotation curve shapes.
To match as closely as possible the workings of GalPak3D

and 3DBarolo, we keep only a minimum of free parame-
ters in the DysmalPy fitting: the total baryonic mass Mbar,
the (turbulent) disk velocity dispersion σ0, and the DM mass
fraction within the disk’s effective radius fDM(<Re).

The disk component is parametrized as a Sérsic profile of
index nd =1 (exponential disk) adopted for all fits, with flat-
tening qd and effective radius Re,d (henceforth Re) fixed to
the particular values of the fitted mock model. Similarly, the
bulge component is set with a Sérsic profile of nb =4 (de
Vaucouleurs) and flattening qb =1 identical for all fits, and
Re,b fixed to those of the mock galaxy that is modeled.

For the baryonic components, the mass is treated as a flat-
tened 3D deprojected Sérsic profile characterized by Re and

3 dynesty (Koposov et al. 2023), a dynamic nested sampling algorithm as
an alternative Bayesian inference method to emcee, is now also incorpo-
rated in DysmalPy version 2.0.0.

4 The publicly available version is 2.0.0, but the main functionalities are the
same, and the minor differences and improvements have no impact on our
results.
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nd. Their total mass is left free while their relative masses are
tied through the bulge-to-total ratio (B/T) fixed to the mock
model value. The two-parameter NFW (Navarro, Frenk, &
White 1996) DM halo profile option is used, with concen-
tration parameter c set to that of the input mock model, and
virial mass Mvir tied to the variable fDM(<Re); we do not
apply adiabatic contraction in our fits. The inclination is also
fixed to the value of the mock model.

We start from the Noordermeer (2008) parametrization
with thick disk geometry and apply the Burkert et al. (2010)
corrections to vc to account for pressure support. We use the
option for a self-gravitating exponential disk with constant
velocity dispersion, such that

V 2
rot(R) = V 2

circ(R)− 3.36σ2
0(R/Re). (1)

The vertical Gaussian light weighting of the disk or bulge
is controlled by the scale height hz in DysmalPy and is
through the inverse of q:

hz ≡ Re · q/
√
2 ln 2. (2)

The denominator accounts for the conversion of full width at
half maximum (FWHM) to dispersion for a Gaussian thick-
ness profile. hz is fixed to the true value of the mock model.
The rotation curve is always extracted from the midplane for
all radial and vertical (z-direction) positions, with the vertical
Gaussian light weighting.

Given the simple axisymmetric light distribution of the
mock models, we fit in 3D to account simultaneously for the
morphology and kinematics. We use the least-squares mini-
mization (MPFIT) option. This choice is adequate given the
small number of free parameters (Nfree params = 3). Price
et al. (2021) showed a very good agreement between results
obtained with least-squares minimization and the Bayesian
MCMC approach in DysmalPy. We do not apply weighting
but use masking to exclude low S/N data in the fits. Specifi-
cally, we mask out entire spaxels with insufficient integrated
line flux S/N (S/N< 3) to avoid fitting overly masked line
profiles.

2.2. GalPak3D

2.2.1. Main Features

GalPak3D (Bouché et al. 2015) is a Python-based para-
metric forward-modeling tool in a Bayesian framework. It
was the first such public tool available5 that was designed
specifically for fitting disk models directly to 3D data cubes
of high-redshift galaxies and has been applied in a variety of
studies from optical to mm wavelengths (e.g., Péroux et al.
2013; Bacon et al. 2015; Contini et al. 2016; Mason et al.
2017; Girard et al. 2018; Tadaki et al. 2018; Sharon et al.
2019; Zabl et al. 2019, 2020, 2021; Bouché et al. 2022;
Hogan et al. 2021; Huang et al. 2023; Puglisi et al. 2023).
The original conceptual approach differs from DysmalPy

5 https://galpak3d.univ-lyon1.fr/index.html

in that the models are defined by the light distribution and
kinematics, returning best-fit parameters and rotation curves
that can be used for subsequent mass decomposition model-
ing outside of GalPak3D. The code was developed with an
emphasis on applications to distant low-mass galaxies and
extensively tested by Bouché et al. (2015, 2021) using para-
metric axisymmetric models and numerical hydrodynamical
simulations. Bouché et al. (2021, 2022) upgraded the code
notably to expand the set of rotation curve parametrizations
and fitting algorithms and augment its capabilities to disk-
halo mass decomposition in which a multi-component mass
model is first generated and sets the kinematics (more simi-
larly to DysmalPy). We focus below on GalPak3D’s base-
line framework where kinematics define the models.
GalPak3D first creates a 2D model light distribution fol-

lowing a choice of Sérsic radial profile parametrizations in
the disk plane and vertical Gaussian, exponential, or sech2

profiles with thickness following Eqn. 2. Circular velocity
cubes are generated that contain the velocity components in
the disk plane from parametric rotation curves and propagat-
ing them to the vertical layers. Several functional forms are
implemented, including notably an arctan, inverted expo-
nential, or tanh profile, motivated by typical shapes of local
disk rotation curves, and with turnover radius Rt and max-
imum intrinsic rotation velocity Vmax as parameters6. The
model is then rotated according to i and PA to create a cube
in projected sky plane coordinates and in wavelength, using
intermediate 2D projected flux, flux-weighted mean velocity
along the line-of-sight, and total line-of-sight velocity dis-
persion σtot maps. The latter combines (i) the contribution
from disk self-gravity σd =hz V (r)/r, (ii) a broadening term
σs due to mixing of velocities along the line of sight for a
thick disk and computed as the flux-weighted variance of the
projected circular velocities along each sightline, (iii) and an
isotropic and spatially constant term σ0 to capture additional
turbulence. The three terms are added in quadrature,

σ2
tot(R) = σ2

d(R) + σ2
s (R) + σ2

0 . (3)

Throughout, for consistent comparison with other codes, we
adopt the σ value at Re of the above total dispersion profile
for GalPak3D. The rotated data cube is then convolved with
the PSF and LSF. Fitting in 3D is performed in a Bayesian
framework, with a choice of several MCMC samplers. No
masking nor weighting schemes are performed by GalPak3D

(Bouché et al. 2021).
Key differences between GalPak3D and DysmalPy

model construction that we exploit for our analysis lie in the
explicit parametrization of rotation curves in GalPak3D and
the treatment of velocity dispersion. The former implies dif-
ferent families of intrinsic rotation curve shapes. We note
that the options implemented implicitly account for the ef-

6 For completeness, the publicly available version also has an option to cal-
culate the circular velocity in the spherical approximation using the light
distribution as a proxy for mass.

https://galpak3d.univ-lyon1.fr/index.html
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fects of a DM halo, as captured by the asymptotically flat
behavior of the functions to large radii.

For the velocity dispersion, DysmalPy explicitly con-
siders the full velocity distribution of each spatial coordi-
nate from 4D space, encoding both circular velocity and
(turbulent) dispersion before projection of the data in 3D
space. GalPak3D approximates line broadening due to pro-
jection solely from the circular velocities, adds self-gravity
and turbulence terms assuming isotropic local dispersion,
and then generates the line-of-sight velocity distribution.
This procedure speeds up the code but assumes Gaussian-
ity. DysmalPy’s approach preserves higher-order moments.
In practice, at modest to low S/N and for reasonably regular
morphologies and kinematics, higher-order moments are dif-
ficult to discern, and the mixing term due to projection is usu-
ally small compared to the other terms, so these aspects have
little impact on our analysis. More importantly, in the regime
of low turbulence, the model dispersion profile in GalPak3D

exhibits an appreciable radial dependence from σd that is ab-
sent from current DysmalPy models.

2.2.2. Adopted Setups

We use the publicly available version 1.32.0 of GalPak3D.
We employ an exponential disk profile (Sérsic model with
n=1) with Gaussian vertical distribution of thickness tied to
the disk size by Eqn. 2, identical to the disk component as-
sumed for the DysmalPy modeling. We use an arctan rota-
tion curve shape with turnover radius also tied to the galaxy
size via Rt =0.25Re. The free parameters in our fits are the
maximum rotation velocity Vmax and the intrinsic turbulence
term σ0, assuming flat bounded priors. Other GalPak3D

input parameters are the center, Re, i, and PA fixed to the
values of each mock galaxy modeled. We adopt the default
MCMC method in GalPak3D, which uses a Metropolis–
Hasting (MH) algorithm and a Cauchy (or Lorentzian) pro-
posal distribution that converges faster than a Gaussian dis-
tribution thanks to its broader wings. The maximum iteration
is set to 3000, which is sufficient to pass the burn-in phase;
tests with a subset of our mock sample show that increas-
ing the number of iterations does not significantly change the
results.

2.3. 3DBarolo

2.3.1. Main Features
3DBarolo7 (Di Teodoro & Fraternali 2015) is a non-

parametric modeling tool that extends the “tilted-ring” ap-
proach from its classical 2D applications in modeling high-
resolution velocity fields (e.g., Rogstad et al. 1974; van Al-
bada et al. 1985; Begeman 1989; van der Hulst et al. 1992) to
fitting full 3D observations of disk-like systems. It was de-
veloped for a wide range of applications to emission-line data
cubes, with a special emphasis on lower-resolution data. It
has been widely used in studies of galaxy kinematics at high-

7 Available at https://editeodoro.github.io/Bbarolo/

z (e.g., Di Teodoro et al. 2016; Fan et al. 2019; Loiacono
et al. 2019; Bischetti et al. 2021; Fraternali et al. 2021; Fuji-
moto et al. 2021, 2024; Jones et al. 2021; Sharma et al. 2021,
2022, 2023; Hogan et al. 2022; Lelli et al. 2023; Pope et al.
2023; Posses et al. 2023; Rizzo et al. 2023; Roman-Oliveira
et al. 2023) and low–z (e.g., Iorio et al. 2017; Mancera Piña
et al. 2019; Bewketu Belete et al. 2021; Deg et al. 2022;
Perna et al. 2022; Su et al. 2022; Biswas et al. 2023; Cao
et al. 2023). Continuous developments and testings have
been made since the original tool release, notably to add the
pyBBarolo Python wrapper running the C++ core code,
to incorporate the option of accounting for pressure support
on rotational velocities (Iorio et al. 2017, available since ver-
sion 1.3), and to improve estimates of geometric parameters
(via the CANNUBI8 Python script; Roman-Oliveira et al.
2023).

3DBarolo constructs a 3D disk model as a series of con-
centric rings characterized by their radius and width, spatial
center and systemic velocity Vsys, inclination and PA, rota-
tional velocity Vrot and velocity dispersion σ, face-on gas
surface density, and scale-height z0. All details and extensive
testing of the impact of spatial and spectral resolution, incli-
nation, and S/N with data of local galaxies and mock models
are presented by Di Teodoro & Fraternali (2015). Comple-
mentary tests using zoom-in numerical cosmological simu-
lations are presented by Rizzo et al. (2022). Our analysis
extends these tests mainly by expanding the explored space
to regimes of higher disk velocity dispersions.

In brief, the model generation in 3DBarolo derives from
the GALMOD routine (Sicking 1997) incorporated in the
GIPSY software environment (van der Hulst et al. 1992).
Each ring is randomly populated via a Monte Carlo pro-
cedure by “clouds” represented as Gaussian point sources,
drawn from uniform distributions in radius (within the ring
width) and azimuth, and non-uniform vertical distributions
(Gaussian, sech2, exponential, Lorentzian, or top-hat). Each
ring is rotated according to its i and PA. The observed ve-
locity distribution along the line-of-sight is computed from
the combination of systemic, rotational, and random mo-
tions, splitting the clouds at each location into sub-clouds
distributed around the average velocity according to the sum-
squared of dispersions accounting for intrinsic random mo-
tions and the LSF. The resulting model rings are individu-
ally convolved with a 2D Gaussian PSF and normalized such
that the full model surface mass density matches the observed
distribution (in column density, or light as a proxy) either on
a spaxel-by-spaxel basis or to the azimuthally-averaged ring
flux. Normalization can be disabled, allowing either a pre-
defined functional form for the surface density distribution
to be provided or leaving it free to be fitted along with the
other parameters. The effects of pressure support, if cho-
sen to be accounted for, are computed following the classical
asymmetric drift formulation (e.g., Oh et al. 2015; Iorio et al.
2017).

8 https://www.filippofraternali.com/cannubi

https://editeodoro.github.io/Bbarolo/
https://www.filippofraternali.com/cannubi
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Fitting in 3D is performed ring-by-ring via the Nelder-
Mead multidimensional downhill simplex solver for non-
analytic functions (Nelder & Mead 1965). At each ring,
the sum of the residuals F over individual valid pixels is
passed to the minimization algorithm. Valid pixels in 3D
are identified based on the source finding results through the
DUCHAMP algorithm (Whiting 2012), and as those exceeding
a flux threshold defined by the root-mean-square (rms) noise
of the cube with or without prior smoothing.

There is an option to let 3DBarolo automatically esti-
mate initial guesses and to perform regularization to avoid
unphysical discontinuities in the returned best-fit radial pro-
files when geometrical parameters (i and PA) are left free.
Residuals between model M and data D values can be com-
puted as a pseudo-χ2 (M−D)2/

√
D, the absolute difference

|M −D|, or as |M −D|/(M +D) to upweight fainter emis-
sion regions. The minimized quantity F scales the residuals
by w(θ) = | cos(θ)|m, where m can be 0 (unweighted sum of
residuals), 1 or 2 (giving increasing weight to regions along
the kinematic major axis defined as θ = 0).

By construction, the tilted-ring approach and the 3D im-
plementation of 3DBarolo leave many degrees of freedom.
This allows, for instance, capturing non-axisymmetric fea-
tures such as thin disk warping or other local irregularities in
high-resolution rotation curves. As stressed by Di Teodoro
& Fraternali (2015), this flexibility must be used with cau-
tion depending on the resolution, inclination, and S/N. In ap-
plications to high-z data, fixing global parameters (such as
center and systemic velocity) and adopting radially constant
inclination and PA may be necessary.

2.3.2. Adopted Setups

We use version 1.6 of 3DBarolo and perform the 3D fit-
ting through the 3DFIT task. To keep the setup as uniform
as possible between the modeling tools considered in this pa-
per, and similar to high-z studies using 3DBarolo, we fix the
rings to identical centers, Vsys, i, PA, and Gaussian vertical
surface density distribution as in Eqn. 2, according to the val-
ues of each modeled mock galaxy. We set the radial bin width
and separation to one-third of the beam FWHM size (corre-
sponding to a physical scale of 0.228 kpc on average for our
mock galaxies), and adopt local flux normalization (i.e., on a
pixel-per-pixel basis). We verified that varying the bin widths
to one-half to full-size of the beam has no significant statisti-
cal effect on the results, consistent with Varidel et al. (2019).
3DBarolo assumes the velocity dispersion within each ring
to be isotropic. For the baseline runs, we choose a masking
threshold of S/N = 3 from unsmoothed data, and uniformly
weighted pseudo-χ2 residuals as the closest analogs to the
procedures in DysmalPy and GalPak3D, and discuss the
impact of these choices in detail in Sec. 4. The rings Vrot and
dispersion σ are left free to vary within bounded intervals
([0, 400] km s−1 and [0, 150] km s−1, respectively). We do
not employ the asymmetric drift correction option because
our focus is on comparing the recovery of the rotation ve-
locity Vrot (corrected for inclination and resolution), not the
circular velocity Vcirc.

Table 2. Range of parameters of the mock galaxy models

Parameter [5th,95th] percentile Constrained by

z [0.72, 2.43] RC100

log (M∗/M⊙) [9.9, 11.1] RC100

Re,d [kpc] [3.2, 9.2] van der Wel et al. (2014)

Re,b [kpc] [0.5, 1.1] Lang et al. (2014)

B/T [0.08, 0.53] Lang et al. (2014)

σ0 [km s−1] [16.2, 88.8] RC100

SFR [M⊙ yr−1] [7, 121] Speagle et al. (2014)

log (Mgas/M⊙) [10.2, 11.4] RC100

fgas [0.31, 0.63] RC100

i [deg] [28.6, 75.0] RC100

log (Mvir/M⊙) [11.5, 12.7] Moster et al. (2018)

c [3.8, 7.1] Dutton & Macciò (2014)

⟨S/N(< Re)⟩ [2, 21] RC100

PSF FWHM [′′] [0.2, 1.2] RC100

Re/beamHWHM [1.3, 5.4] RC100

NOTE—PA and LSF are kept constant at 90◦ and 40 km s−1,
respectively. Other parameters are also held fixed.

3. MOCK GALAXIES SET

Our primary goal is to assess the 3D self-recovery per-
formance of DysmalPy. We then take it a step further by
comparing DysmalPy’s performance against other popular
3D modelling tools, which are GalPak3D (parametric) and
3DBarolo (non-parametric), to understand the factors that
lead to any differences between the fitting results. We thus
employ a baseline set of analytical axisymmetric model disk
galaxies, with exact knowledge of the intrinsic kinematic pa-
rameters of interest, Vrot and σ0, created by DysmalPy. We
also create variants of this suite to explore the effects of ir-
regularities in the light distribution and of different families
of rotation and dispersion profiles.

In parametric modeling, a mismatch between the assumed
model and reality is inevitable. Given that GalPak3D

and DysmalPy employ different templates for Vrot(R)
and σ(R), we also create a subset of mock models using
GalPak3D in Sec. 3.3 to investigate the impact of template
mismatch on DysmalPy. In contrast, the non-parametric
3DBarolo should not be restricted by specific templates.
Our comparison of 1000 face-on mock cubes generated by
GALMOD (the core routine of 3DBarolo, see Sec. 2.3) and
DysmalPy, sharing the same Vrot(R) and σ(R) profiles,
reveals that the differences between the two are negligible
within 1.5Re (≲ 5%), with discrepancies primarily attributed
to numerical noise. Nevertheless, to complete the compari-
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son, we repeat the same exercise with mock cubes generated
by 3DBarolo in Sec. 3.4.

In the following Sections, we outline the setup for gen-
erating the mock models using DysmalPy, GalPak3D and
3DBarolo. The number of mock galaxies generated exceeds
the currently available observational data with comparable
properties. It is clear that using models “blindly” on a large
set of samples can be problematic. In reality, results should
be examined critically on an individual basis. Initially, we
began with a limited dataset but soon discovered that it was
insufficient to properly identify systematic behaviours. To
address this limitation, we expanded our mock sets while
maintaining a minimal number of fitted parameters. We pri-
oritized fixing parameters that are known to be observation-
ally uncertain and have a significant impact on the outcome,
such as the dynamical center, Re, PA, and inclination, as de-
tailed in Sec. 2.

3.1. Baseline Mock Models with DysmalPy

To explore a realistic range of disk properties and obser-
vational parameters and to ensure a sufficiently large mock
data set to identify statistical trends in the recovery analy-
sis, we build a baseline set with 9000 mock galaxies guided
by the properties of 100 z∼ 1−3 MS SFGs, the “RC100”
sample discussed by Nestor Shachar et al. (2023). This sam-
ple has high-quality 3D kinematics from deep observations
(median on-source integration time of 10.7 hr) with typical
S/N of 10 per pixel in the brightest channel averaged within
Re, and FWHM angular resolution from 0.′′2 up to 1.′′2 (5th

and 95th percentile). RC100 is drawn from the large parent
sample of the KMOS3D +SINS/zC-SINF near-infrared IFU
surveys targeting Hα emission and the PHIBSS+NOEMA3D

millimeter interferometric surveys of CO emission, totaling
∼800 galaxies that probe well the massive SFG population at
0.6<z <2.6 over nearly two orders of magnitude in stellar
mass and SFR (Förster Schreiber et al. 2009, 2018; Mancini
et al. 2011; Tacconi et al. 2013, 2018; Wisnioski et al. 2015,
2019; Freundlich et al. 2019).

The defining properties of the mock galaxy population are
the stellar mass (M∗) and redshift (z), from which all other
physical properties are obtained via scaling relations and ac-
counting for their scatter in drawing values at fixed M⋆ and
z. We use DysmalPy to create the model data cubes, con-
structing each galaxy as baryonic thick disk+bulge with total
mass Mbar = M⋆ +Mgas embedded in a spherical Navarro,
Frenk, & White (1996) DM halo. Table 2 lists the rele-
vant parameters for the mock galaxies’ construction, and Ap-
pendix B illustrates the match to the RC100 distributions in
the main parameters.

We randomly draw 9000 times from the M⋆ and redshift
distributions of RC100, split equally between the redshift
ranges z= [0.6, 1.1], [1.15, 1.8], and [1.9, 2.6] (for which Hα
falls in the Y J , H , and K near-IR atmospheric bands). We
set the SFR and gas-to-baryonic mass fraction fgas based
on the relationships for SFR(M∗, z) from Speagle et al.
(2014) and fgas(M∗, z,SFR) from Tacconi et al. (2020).
The DM halo virial mass and concentration are derived from

the M⋆ −Mvir and c(Mvir,z) relationships of Moster et al.
(2018) and Dutton & Macciò (2014), respectively. The ef-
fective radius of the disk is taken from the stellar mass-size
relation of van der Wel et al. (2014). The (stellar) bulge mass
is assigned following the B/T ratios relation of Lang et al.
(2014). The bulge effective radius Re,b is fixed at 1 kpc and
it does not emit light. Given that the observed disk veloc-
ity dispersion exhibits primarily a trend with redshift, with
a large scatter and no clear dependence on physical galaxy
properties (e.g., Johnson et al. 2018; Übler et al. 2019), for
each mock model, we assign the σ0 of the galaxy in RC100
that most closely matches it in M⋆, SFR, and fgas. The in-
clination i is drawn randomly from the RC100 distribution.
Other parameters specifying the disk and bulge components
are fixed or tied to those mentioned above as described in
Sec. 2.1.

The model cubes are created on a grid with a spaxel size of
0.′′125× 0.′′125 over a FOV of 6.′′375× 6.′′375, and a velocity
channel width of 10 km s−1 over the range ±1000 km s−1.
Since for the effects of beam smearing, the number of lin-
ear resolution elements across the source is most relevant,
we assign the PSF FWHM by drawing from the RC100
distribution of Re/beam, where the beam is the PSF half-
width at half-maximum (HWHM). This results in a mock
data set covering Re/beam from 0.93 to 8.5 ([5th,95th] per-
centile = [1.3, 5.4]). The velocity resolution is fixed and rep-
resented by a Gaussian dispersion σinstrument= 40 km s−1.
The adopted velocity resolution is higher than the σ0 of
37% galaxies in our baseline sample. However, only 6.5%
of the galaxies have σ0 < 0.5σinstrument and the minimum
σ0/σinstrument ∼ 0.3 affects < 1% of the sample. As demon-
strated by Wisnioski et al. (2015), the presence of galax-
ies with velocity dispersion below the spectral resolution
limit in IFU surveys is not uncommon and will amount
to ∼ 30–60% error (depending on the S/N) in the recov-
ered velocity dispersion when the resolution decreases from
σintrinsic ≈σinstrument to σintrinsic ≈ 0.3σinstrument, com-
pared to 20% error when σintrinsic >σinstrument. Finally,
random Gaussian noise is added to the model cubes to match
the RC100 S/N distribution, using our adopted definition of
the average flux to rms noise ratio in pixels within Re for the
velocity channel with the brightest line emission.

3.2. Clumpy Mock Models

Disks at high redshift commonly exhibit prominently
clumpy or irregular light distributions. To explore how the
different modeling tools respond to light-weighting effects,
we created an additional suite by adding two massless clumps
into 400 of the baseline mock galaxies that lie at the higher
ranges of fgas (≥ 50%) and z (≳ 1). This subset follows
the SFR and Mbar distributions of the baseline sample. The
clump sizes and brightnesses are motivated by observations
of (unlensed) massive z∼ 1−3 SFGs (e.g., Elmegreen et al.
2005; Genzel et al. 2008; Förster Schreiber et al. 2011;
Wuyts et al. 2012, 2013; Guo et al. 2015), and are consis-
tent with the Toomre scales predicted for gravitational insta-
bilities in high-z gas-rich turbulent disks (e.g., Genzel et al.



9

2008; Dekel et al. 2009). The clumps are represented by
circular Gaussian light distributions with random contribu-
tions to the total light between 2% and 6%, and effective
radii of Re,clump = 0.5 kpc. They are placed randomly
at galactocentric radii 0.75Re,d <R< 2Re,d, azimuthal an-
gles in the range [0, 2π] on the plane of the disk, and with
a minimum azimuthal angle separation of 10◦. The clumps
are purely light sources with no intrinsic mass or kinematics.
They co-rotate with the galaxy, and the velocity dispersion
corresponds to that of the host galaxy at the same location.
The two clumps always differ in luminosity to ensure the fi-
nal model is asymmetric in light distribution. Examples are
shown in Appendix B.2 Fig. 17.

3.3. Mock Models with GalPak3D

To test the impact of the choice of analytical prescription
in kinematic modeling, we also consider a set of 500 model
cubes generated with GalPak3D. For simplicity, we ran-
domly draw this subset from the full baseline sample and
use the best-fit parameters returned from the GalPak3D fit-
ting as the “true values” to compare with in the recovery
analysis. We generate the input model cube by introducing
Gaussian noise to the noiseless best-fit model, which mirrors
the baseline model with identical spatial and spectral sam-
pling and already incorporates beam-smearing and spectral
broadening. We verified that the resulting distributions in
the galaxy and observational properties are similar to those
of the full baseline mock sample in terms of the total bary-
onic mass, size, Re/beam, i and S/N to avoid strong biases
stemming from model properties in comparing the recovery
performances.

3.4. Mock Models with 3DBarolo

To complete the comparison, we evaluate the performance
of all codes using mock galaxies generated by 3DBarolo.
Similar to Sec. 3.3, we utilize the 500 best-fit model cubes
returned by 3DBarolowhen fitting the baseline models. The
resulting distributions of physical properties are similar to
those of the baseline models. We select cubes corresponding
to galaxies with original S/N ≳ 20, as the best-fit profiles of
Vrot(R) and σ(R) returned by 3DBarolo are better behaved
and will serve as the new intrinsic reference profiles. The
new intrinsic Vrot(R) profiles capture a variety of shapes,
ranging from rising to declining profiles. However, the new
intrinsic σ(R) profiles are no longer constant but show mild
declining trends, due to the S/N sensitivity of 3DBarolo
when modeling the baseline models, as will be discussed in
Sections 4.2.2 and 4.5. Following the same approach as in
Sec. 3.3, we reintroduce Gaussian noise into these noiseless
models (projected, beam-smeared, and spectral-broadened)
to achieve an S/N distribution similar to that shown in the
last panel of Fig. 14 in Appendix B.

4. MODEL COMPARISONS

In this section, we examine the performance of each code
in recovering the rotation velocity and disk velocity disper-
sion of the model galaxies. Throughout, we quantify the

goodness of recovery through the ratio of the best-fit value
returned by the modeling tool to the known intrinsic model
value, i.e., Vrot,model/Vrot,intrinsic and σmodel/σintrinsic. We
exclude numerical catastrophic fits that do not converge in
DysmalPy (indicated by the MPFIT status or when model
values hit the prior boundaries) and GalPak3D. We also
reject 3DBarolo fits if there are fewer than 3–4 consecu-
tive successfully modeled rings. The latter is a conservative
choice but allows us to investigate recovered radial trends.
On average, all three tools achieve ∼ 80% (∼ 7000 of the ini-
tial 9000 baseline models) successful fits of the mock sample.
The S/N, Re/beam, i, and σ0 distributions of the success-
fully modeled sample are shown in the side panels of Fig. 16
in Appendix B.1. All three tools share very similar distri-
butions of these parameters. However, due to variations in
the consideration of catastrophic fits among different codes,
the final effective samples differ. Specifically, 3DBarolo
has the fewest retained fits (∼70%), most notably at low
S/N and Re/beam. Consequently, the effective samples of
DysmalPy and GalPak3D include more of the low-S/N and
poor-resolution mocks.

We stress that the Vrot refers to the intrinsic rotation veloc-
ity, corrected for beam-smearing and inclination but not for
pressure support, in order to keep the comparison as simple
and consistent as possible between the modeling tools. Vrot

is directly output by all three tools. For the velocity disper-
sion, we adopt in all cases the total intrinsic σ corrected for
the effects of beam smearing, projection, and velocity resolu-
tion. As described in Sec. 2, the total intrinsic σ at a given ra-
dius R corresponds to the global and radially constant σ0 for
DysmalPy, to the sum of disk self-gravity, line-of-sight ve-
locity mixing, and constant turbulence for GalPak3D, and to
the total velocity dispersion interpolated from the two closest
rings to R for 3DBarolo. These differences in implementa-
tion play a role in the results as discussed below, but beyond
the fitting exercise. They also imply a different physical in-
terpretation of the recovered dispersion that should be kept in
mind.

4.1. Overall Recovery of the Baseline Models

We begin by considering the rotation velocity and veloc-
ity dispersion recovered at the disk effective radius (Re) for
the baseline set of mock data cubes. As velocity and disper-
sion are not described by parametric functions in 3DBarolo,
comparing parametric modeling results from DysmalPy
and GalPak3D is less straightforward. For the rotation ve-
locity, we use the returned intrinsic Vrot at Re (linearly in-
terpolated from the two nearest annuli). For the velocity
dispersion, we measure the value at Re to ensure consis-
tency across codes. As shown in the top panel of Fig. 1,
all three tools overall perform very well for Vrot(Re), which
is recovered within < 5% in the mean µ and median η, and
with small scatter of < 0.04. In contrast, the distributions
have larger scatter and are more asymmetric for σ(Re). The
GalPak3D results tend to underestimate the intrinsic values
by 5% in the median, with a more pronounced tail extend-
ing to σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re)> 1 and 13% of the sample
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Figure 1. Comparison of the best-fit properties derived at the effective radius Re from modeling the baseline mock data set with
DysmalPy, GalPak3D, and 3DBarolo. The results are illustrated via violin plots of the ratios of recovered to intrinsic rotation velocity
Vmodel(Re)/Vintrinsic(Re) (upper row), and recovered to intrinsic disk velocity dispersion σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) (lower row). The mean
µ and median η of each distribution is given in the plots. The first column shows results from samples that are less susceptible to template
mismatch and signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) sensitivity issues specifically for GalPak3D and 3DBarolo, in which all codes demonstrate good
recovery performance with µ ≈ η ≈ 1. For the entire sample in the second column, the rotation velocity is still very well recovered by all three
packages. The largest differences are in velocity dispersion and mainly in the scatter and asymmetry of the distributions. By construction, the
properties of the baseline DysmalPy-generated mock data cubes are best recovered by DysmalPy.

lying above one standard deviation (SD) of the mean. The
velocity dispersion recovered by 3DBarolo is ∼ 90% (mean
and median) of the input values, with a more extended tail
towards lower values and 16% of the sample 1 SD below
the mean. DysmalPy performs best for both Vrot and σ,
which is unsurprising given the DysmalPy-generated base-
line mock data set and simply reflects the better match in
intrinsic and model parametrizations. The tests carried out
here use the 3D-space fitting functionality of DysmalPy,
and thus extend the validation tests performed in 1D and 2D
presented by Davies et al. (2011) and Price et al. (2021).

4.2. Trends with Input Parameters

Next, we investigate the dominant source of scatter and
asymmetry in the recovery results for the baseline data
set. We searched for trends in Vmodel(Re)/Vintrinsic(Re)
and σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) with observational parame-

ters and galaxy physical properties, based on the Spearman’s
rank correlation coefficient (ρ; Spearman 1904) as well as vi-
sual inspection. However, as ρ is only sensitive to monotonic
trends between variables, it may not capture all possible rela-
tionships. To address this limitation, we also compare our re-
sults to the Maximal Information Coefficient (MIC) (Reshef
et al. 2011), which is more adept at detecting non-single-
valued functions. The MIC scores mostly agree with ρ in
terms of identifying the stronger trends in our results. There-
fore, we will only report ρ henceforth. The S/N, i, angular
resolution, and intrinsic velocity dispersion have the largest
impact on our results, consistent with previous findings from
validation tests (e.g., Davies et al. 2011; Bouché et al. 2015;
Di Teodoro & Fraternali 2015). We thus focus on these four
parameters.

Figs. 2 and 3 show 2D histograms of the distributions of
recovered to intrinsic Vrot and σ (at 1Re) as a function of
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intrinsic velocity dispersion for the full sample (excluding
catastrophic fits). Different curves are overplotted to illus-
trate the running median trends of subsets split in terms of
(i) S/N, (ii) inclination i, and (iii) Re/beam, with error bars
showing 68% confidence intervals derived from bootstrap-
ping. The dividing values correspond to the sample me-
dian values of S/N=11, i=52◦, and Re/beam=3. The
variations of standard deviations are also plotted. Fig. 18
in Appendix D report the Spearman’s ρ between the ratios
σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) and the S/N, i, Re/beam, and in-
trinsic σ. Fig. 4 is similar to Figs. 2 and 3, but shows
instead the distributions of recovered to intrinsic σ vs. (i)
S/N, (ii) inclination i, (iii) Re/beam and (iv) intrinsic σ di-
rectly. For the baseline models under comparison, only the
light green curves (labeled σ(Re)mock=DysmalPy) are pertinent.
Other trends will be addressed in subsequent sections.

4.2.1. Rotation Velocity

Fig. 2 indicates that there is overall a minor impact of the
parameters considered on the recovered Vrot(Re). Re/beam
has the largest impact on the results, causing the slight
tail towards lower values in Vrot(Re) for GalPak3D and
3DBarolo in Fig. 1, but this is a very small effect. In our
tests, the reliability of all three tools in recovering Vrot(Re)
is fairly robust against varying S/N over the range explored.
Closer inspection shows that at lower S/N, the scatter be-
comes larger for 3DBarolo for which the standard devia-
tion in Vmodel(Re)/Vintrinsic(Re) increases from SD=0.04
at S/N≳ 11 to 0.09 at S/N< 11.

4.2.2. Velocity Dispersion

Fig. 3 shows stronger trends in median recovered veloc-
ity dispersion with different behavior for GalPak3D and
3DBarolo. For DysmalPy, the weak or absent trends in
median values and for different subsets are partly attributable
to the match in parametrization between mock models and
fitted models. Taken at face value, the Re/beam may play the
most important role, but the correlation is weak (ρ=0.24).

For GalPak3D, the strongest sensitivity is to the intrinsic
dispersion. The most salient feature is the “L-shaped” trend
with an upward tail at σ0 < 30 km s−1 regardless of S/N, i,
and Re/beam. About a quarter (∼ 26%) of the baseline sam-
ple falls into this regime and is the main cause of the asym-
metric distribution in Fig. 1. The overestimated dispersion at
low σintrinsic is the direct consequence of the different ve-
locity dispersion parametrizations between GalPak3D and
DysmalPy. To visualize this behavior, in Fig. 5 we com-
pare the profiles (corrected for beam smearing) of the best-
fit GalPak3D models for two baseline mock data sets with
high σ0 = 53 km s−1 and low σ0 = 13 km s−1. At higher
velocity dispersion, the radially-dependent σd term is sub-
dominant, and GalPak3D better matches the uniform dis-
persion through its radially-constant turbulent term. On the
other hand, when σ0 is low GalPak3D has more difficulty
recovering the value around Re because σd more strongly
dominates out to larger radii.

For 3DBarolo, the recovered σ(Re) is comparably af-
fected by S/N and i, typically leading to an underestimate
of the intrinsic velocity dispersion driving the asymmetric
distribution shown in Fig. 1. Although globally, there is
only a weak correlation with median intrinsic σ, the re-
sults for the S/N< 11 and i< 52◦ subsets exhibit a stronger
dependence with more pronounced downturns at both low
and high dispersion ends. That both S/N and i can affect
3DBarolo modeling results have been discussed previously
(e.g., Di Teodoro & Fraternali 2015; Bacchini 2020; Deg
et al. 2022). The sensitivity to intrinsic σ could be related to
these two factors. At higher velocity dispersions, the line flux
is spread over more velocity channels, resulting in a lower
S/N per pixel in the brightest channel (our adopted defini-
tion of S/N). At lower velocity dispersions, the line emission
gets narrower, especially at lower inclinations, potentially
leading to the overmasking of line wings in velocity from
the 3DBarolo algorithm and underestimating the line width.
Masking effects are discussed in more detail in Sec. 4.6 (see
also Davies et al. 2011).

For all three tools, we find little difference in the median
trends as a function of angular resolution but note that this
could be due to the limited range probed by our mock mod-
els: the Re/beam varies only from 1.4 to 7.2, with a me-
dian of 3. For 3DBarolo, these results are consistent with a
very modest dependence on the angular resolution for simi-
lar ranges of Re/beam reported by Di Teodoro & Fraternali
(2015) and Rizzo et al. (2022), based on different test mod-
els.

The tightness of the distributions is different between the
three tools, as evidenced by the lower panels in Fig. 3.
The scatter systematically decreases from low to high S/N
and angular resolution regimes mainly for DysmalPy and
3DBarolo. For DysmalPy, the scatter (in standard devi-
ation) ranges from ∼ 0.06 at S/N< 11 and Re/beam< 3 to
∼ 0.03 at S/N> 11 and Re/beam> 3. For 3DBarolo, the
corresponding drop is from about 0.36 to 0.23 as S/N in-
creases, with comparable scatter from low to high Re/beam.
There is no significant change in scatter for either parameter
in GalPak3D.

4.3. Light-Weighting Effects Tested with Clumps

One of the potential advantages of 3DBarolo over
DysmalPy and GalPak3D is that its surface brightness dis-
tribution can take an arbitrary form, whereas DysmalPy9

and GalPak3D assume a smoothly varying and axisymmet-
ric analytic distribution. Since accounting for the effects of
beam smearing is driven by the smearing of the underly-
ing flux profile, if the underlying flux distribution is clumpy,
DysmalPy and GalPak3D may recover the main kinematic
properties less accurately. We focus on the velocity disper-
sion, which is the property most sensitive to modeling ap-

9 DysmalPy is capable of modeling clumps, but here we are interested in
benchmarking its performance against GalPak3D which offers smooth
model only.



12 L. L. LEE ET AL.

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

V(
R

e)
m

od
el

/V
(R

e)
in

tr
in

si
c

=
D

ys
m

al
Py

DysmalPy

2018 2211 2564

673
167 210

S/N<11
S/N 11

i < 52
i 52

Re/beam<3
Re/beam 3

GalPak3D

2016 2127 2017

391 117 135

S/N<11
S/N 11

i < 52
i 52

Re/beam<3
Re/beam 3

3DBarolo

1545 1695 1975

514 142 162

S/N<11
S/N 11

i < 52
i 52

Re/beam<3
Re/beam 3

0 50 100
(Re)intrinsic = DysmalPy(kms 1)

0.0

0.5

S.
D

.

0 50 100
(Re)intrinsic = DysmalPy(kms 1)

0 50 100
(Re)intrinsic = DysmalPy(kms 1)

Figure 2. Comparison of best-fit to intrinsic rotation velocity derived at Re from modeling the baseline mock models with DysmalPy (left),
GalPak3D (middle) and 3DBarolo (right). The Vmodel(Re)/Vintrinsic(Re) is plotted as a function of the DysmalPy model intrinsic (and
radially constant) velocity dispersion σ0. The gray-scale background image illustrates the density distributions of the full set of models, and the
overplotted curves correspond to running median trends for different subsets split by S/N, inclination, and Re/beam as labeled in each panel.
Error bars associated with the data points are the 68% confidence interval for the medians derived from bootstrapping. The gray histograms
give the number of galaxies included in each σ(Re) bin. The panels in the bottom row are the associated standard deviation (S.D.) values of
each σ(Re) bin for each subset. Overall, all three modeling tools recover well the intrinsic Vrot(Re), with no significant dependence on S/N,
disk inclination, and angular resolution in the regimes tested by our models.
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Figure 3. Similar to Fig. 2, but for the ratio of σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) as a function of DysmalPy-generated model intrinsic velocity
dispersion σ0. The large typical overestimate by GalPak3D at the lowest σ0 values is a direct result of the template mismatch between the
constant and radially varying profiles adopted by DysmalPy and GalPak3D, respectively. This effect is much reduced as σ0 increases and there
is little dependence on S/N, i, and Re/beam. For 3DBarolo the curves show that the large scatter reflects, in part, a fairly strong dependence
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ond column), inclination (i) (third column) and intrinsic dispersion (σinstrinsic) (fourth column). Intrinsic values correspond to baseline models
unless specified by “mock=GalPak3D” or “mock=3DBarolo”. In such case, σintrinsic would be the value taken at Re of the total intrinsic
dispersion profile of GalPak3D or 3DBarolo, respectively. The colored curves are the running median of their corresponding distributions as
labeled, with errors representing 68% confidence interval derived by bootstrapping. 3DBarolo-recovered σmodel shows positive dependence on
i and S/N, with the latter converging to the intrinsic values when S/N ≳ 8. For comparison, we show the same plot with only S/N ≥ 11 mocks
in Figure 15 in Appendix C. Trends persist across different σmodel definitions, even with GalPak3D- or 3DBarolo-generated models. The
source of such S/N dependence is due to 3DBarolo spectral overmasking, and if the same masking is applied to DysmalPy and GalPak3D

when modeling, a similar asymptotic trend (light green curves) is also recovered. S/N dependency in 3DBarolo vanishes (although now with
systematic overestimate) when DysmalPy’s masking is adopted. Dependence on i persists nevertheless. GalPak3D and DysmalPy show
negligible S/N and Re/HWHM dependencies. Dependency on σintrinsic is attributed to template mismatch, as detailed in the main text.
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Figure 5. Examples of velocity dispersion profiles σ(r) derived by
GalPak3D (solid) (beam-smearing corrected) and the intrinsic pro-
files (dashed) of two mock samples at high (orange) and low (blue)
intrinsic dispersion constructed by DysmalPy. In high intrin-
sic dispersion conditions, GalPak3D’s dispersion profile coincides
with the intrinsic dispersion value around Re, while in low intrinsic
dispersion conditions, the radially dependent disk self-gravity term
dominates and causes the intrinsic dispersion value at Re to be over-
estimated compared to a model that adopts a flat intrinsic dispersion
profile.

proach and tool. We find similarly good performance in Vrot

recovery among the three codes as in the case of the smooth
mocks.

We present the recovery performance of the three codes
in σmodel,clumpy/σintrinsic for comparison with the smooth
mocks σmodel,smooth/σintrinsic in 1D histograms along the
y- and x-axes of Fig. 6, respectively. The systematic scat-
ter between the two cases is comparable for GalPak3D and
3DBarolo, while DysmalPy exhibits slightly more overes-
timation in the case of clumpy galaxies compared to smooth
galaxies. To isolate the pure effect of asymmetric light dis-
tribution introduced by light clumps versus axisymmetric ef-
fects, we consider light clumps to affect the model fitting if
σmodel,clumpy/σintrinsic differs from σmodel,smooth/σintrinsic

by more than the average fitting error of the same galaxy
returned by the respective code. In Fig. 6, those outside
the shaded region around the one-to-one line would meet
this criterion. Data points are color-coded based on the pri-
mary factor that most strongly correlates with the σ recovery:
σintrinsic for GalPak3D, and S/N for 3DBarolo.

Of the three tools, DysmalPy is the most affected by light
clumps, with ∼ 30% of the models differing by more than the
fitting error. They tend to happen for intrinsically low disper-
sion. The fraction drops to ∼ 12% and ∼ 5% for GalPak3D

and 3DBarolo, respectively. The scatter, however, is large
for 3DBarolo. Although 3DBarolo is less systematically
affected by clumps relative to the fitting errors, it is also

less accurate in our recovery exercise. In cases of clumpy
galaxies, the Bayesian kinematic modeling tool Blobby3D
(Varidel et al. 2019; Varidel & Croom 2023) could be a poten-
tially preferable choice, as it was more specifically designed
to treat irregular clumpy systems. Testing this code against
others, as done here, would be valuable but is beyond the
scope of this paper.

4.4. Impact of Parametrization

We now examine the results when using GalPak3D-
generated mock data sets. We focus on the recovery of the
velocity dispersion around Re to compare the performance
of the codes when galaxies have a radially-dependent disper-
sion. The results are plotted in Fig. 7, where the reference
model intrinsic dispersion σ(Re)gp now corresponds to the
total dispersion at Re including the hydrostatic equilibrium,
line-of-sight velocity mixing, and turbulence terms (Eqn. 3)
but excluding any broadening by beam smearing. For conve-
nience, we denote the results from modeling the GalPak3D

mock models with DysmalPy, GalPak3D, and 3DBarolo
below as dy(gp), gp(gp), and bb(gp), and those from mod-
eling the DysmalPy-generated baseline mock models as
dy(dy), gp(dy), and bb(dy).

Because of the different analytical prescriptions, now the
GalPak3D fits perform better than those with DysmalPy, as
expected. In both mock sets, there is no significant correla-
tion in the median σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) trend with S/N,
i, Re/beam, The pronounced tail of systematically overesti-
mated σ(Re) at low intrinsic dispersion observed for gp(dy)
is now absent in the gp(gp) fits.

For the fits with DysmalPy, the median
σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) now shows a systematic behavior
reflecting again the template mismatch as seen in Fig. 5. At
intrinsic velocity dispersions ≲ 50 km s−1, DysmalPy typi-
cally overestimates the dispersion at Re by up to ∼ 10–15%
in the median (a lesser effect than the sharp and steep tail
in the case of gp(dy) discussed in Sec. 4.2.2). The effect
reverses to a typical underestimate at σintrinsic ≳ 50 km s−1

by a few up to ∼ 10%. This behavior can be explained by
the relative contribution to the overall profile of the radially-
dependent σd term in GalPak3D (Eqn. 3), which contributes
more importantly and over a wider radial range at lower
σ(Re)gp.

To illustrate the sensitivity of DysmalPy to the slope
of the intrinsic dispersion profile, Fig. 8 plots the
σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) for dy(gp) as a function of the in-
trinsic gradient at Re of the model, ∂σ(R)

∂R

∣∣∣
Re

. The Figure

shows that more generally, by construction DysmalPy will
have a tendency to overestimate the dispersion in the case of
radially declining intrinsic dispersion when the slope around
Re is ∂σ(R)

∂R

∣∣∣
Re

≲−30 km s−1 kpc−1, which is a fairly steep

slope compared to local CO studies (e.g., Wilson et al. 2011).
3DBarolo recovered values at Re are slightly less

underestimated than bb(dy) by 5% in median of
σ(Re)model/σ(Re)intrinsic. The trends and scatter in Fig. 7
show no significant difference compared to Fig. 3 when
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Figure 7. Similar to Fig. 3, but for GalPak3D generated mocks. Due to the inherent template mismatch between DysmalPy and GalPak3D

as explained in the main text, DysmalPy in the left panel tends to overestimate the dispersion values when the intrinsic values are low, whereas
GalPak3D could accurately recover the intrinsic values at all ranges. In the right panel, 3DBarolo shows a similar behavior as before, with a
comparable dependence on the signal-to-noise, but with an overall better recovery when compared to Figure 3.
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S/N ≥ 10 and σintrinsic ≳ 40 km s−1. The smaller scat-
ter and overall slightly better recovery of 3DBarolo stem
from its improved performance when σintrinsic ≲ 40km s−1,
as demonstrated in Fig. 4: when σintrinsic ≲ 40km s−1, it
was underestimated by ∼ 25% when baseline (DysmalPy-
generated) models were used, and now this has improved to
∼ 5%. There is an overall slightly milder dependence with
respect to S/N, as also reflected in Fig. 4.

Finally, a comparison with mocks generated using
3DBarolo reveals consistent trends for all codes, similar
to those observed in the case of baseline models (orange
lines in Fig. 4). 3DBarolo displays similar trends with
S/N, Re/beam, i, and σintrinsic. The persistent S/N trend of
3DBarolo is unsurprising, as it is not limited by any tem-
plate assumption, and S/N sensitivity is universal regardless
of intrinsic profiles. In other words, as long as the S/N is in-
sufficient, 3DBarolo would tend to underestimate the σ. In
contrast, GalPak3D still suffers from the template mismatch
problem, as seen in the baseline models recovery, character-
ized by the same “L-shaped” tail at the low dispersion end, al-
beit to a lesser extent. This is because most intrinsic profiles
have declining slopes, but are much shallower than the pro-
file assumed in GalPak3D (Eqn. 3). Meanwhile, DysmalPy
performs similarly to the baseline models, but with a slightly
stronger dependence on Re/beam and i. This additional exer-
cise highlights once again the limitations of parametric mod-
eling when the assumed template deviates substantially from
the truth. In such cases, non-parametric modeling may be
more effective, although it requires a higher S/N.

4.5. Further Insights from Full Radial Profiles

We have discussed so far the recovery of Vrot and σ by the
three codes at 1Re. Here we explore the full radial profiles
of Vrot and σ of the three codes. The full Vrot and σ profiles
would be essential in mass decomposition, one of the key
applications of kinematic modeling.

Fig. 9 shows the running medians and 1-σ spread of
Vrot,model/Vrot,intrinsic over the radial range [0, 2.2]Re for
each of the packages for the baseline models. Because
the same parametric models are used, DysmalPy recov-
ers itself well. GalPak3D shows monotonically increas-
ing median values and scatter from small to larger radii.
The template mismatch between GalPak3D and DysmalPy
becomes more apparent when R ≳ 1.25Re, as the choice
of arctan in GalPak3D only accommodates rising to flat
shapes, in comparison with DysmalPy multicomponent
mass models, which can take on a variety of RC shapes,
from rising to flat to declining. For 3DBarolo, the me-
dian increases with radius, albeit more mildly and with a
smaller scatter. Too few galaxies are modeled by 3DBarolo
at ≳ 2Re, so values are not plotted in this range. Overall,
3DBarolo recovers the intrinsic Vrot(R) within ≲ 10% ac-
curacy, thanks to the flexibility of the tilted-ring approach
that can adjust to any shape of the Vrot(R) rotation curve.
The mild increasing trend is likely attributed to two factors
(i) known limitation of 3DBarolo when applied to thick disk
(see Sec. 7.1 in Iorio et al. (2017)) (ii) residual beam smear-
ing correction in 3DBarolo as noted in Varidel et al. (2019).
Factor (i) is in general true for tilted-ring modeling as also
discussed in Sec. 4.5 in Józsa et al. (2007) for TiRiFiC.
Both of these effects would underestimate the inner velocity
gradient while overestimating it at the outer disk.

Similarly, we compare the radial variation of σ in Fig. 10
for the recovery of the baseline models and Fig. 11 for the
GalPak3D generated mocks. As expected, DysmalPy and
GalPak3D show very good self-recovery when modeling
their respective mocks. The expected template mismatch sig-
natures are apparent when GalPak3D models the baseline
mocks, and vice versa, as reflected by the declining trend in
the middle panel of Fig. 10 and rising trend in the left panel of
Fig. 11, both with a typical transition radius at ∼Re. Com-
paring σ at Re as we did in the previous discussion should
generally reduce the effect of template mismatch, albeit the
scatter is still significant.

The non-parametric 3DBarolo shows consistent radi-
ally declining behavior regardless of the mock model suite.
3DBarolo best recovers the input σ at 0.75Re. At 1Re, σ
is typically underestimated by ∼ 10–15% and worse at larger
radii, accompanied by larger scatter. The S/N rapidly de-
creases with radius in the models, and 3DBarolo’s sensitiv-
ity to S/N becomes increasingly apparent at larger radii. We
discuss the implications of this trend on estimates of intrinsic
velocity dispersion based on the full-fitted dispersion profile
in Sec. 5. Towards smaller radii, the systematic overestimate
in σ and the small but systematic underestimate in Vrot is the
result of its tilted-ring approach. The approach constrains pa-
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Figure 10. Similar to Figure 9 but for velocity dispersions (σmodel/σintrinsic) of DysmalPy (left), GalPak3D (middle), 3DBarolo (right) in
the range of [0.1, 2.2]Re, where Re is the effective radius. The errors of the running medians are the 95% confidence interval derived by boot-
strapping. The shading indicates 1–σ spread. In the left panel, DysmalPy shows an excellent recovery of the intrinsic values with minimal
scatter, as template match is maximized. In the middle panel, the decreasing trend is primarily due to the mismatch between DysmalPy’s
flat dispersion profile and the centrally peaked profile of GalPak3D, as evidenced by the opposite trend in the left panel in Figure 11 (see
Section 4.2.2 for details). In the right panel, 3DBarolo underestimates the intrinsic values at radii ≳Re. As discussed in Section 4.2.2, given
the strong dependence of 3DBarolo performance on signal-to-noise (S/N), the observed trends are most likely caused by decreasing S/N at
increasing radii from the centers.
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Figure 12. Velocity-shifted spectra of three DysmalPy-generated mock galaxies, extracted from spaxels in 3 radial elliptical bins annotated
on top of the first three columns. The spectra of the original unmasked mock data cube are represented by individual gray points, while the
3DBarolo-masked spectra (hereafter, masked data) are shown in pale red, blue, and orange points for each radial bin, respectively, across 3
different signal-to-noise (S/N) levels (S/N=[2, 11, 20]) in each row. The axis ratio of the bins is determined by 2D Sérsic fitting of the line flux
map displayed in the fourth column, overlaid with the color-coded radial bins. The curves with squares and shading overlay on the spectra
are the median trends, and the central 68% of the full distributions for both the unmasked and masked data. The solid curves with diamond
markers represent the velocity-shifted spectra extracted from the 3DBarolo’s model. The fifth column shows the model intrinsic (accounted
for observational effects) dispersion profile of the respective galaxies, with radii normalized to the effective radius Re. At large radii, the line
profile can be severely under-sampled because of marginal S/N, where in the extreme case, only the brightest few pixels remain to determine
the line width. This causes a systematic underestimation of the line width at large radii. Consequently, across all three galaxies, a clear radially
declining trend is evident in the recovered dispersion profiles, with the steepest drop observed in the lowest S/N model. The position-velocity
diagrams and channel maps of these three galaxies are shown in Figures 20 and 21 in Appendix F, respectively.

rameters for each ring independently and is unable to account
for disk thickness accurately. This limitation is discussed in
detail in, for example, Sec. 5.1.2 of Roper et al. (2023) and
Iorio et al. (2017).

4.6. Effect of masking in the recovery of σ

We next explore an alternative masking routine in
3DBarolo. We did not apply smoothing before generating
the mask to boost consistency across codes (by specifying
SEARCH in the MASK option), which is also the default op-
tion in 3DBarolo. Nonetheless, SEARCH is commonly used
in the literature (e.g., Sharma et al. 2021; Hogan et al. 2022;
Rizzo et al. 2023; Pope et al. 2023; Roman-Oliveira et al.
2023). Another popular choice is SMOOTH&SEARCH (e.g.,
Mancera Piña et al. 2020; Fraternali et al. 2021; Lelli et al.
2023), where 3DBarolo first smooths the data cube before
calling the source finding algorithm. Repeating our recovery
tests instead using SMOOTH&SEARCH masking (with default
option FACTOR=2, which doubles the beam size) shows lit-
tle difference in best-fit results, with similar trends obtained
without smoothing illustrated in Fig. 4. A more detailed in-
spection of 3DBarolo indicates that both masking routines

often lead to over-masking in velocity, with only a few of the
brightest channels being passed to the fitting algorithm. We
verified that this behavior remains with different choices of
MINCHANNELS in the SEARCH routine.

To illustrate the impact of spectral masking on low S/N
data more clearly, we present spectra extracted from indi-
vidual pixels from inner to outer regions (in elliptical annuli
with axis ratio of the bins set by 2D Sérsic fitting of the line
flux map) of three selected galaxies in Fig. 12. These galax-
ies share similar Re/beam, inclination (∼ 60◦–70◦), and red-
shifts (z∼ 2) but differ in S/N, from low S/N (S/N = 2) to
high S/N (S/N = 20). The spectra are shifted in velocity space
to align with a common normalized emission line peak, and
we refer to them as “velocity-shifted spectra” to distinguish
them from more typical integrated spectra extracted in circu-
lar aperture. The gray points and the solid line with square
markers represent the individual velocity-shifted spectrum
and the running median trends of this ensemble of the spec-
trum. The data left after masking is applied are shown in
colored points with the running median trend overlaid. The
solid-colored curves are the median trends of the velocity-
shifted spectra extracted from the 3DBarolo model cube.
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The recovered σ(R) profiles by 3DBarolo are shown in the
last column of Fig. 12. Additionally, we provide the position-
velocity (PV) diagrams extracted using the PVSLICE task
in 3DBarolo, as well as channel maps at every 4 channels
in Figs. 20 and 21, respectively, in Appendix F. We also
show those from DysmalPy and GalPak3Din addition to
3DBarolo results. These diagnostics are supplementary to
Fig. 12 to demonstrate the quality of the fitted model, partic-
ularly for Vrot, but Fig. 12 is more informative of the effects
of masking on velocity dispersion.

At higher S/N, the impact of spectral masking is minimal,
and the recovered dispersion profile at large radii closely re-
sembles the intrinsic constant profile. The upward trends
(second and third panels in the last column) towards the inner
region could be due to residual correction of beam smearing,
consistent with the behavior in Fig. 8 in Di Teodoro & Fra-
ternali (2015) for similar inclinations.

At lower global S/N or towards larger radii within the same
galaxy, the aggressive clipping of high- and low-velocity
wings below the same specified S/N inevitably leads to un-
derestimating the true velocity dispersion. Within the same
galaxy, this could manifest as an apparent radially declining
profile, as illustrated in the first and second panels in the last
column. Indeed, as noted already in Di Teodoro & Fraternali
(2015), a satisfactory fit at low S/N typically requires a chan-
nel count ranging from 8 to 12, depending on the spatial reso-
lution, and the source should be detected over multiple chan-
nels with S/N ≳ 3. This highlights the importance of validat-
ing model results with direct data-based measurements, par-
ticularly at large radii, similar to the velocity-shifted spectra
presented here.

To further investigate the effects of spectral masking, we
exchanged the masks between DysmalPy and 3DBarolo.
Given that DysmalPy determines the mask based on the
integrated S/N along a spaxel, it does not apply spectral
masking, ensuring the same number of channels are modeled
for every included spaxel, following the recommendation of
Davies et al. (2011). We multiplied the mock cube with
DysmalPy’s mask and set MASK to NONE in 3DBarolo.
To complement the test, we repeat the same exercise for
GalPak3D by multiplying the input mock cubes by the
3DBarolo’s masks. When such a mask is used in 3DBarolo
and S/N approaches ∼ 30, 3DBarolo and DysmalPy gen-
erated masks are in good agreement. If the mask generated
by 3DBarolo is applied to DysmalPy and GalPak3D, we
recover a similar trend with S/N as in 3DBarolo when its
mask is used. Overall, the S/N dependence of 3DBarolo’s
recovery of σ vanishes, as evidenced by the flat trend with
S/N in Fig. 4 (leading to a very low Spearman’s and MIC
score). Contrary to the previous underestimation trends,
the systematic overestimation observed now is likely due to
3DBarolo’s sensitivity to the available valid pixels for mod-
eling when S/N is limited.

In summary, we tested (1) SMOOTH&SEARCH masking,
(2) vary the MINCHANNELS parameter, and (3) DysmalPy
masking (entire spaxel masking using integrated S/N). We
found no significant difference in recovery trends and scatter

for (1) and (2), and the dependence on S/N was appreciably
reduced when (3) was adopted.

This simple experiment underscores the critical role of
masking in σ recovery across all codes, with non-parametric
methods exhibiting particular sensitivity. The general im-
pact of masking has been extensively discussed in a similar
context, notably by Davies et al. (2011), Deg et al. (2022),
and Sec. 7.3 (Fig. 14) in de Blok et al. (2024). It is un-
surprising that fitting is affected by the data to which the
fitting is applied. Whether and how (e.g., DysmalPy and
3DBarolo) or not (e.g. GalPak3D) masking is applied, this
aspect should be taken with extra care when analyzing and
interpreting fitting results.

Since all codes yield good agreement toward very high
S/N, regardless of the masking routine, deeper integration
data is ideal for reducing systematic differences across dif-
ferent codes.

4.7. Effect of alternative settings in the recovery of σ for
3DBarolo

To maintain consistency in comparing the best-fit results
of the three kinematic modeling tools discussed in this paper,
we adopted settings for 3DBarolo that come closest to those
implemented in DysmalPy and GalPak3D. However, these
are not necessarily those most commonly employed in the lit-
erature. This pertains in particular to the metric employed for
the goodness of fit and the masking procedure. First, we ex-
periment with a different residual function for minimization
in 3DBarolo. While there are three options listed in Sec. 2.3,
we opted for the pseudo-χ2: (M−D)2/

√
D. The default op-

tion in 3DBarolo, the absolute difference |M −D|, is also a
common choice in the literature (e.g., Lelli et al. 2023; Posses
et al. 2023). Similar to our findings using other minimization
settings, our results reveal a similar trend with S/N and other
parameters regardless of the residual function used.

5. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PHYSICAL PROPERTIES
OF HIGH-z GALAXIES

The recovery tests presented in this paper were performed
with sets of 3D mock models covering a realistic range of
galaxy properties for massive MS SFGs at z∼ 1−3, and
representative observational parameters with emphasis on
higher S/N than many current observations. Intentionally, we
used very large suites of simple axisymmetric models and a
minimum of free parameters to robustly assess trends and
scatter in the relative performance of the tools and to reduce
the impact of known degeneracies affecting all modeling ap-
proaches (e.g., between mass and inclination).

Tests based on observations would be very informative,
but for high-z galaxies the intrinsic parameters would them-
selves be derived from modeling and thus would require the
highest resolution and S/N possible. Very few such data sets
currently exist as they rely on very deep observations (dif-
ficult to obtain) or very bright targets (rare). Data of local
disk galaxies at very high S/N and resolution enable a bet-
ter characterization of intrinsic kinematics, but because of
the different conditions prevailing at higher redshift (higher
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accretion rates, cold gas fractions, and star formation rates;
smaller disk sizes), local disks may not provide the most re-
alistic templates at high-z. Numerical cosmological simula-
tions of galaxy evolution may better capture the conditions
and complexities of real high-z disks, although their use is
not straightforward. Complications include the mismatch in
how properties are derived between simulations and observa-
tions, and the reliance on sub-grid recipes that are typically
tuned to reproduce the final stage of present-day galaxy prop-
erties (see discussions by, e.g., Wellons et al. 2020 and Übler
et al. 2021).

Nevertheless, our experiments highlight a key aspect that
should be kept in mind when interpreting high-z kinematics
data, especially in the context of two key applications: chal-
lenges determining the disk velocity dispersion and the re-
sulting implications for mass decomposition. Our tests sug-
gest that it remains difficult to pin down the disk velocity
dispersion to better than ∼ 20−50% depending on the tool
considered, unless there is a close match between the true
and the assumed model profile and the S/N per spatial pixel
at the line peak velocity is above 10 over a sufficiently large
and well resolved radial range. In DysmalPy, the intrin-
sic velocity dispersion (σ0) is assumed to be isotropic and
spatially constant across disks, representing a dominant tur-
bulence term. This assumption was empirically motivated by
high S/N, adaptive optics (AO) assisted IFU observations of
Hα resolved on ∼ 1 kpc scales of large z∼ 2 MS SFGs from
the SINS/zC-SINF survey, after accounting for instrumental
and beam smearing effects through modeling (Genzel et al.
2017; Übler et al. 2019). In those galaxies, no significant
spatial variation was observed in derived intrinsic velocity
dispersion beyond the innermost radii (where residual beam
smearing could still play a role) out to a few Re. Similarly, no
evidence for appreciable radial variations in intrinsic disper-
sion to ∼ 10 kpc was found from modeling of a much larger
sample of 240 z∼ 1−3 MS SFGs with deep integrations in
excellent near-IR seeing of ≈ 0.′′5 from the KMOS3D survey
(Wuyts et al. 2016).

As the dispersion values derived for these galaxies are
large (> 30 km s−1), in line with expectations in the frame-
work of gas-rich marginally (un)stable disks with the typ-
ically high fgas at high redshift, the contribution from
self-gravity for radially decreasing mass densities is sub-
dominant (see Fig. 5) and would be difficult to discern as
it would be small and apparent only in the innermost regions.
If the full velocity dispersion is intrinsically declining, as
considered by Rizzo et al. (2020, 2021), any significant ra-
dial gradient would have left a measurable systematic trend
in the observed dispersion profiles and residuals in the best-
resolved galaxies examined by Genzel et al. (2017) and Übler
et al. (2019), which was not observed.

Ideally, non-parametric modeling would be best suited
to examine galaxies’ dispersion profiles. Some past stud-
ies reported radially declining velocity dispersion using
3DBarolo (e.g., Lelli et al. 2021; Rizzo et al. 2023; Roman-
Oliveira et al. 2023), with profiles similar to those of local
H I and CO studies (e.g., Boomsma et al. 2008; Tamburro

et al. 2009; Wilson et al. 2011; Mogotsi et al. 2016). If so,
this highlights the challenge of distinguishing radial varia-
tions due to the intrinsic profile versus the potential impact
of S/N and beam smearing. In this context, we note that our
recovery tests compared σ at a fixed radius between the tools,
taken as Re in Sections 4.1–4.3, to maximize consistency.
The common convention for calculating σ from 3DBarolo
modeled profiles includes taking the mean or median value
of all modeled rings or, less commonly, the average of the
two outermost rings (e.g., Di Teodoro et al. 2016; Iorio et al.
2017; Fraternali et al. 2021; Lelli et al. 2021; Rizzo et al.
2023; Sharma et al. 2023; Neeleman et al. 2023; Roman-
Oliveira et al. 2023). Repeating our exercise using the former
two definitions, we find no significant difference in trends
identified when using the value around 1Re.

Determinations of the intrinsic velocity dispersion of high-
z disks are important in the context of disentangling the
drivers of disk gas turbulence (stellar feedback, gas transport
induced by internal gravitational/disk instabilities or by ex-
ternal accretion), the relative contribution of which is thought
to vary with redshift (e.g., Krumholz et al. 2018; Genzel
et al. 2011; Hung et al. 2019; Ginzburg et al. 2022; Jiménez
et al. 2023). It is also of interest in terms of the disk thick-
ness, as more pressure support implies geometrically thicker
disks such that elevated dispersion in high-z disks may be
linked to the formation of today’s thick disk components
(e.g., Elmegreen & Elmegreen 2006; Bournaud et al. 2009).
Moreover, if hydrostatic equilibrium holds, radially constant
disk dispersion should imply disk flaring at larger radii. Ulti-
mately, substantially higher sensitivity and both angular and
velocity resolution would be needed to accurately pin down
disk velocity dispersions and their evolution at high redshift.
In the meantime, one way forward could be to obtain deep
data at (sub-)kpc resolution and R≳ 10000 (instrumental
LSF of σ≲ 15 km s−1) of low-inclination galaxies, reducing
the contribution to emission line broadening from projected
rotation and even allowing model-independent estimates di-
rectly from observed line widths.

Knowledge of the velocity dispersion and its profile is also
important for dynamical mass estimates and mass modeling.
Since the rotation velocity curve Vrot(R) is fairly well re-
covered by all three tools, as long as the pressure support
is small (i.e., Vrot approximates Vcirc as a tracer of the full
potential well), results for Mdyn and mass decomposition
derived from DysmalPy, GalPak3D, and 3DBarolo kine-
matic modeling should agree very well for the same assump-
tions on the underlying mass distribution. However, if dis-
persions are elevated, and especially relative to Vrot, results
based on modeling with the different tools may lead to dif-
ferent conclusions. This could arise from possible significant
misestimates in recovered velocity dispersion depending on
template mismatch (for parametric models like DysmalPy
and GalPak3D), and on the S/N regime and inclination (most
relevant for 3DBarolo). The other important reason lies in
the treatment of the pressure support, which can differ be-
tween studies (e.g., Burkert et al. 2016; Iorio et al. 2017;
Kretschmer et al. 2021; Price et al. 2021; Sharma et al. 2021).
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Additional factors are obviously the specific choice for the
mass model component(s).

Empirically-motivated pressure support corrections and
well-constrained mass components from high-z data of stars,
warm and cold gas distributions, and kinematics would be
ideal but may need to await future more powerful and effi-
cient observational capabilities. At the very least, deep ob-
servations probing as far out as possible in radius will help
by providing better leverage for the relative contributions of
DM and baryons, and sub-kpc resolution can tighten con-
straints on the inner core/bulge component. Independent ob-
servations of multiple ISM phases are valuable in augment-
ing the constraints, giving better priors for the gas (which
makes up an important fraction of the baryonic component at
high-z), and complementing each other in tracing radial cov-
erage and mitigating optical depth effects. These are within
reach of current facilities; time estimates for typical mas-
sive MS SFGs with ERIS, ALMA and NOEMA imply on-
source integration of ∼ 10−20 hours, and such deep obser-
vations already carried out demonstrate their potential (e.g.,
Genzel et al. 2017, 2020, 2023; Übler et al. 2018; Nestor
Shachar et al. 2023; Puglisi et al. 2023). Even stellar kine-
matics are feasible up to at least z∼ 1 (e.g., van Houdt et al.
2021; Straatman et al. 2022; Übler et al. 2024b) for very deep
integrations.

6. SUMMARY

We have assessed the 3D kinematic recovery performance
of the kinematics modeling tool DysmalPy, which is pub-
licly released as part of this work. We also compared its
performance with two other packages whose methodologies
are based on different motivations but share the similarity
of being 3D forward-modeling algorithms: GalPak3Dand
3DBarolo. We simulated a large number of mock disk
galaxies matching the galaxy parameter space and S/N and
resolution distributions of a sample of deep z∼ 1−3 MS
SFGs (RC100; Nestor Shachar et al. 2023), which includes
high-quality kinematics data sets from near-IR IFU and mm
interferometry. Our experiment intentionally kept a mini-
mum number of free parameters to help highlight the root
causes of potential differences in different modeling ap-
proaches to mitigate them in applications to real data. We
focussed on evaluating the reliability in recovering the im-
portant kinematics properties: Vrot and σ. We summarize
the key results as follows:

1. Recovery of Vrot at Re is largely independent of the
choice of modeling tool (e.g., Fig. 1 in Sec. 4.1).
In terms of recovery of the full Vrot profile, unsur-
prisingly, template mismatch can affect parametric
modeling with DysmalPy and GalPak3D whereas
3DBarolo can accommodate different Vrot shapes
more easily (Sec. 4.5).

2. The recovery of σmodel/σintrinsic from different tools
can vary significantly depending on σintrinsic, S/N, and
i (Sec. 4.2). The disagreement between GalPak3D and

DysmalPy can be primarily explained by the inherent
template mismatch (Sec. 4.4, Fig. 7 and 8). The flex-
ibility of 3DBarolo is hampered by its stringent de-
mand on S/N, which is challenging to fulfill for high-
z galaxies with typical allocated observing time. As-
pects to be cautious about include:

• the choice of parametric functions, for example,
constant vs. radially varying velocity dispersion
profile. The choice should be informed ideally
from empirical evidence, which is still scarce at
z≳ 1;

• the flexibility of non-parametric methods comes
with higher S/N requirements for a robust recov-
ery. If S/N is insufficient, tilted-ring modeling is
more sensitive to the masking choice.

3. The presence of light clumps (Sec. 4.3) can affect the
results from parametric models due to the inflexibility
of the analytic light profile. Non-parametric modeling,
on the other hand, is less systematically affected by
asymmetric light distributions, although we find there
is still a large scatter in the recovered-to-intrinsic val-
ues. The non-parametric model flexibility is still pri-
marily hindered by poor sensitivity in low S/N sam-
ples.

Based on our recovery exercise, we strongly recommend
that, before applying any modeling to real data, it is crucial
to assess the impact of

• any prior assumptions on radial kinematics profiles, es-
pecially when these are parametrized (intrinsically or
otherwise);

• masking using model-independent diagnostics, such as
the example shown in Fig. 12;

• S/N on the recovered properties, especially towards the
outer edges of the detected regions;

These steps additionally help to gauge whether the adopted
template and the resulting modeled values deviate signifi-
cantly from the data, thereby mitigating template mismatch
and S/N sensitivity issues, as discussed above.

The mock models used in this paper are idealized in many
respects: they are axisymmetric, and the center, PA, and i are
known (fixed in modeling). Those quantities are, however,
difficult to recover in reality from low S/N and resolution
data with highly irregular light distributions. In our study, we
only tested one out of many possible scenarios of asymmetry
by introducing a fixed number of light clumps. Real galax-
ies, however, can possess a range of different features, such
as rings and bars. Nevertheless, our exercise of using sim-
ple mock models here should shed light on the discrepancies
of the measured kinematic quantities, especially the velocity
dispersion across studies, when the same set of galaxies is
analyzed.
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In light of the significant difference in recovering the ve-
locity dispersion between different modeling approaches, we
need standardized metrics and modeling assumptions for ac-
curate comparisons between different samples. Only then
can we assess robustly the evolution of disk velocity disper-
sion with redshift, and correlations with stellar mass, star for-
mation activity, and other galaxy properties.

Obtaining a subset of galaxies with enhanced spectral reso-
lution and higher S/N to larger radii is crucial for constraining
whether velocity dispersion varies radially. This information
is pivotal for selecting an appropriate template in parametric
modeling. Deep observations with radio interferometers such
as NOEMA and ALMA are well-suited for that purpose. The
near-IR IFU ERIS on the VLT is also ideal, affording a spec-
tral resolution capability of R∼ 11000 and, combined with
adaptive optics, a high spatial resolution with a high Strehl
ratio. High S/N and resolution are as important as sample
size for characterizing the global velocity dispersion of high-
z disks, spatial variations, and the origin of scatter among
galaxies.
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Software: DysmalPy (Davies et al. 2004a,b, 2011;
Cresci et al. 2009; Wuyts et al. 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Price
et al. 2021), GalPak3D (Bouché et al. 2015), 3DBarolo (Di
Teodoro & Fraternali 2015), Numpy (Harris et al. 2020),
MPFIT (Markwardt 2009), Scipy (Virtanen et al. 2020),
Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), corner (Foreman-Mackey 2016),
Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013), Imfit (Erwin
2015), minepy (Albanese et al. 2012).

APPENDIX

A. MOCK MODELS SETUP

Table 3 lists the names and priors of the parameters in each
code for the modeling as performed in this work. There are
in total 3, 2 and 2 free parameters in DysmalPy, GalPak3D

and 3DBarolo, respectively.

B. DISTRIBUTIONS OF MOCK GALAXIES’
PARAMETERS

Fig. 13 shows the distribution of the DysmalPy-generated
baseline set of model galaxies in M∗, SFR, fgas, and Mvir.
Fig. 14 plots the distribution of z, σ0, i, Re/beamHWHM,
and S/N (in the brightest spectral channel and averaged over
spaxels within Re). In both figures, histograms compare the
distributions of the baseline models with those of the RC100
disks, and the median values are indicated. The baseline sam-
ple’s M∗, SFR, z, Re/beam are statistically equivalent to the
RC100 sample with K-S score ≲ 0.07. In other parameters,
although the K-S score is larger, the median values are in
close agreement.

B.1. Covariant distributions of parameters

Fig. 16 shows the covariant distributions of i, Re/beam,
and S/N for the baseline set of model galaxies. The contours
indicate [1, 2, 3]σ of the distributions. Round-shaped con-
tours imply the distributions are sufficiently randomized and
not expected to introduce substantial biases in the analysis.
The histograms compare the original distribution of the full
baseline set, as well as of the successfully modeled subsets
by DysmalPy, GalPak3D, and 3DBarolo, indicating no

important bias in the recovery analysis is introduced by the
failed or excluded fits.

B.2. Clumpy sub-sample

Fig. 17 displays the integrated line intensity maps (0th-
moment) of 12 randomly selected clumpy mocks generated
by DysmalPy.

C. RECOVERY OF σ OF HIGH S/N MOCKS

To supplement Fig. 4, Fig. 15 shows the same median
trends of σ recovery but focuses only on the S/N ≥ 11 re-
covery.

D. SPEARMAN’S AND MIC’S CORRELATION
MATRICES

Fig. 18 shows the Spearman’s ρ between the ratio
σmodel(Re)/σintrinsic(Re) and the S/N, i, Re/beam, and in-
trinsic σ for the DysmalPy-, GalPak3D- and 3DBarolo-
generated model set.

E. RATIOS BETWEEN Vrot AND σ

Fig. 19 is the same as Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 but showing
the ratios of recovered and intrinsic V (Re)/σ(Re) for the
DysmalPy-generated baseline models.

F. PV DIAGRAMS AND CHANNEL MAPS

We show in Figures 20 and 21 the channel maps at every
4 channels and PV diagrams of the three example galaxies
in Fig. 12, respectively. The PV diagrams are extracted us-
ing PVSLICE task in 3DBarolo, and are derived from the
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Figure 13. The distributions of stellar mass M∗, star formation
rate (SFR), gas fraction (fgas) and virial mass Mvir of the base-
line set of model galaxies generated with DysmalPy. The mock
galaxy properties are guided by the parameter space coverage of the
RC100 sample of Nestor Shachar et al. (2023), and derived from
scaling relations as described in Sec. 3 and listed in Table 2. The
empirical relations are plotted in dashed lines colored by redshifts.
The mock sample (blue) is compared with the RC100 sample (yel-
low) in the histograms, annotated also by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(K-S) statistic scores and the medians.

data cube masked by each of the respective codes, namely
DysmalPy and 3DBarolo.
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Figure 14. The distributions of redshift (z), velocity dispersion (σ0), inclination (i), number of resolution elements within Re

(Re/beamHWHM) and signal-to-noise (S/N) of RC100 and the baseline mock sample. D-statistics and the associated p-value from the two-
sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test are also shown to illustrate the resemblance of the resulting mock galaxies distribution and RC100.
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Figure 16. Corner plot showing the covariance distributions of velocity dispersion σ0, inclination i, the number of resolution elements in one
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Figure 17. A gallery showing the (noiseless) zeroth moment maps of 12 selected clumpy galaxies out of a total of 500, created using
DysmalPy. The color map represents the light intensity from blue to red. Cyan crosses mark the locations of the clumps. The beam
size is shown at the bottom right corner of each panel. The properties of the smooth galaxy component are also listed on the left.
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Figure 18. Spearman rank correlation matrix showing the
strength of correlations between quality of σ recovery and the
signal-to-noise (S/N), number of beams in an effective radius
(Re/beam), inclination angle (i), and intrinsic velocity dis-
persion (σintrinsic). Four cases are shown here: (i) baseline
DysmalPy-generated mock models (σ(Re)mock=DysmalPy),
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mock models(σ(Re)mock=3DBarolo). The quality of σ recovery
is represented by the ratio σ(Re)model/σ(Re)intrinsic as in the
main text, but here for simplicity, the y-axis label shows only
the numerator. The black boxes highlight moderate or stronger
correlations with absolute Spearman score ≥ 0.4. Unless “mock
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Figure 21. Position-velocity (PV) diagrams for the three example galaxies in Figure 12 arranged in increasing signal-to-noise (S/N) from top to
bottom. The background image shows the PV diagram extracted from the data, masked by the respective codes for DysmalPy and 3DBarolo,
with the blue contours overlaid. The red contours are those of the PV diagrams of the model from the annotated codes.
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2020, MNRAS, 497, 4051, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa2229
Whiting, M. T. 2012, MNRAS, 421, 3242,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20548.x
Wilson, C. D., Warren, B. E., Irwin, J., et al. 2011, MNRAS, 410,

1409, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17646.x
Wisnioski, E., Förster Schreiber, N. M., Wuyts, S., et al. 2015,

ApJ, 799, 209, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/799/2/209
Wisnioski, E., Förster Schreiber, N. M., Fossati, M., et al. 2019,

ApJ, 886, 124, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab4db8
Wuyts, S., Förster Schreiber, N. M., Genzel, R., et al. 2012, ApJ,

753, 114, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/753/2/114
Wuyts, S., Förster Schreiber, N. M., Nelson, E. J., et al. 2013, ApJ,

779, 135, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/779/2/135
Wuyts, S., Förster Schreiber, N. M., Wisnioski, E., et al. 2016,

ApJ, 831, 149, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/831/2/149
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