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ABSTRACT

We present a structural analysis of 521 galaxy candidates at 6.5 < z < 12.5, with SNR > 100 in
the F444W filter, taken from the EPOCHS vl sample, consisting of uniformly reduced deep JWST
NIRCam data, covering the CEERS, JADES GOOD-S, NGDEEP, SMACS0723, GLASS and PEARLS
surveys. We use standard software to fit single Sérsic models to each galaxy in the rest-frame optical
and extract their parametric structural parameters (Sérsic index, half-light radius and axis-ratio),
and Morfometryka to measure their non-parametric concentration and asymmetry parameters. We
find a wide range of sizes for these early galaxies, but with a strong galaxy-size mass correlation up
to z ~ 12 such that galaxy sizes continue to get progressively smaller in the high-redshift regime,
following R, = 2.74 +0.49 (1 + Z)—0‘79i0.08 kpc. Using non-parametric methods we find that galaxy
merger fractions, classified through asymmetry parameters, at these redshifts remain consistent with
those in literature, maintaining a value of f,,, ~ 0.12 £ 0.07 showing little dependence with redshift
when combined with literature at z > 4. We find that galaxies which are smaller in size also appear
rounder, with an excess of high axis-ratio objects. Finally, we artificially redshift a subsample of our
objects to determine how robust the observational trends we see are, determining that observed trends
are due to real evolutionary effects, rather than being a consequence of redshift effects.

Keywords: galaxies: structure — galaxies: high-redshift — galaxies: evolution

1. INTRODUCTION Since the launch of the James Webb Space Telescope
(JWST), our capability to pursue one of the oldest stud-
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ied properties in galaxies - structure - has seen an im-
mense advancement. The structural nature of galaxies
has long been of interest, dating back to when these
objects beyond our own galaxy were first observed and
commented on (Herschel 1786) in the 18th century. It
was clear then, and even more evident now, that galaxy
structure reveals that these systems differ to that of the
stars, and that these structures hold clues to their for-
mation. These structures and resolved properties are in
many ways one of the oldest studied properties of galax-
ies (e.g. Herschel 1786; Buitrago et al. 2008; van der Wel
et al. 2012; Conselice 2014; Kartaltepe et al. 2023; Suess
et al. 2022; Ferreira et al. 2022).

As the studies of galaxies unfolded, our understand-
ing and interest in these objects has deepened. From
observing the spiral arm structure of galaxies for the
first time (Rosse 1850), to the work of Hubble (1926),
with the emergence of photography, developing a system
to differentiate classifications of galaxies with different
visual appearances, now known as the ‘Hubble Tuning
Fork’ in which galaxies are split between ‘late-type’ spi-
ral galaxies, both with and without bars, ‘early-type’
galaxies and irregular galaxies.

Further developments in structural analysis of galax-
ies, allowed for quantitative analysis of galaxies, with de
Vaucouleurs (1948) identifying that all bright ellipticals
follow roughly the same light profile, now known as the
de Vaucouleurs profile. This was later generalised, after
it was found that all galaxies follow a more general form
for light profiles, defined by the Sérsic index (n) (Sérsic
1963).

Developments have continued right up to the present
with telescope observations, first through the Hubble
Space Telescope (HST) and now with JWST, giving us
the capabilities to observe galaxies far beyond the scope
of our local universe, enabling us to observe the first
galaxies from within the Epoch of Reionisation. Over
the past 30 years, HST has pioneered the observations
of galaxy structure in the rest frame optical up to z ~ 3,
with HST observations showing us that galaxies ap-
pear to become progressively smaller, more irregular and
more peculiar as redshift increases (e.g. Conselice 2003;
Lotz et al. 2004; Delgado-Serrano et al. 2010; Mortlock
et al. 2013; Buitrago et al. 2014; Conselice 2014; Schaw-
inski et al. 2014; Whitney et al. 2021).

While HST probed further than ever before, signifi-
cant limitations prevented observations in the rest-frame
optical, with the reddest filter on HST, F160W on Hub-
ble’s Wide Field Camera 3 (WFC3), only probing the
rest-frame optical out to z ~ 2.8. We know that there
are many galaxies which exist beyond this (e.g. Castel-
lano et al. 2022; Donnan et al. 2023; Naidu et al. 2022;

Adams et al. 2023; Atek et al. 2023; Austin et al. 2023;
Curtis-Lake et al. 2023; Finkelstein et al. 2023; Harikane
et al. 2023; Yan et al. 2023; Adams et al. 2024). The
launch of the James Webb Space Telescope now allows
us to probe to much higher redshifts than what HST
was capable of. On board the telescope, the Near In-
frared Camera (NIRCam, Rieke et al. (2005, 2023a))
allows us to observe galaxies in the rest-frame optical
out to z ~ 9, with filters as red as 4.8um (F480M).
Beyond this, JWST also boasts a superior resolution
to better spatially resolve structural features, giving us
much more fidelity than what was previously possible.

Since the launch of JWST, we have seen a great di-
versity in morphology in the early universe. The earliest
JWST structural observations proved the benefit of the
instrument’s superior fidelity, with many galaxies being
re-classified from having a peculiar structure to being
more disc-dominated, with spiral features being directly
observed out to z > 3 (Ferreira et al. 2022; Ferreira et al.
2023; Jacobs et al. 2023; Nelson et al. 2023; Robertson
et al. 2023; Kuhn et al. 2024; Xiao et al. 2024). As evi-
denced through their morphologies, we have further seen
the different evolutionary paths star forming galaxies
(SFGs) take to quiescent galaxies (QGs) (Benton et al.
2024; Clausen et al. 2024; Martorano et al. 2024; Ward
et al. 2024), and how galaxy mergers play a major role
in the increasing size and mass of galaxies at the highest
redshifts (Dalmasso et al. 2024; Duan et al. 2024)

Structural analysis at z > 6 however, is still a rela-
tively understudied topic, and one where further anal-
ysis is needed to better uncover how the first galaxies
formed and how they evolve to what we see in our local
universe. Even the very basic measurements of galaxy
structure in the early universe are lacking, with an im-
mense amount of work left to be done to quantify and
measure and interpret early galaxy structure to infer
evolution.

In this paper, we present a comprehensive quantita-
tive analysis of the structures of galaxies within the early
universe, from z > 6.5, making use of the EPOCHS v1
catalogue (Conselice et al. 2024), utilising both paramet-
ric and non-parametric structural measurements. We
measure galaxy sizes and shapes based on Sérsic pro-
file fitting, to determine how structure evolves from the
early universe, comparing to prior work at lower red-
shifts, z < 8. Further to this, we measure the concen-
tration (C) and Asymmetry (A) non-parametric param-
eters, which we use to determine the fraction of mergers
we see in the early universe. The evolution of these prop-
erties give us a key insight into the evolution of galaxies,
and trace the processes which drive galaxy growth and
quenching processes.



The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2
discusses the data we use in this study and the data
reduction process. Section 3 discusses our selection pro-
cess for our high-redshift catalogue. We explain our fit-
ting process in Section 4 as well as our selection criteria
based on these fits in Section 5. In Section 6 we present
our results, along with a discussion of our results in 7,
and a summary of the paper in 8.

We assume a standard ACDM cosmology throughout,
of Q,, = 0.3, Qy = 0.7 and Hy = 70 kms~' Mpc~!.
Where we refer to a galaxies ‘size’, we are referring to
the half-light radius (R.) of the object. All magnitudes
are given in the AB system throughout (Oke 1974; Oke
& Gunn 1983).

2. DATA AND PROCESSING

In this work we use the EPOCHS survey, a catalog
consisting of 1165 high redshift 6.5 < z < 18 galax-
ies, found within a combination of JWST fields, cover-
ing more than 200 arcmin?. The fields used are from
both JWST public fields, and fields from the JWST
Prime Eztragalactic Areas for Reionization and Lens-
ing Science (PEARLS, PI: R. Windhorst & H. Hammel,
PID: 1176 & 2738) GTO survey (Windhorst et al. 2023).
Each field has been reduced homogeneously, as to give
consistent image and data quality for the catalog as a
whole. Here we give a brief description of each field used
and the reduction process. Further details of the fields
used can be found in Austin et al. (2023); Adams et al.
(2024); Harvey et al. (2024), whilst further details of the
EPOCHS catalog can be found in Conselice et al. (2024).
In this study we use only the F444W band to measure
each galaxy’s structural parameters in the rest-frame op-
tical, additionally we use only the blank regions of each
field, masking out clustered and strongly lensed regions
in cluster fields. Table 1 of Conselice et al. (2024) gives
the total unmasked area and 50 depths of each band in
each field used in this study.

2.1. ERS and GO data

This work makes use of public Farly Release Sur-
vey (ERS) and General Observer (GO) data taken
from Cosmic Fvolution Early Release Science Survey
(CEERS, PID: 1345, PI: S. Finkelstein, see also Bagley
et al. (2023a)), the Great Observatories Origins Deep
Survey South (GOODS-South), a field part of the
JWST Advanced Deep Extragalactic Survey (JADES,
PID:1180, PI: D. Eisenstein, Eisenstein et al. (2023))
which was released publicly as JADES DR1 (Rieke et al.
2023b), the Grism Lens Amplified Survey from Space
survey (GLASS, PID: 1324, PI: T. Treu, Treu et al.
(2022)), the Next Generation Deep Extragalactic Ex-
ploratory Public Survey (NGDEEP, PID: 2079, PIs: S.
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Finkelstein, Papovich and Pirzkal, Bagley et al. (2023b))
and SMACS-0723 (PID: 2736, PI: K. Pontoppidan, Pon-
toppidan et al. (2022)).

We incorporate two HST ACS/WFC bands into our
CEERS data (F606W and F814W) to account for the
vacancy of the FO9OW filter from CEERS observations.
These bands are taken from observations over the Ez-
tended Groth Strip (EGS: Groth et al. (1994)), as part
of the Cosmic Assembly Near-infrared Deep Extragalac-
tic Legacy Survey (CANDELS, Grogin et al. (2011);
Koekemoer et al. (2011)). Similarly we also incorporate
F606W and F814W data into our JADES and NGDEEP
data, taken as part of the most recent mosaic (v2.5) from
the Hubble Legacy Fields team (Illingworth et al. 2017;
Whitaker et al. 2019).

2.2. PEARLS data

This work also makes use of NIRCam imaging taken
as part of the PEARLS GTO survey. In all, we use
data taken from four PEARLS fields; one blank field and
three targeted gravitationally lensed cluster field. The
targeted blank field is the North Ecliptic Pole Time Do-
main Field (NEP-TDF, Jansen & Windhorst (2018)),
consisting of four ’spokes’ orientated at 90 degree inter-
vals, each consisting of a pair of overlapping NIRCam
pointings, giving us 8 pointings in total.

The cluster fields we utilise consist of Clio (GAMA
100033 in the GAMA Galaxy Group Catalog v6+,
Robotham et al. (2011)), El Gordo (ACT-CL J0102-
4915 in the Atacama Cosmology survey Marriage et al.
(2011); Menanteau et al. (2012)) and MACS J0416.1-
2403 (Hereafter called MACS-0416). Each field has data
in 8 NIRCam bands (FO90W, F115W, F150W, F200W,
F277W, F356M, F410M and F444W), apart from Clio
which lacks F115W and F410M data. For full details of
the PEARLS program please see Windhorst et al. (2023)
and Frye et al. (2023).

2.3. JWST NIRCam Data Reduction

We use a modified version of the official JWST re-
duction pipeline to uniformly reduce the JWST imag-
ing. This follows a similar process to that used in Fer-
reira et al. (2022); Adams et al. (2023); Austin et al.
(2023) and is identical to that used in other papers in
the EPOCHS series. A more detailed account of this
pipeline can be found in Adams et al. (2024), which is
summarised below.

In our data reduction, we use version 1.8.2 of the
official STScI JWST pipeline! (Bushouse et al. 2022)
and Calibration Reference Data System (CRDS) v1084,

L https://github.com/spacetelescope/jwst
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which contains the most up-to-date NIRCam calibra-
tions with updated in flight long wavelength flat fielding
which drastically improves depths across a single point-
ing, up to ~ 0.2 dex on average in the F444W filter,
compared to CRDS v0995. To account for ‘wisps’ (short
wavelength artefacts caused by reflections off the tele-
scopes top secondary mirror support strut) we subtract
templates of these wisps from the F150W and F200W
imaging, between stage 1 and 2 of the pipeline. To ac-
count for ’claws’ in our imaging (artefacts from nearby
bright foreground stars), we mask out the regions af-
fected post reduction.

After stage 2, we apply Chris Willott’s 1/ f noise cor-
rection?. To allow for quicker background subtraction
assessment and fine-tuning, we bypass the sky subtrac-
tion step in stage 3 by performing background subtrac-
tion on individual ’cal.fits’ frames. This consists of an
initial flat background subtraction followed by a further
2D background subtraction using photutils (Bradley
et al. 2024a). After stage 3, we align our F444W imaging
with the Gaia-DR3 (Data Release 3, Brown et al. (2018);
Gaia Collaboration et al. (2023)) derived World Co-
ordinate System (WCS) before matching all remaining
filters to this WCS, all using the tweakreg part of the
DrizzlePac?® python package. Finally, we pixel-match to
the F444W image using the astropy reproject® (Hoff-
mann et al. 2021a) to make drizzled images with a pixel
scale of 0.03” /pixel.

3. CATALOGUE AND SAMPLE SELECTION

In this section, we briefly summarise the procedure we
use to create our catalogue and select our high-z candi-
dates that are included in our final sample. Full details
can be found in Conselice et al. (2024).

3.1. Catalogue creation

We use the code SExtractor (Bertin & Arnouts
1996) to identify and take photometry measurements
of sources in each field and pointing. We make use of
forced aperture photometry in all photometric bands on
sources detected in the inverse-variance weighted stack
of the NIRCam F277W, F356W and F444W images
to reliably identify faint sources, and create an initial
photometric catalogue. This includes band fluxes and
magnitudes in both apertures with a radius equal to
the Kron radius (“FLUX_AUTO” and “MAG_AUTO”
e.g.) as well as using a 0.32 arcsecond diameter aperture
(“FLUX_APER” and “MAG_APER” e.g.). To correct

2 https://github.com/chriswillott /jwst
3 https://github.com /spacetelescope/drizzlepac
4 https://reproject.readthedocs.io/en/stable/

for any flux that extends beyond the aperture being used
to measure, we use the point spread function (PSF) us-
ing the simulated WebbPSF PSF’s (Perrin et al. 2014).
Our aperture diameter, of 0.32 arcseconds, was chosen
to enclose the brightest 70-80% of the flux of a point
source, avoiding a large amount of contamination from
neighbouring sources, minimizing the aperture correc-
tion, and reducing the dependence of using PSF models
that are potentially uncertain.

Since SExtractor requires all images to be on the
same pixel grid, we use photutils (Bradley et al. 2024a)
to perform forced photometry using the same 0.32 arc-
second aperture on HST imaging, which is on a different
pixel gird to JWST imaging.

We create masks for our images by eye, covering
diffraction spikes within the image, image edges (~
50 — 100 pixel border around the detector edges), large
foreground galaxies, the cross pattern between the SW
detectors and other artifacts (such as ‘wisps’, ‘claws’
and ‘snowballs’). We calculate depths, by placing ran-
dom apertures with diameters of 0.32 arcseconds into
empty regions as defined by the segmentation map cre-
ated by SExtractor and our own image masks, in each
band. These apertures are placed > 1” from the nearest
source, to ensure there is no overlap.

We use the flux measurements of the nearest 200 aper-
tures of each source, to calculate the local depth for the
source. We do this for each source in every filter. Using
these local depths, we calculate the Normalised Median
Absolute Deviation (NMAD) of the fluxes measured in
each aperture, which corresponds to the 1o flux uncer-
tainty, which we convert into a 5o depth. The total un-
masked area used for each field in this study, along with
their 50 depths, can be found in Table 1 of Conselice
et al. (2024).

3.2. High-z selection

For our analysis in this work, we select a sample
of high-redshift objects using a selection criteria based
primarily on photometric Spectral Energy Distribution
(SED) fitting performed using the fitting code EAZY-py
(Brammer et al. 2008). Our aim is to select a robust
sample of galaxies above z > 6.5, where the Lyman break
is within the NIRCam F090W filter.

We make use of the standard “tweak_fsps” templates,
produced using the flexible stellar population synthe-
sis (FSPS) package (Conroy & Gunn 2010), along with
set 1 and 4 from the bluer Larson et al. (2023a) tem-
plate set (“fsps_larson”). These additional templates
have bluer rest-frame UV colors than the default tem-
plates, as well as stronger emission lines, both of which
have been observed in high-redshift galaxies (e.g. Finkel-



stein et al. 2022; Withers et al. 2023; Austin et al. 2024;
Nanayakkara et al. 2024; Cullen et al. 2024). These
templates have been shown to improve the accuracy
of photo-z estimates at high redshifts by Larson et al.
(2023D).

We initially run EAZY-py twice, one where the redshift
prior is free (0 < z < 25), as well as a low redshift
run with an upper redshift limit of z < 6, allowing us
to compare the goodness of fit for both runs. This is
required for our selection criteria, and has previously
been performed for high-z galaxy identification in the
past (Hainline et al. 2024).

Our selection criteria for high redshift galaxies are as
follows.

1. We require there to be at least 1 photometric band
bluewards of the Lya break at Arest = 1216A, giv-
ing us a lower limit of z >~ 6.5 in most of our fields.

2. Any filter bluewards of the Lya break must have
a detection of < 30 in those bands.

3. The 2 bands directly redward of the Ly« break
must have a detection of 50, and those further red-
ward must have a detection of > 20, with excep-
tion of the NIRCam medium-bands (e.g. F335M).

4. The integral of the EAZY-py redshift probability
density function (PDF) must be greater than 60%
within 10% of the maximum likelihood to ensure
the majority of the posterior is located within the
primary peak.

5. We require the best-fitting EAZY-py SED fitting to
satisfy x%4 < 3(6) for a robust (good) fit.

6. To ensure a higher-redshift solution is statistically
more probable, we require a difference of Ax? ; >
4 between the low-z and the high-z solutions.

7. To remove Milky Way brown dwarf contami-
nants, we require the best-fitting high-z solu-
tion and the best-fitting brown dwarf template to
have a Ax2, > 4. This is only applied if the
FLUX_RADIUS parameter (from SExtractor) in
the F444W band is smaller than the FWHM of
the PSF. To remove these contaminants, we fit a
synthetic Sonora Bobcat template (Marley et al.
2021) using a simple x? minimisation. For more
information we direct the reader to Harvey et al.
(2024).

8. To avoid the selection of over-sampled hot pixels
from the LW detectors as F200W dropouts, we
require the FLUX_RADIUS parameter to be > 1.5
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pixels in the long-wavelength wideband NIRCam
bands (F277W, F356W and F444W).

To account for surface brightness profile modelling
often incorrectly identifying the boundaries of a faint
galaxy with a low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), we make
a cut of SNR > 10 of aperture flux in the F444W fil-
ter to eliminate less reliable models entering our final
sample, giving us an initial sample of 567 galaxies. The
redshift distribution of our sample, along with the SNR
cut are shown in Fig. 1. We note that there is a dip in
the number of objects found at z ~ 10, this is likely due
to photo-z scattering as a result of the placement of the
observed wavelength of the Lyman break. At this red-
shift, the break falls in a gap between the F115W and
F150W NIRCam filters, leading to an object’s photo-
metric redshift being slightly overestimated or underes-
timated. As a result of this, when we define our redshift
bins, we combine bins containing objects at z ~ 10 with
objects at 9.5 < z < 11.5.

3.3. Stellar Mass Measures

We also measure based on the SEDs of our sample
and their photometric redshfits, the stellar masses of our
sample using the code Bagpipes (Carnall et al. 2018).
A large amount of detail for how these masses are calcu-
lated are include in Harvey et al. (2024) and Conselice
et al. (2024), although we give a summary of our meth-
ods here for completeness.

We use the Bagpipes code with a range of models, pri-
ors and star formation histories, which can have a large
impact on derived galaxy properties (e.g. Carnall et al.
2018). Through our previous analysis (Harvey et al.
2024) we have many different possible stellar masses to
use under different assumptions in parametric and non-
parametric methods.

However, in this paper we present results of our fidu-
cial Bagpipes run. These stellar masses are calculated
using a log-normal star formation history with loga-
rithmic priors on age, dust extinction, and metallicity.
This log-normal star formation history was pick by us
to represent the predicted ’rising’ star formation rate
of high—z galaxies (e.g. Adams et al. 2024). As we
and many others have found that the quantification of
dust, metallicity, and age are difficult to constrain ac-
curately based on photometry alone, our prior leads to
at times low ages, low dust extinction and low metallic-
ity, which is predicted by simulations and confirmed by
spectroscopy. We assume Calzetti dust emission, ISM
extinction and stellar population models from Bruzual
& Charlot (2003). To calculate these masses we use an
informative redshift prior based on our EAZY results,
with a Gaussian centered on the median of the EAZY
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Figure 1: Redshift distribution of the EPOCHS v1 sample, with our 100 SNR cut used in this work, in the form
of the black dashed line. Gray squares are galaxies not included in this work due to having a SNR below 100, while
green circles are those that are included in this work. The histogram shows the redshift distribution both before and
after the SNR cut. The redshift axis is shared between both plots.

redshift posterior, and standard deviation based on the
average of the 16 and 84th percentiles of the PDF, and
capped at +30.

4. MORPHOLOGICAL FITTING

In this work, we use GALFIT to model 2D light profiles
(Peng et al. 2002; Peng et al. 2010), and Morfometryka

to measure non-parametric parameters (Ferrari et al.
2015)

4.1. GALFIT

We utilise GALFIT (Peng et al. 2002; Peng et al. 2010)
to fit a single Sérsic light profile to each galaxy. GALFIT
is a least-squares-fitting algorithm, which utilises a
Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm to find an optimum
surface brightness profile for each galaxy, determined
via a goodness-of-fit test to find the best fitting model

through the reduced chi squared minimisation, x2; .
The x2,, is given by:

W Npor 1y—1 o (x’y)z

(1)
summed over all nx and ny pixels where Npop is the
number of degrees of freedom. As can be seen from
equation 1, GALFIT requires a data image, from which a
given galaxy’s surface brightness is measured, fyata, and
a sigma image, or error map, o which gives the relative
error at each pixel within the image, which is then used
to calculate a model image fiodel-

In this work, we run GALFIT for NIRCam’s F444W
band, to best probe the rest frame optical to minimise
the effect of morphological K-correction, as the morpho-
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logical structure for an observed galaxy changes as a
function of wavelength, both qualitatively and quanti-
tatively (Taylor-Mager et al. 2007).

From GALFIT, the calculated Sérsic profile follows the

form:
&) ) e

where n is the Sérsic index, which controls the shape
of the light profile, I(R) is the intensity of light at a
distance R from the galaxy’s centre, R, is the half-light
radius, where 50% of light is contained within and I is
the intensity of light at the half-light radius (Sérsic 1963;
Ciotti 1991; Caon et al. 1993). b,, can be approximated
to be b(n) &~ 2n — & + it + 5= (Ciotti & Bertin
1999). GALFIT gives us the best fit values for each term,
along with the error bars, which are calculated through
the same method, a full description of the GALFIT error
calculation can be found in Peng et al. (2002).

We run a custom GALFIT pipeline in order to model
single-component Sérsic fits and measure their parame-
ters. This is done through the following.

I(R) =I.exp {bn

1. Cutouts: We create cutouts for each object of
100 x 100 pixels (3 x 3 arcsec). This creates a
cutout which encompasses the entire source and
ensures the surface brightness profile of the galaxy
is enclosed within. Following the same dimensions,
we also make cutouts for the sigma image that
GALFIT is required to run. For this image we take
a cutout of the ‘ERR’ extension of our images,
which is a measure of the RMS noise of the image.
The addition of this sigma image allows GALFIT to
give a relative weight to the pixels during the fit,
if an image is not provided, GALFIT will attempt
to make one itself, however the data must be in a
specific form for this to be done properly. To avoid
this, and for the best results, we provide our own.
GALFIT further requires the inclusion of a mask,
which prevents other objects in the image from
being included in the Sérsic model being made.
To make these masks, we use the SExtractor seg-
mentation maps, and exclude the object we want
modelled, leaving us with a segmentation map of
objects to be excluded from the fitting process.

2. Input parameters: GALFIT requires initial esti-
mates for each parameter, which it then iterates
upon to find the best fitting model. The parame-
ters required are the position of the x and y coor-
dinates of the object being modelled in the image,
total magnitude, half-light radius, axis ratio, po-
sition angle and Sérsic index. Similarly to Kartal-

tepe et al. (2023); Ormerod et al. (2024), we use
the SExtractor catalogue for our initial param-
eter estimates. These catalogues do not contain
values for the Sérsic index, so we estimate this to
be n = 1 initially and allow the fitting process
to determine the best fitting value. We find that
altering the initial value of the Sérsic index does
not significantly change the output, since these in-
put parameters are just initial estimates and do
not need to be particularly accurate. We further
provide constraints on the model to ensure that
the correct object is being modelled, this is done
by constraining the image position to be within 5
pixels of the initial estimate.

3. PSF: GALFIT requires the appropriate PSF. We
obtain our PSF models using the package WebbPSF
(Perrin et al. 2014), and resample to our pixel
scale. When dealing with objects which are com-
parable in size to the PSF, it is important we en-
sure our PSF is reliable, for this reason we test the
performance of different PSF models in Appendix
C.

4.2. Morfometryka

We used the algorithm Morfometryka (Ferrari et al.
2015) for non parametric measurements of the photome-
try and morphological parameters. In the current imple-
mentation, given the galaxy stamp and PSF, the code in-
teractively estimates the background by sigma-clipping
sources, segments the sources and deblends them if
needed. In the segmented region it measures the stan-
dard geometric properties (center, axis length and ratio,
position angle) using image moments; these values are
used to define equally spaced similar ellipses based on
which basic photometry is performed. The Petrosian ra-
dius, R,, is defined where the ratio (I(R))/I(R) = 5 (the
ratio of the mean intensity inside the ellipse and the in-
tensity over the ellipse) is reached (Petrosian 1976). The
photometric measurements are truncated at 2R, and an
elliptical region with the same shape as the galaxy and
with major axis of 2R, is defined; later measurements
are made in this Petrosian region. Other sources from
segmentation and deblending are kept masked out in this
region. Similarly, the Kron radius (Kron 1980), i.e. the
intensity weighted average radius, is measured by two
different methods. Both R, and Rj, are efforts to ascer-
tain some estimate of the galaxy size in a robust way,
insensitive to noise and given that we do not observe the
galaxy outer limits.

Standard morphometric parameters are calculated as
in Conselice (2003); Ferrari et al. (2015) and refer-
ences therein. From the luminosity growth curve, the
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Science Image Model Image Residual Image

Figure 4: Example runs of GALFIT from galaxies used in this work. Each example displays the original cutout image
(left panel), single Sérsic model (middle panel) and residual (right panel), with the exception of the top panel which
shows an example where neighbouring galaxies within the cutout have also been modelled with their own single Sérsic
profile.
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radii Ry containing a fraction f% of total light, f €
{10,20,...100}, are measured. From them the concen-
trations
Rg() RQO
C1 =5log — and Cs =5log — 3
' Roo Rso 3)
are calculated. The standard asymmetry A — the nor-
malized sum of the residual between the original image
and the 180° rotated version — is measured, choosing the
center that minimizes its value.

5. SAMPLE SELECTION

We choose galaxies for our analysis by making selec-
tions based on the GALFIT outputs for each object. Do-
ing so checks the goodness of fit, and removes objects
that have unphysical output parameters. While GALFIT
does output a x? value, we do not use this when making
our selection, as GALFIT only uses this value to deter-
mine when it has reached the best fitting, and a high
x? value on a single Sérsic model could also be due to a
more peculiar structure. Instead, we make our selections
based on the output parameters, as well as the Residual
flux fraction (RFF) values.

5.1. GALFIT criteria

In order for a galaxy to pass as a good fit, we require
the GALFIT single Sérsic model to pass the following cri-
teria:

1. 0.01 < R, (pixels) < 50. This requires that the
half light radius can not take up more than half
the cutout, and also can not be so small that it is
unphysical.

2. 0.05 < n < 10. This removes unphysical outputs
of sérsic indices.

3. (b/a) > 0.01. This requires the best fit axis ratio
to not be unphysical. This is particularly impor-
tant for fainter objects, whose fits sometimes con-

verge on a very small axis ratio (van der Wel et al.
2012).

We discuss how many objects pass these criteria in
section 5.3 and what aspect galaxies we remove are fail-
ing within these criteria. We also discuss these ‘rejected’
galaxies in more detail later.

5.2. Residual Flur Fraction

We make further cuts to our sample after calculating
the RFF on those objects which passed our checks as
detailed in Section 5.1. The RFF gives us a measure
of how well the model created by GALFIT matches our

original image, by giving us a measure of the signal in the
residual image, that can not be explained by background
fluctuations. Similar to Margalef-Bentabol et al. (2016),
we define the RFF to be:

— >\ ik = It = 08 3 ok @
B FLUX_AUTO

where I is the NIRCam image that is input to GALFIT,
JGALFIT g the model image created by GALFIT, op is
the background of the RMS image, and FLUX_AUTO
is the flux of the galaxy measured through SExtrac-
tor. The 0.8 factor ensures that the expected value for
the RFF is 0 for a Gaussian noise error image (Hoyos
et al. 2011). The RFF is calculated within the radius
of 2 FLUX_RADIUS, which is a half-light radius mea-
surement measured with SExtractor. We calculate the
background term op; by following the same method
used in Margalef-Bentabol et al. (2016), where we as-
sume that:

Y oBjn=N{os), (5)
(7,k)eA

where (o) is the mean value of the background for the
whole image. We calculate this by placing apertures on
blank regions of the sigma image we use as an input to
GALFIT (see section 4.1) and finding the mean of these
aperture regions. The value N is the number of pixels
within the radius we are calculating the RFF within.
In order to utilise the RFF to further make cuts to our
sample, we decide to have a cutoff RFF value of 0.5,
keeping anything that has RFF < 0.5. This allows us
to remove objects whose light has been either very over-
accounted for or very under-accounted for.

Should any galaxy fail to meet these criteria, we pass
the object through GALFIT again, this time holding the
Sérsic index at a fixed value of n = 0.05. We discuss the
effect of holding the Sérsic index in Appendix A. If this
model continues to fail to meet the required criteria, we
then reject it from our final sample.

Again, we discuss how many objects pass our RFF
test in section 5.3.

5.3. Final Sample

We next check each galaxy for any nearby potential
neighbours which could interfere with our model out-
come, which we would model simultaneously as a sepa-
rate single Sérsic surface profile model. We opt to model
these neighbours instead of masking them out, since our
masks do not always sufficiently mask out the neigh-
bours outermost light, or the mask may inadvertently
cover some of the object we are interested in, leading
to unreliable models. We do this for 62 objects in our
initial catalogue.



From our initial 567 galaxies, 448 galaxies pass our
criteria check, leading us to holding the Sérsic index
values of the remaining 119 galaxies. Of those 119 that
failed this initial selection, 29 objects failed due to hav-
ing a half-light radius which was too large or too small,
a further 55 objects were deemed to have an unphysi-
cal Sérsic index and finally, out of the remaining failed
objects, a further 35 were removed for failing our RFF
criteria. No objects were cut based on their best fit axis
ratio. Once we create new models for these 119 galax-
ies, with a held Sérsic index, a further 73 objects pass
our criteria, with us removing the remaining 46 galaxies
from our final sample, 10 removed due to their measured
half-light radius and 36 due to the RFF.

At the end of this process we are left with a final
sample of 521 galaxies with a single Sérsic profile model
which passes our selection criteria. Within this sam-
ple we have 448 galaxies with a Sérsic index allowed to
vary, and 73 with a fixed Sérsic index of 0.05. Cutouts
for each object in our final sample are displayed in Fig.
2 (split into panel a and b), whilst those objects that
failed our selection criteria can be found in Fig. 3. Ex-
ample GALFIT outputs can be seen in Fig. 4, and the
distribution of our parametric Sérsic index and half-light
radii values are found in Fig. 5.

6. RESULTS
6.1. Size-mass relation

As stated in section 4, we measure our galaxy sizes,
which we convert into their physical sizes in kpc, through
GALFIT. We plot our measured half-light radii and their
Bagpipes SED-measured stellar mass for each redshift
bin and plot them in Fig. 6. Our stellar masses are mea-
sured with a log-normal star formation history (SFH), as
measured through Harvey et al. (2024). We find a best
fit line for our lowest redshift bin (6.5 < z < 7.5), as this
bin is the most galaxy abundant, and use the gradient
found from this fit as a fixed gradient best fit line for
the remaining redshift bins. We find that galaxy sizes
get progressively smaller and more compact at increas-
ing redshift for a given mass even in the high-redshift
regime. Through our size-mass relation, a galaxy of
mass log(M,/Mg) = 8 is seen to grow from ~ 370 pc
to ~ 565 pc, an increase of ~ 53% in size between our
highest and lowest redshift bins, at a time interval of
~ 400 Myr. The parameters for our best fit lines are
found in Table 1.

We take care to note the inclusion of objects known
as ‘Little Red Dots’ (LRDs), a population of red objects
with a distinctive ‘V-shaped’ SED. We highlight those
objects which meet the LRD criteria from Kokorev et al.
(2024) with a red circle in this analysis. We highlight
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these objects as LRDs have been observed to have char-
acteristic compact sizes and high stellar masses (Akins
et al. 2024; Kokorev et al. 2024; Labbe et al. 2023).

This trend of smaller, more compact, galaxies of a
certain mass with increasing redshift is also seen in sim-
ulated data presented by LaChance et al. (2024). They
conduct mock observations through the ASTRID simu-
lation (Bird et al. 2022; Ni et al. 2022) at 3 < z < 6,
based on the CEERS field, which predicts an evolution
of the size-mass relation with increasing redshift. While
our redshift range is not within the same range in their
simulations, we see a similar evolution for a higher red-
shift range, falling in line with what is seen in simula-
tions presented by LaChance et al. (2024).

The galaxies in our sample exhibit stellar masses
which are smaller than those used by LaChance et al.
(2024). In the ASTRID simulation, a mass cut of
log(M,/Mg) > 9 is applied, however it is stated that
the simulation finds an overabundance of galaxies with
log(M./Mg) > 9.5 when compared to what is seen in
the CEERS field (by a factor of 1.6-1.9). Conversely,
there is an under abundance found for the number of
galaxies with masses below the mass cut that are re-
solved well enough to make morphological fitting reli-
able. This is argued to be a result of their imaging
pipeline, and an indication of some difference in proper-
ties between the low mass galaxies in their simulations
and those seen in observations. Due to this, our sample
contains more lower mass galaxies, at higher redshifts,
than what is seen in their simulation.

Redshift Gradient | log,, (Reolkpc])
6.5 <z <75 |0.04+002 -0.6
75<z <85 - 0.7
85<z<95 - -0.72

Z>95 - -0.77

Table 1: Best line fit parameters for our size-mass rela-
tions in Fig. 6. All lines have the same gradient, found
for our lowest redshift bin 6.5 < z < 7.5 and held con-
stant for all other bins due to low number statistics.

6.2. Size and Sérsic evolution

Having found evidence for an evolving size-mass rela-
tion into the high redshift regime, we next focus on how
galaxy sizes and Sérsic indices evolve into these early
epochs. Fig. 7 plots our average galaxy sizes in different
redshift bins, along with a fitted power law to our data
with its error and extrapolated power laws from pre-
vious works (van Dokkum et al. 2010; Costantin et al.
2023; Ormerod et al. 2024; Varadaraj et al. 2024). Also
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Figure 5: Distributions of different parametric morphological parameters, as measured through GALFIT for our sample.
Left panel: distribution of Sérsic index (n). Right panel: distribution of half-light radii (R.) converted into kpc.

plotted are the sizes of individual galaxies from previ-
ous work, Yang et al. (2022) from early JWST data,
and Bridge et al. (2019) from HST data. The top panel
displays our extrapolated power for lower redshifts that
what has been observed, down to a redshift of z = 0,
while the lower panel showcases just the observed red-
shift range with galaxy sizes in log scale.

All other previous work shown utilises JWST data
with the exceptions of van Dokkum et al. (2010) which
uses NOAO/Yale NEWFIRM Medium Band Survey
data, Costantin et al. (2023) which utilises TNG50
simulations to produce mock CEERS observations and
Bridge et al. (2019) which uses HST data.

Our extrapolated best fit power law fit, which can be
found in equation 6, follows a similar trend to what is
observed at lower redshifts. As redshift decreases we see
a predicted increase in galaxy size, with a steeper in-
crease emerging after z ~ 6, matching what is observed
in size studies at z < 6.

The study by Ormerod et al. (2024) similarly analysed
the evolution of galaxy sizes, in the rest-frame optical,
with increasing redshift, for a lower redshift range of
0.5 < z < 8 using 1395 galaxies from JWST CEERS
data. We plot both their data points and fitted power
law to better compare the size evolution of galaxies
through JWST data. Ormerod et al. (2024) find that
galaxies become progressively smaller and more com-
pact with increasing redshift. Whilst it had been known
for a number of years that galaxy sizes become smaller
beyond z ~ 3, this was the first time such an analy-
sis had been conducted and this trend seen with JWST
data for redshifts beyond this.

As redshift increases, at around z > 3 the size pro-
gression starts to taper off, as less time passes between
each redshift interval, which means there is less time
for galaxy sizes to evolve between each higher redshift

interval. Varadaraj et al. (2024) also conducted a sim-
ilar galaxy size evolution analysis, observing 1668 rest-
frame UV-bright Lyman-break galaxies at 3 < z < 5
with log(M,/Mg) > 9.5, from the JWST PRIMER sur-
vey. The evolution found here is in agreement to those
in similar JWST work, which we find to be for our entire
sample:

R, =274+ 049 (1 4 2)” 079500 ke, (6)
When analysing the galaxies found in our work, we find
evidence that this decrease in size at increasing redshift
continues into the higher redshift regime. Our average
galaxy sizes for each redshift bin can be found in Table
2. We do find however our galaxies appear to be smaller
than what extrapolations predict in previous works, this
is likely due to a lack of a mass cut performed at these
higher redshifts. The sample used in Ormerod et al.
(2024) have masses of log(M./Mg) > 9.5, and simi-
larly those used in Varadaraj et al. (2024) include masses
log(M,/Mg) > 9. At these higher redshifts, no mass cut
is performed in order to maximise the size of our sam-
ple, as the number of massive galaxies found at these
redshifts are much smaller than what is found at lower
redshifts. This is not an ideal comparison, but it is rare
to find galaxies at such high masses at high-z, and thus
this is a first analysis of the samples we do find.

Our average sizes are more comparable to the sizes of
individual galaxies found in Yang et al. (2022); Bridge
et al. (2019). Work by Yang et al. (2022) consists of
JWST data of 19 photometrically selected bright galax-
ies at z > 7 within the GLASS ERS program, whose
sizes have been measured in their optical rest-frame,
finding and demonstrating that NIRCam is capable of
imaging half-light radii down to ~ 100pc at these high
redshifts. The galaxies presented in Bridge et al. (2019),
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Figure 6: Size-mass relation, with best fit lines for each redshift bin. For each bin, the gradient is fixed based on the
best fitting line for the lowest Redshift bin of 6.5 < z < 7.5. Data points are individual galaxies, with their half-light
radii errors as output by GALFIT. Data points are coloured by their corresponding redshift bin, following the same
colour scheme as the best fitting lines. Dashed lines in the top right are simulation results taken from the ASTRID
simulation (LaChance et al. 2024). Red circled data points are those considered to be a little red dot (LRD), which

meet the LRD criteria from Kokorev et al. (2024).
Redshift | Re (kpc) | Sérsic Index

7 0.537035 | 0.87151%
8 0.487543% | 0.96%5:0;
9 0441530 | 1.217 030

105 | 0.42799 | 0.86707%
12 0.29%0:07 | 0.8475%9
Table 2: Median half-light radii and Sérsic index values,

as measured in the F444W band for each redshift bin.
Errors given are 84th and 16th percentiles.

called “The Super Eight”, are 8 very luminous high red-
shift (7.1 < z < 8.0) galaxy candidates, using HST and

Spitzer data. The sizes of these galaxies are measured
using the HST F160W filter, and have masses of the
order log(M./Mg) ~ 10.

We find further evidence of galaxy sizes continuing
to decrease at these redshifts by repeating the same
analysis with alternative size measurements. Through
Morfometryka we take measurements for the Petrosian
radius (Rp), the Kron radius measured both through
photutils (P_Rkron) and by the code itself from within
the Petrosian region (Rpkron), as well as the half-light
radii from within the Petrosian region (R50) and within
the Kron region as measured with photutils (P_R50).
Each of these parameters follow the same decreasing
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Figure 7: Average galaxy half-light radii for galax-
ies within our sample. The black-dashed line shows
the best fitting power-law, with the form R, = 2.74 +
0.49 (1 + Z)—O.79i0.08, with the grey shaded area show-
ing the error of the power-law fit. The grey circular
points are the median values of each redshift bin, with
the errors being the length of the 84th and 16th per-
centiles. The previous work in the figure uses JWST
data, except for Bridge et al. (2019) which uses HST
data, van Dokkum et al. (2010) which uses NOAO/Yale
NEWFIRM Medium Band Survey Data and Costantin
et al. (2023) which uses simulations to produce mock
CEERS observations. For Bridge et al. (2019) only red-
shift errors are plotted, as radius errors are not provided.

trend, becoming smaller as redshift increases. These
can be seen in Fig. 8. Since the Petrosian radius is a
measure of the ‘total’ size of a galaxy, often measured
out to the ‘edge’, this shows that galaxies are growing
not just in half-light radii, but also in terms of the total
size.

Ormerod et al. (2024) further finds a trend of decreas-
ing Sersic index n at increasing redshift, before plateau-
ing at z ~ 5 to n ~ 1 for the highest bins in their

analysis, suggesting that there are a higher proportion
of disc-type galaxies in the early universe. We plot our
average values of n for our redshift bins in Fig. 9, finding
that the average values of n tend to also stay constant at
n ~ 1at z > 6.5. While we do note this result, it should
also be noted that our scatter is much larger than what
is seen in Ormerod et al. (2024). This is quite interest-
ing and shows that there is a wide diversity of galaxy
morphology in the early universe, including for galaxies
which have values n > 3, similar to giant elliptical galax-
ies today (Figure 5). However, these systems are very
low mass and therefore may represent a type of compact
galaxy which does not exist often in the nearby universe.
In order to better constrain these results, for statistical
purposes a larger sample size may be necessary at these
higher redshifts, to more reliably and more confidently
draw conclusions of how n evolves in the early universe.
We further explore how reliably we are measuring Sérsic
indices in Appendix D. Our average values for R, and
n can be found in Table 2.

6.3. C-A Diagram

Another important aspect in analysing the morphol-
ogy of galaxies, and how they evolve to be the way we see
them today, is by analysing the rate at which galaxies
merge with each other. One theory as to how galaxies
grow in both size and mass, is that galaxies formed much
smaller and less massive than what we see today. These
smaller galaxies are thought to have merged to create
the larger more massive galaxies we see more locally,
with larger mergers dictating the shape of the galaxy
altogether.

One method to separate galaxies between their mor-
phology, and class those that are merging, is through the
non-parametric analysis of the Concentration (C) and
Asymmetry (A) parameters. We can classify whether a
galaxy in this study is a merger using the widely used
asymmetry criteria, as derived through HST work (Con-
selice 2003), of:

A>035 & A>S. (7)

We measure the C and A parameters using
Morfometryka in the rest-frame optical, for the same
galaxies that passed the goodness of fit check for each
GALFIT fitting, and plot the parameters against each
other in Fig. 10. We find within our sample 63 merger
candidates, and derive a merger fraction, defined in
equation 8 as the fraction of classified merger galaxies
of the total number of galaxies, where N,, is the to-
tal number of mergers and Ny, is the total number of
galaxies.
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For our sample, we find a merger fraction of f,, = 0.12+
0.07, in close agreement with previous JWST work at
higher redshifts (Duan et al. 2024). This agrees very well
with how the merger fraction is measured using galaxy
pairs, a completely independent approach (e.g., Duan
et al. 2024). In terms of structure Dalmasso et al. (2024)
conducted a similar study, looking at galaxy mergers at
4.0 < z < 9.0, finding 64 galaxy merger candidates, and
a merger fraction of f,, = 0.11 £ 0.04, with no evidence
of redshift evolution of f,,.

Our work along with the work of Dalmasso et al.
(2024), extends the previously seen constant trend of
merger fractions beyond what was previously seen at
z < 6.0 (e.g., Conselice et al. 2003; Lin et al. 2008;

Conselice et al. 2009; Bluck et al. 2012; Conselice 2014;
Loépez-Sanjuan et al. 2009; Jogee et al. 2009; Mundy
et al. 2017; Duncan et al. 2019; Kim et al. 2021; Con-
selice et al. 2022), who all find the merger fraction to
oscillate around f,, ~ 0.10. From these previous works
and our own, there does not seem to be any evidence
of the merger fraction having any strong dependencies
on redshift after z ~ 4, although does increase from
z~0—4.

We further search for any correlation with specific star
formation rates (sSFR) with their distribution on the
C-A diagram. We colour each object based on its sSFR
value in Fig. 10, as measured through Conselice et al.
(2024), from which we find no correlation to the star for-
mation of our sample with the concentration and asym-
metry merger classification. We also find this to be the
case for the mass of objects within our sample. This is
further confirmation that structure and star formation
rate, as we are measuring both at the current time, do
not seem to correlate strongly in the early universe (e.g.,
Conselice et al. 2024).

6.4. Axis-ratio

We further analyse the structure of our galaxies by
looking at the projection of our sample’s axis-ratio with
galaxy size. Fig. 11 shows our projected (b/a) —
log(R.) diagram. These plots are split by mass, with
the left panel containing galaxies with stellar masses
log (M,/Mg) = 7.0-9.0, and log (M./Mg) =9.0—11.0
in the right panel. Both panels contain galaxies with
redshifts z > 6.5.

Similar to the work presented by Pandya et al. (2024),
focusing specifically on their analysis of CEERS galaxies
of mass log (M./Mg) = 9.0 — 10.5 at redshifts 0.5 <
z < 8.0, we find our sample traces out a ‘banana’ shape
in the projected axis-ratio size plot, with smaller, more
compact galaxies appearing to have a rounder axis-ratio.
Pandya et al. (2024) finds a deficit of rounder objects as
mass decreases, leaving an excess of low b/a objects. We
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compare the distribution of our lower mass bin to the
highest redshift, lowest mass bin from work presented by
Pandya et al. (2024), displayed in Fig. 12. This work
finds a differing trend in comparison, with our lower
mass objects being more compact and thus giving us an
excess of round objects, with a deficit of low b/a objects.
We examine in the next subsection how reliable these
and the other structural results are through the use of
simulations, and discuss their implications in §7.

6.5. Comparison with Image Simulations

When observing the structure of galaxies at differing
redshifts on this scale, it is important to consider the
fact that the surface brightness of galaxies declines as
(14 2)*, which can significantly alter the structural ap-
pearance of a galaxy as observed through a telescope
(Whitney et al. 2020; Whitney et al. 2021). As a re-
sult of this, it is very important to ensure that what we
see in our results are as a result of real evolutionary ef-

fects, or if they are more likely to be a consequence of
the declining nature of the surface brightness of these
galaxies causing them to just look smaller. Previous
work with HST and JWST up to z ~ 8 suggests that we
can still accurately measure their structural parameters
(e.g., Whitney et al. 2020; Whitney et al. 2021; Ormerod
et al. 2024).

In order to extend our understanding of this issue at
the highest redshifts with JWST, we take a sub-sample
of 285 of galaxies at redshifts 6.5 < z < 7.5 from our
sample of well fit galaxies, which do not have neighbour-
ing galaxies nearby. Each galaxy has simulated images
created at redshift intervals of Az = 1 starting at its
nearest next redshift integer value, up to a redshift of
z = 12. These simulated images include all known cos-
mological effects, to separate real evolutionary effects
from redshift effects.
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In order to carry out these simulations we use the code
AREIA®. Here we give a brief description of the code, but
for more details on how the code works please see Tohill
et al. (2021) and Whitney et al. (2021).

The source galaxy is first extracted from the original
cutout, which is done through constructing a segmenta-
tion map which is handled through the code GALCLEANS.
From here, the image is geometrically re-binned, taking
it from the redshift of the source, to the desired targeted
redshift, all while preserving the sources flux. Doing so
ensures that sources simulated to higher redshifts have
the correct geometric scaling due to the adopted cosmol-
ogy. Once done, the re-binned image has its flux scaled
to follow cosmological dimming effects up to the desired
redshift, shot noise is also sampled from each source’s
new light distribution and convolved with the JWST
F444W PSF. Finally the source, now at the desired red-
shift, is placed onto a random real background image
taken from the same field that the source is originally
from. Doing this for each of our sub sample galaxies
gives us a total of 1294 simulated images.

To measure the structural parameters of our simu-
lated images, we follow the same methodology as de-
tailed in section 4.1, and follow the same selection cri-
teria detailed in section 5.1, which our original sample

5 https://github.com/astroferreira/areia
6 https://github.com/astroferreira/galclean

are subjected to, in order to ensure our measurements
are robust. Each simulated image has its signal-to-noise
remeasured by using the same local depths, and taking
photometry within the same 0.32 arcsecond aperture of
the simulated image. From this we only measure those
simulated images which have SNR > 100.

To compare how our redshift simulations affect their
measured structural parameters, we focus on the frac-
tional change between the parameter at its photometric
redshift and the parameter at a given simulated redshift,
of the form w where x is the parameter measured
at a simulated redshift, and x is the parameter value at
the objects photometric redshift. In order to avoid the
possibility of AREIA adding any artifacts that may affect
the measurements between a real image and the simu-
lated images, we also simulate the source at its initial
photometric redshift, and use the measurements taken
from these images to compare to the measurements from
galaxies simulated at other redshifts.

We plot the average fractional changes for each param-
eter used in this work, along with their uncertainty in
Fig. 13, with positive fractional changes indicating the
parameter value increasing when simulated to a higher
redshift. We further obtain lines of best fit to each
parameter using the emcee python package (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013). We find a linear fit best fits our
simulated data for each parameter, with gradients and
gradient errors shown in Table 3.
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Parameter Gradient
Half-light Radius (Re [kpc])  0.008 £ 0.002
Sérsic index (n) —0.057 £ 0.012
Axis-Ratio (b/a) —0.002 + 0.005
Asymmetry (A) —0.008 £ 0.007
Concentration (C) 0.089 £ 0.007

Table 3: Results from best fit lines for fractional
changes of each structural parameter from redshift sim-
ulations, as found through the emcee python package.
We find that our gradients are relatively flat, in partic-
ular for sizes, axis-ratio and asymmetry, with a slight
negative slope for Sérsic index and a steeper increase in
concentration.

We find for our sub-sample that average galaxy sizes,
axis-ratio measurements and asymmetry values do not
differ significantly when simulated at higher redshifts,
showing a relatively flat slope. For Sérsic index values
we find a slightly steeper negative slope, decreasing on
average by ~ 30% over our redshift range. We do find
that concentration measurements differ the most signif-
icantly over our redshift range, increasing on average by
~ 50%. While these two parameters vary more signifi-
cantly, we do not use them in this analysis to make any
conclusions, but it should be noted for any future work.

These results indicate that our observed trend of de-
creasing galaxy sizes with redshift for our real objects,
as well as observed higher axis-ratio values, are due to
real evolutionary effects and not redshift effects, with
simulated galaxy images having very similar size mea-
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dashed lines to the data are found through emcee, with gradient values shown in Table 3.

surements at all redshifts, showing that the trends seen
here are due to a change in galactic properties at increas-
ing redshift. Moreover we see little change in asymme-
try values which indicates that merger classifications are
also not impacted by affects due to redshift.

7. DISCUSSION

The results presented in this work reveal a range of ob-
servational trends in galaxy structure out to a redshift
which has not yet been studied before in great detail.
One of our results shows us that galaxies continue to
get progressively smaller as redshift increases, even up
to z ~ 12. The evolutionary decrease in galaxy sizes has
long been observed, through HST (e.g. Ferguson et al.
2004; Trujillo et al. 2007; Hathi et al. 2008; Buitrago
et al. 2008; van Dokkum et al. 2010; van der Wel et al.
2012) and more recently through JWST (e.g. Ormerod
et al. 2024; Varadaraj et al. 2024), but now with the
development of deeper JWST programs and the cre-
ation of one of the largest ultra high-redshift catalogues,

EPOCHS vl, we are able to extend these observations
to some of the youngest, most distant galaxies ever ob-
served. The continuation of this trend reveals to us that
the growth of galaxy sizes is ongoing, even in a galaxy’s
youngest phase. While this growth does not appear at
first glance to be as dramatic as what is seen at lower
redshift, the time difference between redshift intervals is
much smaller at higher redshifts than at lower redshifts,
so this growth is occurring in a shorter period of time.
We also find that this grown is not only in the effective
radius, but also in the total or Petrosian radius, mean-
ing that galaxies are growing in size throughout their
structure.

In order to maximise the number of galaxies analysed,
we do not perform a mass cut in this study, with most
galaxies in this epoch of the universe having smaller
masses than the cuts made in previous works, this is
perhaps one reason for our average galaxy sizes being
smaller than what has been predicted in previous works
(van Dokkum et al. 2010; Costantin et al. 2023; Ormerod



22

et al. 2024; Varadaraj et al. 2024). However, this would
not account for all of the change in sizes as we also find
that the size-mass relation changes, such that a galaxy
at a given mass is smaller between z = 7 — 12 as some
simulations have predicted (LaChance et al. 2024). To
better observe the evolutionary tracks of more massive
galaxies, we will require more area to be imaged through
JWST and Euclid to increase the number of high mass
galaxies out to the highest redshifts. We do however still
see similar trends in our extrapolated power law towards
lower redshifts, than what is observed at these redshifts,
with the growth of galaxies becoming more dramatic at
lower redshifts.

We also find within our sample, on an individual basis,
a variety of sizes to our galaxies, including a number
of very compact galaxies, with our smallest being just
Re ~ 173pc. Within our sample we have a total of
57 galaxies with a measured half-light radius < 300pc
and 51 being > lkpc. The variety of sizes within our
sample signifies a complex diversity to the evolutionary
paths taken even in the early universe. Recent work
with JWST has found similar size distributions at such
high redshift (Yang et al. 2022; Ono et al. 2023), with
Omno et al. (2023) finding a galaxy as compact as R, =
39 + 11pc.

It is thought one of the major contributors to the
growth of galaxies is due to galaxy mergers, likely minor
mergers. It has been found in previous JWST stud-
ies that mergers cause galaxies to increase in stellar
mass by up to a factor of ~ 2.77 on average between
5 < z < 10.5, with merger rates peaking and stabilising
at z > 6 (Duan et al. 2024). Minor mergers are very dif-
ficult to measure at our high redshifts, but the numbers
at low redshifts are enough to account for the evolution
in size at z < 3 (e.g., Bluck et al. 2012). It has also
been found that merger fractions remains on average
fairly constant at z < 9, with values oscillating around
fm ~ 0.10 (Lin et al. 2008; Conselice et al. 2009; Lépez-
Sanjuan et al. 2009; Mundy et al. 2017; Duncan et al.
2019; Kim et al. 2021; Conselice et al. 2022; Dalmasso
et al. 2024).

In this work, we consolidate this consistency of merger
fractions out to the highest redshifts, finding a merger
fraction of f,,, = 0.124+0.07 for our sample as a whole us-
ing the CAS method, agreeing with prior work at lower
redshifts. These results signify that mergers play a key
role in galaxy growth throughout cosmic time, linking to
the continuous size evolution seen in this work. A con-
stant merger fraction also points to hierarchical struc-
ture formation (i.e. galaxy growth through the mergers
of smaller structures) being well underway even in the
earliest stages on galaxy evolution and significant galaxy

interactions were already taking place. It is possible that
we may be tracing the formation of galaxies as a collec-
tion of stellar clumps which have formed from within
the same potential well out of the same gas, but more
analysis would be needed to verify this.

Another finding in this work is an excess of round ob-
jects (low b/a) for lower mass galaxies within our red-
shift range, and a deficit of low b/a objects, as seen in
Fig 11. We further find that galaxies that are smaller
and more compact appear rounder, tracing the same
‘banana’ shape as found in Pandya et al. (2024). What
differs here is that Pandya et al. (2024) found there to
be an excess of low b/a objects, and a deficit of round
objects for their lower mass (9 < log(M./Mg) < 9.5),
high redshift (3 < z < 8) galaxies. One potential rea-
son for this is that we may be seeing rounder objects as
our galaxies are younger and may be incomplete to any
potential other galaxies that are not currently bursting
with star formation, or are post-starburst. A further
reason we could be finding rounder objects is due to
these higher redshift objects having a more diffuse com-
ponent that is too faint for JWST to detect, causing us
to just be viewing a brighter core. This would lead to
increasing axis ratio measurements, indicating rounder
objects. Future work could test this hypothesis by stack-
ing these objects to see if potential diffuse components
emerge. Another possible reason for us finding rounder
objects, could be due to our objects being much smaller
in size, with semi-major and semi-minor radial compo-
nents each being just a few pixels across. At these scales,
a Sérsic model that differs to the real object by just a
few pixels can lead to much more significant variations
in the measured axis-ratio, potentially leading to higher
values. However, our simulations of galaxies, placed at
higher redshifts, suggests that this is not a major ef-
fect. We further explore this possible effect on simulated
single Sérsic surface brightness profiles in Appendix D,
finding values to vary much more for smaller objects,
but not significantly enough that we would expect to
see a bias towards rounder objects because of this.

8. CONCLUSIONS

We present a structural analysis of 521 galaxies at z =
6.5—12.5 from the EPOCHS v1 catalog (Conselice et al.
2024), each with a measured SNR > 100, taken from
a combination of public ERS and GO data (CEERS,
JADES, GLASS, NGDEEP and SMACS-0723) and from
the GTO PEARLS program (NEP-TDF, El Gordo, Clio
and MACS-0416). To each galaxy we fit a single Sérsic
surface profile model, in order to extract and analyse
their parametric structural parameters (Sérsic index (n)
and half-light radius (R.)), and determine how these



parameters evolve through time. We perform further
morphological measures to extract their non-parametric
structural parameters (Asymmetry (A) and concentra-
tion (C)), to determine the fraction of galaxies which
can be classified as mergers based on the widely used
CAS criteria (Conselice 2003). We also use these pa-
rameters to probe how the size-mass relation evolves at
high redshift, and compare our results to simulations, as
well as look at the axis-ratio distribution of our sample.

In order to carry out our analysis, we measure each
object’s parametric structural parameters using a cus-
tom built GALFIT pipeline, in which we take measure-
ments from a single Sérsic fit, modelling nearby neigh-
bours when appropriate, and our non-parametric struc-
tural parameters are measured through Morfometryka.

We verify that our results are robust against redshift
effects, as we show through AREIA redshift simulations,
finding the difference in each parameter at each redshift
interval between the simulated redshift and the objects
photometric redshift.

From our analysis, our main results are as follows:

e Our observed galaxy sizes continue to show a
slightly decreasing trend with redshift, as has
been seen in many previous works with both
HST and JWST. We find our galaxies become
smaller following the power law R, = 2.74 +
0.49 (1 + 2)"%™=%% " While we find our galax-
ies are on average more compact than what is
predicted from extrapolated power laws in liter-
ature, we note that this is likely due to not having
performed a mass cut to maximise the number of
galaxies used in our analyses, since more massive
objects in the early universe are much less com-
mon.

o We further observe an evolution to the size-mass
galaxy relation, with galaxies of a given mass
growing in size as time passes, suggesting galaxies
form with denser structures in the early universe.
We observe a galaxy of given mass log(M.,/Mg)
= 8 to grow in size by ~ 53% in ~ 400 Myr. We
find our observations follow what is seen in simula-
tions at slightly lower redshifts and more massive
galaxies.

e We find galaxy merger fractions for our whole
sample in the early universe to have a value of
fm = 0.12 £ 0.07. This is consistent to that
found in previous JWST and HST studies, which
has seen the value for merger fractions oscillat-
ing around f,, ~ 0.1 independent of redshift at
z < 9. This relatively constant merger fraction re-
maining out to z ~ 12 points to significant galaxy
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interaction already being established in the early
universe, causing the growth in size and mass we
see through cosmic time.

o We find an excess of round (high b/a) objects in
the early universe, and a deficit of low b/a objects,
with smaller sized objects being rounder, tracing
out a similar ‘banana’ shape as seen in Pandya
et al. (2024).

e We run redshift simulations on our objects, to see
if our observed trends are due to redshift effects
or are real evolutionary effects. From our remea-
sured structural parameters, we find flat trends
for our half-light radii, axis-ratio and asymmetry
measurements, substantiating that any observed
trends with these parameters are due to real evolu-
tionary effects. We do see more significant changes
for parameters not used to determine trends in this
work, with a small decrease in Sérsic index values
and a more significant increase to concentration
measurements.

Overall in this paper, we have shown that the struc-
ture of galaxies continues to evolve from the highest
redshifts, with galaxies becoming more compact, with
denser structures the further back we look. We also find
that merger fractions continue to be relatively redshift
independent into the highest redshifts, giving us an in-
sight into the amount of galaxy interactions ongoing in
the early universe.

Our observations into the high redshift universe, and
in particular the structures of galaxies from this epoch,
are still only just beginning with JWST. As the JWST
mission evolves, we will have access to even deeper data,
from a growing total observation area, which will allow
these subtle changes to structural features and sizes to
become more apparent, allowing us to further develop
our understanding of galaxy evolution from the earliest
moments in cosmic time.
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APPENDIX

A. FITTING WITH A CONSTANT SERSIC INDEX

For our sample, as stated in §5.1, we attempt to better
model the 119 objects that did not meet the selection
criteria by holding constant the Sérsic index parameter
during the GALFIT fitting process. In our work we opt
to hold the Sérsic value at the lower limit of 0.05, after
testing holding the Sérsic index the different benchmark
values of n = 1 and n = 4, typically associated with
spiral and elliptical galaxies respectively.

Fig. A.1 shows the different size distributions for mod-
els that meet our selection criteria outlined in §5.1 for
different constant values of the Sérsic index. Addition-
ally Fig. A.2 compares galaxy half-light radii values be-
tween different values at which the Sérsic index is held.

We choose to use the half-light radii values which are
output from the models where the Sérsic value is held at
n = 0.05. We find our best fit GALFIT models where n =
0.05 and n = 1 to be fairly equal for the vast majority of
our objects, with only two objects having significantly
larger sizes than when n = 1. Comparing these two
sub-samples to the instance where n = 4, galaxy sizes
are modelled to be much larger, with some values being
unphysically large for this epoch, there are also very few
galaxies at these higher redshifts that have a Sérsic index
value of n = 4. Due to this we opt to discard the option
of using a held Sérsic index of n = 4. We find through
free fits of this index that n = 4 is extremely rare at
higher redshifts, thus backing up our conclusion.

B. CHANGES IN WAVELENGTH

In this work we observe the structure of objects using
the F444W LW NIRCam filter, in order to best measure
the rest-frame optical structures of galaxies at these high
redshifts. Here we make further observations with the
F410M NIRCam filter to see if any of the measured pa-
rameters and observed trends we find in our work, are al-
tered with a change in observed wavelength to ~ 4.1um.

In order for this comparison to be robust, we repeat
the selection criteria as outlined in §4 for our objects,
this time in the F410M NIRCam filter, first requiring
each object to have a SNR > 100 in the F410M band.
Following this criteria, we start with a sample of 299
galaxies through the F410M filter at > 100, for which
we fit a single Sérsic surface brightness profile to. Upon
reviewing their best fit models to our selection criteria
and the RFF of the model, we cut 64 objects, leaving us
with a final sample of 235 well fit galaxies in the F410M
NIRCam band.

Fig. B.1 shows the distribution of the difference in val-
ues of each parameter (Ax) between F444W and F410M
for their respective best fit models. While Fig. B.2 com-
pares the directly measured values for each parameter
in the F444W and F410M bands. For these compar-
isons, we only examine Sérsic values that were not held
constant during the fitting process.

From these comparisons, while we observe that on a
case by case basis some parameters may vary a notable
amount, we see that the change in value to all parame-
ters on average is minimal, with all averages showing a
change in parameter value of ~ 0. This is reflected in
the observed trends reported upon in this work, where
we find similar trends using data from F410M. We find
a similar decrease to average galaxy sizes with increas-
ing redshift, we see the same evolution to the size-mass
relation where galaxy size decreases for a given mass at
increasing redshift and we see an excess of round (high
b/a) objects with a deficit of low b/a objects.

To quantify how significantly the measurements of
each parameter changes within these observed wave-
lengths, we calculate the Normalised Median Absolute
Deviation (NMAD), defined in equation B1, which mea-
sures the spread of the parameter measurements in
F410M around the measurements in the F444W filter
(Hoaglin et al. 1983). Table 4 shows the NMAD values
obtained for each parameter.

NMAD = 1.4826 x Median ‘(:ZZF444W — IF410]\/[)‘ (Bl)

We find a good agreement between most parameters at
the two measured wavelengths, with the exception of
the Sérsic index, where we obtain a high NMAD value.
As mentioned in §6.2, we are not able to draw reliable
conclusions on how the Sérsic index evolves due to large
uncertainties and scatter from F444W measurements,
so while we do not find much agreement between the
measurements for n in these two wavelengths, this does
not massively affect the outcome of this work, and could
instead point to the Sérsic index not being a reliable
measure at these high redshifts.

C. EFFECTS OF PSF VARIATION

Within this epoch of the universe, the influence of the
PSF becomes more and more important, since galaxy
sizes start to become comparable in size to the PSF. To
test the robustness of our measured structural param-
eters, we make a comparison of these parameters us-
ing the simulated WebbPSF model and an empirical PSF
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Figure A.1: Distribution of galaxy half-light radii after holding the Sérsic value at different values. Left panel: Size
distribution for n = 0.05. Middle panel: size distribution for n = 1. Right panel: size distribution for n = 4.
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Figure B.1: Distribution of changes to structural pa-
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Tpar0nm ). Solid black line represents the mean of the
distribution. Solid red line represents the median of the
distribution. Dashed black line represents a standard
deviation from the mean.

Parameter NMAD
Sérsic index (n) 0.592
Half-light radius (R.) | 0.089
Axis-ratio (b/a) 0.144
Concentration (C) 0.06
Asymmetry (A) 0.077

Table 4: NMAD values comparing parameter values at
different wavelengths, as measured through F444W and
F410M NIRCam filters.

model created by stacking stars from CEERS pointings.
Our comparisons are shown in Fig. C.1.

In this comparison, it is clear that certain parameters
are sensitive to the PSF model used at these redshifts.
The Sérsic index, in particular, shows a large scatter at
higher values of n and is the main reason models fail our
selection criteria, changing with an average An ~ 0.99
between different PSF models. In addition to this, our
measurements of the axis ratio tend to be smaller (less



axis ratio (b/a)

Nsersic , Re [kpc]

Figure B.2: Comparison of parameter measurements
at different wavelengths, through the F444W and
F410M bands. Black dashed line represents where the
two are equal.

round) by Ab/a ~ 0.1 when measured with the empirical
PSF model, with a low NMAD value.

Despite this, our measurements for R, are in good
agreement between the PSF models, with an average
difference of AR, ~ —0.01 kpc, showing that these size
measurements are less sensitive to the PSF used and
robust for this analysis.

We further find there to be little difference on average
between non-parametric parameters, with concentra-
tion and asymmetry both deviating from the WebbPSF
model by ~ 0.03 on average.

D. SIMULATED SERSIC PROFILES

In order to test how reliably GALFIT is able to model
the surface brightness profiles of objects which are com-
parable in size to the PSF, we create 4000 single Sérsic
surface profile models with known parameters, using the
astropy Python package, which we then convolve with
the F444W PSF and add noise to simulate the profile as
if being imaged with NIRCam. We then measure this
simulated image with GALFIT to see how reliably we re-
cover the structural properties of our models.

Our single Sérsic surface brightness models consist of
a random distribution of structural parameters, rang-
ing between: 0 < n < 5; 0 < R, [pixels] < 20 and
0 < b/a < 1. These are distributed at random for 1000
models at 4 different Sérsic amplitude values (0.1, 0.05,
0.01 and 0.005) chosen to emulate the SNR levels seen
in our data, giving us 4000 models in total at differing
levels of SNR.

We find that for all amplitudes of our Sersic models,
we are able to successfully recover R, of these models
in most cases, at all radii, as seen in Fig. D.1. In those
cases where we do not recover correctly, we find that we
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underestimate R., in some cases by more than 50%. De-
spite this, we find good agreement amongst the majority
of the sample.

Further to this, Fig. D.2 shows we recover the axis
ratios of our models well, in particular when our mod-
els have R, > 5 pixels. We find slightly worse fits for
smaller models, where axis ratio values can change sig-
nificantly if the radial components of the GALFIT model
are slightly off the intrinsic model by a few pixels. This
could explain why we find rounder objects in section 6,
as these compact objects are typically on the scale of
R, < 10 pixels.

Although we can reliably recover the values of R, and
b/a for our models, Fig. D.3 shows that values of the
Sérsic index of our models on these size scales are not
recovered as successfully, particularly for models with
higher values of n (n > 3). At these values, our mea-
sured values of n become much larger, hit the lower limit
of n = 0.05 or fail completely. This could explain why
we see a large scatter within our reported distribution
of n in section 6.2.

In general, we find that we can reliably recover the
values of R, for models and objects of all sizes, and the
values of b/a for objects.
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Figure C.1: Comparison of measured structural parameters with different PSF models. Teal data points show
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