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ABSTRACT
The observationally-inferred size versus stellar-mass relationship (SMR) for low-mass galaxies
provides an important test for galaxy formation models. However, the relationship relies on
assumptions that relate observed luminosity profiles to underlying stellar mass profiles. Here
we use the Feedback in Realistic Environments simulations of low-mass galaxies to explore
how the predicted SMR changes depending on whether one uses star-particle counts directly
or mock observations. We reproduce the SMR found in The Exploration of Local Volume
Satellites survey remarkably well only when we infer stellar masses and sizes using mock
observations. However, when we use star particles to directly infer stellar masses and half-
mass radii, we find that our galaxies are too large and obey a SMR with too little scatter
compared to observations. This discrepancy between the “true” galaxy size and mass and
those derived in the mock observation approach is twofold. First, our simulated galaxies have
higher and more varied MLRs at a fixed colour than those commonly-adopted, which tends
to underestimate their stellar masses compared to their true, simulated values. Second, our
galaxies have radially increasing MLR gradients therefore using a single MLR tends to under-
predict the mass in the outer regions. Similarly, the true half-mass radius is larger than the
half-light radius because the light is more concentrated than the mass. If our simulations are
accurate representations of the real universe, then the relationship between galaxy size and
stellar mass is even tighter for low-mass galaxies than is commonly inferred from observed
relations.
Key words: galaxies: dwarf – galaxies: fundamental parameters – galaxies: evolution

1 INTRODUCTION

Our ability to accurately compare predictions from galaxy formation
simulations to observations is fundamental in testing and improving
physical understanding. Among the most important physics we want
to test include fundamental dark matter physics and the emergent
physics of stellar feedback; dwarf galaxies are ideal laboratories for
both. These galaxies tend to be dark matter dominated and strongly
affected by stellar feedback processes owing to their shallow poten-
tial wells, both of which will drive galaxy morphology (e.g. Bullock
& Boylan-Kolchin 2017).

★ E-mail: court.klein32@gmail.com

The observed size-mass relationship (SMR) of galaxies pro-
vides an important means to test models and thereby probe galaxy
formation and evolution physics (Rodriguez et al. 2021; Huang
et al. 2017; Shen et al. 2003). For example, in rotationally-supported
galaxies, size is linked to angular momentum conservation, with ties
to the spin distribution in dark matter halos (e.g. Peebles 1969; Mo
et al. 2010). In dispersion-supported galaxies, sizes are more directly
linked to turbulence in the star-forming interstellar medium or en-
ergy exchange associated with mergers (Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2006;
Kaufmann et al. 2007; Trujillo et al. 2011). For dispersion-supported
dwarf galaxies, in particular, feedback processes are likely impor-
tant in setting galaxy sizes (e.g. El-Badry et al. 2016).

The SMR of dwarf galaxies has been the focus of several obser-
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vational surveys, including TiNy Titans (Stierwalt et al. 2015) and
Exploration of Local Volume Satellites survey (ELVES) (Carlsten
et al. 2021). Larger volume surveys have explored a wide range of
sizes and stages of galaxy evolution. Work using data from HST
CANDELS (van der Wel et al. 2014) and Cosmic Evolution Sur-
vey (COSMOS)/Drift And SHift (DASH) (Mowla et al. 2019) has
focused on the SMR of galaxies up to a redshift of 3 but is limited
to stellar masses greater than 3x109𝑀⊙ . George et al. (2024) iden-
tifies the impact of bulge evolution and recently quenched galaxies
on the SMR of galaxies with stellar masses greater than 109.5𝑀⊙
up to a redshift of 1. The Galaxy and Mass Assembly (GAMA)
Survey uses the Anglo-Australian Telescope (AAT) to build off of
Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) galaxy observations to create a
large database of low redshift galaxies (Driver et al. 2011; Liske
et al. 2015). Lange et al. (2015, 2016) use GAMA to explore the
SMR of galaxies based on different galaxy types and components
respectively.

When exploring the SMR it is critical to understand how galaxy
size and mass are defined. The most commonly-adopted radii used
in observations is the effective radius (𝑅𝑒), which is the radius that
contains half of the galaxy’s light when assuming an underlying
Sérsic surface brightness profile. A two-dimensional Sérsic profile
is often used with fixed ellipticity, such that the effective radius is
defined along the galaxy’s major axis (Shen et al. 2003; van der Wel
et al. 2012; Stierwalt et al. 2015; Carlsten et al. 2021; Wang et al.
2023). The Petrosian radius (Petrosian 1976) is another common
choice, adopted by integral field spectrograph surveys such as Sloan
Digital Sky Survey (Shen et al. 2003) in their Mapping Nearby
Galaxies at Apache Point Observatory (MaNGA) program (Blanton
et al. 2017). Another option is to chose the radius corresponding
to a fixed surface brightness or derived mass surface density. Some
popular choices include 1 𝑀⊙ pc−2 (Trujillo et al. 2020), 𝜇𝐵 =
26.5 mag arcsec−2 (Holmberg 1958), and 𝜇𝑔 = 23.5 mag arcsec−2

which has been seen to reduce the radial scatter in the galaxy size-
luminosity relation (Hall et al. 2012).

The mass of a galaxy must be estimated observationally using
colours or spectra to infer the stellar populations. Spectral energy
distribution fitting is the gold standard, but even this method is
model-dependent (Lower et al. 2020). When a galaxy spectra is
not available, broad-band photometric data may be used to infer a
model-dependent stellar-mass-to-light ratio (e.g. Taylor et al. 2011;
Into & Portinari 2013).

Theorists have been utilizing the SMR to test physics imple-
mented in simulations (Mo et al. 1998), with numerical simulations
playing an increasingly important role in these interpretations (e.g.
Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2018; Jiang et al. 2019; Rohr et al. 2022).
Often, different simulation comparisons adopt varied definitions of
galaxy size and mass. For example, Arora et al. (2023) use the Nu-
merical Investigation of a Hundred Astrophysical Objects (NIHAO)
simulations and define radius using a characteristic stellar mass sur-
face density Σ∗ = 10 M⊙ pc−2 for both observations in MaNGA
and in NIHAO. De Graaff et al. (2022) uses Sérsic profiles fit to
both mock light and mass images developed from the Evolution
and Assembly of GaLaxies and their Environments (EAGLE) sim-
ulations. They find good agreement with the observed SMR from
GAMA for galaxies with stellar masses larger than 1010 M⊙ and
between masses derived from Sérsic profiles fit to mock mass im-
ages and mass enclosed in 30 kpc. In another example, Benavides
et al. (2023) uses IllustrisTNG simulations to understand the origin
of Ultra Diffuse Galaxies using the half-mass radius of the stars as
a measure of galaxy size and explores the driving factors that cause
these outliers in the SMR. Massive FIRE galaxies between z ∼ 1.25

and z ∼ 2.75 were studied using mock images to explore the impact
of stellar feedback and AGN feedback on galaxy sizes (Cochrane
et al. 2023; Parsotan et al. 2020). The SMR has the power to test
our simulations abilities to reproduce observed galaxies and so we
explore the low-mass regime of FIRE along with different methods
of measuring the galaxies.

In this paper, we explore the difference between two distinct
methods for determining galaxy size and stellar mass within our
simulations. Specifically, we look at a Particle Method and a Mock
Observation Method. We are motivated to compare what is common
among simulators – using star particles directly to infer half-mass
radii and stellar masses of simulated galaxies – to a method that
more directly follows what is often done in observational survey
papers. One question we wish to ask is how well observables trace
the underlying physical properties of simulated galaxies and what
biases are present when comparing the two. Another question is
whether mock observations allow a better match to observed trends
compared to a more simplified particle-based approach. We present
our simulation sample along with our Particle and Mock Observa-
tion Methods for measuring our galaxies in Section 2. In Section
3 we use the SMR to compare the two methods to each other and
to an observational sample. We summarize our results and discuss
implications in Section 4.

2 METHODS

2.1 Simulations

We analyze 20 zoom-in simulations of low-mass isolated galaxies
from the Feedback In Realistic Environments (FIRE) Project1, ver-
sion FIRE-2 (Hopkins et al. 2018). It was run using GIZMO2 with a
meshless finite-mass Lagrangian Godunov method which modifies
spatial resolution to maintain constant mass elements and conserves
mass, momentum, and energy. GIZMO solves for the hydrodynamics
and gravity in a fully adaptive Lagrangian method.

These simulations include feedback from Type Ia and II su-
pernovae, stellar mass loss from OB and AGB stars, and radia-
tive processes such as radiation pressure, photo-electric effect, and
photo-ionization heating. They track gas heating and cooling for
temperatures 10 - 1010 K along with 11 stellar and gas elemental
abundances: H, He, C, N, O, Ne, Mg, Si, S, Ca, and Fe. The criteria
for star formation is molecular, self-gravitating, and self-shielding
gas with a minimum density of 1000 cm−3 that is Jeans Unstable.
We assume a flatΛCDM cosmology withΩ𝑚 ≈ 0.32,Ω𝜆 = 1−Ω𝑚,
Ω𝑏 ≈ 0.049, and 𝐻0 ≈ 67 km s−1 Mpc−1 (Plank Collaboration et al.
2014).

The sample we use consists of galaxies with dark matter halo
masses of 1010 M⊙ (m10’s) and 1011 M⊙ (m11’s) at z=0. The
m10s/m11s have baryonic mass resolution of 500/2100 M⊙ and a
force resolution of 2 pc (Fitts et al. 2017). The initial conditions for
these halos were chosen in accordance with the methods discussed
in Onorbe et al. (2014), and in that respect should represent a fair
sample of halo properties across the mass range. A summary of
these simulations and their properties is provided in Table 1.

1 https://fire.northwestern.edu/
2 http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/~phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html
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Table 1. Simulated galaxies (initial gas mass resolution) and their measured properties for three orientations (“View”). 𝑀part
★ is the particle-derived stellar

mass and 𝑅50 is the particle-derived stellar half-mass radius. 𝑀mock
★ is the stellar mass inferred from our mock-observation method. 𝑅𝑒 , 𝑛, and 𝑏/𝑎 are from

Sérsic profile fits. 𝐿𝑔 is the Sérisc integrated 𝑔-band luminosity, and 𝑔 − 𝑟 are the associated colours. 𝑀/𝐿 is the“true” simulated MLR, 𝑀part
★ /𝐿image.

Simulation View 𝑀
part
★ [𝑀⊙] 𝑅50 [kpc] 𝑀mock

★ [𝑀⊙] 𝑅𝑒[kpc] 𝑛 𝑏/𝑎 𝐿𝑔 [L⊙] 𝑔 − 𝑟 𝑀/𝐿

m10b xy 4.66 × 105 0.23 2.35 × 105 0.15 0.16 0.82 1.31 × 106 0.02 0.18
(500) yz 4.65 × 105 0.30 2.17 × 105 0.15 0.62 0.90 1.20 × 106 0.02 0.18

zx 4.65 × 105 0.29 2.16 × 105 0.06 0.16 0.87 1.21 × 106 0.02 0.18
m10c xy 5.78 × 105 0.24 4.52 × 105 0.21 0.79 0.59 1.11 × 106 0.22 0.41
(500) yz 5.74 × 105 0.30 3.60 × 105 0.18 0.59 0.74 8.86 × 105 0.22 0.41

zx 5.75 × 105 0.27 3.78 × 105 0.18 0.56 0.65 9.28 × 105 0.22 0.41
m10d xy 1.54 × 106 0.43 4.90 × 105 0.32 0.64 0.86 3.90 × 105 0.50 1.25
(500) yz 1.55 × 106 0.38 5.88 × 105 0.46 0.59 0.54 4.69 × 105 0.50 1.25

zx 1.53 × 106 0.44 5.16 × 105 0.44 0.60 0.64 4.11 × 105 0.50 1.25
m10e xy 1.99 × 106 0.42 2.19 × 106 0.91 0.33 0.27 1.11 × 107 0.04 0.20
(500) yz 1.98 × 106 0.54 1.21 × 106 0.47 0.97 0.59 6.11 × 106 0.04 0.20

zx 1.98 × 106 0.48 1.35 × 106 0.71 0.46 0.53 6.81 × 106 0.04 0.20
m10f xy 1.17 × 107 0.84 4.54 × 106 0.33 0.30 0.85 8.42 × 106 0.29 0.54
(500) yz 1.16 × 107 1.11 4.63 × 106 0.49 0.42 0.91 9.15 × 106 0.27 0.51

zx 1.17 × 107 0.88 1.18 × 106 0.09 0.41 0.69 2.06 × 106 0.31 0.57
m10g xy 5.73 × 106 0.63 3.13 × 106 0.37 0.67 0.65 2.71 × 106 0.48 1.16
(500) yz 5.70 × 106 0.84 3.63 × 106 0.54 0.44 0.52 3.24 × 106 0.47 1.12

zx 5.70 × 106 0.84 4.21 × 106 0.58 0.49 0.46 3.72 × 106 0.47 1.13
m10h xy 7.88 × 106 0.60 4.98 × 106 0.46 0.64 0.60 8.24 × 106 0.32 0.60
(500) yz 7.83 × 106 0.68 4.08 × 106 0.36 0.24 0.51 7.45 × 106 0.29 0.55

zx 7.86 × 106 0.65 2.82 × 106 0.29 0.19 0.76 5.13 × 106 0.30 0.55
m10i xy 8.05 × 106 0.43 3.31 × 106 0.34 0.59 0.97 2.31 × 106 0.53 1.43
(500) yz 8.02 × 106 0.44 5.87 × 106 0.45 0.68 0.55 4.11 × 106 0.53 1.43

zx 8.03 × 106 0.46 3.86 × 106 0.40 0.69 0.85 2.70 × 106 0.53 1.43
m10j xy 9.75 × 106 0.62 7.94 × 106 0.56 0.46 0.46 1.02 × 107 0.38 0.78
(500) yz 9.76 × 106 0.60 9.45 × 106 0.55 0.68 0.37 1.21 × 107 0.38 0.78

zx 9.80 × 106 0.42 4.08 × 106 0.26 0.49 0.85 5.20 × 106 0.38 0.79
m10k xy 1.04 × 107 0.93 1.02 × 107 0.79 0.54 0.40 8.68 × 106 0.48 1.18
(500) yz 1.06 × 107 0.72 6.68 × 106 0.56 1.06 0.73 5.57 × 106 0.49 1.20

zx 1.04 × 107 0.99 8.13 × 106 0.78 0.64 0.50 6.83 × 106 0.48 1.19
m10l xy 1.31 × 107 0.53 6.02 × 106 0.28 0.61 0.81 6.12 × 106 0.44 0.98
(500) yz 1.30 × 107 0.63 9.90 × 106 0.48 0.42 0.52 1.12 × 107 0.41 0.88

zx 1.30 × 107 0.65 8.32 × 106 0.45 0.36 0.61 9.32 × 106 0.41 0.89
m10m xy 1.45 × 107 0.78 7.80 × 106 0.45 0.27 0.62 8.00 × 106 0.43 0.97
(500) yz 1.45 × 107 0.78 9.55 × 106 0.52 0.37 0.52 9.64 × 106 0.44 0.99

zx 1.46 × 107 0.69 6.00 × 106 0.27 0.63 0.70 5.95 × 106 0.44 1.01
m11a xy 1.25 × 108 1.77 9.69 × 107 1.34 0.48 0.71 1.50 × 108 0.33 0.64
(2100) yz 1.24 × 108 2.13 1.10 × 108 1.57 0.65 0.70 1.69 × 108 0.34 0.65

zx 1.24 × 108 2.31 8.80 × 107 1.53 0.68 0.84 1.39 × 108 0.33 0.64
m11b xy 1.16 × 108 1.82 1.00 × 108 2.46 0.82 0.52 2.26 × 108 0.24 0.44
(2100) yz 1.16 × 108 2.00 7.80 × 107 2.47 1.21 0.77 1.76 × 108 0.24 0.44

zx 1.16 × 108 2.09 8.23 × 107 2.31 0.73 0.61 1.90 × 108 0.24 0.43
m11c xy 9.17 × 108 2.26 8.08 × 108 2.09 0.84 0.72 8.76 × 108 0.42 0.92
(2100) yz 9.15 × 108 2.34 7.87 × 108 2.00 0.61 0.65 8.91 × 108 0.41 0.88

zx 9.15 × 108 2.32 6.88 × 108 1.89 0.66 0.77 8.02 × 108 0.40 0.86
m11d xy 4.37 × 109 5.78 3.73 × 109 2.30 0.89 0.57 4.10 × 109 0.42 0.91
(7100) yz 4.53 × 109 4.70 2.35 × 109 1.63 0.76 0.94 2.48 × 109 0.43 0.95

zx 4.40 × 109 5.19 3.05 × 109 1.95 0.74 0.70 3.44 × 109 0.41 0.89
m11e xy 1.51 × 109 3.18 2.33 × 109 2.80 0.27 0.28 3.85 × 109 0.32 0.60
(7100) yz 1.50 × 109 3.36 2.06 × 109 2.97 0.38 0.37 3.36 × 109 0.32 0.61

zx 1.60 × 109 1.93 9.28 × 108 0.92 0.32 0.65 1.65 × 109 0.30 0.56
m11h xy 3.97 × 109 3.79 4.72 × 109 6.31 1.27 0.68 4.04 × 109 0.48 1.17
(7100) yz 4.00 × 109 2.55 7.16 × 109 5.16 0.84 0.40 3.33 × 109 0.63 2.15

zx 4.00 × 109 2.74 9.72 × 109 1.72 0.16 0.23 3.64 × 109 0.68 2.67
m11i xy 1.00 × 109 3.10 1.62 × 109 3.02 0.58 0.46 1.41 × 109 0.48 1.15
(7100) yz 1.02 × 109 2.61 1.17 × 109 2.15 0.91 0.63 8.00 × 108 0.53 1.46

zx 1.00 × 109 2.92 1.26 × 109 2.28 0.68 0.54 1.02 × 109 0.49 1.23
m11q xy 6.77 × 108 2.16 3.26 × 108 1.25 0.53 1.00 4.19 × 108 0.38 0.78
(7100) yz 6.87 × 108 2.02 6.19 × 108 1.42 0.52 0.50 8.02 × 108 0.38 0.77

zx 6.85 × 108 1.76 6.67 × 108 1.64 0.90 0.61 7.19 × 108 0.42 0.93

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)
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Figure 1. Left panel: A particle-based stellar mass surface density rendering of simulated galaxy mllc (𝑀★ ∼ 109M⊙) viewed in the “xy” orientation. The
blue circle has a radius equal to the particle-derived 2D half-mass radius R50. Middle panel: A mock 𝑔-band image of the same galaxy viewed along the same
orientation. The red ellipse has an axis ratio, orientation, and effective radius 𝑅𝑒 along the major axis found through a Sérsic profile fit. Right panel: The
implied MLR map for this galaxy. Note that the MLR varies significantly over the surface of the galaxy and is generally higher at large radii.
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Figure 2. Left panel: Luminosity surface brightness for galaxy m11c. The red line shows the elliptical azimuthally-averaged surface brightness profile as
a function of major axis radius and the black line is the best-fit Sérsic profile. The reported 𝑅𝑒 and 𝑛 are the best fit values. Right panel: Average surface
brightness and surface mass density along the major axis in red and blue, respectively. The dotted black line (right vertical axis of the plot) shows the average
MLR along the major axis.

2.2 Galaxy Properties: Particle Method

To measure the “true” size and mass of our simulated galaxies we
use the star particles directly. We only consider stellar particles
within 10% of the dark matter virial radius, 0.1 𝑅vir. We visually
inspect each galaxy to ensure there are no satellite galaxies included
within this region. The total “particle-method” stellar mass reported
for each galaxy, 𝑀part

★ , is the summed mass of these stellar particles.
Note that we define all virial quantities using the Bryan & Norman
(1998) definition of the virial overdensity. As an example, with
this choice of virial overdensity, 𝑀vir = 1011 M⊙ corresponds to
𝑅vir ≈ 130 kpc at 𝑧 = 0.

To define the half-mass radius with this method, we first project
the stellar mass in a random orientation. One such projection is
demonstrated in the stellar mass surface density image in the left
panel of Figure 1 for galaxy m11c. Note that the smoothed mock
mass image is only used for demonstrative purposes and the par-
ticle derived measurements assume point sources. We define the
particle-based half-mass radius, 𝑅50, as the radius of a circle that
encloses half of the (particle-based) stellar mass. The blue circle in

the left panel of Figure 1 shows 𝑅50 for this galaxy projection, as
an example.

Note that while we treat 𝑅50 as a “true” or intrinsic quan-
tity, its value typically depends on the projected orientation of the
simulated galaxy since we are assuming circular symmetry for 2D
projections of systems that are not spherically symmetric. We adopt
this approach due to its common use in the theoretical literature
and to more accurately compare with observation which are 2D
projections.

In what follows, we view each galaxy three times, one each
for the default 𝑥-𝑦-𝑧 axes of the simulation box. We then measure
particle-derived properties (as described above) and mock-derived
properties (as described below) for each projection. These are ran-
dom orientations from a physical standpoint. The properties derived
for all three projections for each galaxy are listed in Table 1. Note
that 𝑅50, in particular, changes noticeably with orientation, often at
the 20 − 30% level.

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)
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2.3 Galaxy Properties: Mock Observation Method

We create mock images for our simulated galaxies using
FIRE_studio (Gurvich 2022; Hopkins et al. 2005) with the goal
of producing images limited solely by the simulation resolution
and not other implemented observational limitations. To determine
the luminosity of each star particle we use its age and stellar mass
along with a catalog of MLRs derived from evolving simple stellar
populations with a Chabrier Initial Mass Function and a variety
of metallicities (Bruzual & Charlot 2003). Using the metallicity
and age of the stellar particle, we use the corresponding MLR in
our desired observing band and then scale the luminosity with the
particle’s mass. In what follows we use SDSS 𝑔 and 𝑟 bands.

We take extinction into account via Thomson scattering, the
photoelectric effect, and dust extinction (Hopkins et al. 2005). We
use a standard Thomson scattering cross section and the photoelec-
tric effect absorption cross section derived in Morrison & McCam-
mon (1983) for our given wavelength band of interest. We use the
dust scattering cross section and extinction curves from Pei (1992)
for the Small Magellanic Cloud. These cross sections are linearly
combined with the dust scattering cross section scaled by a dust-
to-gas ratio of 0.78 (Pei 1992). The cross section is derived for
solar metallicity and is later scaled by the metallicity of a given gas
particle.

Both the star and gas particles are then smoothed out using a
cubic spline kernel with a smoothing length twice that of the simu-
lation particle smoothing length. We use a 1000×1000 pixel image,
such that the pixel size is less than the median smoothing length
to ensure image resolution is limited by the simulation and not the
pixel size. The field of view (FOV) for each image is initially based
on 0.1 𝑅vir, however the FOV is decreased if the galaxy only oc-
cupies less than half of the image. Our pixel sizes range from 6-80
pc, depending on the galaxy. Note that our approach is to construct
simulation-limited “idealized” images. In this work we ignore addi-
tional observational limitations associated with sky background or
instrument resolution, though it would be interesting to explore the
impact of these effects on the radii and masses measured.

For each orientation, the ray projection proceeds from back
to front. We integrate the light along the line of sight using any
portion of the light from the smoothed star particles that falls within
the relevant pixel. When the ray projection encounters a smoothed
gas particle, it damps the integrated luminosity by e−𝜅∗𝜇 , where 𝜅

is the opacity derived by scaling the cross section with the average
scattering particles (not simulation particles) per unit mass. The
quantity 𝜇 is the surface mass of gas with temperatures less than
105K within the pixel, scaled by its gas metallicity. We do not
account for light scattered into the line-of-sight.

Using the mock images, we determine the galaxy’s radius by
fitting a Sérsic profile to an elliptical azimuthally-averaged radial
surface brightness profile (Sérsic 1963). We first use Astropy mod-
ule Sersic2D solely to determine the orientation 𝜃 and ellipticity
𝑒 = 1 − 𝑏/𝑎 of the galaxy on the sky (Astropy Collaboration et al.
2022). Here, 𝑎 and 𝑏 are the lengths of the semi-major and semi-
minor axes of each elliptical isophote. We then construct an averaged
radial surface brightness profile using elliptical annuli of fixed ellip-
ticity sampled 100 times linearly from the center to the FOV along
the major axis. This surface brightness profile is then fit with 1D
Sérsic profile as a function of major axis 𝑟:

𝐼 (𝑟) = 𝐼𝑒 exp
{
− 𝑏𝑛

[( 𝑟

𝑅𝑒

)1/𝑛
− 1

]}
. (1)

Here, 𝑅𝑒 is the effective half-light radius along the major axis,
𝐼𝑒 is the intensity at 𝑅𝑒, and 𝑛 is the Sérsic index. Note that if there
are fewer than 15 radial bins within 𝑅𝑒 then the sample number is
iteratively increased. The center region of the galaxy strongly effects
the fit and therefore we ensure it is sufficiently sampled. We found
that requiring more than 20 samples began to introduce noise in the
profile as the bin size approached the pixel size. We also cut the fit
off at the 30 𝑔-band mag arcsec−2 (57650 𝐿⊙ kpc−2) isophote.

The red ellipse in the middle panel of Figure 1 has a major axis
equal to the best-fit 𝑅𝑒 and illustrates our method. The right panel
shows a MLR map for this galaxy, which is effectively the ratio of
the left panel to the middle panel when both are smoothed to the
median smoothing length of the stellar particles. We see that the
MLR is far from uniform across the face of this galaxy – a point that
will be important for understanding our results in the next section.

The left panel of Figure 2 provides an illustration of the best-
fit Sérsic profile (black) of the same galaxy shown in Figure 1. We
see that the single Sérsic fit does a good job of matching the inner
profile, though the true (g-band) luminosity profile (red) is more
extended at large radii. The right panel shows the luminosity (red)
and mass (blue) surface density profile of the same galaxy both
smoothed to the median stellar smoothing length. We see that the
MLR increases from ≃ 1 near the center to > 2 at large radii, as
anticipated from the right panel of Figure 1.

Table 1 lists our best-fit values for 𝑅𝑒, 𝑛, and 𝑏/𝑎 for each
galaxy and galaxy orientation. The total 𝑔-band luminosity inte-
grated from the Sérsic profile 𝐿𝑔 and 𝑔 − 𝑟 colour is also listed in
Table 1.

To determine the “mock” stellar mass of each galaxy, 𝑀mock
★ ,

we follow common practice in much of the literature and as-
sume a constant MLR based on the total integrated colour of the
galaxy. 3 We specifically use colour-stellar mass-to-light ratio re-
lation (CMLR) derived by Into & Portinari (2013) for low-mass
galaxies using exponential star formation models:

log(𝑀mock
★ /𝐿𝑔) = 1.774(𝑔 − 𝑟) − 0.783 . (2)

Here, 𝐿𝑔 is the total 𝑔-band luminosity integrated from the
Sérsic profile, and 𝑔 & 𝑟 are the total magnitudes in the respective
bands. Note that Into & Portinari (2013) argue that dust is a second
order effect in the optical and do not include dust corrections in this
CMLR. 4 Also, while the Into & Portinari (2013) relation assumes
a Kroupa (2001) IMF rather than a Chabrier (2003) IMF, as we
have done in our mock images, the two IMF assumptions yield
nearly identical predictions for MLR of mono-age populations at
fixed metallicity (see Figure 4, Bruzual & Charlot (2003)). We
chose this particular CMLR relation because it was used in the
ELVES sample, which dominates our observational comparison
below (Carlsten et al. 2021). In Table 1 we also report the implied
“true” MLR of our galaxies (𝑀part

★ /𝐿image) where the luminosity is
integrated from the full 𝑔-band image and not the Sérsic profile.
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Figure 3. Left panel: SMR for the simulated galaxies using the particle method. The grey triangles represent the individual galaxies. The black dotted line
is the best fit relation to the galaxies with the grey shaded region representing the 1𝜎 scatter in the simulation data. The red line and shading represents the
ELVES field galaxies and their 1𝜎 scatter. The blue line and shaded region represents the GAMA late type galaxies and their 1𝜎 scatter. Right panel: Same
as the left panel, except the grey points are now determined from our mock method and the black dashed line and shaded bands are best fits and 1𝜎 ranges for
those points. The zoomed in plot on the bottom right shows the particle method relation as a dotted line and the mock method relation as a dashed line. The
down-pointing green arrow indicated the average scaling factor between R𝑒 and R50. The left-pointing green arrow shows the average scaling factor between
𝑀mock

★ and 𝑀
part
★ .
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Figure 4. Left panel: For a given simulated galaxy, we show the ratio of the half-mass radius to the effective radius with respect the galaxy’s total stellar mass
found through the particle method. Right panel: Here we show the ratio between the total stellar mass found with the particle method and the total stellar mass
found through the mock observation method versus the particle total stellar mass. The red dashed line shows the 1:1 for the Mock/Particle quantities and the
green dotted line shows the average Mock/Particle quantities (Δ𝑅 , Δ𝑀 ).

3 RESULTS

3.1 Size-Mass Relation

The left panel of Figure 3 shows the particle-based SMR of our
simulated galaxies (black triangles) with the dotted black line being
the best fit relation and the 1𝜎 scatter shown as the black shaded

3 Note that, as can be seen in the right panel of Figure 1, the MLR is not
constant across the face of the galaxy, suggesting that such an approach may
fall short in reproducing the true underlying mass.
4 We concur with this assessment. For example, if we change our dust
attenuation model from an SMC-inspired case to a Milky-Way inspired
model, our results change only minimally.

region. We compare to the results of two observational surveys:
Galaxy And Mass Assembly (GAMA) (Lange et al. 2016) (in blue)
and the Exploration of Local Volume Satellites Survey (ELVES)
(Carlsten et al. 2021) (in red). We show the best fit relation and 1𝜎 for
the GAMA late-type galaxy sample and the ELVES isolated galaxy
sample found in the Updated Nearby Galaxy Catalog (Karachentsev
et al. 2013).

In the right panel of Figure 3 we use our mock-derived sizes
and stellar masses to make the same comparison. Simulated galaxies
are shown as plus signs in this plot. Remarkably, both the best-
fit relation (black dotted line) and increased scatter (shaded grey)
match the observed trends much more closely than in the particle-
based method.
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Quantitatively, our particle-based measurements produce a
power-law relation 𝑅 ∝ 𝑀𝛼

★ with 𝛼 = 0.291, which is quite similar
to the slope of the ELVES sample (𝛼 = 0.296). However, at fixed
stellar mass, the particle-based sizes are ≈ 30% larger than the ob-
served relations suggest they should be. Moreover, the 1𝜎 scatter is
≈ 50% smaller in the particle-based predictions than reported for
the ELVES sample. The mock-derived relations, on the other hand,
continue to have a similar slope 𝛼 = 0.289, but now the predicted
scatter and normalization are almost identical to those reported in
the observational samples shown.

The shift in the relation from particle-based to mock-based is
illustrated by the inset shown in the right panel of Figure 3. This
is a zoomed in version of the simulated SMR with both the par-
ticle method and the mock observation method show as a dotted
and dashed line respectively. On average, at fixed stellar mass, the
mock galaxy sizes are smaller by a factor of 0.71 (−0.15 dec) than
the particle-based sizes (green down arrow). Similarly, the mock-
inferred stellar masses are smaller by a factor of 0.67 (−0.17 dec)
than the particle-inferred masses (green left arrow). Ultimately, the
mock relation ends up having a similar slope but a lower normali-
sation than the particle-based relation. We dive into what is causing
these shifts in the next session.

3.2 Differences between the Particle-derived and
Mock-derived Quantities

Our goal in this section is to understand the differences in galaxy
sizes and stellar masses that arise when comparing our particle
method to our mock-observation method.

The left panel of Figure 4 plots the ratio of mock half-light ra-
dius to particle-derived half-mass radius (𝑅𝑒/𝑅50) for each galaxy
orientation (black circles) as a function of particle-inferred stellar
mass, 𝑀part

★ . While there are times when this ratio is larger than
unity, on average we find ⟨𝑅𝑒/𝑅50⟩ ≡ Δ𝑅 = 0.71. Note that 𝑅𝑒 is
typically smaller than 𝑅50 even though 𝑅𝑒 is the major-axis effec-
tive radius while 𝑅50 assumes circular symmetry. Allowing for an
elliptical estimate of 𝑅50 would likely only make this ratio smaller.
The origin of this difference is that the predicted g-band light tends
to be more centrally concentrated than the mass, which is consistent
with the MLR map shown in the right panel of Figure 1 and in the
central panels of Figure A1 in the Appendix. A positive MLR gra-
dient is expected if recent star formation and more luminous stars
tend to inhabit the center of the galaxy with less-massive, older stars
in the outer regions. This is indeed the case for FIRE galaxies in this
mass range, and has been shown to arise as a result of star-formation
“puffing” (El-Badry et al. 2016; Graus et al. 2019; Mercado et al.
2021).

Observationally, it is know that low-mass galaxies tend to have
positive MLR gradients (e.g., Tortora et al. 2011) in qualitative
agreement with our simulations. Higher mass galaxies, on the other
hand, are observed to have flat or negative gradients, depending on
the galaxy type (Tortora et al. 2010, 2011). Given this, we might
expect 𝑅𝑒/𝑅50 to be greater than or equal to unity for more massive
galaxies than we explore here.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows the ratio of mock-derived
and particle-derived stellar masses, Mmock

★ /Mpart
★ , as a function of

particle-derived stellar mass. There is a hint that the ratio increases
as stellar mass increases, with the highest mass bin showing no
clear systematic bias. However, for most of the mass range shown,
the ratio is biased toward low values. Over the entire sample we find
an average ⟨Mmock

★ /Mpart
★ ⟩ ≡ Δ𝑀 = 0.67.

One important reason that our mock stellar masses are larger

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
g-r

100

M
* /

 L
g

Into & Portinari (2013)
Equation 3
Simulated MLR

Figure 5. The colour-stellar mass-to-light ratio relation (CMLR) for our
simulated galaxies (green points). The red line shows the CMLR from Into
& Portinari (2013), which we have adopted in our mock-derived properties in
order to conform with assumptions used in the observational samples shown
in Figure 3. The green dashed line shows the best-fit to the simulations,
given in Equation 3. The green shaded band shows the 1 𝜎 scatter.

than those derived from particle counting is that the CMLR relation
adopted to conform with observational assumptions (Equation 2) is
a poor match to the relation present in our simulations. The green
points in Figure 5 show the true CMLR of our simulated galaxies,
derived using the total particle-derived stellar mass, together with
mock luminosities and magnitudes of our galaxy images in the 𝑔

and 𝑟 band. We see that these points have systematically higher
stellar MLRs at fixed colour than the relation from Into & Portinari
(2013), which we show as the red line. The dashed green line shows
the best-fit CMLR for our simulated galaxies:

log(𝑀/𝐿) = 1.570(𝑔 − 𝑟) − 0.437 . (3)

This can be compared to Equation 2, which has a slightly steeper
slope and lower normalisation.

The main difference seen in Figure 5 is that the CMLR for
our simulated galaxies gives higher MLR ratios than Equation 2.
One likely cause of this shift is that the models explored in Into
& Portinari (2013) assume exponential star formation histories.
Our simulated FIRE-2 galaxies have temporally extended, complex
star formation histories (e.g. Fitts et al. 2017; Garrison-Kimmel
et al. 2019; Flores Velázquez et al. 2021). Exponential histories, in
contrast, will tend to have more recent star formation at fixed colour,
biasing the mass estimates low.

Others have found that the assumption of exponential star for-
mation histories can bias mass estimates low compared to more
generalized possibilities. For example, Li & Leja (2022) explored
the effect of a star formation history on the inferred CMLR of ob-
served galaxies. They found that a non-parametric star formation
history was the main parameter in their SED model that caused
an increase in the MLR by 0.12 dex when compared to a simple
SED model that assumed an exponentially-declining star formation
history. The qualitative difference here is in line with the shifts we
see. Moreover, these authors focus on higher redshifts, when the
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timescales are more compressed. If anything, we expect the differ-
ences between exponential and extended star formation to be even
larger at low redshift, closer to the 0.25 dex we see.

A second driver relates to the MLR gradient discussed above.
Our mock estimates assume a spatially constant MLR, however,
in reality, our galaxies have older, dimmer populations at large
radii that contain an over-abundance of mass than accounted for
in a mass-follows-light assumption. If galaxies in the real universe
behave more like our FIRE-2 galaxies, then Equation 3 would be a
better choice for estimating their stellar masses from 𝑔 − 𝑟 colour.

4 CONCLUSION

We present a study of the size versus stellar-mass relation (SMR)
for low-mass galaxies in the FIRE-2 simulations and explore the
differences that arise when adopting observationally-motivated
“mock” measurements compared to a more traditional “theorist”
approach that utilises particle-counting directly. Our mock obser-
vation method employs Sérsic profile fits to simulated images. We
provide fit parameters, including axis ratios and Sérsic indices in
Table 1. Our primary conclusions are the following:

(i) While our particle-based measurements of simulated galaxy
sizes and masses produce an SMR that is offset high and with less
scatter at fixed stellar mass than published relations from ELVES
and GAMA (left panel, Figure 3), the same relation derived from our
mock observations reproduces the normalisation, slope, and scatter
in the observed relation remarkably well (right panel, Figure 3).

(ii) Our mock-galaxy half-light radii are 30% smaller than the
half-mass radii inferred from particle-counting directly (left panel,
Figure 4). This is primarily due to the fact that our galaxies have
mass-to-light ratio gradients (Figures 1, 2, and A1), with older
(dimmer) stellar populations at larger radii.

(iii) The particle-based stellar masses of our galaxies are 30%
larger than our mock-inferred stellar masses (right panel, Figure
4). This is because our mock stellar masses rely on a colour-stellar
mass-to-light ratio relation (CMLR) that under-predicts the true
value (Figure 5). Our mock CMLR is the same as that assumed by
the ELVES group (Into & Portinari 2013) in deriving their pub-
lished SMR. This assumption under-predicts the stellar masses of
our galaxies, likely because our galaxies have complex, temporally
extended star-formation histories that are not well represented by
exponential functions. Equation 3 provides an alternative CMLR
that matches our predictions for low-mass galaxies.

This work highlights the nuances associated with testing sim-
ulations against observations as well as some potential pitfalls in
interpreting the physical meaning of observational results. Our sim-
ulations are able to reproduce published size-mass relations of low-
mass galaxies if we perform mock observations that mimic as-
sumptions adopted in those papers. However, the true relationship
between stellar mass and size present in the simulation is different.
If our simulations are accurate representations of the real universe,
then the relationship between galaxy size and stellar mass is even
tighter for low-mass galaxies than might be expected from taking
the published observational results at face value.
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APPENDIX A: EXAMPLE GALAXY IMAGES AND
PROFILES

Figures A1 and A2 provide example mass surface density, luminos-
ity surface density, and MLR maps in three different orientations for
a representative sample of galaxies that span the mass and morphol-
ogy of our survey. Also shown are mass surface density profiles,
luminosity surface density profiles, and MLR profiles for each ori-
entation. These panels are similar to those shown in Figures 1 and
2 shown in the main text.
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Figure A1. Four example galaxies – m10f (top left), m10h (top right), m10k (bottom left), and m10m (bottom right) – each shown in projection along three
different axes (columns). The top row and second row in each set show surface mass density and g-band luminosity density maps along the projections. The
third row in each set shows implied MLR maps. The bottom row shows surface mass density (blue) and luminosity density (red) profiles as a function of
semi-major axis radius, as in Figure 2. The dotted lines are the implied MLR profiles (right axis).
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Figure A2. Same as Figure A1 except for galaxies m11a, m11c, m11e, and m11h.
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