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ABSTRACT

The first JWST data revealed an unexpected population of red galaxies that appear to have redshifts
of z ~ 7—9 and high masses of M, = 1010M®. Here we fit Sérsic profiles to the F200W NIRCam
images of the 13 massive galaxy candidates of Labbé et al., to determine their structural parameters.
Satisfactory fits were obtained for nine galaxies. We find that their effective radii are extremely small,
ranging from 7, ~ 80pc to r, ~ 300pc, with a mean of (r,) ~ 150pc. For their apparent stellar
masses, the galaxies are smaller than any other galaxy population that has been observed at any other
redshift. We use the fits to derive circularized three-dimensional stellar mass profiles of the galaxies,
and compare these to the mass profiles of massive quiescent galaxies at z ~ 2.3 and nearby elliptical
galaxies. Despite the fact that the high redshift galaxies have 10 — 20 times smaller half-light radii
than their putative descendants, the central stellar densities are very similar. The most straightforward
interpretation is that the dense compact inner regions of the most massive ellipticals today were already
in place ~ 600 Myr after the Big Bang. We caution that the redshifts and masses of the galaxies remain
to be confirmed, and that the complex NIRCam point spread function is not yet fully characterized.

Keywords: cosmology: observations — galaxies: evolution — galaxies: formation

1. INTRODUCTION

Our first glimpse into the z ~11 universe came from
detections of young, star-forming galaxies with the com-
bined power of the Hubble and Spitzer Space Telescopes
(e.g. Oesch et al. 2016). The physical properties of
galaxies at the redshift frontier were well characterized
by relatively low stellar masses, with virtually no galax-
ies with M, > 100 detected at z > 6 (see, e.g., Stefanon
et al. 2021). However, the landscape is rapidly chang-
ing, as the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) en-
ables us to detect galaxies that are fainter, redder, and
at higher redshifts (e.g., Castellano et al. 2022; Labbé
et al. 2023a; Finkelstein et al. 2022; Atek et al. 2023;

Austin et al. 2023; Boyett et al. 2023; Donnan et al.
2023; Looser et al. 2023; Mason et al. 2023; Naidu et al.
2022a,b).

In particular, Labbé et al. (2023a) (L23 hereafter) dis-
covered 13 massive galaxy candidates at z = 6.5 — 9.1
with two pronounced breaks in their spectral energy dis-
tributions (SEDs) in the Cosmic Evolution Early Re-
lease Science (CEERS) survey (Finkelstein et al. 2022,
2023b). As discussed in Boylan-Kolchin (2023) these ob-
jects may pose a challenge for galaxy formation theory,
and perhaps even for the ACDM model, if the masses
and redshifts are correct. The halo mass function pro-
vides an upper limit on the stellar mass that can form
at a given redshift, as the stellar mass cannot exceed
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the amount of baryons within the halo at a given time:
M, < efpMnao, with fp the cosmic baryon fraction
o = /0y, and € < 1 being the efficiency of converting
baryons into stars. Typical values for the efficiency of
baryon conversion (e=0.1 and €=0.32) imply a too high
stellar mass density than allowed by ACDM for these
redshifts. The only way to be consistent with the data
is to require extreme efficiencies converting baryons into
stars (¢ >0.57-0.99) in the early Universe. Such high star
formation efficiencies have never been observed directly,
though there is indirect evidence through the modeled
star formation histories of the first quiescent galaxies
(Antwi-Donso et al. in prep).

Given the implications of a population of early mas-
sive galaxies, there have been several studies propos-
ing alternate solutions to solve this tension. The stellar
masses may be overestimated, with less extreme esti-
mates when adopting different star formation histories,
different initial mass functions (Haslbauer et al. 2022),
different synthetic templates (Steinhardt et al. 2023),
or taking into account extreme emission lines (Endsley
et al. 2023). Other more exotic solutions include dif-
ferent dark energy models (Menci et al. 2022), Early
Dark Energy (Boylan-Kolchin 2023), fuzzy dark matter
(Gong et al. 2023), primordial black holes or axion mini
clusters (Hiitsi et al. 2023), or cosmic strings (Jiao et al.
2023). true nature remains a puzzle that needs to be
solved. Finally, contamination by red AGN is also pos-
sible and perhaps likely, supported by the detection of
a population of compact red sources in JWST imaging
data up to z ~ 8 (e.g. Furtak et al. 2023; Fujimoto et al.
2023; Ono et al. 2023; Barro et al. 2023; Onoue et al.
2023; Labbé et al. 2023b; Oesch et al. 2023) and through
broad line identification with JWST spectroscopy up to
z ~ 7 (e.g. Kocevski et al. 2023; Harikane et al. 2023;
Matthee et al. 2023).

Here we take the stellar masses and redshifts of the
L23 sample at face value and ask what the structure is of
the sources. Their sizes and morphologies provide clues
to their formation and, by extension, to the evolution
of the most massive galaxies in the universe. Further-
more, we can test whether most or all of the candidates
are dominated by the light of active nuclei, as the ob-
jects should then be point sources in the JWST imag-
ing. Throughout this work we assume ACDM cosmology
with Hp="70 km/s/Mpc, Q,, 0=0.3 and Q4 0=0.7.

2. DATA

This paper is based on one of the first data sets that
were obtained with the JWST Near Infrared Camera
(NIRCam), the Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science
(CEERS) program (PI: Finkelstein; PID: 1345 Finkel-

stein et al. 2022, 2023b) (see data DOI: Finkelstein et al.
2023a). The initial data consist of four pointings, cov-
ering ~ 40 arcmin? and overlapping with existing HST
fields. The JWST data were taken in six broadband
filters, F115W, F200W, F150W, F277W, F356W, and
F444W, and a medium bandwidth filter F410M. The
images are reduced with the standard JWST calibration
pipeline (v1.5.2) followed by the grizli pipeline (Bram-
mer 2023). The final mosaics for each of these bands
are available online (Brammer 2023). The resolution
of these mosaics is 0702 pix~! for F115W, F150W and
F200W and 0”04 pix ! for F277W, F356W and F444W.

The selection of the 13 candidate massive galaxies
is described in detail in L23'. Briefly, they all have
a “double-break” in their spectral energy distributions
(SEDs), identified as the Lyman break in the rest-frame
UV and the Balmer break in the rest-frame optical. The
methodology selects galaxies with high mass-to-light ra-
tios while ensuring that the photometric redshifts are
well-constrained. The photometric redshifts and stellar
masses were found using three codes, EAZY (Brammer
et al. 2008), the Prospector-beta settings (Wang et al.
2023) in Prospector (Johnson et al. 2021) and five config-
urations of Bagpipes (Carnall et al. 2018). 123 adopted
a Salpeter (Salpeter 1955) initial mass function (IMF).
From the 7 different measurements for each galaxy, the
median value for the photometric redshift and stellar
mass is used in this work, following 1.23. Errors in the
stellar masses are from the 16th and 84th median poste-
rior distribution. For more details on the sample selec-
tion and SED fitting procedure, we refer to the Methods
section in L23.

Follow-up spectroscopy is needed to confirm the stellar
masses and the high redshift nature of the sources. For 3
of the 13 galaxies in 1.23 spectra have been obtained with
NIRSpec on JWST. One of the sources, L.23-13050, is an
AGN at z = 5.624, as shown in Kocevski et al. (2023)
(CEERS 3210 therein). It was already suspected to be
a potential strong-line emitter at z = 5.72 by Pérez-
Gonzdlez et al. (2023). L23-35300 and L23-39575 are
confirmed to be at high redshift (z ~ 8), as shown in Fu-

jimoto et al. (2023) (CEERS3-1748 and CEERS1-3910).

We obtain point-spread functions (PSFs) for all the
galaxies using the WebbPSF tool (Perrin et al. 2014).
Synthetic PSFs have the advantage of perfect sampling,
centroids, and high S/N ratio. However, several studies
have found that WebbPSF profiles are too narrow in
the core when comparing them to bright point source
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Figure 1. The top row shows 1” x 1” images in the NIRCam F200W band of the nine galaxies for which a good Sérsic fit was
found. The second row shows the masks that were used, the third the best-fitting GALFIT models. The residuals, obtained by
subtracting the best-fitting models from the images, are shown in the fourth row. The bottom row shows RGB images of the
galaxies, with F150W as the blue band, F277W as the green band and F444W as the red band.

profiles (Ding et al. 2022; Ono et al. 2023; Onoue et al.
2023; Weaver et al. 2023).

We therefore also use an empirical PSF, made from
stacking isolated, unsaturated stars in the CEERS mo-
saic. Only stars whose centroid is close to the center of
a pixel are considered, and small shifts are applied to
center them precisely prior to stacking. In the analysis
we give equal weight to the synthetic and empirical PSF.
We note that a comparison of the radial profiles of stars
and the WebbPSF model showed that they are nearly
identical in the F200W (which we use for the galaxy
fits).

3. PROFILE FITTING
3.1. Methodology

The candidate massive galaxies reported in L23 are fit
with a Sersic (1968) profile,

I(r) = I exp <fb,,, [(r/re)l/” _ 1D (1)

were I(r) is the surface brightness at a distance r from
the center, 7, is the effective (half-light) radius, and I
is the corresponding effective surface brightness.

The fits are performed with GALFIT (Peng et al. 2002,
2010). The free parameters in the fit are the (z, y) po-
sition of the source, the total integrated magnitude, the
effective radius (along the major axis) (7. ), the Sérsic in-
dex (n), the projected minor-to-major axis ratio (b/a),
and the position angle. The major axis radii are circu-
larized using 7 c = 7¢ \/%. We allow n to vary between
0.5 and 20, r, between 0.5 and 100 pixels and the to-
tal integrated magnitude between -5 and +5 difference
from the aperture magnitude reported by L23. Each
fit is performed twice, first with the synthetic PSF and
then using the empirical PSF (see Sec. 2).

It is not immediately obvious which JWST band to use
when measuring morphologies of these early red galax-
ies. Ideally, we would fit the galaxies in all bands to
test whether there are size trends between the different
bands.

However, at the shortest wavelengths (F115W and
F150W) these red galaxies are often faint, whereas in the
long wavelength bands (F277W, F356W, and F444W)
the resolution is relatively poor. As a compromise we
use the F200W band, sampling the rest-frame near-UV,
for our analysis.



1D Zphot 10g(Ms/Mg) | mL23  Mwebb  Mstar  Mwebb  Mstar  Te,webb  Testar  (0/@)webb  (b/)star | M Te
7274 777 9.87 271 272 271 0.5 0.5 274 268 0.5 0.5 0.5758 273T58
11184 7.32 10.18 271 270 270 15 1.3 236 207 0.7 0.8 1.4793 216115
14924 8.83  10.02 275 275 274 1.1 0.5 96 101 0.7 0.8 0.7753 108735
16624 8.52  9.30 27.0 271 271 2.2 2.0 378 331 0.7 0.7 1.6795 31175
21834 854 9.61 284 284 283 05 05 146 138 0.1 0.1 05508 13738
25666 7.93  9.52 217 278 277 4l 1.7 80 78 0.8 0.8 1.8T53 86179
28984 7.54  9.57 279 279 278 1.5 0.5 105 121 05 0.6 0.8T57T 11172
37888 6.51  9.23 28.1 283 282 1.0 0.7 110 108 0.3 0.4 1.375% 8830
38094 7.48 10.89 26.3 266 265 1.1 0.5 79 90 0.6 0.6 0.9753 8213,

Table 1. The best-fit Sérsic profile parameters for nine galaxies that are relatively bright in F200W with the reported values in
that filter. The 2nd and 3rd column show the photometric redshift and stellar mass derived from SED fitting as reported in L23.
The fourth column shows the AB magnitude as derived from the aperture fluxes in L23. The 5th and 6th column are the total
integrated magnitudes from GALFIT by fitting with WebbPSF and the image of a star, respectively. The 7th and 8th column
are the fitted Sérsic indices n using WebbPSF and a star cutout as the PSF, the 9th and 10th column show the corresponding
effective radii r. (pc) along the major axis, and the 11th and 12th columns are the best fit values for the minor-to-major axisratio
(b/a). The most right columns are the adopted n and effective radii along the major axis r.. We randomly sample over the
GALFIT errors and each model is then placed in the residuals of the other galaxies (excluding 16624) and fitted with two PSFs,
resulting in 14 new measurements per galaxy. The values are the medians of all 16 fitted parameters with (16,84)% quantiles

as the upper and lower bound errors.

It is the reddest band that maintains the spatial sam-
pling of the short wavelength camera. Four galaxies have
a S/N ratio <5 even in F200W (L.23-2859, 1.23-13050,
L23-35300, and L23-39575). We do not include these
galaxies in the analysis.?

Contaminating sources are masked in the following
way. We estimate the background using sigma-clipped
statistics with a filter size of 5 pixels and the background
RMS. The background is then subtracted from the data
and then convolved with a 2D Gaussian kernel with a
FWHM of 3 pixels. Using this convolved background-
subtracted image, we detect sources with a 1.50 detec-
tion threshold, where ¢ is the background RMS before
convolution. The final result is a mask map, with non-
zero valued pixels that are ignored in GALFIT during the
fitting procedure.

L.23-16624 has a complicated structure. In the shorter
wavelength bands, we clearly observe three components.
In the F444W band, these blend together into a bigger
source with no substructure. This means that the cen-
tral component contains most of the stellar mass. Also,
the aperture diameter of 0.32” in 123 only fully covers
the central component, which is why we choose to only
fit the central component and mask out the other two,
using a mask threshold of 0.70. Yet, we caution that
the photometry and derived stellar mass could be off
because of this. We also test fitting with three Sérsic

2 We verified that their sizes in redder bands are not obviously

larger than those of the nine remaining galaxies.

components and this gave similar outcomes for the best
fit Sérsic parameters for the central component.

For L23-38094, we also clearly observe two compo-
nents in F115W and F150W, which also blend together
as one source in the longer wavelength bands. There-
fore, we fit this galaxy with two Sérsic components and
report the results of the central one.

3.2. Sérsic indices, sizes and uncertainties

In Fig. 1 we show the individual images for the nine
galaxies that are sufficiently bright in F200W. We also
show the mask (as described in the previous section),
the best-fit model for the WebbPSF run, and the corre-
sponding residual for each source. For these nine galax-
ies the fits in F200W are generally excellent, with no
obvious systematic residuals. The resulting best fit pa-
rameters, for both the synthetic and the empirical PSF,
are listed in Table 1.

The best-fit circularized effective radii differ by less
than ~ 15% when we fit with the empirical vs theoret-
ical PSF. For some galaxies, the different PSFs affect
the measurement of n, for example for 1.23-25666 where
Nwebb=4.1 and ngta,=1.7. Interestingly, the sizes are not
very different (80 pc and 78 pc).

Estimating uncertainties in the Sérsic profile parame-
ters of faint galaxies is challenging, primarily because
systematic effects typically dominate them. In this
work, we measure fiducial sizes and Sérsic indices, as
well as uncertainties on these parameters, for the nine
galaxies fit in F200W in the following way. First, we
randomly sample over the GALFIT errors and each sam-



pled best-fit model is then placed in the residuals of
each of the other galaxies (excluding 16624 because the
residual has two blobs). Then we fit the galaxies again,
as described above, using both the WebbPSF and the
empirical PSF. In this way, each galaxy is fit in 7 dif-
ferent residuals and with two different PSFs, leading to
2 x 7+ 2 = 16 different fitted models. With this ap-
proach, we include systematic uncertainties in the un-
certainty budget. The median values are then adopted
as the fiducial 7. and n, and the upper and lower uncer-
tainties are given by the (16%,84%) quantiles, which we
show in Table 1.

We only allow n to vary between 0.5 and 20, so if the
modelling finds 0.5 multiple times, the lower uncertainty
on n will be 0. This happened for 1.23-21834 and L23-
7274. In some cases (especially 123-14924) the errors
can be quite large, indicating that some of the galaxies
are barely resolved.

In the following, we assume that the observed light is
galaxy-dominated and interpret the results accordingly.
However, based on the morphology alone we cannot rule
out that the light of some galaxies has a significant AGN
contribution.

4. RESULTS
4.1. The Size-Mass Relation

The main result of this study is that the measured
sizes in rest-frame UV of the nine galaxies in the struc-
tural sample are extremely small, ranging from ~ 80 pc
to ~ 300 pc. In Fig. 2 we show the relation between ef-
fective radius along the major axis and stellar mass for
these nine sources. We also show the (rest-frame optical)
size — mass relations since z ~ 3 derived by Mowla et al.
(2019). The light grey dashed line shows their broken
power-law fits for galaxies 0.1 < z < 0.5, which we note
as z ~ 0.3, and for 2.5 < z < 3, noted as z ~ 2.75. In
addition, we add a size-mass relation determined from
Shibuya et al. (2015) at z = 5 (Fig. 5 therein). For the
three stellar mass bins log(M./Mg) = [9.5-10, 10-10.5,
10.5-11], we take the median effective radius (rJV) at
z = 5. We then plot two linear lines through to these
three scatter points, as shown by the dark grey solid line.
The size-mass relation of simulated galaxies at z = 7 in
the BLUETIDES cosmological hydrodynamical simula-
tion is shown by the black long dashed line (Marshall
et al. 2022) (see Sec. 5).

For their apparent mass and redshift, the galaxies in
our structural sample are smaller than any other galaxy
population that have been observed at 0 < z < 5. Taken
at face value, our results continue a trend that has been a
key result from HST over the past two decades: at fixed
stellar mass, galaxies are progressively smaller with in-
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creasing redshift (e.g., Bouwens et al. 2004; Daddi et al.
2005; Trujillo et al. 2006, 2007; Buitrago et al. 2008; van
Dokkum et al. 2008; van der Wel et al. 2008; Williams
et al. 2014). Specifically, the objects in our sample are
about 10 x —20x smaller than nearby galaxies with
the same mass. Furthermore, even if the galaxy stel-
lar masses are overestimated by an order of magnitude,
the observed sizes are smaller than typical star-forming
galaxies at 0 < z < 5. Converting the apparent magni-
tudes into absolute magnitudes and comparing this to
the Myy - size relation at z ~ 8 for Lyman-break galax-
ies (e.g. Yang et al. 2022), we find that they are ~ 3x
smaller than the average relation at fixed absolute mag-
nitude.

There is some recent corroboration of our results: we
show two massive compact galaxies at z > 7 that were
found by Akins et al. (2023) (red triangle in Fig. 2).
They find stellar masses of M, ~ 10101\/[@ and derive an
upper limit for the effective radius of R, < 200 pc in
F444W for both galaxies. These findings are consistent
with the sizes and masses found in this work.

4.2. Stellar Mass Profiles

The small sizes, in combination with the assumed
high stellar masses from L23, are remarkable because
they imply very high stellar densities. We derive the
three-dimensional stellar mass profiles for each galaxy
in the structural sample, by performing an Abel trans-
form to the 2D Sérsic profile, following e.g. Bezanson
et al. (2009):

)

b, [\ (37D oo exp (<ba (r/re) 7 t)
-t () .
T Te \Te 1 t2n —1
(2)

with p () in units of Lg kpe™2. To convert each lumi-
nosity profile into a stellar mass profile, we make a sim-
plistic assumption that the M /L ratio does not change
with radius, such that the shape of the profile remains
the same. The profile is then scaled such that its integral
equals the total stellar mass, for which we use

M, g¢ = M*,ngllji, (3)

123

that is, we correct the masses in .23 so that the sizes
and Sérsic indices from GALFIT are self-consistent with
the total luminosities and masses.

The stellar mass profiles for the nine galaxies are
shown in Fig. 3 (left). From the 16 x 9 stellar mass
profiles we take the median (shown in black) and (16%,
84%) quantile range (shown in grey). As expected,
the stellar mass densities are extremely high, reach-
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Figure 2. Effective radius along major axis versus stellar mass for the 9 galaxies in F200W. The stellar masses and their errors
are taken from L23. We show the tracks for the full population of galaxies for z ~ 0.35 (light grey), z ~ 2.75 (grey) obtained
from Mowla et al. (2019), a size-mass relation at z ~ 5 derived from Shibuya et al. (2015) (solid dark grey; see text) and two
massive galaxies at z > 7 reported by Akins et al. (2023) (red triangle; see text). The size-mass relation of simulated galaxies
at z = 7 in the BLUETIDES cosmological hydrodynamical simulation is shown by the black dashed line (Marshall et al. 2022)

(see Sec. 5).

ing ~ 10'2 My kpc™3 in the central regions. The den-
sity falls of very rapidly with radius, dropping below
~ 108 Mg kpe™2 at 7 ~ 500 pc. In the following section
we compare the profiles to those of plausible descendants
at lower redshifts.

4.3. Comparison to Stellar Mass Profiles of Massive
Galazies at Later Times

An important question is whether the galaxies are too
compact, that is, whether the stellar densities exceed
those of all plausible descendants. We can expect that
the most massive galaxies at high redshift evolve into the
most massive galaxies at lower redshifts, and that pro-
genitors and descendants can be approximately matched
by their cumulative number density (e.g., van Dokkum
et al. 2010; Papovich et al. 2011; Leja et al. 2013; Jaacks
et al. 2016; Torrey et al. 2017). In Fig. 3 (right) we

compare® the median stellar mass profile at z ~ 8 to
average stellar mass density profiles of nine massive
(M, > 1 x 101'Mg) quiescent galaxies at z = 2.3 stud-
ied by Kriek et al. (2006), van Dokkum et al. (2008) and
Bezanson et al. (2009) (dashed line) and to z & 0 ellip-
tical galaxies (M, > 5 x 1011Mg) from Tal et al. (2009)
(dash-dotted line). All three galaxy populations have a
cumulative number density of a few x107°>Mpc™3. As
expected, there is a large difference between the stellar
mass densities at larger radii (r >1 kpc), where nearby
ellipticals and z = 2.3 compact galaxies have densities
that are at least an order of magnitude higher. How-
ever, the median stellar mass densities in the innermost
regions (at r ~100 pc) are very similar for all popu-
lations, and we infer that the extreme stellar densities
that we find are similar to those of the cores of the most
massive systems throughout cosmic time.

3 assuming that the measured size in rest-frame UV is equal

to rest-frame optical



1014
o — 7274
' 11184
1012 14924
° — 16624
S — —— 21834
— 0 \ —— 25666
o 10
— —— 28984
[dm
S 37888
Q, —— 38094
o 108+ A
0 —— median
g (16%,84%)
quantile
F(a 106 -
)
n
104 . ' .
1071 100 101 102

r [kpc]

1014
o —— median
'a (16%,8{1%)
12 N quantile
_i 104 4 —_ 70
-—-2z~23
z VA
® 1010 J
=
e
(o} NN
@ 108 1 \\'\
@ v\
g \\ \.\
o 6 | .
é’ 10 \\ \‘
) \ N\
s \ .
wn \ \
104 L : — :
101 100 10! 102

r [kpc]

Figure 3. Left: The stellar mass profiles for the nine well-fit galaxies in F200W derived from r. and n in Table 1. The median
profile is shown in black, along with the (16%, 84%) quantile range (see text). Right: The median stellar mass profiles compared
to stellar mass profiles of compact massive quiescent galaxies at z ~ 2.3 and massive elliptical galaxies at z = 0 obtained from
Bezanson et al. (2009). The central densities are remarkably similar, consistent with inside-out growth over the entire redshift

range.

5. DISCUSSION

The central result of our paper is that the candi-
date massive galaxies at z ~ 8 identified in L23 are
extremely compact, at least at rest-frame wavelengths
of ~ 0.25 um. We find that they have sizes of ~ 150 pc,
making them smaller than z = 0 galaxies of the same
mass by at least an order of magnitude.

Yet, there are a few caveats that need to be consid-
ered. Firstly, there may be systematic biases in the
GALFIT sizes. Ono et al. (2023) inject models of vari-
ous sizes for a range of magnitudes into the noise map
and examine the differences between the input and out-
put sizes. They find that the output sizes are underes-
timated among the faint sources, but that the effect is
small for sources with magnitudes ~27-28 in F200W. We
also assessed the uncertainties by placing models with
a wide range of radii and magnitudes in empty areas
and recovering their sizes. This method is well-suited
for determining systematic differences between true and
measured sizes, but unlike our default method (which
uses the actual residuals) it does not take differences
between real galaxies and Sérsic profiles into account.
We find that there is a systematic bias for fainter and
larger objects, with measured sizes often underestimat-
ing the true sizes, consistent with Ono et al. (2023).
However, for the majority of sources in our data (7/9
sources with mag < 28 and pixel sizes < 4), the ef-
fect is small (11% scatter). For the two fainter objects

(mag > 28 and pixel sizes < 2), the systematic scatter is
larger (24%), but this scatter is still much smaller than
the errors measured with the default method (>43%).
Another important caveat is that the size measurement
may depend on wavelength. Initial studies suggest that
the effect is small: Yang et al. (2022) find a ratio of
(re,paaaw [Te,F20ow = 1.15) for z ~7-9 galaxies. How-
ever, the effect could be larger for these massive galax-
ies.

Although it seems difficult to measure sizes this small,
we note that it is equivalent to measuring sizes of
~ 600pc with Hubble at z ~ 2 when the differences
in angular diameter distance and resolving power are
taken into account. Sizes down to ~ 400 pc have been
measured routinely with HST (see, e.g., Szomoru et al.
2010). This is also in line with recent results from Yang
et al. (2022), who showed that NIRCam imaging data
are of sufficient quality to measure effective radii down
to ~ 100 pc at z > 7.

The stellar densities are correspondingly high, reach-
ing ~ 102 Mg kpc™2 in the central regions. While ex-
treme, as shown in Fig. 3, these densities are similar to
those of their plausible descendants. The most straight-
forward interpretation is that the central ~ 100 pc of
massive galaxies formed very early, at z ~ 8, and that
the subsequent growth was largely inside-out, through
star formation in disks or through minor mergers. This
extends the arguments made for z = 2 — 3 galaxies
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in Bezanson et al. (2009); Naab et al. (2009); Hop-
kins et al. (2010); Trujillo et al. (2011); Barro et al.
(2013); van Dokkum et al. (2015) and de la Rosa et al.
(2016) all the way to z ~ 8 and the central ~ 100 pc.
This result is consistent with the abundance match-
ing constraints by Moster et al. (2020) who found that
M, ~ 109°Mg galaxies at z ~ 8 are progenitors of
present day M, > 10''Mg galaxies for number densi-
ties in the range of 107 — 107°Mpc—3.

Turning to the assembly of the z ~ 8 galaxies, the
small sizes and high densities are qualitatively consis-
tent with extremely efficient dissipative collapse, as re-
quired by the stellar masses and number density esti-
mates of the galaxies (Boylan-Kolchin 2023). As the
galaxies are already at the upper end of what can ex-
ist at these early times, their star formation rates will
likely decrease soon. This is also required by the density
profiles in Fig. 3: if the central densities grow further by
more than a factor of ~ 2 they would begin to exceed
those of their likely low redshift descendants.

If the galaxies quench shortly after z ~ 8 it would
produce a population of early quiescent galaxies. Such
galaxies may have already been observed; specifically,
Carnall et al. (2023) find massive quiescent galaxies at
3 < z < 5 and argue that some of these likely had masses
of log(M,/Mg) > 10 at z > 8.

The early formation of the central ~ 100pc sug-
gests that supermassive black holes in massive early-
type galaxies also formed very early. In fact, the for-
mation of the black hole and the stars may not have
been entirely separable events. We calculate the sphere
of influence for the median stellar mass profile with
M, (r <rp) = 2Mpy, where we use black hole masses of
Mgy = 108Mg and 10° M. This gives r, = 28 pc for
Mgy = 108 Mg and 114 pc for Mpy = 109 Mg. These
values are in the same range as the half-light radii of the
galaxies.

It will be interesting to see if the strong size evolu-
tion that is implied by our results is reproduced in sim-
ulations. The most obvious comparison is with Mar-
shall et al. (2022), who made predictions for sizes of
galaxies observed with JWST at z = 7 — 11 using the
BLUETIDES cosmological hydrodynamical simulation.
In Fig. 2 we show the half mass radius - stellar mass
relation that they predict for z = 7 for a mass-limited
sample. Our results fall below their predictions.

We also briefly explore the HYDRANGEA simulations
(see a detailed description in Bahé et al. 2017), which is
part of the C-EAGLE simulations, a set of zoom-in galaxy
clusters. Galaxies with similar half mass radii and stel-
lar masses are present in these simulations at z =~ 7,
where they are the cores of future massive ellipticals in

clusters. This means that we might be observing the
highest peaks of the underlying dark matter distribu-
tion. Larger area surveys with JWST, combined with
spectroscopic redshifts, will show whether we happen to
observe a large overdensity at z ~ 8 (see for example
Hashimoto et al. 2023).

The redshifts and stellar masses of the galaxies remain
the main sources of uncertainty. As noted in 123, the
galaxies are likely a mix of z ~ 5 — 7 AGN, objects
dominated by extreme and exotic emission lines, and
genuine massive galaxies at z ~ 8.

From the morphologies alone, we cannot distinguish
between these scenarios (see e.g. Harikane et al. 2023,
who show that the measured morphology depends on the
contrast between the AGN and the host galaxy). Exam-
ining our fits, the most compact sources, 1.23-25666 and
L23-37888 and L.23-38094 could be dominated by a point
source, and the extreme apparent density of 1.23-38094
suggests that this object may either be contaminated
by an AGN or an extreme emission line object. JWST
spectroscopy is needed to make progress on these issues.

We are grateful for the observations made with the
NASA/ESA/CSA James Webb Space Telescope and the
CEERS (PID: 1345) team. The CEERS data are pub-
licly available in the Mikulski Archive for Space Tele-
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STScl is operated by the Association of Universities
for Research in Astronomy, Inc., under NASA contract
NAS5-26555. The GRIZLI pipeline was used to reduce
the data, and the resulting data products can be ac-
cessed by anyone through the Dawn JWST Archive
(DJA). DJA is an initiative of the Cosmic Dawn Cen-
ter, which is funded by the Danish National Research
Foundation under grant No. 140. Finally, we express
our gratitude to the anonymous referee for their useful
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the quality of our work.
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