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How long will the quasar UV /optical flickering be damped?
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ABSTRACT

The UV/optical light curves of Active Galactic Nuclei (AGNs) are commonly described by the
Damped Random Walk (DRW) model. However, the physical interpretation of the damping timescale,
a key parameter in the DRW model, remains unclear. Particularly, recent observations indicate a
weak dependence of the damping timescale upon both wavelength and accretion rate, clearly being
inconsistent with the accretion-disk theory. In this study, we investigate the damping timescale in
the framework of the Corona Heated Accretion disk Reprocessing (CHAR) model, a physical model
that describes AGN variability. We find that while the CHAR model can reproduce the observed
power spectral densities of the 20-year light curves for 190 sources from Stone et al. (2022), the
observed damping timescale, as well as its weak dependence on wavelength, can also be well recovered
through fitting the mock light curves with DRW. We further demonstrate that such weak dependence
is artificial due to the effect of inadequate durations of light curves, which leads to best-fitting damping
timescales lower than the intrinsic ones. After eliminating this effect, the CHAR model indeed yields
a strong dependence of the intrinsic damping timescale on the bolometric luminosity and rest-frame
wavelength. Our results highlight the demand for sufficiently long light curves in AGN variability
studies and important applications of the CHAR model in such studies.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei(16) — Light curves(918) — Supermassive black holes(1663) — Time

domain astronomy(2109)

1. INTRODUCTION

At the centers of Active Galactic Nuclei (AGNs),
growing supermassive black holes (SMBHs) are sur-
rounded by gaseous structures such as accretion disks,
broad-line regions, and dust tori. It is widely believed
that most of the intrinsic properties of AGNs stem from
the accretion effect of SMBHs, such as high luminosi-
ties and intense electromagnetic radiations in the entire
electromagnetic spectrum. The emission of AGNs ex-
hibits a complex and significant stochastic variability
over a wide range of wavelengths, e.g., in the ultravi-
olet (UV) and optical bands (e.g., Ulrich et al. 1997).
This inherent variability provides a unique way to un-
derstand AGNSs’ structures and intrinsic physical mech-
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anisms. It has been shown that there are relationships
between the AGN UV /optical fractional variability am-
plitude and the AGN luminosity (e.g., MacLeod et al.
2010; Zuo et al. 2012; Morganson et al. 2014; Li et al.
2018; Sun et al. 2018; Suberlak et al. 2021), Eddington
ratio (e.g., MacLeod et al. 2010; Morganson et al. 2014;
Simm et al. 2016; Sun et al. 2018; De Cicco et al. 2022),
rest-frame wavelength (e.g., MacLeod et al. 2010; Mor-
ganson et al. 2014; Sun et al. 2015; Simm et al. 2016;
Sénchez-Séez et al. 2018; Suberlak et al. 2021), and other
relevant parameters (e.g., Ai et al. 2010; MacLeod et al.
2010; Sun et al. 2018; Kang et al. 2018). By measuring
the time delay between the variability of different bands
using the reverberation mapping technique (Blandford
& McKee 1982), one can measure the size of the AGN
accretion disk and the broad-line region, helping us es-
timate the virial mass of the central SMBH and test the
accretion-disk theory (e.g., Fausnaugh et al. 2016; Du &
Wang 2019; Cackett et al. 2021).
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Although much progress has been achieved in the
studies of AGN variability, the primary physical mech-
anism causing variability is still an unresolved issue.
Many theories have been proposed, such as the global
variation of the accretion rate (Lyubarskii 1997; Li &
Cao 2008; Liu et al. 2016), the local temperature fluctu-
ation (Kelly et al. 2009; Dexter & Agol 2011; Cai et al.
2016), and the effect of large-scale fluctuations on local
temperature fluctuations (Cai et al. 2018; Neustadt &
Kochanek 2022; Secunda et al. 2023). However, these
theories failed to fully account for observational results,
e.g., AGN power spectral densities (PSDs). More so-
phisticated theoretical models and better observational
data are required to investigate AGN variability further.

The Damped Random Walk (DRW) model is an ef-
fective statistical model for fitting AGN light curves
(e.g., Kelly et al. 2009; Kozlowski et al. 2010; MacLeod
et al. 2010; Zu et al. 2013; Suberlak et al. 2021). Its
power spectral density is described by a power-law func-
tion f~2 at high frequencies, which transits to white
noise at low frequencies. The transition frequency is
fo=1/(27mprW), where Tprw is the damping timescale
that characterizes the variability. Then, Tprw should
be relevant to characteristic timescales of the accretion
disk, such as the thermal timescale. According to the
static standard accretion disk theory (hereafter SSD;
Shakura & Sunyaev 1973), for a given wavelength A,
if one assumes the corresponding emission-region size
R, merits the criteria kgT(Ry) = hc/), the emission-
region size Ry/Rs x Mg§/3m1/3/\4/3 and the thermal
timescale 7, ~ a‘ngl o a”IA2MO5 where kg, T, h,
¢, Rs = 2G Mgy /c?, o, and €y are the Boltzmann con-
stant, the effective temperature, the Planck constant,
the speed of light, the Schwarzschild radius, the viscos-
ity parameter and the Keplerian angular velocity, re-
spectively; m = M/MEdd = O.lcQM/LEdd is a dimen-
sionless accretion rate, which is the ratio of the accretion
rate M to the Eddington accretion rate MEdd, and Lgqq
is the Eddington luminosity. If Tprw is relevant to the
thermal timescale, Tprw should also scale as A% or MO-5,

Several studies have established empirical relation-
ships between the best-fitting Tprw and A and the physi-
cal properties of AGNs. MacLeod et al. (2010) obtained
TDRW X /\0'17, TDRW X M70'075, and Tprw X M]gl_%l
based on 10-year variability data for 9000 quasars in
SSDS Stripe 82; Suberlak et al. (2021) obtained Tprw o
M 0088 and TDRW X Mgﬁ‘l based on 15-year variability
data for 9000 quasars in SSDS Stripe 82; Burke et al.
(2021) obtained Tprw o< MP3E® and Tprw o MO-33
based on the variability data of 67 AGNs, and they
even proposed to use the Tprw — Mppy relation to es-
timate SMBH masses; very recently, Stone et al. (2022)

(hereafter S22; also see Stone et al. 2023 for erratum)
obtained Tprw o A%2° based on 20-year variability
data for 190 quasars in SSDS Stripe 82 (Z. Stone, pri-
vate communication). These observations demonstrate
a weak dependence between the best-fitting Tprw and A
and M (but see Sun et al. 2018; Arevalo et al. 2023). One
possible explanation is that the relationship between the
damping timescale and the thermal timescale is not a
simple linear one. In summary, these observations seem
to disfavor the static SSD model strongly.

It is worth pointing out that when using the DRW
model to fit light curves, the durations of light curves
(referred to as the baselines) must be much longer
than the intrinsic damping timescale; otherwise, the
damping timescale will be significantly underestimated.
Koztowski (2017) pointed out that if the intrinsic damp-
ing timescale is larger than 10% of the baseline, the low-
frequency white noise cannot be identified accurately,
leading to an underestimation of the damping timescale.
Suberlak et al. (2021) followed the simulation method-
ologies of Koztowski (2017) and revisited the criteria
for baselines to obtain unbiased damping timescales;
they claim that the best-fitting damping timescale is an
unbiased estimator of the intrinsic damping timescale
if the best-fitting one is less than 20% of the base-
line. Recently, Kozlowski (2021) stressed that the base-
line should be at least 30 times the intrinsic damping
timescale. Hu et al. (2023) further suggested that the
deviation from the best-fitting damping timescale to the
intrinsic value also depends upon the statistical assump-
tions, including the priors for the DRW parameters and
the estimators of the best-fitting damping timescale. In
observational studies, it is often argued that if the best-
fitting damping timescale is less than 10% (or 20%) of
the baseline, the best-fitting damping timescale is un-
biased (e.g., Suberlak et al. 2021; Burke et al. 2021).
We stress that this criteria is incorrect. Even if the in-
trinsic damping timescale is larger than 10% of the base-
line, the best-fitting damping timescale can still be much
smaller than 10% of the baseline in some random real-
izations of AGN variability (especially for observations
with poor cadences). To verify whether the best-fitting
damping timescale is unbiased, one must know the in-
trinsic damping timescale!

S22 studied a sample of 190 quasars with a 20-year
baseline in the observed frame using the DRW model.
There are only 27 sources that merit the criteria of hav-
ing a best-fitting damping timescale of less than 20%
of the baseline. In addition, the best-fitting damping
timescale also has large uncertainties. In our opinion,
for the 27 sources, it is still unclear whether their intrin-
sic damping timescales are less than 20% of the baseline.
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The same argument also holds for other observational
studies (e.g., Suberlak et al. 2021; Burke et al. 2021).
In summary, current observational studies of damping
timescales may still be seriously limited by the baseline.

Theoretically, the AGN variability study should not
be based on the static SSD model. Instead, time-
dependent physical models should be proposed to ex-
plain AGN variability. The Corona Heated Accretion
disc Reprocessing (CHAR; Sun et al. 2020a) model es-
tablished a new connection between disk fluctuations
and observed variability; this model can reproduce the
SDSS quasar variability (Sun et al. 2020b; Sun 2023) and
the larger-than-expected UV /optical time lags (Li et al.
2021). In this model, the black hole accretion disk and
the corona are coupled by magnetic fields. When the
magnetic field in the corona perturbates, not only does
the X-ray luminosity of the corona changes, but also the
heating rate of the accretion disk fluctuates. Thus, the
temperature of the accretion disk and the UV /optical
luminosity vary on the thermal timescales. The CHAR
model takes into account the time-dependent evolution
of the SSD model to describe the temperature fluctu-
ations, albeit it can be extended to include other disk
models. The CHAR model may be effective for under-
standing the observational results of AGN variability.
Is the CHAR model able to account for the observed
damping timescales?

With future wide-field time-domain surveys, e.g., the
Wide Field Survey Telescope (WFST; Wang et al.
2023a) and the Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST;
Ivezi¢ et al. 2019), a large amount of AGN data cov-
ering multi-band time domains will be available. Ex-
tracting information beneficial to AGN studies from a
large amount of variability data is crucial. In the fu-
ture, longer AGN variability data will provide more ac-
curate damping timescales. Hence, it is of great impor-
tance to understand the physical nature of the damping
timescale.

The main objectives of this paper are to test the
CHAR model with S22 observations, to explain the
physical nature of the damping timescale in the DRW
model, and to propose a new relation between the in-
trinsic damping timescale and the AGN properties.

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section
2, the CHAR model is compared with the sample of
S22; in Section 3, we offer new relationships between
the intrinsic damping timescales and AGN properties in
the CHAR model simulations; in Section 4, we study
the PSD shapes; and Section 5 summarizes the main
conclusions.

2. CONSISTENCY BETWEEN THE CHAR MODEL
AND REAL OBSERVATIONS

In this section, we use the CHAR model to reproduce
the DRW fitting results of S22. In Section 2.1, we con-
figure the parameters of the CHAR model. In Sections
2.2 and 2.3, we use the CHAR model to reproduce the
damping timescale dependence on wavelength and the
PSDs of the S22 sample.

2.1. Setting the parameters for the CHAR model

The CHAR model uses the static SSD as the initial
conditions. Hence, this model requires only three pa-
rameters to simulate the light curves: the dimensionless
viscosity parameter «, the black hole mass Mpy, and the
dimensionless accretion ratio (= Lo/ ((1+k)Lgaq))*-
For all simulations in this paper, we adopt a = 0.4 (King
et al. 2007; Sun 2023). For the 190 quasars in the S22
sample, we use their My and the bolometric luminos-
ity Lpor as the input parameters of the CHAR model
(the base parameterization). The black-hole mass is esti-
mated via the single-epoch virial mass estimators, which
have substantial uncertainties (~ 0.5 dex; for a review,
see, e.g., Shen 2013). We, therefore, also alter the black
hole masses by 0.5 dex but leave other parameters (e.g.,
Lyo1) unchanged, and the resulting damping timescales
and their relation to wavelengths are almost unaltered.
This is because the damping timescales of the CHAR
model are independent of Mgy for fixing Ly (see Sec-
tion 3.2). There is an uncertainty of 0.2 — 0.3 dex in
the observationally determined Ly (e.g., Netzer 2019).
To assess the luminosity uncertainties, we consider an
extreme case, in which Ly in the S22 sample are sys-
tematically reduced by 0.2 dex, leaving the other pa-
rameters unchanged (the “faint” parameterization). In
summary, there is no free parameter in the simulations.

S22 uses the g, r, and ¢ light curves. To facilitate cal-
culations and comparisons, we use the CHAR model to
calculate the observed frame (according to each source’s
redshift) 4500—5500 A, 5500—6500 A, and 7000—8000 A
emission to represent the g, r, and ¢ bands, respectively.

2.2. Dependence of Tprw on wavelength

The baseline of the light curves simulated by the
CHAR model is 20 years in the observed frame (i.e.,
identical to S22). We adopt two sampling patterns for
the light-curve simulations: uniform sampling with a

1 Where k is the ratio of the power of magnetic fluctuations in

the corona, Qihc, to the dissipation rate of the disk turbulent
magnetic power, jSs. The value of k does not affect the results,
and for ease of computation, k = 1/3. For details, see Sun et al.
(2020a).
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cadence of 10 days (hereafter the uniform sampling)
and irregular sampling with realistic cadences (hereafter
the real sampling). For each quasar with the base and
“faint” parameterizations, we use the CHAR model to
generate light curves, encompassing both uniform and
real sampling. We fit the light curves with the DRW
model and derive the two DRW parameters (i.e., the
damping timescale and the variability amplitude) using
the taufit code of Burke et al. (2021)? which is based
on the celerite Gaussian-process package (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2017). The celerite package fits light
curves to a given kernel function using the Gaussian
Process regression. The DRW kernel function in the
taufit code is

k(ti;) = 208 pwe™/ ™ + 6765, (1)

where t;; = [t; — t;] is the time interval between two
measurements in the light curve, 203 gy is the long-term
variance of variability, Tprw is the damping timescale,
and 02§;; denotes an excess white noise term from the
measurement errors, with o; being the excess white noise
amplitude and §;; being the Kronecker ¢ function. The
taufit code utilizes the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) code of emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013)
with uniform priors to obtain the posterior distributions
for the DRW parameters. We take the posterior medi-
ans as the best-fitting parameters and the 16*" to 84"
percentiles of the posterior as the 1o uncertainties for
the measured parameters. The simulation process is re-
peated 1,000 times. Then, we take the medians and
161 to 84" percentiles of the one thousand best-fitting
damping timescales obtained from the simulations, and
the results are shown in Table 1. All simulation results
are consistent with S22 within 1o uncertainties. The
sampling slightly affects the best-fitting 7prw, and the
effect increases with wavelengths.

We then investigate the dependence of the best-fitting
Tprw on wavelength obtained from the CHAR model
and compare them with the results in S22. Previ-
ous studies have shown that the best-fitting Tprw
is significantly underestimated if the baseline is not
longer than ten (or five) times the intrinsic damping
timescale (Kozlowski 2017; Suberlak et al. 2021; Hu
et al. 2023). S22 selects a subsample with the best-
fitting damping timescales less than 20% of the baseline
containing 27 sources. As mentioned in Section 1,
their source selection criteria cannot eliminate the ef-

2 https://github.com/burke86 /taufit

fects of baseline inadequacy. The real observations in
522 yield Tprw g22 A0-204020 £o1 the subsample and
prRwW,g22 o A030E0-13 for the full sample.® Figure 1
shows a typical realization of the dependence of best-
fitting rest-frame Tprw,cmar on wavelength obtained
from the CHAR model: the left panel includes only the
subsample in S22, while the right panel shows the result
for their full sample. We fit the Thrw,cHAR — Arest rela-
tion with log1oTprw,cHAR = M10g10Arest +1. The poste-
rior distributions of m and n are obtained by the MCMC
code emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) with uniform
priors, and the logarithmic likelihood function is In £ =
0.5 {(1og10 TDRW,CHAR — (1110819 Arest + n))z/U%HAR
+1Ino¢yag }, Where ocuar is the 1o uncertainty of the
best-fitting Torw,cuar. The best-fitting results for m
and n are taken as the posterior medians, and their 1o
uncertainties are taken as 16" to 84*" percentiles of the
posterior distribution.

For different sampling methods and parameteriza-
tions, we obtain the probabilities of having the CHAR-
model slope m agree with S22 within 1o uncertainty
through one thousand repeated CHAR model simula-
tions, and the results are shown in Table 2. Thus, we
cannot statistically reject the hypothesis that the depen-
dence of the best-fitting 7prw on wavelength obtained
by the CHAR model is statistically consistent with S22.

Real observations show that the best-fitting Tprw ex-
hibits a weak dependence on wavelength. One possible
reason is that the baseline is not long enough, leading
to an underestimation of the intrinsic Tprw (see Sec-
tion 3.1 for details). We stress that, as we mentioned
in Section 1, this bias still exists even if one only selects
sources with the best-fitting damping timescale less than
10% (or 20%) of the baseline. Indeed, if we increase the
simulation baseline, the best-fitting damping timescale
also increases, and the timescale-wavelength relation has
a larger slope. Another possible reason is that the ob-
served Tprw is the average of thermal timescales at dif-
ferent radii of the accretion disk, hence the relationship
between Tprw and wavelength may not be very simple
(see Section 3.3 for details).

2.3. Power spectral density

Power spectral density is one of the most essential
tools for studying AGN variability. We use the CHAR
model to generate light curves for the full sample in S22

3 The slope reported here is slightly smaller (but statistically con-
sistent within 1o) than Stone et al. (2023). This is because the
fitting code used by Stone et al. (2023) has a minor bug (Z. Stone,
private communication).
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Table 1. The best-fitting logarithmic 7prw of S22 observations and the CAHR model

simulations.
Bands Observations  Uniform sampling Real sampling
base “faint” base “faint”
& 2 3) 4) 5) (6)

4500 — 5500 A (g band)
5500 — 6500 A (r band)
7000 — 8000 A (i band)

2.88%0:58
3.0510:5%
311703

3.2010:39
3.3310:00
3.4710-08

3.13%0:38
3.25%0:10
3.4010:38

3.19%01%
3.231019
3.3010:9%

3.15%013
3.20%0:11
3.2710:99

NoOTE—Column (1) represents the wavelength ranges in the observed frame; Column (2)
is the results obtained by S22; Columns (3) and (4) are the CHAR model simulation
results with uniform sampling for the base and “faint” parameterizations, respectively;
Columns (5) and (6) are the CHAR model simulation results with real sampling.

40T 7T 7 T 7 45— 7T 7 1
[ @ Xgps = 4500 — 5500 A 1 ®  \gpg = 4500 — 5500 A
3.75F ® Aops = 5500 — 6500 A 3 ®  Agps = 5500 — 6500 A ¢
Aobs = 7000 — 8000 A L 4.0 | Agbs = 7000 — 8000 A | E
__350F . ° ° 1 o
2 C ES P e
3 25 f S 3s5f ® o0 :“ * 9 o % _
= C ~ e ° 3o \.:'0 y
k7] D "X
< 3.00 = e S - ‘!&"f AN
& - 5 3.0 ;
5 L 5
S 275 =Y
=3 =3
° s o o5 R 8
2.50 . °
505 ° .‘ ®e p=0.09 ] ° . 0"..5.0_.. p=0.14
205 [ e e p=44x10""] o e® o %0.’° p=9.1x10"*
: m=024°2, 1 20f m=030"%3; -
200 L 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1
—0.6 —0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 —0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2

10g10(Arest/4000 A) 10g10(Arest /4000 A)

Figure 1. A typical realization of the dependence of the best-fitting Tprw on wavelength obtained from the CHAR model.
Msu, Liol, and redshifts are taken from the S22 sample. In each panel, the red error bar in the upper right corner shows the
median 1o uncertainty for all best-fitting Tprw. The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (p), p-value, and the best-fitting
slope (m) are shown in the lower right corner. The left panel is for the same subsample in S22 (i.e., with 27 quasars) and
the correlation is statistically insignificant. The right panel is for the full sample of 190 quasars in S22; in this sample, the
correlation is statistically significant. The solid lines and the shaded areas are the best-fitting lines and 1o uncertainties.

Table 2. Probabilities of reproducing observations dence of 1 day. Because the light curves generated by

the CHAR model are uniformly sampled, we use the

Sample  Uniform sampling Real sampling Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) to obtain the model en-

base “faint” base  “faint” semble PSDs for the f.ull sample. We repeat the above

process two hundred times and then take the average of

Subsample  62.0% 77.4% 75.0%  77.9% these simulations to obtain the PSDs. Whereas the light
Full sample 40.3% 76.8%  91.2% 84.4%

curves of the observations are not uniformly sampled,
S22 used the continuous autoregressive with moving-
average (CARMA; Kelly et al. 2014) model, which is a
high-order model, to obtain the ensemble PSDs. Figure
2 compares the CHAR model with real observations of
rest-frame ensemble PSDs for the full sample in different
bands. The ensemble PSDs of the CHAR model are con-
sistent with S22 observations within the 1o confidence

NoTE—The table values are the probabilities of the
simulated slope m matching the observed value
(within the 1o confidence interval).

with a 20-year baseline in the observed frame and a ca-
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interval. At high frequencies, the ensemble PSDs of both
the S22 observations and the CHAR model simulations
are steeper than the f~2 power-law function, suggest-
ing that the DRW model overestimates the variability
on short timescales, which is consistent with previous
Kepler studies (Mushotzky et al. 2011; Kasliwal et al.
2015; Smith et al. 2018).

As in S22, we also study the model ensemble PSDs af-
ter grouping the full sample by different methods. Fig-
ures 3 and 4 show the ensemble PSDs of the subsam-
ples grouped by Mpp and the subsamples grouped by
L1 and redshift in Agps = 4500 — 5500 A band, respec-
tively. The grouping strategies are the same as Figures
16 and 18 of S22. The model ensemble PSDs of the sub-
samples exhibit similar behaviors to those of S22: the
high-frequency breaks of quasars with smaller SMBHs
or lower luminosities tend to occur on shorter timescales
and vice versa.

In summary, our studies above suggest that the CHAR
model can reproduce the ensemble PSDs of the sample
in S22. We then can use the CHAR model to predict
the intrinsic damping timescale for other AGNs and its
dependence upon AGN properties after properly elimi-
nating the biases due to the limited baseline.

In the observational point of view, the DRW (a.k.a.,
the CARMA(1, 0) model) modeling is still an effi-
cient way to understand AGN UV /optical variability.
First, the real light curves are often very sparse. Sev-
eral sophisticated statistical models are proposed to fit
AGN UV/optical light curves, e.g., the damped har-
monic oscillator (DHO, a.k.a., CARMA(2, 1); Moreno
et al. 2019) model and other high-order CARMA mod-
els (Kelly et al. 2014). Compared with the DRW model,
these sophisticated statistical models have more free
parameters. For most AGN UV /optical light curves,
these free parameters cannot be simultaneously well con-
strained. Second, the damping timescale of the DRW
model is related to the timescales of the DHO model
(see the lower-right panel of Figure 14 in Yu et al.
2022). Kasliwal et al. (2017) compared the PSDs of
the DRW and the DHO models and found no difference
between the two PSDs on timescales longer than ~ 10
days. Hence, while the ensemble PSD analysis suggests
that AGN UV /optical variability is not consistent with
the DRW model (Figures 2, 3 and 4), one can still use
this model to measure the long breaking timescales. We
stress that, as pointed out by Vio et al. (1992), there
is no one-to-one relationship between statistical models
and intrinsic dynamics. Ideally, one should directly fit
real AGN UV /optical light curves with physical models
that have been tested (e.g., the CHAR model), which is
beyond the scope of this manuscript.

3. PHYSICAL INTERPRETATION FOR THE
DAMPING TIMESCALE

We now discuss the intrinsic damping timescale in the
CHAR model. The simulation steps are introduced in
Section 3.1; the relationship between the intrinsic damp-
ing timescale and Mgy, m and rest-frame wavelength
Arest 1S given in Section 3.2; the relationships between
the intrinsic damping timescale and a series of physical
properties are presented in Section 3.3.

3.1. Simulation steps

The simulation parameter settings and key points are
as follows:

1. The simulation parameters Mgy and 1 used for
the CHAR model are shown in Table 3, includ-
ing 27 cases with the bolometric luminosity larger
than 10** erg s=1.

2. The simulation bands are shown in Table 4 which
cover rest-frame UV-to-optical wavelengths.

3. The light curves of the integrated thermal emission
from the whole disk with rest-frame 20-year and
40-year baselines are simulated using the CHAR
model with a cadence of 10 days. The light
curves are then fitted using the DRW model, and
the best-fitting damping timescale is denoted as
TDRW.disk- Lhe simulation is repeated unless at
least one hundred sets of light curves are obtained
for each case in Table 3.

4. For the rest-frame 20-year baseline, the light
curves at different radii of the accretion disk
are also fitted using the DRW model, and their
best-fitting damping timescales are denoted as
TDRW ,radius-

If the baseline is not longer than ten (or five) times the
intrinsic damping timescale, Tprw aisk Will be strongly
underestimated (e.g., Kozlowski 2017; Suberlak et al.
2021; Hu et al. 2023). Under such circumstances,
the fitted Tprw ,aisk should increase with the baseline.
Figure 5 shows the relationship between the median
TDRW,disk over one hundred simulations and Ly at dif-
ferent bands, for both the 20-year and 40-year base-
lines. Note that, here we only consider simulations
with Tprw aisk/baseline < 20% for all bands. At the
high bolometric luminosity end, there are clear differ-
ences between Tprw qisk obtained for the 20-year base-
line and the 40-year baseline, with the results for the
20-year baseline being significantly smaller than the
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Figure 2. Comparisons of the CHAR model and real observations of rest-frame ensemble PSDs for the full sample in different
bands. The purple curves are the real observations from S22. The blue, red, and yellow curves and shaded areas are the
simulation results of the CHAR model and their 1o confidence intervals. The dashed grey lines represent the f~2 power-law
function. The lower panels are the differences between the CHAR model and the real observations on a logarithmic scale. The
ensemble PSDs of the CHAR model are consistent with those of the S22 observations within the 1o confidence intervals.
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Figure 3. The ensemble PSDs of the CHAR model at the
Aobs = 4500 — 5500 A band for two Mgy subsamples defined
in S22. The dashed grey line represents the f~2 power-law
function. The high-mass sample tends to have a steeper en-
semble PSD than the low-mass one.

40-year baseline. The difference is more significant at
longer wavelength bands. Hence, even if one only keeps
the simulations with the best-fitting damping timescale
less than 20% of the baseline, the intrinsic damping
timescale cannot be obtained for the high luminosity
cases. Likewise, in real observations, the best-fitting
damping timescale is also biased even if it is less than
20% of the observed baseline.

As we mentioned in Section 1, the requirement for re-
covering the intrinsic damping timescale is that the in-
trinsic damping timescale (rather than the best-fitting
one) should be less than 10% (or 20%) of the baseline.

The results of Hu et al. (2023) show that if the intrinsic
Tprw 18 10% of the baseline, although the statistical ex-
pectation of the output best-fitting Tprw is the same as
the intrinsic Tprw, its 1o dispersion is as large as 50%.
If one only requires that the best-fitting prw is less
than 10% (or 20%) of the baseline, the statistical ex-
pectation of Tprw can still be significantly biased. This
is because a DRW model with a large intrinsic Tprw
(larger than 10% or 20% of the baseline) can acciden-
tally have a small best-fitting Tprw because of statistical
fluctuations.

If TorRw aisk does not increase with baseline, one can
regard Tprw .disk as the intrinsic one. Practically speak-
ing, the difference (AlogioTprw disk) between the 20-
year and 40-year baseline results is less than 0.1 at the
longest wavelength range we probed ([7000, 8000] A).
Thus, for the 20-year baseline, Tprw aisk is reliable (i.e.,
the best-fitting Tprw disk equal to the intrinsic value)
only when Ly, < 10%51 erg s7! (cases marked with *
in Table 3). For such sources, the best-fitting Torw disk
for the 20-year baseline is the same as that for the 40-
year baseline. For the Ly < 10%>! erg s~! cases, their
TDRW,disk 18 less than 10% of baseline, which is consis-
tent with Koztowski (2017) and Hu et al. (2023). We
only take the cases with Ly, < 10%°1 erg s™! in Ta-
ble 3 for subsequent analysis, but our conclusions are
generalizable as long as the baseline is long enough.

3.2. The dependencies of Tprw disk upon Mpmu, m, and

)\rest
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Figure 4. The ensemble PSDs of the CHAR model in the Aops = 4500 — 5500 A band for different Lo and redshift groups.
The grouping strategy is the same as Figure 16 in S22. The dashed grey lines represent the f~2 power-law function. The
dependence of the ensemble PSDs upon L. and redshift is similar to that of S22.

Previous studies have suggested that the best-fitting
damping timescale may be related to the SMBH mass
or the AGN luminosity and established empirical re-
lationships between them based on observations (e.g.,
MacLeod et al. 2010; Burke et al. 2021; Wang et al.
2023b). However, real observations cannot properly
eliminate the effects of inadequate baselines. We con-
sider only the cases with Lpo < 105! erg s~1 in Table
3 and use the medians of one hundred simulations of
TDRW,disk Obtained from step 4 in Section 3.1 to estab-
lish the relationship between Tprw,aisk and Mpu, 1m0,

and rest-frame wavelength Apet. Apest 1S taken as the
medians of the different bands in Table 4. The fitted
equation is

log10moRwW disk =alogio(Mpu/Me) + blogiom
+ CloglO(Arcst/A) + d7

The MCMC code emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013)
is adopted to sample the posterior distributions of the
fitting parameters with the model likelihood and uni-
form priors. The logarithmic likelihood function is

InL = =05 {(fi — fmodeli)?/0Z + Ino?}, where f;

(2)



QUASAR UV /OPTICAL DAMPING TIMESCALE 9

Arest = [1500, 2500] A

Arest = [2500, 3500] A

Arest = [3500, 4500] A

SO T Somotdoyenr T 2 2 E
2 PP s PN s PP TP B
g 3.00 _1 20% of 20-year *__1 " ‘¢ *__1 " ‘* § ‘ 1
:f,' : 1 ....... o. ; ....... Ry * ......... 1 ............................................... . 1 .................. *** ..........................
g 275 Y 10% of 20-year . " = 1 t ‘* [ ] t 1 *‘ ,
€ 250 | ") gt + 0 + i 7! .
> + . ‘* L " ‘l T
S 225} - R + *-T "if E
2000 1 47 T l 20year L @ 20-year 1 W 20-year ]
+ ¥ 40-year T ¥ 40-year ¥ 40-year
175 bl v v e e e N I R & ST BN ST B S S
Arest = [4500, 5500] A Arest = [5500, 6500] A Arest = [7000, 8000] A
350 fp-======mmmmmmmmmmmmmmm oo Fr--mmmmm e —fr-——mmmmmm o TR B | B
3.25_1 . 4t ‘__I *”“‘,. -__T **"I'ﬁiii 1_
Z 1 ...................... * **‘* ................. 1** ........................... 1 ............... *..' ................................
g 3.0 S— ‘...i .............................. 1’* ................................ E— ,...l*.! .................................... ;
Sarst Xin 1 + [ o ! g
€ 250 #.T —-ilr' "i+ 3
8 oo5f & ki ER | E
2.25 ; T
200 F 20-year 1 20-year 1 20-year 1
¥ 40-year ¥ 40-year ¥ 40-year
T o s T80 85 480 465 470 a5 4m0 455 460 465 410 ads 450 455 40 45 470

log1oLool [erg s~ ']

log1o Lol [erg s™']

log1o Lol [erg s™']

Figure 5. The relationship between the best-fitting damping timescale of the integrated disk light curve Torw disk and Lpoi-
Different panels indicate different bands. The yellow inverted triangles and green squares are the medians of the one hundred
simulations of the CHAR model for the 20-year and 40-year baselines, respectively. The error bars are 1o uncertainties. The red
dotted and red dashed lines represent 20% of the 20-year and 40-year baselines, respectively. The blue dotted lines represent 10%
of the 20-year baseline. When Ly, > 10451 erg s, TDRW,disk 1S biased since its values for the 20-year baseline are significantly

smaller than the 40-year baseline.

and fmodel,i, and oj are the measured damping timescale,
the model timescale, the 1o uncertainty of f;, respec-
tively. The best-fitting values for the parameters are
taken as the posterior medians, and their 1o uncer-
tainties are taken as 16'" to 84'" percentiles of the
posterior distribution, as are all subsequent fits. Fig-
ure 6 shows the relationship between Tprw gisk and
Mgpn, m, and Mgt (purple-filled dots). The best-
fitting parameters and their 1o uncertainties are a =
0.657001,6=0.651501,c=1.197001,d=—6.041505. The
result demonstrates that Tprw disk X Lgb615>‘1'19
TDRW,disk 15 strongly related to the bolometric luminos-
ity Lypo) and the rest-frame wavelength s, with little
or no correlation with Mpy, which ensures the feasibility
of using the damping timescale to probe the cosmologi-
cal time dilation (Lewis & Brewer 2023).

For the cases in Table 3 but with Ly > 10%! erg 57!
(gray dots in Figure 6), their best-fitting damping
timescales are strongly underestimated for the rest-

, lLe.,

frame 20-year baseline. Hence, they fall below the rela-
tion of Equation 2.

Our relationship (Equation 2) also holds for lumi-
nosity ranges lower than all cases in Table 3. To
demonstrate this, we consider a low-luminosity case with
Mgy = 1070 Mg and m = 0.01. We set a cadence of one
day rather than ten days because the expected damp-
ing timescales (Equation 2) can be as short as ten days.
Same as in Section 3.1, we only consider simulations
with Tprw aisk/baseline < 20% for all bands. The simu-
lations are repeated 100 times. The purple-open dots in
Figure 6 are the median values of the hundred simula-
tions. These damping timescales are in good agreement
with Equation 2.

In Equation 2, Tprw,disk AL whereas the re-
lationships between the best-fitting damping timescale
and wavelength obtained in both Figure 1 and real ob-
servations of S22 are much weaker than this relation-
ship. This is because, for most of the targets in S22,
the 20-year baseline in the observed frame does not



10
T LA B T T T T T T T T T T T T
F Unreliable CHAR Tpgw i
40 o Reliable CHAR pmy R
[ # gbandinS22 e
35 # rbandins22 o b
@ I # ibandinS22 e
© r 1
S 30 b
F25f ]
e -
20 - &.. T 7
7’
r °
1.5 ,'6 b
r o/,o
1.0 '/|/ 1 ! ! ! 1 1 7
1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
0.65'0910(MBH/M®) + 0.65Iog1or'n+ 1.19|Og1o(>\re5t/A) — 6.04
N T T T T T T
s )
SR 1V N — ]
Eony ﬁ i 4‘& |
& (W M
S 4L ! ]
< L
L . 1 . . | PRI I S S T |

-08 -06 —-04 -0.2
l0g10(TpRW,cal-t0-baseline ratios)

—-1.0 0.0 0.2

log10ToRW,disk [days]

Alog1omoRw

ZHOU ET AL.

L S S S S S B S S

40 b Unreliable CHAR Tpaw // E
@ Reliable CHAR prw PR

35F # Burke et al. 2021 /,’ ]
¢ NGC 4151 e

30F ¢ g
*

25
20 F ’ 3
ey
15F _6° 3
-0
10 F 3
'
3 +/ E
z 1 1 1 1

0 1 2 3 4

NGC 3516 (low-flux)

NGC 7469 g .
NGC 3516 (high-flux) * tl
]

0.5

0.0

o
[}
a
o
<Q
o
&
I
~
<
©
+
o
[e2}
a
o
Q
)
3
+
-
e
©
o
<Q
o
>
3
a
~
=
|
o
o
=

—2b. .0
-1.5

P T
-1.0 -0.5 0.0
10g10(TDRW cal-t0-baseline ratios)

Figure 6. The relationship between Tprw ,disk and Mpu, M, and Aest (see Equation 2). In both panels, the purple-filled and

grey dots represent the CHAR model prediction for cases in Table 3 with Lpo < 1
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the 20-year baseline) and Lyo > 10451 erg st (whose Torw ,aisk 1S strongly biased for the 20-year baseline), respectively. The
purple-open dots are the CHAR model calculations for a low-luminosity case with Mpg = 107° Mg and 1 = 0.01. The gray
dashed lines indicate the one-to-one relation. For comparison purposes, we also include real observations. The 27 sources in the
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In the right panel, the orange dots indicate the 67 sources in Burke et al. (2021), and the color diamonds are model results
for the cases in Table 5. Darker colors indicate smaller Tprw,cai-to-baseline ratios in the rest-frame. The lower panels show
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decreases with Tprw cal-to-baseline ratios, which strongly suggests that the observationally-determined damping timescales are

significantly underestimated.

yield unbiased damping timescales. For the subsam-
ple in S22, the selection criterion is that the best-fitting
damping timescale rather than the intrinsic one is less
than 20% of the baseline; hence, the best-fitting damp-
ing timescales in the subsample are also biased to smaller
values. The bias should increase with wavelength if the
intrinsic damping timescale positively correlates with
the wavelength. As a result, the dependence of best-
fitting damping timescale and wavelength obtained by
S22 is weaker than Equation 2. Lewis & Brewer (2023)
uses the damping timescales of the S22 sample to probe
the cosmological time dilation. Their conclusion might
also be affected by the same bias.

The Equation 2 can predict a given AGN’s intrin-
sic damping timescale and justify whether or not the
best-fitting damping timescales in observational stud-
ies are biased. Figure 6 compares the best-fitting
damping timescales from real observations (hereafter
TDRW,obs) With Equation 2 (hereafter Tprw ca1). The
left panel presents the subsample of S22 with the best-
fitting damping timescales less than 20% of the base-

line. For almost all sources, the Thrw ca-to-baseline
ratio is significantly larger than 10%, and the best-
fitting damping timescales should be strongly biased.
Hence, Tprw ,obs is always smaller than Tprw cal, just
like the gray dots in Figure 6. Moreover, targets with
smaller AIOglOTDRW = loglo(TDRw,obs/TDvacal) values
tend to have larger Tprw,ca-to-baseline ratios. This
anti-correlation again strongly supports the idea that
the best-fitting damping timescales in S22 are probably
underestimated. The right panel shows the 67 AGNs
in Burke et al. (2021). Again, we find that, for sources
with large Thrw ca-to-baseline ratios (i.e., > 10%), their
TDRW,obs are lower than the predictions from Equation
2. Interestingly, five sources® in Burke et al. (2021) have
small Tprw cai-to-baseline ratios (i.e., < 10%), and their
best-fitting damping timescales agree well with Equa-
tion 2. Burke et al. (2021) combined the timescale mea-

4 The five sources are NGC 4395, NGC 5548,

J160531.85+174826.3.

SDSS
J025007.034+002525.3, SDSS J153425.584-040806.7, and SDSS
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Table 3. Model parameters for the CHAR model simulation

Number logio(Meu/Me) 1™  logio(Lbol/[erg sfl])

1* 8.0 0.01 44.24
2% 8.5 0.01 44.74
3 9.0 0.01 45.24
4* 7.5 0.05 44.44
5* 8.0 0.05 44.94
6 8.5 0.05 45.44
7 9.0 0.05 45.94
8* 7.0 0.1 44.24
9* 7.5 0.1 44.74
10 8.0 0.1 45.24
11 8.5 0.1 45.74
12 9.0 0.1 46.24
13* 7.0 0.15 44.41
14% 7.5 0.15 44.91
15 8.0 0.15 45.41
16 8.5 0.15 45.91
17 9.0 0.15 46.41
18* 7.0 0.2 44.54
19* 7.5 0.2 45.04
20 8.0 0.2 45.54
21 8.5 0.2 46.04
22 9.0 0.2 46.54
23* 7.0 0.5 44.94
24 7.5 0.5 45.44
25 8.0 0.5 45.94
26 8.5 0.5 46.44
27 9.0 0.5 46.94

NoOTE—Columns (1) shows the case number, those with *

are cases with Lpo; < 10%°! erg s™1; columns (2) represents

the logarithmic black-hole mass; columns (3) indicates the
dimensionless accretion ratio 7h; and columns (4) shows
the logarithmic bolometric luminosity.

surements from AGNs and white dwarfs. The white
dwarfs have short damping timescales of < 0.01 day
and can be unbiasedly measured. Then, they found that
TDRW X Mgf’l. Given that the sources in their sample
roughly have similar m, their result also suggests that
Tprw o< LY:3, which is close to our Equation 2.

To further test Equation 2, we measure the damp-
ing timescale for three local AGNs listed in Table 5.
These sources have relatively long baselines and small
luminosities or black-hole masses. According to Equa-
tion 2, these sources should have small intrinsic damp-
ing timescales and can be unbiasedly measured. Their
light curves are obtained from literature as indicated in

Table 4. Simulation bands

Band id. Wavelength ranges
[A]
1500-2500
2500-3500
3500-4500
4500-5500

5500-6500
7000-8000

S O W N

Table 5. We again use taufit to measure their best-
fitting damping timescales and lo uncertainties (dia-
monds in the right panel of Figure 6). The results are
again roughly consistent with Equation 2. Interestingly,
two sources with relatively large deviations, i.e., NGC
4151 and NGC 3516, are both changing-look AGNs.
For NGC 3516, we separately measured their damping
timescales in the high-flux state (from 1996 to 2007)
and low-flux state (from 2018 to 2021). In the high-flux
state, the measured damping timescale is consistent with
our relation within 20; in the low-flux state, the mea-
sured damping timescale is almost identical to TDrRw cal-
Hence, our results suggest that the thermal structure of
changing-look AGN’s accretion disks changes as the line
appears or disappears.

Having very long light curves is vital to obtain unbi-
ased damping timescales. According to Equation 2, to
obtain unbiased damping timescales, luminous targets
with long-wavelength emission have expected baselines
that are decades-long. In contrast, faint counterparts
with short-wavelength emission have expected baselines
of only a few days to a few years. Therefore, in the
case of finite observational baselines, choosing targets
with low bolometric luminosity or short rest-frame wave-
length emission can improve the reliability of the best-
fitting damping timescales. The LSST (Brandt et al.
2018) and WFST (Wang et al. 2023a) will provide a vast
amount of AGN optical variability data in the southern
and northern celestial hemispheres, respectively. These
programs will extend the observational baselines and ex-
pand the variability data, helping one to obtain unbiased
damping timescales.

Equation 2 also provides a new method for calculating
the absolute accretion rate M , which o« Mgym. While
ensuring that the best-fitting damping timescale is un-



12

ZHOU ET AL.

Table 5. Additional low-luminosity targets with long light curves.

Object z Mgpyu Lypor Arest  Baseline logio(TpDRw,obs/[days]) 7722,\3{255 log10(TDRW, ca1/[days]) 77522\1’;:51 Ref.
[10"Mg] [10** erg s™1] [A] [days]
NGC 4151  0.0032 5.10 1.15+£0.13 4754 8118 2.7379:3% 6.64% 2.12 1.62% Ref. (1)
NGC 7469  0.0163 1.10 4.824+0.74 5100 6868 2.40%9-22 3.66% 2.56 5.31% Ref. (2)
NGC 3516°  0.0088 4.73 1.2 5100 4112 2621932 5.25% 2.17 3.58%  Ref. (3), Ref. (4)
NGC 3516°  0.0088 4.73 0.27 4728 1085 1.75+0-16 5.15% 1.71 4.69%  Ref. (4), Ref. (5)

NoTE—Column (1) is object designation; column (2) is the redshift; column (3) is the black-hole mass; column (4) is the bolometric luminosity; column (5) is the
rest-frame wavelength; column (6) is the baseline in rest-frame; column (7) is the rest-frame best-fitting damping timescale Tprw,obs from light curves; column (8)
is TDRW,obs-to-baseline ratio; column (9) is the damping timescale Tprw,cal calculated by Equation 2; column (10) is Tprw,cal-to-baseline ratio; column (11) is the
references: Ref. (1) Chen et al. (2023), Ref. (2) Shapovalova et al. (2017), Ref. (3) Shapovalova et al. (2019), Ref. (4) Mehdipour et al. (2022), Ref. (5) The g-band
data from Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF; Masci et al. 2019).
¢ NGC 4151 is a changing-look AGN, and Ly, is taken from the high-flux state. We remove data points with the signal-to-noise ratios less than 20.
b NGC 3516 is also a changing-look AGN, and here are the results in the high-flux state (from 1996 to 2007; Popovi¢ et al. 2023).
¢ The results of NGC 3516 in the low-flux state (from 2018 to 2021; Popovi¢ et al. 2023).

biased, M should satisfy the following equation,
M= 43-517'15'5{3\/,&51( resi? Mg yr '] (3)

3.3. Variability radius Ryar

If the damping timescale is related to the characteris-
tic timescales of the accretion disk, such as the thermal
timescale, then according to the static SSD model, the
relationship between mTprw and wavelength should be
TorwW o A2. The observations in S22 concluded mrw o
A0-20which is a biased result due to the baseline lim-
itation. In Section 3.2, we obtain Tprw o< A''!° after
eliminating the effect of baseline inadequacy by simula-
tions, and the dependence of Tprw on wavelength is still
weaker than expected from the static SSD model. This
is because the best-fitting damping timescale is an av-
erage of the radius-dependent characteristic timescales
at different radii of the accretion disk. Figure 7 shows
the 5100 A flux variations of a given wavelength at dif-
ferent radii (hereafter, the single-radius light curves) of
the same accretion disk. On short timescales, the ob-
served variability is dominated by contributions from in-
ner regions and vice versa. Hence, the best-fitting damp-
ing timescale is different from the thermal timescale at
which kgT(Ry) = he/ .

We are now interested in finding a characteristic ra-
dius (hereafter Ry,y) at which its single-radius light
curve has a local damping timescale (i.e., TDRW radius)
equaling the damping timescale (i.e., Tprw aisk) of the
integrated disk light curve. For each case in Table 3
with Ly < 10**1 erg s1, in step 4 in Section 3.1, we
generate one hundred sets of single-radius light curves.
We fit every single-radius light curve with the DRW
model for each band and obtain the corresponding lo-
cal damping timescale, Tprw radius- Figure 8 repre-
sents the relation between Tprw radius and R/Rg for
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Figure 7. The 5100 A flux variations at different radii of
the same accretion disk. The x-axis is time, and the y-axis is
the ratio of the luminosity at a given radius to the luminosity
of the whole disk at the wavelength of 5100 A. Darker colors
indicate larger radii. Smaller-radii light curves contain more
short-term variations than larger-radii ones.

Mgy = 1089 Mg and 7 = 0.05. We define the variabil-
ity radius Rya; to be the characteristic radius at which
| TDRW radius — TDRW, disk| < 0.057pRw disk- Then, we find
Ryar for each case and each band.

3.3.1. The dependencies of Torw ,disk upon Ryar/Rs

To investigate the relationship between Tprw disk and
Ryar, we fit Tprw disk and Ry, at different bands for a
specific Mgy and m using the following equation,

log10ToRW disk = @logio(Ryar/Rs) + B. (4)

For each case in Table 3 with Ly, < 10%1 erg s7!,
we repeat the fitting of Equation 4 one hundred times
and adopt the medians as the parameters o and S cor-
responding to each case. Figure 9 represents a fitting
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Figure 9. The relationship between Tprw,disk and Ryar for
Mgu = 108° Mg and m = 0.05. The solid line is the best-
fitting line and the shaded area is 1o confidence intervals.

result for Mgy = 108° Mg and r = 0.05. The slope
differs from the scaling law of ~ R3/2.

We can obtain a and (3 for each case in Table 3 with
Ly < 10%1 erg s™! and find that they depend upon
Mgy and . Hence, we aim to find the relationships
between the parameters a and 8 and Mpy and m (Fig-

ure 10) by simultaneously fitting these cases. The best-
fitting results are

M,
BH 1 0.5270: 92108, g1 — 2.2670:10

a = 0.4975-0og o M,
()

M, .
0.5179%10g1 MB; —0.11199%0g, g —3.7319:22
g < 0.1,
] 20.04700510g,  MIBH ) gr40.08100 () 33036
Uz_0 0510810 M, -09_ 5 0gl0810M —U.595_( 3¢
1 > 0.1.

(6)
In summary, the relation between the damping timescale
and Ry, depends upon the black hole mass Mgy and
dimensionless accretion ratio r.

3.3.2. The dependencies of Ryar/Rs upon Mgu, m, and
Arest

We also establish the relationship between Ry../Rgs
and Mgy, m, and rest-frame wavelength Aest. The fit-
ting equation is

loglo(Rvar/Rs) :ulogm (MBH/M@) + UlOglom

7
+ SlOgIO()\rest/A) + - ( )
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Figure 10. Fitting results (data points) for parameters o and 8 in Equation 4. Different panels represent different 1. We fit
all data points with two linear relations for o and 3, respectively. The light- and dark-shaded regions represent the 1o and 20
confidence intervals of the best-fitting linear relations, respectively.

Figure 11 illustrates the fitting results of Equation 7.
The best-fitting parameters are u —0.637001,v =
0.017001 s = 1.067051, v = 2.99%5:95 According to

Equation 7, Ryar ~ AL%. which is less steep than
Ry ~ /\fe/si based on kgT(R)) = hc/A. In previ-
ous studies (e.g., Burke et al. 2021), it is often argued
that the damping timescale should be related to the
thermal timescale at Ry, which scales as Ri/ 2~ A2,
In the CHAR model, the damping timescale scales as

RS ~ A%, which is less steep than the scaling relation

of \2.

3.3.3. The relationship between Ryar/Rs and Rx/Rs

For a given wavelength A, the emission-region size at
which kgT(Ry) = hc/X for the CHAR model is (Sun
et al. 2020a)

3(1+ k)k& Laa .4

(MBH
647onG? M2 bt

Mg

Rx/Rs = ( )" Pi)' 3, (8)
where kg, o, G, 1, and h denote the Boltzmann con-
stant, the Stefan-Boltzmann constant, the gravitational

2.8 T T T T T T T

N
o
T

|0910(Rvar/RS)

—
~
T

(g 3

e’ ]
7 1 1 1 1 1 1]

1.0
1.00 125 150 175 200 225 250 275
70.63'0910(MBH/M@) +0.01 Iogmr'n + 1.06'0910/\;551 +2.99

Figure 11. The relationship between Ryar and Mgy, m and
Arest- The gray dashed line indicates the one-to-one relation.

constant, the radiation efficiency (fixed at 0.1), and the
Planck constant, respectively.
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Figure 12. The relationship between Rvar/Rs and Rx/Rs
for Mpn = 10%° Mg and 7 = 0.05. The dots represent our
calculations. The solid line and shaded areas are the best-
fitting result and 1o confidence intervals, respectively.

We try to find the relationship between Ry., and R).
We fit Ryar/Rs and Ry /Rg using the following relation:

logl()(Rvar/RS) = AlOglo(Rx/Rs) + B. (9)

Figure 12 shows the relationship between Ry../Rs and
Ry /Rs for Mgy = 103° Mg and i = 0.05. The rela-
tionship between Ry,,;/Rs and R)/Rsg is non-linear since
A is less than unity. Figure 13 shows the values of pa-
rameters A and B for the different cases. It is evident
that A and B depend weakly upon Mgy or m. We can-
not find a simple function to describe the relationship
between A (or B) and Mgy or .

3.3.4. The dependencies of Torw ,disk upon Rx/Rs

We also aim to establish a relationship between the
directly measurable quantity Tprw ,disk and Ry/Rs. The
fitted equation is

log10TorRwW disk = K1logio(Rx/Rs) + Ko. (10)

Figure 14 is the relationship between 7Tprw gisk and
Ry/Rs for Mgy = 10%° Mg and m = 0.05. Again,
K; and K5 depend upon Mgy or i (Figure 15), and
the best-fitting relationships are

M .
Ky = 04775 55logio T;H +0.48%0:03log10rh — 2.227017,

o)
(11)
Mpn
Mg

Ky = —0.9270580g10
(12)
We stress that K is a function of Mgy and 7, rather

than being fixed to 3/2 as expected from the thermal
timescale.

—0.3610:00log1or+1.5710 43

4. POWER SPECTRAL DENSITIES AT
DIFFERENT RADII

We also use the FFT method to calculate the PSDs
for the light curves at each radius. Figure 16 shows the
PSDs at different radii for a typycal case of Mpy =
10™® Mg and 7 = 0.2. It is obvious that the PSD is
steeper than that of a DRW on short timescales. This
is because, in the CHAR model, the temperature fluc-
tuations have a PSD of oc f~3 on short timescales (Sun
et al. 2020a). As a result, the PSD of each single-radius
light curve is inconsistent with the DRW model. The
PSD of the integrated disk light curve is a superposition
of various non-DRW PSDs at various disk radii and can
resemble the DRW PSD on timescales from months to
years (see Figure 4 of Sun et al. 2020a). We compare the
PSD corresponding to Ry., with that of the whole disk.
At high frequencies, the PSDs corresponding to Ryar
are smaller than that of the whole disk. The two PSDs
are consistent at low frequencies. Hence, the damp-
ing timescales from the DRW fitting and PSD analysis
should be generally consistent. The PSD at the char-
acteristic radius Ry, can roughly represent the PSD of
the whole disk.

5. SUMMARY

We have used the CHAR model to reproduce the ob-
servations of S22. In addition, we have obtained a new
scaling relation for the intrinsic damping timescale and
its connection to the AGN properties through CHAR
model simulations. The main conclusions are as follows:

1. The CHAR model can reproduce the DRW fit-
ting results for the S22 sample, including the best-
fitting damping timescales (see Table 1), the de-
pendence of the best-fitting damping timescale on
wavelength (see Figure 1, Table 2, Section 2.2) and
the ensemble PSDs of the sample (see Figures 2,
3, and 4; Section 2.3).

2. The observational baselines for most luminous
AGNs are not long enough to recover the intrin-
sic damping timescale. The damping timescale
may be biased even if the best-fitting damping
timescale is less than 20% (or 10%) of the observed
baseline (Figure 5, Section 3.1).

3. We have obtained the relationship between the in-
trinsic damping timescale and Mpy, m, Arest after
eliminating the effect of baseline inadequacy by
simulations. The main factors affecting the intrin-
sic damping timescale are the bolometric luminos-
ity and rest-frame wavelength (Equation 2, Figure
6, Section 3.2). Furthermore, we argue that our
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results can be used to estimate the absolute accre-
tion rate (see Equation 3) based on the intrinsic
damping timescale.

4. The observed light curves are a summation of
variable emission from various disk radii, and
the damping timescale should be some averages
of radius-dependent characteristic timescales (see
Figure 7). This leads to a weaker dependence be-
tween the damping timescale and wavelength than
the static SSD model. We have obtained the re-
lationship between the directly measurable quan-
tity TorRw,disk and Ryar (see Equation 4, Figures
9, 10, Section 3.3.1), Ryar and Mpy, m, Arest (see
Equation 7, Figure 11, Section 3.3.2), Ry, and Ry
(see Equation 9, Figures 12, 13, Section 3.3.3), and
Torw disk and Ry (see Equation 10, Figures 14, 15,
Section 3.3.4).

5. The PSDs corresponding to Ry, are consistent
with that of the whole disk at low frequencies; the
damping timescales from DRW fitting and PSD
analysis should be generally consistent (see Figure
16, Section 4).

The upcoming LSST and WFST are expected to provide
tremendous AGN variability data that will enlarge the
light-curve baselines significantly, further validating our
results.
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