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ABSTRACT
The reverberation mapping (RM) technique has seen wide applications in probing geometry and kinematics

of broad-line regions (BLRs) and measuring masses of supermassive black holes (SMBHs) in active galactic nu-
clei. However, the key quantities in RM analysis like emissivity, responsivity, transfer functions, and mean and
root-mean-square (RMS) spectra are fragmentally defined in the literature and largely lack a unified formulation.
Here, we establish a rigorous framework for BLR RM and include a locally dependent responsivity according
to photoionization calculations. The mean and RMS spectra are analytically expressed with emissivity- and
responsivity-weighted transfer functions, respectively. We demonstrate that the RMS spectrum is proportional
to the responsivity-weighted transfer function only when the continuum variation timescale is much longer than
the typical extension in time delay of the BLR, otherwise, biases arise in the obtained RMS line widths. The
long-standing phenomenon as to the different shapes between mean and RMS spectra can be explained by a
radial-increasing responsivity of BLRs. The debate on the choice of emission line widths for SMBH mass mea-
surements is explored and the virial factors are suggested to also depend on the luminosity states, in addition to
the geometry and kinematics of BLRs.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The presence of broad emission lines with widths of sev-
eral thousand kilometers per second is one characteristic fea-
ture of active galactic nuclei (AGNs). Those emission lines
stem from the so-called broad-line region (BLR) surround-
ing the central supermassive black hole (SMBH). It was
long suspected that the deep gravitational potential of the
SMBH is responsible for such broad line widths, an imprint
of fast, probably virialized motion of the ionized BLR gas
(e.g., Woltjer 1959). However, short variation timescales of
broad emission lines point to a compact BLR size, at a level
of light-days to light-months, meaning that the exact BLR
size is not trivial to measure considering the limited spatial
resolution of existing facilities. The advent of reverberation
mapping (RM) technique ushered in a new pathway to di-
rectly measure BLR sizes as well as diagnose geometry and
kinematics of BLRs (Bahcall et al. 1972; Blandford & Mc-
Kee 1982). The ensuing decades of RM efforts finally led
to identification of the evidence for the expected virial rela-
tionship (Peterson & Wandel 1999, 2000), paving the way
for RM-based SMBH mass measurements (e.g., see the re-
view of Peterson 2014). The establishment of the relation-
ship between BLR sizes and AGN optical luminosities from
RM campaigns (Kaspi et al. 2000; Bentz et al. 2013) further
spawned the single-epoch SMBH mass estimate, reinforcing

the central importance of RM for large-scale SMBH demog-
raphy (e.g., Li et al. 2011; Shen & Kelly 2012; Schulze et al.
2015; Rakshit et al. 2020) and cosmological evolution across
the universe (e.g., Wang et al. 2009; Li et al. 2012; Shankar
et al. 2013; Tucci & Volonteri 2017).

Albeit with these remarkable achievements, there remain
several important issues not well understood in RM studies.
Firstly, it is long known that the observed mean and root-
mean-square (RMS) spectra of broad emission lines in an
RM campaign are not always the same in shape, which re-
flects that the whole BLR does not respond to the continuum
variations uniformly. Instead, some parts must be more re-
sponsive than the others. If using the terminology “respon-
sivity”, which quantifies the relative change of line emissiv-
ity with respect to that of the incident continuum (Goad et al.
1993), the responsivity of the BLR is not a global constant,
but locally dependent. This had been well known from pho-
toionization calculations (Goad et al. 1993; Korista & Goad
2004; Goad & Korista 2014, 2015), however, it remains unre-
solved how the mean and RMS spectra quantitatively depend
on the key quantities in RM analysis, such as emissivity, re-
sponsivity, and emissivity- and responsivity-weighted trans-
fer functions. Moreover, these key quantifies were fragmen-
tally defined in previous studies and largely lacks a unified
formulation.
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Secondly, RM-based SMBH mass measurements rely on
a scaling factor, so called virial factor, to convert the virial
product, computed from a combination of the emission line
width and BLR size, to the true SMBH mass (e.g., Peterson
2014). The commonly used line width measures in the liter-
ature include the full width at half maximum (FWHM) and
line dispersion from either mean or RMS spectra. There is
a broad, still ongoing debate as to the optimal choice of line
width for accurately estimating SMBH masses (e.g. Dalla
Bontà et al. 2020). A practically feasible framework would
shed light on this debate and allow one to explore observa-
tional factors affecting virial factors and SMBH mass mea-
surements from a theoretical perspective.

Thirdly, the BLR dynamical modeling approach provides
a direct way to measure SMBH masses and thereby deter-
mine virial factors of individual AGNs (Pancoast et al. 2011,
2014; Li et al. 2013, 2018). This complements the traditional
approach in which statistically averaged virial factors are cal-
ibrated by the correlations between SMBH masses and host
galaxy properties well established in quiescent galaxies (e.g.,
Onken et al. 2004; Ho & Kim 2014; Yang et al. 2024). All
previous dynamical modeling works presumed a globally lin-
ear response of the BLR so that the whole BLR is forced to
respond uniformly. It is clear that such modeling cannot ap-
propriately recover the differences in shape between mean
and RMS spectra. Li et al. (2013) and Li et al. (2018) in-
cluded a non-linearity parameter for BLR responses but still
set it spatially constant, thereby subject to the same issue.

Fourthly, spectroastrometry (SA) with GRAVITY instru-
ment on the Very Large Telescope Interferometer (VLTI;
GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2017) enables directly resolv-
ing BLRs of bright AGNs at an angular resolution down to
∼10 micro-arcseconds (GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2018,
2024; Abuter et al. 2024). A joint analysis of SA and RM
(hereafter abbreviated to SARM) observation data (Wang et
al. 2020; Li et al. 2022; Li & Wang 2023) can not only more
thoroughly probe BLR properties, but also constitutes a geo-
metric probe for cosmic distances based on the simple notion
that the angular size conveyed from SA and physical size of
the BLR from RM can determine the angular-size distance
(Elvis & Karovska 2002; Rakshit et al. 2015; Wang et al.
2020). However, a raised subtle issue is that SA measures
the BLR’s photocenter offset as a function of wavelength, re-
lated to the emissivity-weighted size, while RM measures the
time delay between variations of the continuum and emission
line, which is indeed related to the responsivity-weighted
BLR size. These two sizes are not always identical, evident
from photoionization calculations (Goad et al. 1993; Zhang
et al. 2021) as well as the observed shape differences between
mean and RMS spectra mentioned above. A formulation self-
consistently taking into account emissivity and responsivity
weighting of BLR responses is therefore crucial for diagnos-
ing BLR kinematics and reinforcing the cosmic potential of
SARM analysis.

Motivated by all of the above, this paper is devoted to es-
tablish a rigorous framework to delineate BLR reverberation
with locally dependent responsivity and explore its observa-

tional implications. The paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion 2 presents a formulation for RM and derives expressions
for mean and RMS spectra. Section 3 constructs a simple
BLR dynamical model and performs simulations to showcase
the generated transfer functions and line widths of mean and
RMS spectra. Section 4 illustrates how a radial-dependent
responsivity affects the line widths and BLR sizes, and their
implications for SMBH mass measurements and BLR dy-
namical modeling. The conclusions are summarized in Sec-
tion 5.

2. FORMULATION

We start with introducing basic terminology in Section 2.1
and then present a generic formulation for BLR RM using the
linearized response model in Section 2.2. Based on this for-
mulation, we derive rigorous expressions for mean and RMS
spectra using transfer functions of the BLR in Section 2.3.
The detailed derivations for the expressions of BLR reverber-
ation and RMS spectrum are presented in Appendix A and B,
respectively. The major notations and their descriptions are
listed in Table 1.

Throughout the paper, we do not distinguish between the
continuum ionizing the BLR and that realistically observed
in RM and simply assume that their variations are closely
correlated. This is supported by multi-band continuum RM
of AGNs, which reveals strong inter-band correlations from
UV to optical (e.g., Edelson et al. 2019).

2.1. Basic Terminology

In an RM campaign, the observables include a series of
continuum flux Fc(t) and emission line profiles Fl(t, v) over
a time period T . In general, the continuum flux can be de-
composed into the constant and variable components,

Fc(t) = F̄c +∆Fc(t). (1)

Similarly, the emission line profile can also be written

Fl(t, v) = F̄l(v) + ∆Fl(t, v). (2)

The mean spectrum is then computed as

Mean = F̄l(v) =
1

T

∫

T

Fl(t, v)dt. (3)

and the RMS spectrum is computed as

RMS =

[
1

T

∫

T

[∆Fl(t, v)]
2
dt

]1/2
. (4)

Here, the integrals can also be alternatively rewritten in a
form of discrete summation over all epochs under investi-
gation. In practice, there are other variant forms of defini-
tions for mean and RMS spectra by including weights to each
spectrum to account for different data quality (e.g., Park et
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Table 1. The Description of Major Notations.

Notation Description Equations

η Responsivity 11, 14
Fc(t) Continuum flux density at time t 1
F̄c Mean continuum flux density 1
∆Fc(t) Variable component of Fc(t) 1
Fl(t, v) Emission line profile at time t and velocity v 2, 15, A9
F̄l(v) Mean component of Fl(t, v) 5, A3
∆Fl(v, t) Variable component of Fl(t, v) 6, A4
Ψr(τ, v) Responsivity-weighted transfer function 20
Ψr(v) Delay integral of Ψr(τ, v) 8
Ψ̂r(v) Delay integral of Ψ2

r (τ, v) 25
Ψe(τ, v) Emissivity-weighted transfer function 19
Ψe(v) Delay integral of Ψe(τ, v) 7
Sc(∆t) Continuum covariance function B12

al. 2012). Those definitions do not change the basic results
of this work.

From the constant and variable components of the contin-
uum and emission line fluxes, one can introduce two transfer
functions as

F̄l(v) = F̄c

∫
Ψe(v, τ)dτ = F̄cΨe(v), (5)

and
∆Fl(v, t) =

∫
Ψr(v, τ)∆Fc(t− τ)dτ, (6)

where Ψe(v, τ) and Ψr(v, τ) are called emissivity- and
responsivity-weighted transfer functions, respectively, and
Ψe(v) is the delay integral of Ψe(v, τ),

Ψe(v) =

∫
Ψe(v, τ)dτ. (7)

Similarly, the delay integrals of Ψr(v, τ) is defined as

Ψr(v) =

∫
Ψr(v, τ)dτ. (8)

The centroid time delay can be calculated from the
responsivity-weighted transfer function as

τcent =

∫∫
Ψr(v, τ)τdτdv∫∫
Ψr(v, τ)dτdv

. (9)

The velocity-resolved centroid time delays are calculated as

τcent(v) =

∫
Ψr(v, τ)τdτ∫
Ψr(v, τ)dτ

. (10)

All the above formulae are model independent and apply to
any sort of variable systems. Below, we will present specific
expressions for them based on a simplified BLR photoioniza-
tion model. We will also illustrate that Equations (5) and (6)
are a natural consequence of BLR reverberation.

2.2. Reverberation of BLRs

A basic consequence of BLR photoionization theory is that
the line emissivity has a functional dependence on the in-
cident continuum flux, which can be determined from pho-
toionization calculations (e.g., Goad & Korista 2014). For
simplicity, we assume that the emissivity of a single BLR
cloud at a location r and time t scales with a power of the
incident continuum fc(r, t) as

ϵ(r, t) ∝ fη
c (r, t), (11)

where η is the non-linear response parameter. We assume
that the continuum emission is isotropic so that the observed
continuum is a good surrogate for the continuum illuminating
the cloud. This is a quite reasonable assumption provided the
BLR is not changing significantly during the period of RM
monitoring. As a result, the incident continuum flux fc(r, t)
can be related to the observed continuum flux Fc(t) as

fc(r, t) ∝
D2

r2
Fc(t− τcl), (12)

where D is the distance of the AGN from the observer, r is
the modulus of the vector r, and τcl is the time delay of the
cloud depending on the location r (see below). By combin-
ing Equations (11) and (12), we can write the emissivity as

ϵ(r, t) =
A(r)

r2η
Fc(t− τcl), (13)

where A(r) is a factor including D2η and the proportional-
ity factors implied in Equations (11) and (12). Again, the
former can be determined from photoionization calculations.
We stress that here, the observed continuum flux should fully
come from the ionizing source. In practice, the continuum
flux is usually subject to contaminations from other compo-
nents (e.g., the host galaxy starlight), however, those compo-
nents can be separated out through certain methods, such as
multi-component spectral and/or image decomposition.
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Figure 1. The three left columns show contours of equivalent widths at 0.1 dex intervals for six emission lines (Hα, Hβ, He II λ4686, Paα,
Paβ, and Brγ) as a function of hydrogen number density logn(H) and hydrogen-ionizing photon flux log Φ(H). The equivalent widths are
referenced to the incident continuum at 1215 Å. The smallest contour corresponds to 1 Å, each solid line represents one dex, and dashed lines
represent a step of 0.1 dex. The upper left blank region represents equivalent widths smaller than 1 Å. The grey dashed diagonal lines represent
logarithm of the photoionization parameters (logU ) decreasing from 2 at upper left corner to -6 at lower right corner. The rightmost column
shows the surface flux and responsivity with radius. The AGN spectral energy distribution is set by the default shape in CLOUDY code and
the luminosity is set to 1042 erg s−1 at 1350 Å. The total hydrogen column density is 1023 cm−2.

From the above equation, it is straightforward to write

d ln ϵ

d lnFc
= η. (14)

Here, η is also termed responsivity in the literature (e.g., Kro-
lik et al. 1991; Goad et al. 1993; Korista & Goad 2004). Gen-
erally speaking, η is not a constant and might vary with local
physical conditions according to photoionization calculations
shown in Figure 1 (see below).

Given a number distribution f(r,w) of BLR clouds at a
location r and velocity w, the observed emission-line flux is
obtained by summing over emissivity of all clouds expressed
in Equation (13), namely,

Fl(t, v) =

∫∫
A(r)

r2η
F η
c (t− τcl)δ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw,

(15)
where δ is the Dirac delta function and the time delay τcl of
the cloud reads

τcl =
r − r · n

c
, (16)

where c is the speed of light. The observed velocity of the
cloud reads

vcl = −w · n, (17)

where n denotes the unit vector of sightline pointing from
the source to the observer and the appearance of a negative
sign is because the velocity is defined in a way that a posi-
tive velocity means the cloud is receding from the observer.

For an emission line with a rest-frame wavelength of λ0, the
velocity v (≪ c) is related to wavelength via

v

c
=

λ− λ0

λ0
. (18)

Under the condition that typical variation amplitudes of
AGNs lie at a level of ∆Fc(t)/F̄c < 1 (e.g., Kelly et al. 2009;
Lu et al. 2019), after some mathematical manipulation, it is
easy to show that the emissivity- and responsivity-weighted
transfer functions can be written as (see Appendix A for de-
tailed derivations)

Ψe(τ, v) =

∫∫
A(r)

r2η
F̄ η−1
c δ(τ−τcl)δ(v−vcl)f(r,w)drdw.

(19)
and

Ψr(τ, v) =

∫∫
η
A(r)

r2η
F̄ η−1
c δ(τ−τcl)δ(v−vcl)f(r,w)drdw,

(20)
As can be seen, compared to Ψe, there appears an extra factor
η in the integral for Ψr, just reflecting that variations of the
emission line are closely linked to the BLR responsivity.

From Equations (19) and (20), we can respectively define
the emissivity-weighted size as

REW =

∫∫
F̄ η
c A(r)r−2ηf(r,w)rdrdw∫∫
F̄ η
c A(r)r−2ηf(r,w)drdw

, (21)
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Figure 2. A schematic diagram for calculating time series of emis-
sion lines given a BLR dynamical model with our framework. The
descriptions of notations are summarized in Table 1.

and the responsivity-weighted size as (Goad et al. 1993)

RRW =

∫∫
ηF̄ η

c A(r)r−2ηf(r,w)rdrdw∫∫
ηF̄ η

c A(r)r−2ηf(r,w)drw
. (22)

Combining Equations (16), (20) and (22) immediately leads
to a corollary that in general, for an extended BLR, RRW is
not equal to cτcent, unless the BLR is axi-symmetric and its
emissions have no azimuthal structure.

2.3. RMS Spectra

By substituting Equation (6) into Equation (4), one obtains
that the RMS spectrum directly depends on the responsivity-
weighted transfer function as (see Appendix B for a detailed
derivation)

RMS =

[∫∫
Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ

′, v)Sc(τ − τ ′)dτdτ ′
]1/2

,

(23)
where Sc(τ−τ ′) is the covariance function of the continuum
variations at a time difference (τ−τ ′). This equation implies
that the continuum variations also affect the RMS spectrum.

If the characteristic timescale of the continuum variations
is much longer than the typical time delay of the transfer
function, Sc can be regarded as a constant in Equation (23)
and thereby the RMS spectrum is simply

RMS ∝ Ψr(v), (24)

where Ψr(v) ⩾ 0 is assumed. That is to say, the RMS
spectrum has exactly the same shape as the delay integral
of the responsivity-weighted transfer function. On the other
hand, if the continuum variations are rapid so that the covari-
ance function can be regarded as a delta function S(∆τ) ∝
δ(∆τ), there will be

RMS ∝
[∫

Ψ2
r (τ, v)dτ

]1/2
≡ Ψ̂r(v). (25)

For positive responsivity (η > 0), it is easy to find that
the inequality Ψr(v) ⩾ Ψ̂r(v) is always satisfied according
to the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality (Steele 2004). At a given
velocity bin, a more extended time delay distribution leads to
an even larger Ψr(v) compared to Ψ̂r(v). In realistic obser-
vations for a virialized BLR, the emission line core usually
has a more extended time delay distribution. The distribution
rapidly goes narrow towards line wings. This fact effectively
results in a broader profile of Ψ̂r(v) than that of Ψr(v). The
underlying physical explanation is as follows. The outer re-
gion of the BLR with long time delays will smear out the
rapid continuum variations and does not show effective re-
sponses. As a result, the emission line variations are mainly
contributed from the inner region and thereby the RMS spec-
trum becomes broader. Indeed, the measured time delay
tends to be shortened in case of rapid continuum variations.
Such an effect had been explored and dubbed “geometric di-
lution“ by Goad & Korista (2014). Here we demonstrate that
“geometric dilution“ can also affect the measured line widths
of RMS spectra.

In generic cases, the RMS spectrum falls between the
above two extreme cases, so that it will be somehow differ-
ent from either Ψr(v) or Ψ̂r(v), depending on the timescale
of continuum variations. It has been established from RM
campaigns that the typical time delay of Hβ BLRs is tightly
correlated with 5100 Å luminosity as τHβ = 33l0.53344 days,
where l44 = L5100/10

44 erg s−1 (see Bentz et al. 2013; Du
& Wang 2019). Using the damped random walk process to
model AGN light curves, previous studies found that typical
variation timescale is also correlated with 5100 Å luminosity
as τd = 52l0.4644 days, although with a quite large scatter (Li
et al. 2013; Lu et al. 2019). This implies that AGN varia-
tion timescales are comparable to typical Hβ time lags and
the effect of geometric dilution on line widths might be not
negligible.

Below we elaborate on the resulting RMS spectra in cases
of constant and radial-dependent responsivity separately.

Constant responsivity. —If the responsivity is a constant spa-
tially and temporally, we can rewrite Equation (15) in a con-
cise convolutional form involving the whole continuum and
emission line fluxes

Fl(t, v) =

∫
Ψc(τ, v)F

η
c (t− τ)dτ, (26)

where the transfer function Ψc is related to above defined Ψe

or Ψr by

Ψc(τ, v) = F̄ 1−η
c Ψe(τ, v) = η−1F̄ 1−η

c Ψr(τ, v). (27)

Meanwhile, the mean spectrum is exactly identical in shape
to the delay integral of the transfer functions,

F̄l(v) ∝ Ψr(v) ∝ Ψe(v). (28)

If the variation timescale of the continuum is much longer
than the typical time delay of the BLR, the mean and RMS
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Table 2. Fiducial Parameters of the BLR Model.

Parameter Value Description

RBLR 10 light-days Mean radius
β 1.0 Shape parameter of the radial distribution
Fin 0.2 Inner edge in units of RBLR

θinc 30◦ Inclination angle
θopn 30◦ Openning angle
M• 107M⊙ Black hole mass
η0 0.2 Constant coefficient of the responsivity η(r) in Equation (29)
η1 0.2 Power law amplitude of the responsivity η(r) in Equation (29)
α 2.0 Power law index of the responsivity η(r) in Equation (29)

RRW 15.7 light-days Responsivity-weighted radius
REW 10 light-days Emissivity-weighted radius

spectra will also be exactly identical in shape (see Equa-
tion 24).

Radial-dependent responsivity. —If the responsivity is a func-
tion of radius, the resulting mean and RMS spectra are usu-
ally different in shape. For virialized BLRs, the appearance
of an extra factor η in the integral of Ψr (compared to Ψe; see
Equations 19 and 20) causes the mean spectrum to be broader
than the RMS spectrum for radially increasing responsiv-
ity. Accordingly, the opposite cases of radially decreasing
responsivity will cause the RMS spectrum to be broader.

To illustrate how responsivity changes with radius, we cal-
culate surface emissivity of six prominent broad emissions
using the spectral synthesis code CLOUDY (version 23.01;
Gunasekera et al. 2023) over a grid of hydrogen number den-
sity of BLR clouds and hydrogen-ionizing photon flux. We
adopt the default AGN spectral energy distribution (Math-
ews & Ferland 1987) in CLOUDY and set a luminosity of
1042 erg s−1 at 1350 Å, scaled for a 107M⊙ SMBH accord-
ing to the observation of NGC 5548 (Korista & Goad 2004).
The total hydrogen column density is fixed to 1023 cm−2.
In Figure 1, we show the obtained responsivity with radius
for different emission lines. As can be seen, the respon-
sivity is different for different emission lines but overall in-
creases with radius. In addition, the responsivity deviates
from η = 1, except for He II λ4686 at large radius. This
illustrates that most emission lines respond non-linearly to
continuum variations.

3. EXEMPLARY SIMULATIONS

3.1. A Toy BLR Dynamical Model

In this section, we construct a simple parameterized BLR
model to demonstrate the effects of responsivity. From the
viewpoint of dynamical modeling, in the right-hand side of
Equation (15), the terms A(r)r−2η and f(r,w) are degener-
ate and largely unknown. In RM campaigns, the mean spec-
trum and variations of an emission line are directly observ-
able. Equations (A3) and (A4) in Appendix illustrates that

the mean spectrum puts constraints on the overall product
A(r)r−2ηf(r,w), whereas variations of the emission line
put extra constraints on the responsivity η. Inspired by this
factor, we parameterize the responsivity and other terms sep-
arately, which greatly simplifies our dynamical modeling.
Such a treatment also enables us to concentrate on explor-
ing responsivity rather than delving into the detailed physical
conditions of BLRs. In this sense, our treatment is idealized
but adequate for illustration purpose.

For the responsivity, we parameterize it with a power law
as

η(r) = η0 + η1

(
r

rBLR

)α

, (29)

where rBLR is a characteristic radius of the BLR and η0, η1,
and α are free parameters. To align with photoionization cal-
culations shown in Figure 1, we further limit the responsivity
to a range

−0.5 ≤ η(r) ≤ 1.5. (30)

A negative η is possible for rarefied BLRs with a low gas den-
sity, plausibly manifesting as anomalous responses of emis-
sion lines (e.g., Du et al. 2023). In our calculations, those
η outside the above range are forced to take the lower/upper
limits.

To model the product A(r)r−2ηf(r,w), we simply as-
sume the number distribution f(r,w) depends only on the
location r and the cloud’s velocity is fully determined given
r (such as Keplerian rotation). This means that we can
simplify f(r,w) into a distribution as a function of only
r, namely, f(r,w) ≡ g(r). The cloud distribution is as-
sumed to be axi-symmetric and uniform over cos θ in the θ-
direction. As such, we only need to specify the radial distri-
bution g(r). Also, A(r) depends only on r. We introduce an
overall parameterization prescription using the Gamma dis-
tribution (e.g., Pancoast et al. 2011)

A(r)r−2ηg(r) ∝
(r
s

)k−1

exp
(
−r

s

)
, (31)

where s is a scale parameter controlling the spatial extent
and k is a shape parameter controlling the radial profile. This
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distribution was commonly used in previous BLR dynam-
ical modeling (Pancoast et al. 2011, 2014; Li et al. 2013,
2018, 2022). It has flexibility in approximating exponential
(k = 1), single-peaked (with a large k), or long-tailed (with
a small k) distributions. There are also other forms of dis-
tributions, such as a power law, used in the literature (Stern
et al. 2015; Li et al. 2022). Nevertheless, the distribution in
Equation (31) is sufficient for present illustration purpose. To
further simplify our parameterization, we define (Pancoast et
al. 2011)

RBLR = ks, β = 1/
√
k. (32)

The distribution is then characterized by a mean of RBLR and
standard deviation of βRBLR, which implies that β controls
the spatial extension of BLR clouds.

The cloud emission is isotropic and self-shadowing effect
is neglected for simplicity. Each cloud orbits around the cen-
tral SMBH with circular Keplerian motion. All clouds con-
stitute a thick-disk like geometry, with an openning angle
of θopn and inclination angle of θinc (see Figure 1 of Li et
al. 2013 for the meaning of these two parameters). Table 2
summarizes the model parameters and their adopted val-
ues, together with the resulting emissivity- and responsivity-
weighted BLR sizes. Figure 2 shows a schematic diagram for
generating simulated time series of emission lines using the
framework described in Section 2. We have incorporated the
present framework into our previously developed dynamical

modeling code BRAINS1 (Li et al. 2013, 2018). Below we
employ BRAINS to perform simulations. It is worth iter-
ating that since we parameterize η and other terms in Equa-
tion (15) separately, a change in responsivity affects only the
variable component (and hence RMS spectrum) of the emis-
sion line, but does not affect the mean spectrum.

3.2. An Example of Simulated Light Curves

Using the dynamical model described above, we showcase
a pair of simulated continuum and emission line light curves
in Figure 3. The continuum variability follows the damped
random walk process (e.g., Kelly et al. 2009; Li et al. 2014)
with a damping timescale of τd = 200 days, much longer
than the input typical time delay (∼15.7 days). Therefore,
the geometric dilution effect on the line widths in the RMS
spectrum is not important. As can be seen, the continuum
varies with a large amplitude of ∼30%, whereas the emis-
sion line varies quite mildly, only with an amplitude less than
15%. Besides variation blurring due to the spatial extension
of the BLR, the adopted low responsivity (η0 = 0.2) further
reduces variability of the emission line.

We employ the interpolated cross-correlation method
(Gaskell & Peterson 1987) to calculate the auto correlation
function (ACF) of the continuum light curve and the cross-
correlation function (CCF) between the continuum and emis-

1 The living code of BRAINS is publicly available at https://github.com/
LiyrAstroph/BRAINS, while the version used in this work is available at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10674858.

https://github.com/LiyrAstroph/BRAINS
https://github.com/LiyrAstroph/BRAINS
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10674858
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Figure 4. From left to right panels are the adopted form of responsivity as a function of radius η(r), the resulting mean and rms spectra, the
responsivity-weighted transfer function Ψr(τ, v), and the emissivity-weighted transfer function Ψe(τ, v), respectively. The grey dashed lines
represent the virial envelope (v2 = GM•/cτ , where M• = 107M⊙).

sion line, plotted in the right panels of Figure 3. It is known
that the CCF is indeed equivalent to the convolution between
the transfer function and ACF of the continuum (e.g., Welsh
1999; Li et al. 2013). The lower right panel of Figure 3
also superimposes the responsivity-weighted transfer func-
tion and its convolution with the ACF, which is in good agree-
ment with the CCF as expected. The responsivity-weighted
transfer function has a peak time lag of 3.4 days and a cen-
troid time lag of 15.7 days. The latter is exactly equal to the
responsivity-weighted radius listed in Table 2 since the BLR
model is axi-symmetric and the emissions are isotropic. The
CCF yields a peak time lag of 12.6 days and a centroid time
lag of 15.1 days. This centroid value slightly differs from
that of the transfer function because of the influences of the
ACF’s shape as well as the adopted criterion for the CCF
points used to calculate the centroid. Following the conven-
tion, we use the CCF points above 80% of the peak value
(e.g., Peterson & Wandel 1999). A different criterion might
slightly change the centroid time lag (Koratkar & Gaskell
1991).

3.3. Mean and RMS Spectra

In Figure 4, we show the resulting mean and RMS spec-
tra, responsivity- and emissivity-weighted transfer functions
for different forms of responsivity. As expected, in the case
of η increasing with radius, the responsivity-weighted trans-
fer function is more extended along the time delay direction
compared to emissivity-weighted transfer function, implying
that there is significant responsivity of the emission line at
large radius. The resulting RMS spectrum is therefore nar-
rower than the mean spectrum. The results are just the oppo-
site for η decreasing with radius. The middle row of Figure 4
also confirms that for the case of spatially constant respon-
sivity, the mean and RMS spectra are exactly identical, even
when η deviates from one (corresponding to linear response).

In Figure 5, we further illustrate how the ratio of line
widths from mean and RMS spectra changes with the pa-
rameters η0, η1, and α of the responsivity (see Equation 29).
As mentioned above, a spatially constant responsivity leads
to an identical width ratio of mean and RMS spectra. The
converse also applies, namely, a large radial change of re-
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sponsivity results in a large difference in the width ratio. In
the fiducial case of η1 = 0.2 and α = 2, the width ratio can
be up to about 1.5 for η0 = 0. In the middle panels of Fig-
ure 5, there appears a maximum value of width ratio around
η1 ∼ 0.1 for FWHM and ∼ 0.4 for line dispersion. This is
because as η1 increases beyond these critical values, the re-
sponsivity approaches the upper limit of 1.5 for most radii, in
turn narrowing down the region with significant changes of

responsivity. This dilutes the differences between mean and
RMS spectra. The situation is similar for the dependence on
α. We note that the different dependence for FWHM and
line dispersion boils down to the non-Gaussian line profiles,
as illustrated in Figure 4.

4. OBSERVATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
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4.1. Line Widths from Mean and RMS Spectra

In Figure 6, we compile Hβ line widths (FWHM and line
dispersion) of mean and RMS spectra from previous RM
campaigns. Most of the data are directly extracted from Ta-
ble 3 of Yang et al. (2024). We additionally include the latest
measurements for a dozen of AGNs from Hu et al. (2024),
Li et al. (2024), and Yao et al. (2024). We can find that the
majority of data points lie under the line of equality. The av-
eraged ratio of FWHM between mean and RMS spectra is
about 1.29, indicating that FWHM(mean) is systematically
broader than FWHM(RMS) by ∼29%. The averaged ratio
of line dispersion has a similar value of about 1.31. Combin-
ing with Figure 5, the systematically broader mean spectra of
the Hβ line point to a radial increasing responsivity, consis-
tent with photoionization calculations in Figure 1. With the
present simple BLR model, these width ratios correspond to a
rough range of η0 ∼ 0.1−0.2, η1 ∼ 0.1−0.3, and α ∼ 2−5.
Our analysis illustrates that the observed line width ratio of
mean and RMS spectra provides a useful constraint on BLR
photoionization models, which can be further tested with de-
tailed photoionization calculations.

4.2. BLR Sizes from Spectroastrometry and Reverberation
Mapping

As mentioned above, the SA technique with the GRAV-
ITY/VLTI instrument provides a new diagnostic of BLRs,
complementary to RM (e.g., Li et al. 2022; Li & Wang 2023).
However, there are important differences in the measured
BLR sizes between the two methods. Firstly, RM relies on
time delay analysis and probes the BLR structure perpen-
dicular to iso-delay paraboloids. As a comparison, SA in-
vokes photocenter offsets of BLRs projected on the sky and
probes the BLR structure perpendicular to the line of sight
(e.g., Beckers 1982; Bailey 1998). These two methods are
sensitive to different dimensions of BLRs. Secondly and
more importantly, RM measures responsivity-weighted sizes,
while SA observes instantaneous emissions from BLRs and
thereby measures emissivity-weighted sizes. As illustrated in
Section 3, once the responsivity is not a global constant, the
responsivity- and emissivity-weighted sizes will be no longer
equivalent. Figure 7 shows that the difference between the
two sizes can exceed 50%, depending on how the responsiv-
ity varies with radius.

Such differences in emissivity- and responsivity-weighted
BLR sizes are crucial for SARM analysis (Wang et al. 2020;
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Li et al. 2022), which offers a more thorough view of ge-
ometry and kinematics of BLRs and thus is expected to im-
prove accuracy of SMBH mass measurements. In particular,
SARM analysis leverages the fact that SA measures the an-
gular size while RM measures the physical size of the BLR.
Their combination directly yields a geometric distance to
BLRs (Elvis & Karovska 2002; Rakshit et al. 2015; Wang
et al. 2020). Zhang et al. (2021) conducted photoionization
calculations for a simplified BLR configuration in which both
gas density distribution and radial cover factor are parameter-
ized by power laws. Their results also demonstrated system-
atic deviations between BLR sizes measured from SA and
RM, confirming the factors described above. In this work, we
establish a unified framework to delineate both emissivity-
and responsivity-weighted BLR sizes, which enables a self-
consistent, practically feasible BLR dynamical modeling ap-
proach for SARM analysis. This will largely alleviate pos-
sible systematics arising from previous SARM analysis that
resorts to globally linear response of BLRs (Wang et al. 2020;
GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2021; Li et al. 2022) and
thereby improve the distance determinations.

4.3. Black Hole Mass Measurements

The commonly used recipe for measuring SMBH masses
with RM is based on the virial product, namely,

M• = fBLRMvp = fBLR
cτ(∆V )2

G
, (33)

where fBLR is the virial factor, G is the gravitational con-
stant, and ∆V is the line width. The time delay τ is usu-
ally measured from the CCF method, which relies on varia-
tion components of the continuum and emission lines. From
our formulation of RM described in Section 2.2, it is obvi-
ous that such a time delay should be directly associated with
the responsivity-weighted (instead of emissivity-weighted)
transfer function, which in turn controls the RMS spectrum
of the emission line (see Equations 24 and 25). Therefore,
an appropriate choice of line width measure should point
to the RMS spectrum, rather than the mean spectrum. Fig-
ure 6 clearly demonstrates that the line widths measured from
mean and RMS spectra of AGNs with RM observations are
not the same and their ratios span broad distributions. In the
present framework, those broad distributions reflect that the
responsivity might change from object to object.

In Figure 8, we calculate virial products (MVP) for differ-
ent values of η0, η1, and α. To avoid any random noise from
light curve realizations, we directly use the responsivity-
weighted radius RRW as a substitute to cτ in Equation (33).
It is interesting to note that the virial product is not a con-
stant but slightly varies with these parameters within a level
of ∼0.05 dex. It seems that the FWHM yields a more con-
sistent virial product than the line dispersion. This is because
the RMS spectrum of the emission line changes in shape with
the responsivity parameters and the line dispersion is more
sensitive to the line shape than the FWHM.

In Section 2.3, we have proved that the RMS spectrum in-
deed depends on the variation timescale of the continuum

light curve (see Equation 24 and 25) because of the “geomet-
ric dilution” effect. Here, we perform a more specific simu-
lation to illustrate this effect. Using BLR model parameters
listed in Table 2, we randomly generate a batch of mock con-
tinuum and emission line data, both with a duration of 1000
days, for different damping timescale τd of the damped ran-
dom walk process. We then calculate line widths (FWHM
and line dispersion) of the RMS spectra, measure time delays
using the interpolated CCF methods, and determine the virial
products using Equation (33). Figure 9 shows medians and
90% confidence intervals of the obtained line widths, time
delays, and virial products, as well as several selected exam-
ples of RMS spectra at τd = 5, 20, and 500 days. As ex-
pected, the median line widths decrease with increasing τd,
by ∼10% for FWHM and ∼ 20% for line dispersion from
τd = 1 to 500 days. As illustrated in the bottom right panel
of Figure 3, the extension of the transfer function along the
time delay direction spans no more than 50 days, therefore,
the RMS spectrum approaches Ψr(v) and the resulting line
widths tend to be stable when τd ≳ 50 days.

Because of the “geometric dilution” effect, the result-
ing time delays also depend on the continuum variation
timescale. This has been well explored by Goad & Korista
(2014). In our simulations, the time delays suffer to a quite
severe influence (compared to the line widths), increasing
from ∼5 days to the expected ∼15.7 days (= RRW) for τd
from 1 to 500 days. As a result, the virial products are subject
to a deviation as large as ∼0.3 dex at small τd. In realistic
RM observations, the continuum variation timescale might
not be such extremely short compared to the characteristic
time delay. Nevertheless, the influences of continuum vari-
ation timescales need to be taken into account for accurate
SMBH mass measurements.

4.4. BLR Dynamical Modeling

As we mentioned above, both photoionization calculations
(Figure 1) and RM observations (Figure 6) imply a radial-
dependent responsivity of BLRs. A direct consequence is
that RM analysis needs to account for both constant and vari-
able components of the emission line, as expressed in Equa-
tions (2) and (A9). However, to our knowledge, most of
previous BLR dynamical modeling approaches (e.g., Pan-
coast et al. 2011, 2014; Rosborough et al. 2024; Williams
& Treu 2022) assumed a linear response of BLRs, effec-
tively equivalent to η(r) ≡ 1 in present framework. Li
et al. (2013, 2018) included a non-linear response but still
forced the responsivity to be constant across the BLR (equiv-
alent to using Equation 26). As a result, all previous BLR
dynamical modeling approaches cannot appropriately cover
the differences between mean and RMS spectra. This fact
had been recognized by Mangham et al. (2019), which em-
ployed a disk wind model to simulate time series of emission
lines and found that the dynamical model code of Pancoast
et al. (2014) failed to reproduce the RMS spectra. In addi-
tion, Pancoast et al. (2018) performed a comparison of trans-
fer functions obtained from the dynamical modeling and the
maximum entropy method (Horne 1994) by applying these
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Figure 9. (Upper left) the emission line widths of RMS spectra, (bottom left) time delays measured using the interpolated CCF method, and
(bottom right) virial products for different continuum variation timescale τd from simulations with the BLR model parameters listed in Table 2.
The solid lines represent the median values and grey shaded areas represent the 90% confidence intervals. The upper right panel shows examples
of RMS spectra. Here, τd is the damping timescale of the damped random walk process used to generate continuum light curves.

two methods on the Hβ RM data of an individual AGN
Arp 151 (Bentz et al. 2009). Their results showed that the
two transfer functions seem not to be well matched with each
other, although a quantitative assessment cannot be made be-
cause of the difficulty in reliable uncertainty estimates for
the maximum entropy method. Indeed, the maximum en-
tropy method solves the linearized RM equation, somehow
equivalent to Equation (6) in the present framework. We
note that for the RM data of Arp 151 in 2008 season (Bentz
et al. 2009), the Hβ line widths measured from the mean
spectrum are significantly broader than those from the RMS
spectrum: FWHM(mean)/FWHM(RMS)∼1.31 ± 0.08 and
σ(mean)/σ(RMS)∼1.60 ± 0.06. The continuum variation
timescale of Arp 151 is about 80 days (Li et al. 2013), much
longer than the typical time delay of about 4 days (Bentz et
al. 2009), indicating that the influence of continuum variation
timescale on the line widths is minimized. In other words,
the broader line widths of mean spectra in Arp 151 give evi-
dence for a radial dependent responsivity. The treatment with
a global constant responsivity η = 1 in dynamical modeling
of the BLR is therefore no longer appropriate. It is plausible
that some systematics might arise when forcing η = 1 in dy-
namical modeling and this deserves a detailed investigation
in a future work.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Based on linearized response model, we establish a rig-
orous formulation for RM by accounting for locally depen-
dent echoes of BLRs, inspired from photoionization calcu-
lations and the long-standing phenomenon that mean and
RMS spectra in RM campaigns are generally different in
shape and/or width. To this end, we introduce a radial-
dependent responsivity to delineate non-uniform responses
of BLRs. This means that some parts of BLRs are more re-
sponsive that others, naturally leading to different shapes of
mean and RMS spectra. The time series of emission lines
is then decomposed into constant and variable components,
governed respectively by the emissivity- and responsivity-
weighted transfer functions. These two transfer functions are
fully determined given a BLR model together with a form of
responsivity. Only the variable component can be formulated
as a convolution between the transfer function and continuum
light curve, similar to the linearized formula used in the max-
imum entropy method (Horne 1994). In our formulation, the
mean and RMS spectra can be self-consistently determined,
allowing us to explore the virial-based SMBH mass measure-
ments from a theoretical perspective.

Using a simple toy BLR dynamical model, we demonstrate
that the observed broader Hβ line widths in mean spectra
than in RMS spectra can be explained by a radial increasing
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responsivity. Through a suite of simulation tests, we find
that both line width ratios of mean and RMS spectra and
ratios of emissivity- and responsivity-weighted BLR sizes
show dependence on specific forms of responsivity. This in
turn leads to dependence of the virial products on responsiv-
ity, potentially indicating that the virial factors might change
with luminosity states of AGNs. Remarkably, due to the
spatial extension of BLRs, the reprocessed variations from
larger radii tend to be more strongly blurred and therefore
the corresponding time delay information will be effectively
filtered out when the driving continuum variations are rapid.
As pointed out by Goad & Korista (2014), such a “geometric
dilution effect” can cause underestimated time delays. We
further illustrate that this effect also results in overestimated
line widths in RMS spectra and ultimately brings about a sys-
tematic bias in virial-based SMBH measurements. The bias
can be up to ∼0.3 dex in our simulations, but possibly de-
pending on specific BLR dynamical models.

We conclude with two remarks. Firstly, previous dynam-
ical modeling approaches using globally linear or uniform
responses of BLRs are inappropriate as this produces com-

pletely identical mean and RMS spectra, inconsistent with
observations. Systematics might arise in the obtained SMBH
masses and BLR sizes. An updated reanalysis with our
framework is highly worthwhile. Secondly, our framework
naturally addresses the issue in joint analysis of SA and RM
that these two techniques are sensitive to different aspects of
BLRs (namely, emissivity and responsivity weights). There-
fore, it has a great potential for future joint analysis to bet-
ter reveal geometry and kinematics of BLRs and also to pre-
cisely measure cosmic distances of AGNs.
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APPENDIX

A. DERIVATIONS FOR REVERBERATION MAPPING EQUATIONS

By dividing the continuum light curve into constant and variable components and under the condition of small variability, we
have an approximation

F η
c (t) =

[
F̄c +∆Fc(t)

]η ≈ F̄ η
c + ηF̄ η−1

c ∆Fc(t). (A1)

Substituting this equation into Equation (15), we have

Fl(t, v)=

∫∫
F̄ η
c A(r)r−2ηδ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw

+

∫∫
ηF̄ η−1

c ∆Fc(t− τcl)A(r)r−2ηδ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw, (A2)

where f(r,w) is the number distribution of the BLR clouds, A(r) is a factor defined in Equation (13), τcl is the time delay
(Equation 16), and vcl is the observed velocity (Equation 17). It is clear that the two terms in the right-hand side of the above
equation correspond to the constant and variable components of the emission line flux, namely,

F̄l(v) = F̄c

∫∫
F̄ η−1
c A(r)r−2ηδ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw, (A3)

and

∆Fl(t, v) =

∫∫
ηF̄ η−1

c ∆Fc(t− τcl)A(r)r−2ηδ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw. (A4)

By introducing the emissivity-weighted transfer function (e.g., see Goad et al. 1993)

Ψe(τ, v)=

∫∫
F̄ η−1
c A(r)r−2ηδ(τ − τcl)δ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw, (A5)

and responsivity-weighted transfer function,

Ψr(τ, v)=

∫∫
ηF̄ η−1

c A(r)r−2ηδ(τ − τcl)δ(v − vcl)f(r,w)drdw, (A6)
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the constant component can be simplified into

F̄ (v) = F̄c

∫
Ψe(τ, v)dτ = Ψe(v)F̄c, (A7)

and the variable component of the emission line flux can be written as a convolution between the responsivity-weighted transfer
function and continuum,

∆Fl(t, v) =

∫
Ψr(τ, v)∆Fc(t− τ)dτ. (A8)

The above two equations are exactly the same as Equations (5) and (6). The complete expression for the emission-line flux is

Fl(t, v) = Ψe(v)F̄c +

∫
Ψr(τ, v)∆Fc(t− τ)dτ, (A9)

which encapsulates both the emissivity- and responsivity-weighted transfer functions.
It is worth mentioning that Equation (A8) is similar to the conventional form of reverberation equation used in previous studies

(e.g., Peterson 1993). However, it is important to note that the above convolution only involves the variable parts (not the whole)
of both emission line and continuum fluxes. Indeed, there is not a simple convolutional expression for the whole emission line
and continuum fluxes, except for the case with constant responsivity (see Section 2.3). We also stress that the emissivity-weighted
transfer function Ψe is appropriate for calculating the mean spectrum and it does not determine the reverberation and time delay
of the BLR.

B. DERIVATIONS FOR RMS SPECTRUM

From Equation (A8), it is straightforward to derive

[∆Fl(t, v)]
2
=

[∫
Ψr(τ, v)∆Fc(t− τ)dτ

] [∫
Ψr(τ

′, v)∆Fc(t− τ ′)dτ ′
]

=

∫∫
Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ

′, v)∆Fc(t− τ)∆Fc(t− τ ′)dτdτ ′. (B10)

As a result, the RMS spectrum in Equation (4) can be rewritten as

RMS=

[
1

T

∫∫∫
Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ

′, v)∆Fc(t− τ)∆Fc(t− τ ′)dτdτ ′dt

]1/2
. (B11)

Let’s define the covariance function of the continuum light curve as

Sc(∆τ) =
1

T

∫
∆Fc(t− τ)∆Fc(t− τ ′)dt. (B12)

where ∆τ = τ − τ ′. Colloquially, Sc(∆t) represents the auto-correlation of the continuum light curve at a time difference ∆τ .
The RMS spectrum is then recast into

RMS=

[∫∫
Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ

′, v)Sc(τ − τ ′)dτdτ ′
]1/2

. (B13)

If the characteristic timescale of the continuum variation is much longer than the typical time delay of the transfer function, the
covariance function Sc(∆t) can be regarded as a constant and thereby the RMS spectrum is written

RMS ∝
[∫∫

Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ
′, v)dτdτ ′

]1/2
≡ Ψr(v). (B14)

On the other hand, if the continuum variation is rapid and the covariance function can be regarded as a delta function S(∆τ) ∝
δ(∆τ), there will be

RMS ∝
[∫∫

Ψr(τ, v)Ψr(τ
′, v)δ(τ − τ ′)dτdτ ′

]1/2
∝

[∫
Ψ2

r (τ, v)dτ

]1/2
≡ Ψ̂r(v). (B15)
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A&A, 654, A85. doi:10.1051/0004-6361/202141426
Goad, M. R., O’Brien, P. T., & Gondhalekar, P. M. 1993, MNRAS,

263, 149. doi:10.1093/mnras/263.1.149
Goad, M. R. & Korista, K. T. 2014, MNRAS, 444, 43.

doi:10.1093/mnras/stu1456
Goad, M. R. & Korista, K. T. 2015, MNRAS, 453, 3662.

doi:10.1093/mnras/stv1861
Gunasekera, C. M., van Hoof, P. A. M., Chatzikos, M., et al. 2023,

Research Notes of the American Astronomical Society, 7, 246.
doi:10.3847/2515-5172/ad0e75

Hu, C., Yao, Z.-H., Chen, Y.-J., et al. 2024, ApJS, submitted
Ho, L. C. & Kim, M. 2014, ApJ, 789, 17.

doi:10.1088/0004-637X/789/1/17
Horne, K. 1994, in ASP Conf. Ser. 69, Reverberation Mapping of

the Broad-Line Region in Active Galactic Nuclei, ed. P. M.
Gondhalekar, K. Horne, & B. M. Peterson (San Francisco, CA:
ASP), 23

Kaspi, S., Smith, P. S., Netzer, H., et al. 2000, ApJ, 533, 631.
doi:10.1086/308704

Kelly, B. C., Bechtold, J., & Siemiginowska, A. 2009, ApJ, 698,
895. doi:10.1088/0004-637X/698/1/895

Koratkar, A. P. & Gaskell, C. M. 1991, ApJS, 75, 719.
doi:10.1086/191547

Korista, K. T. & Goad, M. R. 2004, ApJ, 606, 749.
doi:10.1086/383193

Krolik, J. H., Horne, K., Kallman, T. R., et al. 1991, ApJ, 371, 541.
doi:10.1086/169918

Li, Y.-R. 2024, BRAINS: A package for dynamically modeling
broad-line regions in active galactic nuclei, v1.8.1, Zenodo,
doi:10.5281/zenodo.10674858

Li, Y.-R., Ho, L. C., & Wang, J.-M. 2011, ApJ, 742, 33.
doi:10.1088/0004-637X/742/1/33

Li, Y.-R., Hu, C., Yao, Z.-H., et al. 2024, ApJ, 974, 86.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ad6906

Li, Y.-R., Songsheng, Y.-Y., Qiu, J., et al. 2018, ApJ, 869, 137.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/aaee6b

Li, Y.-R. & Wang, J.-M. 2023, ApJ, 943, 36.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/aca66d

Li, Y.-R., Wang, J.-M., Ho, L. C., et al. 2013, ApJ, 779, 110.
doi:10.1088/0004-637X/779/2/110

Li, Y.-R., Wang, J.-M., & Ho, L. C. 2012, ApJ, 749, 187.
doi:10.1088/0004-637X/749/2/187

Li, Y.-R., Wang, J.-M., Hu, C., et al. 2014, ApJL, 786, L6.
doi:10.1088/2041-8205/786/1/L6

Li, Y.-R., Wang, J.-M., Songsheng, Y.-Y., et al. 2022, ApJ, 927, 58.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ac4bcb

Lu, K.-X., Huang, Y.-K., Zhang, Z.-X., et al. 2019, ApJ, 877, 23.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ab16e8

Mathews, W. G. & Ferland, G. J. 1987, ApJ, 323, 456.
doi:10.1086/165843

Mangham, S. W., Knigge, C., Williams, P., et al. 2019, MNRAS,
488, 2780. doi:10.1093/mnras/stz1713

Onken, C. A., Ferrarese, L., Merritt, D., et al. 2004, ApJ, 615, 645.
doi:10.1086/424655

Pancoast, A., Brewer, B. J., & Treu, T. 2011, ApJ, 730, 139.
doi:10.1088/0004-637X/730/2/139

Pancoast, A., Brewer, B. J., & Treu, T. 2014, MNRAS, 445, 3055.
doi:10.1093/mnras/stu1809

Pancoast, A., Barth, A. J., Horne, K., et al. 2018, ApJ, 856, 108.
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/aab3c6

Park, D., Woo, J.-H., Treu, T., et al. 2012, ApJ, 747, 30.
doi:10.1088/0004-637X/747/1/30

Peterson, B. M. 1993, PASP, 105, 247. doi:10.1086/133140
Peterson, B. M. 2014, SSRv, 183, 253.

doi:10.1007/s11214-013-9987-4
Peterson, B. M. & Wandel, A. 1999, ApJL, 521, L95.

doi:10.1086/312190
Peterson, B. M. & Wandel, A. 2000, ApJL, 540, L13.

doi:10.1086/312862
Rakshit, S., Petrov, R. G., Meilland, A., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 447,

2420. doi:10.1093/mnras/stu2613
Rakshit, S., Stalin, C. S., & Kotilainen, J. 2020, ApJS, 249, 17.

doi:10.3847/1538-4365/ab99c5



16 LI & WANG

Rosborough, S. A., Robinson, A., Almeyda, T., et al. 2024, ApJ,

965, 35. doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ad26f3

Schulze, A., Bongiorno, A., Gavignaud, I., et al. 2015, MNRAS,

447, 2085. doi:10.1093/mnras/stu2549

Shankar, F., Weinberg, D. H., & Miralda-Escudé, J. 2013,
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