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ABSTRACT

The assembly of supermassive black hole (SMBH) mass (M•) and stellar mass (M∗) in galaxies can

be studied via the redshift evolution of the M• − M∗ relation, but the ways in which selection bias

and physical assembly channels affect this evolution are uncertain. To address this, we compare the

M• − M∗ relation for local massive (M∗ > 1010.5M⊙) quiescent early-type galaxies (ETGs) to that

for massive ETGs hosting active galactic nuclei (AGN) at z ∼ 0.8. The restrictions on stellar mass

and galaxy type limit the assembly channels that may connect the two relations. For the local sample

we find log(M•) = 8.80 + 1.10(logM∗ − 11), in line with prior work. For the z ∼ 0.8 sample we find

a bias-corrected relation: log(M•) = 7.80 + 1.25(logM∗ − 11). We show, however, that this relation

depends on the stellar and SMBH mass functions used to compute the selection bias, the virial relation,

the virial factor, and the active fraction, which together introduce uncertainty of up to ∼ 0.6 dex in the

z ∼ 0.8 relation. Adopting reasonable choices of these parameters then our z ∼ 0.8 relation lies above

that for z ∼ 0 AGN by ∼ 0.5 dex, but below our z ∼ 0 ETG relation by 0.4−1 dex in SMBH mass. We

discuss possible sources of this offset, including further bias corrections, ‘downsizing” in SMBH mass

assembly, and preferential SMBH growth. Our results highlight the need to reduce uncertainties from

selection and measurement bias in SMBH and stellar masses at all redshifts.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Among galaxies at z ∼ 0, scaling relations exist be-

tween SMBH mass and some properties of their host

galaxies (Gebhardt et al. 2000; Ferrarese & Merritt 2000;

McConnell & Ma 2013; Kormendy & Ho 2013; Zhao

et al. 2021). Potential origins of these scaling relations

include feedback between the SMBH and star formation

in its host galaxy (Fabian 2012; Silk 2013; Weinberger

et al. 2017), a common fuel reservoir for SMBH accre-

tion and star formation (e.g. Ni et al. 2021), and galaxy-

galaxy mergers (e.g. Hirschmann et al. 2010).

Studies of the evolution of galaxy scaling relations

with redshift can, in principle, diagnose the processes

that generate them. To date however, studies of this red-

shift evolution have produced conflicting results. Some

find relatively more massive SMBHs at higher redshift

(Decarli et al. 2010; Merloni et al. 2010; Ding et al. 2020;

Zhang et al. 2023). Others find more massive SMBHs

at lower redshifts (Ueda et al. 2018), or no clear evi-

dence for evolution (Schramm & Silverman 2013; Suh

et al. 2020; Li et al. 2021b; Tanaka et al. 2024; Cloonan

et al. 2024). The origin of these discrepancies may lie

in one or more of selection bias, measurement bias, and

physical mass change channels.

Progress on determiming which factors influence the

redshift evolution of galaxy scaling relations can be

made by restricting studies to specific galaxy types,

since this limits the processes that must be considered.

ETGs at z < 1 with total stellar masses M∗ ≳ 1010.5M⊙
are suited to this purpose as they emerge en masse

onto the red-sequence at this epoch, on which they

evolve fairly passively, and because the M• − M∗ re-

lation likely does not strongly deviate from a log-linear

form at M∗ ≳ 1010.5M⊙ (Sijacki et al. 2015, though see

Habouzit et al. 2021). A recent study that took this

approach (Farrah et al. 2023a, F23 hereafter) compared

the M•−M∗ relation in local quiescent ETGs to that for

AGN hosted in ETGs at z ≳ 0.8. They found evidence

for relatively less massive SMBHs in ETGs at z ∼ 0.8

compared to locally, by a factor of about seven. How-

ever, while F23 made bias corrections, their selection

bias correction was not based on a direct estimate from

galaxy populations. They also used a novel method to

compare the high- and low-redshift samples, via shifting

populations in the (M•,M∗) plane, rather than the usual

approach of deriving analytic scaling relations, which

limited comparisons to prior works.

Table 1. Additional low-redshift ETGs (§2).

Name z M• M∗

logM⊙

Abell 1201 0.169 10.52+0.09
−0.11 12.25± 0.30

UGC 2698 0.021 9.39+0.12
−0.17 11.56± 0.15

NGC 708 0.016 10.00+0.11
−0.14 11.45± 0.30

NGC 1272 0.013 9.70+0.20
−0.40 11.90± 0.30

NGC 2832 0.023 9.77+0.13
−0.18 12.08± 0.30

NGC 3258 0.009 9.35+0.05
−0.05 11.72± 0.30

NGC 4281 0.008 8.69+0.02
−0.02 10.88± 0.50

References—Nightingale et al. 2023; Cohn et al.
2021; de Nicola et al. 2024; Saglia et al. 2024;
Greene et al. 2019; Boizelle et al. 2019; Thater
et al. 2019

In this paper, we improve on the analysis in F23. We

focus on two samples; a low-redshift (z < 0.2) quies-

cent ETG sample and a high-redshift (z ∼ 0.8) sam-

ple of AGN in ETG hosts, selected to represent ETGs

about to emerge onto the red-sequence. We compare

the M• −M∗ relations of the two samples to each other

to examine the assembly of ETGs since z ∼ 1. In doing

so, we explore the impact of different selection and mea-

surement bias corrections. §2 presents the two samples.

§3 describes the selection and measurement bias correc-

tions. §4 presents our results, including the low-redshift

M•−M∗ relation, the high-redshift observed and intrin-

sic M•−M∗ relations, and the processes that may align

them. We discuss these results in §5 and present our

conclusions in §6. We assume H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1,

Ω = 1, and ΩΛ = 0.7. We convert literature data to this

cosmology and a Kroupa (2002) initial mass function

(IMF) where necessary. For ease of comparison with

past work we use µ = log10 M• and s = log10 M∗. All

uncertainties on derived parameters are 2σ (95%).

2. SAMPLE SELECTION

To assemble the low-redshift sample, we start with

the low-redshift ETGs in F23. Their selection crite-

ria are: an early-type morphology, a total stellar mass

of M∗ > 1010.5M⊙, an SMBH mass measured via stel-
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Table 2. The SMF (Schechter) and BHMF/ERDF (modified Schechter & Schechter) combinations. Listed are the
normalizations, break parameters (mass or Eddington ratio) and slope(s). The M21 SMFs are their intrinsic 0.75 <
z < 1.25 versions. The W16 SMF is for z ∼ 0 with sSFRs of 10−11 − 10−12yr∗1. The W23 SMFs are for the 1.3deg2

COSMOS field at 0.8 < z < 1.1. The BHMFs/ERDFs from S15 are at z ∼ 0.8. Set #1 is our default (§3.2).

# Φ∗ s∗ α∗ Φ2,∗ α2,∗ Ref Φ• µ• α• β• λλ αλ Ref

1 -3.01 10.86 -1.37 – – M21 (single) -4.88 8.06 -1.19 0.57 -1.02 -1.09 S15 (SDSS)

2 -2.67 10.51 0.08 -3.07 -1.49 M21 (double) -4.88 8.06 -1.19 0.57 -1.02 -1.09 S15 (SDSS)

3 -2.23 10.64 -0.52 – – W16 -4.88 8.06 -1.19 0.57 -1.02 -1.09 S15 (SDSS)

4 -5.96 10.89 -2.01 -3.02 -0.47 W23 (quiescent) -4.88 8.06 -1.19 0.57 -1.02 -1.09 S15 (SDSS)

5 -3.08 11.02 -1.32 -3.18 -0.63 W23 (total) -4.88 8.06 -1.19 0.57 -1.02 -1.09 S15 (SDSS)

6 -3.08 11.02 -1.32 -3.18 -0.63 W23 (total) -5.32 9.09 -1.50 0.96 -1.19 -0.29 S15 (Comb.)

lar dynamical modelling, and no evidence for an AGN,

pseudobulge, or bar. We exclude NGC 5018 as its dusty

center may make stellar mass estimates difficult. We add

seven objects that were either presented recently, or have

an SMBH mass measured via gas-dynamical modelling

(Table 1) since gas- and stellar-dynamical modelling give

similar SMBHmasses (e.g. Waters et al. 2024). The final

sample comprises 57 objects.

To assemble the high-redshift sample, we follow the

procedure in F23. In F23, the WISE-selected AGN cat-

alog of Barrows et al. (2021) was merged with the Sloan

Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) DR14 quasar catalog of Rak-

shit et al. (2020) to form the parent catalog. AGN were

then selected with 0.8 < z < 0.9, a total stellar mass

of M∗ > 1010.5M⊙, an ETG host spectral energy dis-

tribution (SED), AGN reddening of E(B − V ) < 0.2,

and SFRs at least a factor of three below the SFR-M∗
main sequence. The redshift range places the sample

near the end of the emergence of the red-sequence, and

is low enough that the Barrows et al. (2021) catalog is

reasonably complete in stellar mass to M∗ = 1010.5M⊙.

The narrow redshift range also means the sample can be

treated as luminosity-limited, which is necessary for the

selection bias correction in §3.2. We make two changes

to the procedure in F23. First, we update to the Wu

& Shen (2022) quasar catalog, which is based on SDSS

DR16. The resulting sample is almost identical to that

obtained using the Rakshit et al. (2020) catalog. Second,

since the bias model in §3.2 assumes a luminosity-limited

sample, we find the luminosity limit of the sample, 1045.5

ergs s−1, using the bolometric luminosities from Barrows

et al. (2021) of all quasars at 0.8 < z < 0.9 in Wu & Shen

(2022). We remove the quasars below this limit, to leave

a final sample of 287 objects. We do not consider the

other high-redshift samples in F23, or other literature

samples, as they lack the combination of homogeneous

selection, a narrow redshift range, large sample size, and

homogneously measured AGN and host properties.

3. BIAS CORRECTIONS

We aim to compare the intrinsicM• to intrinsicM∗ re-

lation derived from the low-redshift sample to the same

relation derived from the high-redshift sample immedi-

ately after their AGN phase completes and they settle

into quiescence. This requires several bias corrections,

which we detail below.

3.1. Preliminary considerations

3.1.1. Accretion bias

Since the high-redshift sample are within an AGN

phase, SMBH growth via accretion before they transi-

tion to quiescence is inevitable, and must be accounted

for. F23 do so by increasing the individual SMBH

masses by an amount drawn from: ∆ logM• = U(0, 0.1)

(their appendix B2). Here, our approach makes this ac-

cretion degenerate with other SMBH growth channels.

So, we conservatively assume a fixed correction equal to
the maximum in F23, of 0.1 dex.

3.1.2. Stellar mass biases

For the stellar masses of the low- and high-redshift

samples, two corrections must be considered. First is

measurement bias. Second is Eddington bias, in which

systems with smaller stellar masses are more likely to

scatter upwards due to measurement error, than are sys-

tems with larger stellar masses to scatter downwards.

For the low-redshift sample, we estimate the stellar

measurement bias by comparing to the objects in com-

mon with Watkins et al. (2022), who estimate stellar

masses via integrated 3.6µm and 4.5µm photometry.

Their stellar masses are ∼ 0.1 dex lower than ours. Since

it is unclear which of the measurement methods is closer

to the truth, we do not apply a measurement bias cor-

rection. The level of Eddington bias in the low-redshift
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Figure 1. Left: The low-redshift sample in the M•−M∗ plane with our best fit (Equation 8). Also plotted are the relations for
ETGs from Kormendy & Ho (2013); Reines & Volonteri (2015); Sahu et al. (2019), and the compilation of AGN in ETG hosts
at z ∼ 0 from F23. Right: The high-redshift sample in the M•−M∗ plane with our log-linear fit (Equation 9) and selection-bias
corrected fit (Equation 10) and observed fits from the model in §3.2. The shaded regions are the 2σ confidence intervals.

sample is also likely small, so for simplicity we do not

correct for this either. We note, though, that applying

either correction would increase the offset between the

low- and high-redshift M• −M∗ relations in §4.
For the high-redshift sample, measurement bias may

arise because the stellar masses of the high- and low-

redshift samples are measured in different ways; SED

decomposition and near-infrared spatial profile fitting,

respectively. This bias is, however, challenging to es-

timate. F23 find that measurement bias lowers the

stellar masses of the high-redshift sample by 0.2 −
0.3 dex, though this could also arise from aligning two-

dimensional inhomogeneous samples. Li et al. (2021c)

find that stellar masses from SED decomposition are

∼ 0.1 dex lower than those from profile fitting, though

their sample is not directly comparable to ours. A mea-

surement bias of ∼ 0.1− 0.2 dex low thus seems plausi-

ble, though a bias outside this range in either direction

cannot be ruled out. The Eddington bias in the high-

redshift sample is also difficult to estimate, as it will

depend on the parameters in our selection bias model

(§4.2). Self-consistently investigating this bias is be-

yond the scope of this paper. However, we argue that

the Eddington bias is small. Using the combinations of

mass function parameters in Table 2 then this bias is

negligible at M∗ ≲ 1010.7M⊙, rising to 0.1 − 0.2 dex at

M∗ ∼ 1011.5M⊙. The measurement bias and the Ed-

dington bias for the high-redshift samples are thus of

comparable magnitude but opposite sign. We therefore

make the simplifying assumption that these corrections

cancel each other, and so do not apply either. We note

that the magnitude of either is smaller than the uncer-

tainty in the selection bias correction (§4.2).

3.1.3. SMBH measurement bias

The SMBH masses of the two samples are mea-

sured using different methods - dynamical modelling for

the low-redshift sample, and Mg IIλ2799Å single-epoch

virial (SEV) masses for the high-redshift sample. Fol-

lowing Thater et al. (2022), we assume negligible mea-

surement bias in the low-redshift SMBH masses (though

see Thater et al. 2023). For the high-redshift sample,

there exist several SEV calibrations, which can differ

by ∼ 0.3 dex. We adopt the Shen et al. (2011) calibra-

tion (S11 hereafter), as it is used to compute the SMBH

mass functions in §3.2. The S11 relation has a scatter

of σV ≃ 0.4 dex. We explore other SEV choices in §4.2.

3.2. Selection bias

As they are AGN, the SMBH masses of the high red-

shift sample may be biased high with respect to the

SMBH population. In F23 this was accounted for via

a correction drawn from ∆ logM• = U(−0.3,−0.1). We

improve on this treatment by adopting the bias model

of Schulze & Wisotzki (2011). The model assumes an

intrinsic mean M• −M∗ relation:

µ = a+ bs (1)

with scatter σi. If µ and s are log-normally distributed,

then the probability of obtaining µ, given s, is:

g(µ|s) = 1√
2πσi

exp

(
(µ− a− bs)2

2σ2
i

)
(2)
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Given an intrinsic stellar mass function (SMF) Φ∗(s),

the total SMBH mass function (BHMF) Φ•,tot(µ), is:

Φ•,tot(µ) =

∫
g(µ|s)Φ∗(s)ds (3)

The selection bias is quantified by comparing Equation 3

to the intrinsic active BHMF, Φ•,act(µ), itself moderated

by selection biases in the sample relative to all active

SMBHs. For a sample luminosity limited at Llim the

SMBH selection function, Ω(µ), is:

Ω(µ) = pact

∫ ∞

Llim

p(L, µ)dL (4)

in which pact is the fraction of SMBHs that are active,

and p(L, µ) is the probability of finding an SMBH at a

point in the (L, µ) plane. The active fraction is:

pact =
Φ•,act(µ)

Φ•,tot(µ)
(5)

and p(L, µ) is:

p(L, µ) =
Φλ(λ)∫
Φλ(λ)dλ

(6)

in which Φλ(λ) is the Eddington ratio distribution func-

tion (ERDF). The relation between stellar mass and ob-

served SMBH mass is then:

⟨µ⟩(s) =
∫
µΩ(µ)g(µ|s)dµ∫
Ω(µ)g(µ|s)dµ

(7)

in which ⟨µ⟩(s) is the mean of the logarithm of the

SMBH masses, rather than the logarithm of their mean.

The difference between Equations 7 and 1 is the selec-

tion bias in the sample.

Equation 7 requires the intrinsic SMF and the ac-

tive BHMF & ERDF. We adopt functions from studies

based on samples close to ours. For the SMF we use

the single-Schechter intrinsic SMF at 0.75 < z < 1.25

from McLeod et al. (2021, M21 hereafter). This SMF

is based on a near-infrared selected sample from multi-

ple fields spanning ∼ 3 deg2, and has good sampling of

stellar masses at > 1011M⊙. Their use of a Chabrier

IMF should not introduce significant bias as it is close

to a Kroupa IMF. For the active BHMF & ERDF we

adopt modified Schechter and Schechter forms, respec-

tively, from Schulze et al. (2015, S15 hereafter). Their

ERDF assumes an M•-dependent break Eddington ra-

tio (their equations 15 and 16). We select their “SDSS”

parameters at z ∼ 0.8, since our sample is drawn from

the SDSS. This parameter set is listed in Table 2.

The SMBH masses of the low-redshift sample may also

be biased high, as the method used to measure them

requires that the SMBH sphere of influence be resolved.

For M∗ > 1010.5M⊙ it has been argued that this bias

is up to ∼ 0.4 dex (Shankar et al. 2016, 2020a; Carraro

et al. 2020a). We consider this possibility in §4.

4. RESULTS

4.1. The low- and high-redshift M• −M∗ relations

We fit a function of the form in Equation 1 to the

low-redshift sample1. This gave a mean relation:

µ = 8.80+0.12
−0.12 + 1.10+0.21

−0.21(s− 11) (8)

(Figure 1, left), with σobs = 0.37+0.08
−0.06 (this includes

intrinsic scatter, observational uncertainty, and scatter

from calibration uncertainties in the stellar and SMBH

masses). These results are in agreement with prior work

(Kormendy & Ho 2013; Reines & Volonteri 2015; Sahu

et al. 2019). As verification, we compare in Figure 1, left

to the compilation of AGN in ETG hosts at z ∼ 0 from

F23 with SMBH masses from reverberation mapping or

the Event Horizon Telescope. This compilation is also

consistent with our fit.

For the high-redshift sample; we first give a direct

comparison to the low-redshift sample by fitting a func-

tion of the form in Equation 1. This yields:

µ = 8.46+0.08
−0.08 + 0.53+0.18

−0.17(s− 11) (9)

(Figure 1, right), with σobs = 0.39+0.04
−0.03. This scatter is

comparable to that in the S11 relation. It is possible

that the selection of our host galaxies as ETGs reduces

this scatter, but we do not explore this further.

Next, we derive the intrinsic mean high-redshift M•−
M∗ relation by applying the selection bias model in

§3.2 to the high-redshift sample. To reduce computa-

tion time, we bin the sample in 18 bins of stellar mass,

equally divided in object number. We then evaluate the

log-likelihood by comparing the predictions from Equa-

tion 7 to these binned data. We adopt parameter set

#1 from Table 2 and the S11 SEV calibration. Since

pact can lie above unity for arbitrary choices of param-

eters in Equation 5, and because studies that constrain

pact are to some extent model-dependent (Aversa et al.

2015; Delvecchio et al. 2020) we impose a loose con-

straint: 10−4 < pact < 0.2 at any M•. Since the scatter

in Equation 1, σi, may be affected by the scatter in the

SEV calibration, σV , we model the scatter in Equation

1 All model fitting was performed within Python 3.10.1, using
Dynesty v2.1.2 (Speagle 2020), with a random seed of 1001.
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Figure 2. The impact on the high-redshift observed (solid) and intrinsic (dashed) fit of (left) the SMF, BHMF, and ERDF
parameters (Table 2), and (right) the SEV calibrator (§4.2). The Zuo et al. (2015) results are close to the Le et al. (2020) results
and are omitted for clarity. In both panels, the fits are shown relative to the observed fit using parameter set #1. The data are
not plotted in the right panel since they depend on the SEV calibrator.

1 as σi =
√
σ2
t + σ2

V , where σt is the true intrinsic scat-

ter2. The fit yields:

µ = 7.80+0.18
−0.24 + 1.25+0.68

−0.47(s− 11) (10)

(Figure 1, right), with σt = 0.24+0.18
−0.38. The slope

is consistent within 1σ with the slope in Equation 8.

There is degeneracy between σt and both a and b; a

Kendall-tau test yields (τ, p) = (−0.27, < 0.01) and

(τ, p) = (0.44, < 0.01), respectively. The effects are,

however, small - increasing σt by 0.2 decreases a by 0.08

and increases b by 0.25. Comparing Equation 10 to the

observed mean relation (Equation 7) implies stellar mass

dependent selection bias in the sample. The level of bias

is in agreement with other high-redshift luminous AGN

(Shen et al. 2008; Schulze & Wisotzki 2011).

4.2. Effect of parameter choices

We first consider the impact on the high-redshift

selection-bias fit of the SMF, and active BHMF &

ERDF. Our choice of parameter set #1 is based on the

selection of the sample at z ∼ 0.8 from SDSS fields.

Since, however, these parameters are not measured for

our sample in particular, other choices are possible. To

explore the sensitivity of our results to this choice, we

consider the following SMFs: the double-Schechter in-

trinsic SMF at z ∼ 0.8 fromM21, the quiescent and total

2 The scatter that goes into the log-likelihood, σll, is not the same
as σi or σt - σll does not enter Equation 2. or Equation 7.
Instead, σll is the scatter among the binned points in Figure 1,
right and only appears in the log-likelihood. It is found to be
small: σll = 0.11+0.02

−0.04.

SMFs at z ∼ 0.8 from Weaver et al. (2023, W23 here-

after), and the z ∼ 0 SMF for quiescent SDSS galaxies

from Weigel et al. (2016, W16 hereafter). The W23 and

W16 SMFs may not be as well-matched to our sample as

those from M21 as they are either constructed in smaller

fields, or at lower redshift, but they shoud serve as com-

parisons. For the active BHMF and ERDF there are few

studies in our redshift range, so we draw on S15 again,

who present a “Combined” BHMF/ERDF derived using

several datasets, including the SDSS.

We fit our high-redshift sample with combinations of

these SMFs, BHMFs, and ERDFs, but found limited

preference for one over another. Replacing our default

SMF with any of the alternative SMFs gave comparable

quality fits. For the active BHMF/ERDF, the “SDSS”

version gave better quiality fits in most (but not all)

cases. A selection of parameters that give acceptable fits

are listed in Table 2 and plotted in Figure 2, left. While

these combinations give comparable observed relations,

they can give markedly different intrinsic relations. For

example, using parameter set #4 gives:

µ = 8.09+0.21
−0.20 + 0.95+0.42

−0.34(s− 11) (11)

with σt = 0.09+0.25
−0.40.

We explored if our high-redshift sample can, in con-

cert with the selection bias model, constrain the SMF,

BHMF, and ERDF. To do so, we allowed their param-

eters to vary with wide uniform priors. This yielded no

useful constraints. We found 6.7 ≲ a ≲ 8.8, 0.5 ≲ b ≲
2.2, and σt < 1. The single-Schechter SMF, BHMF and

ERDF parameters were constrainded to lie within an

order of magnitude of the parameter set #1 values.
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Next, we examined the impact of adopting a different

SEV calibration to that of S11. We considered three

alternatives. Zuo et al. (2015) present a calibration for

quasars at z ∼ 3.5. Le et al. (2020) consider a low-

redshift sample over ∼ 5 dex in luminosity. Shen et al.

(2024, S24 hereafter) present a relation based on the

SDSS reverberation mapping program. A caveat to this

analysis is that our adopted BHMFs/ERDFs are com-

puted using the S11 calibrator. Changing the SEV cali-

brator will change the parameters of the BHMF/ERDF.

Self-consistently recomputing the BHMF/ERDF for the

alternative SEV calibrators is beyond the scope of this

paper, so we take a simpler approach that should still be

indicative. We increase (decrease) µ∗ (λ(λ)) by the av-

erage increase in the SMBH masses using the alternate

SEV calibrators. For Zuo et al. (2015) and Le et al.

(2020) this is 0.15 dex, and for S24 this is 0.25 dex.

The results are shown in Figure 2, right. Different

SEV calibrator can affect the derived intrinsic relation,

even for the same SMF, BHMF, and ERDF. For exam-

ple, using parameter set #1 with the S24 calibrator gives

an intrinsic relation:

µ = 7.90+0.19
−0.22 + 1.67+0.49

−0.51(s− 11) (12)

with σt = 0.24+0.23
−0.38 (cf Equation 10). With parameter

set #4 the S24 calibrator gives:

µ = 8.29+0.17
−0.26 + 0.96+0.30

−0.40(s− 11) (13)

with σt = 0.08+0.20
−0.25 (cf Equation 11).

Finally, motivated by the possibility that the intrin-

sic low-redshift M• − M∗ relation is of log-polynomial

form (Shankar et al. 2016), we test if the high-redshift

intrinsic relation is of log-polynomial form. To do so, we

modify Equations 1 and 2 to read:

µ = a+ bs− cs2 − ds3 (14)

g(µ|s) = 1√
2πσi

exp

(
(µ− a− bs+ cs2 + ds3)2

2σ2
i

)
(15)

respectively, and then fit for the coefficients in Equation

14. We found no significant change in fit quality. Coeffi-

cients a and b were consistent with their original values,

though with larger errors. Coefficient c was consistent

with zero, with large uncertainties. There was a hint

that d < 0 but only at 2σ significance. We thus find no

evidence preferring a log-polynomial relation, though we

cannot rule it out.

4.3. Redshift evolution of the M• −M∗ relation

We here determine the offset in SMBH mass needed to

align our high-redshift intrinsic M• −M∗ relation with

our low-redshift mean relation. To do so, we modify our

analysis to draw the intrinsic slope of the high-redshift

relation from the slope posterior of the low-redshift re-

lation, rather than treating it as a free parameter. We

then fit for the SMBH mass offset needed to align the

relations using the selection bias model in §3.2 and sub-

sequent application of the accretion bias in §3.1.1. Since
there may be ‘residual’ SMBH bias arising from effects

we have not corrected for, we perform several such fits,

each for an amount of fixed residual SMBH bias between

-0.2 and 0.8 dex. Following the results in §4.2, we re-

strict this analysis to parameter sets #1 and #4, and

the S11 and S24 SEV calibrators.

The results are shown in Figure 3. With parameter

set #1, the S11 (S24) SEV calibrator, and no resid-

ual SMBH mass bias the SMBH offset between the

high and low redshift relations is ∆M• = 0.88+0.24
−0.21 dex,

σ = 0.17+0.21
−0.24 (∆M• = 0.69+0.20

−0.16 dex, σ = 0.11+0.20
−0.20).

With parameter set #4 and the S11 (S24) SEV cali-

bration we recover ∆M• = 0.61+0.20
−0.16 dex, σ = 0.09+0.17

−0.13

(∆M• = 0.46+0.28
−0.25 dex, σ = 0.09+0.20

−0.13). There is degen-

eracy between ∆M• and σ - a Kendall-tau test yields

(τ, p) = (0.12, < 0.01) - but the effect is small; reducing

σ by 0.1 reduces ∆M• by ∼ 0.08. This degeneracy was

also found by Li et al. (2021a).

Next, we replace an SMBH mass offset with cosmo-

logically coupled BH growth (Faraoni & Jacques 2007;

Croker & Weiner 2019; Croker et al. 2022; Cadoni et al.

2023b). In such models, the mass of the BH increases

with the cosmological scale factor, due to being embed-

ded in an expanding universe (Faraoni & Rinaldi 2024).

The initial and final BH mass are related by:

M•,f = M•,i

(
af
ai

)k

(16)

(Croker et al. 2020) where k is the coupling strength

and a is the cosmological scale factor. Since we are

now fitting for k, we modify our analysis as follows.

For a given k, we individually shift the low-redshift ob-

jects to z = 0 and derive the resulting M• − M∗ re-

lation. We then shift the intrinsic high-redshift rela-

tion to z = 0 and compare it to the low-redshift rela-

tion. The results are shown in Figure 4. With set #1,

the S11 (S24) SEV calibrator, and no residual SMBH

bias, k = 3.40+0.78
−0.82 (k = 2.72+0.87

−0.56). With set #4,

k = 2.32+0.75
−0.57 (k = 1.94+1.27

−0.99). The scatter is compa-

rable to that found for the ∆M• fits, and we see the

same, small, degenracy: (τ, p) = (0.14, < 0.01) (decreas-

ing σ by 0.1 will change k by at most 0.5).
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Figure 3. The SMBH mass offset needed to align the low- and intrinsic high-redshift relations for parameter sets #1 & #4,
and the S11 and S24 SEV calibrators, as a function of residual SMBH mass bias (§4.3). The shaded regions show the 1σ and
2σ confidence intervals.
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Figure 4. As Figure 3, but replacing an SMBH mass offset with the strength, k, of cosmological coupling (Equation 16) needed
to align the high- and low-redshift relations.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Selection bias in high-redshift AGN

The selection bias in the high-redshift sample depends

on the SMF, BHMF, and ERDF. Different choices can

give comparable observed relations, but intrinsic rela-

tions that differ by up to ∼ 0.4 in slope and ∼ 0.5 dex in

intercept (Figure 2). The variation in the SMF, BHMF,

and ERDF that give this range in the intrinsic relation

are comparable to those seen between ∆z ∼ 0.5 intervals

over 0 < z ≲ 4 (S15, M21, W23). Our results also show

that constraints on the SMF, BHMF, and ERDF from

samples of order 102 objects in the M• −M∗ plane are

challenging. Furthermore, the choice of SEV calibration

can shift the intrinsic relation by ∼ 0.2 dex, and alter its

slope (Figure 2).

There are two further sources of uncertainty. First

is the virial factor, fvir, SMBH masses from the virial

method are computed via: M• = fvir(cτv
2/G), in which

cτ is the time delay, v is the line velocity width, and G

is Newton’s constant. We have assumed fvir = 4.3, but

this value is debated (Mej́ıa-Restrepo et al. 2018). Some

studies find 2 ≲ fvir ≲ 4 (Shankar et al. 2019; Mandal

et al. 2021; Shen et al. 2024), which would lower our

high-redshift SMBH masses by ∼ 0.3 dex. Other stud-

ies argue for fvir ∼ 1 − 20, and that it can depend

on accretion rate (Liu et al. 2022, 2024). If true then

⟨fvir⟩ ∼ 4 may be reasonable, but a dependence on ac-
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cretion rate may affect the slope and intercept of the

intrinsic M• − M∗ relation, akin to the effect of differ-

ent SEV calibrators. Second is pact. We have assumed

a loose range of 0.0001 < pact < 0.2 over all SMBH

masses. It is however possible that a tighter range, or

one that depends on SMBH mass, could alter the values

of a, b, and σt that give acceptable observed relations.

A thorough investigation of these dependencies would

require a much larger sample. We argue though that

any study of the M• − M∗ relation in AGN requires a

well-matched measure of the SMF, BHMF, and ERDF

to minimize bias. Even then, residual uncertainty from

the choice of SEV calibrator, fvir, and pact, will lead

to a systematic uncertainty in the M• −M∗ relation of

∼ 0.3− 0.5 dex. The M• −M∗ plane is thus a challeng-

ing arena to study galaxy assembly with redshift. The

M•− stellar velocity dispersion plane may be more fun-

damental, and less prone to bias (Shankar et al. 2017).

5.2. ETG assembly over 0 < z < 1

If our high-redshift sample are ETGs emerging onto

the red sequence, then our high- and low-redshift M• −
M∗ relations can diagnose the processes that affect ETG

assembly between z ∼ 1 and z ∼ 0. From Figure 5 our

high-redshift relation lies below our low-redshift relation

but above the relation for z ∼ 0 AGN (albeit for lower

luminosity AGN in all host types). We here examine

the implications of these offsets, and the possible fur-

ther bias corrections (§5.2.1) and physical mass changes

(§5.2.2) that may align them.

5.2.1. Alignment with bias corrections

Depending on parameter choices, ∼ 0.4−1 dex of bias

corrections, beyond those we applied, are required to

align the high-redshift intrinsic relation with the low-

redshift relation. A plausible origin for some of this

is dynamical selection bias in the low-redshift sample.

From Shankar et al. (2016), dynamical selection bias

much above 0.4 dex is unlikely in the stellar mass range

of our sample, but a bias of up to 0.4 dex is feasible.

There is support for this idea from studies of the red-

shift evolution of scaling relations by integrating along

curves of M∗ (Yang et al. 2018; Shankar et al. 2020b;

Carraro et al. 2020b), which find that, with dynamical

selection bias in low-redshift objects, the local M•−M∗
relation can be reconciled with high-redshift measure-

ments. Dynamical selection bias in low-redshift ETGs

has, however, not been directly confirmed.

Another selection bias that may align the high- and

low-redshift relations is “downsizing,” in which ETGs

with relatively more massive SMBHs complete their as-

sembly earlier. In this scenario, our z ∼ 0.8 ETGs

represent those that complete their assembly relatively

late, and hence have undermassive SMBHs. Support

for this idea comes from studies of high-redshift star-

bursts (Wang et al. 2013; Wilkinson et al. 2017) and

of overmassive SMBHs at z ≳ 2 (e.g. Maiolino et al.

2024; Furtak et al. 2024), though these studies do not

restrict to ETG hosts. If interpreted this way, our re-

sults strongly favor downsizing as they place the z ∼ 0.8

AGN in ETG hosts between our low-redshift and z > 1

M• − M∗ relations. A decisive test of this possibility

requires knowledge of the stellar mass assembly histo-

ries of our sample, which only a few have (McDermid

et al. 2015). We can however perform a basic check by

first noting that ETGs assemble earlier in denser envi-

ronments (Thomas et al. 2005). If low-redshift ETGs

with higher M•/M∗ ratios assembled earlier, then they

may reside in denser environments. Our low-redshift

sample lack homogeneous measures of environment, so

we classify them as isolated, group, cluster, or cluster

BCG, based on the information in the NASA/IPAC Ex-

tragalactic Database, and plot them in the M• − M∗
plane (Figure 6). There is no clear trend for systems

with relatively more massive SMBHs to prefer denser

environments. This test is not robust, but it does sug-

gest that any signatures of downsizing in ETG assembly

are subtle.

A further possible bias is if the high-redshift hosts

are contaminated by dusty lenticular galaxies. The pos-

sibility of such a population has been raised by Gra-

ham (2024). Such a population, with on average smaller

SMBHs, could explain our result. Based on the selection

of the AGN to have low reddening, we do not believe this

is likely, but we cannot exclude it.

Finally, there are two measurement biases that could

help align our relations. First is residual stellar mass

measurement bias. With the S24 calibrator, the required

stellar mass bias would be ∼ 0.4 dex. This seems only

barely plausible, for the reasons given in §3.1.2. It can-
not be discounted though. The high-redshift host SEDs

must be resolved against a much brighter AGN, meaning

that a significant overestimate inM∗ is possible. We lack

the data to test this. However, if the stellar masses of

the high-redshift sample are corrected downward, then

this will increase the SMBH selection bias in the sample.

For example, a 0.3 dex downward M∗ correction would

increase the SMBH selection bias by ∼ 0.2 dex. Stellar

mass measurement bias thus seems an implausible route

to aligning the high- and low-redshift relations. Second,

our high-redshift host classifications may be incorrect.

If they are contaminated by disk hosts, then the offset

we observe between the high- and low-redshift relations

could signpost an episode of preferential SMBH growth

in a major merger (e.g. Farrah et al. 2016, 2022). Testing
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Figure 5. Our low- and high-redshift relations compared to
the z ∼ 0 AGN relations from Sturm & Reines (2024, who
use the Reines et al. (2013) SEV relation). Also shown is
the Milky Way with SMBH mass from the Event Horizon
Telescope Collaboration et al. (2022). We do not plot other
literature relations (e.g. Greene et al. 2016; Bentz & Manne-
Nicholas 2018; Schutte et al. 2019; Bennert et al. 2021; Li
et al. 2023) as their uncertainties are significant, but in gen-
eral they are consistent with ours.

this possibility would require spatially resolved imaging

of the quasar hosts, which we do not have.

5.2.2. Alignment with mass changes

Either stellar mass loss or preferential SMBH mass

growth between z ∼ 0.8 and z = 0 (∆t ∼ 7 Gyr) could

align the high- and low-redshift relations. Stellar mass

loss is implausible, since processes such as cluster infall

cannot remove enough stellar mass to align the relations

(F23, and references therein). This leaves preferential

SMBH mass growth. Of order 5 × 108M⊙ of SMBH

growth is required to align the relations, assuming no

increase in stellar mass. Four routes could achieve this:

“slow and steady” accretion, rapid accretion as an AGN,

SMBH mergers, or cosmological coupling.

For slow and steady accretion to align the relations,

the average accretion rate is Ṁ• ∼ 7 × 10−2M⊙yr
−1.

While there are routes that could supply gas at such

rates (e.g. Fabian et al. 2024; Ivey et al. 2024), and the

typical Ṁ•/Ṁ∗ ratio in ETGs (McDonald et al. 2021)

gives a plausible SFR, the accretion rate itself is typical

of AGN. This seems unlikely. Brief, rapid accretion is

more viable, since high accretion rates can be triggered

in gas-rich mergers, but would require most ETGs to go

through at least one such merger between z ∼ 0.8 and

z = 0. The merger rate required seems in tension with

recent predictions (e.g. O’Leary et al. 2021).

For SMBH-SMBH mergers to align the relations then,

if exotic possibilities (Press & Teukolsky 1972) are ne-

glected, the M•/M∗ ratio in the ‘other’ galaxy must

be at least that seen in local ETGs. This is in princi-

ple plausible, as ultracompact galaxies with overmassive

SMBHs have been found in the haloes of ETGs (Seth

et al. 2014; Voggel et al. 2018). However, to increase

the SMBH masses by at least 0.3 dex relative to the

stellar mass would require tens of such mergers.

Finally, cosmologically coupled BH growth could align

the high- and low-redshift relations. This requires k ≃
1−3, depending on the choices of SMF, BHMF & ERDF

parameters, and SEV calibrator. Values in this range

are plausible; k = 3 has been proposed to link BHs

with dark energy (Farrah et al. 2023b), and k = 1 has

a known exact solution (Cadoni et al. 2023a). Neither

value is, however, independently preferred. Lacy et al.

(2024) have shown that, with conventional assumptions

about the local SMBH mass density (e.g. Graham &

Driver 2007), k < 2 is required, but with the SMBH

mass density proposed by Agazie et al. (2023) then k >

2 may be required. Some studies of stellar-mass BHs

are consistent with k ∼ 3 (Gao & Li 2023) but others

find that k ≳ 2 may require the zero-age masses of BHs

formed through stellar collapse to lie below the Tolman-

Oppenheimer-Volkov limit3 (Rodriguez 2023; Andrae &

El-Badry 2023; Ghodla et al. 2023; Amendola et al. 2024;

Mlinar & Zwitter 2024). Our study cannot resolve this

controversy, but does show that k > 0 is viable from

observations of galaxy scaling relations.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the M• − M∗ relation in two sam-

ples of ETGs with M∗ > 1010.5M⊙. First, quies-

cent, morphologically-selected ETGs at z < 0.2 with

SMBH masses from dynamical modelling. Second, AGN

(Lbol ≥ 1045.5 erg s−1) in ETGs at z ∼ 0.8, selected

through SED fitting, with SMBH masses from the virial

method. We compare their M• − M∗ relations to con-

strain the assembly histories of ETGs. We find:

1 - For the z < 0.2 sample the observed mean re-

lation is logM• = 8.80+0.12
−0.12 + 1.10+0.21

−0.21(logM∗ − 11),

with scatter σ = 0.37+0.08
−0.06. This is in line with prior

3 This is possible, since the TOV limit is only a lower bound on BH
mass if BHs have trapping surfaces, which cosmologically coupled
BHs may not have. To date though, no BH below the TOV limit
has been found.
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Figure 6. As Figure 1 left, with the sample classified by
their local environment. The sample are all at z < 2, so
residual redshift bias will be insignificant.

work, and suggests a tight intrinsic relation. For the

z ∼ 0.8 AGN, we adopt the Shen et al. (2011) virial re-

lation, fvir = 4.3, and correct for selection bias. The

intrinsic mean relation is then logM• = 7.80+0.18
−0.24 +

1.25+0.68
−0.47(logM∗ − 11) with σ = 0.24+0.18

−0.38. This rela-

tion lies below our z < 0.2 relation in SMBH mass by

∼ 1 dex, but has a consistent slope. It lies above the

M• −M∗ relation for local AGN by ∼ 0.5 dex.

2 - The z ∼ 0.8 intrinsic M• − M∗ relation depends

on the SMF and active BHMF & ERDF used to calcu-

late the selection bias, the virial relation, the virial fac-

tor, and the active fraction. Different choices of these

variables can alter the intercept of the intrinsic rela-

tion by up to ∼ 0.6 dex, and the slope by up to ∼ 0.4.

These changes can arise by altering the SMF, BHMF,

and ERDF by amounts comparable to changes in them

seen in redshift intervals of ∆z ∼ 0.5. We further show

that the SMF and BHMF/ERDF cannot be constrained

using samples of order 102 objects in the M•−M∗ plane.

Since the virial relation, virial factor, and active frac-

tion are also challenging to constrain with such samples,

these variables act as systematic biases in any study of

the M• −M∗ relation in AGN.

3 - Reasonable choices of the model variables gives an

SMBH mass offset between the z < 0.2 and z ∼ 0.8 re-

lations of ∼ 0.4 − 1 dex. We explore ways to align the

two M• −M∗ relations. Dynamical selection bias in the

z < 0.2 sample could account for some, possibly all, of

the offset. Another possibility is “downsizing”; ETGs

with relatively more massive SMBHs assemble at higher

redshifts. Other possibilities that could align the rela-

tions include brief, rapid accretion events, contamina-

tion by disk or dusty lenticular hosts, or cosmologically

coupled SMBH mass growth.

4 - Our results demonstrate the importance of sev-

eral avenues of study for using the M• − M∗ plane as

a diagnostic tool. These include the redshift, environ-

ment and morphology dependence of the SMF, BHMF,

and ERDF, the calibration of stellar and virial SMBH

masses, and the possible model dependence of the virial

factor and active fraction.
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