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ABSTRACT

Tidal disruption events are routinely discovered as bright optical/UV flares, the properties of which
are now well categorized on the population level. The underlying physical processes that produce
the evolution of their X-ray emission and their long-lasting UV /optical plateau are well understood;
however, the origin of their early-time optical/UV emission remains the subject of much debate and
uncertainty. In this paper we propose and perform “Calorimetric” tests of published theories of these
optical flares, contrasting theoretical predictions for the scaling of the radiated energy and peak lu-
minosity of these flares with black hole mass (something which is predicted by each theory), with the
observed (positive) black hole mass scaling. No one theory provides a satisfactory description of ob-
servations at all black hole mass scales. Theories relating to the reprocessing of an Eddington-limited
compact accretion disk, or emission (energy) released in the formation of a Keplerian disk near the
circularisation radius, perform best, but require extending. Models whereby the optical/UV flare are
directly produced by shocks between debris streams (e.g., TDEmass), or the efficient reprocessing of
the fallback rate (e.g., MOSFIT, or any other model in which L oc Mg,), are ruled out at high (> 50)

significance by the data.

1. INTRODUCTION

Tidal disruption events (TDEs) are multi wavelength
transients powered by the destruction of a star which has
been scattered so close to a massive black hole that it en-
ters its own tidal radius. These events offer great poten-
tial as probes of quiescent black hole demographics, are
natural discovery channels for intermediate mass black
holes, and are the only supermassive black hole systems
where accretion flows evolve on ~ year timescales. Un-
derstanding their multi wavelength emission properties,
and relating these properties to the underlying physics
of the events, remains an open and consequential prob-
lem in astrophysics.

Time-domain surveys are rapidly expanding the
known samples of TDE flares, such that statistically ro-
bust conclusions about the key observables and correla-
tions with other properties of the TDE or environment
are now becoming possible. A “canonical” TDE is typ-
ically discovered as a luminous optical flare (e.g., van
Velzen et al. 2021; Yao et al. 2023), which may or may
not coincide with rapid X-ray brightening (e.g., Guolo
et al. 2024). Optical luminosities of known TDEs peak

at L ~ 10*2 — 10*° ergs~! and decline on month-to-year
timescales (Hammerstein et al. 2023; Yao et al. 2023).
While the intrinsic rate of X-ray and optically discov-
ered TDEs are comparable (Yao et al. 2023; Sazonov
et al. 2021), observational capabilities (i.e., survey effi-
ciency not intrinsic properties) mean that optical discov-
eries dominate the TDE population numerically, a fact
that is only going to become more consequential as we
enter the Rubin/LSST era (Bricman & Gomboc 2020).
While data is abundant, consensus on the underly-
ing physics producing these optical /UV flares is lacking.
Indeed, the emission mechanisms at work in these op-
tical/UV TDE flares remain a point of strong debate
within the community. While these flares are well un-
derstood to be inconsistent with thermal emission from a
thin accretion disk, little other consensus remains. Pos-
sibilities include: stream-stream collisions (e.g., Piran
et al. 2015; Dai et al. 2015; Ryu et al. 2020a; Krolik
et al. 2024), reprocessing of black hole accretion by ac-
cretion disk winds (e.g., Strubbe & Quataert 2009; Met-
zger & Stone 2016; Piro & Lu 2020), the reprocessing of
the fallback rate by an extended photosphere (Mockler
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et al. 2019), or the gravitational contraction of an ex-
tended pressure-supported quasi-spherical “envelope” to
form a rotationally-supported disk at the circularization
radius (Metzger 2022).

While the emission at early times in an optically-
bright TDE is a point of much debate, at late times
(At = 1lyr) the optical/UV emission transitions to
a plateau (weakly time dependent) phase (van Velzen
et al. 2019; Mummery & Balbus 2020; Mummery et al.
2024), which arises naturally from a spreading disk
formed from the stellar debris (this disk also produces
the soft X-ray observed at all times, e.g., Guolo et al.
2025b). Importantly, this framework enables an inde-
pendent estimate of the black hole mass at the center,
which is known to agree with the M, — ¢ value (Mum-
mery et al. 2024) and the M, — Mpyige value (Ramsden
et al. 2025). With an efficient way of measuring black
hole masses in TDEs (with optical flares), it is now possi-
ble to pose precise questions of the measured correlation
between the properties of the early flare and the black
hole masses inferred to be at the center of the events.

Few theoretical models for the early time emission
in TDE flares have been developed sufficiently deeply
to make robust predictions for the observed light curve
and spectral shape/evolution of the flare. However, the
integrated energy released during this early phase, and
the peak of the luminosity reached during the flare are
predicted in each model framework. Thus, these ob-
servations (and their correlations with black hole mass)
provide a clean data-driven probe of the physics of the
early flare. It is the purpose of this paper to apply these
“calorimetric” tests and reduce the size of the current
parameter space of models (by ruling some out) which
seek to describe these flares.

The layout of this paper is as follows. In section 2
we introduce the data set used in this work, and derive
the observational constraints which must be satisfied by
models of the optical/UV flare in TDEs. In section 3
we collate all models from the literature, and derive (or
reproduce) their predictions for the peak luminosity and
radiated energy of the early flare. Model predictions
are compared to the data in section 4, and we discuss
the results in section 5. We conclude in section 6. In
Appendix B we demonstrate that our results are robust
against any Malmquist biases, and in Appendix C we
show that our results are robust to the choice of black
hole mass inference technique. Appendix A shows how
to relate the fallback rate to the accretion rate onto the
black hole.

2. TDE CALORIMETRY
2.1. Definition and calculation

For a sample of optically-selected TDE flares, we
calculate the total radiated energy during the early
UV /optical phase (prior to the plateau) as follows:

Eraqg = /+°° Lpg(t)dt, (1)

— 00

where we calculate Lgg for each TDE by fitting the
multi-band light curves of the system with a phenomeno-
logical model comprising of a Gaussian rise and expo-
nential decay. Specifically, these phenomenological mod-
els have the functional form

B vB(v,T)
LI’lSe(V7 t) - ka X frlse(t) X W7 (2)
and
vB(v,T)
L eca; ) =L eca; YA )
decay (V5 ) = Lpk X fdecay(t) X T (3)

where B(v,T) is the Planck function, and vy = 6 x 104
Hz is a reference frequency (approximately equal to the
ZTF g-band). The amplitude Lpx and temperature T'
are common to both the rise and decay models. The
functions frise(t) and faecay(t) are defined so as to have
a maximum amplitude of unity, so that L, remains the
physical peak amplitude. The rise model is that of a
Gaussian rise

frise(t) = exp ((ttpeak)> ) (4)

2U-Eise
with fitting parameters t,cax and oyise. The decay is
modeled with an exponential

Ficens (£) = exp (—(t‘tp“)) , (5)

Tdecay

with fitting parameters fpcak, Tdecay- 1The parameter
tpeak is by default assumed to be common between the
rise and decay models, and if no rise model is specified
the parameter is fixed to tpeax = 0.

We fit, following the statistical procedure spelt out in
Mummery et al. (2024), the above profile to all TDEs
in the manyTDE! database. We also include a constant
“plateau” luminosity at late (t > tpeak) times, with

vB(v,Tp)

Loat(t) = Lp x ——————2_
Pl t() px VQB(Z/(),TP)

(6)

L https://github.com/sjoertvv/manyTDE
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which ensures that the luminosity/energy in the early
flare is not contaminated by the emission from the ac-
cretion flow (which can be well approximated by a con-
stant over the timescales of interest At ~ years). The
plateau luminosity Lp is typically ~ O(1%) of the peak
luminosity Lpx (Mummery et al. 2024) so including this
component at all times post-peak induces minimal con-
tamination in Lpk.

We use the parameter Ly, and the mean temperature
T to obtain the integrated blackbody luminosity at peak
(Lgp). For a handful of our sources the temperature
is very poorly constrained, in these cases the correc-
tion from spectral luminosity to blackbody luminosity
is poorly constrained, and large uncertainties appear in
the value of Lpp (despite them having well constrained
intra-band optical luminosities).

Performing the calorimetry integral (eq. 1) analyti-
cally, we find

Erad - ka X k(T) X |:7—decay + \/?Urise:| 5 (7)

where k(T') is the temperature-dependent correction fac-
tor for each TDE, which for our blackbody assumption
is
0
I/QBU(Z/(),T) (8)
For sources with no observed rise, we take o = O.
The observed energy in these sources is necessarily a
lower-limit. Indeed, it is highly unlikely that the actual
spectral energy distributions of TDE optical/UV flares
are perfectly described by a blackbody function, and it is
likely that the inferred energy/bolometric luminosity of
the sources constrained here are also formal lower-limits.
It is relatively (observationally) simple to see why this
is — one infers a temperature 7' of this early emission
which is typically slowly evolving and in the ballpark
of logyg T ~ 4.5 (Kelvin). The corresponding spectral
(blackbody) peak is thus vpeax = bKT/h ~ 2 x 10'° Hz
(where b = 3 + W(—3/e3) ~ 2.82 is the usual Wien-
displacement constant, and W is the Lambert W func-
tion). This frequency is above the typical observing
bands used to infer the temperature. Therefore one is
inferring a temperature from curvature in the spectrum,
and almost never from an unambiguous peak frequency.
This lack of spectral coverage combined with dust ab-
sorption in the host galaxy can lead to a systematic
underestimation of the blackbody temperature (Gezari
et al. 2009). Indeed (Guolo et al. 2025b) shows that
there is dust in many TDE host galaxies which can in-
duce curvature in optical/UV spectra, and spurious tem-
perature constraints. As we are treating the integrated
energies/peak blackbody luminosities as lower limits (in

H(T) = [ By (v, T) dv

the sense that models which underpredict perform worse
than those which overpredict) this dust contamination
does not meaningfully impact our results.

2.2. Statistical correlations with black hole mass

For every TDE in our sample, as well as the peak
blackbody luminosity Lgg pk = Lpk X k(T') and radiated
energy FE.,q, we also have multiple independent esti-
mates of the black hole mass in the event. Three of these
black hole mass estimates come from established galac-
tic scaling relationships between the black hole mass and
galaxy mass, bulge mass or velocity dispersion (we use
the scaling relationships presented in Greene et al. 2020,
for the velocity dispersion and galaxy mass and the Ko-
rmendy & Ho 2013 bulge-mass scaling relationship, see
Appendix C). The fourth comes from the event itself,
whereby we use the plateau luminosity Lp to infer the
black hole mass using spreading-disk models (see Mum-
mery et al. 2024, for full details). These mass estimates
are all consistent (Appendix C).

These black hole mass estimates allow us to pose two
key calorimetric questions, namely how do Lpp pk and
FE,2q scale with the mass of the black hole in the center of
the event? It is a comparison of these empirical scaling
relationships with theoretical estimates which forms the
fundamental basis of our colorimetric tests.

In this and following sections we will fit power-law
profiles of the following general form

log;o (Y) = a + B log (X), 9)
where
M,
X =Ty (10)

and Y will be some normalised scaling variable. The two
parameters « and 3 then have simple physical interpre-
tations, namely the (logarithm of the) magnitude of the
typical luminosity/energy of a TDE around a 10°Mg,
black hole, and the power-law index with which this lu-
minosity /energy then scales with black hole mass, re-
spectively.

To understand the intrinsic scatter in these scaling
relationships, we incorporate an intrinsic scatter € into
the uncertainty of the luminosity/energy measurements

(61ogyg Y)2 — (0logy Y)2 + €, (11)

where Jlog,,Y is the uncertainty in the logarithm of
each scaling measurement (we take the mean uncer-
tainty in cases of asymetric errors). We then maximize
the likelihood
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Figure 1. The observed correlation between (i) the energy radiated in the TDE optical/UV flare and (ii) the peak bolometric
luminosity of the TDE optical/UV flare and the black hole mass in the center of the event. The upper panels show the explicit
correlations, with the black hole masses inferred from the late-time UV luminosity (which produces the scaling relationships
with the least scatter). Typical uncertainties in the black hole masses are shown by the error bar in the lower right hand corner
of each plot. The red curve shows the posterior median correlation, while the three shaded regions show 1,2 and 3o contours
respectively. The lower panel shows the posterior distributions of the power-law fits under different assumptions regarding how
the black hole mass should be constrained (UV-plateau in blue, My — o in green, Mo — Mga1 in red and Me — Mpyige in orange).
All four black hole mass estimation techniques provide consistent results.

(logy (Vi) — a — Blogy, (Xi))2
(0logyq (Y7))? + €2

+1In [27r ((61og10 (Y) + 62) }, (12)

E:

1
_52

where the summation is over all pairs (X;,Y;) of nor-
malised black hole masses and scaling variables.

We plot the measured peak blackbody luminosities
(LB,pk) and radiated energies E..q against the TDE-
inferred black hole mass in Figure 1. Visual inspection
shows that both of these parameters clearly scale posi-
tively, and rather strongly, with black hole mass.

Using the emcee code (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013)
to run a MCMC and obtain the posterior distribution
of the two model parameters (adopting flat priors on all
parameters), we infer

aBBpk = 43.6 £0.1, (13)
BeB,pk = 0.60 & 0.08, (14)
for the peak blackbody luminosity, and
Qrad = 950.4+0.1, (15)
Braa = 0.72 £ 0.07, (16)
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for the radiated energy. These scaling parameters are
robust to our choice of black hole mass inference tech-
nique (Appendix C), and are also robust to imposing
redshift cuts (Appendix B), as we highlight with their
posterior distributions in the lower panel of Figure 1. In
these lower panels we display the posterior distributions
of the power-law fits made with galaxy scaling relation-
ship black hole masses and TDE-inferred (plateau) black
hole masses. The amplitude and slope of the power-
law fits are consistent between the different techniques,
and the plateau-mass measurement provides the lowest
scatter (see the e distributions). We therefore use the
plateau mass measurements moving forward.

It is clear then that any model of these early time flares
must seek to reproduce the predicted power-law indices
BBB,pk, Brad and must not grossly under- or over-predict
OBB,pk; Orad- Over-predicting both the energy and lumi-
nosity (compared to those observed) is preferable, owing
to the possibility that we are not capturing all of the
emission in our blackbody modeling. In the following
section we collate all previously published models for
optical TDE flares from the literature.

3. THEORETICAL ENERGY AND LUMINOSITY
SCALES

3.1. General considerations and definitions

In what follows, we consider the tidal disruption
of a star of mass M, = m,Mg by a black hole of
mass M, = 106M.76M@. We focus on main-sequence
stars, for which the stellar radius is reasonably well-
approximated (for 0.15 < m, < 3) as as power-law (Ryu
et al. 2020b):

R, =0.93m"%¥R,. (17)

We focus on complete disruptions, i.e. on pericenter
radii r, = R/ well within the canonical tidal radius
Ry ~ R,(M,/M,)"/? where 8 > 1 is the penetration
factor. In general this estimate of the tidal radius can
differ from the true (physical) maximum pericenter ra-
dius giving rise to a TDE (Phinney 1989). Following
Ryu et al. (2020a), we therefore take:

Rt

\\J - -
R, (M. /M,)'/3

(18)

1.47 + exp [(my — 0.67)/0.14]
1+ 2.34exp [(my — 0.67)/0.14]

~ [0.80 + 0.26 M ¢] {

where Ry is the “true” tidal radius (the pericentre ra-
dius at which the star is fully disrupted). The resulting
mass fall-back rate at times ¢ > tg, obeys (e.g., Rees
1988; Phinney 1989; Lodato et al. 2009),

] ' AN
My, = M, o , (19)

where we follow Bandopadhyay et al. (2024) in taking a
single fall-back time

t, = 30M,% d, (20)

roughly independent of stellar type. For simplicity, we
assume that half of the star falls back, My, = M, /2.
In the case of a full disruption, the peak fall-back rate,

M, = M w26 10%M, 4 *m, g s, (21)
3t ’
exceeds the Eddington accretion rate Mpaqa =
Lgaq/0.1¢? =~ 1.7 x 10** g s~! by orders of magnitude,
with
Lpaa ~ 1.4 x 10*ergs ™' M, ¢, (22)

the Eddington lqminosity. The fall-back will become
sub-Eddington (M, (tgaa) = Mgad) after a time

traa ~ 610 M, o/°m3/® d. (23)

Of course the above statements relate to the rate at
which material returns to pericentre following the dis-
ruption itself. Potentially more physically meaningful
(for models which seek to relate the optical/UV flare
to the accretion rate) is the accretion rate through the
inner edge of the disk, which will not in general track
the fallback rate unless the viscous time is < the fall-
back time. As we shall discuss later, this approximation
(that the accretion rate tracks the fallback rate) is un-
likely even to be approximately true (as it only holds in
the asymptotic tyisc/tgp — 0 limit — this is a limit which
can not be plausibly satisfied in many regions of TDE
parameter space). In Appendix A we show how to deter-
mine the accretion rate through the inner edge of a black
hole disk for a given fallback rate, which self consistently
handles the ratio of tg, and the viscous time ty;sc, which
varies systematically across the TDE parameter space.

3.2. Radiatively Efficient Fallback-Accretion

In the most naive model, where the optical flare is
simply the result of radiatively efficient accretion with
rate equal to the fallback rate, the accreted ~half of the
star ultimately emits energy corresponding to (Novikov
& Thorne 1973)

M,
Efy—ace ~ M ~ 9 x 10°% erg (%) (A/‘[*f/b?> M
(24)

where the radiative efficiency n ~ 0.05 — 0.2 is that of a
thin (radiatively efficient) accretion disk, depending pri-
marily on the black hole spin. This is in > 50 tension
with observations, a result of the observed M, depen-
dence of F,,q. The above energy represents an absolute
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upper limit on the radiated energy and its discrepancy
with early-time optical/UV TDE observations is some-
times described as the “missing energy problem” (e.g.,
Piran et al. 2015; Lu & Kumar 2018). It is now under-
stood that this total amount of energy is indeed ulti-
mately emitted by a TDE system, but that this energy
escapes only on much longer timescales (¢ > 1 year) in
the extreme UV by a long lived, spreading disk (Mum-
mery et al. 2024).

In general, the fraction of E,. g, radiated in the opti-
cal band depends on the photosphere temperature, but
its maximum value, corresponding to prompt circular-
ization and an optimally-placed reprocessing layer, is
given by:

Lip—ace =~ nMp02 ~2x10%ergs! (i) MY m,.

0.1/ 6 7~
(25)
This is the luminosity assumption employed by MOSFIT’s
TDE model. We immediately note that the ~ M, 1/2
scaling is at > 5o tension with observations.

3.3. Eddington-Limited Fallback-Accretion

The above model is often assumed, but neglects sim-
ple and important properties which must be satisfied
by any accreting system. Indeed even if an accre-
tion flow has an accretion rate Macc > Mcdd it will
not produce luminosity proportional to the accretion
rate Lpo # nMaCCc2, but will instead be effectively
Eddington-limited (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973) — a sim-
ple analytical estimate of the impact of this Eddington
limit is Lo = LEdd(l + 1n(Ma.cc/MEdd))~

For TDEs what this means is that even if the black
hole is accreting at or near the fall-back rate, the inwards
advection (“trapping”) of radiation in the accretion flow
may prevent it from being radiatively efficient. In par-
ticular, radiation is trapped on the inflow time interior
to the so-called trapping radius (Begelman 1979)

Ry = 10R, ( M ) , (26)

Edd

such that R, > Reire = 2R; until a time:

5R 3/5
ter o~ ( Rf) tpaa ~ 161d g3/°m06w=3/5 " (27)

Again, the above expression assumes Macc = be.

Radiation hydrodynamic simulations show that the
radiation from super-Eddington accretion flows is lim-
ited to the Eddington luminosity Lgaq (Eq. (22)) to
within a factor < 2 (e.g., Yoshioka et al. 2024; Zhang
et al. 2025 and references therein).

The radiated energy up to the time t, is thus limited
to

Eraa,tr ~ Ledate ~ 2.0 X 10°! erg 53/5m2'96M.)6\I/_3/5.

(28)
The trapping radius remains outside the ISCO radius
until ¢t ~ tgqq, resulting in a somewhat larger radiated
energy,

Fraq =~ Lrqqtgaq =~ 8.0 x 1051 erg Mi/65mi/5 (29)

As in the radiatively efficient case discussed above, the
fraction of F,.. radiated in the optical band depends
on the temperature of the emission and hence radius
of the photosphere, Ry}, something which has not been
explicitly computed as far as the authors are aware.

3.4. Wind Reprocessed Fallback-Accretion

Another possibility is that TDE optical/UV emission
is powered by reprocessing of thermal energy released in
an outflow powered either by accretion or the circular-
ization process (e.g., Strubbe & Quataert 2009; Metzger
& Stone 2016; Piro & Lu 2020). The escaping radiation
field in a dynamical outflow is not Eddington-limited
per se, but it remains subject to adiabatic losses in the
outflow.

As an explicit example of such a “wind reprocess-
ing” scenario, Metzger & Stone (2016) consider that
that a fraction fi, = 0.1fi,,—1 of the stellar fall-back
debris from the TDE is accreted, while the majority
fout = 1 — fin is instead lost to a wind. The velocity of
the wind is assumed to scale with the escape speed at
the circularization radius, since this represents the char-
acteristic energy scale required to “incorporate” fallback
into a Keplerian disk.

Prior to a critical “wind trapping time” t.,, adiabatic
losses in the wind are important and the escaping lumi-
nosity obeys

L = Ly (t/tsm) %%, t<ty, (30)

where

b [t ~ 2.66%5M, ¢ *my/ R (31)
At times t > ty trapping losses are unimportant and
the luminosity is assumed to scale with the fallback rate
L  finMpc® < t75/3. The peak luminosity from the
wind is given by,

6 x 10* erg 871572/377_1fin,_lM?;gGmg'SsRi{%,
(Mo < M, )

Lpk = (32)
2 % 10% ergs ™ 11 fin,—1 M, ¢ *mi/”,
(M¢ > M, w)
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where Ri, = 6RyRin ¢ is the inner edge of the disk and

My = 6.6 x 100Me85°m2°R.%°. (33)
is the critical SMBH mass below which adiabatic trap-
ping losses in the wind are important (i.e., for which
tw > ).

The total energy radiated can thus be approximated
as:

L(tw)tw ~ Lokt (ty/tm) Y2, (Mo < M),
~ 2 x 10°! erg 5_2/57771fin,flM?,-g)Zlmg-G?Ri:l%Q’r

By~ (34)
N fin(M,/2)c2, (Mo > M, )

~ 9 x 10°! erg n_1 fin,—1mx

3.5. Cooling Envelope (Gravitational Contraction)

The stellar mass that returns to the SMBH follow-
ing a TDE is very weakly bound to it. For this mate-
rial to form a compact Keplerian accretion disk of size
Roive = 2R, = 2R/ commensurate with the angular
momentum of the debris, a minimum energy must be
released, given by:

GMo My L GMEAMMS

Ecirc = 5
2Rcirc

B
SR, (M, /2) ¥(Mq,M,)

~ 5.3 x 10°! erg BM.Q)/Gng'4O.(35)

In the cooling envelope scenario for TDEs (Metzger
2022), the UV /optical emission is powered by Egiyc, re-
leased via gradual contraction of a quasi-spherical hy-
drostatic envelope, itself created through rapid dissipa-
tion of the kinetic energy of the returning debris streams.
In other words, the optical radiation is powered by the
gravitational energy that must be liberated in the pro-
cess of forming a centrifugally supported (Keplerian)
disk. As discussed in Mummery et al. (2024), this en-
ergy scaling is in good accord with observations.

A radiation-dominated envelope in hydrostatic equi-
librium radiates at the Eddington luminosity Lgqgq
(Eq. (22)). The maximum optical luminosity is thus
roughly that of a blackbody of luminosity Lgqq o< M.
A version of this model was implemented in the open
source software package Redback (Sarin et al. 2024) and
applied to TDE data in Sarin & Metzger (2024).

3.6. Colliding Streams

The maximum heating rate due to collisions between
the debris streams at a radius . is given by (e.g., Piran
et al. 2015)

GM, Mg,

Tcol

Ey, ~ (36)

Clearly then, with My, well constrained by basic argu-
ments, the energetics/luminosity in the colliding streams
scenario is determined by the choice of collisional radius
T'eol, for which various scenarios could be considered.

A characteristic maximum scale for the collision ra-
dius is the apocenter radius of the most tightly bound
debris, r, ~ (R, /2)(M,/M,)?/? is the apocenter radius
of the most tightly bound debris streams (Piran et al.
2015). The minimal radial scale for the collision radius
is the pericentre radius r,, or effectively the tidal radius
Rp. Insofar that r, o t2/3, and Ry o t°, and hence
Ey, oc t77/3 (t_5/3) at times t 2 tg, for shocks at the
maximum (minimum) radial scale, one can estimate the
total shock-heating power as that released on timescales
~ tg, (for any reo1), viz.

GM,M,

Esh ~ Eshtfb =~
37”(:01

-1
r
~ 4.6 x 10%erg M)/ m? ™ <1) . (37)
a
which allows us to compute the energy radiated at a
given assumed collisional scale. Taking the apocenter
radius as the collisional scale gives

L ~ QGME/BM*Q/Bbe
pk,a — R* ,
~ 2.7 x 108 ergs™! M;é/ﬁmg.m’ (38)
Erad,a ~ 4.6 X 1050erg M.l’/63m274, (39)

while if we take the tidal radius as the collisional scale
we find

GM* M Ny, B

ka,T >~ \I/R* )
~ 1.7 x 10" erg/s M.l’/(sﬁﬁmg'%‘lf_l» (40)
Eraar ~ 2.8 x 10°% erg M.27/63m2'746\11_1, (41)

Alternatively, Dai et al. (2015) predict that apsidal
precession will cause the most tightly bound streams to
intercept at a radius:

amp(1 —ep)
1 — emp cos(9/2)’

Rint = (42)

where ¢ = 6mRg/amp(l — €2,) is the apsidal pre-
cession angle, and ay, = RZ/2R, and epp, ~ 1 —
(2/B)(M, /M,)*/3 are the semi-major axis and eccen-
tricity of the most tightly bound debris stream. The
dependence on parameter values here is non-linear, and
we simply compute the luminosity /energy scales numer-
ically. Broadly speaking, the scalings with parameters
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here is similar to the shocks at apocenter case, with a
stronger stellar mass dependence.

A final class of shock-based models (naturally related
to those discussed above) is those which make up the
TDEmass package (Ryu et al. 2020a; Krolik et al. 2024).
A recent discussion of the assumptions involved in this
model is presented in Krolik et al. (2024), where the au-
thors also claim that their model reproduces the scalings
of TDE observables with parameters (without providing
any testing or validation of this claim). We do not re-
produce their derivations here, but simply quote their
key results, namely a peak luminosity which scales as

=5/27—1/6, 0.47
Lok ~ 8 x 103 ergs1 = Mag

- (43)
1+ 0.2625/2M, 5/ m947

where we have set various nuisance parameters to their
default values assumed in Krolik et al. (2024). Note
that at the very lowest masses M, < 106M, this model
returns ~ the Eddington luminosity. The function

E=[1.27-0.3M]¢"] x

0.62 + exp [(m, — 0.67)/0.21]
{ 1+ 0.55exp [(m, — 0.67)/0.21] } , (44)

is a moderately strongly decreasing function of black
hole mass. Combining the dependence of = on M, with
that of Lpk results in the approximate scaling of Lk o
Me 3/ 8, in > 5o tension with observations. This is likely
why TDEmass does not recover known galactic scaling
relationships from TDE data (Hammerstein et al. 2023;
Guolo et al. 2025b).
Similarly, the total energy released in this model is

Eraa 4 x 10 erg EM S m07, (45)

or an approximately Fi,q x M. /4 scaling.
The above authors also provide an estimate for the
late-time luminosity from their model, distinct from that

of compact thin-disk theory (which scales as Liate,disk X

M?23; Mummery et al. 2024), which scales as

Ligte ~ 10*% ergs™! M._ﬁé/2 =3/2m 7026 (46)

or an approximately Li.te o< Mo 5/8 scaling, ruled out
at > 50 by observations (see Figure 4). This result
is independent of any redshift cuts one places on the
population of TDEs (Appendix B).

3.7. Reprocessed “viscous” accretion

None of the above models incorporate the properties
of an accretion flow into their analysis, and typically as-
sume that the instantaneous accretion rate equals the

instantaneous fallback rate. This is somewhat surpris-
ing as accretion theory has had a number of successes in
reproducing TDE data, such as correctly describing the
late time UV luminosity observed in TDEs (Mummery
et al. 2024), but also (perhaps more relatively for the ini-
tial optical flare) reproducing the peak X-ray luminosity
function of TDEs from first principles (Mummery & van
Velzen 2025). This implies that the accretion disks we
observe at late times are always present, and can ap-
pear at early times in the soft X-rays (see also Guolo
et al. 2025b, for further discussion of this result). It is
worthwhile to ask what this early time emission from
accretion flows might result in, if reprocessed, into the
optical /UV.

The model we outline here differs strongly from ap-
proaches like MOSFIT, which effectively set the accretion
rate equal to the fallback rate despite this violating an-
gular momentum conservation and implicitly assuming
that material moves from the tidal radius to the black
hole’s event horizon infinitely quickly (indeed, the in-
ferred accretion velocities from MOSFIT vaec ~ Rr/Tviscs
two parameters which can be extracted post-fit, regu-
larly exceed the speed of light, e.g., Mockler et al. 2019;
Alexander et al. 2025. This is an unphysical result).

In reality the returning (or circularised) material has
angular momentum, which cannot be neglected. The
specific angular momentum of circularised material is
approximately equal to that of the incoming star

jcirc Y GM R GM

To be accreted, a fluid element must drop its specific
angular momentum to that of the ISCO, or

M, 2
3¢ (1 - “) . (48)
c 3 GM.’I“[

—1/3 0135 1/2. (47)

Jacc =

requiring a drop by factor

-1
Jcirce Mo 6/3m2'13

— o X 12 ) (49)
Jacc ﬂ1/2(1 —2CL /3{E )

where a,,z; are the dimensionless spin and ISCO ra-
dius of the black hole. Note that this ratio neglects rela-
tivistic effects on the circularisation angular momentum
which become important when the ratio is close to one.

As a conserved quantity, angular momentum is diffi-
cult to remove. This is in effect the entire physics gov-
erning an accretion flow: how does one remove angular
momentum from a flow so as to get it onto the cen-
tral object? The answer is that MHD instabilities insti-
gate turbulence within the flow (Balbus & Hawley 1991),
which over the so-called “viscous” timescale redistribute
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this angular momentum within the fluid allowing some
of the material to accrete (with some material flowing
outwards to compensate for this inward motion).

The viscous timescale is, within the Shakura & Sun-
vaev (1973) framework, equal to

tyisc ~ a to? torb, (50)

where a ~ 1072 — 107! is a dimensionless fudge factor,
0 = h/r is the opening angle of the disk, and for a TDE

t lgc"c SIE* 73/2 0.9 1
b ~ —GIe ~ ~ U. «

is the orbital time at the disk-circularisation radius, a
time-scale which is independent of black hole properties.
The viscous timescale can therefore comfortably exceed
the fallback time for a large fraction of TDE parameter
space

yisc ~ BOdOé:}G:% 6_3/2 mg.g. (52)

Here we have normalised a1 = /0.1 and §_; = 6/0.1.
The range of values spanned for plausible changes in
the parameters on the right hand side of this expression
comfortably includes the range seen in TDEs (Guolo
et al. 2025a), which span from the very short ¢y ~ 15d
(AT2019dsg), to moderate tyise ~ 470d (ASASSN-14li)
out to very large tyisc >~ 2300d (GSN 069). The ratio of
the viscous to fallback timescales

% ~ ga:}e:fﬁ—w m0OM, ¢/, (53)
implies that it is the turbulent redistribution of angular
momentum which is the limiting timescale in the major-
ity of low black hole mass TDE accretion flows (which
therefore determines the accretion rate), not the fallback
rate. In the limit in which the viscous time is longer than
the fallback time, the peak accretion rate depends only
on stellar properties and nuisance parameters

Macc,pk ~ be/tvisc ~ (M*/R*)3/253/20‘ 92' (54)

We see that if the optical emission was powered purely
by Lpx ~ ﬂMacc,ka2, this would predict no dependence
on black hole mass (in stark contrast with observations).
However, the peak accretion rate predicted in this frame-
work can be super-Eddington, in which case the resul-
tant luminosity would be Lpx >~ Leqq.

Recently, Mummery (in prep.) derived a general ex-
pression for the time taken for a viscously evolving TDE
disk to drop to a fraction foqq of the Eddington lumi-
nosity. If we take that result, rewrite it in the notation
of this paper, and take foqq = 1, we find

tSE ~ 166 d Oé:}/49 %/Zfd,/:ll 775/14 _Q/Sm*M;g/47(55)

which implies that for the above timescale a TDE disk
is super-Eddington. We have defined f; _; which is the
fraction of the returning stellar material which forms
a disk (divided by 0.1), and 7_; the efficiency of the
disk (divided by 0.1). If this super-Eddington phase of
accretion is reprocessed into optical/UV emission then
its energy content would be

Erada,sE = Lyaatsk (56)
~ 2 x 10° erg

x Myglasy 0my 1l g .

During this phase of evolution — depending once again
on the physics of the optical/UV photosphere — the op-
tical/UV luminosity would be at most the Eddington
(equation 22). We note that detailed spectral modeling
of TDE disks in the X-ray typically find Eddington lim-
ited bolometric luminosities Ly, ~ Lrqq at early times
(Mummery et al. 2023; Guolo et al. 2025b).

3.8. Summary of the mass-scaling of flare models

In Table 1 we collate the various power-law indices
of the 10 models discussed here for both the bolometric
luminosity, and the radiated energy, of the early time
TDE optical/UV emission. We see immediately that
this data provides a robust test that many models fail
to pass, something which shall be discussed in detail in
the next section. Many models display a more complex
behavior with black hole mass than can be summarized
by a single power law index (mainly due to corrections
to e.g., the simplest estimate of the tidal radius, ¥), and
so in the following section we numerically evaluate each
profile explicitly.

4. COMPARISON TO DATA AND DISCUSSION

Figures 2 and 3 present the key results of this paper,
namely a comparison between existing models of the lu-
minosity and energy in the early-time optical flare and
those which are observed in TDE samples. We repeat
this analysis for different black hole mass inference tech-
niques in Appendix C, and with different redshift cuts
in B. Neither make any difference to the results.

4.1. The peak optical/UV luminosity

In Figure 2 we display, as seven panels, the seven peak
luminosity model predictions summarized in this paper,
as a function of black hole mass. We remind the reader
that the black hole masses in this plot come from late-
time UV observations of the system, but that this choice
does not impact the scaling of the luminosity with mass
(see Figure 1 and Appendix C). Typical uncertainties in
the black hole masses are shown by the error bar in the
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Model name

Index Bpi in Lpk o M.Bpk

Index fBrad in Fraa M.B““l

Efficient Fallback accretion (MOSFIT)
(egs. 25, 24)

—1/2

Eddington-limited Fallback accretion
(Eddington-time)
(egs. 22, 29)

3/5

Eddington-limited Fallback accretion
(Trapping-time)
(egs. 22, 28)

Eddington-limited “viscous” accretion
(egs. 22, 56)

1/4

Wind-reprocessed Fallback-accretion
(low black hole masses)
(egs. 32, 34)

0.34

Wind-reprocessed Fallback-accretion
(high black hole masses)
(egs. 32, 34)

Cooling-envelope
(egs. 22, 35)

2/3

Colliding streams (apocentre)
(egs. 38, 39)

1/3

Colliding streams (pericentre)
(egs. 40, 41)

2/3

Colliding streams (TDEmass)
(egs. 43, 45)

1/4

Observed
(egs. 14, 16)

0.60 £ 0.08

0.72£0.07

Table 1. The rough power-law slopes with which the peak blackbody luminosity of the optical/UV flare and the radiated
energy in the optical/UV flare should scale with black hole mass, for the 10 models collated in this work. We also reproduce
the observed scaling indices in the lower row. Popular models such as MOSFIT and TDEmass have luminosity scalings in > 50
tension with observations. Promising models include Eddington-limited accretion and the cooling envelope framework.

lower right hand corner of each plot. To display some of
the expected variance in the models we vary the assumed
incoming stellar masses, with a dashed curve showing
the result for m, = 0.5, and a shaded region denoting
the predicted range for stellar mass my, = 0.3 — 0.7.

We see, immediately, that all models except
Eddington-limited accretion, a cooling KEddington-
limited envelope, and colliding streams at the tidal ra-
dius show a decreasing optical luminosity with black hole
mass, in strong tension with what is observed. This im-
mediately rules out many existing models in the litera-
ture.

We can further rule out the model of colliding streams
at the tidal radius as it grossly over-predicts the lu-
minosity which should be observed around black holes
at the low mass end of the TDE distribution M, ~
10° — 105° M. This is problematic as, if such a scal-
ing was physical, it should be extremely easy to detect
events around these low mass black holes, as the num-

ber of low mass galaxies (and therefore low mass black
holes) outnumbers their higher mass companions, and
therefore the detected TDE rate should be dominated
by these low-mass high-luminosity events.

It is for this same reason that one cannot invoke, e.g.,
a high fraction of partial TDEs with lower fallback rates
in an attempt to salvage the efficient fallback accretion
model. While it is true that a partial TDE results in
a significantly lower peak fallback rate, every such par-
tial TDE model still scales as Lpx ~ M._1 2, and one
would need to invoke a conspiracy whereby the partial
TDE fraction scales strongly with black hole mass. It is
clear that full disruptions of solar mass stars by 106M,
black holes do happen, and if a model suggests that these
should be the brightest (and therefore easiest to detect)
TDESs, this model is ruled out by the data.

4.2. The radiated energy

In Figure 3 we display the scaling with black hole mass
of the radiated energy expected to be observed in the
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Figure 2. The scaling with black hole mass of the peak blackbody luminosity expected to be observed from the optical/UV
flare in a TDE, for the seven models collated in this work. Shown by a dashed curve is the result for m, = 0.5, and the degree
of expected variance in the models is shown by the shaded regions which denote the range for stellar mass m, = 0.3 — 0.7. By
points we show the observed TDE values. Different models are labeled on each plot. Typical uncertainties in the black hole
masses are shown by the error bar in the lower right hand corner of each plot.

optical/UV flare in a TDE, for the ten models collated in
this work. Again we show by a dashed curve is the result
for m, = 0.5, and the degree of expected variance in the
models is shown by the shaded regions which denote the
range for stellar mass m, = 0.3 — 0.7. By points we
show the observed TDE values. Different models are
labeled on each plot. Typical uncertainties in the black
hole masses are shown by the error bar in the lower right
hand corner of each plot.

We again find that all models except the various
Eddington-limited accretion scenarios and a cooling
Eddington-limited envelope/disk formation process are
in tension with the data (as the colliding streams at the
tidal radius model is ruled out on luminosity grounds).
It appears therefore that both pieces of observational
evidence point towards this disk formation/disk repro-
cessing source of TDE optical/UV flares.

In the follow section we discuss which frameworks re-
main plausible given the results of our calorimetric tests
in more detail.

5. PLAUSIBLE REMAINING FRAMEWORKS
5.1. Efficient fallback accretion?

The radiatively efficient reprocessing of the fallback-
rate My, into optical /UV emission is ruled out by the
data on multiple grounds. Firstly, the scaling with black
hole mass My, M:I/Q is over 50 from what is ob-
served, as is the scaling with black hole mass of the
radiated energy.

In addition, for such a scenario to be consistent with
the data, it would require that observational surveys
are failing to find a large population of the brightest
low black hole mass TDE sources, or that there is some
unknown effect which results in an inverse Malmquist
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Figure 3. The scaling with black hole mass of the radiated
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energy expected to be observed in the optical/UV flare in a TDE,

for the ten models collated in this work. Shown by a dashed curve is the result for m, = 0.5, and the degree of expected variance

in the models is shown by the shaded regions which denote
observed TDE values. Different models are labeled on each
the error bar in the lower right hand corner of each plot.

bias where only the intrinsically least luminous objects
are found in a flux limited survey.

It is worth reflecting on why models based on this
assumption (for example MOSFIT) “work”, in the sense
that they produce light curves which pass through ob-
servations, given that their governing assumptions are
so far removed from observations. We believe this is
simply a result of the large number of free parame-

the range for stellar mass m, = 0.3 — 0.7. By points we show the
plot. Typical uncertainties in the black hole masses are shown by

ters that are allowed to vary freely in the fitting pro-
cess. In particular, MOSFIT has a free efficiency 7 in
L = nMp,c?, and also a free reprocessing radius (Rph,0)
for its photosphere. What this means in practice is that
MOSFIT can reproduce any amplitude of optical emis-
sion (because the fallback rate always hugely over pre-
dicts the luminosity), and any temperature of the early
flare T = (L/47roRf)h)1/ 4 (and therefore any SED nor-
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malisation and shape), merely by tuning two parame-
ters (1, Rpn,0) which apriori have no physical ground-
ing. Therefore the only physical parameters which are
really being fit to data are those controlling the overall
temporal shape of the light curve (i.e., the rise and de-
cay timescales). However, the dynamic range of decay
timescales in the TDE data is relatively limited, span-
ning 7 ~ 50 — 300 d (Hammerstein et al. 2023; Yao et al.
2023). In a grid of time-dependent fallback rate curves
(which can further be scaled by changing the black hole
mass tg X M, / 2) it appears to us that one will always
be able to find a time-dependency that reproduces the
time dependency of the data. Coupled with the free
normalisation and temperature of the emission, there
are enough free parameters to reproduce a wide range
of light curves.

To highlight one example of this parameter compensa-
tion explicitly, we note that Nicholl et al. (2022) (using
a sample of TDEs and MOSFIT), recovered an efficiency
scaling of 1 oc MO-97%0:36 " This can be traced directly
to the integrated energy in the flares, which scales only
with Eiaq ~ nM, in MOSFIT, see Fig. 3. Clearly, n is sim-
ply compensating for the true scaling in the data, and
has no physical meaning. This is likely why MOSFIT does
not recover known galactic scaling relationships from
TDE data (Ramsden et al. 2022; Hammerstein et al.
2023; Guolo et al. 2025Db).

5.2. A shock conspiracy?

An interesting result to note is that at low black hole
masses M, < 10%°M, shocks at apocentre produce a
reasonable description of the luminosity and energetics
of TDE optical flares, while at M, > 107-° M shocks
at pericentre (the tidal radius) provide a reasonable de-
scription of the luminosity and energetics. One could
therefore imagine a scenario at which the collision ra-
dius moves systematically with black hole mass between
the outer and inner radial scales, to generate a growing
luminosity/energy profile.

We believe this scenario is unlikely to be physically
realistic, and instead represents fine tuning of models
aposteri as it was not, as far as we are aware, predicted
ahead of time. It would also require the generation of
smoothly growing luminosity and energy profiles from a
sequence of profiles that all decline with mass.

Perhaps most problematic for this framework is that
shocks/disk formation at apocentre (which would be re-
quired in this framework to power the low black hole
mass optical flares) predict a late-time (At > 1yr) lu-
minosity which is in strong contention with the data at
these low masses (Figure 4).

In Figure 4 we contrast the predictions of disks which
form at apocentre (pink curve and shaded region, Krolik
et al. 2024) with the predictions of compact (i.e., formed
at ~ the tidal radius) disk theory (blue curve and shaded
region Mummery et al. 2024, in particular their equa-
tions 1, 2 and 46). The green points represent observa-
tions of TDEs, with the mass estimated from galactic
scaling relationships (we use M, — o where available,
and M, — Myuge Where not). Shown by a dashed curve
is the result for m, = 0.5, and the degree of expected
variance in the models is shown by the shaded regions
which denote the range for stellar mass m, = 0.3 — 0.7.
The stellar mass is not the only source of scatter in this
relationship, and both should also have additional cos?
scatter from the disk-observer inclination (as disk are
two dimensional). We see that disks at apocentre are
ruled out owing to both their late time luminosity scal-
ing with black hole mass, but also their systematic over
prediction of late time luminosities at low masses (which
again should be easiest to find, and are not). This result
is robust to any redshift cuts one wishes to place on the
data (Appendix B), as this makes no difference to the
observed scaling, it only reduces the number of points.
Plateau detection in TDEs is almost ubiquitous (Ap-
pendix B), with every TDE within z < 0.08 and with
> 2 years of data having a detected plateau, making this
a very strong observational constraint.

While shocks are clearly essential in getting light out
of a tidal disruption event (without them no disk can
form), we believe that the current data rules them out
as being directly involved with producing a dominant
component of the early time optical/UV emission.

5.3. Reprocessed Eddington-limited accretion?

We now move onto models which appear in better ac-
cord with the data. Figures 2, 3 and 4 suggest that a
framework whereby a compact accretion flow forms and
accretes at high rates, with a luminosity which is then re-
processed into optical /UV emission, provides an accept-
able description of the gross luminosity/energy scales at
early and late times.

At this stage this of course is by no means a “model”
for optical flares in TDEs (in the sense that we have
made no prediction for the evolution of the light curves
from such a system), but this work clearly suggest that
this represents an interesting avenue for future study. It
is clear from late-time observations in TDEs that com-
pact accretion flows are formed in the vast majority of
TDEs (Figure 4, Appendix B), and given their high nat-
ural luminosity scales it is also clear that the energetics
of this early phase of disk evolution could provide a plau-
sible energy source for the observed optical emission.
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Figure 4. The scaling with black hole mass of the late time (At > 1yr) optical/UV luminosity expected to be observed after
the initial optical/UV flare in a TDE, for disk formation scenarios at different radial scales. Shown by a dashed curve is the
result for m, = 0.5, and the degree of expected variance in the models is shown by the shaded regions which denote the range
for stellar mass m, = 0.3 — 0.7. By points we show the observed TDE values, with black hole masses inferred from galactic
scaling relationships (Me — o where available, and M, — Mpuige Otherwise). Typical uncertainties in the black hole masses are

shown by the error bar in the lower right hand corner of each plot.

Further evidence for Eddington-limited accretion in
TDEs comes from the observed break in the TDE X-
ray luminosity function at Lx p, ~ 10* erg/s (Guolo
et al. 2024; Grotova et al. 2025). This was predicted
ahead of time by Mummery (2021) as a clear signature
of Eddington-limited accretion in TDE disks (a result
confirmed by more recent simulations Mummery & van
Velzen 2025). Any model of the early evolution in TDEs
has to allow for Eddington limited accretion in a com-
pact disk to explain this X-ray observational result.

For this interpretation of optical flares to be con-
sidered plausible a number of questions must be an-
swered/clarified. Firstly, what is the correct timescale
over which this reprocessing should act? The fallback,
trapping and viscous timescale can all be expected to
play an important role, possibly in different regions
of parameter space. Secondly, is it plausible to pro-
duce a time-evolving optical/UV flare from a ~ con-
stant (Eddington) input luminosity? It is clear that a
time-evolving photosphere (similar in spirit to that in
the cooling envelope model, Metzger 2022) would be re-
quired to generate time-evolving optical emission.

The main flaws with this interpretation are the follow-
ing. Firstly, the fact that we see prompt (coincident with
the optical flare) and extremely luminous (Lx ~ 10%*
erg/s) X-ray emission from some TDEs means that all of
the luminosity emitted from these compact disks cannot

possibly be being reprocessed. This could be circum-
vented by some geometric/viewing angle argument (a la
Dai et al. 2018), a possibility certainly worth exploring
(but note that Dai et al. 2018 set the accretion rate equal
to the fallback rate, and so this is a framework which
must be modified).

The most consequential flaw in this framework, how-
ever, is the simple question of how it is possible to sus-
tain Eddington-limited accretion at the highest (M, 2
107 M) black hole masses, when not even the fallback
rate is super-Eddington (eq. 19)? Resolving this (i.e.,
producing a high enough luminosity in these systems)
appears to require fine-tuning, as it must invoke high
mass stars and high black hole spins to generate enough
luminosity in this limit. This may not be completely
unreasonable (both high mass stars and high spins are
required to get a tidal disruption near to the Hills mass
limit Hills 1975; Kesden 2012; Mummery 2024 when the
fallback rate starts to become sub-Eddington at peak
for solar-type stars), but appears unsatisfactory. More
generally, if the viscous timescale is long (compared to
the fallback/circularisation timescale) it is not difficult
for many TDEs to produce sub-Eddington disks at peak
(see Appendix A).

5.4. Cooling envelope/disk formation?

The cooling envelope/compact disk formation scenario
appears to provide a natural framework to interpret
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many of the observational properties seen on the popu-
lation level in TDEs. The energy budget which must be
released to form a compact disk

G My Mgisx o M2/,
2Rcirc

provides the best description of the observations. As it
is clear that a compact disk does form in TDEs, with
evidence from a wide range of observational fronts (e.g.,
Guolo et al. 2024; Mummery et al. 2024; Grotova et al.
2025; Mummery & van Velzen 2025; Guolo et al. 2025b),
it is clear that ultimately this energy budget must be re-
leased in the process. If, as discussed in Metzger (2022),
this energy is released by radiative cooling at the Ed-
dington luminosity, then this provides a natural resolu-
tion of the growing optical/UV luminosity with black
hole mass.

As this framework naturally produces compact accre-
tion disks at ~ the tidal radius, it is also consistent with
observations at late times (Figure 4).

However, it is not clear how this and the previously
discussed framework (of Eddington limited accretion)
interact. It is clear observationally that Eddington-
limited accretion flows do form in TDEs, and at least
some of them form promptly (during the optical flare).
This provides an additional energy source (plausibly
larger than the disk formation energy budget), which
will inevitably be deposited into the envelope, modifying
the picture presented in Metzger (2022). A spherically
symmetric envelope which blocks all X-ray emission at
early times (during the optical flare) also cannot repro-
duce the properties of many TDE systems, requiring at
least some sight lines where X-ray radiation can escape
unimpeded.

The cooling envelope/disk formation picture similarly
(as Eddington-limited accretion) struggles to reproduce
observations at the highest black hole mass scales, where
the Eddington luminosity begins to exceed plausible lu-
minosity scales in the problem. In this limit the cooling
time of the envelope (unless the star is very massive)
should be very short, with the material forming a disk
on ~ the dynamical timescale.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have collated all available data of op-
tical/UV flares seen at early times in TDEs, and com-
pared the black hole mass dependence of the peak lumi-
nosity and radiated energy observed in the TDEs early
time optical/UV flare with that predicted from a com-
prehensive survey of published models from the litera-
ture.

No one existing framework provides a truly satisfac-
tory description of the data at all black hole mass scales,

Ecirc ~

(57)

and we believe that the precise origin of early-time op-
tical/UV emission in TDEs remains an open question.
This work has not been without utility however, as many
popular frameworks in the literature can be shown to be
in strong contention with observations, and are therefore
ruled out.

In particular, the efficient reprocessing of the fallback
rate into an optical luminosity is completely ruled out
by the data (as is any model which sets the optical/ UV
luminosity proportional to the fallback rate). Both the
peak luminosity and radiated energy seen in TDEs are
of fundamentally distinct amplitude to that assumed
within the efficient-fallback-accretion framework, and
have the opposite scaling with black hole mass. While
models invoking this framework can produce light curves
consistent with the data, this is only because of uncon-
strained free parameters such as the radiative efficiency
n and photosphere radius Rpp 9, which allow the am-
plitude and shape of the resulting model SED to vary
freely (i.e., at fixed fallback rate).

Similarly, models invoking luminosity from shocks at
apocentre cannot generate enough luminosity or en-
ergy to explain observations for higher mass black holes,
and shocks at pericentre predict an abundance of high-
luminosity low-mass TDE systems which are never ob-
served. A model whereby the shock radius moves sys-
tematically to compensate for these two flaws is, in a
strictly data-reproduction sense, impossible to rule out,
but requires a high degree of fine tuning.

Shocking debris streams are, of course, an essential
component of getting luminosity out of a TDE system
(without them no compact disk can form). It appears
however that these shocks do not produce the bulk of the
observed emission themselves, but simply act to initiate
other luminosity-generating processes.

Frameworks that broadly pass the calorimetric tests
we perform in this paper can be summarized into two
(likely interacting) classes, those associated with the
formation of a compact disk (a cooling envelope), and
those associated with the reprocessing of the Eddington-
limited emission from these compact disks by a photo-
sphere. The natural luminosity scale of both frameworks
(the Eddington) provides a perfectly plausible resolution
to the growing luminosity of TDEs with black hole mass,
while the energy associated with disk formation/a pe-
riod of Eddington limited accretion lasting ~ 100 days,
is comparable to the observed energy in optical TDE
flares.

A picture which is supported by the data therefore
appears to be emerging. The optical/UV emission ob-
served during the initial flare in a TDE is powered by
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a process involving compact disk formation and early
(possibly super-Eddington) disk evolution.

The precise dominant energy source/physical process
in such a scenario depends on the interaction between
three timescales in the problem, the fallback timescale
te, oc Mo/? (which feeds the system and initiates
disk formation), the disk formation/envelope cooling
timescale tcool X Eeire/Lrada < Mo /3 and the viscous
tyise ¢ MY timescale of the formed disk.

Current models invoking disk reprocessing/disk for-
mation are in some sense unsatisfactory for two reasons.
The first is that no published model allows for the inter-
action between the two scenarios (i.e., does not allow for
the accretion disk luminosity to feed back onto the disk
formation process), in a sense they assume that only
one of the above three timescales is dominant, and then
seek to extend these scalings into regimes where other
timescales can be expected to dominate. The need for
interplay between accretion and disk formation is a hard
observational requirement owing to sources which dis-
play bright (Eddington-limited) X-ray emission during
the TDEs optical flare.

Secondly, and potentially more pertinently, both
frameworks invoke the Eddington limit, which seems

apriori to be a hard constraint to satisfy in TDE systems
at the highest black hole masses. This work leaves this
as an open problem. Plausible resolutions may be the
systematically higher stellar masses/black hole spins re-
quired at these high masses to overcome the Hills mass
limit (and permit a disruption at all, Hills 1975), or
some feedback/interplay between the high (but likely
sub-Eddington) luminosity of the formed disk and the
contracting disk formation process itself.

We conclude that while no one framework appears to
currently have all the answers, the parameter space of
viable theories is steadily being cut down by wide-field
optical surveys of TDEs. A promising future avenue
for theoretical study appears to be optical/UV flares
sourced during the disk formation and early evolution
process.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research benefited from discussions at the Kavli
Institute for Theoretical Physics (KITP) program on
Tidal Disruption Events in April 2024 that was sup-
ported in part by the National Science Foundation under
PHY1748958. MG acknowledges support from NASA
through XMM-Newton grant 8ONSSC24K1885.

REFERENCES

Alexander, K. D., Margutti, R., Gomez, S., et al. 2025,
arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2506.12729,
doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2506.12729

Balbus, S. A., & Hawley, J. F. 1991, ApJ, 376, 214,
doi: 10.1086,/170270

Bandopadhyay, A., Fancher, J., Athian, A., et al. 2024,
ApJL, 961, L2, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad0388

Begelman, M. C. 1979, MNRAS, 187, 237,
doi: 10.1093 /mnras/187.2.237

Bricman, K., & Gomboc, A. 2020, ApJ, 890, 73,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /ab6989

Dai, L., McKinney, J. C., & Miller, M. C. 2015, ArXiv
e-prints. https://arxiv.org/abs/1507.04333

Dai, L., McKinney, J. C., Roth, N., Ramirez-Ruiz, E., &
Miller, M. C. 2018, ApJL, 859, .20,
doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aab429

Foreman-Mackey, D., Hogg, D. W., Lang, D., & Goodman,
J. 2013, PASP, 125, 306, doi: 10.1086,/670067

Gezari, S., Heckman, T., Cenko, S. B., et al. 2009, ApJ,
698, 1367, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/698/2/1367

Greene, J. E., Strader, J., & Ho, L. C. 2020, ARA&A, 58,
257, doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-032620-021835

Grotova, 1., Rau, A., Baldini, P., et al. 2025, arXiv e-prints,
arXiv:2504.08424, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2504.08424

Guolo, M., Gezari, S., Yao, Y., et al. 2024, ApJ, 966, 160,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /ad2fof

Guolo, M., Mummery, A., Ingram, A., et al. 2025a, arXiv
e-prints, arXiv:2504.20148,
doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2504.20148

Guolo, M., et al. 2025b, arXiv e-prints.
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2510.26774

Hammerstein, E., van Velzen, S., Gezari, S., et al. 2023,
ApJ, 942, 9, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /aca283

Hills, J. G. 1975, Nature, 254, 295, doi: 10.1038/254295a0

Kesden, M. 2012, PhRvD, 85, 024037,
doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.024037

Kormendy, J., & Ho, L. C. 2013, Annual Review of
Astronomy and Astrophysics, 51, 511, doi: https:
//doi.org/10.1146 /annurev-astro-082708-101811

Krolik, J., Piran, T., & Ryu, T. 2024, arXiv e-prints,
arXiv:2409.02894, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2409.02894

Lodato, G., King, A. R., & Pringle, J. E. 2009, MNRAS,
392, 332, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14049.x

Lu, W., & Kumar, P. 2018, ApJ, 865, 128,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /aad54a

Metzger, B. D. 2022, ApJL, 937, L12,
doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac90ba


http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2506.12729
http://doi.org/10.1086/170270
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad0388
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/187.2.237
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab6989
https://arxiv.org/abs/1507.04333
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aab429
http://doi.org/10.1086/670067
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/698/2/1367
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-032620-021835
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2504.08424
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad2f9f
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2504.20148
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2510.26774
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aca283
http://doi.org/10.1038/254295a0
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.024037
http://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101811
http://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101811
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.02894
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.14049.x
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aad54a
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac90ba

TDE CALORIMETRY 17

Metzger, B. D., & Stone, N. C. 2016, MNRAS, 461, 948,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw1394

Mockler, B., Guillochon, J., & Ramirez-Ruiz, E. 2019, ApJ,
872, 151, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab010f

Mummery, A. 2021, MNRAS, 504, 5144,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab1187

—. 2023, MNRAS, 518, 1905, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac2846

—. 2024, MNRAS, 527, 6233, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad3636

Mummery, A., & Balbus, S. A. 2020, MNRAS, 492, 5655,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/staal92

Mummery, A., & van Velzen, S. 2025, MNRAS, 541, 429,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/staf938

Mummery, A., van Velzen, S., Nathan, E., et al. 2024,
MNRAS, 527, 2452, doi: 10.1093 /mnras/stad3001

Mummery, A., Wevers, T., Saxton, R., & Pasham, D. 2023,
MNRAS, 519, 5828, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac3798

Nicholl, M., Lanning, D., Ramsden, P., et al. 2022,
MNRAS, 515, 5604, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac2206

Novikov, I. D., & Thorne. 1973, in Black Holes (Les Astres
Occlus), 343-450

Phinney, E. S. 1989, in The Center of the Galaxy, ed.
M. Morris, Vol. 136, 543

Piran, T., Svirski, G., Krolik, J., Cheng, R. M., &
Shiokawa, H. 2015, ApJ, 806, 164,
doi: 10.1088,/0004-637X/806/2/164

Piro, A. L., & Lu, W. 2020, ApJ, 894, 2,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /ab83{6

Ramsden, P., Lanning, D., Nicholl, M., & McGee, S. L.
2022, MNRAS, 515, 1146, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac1810

Ramsden, P., Nicholl, M., McGee, S. L., & Mummery, A.
2025, MNRAS, 541, 1218, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staf1059

Rees, M. J. 1988, Nature, 333, 523, doi: 10.1038/333523a0

Ryu, T., Krolik, J., Piran, T., & Noble, S. C. 2020a, ApJ,
904, 98, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /abb3cf

—. 2020b, ApJ, 904, 100, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /abb3ce

Sarin, N., & Metzger, B. D. 2024, ApJL, 961, L19,
doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad16d8

Sarin, N., Hiibner, M., Omand, C. M. B., et al. 2024,
MNRAS, 531, 1203, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stael238

Sazonov, S., Gilfanov, M., Medvedev, P., et al. 2021,
MNRAS, 508, 3820, doi: 10.1093 /mnras/stab2843

Shakura, N. I., & Sunyaev, R. A. 1973, A&A, 24, 337

Strubbe, L. E., & Quataert, E. 2009, MNRAS, 400, 2070,
doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15599.x

van Velzen, S., Stone, N. C., Metzger, B. D., et al. 2019,
ApJ, 878, 82, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /ab1844

van Velzen, S., Gezari, S., Hammerstein, E., et al. 2021,
ApJ, 908, 4, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357 /abc258

Yao, Y., Ravi, V., Gezari, S., et al. 2023, ApJL, 955, L6,
doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/acf216

Yoshioka, S., Mineshige, S., Ohsuga, K., Kawashima, T., &
Kitaki, T. 2024, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2407.15927,
doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2407.15927

Zhang, L., Stone, J. M., White, C. J., et al. 2025, arXiv
e-prints, arXiv:2509.10638,
doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2509.10638


http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1394
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab010f
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1187
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac2846
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad3636
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa192
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staf938
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad3001
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac3798
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac2206
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/806/2/164
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab83f6
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac1810
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staf1059
http://doi.org/10.1038/333523a0
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abb3cf
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abb3ce
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad16d8
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stae1238
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab2843
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15599.x
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1844
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abc258
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/acf216
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.15927
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2509.10638

18

APPENDIX

A. FROM FALLBACK RATE TO ACCRETION RATE

Material which falls back post-disruption to the pericentre radius in a TDE has angular momentum, and therefore
must be delayed in its ultimate accretion onto the black hole. This delay (while the material redistributes its angular
momentum) means that the accretion rate in a TDE can never equal the instantaneous fallback rate, and indeed these
two quantities are often not even approximately equal. This is a persistent misconception in the TDE literature, and
we discuss here how the accretion rate precisely relates to the fallback rate.

In complete generality the accretion rate at a radius r, and a time ¢, in an accretion flow is equal to

t o0
M(r,t):/ /0gM(r,t|r’,t’)SM(T’,t’)dr’dt'. (A1)

In this expression Sy, (17,t’) is the matter source function (i.e., the fallback rate for a TDE), normalised such that

+oo o]
/ / SM (T/7 t/) dr’ dt’ = My,. (A2)
—0o0 0

In other words, eventually, and somewhere, Mg, returns to the disk system. The function g,; is the “Greens function”
of the accretion process, normalised such that

—+oo
/ Gy (rim, ', 1) dE =1, (A3)

—0o0

in other words, eventually ({ — o0), all of the mass which enters the disk (regardless of where or when it enters)
falls through the inner edge of the disk 7, onto the black hole. At the moment this is a purely formal mathematical
expression, and is not particularly illuminating. The point is, however, that while the fully general relativistic version
of gy (r,t|r',t’) in unwieldily, the relativistic Greens function for the accretion rate at the inner disk edge (the relevant
one in this case) is extremely simple, a result derived in Mummery (2023). Indeed, it equals

/ /
gy (rr |’ t) = Ciz ) exp (— fi:_)> o(r), (A4)
where C is a normalisation (that depends on the feeding radius) chosen so that the integral above equals 1, f(r') is
a relatively simple function of position (Mummery 2023), and 7 = (t — ) /tacc, Where t,e is a timescale which can
be written down explicitly. The function ©(x) the Heaviside function (6(x) = 1 for z > 0 and O(z) = 0 for z < 0),
enforcing causality in this case (material cannot be accreted before it has entered the disk). The index n is apriori
unknown, as it depends on the micro-physical processes governing the turbulent redistribution of angular momentum
within the flow. In some sense the most “natural” value is n = 4/3, for which the viscous time at a given radius
scales directly proportional to the orbital period. On dimensional grounds we see that f is dimensionless, and C' (the
normalisation) must have dimensions of time~!. Differentiating equation A4 with respect to time allows one to relate
f to the time of maximum accretion rate ty,.x, an excellent proxy for the viscous time (for this Greens function). Then
performing the integral over time we can relate C to tmax, leading to a more convenient formulation of the Greens

function )
1 n"~t T

max _ max @ A5
bmax T(n — 1) 77 exp (—n 2 ) O, (A35)

gy (rr |’ t) =

where I' is the usual Gamma function.

5/3

If we follow the standard assumption that material returns at times following the fallback time as ~ ¢t7°/° and

promptly circularizes at 7y ~ 2rp, then the matter source term can be approximated by

. ! N M* L/ _5/3 / _ ! _
Sy (' t) = 3t \ o (r" = 2rp) O —tg), (A6)
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Figure 5. The fallback rate (black dashed curve) and the black hole accretion rate (colored solid lines) for four different viscous
timescales (denoted on plot) for the full disruption of a m, = 0.5 star about a 10°Mg black hole (left) and a 10" M black
hole (right). The accretion rate onto the black hole is generically suppressed with respect to the fallback rate, with a degree of
suppression which depends on the ratio of tvisc/tm. Note that the late time evolution of the accretion rate (the power law fall
off at late times) is set by the microphysics of accretion (the index n) not the index in the fallback rate.

where §(z) is the usual delta function. Therefore the accretion rate onto the black hole is given by

n—1 t n 7\ —5/3 /
M(rp,t) = M, _n / (tmax) (t> exp (—n tmax) dt . (AT)
3to, T(n—1) Jy, \t ¢/ ta t—1t' ) tmax
This is a trivial integral to compute numerically.

In Figure 5 we show the accretion rate onto the horizon (i.e., the solution of the above integral), for a fallback rate
(i-e., outer disk feeding rate) shown by the black dashed curve. We assume an incoming stellar mass of m, = 0.5,
and a 10° Mg, black hole (left) and a 107 M, black hole (right), which results in both different peak fallback rates and
fallback timescales. We assume a natural disk microphysics parameter, i.e., n = 4/3. The viscous times are set to four
values which span the observed range in TDE X-ray light curves (Guolo et al. 2025a).

We note immediately that for a 10, black hole mass, the accretion rate onto the black hole is strongly suppressed
with respect to the peak fallback rate. This is simply because the viscous time is (even for the shortest viscous
times seen in TDE X-ray light curves) long compared to the fallback time. In this limit the peak accretion rate
Mpk ~ Maisk /tvisc is set by the total mass budget and the disks viscous time, not the fallback rate. We see that even
for peak fallback rates of m ~ 100, the accretion rate may well be sub-Eddington at all times for sufficiently long
viscous timescales. Note that for a 1060 black hole the fallback rate is a terrible approximation to the accretion rate
at all times, and for all plausible values of the viscous time.

For a 107 My, black hole however, the accretion rate more closely follows the fallback rate. This is simply a result of the
fallback time growing, and becoming larger than the shorter end of the viscous timescales seen in X-ray observations.
This result can be extended to TDEs across the entire black hole mass range, as we do in Figure 6. In the upper left
panel we show the ratio of the peak accretion rate to the peak fallback rate, as a function of the ratio tyisc/tm. We
see that typically the accretion rate is suppressed by ~ 1 — 2 orders of magnitude from the peak fallback rate, except
for extremely short viscous times tyise/tm < 1072. This will lead to systematic effects, as the fallback rate grows for
higher mass black holes. In the upper right plot we show the expected range for the tisc/ts, ratio, taking the fallback
timescale from equation 20, and the viscous time for different stellar masses (denoted by the colors on the plot), and
disk thicknesses (different line styles). We see that when the peak fallback rate is largest (low black hole masses), the
ratio of tyisc/tm is also largest, leading to the most suppression in the peak accretion rate. This means that across
the entire black hole mass space (lower panel), the peak accretion Eddington ratio (dots) is better described by a

mm ~ (Maisk/tvisc) X 1/M, profile, than the canonical g, o l/M.3/2 fallback scaling (crosses).

A final point we wish to make is that the asymptotic decay in the accretion rate onto the black hole is equal to
M (t) ~t7", i.e., it is set entirely by the disk turbulent microphysics, and is independent of how the fallback rate may
scale with time. To understand this physically, realize that the late time decay in the accretion rate is set entirely by
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Figure 6. The effects of the systematic variance of the fallback and viscous timescales across a TDE population on the peak
accretion rate. In the upper left panel we show the ratio of the peak accretion rate to the peak fallback rate, as a function of
the ratio tvisc/tm. We see that typically the redistribution of angular momentum in an accretion flow leads to a suppression of
~ 1 — 2 orders of magnitude in the peak accretion rate, except for extremely short viscous times tyisc/tmn < 10~2. In the upper
right plot we show the expected range for this ratio, taking the fallback timescale from equation 20, and the viscous time for
different stellar masses (denoted by the colors on the plot), and disk thicknesses (different line styles). We see that when the
peak fallback rate is largest (low black hole masses), the ratio of tvisc/tm is also largest, leading to the most suppression in the
peak accretion rate. This means that across the entire black hole mass space (lower panel), the peak accretion Eddington ratio

(dots) is better described by a 1 ~ (Maisk/tvisc) X 1/Ma, profile, than the canonical g, l/Mf’/2 fallback scaling (crosses).

how quickly the flow can redistribute its angular momentum budget (i.e., the angular momentum which was fed in by
the material which fell into the disk), and eventually the accretion rate stops caring about any mass being fed in at a
given radius. This disk physics result should be contrasted with the “viscous delay timescale” in MOSFIT, which simply
forces (with an exponential convergence) the accretion rate to follow the fallback rate after a delay of At ~ Tyis
(MOSFIT notation). This exponential convergence to the fallback rate is not what the physics of an accretion disk
leads to, and therefore the viscous delay in MOSFIT does not account for the physics of “viscous” (really turbulent)
redistribution of angular momentum within an accretion flow.
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Figure 7. The late time plateau luminosity versus black hole mass (measured from M, — o where available, and Me — Mpuige
otherwise), for different redshift cuts for the TDE population (as denoted on plot). The cut ziim = 0.24 represents the redshift
out to which TDE searches with ZTF have no redshift bias for the host galaxies, see Yao et al. 2023. The choice of redshift cut
is completely irrelevant for the inferred scaling relationship, as is highlighted in the lower right panel where we show the results
of power-law fits to the data for different redshift cuts. All data sets, independent of redshift cut, strongly support compact
disk formation over apocentre disk formation. This result holds at extremely high statistical significance.

B. CHECKING FOR REDSHIFT BIAS

The work in the main body of the paper utilized every observed TDE, and applied no cuts on redshift. Of course, in
a flux-limited survey it is obvious that there will be an induced correlation between observed luminosity and redshift,
simply because the flux limit

L
Fim = m7 (BS)
results in intrinsically more luminous objects being found at higher redshift (larger luminosity distance D).

It is worth being careful to check that this induced luminosity-redshift relationship does not introduce any bias into
our results. Most important is the late-time plateau luminosity-black hole mass scaling, as this is what we use to
constrain the black hole masses in our sample. In Figure 7 we show that any choice of redshift cut makes no difference
to the inferred plateau-black hole mass scaling relationship, or the reliability of using compact disk theory as a means
to measuring black hole masses.

In Figure 7 we consider three redshift cuts, zj, = oo (i.e., using every TDE, the same as Figure 4), zj;, = 0.24 (the
redshift out to which TDE searches with ZTF have no redshift bias for the host galaxies, see Yao et al. 2023) and
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Figure 8. The ubiquity of the late-time UV plateau highlighted by the red-shift and TDE age distribution of those sources
with and without robust plateau detections (data and classification from Mummery et al. 2024). Every TDE with > 2 years
of data which is nearby z < 0.08 has a detected plateau, while high redshift z > 0.2 TDEs are generally much less likely to be
detected (owing to their intrinsic faintness). Only a small fraction of TDEs with > 2 years of data and an intermediate redshift
0.1 < z < 0.2 are non-detected, none of which have deep observations in the UV (e.g., with HST) which would be required to
conclusively rule out a plateau.

z1im = 0.1 (chosen simply because it is a round number). We see by inspection of each plateau luminosity-black hole
mass plot (upper left, upper right and lower left panels) that the trend is unchanged, only the number of points is
changed?. This is confirmed explicitly in the lower right panel were we fit a power-law profile to each redshift-limited
set. The amplitude of the plateau luminosity around a 10°Mg black hole (a) and the power-law scaling index with
black hole mass (/3) are consistent with each other at 1o independent of redshift cut applied. The power-law index is
robustly positive, in strong (> 50) contention with the TDEmass prediction of 8 = —5/8.

This is lack of a redshift dependence is likely because the plateau population is dominated by low redshift sources
(see Figure 8), which highlights the ubiquity of the late-time UV plateau detections. In Figure 8 we show the red-shift
and TDE age distribution of those sources with and without robust plateau detections (data and classification from
Mummery et al. 2024). Every TDE with > 2 years of data which is nearby z < 0.08 has a detected plateau, while high
redshift z > 0.2 TDEs are generally much less likely to be detected (owing to their intrinsic faintness). Only a small
fraction of TDEs with > 2 years of data and an intermediate redshift 0.1 < z < 0.2 are non-detected, none of which
have deep observations in the UV (e.g., with HST) which would be required to conclusively rule out a plateau.

Now that we have confirmed that the plateau luminosity-black hole mass correlation is robust to any choice of
redshift cut, it is worth testing that the same applies to the scaling of the peak blackbody luminosity and radiated
energy with black hole mass. In Figure 9 we show the results of power-law fits to both quantities versus black hole
mass, with the same redshift cuts applied as above. Once again, imposing any choice of redshift cut results in no
change in the power law profiles. All of the results in this paper are robust to any Malmquist bias.

2 This is an unsurprising result, as it has been shown that compact
disk theory can reproduce the optical peak luminosity function if
a direct coupling between peak luminosity and black hole mass is
assumed (Mummery & van Velzen 2025). The luminosity func-
tion represents the luminosity scaling when the different observ-
ing volumes of different sources are explicitly accounted for.
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Figure 9. The posterior distributions of the power-law fits to the peak blackbody luminosity (left) and total radiated energy
(right) under different redshift cuts for the TDE population. All results are entirely consistent, and the choice of a redshift cut
is completely irrelevant to the inferred scaling relationship.

C. DIFFERENT BLACK HOLE MASS INFERENCE TECHNIQUES

As a final precaution against any induced bias, in the following sections we repeat the analysis of the main paper,
with black hole masses inferred from three galactic scaling relationships. These are the black hole mass galaxy mass
correlation of Greene et al. (2020)

log1g Me/Me = 7.43 + 1.6110g, g Mga1/3 x 10"° M), (C9)

the black hole mass-velocity dispersion scaling relationship (Greene et al. 2020)
logyy Me/Me = 7.87 + 4.3810g,, 0 /160 kms ™, (C10)

and the black hole mass-bulge mass scaling relationship (Kormendy & Ho 2013)
logyg Me/Me, = 8.69 + 1.1610g; o Myulge /10" M. (C11)

In the following sub-sections we show that the choice of scaling relation is irrelevant for the general point made in the
manuscript. We remake Figures 2 and 3 using black hole masses inferred from each different technique, in order of the
scaling relationships with the most-to-least black hole masses.

C.1. From galaxy mass

In Figures 10 and 11 we show the correlation between peak blackbody luminosity (Fig. 10) and radiated energy
(Fig. 11) with black hole mass measured from the galaxy mass, a measurement available for every source in our sample
(presented in Mummery et al. 2024; Mummery & van Velzen 2025). Our results and interpretation are completely
unchanged.

C.2. From bulge mass

In Figures 12 and 13 we show the correlation between peak blackbody luminosity (Fig. 12) and radiated energy
(Fig. 13) with black hole mass measured from the galaxies bulge mass, a measurement available for most sources in
our sample (presented in Ramsden et al. 2025). Our results and interpretation are completely unchanged.
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Figure 10. The same as Figure 2, except now with mass inferred from the total galaxy mass. The choice of mass inference
technique makes no difference to any conclusion in this paper.

C.3. From wvelocity dispersion

In Figures 14 and 15 we show the correlation between peak blackbody luminosity (Fig. 14) and radiated energy
(Fig. 15) with black hole mass measured from the galaxies velocity dispersion, a measurement available for a sub-set
of our sources in our sample (presented in Mummery et al. 2024; Mummery & van Velzen 2025). Our results and
interpretation are completely unchanged.
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Figure 11. The same as Figure 3, except now
technique makes no difference to any conclusion

with mass inferred from the total galaxy mass. The choice of mass inference

in this paper.
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Figure 12. The same as Figure 2, except now with mass inferred from the galaxy bulge mass. The choice of mass inference
technique makes no difference to any conclusion in this paper.
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Figure 13. The same as Figure 3, except now
technique makes no difference to any conclusion in this paper.

with mass inferred from the galaxy bulge mass. The choice of mass inference
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Figure 14. The same as Figure 2, except now with mass inferred from the galaxy velocity dispersion. The choice of mass
inference technique makes no difference to any conclusion in this paper.
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Figure 15. The same as Figure 3, except now with mass inferred from the galaxy velocity dispersion. The choice of mass
inference technique makes no difference to any conclusion in this paper.
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