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ABSTRACT

We analyze the quasi-periodic oscillation (QPO) of the historical light curve of FSRQs PKS 0405-

385 detected by the Fermi LAT from August 2008 to November 2021. To identify and determine

the QPO signal of PKS 0405-385 in the γ-ray light curve, we use four time series analysis techniques

based on frequency and time domains, i.e., the Lomb-Scargle periodogram (LSP), the weighted wavelet

z-transform (WWZ), the REDFIT and the epoch folding. The results show that PKS 0405-385 has

a quasi-periodic behavior of ∼2.8 yr with the significance of ∼4.3σ in Fermi long-term monitoring.

Remarkably, we also performed QPO analysis in the G-band light curve observed from October 2014

to October 2021 using LSP and WWZ technology, and the results (∼4σ of significance) are consistent

with the periodic detection in γ-ray. This may imply that the optical emission is radiated by an

electron population same as the γ-ray emission. In discussing the possible mechanism of quasi-periodic

behavior, either the helical motion within a jet or the supermassive black hole binary system provides

a viable explanation for the QPO of 2.8 yr, and the relevant parameters have been estimated.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Blazars are a particular subclass of active galactic nu-

clei (AGN) whose relativistic jets point near the ob-

server’s line of sight (Antonucci 1993; Urry & Padovani

1995). According to the presence or absence of emis-

sion lines in the optical/infrared spectrum, blazars are

divided into two subclasses, BL Lac Objects (BL Lacs,

either weak or not) and flat-spectrum radio quasars (FS-

RQs, evidently). In addition, a method for physically

distinguishing the two subclasses is proposed; that is,

FSRQs is the ratio of the luminosity of the broad-line

region (BLR) to the Eddington luminosity greater than

5 × 10−5 (Ghisellini et al. 2011). Generally, blazars’

spectral energy distributions (SEDs) present a double-

peaked shape. The low energy component (optical to

soft X-ray wavelength) in the broadband SED of blazars

is generated by synchrotron radiation from electrons in

the jet, while the high-energy component (hard X-ray

to γ-ray wavelength) is produced by the inverse Comp-

ton scattering off soft photons or by hadronic processes

(Jones et al. 1974; Mannheim & Biermann 1992; Dermer

& Schlickeiser 1993).

As one of the characteristics of blazars, rapid and vio-

lent variabilities across the entire electromagnetic spec-

trum enable us to study the nature of blazars by ana-

lyzing the light curve. Quasi-periodic variability is one

of the blazar’s light curve characteristics. Furthermore,

studies of the QPOs of blazars allow us to explore the

central engine’s structures, physical properties, dynam-

ics, and radiation mechanisms, although QPOs are rare

and transient in their multiwavelength light curves (Li

et al. 2021). When searching for sources with QPO be-

havior, false periodic events may occur if the number of

cycles is too small. Therefore, the QPO examples intro-

duced below are referenced from more to less according

to the number of cycles observed.

In the radio domain, a QPO signal (∼176 days) with

21 cycles was announced in J0849+5108 (Zhang & Wang

2021). In the same year, Li et al. (2021) found about

850 days of periodic modulation in all three bands (4.8,

8, and 14.5 GHz) of the BL Lac OT 081, and a pure

geometric scenario provided a plausible explanation for

the detected QPO. Interestingly, a QPO of ∼4.69 yr

(>5σ confidence level) was found in PKS J2134-0153, in

which the 15GHz light curve is very close to sinusoidal

variation (Ren et al. 2021a). Then some possible QPOs

have also been studied in J1359+4011, PKS 0219-164,

J1043+2408, and PKS J0805-0111 (King et al. 2013;

Bhatta 2017, 2018; Ren et al. 2021b).

In the optical frequencies, the widely studied case is

OJ 287, which reveals regular optical outbursts on a 12-

year timescale that has been modeled as the result of
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a secondary SMBH companion passing through the pri-

mary SMBH’s accretion disk (Kidger et al. 1992; Valto-

nen et al. 2006, 2008; Liu et al. 2015). Moreover, many

authors have found QPO with different timescales in the

optical frequency of this source (Pihajoki et al. 2013;

Bhatta et al. 2016). In addition, the quasar PG 1302-

102 was observed by the Catalina Real-time Transient

Survey (CRTS) and found a quasi-periodic variation of

∼1884 days in the V band light curve (Graham et al.

2015a). Then some other analogous candidates were also

studied (Graham et al. 2015b). Other cases with possi-

ble QPO are also investigated, such as PKS 2155-304, 3C

279, SDSS J0159+0105, and PSO J334.2028+01.4075

(Zhang et al. 2014; Sandrinelli et al. 2014, 2016; Liu et

al. 2015; Zheng et al. 2016).

Interesting quasi-periodic emission phenomena can

also be found in X-ray emission sources. Gierliński et al.

(2008) revealed that a 1-h modulation with ∼23 cycles

existed in RE J1034+396. After that, more and more

QPOs have been discovered in X-rays, which include

Mrk 766 (∼1.8 hr, Zhang et al. 2017d), MCG-06-30-15

(∼1 hr, Gupta et al. 2018), MS 2254.9-3712 (∼2.0 hr,

Alston et al. 2015), 1H 0707-495 (∼2.3 hr, Zhang et al.

2018), and 2XMM J123103.2+110648 (∼3.8 hr, Lin et

al. 2013). Such a short QPO timescale has attracted ex-

tensive attention. This behavior may be related to the

accretion of the innermost stable circular orbit around

the black hole (Kluzniak & Abramowicz 2002; Remil-

lard & McClintock 2006; Zhang et al. 2017d, 2018; Bao

& Li 2022).

Since the operation of the Fermi Gamma-ray Space

Telescope in 2008, several cases of AGN QPOs have been

reported in the γ-ray light curve. The most well-known

case is PKS 2247-131, which presents a relatively short

periodicity in its γ-ray light curve from November 2016

to June 2017, and the ∼34.5 day oscillation with six cy-

cles is explained in terms of a helical structure in the jet

(Zhou et al. 2018). Moreover, QPOs behaviors of OJ 287

(∼314 days), PKS 1424-418 (∼355 days), PKS 0521-36

(∼1.1 yr), PKS 2155-304 (∼1.7 yr), PKS 0301-243 (∼2.1

yr), and PKS 0426-380 (∼3.35 yr) have been claimed by

Sandrinelli et al. (2014), Zhang et al. (2017a,b,c), Kush-

waha et al. (2020), Yang et al. (2021), and Zhang et

al. (2021). In multiwavelength bands, the similarity of

low- and high- energy periodic modulation (∼2 yr) in

PG 1553+113 has been reported by Ackermann et al.

(2015). The possible QPOs of Mrk 421, BL Lacertae,

3C 454.3, CTA 102, PMN J0948+0022, S5 0716+714,

and J0112.1+2245 in multi-band are also widely stud-

ied, although most of the modulation are not similar at

different frequencies (Li et al. 2016; Zhang et al. 2017e;

Sandrinelli et al. 2017; Sarkar et al. 2020, 2021; Gong et

al. 2022).

PKS 0405-385 (also known as 4FGL J0407.0-3826) is

identified as an FSRQ based on its robust and broad

emission lines in the optical spectrum with a redshift

z = 1.285 (Veron et al. 1990; Kedziora-Chudczer et al.

1997). Its observations commenced in November 1993,

as part of the Australia Telescope Compact Array intra-

day variability (IDV) survey. The source exhibits fluctu-

ations on times of a day or less in the flux density at gi-

gahertz frequency. The interstellar scintillations model

can well explain such an IDV behavior, and then the

value of the brightness temperature is near 1013K at 5

GHz (Protheroe 2003). Rickett et al. (2002) inferred a

Doppler factor of about 75 based on the IDV behavior in

the radio band, which is greater than the Doppler factor

from other AGN monitoring. After eleven years, Fan et

al. (2013) compiled the available γ-ray data from Fermi-

LAT, and then a Doppler factor of 8.93 was evaluated.

In the G-band, the Gaia satellite promulgated the first

data point for the source with a magnitude of M = 18.15

in October 2014 and has been continuously observed un-

til now (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016). Nevertheless,

Fermi-LAT also detected it as part of a family of high

energies emitters with a hard photon index of Γ = 2.40

± 0.08 (Abdo et al. 2010).

In this paper, based on the recent report on moni-

toring PKS 0405-385 with the Fermi Gamma-ray Space

Telescope, the investigation of the variability behavior

of the source in γ-ray energies is carried out. Since 2014,

the almost simultaneous optical data of the source has

been collected by Gaia, so we also investigate the vari-

ability behavior in the G band. This paper is organized

as follows. The analysis of the Gaia optical light curve

and Fermi γ-ray data is given in Section 2. The results

of a periodic search of light curves in different bands by

different methods are presented in Section 3. The main

conclusions and some discussion are given in Section 4.

2. DATA REDUCTION AND ANALYSIS

2.1. Gaia light curve data

The Gaia satellite was launched by the European

Space Agency at the end of 2013 and began scientific

mission monitoring in July 2014. The Gaia satellite

will allow the determination of highly accurate positions,

parallaxes, and proper motions for > 1 billion sources

brighter than magnitude 20.7 in the white-light photo-

metric band G of Gaia. The survey significantly im-

pacts a broad range of fields, such as cosmological grav-

itational lensing, white dwarfs, and hypervelocity stars

(Kostrzewa-Rutkowska et al. 2020; Hodgkin et al. 2021).

The source PKS 0405-385 (R.A. = 04h06m59s.040, Decl.
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= −38◦26
′
28

′′
.030) was named Gaia18eai in the Gaia

Photometric Science Alerts1. The magnitude error can

be obtained using a historical standard deviation of 0.51.

We present an optical light curve similar to the varies

of γ-ray flux density in panel (a) of Figure 5. By ob-

serving the light curve, it can be found that there are

prominent flares in March 2016 and January 2019, re-

spectively. The data acquisition interval of the source is

uneven due to the limitation of observation conditions,

and the interval range is from a few days to 72 days.

During the Gaia satellite observation, the G-band light

curve varies between 15.27 and 18.85, with a mean value

of 17.82 and a standard deviation of 61.4%.

2.2. High-energy γ-ray : Fermi-LAT Data

The Large Area Telescope (LAT) on the Fermi

Gamma-ray Space Telescope was launched by NASA in

June 2008. Fermi LAT is designed to measure the direc-

tions, energies, and arrival times of γ-ray incident over a

wide field of view, while rejecting background from cos-

mic rays (Atwood et al. 2009). Moreover, the LAT can

monitor the all-sky every 90 minutes and detect photon

events below 20 MeV to more than 300 GeV energies.

To extract the light curve, we downloaded the Fermi-

LAT2 data processed with the Pass 8 instrument re-

sponse function for 4FGL J0407.0-3826 for the pe-

riod between 2008 October 4 and 2021 November 2

(MET:239557417–657526922, ∼13.2 yr). The result of a

large point spread function in the low energies (<100

MeV) is likely to be unreliable, so the energy range

from 100 MeV to 300 GeV is selected. In these en-

ergy ranges, we selected the ‘SOURCE’ class registered

events from a 12◦ circular region of interest centred

on the source location (R.A. = 61◦.7627, Decl. =

−38◦.4394). In order to avoid photon confusion from

the Earth’s limb, a maximum zenith angle is limited to

90◦. A Good Time Interval is selected by using the ex-

pression “( DATA QUAL > 0)&&( LAT CONFIG =

1)”. The input XML model file contains two com-

ponents: Galactic (gll iem v07) and isotropic extra-

galactic (iso P8R3 SOURCE V2 v1.txt). Through the

above analysis, we get the integrated photon flux of

(10.0±0.2)×10−8 photons cm−2 s−1 with a test statistic

(TS) value of ∼ 8152. Finally, we constructed a monthly

(30 day bin) light curve with TS > 9 (& 3σ) to describe

the variation trend of the source, as shown in panel (a)

of Figure 1. The TS values of data points are presented

in Figure 1 with a gray histogram.

1 http://gsaweb.ast.cam.ac.uk/alerts/alertsindex
2 https://fermi.gsfc.nasa.gov/ssc/data/access/lat/

2.3. Fractional variability

To further quantify and depicts the degree of variabil-

ity in different bands, we estimated fractional variability

amplitude Fvar and, it can be expressed as (Vaughan et

al. 2003)

Fvar =

√
S2 − 〈σ2

err〉
〈x〉2

, (1)

where S, 〈σ2
err〉 and 〈x〉2 represent the standard devia-

tion of the flux, the mean square error and the square

of the average flux, respectively. Nevertheless, the un-

certainty of Fvar is obtained with

4Fvar =
√
F 2
var + err(σ2

N)− Fvar, (2)

where err(σ2
N) is given by

err(σ2
N) =

√√√√(√ 2

N

〈σ2
err〉
〈x〉2

)2

+

(√
〈σ2

err〉
N

2Fvar

〈x〉

)2

(3)

N is the number of data points set. Through the above

three formulas, the fractional variability amplitude val-

ues of γ-ray and G-band are Fγ = 0.59 ± 0.02 and

FG = 0.58±0.02, respectively, which indicates that there

is relatively significant variability in this case. Recently,

Li et al. (2021) reported that there might be a positive

correlation between Fvar and frequency, but this phe-

nomenon is not apparent here.

3. QPO BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In order to search for the possible periodicities and

ascertain the corresponding significance, the Weighted

Wavelet Z-transform (WWZ), the Lomb-Scargle peri-

odogram (LSP), and the REDFIT were performed to

analyze the γ-ray light curve. Moreover, we also use the
epoch folding method based on time domain analysis to

search for periodicity. By means of these methods, the

reliability of a QPO signature can be verified. We de-

rive light curves in the γ-ray and optical bands from the

data observed with Fermi-LAT and Gaia satellite.

WWZ, a widely employed method of time series anal-

ysis in some astrophysical systems, was first proposed

by Foster (1996). This technique is a time (space) fre-

quency localization analysis that gradually refines the

signal (function) through expansion and translation op-

eration. Moreover, it can also automatically meet the

requirements of time-frequency signal analysis and fo-

cus on any signal detail. The collection of astronomical

data is affected by the observation conditions resulting

in the light curve being often non-equally spaced. Then,

Foster (1996) proposed the idea of vector projection to

deal with the problem that wavelet transform is very
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Figure 1. Panel (a): Light curves of the FSRQs PKS 0405-385 in γ-ray energy band with TS > 9. The corresponding TS value
of each data point is represented by gray histogram and the magenta horizontal dashed line indicates the mean flux density of
the light curve. The purple dash-dotted line represents the sinusoidal fitting curve of the observation data. Panel (b): LSP
power spectrum for the monthly binned γ-ray light curve (black solid line), and the red and blue dashed lines represent 99.73%
(3σ) and 99.99% (4σ) significance contours, respectively. Panel (c): two-dimensional contour map of the WWZ power spectrum
of the whole light curve. Panel (d): time-averaged WWZ power spectrum (black solid line) calculated from the data, 3σ and
4σ significance contours (red and blue dashed lines) from artificial light curves.
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Figure 2. Epoch-folded pulse shape from binned likelihood
analysis of the flux density with a period of 1022 days. The
magenta dashed line represents the mean flux in the γ-ray
light curve. For clarity, we show two period cycles.

sensitive to the sampling interval of time series. By im-

plementing this idea, the WWZ power can be presented

as a function of observing time and period, in which the

peak in power represents the intensity and duration of

possible quasi-periodic behavior in the light curve. The

results of WWZ power show that the periodic modula-

tion in γ-ray and optical bands is centered at 1025 ± 255

(2.8 ± 0.7 yr; the panel (d) of Figure 1) and 1296 ± 430

(3.6 ± 1.2 yr; the panel (d) of Figure 5) days with no

significant changes over time, respectively. We consider

the half-width at half-maximum (HWHM) of the power

peak fitted by the Gaussian function as the uncertainty

of the quasi-periodic signal.

Lomb-Scargle periodogram (LSP), one of the most

well-known methods of detecting periodicity, was first

worked out by Lomb (1976) and later ameliorated by

Scarle (1982). The basic principle of the LSP method

is to employ the least square method to fit the lin-

ear combination of a series of trigonometric functions

(y = a cosωt+b sinωt). Furthermore, the signal charac-
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Figure 3. The power spectrum of the source in the γ-ray
light curve (black solid line) and its confidence using the
REDFIT method. The red, blue, green, and purple curves
represent the theoretical red-noise spectrum, 90%, 95%, and
99% confidence levels, respectively. The magenta horizontal
bar indicates 6-dB bandwidth.

teristics from the time domain to the frequency domain

is converted. The LSP power indicates a prominent peak

around the timescale of 1002 ± 223 (2.7 ± 0.6 yr; the

panel (b) of Figure 1) days in the γ-ray light curve. A

significant peak appears in the LSP power of G-band

flux density at 1297 ± 425 (3.6 ± 1.2 yr) days, which is

given in panel (b) of Figure 5.

The epoch folding method was also employed to prove

the QPO signal further. This method is mainly un-

affected by the irregularity of observation data and

the modulation shape of periodic components (Bhatta

2018). In Figure 2, one can see that this folded light

curve varies with the phase, indicating substantial vari-

ability in the source brightness. Nevertheless, the light

curves of AGNs are mainly affected by red noise, which

results from some stochastic processes in a jet plasma

or the accretion disc (Li et al. 2017). Emission from

an AGN is usually autoregressive, so the first-order au-

toregressive (AR1) process can evaluate the red noise

spectrum reasonably. The calculation formula of the

theoretical power spectrum of an AR1 process can be

found in equation 2 of Kushwaha et al. (2020). We use

the program REDFIT3.8e to complete the calculation,

in which the parameters are set to n50 = 2 and a Han-

ning window is selected (Schulz & Mudelsee 2002). The

resulting power spectrum (black) is shown along with

the AR1 spectrum (red) in Fig 3. It can be seen that in

the periodogram a distinct peak stands out around the

timescale of 1086 ± 321 days with significance > 99%. It

is worth noting that the REDFIT method can only give

a maximum significance of 99 per cent. However, the sig-

nificance of QPO detection based on the temporal spec-

trum is usually affected by the bandwidth penalty effect.

In order to evaluate the impact of this effect on signal

detection, the 6-dB bandwidth Bw is commonly utilized:

Bw = βw · 4f , where βw is the normalized bandwidth

that depends on the spectral window and 4f is the fun-

damental frequency associated with n50 (Harris 1978;

Schulz & Stattegger 1997). Considering different spec-

tral windows (e.g., Rectangle, Triangle, Welch, Hanning,

Blackman-Harris) and n50 (0,1) values, we estimate the

significance of QPO detection again. The overall results

show that the quasi-periodic signal (> 99%) may exist

in the γ-ray light curve, in which the 6-dB bandwidth

ranges from 0.00025 (only 2% of the relevant frequency

interval) to 0.00071.

In addition to the commonly used non-parametric

Fourier-type (e.g., LSP) and wavelet analysis method,

a statistical tool can also be employed to analyze the

periodic characteristics in the light curve. Therefore, we

fit the γ-ray light curve with autoregressive integrated

moving average (ARIMA) model to further test whether

the quasi-periodic behavior is consistent with a stochas-

tic process (Vecchia 1985; Wilson et al. 2016). Using

the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), we selected the

best-fit model from 72 ARIMA (p,q = 0...5, d = 0...1)

models fitting the γ-ray light curve, which is the ARIMA

(1,1,5) model corresponding to the minimum AIC value

of 655. We can see from Fig 4 that there is a spike at a

lag of 1110 days that exceed the 95% confidence interval.

This marginal evidence indicates that the quasi-periodic

behavior of γ-ray light curve may be intrinsic.

Although we employ two independent techniques, LSP

and WWZ, to search for periodicity in light curves, and

the statistical properties of AGNs light curves usually

exhibit frequency dependent colored-noise-like behavior,
likely to mimic a transient QPO behavior, especially

in the low-frequency domain (Press 1978; Vaughan et

al. 2003, 2016). Moreover, spurious peaks might arise

owing to other sampling effects including discrete sam-

pling, finite observation period and uneven sampling of

the light curve. For this reason, it is essential to con-

sider the significance estimation in QPO detection. The

periodogram of the source can usually be reasonably ap-

proximated as a power-law power spectral density (PSD)

of the form P (ν) ∝ ν−β where ν is the temporal fre-

quency and β the power-law index. We performed a

large number of simulations of light curves by randomiz-

ing both amplitude and phase to construct the coloured

noise background following the Monte Carlo method de-

scribed in Timmer & Koenig (1995). To model the un-

derlying red-noise PSD, we first estimate the power spec-
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Figure 4. Results of ARIMA model fitting for the 30 days bin γ-ray light curve. Left panel: standard residuals of the ARIMA(1,
1, 5) model fitting. Right panel: residuals ACF of the ARIMA(1, 1, 5) model fitting, where the blue dashed lines represent the
95% confidence interval.
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Figure 5. Panel (a): The red pentagram represents the light curve of the FSRQs PKS 0405-385 in the optical band from MJD
56960 to 59562. The black dots represent the light curve of the source quasi simultaneous with the optical band. Other Panels
are the same as figure 1, but for the G-band light curve during MJD 56960 to 59562.
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trum slope β by fitting the log-periodogram of the LSP

between 0.0001 and 0.01 d−1 with a linear function fol-

lowing Vaughan (2005). We then generated 104 artificial

light curves to evaluate the significance of QPO against

spurious detections in γ-ray and optical waveband based

on the same parameters as the original light curve, such

as average value, standard deviation, and temporal base-

lines. The results of the significance evaluation of QPO

signals in γ-ray and optical bands are shown in Figure 1

and Figure 5, respectively. The red and blue dashed

lines represent 99.73 per cent (3σ) and 99.99 per cent

(4σ) confidence contour lines, respectively. One can note

that the significance of the observed periodic behavior

at the period of ∼2.8 yr turned out to be > 4σ in high-

energy γ-ray , and similarly the significance of the G-

band power spectrum peak at the period ∼3.6 yr was

evaluated to be ∼ 4σ. Furthermore, the significant re-

sults of a similar periodic feature are presented in the

WWZ analysis.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We dealt with and analyzed the long-term Fermi-LAT

γ-ray observation data of blazar PKS 0405-385 during

2008-2021 (∼13.2 yr), and the results indicate that a

highly probable quasi-periodic behavior of ∼2.8 years

appears in the whole light curve. In addition, the opti-

cal G-band data observed from the Gaia satellite during

MJD 56960 to 59562 were also collected for this source.

Furthermore, we also employed LSP and WWZ methods

to search for QPO behavior and then found that a con-

spicuous power spectrum peak appeared at ∼ 3.6 years.

Peaks at Tγ ∼ 1037 ± 266 days and Topt ∼ 1296 ± 430

days are identified at the same frequency within the

errors in the two bands. Since the temporal coverage

of high-energy γ-ray is longer than that of the optical

band, a periodic timescale of ∼2.8 years is adopted as

the final result. Interestingly, the V-band data from the

Catalina Real-time Transient Survey during MJD 53604

to 56391 were also found, and the flux density change

during MJD 54530 to 56391 was similar to that of γ-

ray. We calculated flare time according to the cycle of

2.8 years and found that there was a prominent flare

in the V-band at a time (MJD∼54530, the red arrow)

that matches the forecast (see Fig 6). Moreover, the up-

per plane of Fig 6 shows a trace of ∼1000 days periodic

feature obtained by LSP analysis. This situation pro-

vides a shred of possible evidence that the QPO behav-

ior should be longer than the γ-ray light curve duration.

We then evaluate the significance of potential QPO by

modeling coloured noise as a simple power-law or as an

auto-regression function of the first order. The results

suggest that a ∼ 4.3σ confidence level is at the peak of
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Figure 6. The red vertical dashed-dotted line indicates the
similarity of flux density changes between the γ-ray and V
band, in which a V-band LSP periodic diagram is embedded
in the upper panel. The red arrow is the peak of the QPO
cycle (MJD∼54530). The purple dash-dotted line represents
the sinusoidal fitting curve of the observation data.

the power spectrum in the γ-ray light curve and a 4σ sig-

nificance contour is near the peak of the G-band. Detec-

tion of the period with statistical significance depends

strongly on the steepness of the red noise PSD slope

β. Generally, the significance detection at the quasi-

periodic signal is inversely proportional to the steep-

ness of the PSD slope (Krishnan et al. 2021). There-

fore, we also use the standard theory of linear regres-

sion to evaluate the slope uncertainty based on the least

square method with law, err(β) =
√
nσ2/4 ≈ 0.26,

where n is the number of frequencies used in the fit-

ting, 4 = n
∑n
j=1 log(fj)

2 − (
∑n
j=1 log(fj))

2, and σ2 =

π2/6(ln(10))2 is the variance of the log-periodogram or-

dinates about the spectrum (Vaughan 2005). We take

err(β) as the upper and lower limits of the PSD slope to

reevaluate the significance of QPO behavior, and the re-

sults indicate that the confidence level of the QPO signal

ranges from ∼ 4σ to ∼ 4.7σ. In view of the similarity of

flux density variation between γ-ray and optical bands

(G and V band), we analyzed the cross-correlation of

the γ-ray to optical flux using discrete correlation func-

tion, followed the prescription described by Edelson &

Krolik (1988) and presented it in Fig 7. There is an ob-

vious main peak at an almost null delay, and this strong

gamma-ray-optical correlation is expected by the lep-

tonic single-zone model of blazar emission (Cohen et al.

2014).

Although the QPO characteristics of the emissions

from AGNs are still controversial, several explanations

for the origin of quasi-periodic behavior have been

widely discussed. Several models based on fluctuations

or oscillations in the accretion disk have been proposed

to explain that the timescale of QPO variability is intra-
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Figure 7. DCF results between γ-ray (time bin = 30 days)
and optical band (G and V band), where the monitoring
data in the same temporal coverage are used to perform DCF
analysis.

day variability (IDV) from several minutes to hours,

especially in X-ray binaries (Remillard & McClintock

2006). A crucial case is that a 1-hour X-ray modula-

tion is reported in RE J1034+396, and a mass range

of 4×105–107M� is evaluated (Gierliński et al. 2008).

The simplest explanation for such nearly IDV might be

that the flux arises from extreme orbiting hot spots on

the disks at, or close to, the innermost stable circular

orbit around black holes allowed by general relativity

(Mangalam & Wiita 1993; Lachowicz et al. 2009, and

references therein). Using such a simple model, Lachow-

icz et al. (2009) gave a black hole (BH) mass range of

3.29×107–2.09×108M� in PKS 2155-304 with a quasi

period of 4.6 hours. However, Rickett et al. (2002) an-

alyzed the periodicity of PKS 0405-385 from June 8 to

10, 1996 using Lomb method, and found a radio QPO

of 2.5 hours in the 8.6 GHz light curve. In the simplest

model, the black hole mass of the target can be evalu-

ated with law, M/M� = 3.23×104P/((r3/2 +a)(1+z)),

where P is the observation period in seconds, a is the

angular momentum parameter, z = 1.285 is the redshift

and r = R/Rg (Gupta et al. 2009). The nominal BH

mass of PKS 0405-385 with a radio QPO of 2.5 hours

is estimated to be 8.7 × 106M� for a non-rotating BH

(with r = 6 and a = 0) and 5.5 × 107M� for a maxi-

mally rotating BH (with r = 1.2 and a = 0.9982). It is

expected that IDV can be detected in other bands for

this case. Other possible mechanisms for generating ob-

served QPO are related to a disk or relativistic jets, such

as small epicyclic deviations from exact planar motions

within a thin accretion disk, magnetically choked ac-

cretion flows, and pulsational accretion flow instabilities

(Abramowicz 2005; Espaillat et al. 2008; Tchekhovskoy

et al. 2011). However, the ∼2.8 yr QPO we found in the

γ-ray light curve is obviously different from the time

scales mentioned in the above scenarios.

Alternatively, QPO-like flux modulations might be re-

lated to a geometrical scenario with the relativistic mo-

tion of the enhanced emission (or blobs) along the helical

path of a jet. This scenario has been invoked to explain

QPOs in PKS 2247-131 (Zhou et al. 2018), 3C 454.3

(Sarkar et al. 2021), and OT 081 (Li et al. 2021) recently.

When the emitting blob’s moving helically within the

magnetized jet with a high bulk Lorentz factor (Γ), due

to the relativistic effects, the periodic changes in the

viewing angle θ cause the Doppler boosted emission to

be periodically modulated. The viewing angle of an

emitting blob’s motion depends largely on the observed

period, pitch angle φ between the emitting blob’s mo-

tion and the jet’s axis, and the inclination angle ψ of the

jet with respect to the observers (Sobacchi et al. 2017).

By investigating the relationship between Γ and jet an-

gle, Bhatta (2018) gave the viewing angle of a typical

blazar in the range of 1-5◦, and pointed out that slight

changes in viewing angle (∼ 1.5◦) are sufficient to im-

prove the observed brightness. Due to Doppler boost-

ing, the observed period Pobs should be much smaller

than that of the rest frame Prest at the host galaxy:

Pobs = (1−β cosφ cosψ)Prest. Then, the distance that

the blob moves in six cycles would be approximately

D = 6cβ Prest cosφ sinψ ≈ 25.7 pc. Here, we use

the typical parameters in blazars: φ = 2◦, ψ = 3◦,

and Γ = 10 (Kedziora-Chudczer et al. 1997; Zhou et

al. 2018). However, the Doppler factor depends upon

viewing angle, θ, and the velocity of the shock propa-

gating down the jet, υjet, as δ = [Γ(1−β cos θ)]−1, where

β = υjet/c and Γ = (1−β2)−1/2. When the moving blob

in the jet dissipates, the quasi-periodic variability of flux

may become less obvious or even disappear, which nat-

urally explains the transient nature of the QPOs behav-

ior. In addition, the observed QPO may also be caused

by Lense-Thirring precession of the inner portions of

the accretion disc, but its origin is unlikely to produce

modulation for more than a few months (Stella & Vietri

1998; Tripathi et al. 2021).

Finally, we also consider a supermassive black hole

binary (SMBHB) system to explain the long-term peri-

odic temporal signals. Sillanpaa et al. (1988) ascribed

the optical QPO in the blazar OJ 287 to this mecha-

nism. Several other discovered candidate QPOs sources

are also discussed in this model, such as ∼2.18 yr in

PG 1553+113 (Ackermann et al. 2015), ∼2.1 yr in PKS

0301-243 (Zhang et al. 2017c), ∼3.0 yr in 3C 66A (Otero-

Santos et al. 2020), and ∼4.69 yr in PKS J2134-0153

(Ren et al. 2021a). The Keplerian orbital motion of an



QPO in the blazar PKS 0405-385 9

SMBHB would trigger periodic accretion perturbations,

or the gravitational torque from a companion would in-

duce the jet-precessional and nutational motions in mis-

aligned disc orbits and yield periodic timescales in the

range of ∼1 to ∼25 years (Katz 1997; Rieger 2004; Ko-

mossa 2006; Cavaliere et al. 2017, and reference therein).

The observed period Pobs of ∼2.8 yr is corrected to the

intrinsic orbital period Pint = Pobs/(1+z) ' 793 days for

the cosmological redshift. According to Li et al. (2015),

the mass of the primary black hole can be estimated via

the relation M ' (Γ2Pint)
8/5R3/5M6

�, where R is the

mass ratio between the primary and secondary compo-

nents and M6
� is 106M�. The value range of R is gener-

ally 0.01-0.1, where R = 0.1 is used to calculate the mass

of the primary black hole M ' 108.7M� (Begelman et

al. 1980). Based on the value of M , we can calculate the

separation between two black holes as r ∼ 123rs ∼ 0.008

parsec, where rs represents the Schwarzschild radius of

the primary black hole (Fan et al. 2010). Such a milli-

parsec separation might be too small to yield an observ-

able orbital decay time-scale in the evolution of SMBHB

systems. The orbital decay timescale in the gravita-

tional waves (GW) driven regime can be estimated with

τ ∼ 3.05× 10−6(M/103M6
�)(r/rs)

4yr (Bhatta 2018). If

the quasi-periodic behavior originates from such a sys-

tem, we may predict that the system will experience

gravitational coalescence within 56 centuries accompa-

nied with the emission of GW. Therefore, this object

may be one of the future potential targets of GW detec-

tor observation.
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