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ABSTRACT
We use measurements of 59/58 quasars (QSOs), over a redshift range 0.0041 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.686, to do a comparative study of the
radius–luminosity (𝑅−𝐿) and X-ray−UV luminosity (𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 ) relations and the implication of these relations for cosmological
parameter estimation. By simultaneously determining 𝑅 − 𝐿 or 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters and cosmological parameters
in six different cosmological models, we find that both 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations are standardizable but provide only
weak cosmological parameter constraints, with 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation data favoring larger current non-relativistic matter density
parameterΩ𝑚0 values than 𝑅−𝐿 relation data and most other available data. We derive 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 and 𝑅−𝐿 luminosity distances
for each of the sources in the six cosmological models and find that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation luminosity distances are shorter than
𝑅 − 𝐿 relation luminosity distances as well as standard flat ΛCDM model luminosity distances. This explains why 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

relation QSO data favor larger Ω𝑚0 values than do 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation QSO data or most other cosmological measurements. While
our sample size is small and only spans a small 𝑧 range, these results indicate that more work is needed to determine whether the
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation can be used as a cosmological probe.
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1 INTRODUCTION

If general relativity provides an accurate description of gravity on
cosmological scales, dark energy is responsible for the observed cur-
rent accelerated cosmological expansion and contributes ∼ 70% of
the current cosmological energy budget. In the standard spatially-flat
ΛCDM cosmological model (Peebles 1984) dark energy is the cos-
mological constant Λ and non-relativistic cold dark matter (CDM)
contributes ∼ 25% of the current cosmological energy budget with
non-relativistic baryonic matter contributing ∼ 5%. While the stan-
dard model is reasonably consistent with low redshift 𝑧 . 2.3 obser-
vations (Scolnic et al. 2018; Yu et al. 2018; eBOSS Collaboration
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2021) and 𝑧 ∼ 1100 measurements (Planck Collaboration 2020), it
might not be able to accommodate some data (Di Valentino et al.
2021a; Perivolaropoulos & Skara 2022; Abdalla et al. 2022).
A new reliable cosmological probe, especially one in the largely

unexplored part of redshift space between the highest 𝑧 ∼ 2.3 baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements and cosmic microwave
background anisotropy data at 𝑧 ∼ 1100, might help clarify whether
the standard flat ΛCDM model needs to be improved on.
The last decade has seen the initial development of a number

of such probes, including H ii starburst galaxy apparent magnitude
observations which reach to 𝑧 ∼ 2.5 (Mania & Ratra 2012; Chávez
et al. 2014; González-Morán et al. 2021; Cao et al. 2020, 2021a,
2022a; Johnson et al. 2022; Mehrabi et al. 2022), quasar (hereafter
QSO) angular size observations which reach to 𝑧 ∼ 2.7 (Cao et al.
2017;Ryan et al. 2019;Cao et al. 2020, 2021b; Zheng et al. 2021; Lian
et al. 2021), Mg ii and C iv reverberation mapped QSO observations
which reach to 𝑧 ∼ 3.4 (Zajaček et al. 2021; Khadka et al. 2021a,
2022b; Cao et al. 2022e), and gamma-ray burst (GRB) observations
which reach to 𝑧 ∼ 8.2 (Wang et al. 2016, 2022a; Fana Dirirsa
et al. 2019; Demianski et al. 2021; Khadka & Ratra 2020c; Khadka
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et al. 2021b; Hu et al. 2021; Luongo & Muccino 2021; Cao et al.
2022b,c,d; Dainotti et al. 2022a; Liu et al. 2022; Jia et al. 2022; Liang
et al. 2022; Kumar et al. 2022).
Another potentially promising probe makes use of QSO X-ray

and UV flux measurements which reach to 𝑧 ∼ 7.5 (Risaliti & Lusso
2015, 2019; Khadka & Ratra 2020a,b, 2021, 2022; Lusso et al. 2020;
Rezaei et al. 2022; Luongo et al. 2022; Hu & Wang 2022; Colgáin
et al. 2022; Dainotti et al. 2022b; Petrosian et al. 2022; Li et al. 2022;
Wang et al. 2022b; Pourojaghi et al. 2022) and is the main subject of
our paper. With the progress of knowledge of such QSO properties
and an increase in the number of these sources, such QSO data have
been used to constrain cosmological model parameters. Strong con-
straints, and tension with the standard flat ΛCDM model, have been
claimed (Risaliti & Lusso 2019; Lusso et al. 2020) from a method
based on an assumed non-linear relation between the QSO UV and
X-ray luminosities, 𝐿𝑈𝑉 and 𝐿𝑋 (Tananbaum et al. 1979; Zamorani
et al. 1981; Avni & Tananbaum 1986; Steffen et al. 2006; Just et al.
2007; Green et al. 2009; Young et al. 2010; Lusso et al. 2010; Grupe
et al. 2010; Vagnetti et al. 2010). We note that the analyses of Risaliti
& Lusso (2019) and Lusso et al. (2020) were approximate and based
on incorrect assumptions (Khadka & Ratra 2020a,b, 2021, 2022;
Banerjee et al. 2021; Petrosian et al. 2022). The correct technique for
analyses of 𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉 relationQSOdata was developed inKhadka&
Ratra (2020a). Here one must use these QSO data to simultaneously
determine the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters and the cosmologi-
cal model parameters. In this case, one must also study a number of
different cosmological models to determine whether 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 rela-
tion parameter values are independent of the assumed cosmological
model, and if they are, then these QSOs are standardizable and the
circularity problem is circumvented. Unfortunately, the most recent
Lusso et al. (2020) QSO compilation is not standardizble (Khadka
& Ratra 2021, 2022), because the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters
depend on the assumed cosmological model and on redshift (Khadka
& Ratra 2021, 2022). See Dainotti et al. (2022b)1, Li et al. (2022),
and Wang et al. (2022b) for more recent discussions of the redshift
evolution, but note that out of these studies, only Li et al. (2022) do
analyses of redshift-space subsets of these QSO data (as did Khadka
&Ratra 2021, 2022). Khadka&Ratra (2022) found that the largest of
the seven QSO sub-samples in the Lusso et al. (2020) compilation,
the SDSS-4XMM, i.e. the one that contains about 2/3 of the total
QSOs, has an 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation that depends on the cosmological
model as well as on redshift and is the main, but possibly not only,
cause of the problem with the Lusso et al. (2020) compilation.
Recently, there has been considerable progress in the development

of another QSO probe that is based on the correlation between the
rest-frame time-delay of the broad-line response with respect to the
variable continuum and the monochromatic continuum luminosity,
known as the radius-luminosity (𝑅 − 𝐿) relation. The application of
this relation was proposed over a decade ago (Watson et al. 2011;

1 Dainotti et al. (2022b) applied a statistical treatment of QSO selection bias
and also treated the redshift evolution of their X-ray and UV luminosities by
introducing so-called de-evolved luminosities which resulted in de-evolved
𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters consistent with the parameters of the original
Lusso et al. (2020) 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation as well as in tighter cosmological
constraints consistent with the standard flat ΛCDM model (Łukasz Lenart
et al. 2022). However, Łukasz Lenart et al. (2022) study their corrected (but
non-calibrated) QSO data alone in only the flat ΛCDM model and also do
not divide them into redshift bins and so have not checked whether their de-
evolved 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters are cosmological model and redshift
independent, i.e, they have not determined whether their de-evolved 𝐿𝑋 −
𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSOs are standardizable.

Haas et al. 2011; Bentz et al. 2013; Czerny et al. 2013) but it was
successfully implemented only recently by using Mg ii and C iv time
delays (Zajaček et al. 2021; Khadka et al. 2021a, 2022b; Cao et al.
2022e); see alsoKaras et al. (2021) andCzerny et al. (2022) for recent
reviews. We note that using currently available H𝛽 measurements is
still problematic (Khadka et al. 2022a). Although H𝛽 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation
parameters are independent of the assumed cosmological model, the
constraints are weak, favour decelerated expansion, and are in 2𝜎
tension with better established probes. Corrections related to the
Eddington ratio introduced in the fixed flatΛCDMmodel (Martínez-
Aldama et al. 2019, 2020; Panda 2022; Panda & Marziani 2022) do
not yield a significant improvement when cosmological parameters
are set free (Khadka et al. 2022a). Future reassessment of H𝛽 time
delays, including a careful removal of outliers (Czerny et al. 2021),
appears necessary as an attempt to resolve this H𝛽 QSO problem. In
contrast to H𝛽 results, cosmological constraints based on the Mg ii
and C iv 𝑅 − 𝐿 relations are consistent with the standard flat ΛCDM
model.

Given the problems with the Lusso et al. (2020) 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

QSO compilation, X-ray detected Mg ii reverberation-measured
QSOs provide a unique opportunity to determine whether the QSO
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation can be used as a cosmological probe. X-ray de-
tected Mg ii QSOs can be used to derive 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation and
cosmological model parameter values and these can be compared to
the corresponding 𝑅− 𝐿 relation and cosmological model parameter
values. Such a sample provides a unique opportunity to probe po-
tential systematic effects of these two relations that are independent
of each other. The only correlation present is between correspond-
ing UV flux densities at 2500 Å (for the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation) and
3000 Å (for the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation). However, the measurements of the
Mg ii line-emission time-delay and the X-ray flux density at 2 keV
are independent of each other.

Khadka et al. (2021a) and Khadka et al. (2022b) have shown that
a larger compilation of Mg ii 𝑅 − 𝐿 QSOs are standardizable and so
can be used as a cosmological probe, and we find that the smaller
sample of 58 X-ray detected Mg ii 𝑅 − 𝐿 QSOs, over 0.0041 ≤
𝑧 ≤ 1.686, that we study here also share these attributes. We find
that the corresponding 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation for these QSOs are also
standardizable, which is encouraging but possibly a consequence of
the much smaller sample size and smaller redshift range compared
to those of the Lusso et al. (2020) 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSO compilation.
However, we go on to derive 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 and 𝑅 − 𝐿 luminosity
distances for each of the 58 sources in six different cosmological
models and find that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation luminosity distances are
shorter than 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation luminosity distances as well as standard
flat ΛCDM model luminosity distances. This result explains why
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation QSO data favor larger current non-relativistic
matter density parameter Ω𝑚0 values than do 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation QSO
data or most other cosmological measurements. While our sample
size is small and these QSOs span only 0.0041 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.686, our
results indicate that more work is needed before we can determine
whether the 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation can be used as a cosmological probe.

Our paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2 we introduce the
cosmological models and 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations and their
parameters. The data we use are described in Sec. 3. The method
we use to infer parameter values and uncertainties is outlined in
Sec. 4. In Sec. 5 we present the main results obtained using the two
independent methods. We conclude in Sec. 6.

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2022)



UV/X-ray and radius-luminosity relations 3

2 COSMOLOGICAL MODELS AND PARAMETERS

In this study we constrain cosmological model parameters, 𝑅 − 𝐿

relation parameters, and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters in three
pairs of dark-energy general-relativistic cosmological models with
flat and non-flat spatial geometries,2 so in total six cosmological
models, by using QSO measurements. This allows us to compare
two sets of cosmological constraints, those derived using the 𝑅 − 𝐿

relation and those derived using the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. On the
other hand, since we constrain correlation parameters for both these
correlation relations using the same set of sources, these results can
indicate which correlation relation better holds for the QSOs we
consider.
Observational data used in this paper are QSO time-delays and

3000 Å, 2500 Å, and 2 keV flux densities. The 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 −
𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations involve luminosity so flux needs to be converted to
luminosity. To do this we need the luminosity distance 𝐷𝐿 (𝑧, p) for
each source. Given a cosmological model, the luminosity distance (in
cm) can be computed as a function of redshift (𝑧) and cosmological
parameters (p),

𝐷𝐿 (𝑧, p) =



𝑐 (1+𝑧)
𝐻0

√
Ω𝑘0
sinh

[
𝐻0

√
Ω𝑘0
𝑐 𝐷𝐶 (𝑧, p)

]
if Ω𝑘0 > 0,

(1 + 𝑧)𝐷𝐶 (𝑧, p) if Ω𝑘0 = 0,

𝑐 (1+𝑧)
𝐻0
√
|Ω𝑘0 |

sin
[
𝐻0
√
|Ω𝑘0 |
𝑐 𝐷𝐶 (𝑧, p)

]
if Ω𝑘0 < 0.

(1)

Here 𝑐 is the speed of light, 𝐻0 is the Hubble constant, Ω𝑘0 is the
current value of the spatial curvature energy density parameter, and
𝐷𝐶 (𝑧, p) is the comoving distance. This is computed as a function
of 𝑧 and p for a given cosmological model from

𝐷𝐶 (𝑧, p) = 𝑐

∫ 𝑧

0

𝑑𝑧′

𝐻 (𝑧′, p) , (2)

where 𝐻 (𝑧, p) is the Hubble parameter, and is given below for the six
cosmological models we use in this paper. The luminosity distance
can be used to compute the luminosity 𝐿 (𝑧, p), in units of erg s−1 (or
the luminosity per frequency in units of erg s−1Hz−1) from the flux
density 𝐹, in units of erg s−1cm−2 (or the flux density per frequency
in units of erg s−1cm−2Hz−1), through

𝐿 (𝑧, p) = 4𝜋𝐷𝐿 (𝑧, p)2𝐹. (3)

Observations indicate that for Mg ii QSOs the reverberation mea-
sured time delay 𝜏 and 𝐿3000 (𝑧, p), the monochromatic luminosity
at 3000 Å, obey an 𝑅− 𝐿 relation (Czerny et al. 2019, 2022; Zajaček
et al. 2020, 2021; Homayouni et al. 2020; Martínez-Aldama et al.
2020; Yu et al. 2021, 2022; Khadka et al. 2021a, 2022b; Cao et al.
2022e)

log
(
𝜏

day

)
= 𝛽 + 𝛾 log

[
𝐿3000 (𝑧, p)
1044 erg s−1

]
, (4)

where log = log10 and the intercept 𝛽 and the slope 𝛾 are free param-
eters to be determined from data concurrently with the cosmological-
model parameters p that influence the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation through

2 For discussions of constraints on spatial curvature see Rana et al. (2017),
Ooba et al. (2018a,c), Park & Ratra (2019c,a), DES Collaboration (2019),
Efstathiou &Gratton (2020), Di Valentino et al. (2021b), KiDS Collaboration
(2021), Arjona & Nesseris (2021), Dhawan et al. (2021), Renzi et al. (2022),
Geng et al. (2022), Wei & Melia (2022), Mukherjee & Banerjee (2022),
Glanville et al. (2022), Wu et al. (2022), de Cruz Pérez et al. (2022), Dahiya
& Jain (2022), and references therein.

𝐿3000 (𝑧, p), see Sec. 4. Using instead the measured flux density
𝐹3000 and the luminosity distance, eq. (4) can be expressed as

log
(
𝜏

day

)
=𝛽 + 𝛾 log(4𝜋) (5)

+ 𝛾

[
log

(
𝐹3000

erg s−1cm−2

)
− 44

]
+ 2𝛾 log(𝐷𝐿),

Observations also indicate that QSO X-ray (2 keV) and UV (2500
Å) luminosities, 𝐿𝑋 and 𝐿𝑈𝑉 (expressed per frequency), are corre-
lated (Tananbaum et al. 1979; Zamorani et al. 1981; Avni & Tanan-
baum 1986; Steffen et al. 2006; Just et al. 2007; Green et al. 2009;
Young et al. 2010; Lusso et al. 2010; Grupe et al. 2010; Vagnetti
et al. 2010) through the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. This relation is

log
(

𝐿𝑋

erg s−1Hz−1

)
= 𝛽 + 𝛾 log

(
𝐿𝑈𝑉

1029 erg s−1Hz−1

)
, (6)

where the slope 𝛾 and the intercept 𝛽 are free parameters [the dif-
ference between these free parameters and those of eq. (4) should be
clear from the context] to be determined from the data concurrently
with the cosmological-model parameters, as described in Sec. 4.
Luminosities and flux densities are related through the luminosity
distance, so eq. (6) can be rewritten as

log
(

𝐹𝑋

erg s−1cm−2Hz−1

)
= 𝛽 + (𝛾 − 1) log(4𝜋) + 2(𝛾 − 1) log(𝐷𝐿)

+ 𝛾

[
log

(
𝐹𝑈𝑉

erg s−1cm−2Hz−1

)
− 29

]
, (7)

where 𝐹𝑈𝑉 and 𝐹𝑋 are the quasar UV and X-ray flux den-
sities (per frequency), and 𝐿𝑈𝑉 = 4𝜋𝐷2

𝐿
𝐹𝑈𝑉 is scaled to

1029 erg s−1cm−2Hz−1, which tightens the constraints for the in-
tercept 𝛽.
For the computation of luminosity distance, the fundamental quan-

tity needed is the Hubble parameter 𝐻 (𝑧) which is computed using
the assumed cosmological model. In what follows we give the func-
tional form of 𝐻 (𝑧) for each cosmological model we use.
In the ΛCDM model the Hubble parameter is

𝐻 (𝑧, p) = 𝐻0

√︃
Ω𝑚0 (1 + 𝑧)3 +Ω𝑘0 (1 + 𝑧)2 +ΩΛ . (8)

HereΩΛ is the cosmological constant density parameter and the three
energy density parameters obey the current energy budget equation
Ω𝑚0 + Ω𝑘0 + ΩΛ = 1. In the spatially non-flat ΛCDM model we
chooseΩ𝑚0,Ω𝑘0, and𝐻0 to be the free parameters. For the spatially-
flatΛCDMmodel we choose the same set of free parameters but now
set Ω𝑘0 = 0 as required for flat spatial hypersurfaces.
In the XCDM dynamical dark energy parametrization the Hubble

parameter is

𝐻 (𝑧, p) = 𝐻0

√︃
Ω𝑚0 (1 + 𝑧)3 +Ω𝑘0 (1 + 𝑧)2 +Ω𝑋0 (1 + 𝑧)3(1+𝜔𝑋 ) ,

(9)

where Ω𝑋0 is the current value of the 𝑋-fluid dark energy density
parameter and, together with Ω𝑚0 and Ω𝑘0, it obeys the current
energy budget equation Ω𝑚0 + Ω𝑘0 + Ω𝑋0 = 1. The equation of
state parameter of the 𝑋-fluid 𝜔𝑋 = 𝑃𝑋/𝜌𝑋 , where 𝑃𝑋 and 𝜌𝑋 are
the pressure and energy density of the 𝑋-fluid. In the spatially non-
flat XCDM parametrization we choose Ω𝑚0, Ω𝑘0, 𝜔𝑋 , and 𝐻0 to
be the free parameters. For the spatially-flat XCDM parametrization
we choose the same set of free parameters but now set Ω𝑘0 = 0 as
required for flat spatial hypersurfaces. When 𝜔𝑋 = −1 the XCDM
parametrization reduces to the ΛCDM model.
In the 𝜙CDM model the dynamical dark energy is a scalar field 𝜙

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2022)



4 Khadka et al.

(Peebles & Ratra 1988; Ratra & Peebles 1988; Pavlov et al. 2013).3
Here we assume that the scalar field potential energy density 𝑉 (𝜙)
is an inverse power law of 𝜙 and this potential energy density, de-
fined next, determines the scalar field dark energy density parameter
Ω𝜙 (𝑧, 𝛼). The functional form of 𝑉 (𝜙) we use is

𝑉 (𝜙) = 1
2
^𝑚2𝑝𝜙

−𝛼, (10)

where 𝑚𝑝 and 𝛼 are the Planck mass and a positive parameter re-
spectively, and ^ is a constant whose value is determined by using the
shootingmethod to guarantee that the current energy budget equation
Ω𝑚0 +Ω𝑘0 +Ω𝜙 (𝑧 = 0, 𝛼) = 1 holds.
With this potential energy density, coupled differential equations,

i.e. the scalar field equation of motion and the Friedmann equation,
govern the dynamics of 𝜙 and the cosmological scale factor 𝑎. For
a spatially homogeneous scalar field these two coupled equations of
motion are

¥𝜙 + 3 ¤𝑎
𝑎
¤𝜙 − 1
2
𝛼^𝑚2𝑝𝜙

−𝛼−1 = 0, (11)(
¤𝑎
𝑎

)2
=
8𝜋
3𝑚2𝑝

(
𝜌𝑚 + 𝜌𝜙

)
− 𝑘

𝑎2
. (12)

Here an overdot indicates a derivative with respect to time, 𝑘 is
positive, zero, and negative for closed, flat, and open spatial geometry
(corresponding to Ω𝑘0 < 0,= 0, and > 0), 𝜌𝑚 is the non-relativistic
matter energy density, and the scalar field energy density is given by

𝜌𝜙 =
𝑚2𝑝
32𝜋

[
¤𝜙2 + ^𝑚2𝑝𝜙

−𝛼
]
. (13)

The numerical solution of the coupled differential equations (11) and
(12) is used to compute 𝜌𝜙 and

Ω𝜙 (𝑧, 𝛼) =
8𝜋𝜌𝜙
3𝑚2𝑝𝐻20

. (14)

The Hubble parameter in the 𝜙CDM model is

𝐻 (𝑧, p) = 𝐻0

√︃
Ω𝑚0 (1 + 𝑧)3 +Ω𝑘0 (1 + 𝑧)2 +Ω𝜙 (𝑧, 𝛼). (15)

In the spatially non-flat 𝜙CDM model we choose Ω𝑚0, Ω𝑘0, 𝛼, and
𝐻0 to be the free parameters. For the spatially-flat 𝜙CDM model
we choose the same set of free parameters but now set Ω𝑘0 = 0 as
required for flat spatial hypersurfaces. When 𝛼 = 0 the 𝜙CDMmodel
reduces to the ΛCDM model.
QSO data cannot constrain 𝐻0 because there is a degeneracy be-

tween the intercept (𝛽) of the correlation relations and 𝐻0, so we set
𝐻0 to 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 in all QSO data-only analyses.

3 DATA DESCRIPTION

By cross-matching the previously studied 78 reverberation-mapped
Mg ii QSOs (Khadka et al. 2021a) with the XMM-Newton X-ray
source catalog (4XMMDR11), we found that 58 of the 78 sources
were also detected in the X-ray domain. The X-ray fluxes in the
4XMMDR11 catalog are measured at various energy bands and

3 For discussions of constraints on the 𝜙CDM model see Zhai et al. (2017),
Ooba et al. (2018b, 2019), Park & Ratra (2018, 2019b, 2020), Solà Peracaula
et al. (2019), Singh et al. (2019), Ureña-López & Roy (2020), Sinha &
Banerjee (2021), Xu et al. (2022), de Cruz Perez et al. (2021), Jesus et al.
(2022), Adil et al. (2022), and references therein.

listed in units of erg s−1 cm−2. For our study, we used spline in-
terpolation to determine the X-ray fluxes at 2 keV energy, i.e. 𝐹2keV.
In our analysis, we use 2 keV flux densities per unit frequency
𝐹𝑋 ≡ 𝐹2keV/a2keV (in erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1). For the Mg ii QSOs, we
had flux densities at 3000Å, 𝐹3000 in erg s−1cm−2, available from the
continuum flux determination in the surroundings of the broad Mg ii
line. To obtain UV flux densities at 2500 Å we used the continuum
slope 𝛼a = −0.45 ± 0.01 of the mean quasar spectrum from Vanden
Berk et al. (2001), specifically 𝐹𝑈𝑉 = 𝐹3000,a (2500/3000)−(𝛼a+1) ,
where 𝐹3000,a = 𝐹3000/a3000 is the continuum flux density per unit
frequency at 3000 Å in erg s−1cm−2Hz−1. The continuum slope can
take different values depending on sample characteristics such as
the redshift range, the radio classification, or the sample size (Shull
et al. 2012). Since our sample was selected based only on reverber-
ation mapping measurements and the X-ray detection, the 𝛼a value
reported by Vanden Berk et al. (2001) is more appropriate for our
analysis, which, in turn, was obtained from a sample without any par-
ticular characteristics. The continuum slope used in our analysis is in
a good agreement with the median 𝛼a of the values reported in Ta-
ble 3 of Shull et al. (2012), which guarantees a correct approximation
of 𝛼a .
As a check on our sample and on the X-ray (2 keV) and UV (2500

Å) flux data points, we computed the 𝛼𝑂𝑋 parameters (Tananbaum
et al. 1979)

𝛼𝑂𝑋 = −0.384 log(𝐹𝑈𝑉 /𝐹𝑋 ) , (16)

which follows from the power-law approximation of the spectral
energy distribution in the form 𝐹 ∝ a+𝛼𝑂𝑋 . We found that 𝛼𝑂𝑋

values for all sources in our sample are within the limits provided in
Bechtold et al. (1994) and Wang et al. (2021) (also see Table A1), so
none of the sources appears to be heavily obscured.More specifically,
we have 58 pairs of monochromatic X-ray and UV flux densities per
unit frequency (𝐹𝑋 , 𝐹𝑈𝑉 ) measurements and 59 pairs of time-delay
and monochromatic 3000 Å flux density (𝜏, 𝐹3000) measurements
since the Mg ii line-emission time delay of NGC4151 was measured
twice, in 1988 and 1991 (Metzroth et al. 2006), see Table A1.
Lusso et al. (2020) recommended a pre-selection of the sources

based on criteria concerning the UV, optical/IR and X-ray slopes.
We did not apply such criteria since our starting sample is already
very small in comparison with their initial sample and further sam-
ple reduction is not a viable option. But we performed additional
tests, apart from 𝛼𝑜𝑥 , following the recommendations of Lusso et al.
(2020). For all 58 objects, having the X-ray fluxes in several X-ray
bands from 4XMMDR11 we fitted a broken power law to the data,
fixing the frequency break at 1 keV rest frame, and obtained best
fits for the slopes. The histogram of the hard X-ray slopes is shown
in Fig. 1. Out of 58 sources, 41 satisfy the criterion that the photon
index should be between 1.7 and 2.8. In the whole sample only 3
objects are very strong outliers, two with slopes extremely soft and
one (NGC 4151) with a very hard slope indicating strong absorption.
We also collected the GALEX far-UV magnitudes using the

GALEX EUV quasar colors catalogue of SDSS QSOs DR14 (Van-
den Berk et al. 2020), but data were available only for 31 sources out
of 58. Since the GALEX magnitude is a broad-band index, very sen-
sitive to the spectral shape, we performed the estimate of the far-UV
slope by using the 3000 Å rest frame flux from Table A1, assuming
an arbitrary slope for a power-law extending from 3000 Å rest frame
to far-UV, correcting the spectral shape for Galactic extinction by
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Figure 1. Top:Hard X-ray photon index derived from the fluxes collected
from the XMM catalog in different X-ray bands. Bottom: UV spectral index
estimated for 31 sources which satisfy the criteria of Lusso et al. (2020), i.e.
that the UV spectral index should lie between −0.7 and 1.5.

using the value 𝐴𝑉
4 and the extinction curve from Cardelli et al.

(1989), and calculated the predicted GALEX flux by folding the re-
sulting spectrum with the profile of the GALEX far-UV filter.5 We
thus obtained the best fit slope by matching the predicted and the
measured magnitudes. Lusso et al. (2020) recommended using only
sources with spectral index between −0.7 and 1.5 in the far-UV. A
distribution of UV spectral indices of 31 sources is shown in the
bottom panel of Fig. 1. Among the 31 sources for which we have the
data, only 4 do not satisfy this criterion. According to Lusso et al.
(2020) we should combine the two criteria. This would leave us with
only 21 objects.
Finally, Lusso et al. (2020) recommend removing the Edding-

ton bias by actually removing all outliers from the expected X-ray
flux. This is done assuming a standard relation and comparing the
predicted 2 keV flux with the minimum which can be detected ob-
servationally. In a single short XMM exposure they estimate the
minimum flux at 4.6 × 10−32 erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1. Our fluxes are
frequently lower but the reported fluxes are almost always the results
of the multiple exposures, so the errors quoted in Table A1 are small

4 The foreground Galactic extinction were collected for each source from the
NASA/IPAC Extragalactic Database.
5 The GALEX far-UV transmission curve was obtained from the Spanish
Virtual Observatory’s Filter Profile Service.
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Figure 2. Redshift distribution of the QSO sample (58 sources). The vertical
lines mark the percentiles as indicated (16%, 50%, 84%). The bin size is
Δ𝑧 ' 0.24 (7 bins according to Doane’s rule).
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Figure 3. The correlation between 2 keV X-ray and 2500Å UV luminosi-
ties (in erg s−1Hz−1 and UV luminosities scaled to 1029 erg s−1Hz−1) for 58
sources. These are computed for a fixed flat ΛCDM cosmological model
(𝐻0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−1) for four different values of Ω𝑚0 (0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9).
The black solid line is the best-fit linear relation for Ω𝑚0 = 0.3. The gray
shaded area indicates 1𝜎 uncertainties of the fit. The intrinsic RMS scatter
of data points around the best-fit relation is 𝜎ext = 0.35 dex. The best-fit
relations for Ωm0 = 0.1, Ω𝑚0 = 0.6, and Ω𝑚0 = 0.9 are shown in orange,
green, and blue, respectively.

and we do not believe we have problems with marginal detections.
However, the reduction of the sample to 21 objects would undermine
the effort of the comparison of the two methods. So we use the whole
sample, and the issue can be addressed in the future when manymore
AGN will have reverberation measured time delays (see e.g., Czerny
et al. 2023, and references therein).
The redshift range of the X-ray/UV and (𝜏, 𝐹3000) sample is

0.0041 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.686, with median value of 0.990. Except for
NGC4151, peculiar velocities can be neglected. For NGC4151, the
original 𝑧 = 0.0033 was corrected to 𝑧 = 0.0041 after accounting
for the peculiar velocity effect. The 16%-percentile (25%-percentile)
value of redshift is 0.527 ( 0.716), while the 84%-percentile (75%-
percentile) value is 1.454 (1.270). The redshift distribution is dis-
played in Fig. 2 with bin size Δ𝑧 ' 0.24 (7 bins) determined using
Doane’s rule, which takes into account the distribution skewness.
For the cross-matched UV/X-ray sample, we determine the cor-

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2022)

http://ned.ipac.caltech.edu/
http://svo2.cab.inta-csic.es/svo/theory/fps3/index.php?id=GALEX/GALEX.FUV&&mode=browse&gname=GALEX&gname2=GALEX#filter
http://svo2.cab.inta-csic.es/svo/theory/fps3/index.php?id=GALEX/GALEX.FUV&&mode=browse&gname=GALEX&gname2=GALEX#filter


6 Khadka et al.

relation between X-ray and UV monochromatic luminosities at 2
keV and 2500 Å, respectively, in the fixed flat ΛCDM model (with
𝐻0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−1 and Ω𝑚0 = 0.3). The correlation is posi-
tive and significant, with Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟 = 0.78
(𝑝 = 6.54 × 10−13) and Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient
𝜌 = 0.74 (𝑝 = 2.90 × 10−11). When we determine the correlation
coefficients from the smaller to the larger Ω𝑚0, we obtain 𝑟 = 0.80
(𝑝 = 3.82 × 10−14) and 𝜌 = 0.78 (𝑝 = 8.31 × 10−13), 𝑟 = 0.76
(𝑝 = 5.45 × 10−12) and 𝜌 = 0.72 (𝑝 = 2.63 × 10−10), 𝑟 = 0.75
(𝑝 = 1.91 × 10−11) and 𝜌 = 0.70 (𝑝 = 7.36 × 10−10) for Ωm0 = 0.1,
0.6, and 0.9, respectively. Hence, the correlation slightly decreases
for larger values of Ω𝑚0. We fit a linear function to the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

distribution for 58 sources, neglecting 𝐿X and 𝐿UV uncertainties.
Looking for the solution with the smallest RMS scatter we obtain,

log 𝐿𝑋 = (0.65 ± 0.06) log 𝐿29 + (25.46 ± 0.07), Ω𝑚0 = 0.1,
log 𝐿𝑋 = (0.63 ± 0.07) log 𝐿29 + (25.43 ± 0.07), Ω𝑚0 = 0.3,
log 𝐿𝑋 = (0.61 ± 0.07) log 𝐿29 + (25.40 ± 0.07), Ω𝑚0 = 0.6,
log 𝐿𝑋 = (0.60 ± 0.07) log 𝐿29 + (25.37 ± 0.06), Ω𝑚0 = 0.9 , (17)

where 𝐿29 ≡ 𝐿𝑈𝑉 /1029 erg s−1 Hz−1. The global RMS scatter
around the best-fit relation is 𝜎ext ' 0.35 dex. The X-ray/UV
correlation for 58 data points and the linear fit with 1𝜎 uncer-
tainties in eq. (17) are shown in Fig. 3. The best-fit coefficients
in eq. (17) are overall consistent within 1𝜎 uncertainties with
the best-fit relation of Lusso & Risaliti (2016), their Fig. 3, with
log 𝐿X = 0.642+0.015−0.005 log 𝐿UV +6.965

+0.461
−0.465 (for 𝐿29 normalization,

their mean value of the intercept would be 𝛽 = 25.583), with their
dispersion being 𝜎ext = 0.24. High redshift quasars give the same
slope, 0.60±0.02 as lower redshift sources (Sacchi et al. 2022). These
results are also consistent with the more accurate results we derive
from a joint determination of the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters and
the cosmological model parameters, discussed in Sec. 5 below. In
Fig. 3 we compare the eq. (17) 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations for four different
values of Ω𝑚0 (0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9) using orange, black, green, and
blue lines and points, respectively. The best-fit coefficients are over-
all consistent within 1𝜎 uncertainties, with a mild indication of slope
and intercept decrease as well as intrinsic RMS scatter decrease for
higher values of Ω𝑚0.
The second correlation expected for the cross-matched data set

is the relation between the UV monochromatic luminosity at 3000
Å and the rest-frame Mg ii broad-line time delay, the 𝑅 − 𝐿 rela-
tion. This correlation is again positive and significant, with Pearson
correlation coefficient 𝑟 = 0.56 (𝑝 = 4.42 × 10−6) and Spearman
rank-order coefficient 𝜌 = 0.39 (𝑝 = 0.0024) for flatΛCDM cosmol-
ogy with 𝐻0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−1 and Ω𝑚0 = 0.3. When going from
the smaller to the higherΩ𝑚0, one obtains 𝑟 = 0.56 (𝑝 = 3.63×10−6)
and 𝜌 = 0.39 (𝑝 = 0.0024), 𝑟 = 0.55 (𝑝 = 6.05×10−6) and 𝜌 = 0.39
(𝑝 = 0.0022), and 𝑟 = 0.55 (𝑝 = 7.93 × 10−6) and 𝜌 = 0.39
(𝑝 = 0.0024) for Ω𝑚0 = 0.1, 0.6, and 0.9, respectively. In com-
parison with the X-ray/UV luminosity relation, the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation
is generally weaker and less significant. The correlation and its sig-
nificance is, however, not significantly affected by different values
of Ω𝑚0. When we infer the monochromatic luminosities at 3000 Å
using the fixed flat ΛCDM model with the same fixed parameters
as before (Ω𝑚0 = 0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9 and 𝐻0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−1), we
obtain the best-fit 𝑅 − 𝐿 relations for the 59 sources (neglecting
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Figure 4. The correlation between rest-frame Mg ii time-delay (in days) and
monochromatic luminosity at 3000 Å (in erg s−1 and scaled to 1044 erg s−1)
for 59 sources. These are computed for a fixed flat ΛCDM model with
𝐻0 = 70 km s−1Mpc−3 and four values of Ω𝑚0 (0.1, 0.3,0.6,0.9). The best-
fit relation for Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 is depicted by the black solid line, with the 1𝜎
uncertainty range shown by the shaded gray region. The 59 data points have
an intrinsic RMS scatter of ∼ 0.30 dex around the best-fit relation. For com-
parison, we also show 𝜏 − 𝐿3000 correlations and their best-fit relations for
Ωm0 = 0.1, Ω𝑚0 = 0.6, and Ω𝑚0 = 0.9 in orange, green, and blue, respec-
tively.

time-delay and luminosity uncertainties),

log 𝜏 = (0.27 ± 0.05) log 𝐿44 + (1.63 ± 0.06), Ω𝑚0 = 0.1,
log 𝜏 = (0.28 ± 0.06) log 𝐿44 + (1.66 ± 0.06), Ω𝑚0 = 0.3,
log 𝜏 = (0.29 ± 0.06) log 𝐿44 + (1.68 ± 0.06), Ω𝑚0 = 0.6,
log 𝜏 = (0.29 ± 0.06) log 𝐿44 + (1.70 ± 0.05), Ω𝑚0 = 0.9, (18)

where 𝐿44 ≡ 𝐿3000/1044 erg s−1 is the monochromatic luminosity
at 3000 Å, 𝐿3000, scaled to 1044 erg s−1. The relations in eq. (18)
with 1𝜎 uncertainties are depicted in Fig. 4 alongside 59 data points,
which have 𝜎ext = 0.30 dex global RMS scatter around the best-
fit relation. The best-fit coefficients in eq. (18) derived based on
59 Mg ii QSOs are, within uncertainties, consistent with the previ-
ously inferred slopes and intercepts for slightly larger Mg ii data sets
(Martínez-Aldama et al. 2020; Khadka et al. 2021a, 2022b; Prince
et al. 2022; Cao et al. 2022e). These results are also consistent with
the more accurate results we derive from a joint determination of the
𝑅 − 𝐿 relation parameters and the cosmological model parameters,
discussed in Sec. 5 below. In Fig. 4 we compare eq. (18) 𝑅 − 𝐿

relations for different values of Ω𝑚0 (0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9). While the
best-fit coefficients are overall consistent within 1𝜎 uncertainties, we
observe a mild indication of slope and intercept increasing as well
as intrinsic RMS scatter increasing for higher values of Ω𝑚0, i.e. the
opposite trend in comparison with 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation for the slope
and the intrinsic scatter.
Here we also use 11 BAO data points given in Table 1 of Khadka

& Ratra (2021) and 31 𝐻 (𝑧) observations data points give in Table 2
of Ryan et al. (2018). We use the better-established joint BAO+𝐻 (𝑧)
data set cosmological parameter constraints for comparison with the
cosmological parameters constraints determined here using Mg ii
𝑅 − 𝐿 data and Mg ii 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 data.

4 METHODS

Weuse 58 (59) pairs ofQSOmeasurements to constrain cosmological
parameters and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 (𝑅 − 𝐿) relation parameters.
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Table 1. Summary of the non-zero flat prior parameter ranges.

Parameter Prior range
Ω𝑏ℎ

2 [0, 1]
Ω𝑐ℎ

2 [0, 1]
Ω𝑚0 [0, 1]
Ω𝑘0 [−2, 2]
𝜔𝑋 [−5, 0.33]
𝛼 [0, 10]
𝜎ext [0, 5]

𝛽
[0, 10] for the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation

and [0, 50] for the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation.
𝛾 [0, 5]
Here Ω𝑏 and Ω𝑐 are the current values of the non-relativistic
baryonic and CDM density parameters and ℎ is 𝐻0 in units of
100 km s−1 Mpc−1. We use Ω𝑏 and Ω𝑐 as free parameters in
the BAO data analyses, instead of Ω𝑚0 = Ω𝑏 +Ω𝑐 .

In the case of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation, for a given model, we predict
rest-frame time-delays of QSOs at known redshift 𝑧𝑖 using eq. (5)
and these predicted time-delays are comparedwith the corresponding
observed time-delays using the likelihood function LF (D’Agostini
2005)

ln(LF) = −1
2

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
[log(𝜏obs

𝑖
) − log(𝜏th

𝑖
)]2

𝑠2
𝑖

+ ln(2𝜋𝑠2𝑖 )
]
. (19)

Here ln = log𝑒, 𝜏th𝑖 (p) and 𝜏obs
𝑖
are the predicted and observed time-

delays at redshift 𝑧𝑖 , and 𝑠2𝑖 = 𝜎2log 𝜏obs ,𝑖
+𝛾2𝜎2log𝐹3000 ,𝑖 +𝜎

2
ext, where

𝜎log 𝜏obs ,𝑖 and 𝜎log𝐹3000 ,𝑖 are the measurement error on the observed
time-delay and the measured flux (𝐹3000) respectively, and 𝜎ext is
the global intrinsic dispersion of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation.
Similarly, in the case of the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation, in a given model,

we can predict X-ray fluxes of QSOs at known redshift 𝑧𝑖 using eq.
(7) and these fluxes are compared with the corresponding observed
X-ray fluxes using the likelihood function LF (D’Agostini 2005)

ln(LF) = −1
2

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
[log(𝐹obs

𝑋,𝑖
) − log(𝐹th

𝑋,𝑖
)]2

𝑠2
𝑖

+ ln(2𝜋𝑠2𝑖 )
]
, (20)

with 𝑠2
𝑖

= 𝜎2log𝐹𝑈𝑉
+ 𝛾2𝜎2log𝐹𝑈𝑉 ,𝑖

+ 𝜎2ext, where 𝜎2log𝐹𝑈𝑉
and

𝜎2log𝐹𝑈𝑉 ,𝑖
are the measurement error on the observed X-ray and

UV fluxes respectively, and 𝜎ext is the global intrinsic dispersion of
the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. 𝐹th𝑋,𝑖

(p) is the predicted flux at redshift 𝑧𝑖 .
We maximize the likelihood functions given in eqs. (19) and (20)

by performing Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling im-
plemented in theMontePython code (Brinckmann & Lesgourgues
2019). We use flat priors on each free parameter involved in the
computation and the priors we use are given in Table 1. The conver-
gence of each chain corresponding to free parameters is confirmed
by satisfying the Gelman-Rubin convergence criterion, 𝑅−1 < 0.05.
Each chain obtained from the MCMC sampling is analysed using the
Python package Getdist (Lewis 2019).
We compare the performance of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

relations by computing the Akaike and the Bayesian information
criterion (𝐴𝐼𝐶 and 𝐵𝐼𝐶) values for each analysis. The 𝐴𝐼𝐶 and the
𝐵𝐼𝐶 values are given by

𝐴𝐼𝐶 =𝜒2min + 2𝑑, (21)

𝐵𝐼𝐶 =𝜒2min + 𝑑 ln 𝑁 , (22)

where 𝜒2min = −2 ln(LFmax). Here 𝑁 is the number of data points,
𝑑 is the number of free parameters, and the number of degrees of
freedom is 𝑑𝑜 𝑓 = 𝑁 − 𝑑.

5 RESULTS

We have compiled a QSO sample that allows us to obtain cosmolog-
ical constraints from two independent methods:

(i) by using the Mg ii emission-line time delay with respect to the
UV continuum and the resulting 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation, and
(ii) by using the X-ray luminosity – UV luminosity, 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 ,
relation.

In this section, we present our results and then discuss them in two
ways. First, we analyse the cosmological parameter and 𝑅−𝐿 relation
or 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameter constraints. We then compare the
luminosity distance measurements for each source from these two
independent methods.
Our cosmological parameter, 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation parameter, and 𝐿𝑋 −

𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameter constraint results are listed in Tables 2 and
3. Unmarginalized best-fit parameters are listed in Table 2 and one-
dimensional marginalized posterior mean values and corresponding
uncertainties are listed in Table 3. The one-dimensional likelihoods
and two-dimensional confidence contours are plotted in Figs. 5–7.
𝑅− 𝐿 QSO data, 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSO data, and BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) data results
are shown in green, gray, and red. Here we have used the better-
established BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) data results from Khadka & Ratra (2021) to
compare with results obtained from 𝑅 − 𝐿 QSO data and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

QSO data. For a detailed discussion of the BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) results see
Khadka & Ratra (2021).

5.1 Parameter constraint results from the two methods

In this paper we use 59 (58) pairs of QSO measurements to si-
multaneously constrain the cosmological parameters and the 𝑅 − 𝐿

(𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 ) relation parameters in six different cosmological mod-
els.
For the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation, in all six models, the value of intercept

𝛽 ranges from 1.630+0.120−0.074 to 1.702 ± 0.060 and the value of slope
𝛾 ranges from 0.275 ± 0.060 to 0.290 ± 0.065. For the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

relation, in all six models, the value of intercept 𝛽 ranges from
25.417± 0.076 to 25.438+0.073−0.087 and the value of slope 𝛾 ranges from
0.608 ± 0.075 to 0.616 ± 0.074. These 𝛾 and 𝛽 values are almost
completely model independent, indicating that these 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation
and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation QSOs are standardizable. While the slope
𝛾 for the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation is determined to within ∼ 22% at 1𝜎, for
the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation 𝛾 is better determined to within ∼ 12% at
1𝜎. The intercept 𝛽 for the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation is determined to within
∼ 4 − 6% at 1𝜎 and for the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation 𝛽 is also better
determined to within ∼ 0.3% at 1𝜎.
For these QSOs the value of the intrinsic scatter 𝜎ext for 𝑅− 𝐿 and

𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations are 0.302+0.028−0.037–0.305
+0.029
−0.037 and 0.348

+0.033
−0.044–

0.351+0.033−0.044, respectively. The slightly larger value of 𝜎ext makes the
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation slightly less reliable than the 𝑅− 𝐿 relation. (An
increase in the number of sources can decrease the value of 𝜎ext but
this comparison is only for those sources for which both 𝑅 − 𝐿 and
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations are applicable.)
These QSOs provide very weak constraints on cosmological pa-

rameters from both the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. From
Table 3, using the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation, in all six cosmological models
the value of Ω𝑚0 ranges from 0.460+0.180−0.430 to < 0.614 (1𝜎). The
minimum and maximum values correspond to the flat ΛCDMmodel
and the non-flat 𝜙CDM model, respectively. From Table 3, using
the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation, in all six cosmological models the value
of Ω𝑚0 ranges from > 0.407 (1𝜎) to 0.530+0.430−0.200. The minimum
and maximum values correspond to the flat ΛCDM model and the
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Figure 5. One-dimensional likelihood distributions and two-dimensional contours at 1𝜎, 2𝜎, and 3𝜎 confidence levels using 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSO (gray), 𝑅 − 𝐿

QSO (green), and BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) (red) data for all free parameters. Left panel shows the flatΛCDMmodel. The black dotted vertical lines are the zero acceleration
lines with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring to the left of the lines. Right panel shows the non-flat ΛCDMmodel. The black dotted sloping
line in the Ω𝑘0 −Ω𝑚0 subpanel is the zero acceleration line with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring to the lower left of the line. The black
dashed horizontal or vertical line in the Ω𝑘0 subpanels correspond to Ω𝑘0 = 0.
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Figure 6. One-dimensional likelihood distributions and two-dimensional contours at 1𝜎, 2𝜎, and 3𝜎 confidence levels using 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSO (gray), 𝑅 − 𝐿

QSO (green), and BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) (red) data for all free parameters. Left panel shows the flat XCDM parametrization. The black dotted curved line in the
𝜔𝑋 −Ω𝑚0 subpanel is the zero acceleration line with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring below the line and the black dashed straight lines
correspond to the 𝜔𝑋 = −1 ΛCDM model. Right panel shows the non-flat XCDM parametrization. The black dotted lines in the Ω𝑘0 −Ω𝑚0, 𝜔𝑋 −Ω𝑚0, and
𝜔𝑋 − Ω𝑘0 subpanels are the zero acceleration lines with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring below the lines. Each of the three lines is
computed with the third parameter set to the BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) data best-fit value. The black dashed straight lines correspond to the 𝜔𝑥 = −1 ΛCDM model. The
black dotted-dashed straight lines correspond to Ω𝑘0 = 0.
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Figure 7. One-dimensional likelihood distributions and two-dimensional contours at 1𝜎, 2𝜎, and 3𝜎 confidence levels using 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSO (gray), 𝑅 − 𝐿

QSO (green), and BAO + 𝐻 (𝑧) (red) data for all free parameters. The 𝛼 = 0 axes correspond to the ΛCDM model. Left panel shows the flat 𝜙CDM model.
The black dotted curved line in the 𝛼 − Ω𝑚0 subpanel is the zero acceleration line with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring to the left of
the line. Right panel shows the non-flat 𝜙CDM model. The black dotted lines in the Ω𝑘0 − Ω𝑚0, 𝛼 − Ω𝑚0, and 𝛼 − Ω𝑘0 subpanels are the zero acceleration
lines with currently accelerated cosmological expansion occurring below the lines. Each of the three lines is computed with the third parameter set to the BAO
+ 𝐻 (𝑧) data best-fit value. The black dashed straight lines correspond to Ω𝑘0 = 0.

flat 𝜙CDM model, respectively. In both cases constraints on Ω𝑚0
are very weak. From the plots shown in Figs. 5–7 we can see that
the Ω𝑚0 distributions corresponding to the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation have a
higher probability tendency towards smaller Ω𝑚0 values but Ω𝑚0
distributions corresponding to the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation show a higher
probability tendency towards largerΩ𝑚0 values. This tendency of the
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation is consistent with results presented in Khadka &
Ratra (2021).

FromTable 3, for 𝑅−𝐿 data, in all three non-flatmodels the value of
Ω𝑘0 ranges from−0.200+0.780−1.400 to 0.060±0.370. For 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 data,
in all three non-flat models the value of Ω𝑘0 ranges from > −0.998
to 0.030 ± 0.370.

From Table 3, for 𝑅 − 𝐿 data, for the flat and non-flat XCDM
parametrization the values of the equation of state parameter 𝜔𝑋

are < −0.390 (2𝜎) and −2.400+1.900−1.400, respectively. For 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

data, for the flat and non-flat XCDM parametrization the values of
𝜔𝑋 are −2.100+2.200−1.100 and −2.300

+2.300
−1.100, respectively. In both cases,

these data provide weak constraints on 𝜔𝑋 and mostly the posterior
value depends on the prior range. From Table 3, for 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 data,
for the non-flat 𝜙CDM model the value of the positive parameter 𝛼
is 5.100 ± 2.700. These data are unable to constrain 𝛼 in all other
cases.

We have listed 𝐴𝐼𝐶 and 𝐵𝐼𝐶 values for each case in Table 2.
From this table, for a given cosmological model, we see that the 𝐴𝐼𝐶
and 𝐵𝐼𝐶 values are always lower for the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation compared
to the values for the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. This indicates that the
𝑅 − 𝐿 relation better fits 𝑅 − 𝐿 data than the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation
fits 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 . This is consistent with the indications from the 𝜎ext
values discussed above.

5.2 Luminosity distances for individual sources from the two
methods

Equations (5) and (7) may be inverted to give 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

luminosity distances to a source in terms of measured quantities,

log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿 =
1
2𝛾

{
log 𝜏 − 𝛽 − 𝛾

[
log(4𝜋) − 44 + log 𝐹3000

]}
, (23)

and

log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉
=

1
2(1 − 𝛾)

[
𝛽 + (𝛾 − 1) log(4𝜋) + 𝛾(log 𝐹𝑈𝑉 − 29) − log 𝐹𝑋

]
,

(24)

with corresponding errors derived by the first-order Taylor expansion,

𝜎log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿 = (25)

1
2

{
𝜎2log𝐹3000 +

1
𝛾2

[
𝜎2log 𝜏 + 1

𝛾2
(log 𝜏 − 𝛽)2𝜎2𝛾 + 𝜎2𝛽

] } 12
,

and

𝜎log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉
=

1
2(𝛾 − 1)

[
𝜎2log𝐹𝑋

+ 𝛾2𝜎2log𝐹𝑈𝑉
+ 𝜎2𝛽 (26)

+
(
log 𝐹𝑋 − 𝛽 − log 𝐹𝑈𝑉 + 29

1 − 𝛾

)2
𝜎2𝛾

] 1
2

.

These expressions allow us to compute the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation and the
𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation luminosity distances of all sources in each of the
six cosmological models. For each source, log 𝜏, 𝜎log 𝜏 , log 𝐹3000,
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Figure 8. Comparison of individual (right column) or (largely) binned (left column) 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distances for each source in, from top
row to bottom row, the flat and non-flat ΛCDM, flat and non-flat XCDM, and flat and non-flat 𝜙CDM models. Black (green) points show the weighted means
and uncertainties of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 (𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 ) luminosity distances in narrow redshift bins. These are plotted at the average redshift of points in the bin. Olive
(red) points show the luminosity distances and uncertainties for each source obtained using the 𝑅− 𝐿 (𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 ) relation. The blue solid line in each subpanel
is the prediction from the flat ΛCDM model with Ω𝑚0 = 0.3.
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Table 4. Statistical properties of the 58 point (log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿− log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉
)/(𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿

+𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)1/2 distributions for six cosmological models
(see Fig. 9). From left to right the columns list models, median values, 16% and 84% percentiles, mean values, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and two-
sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test statistic (comparing the cosmological model distribution to the flat ΛCDM model distribution) with the corresponding
𝑝-value.

Model Median 16% 84% Mean Standard deviation Skewness Kurtosis KS test
Flat ΛCDM -0.138 -1.775 2.719 0.116 2.206 0.327 -0.207 0.00, 𝑝 = 1.00
Non-flat ΛCDM -0.089 -1.686 2.822 0.171 2.199 0.325 -0.189 0.05, 𝑝 = 1.00
Flat XCDM 0.176 -1.379 2.656 0.329 2.031 0.204 -0.029 0.17, 𝑝 = 0.36
Non-flat XCDM 0.183 -1.422 2.804 0.362 2.067 0.227 -0.100 0.16, 𝑝 = 0.49
Flat 𝜙CDM -0.193 -1.894 2.779 0.095 2.286 0.358 -0.241 0.05, 𝑝 = 1.00
Non-flat 𝜙CDM -0.200 -1.901 2.777 0.091 2.286 0.360 -0.243 0.05, 𝑝 = 1.00

𝜎log𝐹3000 , log 𝐹𝑋 ,𝜎log𝐹𝑋
, log 𝐹𝑈𝑉 , and𝜎log𝐹𝑈𝑉

are given in Table
A1, and for each cosmological model, 𝛾, 𝜎𝛾 , 𝛽, and 𝜎𝛽 are listed in
Table 3.
In Fig. 8 we compare 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distances

for each source. In the left panels we plot weighted mean luminosity
distances at the average redhsift of the points in the bin (see, e.g.,
Podariu et al. 2001), in 13 redshift bins spanning 0.4 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.7
and of width 0.1. Each bin contains at least a single source. Lower
redshift data are too sparse to be binned. In the right panelswe plot the
two luminosity distances of each source. The left panels, especially,
show that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 distances are significantly shorter than 𝑅 − 𝐿

distances and Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 flat ΛCDM model distances, especially in
the 0.8 . 𝑧 . 1.3 range. This explains why these 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 data
favour higher Ω𝑚0 values than 0.3 and higher than those favoured
by these 𝑅 − 𝐿 data. These results are similar to those of Lusso
et al. (2020) and Khadka & Ratra (2021, 2022). However the causes
in the two cases might not be similar as Khadka & Ratra (2021,
2022) showed that the Lusso et al. (2020) 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 sources are not
standardizable, which is not the case with the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 sources
we study here. The plots of individual distances (Fig.8, right panel)
show that some of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distance
measurements have large errors and some have large offsets from the
overall trends. However, simple selective removal of such sources
can introduce a bias in the sample.
To better understand these systematic differences between

the two luminosity distances for each source, we study dis-
tributions of (log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿 − log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)/(𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿
+

𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)1/2, i.e. histograms of the logarithm of the ratio
𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

normalized by the combined uncertainty of
the two luminosity distances for each source, where we discard the
second 𝑅 − 𝐿 distance measurement for NGC 4151. We study these
distributions for the flat and non-flat ΛCDM, XCDM, and 𝜙CDM
models, i.e. a total of six histograms that are shown in Fig. 9.
The histograms are constructed uniformly for the six cases, with
10 equal-sized bins in the range (−6, 6) with bin width 1.2.6 The
basic statistical properties of the 58 point distributions of normalized
luminosity-distance differences, including the median and mean val-
ues as well as skewness and kurtosis coefficients among other things,
are summarized in Table 4. The minimum and maximum median
values are −0.200 and 0.183, respectively, corresponding to non-flat
𝜙CDM and non-flat XCDM, respectively. The minimum and max-

6 This ensures that differences for all the sources fall in this range for all six
cosmological models. The minimum and the maximum normalized differ-
ences for flat ΛCDM, 𝜙CDM, and XCDM are (−5.11, 5.51) , (−5.20, 5.66) ,
and (−4.91, 5.30) , respectively; for non-flat ΛCDM, 𝜙CDM, and XCDM
models we have (−5.07, 5.59) , (−5.20, 5.66) , and (−4.87, 5.38) , respec-
tively.

imum 16% percentile values are −1.901 and −1.379, respectively,
corresponding to non-flat 𝜙CDM and flat XCDM, respectively. The
84% percentile value is in the range from 2.656 to 2.822, which cor-
respond to flat XCDM and non-flat ΛCDM, respectively. The mean
normalized luminosity-distance difference values have a minimum
of 0.091 for the non-flat 𝜙CDM model and a maximum of 0.362
for the non-flat XCDM model. The standard deviation values are
in the range from 2.031 to 2.286 corresponding to flat XCDM and
flat and non-flat 𝜙CDM, respectively. The skewness coefficient has
a minimum of 0.204 for the flat XCDM model and a maximum of
0.360 for the non-flat 𝜙CDM model. The minimum and maximum
kurtosis values are −0.243 and −0.029, respectively, which corre-
spond to the non-flat 𝜙CDM model and to the flat XCDM model,
respectively. Overall, for all six cosmological models, the distribu-
tions have a positive mean value, are positively skewed, and have a
negative kurtosis, which indicates that for the current limited sample
of 58 sources the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation has a tendency to yield larger lu-
minosity distances in comparison with the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation. The
negative kurtosis indicates that distribution outliers are suppressed
in comparison with the normal distribution and the median value is
slightly negative for all models except for flat and non-flat XCDM.
The normalized luminosity-distance difference distributions for all
the six cosmologicalmodels are consistent with being drawn from the
same distribution, which is shown by the two-sample Kolmogorov-
Smirnov (KS) test statistic calculated between a given 58 point distri-
bution and the distribution corresponding to the flat ΛCDM model,
see Table 4 (last column). The KS statistic is in the range 0.05-0.17
(excluding the comparison of the flatΛCDMdistribution with itself),
with the 𝑝-value in the range 0.36 − 1.00, hence the null hypothesis
that an underlying distribution of a given normalized 𝐷𝐿 difference
distribution and the underlying distribution corresponding to the flat
ΛCDM case are identical is confirmed for all the models.

Next we analyze differences between the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

luminosity distances for each source in the fixed Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 flat
ΛCDMmodel using the slope and intercept values given in eqs. (17)
and (18), again discarding the second time-delay distance measure-
ment to NGC 4151. The resulting ratios of the 𝑅− 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

luminosity distances, log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉
), are plotted as a

function of 𝑧 in Fig. 10 using red points. [We call this technique,
based on eqs. (17) and (18), "method-1".] The dispersion in the
measured ratios is large, necessitating the use of the log scale: the
smallest ratio is 2.4 × 10−3, for NGC 4151, while the largest ratio
is 126, for object No. 160 from Homayouni et al. (2020). Half of
the sources have a ratio lower than 1 (30 out of 58), and the average
value of the logarithm of the ratio is 1.14 × 10−3, corresponding to
a mean factor of 1.002. This indication that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 distances on
average are shorter than 𝑅 − 𝐿 distances is qualitatively consistent
with the results from the histogram in the upper left panel of Fig. 9
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Figure 9. Histograms of (log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿 − log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉
)/(𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿

+ 𝜎2log𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)1/2 for 58 sources in the flat and non-flat ΛCDM, XCDM, and
𝜙CDM cosmological models (from the top to the bottom). The solid vertical line stands for the distribution mean, dashed vertical line for the median, and dotted
vertical lines stand for 16% and 84% percentiles. The bin size is 1.2 for all the cases (10 bins between −6 and 6). The uncertainties for each bin were calculated
as 𝜎𝑖 =

√
𝑁𝑖 where 𝑁𝑖 is the number of sources that belong to the given bin.
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Figure 10. Ratio of 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 source luminosity distances as a function of redshift, with red (blue) points in the upper left (right) panel based on
method-1 (method-2). Middle panels show method-1 distance ratios as a function of source absolute luminosity at 3000 Å (middle left panel) and as a function
of the 𝛼𝑂𝑋 parameter (middle right panel). Bottom panels show method-1 distance ratios as a function of the time delay (bottom left panel) and as a function
of the source X-ray absolute luminosity.

that fully accounts for all uncertainties (and so is more accurate than
the method-1 technique result).
If instead of the fixed Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 flat ΛCDM model slope and

intercept values given in eqs. (17) and (18) we use the flat ΛCDM
model coefficients from Table 3 for the correlation coefficients, i.e.
we allow for different 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 cosmological models
and also account for the uncertainties in more parameters, we find
the results shown in the top right panel of Fig. 10 using blue points.
(We call this technique, based on Table 3 values, "method-2".) In this
case the same number of sources have a ratio below unity, but the
mean value of the logarithm of the ratio is −0.01, corresponding to
a mean factor of 0.98, i.e. ∼ 2% offset in the opposite direction, with
𝑅 − 𝐿 placing sources closer by than 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 . While differing
from the result of Table 4, which indicates that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 places
sources closer by than does 𝑅 − 𝐿, the Table 4 result is the more
correct one as it accounts for the error bars of the two luminosity
distances for each source, while method-2 does not account for these.
The most extreme 𝐷𝐿 ratio outliers are due to the unfortunate

coincidence of a short distance value from one technique and a long
distance value from the other.Most of the 𝑅−𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉 source
luminosity distances (107 out of 116 measurements) are within one
order of magnitude from the predicted distances in the Ω𝑚0 = 0.3
flat ΛCDM model.
However, there is no simple way of pre-selecting better measured

sources to include in our sample. For example, the distance to NGC

4151 is a major problem. According to the Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 flat ΛCDM
model, it should be at 14.15Mpcwhile the 𝑅−𝐿 relation and the 𝐿𝑋−
𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation give the values 1.59 ± 1.59Mpc and 698 ± 455Mpc,
respectively (from the complete flat ΛCDM model analysis). The
problem is that NGC 4151 is heavily absorbed at 3000 Å rendering
the 𝑅−𝐿 distance to NGC 4151 unreliable. It is also heavily absorbed
in the X-ray band (e.g. de Rosa et al. 2007) and in the UV band, so
the index 𝛼𝑂𝑋 seems typical while both measured fluxes (UV and
X-ray) do not represent the intrinsic properties of the source as the
source does not seem to posses the usual Big Blue Bump (Dermer &
Gehrels 1995). This is confirmed by the latest studies of the spectrum
decomposition for this source by Mahmoud & Done (2020).
We searched the NED database for independent measurements of

distances for all the sources in our sample. Unfortunately, except for
NGC 4151, all other sources only have the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉

luminosity distance measurements that we have used. Only the NGC
4151 distance has been measured using other techniques, such as the
Tip of the Red Giant Branch (TRGB) (14.20 ± 0.88 Mpc, Tikhonov
& Galazutdinova 2021), and the Cepheid period-luminosity relation
(15.8 ± 0.4 Mpc, Yuan et al. 2020).
We also explored the potential of selecting a more reliable sub-

sample of these sources by using only those sources whose 𝑅 − 𝐿

and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distances differ by less than a factor of
3 (there are 30 such sources). For the fixed values of 𝛽 and 𝛾 in the
𝑅−𝐿 relation in eq. (18) we find from these 30 sources the constraint

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2022)



16 Khadka et al.

Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficients (PCC) and Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients (SCC) with the corresponding 𝑝-values of the distance ratio
trends of Fig. 10 . All ratios are calculated for the fixed flat ΛCDM model with Ω𝑚0 = 0.3, except for log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

, 𝑧) in the second row which
is computed for the flat ΛCDM model values taken from Table 3.

Correlation PCC 𝑝-value SCC 𝑝-value plot position
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , 𝑧 −0.0126 0.925 −0.0349 0.795 upper left panel
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , 𝑧 6.75 × 10−5 1.000 −0.0235 0.861 upper right panel
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , log 𝐿3000 −0.0698 0.603 −0.160 0.232 middle left panel
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , 𝛼𝑂𝑋 0.679 4.80 × 10−9 0.593 9.15 × 10−7 middle right panel
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , log 𝜏 0.686 2.75 × 10−9 0.707 5.62 × 10−10 bottom left panel
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) , log 𝐿𝑋 0.444 4.84 × 10−4 0.304 0.0204 bottom right panel

Ω𝑚0 = 0.4+0.4−0.2 in the flat ΛCDM model. (Note that this constraint
does not fully account for all the uncertainties.) This might be an
interesting option in the future when there are more sources with the
required measurements for both distance measurement techniques to
be applicable, although it is based on the assumption that both the
𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations hold for the data set being used for
this purpose and as of now this is an open question for the 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉

case, for both the data set we consider here as well as for the Lusso
et al. (2020) data set (see Khadka & Ratra 2021, 2022).
In the bottom four panels of Fig. 10 we also plot method-

1 ratios of the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distances,
log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

), as functions of 𝐿3000, 𝛼𝑂𝑋 , 𝜏, and 𝐿𝑋 ,
with red points. The 𝐿3000, 𝛼𝑂𝑋 , 𝜏, and 𝐿𝑋 error bars are not shown
in these panels. Two systematic trends are visible in these plots. In the
middle right panel of Fig. 10, we see a dependence of the distance
ratio on the broad-band 𝛼𝑂𝑋 index. The overall trend reflects the
fact that 𝛼𝑂𝑋 is a function of 𝐿𝑈𝑉 , 𝛼𝑂𝑋 ∝ 0.384(1 − 𝛾) log 𝐿𝑈𝑉 .
However, a significant departure of QSOs from this expected cor-
relation also affects the luminosity distance estimation. In addition,
we do not see strong correlation with the X-ray luminosity but the
correlation with the time delay is again significant.
We also examine and record the quality of the correlations between

the distance ratios and the other quantities shown in Fig. 10. The
Pearson as well as Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients and
the corresponding 𝑝-values for the presented relations are listed in
Table 5. The significant correlations are between the distance ratio
and 𝛼𝑂𝑋 as well as the rest-frame time delay, which are both positive.
The mildly significant correlation between the distance ratio and
the X-ray luminosity 𝐿𝑋 is positive as well. These correlations are
partially driven by the fact that the luminosity distance ratio depends
on log 𝐹𝑋 and log 𝜏, see eqs. (23) and (24), and the 𝛼𝑂𝑋 parameter
depends again on log 𝐹𝑋 , see eq. (16), hence there is an intrinsic
dependence that enhances the correlation. This can explicitly be
inferred by evaluating log (𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿/𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

) using Eqs. (23)
and (24),

log
(

𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿
𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)
(27)

' log 𝜏
2𝛾

− log 𝐹𝑈𝑉

2(1 − 𝛾′) +
log 𝐹𝑋
2(1 − 𝛾′) + 𝐶 (𝛾, 𝛽, 𝛾′, 𝛽′)

where 𝛾 and 𝛽 are the slope and the intercept of the 𝑅−𝐿 relation and
𝛾′ and 𝛽′ are the slope and the intercept of the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation.
Hence 𝐶 (𝛾, 𝛽, 𝛾′, 𝛽′) denotes the function of these parameters. In
Eq. (28) we considered 𝐹3000 ≈ 𝐹UV for simplicity. Using the ap-
proximate values for the slopes, 𝛾 ∼ 0.3 and 𝛾′ ∼ 0.6, using Eq. (16)
for 𝛼𝑂𝑋 , and using the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation, we can numerically evaluate

Eq. (28),

log
(

𝐷𝐿,𝑅−𝐿
𝐷𝐿,𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉

)
≈ 1.67 log 𝜏 − 1.25 log 𝐹𝑈𝑉 + 1.25 log 𝐹𝑋 + 𝐶

≈ 1.67 log 𝜏 + 3.256𝛼𝑂𝑋 + 𝐶

≈ −0.75 log 𝐹UV + 1.25 log 𝐹X + 𝐶 ′ , (28)

which implies strong dependence of the luminosity distance ratio
on 𝜏 and 𝛼𝑂𝑋 (and proportionally on 𝐿𝑋 ∝ 𝐹X) while at the
same time there is a weaker and negative correlation with the UV
flux/luminosity. This is in accordance with the correlation coeffi-
cients listed in Table 5. Taking this into account, the redshift as such
is explicitly not present in the luminosity distance ratio, hence the
missing correlation implies that there is no significant systematic
effect with redshift for our current sample. The correlations among
all the quantities should be further evaluated when the sample size
increases since then some of the systematic effects may be more
apparent on top of the expected intrinsically driven correlations.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Given that the previous large Lusso et al. (2020) 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSOdata
set that includes 2036 (better) QSOs that span 0.009 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 7.5413 is
not standardizable (see Khadka & Ratra 2021, 2022), our hope here
was to compile a new set of such QSOs to investigate the prospects
and potential of using 𝐿𝑋−𝐿𝑈𝑉 QSOdata to constrain cosmological
parameters
To this end, we have compiled a small set of 58 QSOs, that span a

smaller redshift range 0.0041 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1.686, but with both (𝜏, 𝐹3000)
and (𝐹𝑋 , 𝐹𝑈𝑉 ) data, that allow us to test both the 𝑅 − 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑋 −
𝐿𝑈𝑉 relations, to compare these relations, and use these relations to
jointly constrain both 𝑅 − 𝐿 or 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation parameters and
cosmological model parameters.
We have shown that the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation

𝛾 and 𝛽 values are almost completely independent of cosmological
model, indicating that these 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation
QSOs are standardizable.
While the slope, 𝛾, and intercept, 𝛽, values are significantly better

determined for the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 data set, the slightly larger value of
𝜎ext makes the 𝐿𝑋 −𝐿𝑈𝑉 data set slightly less reliable than the 𝑅−𝐿

data set. However, both these data sets are small and both provide
very weak constraints on cosmological parameters, with the 𝑅 − 𝐿

relation cosmological constraints being slightly more restrictive (see
Table 3 and Figs. 5–7), possibly because of the smaller value of 𝜎ext.
More importantly, if we look at the trend in the Ω𝑚0 posterior

distributions, the 𝑅 − 𝐿 relation ones favour lower values of Ω𝑚0
compared to the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation posterior distributions.7 This is

7 This is similar to the findings of Lusso et al. (2020) and Khadka & Ratra
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supported by the results shown in Fig. 8 where we compare 𝑅 − 𝐿

and 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 luminosity distances for each source (also see Fig. 9
and the related discussion), which show that 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation
luminosity distances are significantly shorter than 𝑅 − 𝐿 distances
and Ω𝑚0 = 0.3 flat ΛCDM model distances, especially in the 0.8 .
𝑧 . 1.3 range. This explains why 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 data favour higherΩ𝑚0
values than 0.3 and higher Ω𝑚0 values than those favoured by 𝑅 − 𝐿

data. While there are no independent distance measurements for any
of the sources besides NGC 4151 (which is not a good 𝑅− 𝐿 or 𝐿𝑋 −
𝐿𝑈𝑉 source), Mg ii and C iv 𝑅 − 𝐿 sources are standardizable and
provide cosmological constraints consistent with those from better-
established data (Khadka et al. 2021a, 2022b; Cao et al. 2022e; Cao
& Ratra 2022, 2023; Czerny et al. 2022). Consequently, more work
is needed to determine whether the 𝐿𝑋 − 𝐿𝑈𝑉 relation can be used
to standardize QSOs.
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APPENDIX A: X-RAY DETECTED Mg ii QSOS

Table A1: Sample of 58 X-ray detected reverberation-mapped Mg ii QSOs. From left to right, the columns stand for object ID, redshift, 2 keV
X-ray flux density per frequency, 2500 Å UV flux density per frequency, 3000 Å UV flux density, Mg ii broad-line rest-frame time delay, the
spectral slope between 2 keV and 2500 Å, (using the convention 𝐹a ∝ a+𝛼𝑂𝑋 ), and the original reference. For the Mg ii radius-luminosity
analysis we consider two Mg ii time-delay determinations for NGC 4151, hence the total number of 𝑅 − 𝐿 measurements is 59. Reference
notations stand for: (a) Homayouni et al. (2020) (object IDs stand for RMIDs from the original catalogue), (b) Shen et al. (2016), (c) Shen
et al. (2019), (d) Metzroth et al. (2006), and (e) Yu et al. (2021).

Object 𝑧 log
(

𝐹𝑋

erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1

)
log

(
𝐹𝑈𝑉

erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1

)
log

(
𝐹3000

erg s−1 cm−2

)
𝜏
days 𝛼OX Ref.

18 0.8480 −31.6897 ± 0.0764 −28.1437 ± 0.0012 −13.1079 ± 0.0009 125.9+6.8−7.0 −1.36 ± 0.03 (a)
28 1.3920 −31.5542 ± 0.0961 −27.4696 ± 0.0009 −12.4342 ± 0.0004 65.7+24.8−14.2 −1.57 ± 0.04 (a)
44 1.2330 −31.8278 ± 0.0707 −28.0663 ± 0.0015 −13.0287 ± 0.0013 65.8+18.8−4.8 −1.44 ± 0.03 (a)
102 0.8610 −31.9586 ± 0.1101 −27.5864 ± 0.0009 −12.5513 ± 0.0005 86.9+16.2−13.3 −1.68 ± 0.04 (a)
114 1.2260 −30.8388 ± 0.0438 −26.9031 ± 0.0008 −11.8697 ± 0.0003 186.6+20.3−15.4 −1.51 ± 0.02 (a)
118 0.7150 −31.3581 ± 0.0508 −27.2730 ± 0.0010 −12.2373 ± 0.0006 102.2+27.0−19.5 −1.57 ± 0.02 (a)
123 0.8910 −31.9610 ± 0.1903 −27.9488 ± 0.0012 −12.9136 ± 0.0009 81.6+28.0−26.6 −1.54 ± 0.07 (a)
135 1.3150 −31.7104 ± 0.0859 −27.8191 ± 0.0009 −12.7852 ± 0.0005 93.0+9.6−9.8 −1.49 ± 0.03 (a)
158 1.4780 −31.9433 ± 0.0986 −28.2366 ± 0.0014 −13.2007 ± 0.0012 119.1+4.0−11.8 −1.42 ± 0.04 (a)
159 1.5870 −31.7435 ± 0.0961 −27.7467 ± 0.0010 −12.7122 ± 0.0006 324.2+25.3−19.4 −1.53 ± 0.04 (a)
160 0.3600 −30.3706 ± 0.0146 −27.8833 ± 0.0015 −12.8477 ± 0.0013 106.5+18.2−16.6 −0.95 ± 0.01 (a)
170 1.1630 −31.9355 ± 0.1140 −27.7081 ± 0.0009 −12.6716 ± 0.0005 98.5+6.7−17.7 −1.62 ± 0.04 (a)
185 0.9870 −31.2580 ± 0.0179 −27.8888 ± 0.0094 −12.8508 ± 0.0093 387.9+3.3−3.0 −1.29 ± 0.01 (a)
191 0.4420 −31.8241 ± 0.0899 −28.1033 ± 0.0014 −13.0675 ± 0.0012 93.9+24.3−29.1 −1.43 ± 0.03 (a)
228 1.2640 −32.2662 ± 0.0542 −28.2778 ± 0.0014 −13.2426 ± 0.0011 37.9+14.4−9.1 −1.53 ± 0.02 (a)
232 0.8080 −31.7874 ± 0.0308 −28.2676 ± 0.0016 −13.2314 ± 0.0014 273.8+5.1−4.1 −1.35 ± 0.01 (a)
240 0.7620 −31.9561 ± 0.1068 −28.3802 ± 0.0022 −13.3449 ± 0.0021 17.2+3.5−2.8 −1.37 ± 0.04 (a)
260 0.9950 −31.4365 ± 0.0640 −27.4848 ± 0.0009 −12.4498 ± 0.0004 94.9+18.7−17.2 −1.52 ± 0.02 (a)
280 1.3660 −31.5705 ± 0.0752 −27.5878 ± 0.0009 −12.5528 ± 0.0003 99.1+3.3−9.5 −1.53 ± 0.03 (a)
285 1.0340 −31.8776 ± 0.0473 −28.3083 ± 0.0022 −13.2725 ± 0.0020 138.5+15.2−21.1 −1.37 ± 0.02 (a)
291 0.5320 −31.1633 ± 0.0174 −28.2683 ± 0.0018 −13.2328 ± 0.0016 39.7+4.2−2.6 −1.11 ± 0.01 (a)
301 0.5480 −31.5231 ± 0.0643 −27.8778 ± 0.0013 −12.8416 ± 0.0011 136.3+17.0−16.9 −1.40 ± 0.02 (a)
303 0.8210 −31.4942 ± 0.0340 −28.3158 ± 0.0016 −13.2807 ± 0.0014 57.7+10.5−8.3 −1.22 ± 0.01 (a)
329 0.7210 −31.3856 ± 0.0767 −27.0036 ± 0.0011 −11.9706 ± 0.0007 87.5+23.8−14.0 −1.68 ± 0.03 (a)
338 0.4180 −31.5911 ± 0.0768 −28.0706 ± 0.0015 −13.0372 ± 0.0013 22.1+8.8−6.2 −1.35 ± 0.03 (a)
419 1.2720 −32.0069 ± 0.0993 −27.9619 ± 0.0014 −12.9281 ± 0.0011 95.5+15.2−15.5 −1.55 ± 0.04 (a)
422 1.0740 −31.2296 ± 0.0440 −28.1245 ± 0.0014 −13.0888 ± 0.0011 109.3+25.4−29.6 −1.19 ± 0.02 (a)
440 0.7540 −31.4390 ± 0.0669 −27.5181 ± 0.0009 −12.4815 ± 0.0004 114.6+7.4−10.8 −1.50 ± 0.03 (a)
449 1.2180 −31.4268 ± 0.0489 −27.9928 ± 0.0015 −12.9586 ± 0.0013 119.8+14.7−24.4 −1.32 ± 0.02 (a)
459 1.1560 −31.9226 ± 0.1129 −27.9208 ± 0.0013 −12.8861 ± 0.0011 122.8+5.1−5.7 −1.54 ± 0.04 (a)
492 0.9640 −31.7830 ± 0.0715 −27.4308 ± 0.0009 −12.3947 ± 0.0004 92.0+16.3−12.7 −1.67 ± 0.03 (a)
493 1.5920 −31.6431 ± 0.0721 −27.2967 ± 0.0009 −12.2612 ± 0.0004 315.6+30.7−35.7 −1.67 ± 0.03 (a)
501 1.1550 −32.4490 ± 0.5935 −27.9964 ± 0.0012 −12.9586 ± 0.0009 44.9+11.7−10.4 −1.71 ± 0.15 (a)
505 1.1440 −31.9151 ± 0.1309 −28.1019 ± 0.0014 −13.0665 ± 0.0011 94.7+10.8−16.7 −1.46 ± 0.05 (a)
522 1.3840 −32.2515 ± 0.1738 −28.0185 ± 0.0010 −12.9830 ± 0.0006 115.8+11.3−16.0 −1.62 ± 0.06 (a)
556 1.4940 −31.8709 ± 0.0928 −27.6918 ± 0.0009 −12.6556 ± 0.0005 98.7+13.9−10.8 −1.60 ± 0.04 (a)
588 0.9980 −31.3856 ± 0.0604 −27.1696 ± 0.0008 −12.1343 ± 0.0002 74.3+23.0−18.2 −1.62 ± 0.02 (a)
593 0.9920 −31.9378 ± 0.1941 −27.7738 ± 0.0010 −12.7375 ± 0.0006 80.1+21.4−20.8 −1.60 ± 0.07 (a)
622 0.5720 −31.2762 ± 0.0372 −27.6625 ± 0.0009 −12.6271 ± 0.0005 61.7+6.0−4.3 −1.39 ± 0.01 (a)
645 0.4740 −31.6551 ± 0.0970 −27.8050 ± 0.0012 −12.7696 ± 0.0009 30.2+26.8−8.9 −1.48 ± 0.04 (a)
649 0.8500 −32.1753 ± 0.1679 −28.1288 ± 0.0015 −13.0931 ± 0.0013 165.5+22.2−25.1 −1.55 ± 0.06 (a)
675 0.9190 −30.9529 ± 0.0389 −27.5836 ± 0.0009 −12.5482 ± 0.0005 139.8+12.0−22.6 −1.29 ± 0.01 (a)
678 1.4630 −31.8552 ± 0.1940 −27.8643 ± 0.0010 −12.8297 ± 0.0007 82.9+11.9−10.2 −1.53 ± 0.07 (a)
771 1.4920 −32.3116 ± 0.2587 −27.4926 ± 0.0009 −12.4572 ± 0.0004 31.3+8.1−4.6 −1.85 ± 0.09 (a)
774 1.6860 −31.5946 ± 0.0877 −27.6123 ± 0.0009 −12.5768 ± 0.0004 58.9+13.7−10.1 −1.53 ± 0.03 (a)
792 0.5260 −32.2935 ± 0.6754 −28.5277 ± 0.0030 −13.4921 ± 0.0030 111.4+29.5−20.0 −1.45 ± 0.15 (a)
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848 0.7570 −32.3623 ± 0.5161 −28.3785 ± 0.0017 −13.3429 ± 0.0015 65.1+29.4−16.3 −1.53 ± 0.20 (a)
J141214 0.4581 −30.9049 ± 0.0278 −27.2882 ± 0.0009 −12.2526 ± 0.0004 36.7+10.4−4.8 −1.39 ± 0.01 (b), (c)
J141018 0.4696 −31.4197 ± 0.0797 −28.2237 ± 0.0052 −13.1884 ± 0.0051 32.3+12.9−5.3 −1.23 ± 0.03 (b), (c)
J141417 0.6037 −31.5509 ± 0.0656 −28.5277 ± 0.0030 −13.4921 ± 0.0029 29.1+3.6−8.8 −1.16 ± 0.03 (b), (c)
J142049 0.7510 −31.4316 ± 0.0665 −27.7570 ± 0.0012 −12.7212 ± 0.0009 34.0+6.7−12.0 −1.41 ± 0.03 (b), (c)
J141650 0.5266 −31.8094 ± 0.1051 −28.2946 ± 0.0022 −13.2588 ± 0.0020 25.1+2.0−2.6 −1.35 ± 0.04 (b), (c)
J141644 0.4253 −31.4618 ± 0.0554 −27.9031 ± 0.0013 −12.8665 ± 0.0010 17.2+2.7−2.7 −1.37 ± 0.02 (b), (c)
NGC4151 0.0041 −28.9908 ± 0.0004 −24.5920 ± 0.2015 −9.5560 ± 0.2006 6.8+1.7−2.1 −1.69 ± 0.07 (d)
NGC4151 0.0041 . . . . . . −9.5560 ± 0.2006 5.3+1.9−1.8 −1.69 ± 0.07 (d)
J021612 1.5604 −32.1973 ± 0.1710 −27.7270 ± 0.0410 −12.6925 ± 0.0412 51.5+14.4−8.9 −1.72 ± 0.06 (e)
J033553 1.5777 −31.5201 ± 0.0310 −27.3899 ± 0.0427 −12.3546 ± 0.0427 48.1+22.1−8.8 −1.59 ± 0.02 (e)
J003710 1.0670 −31.5773 ± 0.0412 −27.1457 ± 0.0444 −12.1101 ± 0.0444 191.8+27.6−18.5 −1.70 ± 0.02 (e)
J003234 1.6406 −31.9961 ± 0.1090 −27.5850 ± 0.0303 −12.5498 ± 0.0302 248.8+18.1−11.6 −1.69 ± 0.04 (e)
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