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Weak-emission-line quasars: A new clue from their optical variability
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ABSTRACT
Weak-emission-line QSOs (WLQs) are an enigmatic subclass of the QSO population, as their optical/UV spectra are marked
by abnormally weak (or absent) emission lines. To obtain much-needed additional clues to the origin of this and other known
peculiarities of WLQs, we have determined the ‘ensemble’ optical variability characteristics for a large, well-defined sample of
76 radio-quiet WLQs and also for a matched control sample comprising 603 normal radio-quiet QSOs. This analysis was done
using their light-curves recorded in the 𝑔 and 𝑟 bands, under the ZTF survey during 2018-2024, with a typical cadence of 3
days. We find that, compared to normal QSOs, WLQs exhibit systematically milder optical variability on month/year-like time
scales (by a factor of ∼ 1.76±0.05 in amplitude). We have independently verified this by carrying out an equivalent analysis of
the V-band light-curves acquired under the CRTS during 2007- 2014, with a typical cadence of 10 days. This new observational
differentiator between WLQs and normal QSOs may provide clues to understanding the intriguing nature of WLQs. It is proposed
that the clumpiness of the torus material flowing into the central engine may play a key role in explaining the observed differences
between the WLQs and normal QSOs.

Key words: accretion, accretion disks – galaxies: active – galaxies: nuclei – quasars: emission lines – quasars: general - quasars:
supermassive black holes

1 INTRODUCTION

Variability of flux density is a key attribute of all Active Galactic
Nuclei (AGN) including QSOs. It is an effective tool to probe their
spatially unresolved central engines. In the case of radio-loud AGNs,
particularly blazars, the optical variability is predominantly associ-
ated with the (Doppler boosted) relativistic jet (e.g., see Wagner &
Witzel 1995; Blandford et al. 2019). On the other hand, radio-quiet
AGNs exhibit milder optical variability on all time scales, which is
often thought to arise from perturbations/instabilities in the accre-
tion disk that feeds the central supermassive black hole (SMBH) (e.g.
Ulrich et al. 1997; Siemiginowska & Elvis 1997; Kelly et al. 2009;
Bauer et al. 2009), although a weak jet may also be contributing to
the variability (e.g., see Blundell & Rawlings 2001; Gopal-Krishna
et al. 2003; Stalin et al. 2004; Barvainis et al. 2005; Czerny et al.
2008). Among the various radio-loud sub-classes of AGNs, BL Lac
objects, which are characterized by an essentially featureless opti-
cal/UV spectrum, show strong flux variability on time scales ranging
from minutes to years (e.g., see Gopal-Krishna & Wiita 2018, and
references therein). Curiously, this property is not shared by a special
subclass of radio-quiet AGNs, called ‘Weak Line quasars’ (WLQs),
although they too lack strong emission lines in the UV/optical spec-
trum (the dividing line is conventionally set at the rest-frame equiv-
alent width EW𝑟 < 15 Å for Ly𝛼+ N v emission lines). For this
and other reasons, WLQs have remained an enigma for the past few
decades (e.g., see Fan et al. 2006; Anderson et al. 2007; Plotkin et al.
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2010; Wu et al. 2011; Meusinger & Balafkan 2014; Shemmer &
Lieber 2015; Ni et al. 2018). In fact, even the possibility has been
considered that WLQs might be the elusive radio-quiet analogs of
BL Lacs (e.g., see Fan et al. 1999; Shemmer et al. 2009; Plotkin et al.
2010). However, the generally negative searches for strong intranight
optical variability (INOV) disfavor this proposal (e.g., see Gopal-
Krishna et al. 2013; Chand et al. 2014; Kumar et al. 2015; Kumar
et al. 2016), so also their observed low degree of optical polarisation,
𝑝 < 3% (e.g., see Smith et al. 2007; Diamond-Stanic et al. 2009;
Heidt & Nilsson 2011; Kumar et al. 2018). All this reinforces the
notion that WLQs are an intriguing, extreme subset of the normal
QSO population, although the relationship between the two remains
rather obscure.

Proposed explanations for the weak emission lines of WLQs in-
clude (i) a soft ionizing continuum leading to the emission deficit
from the broad-line region (BLR) (Leighly et al. 2007; Laor & Davis
2011; Wu et al. 2011; Luo et al. 2015). Such scenario also includes a
geometrically thick accretion disk due to super-Eddington accretion,
which creates a gaseous shield around the central continuum source,
capable of inhibiting photo-ionization of the BLR clouds (e.g., see
Ni et al. 2018; Paul et al. 2022, and references therein). and (ii) an
anemic, unusual BLR in WLQs (Diamond-Stanic et al. 2009; Shem-
mer et al. 2010; Nikołajuk & Walter 2012), perhaps due to their
representing an early evolutionary phase of quasars so that the ac-
cretion disk is relatively recently established (e.g., see Hryniewicz
et al. 2010; Liu & Zhang 2011; Meusinger & Balafkan 2014) and the
BLR region is still underdeveloped (e.g., see Hryniewicz et al. 2010;
Andika et al. 2020; Kumar et al. 2023). It is clear that the prospects
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2 Kumar et al.

of resolving the puzzle of WLQs rest substantially on comparing
them with normal QSOs in terms of additional observables. Optical
variability on different time scales is one such observable. Compar-
ison of their optical variability on hour-like time scales has been
presented in a series of papers (e.g., see Gopal-Krishna et al. 2013;
Chand et al. 2014; Kumar et al. 2015; Kumar et al. 2016). How-
ever, for both normal QSO and their WLQ subset, such rapid optical
variability does not stand out well above the typically achieved de-
tection threshold of 1-2% (unlike blazars), precluding a quantitative
comparison of the two. An alternative is to extend the comparison
to much longer (month/year-like) time scales, which is now possible,
thanks to the availability of long-term optical light-curves of high
sensitivity and cadence, from the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF
survey1 Bellm et al. 2018). The ZTF survey scans the northern sky
in g, r and i bands, using a 48-inch Schmidt telescope stationed at
Mount Palomar and is equipped with a 47 sq. deg wide-field imager.
This database has motivated the present study. Section 2 describes
our sample selection for WLQs and the control sample of normal
QSOs. In Section 3, we describe the analysis procedure, followed by
presentation of the results and a brief discussion in Section 4. The
last section summarises our main conclusions. Throughout, we have
assumed the flat Universe with H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, Ω𝑚 = 0.3
and ΩΛ= 0.7.

2 THE WLQ SAMPLE

Our sample is derived from the compilation of 90 bona fide WLQs
used in Kumar et al. (2023, hereafter KCJ23), which, in turn, was
derived from a parent sample of 108 WLQs based on the compilations
by Plotkin et al. (2010) and Meusinger & Balafkan (2014), after
excluding sources showing a galaxy-like spectrum, or a significant
proper motion (for detail, see KCJ23). This sample was supplemented
with 13 WLQs from Luo et al. (2015), 14 WLQs from Ni et al.
(2018), and 1 WLQ from Meusinger & Scholz (2022) (the remaining
WLQs listed in these publications are already included in the above-
mentioned set of 108 WLQs). This sample containing 118 WLQs was
then checked for radio loudness, by estimating the radio-loudness
parameter R2 for each WLQ after cross-matching it to within 5" with
the 1.4 GHz catalogues from the Faint Images of the Radio Sky at
Twenty-cm (FIRST; Becker et al. (1995). We found 7 of the WLQs
to have R > 10 and discarding these radio-loud cases reduced the
sample to 111 WLQs. Moreover, we intended to perform the Structure
Function (SF) analysis for both g and r bands, and the requirement of
availability of the ZTF-DR22 light-curves for both these bands was
satisfied by only 88 of the WLQs. In order to compare these 88 WLQs
with normal QSOs in terms of optical variability, we next assembled
from the SDSS DR14 quasar catalog (Pâris et al. 2018), a preliminary
‘control sample’ of normal QSOs matched in the redshift-magnitude
plane, allowing tolerances of 0.01 in redshift and 0.6-mag in the 𝑟-
band apparent magnitude. For each WLQ, these tolerances allowed
selection of 10 normal QSOs into the control sample, except for 12
WLQs having very low or very high redshifts (𝑧 < 0.06, or> 3.5). The
required exclusion of these 12 WLQs led to our final sample of 76
WLQs and the corresponding control sample comprising 10 normal
QSOs for each WLQ. A total of 102 out of these 760 normal QSOs

1 https://www.ztf.caltech.edu
2 Radio loudness (R) of a QSO is usually characterised in terms of the ratio
of its flux densities at 5 GHz and at 2500 Å in the rest frame, R being >

10 and < 10 for radio-loud and radio-quiet quasars, respectively (e.g., see
Kellermann et al. 1989).
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Figure 1. The kernel smooth probability distribution function (PDF) of the
variability amplitude (𝜓) for the 𝑟-band (upper panel) and 𝑔-band (lower
panel) light-curves of the WLQ sample (blue solid line) and the matched
control sample of normal QSOs (red dashed line). The median values of 𝜓

are also shown. The distributions of 𝜓 in the 𝑔-band and 𝑟-band among
the WLQs and the normal QSOs are significantly different, with the KS-test
P𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 of 2.68× 10−15 and 4.34× 10−14, respectively.

had to be discarded as their ZTF 𝑔- and 𝑟-band light-curves failed
to meet our selection criterion of minimum of 100 data points per
light-curve (which was also followed for our WLQ sample selection)
and another 55 QSOs had to be excluded for being radio-loud (R >

10). Thus, we were finally left with a control sample of 603 normal
QSO, for our sample of 76 WLQs (see Table A1).

3 ANALYSIS

We have used the ZTF light-curves to determine the distributions of
variability amplitude (𝜓) for our WLQ sample and the control sample
of normal QSOs. For each light-curve, 𝜓 was computed using the
relation (Heidt & Wagner 1996):

𝜓 =

√︃
(𝐴𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝐴𝑚𝑖𝑛)2 − 2𝜎2 (1)

Here 𝜎2 =< 𝜎2
𝑖
>, with 𝜎𝑖 being the rms photometric uncertainty

for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ data point in the light-curve. 𝐴𝑚𝑎𝑥 and 𝐴𝑚𝑖𝑛 are, respec-
tively, the maximum and minimum amplitudes in the light-curve.
The distributions of 𝜓 for the two optical bands are shown in Fig. 1
for the WLQ sample and the control sample of normal QSOs. The
corresponding median values of 𝜓 are 0.35±0.03 & 0.62±0.01 for
the 𝑟-band, respectively and 0.40±0.04 & 0.72±0.01 for the 𝑔-band.
Thus, based on the ZTF light-curves spanning ∼ 6 years, it is evident
that, compared to normal QSOs, WLQs exhibit significantly milder
variability, in both bands. Furthermore, variability amplitude appears
to be greater in the 𝑔-band, consistent with the well-known trend for
the optical variability of AGN to increase towards higher frequen-
cies (Hawkins 2002; Wilhite et al. 2008; Sun et al. 2014). Below,
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Optical continuum variability of WLQs 3

we present Structure-Function analysis to investigate the time scales
associated with the weaker optical variability of WLQs, compared
to normal QSOs.

The Structure Function quantifies variability in a data sequence
by measuring the magnitude difference between two observations
in a light curve, separated by a chosen time lag, Δ𝑡, defined in the
emitter’s rest-frame. The strength of SF analysis lies in the mutual
independence of the different bins of Δ𝑡 (e.g., de Vries et al. 2005;
De Cicco et al. 2022). Such a statistical approach can be readily
applied to a large sample of objects, for quantitatively estimating
their ‘ensemble’ variability over a range of (intrinsic) time scales.
Various definitions of SF exist in the literature (e.g., Hawkins 2002;
de Vries et al. 2005; Meusinger et al. 2011; Graham et al. 2014;
Kozłowski 2017). Here, we shall compute the modified SF, defined
as (Di Clemente et al. (1995)):

𝑆𝐹 (Δ𝑡) =
√︂
𝜋

2
⟨|𝑚(𝑡 + Δ𝑡) − 𝑚(𝑡) |⟩2 − ⟨𝜎2⟩ (2)

Here, 𝑚(𝑡) and 𝑚(𝑡 + Δ𝑡) are the apparent magnitudes at times 𝑡
and 𝑡 + Δ𝑡 within a QSO light-curve, with t defined in the QSO’s
rest-frame. The term ⟨|𝑚(𝑡 + Δ𝑡) − 𝑚(𝑡) |⟩ represents the average of
the absolute values of the magnitude differences for all pairs of data
points in the entire set of light-curves of a QSO sample, where each
pair is separated by a chosen time lag Δ𝑡 defined in the rest-frame of
the corresponding QSO. The error 𝜎 on the magnitude difference for
a pair is the square root of the quadratic sum of the rms errors of the
two magnitude values (assuming a Gaussian-error distribution). The
term ⟨𝜎2⟩ represents the average of 𝜎2, taken over all the pairs in the
chosen bin of rest-frame time lag Δ𝑡. The factor 𝜋

2 accounts for the
assumption that both intrinsic variability and the noise on individual
data points follow Gaussian distributions (Wilhite et al. 2008). The
statistical uncertainty for each point of the computed ‘ensemble’ SF
is estimated by properly propagating the computed errors on the
magnitude differences for all the pairs within the respective bin of
Δ𝑡. The derived ensemble SFs for our WLQ sample and for the
control sample of normal QSOs (both radio-quiet) are displayed
in Fig. 2a and 2b, for the 𝑟−band and 𝑔−band light-curves. Note
that the error bars on the symbols plotted are smaller than their
sizes. As an independent check on these ZTF-based ensemble SFs,
we have repeated the SF computation using the light-curves taken
from the Catalina Real-Time Transient Survey (CRTS) (Drake et al.
2009). Note that only 69 out of the 76 WLQs in our ZTF sample
fall within the CRTS region. Also, with a limiting magnitude V ∼
20 in a single exposure, CRTS is less sensitive compared to the ZTF
survey for which the limiting magnitude is ∼ 21 (𝑔−band). To make
an allowance for this, we have reset the magnitude limit at 1-mag
brighter level, for defining the WLQ sample from the CRTS. The
sample size available for computing the SF thus got reduced to 51
WLQs (all radio-quiet). Fig. 3 shows the SF (V-band) computed for
this WLQ sample, together with the SF (V-band) computed for its
control sample which consists of 361 normal (radio-quiet) QSOs,
selected in the same manner as for our ZTF-based analysis.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Fig. 2a, 2b and Fig. 3 display the most salient and statistically robust
findings from the present work based on the ZTF and CRTS surveys.
The computed ensemble SFs for the light-curves drawn from these
two surveys consistently show that on month/year-like time scales,
WLQs exhibit systematically milder optical variability, compared to
normal QSOs (recall that the members of both the WLQ sample and
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Figure 2a. The computed ensemble Structure Function (SF) for the WLQ
sample (orange) and for the control sample of normal QSOs (blue), derived
using their ZTF 𝑟-band light-curves. The error bar on each plotted symbol is
smaller than the symbol size. The two insets compare the computed SFs in
𝑔-band and 𝑟-band for the WLQs and normal QSOs.
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Figure 2b. The computed ensemble Structure-function (SF) for the WLQ
sample (orange) and for the control sample of normal QSOs (blue), derived
using their ZTF 𝑔-band light-curves. The error bar on each plotted symbol is
smaller than the symbol size.

the control sample of normal QSOs are radio-quiet, minimizing any
contamination from jet-related optical continuum). The ensemble
variability amplitudes for the two QSO types are thus found to differ
typically by a factor of ∼ 1.76±0.05, for the month/year-like time
scales probed here. Although a hint for such a difference was present
in an earlier study, based on a much smaller sample of WLQs with
their CRTS (V-band) light-curves then available for just a 3-year
time-span (see Kumar et al. 2018), the difference between the optical
variability levels of WLQs and normal QSOs is recognized, for the
first time, in the present study.

The slopes of the SFs (ZTF) of the WLQs and of their control
sample of normal QSOs have been determined by straight-line fit-
ting to the SFs on the log-log scale. This gave power-law slopes of
0.55±0.05 & 0.41±0.04 in the 𝑟-band and 0.51±0.06 & 0.34±0.04
in the 𝑔-band, for the WLQs and normal QSOs, respectively (Fig.
2a, 2b). The corresponding slopes for the SF (CTRS) are found to be
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Figure 3. The computed ensemble Structure-function (SF) for the sample
of 51 WLQs (orange) and for the control sample 361 normal QSOs (blue),
based on the V-band light-curves taken from the CRTS survey. The error bar
on each point is smaller than the symbol size.

0.41±0.06 and 0.18±0.01, respectively (Fig. 3). These estimates are
broadly consistent with the power-law slopes of 0.36 ± 0.01 (Bauer
et al. 2009) and 0.246±0.008 (Vanden Berk et al. 2004), estimated for
normal QSOs. Note that a SF slope of ∼ 0.44 has been theoretically
predicted for the accretion disk instability model of flux variability
(Hawkins 2002).

It is relevant to consider the possibility that in our redshift and
𝑟-band magnitude matching (see Sect. 2), the flux contributed by any
emission line falling within the 𝑟-band, depending on source redshift,
would be expectedly higher for normal QSOs in comparison to the
WLQs which have distinctly weak or absent emission lines. As a
result, the control sample would be systematically less luminous
than the WLQ sample, in terms of (line-less) continuum luminosity.
Now, the net contribution of the emission lines in a standard QSO
spectrum at some reference redshift, to the observed photometric
band would vary as the spectrum sweeps past the band with changing
redshift. This variation is reflected in the published 𝐾-correction
values (defined as 𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑐 = 𝑚𝑜𝑏𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑑 − 𝐾 (𝑧)), which also
include the redshift-dependent differential contribution coming from
the underlying continuum falling within the observed photometric
band. Thus, the maximum range observed in the𝐾 (𝑧) values amounts
to an upper limit to the flux contributed by any emission lines falling
within the observed photometric band. Therefore, for a conservative
estimate of the expected emission-line contribution to the observed
luminosity we draw a histogram of the K-correction values for a
normal QSO (Table 4 of Richards et al. 2006), covering the range
0.5 < 𝑧 < 3.5 which essentially overlaps the 𝑧-range for our control
sample of normal QSOs.

As seen from Fig. A2, the range spanned by the K-correction values
(−0.4-mag to +0.2-mag) amounts to a maximum change Δ𝑚 = 0.6-
mag 3, implying that emission lines could have brightened the normal
QSO (having strong emission lines) by at most 0.6-mag, vis-à-vis the
WLQ. Thus, the optical continuum luminosity of our WLQs sample
could be systematically higher than the value for the QSO control
sample, by a factor of 1.7, at the most. Could this luminosity mismatch
account for the milder optical variability observed for the WLQs, as

3 The K-corrections given by these authors are actually for the 𝑖−band, but
the 0.6-magnitude range should be a fairly good approximation for the 𝑟-band.

compared to the normal QSOs, given that optical variability is known
to anti-correlate with optical luminosity (e.g., MacLeod et al. 2010;
Caplar et al. 2017; Laurenti et al. 2020)? To check this we use the
analytical fit to the anti-correlation (Eq. 9 of Laurenti et al. 2020),
from which it follows that in order to account for the 1.76±0.05
times milder variability of the WLQs (see above), the WLQ sample
would have to be systematically ∼ 20 times more luminous in the
optical than the control sample of normal QSOs. This requirement
is an order-of-magnitude larger than the estimated maximum bright-
ening of a normal QSO, at any 𝑧 within the range considered here,
due to the contribution from emission-lines within the 𝑟-band (see
above). Therefore, the distinctly milder optical variability of WLQs,
as found here, is extremely unlikely to be an artifact resulting from
the inability to remove the emission-line contribution from the pub-
lished magnitudes of each QSO, particularly the normal QSOs which
constitute the control sample.

Furthermore, at least qualitatively, the observed milder optical
variability of the WLQs (which are thought to be accreting at a
higher Eddington rate, see Sect. 1), seems consistent with the ob-
served anti-correlation between optical variability and (dimension-
less) accretion rate (Lu et al. 2019). From a theoretical perspective,
it is tempting to explore the possibility of a common physical cause
underlying the abnormally weak broad emission-lines in WLQs and
their milder optical continuum variability, in comparison to the gen-
eral QSO population. Conceivably, both these exceptionalities of
WLQs, as found here, may be traceable to the physical conditions
near the inner edge of the dusty torus which not only feeds the accre-
tion disk, but also whose part that extends inside the dust sublimation
radius can be identified as the BLR clouds (Antonucci 2023). For
a given amount of material flowing from the torus into the BLR,
if the degree of clumpiness is higher (e.g., see Wang et al. 2017),
the broad-line emissivity would clearly be enhanced. At the same
time, the optical continuum which arises mainly from the accretion
disk, may also exhibit stronger variability. The latter expectation
derives from the theoretical model according to which a (variable)
optical/UV light-curve arises mainly from cascades of expanding
optically-thick shocks between colliding clumps of matter flowing
in the accretion disk (Türler 2005; Ishibashi & Courvoisier 2009). 4

Conversely, if the material flowing inward from the inner edge (i.e.,
the dust sublimation radius) of the torus is more homogenous (i.e.,
less clumpy), one would expect not only a weaker line emission from
the BLR, the defining characteristic of WLQs, but also a less variable
optical continuum from the accretion disk, as indeed found here us-
ing the extensive sets of well-sampled optical light-curves. It would
be interesting to explore in detail this simplified proposal in order to
visualize the physical process underlying the WLQ phenomenon.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In an attempt to find additional observational clues for understand-
ing the various peculiarities exhibited by ‘weak-line QSOs’ (WLQs)
in the optical/UV/X-ray bands, we have found a new observational
differentiator between WLQs and normal QSOs, namely the op-
tical variability on month/year-like time scales. We assembled a

4 This AGN accretion disk model, an alternative to the standard ‘geomet-
rically thin, optically thick accretion disk’ paradigm, was inspired by the
observed quasi-simultaneity of the variable optical and UV light-curves (e.g.,
see Courvoisier & Clavel 1991; Collin-Souffrin 1991; Alloin et al. 1985), as
well as the independent argument by Antonucci et al. (1989) based on the
optical polarisation vector of jetted AGN.
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well-defined sample of 76 WLQs and a control sample of 603 nor-
mal QSOs (both radio-quiet), via matching the two in the redshift-
magnitude plane. Using the 𝑔− and 𝑟-band light-curves for these
two samples, recorded in the recently concluded major optical sur-
vey ZTF with a typical cadence of 3 days, we have shown that as
a class, WLQs exhibit distinctly milder optical variability, as com-
pared to the normal QSOs, on month/year-like time scales. Based
on a Structure-Function analysis of the ZTF light-curves for these
two matched samples of QSOs, the ‘ensemble’ optical variability of
WLQs is estimated to be typically lower by a factor of ∼ 1.7 in ampli-
tude, on month/year-like time scales. An independent confirmation
to this finding has come from the use of the V-band light-curves for
a well-defined sample of 51 WLQs and its control sample of 362
normal QSOs, taken from the CRTS survey database. This result has
motivated a simplified, basic scenario linking the abnormal weak-
ness of the broad emission lines of WLQs and their milder optical
flux variability (compared to normal QSOs), to a common physical
cause, namely the clumpiness of the torus material accreting into the
central engine and its immediate environment. Further exploration
of this newly found observational clue to the WLQ phenomenon, can
be expected to play a significant role in understanding the working
of this intriguing subclass of Active Galactic Nuclei.
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Figure A1. The normalized distribution of redshift as well as the 𝑟-band
magnitude for the present sample of 76 WLQs and the control sample con-
sisting of 603 normal QSOs matched in redshift and 𝑟-band magnitude (Sect.
2). The solid red line represents the WLQ sample whereas the dashed blue
line represents the control sample of normal QSOs. The samples of WLQs
and normal QSOs are statistically indistinguishable in terms of both redshift
and 𝑟-band magnitude, with KS-test P𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 of 0.98 and 0.95 respectively.
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Figure A2. The distribution of K-Correction factor for the QSOs taken from
Table 4 of Richards et al. (2006) within the redshift range of 0.5<z<3.5.

Table A1. Basic parameters of the 76 WLQs in our sample.

Source Name RA DEC z 𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑔

(Degree) (Degree) (SDSS)

J001444.03−000018.5 3.68 −0.005 1.55 18.22±0.02

J001514.88−103043.6 3.81 −10.51 1.17 19.60±0.02

J005713.01+004205.7 14.304 0.702 1.54 19.88±0.02

— — — — —

Note: The entire table is available in online version. Only a portion of this
table is shown here to display its form and content.

Table A2. Basic parameters of the 603 QSOs in the control sample.

Source Name RA DEC z 𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑔

(Degree) (Degree) (SDSS)

J000139.21+204000.2 0.413 20.666 1.542 18.19±0.02

J000155.68−073508.6 0.482 −7.5857 2.756 19.54±0.02

J001223.31−010922.7 3.097 −1.156 1.4305 19.47±0.03

— — — — —

Note: The entire table is available in online version. Only a portion of this
table is shown here to display its form and content.
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