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ABSTRACT

While radio emission in quasars can be contributed to by a variety of processes (involving star forming
regions, accretion disk coronas and winds, and jets), the powering of the radio loudest quasars must
involve very strong jets, presumably launched by the Blandford-Znajek mechanism incorporating the
magnetically arrested disk (MAD) scenario. We focus on the latter and investigate the dependence
of their fraction on redshift. We also examine the dependence of the radio-loud fraction (RLF) on
BH mass (Mpg) and Eddington ratio (Agqq) while excluding the redshift bias by narrowing its range.
In both these investigations we remove the bias associated with: (1) the diversity of source selection
by constructing two well-defined, homogeneous samples of quasars (first within 0.7 < z < 1.9, second
within 0.5 < z < 0.7); (2) a strong drop in the RLF of quasars at smaller BH masses by choosing those
with BH masses larger than 10%:°M,. We confirm some previous results showing the increase in the
fraction of radio-loud quasars with cosmic time and that this trend can be even steeper if we account
for the bias introduced by the dependence of the RLF on BH mass whereas the bias introduced by the
dependence of the RLF on Eddington ratio is shown to be negligible. Assuming that quasar activities
are triggered by galaxy mergers we argue that such an increase can result from the slower drop with
cosmic time of mixed mergers than of wet mergers.

Keywords: Radio active galactic nuclei — Quasars — Radio jets — Non-thermal radiation sources

1. INTRODUCTION

As recent studies suggest, the quasi-steady produc-
tion of strong, relativistic jets in certain quasars over
107 — 108 years (e.g. Bird et al. 2008), with some jet
powers approaching their accretion power (van Velzen
& Falcke 2013; Rusinek et al. 2017; Inoue et al. 2017),
may require the formation of magnetically arrested disks
(MADs). Their formation takes place if the net accumu-
lated magnetic flux exceeds the maximal amount which
can be confined on the black hole by the accretion flow
(Bisnovatyi-Kogan & Ruzmaikin 1976; Narayan et al.
2003; Igumenshchev 2008; McKinney et al. 2012). How-
ever, the proposed scenarios which build up MADs and
explain why they occur in only a fraction of quasars re-
main in the realm of speculation. Their uncertainties
are mainly associated with our poor knowledge about
the magnetic properties (intensities, topology, and diffu-
sivity) of accretion flows and their dependence on initial
conditions which trigger quasar activity (see e.g. Begel-
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man 1995; Beckwith et al. 2008). The most widely ac-
cepted scenarios include:

(A) the possibility of building-up the MAD by the ad-
vection of the poloidal magnetic fields by accre-
tion flows (Lubow et al. 1994; Spruit & Uzdensky
2005; Bisnovatyi-Kogan & Lovelace 2007; Roth-
stein & Lovelace 2008; Beckwith et al. 2009; Guilet
& Ogilvie 2012, 2013; Cao 2016; Cao & Lai 2019);

(B) the formation of the MAD in situ, e.g., via the
"cosmic battery” (Contopoulos & Kazanas 1998;
Koutsantoniou & Contopoulos 2014);

(C) the survival of the MAD, formed during the thick,
hot, very low accretion rate phase, during the tran-
sition of to the quasar phase (Sikora et al. 2013;
Sikora & Begelman 2013).

Observationally, one can try to confront the above
scenarios by studying: the differences between multi-
band spectra of radio-loud (RL) and radio-quiet (RQ)
quasars; the differences between properties of their hosts
and environments; and the dependence of the radio-loud
fraction (RLF) of quasars on redshift.
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The most striking result of comparing the radiative
properties of quasars is that the spectral energy distri-
butions (SEDs) of RL and RQ quasars are very similar
(e.g. Elvis et al. 1994; Richards et al. 2006; de Vries et al.
2006; Shang et al. 2011; Shankar et al. 2016). Statisti-
cally significant differences are noticed only in the X-ray
bands. In particular, RLQs are found to be on average
X-ray louder and with X-ray spectra harder than RQQs.
Whilst the X-ray hardness may result from the depen-
dence of the X-ray spectra slopes on the Eddington ra-
tio and the lower average Eddington ratio of RL quasars
than of RQ quasars, the difference in the X-ray loudness
requires something else. Assuming that the production
of X-rays is powered by reconnection of magnetic fields
in accretion disk coronas (Beloborodov 2017; Sironi &
Beloborodov 2020), the efficiency of X-ray production
in the vicinity of the BH is likely to be differentiated by
the presence/absence of the MAD. Obviously, structures
of the innermost portions of accretion flows also depend
on values of BH spin. However, noting that many radio-
quiet AGNs have very large spins (Reynolds 2019, and
refs. therein), the precise value of the spin is not ex-
pected to be directly correlated with the X-ray produc-
tion efficiency. Hence, the similarity of SEDs between
RL and RQ quasars for similar Eddington ratios, BH
masses, and spins precludes the existence of MAD from
being dependent on the current accretion parameters.

Contrary to the radiative properties, severe differences
between RL and RQ quasars are established regarding
their hosts and environment, the main ones being:

(1) in opposition to RQ quasars which are found to be
hosted by both, elliptical (E) and spiral (Sp) galax-
ies, the vast majority of RL quasars are hosted by
giant ellipticals (gE; e.g. Floyd et al. 2010; Tad-
hunter 2016; Rusinek et al. 2020);

(2) the RL quasars are located in denser environments
and have on average much more massive dark
matter halos than RQ quasars (e.g. Mandelbaum
et al. 2009; Shen 2009; Donoso et al. 2010; Wyleza-
lek et al. 2013; Retana-Montenegro & Rottgering
2017).

Adopting the premise that the triggering of the high
accretion events represented by the quasar phenomenon
is associated with galactic mergers (e.g. Shen 2009;
Bessiere et al. 2012; Treister et al. 2012), one might ex-
pect that almost all radio-loud quasars and some frac-
tion of radio-quiet quasars are triggered by mergers of
massive elliptical galaxies with disk galaxies, while the
remaining RQ quasars formed from mergers of two disk
galaxies. Within this scheme the question remains what
decides the quasar radio loudness following the merger

of a massive elliptical galaxy with a disk galaxy. As was
argued by Rusinek et al. (2020), this can be explained by
involving the “cosmic-battery” scenario of MAD forma-
tion, provided the merger leads to a BH system which is
either corotating, or counterrotating while satisfying the
stability criterion derived by King et al. (2005). How-
ever such a duality can be achieved also within the 'C’
scenario, because not all MADs formed during the ge-
ometrically thick, hot, very low accretion rate phase of
MAD can survive the transition of the object to the
quasar phase (see Figure 5 in Rusinek et al. 2017).

The possible dependency of MAD formation on the
type of galaxy mergers can be verified by comparing
the cosmic history of different types of mergers with the
dependence of RLF of quasars on redshift. As semi-
analytical models indicate (IKKhochfar & Burkert 2003)
and observations support (Lin et al. 2008), the frac-
tion of E-Sp mergers decreases with increasing redshift,
while the fraction of Sp-Sp mergers increases with red-
shift. Then, noting that the dominant fraction of RQ
quasars is presumably triggered by the Sp-Sp mergers,
while the vast majority of RL quasars — by E-Sp merg-
ers, one might expect to have RLF decreasing with red-
shift. Unfortunately the results of studies on such a de-
pendence performed in the past often conflict with each
other (see e.g. Stern et al. 2000; Jiang et al. 2007; Sin-
gal et al. 2011, 2013; Kratzer & Richards 2015). The
reasons for this are biases associated with the radio and
optical flux limits which work differently for differently
selected samples and the choice of the demarcation value
of the radio loudness parameter used to divide quasars
into radio-loud and radio-quiet catagories.

In order to minimize the effects of the aforementioned
biases, we adopt the following strategy:

— we study the dependence of the RLF on redshift
for quasars selected from the sample analyzed by
Giwrkan et al. (2019), distinguishing three sub-
samples, altogether covering a redshift range of
0.7 < z < 1.9 (see Section 2);

— we investigate the dependence of the RLF on BH
mass and Eddington ratio for a well-defined, ho-
mogeneous, and redshift-narrowed (z ~ 0.6, thus
excluding the dependence of the RLF on the red-
shift) sample for quasars chosen from the catalog
of Shen et al. (2011, see Section 3);

— we define the RLF as the ratio of RL to the total
number of sources where RL objects are classified
as those in which the radio emission is dominated
by the presence of strong jets — most likely pro-
duced within the MAD scenario;
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— we choose in the above samples sources with BH
masses larger than 10%-5M in order to avoid bi-
ases associated with a large drop in the fraction of
RLQ at smaller BH masses.

The possible theoretical interpretations of the anticor-
relation of the RLF with redshift, the dependence of the
RLF on BH mass, Mgy, and lack thereof with regards
to Eddington ratio, Agqq, that we found are discussed
in Section 4 (such a dependence is observed for QSOs
with Agqq < 0.01 and is caused by the decrease of the
radiative efficiency of the accretion flows at such low Ed-
dington ratios, Sikora et al. 2007). The main results of
our work are summarized in Section 5.

Throughout the paper we assume a ACDM cosmology
with Hy = 70kms~! Mpc ™", Q,,, = 0.3, and Qx = 0.70.

2. THE DEPENDENCE OF RADIO-LOUD
FRACTION OF QUASARS ON REDSHIFT

With a focus on performing a study of the radio-loud
fraction of quasars on redshift, we decide to use sources
from Giirkan et al. (2019) who collected 49 925 opti-
cally selected quasars for detailed radio analysis. The
authors made use of the sensitive and high-resolution
low-frequency radio data, for which the extended ra-
dio structures of an AGN (lobes, plumes, etc.) domi-
nate the radio emission with the Doppler boosting being
minimized. Together with the wide range of redshifts,
BH masses, and Eddington ratios that the objects an-
alyzed by Giirkan et al. (2019) cover (see Table 3 and
Figure 8 therein), their sample enabled us to construct
a well-controlled, homogeneous population, a thorough
description of which is given below.

Objects analyzed by Giirkan et al. (2019) are chosen
from the SDSS-IV DR 14 quasar catalog (DR14Q). Com-
piled from the extended Baryon Oscillation Spectro-
scopic Survey (eBOSS) of SDSS IV by Paris et al. (2018)
and based on works of Myers et al. (2015) and Blan-
ton et al. (2017), DR14Q contains 526 356 quasars and
provides redshifts, photometry in five bands, and infor-
mation about broad absorption line quasars as well as,
when available, multi-wavelength matching with large-
area surveys.

Giirkan et al. (2019) focused on quasars from
the Hobby-Eberly Telescope Dark Energy Experiment
(HETDEX, Hill et al. 2008) Spring field and Herschel-
Astrophysical Terahertz Large Area Survey/North
Galactic Pole (H-ATLAS/NGP, Hardcastle et al. 2016)
region for which data obtained by Low Frequency Ar-
ray (LOFAR, van Haarlem et al. 2013) as a part of the
LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey (LoTSS, Shimwell et al.
2017) are accessible. The advantage of using LoTSS re-
lates to its high sensitivity (~ 100 wJy) which combined

with a resolution of 6 arcsec and the low frequency it has
been conducted at, 120 — 168 MHz, allows for the de-
tection of the extended emission often missed at higher
frequencies, at which most of the commonly used radio
surveys have been carried out (including the Faint Im-
ages of the Radio Sky at Twenty-cm catalog which we
used, see Section 3.1.3). Thereby, the sample analyzed
by Giirkan et al. (2019) is the largest set of optically
selected quasars detected at 144 MHz to date.

Based on the availability and the character of the LO-
FAR data, Giirkan et al. (2019) divide their quasars into
those with and without radio detections, distinguish-
ing compact and extended objects among the former.
Unfortunately we cannot use their classification for our
analysis, as this information is not provided elsewhere
than within the figures presented in their work. From
their Figure 4 which shows the radio loudness distribu-
tion, with the radio loudness parameter being the ra-
tio of monochromatic luminosities at 144 MHz, L,,,,,
to SDSS ié-band, L,,, in a logarithmic scale, we can
see that while all radio-loud objects (corresponding to
those with L,,,,/L,, > 10%, in accordance to the di-
vision introduced by Kellermann et al. 1989, see Ap-
pendix A) have direct radio measurements, a signifi-
cant fraction of radio-intermediate (RI, with values of
102 < L,,,,/L,, < 10%) ones lack those. Furthermore,
one can note that sources with extended radio emission,
albeit representing about 5% of all detected objects (865
out of 16 259), occupy quite a wide range of radio loud-
ness values, from 1 up to 10%.

While selecting quasars from the sample of Giirkan
et al. (2019) we decided on a redshift limit of 0.7 < z <
1.9 and a BH mass cutoff of My > 108°Ms. The
first criterion provided us with a sufficiently large sam-
ple size (at lower redshifts the number of sources drops
significantly) over a wide enough range of redshifts to
perform our study and, more importantly, was chosen
so that it coincides with uniform calculations of BH
masses and bolometric luminosities, L1, which, within
the given redshift range, are estimated from the MgII
line and monochromatic luminosity at 3000 A (values of
Mgy and Aggqq were taken from Shen et al. 2011, and
Koztowski 2017)!. The second constraint, as already ex-
plained, gives possibly the largest ratio of radio-loud to

! Even though we rejected sources with different estimations of
Mpy and Ly than mentioned here, we note that the calcula-
tions made by Shen et al. (2011) and Koztowski (2017) may vary
slightly from each other. These discrepancies, however, do not
affect our further analysis as they are smaller than the reported
uncertainties of My and Ly, being ~ 0.06 vs. ~ 0.4 dex and
~ 0.01 vs. ~ 0.1 dex, respectively (see Kozlowski 2017 for more
details).
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Table 1. Comparison of the total numbers of sources and RL objects only, RLF values, median redshifts, BH masses, and
Eddington ratios for three samples selected from Giirkan et al. (2019).

Sample Ntotal NRL RLF zZ log MBH[M@} log S\Edd
0.7<z<11 2172 79 3.64% 0.93 8.79 —1.20
1.1<2<15 3210 85 2.65% 1.31 8.89 —0.96
1.5<2<19 379 73 1.92% 1.69 8.95 —0.88

total objects within the sample. Such a sample contains
9 177 quasars..

We further split our sample into three groups on the
basis of their redshift, 0.7 < z < 1.1, 1.1 < z < 1.5,
and 1.5 < z < 1.9, amounting to 2 172, 3 210, and 3
795 objects, respectively. The radio-loud fractions com-
puted for each of these populations were found to be
3.64%, 2.65%, and 1.92%, accordingly, clearly decreas-
ing with increasing redshift. The opposite happens with
the medians of BH mass and Eddington ratio, which
both increase with redshift?. The size of each sample,
number of RL objects, median redshifts, BH masses, and
Eddington ratios are provided in Table 1.

3. THE DEPENDENCE OF RADIO-LOUD
FRACTION OF QUASARS ON BH MASS AND
EDDINGTON RATIO

As the dependence of the radio-loud fraction of
quasars on redshift can be affected not only by the dis-
tinct cosmic history of triggers of radio-loud and radio-
quiet quasars but also by the dependence of the RLF on
the BH mass and the Eddington ratio and the correla-
tion of the median values of Mgy and Agqq with redshift
(see Table 1), we decide to investigate such a dependence
in more detail. However, to conduct such a study, the
analyzed sample of sources has to be chosen from a very
narrow range of redshift while being quite numerous,
especially regarding the ratio of radio-loud to total ob-
jects with as few sources lacking radio data among those
with the highest values of radio loudness as possible. For
these reasons the previously analyzed subsamples from
Giirkan et al. (2019) are not sufficient as their RLF is
rather small and it drops even further when subject to
narrower redshift ranges. Thus a new sample of quasars
located closer has been chosen — with a narrow range of
redshift of 0.5 < z < 0.7.

3.1. The Sample

3.1.1. Source Selection

The objects collected in our studied sample of quasars
at z ~ 0.6 are initially taken from the catalog of quasar
properties from Sloan Digital Sky Survey Data Release
7 (SDSS DRY) compiled by Shen et al. (2011) from
works of Schneider et al. (2010) and Abazajian et al.
(2009). Besides careful analysis of the continuum and
emission line measurements around the Hx, H3, MgII,
and CIV regions, the authors provide information about
radio properties, flags indicating quasars with broad ab-
sorption lines or disk emitters, and black hole masses.
We distinguish four main steps which lead to our final
sample (hereinafter: 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs): narrowing the
redshift range; checking whether BH masses and bolo-
metric luminosities (and with those — Eddington ratios)
are estimated in the same manner for all the objects;
limiting BH masses; and choosing sources in the foot-
print of Faint Images of the Radio Sky at Twenty-cm
(FIRST, Becker et al. 1995) catalog.

The catalog from Shen et al. (2011) gathers 105 783
quasars within a wide range of redshifts (from the very
nearby Universe up to z = 5.5). We selected from them
quasars enclosed within a narrow range of redshifts of
0.5 < z < 0.7% leaving us with 7 306 objects. Such a re-
straint provides the following advantages: (1) it mini-
mizes the redshift bias from the dependence of the RLF
on BH mass and Eddington ratio; and (2) the chosen
redshift range achieves a suitable trade-off between min-
imizing the biases stemming from the optical and radio
flux limits while avoiding a significant reduction in the
sample size.

The previous constraint already indicates homoge-
neous data that should be used for the estimation
of Mg and Agqq. We verify this information (Sec-
tion 3.1.2) and exclude quasars with measurements ob-
tained differently which reduces the sample size by 97
sources.

2 We checked that the trend was preserved while considering the
effect of the measurement uncertainties of Mgy and Ly, which
are typically about 0.4 and 0.1 dex, respectively. The uncer-
tainty of Agqq, being ~ 0.41 dex, was obtained as described in
Section 3.1.2.

3 The redshifts used in our work are taken, just as in Shen et al.
(2011), from the SDSS DRT quasar catalog (Schneider et al.
2010). These values do not differ significantly from the more ac-
curate data provided by Hewett & Wild (2010) and consequently
do not affect our final sample size and the obtained results.
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Table 2. Subsequent steps involved in constructing our 0.5 —
0.7 QSOs sample.

Number of objects Constraint

105 783 Sample from Shen et al. (2011)
7 306 Redshift cutoff of 0.5 < 2z < 0.7
7 209 Uniform calculation of Mgy and Agqq
3734 Limit of Mgy > 103° M
3 511 Objects within the FIRST footprint

In the next step, like in case of studied by us sample
from Giirkan et al. (2019), we limited the sample for
Mgy > 108'5M® which further restricts our sample to 3
734 objects.

Finally, as the subject of our research is to examine the
radio-loud fraction of quasars, we reject all the objects
which are located outside of the FIRST footprint. This
step sets the number of our final sample to 3 511 quasars.
The reason for choosing FIRST as our main source of
radio data and the way it was assigned to each quasar
is explained in Section 3.1.3.

Table 2 summarizes how each of the above-mentioned
steps contributed to the final size of the 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs
sample.

3.1.2. Black Hole Mass, Bolometric Luminosity, and
Eddington Ratio

As stated in Shen et al. (2011), the fiducial virial
black hole mass for quasars at z < 0.7 is estimated
from the broad HP line following the calibration pro-
vided by Vestergaard & Peterson (2006) while the bolo-
metric luminosity for those quasars is computed from
the monochromatic luminosity at 5100 A using the spec-
tral fits and bolometric corrections from Richards et al.
(2006). We examined whether the sources we collected
follow these two conditions and rejected those whose
Mgy and Ly are obtained from other measurements
assuring that all the calculations for our quasars are
alike.

The BH masses of objects in our sample have their
values within the range of 8.5 < log Mgy [Mg] < 10.3
with median of log Mgy [Mg] = 8.81. Uncertainties for
each BH mass estimate are typically o1og argy ~ 0.4 dex.

Because the bolometric luminosities provided by Shen
(2009) are overestimated by including the contribution
from infrared radiation (see Marconi et al. 2004 and foot-
note 19 in Shen et al. 2011) we reduce their bolometric
luminosities by one third accounting for this IR emis-
sion.

The values of Ly for objects in our sample are within
a range of 44.10 < log Lpe [ergs™!] < 47.09 with a

median of log Ly [ergs™!] = 45.54. The typical un-
certainty of the bolometric luminosity measurement is
Olog Lo ™ 0.1 dex.

At last we compute the Eddington ratio, Agqq =
L1/ Lgaq, finding its values enclosed within the range of
—3.30 < log Aggqq < —0.07 with a median of log S\Edd =
—1.39. The typical uncertainty of the Eddington ratio

. . _ 2 2 .
is estimated as Olog Agaq = \/alog My T Olog Ly, Which
gives ~ 0.41 when using the typical uncertainties men-

tioned above.

3.1.3. Radio Data

Even though the radio properties are included in Shen
et al. (2011), their procedure of assigning radio data is
not scrupulous enough with regard to the objective of
our study, being particularly biased against extensive
double structures. Due to this we carry out the match-
ing procedure following the strategy adopted by Rusinek
et al. (2020).

The radio catalog we used is FIRST, which was
designed to overlap with the area of SDSS. This
1.4 GHz sky survey is characterized by its high resolution
(5.4 arcsec) and its sensitivity down to 1 mJy™.

At first we conducted a search within a matching ra-
dius of 1’ of the optical position. For sources where
only one radio association was uncovered, if the radio
location was found to be within 5” of the optical posi-
tion, the match was confirmed and the object was desig-
nated as ‘compact’. Objects with multiple associations
were examined manually through visual inspection of
radio maps with sizes of 0.45deg x 0.45deg extracted
from FIRST®. If, from visual examination, it was de-
termined that the object was not compact, i.e. multiple
radio matches were found to be associated with the ob-
ject, then the source was classified as ’extended’. Among
them, we distinguish those in which a pair of lobes was
determined, referring to them as ’lobed’ (regardless of
the detection of the radio core). For quasars in which
much more extended, i.e. beyond 1’, radio morphologies
were noticed, the search for radio matches was gradually
increased by 1’ until the whole structure was identified.
The radio flux from each component was then summed
up for every extended source.

Sources with non detections were assigned an upper
limit of 1mJy corresponding to the detection limit of
FIRST.

4 Despite the fact that FIRST has about 10 times worse sensitiv-
ity than LoTSS, it is deep enough to proceed with our study
of quasars located at z ~ 0.6, for which radio structures above
~ 33 kpc are resolved.

5 http://sundog.stsci.edu/
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Figure 1. The top panel presents the radio loudness distri-
bution for our 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs sample. Sources with and
without radio detections are shown separately (in green and
grey, accordingly). Within radio detected objects we dis-
tinguish those with radio extended morphologies (hatched)
and those with morphologies that exhibit two clearly sep-
arated lobes (starred). The black dashed line marks the
value of log (L., ,/L.;) = 2.36 separating objects into RL
and RI&RQ), following the definition of radio loudness by
Kellermann et al. (1989). The characteristics of these ra-
dio morphologies are closely described in Section 3.1.3. The
bottom panel depicts the estimated cumulative distribution
function (black solid line) taking into acount left-censored
data points uing the Kaplan-Meier estimator for the survi-
cal function (Kaplan & Meier 1958). The light blue area
ilustrates the 95% confidence interval for the estimator.

Only 16% of 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs QSOs are radio detected
(546 out of 3 511) and 31% of those reveal extended radio
morphology (171 out of 546). The radio lobed objects
constitute 80% of the radio extended ones (136 out of
171)6.

3.2. Radio Loudness Distribution

In order to separate objects with powerful jets domi-
nating the radio emission from those in which this emis-

6 We note that our assignment and categorization of the FIRST ra-
dio data, despite being cautiuos, is more likely incomplete rather
than contaminated with false associations as we reject any ra-
dio matches with unconvincing linkage to the quasar which is
exactly the opposite to the approach of Shen et al. (2011) who
assigned all the nearby (i.e. located within their 30” matching
radius) associations as authentic.

Table 3. Radio morphologies and radio classes of all 0.5 —
0.7 QSOs. A detailed description is given in Sections 3.1.3
and 3.2.

Radio Class

Radio Morphology . R RQ Total
Extended 145 26 171

Detected (Lobed) (122) (14) (136)
Compact 88 160 127 375

Undetected 2 509 2454 2965
Total 235 695 2581 3511

Note. Lobed sources are a subgroup of extended ones.
Their exact counts, which are shown in brackets, are not
added to the total since they are already included in the
numbers for extended sources.

sion is contributed to mainly from other processes, we
use the radio loudness parameter and define it as the
ratio of monochromatic luminosities at 1.4 GHz, L,, ,,
to, similarly to Giirkan et al. (2019), SDSS ¢-band, L,,.
In Appendix A we present the general formula for the
conversion of the radio loudness parameter between var-
ious frequencies referring to the definition introduced by
Kellermann et al. (1989).

The radio loudness distribution of our 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs
is presented in top panel of the Figure 1. Its val-
ues spread over four orders of magnitude, —0.31 <
log (Ly, ,/Ly,) < 4.75, with its peak at log (L, ,/Ly,) ~
1.2 which, as one can see, is strongly dominated by the
radio undetected sources which constitute the vast ma-
jority of the whole sample. On the other hand, the radio
detected sources are much more evenly distributed over
the whole range of radio loudness with the median be-
ing about ten times higher than for the radio undetected
ones (144.41 and 13.87, accordingly).

The bottom panel of the Figure 1 shows the Kaplan-
Meier estimator for the cumulative distribution func-
tion (CDF), F, which takes into account the upper
limits used for the radio-undetected sources (Kaplan &
Meier 1958). The estimator was computed using the
python package 1ifelines (Davidson-Pilon 2019) to es-
imate the survival function S’KM =1—F. The upper
panel might suggest that there are almost no sources
with log(L,, ,/L,,) < 0 and maybe half the sources
with log (L, ,/Ly,) S 1, however, the estimated CDF
shows that likely half or more of the sources should
have log (L,, ,/L,,) < 0 and over 80% should have
log (L,, ,/L,;) < 1. The blue shaded area represents
the 95% confidence interval for the estimator. For higher
values of the radio loudness the estimated CDF has very
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Figure 2. Distribution of all the 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs in log Agaq vs. log Mpu plane. Radio-loud and radio-intermediate with radio-
quiet quasars are shown separately (in red and grey, accordingly). The shaded area on the lower-left corner marks the region of
sources fainter than those observed by SDSS, corresponding to Liol,min = 2/3 X 10%%ergs™" (at z ~ 0.6 and M; < —22), and for
which the estimation of Eddington ratio is biased. The best representation of RL to RI&RQ objects overlaps with the limits of
the inlaid box which are further adopted for Figure 3. The median values of log Agaa and log Mpn presented on the relevant
histograms are: log Agad,rr. = —1.57 and log Agad,ri&rq = —1.38; log Mpu,r1, = 9.03 and log MBu,r1&:Rq = 8.80 (all marked in

red for RL and black for RI&RQ).

low uncertainty because almost all of these sources cor-
respond to real measurements.

Dividing objects into radio-loud, radio-intermediate,
and radio-quiet (based on the shape of the radio loud-
ness distribution and the demarcation introduced by
Kellermann et al. 1989 being RL for Rg > 100, RI for
10 < Rk < 100, RQ when Rk < 10; see Appendix A for
recalculation between Rk and L,, ,/L,,), we find 235,
695, and 2 581 sources belonging to the given class, re-
spectively. Such a categorization corresponds well with
the presence or lack of detectable radio emission and its
character. Extended, and among them lobed, sources
are almost exclusively radio-loud spanning the two high-
est decades of radio loudness. This group contains less

than 1% of radio undetected objects” which is exactly
the opposite for radio-quiet sources being dominated by
objects lacking radio detections. Finally, quasars classi-
fied as radio-intermediate have compact, extended, and
lobed morphologies but also no radio data assigned.
Specific numbers of the above-mentioned relations are
listed in Table 3.

3.3. Radio-Loud Fraction

Knowing the radio loudness distribution of 0.5 —
0.7 QSOs and splitting them into RL and RI& RQ
groups, we place them on the Agqq — Mpy plane shown

7 Among the 235 RL sources, only two objects do not have
assigned radio data. Those are SDSS J003330.69+004251.4,
with log My 8.6, logAgaq —2.59 and SDSS
J125303.764+402749.9 with log Mpy = 8.9, log Apqq = —2.91.
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in Figure 2. Both groups occupy similar ranges of
both parameters with RL objects being more massive
and having lower accretion rates than RI& RQ ones.
The limit of Mgy > 10%°M especially affects the
radio-quieter sources as their BH mass distribution is
smoothly increasing towards lower values of Mpy.

The lack of quasars in the lower-left corner of the di-
agram is a consequence of the SDSS DR7 optical flux
limit in the i-band, while the deficiency of quasars in
the upper-right corner is associated with the downsiz-
ing effect (e.g. Fanidakis et al. 2012; Hirschmann et al.
2014). Most of the objects are located within an area
of —2.5 < logAgqq < —0.5 and 8.5 < log My < 9.5
providing the best representation of RL to RI& RQ ob-
jects upon which the radio-loud fraction is analyzed
(and within which all the radio-loud sources are radio-
detected).

Since the probability of production of powerful jets by
quasars can depend not only on the redshift, but also
on the BH mass and on the specific accretion rate (the
latter being traced for a given radiative efficiency of the
accretion flow by the Eddington ratio), the RLF — de-
fined to be the ratio of the RL quasars to all quasars — is
expected to depend on the distribution of the BH masses
and Eddington ratios in the sample. Indeed, as we can
see in Figure 2, the number of sources strongly varies in
Mgy and Agqq. Thus we study the dependence of the
RLF of quasars on the BH mass and Eddington ratio
within a limited range of both parameters as presented
in Figure 3.

Figure 3 demonstrates the increase of RLF with BH
mass and its near lack of a dependence on the Eddington
ratio. Some variations among the fixed values of Mpy
and Agqq are apparent but this should not be surpris-
ing after considering the number of sources in specific
regions. And as we can see, despite these variations,
the correlation of RLF with BH mass is clearly visible
at all Eddington ratio values, while no correlation be-
tween RLF and Eddington ratio can be inferred at any
of the BH mass values. Such a trend still persists while
considering the non negligible effect of the measurement
uncertainties on the distributions of Mpy and Agqq.

4. DISCUSSION

Quasars can be divided into those with radio produc-
tion dominated by jets and those with dominant radio
contribution coming from processes not associated with
the presence of jets. A particular subclass of the first
population are quasars associated with classical FRII
radio sources (Fanaroff & Riley 1974). The distribu-
tion of their radio loudness defined by Kellermann et al.
(1989), Rk = L,./L,, (see Appendix A), spans the

9.50 35

30

25

log Mgy [Mo]

10

-1.5

log Aeqd

Figure 3. The radio-loud fraction as a function of log Agda
and log MBu computed from a gaussian kernel density esti-
mate for the number density of radio loud and radio quiet
sources. The shaded area on the left corner demonstrates
the region of sources with a biased estimation of Eddington
ratio (just as in Figure 2), while the white corners, bottom
left and top right, are masked due to the low number den-
sity of RL as well as RI&RQ objects (below 10). The RLF
is represented with the color density map and the explicit
percentages are shown on the black solid contours. The grey
dashed contours correspond to isodensity contours enclosing
the indicated percentages of the total sample.

range 102 — 104, with a peak at ~ 103, while the ra-
dio of the second population is presumably dominated
by star forming regions (SFRs, e.g. Condon 1992; Kim-
ball et al. 2011; Panessa et al. 2019; Koziel-Wierzbowska
et al. 2021), with their radio loudness distribution en-
closed within the range of 0.1 < Rk < 10 (see Figure 1).
With such representations, they cover well separated
ranges of Rk and form a clear bimodal distribution,
with the first population called RLQs and the second
population called RQQs. However not all Rg > 100
quasars are FRII, others have more complex radio mor-
phology or are unresolved. Part of them fill up the
gap in Rk-histograms between quasars with Rg > 10
and quasars with Rg < 100 and represent the so-called
radio-intermediate quasars. Since they are too radio-
loud to be explained by processes taking place in SFRs,
they are often considered to have radio emission powered
by jets, but with most of the jet energy dissipated within
galaxies like those represented by FR I quasars (Blundell
& Rawlings 2001; Heywood et al. 2007). However Rk
with values up to tens are achievable also by radio emis-
sion powered by accretion disk winds (Blundell & Kuncic
2007; Zakamska & Greene 2014; Nims et al. 2015; Za-
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kamska et al. 2016; White et al. 2017; Hwang et al. 2018;
Morabito et al. 2019; Rosario et al. 2020; Vayner et al.
2021). Hence, with the possible presence of such quasars
in the radio-intermediate band (10 < Rk < 100), the
commonly used definition in the literature of the RLF as
the ratio of objects with Rk > 10 to their total number
may lead to a significant overestimation of the fraction
of quasars which have radio emission dominated by jet
activity. Noting that such an overestimation can depend
on the redshift and that within the RI band there are
also objects with upper limits of Rk (see Table 3), we fo-
cused our studies on the RLF of quasars with Rk > 100,
where they all are 'radio-categorized’ (in the sense of
not including quasars with only upper limits on the ra-
dio flux) and are expected to be fully represented by
quasars with strong jets.

The negative correlation of radio-loud fraction with
redshift we identified in Section 2 can be examined to-
wards lower values of redshift. For this purpose we
consider the well-established sample of 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs
introduced in Section 3 (with RLF being 6.69%) and
an additional set of AGNs located nearby compiled by
Rusinek et al. (2020). The advantage of using the lat-
ter arises not only from the great fraction of radio de-
tected sources studied therein (257 out of 314 objects,
82%) but also from the similar approach of building their
sample, i.e. the estimation of BH masses and bolomet-
ric luminosities (hence — Eddington ratios), which was
performed in the same manner for all the sources, the
limitation of Mpy > 108-° M), the usage of radio data
at 1.4 GHz (collected from i.a. FIRST), and the divi-
sion of the sample into RL, RI, and RQ objects, as
well as those with and without radio detections. The
main differences are the source selection, which in the
case of Rusinek et al. was done from the Swift/Burst
Alert Telescope (BAT) AGN Spectroscopic Survey cat-
alog (BASS, Ricci et al. 2017) while our 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs
and the samples selected from Giirkan et al. (2019) are
based on optical data from SDSS, and the calculation
of radio loudness as Rusinek et al. uses infrared instead
of optical data to trace the accretion power choosing
the W3 band, A\ws = 12 um?®, from Wide-field Infrared
Survey Explorer (WISE, Cutri & et al. 2013. The rea-
soning behind this choice is provided in Appendix A.2 in
Rusinek et al. 2020; see also Gupta et al. 2020). Such a
well-defined sample was studied regarding its radio and
optical morphologies, radio loudness distribution, and
jet production efficiencies by Rusinek et al. (2020) and

8 As it was demonstrated by Ichikawa et al. (2019), mid-IR radia-
tion in nearby luminous AGNs is dominated by dust heated by

radiation from the accretion disk.
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Figure 4. The radio-loud fraction as a function of redshift.
The five various samples correspond to: the Swift/BAT AGN
sample taken from Rusinek et al. (2020) represented by a
diamond; the set of 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs discussed in Section 3
being marked as a cross; and three populations of quasars
selected from Giirkan et al. (2019) which are shown as circles.
The specific values of RLF and median redshifts are: 14.00%,
6.69%, 3.64%, 2.65%, 1.92%; and 0.06, 0.61, 0.93, 1.31, 1.69,
respectively. These values should be treated with caution,
as an outline of the dependence we found between those two
parameters (RLF and z) due to some differences between the
samples. Especially given that the sources in Rusinek et al.
were selected based on X-ray instead of optical data.

analyzed earlier by Gupta et al. (2018, 2020) in the con-
text of the similarities and differences of the spectral
energy distributions between RL and RQ AGNs of both
Type 1 and Type 2.

The relation between the RLF and redshift with ad-
ditional two sets of sources is shown in Figure 4. As one
can clearly see, the previously found trend is maintained
down to the lowest redshifts covered by Swift/BAT
AGNs for which the RLF is found to be 14%. The real
dependence of RLF on the redshift is expected to be
even steeper as it may be affected by the correlation of
RLF with BH masses (as shown in Table 1 and studied
thoroughly in Section 3). In addition to that, the radio
frequency at which the given sample was observed would
also contribute to the steeper dependence of RLF on red-
shift, i.e. some of the radio-quieter sources in our 0.5—0.7
QSOs and Swift/BAT AGNs taken from Rusinek et al.
(2020) could reveal their more extended radio structures
with their radio luminosity increasing while being ob-
served at lower frequencies, whilst the opposite would
be observed for radio-loud objects from the sample of
Giirkan et al. (2019) seen at higher radio frequencies.
On the other hand, the RLF in the AGN sample taken
from Rusinek et al. (2020) can be slightly overestimated
due to the fact that this sample was selected based on
X-ray observations and that RLQs are found to be on
average X-ray louder than RQQs (see Gupta et al. 2018,
2020).

Even though the specific values of RLF presented in
Figure 4 should be treated with caution, the negative
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correlation of the radio-loud fraction with redshift we
found suggests differential evolution of the space density
of triggers of jetted and non-jetted quasars, with the for-
mer dropping with cosmic time slower than the latter. In
both cases the quasar triggers are likely to be associated
with galaxy mergers (e.g. Lin et al. 2008; Shen 2009;
Bessiere et al. 2012; O’Leary et al. 2021). As studies of
optical morphologies of nearby RL and RQ objects in-
dicate, those leading to triggering of radio-loud quasars
presumably involve mergers of giant ellipticals with gas-
rich disk galaxies, while most of radio-quiet quasars are
born following mergers of two disk galaxies (e.g. Rusinek
et al. 2020). Such a connection between quasar types
and merger types is also supported by studies of the red-
shift evolution of mergers which show that the ratio of
E-Sp merger events to Sp-Sp merger events is increasing
with cosmic time (see Lin et al. 2008, and refs. therein).
However there is also a non-negligible fraction of RQ
quasars which, like RL quasars, are hosted by gE, and
which, like RL ones, are presumably triggered by merg-
ers of gk with disk galaxies.

4.1. On the origin of the diversity of the jet production
efficiency in RL quasars

Using radio lobe calorimetry to calculate jet powers in
FRII quasars (e.g. Willott et al. 1999; Shabala & God-
frey 2013) and optical or infrared data to calculate bolo-
metric luminosities of the accretion flow (see Richards
et al. 2006, and refs. therein) allows for the estimation of
the jet production efficiency, n; = Pj/M02 = €q Pj/ Lo,
where P; is the jet power and e¢; = Lbol/Mc2 is the
radiative efficiency of the accretion disk with M being
the accretion rate. According to van Velzen & Falcke
(2013), Inoue et al. (2017), and Rusinek et al. (2017)
this efficiency is spread over about two decades, with
the median on the order of 0.01(e4/0.1). Such efficiencies
are achievable in the magnetically arrested disk (MAD)
models, according to which P; ~ a?Mc*(H/R), where
—1 < a < 1 is the dimensionless BH spin and (H/R)
is the geometrical thickness of the accretion flow (see
review by Davis & Tchekhovskoy 2020).

4.2. Can MADs represent temporary states during the
quasar lifetime?

Any intermittency of production of jets powering
FRII radio structures should result in having some
FR1Is without radio cores which are known to represent
Doppler-boosted parcsec-scale portions of the jet (e.g.
Blandford & Konigl 1979; Marin & Antonucci 2016).
Since radio cores are observed in all FRII quasars (e.g.
Van Gorkom et al. 2015), such an intermittency is rather
excluded. However, this does not exclude the possibility

of strong modulation of the jet production, which can
be responsible for knotty structures of some large scale
jets (see e.g. Godfrey et al. 2012). Such modulations can
be explained in terms of the MAD model by noting that
according to this model the power of a jet scales with
the accretion rate and this, in turn, can be modulated
by the viscous instabilities in the accretion disk (Janiuk
& Czerny 2011).

Claims about lacking an intermittency in the produc-
tion of powerful jets might be contradictory to having
too many luminous Gigahertz-Peaked Spectrum (GPS)
sources if they are considered to have powerful jets at
young ages (Reynolds & Begelman 1997). However,
multi-frequency monitorings suggest that such an excess
is presumably a consequence of treating many blazars as
young, unresolved double radio sources (Mingaliev et al.
2012; Sotnikova et al. 2019).

4.3. Why should MADs only be available in quasars
activated by mergers involving massive ellipticals
and why not in all of them?

An answer for this double question can be provided in
terms of the scenario marked in the Section 1 by 'C’. Ac-
cording to this scenario, the MAD is formed during the
quasi-spherical, low accretion rate phase. The presence
of such a phase accompanied by jet activity is indicated
by observations of radio activity in the nuclei of mas-
sive elliptical galaxies (Sabater et al. 2019). Depending
on such parameters as the accretion rate and the size
of the formed MAD, some MADs can survive transition
to the quasar phase, while others cannot (see Sikora &
Begelman 2013 and Figure 5 in Rusinek et al. 2017).

Another possibility may involve scenario 'B’; accord-
ing to which the merger may lead to the formation of
co- and counterrotating accretion flows relative to the
BH spin (see Garofalo et al. 2020, and refs. therein). As
argued by Rusinek et al. (2020), in the latter case the
operation of the Poynting-Robertson process can be ef-
ficient enough to lead to the formation of a MAD. How-
ever it is not clear whether such counterrotating BH-disk
systems can be stable (King et al. 2005).

In both the above scenarios the probability of getting
MAD correlates with the BH mass, which is consistent
with the relation between RLF and BH mass found by
Kratzer & Richards (2015) and confirmed by us. Having
RQ quasars hosted not only by disk galaxies but also by
elliptical galaxies weakens the differentiation of the de-
pendence of the RLF of RQ and RL quasars on redshift,
but not significantly, if the majority of RQ quasars are
hosted by disk galaxies.

5. SUMMARY



THE DEPENDENCE OF RLF OF QSOS ON REDSHIFT 11

We studied the dependence of the radio-loud fraction
(RLF) of quasars with BH masses larger than 108> M,
on:

— redshift, using three well-defined samples within
the range of 0.7 < z < 1.9 selected from the SDSS
DR14 catalog of quasars matched with the LoTSS
radio catalog;

— black hole masses and accretion rates, using a
highly controlled, and redshift-narrowed (around
z ~ 0.6) sample selected from the SDSS DR7 cat-
alog of quasars matched with the FIRST radio cat-
alog,

while treating as radio-loud objects those with radio
loudness parameter defined by Kellermann et al. (1989)
to be larger than 100. In the first step we found that
the RLF decreases with increasing redshift (see Table 1
and Figure 4 with the addition of two more samples in
the latter).

A detailed investigation of the relations between the
RLF and BH masses and Eddington ratios, as well as
a more general study of the radio properties, was con-
ducted with the sample of quasars with redshifts en-
closed within the range of 0.5 < z < 0.7. This allowed
us to verify whether and how the dependence of the RLF
on Mgy and Agqq can bias the dependence of the RLF
on redshift that we found. Our results show that the de-
pendence of the RLF on redshift is expected to be biased
only by the dependence of the RLF on BH mass. Since
the average BH masses in the Giirkan et al. sample in-
crease with redshift (see Table 1), such a bias weakens
the dependence of the RLF on redshift, i.e. without that
bias the drop of the RLF with redshift would be even
steeper than presented in the Figure 4.

Assuming that quasar activities are triggered by merg-
ers of galaxies and that, contrary to radio-quiet quasars,
the vast majority of RL quasars is hosted by giant el-
lipticals, we showed that the decreasing fraction of RL
quasars with redshift can simply result from the theo-
retically predicted and observationally confirmed slower
drop with cosmic time of mergers of giant ellipticals with
spiral galaxies than of mergers of two spiral galaxies. Fi-
nally, we speculate about possible scenarios of formation
of magnetically arrested disks (MADs), which could ex-
plain the connections indicated by observations between
types of mergers and the production of powerful jets.

Our studies should be treated as a starting point
for further more extensive analysis which could be car-

ried out using e.g. the upcoming LoTSS DR2 catalog
(Schimwell et al., in prep.), which covers a sky area of
5720 deg?, i.e. over 13 times bigger than a sky area of
LoTSS DR1 used by Giirkan et al. (2019).
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APPENDIX

A. CONVERSION OF RADIO LOUDNESS
PARAMETER

Among the various methods used to classify quasars
into RL or RQ, to this day the most common one

is still the approach described by Kellermann et al.
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(1989), defining the radio loudness parameter as the
ratio of radio-to-optical monochromatic luminosity, at
5GHz and in B-band, being

Rk = LVS/LVB - (FVS/FVB)(I + Z)ariaoa (Al)

where F,, and F,, are the flux densities at v5 = 5 GHz
and vg ~ 6.8 x 10'* Hz with o, and «, being the spec-
tral radio and optical indeces, given as a = —d;?ni v
respectively. Then the radio loudness defined at any
radio frequency, v;, and optical frequency, v, (alterna-
tively, at infrared, vir, or X-ray frequency, vx) can be
converted to the one defined by Kellermann et al. using

the formula

and
<Oé >:_10g(FVB/FVo)
© log (vB/ve)

and noting that for z < 2 and typical radio
and optical/infrared spectral indeces the term (1 +
z)(as—ar)=(an=a0) ig of the order of unity, one can find
that

(A4)

(vs/ve)"l) L,
R~ ———n~F——— =
K= op o)) © L,

Using this formula for the Giirkan et al. and 0.5 —0.7
QSOs samples (Section 2 and 3) with (a,) = 0.7 (see
Yuan et al. 2018) and (a,) = 0.5 (see Richards et al.
2006) we get R\ ~ 0.12 x L,,,, /Ly, and R0 ~
0.59 x Ly, ,/Ly..

For the sample of Swift/BAT AGNs taken from
Rusinek et al. (2020) the two-point spectral index of (c,)
between vyw3 and vp is on the order of ~ 1 (see the SED

(A5)

F,./F,, (14 z)xs > L
Ry = 28/t Vr A9 . a et ¢ R)
K F,./F, (14 2) X L. (A2) in Gupta et al. 2020) and then Ry’ ~ 11 X Ly, ,/Lyy,-
B. 0.5 —0.7 QSOS SAMPLE
Defining the two-point spectral indeces, Table B.1 presents the most important information
about some of the sources in the 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs sam-
log (F,, /F,,) ple. T.he corpplete sample is available as supplementary
(o) = —————"= (A3) material online.
log (vs/vr)
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Table B.1. Sample of 0.5 — 0.7 QSOs (total of 3511 objects) used in this study.

SDSS Name z log Mu log Lbor  log Agdd Fi4 L, ,/L,, Radio Class® Radio Morphologyb
(M) (ergs™) (mJy)
081214.314+063653.2 0.6603 8.73 45.89 -0.94 1.0 7.60 RQ U
081218.40+110300.5 0.6432 9.27 45.58 -1.79 2.1 31.33 RI C
081259.174+150226.0 0.6048 8.76 45.50 -1.36 1.0 15.16 RQ U
081259.76+211103.9 0.6123 8.88 45.42 -1.56 1.0 18.79 RQ U
081318.85+501239.7 0.5714 9.14 45.66 -1.58 487.3 4532.62 RL L
081322.58+171638.6 0.6121 8.79 45.71 -1.18 1.0 9.57 RQ U
081327.61+561625.8 0.5063 8.77 45.61 -1.26 4.2 32.64 RI C
081344.01+171103.2 0.5814 9.30 45.54 -1.86 27.8 350.94 RL E
081416.99+4+252935.1  0.6026 9.57 45.50 -2.17 1.0 14.93 RQ U
081502.814513313.3 0.5128 8.54 45.39 -1.25 1.0 13.37 RQ U
081510.31+403750.5 0.5895 8.53 45.44 -1.19 1.0 16.21 RQ 18]
081512.014+115311.6 0.5511 8.55 45.61 -1.04 1.0 9.42 RQ 18]
081558.06+501232.2 0.5996 9.01 46.09 -1.02 1.0 3.84 RQ 18]
081601.94+240925.8 0.5529 9.16 45.63 -1.63 1.0 9.09 RQ 18]
081615.35+550615.5 0.6145 8.62 45.52 -1.20 1.0 14.95 RQ U
081629.13+493249.9 0.6846 8.99 45.75 -1.34 1.0 11.44 RQ U
081632.66+152008.2 0.6586 8.95 45.44 -1.61 1.0 21.15 RQ 18]
081655.34+074311.5 0.6442 8.53 45.65 -0.98 1.0 12.51 RQ U
081707.04+351819.8 0.694 8.89 45.43 -1.56 1.0 24.56 RI C
081710.05+321802.1 0.6159 8.60 45.33 -1.37 1.0 23.33 RI U

Notes. This subset of the table demonstrates format and content.
¢ RL — radio-loud; RI — radio-intermediate; RQ — radio-quiet.
® L — lobed; E — extended (but not lobed); C — compact; U — undetected.
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