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ABSTRACT

We investigated the star formation history and stellar populations of a sample of 205 Type I quasar host
galaxies (0.1<z<0.35) and compared with normal (non-active) galaxies of the same mass and redshift within
the volume of the Galaxy and Mass Assembly (GAMA) redshift survey. We find that quasar host galaxies tend
to be star-forming galaxies (~ 80%) lying on the star-forming MS; the fraction of quasar host galaxies that are
quiescent (~ 20%) is lower than the fraction of quiescent galaxies in the comparison sample of normal galaxies
(54%). We find that the mean star formation rate of quasar host galaxies has increased over the past 100 Myr
by a factor of 2-3, but these galaxies were star-forming at all times previously. Our data are more consistent
with quasar activity originating together with an increase in the star formation rate of otherwise normal galaxies,
similar to episodic star formation in normal spirals. We argue that this indicates that secular processes and minor
mergers may be the favored triggers of nuclear activity in the local Universe.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei (16) — Quasars (1319) — AGN host galaxies (2017) — Star formation (1569)

— Extragalactic astronomy (506)

1. INTRODUCTION

All massive galaxies contain supermassive black holes
(SMBH) in their nuclei (e.g., Magorrian et al. 1998; Silk &
Rees 1998; Gebhardt et al. 2000). The mass of these black
holes correlates tightly with the mass (or velocity dispersion)
of their parent spheroids (e.g., Giiltekin et al. 2009), despite
very large (several orders of magnitude) differences in the
size and mass of these two components. This points to a
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mechanism of co-evolution between SMBHs and their parent
galaxies (see Kormendy & Ho 2013 for a review, however see
Jahnke & Maccio 2011 for a critique) such as ‘quasar-mode’
feedback (e.g., Terrazas et al. 2020), where accretion of mat-
ter into a SMBH, leads to the triggering of an active galactic
nucleus (AGN), and can inject enough energy into the galaxy
to affect its star formation through heating, ionization by the
ultraviolet flux, or mechanical input from jets (e.g., Granato
et al. 2004; Zubovas et al. 2013; Zubovas & Bourne 2017;
Fabian 2012; King & Pounds 2015; Blandford et al. 2019;
Trussler et al. 2020). However, these outflows and jets can
also boost star formation (e.g., Hopkins 2012; Nayakshin &
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Zubovas 2012; Bieri et al. 2016; Zubovas et al. 2013; Zubo-
vas & Bourne 2017) even form stars inside the outflow (e.g.,
Ishibashi & Fabian 2012; Zubovas et al. 2013; EI-Badry et al.
2016; Wang & Loeb 2018). These mechanisms may also co-
exist within the same object (e.g., Cresci et al. 2015; Shin
et al. 2019; Mandal et al. 2021).

Previous studies (e.g., Asari et al. 2007; Sarzi et al. 2007)
concluded that in 30-50% of the cases, the AGN is associ-
ated with young stellar populations (i.e. older than a few
100 Myr). However, this could be due to the fact that both
AGN and starbursts require gas to fuel them and not nec-
essarily imply a causal relation. For example, the color and
morphology of low redshift (z < 0.3) quasar host galaxies are
not significantly different from those of normal (non-active)
galaxies (Bettoni et al. 2015), suggesting that nuclear activity
does not affect the global properties of galaxies. Literature
results regarding the AGN-starburst connection are contro-
versial. It is yet unclear whether AGN activity occurs to-
gether with star formation (Kawakatu & Wada 2008), fol-
lows it during a post-starburst phase (Davies et al. 2007; Rif-
fel et al. 2009, 2022), or there is no association with recent
star formation (Sarzi et al. 2007). The observational situ-
ation is ambiguous, with several studies showing evidence
for quenching (Page et al. 2012; Barger et al. 2015; Shimizu
et al. 2015; Jin et al. 2018; Stemo et al. 2020), enhanced star
formation (Lutz et al. 2010; Mullaney et al. 2012; Santini
et al. 2012; Jarvis et al. 2020; Shangguan et al. 2020a; Xie
et al. 2021; Koutoulidis et al. 2022), or no significant ef-
fect (Harrison et al. 2012; Rosario et al. 2012; Husemann
et al. 2014; Stanley et al. 2015, 2017; Suh et al. 2017; Woo
et al. 2017; Smirnova-Pinchukova et al. 2022). One possi-
bility is that these discrepancies reflect the different samples
of AGN, choice of comparison galaxies, and even evolution-
ary effects within the host galaxy population as a function
of redshift. Similarly, earlier claims have been made that
AGN hosts are dominated by old stellar populations (McLure
et al. 1999; Nolan et al. 2001) and that they contain younger
stars (Kauffmann et al. 2003; Jin et al. 2018). On the one
hand, we expect that AGN should accelerate quenching (Gof-
ford et al. 2015; Hopkins et al. 2016), but this may also take
place over longer timescales (Rembold et al. 2017; Sanchez
et al. 2018). It is possible that these conflicting results reflect
the influence of selection effects, different environments, and
disparate methods to derive star formation histories (SFHs)
for AGN host galaxies and the comparison systems. In Gra-
ham et al. (2024) mergers drive morphological transforma-
tion, not AGN feedback per se.

With this in mind, in this study we set out to compare
the star formation properties of a sample of Type I AGN
hosts and of a comparison sample of normal (non-active or
without quasar activity) galaxies (CSNG) selected within the
same volume. The samples are matched in the stellar mass

distribution and redshift. Our purpose is to compare the
SFHs of AGN host galaxies and those of normal galaxies
to understand the role of AGN activity in shaping the stel-
lar populations and SFHs of galaxies. We used the catalog of
low-redshift Type I quasars by Wethers et al. (2022), which
assembled all known Type I quasars from the recent com-
pilation of quasar catalogs in Gattano et al. (2018) within
the three equatorial fields of the Galaxy and Mass Assem-
bly (GAMA) spectroscopic survey (Liske et al. 2015; Driver
et al. 2018, 2022). We also select 200 sets of normal galaxies
with the same redshift and mass distribution as the quasars to
act as a comparison sample. This should lessen many of the
selection effects that affect previous studies (such as any pos-
sible evolutionary issues, for example, since all objects are
observed at the same epoch within a few hundred Myr). The
star formation properties for CSNG are pulled from GAMA
archive. For quasar hosts, we use the CIGALE spectral energy
distribution (SED) analysis tool to derive estimates of star
formation properties, employing the most up-to-date AGN
model available.

The structure of this paper is as follows: in § 2 we discuss
the data samples and the property estimates pulled from var-
ious archival databases. In § 3, we detail how we estimate
stellar population parameters for the quasar host galaxies. In
§ 4 we present our main results, comparing star formation
rates (SFR) and SFHs for AGN hosts and normal galaxies.
We discuss our results in § 5 in the light of models for AGN
formation and feedback. Conclusions are presented in § 6.
Throughout this Paper we use cosmological parameters from
Planck Collaboration et al. (2020).

2. THE SAMPLES

Based on the data provided by the GAMA spectroscopic
survey, first the sample of quasars is assembled (§ 2.1) con-
sisting of all known bright low-z Type I AGN which are lo-
cated in the GAMA equatorial footprint. Observational prop-
erties of the quasar sample are given in § 2.2, based on the
existing surveys. Since there are many different types of
AGN, these additional properties are given to indicate that
overall the quasar sample in this work consists of typical low-
redshift Type I AGN; our quasar sample is representative of
that group of quasars.

Next, we extract the comparison sample of normal galax-
ies or CSNG (§ 2.3) to match the quasar sample. The CSNG
serves as a control group. GAMA database ancillary prod-
ucts include estimates of SFRs for the comparison galaxies
in the control group, as described in § 2.4, and we use those
in this work.

2.1. Low-redshift quasar sample

The low-redshift quasar sample is comprised of all known
bright Type I AGN located within the equatorial volumes
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covered by the GAMA survey, and is taken from Wethers
et al. (2022). The quasar catalog Wethers et al. (2022) is
made up of 205 low-z Type I quasars. We briefly summarize
how this sample of quasars was constructed: a full descrip-
tion is given in Wethers et al. (2022).

Wethers et al. (2022) catalog of quasars was drawn from
version 4 of the Large Quasar Astrometric Catalog (LQAC-
4; Gattano et al. 2018). LQAC-4 is the most homogeneous
and complete quasar catalog to date, cross-matching 12 inde-
pendent quasar surveys, alongside the Véron-Cetty & Véron
(2010) quasar catalog. LQAC-4 provides ubvgrizJK-band
photometry, radio fluxes (at 1.4 GHz, 2.3 GHz, 5.0 GHz, 8.4
GHz, 24 GHz), and spectroscopic redshifts.

The following selection constraints were applied by
Wethers et al. (2022) to the objects in the LQAC-4 catalog:

e The quasars had to be within the three equatorial areas
of the GAMA survey (MagPhys Data Management
Unit, DMU).

e The redshift range was set to 0.1 < z < 0.35, a redshift
interval corresponding to a timescale of around 1 Gyr.
At this redshift range, the GAMA survey probes the
largest volume with the highest completeness. We note
that within this relatively short time frame any possible
evolutionary effects are likely to be less relevant.

e The objects had to be brighter than » = 19.8. This
selection criterion for apparent brightness was also
imposed, since GAMA is complete beyond 99% at
r < 19.8 mag (Sloan Digital Sky Survey, SDSS, pho-
tometry).

After the above selection procedure, Wethers et al. (2022)
proceeded to positionally match the LQAC-4 quasars to a
GAMA target within 5”: 90% of the LQAC-4 quasars were
identified as GAMA targets. The final quasar sample of 205
objects is also available as a Vizier catalog which includes
the GAMA 1D, coordinates, and redshifts for each quasar
(Wethers et al. 2024).

All of these quasars also fulfill the criteria for inclusion
in the SDSS DR12 catalog of Type I quasars (Paris et al.
2018). The environment around this sample of quasars has
been studied at different scales (Wethers et al. 2022; Stone
et al. 2023). Crucially, by selecting bright quasars within
the GAMA equatorial footprint, we were able to utilize the
full GAMA spectroscopic survey of several hundred thou-
sand galaxies within the same patch of the sky to construct
the control sample of normal galaxies for comparison, as de-
scribed in the section (§ 2.3).

2.2. Quasar sample properties

Here we consider the luminosity distribution (§ 2.2.1) and
spectral types of quasars (§ 2.2.2) in our GAMA sample. We

Table 1. Categories of quasars based on spectral type in
this work versus the literature quasar catalog Véron-Cetty &
Véron (2010).

Category This Work  Véron-Cetty & Véron (2010)
N =205 N =9586
S1 192 (94 %) 9353 (97 %)
S2 13 (6 %) 0
S3 (LINER) 0 233 (3 %)

Note— Column (1): Quasar classification category. Column
(2): Category fractions of the full quasar sample used in this
work. Column (3): Category fractions of quasars from liter-
ature.

compare our sample to the quasars from large surveys in the
literature. This comparison confirms that our quasar sam-
ple (which is constrained to GAMA equatorial volume) con-
sists of typical quasars. (The star formation properties of the
quasar sample are discussed in the next section, § 3.)

2.2.1. Luminosity of quasar sample

The AGN bolometric luminosity and the distribution of the
absolute luminosities in the i band are shown in Fig. 1. The
bolometric luminosity is characteristic of low to intermedi-
ate luminosity objects. This is not surprising, as powerful
quasars will be rare within these relatively small volumes.

2.2.2. Classification of quasars

We classified by eye the optical spectra of quasars using
the spectra in the GAMA archive. We used three broad cate-
gories: quasars with at least one broad line (Seyfert 1 or S1),
quasars with narrow lines (Seyfert 2 or S2), and systems with
low-ionization nuclear emission-line regions (LINERs), fol-
lowing the classification scheme of the Véron-Cetty & Véron
(2010) catalog. The results are presented in Table 1. We fur-
ther compared our visual classification with Véron-Cetty &
Véron (2010) catalog classifications, and found them mostly
consistent with each other.

If no classification was given in Véron-Cetty & Véron
(2010), then, when possible, for these rare cases we adopted
classifications from more recent catalogs in the Vizier Ser-
vice (e.g., Rakshit et al. 2017). A small number of quasars,
however, did not have any spectral classification in the exist-
ing catalogs and we used the visual classifications as the final
determination.

Most of our galaxies are Seyfert 1 with typical broad
emission lines. The mean redshift of the quasar sample is
z = 0.224 + 0.072, while the mean absolute magnitude is
M; = -22.38 + 0.77. Compared to the previous low-redshift
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Figure 1. (a) Distribution of bolometric luminosities for quasars
derived from ciGALE fits. This excludes 8 quasars (3.9 % of quasar
sample) where cIGALE did not return a quasar luminosity. (b) Distri-
bution of absolute SDSS i band magnitude (k-corrected and extinc-
tion corrected based on GAMA survey data).

study of Type I quasars by Falomo et al. (2014), our sam-
ple of quasars probes also lower brightness AGN, due to the
different cuts imposed by quasar catalogs (e.g., SDSS quasar
catalog) available at the time. Our sample is essentially con-

sistent with that of Véron-Cetty & Véron (2010) as shown in
Table 1 and appears to be representative of the average pop-
ulation of AGN within this redshift range (0.1 < z < 0.35).

2.3. Comparison sample of normal galaxies

It is important to compare any results from our quasar
sample with a control sample of normal galaxies, in or-
der to ascertain that the observed characteristics are indeed
unique to quasar host galaxies (as discussed previously in
e.g., Karhunen et al. 2014). The GAMA spectroscopic sur-
vey database is whence the normal galaxies for CSNG are se-
lected, because in addition to the robust redshifts, the GAMA
archive provides estimates of physical properties (Driver
et al. 2022). Thus, the match between the active and normal
galaxies is robust, since both the redshift and the physical
properties are matched between the two samples.

The CSNG for our quasar sample is obtained from Stone
et al. (2023) and consists of 200 sets of normal galax-
ies (Fig. 2). All galaxies were extracted from the GAMA
spectroscopic survey (MagPhys DMU). Each set of normal
galaxies has:

¢ 205 normal galaxies, as in our quasar sample,
e is within the same volume as the quasar sample, and

e is matched in redshift and stellar mass to the quasar
sample (Fig. 3).

Note that the CSNG does not have restrictions on the star
formation rates, and control galaxies range from star-forming
to objects with low star formation activity (similar to (Bettoni
et al. 2015)).

The matching method used by Stone et al. (2023) to
build these comparison sets of normal galaxies was based
on a Monte Carlo realization of samples technique, and this
method was first presented in Wethers et al. (2022). Briefly,
for each quasar, a randomly selected galaxy having the same
redshift within Az = 0.01 and the same stellar mass within
0.1 dex is selected as an normal counterpart. This pro-
cess is repeated for all quasars, until a comparison set of
205 GAMA non-AGN galaxies is defined. In the same
way, 200 such comparison sets were created. As shown in
Fig. 3, this results in closely matched samples of galaxies
and quasars, as checked both by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
and the Anderson-Darling statistical tests.

2.4. GAMA archive star formation properties for CSNG

The star formation properties for normal galaxies were re-
trieved from the archives of the GAMA database. GAMA de-
rives estimates for the stellar population properties (such as
SFRs and SFHs) by fitting the SEDs of galaxies with the maG-
PHYS tool (da Cunha et al. 2008; da Cunha & Charlot 2011).
The SEDs used by GAMA are based on the 21-band fluxes
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Type | Quasar Comparison galaxy
sample sample
1 set 200 sets

205 quasars in the set
(Total 205 objects)

205 galaxies per set
(Total 41000 objects)

We calculate anew
star formation
estimates using
SED analysis
with AGN module
(CIGALE tool)

GAMA Archive provides
star formation
estimates using
SED analysis
without AGN module
(MAGPHYS tool)

Figure 2. Our quasar sample consists of 205 objects. Our CSNG
is constructed using the GAMA archival data and consists of 200
sets, where each set has 205 normal galaxies. The CSNG is from
the same volume as the quasar sample. The redshift and stellar mass
properties are matched to the quasar sample as well (Fig. 3). The
quasar sample is obtained from the Wethers et al. (2022) and the
CSNG is obtained from Stone et al. (2023).

for the equatorial survey regions (Table 2), covering wave-
lengths from far-UV to far-infrared (LambdarPhotome-—
try DMU, Driver et al. 2016; Wright et al. 2016).

The SED-based estimates are drawn from within the Mag—
Phys DMU of the GAMA survey (Driver et al. 2022). We
extracted the following properties from the MagPhys DMU
for CSNG: stellar masses, SFRs and SFRs averaged over the
past 10, 100, 1000 and 2000 Myr, plus the estimates for the
averaged SFR for older stellar populations. While there are
estimates in GAMA archive also for our quasar sample, we
perform a separate analysis to estimate the star formation
properties for quasar hosts, in order to include the most up-
to-date SED models which account for the presence and con-
tribution of the AGN, as described in the next section (§ 3).
Additionally we perform similar ciGaLE fits for comparison
on a representative subsample of CSNG, described in (§ 3.3),
to make sure that the comparison between the quasar hosts
and normal galaxies is homogeneous.

3. SFR AND SFH ESTIMATES FOR QUASAR HOSTS

In this section, we present the necessity and justification
for rederiving the estimates for star formation properties for
the quasar sample with the cicaLe SED tool (§ 3.1). Then
we present the details on how cicaLe SED fits were setup for
the quasar hosts (§ 3.2). We describe few comparison tests
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Figure 3. (a) Redshift and (b) stellar mass distributions of quasars
and comparison galaxies (reproduction of Fig. 1 from Stone et al.
2023). The two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (p — value >
0.99) shows that there is no significant difference statistically be-
tween the matched normal galaxies sample and the quasar sample
(same result with the Anderson-Darling test).

between cIGALE and MaGpHYS (§ 3.3). In particular, an addi-
tional check was performed for a single set of normal galax-
ies from the control group. We further introduce a statistical
correction between the two SFR estimators. For complete-
ness, a brief discussion is included to describe the underly-



Table 2. GAMA spectroscopic survey photometry bands.

Bands Survey
FUV, NUV Galaxy Evolution Explorer (GALEX) (Martin et al. 2005)
u, g, r i,z SDSS Data Release (DR) 7, Abazajian et al. 2009
Z,Y,J,H, Ks Visible and Infrared Survey Telescope for Astronomy (VISTA) Kilo-Degree Infrared Galaxy Survey

(VIKING), Edge et al. 2013
W1-W4, ~2-30 um
100 pum, 160 um
250 pm, 350 um, 500 um  Herschel SPIRE

Wide-Field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE) All-Sky DR (Wright et al. 2010)
Herschel Astrophysical Terahertz Large Area Survey (Eales et al. 2010) PACS

Note— Column (1): GAMA LambdarPhotometry DMU Photometry bands. Column (2): Source surveys.

ing assumptions such as initial mass function (IMF) for both
codes.

3.1. ciGaLE AGN module

Accounting for the AGN contribution is necessary in as-
sessing the quasar host star formation properties; lack of
such consideration results in overestimation of the parame-
ters. Thus, we adopt the cicaLe SED fitting code to analyze
all objects in our quasar sample, because cIGALE allows the in-
clusion of an AGN component in SED fits (Burgarella et al.
2005; Noll et al. 2009; Boquien et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2022).

To account for AGN contribution, we chose the most up-
to-date AGN model, the SKIRTOR module. The SKIRTOR
module has a realistic two-phase torus model. Addition-
ally, SKIRTOR AGN module covers the UV-IR range which
matches the GAMA photometry interval.

For quasar host galaxies in our sample, it was not possible
to use the star formation estimates from the available GAMA
archive because the GAMA SED fits did not include the AGN
contribution. In addition, it was not possible to use the MAG-
pHYS SED fitting code, as in the GAMA archive, because that
code did not have models for the AGN contribution. The
MAGPHYS team started developing this capability recently (da
Cunha, Juneau et al., in prep.). We discuss the differences
between the codes later in this section.

The separation of AGN from galaxy light has been treated
and tested by the ciGaLE team (Boquien et al. 2019; Yang
et al. 2019, 2022), including for the case of the SDSS Type
I quasars, i.e., the same category of quasars as in this work.
Numerous later studies used cIGALE to tackle the AGN con-
tribution in SED analysis and confirm that this method is ef-
fective and reliable both at low and at high redshifts (e.g.,
Circosta et al. 2018; Mountrichas et al. 2022a,b; Georgan-
topoulos et al. 2023). This is generally true even for the most
luminous quasars, although these are not generally present
within the GAMA volume (see § 2.2).

We stress that for normal galaxies the estimates of SFR
and similar quantities are published in GAMA archives, as

described in § 2.4. As there is no need to include the AGN
component in SED fits for normal galaxies, the fits provided
by GAMA are satisfactory; it is not necessary to rederive
them again with ciGaLE (which would be a computationally
intensive task as the comparison sample consists of more than
40000 objects). Nevertheless, we did run comparison tests
with ciGaLefor a representative subsample of control galax-
ies, described in § 3.3. Furthermore, as presented in that
same section, extensive comparative analysis of both codes
by Hunt et al. (2019) asserts that the resultant estimates from
both codes are similar and equally reliable.

3.2. CIGALE parameters for the quasar SED fits

We use the same multiband data from the GAMA Lambdar
Catalog for building ciGaLE fits. We used version 2022.1 of
CIGALE, which is pyTHON-based.

CIGALE uses a series of modules for SFH, single stellar pop-
ulation (SSP), and other contributions to build the final SED
of a galaxy (Boquien et al. 2019). The chosen modules, pa-
rameters, and their values for the quasar hosts with AGN
component are given in Table 3. Neither X-ray nor radio-
data are present in GAMA survey archive, so these modules
are not included.

We assume the delayed SFH scenario with a star forma-
tion burst (Boquien et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2022). The li-
brary of SSP templates is from Bruzual & Charlot (2003),
allowing for the construction of the stellar emission part of
the SED from the galaxy host. We use the Chabrier IMF
(Chabrier 2003) and assume solar metallicity (Z = 0.02) fol-
lowing Ciesla et al. (2015). The stellar emission is attenuated
by applying the Calzetti et al. (2000) dust extinction law.

The contribution due to dust heating by the stellar com-
ponent is modeled by adopting the Dale et al. (2014) dust
templates with parameter values as in Ciesla et al. (2015). To
include the non-stellar emission contribution from the AGN,
we use the newer AGN templates — the SKIRTOR templates
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Table 3. Model parameters for SED fitting with ciaLe. The AGN component (SKIRTOR) was included
only for quasar fits. For further details on the parameters, see the ciGALE manual and Boquien et al. 2019;

Yang et al. 2022.

Module and Parameter (Symbol)

References and Values

SFH

Age of the main population (Myr)

e-folding time of the main population (Myr), T,4in
Age of the recent burst (Myr)

e-folding time of the burst (Myr)

Burst mass fraction

SSP

IMF

Metallicity (Z)

Galactic dust attenuation
Color excess of nebular lines
Reduction factor

Slope of the power law

Galactic dust emission
Alpha slope

AGN (UV-to-IR)
Viewing Angle

Delta

AGN fraction

E(B — V) (magnitudes)

Extinction law of polar dust

Delayed SFH with an optional recent burst
3000, 5000, 7000, 8000, 9000, 10000
1000, 3000, 5000, 8000, 10000

50, 20000 (continuous SFH)

50, 500

0.0, 0.1

Bruzual & Charlot (2003)

Chabrier (2003)

0.02 (Solar)

Modified Calzetti (2000) attenuation law
0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6

0.44

-0.2,0.0

Dale et al. (2014)

2.0

SKIRTOR (Stalevski et al. 2012, 2016)

30° (Type I)
-1,-0.9,-0.8,-0.7,-0.6,-0.5,-0.4,-0.3,-0.2,-0.1,0.1,0.6
0.0,0.01,0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9,0.99
0.,0.05,0.1,0.2,0.4, 0.6

Small Magellanic Cloud

Note— Column (1): List of parameters in each module of the ciGaLe SED tool used in this work. Column
(2): Parameter values adopted in our SED analysis with CIGALE tool.

(Stalevski et al. 2012, 2016), but only for Type I quasars,
since our sample only contains Type I AGN. For the input
parameters, we use the suggestions from Yang et al. (2022)
for the SDSS quasar case.

For 8 objects, SED fit had zero AGN luminosity; however,
this does not affect the conclusions of this work. We do not
force the SED fit to choose quasar models, so in these 8 cases,
the best fit found in the library was not the SED of quasar.
We chose not to add additional parameters, because it is not
possible to get a perfect fit for every single quasar in the sam-
ple; we employ a single set of parameters to fit SEDs for the
full quasar sample. Enlarging the parameter space may result
in overfitting and in different sets of misfits. The parameter
grid size is a balance between fitting well as many quasars
as possible in the sample and avoiding overfitting and high
computational pressure. The quality of fits is primarily lim-
ited by the uncertainties in the input photometry and by the
content of CIGALE library of SEDs.

3.3. Comparing our CIGALE estimates to GAMA data

We perform two comparison tests to check how the esti-
mates based on the cIGALE fits compare to the archival data
from the GAMA spectroscopic survey (Table 4). We per-
form both a test for the quasar sample (test A) and a test for
the CSNG (test B).

3.3.1. Test A: Check the effect of AGN contribution to the SED fits

In test A, we compare our CIGALE results with AGN compo-
nent to the archival GAMA data for quasar hosts which did
not include the AGN contribution. GAMA archive is based
on maGpHYS SED fits, as noted previously. We show one ex-
ample of quasar in our sample analyzed both with AGN and
without AGN in Fig. 4. Comparisons for the SFR, specific
SFR (sSFR), and stellar mass are given in Fig. 5. Not surpris-
ingly, MaGPHYS tends to overestimate the SFRs (ignoring the
AGN component) while the derived stellar masses are com-
parable. Thus, this test result shows that it is important to



Table 4. Comparison tests of star formation properties between the derivations with cIGALE fits in this work and GAMA

archival data.

Test ID Population Comparison description ~ ciGALE AGN module  Figure reference
A quasar sample CIGALE fits to GAMA data included 5,7
B a single set of galaxies from CSNG  ciGALE fits to GAMA data not included 6,8

Note— Column (1): Test ID. Column (2): Population compared. Column (3): AGN module inclusion in CIGALE fits.
(Note that in all cases GAMA archival data does not include AGN contribution to the SED fits.) Column (4): Figures

with test outcome.

consider the AGN component when performing SED-based
analysis to derive properties for quasar hosts.

3.3.2. Test B: Check the agreement between two codes for CSNG

It is expected that for normal galaxies the estimates of
properties should not depend on which SED tool is used,
CIGALE or MAGPHYS. Thus, next, in test B, we considered
the normal galaxies and compared the results of cIGALE fits
(with no AGN component) to GAMA archive data (based
on MAGPHYS). This test was done for one CSNG set. Rather
than running cicaLeon thousands of GAMA galaxies, we se-
lected a representative sub-sample, matching the quasar sam-
ple (same number of objects, same distribution in redshift
and mass, same survey volume). We perform Test B to make
sure that the comparison between quasars and non-active
galaxies is homogeneous. The test result for SFR, sSFR, and
stellar masses is given in Fig. 6.

The SED fits with cicaLE for normal galaxies were setup
identically to the quasar hosts, with the exception of AGN
module; AGN component was not included. Table 3 gives the
list of all parameters for the cIGALE fits for normal galaxies as
well. The expectation in test B is that it does not matter which
SED software is employed to estimate SFRs, so the expected
output should result in similar results. Indeed, this is what we
observe, as shown in Fig. 6. For the vast majority of normal
galaxies there is virtually no difference between the two esti-
mates with two different codes. Only for a few objects with
extremely low SFR values, the differences between the two
estimates deviate from zero. However, both algorithms suffer
from poor performance at this extreme regime in SFR, and it
is not possible to say that one evaluates the extremely low
SFR values more precisely. As the number of objects in that
regime is small, our results and conclusions are not affected.

MAGPHYS and CIGALE also provide estimates for the SFR av-
eraged over the past 10 and 100 Myr. maGpHYS also provides
estimates over the past 1000 and 2000 Myr. Both codes mea-
sure the contributions from old stellar populations. In Fig. 7
and 8 we compare the results from ciGaLE and maGpHYS for
the SFR averaged over the past 10 and 100 Myr. Similar to
SFR estimates, we find that maGrHYS overestimates SFR av-

erages over the past 10 Myr but less so when averaged over
the past 100 Myr.

In this work, for quasar host galaxies, we will use CIGALE
derived values for SFR, sSFR, stellar masses and the SFR av-
eraged over 10 and 100 Myr, as well as the contribution from
older stellar populations. We will use the maGgpHYs values for
the SFR averaged over the past 1000 and 2000 Myr as CIGALE
does not provide these values. However, given the relative
similarity of ciGALE and maGpHYS results for the SFR aver-
aged over the past 100 Myr and the older stellar populations,
we regard this choice as permissible.

A thorough comparison of the results of both codes has
been carried out by Hunt et al. (2019) who also present a
tabular version of similarities and differences between codes
(e.g., assumptions in fits are given in their Table 1). Their re-
sults show that both codes yield similar estimates of param-
eters such as stellar masses, SFRs, and SFHs within 0.1 dex,
i.e., within the typical photometric errors. This is confirmed
in our comparison of MAGPHYS and CIGALE estimates of these
parameters for a single set of normal galaxies , i.e., from test
B. As in Hunt et al. (2019), we find a tendency for CIGALE
to overestimate SFRs for very low star formation levels (also
see more recent comparison for GAMAnear galaxies by Pas-
paliaris et al. 2023).

We observe that in our dataset both methods also
appear to yield similar results.  The average differ-
ences ASFRcigaLE-macpHYs, ASSFRciGALE-MaGPHYS, and
AmassCIGALE_MAC,pHYS are (003, 000, and 003) Almost all
of the comparison normal galaxies lie between 0.2 dex of the
ciGaLE value in SFR, sSFR, and stellar mass (Fig. 6). The
similarity between SFR, sSFR, and stellar mass estimates
based on MAGPHYs/CIGALE fits is further highlighted by the me-
dian differences of the property per 1 dex bin in each case
(red dots in Fig. 6). There is a trend for CIGALE to overesti-
mate SFR at low values, which is typical of quiescent galax-
ies (cf. Hunt et al. 2019). The differences between values
from ciGALE and MaGPHYS are significantly smaller than the
histogram bins we use in subsequent figures. In the remain-
der of the analysis, we will use MaGpHYS values for normal
galaxies in the CSNG, as these estimates are already pro-
vided by the GAMA survey for all 200 sets of comparison
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anew the star formation property estimates for the quasar sample.
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galaxies (while running ciGALE is found to be computation-
ally expensive).

3.3.3. Statistical correction for SFR values between CIGALE and
MAGPHYS

In this work two SFR estimators are used - one based on
cIGALE for the quasar sample because it includes AGN con-
tribution and the second one from GAMA survey based on
MaGpHYS for the control sample. We introduce a statistical
correction to bring the cIGALE values to the MaGpHYs baseline.
Thus, any discrepancies between the two estimators are re-
moved and consequently do not affect the results. Any sys-
tematic errors are also reduced.

To obtain the calibration function, we fit a Chebyshev poly-
nomial to the SFR parameter offsets vs its CIGALE estimate,
which is then used to obtain the corrected parameter value.

log10Xcorr = logr0Xcicare — fonev(logioXcigare) (1)

where X stands for any SFR parameter, f is the statistical
correction function for the offsets, and X, is the parameter
value corrected to the MagpHYS baseline. This is applied to
all SFR parameters of the quasar sample: SFR, sSFR, time-
averaged SFR. This correction is minor and doesn’t substan-
tially change the results. The analysis uses the code described
in the Software section.

3.3.4. Main ingoing assumptions for CIGALE and MAGPHYS

For completeness, we highlight the main assumptions and
sources of uncertainties. Uncertainties in the SED estimates
arise from the input photometry data. There is no difference
in input for the models between MaGPHYS and CIGALE in this
work. GAMA wmacpHYs SED fits are based on the LAMB-
DAR photometry. We used the same panchromatic data from
LAMBDAR photometry for ciGatk fits. The UV and IR sur-
vey photometry data in GAMA often has larger associated
uncertainties compared to the measurements within the op-
tical wavelengths. GAMA SED fits are based on a parame-
ter space chosen to cover all the galaxies in the survey, not
just the bright and low-z galaxies. As we are looking only at
a subset of galaxies from the GAMA survey, our parameter
space with SED fits with CIGALE performed here is tailored.

Both MaGpHYs and ciGaLE adopt a computationally effi-
cient energy balance approach to derive SEDs coupled with
a Bayesian estimator to recover the full posterior probabil-
ity distribution of galaxy physical parameters. The applica-
tion of MaGpHYS to GAMA data is described in Driver et al.
(2018), note that GAMA archival fits were performed on
the full GAMA catalog, not focused on the low-z sample
of bright galaxies. There are uncertainties associated with
models in each module of the SED program (e.g., Conroy
2013), which need to be remembered when interpreting re-
sults. Both codes (as well as others) rely on a given SFH

defined by an assumed IMF (Chabrier 2003 for both codes)
applied to a matrix of single age stellar populations (Bruzual
& Charlot 2003 for both codes), see Table 5. However, CIGALE
adopts a single (solar) metallicity and an SFH based on a de-
layed parametrization approach as described by Ciesla et al.
(2015), whereas MaGgpHYs adopts an exponentially declining
SFH, with SSPs having varying metallicities with random
bursts to mimic realistic histories. However, there is no AGN
module in MagpHYS. The MAGPHYS research team is develop-
ing the inclusion of AGN but it is not yet finished. We stress,
however, that despite the underlying assumptions, the SED-
based analysis generally produces good estimates of stellar
population parameters for galaxies in general, as described
in the relevant documentation papers for both codes.

Previous studies, such as Stone et al. 2021 and Bettoni
et al. 2023, were able to assess only a few parameters through
optical spectroscopy, such as SFR, sSFR, and stellar mass es-
timates for quasar hosts based on emission line analysis. The
SED analysis provides a larger set of parameter estimates
which include star formation history parameters and AGN-
related parameters. While future surveys are planned to get
spectroscopy data for a large number of quasars, currently,
GAMA survey already hold the photometry data for SED-
based analysis.

4. RESULTS

In this section we present the distributions of star forma-
tion properties of low-z quasar sample, obtained through the
ciGALE SED tool (§ 4.1). Moreover, various star formation
history parameters are compared between the quasar sample
and the CSNG (§ 4.2).

4.1. Comparing star formation rate distribution of quasar
sample with normal galaxies

To demonstrate how the SFR of quasar hosts compares to
that of normal galaxies, we map in Fig. 9 (right) the stellar
mass vs. sSFR for the sample of quasar host galaxies and
for a Monte Carlo realization of 200 samples of 205 normal
galaxies. The majority of quasars, 80%, lie above the cutoft
between star-forming galaxies (SFGs) and passive galaxies,
log(sS FR) = —10.8 Mg, yr~'. (Note that ~15% of the quasar
sample is radio-loud using limit of 1 mJy for 20 cm emis-
sion.)

The comparison galaxies are chosen to lie in the same vol-
ume, have the same stellar mass and redshift as the sample of
quasar host galaxies. We further contrast the two samples in
Fig. 10, where we plot the histograms of SFR (a) and sSFR
(b) for quasar host galaxies and the CSNG.

4.2. Star formation history parameters of quasar hosts
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Table 5. Comparison of the main ingoing assumptions between cIGALE fits and GAMA survey fits with MAGPHYS

SED code.
Module MAGPHYS fits in GAMA (Driver et al. 2018)  Contrast with cIGALE fits in this study
IMF Chabrier (2003) same
SFH Single (exponentially decaying) SFH different
SSP BCO03 models (Bruzual & Charlot 2003) same
Dust Attenuation Law  Charlot & Fall (2000) different

Metallicity a wide range of values

a single value

Note— Column (1): Name of the component module. Column (2): Assumed law and/or parameter values from
the GAMA archival data, which is based on magprays SED tool. Column (3): Comment on whether there are
any differences when compared to the cicaLe SED fits performed in this work.

Star formation history indicators, such as SFR averaged
over 10, 100, 1000 Myr can be employed to check how star
formation evolves and compare the results with time-interval
from quasar evolution models. cIGALE provides estimates of
the SFR averaged over the past 10 and 100 Myr. MAGPHYS
also provides estimates over the past 1000 and 2000 Myr but,
unfortunately (as we can see in Fig. 7) this neglects the influ-
ence of the quasar. In that figure, we see that the effect of the
AGN is less important when averaged over longer epochs, so
we also present maGgpHYS data (for SFR averaged over 1000
and 2000 Myr) with the caveat that these estimates may be
affected by AGN light (i.e., overestimated). This is shown in
Figure 11.

Further information about the star formation history is
gleaned from the perspective of the old stellar population pa-
rameters. We present in Fig. 12 the distributions of age of the
oldest stars, as well as the stellar mass and luminosity of old
stellar populations. The plots show no significant difference
between CSNG and the quasar sample.

5. DISCUSSION

We interpret the results disclosed in § 4 here.

5.1. Quasar host galaxies are mostly star-forming

The distribution of quasar host galaxies in the stellar mass
vs. SFR (sSFR) plot (Fig. 9) is broadly consistent with that
of normal SFGs, with a smaller fraction lying in the green
valley or just below in the quenched region. This can also
be observed in the histograms shown in Fig. 10. There are
few to no quasars in the fully quenched region. However,
the more quiescent objects can generally be seen to be more
massive systems as in Smirnova-Pinchukova et al. (2022).

This confirms that quasar host galaxies are generally sim-
ilar to normal SFGs and are less represented among the qui-
escent population. Of course, this might not be the case for
very powerful quasars and radio galaxies that are rarer and
will only rarely be present in volumes the size of the GAMA
survey.

When we compare with the distribution for SFGs we note
that there is a smaller fraction of quasar host galaxies in the
green valley, with a few quasars lying at the top end of the
quiescent galaxies distribution. This suggests that star forma-
tion may be quenched in otherwise normal SFGs. An alter-
nate hypothesis to explain the deficit of quasar host galaxies
in the green valley would be that quasar host galaxies ini-
tially lie in the green valley and undergo increased SFR later.
In order to test this we can look at the averaged SFR over
the past 10 and 100 Myr and then compare the star formation
timescales to the expected quasar lifetimes, discussed next.

5.2. Quasar hosts show increase in star formation at recent
timescales

It is interesting to consider the timescale for star formation
and compare with the expected quasar lifetimes. In the model
of Hopkins & Beacom (2006) quasars are associated with
increased star formation over timescale of ~10 Myr followed
by quenching once the quasar becomes optically bright (see
also Morey et al. 2021).

The SFR and sSFR distributions for non-AGN galaxies
(CSNG) appear to be relatively similar at all times, suggest-
ing that these objects have undergone a comparatively quiet
evolution since z ~ 0.3, as demonstrated by the sequence of
bottom panels in Figure 11. Similarly, this is the case for
the SFR and sSFR distributions for quasar host galaxies for
timescales of 1000 and 2000 Myr (top rightmost panels in
Figure 11).

In contrast, there is evidence of an increase in SFRs in
quasar host galaxies within the last 100 Myr and 10 Myr
(top leftmost panels in Figure 11). We see that the SFR
and sSFR distributions for quasar host galaxies are shifted
towards higher values over more recent timescales, implying
an association between an increase in star formation activity
and nuclear activity. Note that if the SFR averaged over 1000
and 2000 Myr is overestimated for quasar hosts by MAGPHYS,
then the resultant increase in star formation is even more pro-
found, and thus does not revert the conclusions of this work.
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We stress that all quasar host galaxies, however, were
forming stars on the star-forming MS within the last 2 Gyrs.
In other words, quasar activity is associated with an increase
in SFRs in already normal SFGs. Increased SFR is there-
fore associated with quasar activity, but the starburst entity is
modest, similar to the episodic SFR encountered in normal
spirals.

5.3. Deficit of quasar host galaxies in Green Valley region

Let’s consider again the sSFR vs. stellar mass diagram
(Fig. 9), which shows that there is a relative deficit of quasar
host galaxies (compared to SFGs and all galaxies) in the tra-

ditional green valley region and the quiescent region. The
distribution of SFRs for quasar host galaxies appears bi-
modal, with a small fraction of objects in the quiescent por-
tion of the sSFR-stellar mass plot, but lying close to the sSFR
limit for galaxies to be identified as star-forming. This hints
that quasar host galaxies may have been more quiescent prior
to the activation of the AGN and closer to the green valley,
as argued by Povic¢ et al. (2012). However, the older stel-
lar populations of quasar host galaxies are not significantly
different from those of normal galaxies (Fig. 12). Neverthe-
less, quasar host galaxies have always been star-forming over
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these timescales, lending support to models where nuclear
activity is triggered by secular evolution.

5.4. Implications to models linking SFR and AGN activity

Our finding that most quasar host galaxies lie on or close
to the star-forming MS is consistent with the observations
by Smirnova-Pinchukova et al. (2022), where no significant
effect was found on the SFRs of quasar host galaxies. Cou-
pled with the lack of quiescent galaxies among quasar hosts
(although there may be radio galaxies that do not fulfill the
criteria for inclusion by Gattano et al. 2018), this is consis-
tent with recent studies suggesting that there is no significant
effect from feedback by active nuclei (Elbaz et al. 2011; Bon-
giorno et al. 2012; Harrison et al. 2012; Balmaverde et al.
2016; Leung et al. 2017; Woo et al. 2017; Shangguan et al.
2018; Scholtz et al. 2020). Zhuang & Ho (2022) also find

vast majority of quasar host galaxies are star-forming, while
Koutoulidis et al. (2022) claim that 3/4 of their X-ray selected
AGN lie on or above the star-forming MS, but Shangguan
et al. (2020a,b) and Xie et al. (2021) argue that the SFRs of
quasar host galaxies in their Palomar-green sample approx-
imate those of starbursts. Mountrichas et al. (2024a,b) also
find that only quasars with high X-ray luminosity have higher
SFRs than comparable non-active galaxies.

About 1/4 of quasar hosts are transitioning from star-
forming to the quenched population of galaxies; they all have
[OII] emission but this is not securely associated with current
star formation as the spectra may be contaminated with emis-
sion from the nuclear region. This is an indication that nu-
clear activity may continue for a considerable time after star
formation is quenched (as in Rembold et al. 2017; Sanchez
et al. 2018).
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Figure 10. Histograms of SF properties with Poisson error bars: (a) SFR, (b) sSFR. Data for comparison galaxies are from GAMA archive,
for quasar hosts from ciGaLeE SED fits. For quasar hosts, cicaLe SFR and sSFR estimates are corrected to MAGPHYS baseline and the error bar
represents the Poisson error. For comparison galaxies, the plotted fraction in each bin is the average fraction from all 200 realizations, and
the error bar represents the standard deviation. In each case, the distribution of values for quasar sample lies in the peak of the normal galaxy

distribution. However, there are few quenched AGN hosts.

Goto (2006) claims that about 5% of quasars show post-
starburst signatures. Post-starburst signatures are more re-
cently observed also in the off-center optical spectra of low-z
Type I quasar hosts (Bettoni et al. 2017; Stone et al. 2021). In
this case, nuclear activity continues for a considerable time
after quenching, since the presence of post-starburst features
implies that star formation ceased a few hundred Myr ago.
This is in contrast to the simple model where quasars drive
rapid quenching by feedback and then dwindle.

However, we can also show that most of the increase in
SFRs has taken place over the past ~100 Myr, while all
quasar host galaxies are seen to be normal SFGs over the
past 1-2 Gyr. None of the quasar hosts was originally qui-
escent. Therefore this argues that the AGN activity is related
to an increase in SFRs in otherwise normal galaxies. Deep
integral field unit and long slit spectra of nearby AGNs show
that peak AGN activity occurs ~50—200 Myrs after the on-
set of star formation (Davies et al. 2007; Riffel et al. 2022
see also Schawinski et al. 2009; Wild et al. 2010). Similar
timescales are seen in Rembold et al. (2017) and Sanchez
et al. (2018). This is consistent with our findings that star
formation in quasar host galaxies has increased over the past
100 Myr.

The star-forming region may provide the fuel for the
SMBH and allow such fuel to reach the SMBH via increased
turbulence. Analytical models, numerical simulations, and
hydrodynamical simulations predict that stellar winds and su-
pernovae will enhance the SMBH mass accretion by injecting

turbulence into the gas disk (e.g., Wada et al. 2002; Schart-
mann et al. 2009; Hobbs et al. 2011) while several authors
have now reported a correlation between the black hole ac-
cretion rate and increasing SFRs (Mullaney et al. 2012; Chen
et al. 2013; Harris et al. 2016; Lanzuisi et al. 2017; Zhuang
& Ho 2020; Zhuang et al. 2021). This association between
quasars and star formation need not be causal: it may simply
reflect the availability of a large gas supply, some of which
is driven to the nucleus to fuel the AGN (Jarvis et al. 2020;
Shangguan et al. 2020a; Yesuf & Ho 2020).

Based on what we see in Fig. 10-12 we suggest that the
recent increase in star formation and AGN activity may have
occurred among galaxies in the green valley, where quasar
host galaxies seem to be less frequent. These galaxies may
experience an increase in star formation and this may then in-
duce quasar activity, as argued by Povi¢ et al. (2012); Charl-
ton et al. (2019); Lin et al. (2022) where X-ray selected AGN
are observed preferentially in the green valley region (i.e., at
lower SFRs). The SFR increase may be episodic as is ob-
served in many spiral galaxies rather than due to mergers and
interactions, although these could certainly play a role as in
our Galaxy (Ruiz-Lara et al. 2020). Gas from young stars
may then feed AGN activity, explaining the observations in
Fig. 10-12. This may also explain the different claims about
the correlation between star formation, quenching and quasar
activity, if samples are chosen in different portions of this life
cycle.
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Figure 11. Histograms of sSFR averaged over 10, 100, 1000, and 2000 Myr for quasars (red hashed bars) and for normal galaxies (black dotted
bars). For quasars, average sSFR estimates from ciGaLE for 10 Myr and 100 Myr are corrected to MmaGpHYS baseline. For visual contrast, the
2 Gyr distribution for normal galaxies is shown in shaded bars in each plot. Error bars as in Fig. 10. The plots are arranged along the increasing
timescale over which SFR is averaged. To highlight the comparison and the evolution of the distributions, the blue dashed line marks the
sSFR=-10.8 yr~! line in all plots, while the red arrow on quasar plots shows the separation to the approximate peak of the distribution. Thus,
quasar hosts sample exhibits elevated SFR values at 100 and 10 Myr marks. Note that the SFR peak for quasar hosts is moved towards higher
values in more recent timeframes. On the other hand, there is no evidence that the SFR of normal galaxies is changing with time. Indeed it
seems that the star-forming cloud is always in the same place even at high redshift.
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It is unclear what mechanisms may produce an increase in
the SFR and fuel the AGN. Major mergers are clearly able
to induce strong tidal torques and drive gas and dust to the
center, but they are likely to be important only for the most
powerful AGN. There is no strong evidence that quasar host
galaxies are more morphologically disturbed than normal
galaxies of the same luminosity (Grogin et al. 2005; McK-
ernan et al. 2010; Cisternas et al. 2011; Bohm et al. 2013;
Kocevski et al. 2012; Villforth et al. 2014, 2019; Marian et al.
2019; Shah et al. 2020). It has been shown that quasar host

galaxies favor relatively low density environments (Wethers
et al. 2022) and do not have significantly more or fewer com-
panions (Stone et al. 2023), while the star formation prop-
erties and stellar populations of galaxies neighboring quasar
hosts are consistent with those of normal galaxies of the same
mass (Bettoni et al. 2017, 2023; Stone et al. 2021, 2023).
This leaves minor mergers and secular evolution, such
as bars and spiral arms (Shlosman et al. 1989; Hopkins &
Quataert 2010) as possible triggers (this conclusion stands
even though GAMA has few massive cluster environments).
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These suffice to fuel most of AGN activity (e.g., Ho 2009;
Cisternas et al. 2011; Villforth et al. 2017; Zhao et al. 2022).
The timescales we find here are long enough to favor such
gentler and slower processes.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we investigated the SFH of low-redshift
(0.1<z<0.35) Type I AGN within the GAMA volume and
compared these objects to non-active galaxies in the same
survey matched in redshift and stellar mass. Our main con-
clusions are as follows.

1. Most (80%) quasars lie on the star-forming MS for
normal galaxies and 20% are hosted in quenching or
quenched systems.

2. The SFHs of these quasar host galaxies show that they
have generally been SFGs over the past 2 Gyr but have
experienced a modest star formation increase (by a fac-
tor of 2-3) over the past 100 Myr.

3. These observations support models where star forma-
tion feeds quasar activity, and its cessation starves the
SMBH of gas and dust, leading to its undergoing a qui-
escent state.

4. We conclude that the correlation between the SMBH
mass and the bulge mass may not have a causal relation
and that AGN activity, at least in the local universe, is
mainly triggered by secular processes within normal
galaxies.

Extending this analysis to a much larger quasar sample is
necessary to more definitively validate the conclusions of
this work. For example, future work is planned with the
quasars surveyed by the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instru-
ment (DESI, DESI Collaboration et al. 2016).
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