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A B S T R A C T

We present a population-scale catalogue of 287,872 supermassive black hole masses with high
accuracy. Using a deep encoder-decoder network trained on optical spectra with reverberation-
mapping (RM) based labels of 849 quasars and applied to all SDSS quasars up to 𝑧 = 4, our method
achieves a root-mean-square error of 0.058 dex, a relative uncertainty of ≈ 14%, and coefficient of
determination𝑅2 ≈ 0.91with respect to RM-based masses, far surpassing traditional single-line virial
estimators. Notably, the high accuracy is maintained for both low (< 107.5 𝑀⊙) and high (> 109 𝑀⊙)
mass quasars, where empirical relations are unreliable.

1. Introduction
Supermassive black holes (SMBHs) with masses span-

ning from roughly 105𝑀⊙ to 1010𝑀⊙ are commonly ob-
served at the centers of most massive galaxies (Kormendy
and Richstone, 1995; Ferrarese and Ford, 2005; Kormendy
and Ho, 2013). Recent breakthroughs, particularly the Event
Horizon Telescope’s imaging of the SMBH at the core of the
elliptical galaxy M 87, have provided unprecedented direct
observational evidence (Event Horizon Telescope Collabo-
ration et al., 2019). It is now firmly established that SMBH
masses are strongly correlated with the characteristics of
their host galaxies, including bulge mass, stellar velocity
dispersion, surface brightness, and luminosity (Ferrarese
and Merritt, 2000; Merritt and Ferrarese, 2001; Häring and
Rix, 2004; Saglia et al., 2016). These correlations appear to
persist across both local and high-redshift galaxies (Graham
and Scott, 2013; Schramm and Silverman, 2013; Izumi et al.,
2019), suggesting a fundamental co-evolutionary link de-
spite the vast difference in physical scales between SMBHs
and their hosts (Hopkins et al., 2008; Schawinski et al., 2010;
Izumi et al., 2019).

Nevertheless, significant challenges remain, particularly
in understanding how such massive black holes could have
formed within the universe’s first billion years (Wu et al.,
2015; Inayoshi et al., 2020). Current models suggest that
SMBHs grow predominantly through gas accretion and
galaxy mergers, releasing substantial energy that profoundly
affects host galaxy evolution (Alexander and Hickox, 2012;
Ciotti and Ostriker, 2007; Sijacki et al., 2007).
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Observationally, SMBHs manifest as active galactic
nuclei (AGNs) or quasars, whose extreme luminosities offer
key insights into accretion processes and black hole growth
(Soltan, 1982). However, directly measuring SMBH masses
remains challenging. Spectroscopic techniques, though widely
used, are labor-intensive and have yielded only about one
million estimates over the past two decades (Shen et al.,
2011; Kelly and Shen, 2013). The advent of large-scale
surveys such as the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy
Survey of Space and Time (LSST), expected to detect nearly
108 quasars (Ivezić et al., 2019), will require far more
efficient and scalable mass estimation methods. Alternative
approaches based on variability measurements in optical and
X-ray bands show promise (McHardy et al., 2006; Burke
et al., 2021), but are complicated by nonlinear physical
dependencies and the massive data volumes involved. Mean-
while, direct dynamical measurements of SMBH masses
remain limited to only a small sample of nearby galaxies
(Kuo et al., 2011; Kormendy and Ho, 2013; McConnell and
Ma, 2013; Shankar et al., 2016, 2019).

While classical machine learning techniques, such as
symbolic regression, random forests, and photometric re-
gressions, have contributed to early progress in black hole
mass estimation by extending traditional scaling relations
(Jin and Davis, 2023; He et al., 2022), their performance
remains fundamentally constrained by shallow architectures
and limited feature representations. In contrast, deep learn-
ing approaches have shown greater promise in capturing
the non-linear dependencies inherent in high-dimensional
astrophysical data. For instance, variability-based models
such as AGNet achieve a scatter of approximately 0.37 dex

Lu et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 1 of 14

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

04
80

3v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 4
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.04803v1


Supermassive Black Holes Mass

with respect to virial mass estimates derived from single-
epoch spectra (Lin et al., 2023). On the other hand, mod-
els trained on X-ray reverberation-mapped AGNs, where
more physically grounded mass measurements are available,
have demonstrated predictive accuracies within 2-5% of the
reference values (Chainakun et al., 2022). Although these
performance metrics are not directly comparable due to
differing calibration standards, they collectively highlight
the advantages of deep learning over traditional approaches.

To further advance black hole mass estimation, we
propose a deep learning-based framework, QuasarSpecNet,
which integrates a convolutional neural network (CNN)
and a transposed convolutional network (DeconvNet). The
model utilizes an encoding-decoding architecture to pro-
cess spectral data, and performs mass prediction through
representations learned in a latent space. Through joint
training, the model not only enables efficient reconstruction
of the input spectra but also allows accurate prediction of
black hole masses based on latent features. The architecture
is designed to leverage the hierarchical feature extraction
capabilities of deep convolutional layers, while incorporat-
ing skip connections to retain fine-grained spectral details
during decoding. This design improves predictive preci-
sion and more effectively preserves physical information.
Additionally, it introduces a novel approach for estimating
black hole masses and demonstrates superior performance
in processing and analyzing spectroscopic data. The method
achieves a root-mean-square error of 0.05 dex in log(𝑀BH).

A central aspect of this work is that the network is trained
on SDSS-RM spectra with reverberation-mapped black hole
masses as labels, which provide a relatively small (849
quasars) but physically accurate sample. After training, the
model is applied to an extended SDSS sample of 287,872
quasars spanning 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 4, producing mass estimates
across log10(𝑀BH∕𝑀⊙) ≈ 6–10. The combination of RM-
based training and large-scale application is the main ad-
vance of this study. It provides a uniform mass catalog large
enough to trace black hole demographics over cosmic time,
while combining the accuracy of RM calibration with the
statistical power of survey-scale quasar populations.

This article is structured as follows: Section 2 describes
the dataset and preprocessing steps; Section 3 details the
proposed methodology; Section 4 presents model evaluation
metrics; Section 5 applies the trained model to 287,872
SDSS quasars and presents the resulting mass catalog; Sec-
tion 6 discusses the findings; finally, Section 7 provides
conclusions and acknowledgments.

2. Dataset
2.1. Extraction of Observational Parameters

For the SDSS-RM sample, each quasar was observed
repeatedly over multiple epochs, producing time-series spec-
tra that capture the variability of both continuum and broad
emission lines. Reverberation mapping relies on measuring
the delayed response of lines such as H𝛼, H𝛽, Mg II, and
CIV to continuum changes. Each emission line is recorded

across many epochs, enabling variability studies and lag
determinations. As a result, the dataset contains both single-
epoch observational parameters and multi-epoch spectral
sequences.

Observational metadata are extracted from the head-
ers of the raw spectral files. Key parameters including
the spectroscopic plate number (PLATE), observation date
(MJD), fiber identifier (FIBERID), mean observation epoch
(Mean_MJD), redshift (ZFINAL), and observation epoch
index (EPOCH) are extracted using regular expressions.
These parameters were organized into structured records
to facilitate sample selection, redshift dependent analyses,
and cross-validation of spectral line measurements. Table 1
summarizes these observational parameters.

The SDSS-RM sample includes 849 unique sources with
75,915 spectra, spanning redshifts from 𝑧 = 0.12 to 𝑧 = 4.33
(mean 𝑧 = 1.64, median 𝑧 = 1.61). Only three sources (270
spectra) lie at 𝑧 ≥ 4, indicating that the sample is dominated
by low- to intermediate-redshift AGNs.

2.2. Data Preprocessing and Standardization
To provide consistent and physically meaningful input

spectra for the deep learning analysis, we preprocess quasar
spectra obtained from the SDSS-RM project (Shen et al.,
2011; Lyke et al., 2020; Shen et al., 2024). This prepro-
cessing procedure involves extraction of key observational
parameters, resampling of spectra to a uniform wavelength
grid, exclusion of invalid or corrupted spectra, spectral nor-
malization, and the compilation of a standardized dataset
suitable for both training and evaluation of our model. Each
preprocessing step is described in detail below.

2.3. Wavelength Resampling
The original spectral flux data points are sampled un-

evenly and lie on a non-uniform wavelength grid. To stan-
dardize the model input, the wavelengths were first trans-
formed into logarithmic space and then interpolated onto a
uniform grid of length 4618 (denoted as Wave1):

𝜆∗𝑖 = 𝜆min + 𝑖 ⋅ Δ𝜆, (1)

Δ𝜆 =
𝜆max − 𝜆min

4617
, (2)

where 𝑖 ranges from 0 to 4617, and the wavelength range
corresponds to 360–1032.5 nm (vacuum wavelength). Cubic
spline interpolation was employed as the primary method,
with linear extrapolation used at the boundaries. The result-
ing flux values were stored as Flux1, with units preserved as
10−17 erg s−1 cm−2 Å

−1
.

2.4. Invalid Spectrum Filtering
To remove spectra that contain no meaningful informa-

tion or lack typical quasar spectral features, we applied the
following criteria:
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Table 1
Description of dataset fields

Field Description

Defined_Mass Adopted BH mass (log(𝑀⊙)), taking the first positive value from HA_MRM, HB_MRM,
MG2_MRM, C4_MRM; set to −1 if none.

Flux Raw observed flux on non-uniform grid (10−17 erg s−1 cm−2 Å
−1

).
Flux1 Flux interpolated onto uniform Wave1 grid (same units as Flux).
HA_MRM RM-derived BH mass using H𝛼 line lag (log(𝑀⊙)).
HB_MRM RM-derived BH mass using H𝛽 line lag (log(𝑀⊙)).
MG2_MRM RM-derived BH mass using Mg ii line lag (log(𝑀⊙)).
C4_MRM RM-derived BH mass using C iv line lag (log(𝑀⊙)).
Mean_MJD Mean Modified Julian Date of spectroscopic visits.
Norm_Flux Min-max normalized Flux1 (unitless).
RMID Unique ID in SDSS-RM catalog (0-999).
EPOCH Index of spectroscopic observation epoch.
Rest_Flux Rest-frame flux: Flux/(1+𝑧).
Rest_Flux_Normalized Min-max normalized rest-frame flux.
Rest_Wave Rest-frame wavelength: 𝜆obs∕(1 + 𝑧) (Å).
Wave Observed vacuum wavelength (Å).
Wave1 Uniform interpolated wavelength grid (model input).
ZFINAL Adopted redshift of the object.
Name SDSS-DR12 designation (J2000, hhmmss.ss+ddmmss.s).

1. Flat Spectra: If the flux vector 𝒇 ∈ ℝ4618 exhibits no
variation across the entire wavelength range:

ptp(𝒇 ) = max(𝒇 ) − min(𝒇 ) = 0, (3)

the spectrum is considered static and physically unin-
formative, and is thus discarded.

2. Quasi-linear Spectra: After resampling, if the spec-
trum can be approximated by a first-order polynomial
𝑓 (𝑖) = 𝑎𝑖 + 𝑏 such that the maximum residual across
all wavelengths satisfies:

max
𝑖

|

|

𝑓𝑖 − (𝑎𝑖 + 𝑏)|
|

< 𝜀, (4)

it is deemed to lack spectral line structures and is
removed accordingly. It is noted that 𝜀 = 10−5 that we
take is a very small threshold, ensuring that spectra
with even weak or narrow emission-line features are
retained.

2.5. Spectral Normalization
To eliminate flux amplitude differences among different

targets, all retained spectra were normalized to the [0, 1]
range using min-max scaling. Given the interpolated flux
vector 𝒇̂ ∈ ℝ4618, the normalization is defined as:

𝒇̃ =
𝒇̂ − min(𝒇̂ )

max(𝒇̂ ) − min(𝒇̂ )
. (5)

To further improve model training stability, we also
applied zero-mean normalization and unit-norm constraint
. The final processed spectra are denoted as Norm_Flux.

2.6. Black Hole Mass Label Construction
To facilitate supervised learning applications, we adopt

reverberation mapped black hole mass estimates from the
SDSS-RM spectral analysis pipeline. These RM-based masses,
obtained from the emission lines H𝛼, H𝛽, Mg II, and CIV, are
represented as HA_MRM, HB_MRM, MG2_MRM, and C4_MRM, respec-
tively. For each sample, a unified mass label, Defined_Mass,
was determined by selecting the first valid estimate accord-
ing to the priority sequence: C4_MRM, MG2_MRM, HB_MRM, and
HA_MRM. If all lines mass estimates are invalid, no defined
mass is assigned, and such quasars are excluded from
supervised training but remain available for unsupervised
spectral reconstruction. These labels are subsequently linked
to their corresponding spectra using RMID identifiers and
integrated into the dataset.

2.7. Dataset Partitioning
To promote robust generalization and reliable perfor-

mance evaluation, we split the dataset by RMID into train-
ing (70%), validation (15%), and test (15%) subsets. The
reference set, containing quasars with reverberation-mapped
black hole masses, was included only in the training and
validation subsets and excluded from the test set to avoid
information leakage.

3. Methodology
3.1. Neural Network

In this study, we propose a deep autoencoder-based neu-
ral network that concurrently performs feature extraction,
spectral reconstruction, and black hole mass prediction. The
proposed architecture comprises three interconnected mod-
ules: an encoder, a decoder, and a dedicated mass prediction
branch, as illustrated in Figure 1.
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(a) Encoder (b) Decoder

Conv1d Flatten Full connection Unflatten

Crop ConvTranspose1d Skip Connection

93449344

Latent_dim

Mass

Output2

Output3

Input Output1

(32, 917)

(64, 177)

(128, 73)

(32+32, 917)

(64+64, 177)

(128+128, 93)
(64, 177)

(32, 917)

Figure 1: Architecture of the proposed deep autoencoder-based neural network.

The encoder compresses input spectral data into a com-
pact latent representation that encapsulates crucial spectral
characteristics. Specifically, the input spectral data, struc-
tured as single-channel one-dimensional tensors of dimen-
sions (batch_size, 1, sequence_length), undergo process-
ing by three convolutional blocks. Each block comprises
convolutional layers that progressively increase the num-
ber of feature channels, followed by batch normalization
(BatchNorm1d) for training stabilization, a Rectified Linear
Unit (ReLU) activation function for nonlinear transforma-
tion, and a dropout layer to mitigate overfitting and enable
uncertainty estimation. Subsequently, the resulting feature
maps are flattened and projected into a lower-dimensional
latent vector of dimension latent_dim via a fully connected
layer (encoder_fc). Additionally, the encoder incorporates a
specialized branch for directly predicting black hole mass
from these latent representations. This prediction branch
involves a fully connected layer that reduces dimensionality
to 64, followed by a ReLU activation, a dropout layer (with
a dropout probability of 0.5), and finally, a fully connected
layer outputting a scalar corresponding to the predicted black
hole mass.

The decoder reconstructs the original spectral input from
the latent features produced by the encoder. Initially, a fully
connected layer expands the latent vector to match the en-
coder’s output dimensions (128×73). The expanded vector
is subsequently reshaped by an Unflatten operation into
the dimensions (batch_size, 128, 73) suitable for convo-
lutional processing. Reconstruction then proceeds through
three transpose convolutional layers, progressively reducing

the number of channels and increasing spatial resolution.
Critically, these transpose convolutional layers utilize skip
connections by concatenating their outputs with correspond-
ing encoder feature maps, preserving detailed spatial infor-
mation, facilitating gradient flow, and preventing vanishing
gradients. The transpose convolutions sequentially reduce
channels from 128 to 64, 64 to 32, and finally 32 to 1, with
kernel sizes, strides, and padding chosen to ensure output
sequence length matches the original spectral data. After
concatenation, cropping operations (min_length) maintain
consistent feature map dimensions throughout reconstruc-
tion.

3.2. Physically Motivated Architecture
We construct the network from the physics of quasar

spectra rather than from a purely accuracy-driven objective.
Single epoch mass estimators follow the virial form 𝑀BH ∝
𝑉 2𝑅(𝐿), where 𝑉 is a velocity scale of the broad-line region
and 𝑅(𝐿) is a luminosity dependent size. This relation is
a useful first-order guide, but its accuracy is limited when
𝑅(𝐿) is forced to be a simple power law and when line-
dependent effects such as profile asymmetry, outflows, and
orientation are ignored. Our design goal is to encode the
information that enters 𝑉 2𝑅(𝐿) and, at the same time, allow
the model to use additional spectral indicators.

The architecture in Fig. 1 is an encoder–decoder with
skip connections. The encoder compresses each spectrum
into a low dimensional latent vector intended to carry global,
slowly varying information. The decoder reconstructs the
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spectrum using both the latent representation and interme-
diate encoder features passed through the skips. The mass
regression branch reads only the latent vector, ensuring
that the predicted 𝑀BH depends on physically interpretable
global features rather than on local variations.

Input spectra are min-max scaled and standardized to
zero mean and unit variance. Normalization removes the
absolute flux scale, so the network cannot recover lumi-
nosity from amplitude alone. It must infer luminosity from
dimensionless features such as continuum shape, line ratios,
and equivalent widths, which are known to correlate with
ionizing power (for example, through the radius–luminosity
relation and Baldwin-type trends). This choice is deliberate:
it encourages the encoder to represent physically invariant
relations between continuum and lines rather than memorize
survey-specific flux levels.

We limit the latent space to be as small as practical to
preserve interpretability and control. Quasar spectra are set
by a few effective degrees of freedom: a luminosity or radius
scale, a velocity scale, the Eddington ratio, broad spectral
slope or curvature, and metal-line strength or ionization
state. A compact latent vector makes these factors explicit
and limits the tendency to spread information across many
entangled components. With skip connections, the recon-
struction loss no longer forces the latent vector to carry high
frequency line details, because the shortest gradient path for
reconstruction runs through shallow layers and the skips.
The latent representation is therefore shaped mainly by the
mass loss and concentrates on slowly varying features. Since
the mass head reads only the latent vector, it naturally learns
a combination of a luminosity or radius scale with a coarse
velocity summary rather than a catalogue of profile minutiae.
This aligns with the virial structure of the problem, in which
𝑅(𝐿) is a global quantity and 𝑉 can be summarized by low-
order width measures, and it keeps the inferred 𝑀BH tied to
a physically interpretable global representation rather than
to local variability driven by variabilities.

3.3. Model Training and Optimization
We adopt a joint optimization approach, simultaneously

minimizing two mean squared error (MSE) loss functions:
one for spectral reconstruction and the other for black hole
mass estimation. These loss functions are combined with
equal weights (1:1) and optimized using the Adam algorithm
with an initial learning rate of 1 × 10−4 and a batch size of
64. The maximum number of training epochs is set to 500.
At each epoch, model performance is evaluated on both the
training and validation sets. An early stopping mechanism,
with a patience of 50 epochs based on the validation loss, is
applied to mitigate overfitting, and the model weights corre-
sponding to the best validation performance are retained.

4. Evaluation
4.1. Effectiveness of neural network for feature

extraction
To evaluate the robustness and interpretability of the

learned spectral representations, we trained the autoencoder

using different latent space dimensionalities. Varying the
latent dimension provides a way to quantify how much
spectral-mass information can be retained with minimal
model complexity. A lower-dimensional latent space favors
physical interpretability, since each latent variable tends to
encode broad and physically meaningful spectral variations.
Increasing the dimensionality can capture finer spectral de-
tails but may also fit stochastic noise and obscure clear phys-
ical meaning. Therefore, we aim to achieve an accurate black
hole mass estimation with the smallest possible number of
latent variables, balancing predictive performance and in-
terpretability. Technically, we employed Uniform Manifold
Approximation and Projection (UMAP), a dimensionality
reduction technique that maps high-dimensional data to a
two-dimensional plane (McInnes et al., 2018). Specifically,
we applied UMAP to project latent representations of di-
mensions 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, and 50, and visualized the resulting
projections by coloring data points according to their nor-
malized logarithmic virial masses (log𝑀vir), as presented
in Figure 2.

The results shown in Fig. 2 visualize how the learned la-
tent representation organizes spectra as the latent dimension-
ality varies. Points are colored by log𝑀BH, and a smooth
ordering with log𝑀BH is visible at all settings.

At one latent dimension, the embedding collapses to a
single arc with a monotonic log𝑀BH gradient, showing that
the dominant variation relevant to mass is already captured.
At two dimensions, the map retains a principal ridge with
a clear mass gradient and exhibits transverse structure, in-
dicating that additional modes of spectral variation are rep-
resented in the 2D projection. At four and five dimensions,
the manifold appears thicker in the UMAP plane, the mass
ordering remains continuous along the main ridge. This
suggests that added capacity captures secondary structure,
for example broad continuum shape or cross line correla-
tions, without disrupting the primary ordering. When the
latent dimensionality increases to ten, the global pattern and
mass gradient are preserved and the cloud becomes slightly
more compact in the UMAP plane, consistent with extra
capacity absorbing secondary variance rather than changing
the core geometry. At fifty dimensions, the central structure
and mass ordering persist, but a small fraction of points is
displaced toward the periphery as scattered outliers, which
likely correspond to unusual line shapes or lower signal
to noise. The scattering reflects overcapacity that allows
peripheral directions in latent space to be populated, not
a fragmentation of the main manifold. The above analysis
supports that five latent representations provide a practical
balance between representation power and interpretability.

For evaluate the model’s fitting performance, we adopt
two metrics: the root mean squared error (RMSE) and the
Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟. The RMSE is given by

RMSE =

√

√

√

√
1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

(

𝑦̂𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖
)2 , (6)

Lu et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 5 of 14



Supermassive Black Holes Mass

10 0 10 20
UMAP 1

10

0

10

20

UM
AP

 2

latendim = 1

5 0 5 10 15 20
UMAP 1

5

0

5

10

UM
AP

 2

latendim = 2

0 5 10
UMAP 1

0

5

10

UM
AP

 2

latendim = 4

5 0 5 10 15
UMAP 1

2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

UM
AP

 2

latendim = 5

5 0 5 10 15
UMAP 1

2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5
UM

AP
 2

latendim = 10

5 0 5 10 15 20
UMAP 1

10

0

10

20

UM
AP

 2

latendim = 50

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
  Normalized Black Hole Mass

Figure 2: UMAP projections of the learned latent representation for latent dimensionality 𝑑 = 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, and 50. Points are
colored by log𝑀BH. A smooth mass gradient is visible in all panels. For 𝑑 = 1, the embedding collapses to a single arc with
a monotonic gradient; for 𝑑 = 2, a principal ridge with transverse structure appears; for 𝑑 = 4-5, the manifold thickens while
the gradient remains continuous; for 𝑑 = 10, the global pattern and gradient are preserved with a slightly more compact cloud;
for 𝑑 = 50, the central manifold persists and a small fraction of points is displaced to the periphery. UMAP preserves local
neighborhoods rather than global geometry, so axis orientation is not physically meaningful.

where 𝑦̂𝑖 and 𝑦𝑖 are the predicted and true values for sample 𝑖,
respectively, and 𝑁 is the total number of samples. A lower
RMSE indicates better predictive performance.

The correlation coefficient 𝑟 measures the strength of
the linear relationship between predictions and ground truth
values:

𝑟 =
∑𝑁

𝑖=1(𝑦̂𝑖 − ̄̂𝑦) (𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̄)
√

∑𝑁
𝑖=1(𝑦̂𝑖 − ̄̂𝑦)2

√

∑𝑁
𝑖=1(𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̄)2

, (7)

where ̄̂𝑦 and 𝑦̄ denote the means of the predicted and true
values, respectively. A value of 𝑟 closer to 1 indicates a
stronger linear correlation.

The fitting performance results, as presented in Table 2,
are characterized by an 𝑅2

train of 0.9570 and an 𝑅2
val of

0.9099. These values indicate strong predictive accuracy
on the training data and robust generalization to unseen
data. Regarding error metrics, the RMSE is 0.00310 for
the training set and 0.05532 for the validation set, with an
MAE of 0.03896 on the validation set. These metrics, which
are among the most favorable in Table 2, demonstrate that
the model achieves high accuracy in predicting black hole
masses with the chosen five-dimensional latent space.

Therefore, considering both interpretability and predic-
tive performance, we adopt five latent dimensions as the
optimal configuration. The five-dimensional representation
preserves a coherent mass gradient while effectively sup-
pressing noise and non-physical spectral variations. Quan-
titative regression tests further support this choice, showing
that increasing the dimensionality beyond 5 does not bring
significant improvement in the mass fitting accuracy.

The physical analysis and the cosmological studies based
on these results will be the main subjects of the subsequent
papers.

4.2. Redshift-mass coverage and consistency with
SDSS-RM

Figure 4 visualizes our predictions on the SDSS-RM
sample as a mass-redshift heatmap overlaid on the RM-
based masses. The two layers show close agreement across
the full dynamic range, with both distributions peaking near
𝑧∼1-2 and spanning log10(𝑀BH∕M⊙) ∼ 7-10. This pattern
is consistent with the coverage and mass range reported
in the SDSS-RM Key Results release, which summarizes
the RM sample over 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 4 and typical black-hole
masses of 107-109.5M⊙ (Shen et al., 2011; Lyke et al., 2020;
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Table 2
Model performance for different numbers of latent features. The table lists the coefficient of determination (𝑅2), root-mean-square
error (RMSE), and mean absolute error (MAE) of training and validation datasets for different latent space dimensionalities. The
results show that the predictive accuracy improves rapidly up to ∼5 latent dimensions and then grows slowly, indicating that five
dimensions provide the optimal balance between model complexity and performance.

Latent Dim 𝑅2
train 𝑅2

val RMSEtrain RMSEval MAEval

1 0.9265 0.8549 0.00512 0.07154 0.05329
2 0.9432 0.9075 0.00326 0.05712 0.03920
4 0.9495 0.9081 0.00324 0.05693 0.03911
5 0.9570 0.9099 0.00310 0.05532 0.03896
10 0.9579 0.9132 0.00306 0.05534 0.03768
50 0.9568 0.9142 0.00303 0.05503 0.03617

Figure 3: Comparison between black hole mass estimates from our autoencoder-based model and those obtained using traditional
single-epoch virial methods for the test dataset. The blue points show the predictions from the neural-network model, while the
purple, yellow, and green points correspond to single-line estimates based on H𝛽, Mg ii, and C iv, respectively. The dashed line
marks the one-to-one relation expected for perfect agreement with the reverberation-mapping (RM) masses. The scatter of the
blue points mainly reflects variations among individual spectra from the multi-epoch SDSS-RM observations, as each spectrum
is treated independently in the estimation. Traditional estimators exhibit larger scatter and systematic deviations, particularly at
the low- and high-mass ends, and many sources lack reliable single-line measurements. In contrast, our model maintains a tight
correlation with the RM masses (𝑅2 = 0.909) and achieves a low overall RMSE of 0.058 dex with respect to the RM-based mass,
and also providing predictions for objects where the conventional methods fail.
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Figure 4: Heatmap of predicted versus RM-based black hole masses across different redshifts, with two overlaid layers: The blue
colormap shows RM-based masses; the semi-transparent red colormap shows network-predicted masses.

Table 3
Summary of Black Hole Mass Prediction Methods. The table lists the RMSE (in dex) and 𝑅2 evaluated against RM-based masses
as the reference, reported in the respective studies.

Method RMSE (dex) 𝑅2 Data

Single Epoch Virial(Vestergaard and Peterson, 2006) 0.35 – Single epoch spectra
AGNet Deep Learning(Lin et al., 2023) 0.371 0.428 Photometric time series
X-ray Reverberation NN(Chainakun et al., 2022) 0.1077 0.9124 X-ray light curves
Lasso Regression(He et al., 2022) 0.50 – Photometry + morphology
CQR(Yong and Ong, 2023) 0.198 (H𝛽); 0.222 (Mg II) 0.7 (H𝛽); 0.85 (Mg II) SDSS single epoch spectra
QuasarSpecNet (This Work) 0.058 0.909 SDSS spectra

Shen et al., 2024). The agreement indicates that our network
reproduces the established population-level trends in the
SDSS-RM dataset without introducing apparent selection-
driven distortions.

4.3. Comparison with Single-Line Virial
Estimators

The model’s predictions on the validation set are highly
consistent with the RM based black hole masses, with the
scatter plot (figure 3) tightly clustered around the ideal
consistency line. In other words, the model does not intro-
duce significant systematic biases and shows no evidence of
overfitting-related biases, which strengthens our confidence
in its generalizability.

Table 3 compares our method with traditional single-
line virial estimators based on H𝛽, Mg II, and C IV scaling
relations, as well as with other machine learning approaches.

Conventional single-epoch relations typically generate scat-
ters of ∼0.2–0.5 dex and are prone to systematic biases
(Coatman et al., 2017), particularly for C IV-based estimates
in high-accretion quasars. In contrast, our model achieves
an overall RMSE of only 0.058 dex, representing almost an
order-of-magnitude improvement in precision. Our model
also achieves a high 𝑅2 > 0.9, indicating reduced scatter
and improved accuracy across the full sample.

The comparison between our autoencoder-based pre-
dictions and the traditional single-line virial estimators is
shown in Figure 3. Our predictions (blue) closely follow the
one-to-one relation across the full dynamic range in mass,
demonstrating excellent agreement with the RM masses.
In contrast, the single-line estimates (H𝛽: purple; Mg,II:
yellow; C,IV: green) exhibit larger systematic deviations
at both the low- and high-mass ends, which is a known

Lu et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 8 of 14



Supermassive Black Holes Mass

problem in previous studies. At the high-mass end, C,IV-
based estimates are strongly affected by non-virial outflows
and blueshifts that distort the line width and centroid, lead-
ing to overestimation of the black hole mass (e.g., Denney
et al., 2013; Coatman et al., 2017). At the low-mass end, the
weaker and noisier broad lines, combined with uncertainties
in continuum subtraction and line fitting, increase measure-
ment scatter and bias (Denney et al., 2013; Shen et al., 2008).
Additional differences arise from variations in the virial
factor and broad-line region geometry across luminosity and
accretion states (Mejía-Restrepo et al., 2017). Moreover,
sample selection and luminosity-dependent Malmquist bias
can further amplify these edge effects in flux-limited surveys
(Shen et al., 2008).

A further advantage of our approach is its ability to
recover reliable black hole masses even when prominent
emission lines are weak, noisy, or fall outside the observed
spectral range, where traditional virial estimators fail. For in-
stance, H𝛽-based estimates are unavailable for high-redshift
quasars where the line is redshifted beyond the optical cov-
erage of SDSS, and Mg,II-based estimates become inacces-
sible beyond 𝑧 ∼ 2 when the line shifts into the near-infrared
(e.g., Shen et al., 2008). In contrast, C,IV-based estimates re-
main available at higher redshift but are strongly affected by
line blueshifts and non-virial outflow components, leading to
substantial scatter and systematic bias in the inferred masses
(e.g., Denney et al., 2013; Coatman et al., 2017). These
limitations highlight the advantage of our model, which
leverages the full spectral information to obtain consistent
mass estimates even in regimes where single-line methods
are unreliable or inapplicable.

5. 287,872 Black Hole Mass
After training, the network can be applied to the large

SDSS quasar sample. The SDSS-RM program is a dedi-
cated subproject of SDSS that uses the same spectroscopic
instrumentation and reduction pipeline as the main SDSS
survey. The difference lies in the observing strategy: while
the main SDSS typically provides a single-epoch spectrum
for each quasar, SDSS-RM obtained repeated spectra over
many epochs, enabling the measurement of emission-line
lags and accurate reverberation-mapped black hole masses.
Our model is trained on these RM-based labels, but once
trained it requires only a single spectrum as input. This
allows the network to achieve RM-level accuracy when
applied to single-epoch spectra from the main SDSS quasar
survey. In this work, we apply the trained model to 287,872
quasars of 377,549 spectra spanning 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 4, providing a
very large catalog of massive black hole mass.

The result is shown in Fig. 5, that the two dimensional
distribution of black hole mass as a function of redshift. The
inferred black hole masses cover a broad range from 106𝑀⊙
to 1010𝑀⊙. The overall trend agrees with the statistical
behavior found in large optical quasar samples (e.g., Shen
et al., 2011; Lyke et al., 2020), where the most luminous and
massive quasars cluster around 𝑧 ∼ 2–3. The persistence of
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Figure 5: SDSS DR16 quasar sample: hexbin map of predicted
black-hole mass versus redshift, with a logarithmic color scale
for counts. Two LOWESS curves are overplotted: solid for
log𝑀 as a function of 𝑧, dashed for 𝑧 as a function of log𝑀 ,
tracing the central trend. Top and right panels show marginal
histograms. The redshift is limited to 0 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 4.
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Figure 6: Distribution of the relative standard deviation
(ΔM/M) of black hole mass estimates for sources with multiple
spectroscopic observations. The majority of sources show a
relative uncertainty below ∼ 10%, indicating high internal
consistency of the trained network.

high inferred 𝑀BH beyond 𝑧 ≈ 3 is physically reasonable,
since only the most massive and luminous accreting black
holes can remain above the survey flux limit at those dis-
tances. The absence of a turnover suggests that the neural
network estimator does not inherit the redshift dependent
bias that affects virial masses based solely on C IV, which
often underpredict masses for high blueshift quasars (e.g.,
Coatman et al., 2017; Mejía-Restrepo et al., 2018). Instead,
the model appears to combine continuum and multiband
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Figure 7: Comparison between original and reconstructed
spectra for four randomly selected sources. The reconstructed
spectra (green) nearly coincide with the original observed
spectra (orange) over the entire wavelength range, showing
the network’s high reconstruction accuracy. The residuals
(gray) remain small except near the spectral edges, where the
instrumental uncertainties dominate.

spectral information to maintain a consistent scaling of 𝑀BH
with redshift.

To evaluate the internal consistency of the model pre-
dictions, we analyzed sources with multiple independent
spectroscopic observations. A total of 49,404 sources were
repeatedly observed. For each source, the standard deviation
and relative standard deviation of the predicted black hole
masses were calculated, see Fig. 6. The model shows a
median dispersion of 0.046 dex in black hole mass estimates,
corresponding to a median relative uncertainty of 8.6%. This
small internal scatter indicates that the model provides stable
and consistent mass estimates across repeated observations,
supporting the reliability of its predictions.

The four randomly selected spectra shown in Fig. 7
compare the original SDSS spectra with those reconstructed
by the neural network. The reconstructed spectra almost
completely overlap with the originals across most of the
wavelength range, indicating that the model accurately re-
produces both the continuum shape and emission-line struc-
tures. The small and structureless residuals confirm the
high reconstruction fidelity of the model. The slightly larger
discrepancies seen at the shortest and longest wavelengths
are expected from the observational characteristics of the
SDSS spectrographs. At the spectral edges, the instrumental
response and CCD quantum efficiency decrease, the flux
calibration becomes less reliable, and the SNR ratio drops
sharply. These instrumental effects dominate the uncertainty
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Figure 8: Differential black hole mass function for sources with
𝑧 < 4. Blue steps show the binned estimate of d𝑁∕d𝑀 ; the
green curve is the posterior median of SBPL fit obtained with
a Poisson likelihood and MCMC sampling. The fit gives a
break at log10(𝑀𝑏∕𝑀⊙) = 8.52 (vertical gray line), a low–mass
logarithmic slope 𝛼low = +1.1 and a high–mass slope 𝛼high =
−2.7.

in those regions, rather than the limitation of the neural
network itself.

6. Discussion
6.1. Differential Mass function

We model the differential black hole mass function,
d𝑁∕d𝑀 , see Fig. 8, for all sources with 𝑧 < 4, using a
smoothed broken power-law (SBPL) of the form

d𝑁
d𝑀

= 𝐴
[(

𝑀
𝑀𝑏

)𝑝1𝑠
+
(

𝑀
𝑀𝑏

)𝑝2𝑠]1∕𝑠

, (8)

where 𝐴 is the normalization, 𝑀𝑏 is the break mass, 𝑝1 and
𝑝2 are the slopes below and above the break, and 𝑠 controls
the smoothness of the transition. The fitting is performed
using a Poisson-binned maximum-likelihood estimator fol-
lowed by an MCMC analysis to sample the posterior param-
eter distributions. While the total black hole mass function
in inactive galaxies follows a Schechter-like form with an
exponential cutoff (Schechter, 1976), the active population
is shaped by the convolution of this total distribution with
a mass-dependent duty cycle and a broad Eddington-ratio
distribution. This convolution transforms the exponential
cutoff into a smoother turnover, producing a double power-
law form (Kollmeier et al., 2006; Greene and Ho, 2007;
Schulze and Wisotzki, 2010).

The best-fit model gives a normalization of log10 𝐴 =
−2.84, a low-mass slope of 𝑝1 = 2.70, a high-mass slope
of 𝑝2 = −1.11, a break mass of log10(𝑀𝑏∕𝑀⊙) = 8.52,
and a smoothness parameter 𝑠 = 0.58. In logarithmic space,
the corresponding differential slopes are 𝛼low = +1.1 and
𝛼high = −2.7. Indicating roughly ∼ 10% of the sample has
mass more than 109𝑀⊙, and only∼ 0.1% exceeds 1010𝑀⊙.
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The SBPL fit reveals a clear turnover at log10(𝑀𝑏∕𝑀⊙) =
8.5 (𝑀𝑏 = 3 × 108𝑀⊙). Below this mass, the rising
slope reflects the increasing number of moderate-mass black
holes, consistent with the expected population of typical
quasars. At higher masses, the steep decline reflects the
relative scarcity of the most massive quasars. A mild ex-
cess of sources below 𝑀BH ≲ 107.5𝑀⊙ likely originates
from low-redshift, low-luminosity quasars that dominate
flux-limited samples. Conversely, the observed deficit at
𝑀BH ≳ 1010𝑀⊙ is plausibly primarily due to a feedback-
limited upper bound on black hole growth set by gas supply
and radiation pressure, or/and selection incompleteness for
extremely luminous objects near the bright end of the quasar
luminosity function.

6.2. Broad and Narrow Line Quasars
RM requires measurable time delays between the vari-

able continuum and the response of the broad emission
lines that originate from the broad-line region (BLR). The
BLR gas lies within light-days to light-weeks of the central
ionizing source and exhibits Doppler-broadened velocities
of several thousand km,s−1, producing the broad line profiles
seen in Type 1 AGNs and quasars. In contrast, the narrow-
line region (NLR) is located at much larger radii (tens to
thousands of parsecs) and is photoionized by the central
source but does not respond measurably to continuum vari-
ations on humanly observable timescales. Its line widths
are only a few hundred km,s−1, reflecting the gravitational
potential of the host galaxy rather than that of the black hole.
As a result, narrow emission lines show little or no correlated
variability with the continuum, making them unsuitable for
RM-based black hole mass measurements. Therefore, the
RM-based masses, including those in the SDSS-RM project,
are derived from broad-line AGNs, for which the BLR vari-
ability can be directly observed and modeled (e.g., Blandford
and McKee, 1982; Peterson, 1993; Shen et al., 2015, 2011;
Shen et al., 2024).

In our framework, the RM-based black hole masses serve
as the ground-truth labels for supervised training, while the
model input consists of single-epoch spectra. Hence, the
neural network does not rely on the temporal information
required by reverberation mapping and, in principle, is not
restricted to sources showing variable broad lines. However,
since all RM measurements used for training originate from
broad-line AGNs, the learned spectral representations in-
herently reflect the some physical conditions of the broad-
line region. To assess possible extrapolation beyond this
regime, we further divide all quasars into broad-line and
narrow-line classes based on their emission-line widths. For
broad-line quasars, the model performance on the previous
validation set should directly reflect its accuracy. For narrow-
line quasars, there is no prior benchmark for true RM-
equivalent masses, and the model’s reliability cannot be
guaranteed a priori since the network is almost a black box.
Nevertheless, given that the neural network captures, not
only the emission lines features, but also the spectral details
and global correlations, it is plausible that its predictions

for narrow-line quasars remain physically meaningful. Com-
paring the inferred masses between the broad- and narrow-
line populations may therefore provide an empirical estimate
of the model’s generalization accuracy outside the RM-
calibrated domain.

Fig. 9 shows the distribution of the predicted black hole
mass as a function of redshift for the broad line and narrow
line subsamples. Both panels share the same dynamic range
in mass and redshift (7 ≤ log(𝑀BH∕𝑀⊙) ≤ 10 and
0 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 4). The overall envelope of the two distributions
is remarkably similar, indicating that the network assigns
consistent mass scales to quasars regardless of their spectral
classification. For both subsamples, the source density peaks
at 𝑧 ≃ 2.5, corresponding to the epoch of maximum quasar
activity, and the median mass increases from log𝑀BH ≈ 7.5
at low redshift to about log𝑀BH ≈ 9.0 near the peak.

At 𝑧 ≲ 3, the LOWESS trends of the two subsamples
nearly coincide, showing a common rise of the typical black
hole mass with increasing redshift. Beyond 𝑧 ≈ 3, a mild
divergence appears: the mean mass of the narrow line sub-
sample increases toward high redshift, while the mean of the
broad line subsample exhibits a slower increase. This differ-
ence is modest compared to the overall scatter and does not
represent a discontinuity in the mass distribution. Instead, it
likely reflects observational selection effects. The selection
of broad line samples requires a SNR>5 and FWHM >
1000 km s−1. At 𝑧 ≳ 3, the Balmer and Mg II lines move
out of the optical band, while C IV and the UV continuum
dominate the observable region, and the SNR degrades. Very
broad lines with shallow wings are preferentially lost from
the measurements. This truncates the high-FWHM, high-
mass tail in the broad line subsample and pulls down its mean
mass. At the same time, C IV is affected by outflows that
shift the line centroid blueward and distort the profile. These
effects can bias the measured FWHM to smaller values and
push some intrinsically Type 1 objects below the broad line
threshold, moving them into the narrow line bin and raising
its mean mass.

The broad-line subsample also shows a noticeably nar-
rower mass distribution compared to the narrow-line sub-
sample, and it lacks the low-mass tail present in the latter.
This asymmetry is likewise a consequence of selection ef-
fects. Low-mass black holes tend to have lower luminosities,
which reduce the equivalent width and signal-to-noise ratio
of their emission lines. As a result, their broad components
are more easily missed or fall below the adopted selection
thresholds.

To conclude, the similarity of the two distributions
demonstrates that the model produces internally consistent
mass estimates for different quasar types.

6.3. Redshift Distribution
Fig. 5 shows that the overall black hole mass distribu-

tion approximately follows a log-normal shape as expected.
In contrast, the redshift distribution exhibits several pro-
nounced peaks. The clustering of quasars around 𝑧 ≈ 2 −
2.5 arises because strong ultraviolet emission lines such as
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Figure 9: Distribution of broad-line (left) and narrow-line (right) quasars in the redshift-mass plane.Each panel shows a hexbin
density map with logarithmic color scaling. Two LOWESS trends are plotted (solid: log𝑀 vs. 𝑧; dashed: 𝑧 vs. log𝑀), with
marginal histograms shown on the top and right. The redshift is limited to 0 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 4, and the source number is indicated as N.

Mg II 𝜆2798 and C IV 𝜆1549 enter the SDSS optical wave-
length range (3800-9200 Å) in this redshift interval, making
quasars in this range easier to identify and classify spec-
troscopically. The SDSS quasar target selection algorithm,
which relies on broadband colors, is also most efficient in
this regime since these emission features significantly affect
the 𝑢, 𝑔, 𝑟, 𝑖, 𝑧 colors, increasing selection completeness. The
secondary rise at lower redshift (𝑧 ≲ 0.8) is produced by
quasars with strong optical Balmer emission lines, particu-
larly H𝛽 𝜆4861 and H𝛼 𝜆6563, which fall within the SDSS
spectral window and produces high signal-to-noise detec-
tions. Together, these effects produce peaks in the observed
redshift distribution that reflect both instrumental sensitivity
and the redshift dependent efficiency of the quasar selection
function.

6.4. High Redshift Limitations
The RM dataset contains only 3 quasars at 𝑧 > 4 and

does not contain any quasars with 𝑧 > 4.5 or log𝑀BH >
10.5. Since our network is supervised by RM labels, its
accuracy depends on the size and coverage of the training
sample. With so few high-𝑧 sources, it is difficult to guaran-
tee predictive accuracy after training.

In addition, spectra at high redshift differ substantially
from those at low redshift. Rest-frame optical lines such
as H𝛽 and Mg II move out of the observed wavelength
window, while the far-UV dominates, including lines such as
Ly𝛼, C IV, and Si IV+O IV]. These features exhibit different
systematics, including stronger winds, larger blueshifts, and
generally lower signal-to-noise ratios(Richards et al., 2002;
Matthews et al., 2023; Denney et al., 2013) This domain shift
means that the mapping learned from low-𝑧RM spectra does
not transfer cleanly to 𝑧 > 4.

Therefore, although the network can produce mass es-
timates for high-redshift AGN, we do not include these
predictions in the main results due to the limited training
support at high 𝑧.

7. Conclusion
We trained a single epoch spectral model using RM

masses as labels, then applied it to a uniform sample of
287,872 SDSS quasars. This combines RM level calibration
with survey scale application, maintaining accuracy while
reaching a massive sample size. The predictions track the
RM masses with an RMSE scatter of 0.058 dex, which
corresponds to a relative uncertainty of about 14%. From the
full catalog we measured the redshift evolution of the black
hole mass distribution and derived the differential mass
function d𝑁∕d𝑀 for 𝑧 < 4. A smoothed broken power-
law fit obtains a break at 𝑀𝑏 ≃ 3 × 108𝑀⊙, a low-mass
index 𝛼low ≈ +1.1, and a high-mass index 𝛼high ≈ −2.7.
The cumulative form implies that roughly 10% of objects
have 𝑀BH > 109𝑀⊙, while fewer than 10−3−10−4 exceed
1010𝑀⊙.

From the machine-learning perspective, the network is
constructed to refine the virial structure 𝑀BH ∝ 𝑉 2𝑅(𝐿).
An encoder-decoder with skip connections allows high fre-
quency line details to be used for spectral reconstruction,
while a compact latent vector carries the global information
that is most predictive for mass. We adopt a five-dimensional
latent representation to preserve interpretability and to align
with physically meaningful factors, for example continuum
shape, broad line width statistics, and cross line correla-
tions. This physically motivated design achieves accurate
predictions without sacrificing transparency, and the latent
coordinates will be analyzed in follow-up work.
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This mass catalog enables population analyses that were
previously limited by sample size or calibration and will be
pursued in forthcoming papers, including tests of continu-
ity equation growth models, duty cycle estimates from the
active mass function, consistency checks with the quasar
luminosity function via the Eddington ratio distribution, and
joint constraints on black hole and galaxy coevolution using
host scaling relations.

Due to the limited number of high redshift RM samples
and the sparse SDSS spectroscopic coverage at 𝑧 > 4, the
accuracy of our model is not guaranteed in this regime. As
near infrared spectroscopy, such as James Webb telescope,
delivers more high 𝑧 quasars with rest frame optical lines
(e.g., H𝛽, Mg II), we can finetune the network on these new
data to improve performance at high redshift, which will
enable more reliable mass estimates for 𝑧 > 4 quasars.
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