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ABSTRACT

Finding massive black holes (MBHs, MBH ≈ 104 − 107 M⊙) in the nuclei of low-mass galaxies (M∗ ⪅ 1010 M⊙) is crucial to constrain
seeding and growth of black holes over cosmic time, but it is particularly challenging due to their low accretion luminosities. Vari-
ability selection via long-term photometric ultraviolet, optical, or infrared (UVOIR) light curves has proved effective and identifies
lower-Eddington ratios compared to broad and narrow optical spectral lines searches. In the inefficient accretion regime, X-ray and
radio searches are effective, but they have been limited to small samples. Therefore, differences between selection techniques have
remained uncertain. Here, we present the first large systematic investigation of the X-ray properties of a sample of known MBH can-
didates in dwarf galaxies. We extracted X-ray photometry and spectra of a sample of ∼ 200 UVOIR variability-selected MBHs and
significantly detected 17 of them in the deepest available SRG/eROSITA image, of which four are newly discovered X-ray sources and
two are new secure MBHs. This implies that tens to hundreds of LSST MBHs will have SRG/eROSITA counterparts, depending on
the seeding model adopted. Surprisingly, the stacked X-ray images of the many non-detected MBHs are incompatible with standard
disk-corona relations, typical of active galactic nuclei, inferred from both the optical and radio fluxes. They are instead compatible
with the X-ray emission predicted for normal galaxies. After careful consideration of potential biases, we identified that this X-ray
weakness needs a physical origin. A possibility is that a canonical X-ray corona might be lacking in the majority of this population
of UVOIR-variability selected low-mass galaxies or that unusual accretion modes and spectral energy distributions are in place for
MBHs in dwarf galaxies. This result reveals the potential for severe biases in occupation fractions derived from data from only one
waveband combined with SEDs and scaling relations of more massive black holes and galaxies.

1. Introduction

It is hotly debated to what extent the nuclei of low-mass galax-
ies (i.e., stellar masses M∗ ⪅ 1010M⊙) are populated by mas-
sive black holes (MBHs), a fairly loose term naming masses in-
termediate in between stellar and super-massive (used here for
the range MBH ≈ 104 − 107M⊙; e.g., see Greene et al. 2020
and references therein). An in-depth understanding of this pop-
ulation of nearby low-mass nuclei is fundamental in relation to
the first early Universe galaxies which they closely resemble.
However, predictions on this local population from theoretical
grounds require assumptions on seeding origin and growth (e.g.,
see Bellovary et al. 2019; Pacucci et al. 2021; Haidar et al. 2022;
Beckmann et al. 2023). Instead, from observational grounds we
are fundamentally limited by the fraction of massive black holes
which, even if they exist, are effectively active and luminous
enough to be discernible from the host galaxy’s emission at any
wavelength (e.g., Greene et al. 2020; Reines 2022).

The main channel used so far to systematically select
MBHs is optical spectroscopy. The brightest end (in terms of
⋆ NASA Einstein fellow

the Eddington-normalized luminosity, L/Ledd) can be unveiled
through virial mass estimates inferred from broad lines (e.g.,
Greene & Ho 2004, 2007; Chilingarian et al. 2018; Salehirad
et al. 2022), yielding ∼ 500 MBHs to date (Greene et al. 2020).
Understandably, this selection merely scratches the surface of
the population of nuclear MBHs in low-mass galaxies, as only
a very small fraction of galactic nuclei (⪅ 1%; e.g., Bongiorno
et al. 2012; Georgakakis et al. 2017) are expected to be in the
range of the required L/Ledd to show strong broad lines, even
more so for low-mass galaxies (Aird et al. 2012). Narrow-line-
based classifications (Baldwin et al. 1981) may find low-mass
galaxies with evidence of hard ionization from a nuclear source
(e.g., Barth et al. 2008; Reines et al. 2013; Moran et al. 2014;
Sartori et al. 2015) at lower L/Ledd. Of course, the fainter these
active MBHs are, the more they get inevitably hidden by the
host galaxy’s stellar emission and their signatures become hardly
distinguishable from those of star-forming galaxies (e.g., Cann
et al. 2019). Spatially resolving emission from the nucleus helps
(Mezcua & Domínguez Sánchez 2020), although this approach
is limited by angular resolution and therefore distance. Further-
more, a small fraction of nuclear MBHs can be unveiled through
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bright transient accretion events, for instance tidal disruptions of
stars (e.g., Donato et al. 2014; He et al. 2021; Angus et al. 2022)
and, lately, the puzzling quasi-periodic eruptions (Miniutti et al.
2019; Giustini et al. 2020; Arcodia et al. 2021; Chakraborty et al.
2021), although this channel is limited by the low volumetric
rates of these events (van Velzen et al. 2020; Angus et al. 2022;
Arcodia et al., in prep.).

An alternative and promising way forward is given by the
growing number of high-cadence photometric surveys, which al-
low for the selection of MBHs through optical, ultraviolet (UV),
and infrared (IR) variability (UVOIR variability hereafter; Shaya
et al. 2015; Baldassare et al. 2018, 2020; Martínez-Palomera
et al. 2020; Kimura et al. 2020; Elmer et al. 2020; Secrest &
Satyapal 2020; Ward et al. 2022; Burke et al. 2022; Shin et al.
2022; Wasleske et al. 2022; Ward et al. 2022). The goal of this
method is to find evidence of low-level photometric variability
through difference imaging analysis, indicative of nuclear point-
like sources embedded in their extended host galaxies. Most of
these studies compare light curves to a damped random walk
model, which is usually an empirical indicator of accretion vari-
ability in active galactic nuclei (AGN; e.g., Kelly et al. 2009;
Butler & Bloom 2011). This method was shown to yield a larger
detection rate of MBH candidates below M∗ ∼ 1010M⊙, com-
pared to broad and narrow line selection techniques (e.g., Bal-
dassare et al. 2018, 2020). The radio and X-ray band are more
suitable to find nuclear sources in low-mass galaxies, as they
have a higher nuclear-to-host contrast (Merloni 2016). There-
fore, a dedicated follow-up with deep X-ray and radio observa-
tions can serve to strengthen these candidates further (e.g, Reines
et al. 2011; Latimer et al. 2019, 2021b; Graham et al. 2021;
Davis et al. 2022), as well as performing matches with current
X-ray archives (Schramm et al. 2013; Lemons et al. 2015; Pardo
et al. 2016; Mezcua et al. 2018; Birchall et al. 2020; Latimer
et al. 2021a; Bykov et al. 2023). However, the former method
is not a viable option for all of the known low-mass galax-
ies in the sky and the latter has been naturally limited in sky
area so far. This is where the extended ROentgen Survey with
an Imaging Telescope Array (eROSITA; Predehl et al. 2021)
aboard the Spectrum-Roentgen-Gamma observatory (SRG; Sun-
yaev et al. 2021) comes into play with its all-sky survey capa-
bilities, complementing existing deep-exposure and narrow-field
datasets (e.g., Bykov et al. 2023, for a recent showcase).

Here, we focus on MBHs selected through UVOIR variabil-
ity (Sect. 2), which has the advantage of providing a sample
with occupation and an active fraction of one. Therefore, for this
work we used MBHs and accreting central black holes in low-
mass galaxies interchangeably. We systematically extracted X-
ray properties from the eROSITA all-sky survey data (Sect. 3).
The primary goal was to obtain their X-ray detection fraction
(Sect. 4), providing a top tier of UVOIR-variable X-ray-detected
MBHs in low-mass galaxies for future deeper multiwavelength
studies (Sect. 5), and to calibrate how single-band searches for
MBHs compare (Sect. 6). This work will also serve as a pilot
study to understand the connection between variability selection
methods and eROSITA X-ray data to exploit future synergies
with the Vera C. Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space
and Time (LSST; Ivezić et al. 2019).

2. Sample selection

We draw samples of variable low-mass galaxies from the lit-
erature of optical (Baldassare et al. 2018, 2020; Kimura et al.
2020; Ward et al. 2022; Burke et al. 2022; Shin et al. 2022), UV
(Wasleske et al. 2022) and IR (Secrest & Satyapal 2020; Ward
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Fig. 1. Top three panels: the r-band magnitude, redshift and stellar mass
distributions of the parent sample adopted in this work (gray-filled his-
tograms). We highlight the shallow low-z sample from Baldassare et al.
(2020) and the deep high-z sample from Kimura et al. (2020) with
blue dotted and dashed lines, respectively, to highlight the bimodality
in magnitude and redshift within our sample. We also highlight with an
orange dot-dashed line the bulk of the IR-selected MBHs (Ward et al.
2022). Bottom panel: the redshift versus stellar mass distribution.

et al. 2022; Harish et al. 2023) studies. Albeit using slightly dif-
ferent methods and with different datasets and observing bands,
all these works have performed similar searches for significant
stochastic variability from the nuclei of dwarf galaxies, indica-
tive of the presence of a MBH in their nuclei. The observed
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photometric light curves obtained from difference imaging are
usually tested against a damped random walk model for AGN-
like accretion variability (e.g., Kelly et al. 2009; Butler & Bloom
2011). As the emission from the galaxy is subtracted out, this
technique has proved effective in finding faint nuclear AGN in
dwarf galaxies, which would be otherwise missed with optical
spectroscopy searches (Baldassare et al. 2018, 2020), likely be-
cause these MBHs are not accreting close to the Eddington limit.
However, the low-level variability does indicate that some level
of accretion is happening in these nucleu, which implies that
these MBHs are expected to emit X-rays. This makes the per-
fect sample for testing the synergies with UVOIR photometric
surveys and eROSITA. The inhomogeneous and incomplete na-
ture of the resulting galaxy sample is not concerning for the goal
of this work, which is to compile a collection of dwarf galaxies
with independent evidence of black hole activity in order to cal-
ibrate X-ray results in an informed way. Therefore, we assume
that in this sample of variability-selected MBH candidates, the
occupation fraction, namely the fraction of galaxies with a MBH
seed in their center, and active fraction, namely that of galaxies
with an active (i.e. accreting, e.g. Pacucci et al. 2021) black hole,
are both one.

The only selection criterion we perform on these datasets is
a cut on stellar mass at 107 ≤ M∗ ≤ 1010M⊙ to select low-mass
galaxies, taking M∗ from the above-mentioned literature or their
parent samples. If information on the goodness of fit that yielded
M∗ was found, it was used to filter M∗ by fit quality. For instance,
we selected galaxies from Kimura et al. (2020) with a reduced
χ2 < 10 from SED fitting at all redshifts and additionally im-
posing a cut at χ2 < 5 at redshifts z > 1, using the goodness of
fit reported in Laigle et al. (2016). A more stringent criterion is
used at higher redshift, where at fainter magnitudes (hence stel-
lar masses) the same reduced χ2 can be obtained with a lower
number of available filters. From Burke et al. (2022) we made
use of ∆χ2, which refers to the difference between the good-
ness of fit using the AGN template alone and the AGN+galaxy
SED fit. We selected low-M∗ galaxies i) with ∆χ2 > 2 from their
SED fitting and with any variability timescale, or ii) sources with
rapid variability (characteristic timescale lower than 1.5 days,
Burke et al. 2022) and with any ∆χ2 (Table 3 of Burke et al.
2022; C. Burke, priv. comm.). No explicit selection in redshift
and narrow- and broad-lines classifications was performed. Red-
shifts are adopted from the references in Sect. 2 and consist,
to the best of our knowledge, of spectroscopic redshifts for the
vast majority1. Estimates of black hole masses in these galaxies
are often absent or very uncertain and typical scaling relations
with M∗ are not well calibrated in this mass regime (Reines &
Volonteri 2015). Therefore we do not make any preselection on
MBH and for the scope of this paper we generically refer to these
galaxies as MBHs or MBH candidates.

A further obvious cut is the selection of galaxies in the
German eROSITA hemisphere (i.e. Galactic latitudes between
179.944 and 359.944). The total number of galaxies with
stochastic nuclear variability in the German eROSITA footprint
is 216. In particular for optically selected objects, we select three
from Baldassare et al. (2018), 52 from Baldassare et al. (2020),
35 from Kimura et al. (2020), six from Ward et al. (2022)2, 46
from Burke et al. (2022), and three from Shin et al. (2022). Then,

1 Galaxies with photometric redshifts from Burke et al. (2022) are
knowingly included. Only sources with spec-z will be used in the X-
ray stacking analysis.
2 One duplicate in common between Ward et al. (2022) and Baldassare
et al. (2020) was removed.

1 from Secrest & Satyapal (2020), 66 from Ward et al. (2022), 1
from Harish et al. (2023) for infrared-selected MBHs and 3 from
Wasleske et al. (2022) for UV-selected ones. The total is thus
145 from optical photometry searches, 68 from the infrared and
3 from the UV. We show the r-band magnitude, redshift and stel-
lar mass distribution of the entire parent sample in Fig. 1 in gray.
The r-band magnitude and redshift distributions appear clearly
bimodal. This is due to the presence of a large number of op-
tically selected MBHs from Kimura et al. (2020), mostly high-
z, and Baldassare et al. (2020), mostly low-z, with blue dashed
and dotted lines, respectively. We highlight with an orange dot-
dashed line the IR-selected MBHs from Ward et al. (2022), to
show that the bimodality in our sample is not due to the differ-
ent wavebands. The different subsamples show marginal differ-
ences in the stellar-mass distribution instead (bottom two panels
of Fig. 1). The r-band magnitudes are selected from the SDSS
NASA-Sloan Atlas sample3 version 1.0.1 for the low-z sub-
sample, whilst from the COSMOS Subaru/SuprimeCam (Laigle
et al. 2016) for the high-z subsample.

3. X-ray analysis of eROSITA data

Our method consists of systematically extracting X-ray photom-
etry at the input UVOIR coordinates from the all-sky image of
the first eROSITA survey (eRASS1) as well as from the cumu-
lative image of the first four (eRASS:4). The former provides a
show case for the data level being released (Merloni et al. 2023),
while the latter for the deepest data level available full-sky to the
German eROSITA Consortium. Images were extracted with the
evtool task of the eROSITA Science Analysis Software System
(eSASS, Brunner et al. 2022) from event files version 020. The
algorithm to extract photometry makes use of the Photutils
astropy package version 1.4.0 (Bradley et al. 2022). Photome-
try was extracted between 0.2 − 2.0 keV. We adopted a custom
circular aperture of 30", corresponding to ∼ 75% of the encir-
cled energy fraction of eROSITA’s point spread function in the
adopted energy band. This source aperture is defined regardless
on the presence of a detected X-ray source within. Background
information is extracted from an annulus with inner and outer
radii of 120" and 360", respectively. Every contaminating X-
ray source in the field is masked out from both background and
source apertures, although in the latter case only if the centroid
of the X-ray contaminant is outside the source aperture. Poten-
tial contamination from within the source aperture, for instance
due to ultra-luminous X-ray sources (ULXs), is studied a poste-
riori and discussed in Sect. 5. The coordinates of the masks are
taken from the headers of eROSITA X-ray products extracted by
eSASS. For a very small number of galaxies, the source aper-
ture of 30" was masked out (entirely or > 70%) by a nearby
bright or extended X-ray source. For eRASS1 images this is the
case for 2/216 galaxies, while 8/216 for eRASS:4. This is due to
the fact that eRASS:4 is deeper, therefore it contains more de-
tected X-ray sources. We removed these from the parent sample
(Sect. 2) when computing detection fractions, thus the total num-
ber of galaxies with X-ray products is 214 for eRASS1 and 208
for eRASS:4.

X-ray photometry yields counts in both the source and back-
ground apertures. From these, we compute the binomial no-
source probability (e.g., Luo et al. 2017), which yields the prob-
ability that the observed counts in the source aperture area are

3 Link to NSA catalog
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Fig. 2. Example of X-ray-detected MBH candidate in SDSS J031743.12+001936.8 at RA, Dec = (49.4296, 0.3269) and z=0.069, taken from
(Baldassare et al. 2018). Left: cutout of the DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys Data Release 10 [Legacy Surveys / D. Lang (Perimeter Institute)],
centered at the input position. The white circle highlights the aperture of 30" used for X-ray products. Contours of the X-ray source are overlayed
in red. Center: eRASS:4 image centered at the input optical coordinates. Size and aperture circle correspond to those in the left panel. The
positional accuracy of the X-ray centroid is 2", from the POS_COR quantity (Merloni et al. 2023) of the eRASS:4 catalog. Right: X-ray spectrum of
the X-ray source. Black points are source plus background data, empty gray points show the background alone. The power-law continuum model
is shown by the dot-dashed red line, while the green line and related light green (dark green) shaded regions are the source plus background model
median and 16th-84th (1st-99th) percentiles, respectively. The orange dashed lines shows the background model alone. In the lower panel, the
data-model ratio is shown, following the format of the upper panel.

due to background fluctuations:

PB(X ≥ CS ) =
CT∑

X=CS

CT !
X! (CT − X)!

AX (1 − A)CT−X (1)

where CS are the counts in the source aperture, CT = CS + CB
and CB are the counts in the background area. Whereas A =
1/(1 + AB/AS ), with AB and AS being the area of background
and source apertures, respectively. We note that this area in-
cludes masks, therefore it is not always the full circle or the full
background annulus regions as defined in input. PB can be cali-
brated in absolute sense only with simulations. For this, we use
the “digital twin” of eRASS1 from Seppi et al. (2022), which
contains realistic populations of clusters and AGN. Seppi et al.
(2022) ran source detection with the eSASS on the simulated
sky, including the aperture photometry task APETOOL4 (Brunner
et al. 2022). From the simulations we know real and spurious
sources that the detection algorithm finds and from APETOOL we
know their counts5 hence PB. Here, we adopt as threshold for a
significant detection PB = 0.0003, which corresponds to 1% of
spurious fraction in the eRASS1 simulation. As a sanity check,
we numerically computed on a one-dimensional grid in count
rate the Poisson probability mass function (PPMF) from the de-
tected counts using the scipy Python package (Virtanen et al.
2020). We compute count rate PPMFs for the source contribu-
tion alone, background alone and both source plus background.
The PPMF for total (source plus background) and background-
only count rates are compared and a detection is obtained when
the two distributions are not compatible within 3σ, using the 1st
and 99th percentiles of the related distributions. We verified that
the two methods give the same number of significant detections.
We note that we adopt PB <= 0.0003 for detections in eRASS:4
as well, despite the value being calibrated for eRASS1. We ex-
pect minor differences for the purposes of this work, as the PB
and PPMF detection criteria match for eRASS:4 as well.

4 Link to APETOOL
5 The impact of using a slightly different algorithm for aperture pho-
tometry is assumed to be negligible.

Spectra and light curves were extracted from the masked X-
ray apertures of all sources, detected or undetected, using the
srctool task in eSASS (Brunner et al. 2022). Spectral anal-
ysis is performed with the Bayesian X-ray Analysis software
(BXA) version 4.0.5 (Buchner et al. 2014), which connects the
nested sampling algorithm UltraNest (Buchner 2019, 2021) with
the fitting environment XSPEC version 12.12.0 (Arnaud 1996),
in its Python version PyXspec6. We adopted two simple contin-
uum models, both with absorption fixed at the Galactic column
density from HI4PI (HI4PI Collaboration et al. 2016) and red-
shifted to rest-frame using the available redshifts: an accretion
disk model, zashift(diskbb), and a power-law, zpowerlw.
For the rest of this work, we adopt the zpowerlwmodel to quote
flux and luminosity. For the detected sources, it is in the vast ma-
jority the model with higher Bayesian evidence from the BXA fit
and data-model ratio residuals were visually confirmed to be ac-
ceptable. The choice has a negligible impact, also for the upper
limits of the non detected sources. Flux and luminosity are com-
puted in the rest-frame 0.2−2.0 keV band. We quote median and
1st and 99th percentiles (∼ 3σ) from fit posteriors, unless oth-
erwise stated, for fit parameters, flux and luminosity. For non-
detections (PB>0.0003), as defined above, we quote upper limits
using the 99th percentiles of the fit posteriors, unless otherwise
stated.

Finally, we performed stacking analysis of non-detections
following the method presented in Comparat et al. (2022). Here,
we outline the main steps. For each galaxy, the physical distances
between X-ray photons and the galaxy (Rkpc) are calculated ac-
cording to the spectroscopic redshift of the galaxy and observed
angular distance. We retrieve photons within 0.5 − 2.0 keV and
within 50 kpc of each galaxy and create a photon cube saving
the positions, the distance to the associated galaxy (angular and
physical, Rrad,Rkpc), the exposure time texp, the observed energy
Eobs, the emitted energy Erest = Eobs ∗ (1 + z), and the effec-
tive area Aeff . These photons within 50 kpc will be used for both
source and background estimates, as detailed below. All the X-
ray-detected sources in the field are masked out and the related

6 Link to PyXspec
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Fig. 3. Fraction of input galaxies detected in eRASS1 (red) and eRASS:4 (blue) as a function of X-ray flux (top left), redshift (top right), stellar
mass (bottom left) and r-band magnitude (bottom right). Different symbols, between eRASS1 and eRASS:4, are slightly shifted horizontally for
illustration purposes. In the top left panel, the red dotted line shows the eRASS1 sensitivity curve (Seppi et al. 2022). In all subplots, upper
subpanels show the number of galaxies in each bin. 1σ (3σ) binomial confidence intervals (Cameron 2011) are shown in black (gray).

correction factor of the area (Acorr) is calculated as a function of
Rrad or Rkpc. We then merge the photons around the galaxies of
interest and calculate the surface brightness (IX) of the stacked
image:

IX = Σ
Acorr4πD2

gErest

Aeff texp

1
Ng
, (2)

where Dg is the luminosity distance of the galaxy and Ng is the
number of stacked galaxies. This profile is then integrated up to
a given distance (angular or physical) to yield a median X-ray
luminosity of the stacked image, with related Poisson statistical
uncertainty. Comparat et al. (2022) estimated that the uncertainty
due to the source-masking in the stacking procedure amounts to
at most a ∼ 2% uncertainty on the number of events. To be con-
servative, we apply a 2% systematic uncertainty to the measure-
ments. We integrate up to 10 kpc unless otherwise stated. This
scale is a few times larger than the typical effective radius, or
half-light radius, of galaxies below log M∗ = 10 (e.g., Gadotti
2009), therefore the relevant scale is the much larger eROSITA’s
PSF. An integration up to 10kpc ensures that the eROSITA PSF
is contained fully within the integration bounds for sources at the
median redshift of the z < 0.1 subsample, whilst minimizing the
presence of possible stacked signal from the outskirts of galax-
ies. Furthermore, we check that the stacked image detection or
non-detection remains such changing the integration distance,
and by visualizing the profiles to exclude that the detection is
not driven solely by spurious signal in a single off-centered an-

nulus. The background is calculated taking the median value of
the signal between 15 < Rkpc < 50 and it is subtracted from each
annulus during integration. We visualize that the stacked signal
between 15 < Rkpc < 50 is constant. We conservatively check
that a detection remains such also if the 84th percentile of the
signal within 15 < Rkpc < 50 is used as background estimate and
if the lower integration bound is moved inward or outward from
15 kpc. If the stacked signal is compatible, within its uncertain-
ties, with the background estimate, we quote the background-
subtracted upper value of the luminosity integral as upper limit.
An example is provided in Fig. 5, where only the signal shown
in red represents a detection, whilst that in green is compatible
with background.

4. Results

4.1. Detection fraction

We obtain that 5.1+2.0
−1.1% (11/214) of the dwarf galaxies are

detected in eRASS1 and 8.2+2.3
−1.5% (17/208) in the deeper

eRASS:4 (see Sect. 3). The median fraction and 1σ binomial
confidence intervals are inferred from the related quantiles of
the beta distribution from Cameron (2011). In particular, we
detected in eRASS1 (eRASS:4) 3 (3) galaxies from Baldassare
et al. (2018), 3 (4) from Baldassare et al. (2020), 1 (4) from
Burke et al. (2022), 0 (1) from Shin et al. (2022) and 4 (5) from
the WISE-selected sources in Ward et al. (2022). In eRASS:4,
detection fractions of 9.2+3.2

−1.9% and 7.2+4.4
−2.0% are obtained for
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the optically- and IR-selected galaxies, respectively, thus they
are compatible within uncertainties. We show an example of
a detected source in Fig. 2 to showcase our methodology. The
input coordinates and the adopted aperture are shown with a
white circle in both left and central panels, showing the optical
and X-ray cutouts, respectively. The right panel shows the
source plus background spectrum and related model lines and
contours. We report PB and X-ray luminosity (L0.2−2.0 keV ) for all
detected and undetected dwarf galaxies, for both eRASS1 and
eRASS:4, in Table B.1. For a consistency check, we compared
our eRASS1 results with the official eRASS1 catalog released in
Merloni et al. (2023), matching the optical coordinates in input
within 30", the circular aperture used here for X-ray products.
All the 11 eRASS1 sources found in this work are present
in the official catalog with compatible fluxes. Four sources
which are considered undetected in this work are present in the
official eRASS1 catalog (namely 1eRASS J130716.6+133904,
1eRASS J032845.6-271113, 1eRASS J003429.2-432056,
1eRASS J085125.9+393541; Merloni et al. 2023). They have
Pb spanning between 0.0004 and 0.003, therefore they are
marginally below our Pb = 0.0003 threshold. The three sources
above Pb > 0.001 have detection likelihoods between 6-8 in the
official catalog (DET_LIKE_0; see Merloni et al. 2023), which
corresponds to a false detection rate between ∼ 4 − 14% (Seppi
et al. 2022). However, these four sources are all detected in the
deeper eRASS:4 image with our method. Therefore, they are
most likely real sources and this comparison simply implies that
our algorithm and chosen Pb threshold are on the conservative
side. As a matter of fact, we adopted a threshold of Pb = 0.0003
to ensure a lower spurious fraction of ∼ 1%.

We show the detection fraction as a function of X-ray flux (in
the rest-frame 0.5 − 2.0 keV band) in the top left panel of Fig. 3.
Different symbols, between eRASS1 and eRASS:4, are slightly
shifted horizontally for illustration purposes. In order to com-
pute the evolution of detection fraction as a function of X-ray
flux, we included non detected galaxies in the plot by extract-
ing 100 random values from their unconstrained flux chains. In
this way, each source may enter different bins at each iteration.
We averaged over these 100 iterations, therefore uncertainties in-
clude the fact that non-detections are spread across more bins. As
they would be more likely extracted in the lower flux bins, their
binomial uncertainties are smaller than the high-flux bins (the
average numbers per bin are shown in the upper subpanel). Non
detected sources with a flux fainter than the lowest bin (-14.75,
-14.25) are not present in any bin at a given iteration. The evolu-
tion of detection fraction as a function of X-ray flux can be com-
pared with eROSITA’s sensitivity. For eRASS1, we can use the
simulations from Seppi et al. (2022) which provide the eRASS1
sensitivity curve. Since simulations were done for each sky tile,
we can compute the eRASS1 sensitivity at the locations of all
sources in our parent sample. We show the median (with related
16th and 84th percentile contours) of this distribution with a
solid red line in the top left panel of Fig. 3. We note that eRASS1
MBH detections from this work lie below the sensitivity curves
from simulations at low and intermediate fluxes. This might sug-
gest that not all the UVOIR-variable MBHs in input are intrinsi-
cally above an X-ray flux of log(FX/(erg s−1)) ∼ −14.5, used in
the plot at the lower end. We note that, however, we do not expect
all MBHs in the sample to be intrinsically above an X-ray flux of
log(FX/(erg s−1)) ∼ −14.5, given that our sample includes also
high-redshift sources (around half of the input sample is above
z ∼ 0.04), for which such a threshold flux would correspond to
a significant intrinsic luminosity. Indeed, it is unreasonable for
all the MBHs above this redshift to be above an intrinsic lumi-
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Fig. 4. X-ray luminosity from eRASS:4 as a function of host galaxy
stellar mass. In both panels, detected MBHs are shown with squares,
whilst non-detected ones with arrows. In the top panel, all the sources
are shown and are color-coded as a function of logarithmic redshift. In
the bottom panel, only sources with z < 0.1 are shown: non detections
(gray arrows) were stacked in two mass bins (highlighted by the x-axis
error bars) and the related X-ray luminosity estimates are shown with
red stars. We show the soft X-ray luminosity predicted for normal galax-
ies (black shaded contour and solid line) and AGN at different accretion
states in the same stellar mass range (see Sec. 4.2 for details). In par-
ticular, predictions for radiatively-efficient AGN are shown with a solid
red line, while predictions for AGN accreting at 1e-3 (1e-4) of L/Ledd
are shown with a dashed (dotted) line.

nosity of ∼ 1.2 × 1040(DL/DL0.04 )2 erg s−1, for a luminosity dis-
tance DLz . The situation marginally improves when filtering the
top left panel of Fig. 3 below z ∼ 0.04, although only due to
the even larger error bars which is merely due to the decrease
of sample size. Further, the top right panel of Fig. 3 shows the
observed detection fraction as a function of redshift in three bins
with roughly equal number of galaxies. We note no singificant
difference across the bins. We conclude that the incompatibility
between observations and simulations is likely not uniquely a
redshift effect and it will be investigated and discussed further in
Sect. 6.

4.2. Trends with the galaxy’s stellar mass

From the bottom left panel of Fig. 3 we note a slight increase
of detections with increasing stellar mass, although all values
are compatible within 3σ uncertainties. In both eRASS1 and
eRASS:4, the overall detection fraction of ∼ 5% and 8%, re-
spectively, is compatible with those estimated in the single stel-
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Fig. 5. Emission profiles from the stacked images in two M∗ bins,
log M∗ = 8 − 9 (green) and log M∗ = 9 − 10 (red). The source signal
is integrated up to 10 kpc, whilst the background is estimated from the
median (or, the 84th percentile value, conservatively) of the emission
between 15 and 50 kpc (see Sect. 3). The stack contains signal above
background only in the log M∗ = 9 − 10 bin.

lar mass bins, within uncertainties. Based on this, we obtain that
we can expect to detect from any future UVOIR variability sur-
vey, with similar characteristics to the ones considered here, a
fraction on the order of ≈ 5% (≈ 8%) in eRASS1 (eRASS:4) at
least above log M∗ ∼ 8.5. We show the eRASS:4 detections and
non-detections in the luminosity-stellar mass plane (Fig. 4). The
top panel shows the full sample, where the low-z and high-z pop-
ulations (e.g., see the top-middle panel of Fig. 1) are clearly sep-
arated. We note an outlier in the X-ray-detected source around
stellar mass of ∼ 108M⊙. This estimate from Burke et al. (2022)
comes with a high statistical uncertainty (∼ 0.5 dex) and the
marginal increase in ∆χ2, between the AGN template alone and
the AGN+galaxy SED fit, implies large systematics which hin-
der a reliable interpretation of the stellar mass value (C. Burke,
priv. comm.).

In general, our sample is rather heterogeneous and obtained
through different selection methods (Sect. 2), therefore for fur-
ther analysis and data-model comparisons in the LX − M∗ plane
we only use the subsample of 134 galaxies below z < 0.1 (e.g.,
see the bottom panel of Fig. 4). This selection allows us to use
an homogeneous low-z population and magnitude distribution
(see Fig. 1). In particular, we stacked the 0.5− 2.0 keV eRASS:4
images of the 121 undetected sources below of z < 0.1, using
only spectroscopic redshifts. We stacked two sets of images in
two M∗ bins, log M∗ = 8 − 9 and 9 − 10, which contain 30 and
91 undetected galaxies respectively. The low mass bin stack is
undetected, with an upper limit at L0.5−2.0 keV < 9 × 1037 erg s−1,
whilst in the high-mass bin we obtain L0.5−2.0 keV = (2.1 ± 1.1) ×
1039 erg s−1. The profiles are shown in Fig. 5 and they are repre-
sented with dark red stars in the bottom panel of Fig. 4.

With the aim of interpreting the observed X-ray luminosi-
ties, we compare them with predictions of both AGN and normal
galaxies. We computed the predicted 0.5 − 2.0 keV X-ray lumi-
nosity from X-ray binaries in normal galaxies following Lehmer
et al. (2016) and added the diffuse hot gas component due to the
ISM, relevant in the soft X-rays, following (Mineo et al. 2012).
We adopt the stellar mass from our parent sample and use the
star formation main sequence (Whitaker et al. 2012), for sim-
plicity, to obtain the star formation rate (SFR) for this plot. We
note that for starburst galaxies, this would be an underestima-
tion of SFR. This prediction is shown with the black thick line

in the bottom panel of Fig. 4, with the thickness spanning the
prediction for the minimum (z = 0) and maximum (z = 0.1) red-
shifts of the galaxies in the panel. Below log M∗ ∼ 9.5 and below
SFR∼ 2M⊙/yr the relation is known to be inaccurate, due to the
fact that the galaxy prediction relies on fully-populated X-ray bi-
naries luminosity functions (Gilfanov et al. 2004; Lehmer et al.
2019), which would not apply in this regime. The black dotted
line can be used as guide for the eye, in case this relation still
holds on average (e.g., Kouroumpatzakis et al. 2020), albeit with
significant scatter (e.g. Kyritsis et al., in prep). If stochastic sam-
pling implies higher difficulty in observing luminous sources re-
ducing the average luminosity per galaxy, the dotted line would
be an overestimate. We approximate this by artificially decreas-
ing the dependency on M∗ and SFR (e.g. Fig. 16 in Lehmer et al.
2019), thus the predicted X-ray luminosity, and we show this
with a solid black line in Fig. 4.

Furthermore, we computed the predicted AGN soft X-ray lu-
minosity as a function of galaxy stellar mass by interpolating
scaling relations and spectral energy distributions (SEDs) com-
mon to more massive AGN. Since typical scaling relations are
calibrated in the UV (e.g., Arcodia et al. 2019; Ruan et al. 2019),
but still hold for a wide range of optical frequencies (Jin et al.
2012), we adopt the bluest SDSS filter available, for simplic-
ity. We obtained the observed u-band flux of our galaxies from
the parent SDSS NASA-Sloan Atlas sample (EL_PETRO_FLUX).
No K-correction was applied to these estimates, as they are in-
tended as guide for the eye. We infer the AGN optical luminosity
assuming accretion at ∼ 0.1×, ∼ 0.01× and ∼ 0.001 × Ledd, as-
suming MBH = 0.002M∗ and an optical bolometric correction
of 0.1 (e.g., Merloni 2016). Then we applied X-ray-to-optical
scaling relations for radiatively-efficient (Arcodia et al. 2019)
and -inefficient (Ruan et al. 2019) AGN to infer the expected
2 keV luminosity, and finally converted to L0.5−2.0 keV assuming a
power-law spectrum with photon index 1.9. Quite interestingly,
the detected MBHs (green squares) mostly align with the predic-
tions of AGN accreting at ≈ 0.01 − 0.1Ledd. However, we notice
that the vast majority of the eRASS:4 3σ upper limits lie well
below these scaling relations. Most importantly, the X-ray lumi-
nosity estimates from their stacked images (dark red stars) are
consistent with predictions of normal galaxies’ non-AGN emis-
sion. We note that despite M∗ is a notoriously uncertain param-
eter, most upper limits would remain inconsistent with the AGN
predictions even if they were biased low or high in stellar mass
by as much as ∼ 0.5−1.0 dex (e.g. along the x-axis of Fig. 4), and
the stacks would likely be unaffected by a few erroneous stellar
mass estimates. The nature of this X-ray weakness will be further
explored in Sect. 6, by comparing X-rays to other wavebands as
well.

5. X-ray-detected dwarf galaxies

5.1. Contaminants: the cumulative stellar-mass BHs
population

We investigate the possible cumulative contribution to the X-ray-
detected galaxies due to the stellar population, here intended as
a contaminant, within the host galaxy of our MBH candidates
(e.g., Gilfanov et al. 2022, for a recent review). We use the term
X-ray binary (XRB) for the collective contribution of both ac-
creting neutron stars and stellar-mass black holes. Despite the
difficulty of securely assessing contamination from XRBs for
each galaxy, we can rely on well-known scaling relations that
predict the expected X-ray luminosity from XRBs given the stel-
lar mass and SFR in the galaxy. The mass of the stellar compan-
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ion defines the classification between low- and high-mass XRBs.
The former (latter) kind evolves slower (faster) and it is therefore
traced by the total stellar content or M∗ (by recent star formation
and SFR and both have to be taken into account (e.g., Grimm
et al. 2003).

We compute the predicted X-ray luminosity (LX,gal) in the
2 − 10 keV range from the cumulative XRB population in the
host galaxy from Lehmer et al. (2016, their Eq. 15), which was
calibrated in the Chandra Deep Field-South (CDF-S):

LX,gal = α0(1 + z)γ0 M∗ + β0(1 + z)δ0 SFR (3)

with (logα0, log β0, γ0, δ0) = (29.30, 39.40, 2.19, 1.02). For
these calculations, we obtained individual SFR values from dif-
ferent sources: five galaxies match with the HECATE catalog
(Kovlakas et al. 2021) within 3", five with Ramos Padilla et al.
(2022), one from Omand et al. (2014) and one from Chang et al.
(2015); for the remaining sources SFR was obtained from UV
(Bianchi et al. 2017) and IR (Cutri & et al. 2012) fluxes, fol-
lowing the prescription from Lehmer et al. (2019). These values
span uniformly between ∼ 1−100M⊙ yr−1. For consistency with
the SFR estimates, we used M∗ from these references for com-
puting LX,gal, if present, or the values in Table B.1 otherwise.
Here, we neglect the contribution from hot diffuse gas due to
the ISM to LX,gal since it is expected to be significantly lower
than the faintest of our X-ray detections (∼ 7 × 1039 erg s−1),
even more so given the range of stellar masses in our sources
and in the ∼ 2 − 10 keV band. As a matter of fact, this contri-
bution is LX/M∗ ∼ 1028 erg s−1 M−1

⊙ for early type galaxies (e.g.,
Hou et al. 2021) and amounts to up to ∼ 10% of the observed
luminosity for star-forming galaxies (Mineo et al. 2012, Kyrit-
sis et al., in prep). Here, we ignore the known stochasticity of
the galaxy prediction at low M∗ and SFR (Gilfanov et al. 2004;
Lehmer et al. 2019), for simplicity. The adopted scaling relations
surely come with considerable uncertainties and intrinsic scatter,
although one of the causes of this scatter at the bright end is the
likely presence of X-rays from the MBH itself. A further source
of contamination which we neglect here could be the cumulative
emission from XRB from the nuclear star cluster (NSC), which
is nearly ubiquitous in low-mass galaxies (Neumayer et al. 2020;
Hoyer et al. 2021, 2023). As standard scaling relations to esti-
mate LX,gal try to exclude the point-like nuclear X-ray source, to
which the NSC might contribute, these are most likely not ac-
counted for.

In Fig. 6, we show the comparison between the predicted
LX,gal and the observed X-ray luminosity of our eRASS:4 de-
tected sources (Table B.2), both estimated in the 2 − 10 keV
range7. The observed values for the detected galaxies are clearly
well above the predicted ones (black solid line) including un-
certainties. The dashed and dotted lines show the predictions in-
creased by a factor 3 and 200, respectively, to guide the eye.
The result of this sanity check is reassuring, since the parent
sample consists of MBH candidates selected independently from
UVOIR variability. This was already evident from the bottom
panel of Fig. 4, although in that case the prediction for the galaxy
was obtained at population level using the star formation main
sequence and not individual SFR values. In the next section we
discuss the role of individual luminous XRBs, relevant at the
lowest end of the observed X-ray luminosity.

7 Therefore we do not compare these with the stacks of the soft X-ray
images.
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Fig. 6. Predicted LX,gal (Lehmer et al. 2019) versus the observed X-
ray luminosity of our eRASS:4 detected sources, both in the 2− 10 keV
range. The 1:1 relation is shown with a black solid line, while the dashed
and dotted lines show the predictions increased by a factor 3 and 200, re-
spectively. Markers containing a red circle represent new X-ray sources
(see Sect. 5.3). The subset of X-ray non-detected galaxies in the same
range of the detected ones are shown with gray arrows, for reference.

5.2. Contaminants: individual stellar-mass BHs

Another source of contamination comes from individual neu-
tron stars and stellar-mass black holes at the brightest end of
their luminosity function, which constitute the vast majority of
the so-called ultra-luminous X-ray sources (ULXs8) within the
host galaxies (e.g., Walton et al. 2022, for a recent compila-
tion). Given eROSITA’s point spread function (≈ 26" half-energy
width averaged over the whole field of view, Predehl et al. 2021)
we can indeed expect contamination from off-nuclear ULXs in
what we have called here MBHs. However, disentangling ULXs
and MBHs has revealed to be much more difficult that initially
thought. As a matter of fact, recent simulations (Bellovary et al.
2021; Sharma et al. 2022) and observations (Reines et al. 2020,
but see Sargent et al. 2022) have pointed out that a significant
fraction of MBHs in dwarf galaxies can be displaced from the
host center even up to ∼ 3 kpc (Beckmann et al. 2023). There-
fore, angular separation of the X-ray source from the optical nu-
cleus alone might not be a good-enough proxy. ULXs and MBHs
can be securely distinguished only if the point-like X-ray source
is clearly in the outskirts of the host galaxy, or if the X-ray source
is classified as a neutron star through detection of pulsations
(e.g., Bachetti et al. 2014) or if deep broadband spectroscopy
can be carried out to distinguish between accretion states (e.g.,
Bachetti et al. 2013; Walton et al. 2015) and infer an estimate of
the accretor’s mass. In this work, we cross-matched our sample
with the ULX catalog from Walton et al. (2022), which com-
piled XMM–Newton, Swift-XRT, and Chandra data. This catalog
does not overlap with the entirety of our sample, but may serve
as a useful check to exclude as many known ULXs as possible.
Two known ULXs from Walton et al. (2022) are within the aper-
ture of two non-detected galaxies, whilst we found no overlap
between our detected galaxies and the ULX catalog. Finally, we
note that the conservative conclusion about the various stellar-
mass contaminants is that at ambiguous X-ray luminosity lev-
els ≈ 1039 − 1040 erg s−1, both the stellar-mass contaminants and
MBHs are likely contributing to the total X-ray emission. This
ambiguity may remain even using rich multiwavelength obser-

8 Here, this term is used for stellar-mass contaminants and neglects
the possible presence of intermediate-mass black holes in the ULX cat-
egory.
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vations of individual nearby galaxies taken at high angular reso-
lution (e.g., Thygesen et al. 2023).

5.3. New X-ray detections

We matched the 17 galaxies detected in eRASS:4 with
ROSAT, Swift-XRT, XMM-Newton and Chandra catalogs in the
HEASARC archives using our 30" aperture as matching radius.
We have found 13 matches, all within a few arcseconds from the
input coordinates. We show these matches in Table B.2. In the
comments, we note the classification that can be inferred with a
quick search on Simbad (Wenger et al. 2000). We note the pres-
ence of two sources classified as blazars, which perhaps hints
that they might be a neglected contaminant in the variable MBH
searches. Quite interestingly, we find that 4 of our eRASS:4 de-
tections (≈ 25%) are new X-ray sources. We note that this frac-
tion is even lower than that expected on average on the full-sky,
since it is common practice to coordinate narrow-field deep mul-
tiwavelength surveys in the same sky area. This highlights the
power of eROSITA with its full-sky capabilities, which balances
existing and future deep pencil-beam surveys. The 4 new detec-
tions are highlighted with red circles in Fig. 6 and their X-ray
images are shown in Fig. 2 and 7. More details are presented
next.

5.3.1. SDSS J031302.15-004110.9 and SDSS
J031743.12+001936.8

The first new X-ray source can be identified with SDSS
J031302.15-004110.9, a known low-mass AGN at z=0.13 found
to be optically-variable by Baldassare et al. (2018). It is also
reported as an AGN from BPT classification, with a known
virial black hole mass of ∼ 107M⊙ (Baldassare et al. 2018).
We obtained a median (and 16th, 84th percentiles) value of
L0.2−2.0 keV = 43.1943.28

43.11 erg s−1 and a soft X-ray photon index
of Γ = 2.76 ± 0.27 in eRASS:4. Based on Fig. 6, the observed
luminosity is a factor ∼ 259 above the one predicted for the cu-
mulative XRBs in the host galaxies and it is quite extreme even
for ULXs. The X-ray emission appears point-like and consis-
tent with the optical center (Fig. 7, left panels). We can confi-
dently consider this source as the X-ray counterpart of the nu-
clear MBH. This source is present in the eRASS1 catalog (Mer-
loni et al. 2023) as 1eRASS J031302.2-004114, with (RA, Dec)
= (48.25899, -0.68734) and a 1σ positional error of 2.56".

The second new X-ray source can be associated with SDSS
J031743.12+001936.8, a known low-mass AGN at z=0.069 se-
lected from Baldassare et al. (2018). This source was classified
as "composite" from narrow lines diagnostics and its estimated
logarithmic virial mass is ∼ 6.1 log M⊙ (Baldassare et al. 2018).
We have obtained log L0.2−2.0 keV = 42.1942.3

42.08 erg s−1 and X-ray
photon index Γ = 2.20 ± 0.40 in eRASS:4. This is the source
shown in Fig. 2, where we note a point-like X-ray emission con-
sistent with the optical center. The observed 2-10 keV X-ray lu-
minosity is log L2.0−10 keV ∼ 41.88 log(erg s−1), a factor ∼ 59
above the luminosity predicted for the cumulative XRBs (Fig. 6).
The optical and X-ray source coincide within 1" with the ra-
dio source FIRSTJ031743.1+001936, which has an integrated
flux at 1.4 GHz of 1.82 mJy (Helfand et al. 2015). This corre-
sponds to a luminosity density of log L1.4Ghz ∼ 22.3 W Hz−1,
much brighter than the expected contribution from supernova
remnants, young supernovae and ionized gas from HII regions
(e.g., see Reines et al. 2020). Therefore we expect this to be
the radio counterpart of the point-like X-ray source. We usen

these estimates of X-ray and radio luminosity to infer a black
hole mass through the fundamental plane of black hole accre-
tion (Merloni et al. 2003). From the 1.4 GHz flux and assum-
ing a flat spectrum (or, a spectrum with slope -1) in flux den-
sity units, we infer log L5Ghz ∼ 39.0 log(erg s−1) (38.5), which
yields log MBH ∼ 8.4 log M⊙ (7.7). We note that the funda-
mental plane is only representative for radiatively inefficient
black hole accretion, although it may provide us with a rough
black hole mass estimate in any case. The observed luminosities
are therefore too high for a stellar-mass ULX, unless its emis-
sion is beamed. While we do not know the accretion state of
SDSS J031743.12+001936.8, the hard X-ray luminosity with a
bolometric correction of 10 (Duras et al. 2020) corresponds to
∼ 0.1LEdd, therefore to a radiatively efficient regime. This might
explain the difference between the observed mass and that pre-
dicted from the fundamental plane in the MBH scenario. Based
on this, we consider this as a secure X-ray counterpart of the
variable MBH. We note that this source was classified as com-
posite based on its optical spectrum (Baldassare et al. 2018),
which highlights once more how this selection technique is bi-
ased toward the brightest end of the MBH population. However,
a closer look at the SDSS spectrum suggests the presence of
a broad Hα component that the automatic pipeline did not ac-
count for9. This source is present in the eRASS1 catalog (Mer-
loni et al. 2023) as 1eRASS J031743.0+001938, with (RA, Dec)
= (49.42923, 0.32735) and a 1σ positional error of 2.82".

5.3.2. SDSS J121709.27+122714.4?

The third X-ray source is within the aperture of SDSS
J121709.27+122714.4, a narrow-line galaxy at z=0.007 from
Baldassare et al. (2020). This host is classified as star-forming
using narrow line fluxes in the SDSS database10 and the
narrow lines diagnostics from Kewley et al. (2006), adopt-
ing log([OIII]/Hβ) ∼ 0.25 and log([NII]/Hα) ∼ −0.59.
From our eRASS:4 analysis, we obtained log L0.2−2.0 keV =
39.8640.10

39.54 log(erg s−1) and a hard X-ray photon index which is
an unconstrained posterior with 1σ upper limit at Γ ∼ 1.63. The
latter value hints for a more complex spectrum compared to a
simple power-law, which will need to be explored with a deeper
exposure. The detected X-ray luminosity of log L2.0−10 keV ∼

40.22 log(erg s−1) is a factor ∼ 13 above that predicted for the
cumulative XRBs (Fig. 6) and the emission is point-like (Fig. 7,
middle panels), although is consistent with being slightly off-
nuclear (13” from the optical coordinates). As discussed above,
recent works have shown that MBHs in dwarf galaxies are not
all coincident with the optical nucleus and the observed offset of
∼ 1.9 kpc would be within the typical values (Reines et al. 2020;
Bellovary et al. 2021; Sharma et al. 2022; Sargent et al. 2022;
Beckmann et al. 2023). Nonetheless, we must consider the pos-
sibility that the X-ray-detected source is an ULX. The spectral
shape would indicate that the putative ULX is in its hard ultra-
luminous state (Pinto & Walton 2023), although we do not aim to
state anything conclusive given the available data. Here, we note
that the source is not detected in eRASS1 nor in eRASS2 and
eRASS3 separately, although it is in the cumulative eRASS:3
survey at a luminosity L0.2−2.0 keV = (4.8+2.0

−1.9) × 1039 erg s−1. It
is detected in the single eRASS4 at L0.2−2.0 keV = (1.2+0.6

−0.4) ×
1040 erg s−1, hence somewhat brighter than in eRASS:3. This in-
duces the eRASS:4 luminosity to be intermediate between the
two, as reported above. No significant variability is detected

9 Link to SDSS spectrum
10 Link to SDSS spectrum
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Fig. 7. Optical and X-ray cutouts, as in Fig. 2, for three of the four newly-discovered X-ray counterparts of MBH candidates, complemented
by the fourth new X-ray detection shown as example in Fig. 2. The left panels show SDSS J031302.15-004110.9 at RA, Dec = (48.25895, -
0.686379) and z = 0.131, the middle panels SDSS J121709.27+122714.4 (Ra, Dec: 184.28861, 12.45432) at z = 0.007 and the right panels SDSS
J130717.44+133847.8 (Ra, Dec: 196.822679, 13.646658) at z = 0.027, respectively. We note that the positional accuracy of the X-ray centroid is
1.5", 3.5" and 2.4" from left to right, respectively. More details on their association are presented in Sect. 5.3.

within eRASS4, due to the low signal-to-noise of the individual
∼ 40 s snapshot that eROSITA performs within the single sur-
vey (e.g., Predehl et al. 2021). Overall, this might indicate that
the source is variable on long (weeks to years), although not on
short (hours to days), timescales.

5.3.3. SDSS J130717.44+133847.8?

The fourth newly-discovered X-ray source lies within the aper-
ture around the input target SDSS J130717.44+133847.8, a
galaxy at z = 0.027 detected through infrared WISE variabil-
ity Ward et al. (2022). From our eRASS:4 analysis, we ob-
tained log L0.2−2.0 keV = 41.2741.37

41.16 erg s−1 and a soft X-ray pho-
ton index Γ = 2.50 ± 0.38. The detected X-ray luminosity is
a factor ∼ 20 above that predicted for the cumulative XRBs
(Fig. 6). However, there is background source within the aper-
ture at (RA, Dec) = (13:07:16.90534, +13:39:03.82002), ∼ 19"
away from the input galaxy, which is coincident with the X-ray
point-like source (Fig. 7, right panels). It is identified as SDSS
J130716.91+133903.8 at a Legacy Imaging Surveys photomet-
ric redshift of 1.26 (Duncan 2022), and which is classified as
AGN/QSO in several catalogs (e.g., Richards et al. 2015; Assef
et al. 2018) also based of its infrared (W1 − W2 ∼ 0.8) colors
(Cutri & et al. 2012). We conclude that both the WISE variability
and the eRASS:4 X-ray source are most likely attributable to the
background QSO and not the foreground dwarf galaxy. In order
to quantify the extent of this issue in the whole WISE-selected
sample (Ward et al. 2022), we adopt the QSO space density to be
∼ 1.2 × 10−5 arcsec−2 above W2 < 17.11 for WISE AGN (Assef
et al. 2013, 2018). Adopting a conservative radius of three WISE
pixels, each of 2.75 arcsec in size, we would expect ∼ 2.5× 10−3

background IR-bright QSOs to be within a single WISE PSF.
Therefore, we would expect ∼ 200 contaminants within the par-
ent sample of 79879 galaxies of Ward et al. (2022), which is
comparable to the sample size of the 148 selected variable galax-

ies. However, not all the WISE QSOs are found to be variable,
therefore only ∼ 1.1% (e.g., Secrest & Satyapal 2020) would be
detectable as contaminant in the foreground variability searches
(within the typical ∆mag ∼ 0.2; Ward et al. 2022). Therefore
the number of expected contaminants is ∼ 2 in the sample of
Ward et al. (2022). Since only ∼ 30% of their galaxies are in the
eROSITA footprint, the IR source in this Section is most likely
the only contaminant in the IR-selected sample. This source is
present in the eRASS1 catalog (Merloni et al. 2023) as 1eRASS
J130716.6+133904, with (RA, Dec) = (196.81906, 13.65126)
and a 1σ positional error of 4.16".

6. X-ray undetected dwarf galaxies suggest X-ray
weakness of MBHs

Our results find a high-fraction of non-detected dwarf galax-
ies with a UVOIR-variable MBHs. The typical exposure in the
eRASS:4 image for the galaxies in the parent sample is only
∼ 550 s. However, most X-ray 3σ upper limits are so deep that
stacking non detected sources results in a LX estimate consistent
with the predictions of the emission of the galaxy alone (bottom
panel of Fig. 4). Naturally, the X-ray emission of normal galax-
ies and radiatively inefficient (hence low-luminosity) AGN is ex-
pected to be compatible as their relative contrast reaches unity
(Merloni 2016). In particular, at the same level of accretion in
terms of fractions of Ledd, MBHs in dwarf galaxies are even more
penalized than more massive AGN. This can be understood with
order-of-magnitude scaling relations by noting that the AGN lu-
minosities scales linearly with MBH for a given L/Ledd, hence
≈ M∗ as MBH ∝ Mβ∗ with β ≈ 1 or larger (Reines & Volonteri
2015), whilst the galaxy luminosity scales linearly with SFR,
which in turns scales as S FR ∝ M0.7

∗ at z = 0 for main sequence
galaxies (Whitaker et al. 2012), ignoring redshift and metallicity
dependencies for simplicity. As a matter of fact, we have already
showed this with order-of-magnitude predictions in the bottom
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panel of Fig. 4 with black shaded contours and the dotted red
line, which are related to normal galaxies and inefficient AGN
accreting at ∼ 10−3Ledd, respectively. Therefore, at this stage we
can only conclude that the X-ray luminosity from the stacked
non-detected sources is compatible with both.

However, we can gain more information from the SED
adding the information from the optical band in the picture.
In particular, we know the brightness of these galactic nuclei
(Fig. 1) and we can attempt to use typical X-ray-to-optical (X/O)
scaling relations to put our observations into a wider context.
We highlight this in Fig. 8, where we show observed X/O lu-
minosity ratios as a function of stellar mass for all the MBHs
below z = 0.1. Squares represent detections within eRASS:4,
arrows are 3σ upper limits. Both are color-coded based on the
variability selection between optical (blue) and infrared (or-
ange), to highlight the lack of obvious biases in either. The u-
band flux (EL_PETRO_FLUX) is obtained from the parent SDSS
NASA-Sloan Atlas sample. We add X/O values computed from
the stacked non-detections as follows. The monochromatic rest-
frame 2 keV luminosity is obtained dividing the stacked lumi-
nosity between 0.5−2.0 keV (see Sect. 3 and the bottom panel of
Fig. 4) by a conversion factor obtained from the detected galax-
ies (e.g., the squares in Fig. 8), taking the median value of their
observed F2 keV/F0.5−2.0 keV ratio. The optical luminosity (their
uncertainty) for the stacked value is obtained using the median
(1st and 99th percentiles) of the observed u-band flux within
the two stellar-mass bins. The statistical uncertainties from the
stacks are shown with vertical errorbars as in Fig. 4, whilst the
uncertainty coming from the range of u-band used for computing
the stacks’ X/O is shown with a darkred contour.

Observed log(L2keV/Lopt,u) are compared with predictions
from models of normal galaxies (gray contour) and AGN (red
lines). For normal galaxies we used scaling relations from
Lehmer et al. (2019) and Merloni (2016), using the star for-
mation main sequence (Whitaker et al. 2012) and mass-to-light
ratios between 1-10. As explained in Sect. 4.2, the galaxy pre-
dictions are calibrated only at the high-mass end, and we show
with a dotted black line the extrapolation, whilst we attempt to
correct for underpopulated low-mass and low-SFR galaxies (Gil-
fanov et al. 2004; Lehmer et al. 2019) drawing the dashed black
line. For AGN, we computed the optical luminosity following
Merloni (2016) and the X-ray luminosity from the LX−LUV rela-
tion for radiatively-efficient (Arcodia et al. 2019) and -inefficient
(Ruan et al. 2019) AGN. The former prediction is shown with
a red solid line, the latter with dashed (dotted) for inefficient
accretion at ∼ 10−3 (∼ 10−4) of Ledd. We confirm that, as in
Fig. 4, the stacks are compatible with the emission of normal
galaxies. Since the u-band filter has an effective wavelength
at ∼ 3565Å, whilst these scaling relations are calibrated at
∼ 2500Å or ∼ 3000Å (Arcodia et al. 2019; Ruan et al. 2019),
we also computed the X/O ratios using GALEX’s near-UV filter
at ∼ 2300Å (Fig. A.3). The comparison between observed X/O
and model predictions remains qualitatively the same and in fact
using GALEX even fainter X/O values are obtained. Therefore,
the observed X-ray weakness is even more enhanced compared
to the bottom panel of Fig. 4, once the optical/UV luminosities
are used to provide a characteristic SED shape. The underly-
ing assumption is that the host galaxy is contaminating, but not
dominating the optical emission, which is reasonable given that
the MBH has to contribute enough to the flux to allow the in-
ference of its presence through variability, at least in the cases
of moderate ∆mag. Furthermore, the typical SED of the MBH
candidates does not seem to show worryingly or ubiquitously

dominant contributions from the stellar component alone (Burke
et al. 2022), specially for the bluer optical and UV filters used
here. We also indirectly quantified the impact of the host galaxy
contamination in the optical band by separating star-forming
galaxies from AGN, classified based on narrow lines diagnos-
tics (Baldwin et al. 1981), using several different classification
methods (see Appendix A and Fig. A.4). We obtain that there
is no significant difference in X-ray luminosity and stellar-mass
between these two categories, implying that we are not biased
toward X-ray detections only for galaxies with a strong central
ionizing source inferred from the optical photometry or spec-
troscopy. Finally, the X/O predictions from AGN at low Edding-
ton ratios are also, to some extent, contaminated by the galaxy in
the optical-UV band (e.g., Ruan et al. 2019), validating our com-
parison in Fig. 8. We conclude that canonical AGN disk-corona
SEDs (e.g., Arcodia et al. 2019; Ruan et al. 2019) would predict
the X-ray emission from the MBHs in these galaxies to be much
brighter than observed, even for predictions of low-luminosity
AGN (Ruan et al. 2019).

We note that the possible X-ray weakness of MBHs in dwarf
galaxies, or their unusual SEDs, compared to more massive
AGN was reported before for a few of cases (Dong et al. 2012;
Simmonds et al. 2016; Baldassare et al. 2017; Cann et al. 2020;
Burke et al. 2021a; Gültekin et al. 2022; Urquhart et al. 2022;
Messick et al. 2023), although this is the first confirmation on a
large sample of fairly homogeneous X-ray exposures of dwarf
galaxies. The optical variability selection in these galaxies (di-
rectly or through the infrared echo) is thought to indicate the
presence of a variable radiatively-efficient AGN accretion disk
(Burke et al. 2021b), whilst the X-ray upper limits and stacked
X-ray images obtained in this work are, at best, compatible with
AGN accreting at ∼ 10−3 − 10−4Ledd and, at worst, consistent
with and inactive or absent black hole. This begs the question
of whether these two observables, UVOIR stochastic variabil-
ity and X-ray data, are consistent. Before analyzing the possi-
ble physical interpretation and consequences, we briefly discuss
possible biases that might cause MBHs to appear unusually X-
ray weak (Sect. 7). We stress again that, in order to avoid strong
redshift effects and to be consistent with the sources used for
the X-ray stacking analysis, we limit the discussion to the 134
sources with X-ray products in eRASS:4 which are below z<0.1.

7. On the possible biases for the observed X-ray
weakness

First, we do not find any obvious correlation between X-ray
(non-) detection and variability significance from the parent sam-
ples. For instance, among the galaxies Burke et al. (2022) we
have only detected the one with highest and the one with low-
est variability significance, and the four detected galaxies from
Baldassare et al. (2020) are also homogeneously distributed in
terms of variability significance. Furthermore, we investigated
in Appendix A whether the observed X-ray weakness depends
on the variability significance, both for optically- (e.g., Baldas-
sare et al. 2018, 2020) and IR-selected (e.g., Ward et al. 2022)
variable galaxies. For the optically selected variable galaxies, we
also investigate the dependence on the number of data points
in the optical light curve or the total baseline. We show this
in Fig. A.1 and A.2 and no significance trend is evident. For
the optically selected variable galaxies, we also stacked lower-
and higher-significance sources from (Baldassare et al. 2020)
in the log M∗ = 9 − 10 bin separately and obtained no sig-
nificant difference, although we found weak evidence indicat-
ing that the stacked image on the higher-significance galaxies
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Fig. 8. Observed X-ray to optical ratio as a function of galaxy stellar mass. Squares indicate X-ray detections and arrows 3σ upper limits, color-
coded by the waveband used for variability selection. The luminosity from the stacked images of non-detected galaxies are shown with red stars
(and their uncertainties with shaded contours, see the text in Sec. 6). The black contour indicate the predicted X/O from normal galaxies (Lehmer
et al. 2019), the dotted black line its extrapolation and the dashed black line a tentative correction for the low-mass end (Gilfanov et al. 2004;
Lehmer et al. 2019, and refer to Sect. 4.2 in this work). Red lines show the predicted X/O for AGN in their radiatively efficient phase (solid red
line; Arcodia et al. 2019), compared to inefficient ones at ∼ 10−3 or ∼ 10−4Ledd (dashed and dotted red lines; Merloni 2016; Ruan et al. 2019).

contained brighter signal (see Appendix A). Furthermore, we
tested whether the observed X-ray weakness depends on the op-
tical classification from narrow-lines diagnostics (Baldwin et al.
1981) using several techniques, and we found again no obvious
difference (Fig. A.4 and Appendix A). However, formally our
X-ray observations did not confirm the nature of most of these
MBHs as such. From X-rays alone, a possibility is that these
galaxies would be mostly inactive and lack significant accretion
all-together. Hence, a conservative possibility that we must con-
sider is that the bulk of the variability-selected MBHs is contam-
inated, as also a bias spread to most of the light curves, regard-
less on the inferred variability significance, would appear un-
correlated with the X-ray non-detections. This is very unlikely,
although it is still relevant to discuss possible known contam-
inants. Possible spurious sources within the methodology typ-
ically adopted to select variable AGN (e.g., Butler & Bloom
2011; Burke et al. 2022) could be long-lived stellar transients
or variables (e.g., Burke et al. 2020, 2021a; Kokubo 2022; Rizzo
Smith et al. 2023), although they are expected to contaminate the
selected MBHs in small numbers. Another contaminating com-
ponent which is nearly ubiquitous in these galaxies in the NSC,
although its old stellar population is not expected to imprint any
variability (Neumayer et al. 2020). Therefore, for any bias in the
optical photometry to impact our systematic X-ray weakness, it
would have to be currently unknown and worryingly extended
to the bulk of the parent galaxy samples. It is worth mention-
ing that, despite the large overlap in the parent sample of dwarf

galaxies, variability studies using data from the Palomar Tran-
sient Factory (e.g., Baldassare et al. 2020) and the Zwicky Tran-
sient Facility (e.g., Ward et al. 2022) have limited overlap in
their respective MBHs candidates. In particular, ∼ 11% of the
ZTF candidates were selected also by PTF, and, viceversa, only
∼ 3% of the PTF candidates were also selected by ZTF (Ward
et al. 2022). However, the possible origin of this discrepancy
may lie in the difference cadence, scatter and total baseline of
data obtained with PTF and ZTF. In particular, PTF has median
baseline in the parent sample of ∼ 4 yr, reaching higher detec-
tion fractions for galaxies with baseline up to ∼ 6 − 7 yr (Bal-
dassare et al. 2020), while ZTF data have a typical baseline of
∼ 3 yr. Therefore, it is possible that the MBHs selected by PTF
and missed by ZTF were mostly variable on timescales compa-
rable with or longer than the ZTF baseline. This would be sup-
ported by the fact that the 5 in common have variability power
at much higher timescales compared to the rest of ZTF-selected
MBHs. Conversely, the ZTF-detected MBHs might have been
missed by PTF due to its reduced sensitivity to variability over
the timescale of months, compared to ZTF. Therefore, as much
as some of the variable MBHs might be spurious sources (i.e.
normal galaxies with a dormant black hole or no black hole all-
together), this is unlikely to be the case for most of the 121 un-
detected X-ray MBHs of the low-z sample (as also discussed in
Messick et al. 2023, albeit with a much smaller sample). Without
dedicated simulations quantifying the purity and completeness
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of the variability searches, we are unable to identify a subset of
secure MBHs or to quantify the spurious fraction in our sample.

Furthermore, Baldassare et al. (2017) noted a lower X/O in
their eight broad-line MBHs and discuss that enhanced nuclear
star formation might be a contaminant to their optical-UV data.
In our sample, the optical nucleus would have to be dominated
by the galaxy to the extent of altering X/O, but not to the ex-
tent of impeding the detection of AGN-like optical variability
on top of the galaxy continuum, which requires suspicious fine
tuning of the ratio between AGN and galaxy in the optical, con-
sidering the several tens of X-ray weak sources found here. In
Simmonds et al. (2016), it was noted that X/O variability and
non-simultaneity would scatter the X-ray estimates toward both
the brighter and fainter direction and not systematically toward
the latter. We confirm this by cross-matching the eROSITA es-
timates with the fourth XMM-Newton serendipitous source cata-
log (Webb et al. 2020) and the Chandra Source Catalog (Evans
et al. 2020). We show in Fig. A.5 the resulting comparison,
which shows compatible fluxes between the eROSITA, XMM-
Newton and Chandra across the different epochs. As a conse-
quence, since there is no evidence of any long-term variability
effect between the X-ray epochs, it is unlikely that the X/O weak-
ness is solely due to long-term variability.

The possible role of X-ray absorption needs to be assessed,
as it surely impacts some of these galactic nuclei. Using the
observed WISE magnitudes and X-ray upper limits, we can
put a 3σ lower-limit prediction on the NH (cm−2) required for
these nuclei to be obscured, under the assumptions that they
follow multiwavelength prescriptions of more massive obscured
AGN. Using the relation between NH , X-ray luminosity and W3
magnitude from Asmus et al. (2015), the median lower-limit is
log(NH/cm−2) > 23.6. This implies that the typical dwarf galaxy
in our sample would need to be Compton thick. In general, it is
true that in the most extreme case ≈ 50% of the existing nu-
clear BHs are Compton thick (e.g., Carroll et al. 2023, for a
recent work). However, the MBHs in this study are not sim-
ply randomly-selected low-mass galaxies for which this statis-
tics may apply. They were selected through UVOIR variabil-
ity, which therefore excludes that the SED is heavily obscured.
Therefore, the observed X-ray weakness is unlikely to be due to
extreme obscuration. Since our sample contains also IR-selected
objects, let us still pessimistically assume that all IR-variable
MBHs are X-ray obscured. One would still need to account for
the remaining optically unobscured nuclei. Moreover, we ob-
served X-ray weakness homogeneously between optically- and
infrared-variable MBHs, which argues against systematic ob-
scuration in all the nuclei of these dwarf galaxies. As a mat-
ter of fact, we stacked the X-ray images of the non-detected
IR-selected and optically selected galaxies separately in the
log M∗ = 9−10 bin and found compatible results and even weak
evidence that the X-ray signal of the stacked IR-selected galax-
ies is brighter than the optically selected, which would argue
against wide-spread obscuration in the latter. In particular, using
as background estimate the median signal between 15 − 50 kpc
(see Sect. 3), we obtain a median value of L0.5−2.0 keV = (1.0 ±
0.9) × 1039 erg s−1 and (1.0 ± 0.7) × 1039 erg s−1, for optically-
and IR-selected non-detected MBHs, respectively. Instead, con-
servatively using as background estimate the 84th percentile of
the signal between 15 − 50 kpc the optically selected galaxies
are non-detected at L0.5−2.0 keV < 1.6 × 1039 erg s−1, whilst the
IR-selected ones are still detected at (7.3 ± 6.9) × 1038 erg s−1.
Hence, X-ray obscuration is not considered to play a major role
in the observed X-ray weakness.

We conclude that it is likely that only some of the galax-
ies in our sample might suffer from one or more of the above-
mentioned effects (spurious trigger in the variability searches,
X-ray variability and X-ray absorption). The only way for biases
to be extended to the whole sample studied here, would imply
that most IR-selected MBHs are Compton thick and that most
of the optically selected are systematically flawed by currently-
unknown physical, instrumental or statistical contaminants. Ar-
guably, this seems quite unlikely. Therefore, we discuss possi-
ble physical interpretations for the observed X-ray weakness in
MBHs in dwarf galaxies.

8. On the possible physical interpretations for the
observed X-ray weakness

We generically refer to a canonical corona (e.g., Haardt &
Maraschi 1991) as a magnetically-powered plasma in the im-
mediate vicinity of the black hole, with electrons kept hot and
accelerated with a high duty cycle (e.g., Balbus & Hawley
1991; Di Matteo 1998; Beloborodov 2017; Zhang et al. 2023).
Its emission typically scales with the optical-UV emission for
radiatively-efficient BHs (Arcodia et al. 2019) and with radio
for the inefficient ones (Merloni et al. 2003). To summarize the
intents of this section, in this work we have obtained that the
majority or UVOIR-variable MBHs are X-ray weak, with lumi-
nosity similar to those of normal galaxies. In Sect. 7 we con-
trolled for potential biases, and excluded X-ray obscuration as a
systematic contaminant. Under the assumption that UVOIR vari-
ability is a robust method that traces some level of accretion in
these nuclei (be it radiatively-efficient or -inefficient), the central
MBH must be active to some degree. Even for low Eddington
ratios X-rays are expected and are, in fact, a significant or domi-
nant contribution in the bolometric SED compared to optical and
UV proxies (Merloni et al. 2003; Kubota & Done 2018; Arcodia
et al. 2019). Hence, here we discuss possible physical interpre-
tations, which would be due to a different behavior present in
low-mass nuclei compared to more massive ones: for instance,
in a different structure or powering of the accretion disk-corona
system, different fueling of gas and magnetic field toward the
galaxy nucleus, or a different variability behavior.

We start discussing the case in which the UVOIR variabil-
ity is uniquely tracing temperature fluctuations in a radiatively-
efficient accretion disk (Burke et al. 2021b), then the observed
X-ray weakness compared to the optical would suggest that ac-
tive MBHs do not follow standard AGN accretion SEDs or X/O
values (e.g. see Fig. 8). Interestingly, in newborn (hence not ac-
cumulated secularly) accretion flows following tidal disruption
events and quasi-periodic eruptions, which are observed in the
same low-mass regime of the black hole and galaxy populations
too (Wevers et al. 2017, 2022), the hard X-ray corona is usually
missing (e.g., Miniutti et al. 2019; Saxton et al. 2020; Giustini
et al. 2020; Arcodia et al. 2021; Mummery et al. 2023). How-
ever, if the lack of a canonical corona were to be the only cause
of the X-ray weakness, then one would still expect to detect more
of these MBHs by detecting the tail of the radiatively-efficient
disk emission in the soft X-rays (where eROSITA is most sen-
sitive), which is expected to be observable from these putative
∼ 105−106.5M⊙ black holes and it is, in fact, seen for the above-
mentioned transients.

Another option is that optical/IR variability searches would
trigger not only stochastic variability from the thermal emis-
sion of a radiatively-efficient accretion disk (Burke et al. 2021b),
but also variability from the nonthermal SED of radiatively-
inefficient ones. This is most evident in the submillimiter (Chen
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et al. 2023), but its SED extends to higher frequencies too
(e.g., Yu et al. 2011; Mason et al. 2013; Nemmen et al. 2014;
Fernández-Ontiveros et al. 2023). In this case, no tail of the
accretion disk emission is expected in the soft X-rays, there-
fore one needs to worry solely about the possible absence of a
corona. For these radiatively-inefficient MBHs, one would ex-
pect the X-rays to align with X/O predictions of such accre-
tion regimes and, most importantly, with radio estimates along
the fundamental plane of black hole accretion (Merloni et al.
2003). However, neither the former (dashed and dotted red lines
in Fig. 8) nor the latter (Fig. A.6) is observed. In particular, in
Appendix A and Fig. A.6 we show that, despite the low sample
statistics of sources with an archival radio flux above the SFR
estimate, these MBHs are X-ray weak even in the fundamental
plane. This is at odds with the interpretation that the observed
X-ray weakness is merely due to the low-luminosity nature of
these MBHs. We note that we used standard scaling relations
with stellar mass (Reines & Volonteri 2015) to obtain the black
hole mass. In principle, if these black holes were overmassive
with respect to their stellar masses, this would not only allevi-
ate the tension with the fundamental plane, but also explain why
we do not see the exponential tail of the accretion disk emis-
sion in the soft X-rays. However, since even the 3σ upper limit
values are off by at least ∼ 1 − 1.5 dex from the mean funda-
mental plane (Fig. A.6), one would need to offset the black hole
mass by at least ∼ 1.3−1.9 dex (given the 0.78 dependence from
log MBH; Merloni et al. 2003), which is quite extreme. Further,
we note that the observed X-ray weakness in the fundamental
plane is consistent with other results in the literature (Gültekin
et al. 2022), albeit still with low sample statistics. If confirmed in
the future with wide area survey matches between X-rays, such
as eROSITA (Predehl et al. 2021), and radio, such as ASKAP-
EMU (Norris et al. 2011), this would indeed imply that, at least
in UVOIR-variable MBHs, X-rays are decoupled from both op-
tical and radio, compared to standard accretion modes at other
black hole masses.

An intriguing option is that a significant fraction of MBHs
in dwarf galaxies is spoon-fed by transient accretion events, e.g.
by tidal disruption events (e.g., see Zubovas 2019; Baldassare
et al. 2022; Messick et al. 2023). In this case a corona is not nec-
essarily expected and even if standard SEDs are seen in TDEs
too (e.g., Wevers 2020), their complex multiwavelength signa-
tures surely do not follow standard AGN scaling relations at all
times. For instance, a case-study of the possible intermittent ac-
tivity in these galactic nuclei is the possible short-lived (< 1.6 yr)
flare that is thought to have recently happened (≈ 200 yr ago) in
the nucleus of the Milky Way (Marin et al. 2023). However, the
UVOIR variability was observed to be stochastic, non-transient
and selected with baselines longer than the typical nuclear tran-
sient duration, and transient emission is normally excluded from
these studies (e.g., Baldassare et al. 2018, 2020; Burke et al.
2022; Ward et al. 2022). As much as unusually long-lived tran-
sients may contaminate some individual galaxies, it is unlikely
that this contaminant is present in tens-hundreds of galaxies.
More fundamentally, it would imply that TDEs are much more
common than what both observations and theory suggest (e.g.,
van Velzen et al. 2020). Alternatively, it is possible that MBHs
in low-mass galaxies are typically powered with a much lower
duty-cycle compared to more massive nuclei. Intriguingly, a low-
luminosity analog with a lower duty cycle in X-rays compared to
more frequent activity in the optical and infrared is Sgr A*. This
is not an unreasonable example since the SED of Sgr A* is, for
instance, compatible with that of M81, which is about four or-
ders of magnitudes brighter (Markoff et al. 2008). The infrared

variability of Sgr A* (and we assume, by extension, its optical
too) appears stochastic with a red noise character (Witzel et al.
2018; GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2020). Conversely, Sgr A*
shows flares in the X-ray band for only ∼ 2% of the time, con-
sidering roughly a flare a day lasting ∼ 30 min (Neilsen et al.
2013; Ponti et al. 2015; von Fellenberg et al. 2023). If this be-
havior were to happen in galaxies such as those in our parent
sample, albeit at much higher luminosity compared to Sgr A*,
it would potentially trigger stochastic random walk variability
searches within the typical light curve cadences (e.g., see Bal-
dassare et al. 2020; Ward et al. 2022), considering the red noise
character of the IR light curve. On the other hand, in the X-ray
band there would be a very high likelihood of catching the source
in the quiescent state, therefore the OIR-variable galaxy would
appear undetected in X-rays. However, a low-duty cycle is gen-
erally unlikely to explain the ubiquitous X-ray weakness we ob-
serve, since eROSITA and archival XMM-Newton/Chandra X-
ray fluxes, taken at different epochs separated by years, align
quite nicely for the few sources in common (Fig. A.5). There-
fore, it would be quite unlikely to have the putative low duty-
cycle impacting the X/O and X/radio ratios only, and not the
X-ray versus X-rays long-term comparisons.

Hence, we discuss a possible physical picture for our
UVOIR-variability selected MBHs. UVOIR variability is likely
tracing both thermal and nonthermal processes (e.g., Igumen-
shchev & Abramowicz 1999; Fernández-Ontiveros et al. 2023,
for the latter case) in the accretion flow, depending on the accre-
tion rate of the source. Thus, the MBHs found through these vari-
ability searches can be both radiatively-efficient and -inefficient
(e.g., Yu et al. 2011; Fernández-Ontiveros et al. 2023), depend-
ing on the overall luminosity and SED (Fig. 8). The fainter ac-
cretion regime is unsurprisingly more common (e.g., Aird et al.
2012; Bongiorno et al. 2012; Georgakakis et al. 2017, for more
massive galaxies and AGN), hence the high number of non-
detected MBHs in dwarf galaxies, which are also predicted to
be dominant from simulations (Sharma et al. 2022). For these
inefficient MBHs, radio traces their synchrotron continuum as
expected, forming a nuclear SED to which X-rays should con-
tribute too (e.g., Fernández-Ontiveros et al. 2023), were these
MBHs to follow standard scaling relations valid at other black
hole masses (Merloni et al. 2003), but somehow they do not
seem to be (e.g., Fig. A.6). Hence, the X-rays are weak com-
pared to both efficient (i.e. optically-bright) and inefficient (i.e.
radio-bright) accreting MBHs. Therefore, it would seem natural
to conclude that a canonical X-ray corona might be missing in
the bulk of the MBH population in dwarf galaxies all-together.
As much as there is general agreement that the X-ray corona is
magnetically powered, the formation mechanism of this highly
magnetized coronal region is still unsolved (e.g., Sironi & Be-
loborodov 2020; El Mellah et al. 2022). This likely requires that
gas with a large magnetic field is funneled toward the black hole
(e.g., Begelman & Silk 2023, and references therein). This is
a highly uncertain and understudied field, but we may interpret
our observational result as follows, namely that MBHs in dwarf
galaxies are not as efficient as more massive ones in sustain-
ing a magnetically-powered corona. Under the assumption that
the magnetization of the corona and that of the large-scale gas
feeding the black hole are somehow linked, this means that the
strength and order of the magnetic field in the nuclei of low-mass
galaxies is less effective, compared to more massive galaxies and
nuclei (e.g., see Begelman & Silk 2023).

We now outline a few major differences between low-mass
and massive galaxies. As a matter of fact, dwarf galaxies have
a much shallower nuclear potential well which might cause the
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lack of a clear galactic center all-together (Bellovary et al. 2021)
and observations of compact dwarf galaxies indeed clearly show
a rather clumpy and inhomogeneous interstellar medium (e.g.,
Cairós et al. 2001, 2009; James et al. 2020; Cairós et al. 2021;
Kimbro et al. 2021). Furthermore, dwarf galaxy mergers do not
seem to funnel gas toward the nucleus as efficiently as in more
massive mergers (e.g., Privon et al. 2017) and morphological
studies indicate major mergers are rarer at the low-mass end
(e.g., Casteels et al. 2014; Guzmán-Ortega et al. 2023). An-
other major difference between low- and high-mass galaxies is
the high fraction of nuclear star clusters in the former and the
lack thereof in the latter. Indeed, NSCs are thought to be di-
rectly linked to the growth of the MBH (e.g., Kritos et al. 2022).
Whether (and how) all the above-mentioned differences even-
tually impact the formation and powering of the X-ray corona
(still, in general, an open question) at ∼ 10 gravitational radii re-
mains to be established. We invoke further study on the magne-
tization of galaxies of different masses and their connection with
the channeling of gas toward the central regions of the galaxy
down to the black holes. Until then, the scenario discussed here
is merely a tantalizing possibility which can not be quantitatively
supported.

9. Summary and future prospects

The search for MBHs (MBH ≈ 104 − 106M⊙) in the nuclei of
low-mass galaxies (M∗ ⪅ 1010M⊙) is of paramount importance
to constrain black holes seeding and their growth over time, al-
though it is a challenging task (e.g. see Greene et al. 2020 for a
recent review). A promising way to find MBHs at lower lumi-
nosity, compared to searches based on broad and narrow opti-
cal lines, was provided by the growing number of high-cadence
photometric surveys which allow selection of MBHs through
UVOIR variability. In this less efficient accretion regime, X-ray
and radio searches are also particularly useful in finding and con-
firming low-luminosity MBHs, although these observations have
been so far limited to small samples. This is where eROSITA
(Predehl et al. 2021) comes into play with its homogeneous all-
sky survey and its selection function calibrated with simulations
(e.g., Seppi et al. 2022). It is also common practice, when there
is not an a priori knowledge on the presence of a MBH in the nu-
cleus, to study subsamples of galaxies with multiwavelength de-
tections across the SED. However, this approach is naturally lim-
ited in studying a biased selection of active MBHs with canon-
ical SEDs. Ultimately, it is still unclear to what extent selection
techniques from different wavebands compare with one-another
at the fainter end of accretion.

In this work, we presented the first large systematic investi-
gation of the X-ray properties of a sample of known MBH can-
didates, which has the advantage of providing a sample with oc-
cupation and active fraction of one. We focused on MBHs se-
lected through UVOIR variability (Sect. 2 and Fig. 1). In Sect. 3,
we extracted X-ray photometry and spectra (e.g., Fig. 2) of a
sample of 214 (208) UVOIR variability-selected MBHs from
the eRASS1 (eRASS:4) image and significantly detect 11 (17)
of them, hence 5.1+2.1

−1.5% (8.2+2.5
−2.0%; Sect. 4). The detection frac-

tion mildly increases with the stellar mass of the galaxy (bottom
left panel of Fig. 3) and so does the observed X-ray luminos-
ity (Fig. 4). We present a summary of our sample and the X-ray
results in Table B.1. Out of the 17 detected galaxies from the
deeper eRASS:4 image, 4 are newly-discovered X-ray sources
(Table B.2 and Fig. 2 and 7), two of which are securely X-ray
counterparts of the variable MBHs, whilst the other two remain
ambiguous (Sect. 5.3).

For the first time on a large (∼ 200) number of galaxies,
we dedicate significant attention to the many of them which are
undetected in X-rays (Sect. 6). The eROSITA survey is shal-
low (e.g. the median net exposure for this sample is ∼ 550 s in
eRASS:4), although its selection function as a function of X-
ray flux is well-calibrated from all-sky simulations (Seppi et al.
2022, and top left panel of Fig. 3). Most importantly, stacking the
images of non detected sources results in a LX estimate which is
orders of magnitudes fainter than the X-ray detections, and con-
sistent with the predictions of the emission of the galaxy alone
(bottom panel of Fig. 4). In particular, no X-ray signal is de-
tected in the stacked images below log M∗ = 9. However, the
X-ray emission of normal galaxies and radiatively-inefficient,
hence low-luminosity, AGN becomes notoriously indistinguish-
able, specially if it is unresolved. Nonetheless, the advantage
of the parent sample being composed by known MBHs from
UVOIR-variability is to exclude that these MBHs are overall in-
trinsically faint. Therefore, their X-ray weakness in comparison
with their UVOIR variability is puzzling. In particular, we in-
vestigate that most X-ray 3σ upper limits are so deep that they
lie well below the predictions based on more massive AGN, both
for radiatively-efficient (comparing X-rays with predictions from
optical proxies, Fig. 8) and -inefficient ones (comparing with ra-
dio proxies, Fig. A.6). However, X/O comparisons are surely
contaminated by the galaxy and future work will need to re-
produce this analysis decomposing the AGN contribution from
the optical-UV magnitudes used (Fig. 8 and A.3), and X/radio
comparisons in this work are limited by much lower statistics
(Fig. A.6) and will need to be assessed with larger radio sam-
ples.

We carefully considered potential biases which would cause
the observed X-ray weakness to be non-intrinsic (see Sect. 7):
for instance, we find that X-ray obscuration (Sect. 7) and vari-
ability across the epochs or a low duty-cycle (Fig. A.5 and Ap-
pendix A) are unlikely to be responsible for the almost 200
non-detected galaxies. Furthermore, the X-ray weakness was not
found to depend on the variability significance in IR-selected
galaxies (Fig. A.2), nor on the number of data points and total
baseline in the optical light curves (bottom panel of Fig. A.1).
We only find weak evidence that the stacked X-ray signal is
slightly brighter for galaxies with higher significance variability
in the optical (Appendix A), although no significant differences
were found (see also Fig. A.1). Since, formally, our work was
not able to confirm most MBH candidates despite the eRASS:4
survey being sensitive enough, another possibility we must con-
servatively consider is that variability-selected MBH samples are
severely biased by unknown contaminants, or unknown method-
ological flaws, spread to all variability significance values. This
would imply that these galaxies are inactive and that they lack
significant accretion in their nuclei. Everything considered (see
also Appendix A), this is admittedly very unlikely. Therefore,
the observed X-ray weakness has to be intrinsic to the bulk of
the low-mass galaxies population, or at the very least that se-
lected via UVOIR variability. Hence, this might imply that a
canonical X-ray corona is lacking in these nuclei. In Sect. 6, we
discuss that a possible explanation for this might lie in the fun-
damental differences between the nuclei of low-mass galaxies
and the more massive ones. For instance, the shallower potential
well and clumpier interstellar medium in the former, compared
to the latter. However, it remains to be quantitatively addressed
whether these differences lead to a inefficient magnetization of
the nuclear gas (e.g., Begelman & Silk 2023) and whether this
ultimately affects the powering of the corona at very small scales
(∼ 10 gravitational radii).
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An indirect way to confirm the presence of a systematic X-
ray (and X-ray only) weakness in the MBHs SEDs, would be to
analyze the UVOIR variability property (e.g. with LSST; Ivezić
et al. 2019) and radio incidence and X/radio ratios (e.g. with
ASKAP-EMU; Norris et al. 2011) of an X-ray selected MBH
sample. If a comparably puzzling low confirmation rate is ob-
tained, this would imply that all single-band searches are incom-
plete (and not only X-ray selections) and can not be used as rep-
resentative for the MBH population. Discouragingly, constrain-
ing the occupation fraction in low-mass galaxies was already
known to be a challenging task in general (e.g., Chadayammuri
et al. 2023). However, even if the bulk of the dwarf galaxy popu-
lation were to be intrinsically X-ray weak, or with unusual SEDs,
there is a minority of (observationally) well-behaved galaxies
which are detected throughout the SED, providing useful lower
limits for the active and occupation fractions (e.g., Miller et al.
2015; Gallo & Sesana 2019). These would be less constraining
than anticipated, but may still serve in ruling out pessimistic
seeding models. Hence, this work serves as a pilot study for
future synergies between eROSITA and LSST. We rely on the
extensive simulated observations recently performed in Burke
et al. (2023) as benchmark for the expected number of variable
MBHs detected by LSST. Following the assumptions and crite-
ria used in Burke et al. (2023), we compare LSST predictions
with our detection fractions between M∗ = 108−10M⊙ and be-
low z < 0.055: 3.4+2.6

−1.0% for eRASS1 and 6.4+3.0
−1.5% for eRASS:4.

We adopt the predicted LSST MBHs numbers from Burke et al.
(2023) of 1.5+0.6

−0.6 × 103 and 5.9+1.5
−1.1 × 103, obtained using light

and heavy seed models, respectively. Therefore, on the order
of ≈ 20 − 130 and ≈ 155 − 440 in eRASS1 (≈ 45 − 195 and
≈ 235−695 in eRASS:4), based on light and heavy seed models,
of LSST’s MBH candidates may be detected and, hence, con-
firmed. We note that these numbers are most likely lower limits,
as LSST is expected to be more complete in sampling the in-
trinsic stellar mass and magnitude distribution, compared to the
inhomogeneous sample used in this work (e.g. see Fig. 1 and 3).
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Ivezić, Ž., Kahn, S. M., Tyson, J. A., et al. 2019, ApJ, 873, 111
James, B. L., Kumari, N., Emerick, A., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 495, 2564
Jin, C., Ward, M., & Done, C. 2012, MNRAS, 422, 3268
Kelly, B. C., Bechtold, J., & Siemiginowska, A. 2009, ApJ, 698, 895
Kewley, L. J., Groves, B., Kauffmann, G., & Heckman, T. 2006, MNRAS, 372,

961
Kimbro, E., Reines, A. E., Molina, M., Deller, A. T., & Stern, D. 2021, ApJ, 912,

89
Kimura, Y., Yamada, T., Kokubo, M., et al. 2020, ApJ, 894, 24
Kokubo, M. 2022, MNRAS, 515, 110
Kouroumpatzakis, K., Zezas, A., Sell, P., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 494, 5967
Kovlakas, K., Zezas, A., Andrews, J. J., et al. 2021, MNRAS, 506, 1896
Kritos, K., Berti, E., & Silk, J. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2212.06845
Kubota, A. & Done, C. 2018, MNRAS, 480, 1247
Laigle, C., McCracken, H. J., Ilbert, O., et al. 2016, ApJS, 224, 24
Latimer, L. J., Reines, A. E., Bogdan, A., & Kraft, R. 2021a, ApJ, 922, L40
Latimer, L. J., Reines, A. E., Hainline, K. N., Greene, J. E., & Stern, D. 2021b,

ApJ, 914, 133
Latimer, L. J., Reines, A. E., Plotkin, R. M., Russell, T. D., & Condon, J. J. 2019,

ApJ, 884, 78
Lehmer, B. D., Basu-Zych, A. R., Mineo, S., et al. 2016, ApJ, 825, 7
Lehmer, B. D., Eufrasio, R. T., Tzanavaris, P., et al. 2019, ApJS, 243, 3
Lemons, S. M., Reines, A. E., Plotkin, R. M., Gallo, E., & Greene, J. E. 2015,

ApJ, 805, 12
Luo, B., Brandt, W. N., Xue, Y. Q., et al. 2017, ApJS, 228, 2
Marin, F., Churazov, E., Khabibullin, I., et al. 2023, Nature, 619, 41
Markoff, S., Nowak, M., Young, A., et al. 2008, ApJ, 681, 905
Martínez-Palomera, J., Lira, P., Bhalla-Ladd, I., Förster, F., & Plotkin, R. M.

2020, ApJ, 889, 113
Mason, R. E., Ramos Almeida, C., Levenson, N. A., Nemmen, R., & Alonso-

Herrero, A. 2013, ApJ, 777, 164
McConnell, D., Hale, C. L., Lenc, E., et al. 2020, Publications of the Astronom-

ical Society of Australia, 37, e048
Merloni, A. 2016, in Lecture Notes in Physics, Berlin Springer Verlag, ed.

F. Haardt, V. Gorini, U. Moschella, A. Treves, & M. Colpi, Vol. 905, 101
Merloni, A., Heinz, S., & di Matteo, T. 2003, MNRAS, 345, 1057
Merloni, A., Lamer, G., & Liu, T. e. a. 2023, A&A, submitted
Messick, A., Baldassare, V., Geha, M., & Greene, J. 2023, ApJ, 953, 18
Mezcua, M., Civano, F., Marchesi, S., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 478, 2576
Mezcua, M. & Domínguez Sánchez, H. 2020, ApJ, 898, L30
Miller, B. P., Gallo, E., Greene, J. E., et al. 2015, ApJ, 799, 98
Mineo, S., Gilfanov, M., & Sunyaev, R. 2012, MNRAS, 426, 1870
Miniutti, G., Saxton, R. D., Giustini, M., et al. 2019, Nature, 573, 381
Moran, E. C., Shahinyan, K., Sugarman, H. R., Vélez, D. O., & Eracleous, M.

2014, AJ, 148, 136
Mummery, A., Wevers, T., Saxton, R., & Pasham, D. 2023, MNRAS, 519, 5828
Neilsen, J., Nowak, M. A., Gammie, C., et al. 2013, ApJ, 774, 42
Nemmen, R. S., Storchi-Bergmann, T., & Eracleous, M. 2014, MNRAS, 438,

2804
Neumayer, N., Seth, A., & Böker, T. 2020, A&A Rev., 28, 4
Norris, R. P., Hopkins, A. M., Afonso, J., et al. 2011, PASA, 28, 215
Omand, C. M. B., Balogh, M. L., & Poggianti, B. M. 2014, MNRAS, 440, 843
Pacucci, F., Mezcua, M., & Regan, J. A. 2021, ApJ, 920, 134
Pardo, K., Goulding, A. D., Greene, J. E., et al. 2016, ApJ, 831, 203
Pinto, C. & Walton, D. J. 2023, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2302.00006
Ponti, G., De Marco, B., Morris, M. R., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 454, 1525
Predehl, P., Andritschke, R., Arefiev, V., et al. 2021, A&A, 647, A1
Privon, G. C., Stierwalt, S., Patton, D. R., et al. 2017, ApJ, 846, 74
Ramos Padilla, A. F., Wang, L., Małek, K., Efstathiou, A., & Yang, G. 2022,

MNRAS, 510, 687
Ranalli, P., Comastri, A., & Setti, G. 2003, A&A, 399, 39
Reines, A. E. 2022, Nature Astronomy, 6, 26
Reines, A. E., Condon, J. J., Darling, J., & Greene, J. E. 2020, ApJ, 888, 36
Reines, A. E., Greene, J. E., & Geha, M. 2013, ApJ, 775, 116

Article number, page 17 of 27



A&A proofs: manuscript no. IMBHs_variab

Reines, A. E., Sivakoff, G. R., Johnson, K. E., & Brogan, C. L. 2011, Nature,
470, 66

Reines, A. E. & Volonteri, M. 2015, ApJ, 813, 82
Richards, G. T., Myers, A. D., Peters, C. M., et al. 2015, ApJS, 219, 39
Rizzo Smith, M., Kochanek, C. S., & Neustadt, J. M. M. 2023, MNRAS, 523,

1474
Ruan, J. J., Anderson, S. F., Eracleous, M., et al. 2019, ApJ, 883, 76
Salehirad, S., Reines, A. E., & Molina, M. 2022, ApJ, 937, 7
Sargent, A. J., Johnson, M. C., Reines, A. E., et al. 2022, ApJ, 933, 160
Sartori, L. F., Schawinski, K., Treister, E., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 454, 3722
Saxton, R., Komossa, S., Auchettl, K., & Jonker, P. G. 2020, Space Sci. Rev.,

216, 85
Schramm, M., Silverman, J. D., Greene, J. E., et al. 2013, ApJ, 773, 150
Secrest, N. J. & Satyapal, S. 2020, ApJ, 900, 56
Seppi, R., Comparat, J., Bulbul, E., et al. 2022, A&A, 665, A78
Sharma, R. S., Brooks, A. M., Tremmel, M., et al. 2022, ApJ, 936, 82
Shaya, E. J., Olling, R., & Mushotzky, R. 2015, AJ, 150, 188
Shimwell, T. W., Hardcastle, M. J., Tasse, C., et al. 2022, A&A, 659, A1
Shin, L., Woo, J.-H., Son, D., et al. 2022, AJ, 163, 73
Simmonds, C., Bauer, F. E., Thuan, T. X., et al. 2016, A&A, 596, A64
Sironi, L. & Beloborodov, A. M. 2020, ApJ, 899, 52
Stampoulis, V., van Dyk, D. A., Kashyap, V. L., & Zezas, A. 2019, MNRAS,

485, 1085
Sunyaev, R., Arefiev, V., Babyshkin, V., et al. 2021, A&A, 656, A132
Thygesen, E., Plotkin, R. M., Soria, R., et al. 2023, MNRAS, 519, 5848
Urquhart, R., McDermott, L. I., Strader, J., et al. 2022, ApJ, 940, 111
van Velzen, S., Holoien, T. W. S., Onori, F., Hung, T., & Arcavi, I. 2020,

Space Sci. Rev., 216, 124
Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020, Nature Methods, 17, 261
von Fellenberg, S. D., Witzel, G., Bauböck, M., et al. 2023, A&A, 669, L17
Walton, D. J., Mackenzie, A. D. A., Gully, H., et al. 2022, MNRAS, 509, 1587
Walton, D. J., Middleton, M. J., Rana, V., et al. 2015, ApJ, 806, 65
Ward, C., Gezari, S., Nugent, P., et al. 2022, ApJ, 936, 104
Wasleske, E. J., Baldassare, V. F., & Carroll, C. M. 2022, ApJ, 933, 37
Webb, N. A., Coriat, M., Traulsen, I., et al. 2020, A&A, 641, A136
Wenger, M., Ochsenbein, F., Egret, D., et al. 2000, A&AS, 143, 9
Wevers, T. 2020, MNRAS, 497, L1
Wevers, T., Pasham, D. R., Jalan, P., Rakshit, S., & Arcodia, R. 2022, A&A, 659,

L2
Wevers, T., van Velzen, S., Jonker, P. G., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 471, 1694
Whitaker, K. E., van Dokkum, P. G., Brammer, G., & Franx, M. 2012, ApJ, 754,

L29
Witzel, G., Martinez, G., Hora, J., et al. 2018, ApJ, 863, 15
Yu, Z., Yuan, F., & Ho, L. C. 2011, ApJ, 726, 87
Zhang, H., Sironi, L., Giannios, D., & Petropoulou, M. 2023, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2302.12269
Zubovas, K. 2019, MNRAS, 483, 1957

Article number, page 18 of 27



R. Arcodia et al.: O Corona, where art thou?

Appendix A: Further diagnostics on the X-ray
weakness of MBHs
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Fig. A.1. Top panel: observed X-ray to optical ratio as in Fig. 8, shown
here as a function of optical variability significance and is color-coded
as a function of the significance of AGN-like (compared to non-AGN-
like) variability. Only non-X-ray-detected galaxies from Baldassare
et al. (2018) and Baldassare et al. (2020) are color-coded. X-ray detec-
tions are shown with red squares. Bottom panel: same as the top panel,
but as a function of baseline in years of the optical light curve, color-
coded by the number of data points.
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Fig. A.2. Same as Fig. A.1, but for the IR-selected galaxies from Ward
et al. (2022). X/O values are plotted as a function of χ2 in the W1 band
light curve and color-coded by the Pearson correlation coefficient be-
tween W1 and W2 light curves.

Here, we perform some tests to further investigate the pres-
ence of biases in our interpretation of the systematic X-ray weak-
ness observed in our sample. First, we check that X-ray weak-
ness does not depend on the variability significance. We per-
formed this test for the optically selected galaxies in Baldassare
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Fig. A.3. Same as Fig. 8, but using the GALEX near-UV filter instead
of the SDSS u-band filter.

et al. (2018, 2020). In these works, the quantity σvar is the sig-
nificance that the object is generally variable, while σQS O that
the damped random walk model adopted for AGN-like variabil-
ity (Kelly et al. 2009) is significant compared to non-AGN-like
variability, given by σNoQS O (Butler & Bloom 2011). These es-
timates yield high-purity in quasars samples (Butler & Bloom
2011) and we assume compatible purity is obtained for more
nearby dwarf galaxies. Fig. A.1 shows that the X-ray weak up-
per limits are not biased toward lower significance sources. Most
X-ray weak upper limits have high σvar and σQS O − σNoQS O,
therefore we do not expect that more than a handful of the
parent MBHs in dwarf galaxies to be spuriously detected. To
test this more quantitatively, we stacked the 39 galaxies within
log M∗ = 9 − 10 and below z < 0.1, selected from from Baldas-
sare et al. (2020) and non-detected in eRASS:4. We divided low-
and high-significance sources using σvar = 6 (Baldassare et al.
2020) as threshold, which grants an equal number of 20 and 19
galaxies in the two subsamples. Using as background estimate
the median signal between 15 − 50 kpc (see Sect. 3), the low-
significance subsample is undetected in the stacked image with
an upper limit at L0.5−2.0 keV < 4.2 × 1038 erg s−1. Conversely, the
high-significance subsample is detected at L0.5−2.0 keV = (9.3 ±
7.2) × 1038 erg s−1. However, if we use conservatively the 84th
percentile of the signal between 15 − 50 kpc as background esti-
mate (see Sect. 3), the high-significance subsample is undetected
as well, with an upper limit at L0.5−2.0 keV < 1.3 × 1039 erg s−1.
Therefore, while this indicates that there is weak evidence of the
high-significance subsample being brighter in X-rays, the differ-
ence is not significant enough. Finally, from the bottom panel
of Fig. A.1 we note that there are not obvious biases of having
the deepest X-ray non-detections toward shorter baselines, or to-
ward low number of data points, in the optical light curves. We
perform the same check on the IR-selected galaxies from Ward
et al. (2022), where variability significance was expressed as a
function of the Pearson correlation coefficient (rpearson) between
the binned W1 and W2 light curves and the related χ2 values
(e.g. χ2

W1), both aimed to quantify variability compared to the
median value of the light curve. Similarly to the optically se-
lected sources, from Fig. A.2 we note that the X-ray weak upper
limits are not biased toward lower significance sources. Hence,
we conclude that the spurious fraction in the parent sample of
optically- and IR-variable galaxies is not significantly higher for
lower-significance variability.

In Sect. 6 and Fig. 8 we have inferred that the MBH popu-
lation is X-ray weak compared to the X-ray flux predicted from
the optical luminosity. Since the u-band filter used in Fig. 8 has
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an effective wavelength of ∼ 3565Å, whilst the adopted scaling
relations are calibrated at ∼ 2500 − 3000Å (Arcodia et al. 2019;
Ruan et al. 2019), we here test the use of the near-UV filter of
GALEX (Bianchi et al. 2017), which has an effective wavelength
of ∼ 2300Å. We show the equivalent of Fig. 8, but with GALEX
data, in Fig. A.3. We note that the comparison between observed
X/O values and model predictions remains qualitatively the same
and in fact using GALEX even fainter X/O values are obtained
(cf. Fig. 8).

The bottom panel of Fig. 4 and in Fig. 8 do not include the
classification of the galaxies based on optical spectra. Here, we
investigate the dependency of the observed X-ray weakness on
the classification of the galaxy based on optical photometry and
spectroscopy, as an independent proxy compared to the UVOIR
selection. However, we note that the UVOIR variability method
is knowingly selecting AGN candidates in galaxies classified as
inactive (Baldassare et al. 2018, 2020). First, we retrieved the
galaxy classification of our sample from the Reference Catalog
of galaxy SEDs (RCSEDv211; Chilingarian & Zolotukhin 2012;
Chilingarian et al. 2017), between z = 0.01 − 0.1. The lower
end is chosen to avoid aperture biases, the higher end is chosen
to limit the analysis to the range in which X-ray non-detections
were stacked. A handful of sources which were either missing
in the database or had spectra with poor quality were excluded.
This analysis was limited to 99 galaxies. We show in the top
panel of Fig. A.4 the equivalent of the bottom panel of Fig. 4, to
which we added subpanels with histograms and a different color
coding. We highlight in green (squares for detections, arrows for
non-detections) the galaxies classified as star-forming from the
BPT narrow lines diagnostics (Baldwin et al. 1981), whilst in red
(diamonds and arrows) those classified as Composite or as AGN.
In addition, we highlight with orange contours the galaxies clas-
sified as star-forming, but for which RCSED reports a significant
detection of a broad Hα line.

Furthermore, we also estimate the activity classifications
with the updated version of HECATE catalog (Kyritsis et al.,
in prep.). The classifications are based on two different meth-
ods. The first one is an advanced data-driven version of the tra-
ditional BPT diagrams, which utilizes a soft clustering scheme
for classifying emission-line galaxies in different activity classes
using simultaneously four emission-line ratios (Stampoulis et al.
2019). The second one is based on the application of the Random
Forest machine learning algorithm on mid/IR (W1-W2, W2-
W3; WISE) and optical (g-r; SDSS) colors and can discriminate
galaxies into 5 activity classes (i.e star-forming, AGN, “Com-
posite”, “LINER”, and “Passive”; Daoutis et al. 2023). Both ac-
tivity classification methods are probabilistic, meaning that they
provide the probability of a galaxy to belong in each class, and an
example of their application is presented in the work of Kyritsis
et al. (in prep.) for the selection of all the bona-fide star-forming
galaxies which were observed by the eRASS1 all-sky survey.
First, we confirmed that the two methods yielded similar results
from one-another, compatibly with the top panel of Fig. A.4.
Then, in the middle panel of Fig. A.4 we show the combination
of the two above-mentioned methods from the HECATE catalog:
we represent a galaxy in red (green) if either the emission-lines
diagnostics or the Random Forest consider it as AGN, “LINER”
or “Composite” (star-forming or passive). Similarly to the top
panel of the same figure, there is no significant different among
the two sets of classifications. Finally, in the bottom panel of
Fig. A.4 we color-code the plot with the probability of a galaxy
to host an AGN based on the Random Forest algorithm. Again,

11 https://dev-rcsed2.voxastro.org
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Fig. A.4. Top panel: same as the bottom panel of Fig. 4, but color-coded
as a function of BPT classification (green for star-forming galaxies and
red for “Composite” and AGN) from RCSEDv2 (see text). Orange con-
tours around X-ray detection of star-forming galaxies highlight sources
with a broad Hα component. Middle panel: same as the top panel, but
using photometric and spectroscopic classifications from the HECATE
catalog (see text). In this subplot, we also show LINERs together with
AGN and “Composite” galaxies (red), and the passive together with
star-forming ones (green). Bottom panel: same as the other panels, but
galaxies are color-coded with a probabilistic estimate on the presence
of an AGN, from photometric and spectroscopic classifications from
the HECATE catalog (see text).

we identify no major bias: x-ray detections are found at all PAGN
and non-detections do not seem to strongly depend on PAGN
either. This tests highlights that there is no significant differ-
ence between the X-ray weakness of galaxies classified as star-
forming, compared to those classified as active.
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Fig. A.5. Comparison between eROSITA eRASS:4 X-ray fluxes and
archival XMM-Newton (Webb et al. 2020) and Chandra data (Evans
et al. 2020; Messick et al. 2023) of the same galaxy.

Furthermore, we have checked the impact of X-ray variabil-
ity, although it is expected to yield a scatter in both brighter
and fainter directions and not the latter only. As a matter of
fact, we have crossmatched the eRASS:4 low-z galaxies with the
fourth XMM-Newton serendipitous source catalog (Webb et al.
2020) and the Chandra Source Catalog (Evans et al. 2020). We
added a handful of sources from Messick et al. (2023), which
were not included in the catalogs (namely NSA IDs 156688,
104881, 51928, 67333, 124477). We show in Fig. A.5 the re-
sulting comparison, where the 1:1 (with related 0.5 dex scat-
ter) is show with a solid (dashed) line. Different energy bands
might have been used across different sources, although consis-
tent bands are used between eROSITA and other missions for the
individual source. Different symbols are used for XMM-Newton
(squares) and Chandra (circles), while different colors highlight
eROSITA detected (green) and non-detected (gray) sources. De-
tections with XMM-Newton and Chandra are highlighted with
green contours for visualization purpose. All the sources de-
tected by eROSITA and either XMM-Newton or Chandra (with
observations taken between 2015 and 2022) show compatible
fluxes across the different epochs. All eROSITA upper limits
(apart from one) are brighter than the detection with XMM-
Newton or Chandra, therefore they are compatible with the 1:1
and were not supposed to be detected by eROSITA. Upper limits
in both missions (gray data points with black contours) are, by
definition, compatible with the 1:1. Therefore, we confirm that
the impact of variability or a low duty cycle in these galaxies has
to be minimal.

In order to quantify how the X-ray weakness compares with
the radio properties of the MBHs, we cross-matched our low-z
sample (Fig. 8) with radio archives12, the Rapid ASKAP Con-
tinuum Survey (McConnell et al. 2020; Hale et al. 2021) and
the second data release of the LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey
(Shimwell et al. 2022). We then convert the observed radio fluxes
to 5 GHz luminosities assuming both a spectrum with radio spec-
tral index -1 (top panel of Fig. A.6) and a flat spectrum (bottom
panel of Fig. A.6). We estimated the black hole masses from
the stellar masses of the galaxies (Reines & Volonteri 2015) and
plotted our sources in the fundamental plane of black hole accre-
tion (Merloni et al. 2003). We show this in Fig. A.6. To be con-
servative, we draw the main conclusions from the top panel as

12 Link to radio catalog
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Fig. A.6. The fundamental plane of black hole accretion (Merloni et al.
2003) is shown with the solid line, with its ∼ 0.88 dex scatter. We show
all the sources in our low-z sample which can be matched to an archival
radio observation. We highlight in orange galaxies with a SFR estimate
and a radio luminosity brighter than that predicted by SFR. The top
panel shows radio fluxes extrapolated assuming a radio spectral index
of -1, the bottom using a flat slope.

it shows the faintest 5 GHz luminosity from the extrapolations.
Realistically, radio spectra of these sources would be a mixed
bag between slopes of minus one and zero, therefore between
the two panels. We note that both X-ray and radio fluxes are
likely contaminated by the galaxy. Therefore we computed the
radio luminosity at 5 GHz as predicted by star-formation in the
galaxy (Ranalli et al. 2003). In Fig. A.6, we highlight in orange
MBHs with a SFR estimate available from the MPA-JHU cata-
log (Brinchmann et al. 2004) and with a radio luminosity greater
than that predicted for the galaxy alone (Ranalli et al. 2003). The
sample statistic is now very low, although X-ray weak 3σ upper
limits remain. This is more evident if a flat radio spectrum is as-
sumed. Hence, MBHs appear to be X-ray weaker even compared
to the fundamental plane, including the large intrinsic scatter of
∼ 0.88 dex of the relation. This is at odds with the interpretation
that X-ray weakness is simply due to the low-luminosity nature
of these MBHs.

Appendix B: Tables

We present eRASS1 and eRASS:4 results on all MBH candi-
dates in Table B.1 and more details on the detected sources in
Table B.2.
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Table B.1. Input MBH candidates from optical/IR/UV variability and related eROSITA information from aperture photometry and spectroscopy.

Input eRASS1 eRASS:4
RA Dec z M∗ Ref.a PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c

48.25895 -0.686379 0.131 9.8 Ba18 2.62e-32 43.4143.53
43.29 (43.67

43.11) 6.19e-66 43.1943.28
43.11 (43.39

43.0 )
49.42965 0.326904 0.069 9.7 Ba18 1.51e-13 42.3242.49

42.15 (42.7
41.91) 3.23e-28 42.1942.3

42.08 (42.46
41.94)

47.61596 -0.830791 0.08 9.74 Ba18 0 44.244.22
44.18 (44.25

44.15) 0 44.1244.14
44.11 (44.15

44.09)
55.87608 -7.58542 0.036 9.84 Ba20 1 < 39.78 (40.85) 0.94 < 39.36 (40.35)
154.78365 19.98218 0.039 9.88 Ba20 1 < 39.94 (41.06) 0.44 < 39.85 (40.8)
57.34663 -11.99095 0.032 9.36 Ba20 0 44.0244.02

44.01 (44.04
44.0 ) 0 43.8643.86

43.85 (43.87
43.85)

123.4507 37.83548 0.029 9.07 Ba20 1 < 39.88 (40.98) 0.23 < 40.1 (40.87)
184.55599 20.07689 0.046 9.33 Ba20 0.34 < 40.76 (41.44) 0.61 < 39.99 (40.9)
140.52167 35.425 0.025 9.82 Ba20 0.05 < 40.82 (41.28) 0.2 < 39.53 (40.39)
115.81143 19.49506 0.046 9.81 Ba20 0.08 < 41.35 (41.88) 0.12 < 40.76 (41.36)
186.69977 7.67155 0.002 8.24 Ba20 1 < 37.21 (38.33) 0.83 < 36.96 (37.93)
120.11895 15.4531 0.015 9.04 Ba20 0.04 < 40.48 (40.88) 0.05 < 40.16 (40.43)
132.63486 29.09562 0.049 9.66 Ba20 0.24 < 40.96 (41.73) 0.11 < 40.95 (41.4)
191.64688 2.36911 0.048 9.87 Ba20 0 43.9543.97

43.93 (43.99
43.91) 0 43.9143.92

43.9 (43.93
43.89)

132.75134 28.76201 0.034 9.91 Ba20 1 < 39.93 (41.04) 1 < 39.51 (40.52)
198.98767 7.28419 0.044 9.5 Ba20 1 < 39.93 (40.96) 0.81 < 39.76 (40.7)
126.87772 19.36663 0.036 9.76 Ba20 0.3 < 40.66 (41.46) 0.13 < 40.75 (41.17)
124.54954 27.7192 0.038 9.59 Ba20 1 < 39.96 (41.09) 0.15 < 40.28 (40.99)
145.72186 9.49338 0.011 8.85 Ba20 0.32 < 39.55 (40.31) 0.05 < 39.54 (40.09)
148.93346 35.61131 0.051 9.82 Ba20 1 < 40.12 (41.26) 0.75 < 40.0 (40.92)
204.26228 18.17054 0.026 8.45 Ba20 1 −− 1 −−

119.84415 9.61993 0.009 9.75 Ba20 1 < 38.66 (39.74) 0.4 < 39.01 (39.69)
202.4247 10.61023 0.027 8.77 Ba20 1 < 39.47 (40.51) 1 < 39.02 (40.03)
183.06861 17.24661 0.028 8.59 Ba20 0.43 < 40.21 (41.08) 0.61 < 39.42 (40.4)
210.45343 9.22321 0.021 9.7 Ba20 1 < 39.15 (40.25) 0.76 < 39.06 (39.97)
139.06332 17.44624 0.031 9.48 Ba20 1 < 39.8 (40.98) 0.13 < 40.3 (40.96)
144.11431 23.31915 0.028 9.41 Ba20 1 < 39.78 (40.86) 0.74 < 39.56 (40.44)
220.05293 2.79542 0.03 9.49 Ba20 1.93e-05 41.2241.39

41.01 (41.59
40.61) 5.23e-09 41.0541.19

40.91 (41.38
40.67)

217.73633 6.08396 0.029 9.11 Ba20 0.63 < 40.0 (40.81) 0.88 < 39.37 (40.31)
221.62021 3.23674 0.026 9.49 Ba20 1 < 39.51 (40.42) 0.87 < 39.29 (40.16)
189.25945 6.92527 0.005 8.7 Ba20 0.6 < 38.47 (39.46) 0.77 < 38.0 (38.93)
125.11033 22.3844 0.026 9.57 Ba20 1 < 39.83 (40.88) 0.27 < 40.23 (40.83)
184.1644 14.26028 0.023 8.4 Ba20 1 < 39.41 (40.61) 3.82e-03 < 40.59 (40.87)

189.60913 6.04994 0.049 9.8 Ba20 1 < 40.47 (41.35) 0.58 < 40.11 (40.95)
180.92748 14.37081 0.043 9.7 Ba20 0.39 < 40.54 (41.46) 0.84 < 40.0 (40.92)
146.08088 9.9848 0.01 9.41 Ba20 0.28 < 39.4 (40.34) 0.76 < 38.6 (39.5)
192.19534 26.74864 0.045 8.27 Ba20 1 < 39.95 (41.05) 0.88 < 39.62 (40.64)
159.31828 38.10653 0.051 9.65 Ba20 1 < 40.16 (41.29) 0.45 < 40.27 (41.11)
187.72858 10.8227 0.049 9.84 Ba20 1 < 40.0 (41.06) 0.87 < 39.92 (40.8)
179.26696 22.31264 0.023 9.03 Ba20 1 < 39.58 (40.61) 1 < 38.92 (40.02)
68.17618 -4.38251 0.015 9.43 Ba20 1 < 39.27 (40.24) 0.36 < 39.36 (40.05)

184.28861 12.45432 0.007 9.43 Ba20 0.4 < 39.48 (40.01) 4.27e-10 39.8639.96
39.74 (40.1

39.54)
155.09803 21.34426 0.04 9.62 Ba20 0.26 < 40.78 (41.39) 0.15 < 40.68 (41.17)
126.84973 23.18012 0.018 7.66 Ba20 1 < 39.45 (40.5) 0.71 < 39.11 (40.07)
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Continued

Input eRASS1 eRASS:4
RA Dec z M∗ Ref.a PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c

151.03704 4.27028 0.054 9.98 Ba20 0.04 < 41.68 (42.01) 0.11 < 40.99 (41.37)
144.8969 6.41444 0.025 9.58 Ba20 0.03 < 40.95 (41.36) 7.50e-03 < 40.65 (41.02)

160.27304 25.13649 0.054 9.82 Ba20 0.35 < 40.96 (41.74) 0.06 < 41.07 (41.47)
189.54408 4.7583 0.049 9.37 Ba20 0.56 < 40.47 (41.39) 0.02 < 40.92 (41.37)
138.56138 17.11853 0.028 9.59 Ba20 0.23 < 40.51 (41.12) 0.64 < 39.67 (40.55)
146.04343 34.04196 0.043 9.4 Ba20 1 < 40.0 (41.1) 0.81 < 39.73 (40.73)
182.67692 13.31345 0.023 9.27 Ba20 0.38 < 39.89 (40.75) 0.72 < 39.75 (40.71)
185.39202 4.77953 0.007 9.67 Ba20 0.46 < 38.41 (39.44) 0.72 < 37.87 (38.84)
120.75392 8.64568 0.034 9.83 Ba20 1 < 39.89 (40.96) 1 < 39.36 (40.46)
117.19945 28.23974 0.028 9.95 Ba20 1 < 39.81 (40.89) 1 < 39.3 (40.26)
148.56008 10.47307 0.04 9.82 Ba20 1 < 39.97 (41.0) 1 < 39.49 (40.58)
52.479801 -28.73320 0.04 8.6 B22 1 < 39.54 (40.63) 0.37 < 39.59 (40.46)
53.036098 -27.52000 1.3 9.8 B22 1 −− 1 −−

9.2741003 -44.66830 0.77 8.0 B22 0.01 < 44.24 (44.67) 1.93e-05 43.8844.13
43.63 (44.54

43.02)
52.871101 -27.39349 0.346 9.4 B22 0.17 < 42.36 (43.07) 1 −−

8.8598003 -44.63510 1.15 9.4 B22 1 < 43.19 (44.51) 0.54 < 43.16 (44.09)
52.512298 -27.54680 0.527 10.0 B22 1.66e-05 43.944.11

43.63 (44.35
43.2 ) 8.07e-26 44.0544.17

43.93 (44.32
43.77)

53.168899 -28.60619 0.322 9.9 B22 0.18 < 42.31 (43.16) 0.17 < 42.36 (42.91)
9.079099 -44.21459 0.25 8.9 B22 0.42 < 42.16 (43.06) 0.84 < 41.41 (42.45)

8.4623 -43.9351 0.85 9.9 B22 0.05 < 44.18 (44.76) 7.04e-03 < 44.05 (44.48)
53.1301 -27.6189 0.123 9.4 B22 1 < 40.68 (41.65) 1 < 40.25 (41.21)

52.180198 -28.8197 3.354 7.5 B22 1 < 43.64 (44.9) 0.43 < 44.15 (45.21)
53.03739 -28.749099 0.28 8.4 B22 1 < 41.51 (42.52) 0.22 < 41.73 (42.48)

8.4967 -43.444499 0.80 9.9 B22 1 < 42.75 (43.95) 0.21 < 43.13 (44.05)
9.263999 -44.610099 0.25 8.9 B22 0.43 < 42.06 (43.03) 0.86 < 41.37 (42.37)

8.6218 -43.3488 0.57 9.8 B22 1.99e-03 < 44.28 (44.64) 1.47e-08 43.9444.14
43.73 (44.41

43.42)
52.18659 -27.2649 0.21 9.5 B22 1 < 41.73 (42.75) 0.43 < 41.64 (42.48)
52.10599 -28.895299 0.65 8.2 B22 9.6e-02 < 43.42 (43.96) 3.81e-03 < 43.58 (43.91)
10.3934 -44.239398 0.15 7.2 B22 0.35 < 41.64 (42.68) 0.53 < 41.13 (42.0)
51.79159 -28.720199 0.39 9.8 B22 1 < 41.76 (42.84) 0.75 < 42.0 (42.95)
52.25859 -28.0694 0.1528 8.9 B22 1 < 40.85 (41.87) 0.79 < 40.63 (41.65)

8.7887 -44.539398 0.16 9.3 B22 0.4 < 41.88 (42.65) 0.50 < 41.49 (42.25)
9.054499 -43.0345 0.19 8.8 B22 0.02 < 42.82 (43.25) 0.01 < 42.41 (42.74)

52.472599 -28.883699 2.0135 7.5 B22 0.58 < 43.61 (44.93) 0.22 < 43.7 (44.68)
53.326499 -28.563499 0.16 9.0 B22 0.49 < 41.35 (42.28) 0.93 < 40.7 (41.63)

52.5881 -27.4328 0.206 9.7 B22 0.04 < 42.36 (42.76) 0.12 < 41.41 (42.15)
52.1963 -27.264999 2.98 7.3 B22 8.45e-03 < 45.6 (46.0) 0.01 < 45.22 (45.61)

10.315899 -43.223701 0.65 9.7 B22 1 < 42.61 (43.79) 0.57 < 42.4 (43.48)
10.2382 -44.521598 0.32 8.9 B22 0.28 < 43.02 (43.9) 1 −−

9.846699 -44.125801 0.85 7.4 B22 0.08 < 44.22 (44.86) 0.11 < 43.72 (44.19)
52.1265 -28.419099 0.22 9.9 B22 0.26 < 41.5 (42.49) 0.56 < 41.1 (42.04)
52.18939 -27.1881 1.3 9.7 B22 1.08e-03 < 44.72 (45.13) 1.58e-03 < 44.16 (44.6)
53.3412 -27.6804 0.148 9.6 B22 0.58 < 41.0 (42.01) 0.17 < 41.22 (41.87)
52.1851 -27.2276 0.13 9.5 B22 1 < 40.82 (41.91) 1 −−

52.933998 -28.083499 0.45 9.7 B22 1 < 42.01 (43.03) 0.59 < 42.08 (42.97)

Article number, page 23 of 27



A&A proofs: manuscript no. IMBHs_variab

Continued

Input eRASS1 eRASS:4
RA Dec z M∗ Ref.a PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c

52.4207 -28.089399 0.081 7.9 B22 1 < 40.19 (41.19) 0.94 < 39.93 (40.82)
10.387399 -43.4743 0.24 9.7 B22 1 < 41.62 (42.62) 0.06 < 42.39 (42.86)

10.4139 -43.7233 0.6 9.7 B22 0.14 < 43.43 (44.09) 1.27e-04 43.9044.45
43.61 (44.45

43.07)
52.2588 -28.068799 0.153 8.9 B22 1 < 40.93 (41.77) 0.56 < 40.71 (41.69)
9.0171 -43.297901 0.33 9.3 B22 0.03 < 43.33 (43.85) 1.37e-03 < 43.2 (43.53)

10.013799 -44.398601 0.24 9.4 B22 0.44 < 41.96 (42.98) 0.58 < 41.53 (42.43)
52.16749 -27.786399 0.24 8.6 B22 1 < 41.35 (42.34) 0.50 < 41.78 (42.65)
8.464699 -44.4332 0.16 8.7 B22 0.37 < 41.84 (42.62) 0.49 < 41.35 (42.13)
52.84619 -28.5128 0.28 9.3 B22 1 < 41.46 (42.44) 0.78 < 41.43 (42.38)

10.145099 -44.459499 0.8 10.0 B22 0.161 < 44.0 (44.7) 7.63e-03 < 44.21 (44.58)
8.9757 -43.5718 0.21 8.7 B22 0.07 < 42.55 (43.08) 7.59e-03 < 42.63 (42.97)
52.4536 -29.074499 0.0713 9.7 B22 0.22 < 40.85 (41.55) 0.82 < 40.0 (40.89)

190.636092 -1.350718 0.004 8.75 W22Z 0.6 < 38.14 (39.13) 0.43 < 38.06 (38.86)
116.775433 37.61536 0.036 9.54 W22Z 1 < 40.04 (41.12) 0.43 < 39.71 (40.74)
187.780908 0.46318 0.021 9.51 W22Z 0.66 < 39.67 (40.62) 0.71 < 39.15 (40.16)
189.182179 -3.020882 0.008 8.12 W22Z 0.53 < 38.89 (39.75) 0.74 < 38.44 (39.31)
154.950492 3.521796 0.032 9.05 W22Z 1 < 39.92 (40.99) 0.37 < 40.03 (40.74)
206.293083 -3.022434 0.047 9.42 W22Z 0.01 < 41.48 (41.8) 0.08 < 40.68 (41.21)
149.581283 1.9923499 1.332 7.58 Ki20 0.37 < 43.76 (44.85) 0.03 < 44.09 (44.73)
150.018203 2.2594499 0.045 7.95 Ki20 1 < 40.15 (41.31) 0.66 < 40.02 (40.82)
150.300659 2.5982298 0.041 8.04 Ki20 0.09 < 41.09 (41.61) 0.02 < 41.16 (41.43)
150.708801 2.6656498 0.165 8.34 Ki20 1 < 41.38 (42.39) 1 < 40.83 (41.81)
150.696624 1.9857900 0.291 8.6 Ki20 1 < 41.93 (42.96) 1 < 41.57 (42.63)
150.455932 1.7164499 1.733 8.78 Ki20 1 < 43.49 (44.9) 1 < 43.17 (44.41)
150.407669 1.8676999 0.068 8.84 Ki20 1 < 40.43 (41.55) 1 < 39.91 (41.03)
150.391540 2.5911500 0.72 8.88 Ki20 1 < 42.81 (43.96) 1 < 42.43 (43.47)
149.856933 2.6380300 0.516 8.92 Ki20 0.37 < 42.96 (43.94) 0.18 < 42.97 (43.67)
150.496139 2.3275001 1.661 8.95 Ki20 1 < 43.55 (44.98) 0.78 < 43.45 (44.63)
150.467742 1.7152700 1.764 8.95 Ki20 1 < 43.49 (44.99) 0.64 < 43.44 (44.61)
149.694030 2.3343899 0.497 9.07 Ki20 1 < 43.22 (44.09) 1 < 42.39 (43.54)
150.383422 1.8542599 0.716 9.14 Ki20 0.3 < 43.31 (44.21) 0.66 < 42.53 (43.57)
149.970794 2.7495799 1.29 9.38 Ki20 1 < 43.29 (44.54) 0.75 < 43.12 (44.15)
149.532913 1.9588700 0.565 9.42 Ki20 0.38 < 42.89 (43.99) 0.77 < 42.25 (43.28)
150.233535 2.6826100 1.355 9.52 Ki20 1 < 43.39 (44.71) 0.7 < 43.15 (44.3)
150.714324 2.0632100 2.658 9.54 Ki20 0.26 < 44.18 (45.7) 0.66 < 43.55 (45.06)
149.682632 2.4382600 0.328 9.68 Ki20 1 < 41.95 (43.13) 1 −−

150.143249 2.6062099 0.731 9.72 Ki20 1 < 42.79 (43.91) 0.19 < 42.9 (43.72)
150.578582 2.1759700 2.045 9.73 Ki20 0.35 < 44.34 (45.44) 5.11e-03 < 45.12 (45.57)
150.067337 2.4851500 1.322 9.76 Ki20 0.35 < 43.83 (44.8) 0.76 < 43.08 (44.32)
150.717987 2.4684998 3.204 9.76 Ki20 1 < 44.1 (45.51) 0.7 < 43.71 (45.08)
150.112960 2.1648600 1.927 9.78 Ki20 0.28 < 44.41 (45.42) 0.04 < 44.91 (45.47)
149.957504 2.6875700 1.377 9.79 Ki20 1 < 43.46 (44.61) 1 < 42.82 (44.14)
150.232666 2.5442700 1.404 9.8 Ki20 1 < 43.26 (44.65) 1 < 42.93 (44.16)
149.963470 2.2414400 2.147 9.83 Ki20 1 < 43.87 (45.03) 0.43 < 43.9 (45.01)
150.034317 2.6411199 0.517 9.84 Ki20 0.06 < 43.13 (44.01) 0.18 < 43.14 (43.69)
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Input eRASS1 eRASS:4
RA Dec z M∗ Ref.a PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c

150.584503 2.0216801 1.91 9.85 Ki20 1 < 43.73 (45.04) 1 < 43.34 (44.55)
150.249649 1.9529399 1.107 9.88 Ki20 1 < 43.14 (44.45) 1 −−

150.022613 2.1401100 0.837 9.91 Ki20 1 < 42.95 (44.19) 0.44 < 42.94 (43.93)
150.327224 1.9285999 0.525 9.91 Ki20 9.60e-03 < 43.63 (44.16) 2.50e-03 < 43.55 (43.93)
150.175231 2.7417199 2.313 9.95 Ki20 0.32 < 44.67 (45.57) 0.14 < 44.96 (45.51)
150.322402 2.0412800 2.771 9.95 Ki20 1 < 44.54 (46.11) 1 −−

150.629684 2.4763898 2.278 9.99 Ki20 0.07 < 45.12 (45.77) 0.01 < 45.0 (45.54)
150.468978 2.3317399 0.337 10.0 Ki20 1 < 42.0 (43.15) 1 < 41.42 (42.59)
153.667574 19.413615 0.029 8.48 Sh22 1 < 39.63 (40.86) 0.72 < 39.63 (40.53)
170.81565 24.034789 0.025 9.09 Sh22 1 < 39.52 (40.65) 0.04 < 40.3 (40.68)
132.857567 39.594941 0.041 8.98 Sh22 3.09e-03 < 41.63 (41.91) 2.11e-06 41.3841.54

41.19 (41.73
40.81)

123.110779 39.538888 0.033 9.74 W22W 0.26 < 40.78 (41.49) 0.1 < 40.62 (41.14)
175.712442 20.442126 0.019 9.61 W22W 0.33 < 39.93 (40.76) 9.75e-03 < 40.33 (40.65)
188.282729 10.248929 0.053 9.61 W22W 0.7 < 40.32 (41.3) 0.09 < 41.17 (41.55)
212.720667 1.369554 0.026 9.73 W22W 0.26 < 40.07 (40.92) 0.89 < 39.18 (40.12)
172.611858 30.464468 0.059 9.66 W22W 0.37 < 40.89 (41.69) 0.02 < 41.26 (41.62)
196.890929 14.008647 0.055 9.72 W22W 0.65 < 40.44 (41.49) 0.09 < 41.26 (41.62)
137.389817 38.710721 0.056 9.69 W22W 1 < 40.68 (41.67) 0.16 < 40.93 (41.58)
200.81925 21.301658 0.022 9.61 W22W 1 < 39.33 (40.43) 0.21 < 40.04 (40.44)
198.352746 8.040035 0.024 9.71 W22W 0.01 < 40.76 (41.19) 0.05 < 40.5 (40.76)
125.056017 16.211627 0.044 9.56 W22W 1 < 40.12 (41.06) 1 < 39.57 (40.67)

141.164 17.663327 0.014 9.6 W22W 1 < 39.16 (40.11) 1 < 38.81 (39.74)
197.119175 10.669054 0.025 9.68 W22W 0.12 < 40.68 (41.11) 0.64 < 39.49 (40.32)
177.135242 12.705296 0.015 9.52 W22W 0.32 < 39.69 (40.56) 0.28 < 39.2 (39.99)

194.5911 8.541609 0.029 9.56 W22W 1 < 39.48 (40.63) 1 < 39.18 (40.19)
193.533008 10.006581 0.037 9.51 W22W 0.62 < 40.21 (41.08) 0.74 < 39.55 (40.54)
139.321046 26.449779 0.025 9.56 W22W 1 < 39.57 (40.63) 1 < 39.21 (40.16)
124.961629 24.787822 0.026 9.65 W22W 5.51e-03 < 41.05 (41.44) 0.17 < 39.7 (40.54)
187.264621 29.779443 0.081 9.71 W22W 3.56e-06 42.242.41

41.95 (42.67
41.54) 2.85e-26 42.442.49

42.3 (42.62
42.16)

194.833679 9.187163 0.028 9.66 W22W 1 < 39.85 (40.84) 0.78 < 39.41 (40.34)
189.051083 26.756133 0.025 9.71 W22W 1 < 39.42 (40.56) 0.54 < 39.34 (40.26)
196.822679 13.646658 0.027 9.66 W22W 4.63e-04 < 41.29 (41.48) 3.84e-17 41.2741.37

41.16 (41.49
41.01)

148.661629 40.534554 0.067 9.52 W22W 4.26e-16 42.442.53
42.25 (42.7

42.04) 4.69e-197 42.9743.01
42.93 (43.06

42.87)
130.368625 16.278657 0.073 9.72 W22W 1 < 40.51 (41.68) 1 < 40.06 (41.19)
214.864575 4.753834 0.143 9.66 W22W 4.65e-27 43.2643.37

43.15 (43.52
42.99) 2.23e-135 43.3643.41

43.31 (43.48
43.24)

199.247375 3.888836 0.045 9.71 W22W 0.51 < 40.34 (41.22) 0.21 < 40.38 (41.06)
198.475725 16.727696 0.022 9.5 W22W 0.52 < 39.81 (40.68) 0.61 < 39.16 (40.15)
224.726117 1.990925 0.03 9.49 W22W 0.72 < 39.74 (40.79) 0.79 < 39.4 (40.45)
172.116967 27.902114 0.068 9.62 W22W 1 < 40.49 (41.44) 1 < 40.0 (40.98)
126.338879 15.289808 0.033 9.49 W22W 1 < 39.85 (41.0) 0.8 < 39.55 (40.62)
135.710296 14.235639 0.051 9.48 W22W 1 < 40.36 (41.44) 0.08 < 40.94 (41.45)
121.752554 5.626982 0.052 9.47 W22W 1 < 40.23 (41.36) 1 < 39.74 (40.75)
165.316779 10.271646 0.036 9.47 W22W 0.27 < 40.79 (41.39) 0.05 < 40.74 (41.13)
180.957258 29.715598 0.01 9.46 W22W 1 < 38.85 (39.94) 0.76 < 38.48 (39.35)
49.858571 -6.121106 0.008 9.45 W22W 0.59 < 38.82 (39.72) 8.69e-04 < 39.7 (39.87)
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Input eRASS1 eRASS:4
RA Dec z M∗ Ref.a PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c PB

b L0.2−2.0 keV
c

124.31605 31.651983 0.045 9.72 W22W 1 < 40.18 (41.31) 0.36 < 40.22 (40.98)
160.860308 11.090063 0.047 9.64 W22W 2.18e-197 43.1543.19

43.11 (43.25
43.06) 0 43.1643.18

43.14 (43.21
43.11)

148.741533 36.097484 0.049 9.39 W22W 0.39 < 41.3 (41.72) 0.49 < 40.58 (41.28)
121.075004 15.344019 0.039 9.73 W22W 0.24 < 41.23 (41.68) 0.25 < 40.57 (41.14)
166.066846 5.27521 0.117 9.33 W22W 1 < 41.02 (42.17) 0.14 < 41.69 (42.24)
120.55615 22.434016 0.03 9.28 W22W 0.22 < 40.67 (41.31) 0.75 < 39.66 (40.65)
179.147133 28.490349 0.012 9.28 W22W 1 < 38.84 (39.96) 1 < 38.63 (39.78)
192.946992 9.859572 0.031 9.27 W22W 0.62 < 39.85 (40.88) 0.4 < 39.74 (40.63)
197.315425 13.385648 0.027 9.23 W22W 0.64 < 40.04 (40.9) 0.98 < 39.07 (40.12)
216.470175 6.5375 0.024 9.21 W22W 0.3 < 39.96 (40.75) 0.37 < 39.45 (40.29)
176.516967 11.581268 0.01 9.18 W22W 1 < 38.78 (39.95) 0.84 < 38.52 (39.38)
177.927437 6.85848 0.102 9.18 W22W 0.26 < 41.51 (42.29) 0.17 < 41.41 (41.88)
157.367592 9.833651 0.022 9.13 W22W 0.04 < 40.8 (41.19) 0.32 < 40.07 (40.65)
186.326062 5.742002 0.004 9.11 W22W 0.02 < 39.17 (39.5) 8.18e-03 < 38.98 (39.2)
116.980812 34.036707 0.016 9.1 W22W 1 < 39.34 (40.46) 1.18e-03 < 40.4 (40.68)
199.418587 13.940189 0.028 9.01 W22W 0.34 < 40.12 (40.92) 0.58 < 39.5 (40.42)
146.598954 34.281131 0.075 9.01 W22W 0.31 < 41.13 (41.92) 0.42 < 40.51 (41.36)
137.393212 25.222989 0.008 8.98 W22W 1 < 39.06 (40.06) 0.75 < 38.57 (39.42)

198.4167 16.657694 0.022 8.98 W22W 1 < 39.42 (40.3) 0.43 < 39.02 (40.03)
158.025108 22.989391 0.058 8.97 W22W 1 < 40.63 (41.57) 0.39 < 40.46 (41.3)
198.461625 23.254982 0.012 8.97 W22W 0.55 < 39.31 (40.1) 0.2 < 39.23 (39.76)
211.625433 0.327646 0.106 8.93 W22W 0.53 < 41.08 (41.96) 0.94 < 40.35 (41.35)
130.393062 2.188855 0.029 8.93 W22W 1 < 39.9 (40.97) 0.41 < 39.54 (40.46)
159.934579 0.857951 0.025 8.88 W22W 1 < 39.62 (40.79) 0.2 < 40.32 (40.89)
142.826833 2.781206 0.115 8.83 W22W 0.26 < 41.68 (42.49) 0.67 < 41.12 (41.94)
194.222692 8.161578 0.009 8.75 W22W 0.64 < 38.82 (39.72) 0.89 < 38.21 (39.17)
151.34625 19.271905 0.013 8.73 W22W 1 < 39.31 (40.53) 0.15 < 39.57 (40.2)
188.150687 18.023079 0.003 8.67 W22W 0.45 < 38.21 (39.03) 0.39 < 37.61 (38.46)
151.795479 12.651689 0.009 8.47 W22W 1 < 38.76 (39.83) 0.12 < 39.37 (39.85)
192.982012 8.878221 0.004 8.45 W22W 0.34 < 38.3 (39.15) 0.38 < 37.98 (38.79)
200.175829 20.910312 0.009 8.44 W22W 0.47 < 38.82 (39.77) 0.72 < 38.4 (39.28)
199.919987 3.409397 0.022 8.27 W22W 1 < 39.27 (40.36) 0.45 < 39.37 (40.23)
196.733792 14.807446 0.003 8.1 W22W 1 < 37.65 (38.71) 1 < 37.17 (38.2)
209.6864 12.596371 0.024 9.2 S20 0.69 < 39.69 (40.64) 0.72 < 39.21 (40.14)

40.217499 -8.474285 0.082 8.46 Ha23 1 < 40.41 (41.49) 0.46 < 40.67 (41.42)

149.321659 2.147833 0.086 9.8 Was22 0.35 < 41.1 (42.02) 0.15 < 41.17 (41.82)
148.575538 2.741297 0.084 9.39 Was22 0.07 < 41.74 (42.32) 0.15 < 41.03 (41.7)

Sources which were masked out (see Sect. 3) are shown with dashes.
a Reference for input coordinates, redshift and stellar mass M∗: Ba18 stands for Baldassare et al. (2018); Ba20 for Baldassare et al.

(2020); B22 for Burke et al. (2022); W22Z for ZTF-selected sources from Ward et al. (2022); Ki20 for Kimura et al. (2020);
Sh22 for Shin et al. (2022); W22W for Wise-selected sources from Ward et al. (2022); S20 for Secrest & Satyapal (2020); Ha23
for Harish et al. (2023); Was22 for Wasleske et al. (2022).

b No-source probability PB (Eq. 1). Sources are considered detected at PB <= 0.0003 (and are highlighted in bold).
c Logarithmic X-ray luminosity in the rest-frame 0.2-2.0 keV range, in units of log( erg s−1). For detected sources (in bold),

median and 16th, 84th percentile values are shown first, with 1st and 99th in parenthesis. For non detected sources, 84th and
99th percentile values are shown as 1σ and 3σ upper limits, respectively.

Article number, page 26 of 27



R. Arcodia et al.: O Corona, where art thou?

Table B.2. eRASS:4 detections matched with XMM-Newton, Chandra, ROSAT and Swift-XRT. Sources with no previous X-ray detections are
highlighted in bold.

RA Dec L0.2−2.0 keV XMM Chandra ROSAT Swift Comments

48.25895 -0.686379 43.1943.28
43.11 (43.39

43.0 ) – – – –
49.42965 0.326904 42.1942.3

42.08 (42.46
41.94) – – – –

47.61596 -0.830791 44.1244.14
44.11 (44.15

44.09) Y – Y – AGN
57.34663 -11.99095 43.8643.86

43.85 (43.87
43.85) Y – Y Y BL Lac

191.64688 2.36911 43.9143.92
43.9 (43.93

43.89) Y – Y Y AGN
220.05293 2.79542 41.0541.19

40.91 (41.38
40.67) Y Y Y – AGN

184.28861 12.45432 39.8639.96
39.74 (40.1

39.54) – – – –
9.2741003 -44.66830 43.8844.13

43.63 (44.54
43.02) Y – – – XMM serendipitous

52.512298 -27.54680 44.0544.17
43.93 (44.32

43.77) Y – Y – AGN
132.857567 39.594941 41.3841.54

41.19 (41.73
40.81) – Y – – AGN

187.264621 29.779443 42.442.49
42.3 (42.62

42.16) – Y – – AGN
196.822679 13.646658 41.2741.37

41.16 (41.49
41.01) – – – –

148.661629 40.534554 42.9743.01
42.93 (43.06

42.87) Y Y Y – AGN
214.864575 4.753834 43.3643.41

43.31 (43.48
43.24) – – – Y BL Lac

160.860308 11.090063 43.1643.18
43.14 (43.21

43.11) – – – Y AGN
8.6218 -43.3488 43.9444.14

43.73 (44.41
43.42) Y Y Y Y

10.4139 -43.7233 43.9044.45
43.61 (44.45

43.07) Y Y Y Y QSO z ∼ 2
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