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ABSTRACT

We present a modification of the Press-Schechter (PS) formalism to derive gen-
eral mass functions for primordial black holes (PBHs), considering their formation as
being associated to the amplitude of linear energy density fluctuations. To accommo-
date a wide range of physical relations between the linear and non-linear conditions
for collapse, we introduce an additional parameter to the PS mechanism, and that
the collapse occurs at either a given cosmic time, or as fluctuations enter the horizon.
We study the case where fluctuations obey Gaussian statistics and follow a primordial
power spectrum of broken power-law form with a blue spectral index for small scales.
We use the observed abundance of super-massive black holes (SMBH) to constrain the
extended mass functions taking into account dynamical friction. We further constrain
the modified PS by developing a method for converting existing constraints on the
PBH mass fraction, derived assuming monochromatic mass distributions for PBHs,
into constraints applicable for extended PBH mass functions. We find that when con-
sidering well established monochromatic constraints there are regions in parameter
space where all the dark matter can be made of PBHs. Of special interest is the re-
gion for the characteristic mass of the distribution ∼ 102M�, for a wide range of blue
spectral indices in the scenario where PBHs form as they enter the horizon, where the
linear threshold for collapse is of the order of the typical overdensities, as this is close
to the black hole masses detected by LIGO which are difficult to explain by stellar
collapse.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, the concordance cosmological model
that includes a cosmological constant and cold dark mat-
ter (ΛCDM) has been established to explain the growth of
large-scale structures and the late accelerating expansion of
the Universe. Under this paradigm, the dark matter (DM)
is cold and made up of non-relativistic and collisionless par-
ticles which behave as a pressureless fluid (Planck Collab-
oration et al. 2018). There are several candidates for the
cold dark matter component, including weakly interacting
massive particles (WIMP’s, Arcadi et al. 2018; Schumann
2019), axions (Peccei & Quinn 1977; Marsh 2016), or ultra-
light axions (Hu et al. 2000; Schive et al. 2014) which can be
described by a coherent scalar field (Matos & Urena-Lopez
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2001; Matos et al. 2009), among others (Feng 2010). Nev-
ertheless, there are no direct astrophysical observations or
accelerator detections of these particles and the nature of
dark matter is still unknown (Liu et al. 2017).

An alternative hypothesis is to consider that primor-
dial black holes (PBHs) are an important fraction (or all)
of DM (see Khlopov 2010; Carr et al. 2020; Carr & Kuh-
nel 2020; Green & Kavanagh 2020, for recent reviews). In
pioneer works, Zel’dovich & Novikov (1966) and Hawking
(1971) (see also Carr & Hawking 1974) discussed the possi-
bility that overdensities in early stages of the Universe could
collapse forming PBHs (see also Carr 1975 for PBH collaps-
ing from cosmic strings). The idea of PBHs as the nature
of dark matter has regained interest with the recent detec-
tion by the Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Obser-
vatory (LIGO, Abbott et al. 2016) of gravitational waves
(GW) produced by the merger of a pair of black holes with
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2 Sureda et al.

masses ∼ 30M� whose origin could be primordial (Bird
et al. 2016; García-Bellido 2017; Sasaki et al. 2018; Jedamzik
2020). Although the standard scenario for the PBH forma-
tion is the collapse of overdense fluctuations which exceed
a threshold value when they re-enter to the horizon, other
mechanisms involving phase transitions or topological de-
fects have been proposed for the PBH production in the in-
flationary/radiation epochs, for instance, collapse of cosmic
strings (Hogan 1984; Hawking 1989; Polnarev & Zembow-
icz 1991; Nagasawa 2005), collapse of domain walls (Rubin
et al. 2000, 2001; Liu et al. 2020; Ge 2020), bubble collisions
(Hawking et al. 1982; Kodama et al. 1982; Deng & Vilenkin
2017; Deng 2020b), and softening of the equation of state
(Canuto 1978; Khlopov & Polnarev 1980), among others.

PBHs can have any range of masses since they are not
restricted to form from dying stars. However, the minimum
possible mass of a BH can be estimated considering that
for any lump of mass m, in order to form a black hole, its
Compton wavelength, λC = h/mc, has to be smaller than
its Schwarzschild radius. This leads to the lower bound of
one Planck mass MPBH ∼ 10−5g. The upper mass could
in principle be as large as ∼ 1050g in some PBH formation
scenarios (see Carr et al. 2020; Carr & Kuhnel 2020, and
references therein).

Given that low mass PBHs can be close to their last
evaporation stages via Hawking radiation (Hawking 1974,
1975), this introduces interesting prospects for their detec-
tion (Laha 2019; Ballesteros et al. 2019). For instance it is
possible that the evaporation radiation affects the HI con-
tent of the universe at redshifts prior to the formation of the
first stars (e.g. Mack & Wesley 2008). As PBHs are at least
several orders of magnitude more massive than the most
massive particles, they would constitute an extremely cold
type of dark matter. As pointed out by Angulo & White
(2010, see also Angulo et al. 2017), the early epochs of de-
coupling of neutralinos (candidates for DM) from radiation
makes for the possibility of dark matter haloes with masses
as low as one Earth mass. PBHs can therefore form haloes of
even lower masses (Tada & Yokoyama 2019; Niikura et al.
2019b; Scholtz & Unwin 2019; Hertzberg et al. 2020a,b).
These haloes of PBHs would emit radiation as their smaller
members evaporate, and this could in principle be detected
with current and future high energy observatories such as
Fermi and the Cherenkov Telescope Array (e.g. Ackermann
et al. 2018; Doro et al. 2013)

Estimates of the fraction of dark matter in PBHs (f)
at different mass windows can be obtained from evaporation
by Hawking radiation (Hawking 1974, 1975) and from their
gravitational/dynamical effects, including GW observations
(see Carr & Sakellariadou 1999; Carr et al. 2016b; Wang
et al. 2018; Carr et al. 2020; Carr & Kuhnel 2020). Some of
the stronger constraints for evaporating PBHs are imposed
by standard big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) processes and
the extragalactic γ-ray background radiation (Carr et al.
2016a; Keith et al. 2020). Other bounds on f are obtained
from the gravitational lensing effects of background sources
(for instance stars in the Magellanic clouds) due to PBHs
(Green 2016; Niikura et al. 2019b; Inoue 2018). Hawkins
(2020) found a low probability for the observed microlens-
ing of QSOs by stars in lensing galaxies and argued that an
intriguing possibility is the lensing by PBHs. Another limit
is provided by the capture of PBHs by stars, white dwarfs

or neutron stars (Capela et al. 2013). Recently, Scholtz &
Unwin (2019) explore the capture probability of a PBH with
∼ 10 earth masses by the Solar system as an alternative for
the hypothetical planet nine. On the other hand, a passing
PBH or PBH clumps could disrupt globular clusters and
galaxies in clusters (Carr & Sakellariadou 1999; Green 2016;
Carr & Kuhnel 2020). Although there are several observa-
tional constraints on f , most of them are for monochromatic
PBHmass distributions. These can be turned into constrains
for extended PBH mass distributions following certain sta-
tistical procedures (see for instance Carr et al. 2017; Bellomo
et al. 2018)

One of the simplest approaches to determine the PBH
mass distribution assumes that there is a characteristic scale,
λc, for the fluctuations which collapse to a PBH; i.e. the den-
sity fluctuations have a monochromatic power spectrum, and
hence all the PBHs haveM ∼Mc i.e. a monochromatic mass
function. A natural extension is to consider that PBHs form
in a wider range of masses (for instance from particular in-
flationary scalar field potentials), which was pursued by sev-
eral authors (Dolgov & Silk 1993; García-Bellido et al. 1996;
Clesse & García-Bellido 2015; Green 2016; Inomata et al.
2017, 2018; De Luca et al. 2020a) and a with steep power-
law power spectrum for density fluctuations (Carr 1975).

Early works (e.g. Peebles & Yu 1970) showed that the
index n of the primordial power spectrum P (k) ∝ kn should
be close to n ∼ 1 in order for there to be homogeneity on
large scales. This primordial power spectrum is referred to
as the scale-invariant Harrison-Zeldovich-Peebles spectrum
(Harrison 1970; Zeldovich 1972; Peebles & Yu 1970) and re-
ceived further support when inflation was proposed as a pos-
sible stage of the very early Universe (Guth 1981). However,
this prevents PBHs formed by direct collapse to constitute
a sizeable fraction of the dark matter in the Universe (Carr
1975; Josan et al. 2009; Green & Liddle 1999).

Therefore, to increase the abundance of PBHs it is nec-
essary to enhance the amplitude of the primordial power
spectrum on specific scales. For instance, hybrid inflation
models can provide spectral indices greater than one, i.e.
blue spectral indices (Linde 1994). Kawasaki et al. (2013)
studied PBH formation and abundance in an axion-like cur-
vaton model with a blue-tilt (nb ∼ 2− 4) in the power spec-
trum of primordial curvature perturbations (see also Gupta
et al. 2018).

The probability distribution of density fluctuations in
the early universe, typically assumed to be Gaussian, can
also play an important role in the PBH production. Several
authors have looked into the effect of non-Gaussian distri-
butions, showing that these introduce changes in the abun-
dance (enhancement or suppression) and clustering of PBHs,
and hence they also change their allowed fraction as an en-
ergy component of the Universe (Bullock & Primack 1997;
Hidalgo 2007; Young & Byrnes 2013, 2015; Franciolini et al.
2018).

In this paper, we investigate PBH formation in a mod-
ified Press-Schechter (PS from now on, Press & Schechter
1974) formalism that relates the amplitude of linear en-
ergy density perturbations to PBH abundance. PS has been
widely used to estimate the mass distributions of gravita-
tionally collapsed dark matter haloes, where the relation
between the linear overdensity and the physical collapse are
known via the spherical collapse model and its subsequent
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Extended primordial black hole mass functions 3

improvements. As this model is not applicable to PBHs, ad-
ditional parameters and considerations are needed. Our first
new parameter in the PS formalism for PBHs is the fraction
of the linear fluctuation to undergo collapse. This allows
to accommodate the widest variety of physical connections
between the linear fluctuations and the actual physical con-
dition for PBH formation. We also relate PBH formation
with linear perturbations at a single epoch or at the time
the fluctuation scale re-enters the horizon. We show how the
modified PS formalism leads to extended PBH mass func-
tions starting from a primordial power spectrum (PPS) of
fluctuations with a broken power-law form with enhanced
power on small scales.

In Section 2, we use a modified PS formalism to de-
rive an extended PBH mass function starting from a bro-
ken power-law primordial power spectrum for two different
PBH formation timings. The functional form of the obtained
PBH mass function is described by a type of Schechter
function with a power-law slope and an exponential cutoff.
In Section 3, we introduce a new constraint for extended
mass distributions looking at super massive black holes and
also a new statistical analysis method to turn existing con-
straints on the PBH mass fraction f coming from monochro-
matic distributions into constraints for extended PBH mass
functions. We then consider a series of monochromatic con-
straints and use them to derive the corresponding ones for
the PS mass functions obtained in this work. In Section 4,
we show the resulting fractions f for different choices of
the Schechter function parameters, and we show that there
are regions in parameter space where the entirety of the
DM can be made up by PBHs. Finally, in Section 5, we
summarise our main results and conclusions. Throughout
this work we assume a flat cosmology with Ωm,0 = 0.315
; Ωdm,0 = 0.264 ; Ωr,0 = 9.237 × 10−5 and a Hubble con-
stant H0 = 67.36 km s−1Mpc−1 consistent with measure-
ments from the Planck satellite (Planck Collaboration et al.
2018).

2 THE PRIMORDIAL BLACK HOLE MASS
FUNCTION

PBH formation is related to the density fluctuations in the
early universe, which are quantified by the Primordial Power
Spectrum. The standard PPS is parametrised by a power-
law

P (k) = As

(
k

k0

)ns
, (1)

where As is an arbitrary normalisation and ns is the spec-
tral index. These parameters are measured by the Planck
collaboration at k0 = 0.05 Mpc−1, obtaining As = 2.101 ×
10−9 Mpc3 and ns = 0.9649 ± 0.0042, i.e. a red-tilt power
spectrum with no evidence for significant deviation of the
power-law at 0.008Mpc−1 . k . 0.1Mpc−1 (Planck Collab-
oration et al. 2018).

We also consider a different PPS with a blue tilted spec-

10 2 10 1 100 101 102

k [Mpc 1]

10 9

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

P(
k)

P(k) = A kns

Broken Power Law
kpiv

Figure 1. Primordial power spectrum, P (k) as function of the
wavenumber k for two cases, the power law given by Eq. (1)
and the broken power law given by Eq. (2). We have consid-
ered ns = 0.9649 for the power law spectrum and nb = 2 with
kpiv = 10Mpc−1 for the broken power law.

trum at small scales, which will be referred to as the broken
primordial power spectrum (BPPS). It is defined as

P (k) =

As
(
k
k0

)ns
for k < kpiv,

Asε
(
k
k0

)nb
for k > kpiv,

(2)

where kpiv is the pivot wavenumber above which the spectral
index is blue, i.e. nb > 1 and ε is a constant introduced to
ensure the continuity of P (k), defined as

ε =

(
kpiv
k0

)ns−nb
. (3)

Figure 1 shows the power spectrum as function of the
wavenumber for a power law (Eq. (1)) and the broken power-
law (Eq. (2)). Notice that for the latter, there is an en-
hancement for wavenumbers above than the pivot scale.
Throughout this work, we have set kpiv = 10 Mpc−1. No-
tice that our choice of kpiv is conservative (see for example
Hirano et al. 2015). Future CMB experiments as Primor-
dial Inflation eXplorer (PIXIE) will be able to constrain
the primordial power spectrum at wavenumbers between
50Mpc−1 . k . 104Mpc−1 (Chluba et al. 2012).

To obtain the mass function of primordial black holes,
we adopt the formalism by Sheth et al. (2001), which is
a Press-Schechter approach that solves the peaks-within-
peaks underestimate of the abundance of objects (another
approach to calculate the PBH abundance is the peaks the-
ory, see for instance Bardeen et al. 1986; Green et al. 2004;
Young et al. 2014; Germani & Musco 2019; Young & Musso
2020). In this approach, the abundance depends on the linear
overdensity above which objects collapse and form. The use
of linear overdensities is what allows to use the PS formal-
ism in the first place, as it adopts Gaussian statistics. There
are similarities and differences with the formalism followed

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (2015)



4 Sureda et al.

for dark matter haloes (briefly discussed by Young & Musso
2020). We start highlighting the similar aspects.

Following the standard PS formalism, the extended
PBH mass function is defined as

(
dn

dM
(M)

)
PS

= νf (ν)
ρDM
M2

d log ν

d logM
= f (ν)

ρDM
M

dν

dM
,

(4)
where ρDM is the dark matter density, and ν(M) can be
interpreted as the peak height defined as

ν (M) =
δc

σ (M)
, (5)

being δc the linear threshold density contrast (or critical den-
sity contrast) for PBH formation and σ(M) the variance of
the density field. Notice that δc is the linear overdensity and
its relation with the non-linear density (the physical one) de-
pends on the physical mechanism by which a region collapses
into a PBH. The relation between the linear and non-linear
overdensity has been investigated by several authors (see for
instance Yoo et al. 2018; Kawasaki & Nakatsuka 2019; Young
et al. 2019; De Luca et al. 2019; Kalaja et al. 2019; Musco
2019) . For instance, Musco et al. (2021) give a general pre-
scription to obtain the non-linear critical density contrast.
However, its calculation is beyond the scope of this work.
Additionally, for the linear perturbations to be related to
the physics of collapse, δc should be ideally similar, or of the
order, of the typical amplitude of fluctuations

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 at

the time of collapse. Note that even if δc �
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2, there

is still a way to relate the perturbations with the shape of
the PPS. We will check whether there are windows in the ex-
tended PS parameter space that allow PBHs as dark matter
where this condition is met.

On the other hand, in PS it is assumed that the distri-
bution of σ follows Gaussian statistics, as

f(ν(M)) =
2√
2π

exp

(
−1

2
ν(M)2

)
. (6)

The variance of the fluctuations of a smoothed density
field is given by

σ2 (M) = 4πD2(a)

∞∫
0

k2P (k) Ŵ 2 (R (M) , k) dk, (7)

where k is the comoving wavenumber, P (k) is the primordial
power spectrum, D(a) is the growth factor of the fluctua-
tions at certain scale factor a, and Ŵ corresponds to a win-
dow function. Several authors have investigated the effect of
the choice of Ŵ on different power spectra and hence on the
halo or PBH abundance under the PS and peaks theory ap-
proaches (Gow et al. 2020; Young 2020). For instance, Gow
et al. (2020) found that, by considering a top-hat or a Gaus-
sian smoothing function in a log-normal power spectrum, the
amplitude difference in a range of masses is . 20% and the
resulting mass distributions are very similar. For simplicity,
we use the sharp (top-hat) k-space window function

Ŵ 2 (R (M) , k) =

{
1, k 6 kR
0, k > kR

, (8)

where

kR =
2π

R(M)
, (9)

R is the comoving radius, and its dependence with the mass
M is given by

M(a) =
4π

3
(aR)3ρ̄(a), (10)

where ρ̄ is the background density. The mass defined in Eq.
(10) corresponds to the total energy density within a sphere
of radius R as a function of the scale factor a.

Notice that here we find the first difference between PS
applied to PBH formation compared to halo formation. We
want to associate a certain scale kR with the mass of a PBH
rather than with the total energy density. This can be in-
terpreted in two ways, i) only a small fraction of the energy
density within the horizon will undergo collapse; ii) only a
fraction of the modes with wavenumber k will collapse form-
ing a PBH. One can in principle consider any combination
of these two scenarios bearing in mind that from a statisti-
cal point of view option (i) retains the strongest connection
between the linear fluctuations and the actual non-linear
collapse. These two possibilities can fit into the equations
by proposing,

MPBH = fm ×MH =
4π

3
(aR)3 fm ρ̄(a), (11)

where fm is the fraction of the energy density that collapses
into a PBH and MH is given by Eq. (10). Option (i) will
result from considering fm = β, where β corresponds to
the fraction of energy density in the form of PBHs at the
formation time (Carr et al. 2010),

β(a) =
ρPBH(a)

ρ(a)
; (12)

while option (ii) will occur for fm = 1, implying that fm ∈
[β, 1]. Notice that the value of fm is degenerate with the
energy density and, therefore, with the scale factor a.

Notice that fm is a different quantity than the fraction
of the non-linear overdensity that undergoes collapse (γ in
Musco 2019, for example). While the latter is related to the
physical collapse in the non-linear regime, fm arises from
the assumption that there is an unknown relation between a
non-linear overdensity and the linear overdensity. Addition-
ally, we assume that fm is spatially and temporally constant.
As fm can take values from β to one, it does not determine
the relationship between the energy contained in the phys-
ical overdensity and that contained in the PBH which is
formed from its collapse. In particular, there are two fac-
tors, the fraction of the mass that collapses inside a linear
fluctuation, and the fraction of linear fluctuations that result
in a collapse. fm is only the former. This allows us to leave
fm as a free parameter to investigate if it is possible to have
a significant fraction of DM as PBHs. In future studies one
can corroborate whether the choice of fm makes physical
sense in terms of the actual, non-linear PBH collapse.

Note that for haloes the background density from where
they collapse evolves as the haloes themselves. In contrast,
for the PBH formation, the background density ρ̄ evolves as
radiation, whereas the PBH density evolves as matter.

Therefore, in contrast to the PS formalism for haloes
that requires a single linear overdensity for collapse as its
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only parameter, the general PS for PBHs requires two pa-
rameters, δc and fm, to encompass different possible rela-
tions between the linear overdensity and the actual physical
overdensity for collapse.

Having a PBH mass function, we can compute the PBH
number density and mass density. The number density of
PBHs with mass between Mmin < M < Mmax is given by

nPBH =

Mmax∫
Mmin

dn

dM
(M ′) dM′. (13)

Similarly, the PBH mass density, is defined as

ρPBH =

Mmax∫
Mmin

M ′
dn

dM
(M ′) dM′. (14)

The average mass for the distribution can be computed
as

〈M〉PBH =
ρPBH
nPBH

=

Mmax∫
Mmin

M ′ dn
dM

(M ′)dM ′

Mmax∫
Mmin

dn
dM

(M ′)dM ′

. (15)

As we will be interested in determining which range of
δc and fm allow a large fraction of DM in PBHs, it is useful
to discuss the mass limits of the integrals since these deter-
mine the overall normalisation of the PBH mass functions.
The lower mass limit Mmin is related to the emission via
Hawking radiation (Hawking 1974, 1975) of a black hole.
The evaporation lifetime, τev, for a black hole with mass M
is

τev =
5120πG2M3

~c4
∼ 1064

(
M

M�

)3

yr. (16)

The mass of a PBH in the last stages of evaporation depends
mostly on the redshift of evaporation and we will refer to
this mass as Mev(z). We typically set the minimum mass
at Mmin = Mev(z). In the treatment of the minimum mass
we are assuming that BH evaporation is an instantaneous
process. This is justified given that half of the PBH mass is
lost only in the last eighth of its lifetime (see Appendix A).

Regarding the upper mass limit, since PBHs of the high-
est masses tend to be rare, it is possible that they will not
be found within the causal volume at early times. We quan-
tify this by defining the cumulative number density of PBHs
above any mass M as

nPBH(> M) =

∫ ∞
M

dn

dM ′
dM ′, (17)

and the cumulative number of PBHs is given by

N(> M) = V nPBH(> M) = V

∫ ∞
M

dn

dM ′
dM ′, (18)

where V is the volume in a spherical region. We will refer

to the mass at which the cumulative number density equals
one PBH per horizon volume as M1pH(z),

n(> M1pH(z)) = 1/VHubble(z). (19)

Notice that M1pH(z) is a function of redshift because the
Hubble volume VHubble increases with cosmic time, and it
will enter in the calculations as the upper mass of PBHs
that are in causal contact at redshift z, as is the case of
fluctuations that enter the horizon. In our calculations we
adoptMmax = M1pH(z). This upper limit will be important
mostly in very high redshift calculations such as the epoch
of nucleosynthesis, when the horizon size is much smaller
than today which makes the minimum detectable comoving
abundance of PBHs, 1/VHubble, much higher.

Due to the definition of the mass function in Eq. (4)

ρDM =

∞∫
0

M ′
(
dn

dM
(M ′)

)
PS

dM ′, (20)

but this includes PBHs that have already evaporated and
PBHs that are not likely to be found within the causal vol-
ume. Therefore, we normalise the mass function by

An =

∫∞
0
M
(
dn
dM

)
PS

dM∫M1pH (z=0)

Mev(z=0) M
(
dn
dM

)
PS

dM
, (21)

enforcing that the PBH mass function satisfies

ρDM =

∫ M1pH (z=0)

Mev(z=0)

M ′An

(
dn

dM
(M ′)

)
PS

dM ′. (22)

From now on, when we use the mass function of PBHs,
we are considering the normalised mass function that satis-
fies (22).1 This is

dn

dM
(M) = An

(
dn

dM
(M)

)
PS

, (23)

with the PS mass function as defined in (4). We emphasise
that this normalisation factor does not take into account any
evolution of the PBH distribution besides the evaporation
(via Hawking Radiation) and the increasing maximum mass
within the Horizon M1pH . Some effects such as clustering of
PBHs at early times can be important for monochromatic
mass functions as studied in Inman & Ali-Haïmoud (2019).
However, for extended mass functions these effects have not
been studied in detail and are beyond the scope of this work.

An important point in the construction of the PBH
mass function, is that the actual amplitude of linear fluctu-
ations that are informative of the physical collapse of PBHs
can, in principle, be taken either at a single epoch, or at dif-
ferent moments during the radiation domination era. In the
first scenario, which we refer to as Fixed Conformal Time

1 We are aware that the computation of the normalisation de-
pends onM1pH , which in turn depends on An, meaning that this
is an iterative process. However, this process converges after a few
iterations.
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6 Sureda et al.

(FCT), all PBHs form with masses that correspond to lin-
ear overdensities taken roughly the same epoch. Adopting
a scale factor of PBH formation allows us to make quan-
tifications of the PBH mass function in this scenario. We
adopt afct ≈ 2.04×10−26, right after inflation, unless other-
wise stated. Phase transitions (Kolb & Turner 1990; Gleiser
1998; Rubin et al. 2001; Jedamzik & Niemeyer 1999; Ferrer
et al. 2019) could naturally provide such a mechanism as
they are triggered by a change in the global conditions of
the Universe. For more details or examples of this kind of
scenarios, see Hawking et al. (1982); Moss (1994); Khlopov
et al. (1998); Deng & Vilenkin (2017); Lewicki & Vaskonen
(2019); Deng (2020a); Kusenko et al. (2020); Deng (2020b),
where models like vacuum bubble nucleation or collisions
are discussed, which can be considered as FCT-like scenar-
ios. The second scenario, called Horizon Crossing (HC), con-
sists of linking the formation of PBHs to the linear ampli-
tude of fluctuations as the scale associated to the mass of
PBHs enters the horizon. The main feature of this scenario
is that smaller PBHs are formed first in the Universe and the
more massive ones are formed later. This kind of scenario is
well motivated (see for example Green & Liddle 1997, 1999;
Green et al. 2004; Green 2016; Young & Byrnes 2013, 2015,
where they use different approaches, such as critical collapse,
to derive a PBH mass function using peaks theory or Press
Schechter, for example, even in non-Gaussian regimes.), and
is expected of any underlying PBH formation mechanism
that requires the collapsing scale to be in causal contact.
Then, these kind of models can be considered as HC-like.

The details of the physics of each formation mechanism
are beyond the scope of this work. To first order we con-
sider the choice of FCT or HC affecting only the effective
PPS, more accurately, we only change the effective value
of nb and, consequently, the slope of the mass function.
This will change other properties of the PBH distribution in
turn, such as the formation scale factor which will depend
strictly on the model used to describe the PBH formation.
We do notice that these two scenarios are extremes of a con-
tinuous range of possibilities, which one could in principle
parametrise. However, to simplify the algebra we only look
at each of these two extremes in detail. Throughout the rest
of the text we will refer to HC (FCT) as a HC-like (FCT-
like) scenario.

Summarising, different formation mechanisms and con-
siderations for the PPS will give different results for the
Press-Schechter PBH mass function. In the following sub-
sections, we discuss how to obtain the value of a typical
overdensity as a function of the scale factor,

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2

(a),
which we will compare with δc. Later we analyse the choice
of fm = β and relate it with the calculations of

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2

(a).
Finally, we obtain the mass function for the FCT and HC
scenarios, considering a standard PPS and a broken PPS.

2.1 Typical overdensity
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2

It should be noted that the value of δc alone does not give
enough information regarding the collapse of an overdensity.
In order for it to be meaningful, it should be compared to
the amplitude of a typical density contrast

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 at the

epoch or scale of interest.
In the FCT scenario where the linear fluctuations are

analysed at a fixed scale factor, the scale of interest is the one
associated to the mean mass 〈M〉 of the distribution. Using
the amplitude of fluctuations at the CMB, the amplitude of
fluctuations at afct reads,

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2
afct

=
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2
acmb

aeq
acmb

(
afct
aeq

)2(
k(〈M〉)
kpiv

) (nb−ns)
2

,

(24)
where aeq ' 2.94 × 10−4 and acmb ' 9.08 × 10−4 are the
scale factors at equality and CMB respectively, and we use〈
|δ|2
〉1/2
acmb

∼ 10−3 . Also, we take into account the growth
factors during matter and radiation domination, and the
effect of the blue index nb, where k(〈M〉) is given by Eq.
(9).

Instead, for the HC scenario the scale of interest is the
horizon mass at the mean formation scale factor 〈a〉 of the
distribution,

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2
〈a〉 =

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2
acmb

aeq
acmb

(
〈a〉
aeq

)2(
k(〈a〉)
kpiv

) (nb−ns)
2

.

(25)
In this scenario, k(〈a〉) is given by Eq. (9), with R as the
Hubble radius evaluated at 〈a〉.

Notice that since the typical delta
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 depends on

〈M〉 and 〈a〉 in each scenario respectively, its value will de-
pend on the mass function parameters (nb,M∗).

With
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 in hand we can calculate the ratio

δc/
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 which should be of order unity, or at least

less than unity, as explained earlier. If δc �
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 al-

most none of the density fluctuations would collapse into
a PBH and Press-Schechter will not make sense anymore.
Conversely, when δc �

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 some relation with the pri-

mordial power spectrum is still preserved.

2.2 Details on the fm value

When choosing the minimum possible value of fm one
considers that all regions will form a PBH but only a fraction
fm of the energy density of each region will actually collapse
into it. The minimum possible value of fm, is defined as
the value for which all linear overdensities with δ > δc are
associated with the formation of a PBH. This condition is
accomplished when fm = β = ρPBH(a)/ρ(a) (see Eq (12)).

Given that ρPBH depends on the (mean) formation
time, and therefore on fm itself, obtaining this value is an it-
erative process, beginning with the assumption that fm = 1
and then computing β, updating the fm value with the re-
sulting β value until convergence on β is reached.

As indicated in Section 2.1, a plausible scenario for PBH
formation requires δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 ∼ 1. In our formalism, this

translates into finding the right parameters that lead to this
result.

Then, we are interested in values of fm that favour
δc/
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 ∼ 1. To achieve this, we first calculate the value

of
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2

(fm, nb,M∗) (see Eqs (24) and (25)). Then we
take the expressions for δc(fm, nb,M∗) (Eqs (B15) (B29) for
FCT and HC respectively) and solve

δc(fm, nb,M∗) =
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2

(fm, nb,M∗) (26)
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for fm.
2.3 Fixed conformal time Mass Function

In this scenario, the background energy density is given by

ρfct =

(
ρDM,0
a3fct

+
ρr,0
a4fct

)
, (27)

where ρDM,0, ρr,0 are the z = 0 energy densities for dark
matter and radiation respectively and afct is the scale factor
of PBH formation. Although in this epoch the matter con-
tribution can be neglected because ρDM (afct) � ρr(afct),
we have included it in our analysis. It should also be noted
that the energy density for radiation does not include the
neutrino contribution. Then, we can directly derive the ra-
dius associated to a certain wavenumber kR, using equation
(10)

R(M) =
1

afct

(
3

4πρfct

)1/3 (
M

fm

)1/3

, (28)

with this, kR can be written as

kR(M) = Cfct

(
fm
M

)1/3

, (29)

where

Cfct = afct

(
32π4ρfct

3

)1/3

. (30)

Note that M corresponds to the mass of the PBH since
we included the factor fm already. These are the necessary
considerations for the FCT scenario. Now, things will be
different when considering a standard PPS or a broken PPS
due to the particular results on the calculation of σ(M) (see
eq. (7)).

In the construction of the mass function, we define a
characteristic mass scale M∗ that satisfies ν(M∗) ≡ 1 and,
since ν(M) depends directly on σ(M), this parameter will
be different for the two PPS considered and will also depend
on fm. In the mass function this parameter M∗ is the mass
where an exponential cut-off starts. This can be thought of
as the characteristic mass in our mass distribution and, it is
directly related with the linear critical density contrast δc.

2.3.1 Standard Power Spectrum

In this situation, the characteristic mass (see Appendix B1
for further details of the derivation) is given by

M∗ =

√4π a4fct (As/k
ns
0 )Cns+3

fct

ns + 3


6

(ns+3)

fm

δ
6

(ns+3)
c

. (31)

The mass function for a standard PPS is then given by

(
dn

dM

)std

fct
= An

ρDM (a)√
2π

ns + 3

3M2

(
M

M∗

)ns+3
6

× exp

[
−1

2

(
M

M∗

)ns+3
3

]
.

(32)

2.3.2 Broken Power Spectrum

The first difference that appears in this scenario is that we
have an extra scale that corresponds to the pivot wavenum-
ber kpiv. This implies that there is a particular massMpiv =
(Cfct/kpiv)3fm above which P (k) corresponds to Eq. (1). In
the regime of PBHs with masses below Mpiv, one analo-
gously obtains 2

M∗ ≡
(

δ2c
f3α
m Apiv S2

− S1

S2fαm

)−1
α

, (33)

where α ≡ nb+3
3

and

Apiv ≡
4π a4fct (As/k

ns
0 )C

(nb+3)
fct k

ns−nb
piv

(ns + 3)(nb + 3)
, (34)

S1 ≡ (nb − ns)
(
Cfct
kpiv

)−3α

,

S2 ≡ (ns + 3). (35)

With this, the broken PPS mass function on the FCT sce-
nario reads,

(
dn

dM

)brk

fct
= An

S2 αρDM (a)√
2πMα+2

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

−α
∗
)1/2(

S1f
−α
m + S2M−α

)3/2
× exp

[
− S1f

−α
m + S2M

−α
∗

2
(
S1f

−α
m + S2M−α

)]. (36)

As expected, if we choose nb = ns we recover the ex-
pression for the standard PPS eq. (32). This also happens
if we consider PBHs with M > Mpiv as a result of the ex-
istence of this pivot scale. Then, the final and most general
expression for the FCT PBH mass function is

(
dn

dM

)
fct

=


(
dn
dM

)brk
fct for M < Mpiv,

(
dn
dM

)std
fct for M >Mpiv,

(37)

2.4 Horizon crossing Mass Function

In this scenario, we are considering that the relevant ampli-
tudes of linear fluctuations that can be linked to the physical
formation of PBHs are restricted to the epoch of radiation
domination. Under this prescription, the energy density is

ρhc '
ρr,0
a4hc
' 3H2

0

8πG

Ωr,0
a4hc

. (38)

Since we are now considering that the size of the linear
fluctuation matches the Horizon radius, we need to take into
account that

R(ahc) =
c

ahcH(ahc)
=

c ahc

H0

√
Ωr,0

, (39)

2 the derivation of M∗ is given in the appendix B1
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where we have considered H(ahc) = H0

√
Ωr,0a

−2
hc of radia-

tion domination. Thus the mass of the fluctuation using Eq.
(10) reads

M(ahc) =
c3a2hc

2GH0

√
Ωr,0

fm, (40)

where we used equations (38) and (39). This last expression
gives a relation between the scale factor, ahc, at which a
mode of Lagrangian mass M enters the horizon as

ahc =

(
2GH0

√
Ωr,0

c3

)1/2(
M

fm

)1/2

, (41)

allowing us to express kR as a function of the mass of the
PBH

kR = Chc

(
fm
M

)1/2

, (42)

with Chc defined as

Chc = π

(
2H0

√
Ωr,0c

G

)1/2

. (43)

It is noteworthy that several authors give the relation of
the PBH mass (or wavenumber) to the horizon mass in terms
of the number of degrees of freedom of relativistic species at
a certain epoch (e.g. Green & Liddle 1997; Nakama et al.
2017; Inomata et al. 2018; Gow et al. 2020). Here, we only
consider radiation in Eq. (38) and the contributions of neu-
trinos, and other relativistic species are neglected in the con-
struction of the mass function.

Just as we did above, we write our results for the mass
function in terms of M∗. The meaning of this quantity re-
mains the same but its relation with δc is different.

2.4.1 Standard Power Spectrum

For this kind of power spectrum, the computation of σ(M)
(see the full derivation in Appendix B2) leads to

M∗ =

[√
4π (As/k

ns
0 )

ns + 3

(
G

π c2

)2

C
ns+7

2
hc

] 4
ns−1

fm

δ
4

ns−1
c

.

(44)
This translates into the mass function

(
dn

dM

)std

hc
= An

ρDM (a)√
2π

(ns − 1)

2

1

M2

(
M∗
M

) 1−ns
4

× exp

[
−1

2

(
M∗
M

) 1−ns
2

]
.

(45)

Note that for this mass function we need ns > 1 in or-
der to avoid a negative or null mass function. This issue
has already been addressed by Carr et al. (1994); Kim &
Lee (1996); Green & Liddle (1999); Chisholm (2006); Young
et al. (2014); Gupta et al. (2018), among others. Considering
that ns = 0.9649 ± 0.0042 as measured by the Planck col-
laboration, we also explore the possibility of a broken PPS.

101 107 1013 1019 1025 1031 1037 1043
M  [g]

10 38 10 32 10 26 10 20 10 14 10 8 10 2 104 1010

M [M ]

10 10

100

1010

1020

1030

1040

1050

1060

1070

dn dM
(M

) [
M

1
M

pc
3 ]

HC

FCT

Mev(a0)

(nb , M*[M ])
FCT (1.5, 1.39 × 102)
FCT (2.0, 9.1 × 10 8)
HC (3.0, 1.39 × 102)
HC (3.8, 9.1 × 10 8)

Figure 2. PBH mass functions for different scenarios, computed
considering different values for nb andM∗. The red and blue lines
correspond to the FCT and HC formation scenarios, respectively.
The grey area indicates the PBHs which have already evaporated
by z = 0.

2.4.2 Broken Power Spectrum

As before, in this scenario, the wavenumber kpiv translates
into a particular mass defined as Mpiv = (Chc/kpiv)2 fm
due to the relation between M and k of Eq. (42). Then,
M∗ is defined (further details of its derivation are given in
appendix B2) by

δ2c = A′piv f
nb−1

2
m

[
S′1 f

−α′
m M2

∗ + S′2M
2−α′
∗

]
, (46)

where in this scenario we defined α′ = nb+3
2

,

A′piv ≡
4π (As/k

ns
0 )

(ns + 3)(nb + 3)

(
G

π c2

)4 C
(nb+7)
hc

k
nb−ns
piv

, (47)

and

S′1 ≡ (nb − ns)
(
Chc
kpiv

)−2α′

,

S′2 = S2 ≡ (ns + 3). (48)

Note that, in this scenario, if we want to findM∗ from a cer-
tain value of δc we need to solve a transcendental equation.
Then Eq. (46) is solved numerically for M∗. We can finally
express our mass function for the broken PPS as
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(
dn

dM

)brk

hc
= An

ρDM (a)√
2π

[(
α′ − 2

)
S′2M

−α′ − 2S′1f
−α′
m

]

×

[
S′1 f

−α′
m M2

∗ + S′2M
2−α′
∗

]1/2
[
S′1 f

−α′
m M2 + S′2M

2−α′
]3/2

× exp

−1

2

[
S′1 f

−α′
m M2

∗ + S′2M
2−α′
∗

]
[
S′1 f

−α′
m M2 + S′2M

2−α′
]
.
(49)

Here we can set ns to the Planck value, however, the re-
striction will be on the blue spectral index nb, requiring
that nb > 1. Once again, considering nb = ns or M > Mpiv,
we recover the same expression as for the standard PPS
(eq. (45)). It is also worth mentioning that σ(M) must be a
decreasing function in order to be consistent with the cos-
mological principle, i.e., larger scales are more homogeneous.
A decreasing σ(M) has a negative derivative implying that
the mass function is positive. For higher masses M > Mpiv,
σ(M) is an increasing function which does not satisfy the
cosmological principle. To restore its consistency, we mod-
ify σ(M) by considering that it has a constant minimum
value forM >Mpiv, implying that (dn/dM)hc = 0 for these
masses. Therefore, our final definition for the HC mass func-
tion is

(
dn

dM

)
hc

=


(
dn
dM

)brk
hc for M < Mpiv,

0 for M >Mpiv.

(50)

This functional form imposes an upper limit for the mass of
the PBHs under this formation mechanism.

It is relevant to mention that in Eq. (38) we are us-
ing an approximation when we assume that the background
density is only composed of radiation. This consideration
only holds until matter-radiation equality zeq. Therefore, the
mass function obtained in (50) is only valid for PBHs with
M . 4, 7 × 1017M� (imposing the same limit on the M∗
value), linked to the amplitude of the linear fluctuation at
zeq. For the rest of this work, we consider PBH formation
related to linear fluctuations that enter the horizon up to
zeq.

2.5 PBH mass function examples

We show examples of these mass functions for different
scenarios in Figure 2. The red and blue lines shows the FCT
and HC scenarios for two sets of parameters each one. In
both, the solid line, corresponds to a higher M∗ value, pre-
dicting PBHs with high mass in contrast with the dashed
line. Also, for both scenarios, each line has a different slope,
related to the distinct nb values. The grey area, shows the
region of PBHs evaporated today. We also show the values
of 〈M〉 for some parameter choices in the HC and FCT sce-
narios in Table 1. This shows that the mean mass of the
PBH distribution is larger for larger nb values, approaching
the value of M∗. This behaviour is expected as nb is related

Table 1. Mean mass of the PBH distribution for different pa-
rameters and the HC and FCT scenarios.

nb 〈M〉 [M�]
M∗ = 1.39× 102M� M∗ = 9.1× 10−8M�

HC
1.1 2.02× 10−18 8.13× 10−19

2.0 2.22× 10−14 1.28× 10−16

3.0 2.20× 10−9 6.23× 10−14

4.0 2.12× 10−4 2.89× 10−11

FCT
1.1 1.03× 10−5 5.83× 10−12

2.0 8.40× 10−3 1.95× 10−10

3.0 3.64 4.14× 10−9

4.0 2.61× 101 1.71× 10−8

to the mass function slope. Mass functions with low nb val-
ues have steeper slopes giving more weight to the low mass
population hence decreasing the resulting mean mass. It is
worth to note that this behaviour becomes more relevant
in the HC scenario, where the resulting mass functions are
steeper for the same nb value compared to the FCT scenario.

Since the broken PPS mass function can reproduce the
standard PPS mass function scenario, we will focus on the
broken PPS mass function as a general way to express our
results. Notice that the mass functions defined in Eqs. (37)
and (50) have several free parameters. Hereafter, we assume
fiducial values for the cosmological parameters as mentioned
above and kpiv = 10Mpc−1 leaving as free parameters nb
and M∗. We choose to fix fm = 1 in each scenario but also
adopt fm = β in some cases, (See Section 2.2). We consider
only PBH mass functions that predict PBHs in the regime
M < Mpiv. This is reasonable, since Mpiv & 1012 M� for
FCT and HC formation scenarios and PBHs with higher
masses tend to be very rare. We compute the slopes n of
the PS PBH mass distributions at masses well below the
characteristic mass M∗. The slopes depend mainly on the
blue spectral index. The logarithmic slopes of the differential
mass functions are n = −(9 − nb)/6 and n = −(9 − nb)/4
for FCT and HC respectively.
3 CONSTRAINTS ON THE FRACTION OF

DARK MATTER IN PBHS

Once we already defined our different mass functions, we
need to inspect the range of parameters of our modified PS
scenario where it is possible to account for all the dark mat-
ter in the form of PBHs, so as to provide a range of linear
parameters that can be later tested against physical PBH
formation mechanisms.

The fraction of DM in the form of PBHs is usually ex-
pressed as

f =
ρPBH
ρDM

, (51)

being f = 1 the scenario where PBHs can constitute all
DM in the Universe. Bear in mind that PBHs form from
primordial inhomogeneities which after the PBH formation
continue evolving during radiation domination in a scale de-
pendent way, thus giving rise to the transfer function. This
process reshuffles density fluctuations making PBHs essen-
tially randomly distributed in space by the end of the epoch
of radiation domination. This implies that they can be sim-
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ply considered “very" cold dark matter (CDM) particles.
Later on, during matter domination, when the density fluc-
tuations grow into virialised structures, these are naturally
formed by PBHs; i.e. dark matter haloes are PBH haloes.
Notice that just as in CDM, most of the PBHs live inside
dark matter haloes (eg. Angulo & White 2010)

In the following, we investigate different constraints on
this fraction. In doing so we neglect the possibility that a
fraction of the PBH population that collapsed to form dark
matter haloes was expelled out of them due to two-body and
other types of interactions. This is justified because massive
PBHs decrease their potential energy to fall into the cen-
tre of the halo (and potentially merge) by kicking smaller
PBHs out. To preserve the Virial equilibrium of the halo, the
mass in PBHs kicked out must be of the order of the mass
contributed by the most massive PBHs. This makes our ap-
proximation reasonable for steep mass functions where the
mass in PBHs expelled outside the halo (only that of the
massive ones) will be negligible compared to the total mass
in PBHs in haloes. However, only in the case of the flat-
test mass functions (FCT scenario and large nb values), this
assumption may have some issues because in this case the
fraction of mass in PBHs expelled out of haloes may become
significant.

3.1 Constraint from super massive black holes
mass function

The mass functions presented here allow for the existence
of very massive PBHs along with a population of low mass
PBHs, which does not occur with monochromatic PBH mass
functions. Dark matter haloes collapse during matter domi-
nation from Lagrangian regions that contain PBHs already
formed during the epoch of radiation. Therefore, they con-
tain PBHs drawn from the universal PBH mass function.
Depending on the volume that collapses, there is a maxi-
mum mass for the PBH that eventually falls into the dark
matter halo, which we refer to as the central PBH in the
Halo,

VHalo(Mh)nPBH(> Mc) = 1, (52)

where VHalo is the Lagrangian volume of the halo defined as

VHalo(Mh) =
Mh

ρm
, (53)

with ρm andMh corresponding to the comoving matter den-
sity and the halo mass respectively. In this work we assume
that the most massive PBH sinks to the center of the halo;
we will also consider the possibility that it will merge with
other PBHs later in this section.

If M∗ is large enough, a halo can contain central PBHs
with masses exceeding even the largest known supermas-
sive black holes (SMBH) observed in galaxies. This would
be at odds with observations and can be used to constrain
the parameter space comprised by the M∗, nb parameters.
Figure 3 shows examples of cumulative PBH mass functions
with horizontal lines marking the inverse of the Lagrangian
volume of dark matter haloes of different mass. The point
where these lines intersect the PBH mass functions show
the central PBH mass that will be found in haloes of such

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

22.5

25.0

27.5

lo
g 1

0(
N

RH
)

20 10 0 10 20
log10(M/M )

5.0

2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

lo
g 1

0 (n(
>

M
)

M
pc

3
)

1/V(109M )

1/V(1012M )

nb = 2.0 M * = 7.9 × 104
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Figure 3. PBH cumulative number density (17) for two different
sets of parameters nb and M∗, in the HC scenario, as a function
of the PBH mass. The axis on the right also shows the logarithm
of the number of PBHs within the comoving horizon. Black lines
show the inverse of the Lagrangian volume of a halo with mass
109 M� and 1012 M� as indicated.
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Figure 4. SMBHs mass function (dotted black line) with λ =

0.01 (Li et al. 2012) in comparison with different PBH mass func-
tions in the HC (blue) and FCT (red) scenarios.

mass, typically. For example, the solid line indicates that
both haloes represented in the figure have Mc ∼ 108M�,
while the dot-dashed line shows that, for those parameters,
a halo with Mh = 109M� has a central PBH with mass
Mc ∼ 105M�and a halo with Mh = 1012M� has a central
PBH of Mc ∼ 1011M�.

The general idea of this constraint is that the abun-
dance of massive PBHs should, in no case, surpass that of
the SMBHs in galaxies. Then, the constraint will be built
by comparing the abundance of the most massive PBHs in
haloes with that of the SMBHs in galaxies, obtained from
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observations. The latter can be obtained from the active
galactic nucleus (AGN) mass function as

(
dn

dM

)
SMBH

=
1

λ (M)

(
dn

dM

)
AGN

, (54)

where λ(M) corresponds to the duty cycle of AGNs, and the
AGN mass function is that given by Li et al. (2012). For this
work, we use λ(M) = 0.01, which is reasonable considering
that we are interested in the SMBH mass function at z = 0
(Li et al. 2012). For the mass function of the most massive
SMBHs in haloes we define the cumulative number density
of SMBH as

nSMBH (> M) =

∫ ∞
M

(
dn

dM

)
SMBH

dM. (55)

Requiring that the PBH mass functions satisfy
nPBH(M) < nSMBH(M) (with nPBH defined as the cumu-
lative number density of PBH) would be too restrictive as
nPBH overestimates the number of PBHs because it also
counts satellite PBHs in the halo. We solve this by con-
sidering only the most massive PBH of mass Mc within a
halo, as defined above.

We adopt the halo mass function proposed by Tinker
et al. (2008) to compute the cumulative number density of
central PBHs

nPBHc (> M) =

∫ ∞
M

(
dn

dM
(Mh (Mc))

)
Halo

(
dMh

dMc

)
dMc,

(56)
where Mh(Mc) is obtained implicitly through (53) and the
Jacobian

(
dMh
dMc

)
is obtained using (52).

Figure 4 shows the observational SMBH mass function
(dotted black line) in comparison with PBH mass distribu-
tions in the HC (blue lines) and FCT (red lines) scenarios
assuming a nb = 3.0 and 3.5 for M∗ = 109M� and 1010M�,
respectively. Notice that for the latter M∗ values, the high
mass tails for the PBH mass function are below the SMBH
one at all SMBH masses, and are therefore allowed.

We also study the effect of mergers of massive PBHs
considering that PBHs with masses larger than the "sink-in
mass" Ms have all fallen to the centre and merged with the
central PBH. Ms is defined implicitly by requiring that the
sink-in time into the centre of a halo of mass Mh is equal to
the Hubble time at redshift z. i.e.,

τdyn (Ms,Mh, z) = H (z)−1 . (57)

The estimation of this dynamical time requires knowl-
edge of the dynamical behavior of a massive object within
a halo. This can be expressed in terms of the halo mass Mh

and the PBH mass MPBH (Binney & Tremaine 2008) as

τdyn (MPBH ,Mh, z) =
1.17

ln (Λ (MPBH ,Mh))

r2200 (Mh, z) vc (Mh)

GMPBH
,

(58)

where

r200 (Mh, z) =

(
3Mha

3 (z)

800πρm,0

) 1
3

, (59)

vc (Mh) =

(
GMh

r200 (Mh)

) 1
2

, (60)

and

Λ (MPBH ,Mh) = 1 +
Mh

MPBH
. (61)

Then, we define the modified central PBH mass M ′c as

M ′c (Mh, z) = Mc (Mh)

+V (Mh)

∫ Mc(Mh)

min(Ms(Mh,z),Mc(Mh))

(
dn

dM

)
PBH

MdM,

(62)

accounting for the merger of all PBHs withM > Ms present
in the halo, assuming instantaneous merging, and neglecting
the satellite PBHs correctly. Also, in case that Ms > Mc,
no PBH has the time to fall to the centre and the mass of
the central PBH is not modified by merging. To investigate
whether this merging effect is relevant we calculate the sink-
in mass Ms at z = 0 and the central mass Mc (Eq.52) in
halos spanning a mass range of 105 − 1017M� for different
PBH mass distributions. Figure 5 shows the sink-in mass
(dotted black line) and values of central mass as function of
the halo mass. We show three M∗ values, 104M� (green),
108M� (red), 1012M� (blue) and two values for nb for each
M∗, nb = 2 and nb = 3.5 represented by solid and dashed
lines, respectively. As we can see, Ms is greater than Mc at
almost all Mh except in a small region when the halo mass
is similar to the M∗ value. This means that, in general, the
central PBHs in these halos are not modified by mergers
M ′c ≈ Mc

3. For the case when Ms is similar to M∗, the
mass of the formed halo should satisfy Mh �M∗.

Finally, it will suffice to impose that nPBHc(> M) 6
nSMBH(> M) for all values ofM , considering the cumulative
number density of central PBHs as in (56). This translates
into a permitted fraction of DM in the form of PBHs given
by

f = min

({
nSMBH (> M)

NPBHc (> M)

}
M>107M�

)
, (63)

where we consider the minimum value of this fraction in or-
der to be in agreement with the SMBH mass function, even
in the most restrictive scenario. Figure 6 shows the contours
of different values of f in the n,M∗ and nb space for this cri-
terion (Eq. 63) for the FCT and HC scenarios. As we can see,
this constraint affects the scenarios where the mass functions
predict PBHs with high masses (O(1010M�)) since these are
the ones that can show disagreement with the observation-
ally detected SMBHs.

In the remainder of this section, we present the other
constraints on the fraction of DM in PBH, extracted from
the literature.

3 Notice that for FCT, there are no Mc in halos with masses
below ∼ 107M� and ∼ 1011M� for M∗ = 108M� and M∗ =

1012M� respectively when nb = 3.5.
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Figure 5. Sink-in mass (Ms, black dotted line) and central PBH
mass (Mc) as function of the halo mass (Mh) for HC (top panel)
and FCT (bottom panel) scenarios. The different colors corre-
spond to different M∗ values with nb = 2.0 (solid lines) and
nb = 3.5 (dashed lines).
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Figure 6. Level contours for f given by Eq. 63 for HC (left
panel) and FCT (right panel) scenarios. The red lines indicate the
fSMBH = 1 contours. As the figure suggests, the regions where
this constraint becomes more restrictive corresponds to the ones
with high M∗, i.e., regions where their corresponding mass func-
tion predicts massive PBHs.

3.2 Monochromatic Constraints and extended
PBH mass distributions

Most of the constraints for f are computed for a monochro-
matic mass function. One would want to calculate again
these constraints but now, considering that the primordial
black holes span a wide range of masses. Nevertheless, the
physical processes in most of these observable constraints
are not completely understood and many astrophysical pa-
rameters have to be assumed. Thus, for extended mass dis-
tributions the computation of f considering the mass de-
pendence on the different physical processes becomes very
difficult (Carr et al. 2017).

Some authors have developed methods to translate the
constraints on monochromatic mass functions into extended
ones (see for instance Carr et al. 2017; Bellomo et al. 2018).
Based on these approaches, we propose an alternative for-
malism to constrain PBH extended mass functions from
monochromatic bounds. This new method accounts for the
fact that the physical processes used to constrain f are sen-
sitive to PBHs only in a particular mass range, which ac-
counts for a fraction of the total PBH mass in an extended
mass function. It also accounts for the redshift evolution of
the mass function due to PBH evaporation and the entrance
of more massive PBHs to the Hubble volume as time pro-
gresses.

We consider different physical processes which indepen-
dently provide constraints to the allowed DM fraction in
PBHs assuming monochromatic distributions. Each under-
lying process is related to some observable output, which is
assumed to be extensive in the number of PBHs, i.e., the
total output is proportional to the number of PBHs. Then,
the fraction f is interpreted directly as the ratio between
the maximum allowed output and the measured value of
that output. If this ratio is greater than one it means that
the constraint, given by the maximum allowed value of the
output, has not been reached. If it is less than one, it mea-
sures the maximum fraction of DM that PBHs can account
for, such that when multiplied by the total measured value
of the output, one recovers the maximum allowed value.

The inverse of f thus gives the observed output nor-
malised by its maximum allowed value (which corresponds
to the observational constraint), and is thus a measure of
the normalised output function g (M). Due to the extensive
nature of the output, and considering that an extended mass
function for PBHs can be interpreted as the sum of differ-
ent monochromatic populations, the average of the output
function 〈g (M)〉 can be calculated using the mass function
itself as the relevant statistical weight. This value of an ef-
fective output is interpreted as the resulting output from a
combination of BH populations of different masses, with a
distribution provided by the mass function,

〈g(M)〉 =

∫min(Mmax,M1pH (z))

max(Mmin,Mev(z))
g(M) dn

dM
dM∫min(Mmax,M1pH (z))

max(Mmin,Mev(z))
dn
dM

dM
, (64)

whereMmin andMmax are the mass limits where the obser-
vational constraint is sensitive, and we only consider PBHs
such that they exist (e.g., they have not evaporated at that
moment) within the causal volume by includingMev(z) and
M1pH(z). Then, the multiplicative inverse of this 〈g (M)〉 is
interpreted directly as the effective f for the PBH popula-
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tion, characterised by a particular choice of the mass func-
tion. This procedure is general, and it only relies on the as-
sumption of extensivity of the underlying physical quantity
associated with the observational constraint.

Because the normalised output functions g (M) have
support only on a domain that is a subset of the considered
mass range for PBHs where the mass function is defined,
the effective fraction f obtained as previously mentioned
has to be corrected to account for the mass not constrained
by g (M). Figure 7 illustrates a generic mass function and a
particular output function g (M). For instance, consider two
populations (A) and (B) of PBHs. The population (A) corre-
sponds to the PBHs that can affect the observable measured
by a particular constraint. For example, if some constraint
is sensitive to objects with masses betweenMmin andMmax

then, only PBHs within those masses will be considered on
the calculation of the effective f . The population (B) corre-
sponds to the whole population of PBHs, considering even
the ones that cannot be detected by this constraint. For in-
stance, if the population (B) holds more PBH mass than
population (A), then the resulting effective f will be higher
since the constraint will only act on a small fraction of our
population and hence, a small fraction of the total PBH
mass.

To correct for this, we define the constrained mass den-
sity as

ρconstr =

∫ min(Mmax,M1pH (z))

max(Mmin,Mev(z))

(
g(M)

gmax

)
M

dn

dM
dM, (65)

where g(M)
gmax

will act as a filter function, varying from 1, at
the maximum value of g(M), gmax, and 0, whenever M is
outside the domain of g(M).

We use this definition to compute the ratio between
the total mass density in PBHs at redshift z (see eq. (14))
and the constrained mass density (65) at the same epoch,
obtaining

CM (z) =

∫M1pH (z)

Mev(z)
M dn

dM
dM

ρconstr
. (66)

The meaning of CM (z) is understood such that all the mass
is constrained near the maximum of g (M), with the sensi-
tivity of the constraint decreasing proportionally to the de-
crease in observable output away from the maximum gmax.

Additionally, the data to compute some of the obser-
vational constraints is obtained at a particular redshift z.
Then, we need to introduce another correction to take into
account the evolution of the mass function from this redshift
z to the current epoch. Figure 8 illustrates a mass function
whose limits are the evaporation massMev andM1pH today
and at z = 1100. Notice that, within these limits, there is
a difference in the mass function and mass density of PBHs
when different redshifts are considered. Therefore, we intro-
duce the Cz quantity to correct the resulting effective f by
the mass function evolution as

Cz(z) =

∫M1pH (z=0)

Mev(z=0) M dn
dM

dM∫M1pH (z)

Mev(z)
M dn

dM
dM

. (67)

Thus, the corrected fraction of DM as PBHs is then
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g(M) dn
dM

Figure 7. Schematic figure for the CM correction. The blue
line corresponds to an arbitrary extended mass distribution. The
black line represents the g(M) function, which is only sensitive
to masses within (Mmin,Mmax) and the red line shows the mass
function weighted by g(M). This figure shows that when consid-
ering a particular g(M), related to some constraint, it is possible
to have masses outside the regime where g(M) is sensitive.
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Figure 8. Schematic figure for the Cz correction. The black solid
line represents an arbitrary mass function. The red and blue ver-
tical lines mark the evaporation (Mev) andM1ph masses at z = 0
and z = 1100 respectively. Notice the number of PBHs in these
boundaries change at different redshifts.

given by the fraction computed as 〈g (M)〉−1, multiplied by
the correction factors CM and Cz, i.e.,

fi =

(
CM (zi)Cz(zi)

〈gi (M)〉

)
, (68)

where the subscript i was added to indicate that this is for
a particular monochromatic constraint.
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In the following, we apply this procedure to compute
the allowed f for HC and FCT extended mass distribu-
tions for a range of values for the parameters M∗ and nb.
We have chosen monochromatic constraints from evaporat-
ing PBHs, lensing and dynamical effects covering a wide
range of masses; when there are multiple observables produc-
ing constraints on the same monochromatic PBH mass, we
choose the more restrictive ones that span the widest range
of masses, which are the most restrictive for extended mass
distributions. This ensures that our combined constraints
will be complete and contain all relevant observables. For a
set of parameters (M∗, nb), the maximum allowed fraction
of DM in the form of PBHs f , will be the minimum fi from
all considered constraints i.e.

f(M∗, nb) = min(fi). (69)

As a summary, the method to translate constraints
on monochromatic mass distributions to constraints on ex-
tended mass distributions, described in this section, consid-
ers the following steps, for each monochromatic mass func-
tion constraint:

(i) If the analytic function of f is not given, we obtain
data points from the f plot given in the literature.
(ii) We compute 〈g(M)〉 using Eq. (64).
(iii) We calculate the two corrections CM and Cz given

by Eq. (66) and Eq. (67) respectively, taking into account
the redshift of the observations zi.
(iv) The corrected f is then calculated using Eq. (68).
(v) Once we performed the previous steps for all the

monochromatic mass distribution constraints, the resulting
admitted fraction of DM in PBHs is given by the minimum
fraction obtained Eq. (69).

It is worth to note that the observational constraints
depend on different astrophysical assumptions and most of
them have caveats on the black hole physics. Therefore, it
is important to understand the physics behind each process
which we briefly describe below.

3.2.1 Big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN)

The effect of low mass PBH evaporation on the BBN epoch
has been already studied in several works (Miyama & Sato
1978; Vainer & Naselskii 1977; Zeldovich et al. 1977; Lindley
1980; Keith et al. 2020; Carr et al. 2020). The particles radi-
ated by PBHs could affect the abundance of primordial light
elements, for instance, enhancing the neutron-proton ratio,
hence increasing the helium abundance. Also this radiation
can break the Helium nuclei and decrease the amount of
Deuterium at the moment of BBN. Here, we consider the
measurements of the primordial mass fraction Y , the ratio
D/H, 6Li/7Li, 3He/D which impose bounds on the β pa-
rameter (Eq. (12)) presented by Carr et al. (2010).

This parameter is associated to the current density pa-
rameter of non evaporated PBHs and therefore, related to
f(M) as

f(M) ≈ 3.81 × 108β′(M)

(
M

M�

)−1/2

, (70)

where this expression is given by equation (55) in (Carr et al.
2020) and β′(M) is related to β(M) through

β′(M) ≡ γ1/2
( g∗i

106.75

)−1/4

β(M), (71)

where γ is related to the physics of the gravitational collapse
and g∗i corresponds to the number of relativistic degrees of
freedom which, contrary to γ, can be specified very precisely
(as explained in Carr et al. 2010).

Finally, we use this f(M) (for a monochromatic distri-
bution) to obtain the effective f with our method, consider-
ing a redshift z = 1010 for these constraints.

3.2.2 Extragalactic γ-ray background

A primordial black hole with mass M can emit thermal
radiation through the Hawking radiation mechanism. The
emission rate for particles with spin s in the range of en-
ergies [E,E + dE] has been calculated by many authors
(MacGibbon & Webber 1990; MacGibbon 1991; Carr et al.
2016a). This phenomenon can be used to constrain the frac-
tion of PBHs by confronting the theoretical spectrum of ra-
diation (photons) emitted from PBHs with observations, for
instance, the diffuse extragalactic γ-ray background (EGB).
Different experiments have measured the diffuse EGB in the
energy range 1MeV-1000MeV (see Carr et al. 2020, and
references therein). The observed extragalactic intensity is
Iobs ∝ E−(1+ε), where ε parameterises the spectral tilt. From
this relation, it is possible to estimate the fraction of PBHs
as DM as

f(M)γ . 2× 10−8

(
M

Mγ

)3+ε

(72)

where M > Mγ , Mγ ∼ 5 × 1014g (∼ 2.51 × 10−19M�)
and ε takes a value between (0.1, 0.4). For this constraint,
we assume a redshift z = 1160, a minimum mass Mmin =
2.52× 10−19M�, Mmax = 6.4× 10−17M� and ε = 0.2. Ad-
ditionally, we consider the constraint on f when M < Mγ

in the interval ∼ 1.3×10−20M� < M < 2.51×10−19M� by
taking data points from the f plot by Carr et al. (2020).

3.2.3 Galactic center γ-ray constraint

The current observations of the 511 keV gamma-ray line
from the Galactic centre by the INTEGRAL observatory
(Siegert et al. 2016) can be used to constrain the fraction
of PBHs as dark matter with masses M ∼ 10−17M�, as
they could radiate positrons which eventually annihilate pro-
ducing a γ-ray spectrum. We extract the data points from
the constraint on f obtained by Dasgupta et al. (2019, see
also, Laha 2019; DeRocco & Graham 2019) using the INTE-
GRAL measurements in the interval ∼ 5.5× 10−19M� and
∼ 8.5× 10−17M�. This constraint is relevant at z = 0.

3.2.4 Gravitational lensing constraints

Microlensing is the effect of an amplification of a back-
ground source during a short period of time produced by
the passage of a compact object close to its line of sight.
Paczynski (1986) suggested that a population of objects pro-
ducing this effect could be detected within the Milky Way
halo. Each microlensing event will occur when a compact
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object goes through what is called the microlensing “tube”
which is directly related to the mass of the object, in our
case, the PBH. The observable for this constraint is the
number of observed events and, this is in turn related to
the number density distribution as a function of mass, i.e.,
the mass function of the objects (Griest 1991; De Rújula
et al. 1991). The microlensing of stars in the Magellanic
clouds by massive compact halo objects (MACHOs) has
been used to test the fraction of DM as PBHs (Paczyn-
ski 1986) in the range ∼ 10−8M� < M < 60M�. Other
campaigns to search lensing events of sources in the Mag-
ellanic clouds due to MACHOs are the EROS (Hamadache
et al. 2006; Tisserand et al. 2007) and OGLE (Wyrzykowski
et al. 2011) experiments. For these constraints we compute
〈g (M)〉 from the f(M) functional form of the curve plot-
ted in Carr et al. (2016b, 2020). The range of masses that
can be constrained are 5.8 × 10−8M� . M . 5M� and
1.8 × 10−7M� . M . 0.3M� for EROS and OGLE mea-
surements, respectively.

We also consider the limits on the abundance of com-
pact objects which could produce a millilensing effect of ra-
dio sources (Wilkinson et al. 2001). This observable puts
constraints on f in the interval ∼ 1 × 105M� < M <
1 × 109M�. The femtolensing effect of gamma ray burst
(GRBs) by compact objects also imposes a limit on f in the
interval 5 × 10−17M� . M . 1 × 10−14M� (Marani et al.
1999; Nemiroff et al. 2001; Barnacka et al. 2012). Neverthe-
less Katz et al. (2018, see also Carr et al. 2020) claim that
most of the GRBs are are inappropriate for femtolensing
searches and hence f is not robustly constrained. The mi-
crolensing search of stars in the Milky way and M31 by PBHs
with the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam provides a bound on
f in the interval 3.6 × 10−12M� . M . 6.8 × 10−6M�
(Niikura et al. 2019b). Recently, Smyth et al. (2020) point
out that these constraints assume a fixed source size of one
solar radius. By performing a more realistic analysis, they
conclude that the current bounds are weaker by up to al-
most three orders of magnitude. All these constraints are at
redshfit z = 0.

3.2.5 Neutron star capture and white dwarfs

Another constraint on the fraction of DM as PBHs is ob-
tained from their capture by neutron stars in environments
with high density, such as, the core of globular clusters. If
a neutron star captures a PBH it can be disrupted by ac-
cretion of its material onto the PBH. Thus, the observed
abundance of neutron stars imposes constraints on f at a
certain range of masses. The f(M) function encoding the
physics of the capture probability by neutron stars is given
by

fNS(M) =
M

4.7× 1024g

(
1− exp

(
− M

2.9× 1023g

))−1

,

(73)
where we have adopted the same values as Capela et al.
(2013). Notice that this constraint is valid in the mass range
1.25 × 10−15M� < M < 5 × 10−9M�. Additionally, the
possibility that PBHs can trigger white dwarf explosions as a
supernovae also provides a bound on f (Graham et al. 2015).
The white dwarf distribution imposes constraints to PBHs

with masses between∼ 1.2×10−15M� and∼ 1.6×10−11M�.
Both constraints are relevant at z = 0.

Note, however, that Montero-Camacho et al. (2019) has
recently stated that the NS constraint is no longer valid.
One of the reasons is that it considers globular clusters as
an environment with high DM density. This can happen if
the clusters are from primordial origin, however this scenario
is not fully determined. Montero-Camacho et al. (2019) also
studied NS capture considering the environment on dwarf
galaxies concluding that the survival of stars cannot rule
out PBHs as DM. They also conclude that there is not an
effective constraint from white dwarf survival.

3.2.6 X-ray binaries.

We know that there is a possibility that a PBH can accrete
baryonic matter from the interstellar medium (ISM), form-
ing an accretion disk which can radiate. Inoue & Kusenko
(2017, see also Carr et al. 2020) considered that a PBH can
accrete material through the Bondi-Hoyle-Lyttleton accre-
tion. In this approach, the mass accreted onto a PBH can
be converted in radiation, associated to a luminosity L, and
hence, the number of accreting PBHs, emitting a luminos-
ity Lx (in X-rays), can be estimated. Indeed, the luminosity
function of X-ray binaries (XRB) restricts the maximum X-
ray output and hence, the number of accreting PBHs. This
luminosity function has been obtained using Chandra obser-
vations (see for instance Mineo et al. 2012), with Lx span-
ning the range 1035 − 1041erg s−1, implying constraints on
PBH with masses ∼ 5.7M� − 2× 107M�.

We translate this into our method by extracting data
points from the fXRB(M) curve presented by Inoue &
Kusenko (2017); Carr et al. (2020). This constraint applies
to redshift z = 0.

3.2.7 Disruption of globular clusters and galaxies

Another important constraint comes from PBH dynamical
effects on astrophysical systems like globular clusters (GC)
and galaxies (G) (Carr & Sakellariadou 1999). A passing
PBH could disrupt a GC due to tidal forces, thus the GC
survival imposes the following bound on f

fGC(M) =

{
( M
3×104M� )−1 3× 104M� < M < 106M�,

0.03 106M� < M < 1011M�,
(74)

which is relevant at z = 0. Besides individual PBHs, hypo-
thetical clumps could also disrupt galaxies in clusters, re-
sulting in an additional bound on f given by

fG(M) =

{
( M
7×109M� )−1 7× 109M� < M < 1011M�,

0.05 1011M� < M < 1013M�,
(75)

where this is relevant at z = 1.

3.2.8 Disk heating

PBH encounters with (mainly old) disk stars could be re-
sponsible for disk heating in galaxies (Carr & Sakellariadou
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1999; Carr et al. 2020). This dynamical effect is translated
into a restriction on f for high mass PBHs as

fDH(M) =

{
( M
3×106M� )−1 3× 106M� < M < 3× 109M�,
M

Mhalo
3× 109M� < M < Mhalo,

(76)
where a halo mass, Mhalo, of 3× 1012M� is assumed and it
is considered to be important at redshift z = 1.

3.2.9 Wide binaries

Binary star systems with wide separations could be dis-
rupted by encountering PBHs (Chanamé & Gould 2004;
Quinn et al. 2009). Observations of wide binaries in the
Milky way impose a constraint on f as a function of the
PBH mass, given by

fWB(M) =

{
( M
500M� )−1 500M� < M . 103M�,

0.4 103M� .M < 108M � .
(77)

This constraint is relevant at z = 0.

3.2.10 Dynamical friction

PBHs could be dragged into the centre of the Milky Way
due to dynamical friction of halo objects and stars. This
possibility leads to constraints on f in the range of masses
between ∼ 104M� and ∼ 1013M�. To use our method to
translate monochromatic constraints to extended ones, we
extract the data points from the f curve presented by Carr
et al. (2020).

3.2.11 Accretion by PBHs

The accretion of matter onto PBHs involves different effects
that we can potentially observe. Even if there are numerous
constraints related to this process, we consider here the con-
straints on PBHs with masses between ∼ 100 and 104M� ,
presented by Serpico et al. (2020). In particular, they study
the effects of disk-like or spherical accretion on the CMB
anisotropies. In this work, we adopt the accretion scenario
without a DM halo4 (explained in detail by Poulin et al.
2017). The relevant redshift for this process is considered as
z ∼ 450.

In general, constraints related to the accretion by PBHs
depend on numerous assumptions and physical parameters.
Therefore these must be considered with care (see Carr et al.
2020).

3.2.12 Large scale structure

Massive PBHs have the peculiarity that they can seed the
large scale structure of the Universe (Carr & Silk 2018). To
take this into account we consider the estimations for the
constraint on f for this effect, given by Carr et al. (2020)
who include constraints for PBH with masses in the range

4 This is because we start with the assumption that DM is com-
posed by PBHs and then, we study the validity of this assumption
by computing f .

∼ 102− 1014M�. The relevant redshift for this constraint is
z = 0.

3.2.13 Gravitational waves

Gravitational waves are produced by the coalescence of black
holes, which may be primordial in origin. They could also
be produced during the formation of PBHs. Several authors
studied the merger rates of PBHs in order to predict GW
signals due to these mergers and compared them to the ob-
servations (see Sasaki et al. 2016; Eroshenko 2018, for exam-
ple). Ali-Haïmoud et al. (2017) estimated the merger rate of
PBH binaries in order to compute the maximum fraction f ,
obtaining potential constraints on PBHs with masses in the
range ∼ 10− 100M�. Later, the LIGO/Virgo collaboration
used the non-detection of GW events to put constraints on
sub-solar mass PBHs (Abbott et al. 2018).

Additionally, the superposition of GW from inde-
pendent sources produces a background signal known as
stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB). Wang
et al. (2018) used this effect to compute constraints on f for
PBHs of∼ 1−100M�, using the first Advanced LIGO obser-
vation run. Recently, Raidal et al. (2019) provide updated
constraints in the mass range ∼ 10−1 − 103 (assuming a
log-normal mass function) from the observed merger rate of
ten events by LIGO non-observations and also bounds from
the stochastic GW background by comparing with the pro-
jected final sensitivity of LIGO. Wong et al. (2021) present
constraints on f estimated from the third observing run of
the LIGO-Virgo Collaboration and from the NANOGrav ex-
periment 11-yr data. We have also considered these bounds
in our analysis.

Even if these effects impose stringent constraints on f , it
has been recently pointed out that a more detailed analysis
to compute the merger rate of PBH binaries is needed (see
Boehm et al. 2020). This result suggests that the constraints
related to GW must be disputed if these are calculated by
estimating a merger rate for PBH binaries. Nevertheless,
several authors (De Luca et al. 2020b; Hütsi et al. 2021)
claimed that such analysis on the growing PBH mass in an
expanding universe should be reexamined.

3.2.14 Cosmic microwave background dipole

Under the assumption that there are supermassive PBHs in
the intergalactic medium, they can induce peculiar velocities
on galaxies due to gravitational interaction. The peculiar
velocity of the Milky Way can be measured from the cosmic
microwave background (CMB) dipole and used to constrain
the fraction of this population of PBHs (Carr et al. 2020).
The resulting constraint on f gives

fCMB(M) =

(
M

5× 1015M�

)−1/2(
t0

1010yr

)−3/2

Ω−0.9
m0 h−2,

(78)
where t0 is the age of the Universe, Ωm0 is the matter den-
sity parameter and, h is the dimensionless normalised Hub-
ble constant. Even though the CMB radiation originates at
z ∼ 1100, this effect is measured locally, implying that the
relevant redshift is z = 0. This effect gives constraints on
PBHs with masses between ∼ 7× 1016M� and 1× 1022M�.
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Table 2. Summary of all the constraints considered in this work. We include the respective mass regimes where they apply and the
corresponding redshift for each one, along with the mass of the PBH that ends its evaporation at that redshift Mev(z). Also, the last
column shows references which explain these constraints in more detail. Constraints marked with ∗ are considered disputed for different
reasons.

Constraint Mass Regime Redshift log10

(
Mev(z)
M�

)
References

Big Bang Nucleosynthesis −24.3 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< −19.8 ∼ 1010 −25.1 Zeldovich et al. (1977); Carr et al.

(2010)
Extragalactic γ-ray background −18.6 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< −16.2 1160 −20.6 Carr et al. (2016a)

INTEGRAL −18.3 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< −16.1 0 −19.1 Dasgupta et al. (2019); Laha

(2019); DeRocco & Graham
(2019)

GRB lensing∗ −16.3 . log10

(
M
M�

)
. −14 0 −19.1 Marani et al. (1999); Nemiroff

et al. (2001); Barnacka et al.
(2012); Katz et al. (2018)

White dwarfs∗ −14.9 . log10

(
M
M�

)
. −10.8 0 −19.1 Graham et al. (2015)

Neutron star capture∗ −14.9 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< −8.3 0 −19.1 Capela et al. (2013); Montero-

Camacho et al. (2019)
Subaru∗ −11.4 . log10

(
M
M�

)
. −5.2 0 −19.1 Niikura et al. (2019a); Smyth et al.

(2020)
MACHOS −8 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< 1.8 0 −19.1 Paczynski (1986)

EROS −7.2 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< 0.7 0 −19.1 Hamadache et al. (2006); Tis-

serand et al. (2007)
OGLE −6.7 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< −0.5 0 −19.1 Wyrzykowski et al. (2011)

Accretion of PBHs∗ 0 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 4 450 −20.4 Poulin et al. (2017); Serpico et al.

(2020); Carr et al. (2020)
Gravitational waves∗ 1 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 3 0 −19.1 Abbott et al. (2018); Wang et al.

(2018); Boehm et al. (2020);
Raidal et al. (2019); Wong et al.
(2021)

Large scale structure 2 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 14 0 −19.1 Carr et al. (2020)

Lensing of radio sources 5 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 9 0 −19.1 Wilkinson et al. (2001)

Dynamical friction 4 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< 13 0 −19.1 Carr et al. (2020)

Wide binaries 2.7 . log10

(
M
M�

)
< 8 0 −19.1 Chanamé & Gould (2004); Quinn

et al. (2009)
X-ray binaries 0.8 . log10

(
M
M�

)
. 7.3 0 −19.1 Inoue & Kusenko (2017); Carr

et al. (2020)
Globular cluster disruption 4.5 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 11 0 −19.1 Carr & Sakellariadou (1999)

Galaxy disruption 9.8 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 13 1 −19.2 Carr & Sakellariadou (1999)

Disk heating 6.5 < log10

(
M
M�

)
< 12.5 1 −19.2 Carr & Sakellariadou (1999); Carr

et al. (2020)
CMB dipole 16.8 . log10

(
M
M�

)
. 22 0 −19.1 Carr et al. (2020)

Although we have considered this limit, we will explore
the M∗ parameter up to 1015M�, meaning that it is very
unlikely to find PBHs within the mass regime of this process
and hence, we do not expect to obtain an f(M) bound from
this constraint.

In Table 2 we summarise these physical effects and the
corresponding PBH masses that each one constrains, along
with the relevant redshift, the mass of the PBH that evap-
orates at that time Mev(z) and references to the full details
of these effects.

As mentioned before, Carr et al. (2017) and Bellomo
et al. (2018) presented different methods to translate con-
straints on f from monochromatic mass functions to ex-
tended ones. The method by Carr et al. (CM17, 2017) com-
putes the f of an extended mass distribution by integrating

the quotient between the mass distribution of log(M) and
the maximum allowed fraction for a monochromatic func-
tion. The method by Bellomo et al. (BM18, 2018) consist in
estimating f from an effective mass, Meff , associated to a
monochromatic mass function. This Meff is calculated by
integrating the mass function normalised to unity weighted
by a function g(M) encoding the physical processes of the
observable. To compare these methods with the one pre-
sented in this work use the observations of gravitational
lensing by MACHOS (see §3.2.4). The resulting f values
for selected (nb,M∗) values are shown in Table 3. It is wor-
thy to mention that when the CM17 and BM8 methods are
applied to our extended mass functions, the f is calculated
only in the range of masses of the chosen observables. We
found that the f values obtained from the MACHOs con-
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Table 3. Comparison of the allowed fractions of PBHs as DM ob-
tained from different methods to translate results for monochro-
matic constraints to extended mass functions for the set of pa-
rameters given in Table 4 using the gravitational lensing by MA-
CHOS.

nb M∗[M�] fMACHOs

This work Bellomo et al. (2018) Carr et al. (2017)

HC
3.0 1.39× 102 1.0 0.68 1.0
3.8 9.1× 10−8 1.0 0.83 1.0

FCT
1.5 1.39× 102 1.0 0.31 1.0

3.5 1.39× 102 1.0 0.10 0.86
2.0 9.1× 10−8 1.0 0.81 1.0

straints are consistent among the three different methods.
It is worth noting that the method presented in this work
corrects the f value taking into account PBHs outside the
limits of the observable universe as a function of redshift, as
well as the evolution of the mass function from the redshift
z to the current epoch through Mev(z) and M1ph(z). In ad-
dition, we found that f from BM18 is almost independent
from the M∗ value. Moreover, if f is calculated consider-
ing the minimum and maximum masses of the full extended
mass distribution, this method could result in Meff values
outside the range of masses of the observable, and therefore,
other considerations must be taken into account.

4 COMBINED CONSTRAINTS ON
EXTENDED PBH MASS FUNCTIONS

To investigate whether PBHs under the HC and FCT forma-
tion scenarios can constitute all the dark matter in the Uni-
verse we confront different realisations for the mass functions
with observational constraints at different mass regimes,
mentioned in the previous section. As mentioned above, we
assume fiducial values ns = 0.9649, kpiv = 10 Mpc−1, and
fm = 1 in the HC (Eq. 50) and FCT (Eq. 37) mass dis-
tributions, leaving as free parameters the blue index nb and
M∗.5 Each realisation of the mass function will have a differ-
ent pair (nb, M∗) spanning the intervals nb ∈ [1.1, 4.0] and
M∗ ∈ [10−30M�, 1015M�] in a grid of 50 points for each
parameter.

For all the realisations, we compute the constraint on
fSMBH (Eq. 63), as explained above. Additionally, we em-
ploy the method described in Section 3.2 for obtaining the
corresponding constraint on fi for each process described in
the same section.

Figure 9 (top panel) shows the resulting level contours
for the maximum allowed fraction f of DM in PBHs ob-
tained by combining the undisputed monochromatic con-
straints (see Table 2) according to Eq. 69, together with the
constraint provided by SMBHs. The colours correspond to
contours on f for values between 10−24 and 1. We present
this as a function of the slope n of the PBH mass functions
(bottom axis), nb (top axis) andM∗. The left and right pan-
els show the HC and FCT scenarios, respectively. In the HC

5 It is worth to note that our first choice on fm implies that only
a fraction of regions with a linear overdensity higher than δc will
be associated to the physical formation of a PBH.

panel, the grey dashed contours represent the values of the
average mass 〈M〉PBH (Eq. 15) of the PBH distributions
with values from 10−18M� to 1M� from the bottom to the
top, respectively. In the FCT panel, the grey dashed con-
tours represent the values of the number density nPBH (Eq.
13) with values from ' 4× 1028Mpc−3 to ' 4× 1010Mpc−3

from bottom to top, respectively. In both panels, the hatched
region at low characteristic masses (M∗ . 10−21M�), is
excluded since in this range of parameters all PBHs have
evaporated by the present time and hence, cannot account
for the DM we see today. As can be seen, a large fraction of
the parameter space is restricted to f < 1. However, the red
contours that correspond to f = 1 enclose regions (white)
where it is possible to have the DM composed entirely by
PBHs, i.e., f > 1. The are two allowed regions in the HC
scenario, one of them roughly atM∗ ∼ 102M�, with nb from
∼ 2.3 to 4. The other region corresponds to M∗ ∼ 10−7M�
and nb > 3.6. In the FCT scenario, there are three allowed
regions where f = 1. The first two regions are located at
M∗ ∼ 102M� and nb in the ranges [1.1, 1.7] and [2.2, 4.0]
respectively. The third region spans all the nb range for
M∗ ∼ 10−7M� including even more values of M∗ as nb in-
creases. Table 4 gives representative (nb,M∗) values in such
regions.

An interesting feature is that the level contours exhibit
a continuity in the mass function slope from n ∼ −1.9 to
−0.9. In the HC scenario, the top dotted lines correspond
to a pivot mass Mpiv = 8.9 × 1012M� when fm = 1. The
hatched region for M∗ > Mpiv shows there are no HC mass
functions defined there.

Regarding fm, we also perform an iterative procedure
to estimate fm = β such that all linear overdensities with
δ > δc are associated with the formation of a PBH. Applying
the procedure explained in Section 2.2, in FCT we obtain
β ∼ 5.8 × 10−23, for all values of nb and M∗, resulting in
Mpiv ∼ 3.45× 1010M� which is shown as the black dashed
line in the FCT panel. In the HC scenario, this is slightly
more complicated due to the strong dependence of β onM∗.
The approach for this scenario, was to find the maximum
M∗ value such that M∗ < Mpiv. The resulting maximum
effective log10(M∗/M�) ∼ 8.8−9.8 in the nb range implying
Mpiv ∼ 7.78×108M�−1.2×1010M�. The black dashed line
in the HC panel shows these values of maximum M∗.

The bottom panel of Figure 9 shows the combined con-
straints for f for a fixed value of nb = 2.5 as a function
of M∗ for both, the FCT (red) and HC (blue) scenarios.
In this figure, we also show the value of f including (solid
lines) and excluding (dashed lines) the constraints from
GW, where the two cases differ mostly in the region around
M∗ ∼ (101 − 104)M�. The inclusion of the GW constrains
exclude the possibility that f = 1 in this range of M∗. We
emphasise that the relation between f and M∗ is different
from the usual f(M) for monochromatic PBH distributions
because, in this case, we consider an extended mass distribu-
tion; i.e., choosing a different nb value will change drastically
the results for f(M∗).

We emphasise that these results for f are obtained dis-
carding the disputed constraints. If one includes them with-
out any additional considerations, PBHs as the sole compo-
nent for DM get completely ruled out on the entire parame-
ter space for both scenarios. In particular the NS constraint
erases most of the allowed region around M∗ ∼ 10−7M�
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Figure 9. Top panel: level contours for the fraction of PBHs as DM in HC (left panel) and FCT (right panel) for different values of the
slope of the mass function and the characteristic mass M∗. The upper secondary axis gives the values for the blue index nb. The red
lines correspond to f = 1 and the allowed areas are represented in white. The grey dashed contours in the HC and FCT panels represent
the values of the average mass 〈M〉PBH (Eq. 15) and the number density nPBH (Eq. 13) of the PBH distributions, respectively. The
hatched region for M∗ . 10−21M� is excluded since those mass functions predict that all of the PBHs have evaporated by the present
time. In the HC scenario, the top dotted lines correspond to Mpiv = 8.9 × 1012M� when fm = 1. The hatched region for M∗ > Mpiv

shows there are no HC mass functions defined there. The black dashed line in both scenarios show Mpiv for fm = β. Bottom panel:
fraction of PBHs as DM f for fixed nb = 2.5 as a function of M∗. Red lines correspond to the FCT scenario and blue lines to the HC
scenario. Dashed lines show the resulting f including constraints from GW.

for the FCT scenario and the Subaru constraint completely
eliminates this region. Also, the constraints from the non-
observation of SGWB Wong et al. (2021), mergers Raidal
et al. (2019) and accretion by PBHs Poulin et al. (2017); Ser-
pico et al. (2020) eliminate the region around M∗ ∼ 102M�

in both scenarios. Particularly, the inclusion of the GW con-
straints for the parameters of Table 4 changes the f val-
ues from 1 to ∼ 10−2 (similar values are obtained includ-
ing the accretion constraints). Therefore, understanding the
physics of these constraints becomes crucial if we want to
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rule out PBHs as a DM candidate. Notice that when the
monochromatic constraints are combined, PBH with masses
10−16−10−11M� can comprise an important fraction (or the
total) of the content of dark matter in the Universe (Carr
et al. 2020; Carr & Kuhnel 2020). In the case of extended dis-
tributions, M∗ values in this range are restricted mainly by
the galactic centre γ-ray (INTEGRAL) and extragalactic γ-
ray background constraints, in the FCT scenario, and these
same bounds in combination with those from BBN, in the
HC scenario. However, it should be noted that M∗ 6= MPBH

whereMPBH is the mass of a PBH in a monochromatic pop-
ulation. The fact of M∗ being close to the maximum mass
of the distribution implies that, for a given value of M∗, all
the constraints that affect lower masses must be considered.
In this particular case, the abundance of PBHs with masses
between (10−24 − 10−16)M� is still high enough to disagree
with the observations from the galactic centre γ-rays, ex-
tragalactic γ-ray background, and BBN for values of M∗
between (10−16 − 10−11)M�, thus ruling out that region of
the parameter space.

4.1 Further analysis in the allowed windows

To check whether the parameters in the regions that allow
all of DM in PBHs make sense physically, we evaluate the
ratio δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 (See Section 2.1) within them and show

the results in Table 4. The large values found for this ratio
for all allowed windows in both scenarios indicate that the
less preferred possibility of having fm = 1 can be discarded.
Considering fm = β (i.e., that all regions will collapse into
a PBH but only with a fraction fm of its energy density) we
see that for the HC scenario we obtain δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 ∼ 1, at

least for the window centered at M∗ ∼ 100M�. The second
HC window withM∗ ∼ 10−8M� is rejected since, even when
considering fm = β we obtain δc �

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2. In the FCT

windows that allow all DM in PBHs, we find a similar result
for fm = β, namely, δc ∼

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 in the M∗ ∼ 100M� win-

dow and δc �
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 in the second window. We explored

changing the scale factor afct by several orders of magni-
tude and found that the resulting values of δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 do

not change significantly and remain within roughly the same
order of magnitude.

We point out that in the evaluation of these quantities,
the contribution of neutrinos and other relativistic species
is taken into account, since it may affect the results for
δc/
〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 and β.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we used a modified Press-Schechter (PS) for-
malism to investigate the possibility that primordial black
holes make up a fraction of the dark matter in the Uni-
verse. We modified the standard Press-Schechter formalism
used to infer the abundance of DM haloes so that it can
be applied to PBH formation since, in this case, there is no
simple, known relation between the linear overdensity and
the physics of PBH formation in an expanding background.
This results in extra parameters for PS the first of which
is the fraction of the overdensity to undergo collapse, fm.

Table 4. Characteristic mass (M∗), blue index (nb), and ratio
between the corresponding critical density contrast over the typ-
ical overdensity

(
δc/

〈
|δ|2

〉1/2) where all DM can be composed
by PBHs, i.e. f = 1, for fm = 1 and fm = β.

nb M∗[M�] δc/
〈
|δ|2

〉1/2
fm = 1 fm = β

HC
3.0 1.39× 102 1.28× 105 1.13
3.8 9.1× 10−8 2.63× 1013 1.29× 105

FCT
1.5 1.39× 102 5.27× 1014 1.07

3.5 1.39× 102 4.50× 1015 9.15
2.0 9.1× 10−8 3.65× 1020 7.40× 105

This parameter allows the formalism to use all the informa-
tion from linear theory when it takes a value corresponding
to the ratio of dark-matter to total energy densities at the
median formation time. A second modification is that we
also allow the relevant amplitudes of linear fluctuations to
be measured either at a fixed conformal time or at horizon
crossing. Following the modified Press-Schechter formalism,
under both formation timings, we considered two primordial
power spectra, the standard one and a broken power law to
obtain the mass functions in terms of two additional free
parameters, the blue index nb and the pivot scale kpiv. We
also use the standard linear density contrast threshold for
collapse δc. This parameter is particularly meaningful since
for linear theory to remain informative about the non-linear
collapse, its value should be of the same order as the typical
energy density fluctuations at the time of collapse. All these
parameters are encoded in the characteristic mass, M∗, and
mass function slope n.

To restrict these parameters, we introduce a new con-
straint for extended PBH mass distribution employing the
SMBH mass function. This constraint arises from requir-
ing that the abundance of massive PBHs should in no
case exceed the abundance of SMBHs. This naturally im-
poses strong constraints for the high characteristic masses
ofM∗ > 1010M�. In addition, we used several observational
constraints at different mass ranges coming from monochro-
matic PBH mass functions. We introduce a new approach
to apply these monochromatic constraints to extended mass
distributions through an output function g(M) encoding
the underlying process for each observable such that the
resulting allowed fraction is the inverse of the output i.e.
f ∼ 1/g(M) (see Section 3.2). Moreover, we consider two
new corrections to the PBH mass fraction f , which take
into account the fraction of the mass that is constrained by
any particular physical process (CM ) and the redshift evo-
lution of the mass function (Cz). We only consider PBHs
such that they exist (e.g., not evaporated at the relevant
redshift) within the causal volume. By using this formalism,
we obtain that the bounds obtained in monochromatic mass
function are weaker when they are translated to extended
mass distributions. To obtain the final (and most restrictive)
constraints on the free parameters M∗ and nb we compute
the maximum allowed fraction as the minimum one out of
all the undisputed constraints for that particular choice of
mass function parameters.
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For both, HC and FCT mass functions, we obtain that
there are potential regions where all DM can be made of
PBHs. In the HC scenario, these regions roughly correspond
to a characteristic mass M∗ of ∼ 102M� with nb from ∼ 2.3
to 4 and an M∗ of ∼ 10−7M� with nb > 3.6. In FCT the
fraction f = 1 is allowed when M∗ ∼ 102M� for 1.1 < nb <
1.7, or 2.2 < nb < 4.0, and M∗ ∼ 10−7M� for all explored
values of nb.

We also verify if the linear perturbations are related
to the physics of collapse, within the allowed windows, by
evaluating δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2. We do this calculation considering

fm = 1 and fm = β, where the latter is the preferred option
as it ensures a strong relation between PBH formation and
the linear perturbations. As indicated in Table 4, the win-
dows centered at M∗ ∼ 100M� are the only ones to satisfy
the condition of δc/

〈
|δ|2
〉1/2 ∼ 1 for fm = β.

We emphasise that the allowed, and physically sensible,
HC region for M∗ ∼ 102 for a wide range of nb is interesting
as it is of the order of black hole masses (∼ 30M�) measured
by LIGO from the gravitational waves of a binary black hole
merger (Abbott et al. 2016; Jedamzik 2020). It is worth to
note, that more stringent bounds on the characteristic mass
M∗ and nb could could be obtained if more observational
constraints are considered, for example, if we consider all the
disputed bounds, indicated by ∗ in Table 2, we completely
rule out that DM is fully composed by PBHs in the scenarios
studied in this work.

In summary, we have revisited the PS formalism to con-
struct extended PBH mass distributions under two forma-
tion scenarios (i.e., FCT and HC). In constructing the mass
function using the PS formalism, we have considered a bro-
ken power-law primordial power spectrum with a blue index
for small scales. When neglecting the disputed constraints,
we found regions for the mass function parameters which
allow all the DM in the Universe to be made of PBHs. We
encourage further investigation of these models to elucidate
the true nature of dark matter.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Nicola Amorisco, Carlton Baugh, Julio Chanamé,
Carlos Frenk, Baojiu Li, Jorge Noreña, Loreto Osorio, Marco
San Martín, Doménico Sapone, and Jakub Scholtz for help-
ful discussions. We thank the anonymous Referee for their
helpful comments. This project has received funding from
the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innova-
tion Programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant
agreement No 734374. NP wants to thank the hospitality
of the Institute for Advanced Studies at Durham University
(UK) and its Fellows programme, during which part of this
work was carried out. NP, JM and JS acknowledge support
from CONICYT project Basal AFB-170002. NP and JS were
supported by Fondecyt Regular 1191813. The work of IJA is
funded by ANID, REC Convocatoria Nacional Subvención
a Instalación en la Academia Convocatoria Año 2020, Folio
PAI77200097. The calculations presented in this work were
performed on the Geryon computer at the Center for Astro-
Engineering UC, part of the BASAL PFB-06 and AFB-
170002, which received additional funding from QUIMAL
130008 and Fondequip AIC-57 for upgrades.

DATA AVAILABILITY

No new data were generated or analysed in support of this
research.

REFERENCES

Abbott B. P., et al., 2016, Phys. Rev. Lett., 116, 061102
Abbott B. P., et al., 2018, Phys. Rev. Lett., 121, 231103
Ackermann M., et al., 2018, Astrophys. J., 857, 49
Ali-Haïmoud Y., Kovetz E. D., Kamionkowski M., 2017, Phys.

Rev. D, 96, 123523
Angulo R. E., White S. D. M., 2010, MNRAS, 401, 1796
Angulo R. E., Hahn O., Ludlow A. D., Bonoli S., 2017, MNRAS,

471, 4687
Arcadi G., Dutra M., Ghosh P., Lindner M., Mambrini Y., Pierre

M., Profumo S., Queiroz F. S., 2018, European Physical Jour-
nal C, 78, 203

Ballesteros G., Coronado-Blázquez J., Gaggero D., 2019, arXiv
e-prints, p. arXiv:1906.10113

Bardeen J. M., Bond J. R., Kaiser N., Szalay A. S., 1986, ApJ,
304, 15

Barnacka A., Glicenstein J. F., Moderski R., 2012, Phys. Rev. D,
86, 043001

Bellomo N., Bernal J. L., Raccanelli A., Verde L., 2018, Journal
of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2018, 004

Binney J., Tremaine S., 2008, Galactic Dynamics: Second Edition
Bird S., Cholis I., Muñoz J. B., Ali-Haïmoud Y., Kamionkowski

M., Kovetz E. D., Raccanelli A., Riess A. G., 2016, Phys.
Rev. Lett., 116, 201301

Boehm C., Kobakhidze A., O’Hare C. A. J., Picker Z. S. C., Sakel-
lariadou M., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2008.10743

Bullock J. S., Primack J. R., 1997, Phys. Rev. D, 55, 7423
Canuto V., 1978, MNRAS, 184, 721
Capela F., Pshirkov M., Tinyakov P., 2013, Phys. Rev. D, 87,

123524
Carr B. J., 1975, ApJ, 201, 1
Carr B. J., Hawking S. W., 1974, Monthly Notices of the Royal

Astronomical Society, 168, 399
Carr B., Kuhnel F., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2006.02838
Carr B. J., Sakellariadou M., 1999, ApJ, 516, 195
Carr B., Silk J., 2018, MNRAS, 478, 3756
Carr B. J., Gilbert J. H., Lidsey J. E., 1994, Phys. Rev., D50,

4853
Carr B. J., Kohri K., Sendouda Y., Yokoyama J., 2010, Phys.

Rev. D, 81, 104019
Carr B. J., Kohri K., Sendouda Y., Yokoyama J., 2016a, Phys.

Rev. D, 94, 044029
Carr B., Kühnel F., Sandstad M., 2016b, Phys. Rev. D, 94, 083504
Carr B., Raidal M., Tenkanen T., Vaskonen V., Veermäe H., 2017,

Phys. Rev. D, 96, 023514
Carr B., Kohri K., Sendouda Y., Yokoyama J., 2020, arXiv e-

prints, p. arXiv:2002.12778
Chanamé J., Gould A., 2004, ApJ, 601, 289
Chisholm J. R., 2006, Phys. Rev. D, 73, 083504
Chluba J., Khatri R., Sunyaev R. A., 2012, MNRAS, 425, 1129
Clesse S., García-Bellido J., 2015, Phys. Rev. D, 92, 023524
Dasgupta B., Laha R., Ray A., 2019, arXiv e-prints, p.

arXiv:1912.01014
De Luca V., Franciolini G., Kehagias A., Peloso M., Riotto A.,

Ünal C., 2019, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys., 2019, 048
De Luca V., Franciolini G., Riotto A., 2020a, Physics Letters B,

807, 135550
De Luca V., Desjacques V., Franciolini G., Riotto A., 2020b,

J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys., 2020, 028
De Rújula A., Jetzer P., Massó E., 1991, Monthly Notices of the

Royal Astronomical Society, 250, 348

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (2015)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.061102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.231103
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaac7b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123523
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123523
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..96l3523A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15742.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010MNRAS.401.1796A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx1658
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017MNRAS.471.4687A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5662-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5662-y
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018EPJC...78..203A
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019arXiv190610113B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/164143
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1986ApJ...304...15B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.043001
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012PhRvD..86d3001B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/01/004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/01/004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.201301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.201301
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016PhRvL.116t1301B
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200810743B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.55.7423
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997PhRvD..55.7423B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/184.4.721
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1978MNRAS.184..721C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.123524
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PhRvD..87l3524C
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PhRvD..87l3524C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/153853
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1975ApJ...201....1C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/168.2.399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/168.2.399
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200602838C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/307071
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...516..195C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1204
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.478.3756C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.4853
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.104019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.104019
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010PhRvD..81j4019C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.044029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.044029
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016PhRvD..94d4029C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.083504
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016PhRvD..94h3504C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.023514
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..96b3514C
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200212778C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/380442
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004ApJ...601..289C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.083504
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006PhRvD..73h3504C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21474.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012MNRAS.425.1129C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.023524
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015PhRvD..92b3524C
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019arXiv191201014D
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019arXiv191201014D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/07/048
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019JCAP...07..048D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135550
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020PhLB..80735550D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/11/028
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020JCAP...11..028D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/250.2.348
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/250.2.348


22 Sureda et al.

DeRocco W., Graham P. W., 2019, Phys. Rev. Lett., 123, 251102
Deng H., 2020a, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2003.02485
Deng H., 2020b, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2006.11907
Deng H., Vilenkin A., 2017, JCAP, 1712, 044
Dolgov A., Silk J., 1993, Phys. Rev. D, 47, 4244
Doro M., et al., 2013, Astroparticle Physics, 43, 189
Eroshenko Y. N., 2018, in Journal of Physics Conference Series.

p. 012010, doi:10.1088/1742-6596/1051/1/012010
Feng J. L., 2010, ARA&A, 48, 495
Ferrer F., Masso E., Panico G., Pujolas O., Rompineve F., 2019,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 122, 101301
Franciolini G., Kehagias A., Matarrese S., Riotto A., 2018, J. Cos-

mology Astropart. Phys., 2018, 016
García-Bellido J., 2017, J. Phys. Conf. Ser., 840, 012032
García-Bellido J., Linde A., Wands D., 1996, Phys. Rev. D, 54,

6040
Ge S., 2020, Phys. Dark Univ., 27, 100440
Germani C., Musco I., 2019, Phys. Rev. Lett., 122, 141302
Gleiser M., 1998, Contemporary Physics, 39, 239
Gow A. D., Byrnes C. T., Cole P. S., Young S., 2020, arXiv e-

prints, p. arXiv:2008.03289
Graham P. W., Rajendran S., Varela J., 2015, Phys. Rev. D, 92,

063007
Green A. M., 2016, Phys. Rev. D, 94, 063530
Green A. M., Kavanagh B. J., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p.

arXiv:2007.10722
Green A. M., Liddle A. R., 1997, Phys. Rev. D, 56, 6166
Green A. M., Liddle A. R., 1999, Phys. Rev. D, 60, 063509
Green A. M., Liddle A. R., Malik K. A., Sasaki M., 2004, Phys.

Rev. D, 70, 041502
Griest K., 1991, ApJ, 366, 412
Gupta G., Sharma R., Seshadri T. R., 2018, arXiv e-prints, p.

arXiv:1805.10859
Guth A. H., 1981, Phys. Rev. D, 23, 347
Hamadache C., et al., 2006, A&A, 454, 185
Harrison E. R., 1970, Phys. Rev. D, 1, 2726
Hawking S., 1971, MNRAS, 152, 75
Hawking S. W., 1974, Nature, 248, 30
Hawking S. W., 1975, Communications in Mathematical Physics,

43, 199
Hawking S. W., 1989, Physics Letters B, 231, 237
Hawking S. W., Moss I. G., Stewart J. M., 1982, Phys. Rev. D,

26, 2681
Hawkins M. R. S., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2001.07633
Hertzberg M. P., Schiappacasse E. D., Yanagida T. T., 2020a,

arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2001.07476
Hertzberg M. P., Schiappacasse E. D., Yanagida T. T., 2020b,

Physics Letters B, 807, 135566
Hidalgo J. C., 2007, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:0708.3875
Hirano S., Zhu N., Yoshida N., Spergel D., Yorke H. W., 2015,

Astrophys. J., 814, 18
Hogan C. J., 1984, Physics Letters B, 143, 87
Hu W., Barkana R., Gruzinov A., 2000, Phys. Rev. Lett., 85, 1158
Hütsi G., Koivisto T., Raidal M., Vaskonen V., Veermäe H., 2021,

arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2105.09328
Inman D., Ali-Haïmoud Y., 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100, 083528
Inomata K., Kawasaki M., Mukaida K., Tada Y., Yanagida T. T.,

2017, Phys. Rev. D, 96, 043504
Inomata K., Kawasaki M., Mukaida K., Yanagida T. T., 2018,

Phys. Rev. D, 97, 043514
Inoue K. T., 2018, New Astron., 58, 47
Inoue Y., Kusenko A., 2017, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys., 2017,

034
Jedamzik K., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2007.03565
Jedamzik K., Niemeyer J. C., 1999, Phys. Rev. D, 59, 124014
Josan A. S., Green A. M., Malik K. A., 2009, Phys. Rev. D, 79,

103520
Kalaja A., Bellomo N., Bartolo N., Bertacca D., Matarrese S.,

Musco I., Raccanelli A., Verde L., 2019, J. Cosmology As-
tropart. Phys., 2019, 031

Katz A., Kopp J., Sibiryakov S., Xue W., 2018, J. Cosmology
Astropart. Phys., 2018, 005

Kawasaki M., Nakatsuka H., 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 99, 123501
Kawasaki M., Kitajima N., Yanagida T. T., 2013, Phys. Rev. D,

87, 063519
Keith C., Hooper D., Blinov N., McDermott S. D., 2020, arXiv

e-prints, p. arXiv:2006.03608
Khlopov M. Y., 2010, Research in Astronomy and Astrophysics,

10, 495
Khlopov M. Y., Polnarev A. G., 1980, Physics Letters B, 97, 383
Khlopov M. Y., Konoplich R. V., Rubin S. G., Sakharov A. S.,

1998, arXiv e-prints, pp hep–ph/9807343
Kim H. I., Lee C. H., 1996, Phys. Rev. D, 54, 6001
Kodama H., Sasaki M., Sato K., 1982, Prog. Theor. Phys., 68,

1979
Kolb E. W., Turner M. S., 1990, The early universe.

Frontiers in Physics, Westview Press, Boulder, CO,
doi:10.1201/9780429492860, https://cds.cern.ch/record/
206230

Kusenko A., Sasaki M., Sugiyama S., Takada M., Takhistov V.,
Vitagliano E., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2001.09160

Laha R., 2019, Phys. Rev. Lett., 123, 251101
Lewicki M., Vaskonen V., 2019, arXiv e-prints, p.

arXiv:1912.00997
Li Y.-R., Wang J.-M., Ho L. C., 2012, ApJ, 749, 187
Linde A., 1994, Phys. Rev. D, 49, 748
Lindley D., 1980, MNRAS, 193, 593
Liu J., Chen X., Ji X., 2017, Nature Physics, 13, 212
Liu J., Guo Z.-K., Cai R.-G., 2020, Phys. Rev., D101, 023513
MacGibbon J. H., 1991, Phys. Rev. D, 44, 376
MacGibbon J. H., Webber B. R., 1990, Phys. Rev. D, 41, 3052
Mack K. J., Wesley D. H., 2008, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:0805.1531
Marani G. F., Nemiroff R. J., Norris J. P., Hurley K., Bonnell

J. T., 1999, ApJ, 512, L13
Marsh D. J. E., 2016, Phys. Rep., 643, 1
Matos T., Urena-Lopez L. A., 2001, Phys. Rev. D, 63, 063506
Matos T., Vázquez-González A., Magaña J., 2009, MNRAS, 393,

1359
Mineo S., Gilfanov M., Sunyaev R., 2012, MNRAS, 419, 2095
Miyama S., Sato K., 1978, Progress of Theoretical Physics, 59,

1012
Montero-Camacho P., Fang X., Vasquez G., Silva M., Hirata

C. M., 2019, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys., 2019, 031
Moss I. G., 1994, Phys. Rev. D, 50, 676
Musco I., 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100, 123524
Musco I., De Luca V., Franciolini G., Riotto A., 2021, Phys.

Rev. D, 103, 063538
Nagasawa M., 2005, Gen. Rel. Grav., 37, 1635
Nakama T., Silk J., Kamionkowski M., 2017, Phys. Rev. D, 95,

043511
Nemiroff R. J., Marani G. F., Norris J. P., Bonnell J. T., 2001,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 86, 580
Niikura H., et al., 2019a, Nature Astronomy, 3, 524
Niikura H., Takada M., Yokoyama S., Sumi T., Masaki S., 2019b,

Phys. Rev. D, 99, 083503
Paczynski B., 1986, ApJ, 304, 1
Peccei R. D., Quinn H. R., 1977, Phys. Rev. Lett., 38, 1440
Peebles P. J. E., Yu J. T., 1970, ApJ, 162, 815
Planck Collaboration et al., 2018, arXiv e-prints, p.

arXiv:1807.06209
Polnarev A., Zembowicz R., 1991, Phys. Rev. D, 43, 1106
Poulin V., Serpico P. D., Calore F., Clesse S., Kohri K., 2017,

Phys. Rev. D, 96, 083524
Press W. H., Schechter P., 1974, ApJ, 187, 425
Quinn D. P., Wilkinson M. I., Irwin M. J., Marshall J., Koch A.,

Belokurov V., 2009, MNRAS, 396, L11

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (2015)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.251102
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvL.123y1102D
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200302485D
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200611907D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/12/044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.4244
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993PhRvD..47.4244D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2012.08.002
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013APh....43..189D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1051/1/012010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101659
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ARA&A..48..495F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.101301
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvL.122j1301F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/03/016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/03/016
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018JCAP...03..016F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/840/1/012032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.54.6040
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996PhRvD..54.6040G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996PhRvD..54.6040G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2019.100440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.141302
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvL.122n1302G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/001075198181937
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998ConPh..39..239G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200803289G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.063007
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015PhRvD..92f3007G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015PhRvD..92f3007G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.063530
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016PhRvD..94f3530G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200710722G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200710722G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.6166
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997PhRvD..56.6166G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.063509
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999PhRvD..60f3509G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.041502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.041502
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004PhRvD..70d1502G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/169575
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991ApJ...366..412G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018arXiv180510859G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018arXiv180510859G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.347
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1981PhRvD..23..347G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20064893
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006A&A...454..185H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.1.2726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/152.1.75
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1971MNRAS.152...75H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/248030a0
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1974Natur.248...30H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02345020
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1975CMaPh..43..199H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(89)90206-2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1989PhLB..231..237H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.2681
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200107633H
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200107476H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135566
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020PhLB..80735566H
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007arXiv0708.3875H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/814/1/18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(84)90810-4
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1984PhLB..143...87H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.1158
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000PhRvL..85.1158H
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210509328H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.083528
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvD.100h3528I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.043504
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..96d3504I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.043514
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018PhRvD..97d3514I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.newast.2017.07.006
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018NewA...58...47I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/10/034
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017JCAP...10..034I
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017JCAP...10..034I
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200703565J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.59.124014
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999PhRvD..59l4014J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.103520
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009PhRvD..79j3520J
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009PhRvD..79j3520J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/031
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019JCAP...10..031K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/12/005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/12/005
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018JCAP...12..005K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.123501
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvD..99l3501K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.063519
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PhRvD..87f3519K
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200603608K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/10/6/001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90624-3
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1980PhLB...97..383K
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998hep.ph....7343K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.54.6001
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996PhRvD..54.6001K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.68.1979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9780429492860
https://cds.cern.ch/record/206230
https://cds.cern.ch/record/206230
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020arXiv200109160K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.251101
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvL.123y1101L
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019arXiv191200997L
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019arXiv191200997L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/749/2/187
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...749..187L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.49.748
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1994PhRvD..49..748L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/193.3.593
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1980MNRAS.193..593L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys4039
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017NatPh..13..212L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.023513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.44.376
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991PhRvD..44..376M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.41.3052
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1990PhRvD..41.3052M
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008arXiv0805.1531M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311868
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...512L..13M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2016.06.005
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016PhR...643....1M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.063506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13957.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009MNRAS.393.1359M
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009MNRAS.393.1359M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19862.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012MNRAS.419.2095M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.59.1012
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1978PThPh..59.1012M
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1978PThPh..59.1012M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/08/031
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019JCAP...08..031M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.676
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1994PhRvD..50..676M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.123524
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvD.100l3524M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.063538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.063538
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021PhRvD.103f3538M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10714-005-0141-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.043511
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..95d3511N
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..95d3511N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.580
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2001PhRvL..86..580N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41550-019-0723-1
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019NatAs...3..524N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.083503
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvD..99h3503N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/164140
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1986ApJ...304....1P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.38.1440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/150713
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1970ApJ...162..815P
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018arXiv180706209P
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018arXiv180706209P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.43.1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.083524
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..96h3524P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/152650
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1974ApJ...187..425P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2009.00652.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009MNRAS.396L..11Q


Extended primordial black hole mass functions 23

Raidal M., Spethmann C., Vaskonen V., Veermäe H., 2019,
J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys., 2019, 018

Rubin S. G., Khlopov M. Yu., Sakharov A. S., 2000, Grav. Cos-
mol., 6, 51

Rubin S. G., Sakharov A. S., Khlopov M. Yu., 2001, J. Exp.
Theor. Phys., 91, 921

Sasaki M., Suyama T., Tanaka T., Yokoyama S., 2016, Phys.
Rev. Lett., 117, 061101

Sasaki M., Suyama T., Tanaka T., Yokoyama S., 2018, Classical
and Quantum Gravity, 35, 063001

Schive H.-Y., Chiueh T., Broadhurst T., 2014, Nature Physics,
10, 496

Scholtz J., Unwin J., 2019, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:1909.11090
Schumann M., 2019, Journal of Physics G Nuclear Physics, 46,

103003
Serpico P. D., Poulin V., Inman D., Kohri K., 2020, Physical

Review Research, 2, 023204
Sheth R. K., Mo H. J., Tormen G., 2001, MNRAS, 323, 1
Siegert T., Diehl R., Khachatryan G., Krause M. G. H., Gugliel-

metti F., Greiner J., Strong A. W., Zhang X., 2016, A&A,
586, A84

Smyth N., Profumo S., English S., Jeltema T., McKinnon K.,
Guhathakurta P., 2020, Phys. Rev. D, 101, 063005

Tada Y., Yokoyama S., 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100, 023537
Tinker J., Kravtsov A. V., Klypin A., Abazajian K., Warren M.,

Yepes G., Gottlöber S., Holz D. E., 2008, ApJ, 688, 709
Tisserand P., et al., 2007, A&A, 469, 387
Vainer B. V., Naselskii P. D., 1977, Soviet Astronomy Letters, 3,

76
Wang S., Wang Y.-F., Huang Q.-G., Li T. G. F., 2018, Phys.

Rev. Lett., 120, 191102
Wilkinson P. N., et al., 2001, Phys. Rev. Lett., 86, 584
Wong K. W. K., Franciolini G., De Luca V., Baibhav V., Berti

E., Pani P., Riotto A., 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 023026
Wyrzykowski L., et al., 2011, MNRAS, 416, 2949
Yoo C.-M., Harada T., Garriga J., Kohri K., 2018, arXiv e-prints,

p. arXiv:1805.03946
Young S., 2020, International Journal of Modern Physics D, 29,

2030002
Young S., Byrnes C. T., 2013, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys.,

2013, 052
Young S., Byrnes C. T., 2015, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys.,

2015, 034
Young S., Musso M., 2020, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2001.06469
Young S., Byrnes C. T., Sasaki M., 2014, J. Cosmology Astropart.

Phys., 2014, 045
Young S., Musco I., Byrnes C. T., 2019, J. Cosmology Astropart.

Phys., 2019, 012
Zeldovich Y. B., 1972, MNRAS, 160, 1P
Zel’dovich Y. B., Novikov I. D., 1966, Azh, 43, 758
Zeldovich I. B., Starobinskii A. A., Khlopov M. I., Chechetkin

V. M., 1977, Soviet Astronomy Letters, 3, 110

APPENDIX A: BLACK HOLE EVAPORATION

The power radiated by an object with temperature T is given
by

P = AεσT 4, (A1)

where A is the radiating surface area of the object, ε is
the emissivity and σ is the Boltzmann constant, defined as

σ =
π2k4B

60~3c2
. (A2)

For a black hole, we can consider the simple scenario of a
Schwarzschild Black Hole. Then, its temperature is directly
related to the mass of the BH M by

T (M) =
~c3

8πGkBM
. (A3)

In this situation, the radiating surface area of the BH
is given by the surface area of a sphere with radius r equal
to the Schwarzschild radius rs of the black hole. This is

A = 4πr2s =
16πG2M4

c4
, (A4)

where the Schwarzschild radius is given by rs =
2GM/c2. Considering that the black hole radiates as a per-
fect black body (ε = 1), the Power radiated by a black hole
becomes

P =
~c6

15360πG2M2
. (A5)

The power radiated by the black hole is nothing more
than the rate of energy loss by the BH, and this, in turn,
corresponds to the rate of mass loss for the BH

P = −dE
dt

= −c2 dM
dt

. (A6)

Then, we can write

−dM
dt

=
~c4

15360πG2M2
(A7)

and integrating this expression, we have that

t(M) =
5120πG

~c4
(
M3

0 −M3) . (A8)

t(M) indicates the time needed for a black hole to go
from its initial mass M0 to the mass M . Evaluating this
expression forM = 0, the evaporation lifetime τev (Eq. (16))
is recovered.

We can evaluate this expression to find how much time
it takes to a black hole to evaporate half of its mass.

t

(
M0

2

)
=

5120πG

~c4

(
M3

0 −
M3

0

8

)
, (A9)

where if we use the expression for τev, we have that

t

(
M0

2

)
=

7

8
τev. (A10)

Then, we can conclude that, independently of the initial
mass M0 of the BH, the time needed to evaporate half of its
mass will be 7/8 of its complete lifetime. Therefore, a BH
will evaporate its second half of its mass within the last
eighth of its lifetime.
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APPENDIX B: FURTHER MATHEMATICAL
DETAILS

Here we give further details of all our analytical expressions
for the mass functions.

B1 Fixed conformal time

B1.1 Standard Power Spectrum

The variance of the density field (7) for the power law spec-
trum (1) results in

σ2(k) = 4πD2(a)

kR∫
0

P (k)k2dk =
4πD2(a)As

kns0

kR∫
0

kns+2dk

=
4πD2(a)As

kns0

kns+3
R

ns + 3
, (B1)

where D2(a) = a4fct since afct lies within radiation domina-
tion.

By substituting the relation of kR in terms of the mass
given by (29), Eq. (B1) can be rewritten as

σ2(M) =
4π a4fctAs

kns0

Cns+3
fct f

ns+3
3

m

(ns + 3)
M−

(ns+3)
3 . (B2)

In addition, the ν parameter (5) reads as

ν =
δc

σ(M)
=

δc

f
ns+3

6
m

√
(ns + 3)

4π a4fct(As/k
ns
0 )Cns+3

fct

M
ns+3

6 .

(B3)
We define a characteristic mass,M∗, such that ν(M∗) =

1, given by

δc

f
ns+3

6
m

√
(ns + 3)

4π a4fct(As/k
ns
0 )Cns+3

fct

M
ns+3

6
∗ = 1. (B4)

Then, the characteristic mass results in

M∗ =

√4π a4fct (As/k
ns
0 )Cns+3

fct

(ns + 3)

 6
(ns+3)

fm

δ
6

(ns+3)
c

. (B5)

The threshold density contrast for PBH formation can be
expressed as

δc =

√
4π a4fct (As/k

ns
0 )Cns+3

fct

(ns + 3)

(
fm
M∗

)ns+3
6

. (B6)

We can rewrite the Eq. (B3) in terms of M∗ as ν =(
M
M∗

)ns+3
6 and its derivative with respect to M results as

dν

dM
=
ns+ 3

6

1

M∗

(
M

M∗

)ns−3
6

, (B7)

(
dn

dM

)std

fct
=

ρDM (a)√
2π

ns+ 3

3

1

M2

(
M

M∗

)ns+3
6

× exp

[
−1

2

(
M

M∗

)ns+3
3

]
.

(B8)

B1.2 Broken Power Spectrum

The variance of the density field σ2(M), in this scenario is
obtained substituting Eq. (2) into the definition in Eq. (7).
This reads as

σ2(M) =
4πD2(a)As

kns0

 kpiv∫
0

kns+2dk +

kR∫
kpiv

k
ns−nb
piv knb+2dk

 ,
(B9)

whereD2(a) = a4fct. Integrating the last equation, we obtain

σ2(M) = 4πD2(a)As
k
ns
0

 kns+3

ns+3

∣∣∣∣∣
kpiv

0

+ k
ns−nb
piv

knb+3

nb+3

∣∣∣∣∣
kR

kpiv

 ,
=

4π a4fct As

k
ns
0

[
k
ns+3
piv

ns+3
+ k

ns−nb
piv

(
k
nb+3

R
nb+3

−
k
nb+3
piv

nb+3

)]
,

=
4π a4fct As

k
ns
0

k
ns−nb
piv

[
(nb−ns)k

nb+3
piv +(ns+3)k

nb+3

R

(ns+3)(nb+3)

]
. (B10)

We substitute kR as given by Eq. (29), then Eq. (B10)
results in

σ2(M) = Apivf
nb+3

3
m

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

)
, (B11)

where we included the definitions of Apiv, S1 and S2 given
by Eqs. (34) and (35), respectively. Furthermore, ν(M) (Eq.
5) in this scenario reads as

ν(M) =
δc[

Apivf
nb+3

3
m

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

)]1/2 . (B12)

By defining a characteristic massM∗ as the mass which
satisfies ν(M∗) = 1, we have

1 =
δc[

Apivf
nb+3

3
m

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

)]1/2 , (B13)

where M∗ is then computed as

M∗ ≡

 δ2c

Apivf
nb+3

3
m

S2 −
S1f

−α
m

S2

− 3
nb+3

, (B14)

and δc is given by

δc =

[
Apivf

nb+3

3
m

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

)]1/2
. (B15)

With the definitions in Eqs. (B14) and (B15) we rewrite
(B12) as

ν(M) =

S1f
−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

S1f
−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

1/2

, (B16)

and its derivative with respect to M , results in

dν

dM
=
S2(nb + 3)

6M
(nb+6)

3

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

)1/2

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

)3/2 . (B17)
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Replacing Eqs. (B16) and (B17) in Eqs. (6) and (4), we
obtain the PBH mass function for this scenario

(
dn

dM

)brk

fct
=

(nb + 3)S2

3M
(nb+9)

3

ρDM(a)√
2π

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

)1/2

(
S1f

−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

)3/2
× exp

−1

2

S1f
−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3
∗

S1f
−α
m + S2M

− (nb+3)

3

 . (B18)

B2 Horizon crossing

B2.1 Standard Power Spectrum

In this scenario, σ(k) is given by Eq. (B1), were D2(a) = a4hc
and ahc is given by Eq. (41). Replacing kR by the definition
given in Eq. (42), we have

σ2(M) =
4π As
kns0

(
2GH0

√
Ωr,0

c3

)2
Cns+3
hc

ns + 3

(
fm
M

)ns−1
2

=
4π As
kns0

(
G

π c2

)4 Cns+7
hc

ns + 3

(
fm
M

)ns−1
2

.(B19)

With Eq. (B19), ν(M) is expressed as

ν(M) = δc

(
kns0 (ns + 3)

4π As C
ns+7
hc

)1/2(
π c2

G

)2 (
M

fm

)ns−1
4

,

(B20)
whereM∗ is obtained by defining ν(M∗) = 1 and solving for
M∗. This results in

1 = δc

(
kns0 (ns + 3)

4π As C
ns+7
hc

)1/2(
π c2

G

)2 (
M∗
fm

)ns−1
4

, (B21)

then

M∗ =
fm

δ
4

ns−1
c

[√
4π (As/k

ns
0 )

ns + 3

(
G

π c2

)2

C
ns+7

2
hc

] 4
ns−1

.

(B22)
We can solve δc as a function of M∗ from Eq. (B22) as

δc =

(
4π As C

ns+7
hc

kns0 (ns + 3)

)1/2(
G

π c2

)2 (
M∗
fm

) 1−ns
4

, (B23)

and replacing this result in Eq. (B20) we can rewrite ν(M)
as

ν(M) =

(
M

M∗

)ns−1
4

. (B24)

Then, the derivative of ν(M) with respect toM is given
by

dν

dM
=
ns − 1

4

1

M∗

(
M

M∗

)ns−5
4

. (B25)

By replacing these results in Eqs. (6) and (4) we obtain

(
dn

dM

)std

hc
=

ρDM (a)√
2π

(ns − 1)

2M2

(
M∗
M

) 1−ns
4

× exp

(
−1

2

(
M∗
M

) 1−ns
2

)
. (B26)

B2.2 Broken Power Spectrum

Here, σ(k) is given by Eq. (B10). We follow the same pro-
cedure as before, obtaining

σ2
hc(M) = A

′
pivf

nb−1

2
m

[
S
′
1f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

]
, (B27)

where we used A
′
piv, S

′
1 and S

′
2 given by Eqs. (47) and (48)

respectively. ν(M) is then given by

ν(M) =
δc√

A
′
pivf

nb−1

2
m

[
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

]1/2 .
(B28)

With this, we define M∗ (satisfying ν(M∗) = 1) trough

δ2c = A
′
pivf

nb−1

2
m

[
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2

∗ + S
′
2M

(1−nb)
2

∗

]
, (B29)

which must be solved numerically. Then, we write Eq. (B28)
in terms of M∗ as

ν(M) =

S′1 f−α′m M2
∗ + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

∗

S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

1/2

, (B30)

and its derivative with respect to M reads

dν

dM
=

[(
nb−1

2

)
S
′
2M

1−nb
2 − 2S

′
1 f
−α′
m M

]
2

×

(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2

∗ + S
′
2M

(1−nb)
2

∗

)1/2

(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

)3/2 . (B31)

Using these results, we obtain

(
dn

dM

)brk

hc
=
ρDM (a)√

2π

[(
nb−1

2

)
S
′
2M

1−nb
2 − 2S

′
1 f
−α′
m M

]
2

×

(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2

∗ + S
′
2M

(1−nb)
2

∗

)1/2

(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

)3/2

× exp

−1

2

(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2

∗ + S
′
2M

(1−nb)
2

∗

)
(
S
′
1 f
−α′
m M2 + S

′
2M

(1−nb)
2

)
.(B32)

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by
the author.
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