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ABSTRACT

The existence of & 109M� supermassive black holes (SMBHs) at redshift z > 6 raises the problem of

how such SMBHs can grow up within the cosmic time (< 1 Gyr) from small seed BHs. In this Letter,

we use the observations of 14 quasars at z > 6.5 with mass estimates to constrain their seeds and

early growth, by self-consistently considering the spin evolution and the possibility of super-Eddington

accretion. We find that spin plays an important role in the growth of early SMBHs, and the constraints

on seed mass and super-Eddington accretion fraction strongly depend on the assumed accretion history.

If the accretion is coherent with single (or a small number of) episode(s), leading to high spins for the

majority of accretion time, then the SMBH growth is relatively slow; and if the accretion is chaotic

with many episodes and in each episode the total accreted mass is much less than the SMBH mass,

leading to moderate/low spins, then the growth is relatively fast. The constraints on the seed mass and

super-Eddington accretion fraction are degenerate. A significant fraction (& 0.1%− 1% in linear scale

but ∼ 3− 4 dex in logarithmic scale for 103 − 104M� seeds) of super-Eddington accretion is required

if the seed mass is not � 105M�, and the requirements of high seed mass and/or super-Eddington

accretion fraction are moderately relaxed if the accretion is chaotic.

Keywords: Accretion (14); Black hole physics (159); Early universe (435); Galaxy nuclei (609); Quasars

(1319); Supermassive black holes (1663)

1. INTRODUCTION

Observations of high-redshift quasars suggest that &
109M� supermassive black holes (SMBHs) are already

in place at z & 7 (e.g., see Inayoshi et al. 2019, for a

review), which raises the question whether the time is

sufficient for the growth of such SMBHs (e.g., Yoo &

Miralda-Escudé 2004). Theoretical studies and simula-

tions indicate that the death of first (Population III)

stars at z ∼ 20− 30 results in BHs with mass ∼ 102M�
(e.g., Hirano et al. 2014). To grow those light seeds

to & 109M� within hundreds of millions of years, a pe-

riod of super-Eddington accretion must be invoked (e.g.,

see Li 2012; Madau et al. 2014; Volonteri et al. 2015).

Alternatively, direct collapse of gas clouds, leading to
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heavier seeds of ∼ 105M� (e.g., Bromm & Loeb 2003;

Volonteri & Rees 2005), may alleviate the need for super-

Eddington accretion.

The radiative efficiency (η) is also an important pa-

rameter for the SMBH mass growth as it directly deter-

mines the e-folding timescale (or the Salpeter timescale

τSal = 4.5 × 108 η
1−η yr). This timescale may vary by

a factor of ∼ 7 for spin in the range 0 − 0.998 and

correspondingly η ∼ 0.057 − 0.31 at least in the thin-

disk accretion regime (e.g., Bardeen 1970; Thorne 1974),

which suggests the spin evolution should be considered

when addressing the growth problem of early SMBHs.

However, η is commonly set as the canonical value of

0.1 (e.g., Yu & Tremaine 2002) in most previous works.

The ignorance of the SMBH spin evolution and the ef-

fect of radiative efficiency may lead to inaccurate con-

straints on the seed mass and the significance of the

super-Eddington accretion.
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In this Letter, we make use of a sample of z > 6.5

quasars to constrain the seeds and growth of early

& 109M� SMBHs, taking into account self-consistently

both the spin evolution and the possibility of super-

Eddington accretion. In particular, we demonstrate that

a degeneracy exists between the constraints on the seed

mass and contribution fraction of super-Eddington ac-

cretion, and different accretion histories may result in

significantly different constraints. The Letter is orga-

nized as follows. We present possible accretion histo-

ries and SMBH evolution in Section 2, followed by a

description of the data and statistical method in Sec-

tion 3. Results and discussion are given in Section 4,

and conclusions are summarized in Section 5. Through-

out the Letter, we adopt a flat cosmology with H0 =

70 km s−1 Mpc−1, ΩM = 0.27, and ΩΛ = 0.73.

2. SMBH ACCRETION HISTORIES AND GROWTH

We adopt several toy models to describe the accre-

tion histories of these early SMBHs, involving both

super-Eddington and sub-Eddington accretion, which

may be typically experienced by them. We define fsup

as the fraction of mass growth contributed by the super-

Eddington accretion, with fsup = 0 representing the

cases without super-Eddington accretion and fsup = 1

representing the cases with super-Eddington accretion

only. For simplicity, we adopt a constant accretion rate

of ṁ ≡ Ṁ/ṀEdd = 10, where ṀEdd = 16LEdd/c
2 with

LEdd the Eddington luminosity. The duration of an ac-

cretion episode is controlled by the disk mass and ac-

cretion rate (or Eddington ratio), and can be approxi-

mated as ∆tepi ∼Mdisk/Ṁ . After that, a new accretion

episode instantaneously starts, which means the duty

cycle is assumed to be unity in this work. Therefore,

the constraints on the seed mass and fsup obtained in

Section 4 could be lower limits if the real duty cycle is

substantially smaller than 1. To figure out how the seed

mass correlates with fsup under different accretion and

thus different spin evolution histories, we consider the

following three toy models.

1. Model A: The SMBH accretes continuously and

coherently. The accretion rate is super-Eddington

until the mass reaches Mcrit = M•,s + fsup(M•,f −
M•,s) with M•,s the seed mass and M•,f the final

mass. After that, the accretion rate drops to sub-

Eddington and the thin-disk criterion is satisfied.

2. Model B: The SMBH experiences an initial phase

of supercritical accretion followed by multi-episode

chaotic thin-disk accretion phase with a random

disk orientation in each episode. Similar to Model

A, the SMBH maintains the super-Eddington rate

before M• = Mcrit. After that, the accretion rate

transits to sub-Eddington, and the disk mass in

each chaotic episode scales with the SMBH mass

(see also Zhang & Lu 2019), i.e.,

Mdisk = bM•

(
M•

108M�

)γ
, (1)

For demonstration purposes, we fix b = 0.01 and

γ = 0.5, according to the constraints from Zhang

& Lu (2019). The set of γ = 0.5 can avoid extreme

spins at early time, and it makes a distinct spin

evolution from that of Model A.1

3. Model C: The accretion history is composed of

multiple accretion episodes and in each episode

the accretion rate declines from super-Eddington

to sub-Eddington. Typical timescales of SMBH

mergers revealed by cosmological simulations in-

dicate that the number of the merger events that

a BH at z ∼ 7 has experienced is . 10 (e.g.,

Rodriguez-Gomez et al. 2015). We therefore take

N = 10 as the total number of episodes, and the

logarithmic mass increase in each episode is as-

sumed to be the same, i.e., ∆ logM• = (M•,f −
M•,s)/N , and in each ith episode, fsup also de-

fines an initial part of super-Eddington accretion

and the rest of sub-Eddington accretion as that in

Model A.

The mass and spin evolution for SMBHs under differ-

ent accretion modes has been investigated in our previ-

ous works (e.g., Zhang & Lu 2019; Zhang et al. 2019,

2020), and we briefly summarize it as follows.

For a BH accreting under the models described above,

the evolution of its mass M• and spin vector J• can be

described by

dM•

dt
= fEdd

1− η
η

M•

τEdd
, (2)

dJ•

dt
= Ṁ

GM•

c
Φ(Rin)̂l +

4πG

c2

∫
disk

L× J•

R2
dR, (3)

(for each accretion episode), where fEdd is the Edding-

ton ratio and τEdd = 4.5 × 108 yr is the Eddington

1 We note here that a smaller γ (e.g., γ = 0) means a larger Mdisk

at early time and a smaller Mdisk at late time, and will give rise
to higher spins before M• = 108M� and to lower spins after that,
indicating slow mass growth at early time and faster growth at
late time. By the fact that earlier growth is more efficient in
saving time, a smaller γ will shift the M•,s vs. fsup contours
toward the upper right. A smaller b will result in lower spins
on average and thus more efficient mass growth, leading to a
requirement for lighter seeds and/or a lower contribution from
super-Eddington accretion.
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timescale. The first term on the right side of Equa-

tion (3) denotes the momentum injection at the inner

disk boundary Rin, where Ṁ is the accretion rate, G

is the gravitational constant, c is the speed of light, Φ

is the specific angular momentum, and l̂ is a unit vec-

tor paralleled with the angular momentum at Rin; the

second term describes the frame-dragging torque due to

the misalignment between the angular momenta of the

disk and SMBH, with L the angular momentum of the

disk per unit area.

For super-Eddington accretion, the accretion disk is

thick in geometry and the inner disk boundary is slightly

different from that of the thin disk. Ignoring the initial

short period for the alignment, the SMBH is spun up un-

til it reaches the canonical value of 0.998 (Thorne 1974).

Equation (3) is then reduced to

da

dt
= [Φ(Rin)− 2a(1− η)]

fEdd

η tEdd
, (4)

where a is the dimensionless spin parameter and |a| ≡
c|J•|/(GM2

• ).

For sub-Eddington accretion, the standard thin-disk

model is adopted, and the disk warping due to the

Bardeen-Petterson effect is considered until the BH spin

aligns with the angular momentum of the outer disk.

Then Equation (4) is solved (see Zhang & Lu 2019, for

details).

3. OBSERVATIONS VERSUS MODEL OBJECTS

We consider those quasars at z > 6.5 that have both

SMBH mass and Eddington ratio estimations as listed in

Table 1. Those 14 SMBHs weigh ∼ (0.3− 5)× 109M�,

and their Eddington ratios cover a broad range from

. 0.1 to & 1. Nunes & Pacucci (2020) also considered

quasars at this redshift range, while they only took the

mass information of eight of them with smaller errors,
and their aim was to demonstrate the effect of the Hub-

ble parameter on the seeding machanism of BHs.Below

we generate mock samples to match with the observa-

tional data.

For given accretion models and parameters

(fsup, M•,s), we consider a BH population seeded at

z = 25, and their initial spins are randomly drawn

from a uniform distribution between 0 and 1. Their

final masses are confined in the range between 109 and

1010M�, where we evenly take 20 values, in logarithmic

space, as the final masses. For each final mass, we sim-

ulate 100 BHs with Monte Carlo procedure, resulting in

different accretion histories in terms of disk orientation

and Eddington ratio in each episode. The Eddington

ratio of a thin-disk episode is drawn from a Gaussian

distribution with the mean of 0.68 and standard devia-

tion of 0.65, which is obtained by fitting to a large mock

Table 1. Quasars at z > 6.5 with both mass and Eddington
ratio estimations.

Object Name z M•(109M�) fEdd References

J1342+0928 7.541 0.91+0.14
−0.13 1.1 ± 0.2 1

J1007+2115 7.515 1.5 ± 0.2 1.06 ± 0.2 2

J1120+0641 7.087 2.47+0.62
−0.67 0.57+0.16

−0.27 3

J1243+0100 7.07 0.33 ± 0.20 0.34 ± 0.2 4

J0038-1527 7.021 1.33 ± 0.25 1.25 ± 0.19 5

J2348-3054 6.902 1.98+0.57
−0.84 0.17+0.92

−0.88 3

J0109-3047 6.763 1.33+0.38
−0.62 0.29+0.88

−2.59 3

J1205-0000 6.73 4.7+1.2
−3.9 0.06+0.32

−0.58 3

J338+29 6.658 3.7+1.3
−1.0 0.13+0.05

−0.04 6

J0305-3150 6.610 0.90+0.29
−0.27 0.64+2.20

−3.42 3

J323+12 6.592 1.39+0.32
−0.51 0.44+1.09

−3.19 3

J231-20 6.587 3.50+0.44
−2.24 0.48+0.11

−0.39 3

J036+03 6.527 1.9+1.1
−0.8 0.96+0.70

−0.35 6

J167-13 6.508 0.49 ± 0.20 1.2 ± 0.5 6

Note—Columns from left to right represent (1) object name, (2)
redshift, (3) BH mass, (4) Eddington ratio, and (5) the references
that provide the mass and Eddington ratio measurements. Ref-
erences: 1=Onoue et al. (2020), 2=Yang et al. (2020), 3=Maz-
zucchelli et al. (2017), 4=Matsuoka et al. (2019), 5=Wang et al.
(2018), 6=Venemans et al. (2015).

sample generated from the observed mean and standard

deviation of fEdd in Table 1. We then set lower and

upper boundaries of 0.1 and 1 to fEdd in order to be

roughly consistent with the observations. For those

2000 BHs, the mass and spin evolution can be obtained

by solving Equations (2) and (3), and the bolometric

luminosity (L = ηṀc2) evolution can be traced since

the radiative efficiency η is a function of spin. That

means, for each BH, we have information about the

mass, spin, and luminosity at different redshifts.

For the ithe observed source (at zi) in Table 1, we

select mock samples at redshift zi from the 2000 sim-

ulated BHs. Those mock samples are required to have

luminosity within the observed uncertainties. The me-

dian masses (Mi,the) of those mock samples are treated

as the theoretical expectation of the model, and the 1σ

uncertainty (σi,the) is obtained through the 16th and

84th percentiles. Then the masses of the mock samples

are compared with the observational ones according to

the least χ2 estimator, i.e.,

χ2 =

N∑
i=1

(logMi,the − logMi,obs)
2

σ2
i,obs + σ2

i,the

, (5)

where N is the total number of the observed source,

Mi,obs is the mass, and σi,obs is the mass error (in unit
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of dex) of the ith source in Table 1. The errors σ2
i,the of

the model are considered because a mock object cannot

be directly assigned to an observational one, while they

can be paired statistically with given model mass errors

of the mock object.

We divide the parameter space (fsup, M•,s) into grids,

with ∆ logM•,s = 0.1, and ∆ log fsup = 0.1 or ∆fsup =

0.01 depending on the whether fsup is set as logarith-

mic or linear scale in the plot. For each grid with given

fsup and M•,s, we calculate χ2 values according to Equa-

tion (5), and the minimum χ2 value defines the best-fit

parameters, corresponding to a reduced value of χ2
min/ν,

with ν the number of degrees of freedom. The cases here

have 14 data points and 2 parameters (ν = 12); the 1σ,

2σ, and 3σ confidence levels correspond to ∆χ2 values of

13.7, 21.0, and 29.8, respectively, with respect to χ2
min.

The above settings produce a population of BHs

with final masses evenly distributed between 109 and

1010M�. We test an alternative choice that the simu-

lated BHs have final masses in the same range but fol-

low the mass distribution of active BHs at z = 6 (e.g.,

Willott et al. 2010). We find that our results in Sec-

tion 4 are robust against different assumptions on the

final mass distribution of the simulated BHs.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Figure 1 shows constraints on the seed mass and con-

tribution fraction of super-Eddington accretion for the

three assumed accretion histories. As seen from this

Figure, different accretion histories can lead to quite

different constraints. A common trend is that a lighter

seed requires a larger contribution fraction of the super-

Eddington accretion, as expected.

Figure 2 shows the mass growth and spin magnitude

evolution of three example SMBHs as a function of the

accretion time/redshift/cosmic age. It illustrates sig-

nificant differences of mass growth and spin evolution

tracks of early SMBHs with different accretion histories

as described by Model A, B, and C, respectively.

For Model A with continuously coherent accretion

(left panel of Fig. 1), the SMBH is quickly spun up to

the maximum value of 0.998 and the spin maintains af-

terward (solid blue lines in Fig. 2). That means for most

of its lifetime, the SMBH radiates with an efficiency of

∼ 0.31 (Thorne 1974), and the mass growth is quite inef-

ficient. Therefore, growing these early∼ 109M� SMBHs

requires an extremely large seed mass of about 108M�
with negligible supercritical accretion or a relatively

large (∼ 10%) contribution from super-Eddington ac-

cretion for lighter seeds. For comparison, the gray area

marks the permitted seed masses of the observed sample

in Table 1 if they never underwent super-Eddington ac-

cretion, and the Eddington ratio and radiative efficiency

are both constant with fEdd = 0.68 and η = 0.1 (see also

Yu & Tremaine 2002).

For Model B with continuous accretion followed by pe-

riods of chaotic thin-disk accretion, an extremely large

seed is not necessarily required. However, if super-

Eddington accretion is negligible, i.e., fsup < 10−4, it

still requires a seed mass of ∼ 106M�. Nevertheless, a

contribution fraction of 10−3 is sufficient for a seed of

102M� growing to ∼ 109M� by z ∼ 7. The chaotic

phase causes the spin to oscillate over a broad range

from about 0.2 to 0.9, and for most of the time, the

spin has an intermediate value of ∼ 0.5−0.8 (solid cyan

curves in Fig. 2). This is the reason that the BH growth

is more efficient than the case of Model A. For chaotic

thin-disk accretion, the spin evolution strongly depends

on the disk mass in each episode. For the power-law de-

pendence form of Mdisk, as mentioned in Section 2, dif-

ferent choices of γ in Equation (1) will result in different

constraints, i.e., a smaller γ requires a larger seed and/or

a higher fraction of super-Eddington accretion. In ad-

dition, fEdd will affect the growth timescale of SMBHs.

However, it has little impact on the spin evolution as a

function of mass. Therefore, the constraints mainly rely

on the mean of fEdd over the episodes, and a smaller

fEdd will require a larger seed and/or a larger fsup. We

will further discuss the effect of the accretion rate below.

For Model C with multiple accretion episodes and in

each episode super-Eddington accretion contributing a

fraction fsup to the mass growth in that episode, it re-

quires either an extremely large seed mass (∼ 108M�)

without super-Eddington accretion or a contribution

fraction of 80% by super-Eddington accretion for a seed

of 102M�. For the total episodes of 10 and the same

mass increase in units of dex assumed here, the disk mass

in each episode is & 10% of the BH mass, and disk an-

gular momentum dominates over the SMBH spin (e.g.,

Zhang & Lu 2019). In this case, the BH spin is always

realigned to the disk momentum and the spin increases

efficiently. Therefore, the BH stays at the maximum

spin value for most of its lifetime (solid magenta lines in

Fig. 2). Although with similar spin evolution as Model

A, the mass growth is quite different because the sub-

Eddington accretion is distributed over each episode.

Since d lnM• ∝ τSal, it takes the same time to grow a

102M� BH, for example, to 103M� and a 108M� BH to

109M�, which means sub-Eddington accretion at early

epoch consumes most of the time that allows an SMBH

at z ∼ 7 to grow up (see Fig. 2), as the cosmic age at

that time is only about 4τSal for η = 0.31. Therefore, the

super-Eddington accretion should play an overwhelming

role in the growth of early SMBHs if the accretion his-
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Figure 1. Constraints on the mass of seed BH and the fraction of mass growth contributed by the super-Eddington accretion.
Left, middle, and right panels show the results obtained from the data listed in Table 1 for 14 quasars at z > 6.5 by assuming
the BH growth Models A, B, and C, respectively. Here, Models A, B, and C represent those high-redshift quasars grew up
via a single-epoch coherent accretion (an initial super-Eddington accretion phase followed by a thin-disk accretion phase with
constant disk orientation), an initial super-Eddington accretion phase followed by multiple-episode chaotic thin-disk accretion,
and multiple-episode accretion with the accretion rate in each episode declining from super- to sub-Eddington, respectively
(see details in Section 2). The colors represent χ2 values estimated from Eq. (5), and the dotted, dashed, and solid contours
show 1σ, 2σ, and 3σ confidence levels, respectively. The blue star marks the location of the minimum χ2. The gray area is
to highlight the seed masses of the samples in Table 1 estimated by assuming the canonical radiative efficiency of η = 0.1 and
ignoring the contribution from super-Eddington accretion. For clarity, we adopt a linear scale for the x-axis of the right panel,
but logarithmic scale for the x-axis of the left and middle panels.
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Figure 2. Mass and spin magnitude evolution of several SMBHs generated by assuming the growth Models A, B, and C,
respectively. The left panel shows the mass (left y-axis; dashed lines) and spin magnitude (right y-axis; solid lines) evolution
as a function of the accretion time. The right panel is similar but plot as a function of redshift/cosmic age. Blue, cyan, and
magenta curves represent the results generated from the accretion Models A, B, and C, respectively, with the best-fit model
parameters (blue stars in Fig. 1). The initial spins for these example objects are randomly generated. In the right panel, the
filled circles represent the masses of the samples listed in Table 1.
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tory is more or less described by the Model C, though

the time it takes is only a small fraction of the total

accretion time (see the dashed magenta lines in Fig 2).

In our models, we assume a constant accretion rate for

the super-Eddington phase and within each thin-disk

episode. This is done to make the comparison among

different models more straightforward. A more realistic

case could be a time-evolving accretion rate. We ar-

gue that our results are not sensitive to this choice. For

super-Eddington accretion, what matters is whether the

SMBH can grow within a short time, compared to the

sub-Eddington case. This can be achieved if the time-

averaged accretion rate is larger than several times of

the sub-Eddington rate. For thin-disk accretion, since

fEdd mainly affects the growth rate instead of the spin

evolution against the SMBH mass, it is still the time-

averaged fEdd that determines the location of the con-

tours shown in Fig. 1. Although the Gaussian distri-

bution of fEdd is obtained through fitting the data, it

still suffers from small-sample statistics. The mean of

the Gaussian function determines the center of the con-

tours, and if the mean is larger, then the center shifts to

smaller Ms and fsup; otherwise, to the opposite. The de-

viation of the Gaussian function exhibits some but not

a large effect on the area of the contours for Models A

and C, while for Model B, the contour area is mostly

determined by ‘random’ oscillations of the BH spin in

the chaotic episodes.

The samples in Table 1 have Eddington ratios span-

ning a broad range and with large uncertainties. Some

of them may be accreting at a super-Eddington rate.

Our models with the current settings may not repro-

duce all SMBHs with the same masses and Eddington

ratios as the samples. However, our main goal is not to

simultaneously fit the masses and Eddington ratios of

those high-z objects, which can always be done by specif-

ically setting the accretion rate in our models. Instead,

we aim to demonstrate that different accretion histories

may in general result in different constraints on the seed

mass and contribution fraction by super-Eddington ac-

cretion. We therefore adopt the fEdd distribution and

an Eddington-limited boundary for thin-disk accretion

for reference.

We do not include coalescence of BHs in our models.

For two SMBHs of comparable masses, their mergers will

result in a spin value of ∼ 0.7−0.9 (e.g., Centrella et al.

2010; Lousto et al. 2010), and will leave little long-term

effect on the spin evolution (e.g., King et al. 2008). This

case can be simply considered in our models by injecting

the merger events into the accretion histories (see Yu &

Lu 2008), leading to a flip of spin and mass. This spin

flip will quickly be washed out by the accretion of gas

since the typical timescale of spin change is comparable

to τSal. What matters is whether the merger is efficient

in growing mass compared with gas accretion. If τSal is

larger than the merger timescale, then merger is more

efficient in mass growth, giving rise to a shift of the

contours to lower left.

5. CONCLUSIONS

By utilizing a sample of z > 6.5 quasars and taking

into account self-consistently the spin evolution and pos-

sibility of supercritical accretion, we obtain constraints

on the seed BH mass and fraction contributed by super-

Eddington accretion to the growth of early & 109M�
SMBHs. We find that the BH spin has important effects

on these constraints. For accretion histories dominated

by a coherent infall of gas clouds (e.g., with a small

number of episodes), the spin keeps high values and the

mass growth is inefficient, leading to a requirement for

high-mass seeds of up to ∼ 108M� if they are without

super-Eddington contribution. For accretion histories

dominated by small episodes with random directions of

the infalling clouds, the spin will oscillate around an

intermediate value and the mass growth is faster, alle-

viating the requirements for extremely massive seeds if

super-Eddington accretion is negligible. Current seed-

ing mechanisms proposing a seed mass not larger than

105−106M� call for a period of super-Eddington accre-

tion, which contributes at least a fraction of & 0.1%−1%

in linear scale (but 3 − 4 dex in logarithmic mass scale

for 103 − 104M� seeds) to the mass growth.
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