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The dark matter (DM) can consist of the primordial black holes (PBHs) in addition to the conven-
tional weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs). The Poisson fluctuations of the PBH number
density produce the isocurvature perturbations which can dominate the matter power spectrum at
small scales and enhance the early structure formation. We study how the WIMP annihilation from
those early formed structures can affect the CMB (in particular the E-mode polarization anisotropies
and y-type spectral distortions) and global 21cm signals. Our studies would be of particular interest
for the light (sub-GeV) WIMP scenarios which have been less explored compared with the mixed DM
scenarios consisting of PBHs and heavy (& 1 GeV) WIMPs. For instance, for the self-annihilating
DM mass mχ = 1 MeV and the thermally averaged annihilation cross section 〈σv〉 ∼ 10−30cm3/s,
the latest Planck CMB data requires the PBH fraction with respect to the whole DM to be at most
O(10−3) for the sub-solar mass PBHs and an even tighter bound (by a factor ∼ 5) can be obtained
from the global 21-cm measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

While the properties of the dark matter (DM) still remain unknown, there has been a revived interest in the
primordial black hole (PBH) DM in view of the advancement of gravitational wave experiments [1]. While the
allowed parameter range for the PBH to be the dominant DM component has been narrowed down, the PBH being
a partial component of DM still remains an intriguing possibility [2–4].

We study the effects of the DM annihilation on the cosmic microwave background (CMB) and 21-cm signals in the
mixed DM scenarios consisting of the self-annihilating DM and PBH. We focus on the boosted DM annihilation due
to the enhanced early structure formation in the presence of the Poisson noise sourced by the PBHs [5].

The randomly distributed PBHs can add the Poisson noise to the matter power spectrum which can dominate
the conventional adiabatic perturbations at small scales. The possibility for the PBHs to be (partial) DM and the
consequent early structure formation due to such PBH sourced isocurvature perturbations have been investigated to
seek the potential signals of the PBHs, and the astrophysical probes sensitive to those enhanced small scale structures
such as the gravitational lensing and Ly-α observations have been explored [5–12].

When there exists self-annihilating DM (a typical example is WIMP), in addition to PBH as a partial DM, the
thermal evolution of baryons in the dark ages is also affected due to the enhanced DM annihilation from those
abundant early formed halos. The additional energy injection from DM annihilation may produce observable CMB
distortions [13–16]. The early reionization due to the enhancement of DM annihilation affects the Thomson optical
depth and modifies the CMB angular power spectrum [17]. The measurement of global 21-cm line signal is also
expected to be a useful tool to probe the thermal history of the Universe [18–20]. The recent result reported by the
EDGES [21] motivates to study the constraint on extra heat sources [22–28] and the nature of DM [29, 30]. We in
this paper quantify the effects of the boosted DM annihilation on the CMB anisotropy (in particular the E-mode
polarization power spectrum), CMB spectral distortion and global 21cm signals.

The early structure formation can result in abundant small halos some of which can potentially survive the tidal
disruptions due to the tightly bound structures. We calculate the effects of DM annihilation from the substructures
due to survived small halos as well as those from the halos without considering the substructures. For instance, for
mχ = 1MeV and 〈σv〉 ∼ 10−30 cm2, the Planck CMB data can give the bound on the PBH fraction to the total DM
fPBH . 10−2.7 for the sub-solar mass PBH assuming the survival of the halos if produced at z > 250 (note the CMB
bound in the absence of PBHs is 〈σv〉/mχ . 3× 10−27cm3/s/GeV for the DM with s-wave annihilation [31]). We for
simplicity assume the monochromatic mass function for the PBHs throughout this paper. We also find that the effects
of the survived minihalos are negligible for fPBH . 10−2.6, and the aforementioned bound fPBH . 10−2.7 hence can be
considered as the robust bound arising only from isolated halos without including the effects of substructures. We also
show that, using the redshift dependence of the EDGES data (without using their larger-than-expected absorption
signal amplitude information), the 21cm global signal can lead to the tighter bounds on fPBH by a factor 5 than that
from the CMB.

We mention that, independently from such ’Poisson effects’ (PBHs’ collective effects on the large scale structure),
one can also study the ’seed effects’ (the DM accretion into an individual PBH) which can be complimentary to the
studies in this paper. The mixed DM scenarios of PBHs and self-annihilating WIMPs indeed have been actively
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investigated for the scenarios where the PBH can be a ’seed’ for the ultracompact minihalo (UCMH) with a steep
DM density profile [32–46]. No observation of possible enhanced DM annihilation signals from such a DM density
spike around a PBH can lead to the severe bounds on the allowed abundance of PBHs, and the incompatibility of
co-existence of the PBH and WIMP has been pointed out. Such ’seed effects’ have been mainly discussed for the heavy
(> 1 GeV) DM and the conventional cross sections of order 〈σv〉 ∼ O(10−26) cm3/s. For instance, the tight bounds
fPBH . O(10−9) can be obtained for the typical WIMP parameters (e.g. mχ ∼ 100 GeV, 〈σv〉 = 3 × 10−26 cm3/s)
due to no detection of such enhanced DM annihilation signals in the gamma ray or CMB data [35, 46]. Those tight
bounds on fPBH are usually derived based on the characteristic steep DM density profile ρ ∝ r−γ (e.g. γ ∼ 9/4),
and those bounds cannot be straightforwardly applied when the DM kinetic energy cannot be ignored compared with
its potential energy in estimating the halo profile around a PBH [32–41]. Such a UCMH profile in the presence of
the PBH for the non-trivial initial conditions including those for the light (e.g. . 1 MeV) DM still has not been
fully explored by the numerical simulations yet without definite answers for the bounds on the PBH parameters.
Fortunately, our Poisson bounds are independent from those bounds involving the non-trivial DM accretion to the
PBHs and hence can offer complementary bounds to those seed effects. Our studies would be of particular interest
for the light (sub-GeV) DM for which the UCMH profile is less steep and the seed effect bounds are less severe. The
bounds from the DM accretion onto the PBH are also relaxed for the lighter PBH mass as well as for the lighter
DM mass, and we focus our discussions on the light (sub-GeV) DM mass and the light PBH mass (sub-solar mass)
even though our study can be straightforwardly extended to the larger DM and PBH masses for which the PBH seed
effects however would give more stringent bounds on fPBH than the Poisson effects.

Our paper is organized as follows. Sec. II reviews the matter power spectrum in the presence of the PBH isocurvature
perturbations and specifies the PBH parameter range to be explored in our study. Sec. III outlines the formalism
to calculate the DM annihilation boost in the presence of the early formed structures. Sec IV discusses how the
evolutions of ionization fraction and baryon temperature are affected due to the DM annihilation in the presence of
the PBHs. Such changes in the early history of the Universe are implemented for the calculations of the bounds on
fPBH from the CMB (fluctuation anisotropy and spectral distortion) and 21cm signals in Sec V.

II. THE POISSON FLUCTUATIONS DUE TO PBHS

The PBHs are assumed to be randomly distributed1, and the PBHs can contribute to the matter power spectrum
as the Poisson noise

PPBH =
1

nPBH
, nPBH =

ΩDMρcrifPBH

MPBH
, (1)

where fPBH ≡ ΩPBH/ΩDM represents the fraction of PBH contribution to the total DM. We focus on the scales larger

than the mean separation of the PBHs, k . k∗ = n
1/3
PBH, so that we treat the PBHs as the ideal pressureless fluid.

Such PBH fluctuations appear only in the PBH component and independent from the adiabatic perturbations, and
the PBH Poisson fluctuations can be treated as the isocurvature contribution to the total power spectrum [5–8]

P (k, z) = D2(z)
(
T 2
ad(k)Padi(k) + T 2

isoPiso(k)
)
, (2)

where Padi is the conventional adiabatic power spectrum and Piso = f2PBHPPBH. D(z) is the growth function normal-
ized by D(0) = 1 and T represents the transfer function. The isocurvature transfer function Tiso reads [47]

Tiso(k) =
3

2
(1 + zeq) for keq < k < k∗, (3)

Tiso(k) = 0 otherwise. (4)

The dimensionless power spectra ∆2(k) = P (k)k3/2π2 in the presence of PBH are shown in Fig. 1. The dimensionless
power spectrum ∆2(k) is smaller with a smaller MPBH for a given k, but the cutoff k∗ is bigger for a smaller MPBH

leading to the common peak height with a different MPBH for a given fPBH. This independence of the peak amplitudes
on MPBH is also reflected in the insensitivity of σ to MPBH for a small halo mass as illustrated in Fig. 2. The variance
of the mass fluctuations smoothed on the scale of a sphere containing a mass M is defined by

σ2(M, z) =

∫
d ln k

k3P (k, z)

2π2
|W (kR)|2 , (5)

1 This is a reasonable assumption because the typical separation between the PBHs which can be formed before the matter-radiation
equality epoch would be larger than the horizon scale at the formation of PBHs.
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FIG. 1: The linear matter power spectrum in the mixed DM scenarios at z = 0. The PBH contributions are
parameterized by its fraction and mass fPBH ≡ ΩPBH/ΩDM,MPBH. The scenario with the PBH fraction smaller than
10−4 is not distinguishable from the standard ΛCDM with no PBH in this figure.
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FIG. 2: The mass variance σ(M, z = 0) in the mixed DM scenarios. The PBH mass dependence becomes small for
a small halo mass scale M . 10−6M� in the parameter range of our interest fPBH . 0.1, 10−6[M�/h] . MPBH .
1[M�/h].

where W (kR) = 3 [sin(kR)− (kR) cos(kR)] /(kR)3 is the Fourier transform of the real-space spherical top-hat window
function which contains mass M .

We study the effects of early formed minihalos on the CMB and 21cm signals, and the parameters, besides the
conventional ΛCDM parameters, which are relevant in our study are the minimal halo mass Mmin, PBH fraction
and mass (fPBH and MPBH) and the annihilating DM mass and the thermally averaged DM annihilation cross
section (mχ and 〈σv〉). The minimum halo mass can vary in a wide range (for instance 10−4M�/h to 10−12M�/h)
which is heavily dependent on the nature of DM kinetic decoupling affecting the DM free streaming and acoustic
damping. We for concreteness use the conventional value of Mmin = 10−6M�/h in our calculations [48–56]. The mass
scale of 10−6M�/h corresponds to the comoving scale of order k ∼ 106h/Mpc, and we focus on the PBH parameters
whose Poisson noise cutoff k∗ < 106h/Mpc so that the PBH fluctuation cutoff shows up above the DM minimum halos
mass scale. For instance, k∗ & 4 × 106h/Mpc for MPBH . 10−7M�/h with fPBH = 0.1. We hence for concreteness
focus on MPBH > 10−6M� in our discussions unless stated otherwise. We also note, for this parameter range of our
interest, σ(Mmin) is not dependent on MPBH for a given fPBH . Due to this insensitivity of σ(Mmin) on MPBH, our
constraints on fPBH turn out to be insensitive to MPBH as discussed in the following analysis.
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III. ANNIHILATION BOOSTING BY THE EARLY STRUCTURE FORMATION DUE TO PBHS

The annihilation of self-annihilating DM is proportional to the density squared and the ratio of the fluctuation
contribution to the smooth background contribution is the so-called boost factor B

〈ρ2DM(z)〉 = ρ̄2DM(z)〈(1 + δ(z))2〉 = ρ̄2DM(z)(1 + 〈δ2(z)〉) ≡ ρ̄2DM(z)(1 +B(z)) (6)

where ρ̄DM is the homogeneous DM background density and δ = (ρ− ρ̄)/ρ̄ is the density contrast. We adopt the halo
model approach in calculating the boost factor to take account of the DM structure formation. The energy injection
rate per volume due to the DM annihilation (we assume the self-annihilating Majorana DM χ) into the cosmic plasma
reads [57, 58]

d2E

dV dt
(z) =

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
sm

+
d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
str

, (7)

where the subscript sm denotes the smooth background contributions and str represents the DM halo contributions
to account for the effects from the structure formation.

The smooth background contribution is obtained from

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
sm

= fann
〈σv〉
mχ

ρ2criΩ
2
χ(1 + z)6, (8)

where fann is the fraction of the energy absorbed into the plasma at a redshift z. Although it depends on the
annihilating DM mass and the redshift, we assume for simplicity that fann is constant [59]. Ωχ is the energy density
parameter of the self-annihilating DM χ. Since we also consider PBHs as DM, ΩDM = ΩPBH + Ωχ.

The halo contribution is given as [60]

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
halo

= fann
〈σv〉
mχ

(1 + z)3
∫ ∞
Mmin

dM
dn

dM
(M, z)

(∫ r200

0

dr 4πr2ρ2halo(r)

)
, (9)

where Mmin is the minimum mass of DM halos, dn/dM is the mass function of DM halos and r200 is the typical
radius of a DM halo with mass M in which an averaged density equals to 200 times the background density and ρhalo
is the radial density profile of self-annihilating DM.

When we use the NFW profile for the halo density ρhalo and take into account that only a fraction Ωχ/ΩM of the
total matter can annihilate, the integral of the self-annihilating DM density profile can be written as∫ r200

0

dr4πr2ρ2halo(r) =
Mρ̄(zf)

3

(
Ωχ
ΩM

)2

, (10)

ρ̄(zf) = 200ρcriΩM(1 + zf)
3F (c(zf)), F (c(zf)) =

c3

3

1− (1 + c)−3

(ln(1 + c)− c(1 + c)−1)
2 , (11)

where zf is the formation redshift of DM halos. c(zf) is the concentration parameter of the NFW profile for DM
halos forming at zf . We conservatively take c(zf) = 2 for all the early formed halos because it is the minimal value of
the concentration parameters found in the simulations performed for a wide range of halo masses [61–67]. A bigger
concentration parameter results in a bigger annihilation rate.

Assuming the Press-Schechter (PS) mass function can simplify the integral of the mass function and the mass
fraction in collapsed objects, fcoll, becomes, according to the PS formalism,

fcoll(z) =

∫ ∞
Mmin

dM
M

ΩMρcri

dn

dM
(M, z) = erfc(umin(z)), umin(z) =

δc√
2σ(Mmin, z)

, (12)

where δc ≈ 1.686 is the critical density contrast for collapse. Therefore, we can rewrite the DM halo contribution as

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
halo

=
ρ̄(zf)

3

(
Ωχ
ΩM

)2

fann
〈σv〉
mχ

(1 + z)3fcoll(z). (13)

which represents the energy injection at the redshift z from the halos formed at zf .
In a simple treatment where the substructure contribution is ignored (such as in the conventional PS formalism

which does not take account of subhalo abundance once they merge into the larger halos), zf is set to zf = z in Eq. (13).
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The notable feature of our PBH scenarios arises due to the enhancement of early structure formation caused by the
PBH isocurvature fluctuations. Those early formed halos are shown to be dense enough (the density ∝ (1 + zf)

3) to
survive the potential tidal disruptions for zf & 250 [10, 68]2 Such early formed dense structures resilient to the tidal
disruptions make our scenarios strikingly different from the ΛCDM for which the typical halo formation occurs at
z . 20.

We introduce a characteristic redshift z∗ (for concreteness, we use z∗ = 250 in our calculations [10, 68]). We call
the small halos produced at zf > z∗ ’minihalos’ and assume those minihalos can survive until now while keeping the
density 200ρ̄(zf) at the forming epoch for simplicity. On the other hand, we assume the halos forming at zf < z∗
cannot survive and lose their identities in the hierarchical structure formation. In other words, for the halos formed
at zf < z∗, we apply the conventional PS formalism (we hence do not account for the substructure contribution and
ignore their survivals at the later epoch as minihalos). The density of such halos at a redshift z is simply proportional
to the background density 200ρ̄(z). The actual DM annihilation effects could be bigger than our estimations for
those halos produced at z < z∗ because we completely ignore their survival. For the minihalos collapsed at z > z∗,
we assume the DM annihilation continues in those dense surviving minihalos even after their collapse epochs. The
effects of the survived minihalos compared with those produced at z < z∗ become more prominent at a lower redshift
because of a bigger relative difference in (1 + z)3 factor in their densities. This can be seen, for instance, in Fig. 3
where the baryon temperature in the presence of the survived minihalos exceeds that without substructures at a low
redshift z . 50.

In order to take into account those early formed minihalos, we divide the contribution from the DM structure
formation in Eq. (7) into two parts,

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
str

=
d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
mh

+
d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
halo

. (15)

Here the term with the subscript mh represents the contribution from the survived minihalos forming before z∗.
Analogously to Eq. (9), the minihalo contribution at a redshift z can be given as

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
mh

= fann
〈σv〉
mχ

(1 + z)3
∫ zmax

zmin

dzf

∫ ∞
Mmin

dM
d

dzf

[
dnmh

dM
(M, zf)

](∫ r200

0

dr 4πr2ρ2halo(r)

)
, (16)

where dnmh/dM(M, zf) is the mass function of minihalos forming at zf . In the above equation, zmin = max[z∗, z].
The redshift zmax represents the maximum redshift for the structure formation. Although the DM density fluctuation
can grow logarithmically in the radiation dominated epoch, it cannot collapse until the matter dominated epoch. In
our fiducial model, we set zmax = 2000 and we conservatively assume that, even if its density contrast exceeds the
critical density contrast for collapse before zmax, the overdensity region collapses to a minihalo at zmax.

In estimating Eq. (16), assuming that DM halos forming before z∗ = 250 can survive as minihalos, we can consider
the fraction of matter collapsed into minihalos fcoll,mh as

fcoll,mh(z) = fcoll(max[z∗, z]), (17)

which can also be written as

fcoll,mh(z) =

∫ zmax

z

dzf
dfcoll,mh

dzf
(z, zf) =

1

ρcriΩM

∫
z

dzf

∫ ∞
Mmin

dMM
d

dzf

[
dnmh

dM
(M, zf)

]
. (18)

Note that our formalism does not require the explicit expression for differential fraction dfcoll,mh/dzf or minihalo mass
function dnmh/dM(M, zf) because fcoll,mh can be obtained from Eqs. (12) and (17) (see Ref. [39] for more details

2 The tidal disruptions include the stellar encounters, encountering among small halos and tidal stripping at the core of a host halo after
the infall due to the dynamical friction. We refer the readers to Refs. [10, 68–72, 72–76] for the further discussions on the survival of
the early formed halos. One can analytically estimate the time-scale of tidal disruptions due to stellar encounters (which are the most
significant tidal disruption processes), based on the impulse approximation, as [10]

t ∼ 70Gyr

(
1 + zf

100

)3/2 (106M�/kpc3

n̄∗M∗

)
(14)

where M∗ is the mass of a stellar object (such as a star) and n̄∗ is the corresponding mean number density of stars in a host halo. We
can hence infer that the minihalos in a galactic host halo could well survive if they were formed at zf ≥ 100.
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on the derivation of differential mass fraction df/dz). Accordingly, the minihalo contribution can be rewritten with
fcoll,mh

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
mh

=

(
Ωχ
ΩM

)2

fann
〈σv〉
mχ

(1 + z)3
∫
dzf

ρ̄(zf)

3

dfcoll,mh

dzf
(z, zf). (19)

In Eq. (15), d2E/dV dt|halo represents the contribution from DM which is not included in a survived minihalo formed
at z > z∗ but resides in a halo formed at z < z∗. The collapse fraction of such DM is given by fcoll,halo = fcoll−fcoll,mh.
Avoiding the double counting of DM in minihalos in Eq. (13), d2E/dV dt|halo is given as

d2E

dV dt

∣∣∣∣
halo

=
ρ̄(zf)

3

(
Ωχ
ΩM

)2

fann
〈σv〉
mχ

(1 + z)3fcoll,halo(z). (20)

The boost factor also consists of two parts,

B(z) = Bmh(z) +Bhalo(z). (21)

Each boost factor is given by the ratio of Eq. (19, 20) to the smooth background contribution, Eq. (8). Therefore,
we can calculate boost factors from

Bmh(z) =
200

3

∫ zmh

z

dzf
(1 + zf)

3

(1 + z)3
F (c(zf))

dfcoll,mh

dzf
(z, zf), (22)

Bhalo(z) =
200

3
F (c(z))fcoll,halo(z). (23)

IV. EVOLUTION OF THE IONIZATION FRACTION AND THE BARYON TEMPERATURE

The injected energy due to the WIMP annihilation can affect the evolutions of the ionization fraction and temper-
ature in the cosmic plasma. Including the WIMP annihilation effects, these evolutions are calculated from

(1 + z)
dxe
dz

=
1

H(z)
[Rs(z)− Is(z)− Ix(z)] , (24)

(1 + z)
dTk
dz

= 2Tk +
8σTaRT

4
γ

3mecH(z)

xe(Tk − Tγ)

(1 + fHe + xe)
− 2

3kBH(z)

Kh(z)

(1 + fHe + xe)
. (25)

Eq. (24) gives the evolution of the ionization fraction, where Rs and Is are the standard primordial hydrogen recom-
bination rate and ionization rate respectively [77, 78]. Eq. (25) provides the evolution of the baryon temperature. In
these equations, the contributions of the WIMP annihilation are represented in the terms Ix and Kh,

Ix =
χx

nH(z)

d2E

dV dt
(z), (26)

Kh =
χh

nH(z)Ei

d2E

dV dt
(z). (27)

where d2E(z)/dV dt is the energy injection rate of the WIMP annihilation given in Eq (7), Ei is the ionization energy of
hydrogen, χx and χh are the fractions of energy used for the ionization and heating of the cosmic plasma, respectively.
In Eqs. (26) and (27), for simplicity, we take the on-the-spot approximation in which the injected energy is assumed to
be absorbed into the cosmic plasma and, instantaneously, consumed to ionize and heat the plasma [79]. The functions
χx and χh mainly depend on the ionization fraction of the Universe, xe, and we use the fitting formulae given in
Ref. [80] which is based on the result in Ref. [59].

The CMB bounds depend on the combination of parameters fann〈σv〉/mχ rather than separately on each of the DM
mass and annihilation cross section, and the effects of DM annihilation are conventionally parameterized by a quantity
fann〈σv〉/mχ. The current CMB bound is of order fann〈σv〉/mχ . 4× 10−28cm3/s/GeV, and the canonical thermal
WIMP relic value 〈σv〉 = 3× 10−26cm3/s for the DM with s-wave annihilation, for instance, can be already excluded
for mχ . 10 GeV for a typical range of fann ∼ O(0.1) [31]. We for the illustration purpose use fann〈σv〉/mχ =
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FIG. 3: The ionization fraction (left panel) and the baryon temperature (right panel) as functions of a redshift.
We set fPBH = 10−2.5. The blue line represents the total contribution from DM, while the orange line is for the
case without survived minihalos (fcoll,mh = 0). For reference, we plot the evolution without PBHs and without
annihilation.
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3 × 10−28cm3/s/GeV as our fiducial value in the figures unless stated otherwise.3 We solve Eqs. (24) and (25) by
using the public code HyRec [81] in which the primordial helium contribution is also included. In Fig. 3, we show
the effect of the WIMP annihilation in the mixed DM scenario on the ionization fraction (left panel) and the baryon
temperature (right panel). In this figure using fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−28cm3/s/GeV, the blue line represents the
evolution with log10 fPBH = −2.5, and, for comparison, we also plot the results for no PBH case (a conventional
adiabatic perturbation scenario without PBH isocurvature perturbations) and for no DM annihilation case with the
thin red line and black dashed line, respectively. In order to illustrate the impact of minihalo contributions, we also
plot the evolution for the case with no survived minihalos (i.e., fcoll,mh = 0) in the orange line in Fig. 3. The figure
tells us that the survived minihalo contribution is significant in the late universe. When log10 fPBH = −2.5, the mass
dispersion is small σ(Mmin, z∗) = 0.4 (< δc ∼ 1.686) at z∗ = 250 and the collapsed matter fraction locked in the
survived minihalos would be consequently small. As a result, the survived minihalo contribution is not significant
until a later epoch z ∼ 50. As the universe expands further, the core density in survived minihalos relatively becomes
significantly large, compared with the background density or the DM halo density. Around z ∼ 50, the boost factor
of survived minihalos cannot be negligible and finally dominates. The ionization and heating from the annihilation in
survived minihalos can significantly affect the Thomson optical depth of the CMB and 21-cm signals in the dark ages.
We also show the evolution of the ionization fraction and baryon temperature for different fPBH values in Fig. 4. A
large fPBH induces the early structure formation and the effect of the halo contribution start to become important

3 Using for instance the value fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−29cm3/s/GeV, instead of 3 × 10−28cm3/s/GeV, does not affect our following
discussions, even though the constraint on fPBH becomes less tight by a factor ∼ 5 as mentioned in the next section.
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at higher redshifts. The survived minihalo contribution becomes smaller when fPBH becomes smaller, and we found
that, when fPBH . 10−2.6, the contribution from the survived minihalos, the first term in the right-hand side of
Eq. (15), is negligible in the thermal evolution of the Universe.

V. COSMOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS ON THE PBH ABUNDANCE

A. CMB anisotropy

As shown in the last section, the WIMP annihilation can be enhanced in the mixed DM scenario and hence induce
the early reionization. One of cosmological probes on such early reionization is the CMB anisotropy measurement. In
particular, the CMB polarization is created due to the scattering of free electrons in the propagation of CMB photons
from the last scattering surface. The free electron density indeed increases for a bigger fPBH as shown in Fig. 4.

Taking into account the enhancement of the ionization fraction, we evaluate the CMB polarization anisotropy by
the public Boltzmann code CLASS [82]. Fig. 5 shows the angular power spectra of the CMB E-mode polarization for
different fPBH values. We adopt the ”tanh”-shape reionization history with zreio = 7.68 [83] to include the standard
reionization scenario driven by first stars and galaxies. The figure tells us that the early reionization due to a large
fPBH increases the CMB polarization signal represented by the change in the reionization bump. The detailed CMB
anisotropy measurement hence can provide a constraint on the PBH abundance. In order to obtain the constraint
from the current CMB measurement, we perform the MCMC analysis using Monte Python [84]. In this analysis we
use the baseline likelihood (TTTEEE-lowl-lowE) from the Planck 2018 data release [17] and adopt the standard six
cosmological parameters with the PBH abundance {ωb, ωd, 100θs, ln(1010As), ns, zreio, fPBH}.

Fig 6 shows 2-D contour plot for zreio and fPBH. The annihilation enhancement occurs when the fluctuations grow
enough to produce halos and induces the abrupt early reionization. PBH isocurvature fluctuations lead to the early
structure formation and significantly enhance such effects. The MCMC analysis is sensitive to the peak height of
the acoustic part in the temperature anisotropy, which is proportional to Ase

−2τ where τ is the optical depth to the
last scattering surface. This optical depth τ is a sum of contributions from the epoch soon after the last scattering
surface (200 . z . 1100), the early reionization epoch (20 . z . 200) and the late reionization epoch (z . 20) (this
late reionization is parameterized by ”tanh”-shape reionization model centered at z = zreio). The DM annihilation
in halo structures largely affect the ionization fraction in the early reionization part by the abrupt increase of the
reionization fraction even if fPBH = 0 (because of the conventional adiabatic perturbations). Not to affect the total
τ , a smaller zreio is preferable. We also note the best fit value of As does not change dramatically in the presence of
PBH in our analysis partly because the uncertainty in the polarization data is larger than that of the temperature
anisotropy. Hence the MCMC tends to vary zreio rather than As to keep the amplitude of Ase

−2τ . In other words,
to maintain the peak height in the CMB temperature anisotropy, the smaller contribution of the conventional tanh
reionization model is preferable to compensate the additional contribution from WIMP annihilation reionization. This
hence leads to the smaller zreio compared with zreio = 7.67± 0.73 in the standard ΛCDM case [83] (without including
DM annihilation).

Our MCMC analysis provides the constraint on the PBH abundance, fPBH < 10−2.66 for fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 ×
10−28cm3/s/GeV, at the 95% confidence level. For the DM annihilating into the SM particle pairs, a typical range of
fann is of order fann ≈ 0.2− 0.6 [31] and we can obtain the constraint

fPBH < 10−2.66 for 〈σv〉/mχ ∼ 10−27cm3/s/GeV, (28)

at the 95% confidence level. As mentioned in the last section, the survived minihalo contribution is negligible when
log10 fPBH < −2.6. Therefore, this constraint given by Eq. (28) does not contain the model uncertainty related to
the abundance of survived minihalos. On the other hand, the constraint strongly depends on the annihilation rate
fann〈σv〉/mχ. When we take fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−29cm3/s/GeV, the constraint is relaxed to fPBH < 10−2.38 at
the 95% confidence level.

Fig. 7 is the summary of our constraint on fPBH. The colored region represents the excluded parameter region
for each fann〈σv〉/mχ by our analysis. As mentioned in the previous section, when fPBH & 10−2.6, the contribution
from the survived minihalos, the first term in the right-hand side of Eq. (15), becomes significant. The minihalo
contribution becomes too big for fann〈σv〉/mχ & 10−28cm3/s/GeV if fPBH & 10−2.6, and the excluded region for
fann〈σv〉/mχ & 10−28cm3/s/GeV represents the parameter sets where the survived minihalo contribution cannot be
ignored compared with the smooth background contribution. For fann〈σv〉/mχ . 10−28cm3/s/GeV, there is room for
the minihalo contribution to dominate the smooth background contribution, and the slope of the constraint becomes
smaller compared with that for a higher fann〈σv〉/mχ for which there is little room for the minihalo contribution.
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FIG. 5: Angular power spectrum of CMB E-mode polarization in the mixed DM scenario of PBHs and self-
annihilating DM. From the top to the bottom, the solid lines are the power spectra for fPBH = 10−2.4 and
fPBH = 10−2.5. For reference, we show the angular power spectrum without the DM annihilation in the dashed
line.
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FIG. 6: Two-dimensional contour plot for zreio and fPBH from the MCMC analysis with Planck 2018 data. Here we
set fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3× 10−28cm3/s/GeV.

B. CMB y-type distortion

The CMB distortion can offer another powerful probe on the thermal history of the Universe [85–87]. The injected
energy from the DM annihilation creates the deviation from the black-body spectrum in the CMB energy spectrum. In
particular, the enhancement of the structure formation due to the PBHs can result in the enhanced y-type distortion.
The CMB y-type distortion can be estimated by [88]

y ≈ 1

4

∫ zµy

z0

dz

(1 + z)

Q̇heat

H(z)ργ(z)
, (29)
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FIG. 7: The constraints on fPBH for different values of fann〈σv〉/mχ. The colored region is excluded by the CMB
anisotropy measurement.

where ργ(z) is the CMB energy density at z and we set zµy = 5×104. Before zµy, µ-type distortion is created instead
of y-type distortion. We take z0 = 200 because the energy transfer from baryons to CMB becomes inefficient after z0
[88]. Fig. 8 shows the created y-type distortion as a function of the PBH fraction, fPBH. The blue line represents our
fiducial case with fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3× 10−28cm3/s/GeV. As fPBH increases, the larger PBH isocurvature fluctuations
can lead to the larger y-type distortion. However, when fPBH > 0.1, y-type distortion decreases with an increasing
fPBH because the amount of annihilating DM is not sufficient to generate the large CMB distortion (we remind readers
that ΩDM = ΩPBH + Ωχ).

One of the model parameters, which strongly affects y-type distortion, is zmax which represents the maximum
redshift for halo formations. Although we conservatively set zmax = 2000 in the fiducial model, halos can form when
the density fluctuations grow sufficiently after the epoch of the matter-radiation equality. In order to evaluate the
impact of zmax on y-type distortion, we calculate y-type distortion with zmax = 3000 and plot the result in the thin
orange line in Fig. 8. When fPBH is large, y-type distortion strongly depends on zmax. A larger fPBH induces an
earlier formation of minihalos whose DM density (∝ (1+zf)

3) can be big, and a larger y-type distortion can be created
from the DM annihilation with a higher zmax. However, when log10 fPBH < −1.5, the halo formation at z > 2000
is not so efficient and the effect on y-type distortion is small even if zmax = 2000 is changed to zmax = 3000 in our
analysis. The current limit of y-type distortion is given by COBE/FIRAS, y < 1.5 × 10−5 [89], while the projected
1-σ detection sensitivity for the next-generation PIXIE-like experiment [90] is ∼ 3.4 × 10−9 [91]. As discussed for
the CMB anisotropy, fPBH is constrained as fPBH < 10−2.66 from Planck 2018 data. The PBH abundance which
can create the PIXIE detection level of y-type distortion is already ruled out by Planck observation. This is partly
because the spectral distortion is affected by the DM annihilation energy going into the abundant CMB photons while
the CMB anisotropy bounds mainly come from the ionization fraction which concerns the DM annihilation energy
going into the gas. It is hence reasonable to expect the latter can give the tighter bounds on fPBH considering the
much bigger number density of photons than baryons, in addition to the current poor precision on the CMB spectral
distortion measurements compared with the CMB anisotropy data.

C. Global 21-cm signal

Redshifted 21-cm signals can probe the IGM evolution of the thermal and ionization history. The multifrequency
radio observation can measure the 21-cm signals from different redshifts corresponding to different observation fre-
quencies. The measured quantity in 21-cm observations is the so-called differential brightness temperature, which
is the deviation of the redshifted 21-cm brightness temperature from the CMB temperature. Similarly to CMB,
both global (sky-averaged) signal and spatial fluctuations of differential brightness temperature can provide valuable
information about our Universe (for a comprehensive review, see Ref. [92]). Here we focus on the global signal.
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FIG. 8: CMB y-type distortion as a function of fPBH. Our fiducial case is represented in a thick blue line with
fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−28 cm3/s/GeV and zmax = 2000. To represent the dependence on zmax, we plot the result
with zmax = 3000 in a thin orange line.

The global differential brightness temperature from a redshift z is provided by [18, 20]

δTb(z) =
3

32π

hc3A10

kBν20

xHInH
(1 + z)2(dv||/dr||)

(
1− Tγ

TS

)
, (30)

where dv||/dr|| is the gradient of the proper velocity along the line of sight, which is the Hubble expansion contribution
in the global signal. TS is the spin temperature of the neutral hydrogen hyperfine structure. The spin temperature is
determined by the balance in the processes of the hyperfine excitation and de-excitation,

TS =
Tγ + ykinTk

1 + ykin
, (31)

where ykin represents the efficiency ratio between the absorption of CMB photons and the thermal collisions in the
hyperfine transition. We adopt the approximated analytical form of ykin in Ref. [93]. In Eq. (30), we do not include
the contribution from Ly-α coupling, because it is not important until the beginning of the first star formation. In
the left panel of Fig. 9, we plot the evolution of spin and baryon temperatures with fPBH = 10−3 in solid lines.
For comparison, we also plot the evolutions in the standard cosmology case (”no annihilation” case). Here we do
not consider other heating sources including stars and galaxies. For fPBH = 10−3, the annihilation from DM halos
becomes effective below z ∼ 100 when baryons are heated up and the thermal evolution of baryons deviate from
the adiabatic evolution, Tk ∝ (1 + z)2, in ”no annihilation” case. Due to heated baryons, the spin temperature also
becomes large with fPBH = 10−3, compared with ”no annihilation” case. The spin temperature lies between the CMB
and baryon temperatures. Therefore, after the baryon temperature becomes larger than the CMB temperature, the
spin temperature also becomes higher than the CMB temperature for fPBH = 10−3. On the other hand, the spin
temperature never exceeds the CMB temperature in ”no annihilation” case.

The right panel of Fig. 9 shows the global differential brightness temperature as a function of a redshift. The sign
of the differential brightness temperature depends on the spin temperature. When the spin temperature is smaller
than the CMB temperature, the differential brightness temperature is negative and observed as absorption signals on
the CMB frequency spectrum. As fPBH decreases, the effects of the DM annihilation becomes small and the redshift,
ztr, at which the global differential brightness temperature shifts from the absorption to the emission signal becomes
smaller. In the case of ”no annihilation”, the differential brightness temperature cannot turn to the positive side
because of the lack of heating sources and the spin temperature stays lower than the CMB temperature. Therefore,
identifying ztr observationally can provide the constraint on the heating source including the DM annihilation.

In Fig. 10, we show the relation between ztr and fPBH. A small fPBH provides a low ztr. Recently the EDGES
reported the detection of the global 21-cm absorption in the redshift range between z ∼ 21 and z ∼ 15 [21]. This result
suggests that the baryon temperature is lower than the CMB temperature until z ∼ 15 and can limit the heating
source causing the early reionization. As shown in Fig. 10, fPBH > 10−3.4 leads to the emission signal above z ∼ 15.
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FIG. 10: The dependence of the transition redshift, ztr, from the absorption to emission on the PBH fraction fPBH.

The EDGES absorption signal at z ∼ 15 hence requires fPBH < 10−3.4 with fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−28cm3/s/GeV.
Therefore, for fann ∼ O(0.1) (a typical range for the SM particle annihilation final states [31]), our constraint is

fPBH < 10−3.4 with 〈σv〉/mχ ∼ 10−27cm3/s/GeV. (32)

As mentioned before, when fPBH < 10−2.6, the contribution from survived minihalos is negligible. Therefore, this
constraint given by Eq. (32) does not include the substructure contributions and hence does not suffer from the model
parameter uncertainties related to zmax and zf . On the other hand, fann〈σv〉/mχ strongly affects the constraint. If
fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−29cm3/s/GeV, the EDGES provides the constraint fPBH . 10−2.5. We also note that the
baryon temperature larger than the CMB temperature can turn the absorption into the emission to result in the tight
bound on fPBH, but it is not high enough to sufficiently ionize the IGM. This is a reason why the bounds on fPBH

from the global 21cm signals can become tighter than those from the CMB.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the bounds on the PBH abundance in the mixed DM scenarios consisting of the self-
annihilating DM and PBHs. The Poisson distribution of PBHs can lead to the isocurvature perturbations and
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consequently to the early structure formation. The enhancement of the DM annihilation occurs in those early formed
dense halos and modifies the ionization and temperature evolutions of baryons. Such modifications affect early
Universe observables such as the CMB and 21cm signals. In order to obtain the constraint on the PBH abundance
from CMB observations, we performed the MCMC analysis with the latest Planck data. The obtained constraint
is fPBH < 10−2.66 for fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−28cm3/s/GeV. The constraint depends on the annihilation rate and,
for instance, a weaker bound fPBH < 10−2.38 arises for a smaller fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3 × 10−29cm3/s/GeV. The energy
injection from DM annihilation can also create the CMB spectral distortion, and we found that the PBH abundance
which can generate the CMB distortion observable by the PIXIE-like future observation has been already ruled
out by the Planck data. The redshifted 21-cm observation is also a promising probe on the heating sources such
as the DM annihilation in the dark ages. The observational determination of the redshift at which the global 21-
cm signal shifts from the absorption to the emission can provide the constraint on the efficiency of the heating
source in the dark ages because, at this transition redshift, the heated baryon temperature becomes larger than the
CMB temperature. We discussed how this transition redshift is affected in the presence of the PBH isocurvature
perturbations. Recent EDGES observation reported that they detected the absorption signals of global redshifted
21-cm lines between 15 . z . 22. While the justification of their large absorption signal amplitude is under an
active debate, we solely focused on the redshift dependence of the signal and obtained the PBH abundance constraint
fPBH < 10−3.4 for fann〈σv〉/mχ = 3× 10−28cm3/s/GeV. We also argued that our bounds on fPBH are insensitive to
MPBH for the parameter range of interest in our analysis (MPBH & 10−6M� when the minimum dark matter halo
mass Mmin = 10−6M�).

Our Poisson effect constraints would be of particular interest for the light (sub-GeV) WIMP which has been less
explored compared with the heavier (> 1 GeV) WIMP in the presence of PBHs. For instance, the CMB can give the
bounds fPBH . O(10−3) for mχ = 1 MeV and fann〈σv〉 = 3 × 10−31cm3/s. Our bounds are independent from and
complementary to the seed effects which consider the DM accretion into individual PBHs. The DM accretion into
PBHs can form the steep profile ρ(r) ∝ r−9/4 when the DM kinetic energy is negligible compared with their potential
energy, and the consequent enhanced DM annihilation can lead to the tight bounds on PBHs using the observation
data such as the Fermi gamma ray and Planck CMB data [34–46]. Even though the detailed numerical analysis has
not been performed yet for such seed effects when the dark matter is light such that the kinetic energy cannot be
ignored in estimating the dark matter profile around a PBH, the analytical estimation indicates the bounds on fPBH

would be significantly weakened for small mχ and MPBH due to a less steep profile around a PBH [34, 37, 94]. Ref.
[37], for instance, analytically estimated the upper bound on fPBH assuming the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution
for the DM velocity and, for example, fPBH . 0.1 for mχ ∼ 1 MeV and MPBH ∼ 0.01M� (the upper bound of

fPBH scales as ∝ m−3.7χ M−1.5PBH assuming the DM kinetic decoupling dependence on the DM mass as TKD ∝ m
5/4
χ

typical for a bino-like WIMP [55]). The bounds on fPBH when the dark matter kinetic energy is not negligible
would require a more detailed numerical analysis, and such numerical studies which also should take account of a
DM model dependence such as the nature of DM kinetic decoupling [48–55] would further quantitatively clarify the
complementary between the Poisson and seed effects of PBHs in the presence of the WIMPs. The bounds on the
PBH parameters from DM annihilation when a halo includes multiple PBHs (which is likely when fPBH > 10−4 [7])
and when a PBH interacts with another (e.g. forming the binary) would be also worth pursuing.

This work was supported by the Institute for Basic Science (IBS-R018-D1) and Grants-in-Aid for Scientific
Research from JSPS (21K03533). KK thanks the Kobayashi-Maskawa Institute at Nagoya University for the
hospitality.
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[81] Y. Ali-Häımoud and C. M. Hirata, Phys. Rev. D 83, 043513 (2011), 1011.3758.
[82] D. Blas, J. Lesgourgues, and T. Tram, JCAP 2011, 034 (2011), 1104.2933.
[83] N. Aghanim et al. (Planck) (2018), 1807.06209.
[84] B. Audren, J. Lesgourgues, K. Benabed, and S. Prunet, JCAP 1302, 001 (2013), 1210.7183.
[85] H. Tashiro, Progress of Theoretical and Experimental Physics 2014, 06B107 (2014).
[86] J. Chluba and D. Jeong, Monthly Notices of the RAS 438, 2065 (2014), 1306.5751.
[87] J. Chluba, arXiv e-prints arXiv:1405.6938 (2014), 1405.6938.
[88] J. Chluba, Monthly Notices of the RAS 460, 227 (2016), 1603.02496.
[89] D. Fixsen, E. Cheng, J. Gales, J. C. Mather, R. Shafer, and E. Wright, Astrophys. J. 473, 576 (1996), astro-ph/9605054.
[90] A. Kogut, D. J. Fixsen, D. T. Chuss, J. Dotson, E. Dwek, M. Halpern, G. F. Hinshaw, S. M. Meyer, S. H. Moseley, M. D.

Seiffert, et al., JCAP 2011, 025 (2011), 1105.2044.
[91] J. Chluba, M. H. Abitbol, N. Aghanim, Y. Ali-Haimoud, M. Alvarez, K. Basu, B. Bolliet, C. Burigana, P. de Bernardis,

J. Delabrouille, et al., arXiv e-prints arXiv:1909.01593 (2019), 1909.01593.
[92] S. R. Furlanetto, S. P. Oh, and F. H. Briggs, Phys. Rept. 433, 181 (2006), astro-ph/0608032.
[93] M. Kuhlen, P. Madau, and R. Montgomery, ApJL 637, L1 (2006), astro-ph/0510814.
[94] Y. Eroshenko, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 35, 2040046 (2020), 1910.01564.


	I introduction
	II The Poisson fluctuations due to PBHs
	III Annihilation boosting by the early structure formation due to PBHs
	IV Evolution of the ionization fraction and the baryon temperature
	V cosmological constraints on the PBH abundance
	A CMB anisotropy
	B CMB y-type distortion
	C Global 21-cm signal

	VI conclusion
	 References

