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ABSTRACT
The excess radio background seen at ' 0.1 − 10 GHz has stimulated much scientific debate in the past years. Recently, it was
pointed out that the soft photon emission from accreting primordial black holes may be able to explain this signal. We show that
the expected ultraviolet photon emission from these accreting black holes would ionize the universe completely at z > 6 and
thus wash out the 21 cm absorption signature at z ' 20 as well as be in tension with existing cosmic microwave background
anisotropy and average spectral distortion limits. We discuss possible augmentations of the model; however, it seems that an
explanation of radio excess by accreting primordial black holes is not well-justified.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The detection of a bright radio monopole at ' 0.1− 10 GHz (Fixsen
et al. 2011; Dowell & Taylor 2018) with an intensity larger than the
standard Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) and known galac-
tic and extragalactic radio sources (Protheroe & Biermann 1996) is
one of the outstanding problems in current astrophysics and cosmol-
ogy. On top of this, the possible detection of an unexpectedly-strong
21 cm absorption feature at z ' 20 (Bowman et al. 2018) further
adds to this deepening mystery, although recent independent efforts
to verify this measurement have resulted in a null detection (Singh
et al. 2022). The reader is referred to Singal et al. (2018) for a de-
tailed review of possible explanations for radio excess and future
experimental efforts to verify its detection. Most explanations in-
voke unresolved extragalactic radio contributions, but also galactic
contribution could be relevant (Subrahmanyan & Cowsik 2013).

One possible cosmological explanation of the radio excess could
be dark matter halos hosting unresolved radio sources (Holder
2014). This naturally implies that the background is anisotropic, as
the halos are clustered and have finite sizes. However, it was shown
that the expected anisotropic signal violates the observed limits un-
less the radio emitting sources are extended over & Mpc scale and
are located at redshifts z > 5 (Holder 2014).

Other explanations for radio excess include Comptonized photon
injection distortions (Chluba 2015; Bolliet et al. 2021), annihilating
axion-like dark matter (Fraser et al. 2018), dark photons (Pospelov
et al. 2018; Caputo et al. 2022), supernova explosion of population
III stars (Jana et al. 2019), superconducting cosmic strings (Bran-
denberger et al. 2019), decay of relic neutrinos to sterile neutrinos
(Chianese et al. 2018), thermal emission of quark nugget dark mat-
ter (Lawson & Zhitnitsky 2019), bright luminous galaxies (Mirocha
& Furlanetto 2019) and accreting astrophysical black holes (Ewall-
Wice et al. 2018, 2020). Many of these works were stimulated by
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the EDGES measurements and thus simultaneously attempt to ex-
plain the large 21 cm absorption feature.

One interesting possibility for testing the presence of an extra-
galactic radio background proposes to use the up-scattering of the
photon field when crossing clusters of galaxies (Holder & Chluba
2021; Lee et al. 2022). This effect, coined radio-SZ effect, is the ra-
dio background analog of the Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect (Zeldovich
& Sunyaev 1969), and might be observable at . 3 GHz using ex-
periments such as MeerKAT or LOFAR. Along another route, the
interaction of cosmic rays with the radio background could produce
ultra-high energy photons from pair-production that could test the
origin of the radio excess (Gelmini et al. 2022).

Recently, Mittal & Kulkarni (2022) studied the possibility of ex-
plaining the radio monopole with a population of accreting super-
massive primordial black holes (PBH) with masses M = 105 −

1012 M�. In this, it is crucial to have a relation between the radio and
X-ray luminosity of the PBHs. Previous works (Ricotti et al. 2008;
Ali-Haı̈moud & Kamionkowski 2017; Hektor et al. 2018; Mena et al.
2019; Yang 2021) have studied accretion onto PBHs (though they
restrict themselves to M . 104 M�) and derived constraints on their
abundance using the CMB anisotropy and global 21cm signature.
These limits were derived by deducing the X-ray luminosity under
the assumptions that the accretion process is spherical, which adds
some level of uncertainty. Instead, the authors in Mittal & Kulka-
rni (2022) use the parametric relation between radio and X-ray lu-
minosity of Lusso et al. (2010) observed at low redshifts. Using
well motivated astrophysical parameters and a reasonable estimate
of PBH abundance, it was shown in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022) that
radio emission from these PBHs could explain the radio excess of
Fixsen et al. (2011); Dowell & Taylor (2018).

Accretion onto black holes will not only result in radio and X-ray
emission but also UV/optical emission (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973).
Energetic photons with E > 13.6 eV can ionize neutral hydrogen and
heat the baryonic gas. Therefore, one has to study the possibility that
the over-abundance of ionizing photons can reionize the universe
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2 Acharya et al.

much before z ' 6. This would also heat the gas sufficiently such
that we may not see any 21 cm absorption signature, which can be
computed using standard methods (Pritchard & Loeb 2012).

In this paper, we use a parametric relation between UV and X-ray
luminosity (Lusso et al. 2015) similar to the relation used in Mittal
& Kulkarni (2022) to study the effect of UV emission from accret-
ing PBHs on the ionization and thermal history of the Universe. We
show that the fiducial parameters used in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022)
predict too many energetic photons which can ionize the Universe
before z ' 6 and thereby wash out any 21 cm absorption signal at
z ' 20. In addition, the changes to the ionization history induce mod-
ifications to the CMB temperature and polarization anisotropies that
are ruled out by Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016). Finally,
we highlight that a large part to the required PBH population has al-
ready been ruled out by COBE/FIRAS. Therefore, an explanation of
the radio excess by accreting PBHs alone seems to run into signifi-
cant constraints. Using a simple conservative estimate, we show that
the abundance of PBHs has to be orders of magnitude smaller than
what has been assumed in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022).

2 PHOTON EMISSION FROM ACCRETING PBHS

2.1 Radio background from PBHs

In this section, we briefly discuss the calculation of radio back-
ground from accreting primordial black holes, following Mittal &
Kulkarni (2022). The readers are referred to this work for a more
detailed discussion. Accretion of matter onto supermassive black
holes results in non-thermal photon emission in radio, UV/optical
and X-ray. To compute the radio luminosity at 1.4 GHz, we use the
luminosity relation of Wang et al. (2006), which was also applied
by the authors in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022). The radio luminosity of
each black hole at 1.4 GHz is then related to its bolometric X-ray
luminosity in the 0.1-2.4 keV band by (Wang et al. 2006),

log10(LR/LE)
∣∣∣
1.4GHz

= 0.86 log10(LX/LE)
∣∣∣
0.1−2.4keV

− 5.08, (1)

which can be cast into the form (LR/LE) ≈ (LX/LE)0.86
× 10−5 with

LE = 1.26 × 1031(M/M�) W. From here onward, we drop the en-
ergy (or frequency band) subscript from the luminosity for brevity
and simply refer to radio/X-ray luminosity as LR or LX . The X-ray
luminosity is related to the Eddington luminosity (LE) as,

LX = fBH,XλLE . (2)

The ratio of the bolometric luminosity to the Eddington luminosity
is given by λ, while fBH,X is the ratio of LX to bolometric luminosity.
We choose the values fBH,X = λ = 0.1 which was used as the fiducial
values by the authors in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022).

The specific luminosity in the vicinity of ν = 1.4 GHz is given by,

lR(ν) =

(
ν

1.4GHz

)−0.6
lR(ν = 1.4GHz), (3)

where νlR(ν) = LR. The comoving radio emissivity is given by,

ε(ν) = nPBHlR(ν), (4)

where nPBH is the number density of primordial black holes which is
explicitly written as,

nPBH =
fPBH ρDM

MPBH
. (5)

The fractional energy density of primordial black holes compared to
total dark matter density ρDM is given by fPBH and MPBH is the mass
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Figure 1. Comoving intensity of radio background as a function of redshift
at 1.4 GHz as the PBHs accrete and the background builds up. We have
converted the comoving intensity to temperature using Eq. (8).

of black holes. The authors in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022) assumed the
mass of the black holes to be in the range 105 − 1012 M�.

The comoving radio emissivity from PBHs per unit energy is then
given by (Mittal & Kulkarni 2022),

ε(E) = 5.65×1019 fduty( fBH,Xλ)0.86
(

fPBH ρDM

1kgm−3

) (
E

5.79µeV

)−0.86

m−3s−1.

(6)
where fduty is the duty cycle and specific luminosity is per unit en-
ergy basis. The fiducial values of fduty = 0.01 and fPBH = 10−4 [the
maximal value of the halo dynamical friction constraint quoted in
mass range 105 − 1012 M� (Carr & Kühnel 2020)], which were the
values chosen by the authors. Note that MPBH drops out in the emis-
sivity, but the astrophysical parameters fduty, λ, fBH,X have implicit
mass dependence. This technical detail will not be important for the
point we are trying to make. The specific intensity of radio back-
ground at E is then given by (Ewall-Wice et al. 2018),

J(E, z) =
c

4π
(1 + z)3

∫ ∞

z

ε(E′)
1 + z′

dz′

H(z′)
, (7)

where E′ = E(1 + z′)/(1 + z). In the Rayleigh-Jeans regime, the
temperature due to this radio background is given by,

T (E) =
h3c2

2kB

J(E)
E2 , (8)

The temperature at E = 5.79µeV (ν = 1.4 GHz) at z = 0 turns out to
be ' 0.02 K (Mittal & Kulkarni 2022).

We illustrate the buildup of radio background as a function of
redshift in Fig. 1. The authors in Mittal & Kulkarni (2022) argue that
by choosing fduty, λ, fBH,X and keeping fPBH unchanged, it is possible
to make T |1.4GHz ' 0.5 K, which can explain the radio excess of
Fixsen et al. (2011); Dowell & Taylor (2018). In Fig. 2, we show the
expected 21cm absorption signal from accreting PBHs (see Sect. 2.3
for details of the 21cm modeling). One can see that with a further
boost factor of 2-3, it may indeed be possible to explain EDGES
result (Bowman et al. 2018). However, we are going to show that
the associated UV photon emission, assuming the fiducial values, is
enough to ionize the Universe much before reionization. This effect
was ignored in the computation of the 21cm signal but does modify
it significantly.
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Figure 2. The 21cm distortion as a function of redshift for various values of
fPBH. The fiducial parameters are fBH,X = λ = 0.1 and fduty = 0.01. We have
ignored any modification to thermal history of Universe such as changes in
electron fraction and matter temperature. We also show the case where we fix
fPBH to 10−4 but tune fBH,X , λ and fduty such that radio luminosity is boosted
by a factor of 20. With a further boost of a factor 2-3, the parameters could
help explain the ARCADE excess.
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Figure 3. Baryon density (in black) and ionizing photon number density (red)
which is Ṅ(z)∆t with ∆t = 1

(1+z)H(z) . The parameters used are for fPBH = 10−4

with fBH,X = λ = 0.1, fduty = 0.01.

2.2 UV luminosity from PBHs

As explained in the previous section, the X-ray luminosity of black
holes is given by LX = fduty fBH,XλLE , which alternatively can be
written as,

LX = fduty fBH,Xλ × 7.86 × 1049 M
M�

eVs−1. (9)

For X-ray luminosity, we have included the fduty factor just like ra-
dio luminosity. The luminosity at 2500 Å (≈ 5eV) is related to the
luminosity at 2 keV by the relation (Lusso et al. 2010),

log10

(
L2keV

L2500Å

)
≈ −1.37 log10

(
ν2keV

ν2500Å

)
≈ −2.605 × 1.37, (10)

which implies1 L2500Å = L2keV × 103.569.

1 We would like to clarify that ν2keV and ν2500Å corresponds to the frequency
at the corresponding energy or wavelength and there is no additional conver-

We next have to convert the bolometric luminosity in 0.1-2.4 keV
band to the luminosity at 2 keV. For this, we write the bolometric
luminosity as,

LX =

∫ 2.4keV

0.1keV
L0.1keV

(
ν

0.1keV

)1−ΓX

dν. (11)

The value of ΓX ≈ 2 (Lusso et al. 2015; Sacchi et al. 2022); however,
the results do not crucially depend on this. Then L2keV is given by,

L2keV =
LX

0.1keV × 3.18

(
2

0.1

)−1

. (12)

We can extrapolate the luminosity at 912 Å (≈ 13.6 eV) from lumi-
nosity at 2500 Å using the power law (Lusso et al. 2015),

L912Å = L2500Å

(
13.6

5

)−0.65

(13)

This makes the luminosity at 912 Å smaller than 2500 Å by a factor
of ≈ 2. Blueward of 912 Å, the power law index of luminosity is -1.7
(Lusso et al. 2015). The total UV luminosity is given by,

LUV =
L2500Å

2

∫ ∞

13.6eV

(
ν

13.6eV

)−1.7
dν. (14)

Since, the spectrum is very steep, the total luminosity is dominated
by the lower limit and we ignore contribution from higher energy.
Putting everything together, we have,

LUV =
1

2 × 0.7
×

13.6eV
0.1keV × 3.18

×
1

20
× LX × 103.569, (15)

which can be simplified to,

LUV ≈ 5.66LX . (16)

We will use this simple relation in our computation below.

2.3 Global 21-cm signal modelling

In this section, we briefly discuss the modelling of the global 21-
cm cosmological signal. The 21-cm brightness measured against the
background CMB temperature, at redshift z, is given by its differen-
tial brightness temperature (see e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2006),

∆Tb =
(1 − e−τ21 )

1 + z
(Ts − TCMB) (17)

where TCMB is the CMB temperature, Ts is the 21-cm spin temper-
ature and τ21 is the 21-cm optical depth. The signal is observed in
absorption when ∆Tb < 0 and emission when ∆Tb > 0. The spin
temperature in turn is defined by the ratio of the population of the
upper and lower hyperfine states:

n1

n0
≡ 3e−T?/Ts (18)

where T? = hν21/kB = 0.068 K, ν21 = 1.42GHz, h is the Planck’s
constant, kB is the Boltzmann constant and the constant 3 is a statis-
tical degeneracy factor.

The modelling of the spin temperature is done in a similar fash-
ion to Mittal et al. (2022) with a few minor modifications. For any
model of 21-cm signal, three main factors affect the evolution of the
spin-temperature with redshift: interaction of HI with CMB photons
(radiative coupling); collisions with other hydrogen atoms, electrons
and protons (collisional coupling); and the resonant scattering of UV

sion factor involved. Same applies for L2keV and L2500Å which is the lumi-
nosity per frequency ν corresponding to 2keV/2500Å.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (0000)
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photons from stars as they redshift into Lyman-α line (Wouthuysen-
Field coupling, shortened as WF coupling). As defined in Venumad-
hav et al. (2018), the spin temperature is given by:

T−1
s =

xCMBT−1
CMB + xcT−1

M + xαT−1
α

xCMB + xc + xα
(19)

where xγ, xc and xα are the radiative, collisional and WF coupling
coefficients respectively, TM is the matter temperature and Tα is the
colour temperature of the Lyα radiation field. The radiative coupling
coefficient xCMB itself depends on the spin temperature through the
21-cm optical depth τ21, and is solved iteratively as done in Mit-
tal et al. (2022), following Fialkov & Barkana (2019). The effect of
the Lyα background is often approximated in literature by assum-
ing Tα ' TM (e.g. Mittal et al. 2022) or other means (see review
Barkana 2016), but can be incorporated accurately by the complex
fitting and iterative formalism introduced in Hirata (2006), which
we adopt here. The Lyα spectral energy distribution (SED) φα(E) is
assumed to be a broken power-law with a Pop II base model having
spectral index of αS = 0.14 (Barkana & Loeb 2005). The comoving
Lyα emissivity is then

εα(E, z) = fαφα(E)
ρ̇?(z)
mb

(20)

where fα is a scaling factor for strength of Lyα background, ρ̇? is the
comoving star formation rate density (SFRD) and mb is the number-
averaged baryon mass. Note that this only accounts for the stellar
contribution to the Lyα background; the contribution from accret-
ing PBHs has been neglected, which could induce the WF coupling
much earlier. The effect is negligible within the constraints derived
in this work, as we shall see in Sect. 3.

Finally, the collisional coupling coefficient xc can be calcu-
lated using the recombination history from Recfast++ (Chluba
& Thomas 2011) and spin-exchange rate coefficients tabulated
in literature: Zygelman (2005) and Furlanetto et al. (2006) for
neutral hydrogen collisions; Furlanetto & Furlanetto (2007a) for
electron-hydrogen collisions; and Furlanetto & Furlanetto (2007b)
for proton-hydrogen collisions. The rates are interpolated for inter-
mediate values of TM on a log-log scale.

To also account for the possible modifications of the background
photon field at low frequencies due to the PBHs emission, in Eq. (17)
we replace TCMB with the brightness temperature evaluated at the
21cm rest frame frequency (see Fig. 1). This allows us to estimate
the net 21cm signal with respect to the enhanced background.

2.4 Reionization model

A simple reionization treatment is included, following the work
of Furlanetto (2006), with the ionization rate connected to star-
formation history through

dxHII

dt
= ξion(z)(1 − xHII)

d fcoll

dt
− αAC xHII ne (21a)

dxHeII

dt
= ξion(z)( fHe − xHeII)

d fcoll

dt
− αAC xHeII ne, (21b)

where xHII =
nHII
nH

, xHeII =
nHeII
nH

are ionized fractions, fHe =
nHe
nH

is
the fraction of helium, ξion is the ionizing efficiency parameter, fcoll

is the fraction of matter in collapsed dark-matter (DM) haloes with
mass m > mmin, αA is the case-A recombination coefficient, C ≡
〈n2

e〉/〈ne〉
2 is the clumping factor, and ne is the total electron number

density. Note that an extra factor of (1−xHII) and ( fHe−xHeII) has been
included compared to Furlanetto (2006); this is physically motivated
and takes into account that no ionization can occur without a target.
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Figure 4. Evolution of xe as a function of redshift for a few different fPBH.

The ionizing efficiency parameter is given by

ξion = AHe f? fescNion (22)

where AHe is a correction factor for presence of helium, Nion is
the number of ionizing photons per baryon, fesc is the fraction of
ionizing photons escaping host halo and f? is star formation effi-
ciency. The collapse matter fraction fcoll is modelled using the Press-
Schechter formalism (Press & Schechter 1974) calculated using
COLOSSUS (Diemer 2018), where mmin varies with redshift assum-
ing a minimum virial temperature for star formation of Tvir = 104K
(Dayal & Ferrara 2018). The complex effects of the clumping factor
are difficult to capture, but a simple analytic expression presented
in Mellema et al. (2006) provides a reasonable reionization history.
For calculating the Lyα background produced by stars, we need the
SFRD as described in the previous section. This is given by

ρ̇?(z) = f?ρ̄0
b

d fcoll

dt
(23)

where ρ̄0
b is the mean cosmic baryon mass density measured today

(Furlanetto 2006).
The X-ray heating of electrons is treated as in Furlanetto (2006),

2
3

εX

kBnH(z)
= 103K fX

(
f?

0.1
fX,h

0.2
d fcoll/ dz

0.01
1 + z
10

)
(24)

where fX,h ' (1 + 2xe)/3 is the fraction of X-ray energy into heating
(Chen & Kamionkowski 2004), and fX is a scaling factor for strength
of X-ray emissions. The effects of Lyα heating and radiative heating
(see Venumadhav et al. 2018) are omitted in this work.

For our purposes, we use a fiducial set of parameters (Nion, f?, fesc,
fα, fX) = (40000, 0.1, 0.1, 1.0, 1.0). All values but the one for Nion

are commonly used in the literature (see, e.g., Furlanetto et al. 2006;
Pritchard & Loeb 2012; Cohen et al. 2017). For Nion, a higher value
was adopted since, with the (physically-motivated) extra factors of
(1 − xHII) and ( fHe − xHeII), reionization process did not complete at
z . 6 in the standard scenario. However, this part of the evolution
does not affect the results discussed here significantly.
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Figure 6. 21 cm distortion in temperature for the cases in figures above in-
cluding the radio background from the accreting PBH themselves.

3 MODIFICATION TO IONIZATION AND THERMAL
HISTORY OF UNIVERSE

If we assume one ionization per one photon, the ionization rate per
volume is given by,

Ṅ(z) =

( LUV

13.6eV

) fPBH ρDM

MPBH
(25)

In Fig. 3, we compare the number density of baryons with the ioniz-
ing photons per unit redshift bin for our chosen fiducial parameters.
One can see that there are too many ionizing photons which can
reionize the Universe much before z = 6.

The change to the ionization history due to this source of photons
is given by,

dxe

dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ion

=
Ṅ(z)
nH

, (26)

where xe =
nHII
nH

and nH is the hydrogen number density. This extra
source of energetic photons modifies the recombination history of
hydrogen and helium (Zel’dovich et al. 1969; Peebles 1968; Seager
et al. 1999; Chluba & Thomas 2011; Ali-Haı̈moud & Hirata 2011).
We solve for the evolution of free electrons as a function of red-

shift using Recfast++. We explicitly model reionization of hydro-
gen and helium in this calculation. In Fig. 4, we plot the evolution of
free electron fraction as a function of redshift for few different fPBH.
Even for fPBH = 10−6, there is a significant build up of free electrons
before z = 10 which may violate CMB anisotropy constraint. For
fPBH = 10−4 some of the simplifying assumptions of the recombina-
tion calculation may also be violated; however, this regime seems to
be ruled out either way.

In Fig. 5, we plot the temperature of baryonic gas for fPBH as
shown in Fig. 4 using CosmoTherm (Chluba & Sunyaev 2012). There
is big deviation of gas temperature from CMB at z > 100 for
fPBH = 10−4 which is expected to wash out the 21cm absorption
signal. For smaller fPBH, adiabatic cooling plays an important part
and gas temperature falls below CMB temperature. We also plot the
21 cm distortion temperature as a function of redshift in Fig. 6. For
fPBH = 10−4 and even for 10−6, the absorption feature is completely
washed out at z ≈ 10 − 20. As mentioned in Sect. 2.3, the WF cou-
pling could be induced earlier due the Lyα contribution from the
PBHs, which has been neglected in our calculations. This would
not have any effect at redshifts z > 100 since collisional coupling
to TM is strong enough. For lower redshifts, the effect in case of
fPBH = 10−4 would be to further strengthen the emission signal. In
the case of fPBH = 10−6, the absorption signal in z ≈ 50 − 100 range
will be more pronounced, but there would still be an emission sig-
nal at z ' 20. We can obtain a conservative constraint on fPBH by
requiring that we see 21 cm signal in absorption (i.e TM < TCMB)
at z ' 20. In that case, constraints on fPBH turns out to be . 10−6.
This number can be further tightened by using detailed astrophysical
modelling. Therefore, we see that fPBH = 10−4, as used in Mittal &
Kulkarni (2022) to explain the radio excess today, may run into se-
vere constraints when the UV photon emission from PBHs are taken
into account.

3.1 Limits from CMB anisotropies

Changes to the ionization history affect the CMB tempera-
ture and polarization anisotropies (Peebles et al. 2000; Chen &
Kamionkowski 2004). Since the latter have been accurately mea-
sured using Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014, 2016, 2020),
one can directly convert the changes to the ionization history into a
limit on fPBH by using an xe principal component projection method
(Farhang et al. 2012, 2013; Hart & Chluba 2020).

We refer the reader to Hart & Chluba (2020) for details of the
projection method, but in brief, given the PBH model parameters,
we can compute ξ(z) = ∆xe/xe with respect to the standard ion-
ization history. The ξ(z) response can then be projected onto the
first three xe-modes, Ei(z), to obtain the relevant mode amplitudes2

µi =
∫

Ei(z) ξ(z) dz. Assuming that the responses in the µi are linear3

in fPBH and using the Planck constraints from Hart & Chluba (2020),
we then find fPBH . 3×10−6 (95% c.l.). This limit falls into a similar
regime as the one obtained in Ali-Haı̈moud & Kamionkowski (2017)
for PBHs with M . 104 M�. Performing a simple extrapolation of
the constraint contour in Fig. 14 of Ali-Haı̈moud & Kamionkowski
(2017) to M = 105 M�, we see that the weakest constraint from col-
lisional ionization is also of the order of fPBH ≈ 10−6. Therefore, our
calculations rules out the model proposed in Mittal et al. (2022).

We should point out that we actually constrain the total UV lu-
minosity from black holes, which is proportional to the product

2 For fPBH = 10−6 we obtain µ1 ≈ 0.051, µ2 ≈ −0.026 and µ3 ≈ 0.170.
3 We confirmed this statment for fPBH . few × 10−6.
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Figure 7. Allowed Aζ from y and µ-distortion constraint (Fixsen et al. 1996).

fduty fXλ fPBH. Only when we choose a particular value of astrophysi-
cal parameters, we obtain a constraint on fPBH. We remind the reader
that Mittal & Kulkarni (2022) fixed fPBH at 10−4 and boosted the
combination of fduty, fXλ, fPBH by a factor of 20 to explain the AR-
CADE excess. According to the parametric relation used in Mittal
& Kulkarni (2022) and in this work, the radio emissivity is propor-
tional to X-ray luminosity, which in turn is proportional UV lumi-
nosity. Therefore, if we fix fPBH and choose the value of astrophys-
ical parameters to tune radio emissivity to match the radio excess
observation we still run into strong CMB anisotropy constraints.

In these calculations we have assumed that the UV photons es-
cape to the intergalactic medium (IGM) and lead to uniform ion-
ization and heating of the universe. If instead we are able to trap
these photons locally, close to black holes, it may be possible to
avoid CMB anisotropies constraints. The most energetic X-ray pho-
tons can still escape to the IGM and propagate large distance before
ionizing and heating the medium. We plan to perform a detailed cal-
culation in a future paper. Alternatively, the PBH luminosity may
not follow the parametric relation used in this calculation and may
be radio-loud by at least a factor of hundred. This may be a possible
explanation for ARCADE and EDGES excess without running in
the CMB anisotropy constraints. However, there are stringent con-
straints on the PBH abundance from CMB spectral distortions, as
we show now.

3.2 Limits from COBE/FIRAS

Primordial black holes are formed from density fluctuations in the
early universe (Carr 1975). These same perturbations also give rise
to CMB temperature fluctuations. With the evolution of the universe,
the CMB blackbodies with slightly different temperature mix with
each other. This gives rise to CMB spectral distortions as the sum
of two black bodies is not necessarily another blackbody subject
to constraint on photon non-conserving processes (Sunyaev & Zel-
dovich 1970; Daly 1991; Hu et al. 1994; Chluba et al. 2012b; Khatri
et al. 2012). Therefore, CMB spectral distortion constraints (Fixsen
et al. 1996) can indirectly constrain the abundance of supermassivee
PBHs in the mass range of ≈ 104 − 1012 M� (Chluba et al. 2012a;
Kohri et al. 2014). Here, we give a brief overview of the calcula-
tions of constraints for gaussian initial conditions. The readers can
find more details in Chluba et al. (2012a); Kohri et al. (2014). The
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et al. 1996) as a function of PBH mass. The excluded region is shown in
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curvature power spectrum is given by,

Pζ(k) = 2π2Aδ
ζk
−2δ(k − kδ) (27)

We assume very sharp density fluctuations at scale kδ which gives
rise to monochromatic distribution of PBHs.4 For a single k mode,
µ-distortion generated is given by (Chluba et al. 2012a),

µ ≈ 2.2Aζ

exp
(
−

kδ
5400

)
− exp

− [
kδ

31.6

]2 . (28)

Similarly, for y-distortion, one has (Chluba et al. 2012a),

y ≈ 0.4Aζexp
− [

kδ
31.6

]2 (29)

In Fig. 7, we plot the constraint on Aζ assuming generated distortions
to be of the order µ ≈ 10−4 (Fixsen et al. 1996) and y ≈ 10−5.

The probability of having a collapsed objects at a density thresh-
old δth is given by (Kohri et al. 2014),

β ≈ 2exp
(
−

e2δ2
th

8Pδ

)
, (30)

with e = 2.718, δth = 0.5 and Pδ = 16
81 Aζ (Kohri et al. 2014). The

abundance can be related to fPBH (Nakama et al. 2017) as,

β ≈ 1.1 × 10−8γ−1/2
( g

10.75

)1/4
(
ΩDM

0.27

)−1 (
M

30M�

)1/2

fPBH, (31)

where γ ' O(1) and g is the number of degrees of freedom of rela-
tivistic particles.

We show the constraints on the abundance of PBHs from CMB
spectral distortions in Fig. 8. We see that the µ-distortion constraint
essentially excludes any PBHs in the mass range of 104 − 1012 M�.
The large density fluctuation forms in the exponential tail of the
assumed gaussian initial power spectrum. Due to the strong µ-
distortion limit the width of gaussian is reduced, which renders high
density fluctuations extremely unlikely.

The constraints are model-dependent and do vary if the initial con-
ditions of the universe are non-gaussian. In the case, the probabil-
ity for PBH formation at a given level of the curvature perturbation

4 In Chluba et al. (2012a), Fig. 2, a more detailed window function was used
to convert to a limit on Aζ ; however, the number are comparable.
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can be significantly enhanced over the gaussian case. Depending on
these details one can evade the CMB spectral distortion constraints
(Nakama et al. 2016) or obtain constraints which are orders of mag-
nitude stronger than the CMB anisotropy limits obtained in this pa-
per (Nakama et al. 2018). There is even a possibility to start with
smaller mass PBHs (. 104 M�) which can then accrete and become
supermassive at the redshifts that we are interested in. This regime
of PBH masses could be directly constrained by future CMB spec-
tral distortion measurements (Chluba et al. 2021), which promise
improved limits on µ by many orders of magnitude.

We also mention the direct y-distortion constraint. The late heat-
ing of the Universe by the X-ray and UV photons that lead to early
reionization will exceed the COBE/FIRAS limit of y . 1.5 × 10−5

(95% c.l.) once fPBH & 3× 10−4. In a similar way as the µ-distortion,
the y-distortion limit can furthermore be used to place a constraint on
Aζ (Chluba et al. 2012a). Looking at Fig. 7, we find that one can ob-
tain a stronger limit for PBHs with mass & 1013 M� from y-distortion.
These constraints are orders of magnitude stronger than other con-
straints in this mass range (Carr et al. 2021). Aside from the fact that
we have never encountered BHs of this size, this is reassuring.

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have used the empirical relations between radio,
X-ray and UV luminosities to show that it is unlikely that accretion
on PBHs is able to explain the observed radio excess seen by Fixsen
et al. (2011) and Dowell & Taylor (2018). The required abundance
of PBHs that can explain the radio excess results in the emission of
too many ionizing photons which can ionize the universe much be-
fore reionization, which can be ruled out by Planck (see Sec.3.1).
Ionization of neutral hydrogen also results in gas heating which can
raise the temperature of gas to ≈ 104K. We obtain strong CMB
anisotropy and spectral distortions constraints on PBH abundance
which are much lower than the assumed fPBH = 10−4 in Mittal &
Kulkarni (2022), which would reduce the radio emissivity and the
corresponding radio background as seen today.

Previously the authors in Hektor et al. (2018); Mena et al. (2019);
Yang (2021) have obtained constraints on accreting PBHs by study-
ing their effect on 21cm signal in the mass range M . 104 M�.
They computed the luminosity of black holes assuming a theoret-
ical model of accretion onto the black holes. However, we do not
use any such model but use the empirical relation between lumi-
nosity at different frequency bands. This relation is assumed to hold
at all redshifts. Radio emission from accreting astrophysical black
holes, their implication in the context of EDGES result (Bowman
et al. 2018) and impact of UV and X-ray emission on reionization
was carried out in Ewall-Wice et al. (2018) [see also Ewall-Wice
et al. (2020)]. As opposed to primordial black holes, astrophysical
black holes form only at z . 30 and accretion was assumed to stop
by z ' 15, in their work.

In comparison, the primordial black holes can accrete over a much
broader range of redshifts. Also in the case of astrophysical black
holes, it is assumed that only a fraction ( fBH,esc) of ionizing pho-
tons is able to escape to intergalactic medium which can then ionize
neutral hydrogen. Typically the value of fBH,esc is within 0.01-0.1
but it can be highly uncertain (Ma et al. 2015). This effectively re-
duces the UV luminosity of astrophysical black holes. However, no
such criteria exists for primordial black holes and no such factors of
fBH,esc are assumed while deriving the constraints on PBH abundance
in the aforementioned works. Therefore, we expect to find stronger

constraints on the abundance of PBHs as compared to astrophysical
black holes for same intrinsic UV luminosity.

While we obtain a conservative estimate on abundance of super-
massive PBHs – the primary motivation for our work – one can ob-
tain more accurate constraints on fPBH with detailed calculations of
ionization history and 21 cm signal at z ' 20 including astrophysical
Lyα and X-ray modelling. We defer this work to the future, expect-
ing that the general conclusion remains.

Since, as we argued, for extremely radio-loud PBHs it may still
be possible to evade the CMB anisotropy constraint, it would be
very important to study the physics of the atmospheres of the PBHs
in more detail. In addition, future CMB spectral distortion limits in
combination with astrophysical limits could help close existing loop-
holes that could lead to an early formation of super-massive PBHs
at z & 100 − 200.
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