
Draft version June 9, 2023
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

The Assembly of Black Hole Mass and Luminosity Functions of High-redshift Quasars

via Multiple Accretion Episodes

Wenxiu Li,1 Kohei Inayoshi,2 Masafusa Onoue,2, 3, ∗ and Daisuke Toyouchi4

1Department of Astronomy, School of Physics, Peking University, Beijing, 100871, China
2Kavli Institute for Astronomy and Astrophysics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China

3Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (Kavli IPMU, WPI), The University of Tokyo, Chiba 277-8583, Japan
4Research Center for the Early Universe (RESCEU), The University of Tokyo, Hongo, 7-3-1, Bunkyo-ku Tokyo, 113-0033, Japan

ABSTRACT

The early evolution of the quasar luminosity function (QLF) and black hole mass function (BHMF)

encodes key information on the physics determining the radiative and accretion processes of super-

massive black holes (BHs) in high-z quasars. Although the QLF shape has been constrained by recent

observations, it remains challenging to develop a theoretical model that explains its redshift evolution

associated with BH growth self-consistently. In this study, based on a semi-analytical model for the

BH formation and growth, we construct the QLF and BHMF of the early BH population that expe-

riences multiple accretion bursts, in each of which a constant Eddington ratio is assigned following

a Schechter distribution function. Our best-fit model to reproduce the observed QLF and BHMF at

z ≃ 6 suggests that several episodes of moderate super-Eddington accretion occur and each of them

lasts for τ ≃ 20 − 30 Myr. The average duty cycle in super-Eddington phases is ≃ 15% for massive

BHs that reach ≳ 108 M⊙ by z ≃ 6, which is nearly twice that of the entire population. We find that

the observed Eddington-ratio distribution function is skewed to a log-normal shape owing to detection

limits of quasar surveys. The predicted redshift evolution of the QLF and BHMF suggests a rapid de-

cay of their number and mass density in a cosmic volume toward z ≳ 6. These results will be unveiled

by future deep and wide surveys with the James Webb Space Telescope, Roman Space Telescope, and

Euclid.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The growth of massive BHs in active galactic nuclei

(AGN) is elegantly related to their luminous accretion

phases across the cosmic time (Soltan 1982). The cos-

mic BH accretion history and their radiative efficiency

are well constrained by comparing the mass density of

supermassive black holes (SMBHs) in the local universe

and the mass accreted onto BHs inferred from the in-

tegration of the QLF based on multi-wavelength obser-

vations (e.g. Cavaliere et al. 1971; Small & Blandford

1992; Yu & Tremaine 2002; Marconi et al. 2004; Mer-

loni & Heinz 2008; Shankar et al. 2004, 2009; Delvecchio
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et al. 2014; Ueda et al. 2014; Tucci & Volonteri 2017; Si-

cilia et al. 2022).

Currently the z ∼ 6 quasar population is well con-

strained by multiband surveys (Jiang et al. 2008; Willott

et al. 2010a; Chambers et al. 2016; Matsuoka et al.

2018a, 2019; Dey et al. 2019) along with the QLF (e.g.,

Kashikawa et al. 2015; Jiang et al. 2016; Onoue et al.

2017; Matsuoka et al. 2018b). Deep spectroscopic obser-

vations of high-z quasars enable us to measure the virial

BH mass with the Mg ii single-epoch method and bring

insights of the mass distribution (e.g., Jiang et al. 2007;

Kurk et al. 2007; Willott et al. 2010b; Bañados et al.

2018; Onoue et al. 2019; Shen et al. 2019). However,

extrapolation of the Soltan-Paczyński argument toward

higher redshifts of z ≳ 6 is still limited because of the

current capability of high-z quasar observations (Mc-

Greer et al. 2013; Yang et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2019;

Fan et al. 2019). Nevertheless, in the era of the James
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Webb Space Telescope (JWST) and forthcoming facili-

ties, e.g., the Roman Space Telescope (RST) and Euclid,

infrared imaging and spectroscopic observations will un-

veil a wealth of information on the high-z quasar prop-

erties and their environments (Rieke et al. 2019; Akeson

et al. 2019; Laureijs et al. 2011). Deep observations of

high-z quasars and their host galaxies will shed light on

the early BH evolution and help answer questions re-

garding the existence of SMBHs in the early universe

(Volonteri 2012; Haiman 2013; Inayoshi et al. 2020),

and early development of BH-galaxy coevolution (e.g.,

Wang et al. 2013; Venemans et al. 2017; Izumi et al.

2021; Inayoshi et al. 2022; Habouzit et al. 2022). Future

gravitational-wave observations both via space interfer-

ometers such as LISA, Tianqin, and Taiji, and pulsar

timing array experiments (Sesana et al. 2008; Amaro-

Seoane et al. 2017; Luo et al. 2016; Smits et al. 2009)

will enable us to probe the abundance of coalescing mas-

sive BH binaries at high redshifts, setting constraints on

the properties of their quasar counterparts (Kocsis et al.

2006; Haiman et al. 2009; Padmanabhan & Loeb 2022).

The shapes of the QLF and BHMF contain key infor-

mation on the physics characterizing the radiative and

accretion processes of high-z SMBHs, as well as their

seeding mechanisms in principle. Two approaches have

been utilized to model those distribution functions. The

first is semi-analytical modeling, in which BH seed for-

mation, gas accretion, and BH mergers associated with

the hierarchical growth of the parent dark matter (DM)

halos are taken into account in a simplified way. This

is an effective way of examining the statistical proper-

ties of the early BH population and making predictions

that can be directly compared with the observed QLF

and BHMF (e.g., Haiman & Loeb 1998; Shankar et al.

2010; Ricarte & Natarajan 2018a,b; Dayal et al. 2019;

Piana et al. 2021; Yung et al. 2021; Kim & Im 2021;

Trinca et al. 2022; Oogi et al. 2022). However, due to

the limitation of capturing the detailed properties of the

relevant physics, a large number of model parameters

need to be calibrated based on the observed distribu-

tion functions of lower-z quasar populations (e.g., Hop-

kins et al. 2007) and empirical correlations between the

SMBH mass and their host galaxy properties seen in the

local universe (Kormendy & Ho 2013). The second ap-

proach is more phenomenological, using extrapolation

of the low-z QLF evolution with fitting function forms

(e.g., Kulkarni et al. 2019; Shen et al. 2020; Finkelstein

& Bagley 2022). This method also allows us to forecast

the higher-z QLF and bring insights for future surveys.

Nevertheless, those semi-analytical and phenomenologi-

cal approaches introduce numerous physical parameters

and make the essential mechanisms reproducing the ob-

served results elusive. Therefore, it is required to con-

struct a theoretical model characterized by a minimum

number of parameters but capable of dealing with the

essential physical processes.

To determine the initial conditions of the early BH

assembly, the formation pathway of seed BHs has been

extensively investigated by numerical simulations and

semi-analytical studies (Begelman et al. 2006; Regan

& Haehnelt 2009; Tanaka & Haiman 2009; Natarajan

& Volonteri 2012; Hirano et al. 2014, 2015; Valiante

et al. 2018; Sassano et al. 2021; Toyouchi et al. 2023;

Bhowmick et al. 2022). Massive star formation episodes

in the early universe is substantially modulated by

external environmental effects such as (i) H2 photo-

dissociating irradiation from nearby galaxies (Omukai

2001; Oh & Haiman 2002; Bromm & Loeb 2003; Shang

et al. 2010; Sugimura et al. 2014; Visbal et al. 2014;

Chon et al. 2016), (ii) supersonic baryonic streaming

motion that delays gas collapse in halos (Fialkov et al.

2012; Tanaka & Li 2014; Hirano et al. 2018; Schauer

et al. 2017; Inayoshi et al. 2018), and (iii) dynami-

cal heating caused by frequent halo mergers and tur-

bulence injection led by cold accretion flows (Yoshida

et al. 2003; Mayer et al. 2010, 2015; Wise et al. 2019;

Latif et al. 2022). Those effects keep isothermal col-

lapse (T ∼ 8000 K) of massive gas at high accretion

rates of ≳ 0.1 M⊙ yr−1 without vigorous fragmenta-

tion (Inayoshi et al. 2014; Becerra et al. 2015; Latif

& Ferrara 2016), and allow supermassive stars with

∼ 105 M⊙ (presumably seed BHs) to form at the halo

centers (Hosokawa et al. 2013; Schleicher et al. 2013;

Woods et al. 2019; Toyouchi et al. 2023). Although the

conditions required for heavy seed formation are thought

to be too stringent to be realized in the typical regions of

the early universe (Dijkstra et al. 2008; Ahn et al. 2009;

Inayoshi & Tanaka 2015), recent studies by Lupi et al.

(2021) and Li et al. (2021) found that the formation of

heavy seeds accelerates in rare, overdense regions of the

universe, where non-linear galaxy clustering boosts the

irradiation intensity and frequency of halo mergers. In

such massive halos, intense cold streams through cos-

mic webs and supersonic turbulent motion promote the

formation of massive gas clouds that collapse into su-

permassive stars and seed BHs (Dekel et al. 2009; In-

ayoshi & Omukai 2012; Latif et al. 2022). The mass

distribution of seed BHs is expected to be substantially

top-heavy, extending the upper mass to ≳ 104−5 M⊙
(Li et al. 2021; Toyouchi et al. 2023). Metal enrichment

of the progenitor halos due to internal and external star

formation activity would regulate the formation of seed

BHs and alter the characteristic of the mass distribution

function (see also a quantitative argument on the low ef-
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ficiency of enrichment in Li et al. 2021). Further studies

with hydrodynamic simulations are required to improve

our understanding of the efficiency of metal enrichment

in quasar progenitor halos (e.g., Chiaki et al. 2018).

In this paper, we propose a theoretical model for

the redshift-dependent QLF and BHMF at z ≳ 6, ap-

plying the semi-analytic seed formation model from Li

et al. (2021) to study the BH growth in the early uni-

verse. We assume that the early BH population experi-

ences multiple accretion bursts, in each of which a con-

stant Eddington ratio is assigned following a Schechter

distribution function. We conduct the Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting procedure to optimize the

BH growth parameters so that the observed QLF and

BHMF at z ≃ 6 are simultaneously reproduced. Our

best-fit model suggests several episodes of modest super-

Eddington accretion and requires individual burst dura-

tions of ≃ 20− 30 Myr to avoid over(under)-production

of BHs at the high-mass end. We also find that the ob-

served Eddington-ratio distribution function is skewed

to a log-normal shape from the intrinsic Schechter-like

function owing to detection limits of quasar observa-

tions. We further discuss the redshift evolution of the

QLF and BHMF at z ≳ 6, and give implications for

future observations. Those results will be tested by fu-

ture deep and wide-field surveys with JWST, RST, and

Euclid, by conducting spectroscopic measurements of in-

dividual BH masses and constructing high-z QLFs.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we de-

scribe the semi-analytical model for BH seeding and sub-

sequent growth via accretion, and explain the MCMC

fitting procedure to constrain the theoretical model by

the high-z quasar observations. In Section 3, we present

the fitting result for the model parameters reproducing

the observational data, and discuss the physics deter-

mining the BH growth. In Section 4, we discuss the cos-

mological evolution of the BHMF and QLF suggested

by our best-fit model, as well as the detection number

of those BHs at z ∼ 6–10 with Euclid and RST. In Sec-

tion 5, we present the evolutionary tracks of individual

BHs and their statistical properties at z ≳ 6, based on

the growth model calibrated above. We finally summa-

rize our findings in Section 6. Throughout this work, we

apply the cosmological parameters from Planck Collabo-

ration et al. (2016), i.e., Ωm = 0.307, ΩΛ = 0.693, Ωb =

0.0486, and H0 = 67.7 km s−1Mpc−1. All magnitudes

quoted in this paper are in the AB system.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Seed BH formation

The QLFs at high redshifts are determined by the BH

seeding mechanism and subsequent growth. We first

describe our model regarding the formation of BH seeds

in progenitor DM halos that end up in high-z quasar

host galaxies with halo mass of Mh ≳ 1011 M⊙. The

mass range of those DM halos for z ∼ 6 quasars is mo-

tivated by the halo mass measurement, where the ro-

tation velocity of gas based on the [C ii] 158 µm line

width is assumed to be the circular velocity of the halo

(Ferrarese 2002; Wang et al. 2013; Shimasaku & Izumi

2019). In our model, we consider three parent halos

with Mh = 1011, 1012, and 1013 M⊙ at z = 6 and gener-

ate Ntot(= 104) merger trees for each parent halo mass

backward in time using the GALFORM semi-analytic algo-

rithm based on the extended Press-Schechter formalism

(Press & Schechter 1974; Cole et al. 2000; Parkinson

et al. 2008). For each tree, we adopt a minimum DM

halo mass of Mh,min = 105 M⊙, which is small enough

to capture the earliest star formation episodes via H2

line cooling at the high-z universe (Haiman et al. 1996;

Tegmark et al. 1997).

We consider seed BH formation in the main pro-

genitors of quasar host galaxies, following a semi-

analytical model established by Li et al. (2021). In the

highly-biased, overdense regions of the universe, those

progenitor halos are likely irradiated by intense H2-

photodissociating radiation from nearby star-forming

galaxies and heat the interior gas by successive merg-

ers. The two effects counteracting H2 formation and

cooling prevent gas collapse and delay prior star forma-

tion (e.g., Visbal et al. 2014; Wise et al. 2019). Under

such peculiar circumstances, massive clouds collapse to

the halo centers at high accretion rates and leave mas-

sive stars (presumably seed BHs) behind. Our model

takes into account various key physical processes on

star formation such as halo merger heating, radiative
cooling, and (photo-)chemical reaction networks. The

time evolution of the gas dynamics and thermal states

is calculated in a self-consistent way with the halo as-

sembly history. We calculate the time-dependent H2

photo-dissociating radiation flux (H2+γ → 2 H) follow-

ing Dijkstra et al. (2014). The flux is measured at one

free-fall time, tff ≃ 32[(1 + z) /21]−3/2 Myr, of the in-

dividual source halos after their single star bursts. The

value of tff is typically longer than the lifetime of mas-

sive stars that dominate the production of UV radiation.

Therefore, this treatment underestimates the photo-

dissociating flux since the assumption of an old stellar

population provides less UV radiation than smoothly-

proceeding star formation (Lupi et al. 2021). In this

sense, our model gives a conservative estimate of the

formation efficiency of heavy seed BHs. In addition, we
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take account of H− photo-detachment (H−+γ → H+e−)

caused by irradiation from nearby galaxies. This effect

suppresses H2 formation through electron-catalysed re-

actions (H+e− → H−+γ; H−+H → H2+e−), and thus

delays gravitational collapse of gas clouds at the halo

centers (Omukai 2001; Shang et al. 2010). In this paper,

we approximate the galaxy spectrum to be a black-body

spectrum with Trad = 2× 104 K (Sugimura et al. 2014;

Inayoshi & Tanaka 2015).

In addition, we consider baryonic streaming motion

relative to DM produced in the epoch of cosmic recom-

bination at zrec ≃ 1100. This effect also delays gas col-

lapse and star formation in protogalaxies through injec-

tion of kinetic energy into gas (e.g., Fialkov et al. 2012;

Tanaka & Li 2014; Hirano et al. 2017; Schauer et al.

2019; Li et al. 2021). The amplitude of the streaming

velocity is set to vbsm = 0 and vbsm = 1 σbsm, where

σbsm = 30 km s−1(1 + z)/(1 + zrec) is the root-mean-

square speed at a redshift of z (Tseliakhovich & Hirata

2010). We calculate the effective sound speed of gas as

ceff = {c2s + v2tur/3+ (α0vbsm)
2}1/2 at the center of each

progenitor halo, where cs is the thermal sound speed,

vtur is the turbulent velocity of gas (i.e., the specific ki-

netic energy accumulated through halo mergers), and

the coefficient is set to α0 = 1 1. When the gas core be-

comes gravitationally unstable, the evolution of the gas

density profile is well described by the Penston-Larson

self-similar solution (Penston 1969; Larson 1969). The

mass accretion rate from the envelope can be written as

Ṁ = c3eff/G, where G is the gravitational constant.

At the vicinity of an accreting protostar, an accretion

disk forms due to angular momentum of the inflowing

material from large scales (Stacy et al. 2010; Clark et al.

2011; Greif et al. 2011). The episodic nature of disk ac-

cretion decreases the time-averaged accretion rate onto

the protostar as Ṁ⋆ = ηṀ , where we adopt η = 0.3

as the conversion efficiency owing to angular momen-

tum of the accreting flow (Sakurai et al. 2016; Toyouchi

et al. 2023). The size evolution of an accreting pro-

tostar and the radiative feedback strength depend sen-

sitively on whether the accretion rate becomes higher

than a critical value of Ṁcrit = 0.04 M⊙ yr−1 (Omukai

& Palla 2001; Hosokawa et al. 2013; Schleicher et al.

2013; Sakurai et al. 2015; Haemmerlé et al. 2018). For

Ṁ⋆ > Ṁcrit, the stellar envelope inflates owing to rapid

entropy injection through accreting matter, keeping its

surface temperature as low as Teff ≃ 5000 K. Since stel-

1 The value of α0 = 1.0 is motivated by cosmological simulations of
massive primordial stars under fast streaming velocities (Hirano
et al. 2017; Schauer et al. 2019). Note that our previous study in
Li et al. (2021) adopted α0 = 4.7 (Hirano et al. 2018).

lar UV radiation is hardly emitted from the cold surface,

the accretion flow efficiently feeds the central star with-

out being impeded by radiative feedback. As a result,

the stellar mass reaches ∼ 105 M⊙ but is limited by the

general-relativistic instability to

M⋆,GR ≃

[
0.83 log

(
Ṁ⋆

M⊙ yr−1

)
+ 2.48

]
× 105 M⊙,

(1)

in the range of Ṁ⋆ ≳ 0.1 M⊙ yr−1 (Shibata et al.

2016; Woods et al. 2017, 2019). On the other hand, for

Ṁ⋆ ≤ Ṁcrit, the protostar begins to contract by loosing

its thermal energy via radiative diffusion and increases

its surface temperature to Teff ∼ 105 K. Hence, intense

stellar UV radiation heats the disk surface and launches

mass outflows, preventing mass supply from the disk to

the star (McKee & Tan 2008; Hosokawa et al. 2011). In

this case, the stellar mass is determined by the balance

between mass accretion and mass loss via photoevapora-

tion (Tanaka et al. 2013). The feedback-regulated mass

can be approximated as 2

M⋆,fb ≃ 2.9× 103M⊙

(
Ṁ⋆

0.01M⊙yr−1

)
, (2)

see more details in Li et al. (2021). For an intermedi-

ate accretion rate between Ṁcrit and 0.1 M⊙ yr−1, we

perform logarithmic interpolation in the Ṁ⋆−M⋆ plane

to smoothly connect M⋆,fb and M⋆,GR at the bound-

aries. At the end of the stellar lifetime, those massive

primordial stars result in BHs without significant mass

loss via stellar winds (Heger et al. 2003; Spera et al.

2015). One important caveat is the effect of stellar ro-

tation on the structure evolution. Namely, the mass

loss rate of a rotating massive star via winds would be

enhanced by the centrifugal force on the surface or sup-

pressed by efficient mixing of the interior structure by

meridional circulation (see Ekström et al. 2008; Yoon

et al. 2012, references therein). Although those effects

in the high mass regime are poorly understood yet, full

general-relativistic simulations of the gravitational col-

lapse of a rotating supermassive star show that most of

the stellar mass is eventually swallowed by the newly

born BH, ejecting only ∼ 10% of the mass (Shibata &

Shapiro 2002; Shibata et al. 2016). Therefore, we as-

sume that the mass of a remnant BH is equal to that of

its stellar progenitor.

Let us consider that a seed BH with a mass of M•,i
formed in the i-th halo merger tree at the cosmic age

2 A recent study by Toyouchi et al. (2023) provides a more sophis-
ticated prescription of the feedback-regulated stellar mass based
on their radiation hydrodynamical simulations.
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Figure 1. Mass distribution of seed BHs formed in quasar host galaxies at different redshifts (10 ≤ z ≤ 50). In each panel, the
contribution from newly-born BHs in the redshift interval is highlighted in magenta, and the cumulative number distribution
of BHs formed by prior episodes is shown in green. The majority of seed BHs form in the epoch of 20 ≲ z ≲ 40, and the
distribution is extended to M• ≳ 105 M⊙, reflecting the halo assembly and environmental effects discussed in Section 2.1.

ti (1 ≤ i ≤ Ntot = 104), and each of them contributes

to the probability distribution function (PDF) of seed

mass at a time t as

pseedi (M•, t) ≡
d2P seed

i

dM• dt
=
δ(M• −M•,i) δ(t− ti)

Ntot
. (3)

Based on the cumulative seed-mass distribution of

dP seed
i /dM• (i.e., the integral of pseedi over time), we

construct the mass function from all Ntot seeds formed

in one parent halo with a mass of Mh, where gas has

a coherent streaming velocity of vbsm as a function of

time (and redshift). The absolute abundance of those

seed BHs is calculated with the number density of the

parent halo in a comoving volume at z = 6 from the

Sheth-Tormen mass function (Sheth et al. 2001),

nMh
=

∫ 10Mh

Mh

dnST
dM ′

h

dM ′
h, (4)

where we adopt Mh = 1011, 1012, and 1013 M⊙, with

number densities of nMh
= 9.9 × 10−4, 6.2 × 10−6, and

8.9 × 10−10 Mpc−3, respectively. Combining the PDF

and number density normalization, we obtain the seed

BH mass function cumulative at time t as

Φseed
M•

(t) ≡
∑

Mh,vbsm

nMh
fvbsm ·

Ntot∑
i

dP seed
i

d logM•
(t)
∣∣∣
Mh,vbsm

,

(5)

where fvbsm is the volume fraction of the universe with

a streaming velocity. The value is calculated as fvbsm =

0.6 and 0.4 for vbsm = 0 and vbsm = 1 σbsm, respectively.

Fig. 1 presents how the seed mass function is devel-

oped in each redshift interval. The majority of seed BHs

form in the epoch of 20 ≲ z ≲ 40, and the distribution

function is extended to M• ≳ 105 M⊙, reflecting the

halo assembly and environmental effects. Note that in

this study, we consider massive seed BHs formed in low-

metallicity environments, but neglect a potential contri-

bution from BHs left behind the second-generation star

formation in metal-enriched environments. The latter

ones would dominate in number at the low-mass end of

the BHMF at z ∼ 6, but have little impact on the bulk

properties of the observed QLF and BHMF (see Trinca

et al. 2022).

2.2. BH mass growth
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With BH seeds planted, we study the evolution of the

BH mass distribution until z = 6. The growth model of

each BH is characterized by a minimal number of free

parameters, giving the accretion rate by

Ṁ• = λf(M•)ṀEdd, (6)

where λ is the ratio of the quasar bolometric lumi-

nosity to its Eddington luminosity LEdd, and ṀEdd ≡
LEdd/η0c

2 is the Eddington accretion rate with a radia-

tive efficiency of η0 = 0.1 (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973),

which is consistent with the value obtained from the

Soltan-Paczyński argument (e.g., Yu & Tremaine 2002;

Cao 2010). Based on studies on the mass dependence

of the radiative efficiency for AGNs at z ≲ 3 (Cao & Li

2008; Li et al. 2012; Ueda et al. 2014), we introduce a

similar functional form of

f(M•) =
2

1 + (M•/M•,c)
δ
, (7)

where M•,c = 108 M⊙ is adopted 3. With a positive

value of δ, the BH growth at the high mass end is sup-

pressed, while the growth speed for less massive BHs is

accelerated. In the limit of δ ≪ 1, where f(M•) ≃ 1 is

nearly independent of M•,c, the model in Eq. (7) repro-

duces an exponential growth with an e-folding timescale

of tS = M•/ṀEdd ≈ 45 Myr (the so-called Salpeter

timescale; Salpeter 1964). Note that we do not explic-

itly consider the energy loss with radiation in Eq. (6),

neglecting a factor of 1 − η0 = 0.9. This small devia-

tion from unity can be absorbed by the uncertainty due

to the functional form of f(M•) and does not bring a

significant impact on the results discussed below.

Quasar activity is thought to take place episodi-

cally with accretion bursts triggered by gas inflows to

the galactic nuclei (Di Matteo et al. 2005; Hopkins

et al. 2005), and the BH feeding rate declines by self-

regulating feedback processes (e.g., Younger et al. 2008;

Novak et al. 2011) or gas consumption (Pringle 1991;

Yu et al. 2005; King & Pringle 2007). This “flickering”

pattern of individual quasar luminosity evolution can be

directly translated into the diversity in the Eddington

ratios of quasar samples. We here suppose that the Ed-

dington ratio distribution function dP/d lnλ (ERDF)

is characterized with a Schechter function and the dis-

tribution function is independent of redshift (Hopkins

et al. 2006; Hopkins & Hernquist 2009). For unobscured

3 A series of radiation hydrodynamical simulations for BH accre-
tion suggest that the gas supplying rate from galactic scales into
the nuclear scale is not high enough to sustain super-Eddington
accretion when the BH mass is higher than the characteristic
value (Toyouchi et al. 2021).

AGNs at low redshifts, the ERDF is characterized with

a Schechter function (Schulze et al. 2015; Jones et al.

2016; Aird et al. 2018). Motivated by those facts, we

give the ERDF by a Schechter function with two free

parameters λ0 and α as

dP

d lnλ
∝
(
λ

λ0

)α

exp

(
− λ

λ0

)
. (8)

The normalization is set so that the integral of this func-

tion over λmin(= 0.01) ≤ λ <∞ is unity. The minimum

Eddington ratio λmin is adopted from the simulated evo-

lution of quasar luminosities that decrease mildly toward

λ ∼ 0.1 − 0.01 with ≲ 100 Myr after the peak activity

(Novak et al. 2011). Moreover, a turnover in the ERDF

at the lowest value of λ ≲ 0.01 − 0.001 is suggested by

observations of X-ray selected AGNs (Aird et al. 2018).

To characterize the episodic accretion patterns of in-

dividual BHs, we introduce a time duration of τ , during

which a single value of λ is assigned to an accreting BH

following the ERDF of Eq. (8). In this way, we give a

different growth speed of a BH in every period with a

duration of τ until z = 6 (the corresponding cosmic age

is tH ≃ 913 Myr). This treatment enables us to capture

the nature of accretion bursts and prohibit an unrealisti-

cally long-lasting rapid growth phase of a BH. This phe-

nomenological method avoids numerous uncertainties in

modeling of the galaxy assembly, gas feeding, and BH

feedback processes in the quasar progenitor halos, which

are implemented as sub-grid models in previous cosmo-

logical simulations (Di Matteo et al. 2017; Barai et al.

2018; Lupi et al. 2019). These studies found that the

growth of massive BH seeds toward SMBHs is charac-

terized by the intermittent patterns with quiescent and

accretion phases. Instead of treating these ingredients

explicitly in our semi-analytical model, we extract an

averaged but fundamental timescale that governs mu-

tual correlation between the QLF and BHMF, based on

direct comparison to those distribution functions for the

observed high-z quasar population.

Thus far, we assume that all the seed BHs formed in

parent halos participate in the assembly of SMBHs and

end up in quasar host galaxies by z ≃ 6. To relax this

stringent assumption, we introduce the seeding fraction

of fseed(≤ 1). As discussed in Tanaka & Haiman (2009),

a small value of fseed < 1 is required to avoid overpro-

duction of SMBHs at z ∼ 6, depending on BH seed-

ing and growth mechanisms in semi-analytical models.

Since the value has been poorly constrained both by the-

oretical and observational studies, we treat it as a free

parameter. We take three different values of fseed = 1,

0.1, and 0.01, and explore its effect on shaping the QLF
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Figure 2. Schematic illustration of the numerical procedure for calculating the BH mass function between a time interval with
a duration of τ . The time evolution of the distribution is calculated by adding newly-forming seed BHs and taking into account
growth of existing BHs via mass accretion. For a given BH population at a checkpoint at t = T0, their growth is calculated with
Eqs. (9) and (10), where the ERDF is assumed to follow Eq. (8). For a newly formed seed BH with Mk during the interval (i.e.,
T0 ≤ tk < T0 + τ), we evolve the BH mass in ∆t = T0 + τ − tk and add it to the mass distribution of the existing BHs.

and BHMF. Note that the seed mass function shown in

Fig. 1 is given with fseed = 1.

2.3. BH mass function

We describe how to calculate the time evolution of the

BHmass function, combining the semi-analytical growth

model and ERDF (see Eqs. 6 and 8). The schematic il-

lustration of our numerical procedure is shown in Fig. 2.

We first set a series of checkpoints with an interval of τ ,

tracing back from tH(z = 6) to just prior to the first seed

formation time t1, where ti is the i-th seed forming time

as defined in Section 2.1 (1 ≤ i ≤ Ntot). Note that the

number of the checkpoints is given by ⌈(tH − t1)/τ⌉+1,

where ⌈x⌉ ≡ min{n ∈ Z | x ≤ n}.
The time evolution of the BH mass distribution is cal-

culated from the first checkpoint to tH(z = 6) by adding

newly-forming seed BHs and taking into account growth

of existing BHs via mass accretion. For a given mass dis-

tribution function dP/dM•,0 at a checkpoint of t = T0,

we give its evolution at t = T0 +∆t as

dP

dM•
=

∫
dP

d lnλ

∣∣∣
λ∗

· d lnλ∗
dM•

∣∣∣
∆t,M•,0

· dP

dM•,0
dM•,0, (9)

where λ∗ is the Eddington ratio required for a BH with

M•,0 to grow up to M• in ∆t, and is calculated analyt-

ically from Eq. (6) by

2λ∗∆t

tS
= ln

(
M•

M•,i

)
+

1

δ

[(
M•

M•,c

)δ

−
(
M•,0

M•,c

)δ
]
,

(10)

and the derivative of (d lnλ∗/dM•)|∆t,M•,0 is also de-

termined. For existing BHs, we calculate the evolution

of the mass distribution by setting ∆t = τ . For a seed

BH formed during this cycle (i.e., T0 ≤ tk < T0 + τ),

we evolve dP seed
k /dM• by setting ∆t = T0 + τ − tk and

add it to the mass distribution of the existing BHs at

t = T0 + τ . Combining the PDF and number density

normalization, the BHMF is given by

ΦM• =
∑

Mh,vbsm

nMh
fvbsmfseed · dP

d logM•

∣∣∣
Mh,vbsm

. (11)

To follow the time evolution of the mass function,

we set up logarithmically spaced mass grids at 102 ≤
M•/M⊙ ≤ 1012. The number of the grid points is set

to Nbin = 800, so that the convergence of the numerical

result is ensured. Our result of ΦM• is consistent with

that obtained from the direct sampling method, where

we consider the growth of 107 individual BHs rather

than the evolution of smooth analytical mass distribu-

tion functions. Our method reduces the statistical errors

seen in the direct sampling method and thus allows us

to extend the BHMF and QLF to the higher mass and

brighter end in a reasonable computational time.
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2.4. Obscuration-corrected QLF

Using the BHMF and its evolution, we construct the

QLF, which can be directly probed by high-z quasar ob-

servations. For an accreting BH with a bolometric lumi-

nosity of Lbol = λLEdd, its rest-frame ultraviolet (UV)

absolute magnitude of M1450 at 1450 Å is estimated as

M1450 = −21.0− 2.5 log

(
Lbol

1045 erg s−1

)
[mag], (12)

where a bolometric correction factor of fbol1450 = 4.4 for

the monochromatic UV band is adopted (Richards et al.

2006a). We construct the QLF from the BHMF, combin-

ing this conversion factor and ERDF. However, we note

that the shape and normalization of the intrinsic QLF

is not necessarily identical to the observed QLF because

quasar surveys with rest-frame UV-to-optical bands are

not sensitive to the obscured quasar population, i.e., the

observed number of fainter quasars is largely reduced by

the obscuration effect (Ueda et al. 2003; Gilli et al. 2007;

Hasinger 2008; Ueda et al. 2014; Merloni et al. 2014).

A widely-accepted mechanism causing quasar obscu-

ration is extinction by dusty tori and dense gas clouds

in the circumnuclear region, hence tightly related to gas

fueling and feedback processes from accreting BHs (see

Hickox & Alexander 2018, for a review). In addition,

dense gas clouds at larger galactic scales may have a

significant contribution to quasar obscuration at higher

redshifts (Ni et al. 2020). However, the physical ori-

gin and conditions for high-z quasar obscuration have

been poorly understood yet. Observationally, the ob-

scured fraction of AGNs with hydrogen column density

of NH > 1022 cm−2 can be estimated from spectral anal-

yses in the X-ray band (e.g., Ueda et al. 2003; Gilli

et al. 2007; Hasinger 2008). The obscured fraction is

nearly ≳ 80% at LX < 1043 erg s−1 and decreases with

the X-ray luminosity (Ueda et al. 2014; Merloni et al.

2014). The exact function shape still remains under de-

bate, but the overall dependence on the X-ray luminos-

ity holds. Moreover, the obscured fraction is found to

increase gradually toward higher redshifts and is satu-

rated at z ≳ 2 − 3 (Hasinger 2008; Ueda et al. 2014;

Merloni et al. 2014; Vito et al. 2018; Gilli et al. 2022).

In this study, we adopt the obscuration fraction fobsc
based on X-ray observations (Ueda et al. 2014):

fobsc = min [ψmax, ψ] , (13)

ψ = max [ψ0 − β log(LX/LX,0), ψmin] , (14)

where the parameters are written as ψmax = 0.84,

ψmin = 0.2, ψ0 = 0.73, β = 0.24, and LX,0 =

1043.75 erg s−1. Here, we use the bolometric correction

factor of the hard X-ray band:

fbolX ≡ Lbol

LX
= a

[
1 +

(
log (Lbol/L⊙)

b

)c]
, (15)

where a = 10.96, b = 11.93, and c = 17.79 (see Eq. 2

in Duras et al. 2020). It is worth noting that the func-

tional form of the obscuration fraction is calibrated with

X-ray selected AGNs at z ≲ 5, and the value for high-z

quasars is still under investigation. We leave more com-

prehensive arguments about this effect for future work.

After taking into account the obscuration effect, the

observed QLF for a given BHMF and ERDF is calcu-

lated as

ΦM1450
= (1− fobsc)

∫
dP

d lnλ

∣∣∣
λ̃
· d ln λ̃

dM1450
·ΦM•d logM•,

(16)

where the values of λ̃ = λ(M1450,M•) and d ln λ̃/dM1450

are calculated analytically from Eq. (12). Hence, the

observed QLF can be produced simultaneously with the

BHMF from a set of model parameters.

2.5. MCMC fitting

In this section, we describe the MCMC fitting pro-

cedure used to optimize the BH growth parameters so

that the observed BHMF and QLF are consistently re-

produced. As discussed in Section 2.3, we consider

five parameters of τ , δ, α, λ0, and fseed. We calcu-

late the best-fit values of the first four parameters us-

ing the emcee Python package for the MCMC sampling

(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), fixing fseed to a single

value. We vary four parameters instead of five in the

fitting to guarantee that the Markov chain can be stabi-

lized. The fitting is carried out by sampling 100 walkers

with 5000 steps. We verify the convergence of the pos-

terior distribution results by doubling the chain length.

In this analysis, we constrain those four parameters to

be within certain physically acceptable ranges, assum-

ing a prior probability function P prior
a for each quantity

a = τ , δ, λ0, and α. We use a uniform prior on τ

with a limit of 10 Myr ≤ τ ≤ 200 Myr, motivated by

the constraints on the quasar lifetime based on various

observations (e.g., Martini 2004). The parameter of δ

that characterizes a non-exponential BH growth is con-

strained at −4 ≤ log δ ≤ −0.3 4. The prior function is

uniform at log δ ≥ −3 and is imposed to decay with an

exponential cutoff at log δ < −3, which is small enough

for the model to be approximately mass independent,

4 We first set a uniform prior at 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1, and find the posterior
distribution assembles to δ ≲ 0.1. We then switch to impose the
log δ prior to improve the fitting performance at small δ values.
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i.e., f(M•) ≃ 1. For the characteristic Eddington ratio

λ0 in the Schechter-type ERDF, we impose a Gaussian

prior function with a mean value of µλ0 = 0.6 and a

dispersion of σλ0
= 0.4. The choice is motivated by

the brightest quasar samples at z = 6, whose ERDF is

peaked around λ ∼ 0.6 after luminosity bias correction

(e.g., Willott et al. 2010b). For the low-λ slope of α

in the ERDF, we assign a Gaussian prior function with

a mean value µα = 0 and a dispersion of σα = 0.3.

Note that the value of α remains poorly constrained by

the current high-z quasar observations, but the low-z

quasar samples support −0.3 ≲ α ≲ 0.3 (e.g., see the

mass-integrated ERDF for comparison; the right panel

of Figure 21 in Schulze et al. 2015).

The observed BHMF data is taken from Willott et al.

(2010b) (hereafter, W10), where the virial BH mass

measurements for 17 bright quasars at z ≃ 6 are used.

Although the BHMF spans over 107 < M•/M⊙ < 1010,

the best constraint is given around M• ≃ 108.5 M⊙
and thus the statistical error size becomes larger both

at the lower and higher mass range. We set up

10 logarithmically spaced mass bins and adopt errors

with sizes increasing quadratically as Φerr
M•

= ±{0.2 +

[log(M•/10
8.5 M⊙)]

2/3} dex, covering the same mass

range as in their bootstrap resamples (see Figure 8 of

W10). The observed (unobscured) QLF is taken from

Matsuoka et al. (2018b) (hereafter M18) over a wide

range of UV magnitude at −30 < M1450 < −22 mag

(see their Table 4 and Figure 13). The magnitude bins

and the error sizes are given consistently with M18.

In the MCMC fitting, the four parameters are sam-

pled to generate the synthetic BHMF and QLF dataset,

which are compared to the observational dataset. The

probability is evaluated by a χ2-type value defined by

χ2 =
∑
x,i

(
log Φmod

x,i − log Φobs
x,i

)2
(log Φerr

x,i)
2

− 2
∑
a

lnP prior
a . (17)

The first term on the right hand side is the classical χ2

value that measures the dispersion of the observational

data from the model prediction, where Φmod
x,i and Φobs

x,i

represent the modeled and observational value on the

i-th bin of the BHMF (x =M•) and QLF (x =M1450),

and Φerr
x,i is the corresponding error. Adopting 10 mass

bins and 12 magnitude bins, we treat the errors from

comparison both in the BHMF and QLF with nearly

equal weight. The second term denotes the deviation of

the parameter set from the assumed prior distribution

functions. The posterior distribution of the MCMC fit-

ting is stabilized around the minimum value of χ2 (high-

est probability), with the models best reproducing the

z = 6 BHMF and QLF.

3. RESULTS

We discuss the MCMC fitting results and compare the

BHMF and QLF with their observed distribution func-

tions. The best-fit model parameters together with the

χ2 values for the three cases with fseed are summarized

in Table 1. We note that the ideal case with fseed = 1.0,

where environmental effects preventing BHs from grow-

ing is neglected, yields a χ2 value nearly twice larger

than those in the other two cases. Therefore, in the fol-

lowing, we focus only on the results with fseed = 0.1

and 0.01 in comparison with observations. In Fig. 3,

we visualize the fitting results of the model parameters

in two-dimensional posterior distribution for the case of

fseed = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right), respectively. The

three vertical dashed lines in the one-dimensional poste-

rior distribution of each parameter correspond to 16%,

50%, and 84% quantiles in the cumulative distribution,

respectively. The best-fit values shown with the red lines

are listed in Table 1, and are consistent with the peak

values in the one-dimensional distribution.

The best-fit solutions yield a small value of δ < 0.1.

This result favors the nearly exponential BH growth

model (Eqs. 6 and 7). The typical duration of quasar

activity is required to be τ ≃ 20−30 Myr for both cases.

This suggests that accreting seed BHs vary their growth

speeds and their Eddington ratios ≃ 30 − 40 times to-

ward the cosmic time at z ≃ 6. The timescale of τ is also

related to the quasar lifetime of tQ ∼ 1− 10 Myr, which

is estimated by the measurement of the physical extents

of hydrogen Lyα proximity zones observed in the rest-

frame UV spectra (e.g., Eilers et al. 2018; Davies et al.

2019). The characteristic Eddington ratio λ0 needs to

be close to unity, otherwise the highest luminosity and

BH mass in the model would differ from those in ob-

servations. As shown in Fig. 3, the power-law index α

in the ERDF shows an anti-correlation with the char-

acteristic Eddington ratio λ0. With a higher λ0 (i.e.,

faster BH growth), the ERDF needs to be skewed to-

ward the lower λ regime with a smaller value of α (i.e.,

a larger fraction of inactive BHs) to be consistent with

the observed QLF and BHMF.

The best-fit parameters for the two cases reproduce

the bulk properties of the BHMF and QLF at z ∼ 6,

despite the ten-fold difference in the seeding fraction.

With the fitted values for the ERDF, the fraction of

super-Eddington accreting BHs is estimated as P (λ ≥
1) = 0.064 and 0.075 for fseed = 0.1 and 0.01, respec-

tively. While the probability of rapid accretion in each

cycle differs slightly between the two cases, multiple ac-

cretion episodes enlarge the difference and accelerate

BH growth for the lower seeding fraction. Moreover,

the case with fseed = 0.01 requires a higher value of
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Figure 3. Two dimensional posterior distribution of the four model parameters with fseed = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right), along
with the marginalized one dimensional projection. The three vertical dashed lines in the one-dimensional posterior distribution
of each parameter correspond to 16%, 50%, and 84% quantiles in the cumulative distribution, respectively. The best-fit values
shown with the red lines are listed in Table 1.

δ(≃ 0.055), promoting the growth of less massive BHs

with M• < 108 M⊙. Therefore, a larger fraction of seed

BHs are delivered into the SMBH regime, and the ten-

fold difference in fseed is nearly compensated.

In Fig. 4, we show the BHMFs at z = 6 reproduced

by the best-fit parameters for fseed = 0.1 (left) and

0.01 (right) as well as the 1σ standard deviation calcu-

lated from random parameter sampling in the Markov

chain. For comparison, we present the BHMF in-

ferred by W10 along with the statistical errors. Note

that W10 constructed the BHMF using quasar sam-
ples with 108 M⊙ ≲ M• ≲ 3 × 109 M⊙. Overall, our

best-fit BHMF model agrees with their constraints in

this mass range. The power-law index of the BHMF

(γM• ≡ d lnΦM•/d lnM•) is as steep as γM• ≲ −1 at

M• ≳ 107 (3×107)M⊙ for fseed = 0.1 (0.01). Thus, the

total mass budget of the entire BH population is dom-

inated by BHs with the characteristic mass (see also

Section 4). The discrepancy between the model and ob-

servational data enlarges at the high- and low-mass end,

reflecting poor constraints on the BHMF from the cur-

rent observations.

Fig. 5 presents the QLFs at z = 6 reproduced by

the best-fit parameters as well as the 1σ spreads for

fseed = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right). The solid and dashed

curve are the unobscured and intrinsic QLF, respec-

tively. The latter includes both obscured and unob-

Table 1. Best-fit parameters for BH growth

fseed τ (Myr) log δ λ0 α χ2

1.0 23.13 -2.97 0.96 -0.06 15.77

0.1 20.07 -2.98 0.89 0.12 8.27

0.01 18.76 -1.26 0.87 0.20 6.21

Note— The best-fit parameters optimized by
MCMC sampling for the three different cases of
fseed. The fitting performance is quantified with
the relative magnitudes of the χ2 value.

scured quasars. For comparison, we overlay the obser-

vational data taken from M18 in blue and their para-

metric QLF with a double power-law function (dotted

curve). Our best-fit unobscured QLF is consistent with

the observed one at −29 mag ≲M1450 ≲ −25 mag, but

overproduces fainter quasars atM1450 ≳ −24 mag. Sim-

ilarly to the BHMF, the difference between the model

and observational data at the faint end becomes smaller

with the lower seeding fraction. Since the progenitors of

those faint quasars originate from lower mass seed BHs

with fseed = 0.01 (see discussion above), the BH popula-

tion on the peak of the mass distribution naturally pro-

duces a flatter slope of the QLF at the faint end. Note

that while our best-fit BHMF model over-produces the
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Figure 4. The BH mass function at z = 6 with the best-fit parameters (black curve) and the 1σ statistical error (grey shaded
region) for the cases with fseed = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right). For comparison, the BHMF constructed by W10 and their statistical
errors (see text) are shown with the cyan curve and shaded region.

19 21 23 25 27 29
M1450

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

M
14

50
(M

pc
3 m

ag
1 )

fseed = 0.1

M18
unobscured
intrinsic

M18
unobscured
intrinsic

19 21 23 25 27 29
M1450

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

M
14

50
(M

pc
3 m

ag
1 )

fseed = 0.01

M18
unobscured
intrinsic

M18
unobscured
intrinsic

Figure 5. The quasar luminosity function at z = 6 with the best-fit parameters (black curve) and the 1σ statistical error
(grey shaded region) for the cases with fseed = 0.1 (left) and 0.01 (right). The solid and dashed curves are the unobscured
and intrinsic QLF, respectively. We overlay the observational data for the unobscured QLF taken from M18 in blue and their
parametric function with a double power-law function (dotted curve). Upper bounds of the number density of faint quasars are
given by Jiang et al. (2022), based on the Hubble Space Telescope imaging observations (green). The QLF data based on X-ray
selected quasars at z ∼ 5.55 are overlaid in orange (Giallongo et al. 2019), for which the normalization is scaled to z = 6 by a
factor of 10−0.72∆z (Jiang et al. 2016), where ∆z = 0.45.

BH abundance in the high mass end at M• > 109 M⊙
(although consistent within the 1-sigma error), the dis-

crepancy becomes moderate in the brightest end of the

QLF because low-λ BHs are more abundant with the

best-fit EDRF 5.In addition, we show upper bounds of

5 The recent work by Wu et al. (2022) updates the construction of
the z = 6 BHMF and shows a higher abundance at the high-mass
end, consistent with our results.

the faint quasar abundance atM1450 ≳ −22 mag (green;

Jiang et al. 2022) based on a search for point sources in

the survey fields of the Hubble Space Telescope. Our

unobscured QLF lies within the constraints.

Quasar observations in X-rays also provide useful con-

straints on the intrinsic population because of less ob-

scuration in X-rays. Based on the X-ray selected faint

quasars, Giallongo et al. (2019) reported a number den-

sity of faint quasars at M1450 ≳ −22 mag. Here, we

show their z = 5.55 luminosity function in orange, for
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including the seed population. Right: the cumulative mass density for BHs in a comoving volume at three different mass ranges:
M• ≤ 106 M⊙ (blue), 106 M⊙ < M• < 108 M⊙ (orange), and M• ≥ 108 M⊙ (green). The dashed-dotted curve shows the
results from the cosmological simulations by Ni et al. (2022). The black arrows present upper bounds of the mass accreted onto
BHs obtained from measurements of unresolved cosmic X-ray background radiation (Treister et al. 2013).

which the normalization is scaled to z = 6 by a factor of

10−0.72∆z (Jiang et al. 2016), where ∆z = 0.45, These

values are substantially higher than those expected from

extrapolation of the rest-UV based QLF by M18 (dotted

curve) down to the faint end. In contrast, our best-fitted

intrinsic QLF (dashed curve) is broadly consistent with

the faint-end of the X-ray based QLF within the errors.

From another point of view, the discrepancy between

the UV and X-ray QLFs at the faint end would be ex-

plained by the fact that only bright quasars outshining

their host galaxies can be identified as point-like sources

in the rest-UV quasar selection (M18; Ni et al. 2020;

Adams et al. 2020; Orofino et al. 2021; Bowler et al.

2021; Kim et al. 2022). However, at the faint end of

M1450 ≳ −24 mag, extended sources such as the bright-
est galaxies at z ∼ 6 dominate over quasars in number at

the same UV magnitude (Harikane et al. 2022a). Thus,

the current observations might miss quasars embedded

in extended galaxy populations. We leave this issue as

an important caveat in high-z quasar observations.

4. COSMOLOGICAL EVOLUTION OF BH MASS

AND QUASAR LUMINOSITY FUNCTION

In previous sections, we calibrate the model for early

SMBH evolution based on the observational constraints

of the BHMF and QLF at z ∼ 6. Next, we apply our

model to predict the statistical properties of quasars at

higher redshifts (z ≳ 6) and provide prediction for future

explorations.

4.1. Black Hole Mass Functions

In the left panel of Fig. 6, we show the predicted

BHMFs at five different redshifts of z = 6–10 for

fseed = 0.1 (solid) and 0.01 (dashed). As shown in

Fig. 1, the mass distribution of seed BHs establishes

up to M• ≲ 2 × 105 M⊙ by z ≳ 17. Subsequently,

the BHMF develops toward higher mass ranges by the

growth of seeds with a fraction of fseed. In fact, the

case with fseed = 0.1 yields the number density of

those growing seeds ten times higher than that with

fseed = 0.01, making the difference in the BH abun-

dance atM• ∼ 105−7 M⊙. Thus, the information on the

seeding fraction still remains in this low mass regime.

Toward lower redshifts, heavier BHs with ≳ 107 M⊙
emerge owing to efficient growth and thus BHMF in the

high-mass tail increases. Since our model is calibrated

against the z ≃ 6 BHMF of W10, the two cases with

different seeding fractions yield similar shapes of mass

distribution atM• ≃ 108−3×109 M⊙ (see Fig. 4). The

BHMF at M• ≳ 107 M⊙, which is potentially accessi-

ble by high-z quasar observations, can be characterized

with a double power-law function,

ΦM• =
Φ∗

M•

(M•/M∗
• )

−(α̂+1) + (M•/M∗
• )

−(β̂+1)
. (18)

This function shape is also used to characterize the

BHMF of lower-z quasar populations (e.g., Kelly & Shen

2013; Schulze et al. 2015). Here, Φ∗
M•

(in units of Gpc−3

dex−1) is the overall normalization,M∗
• is the character-

istic BH mass, and α̂ and β̂ are the low and high-mass

end slopes, respectively. In Table 2, we summarize those



BH growth toward z = 6 BHMF & QLF 13

Table 2. Parametric Black Hole Mass Function

Redshift Φ∗
M• M∗

• α̂ β̂

(Gpc−3 dex−1) (107 M⊙)

z ∼ 6 1310 6.13 -1.41 -2.58

z ∼ 7 166 8.12 -1.81 -2.88

z ∼ 8 23.2 9.98 -2.07 -3.12

z ∼ 9 5.61 9.44 -2.24 -3.29

z ∼ 10 2.13 7.68 -2.35 -3.41

Note—The fitting parameters of the BHMF with a double
power-law function for the case with fseed = 0.01. The
mass range used for fitting is 106 M⊙ ≤ M• ≤ 1010 M⊙.

parameters at z = 6–10 for the best-fit model in the case

of fseed = 0.01.

In the right panel of Fig. 6, we present the cumulative

BH mass density ρ•(z) in a comoving volume for fseed =

0.1 (solid) and 0.01 (dashed), which is equivalent to the

integration of the BHMF:

ρ•(z) =

∫
I
ΦM•(z)M• d logM•. (19)

Here, we consider three mass ranges: M• ≤ 106 M⊙
(blue), 106 M⊙ < M• < 108 M⊙ (orange), and M• ≥
108 M⊙ (green). Overall, the mass density of the heav-

iest BHs quickly grows toward lower redshifts, while for

the lightest BHs the mass density barely evolves. At

z ≲ 7− 8, heavier BHs with ≫ 106 M⊙ begin to domi-

nate the mass budget of the entire BH population, pro-

moting the so-called downsizing or anti-hierarchical evo-

lution of massive BHs in terms of mass occupation (e.g.,

Ueda et al. 2014). We note that our model considers a
BH population formed in the overdense region, and ne-

glects the contribution of BH seeds from ordinary PopIII

remnants in lower-mass halos (Mh < 1011 M⊙). The lat-

ter population is typically less massive (M⋆ ≲ 103 M⊙)

but more abundant (e.g., Hirano et al. 2015; Toyouchi

et al. 2023). Therefore, the BHMF at the low-mass end

in our model underestimates the abundance while the

high-mass end at M• ≳ 107 M⊙ matches the observed

distribution well.

For comparison, we overlay in the right panel of Fig. 6

the BH mass density evolution at 106 M⊙ < M• <

108 M⊙ obtained from the cosmological simulations in

Ni et al. (2022) (dashed-dotted curve). At z ≲ 7, our re-

sults are in overall good agreement with those simulation

results. However, our models predict a larger number of

106−8 M⊙ BHs emerging at z ∼ 8 − 10, owing to our

model prescription that allows BH seed formation earlier

on and (modest) super-Eddington episodes. Further-

more, the unresolved fraction of the cosmic X-ray back-

ground at z ≳ 5 constrains the global BH accretion his-

tory (Salvaterra et al. 2012; Treister et al. 2013). Upper

bounds on the accreted-mass density (black arrows) pro-

hibit overproduction of low mass BHs at cosmic dawn.

The mass density of BHs formed in the biased, overdense

region of the universe is consistent with the constraint,

unlike models that require a large number of stellar-mass

BH remnants (see also Tanaka & Haiman 2009).

4.2. Quasar Luminosity Functions

Fig. 7 presents our prediction of QLFs at z ≳ 6 taken

from the BH growth model with fseed = 0.01. We show

QLFs at different epochs; (a) z ∼ 7, (b) z ∼ 8, (c) z ∼ 9,

and (d) z ∼ 10–13. The black solid and dashed curves

of each panel show the QLF for the unobscured popula-

tion and intrinsic population (including unobscured and

obscured quasars), respectively. The obscured fraction

derived in an X-ray quasar sample up to z ∼ 5 by Ueda

et al. (2014) is applied to the conversion between the

two populations, while we note that a large uncertainty

exists at M1450 ≳ −20 mag. Similar to the BHMF, for

all the redshift ranges, the shape of the QLF is well ap-

proximated with a double power-law function,

ΦM1450
=

Φ∗
M1450

100.4(α̃+1)∆M1450 + 100.4(β̃+1)∆M1450

, (20)

where Φ∗
M1450

(in units of Gpc−3 mag−1) is the over-

all normalization,M∗
1450 is the characteristic magnitude,

∆M1450 ≡M1450−M∗
1450, and α̃ and β̃ are the faint and

bright-end slopes, respectively. In Table 3, we summa-

rize those parameters at z = 6–10 for the best-fit models.

From higher to lower redshifts, the QLF increases and

the bright-end slope gets flatter.
We overlay the expected depths and survey volumes

of upcoming near-infrared surveys by Euclid (Laureijs

et al. 2011; Euclid Collaboration et al. 2019) and RST

(Akeson et al. 2019). We here consider only their wide-

area survey layers because narrow-field deep surveys are

not optimized for hunting high-z quasars (but see Onoue

et al. 2023). Table 4 summarizes the expected number

yields of quasars from those surveys. We first integrate

the QLFs at the apparent magnitude m1450 ≤ 24 mag

and 27 mag for Euclid and RST, respectively. These

depths correspond to the 5σ point source detection lim-

its in the Y JH bands of the two facilities. Euclid will

cover ≃ 100–700 quasars at z ∼ 7–8 down to the limit-

ing magnitude (M1450 ∼ −24 mag), and can reach up to

z ∼ 9. The RST will explore fainter (M1450 ≳ −24 mag)

and more abundant quasar populations up to z ∼ 10.

However, the estimated values above only give upper
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Figure 7. The predicted quasar luminosity functions at (a) z ∼ 7, (b) z ∼ 8, (c) z ∼ 9, and (d) z ∼ 10− 13. The black solid
and dashed curves are the unobscured and intrinsic QLF, respectively, and the shaded region presents the 1σ statistical error.
The expected depths and volumes of future surveys with Wide Euclid (blue; m1450 = 23 mag) and Wide RST (red; m1450 = 27
mag) are overlaid in each panel (see Table 4). For comparison, the galaxy UV luminosity functions are plotted with the data
points (grey) and the fitting functions in purple with a Schechter (solid) and double power-law (dashed) shape. The luminosity
function data are taken from McLure et al. (2013), Oesch et al. (2016), Morishita et al. (2018), Stefanon et al. (2019), Bowler
et al. (2020), Bouwens et al. (2021), Harikane et al. (2022a,b, 2023), Donnan et al. (2023), Naidu et al. (2022). The fitting forms
of the galaxy luminosity functions are given by Harikane et al. (2022a) at z ∼ 7, Bowler et al. (2020) and McLure et al. (2013)
at z ∼ 8, and Harikane et al. (2023) at 9 ≲ z ≲ 13.

bounds of the number of detectable high-z quasars, be-

cause selection completeness is not unity in identifying

high-z quasars. Euclid Collaboration et al. (2019) inves-

tigated the efficiency of quasar selection with Euclid im-

ages and found that combined with ground-based optical

observations, z ∼ 7–9 quasars can be identified down to

J ∼ 23 mag due to photometric noise and contaminants

in the color selection such as Galactic brown dwarfs and

low-z early-type galaxies. Adopting m1450 = 23 mag as

the effective depth, our predicted detection numbers are

in good agreement with their results but show a better

match for the case where their QLFs are extrapolated

from z ∼ 6 with 10−0.72z toward higher redshifts (see

the fourth column of Table 3 in Euclid Collaboration

et al. 2019).

Luminous quasars with M1450 ≲ −26 mag are ex-

pected to be marginally detected by Euclid and the

RST up to z ∼ 7 and 8, respectively, with ∼ 1 de-

tection number predicted by the integration over the

model QLFs. However, Fan et al. (2019) proposed that
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Table 3. Parametric Quasar Luminosity Function

Unobscured QLF Intrinsic QLF

Redshift Φ∗
M1450

M∗
1450 α̃ β̃ Φ∗

M1450
M∗

1450 α̃ β̃

(Gpc−3 mag−1) (mag) (Gpc−3 mag−1) (mag)

z ∼ 6 46.5 -23.62 -1.33 -2.57 89.2 -23.73 -1.59 -2.67

z ∼ 7 6.98 -23.70 -1.61 -2.82 12.4 -23.85 -1.87 -2.92

z ∼ 8 1.18 -23.80 -1.83 -3.02 1.91 -23.98 -2.08 -3.12

z ∼ 9 0.268 -23.80 -1.98 -3.18 0.429 -23.96 -2.23 -3.28

z ∼ 10 0.0841 -23.68 -2.01 -3.30 0.144 -23.82 -2.35 -3.40

Note—The fitting parameters of the unobscured and intrinsic QLFs with a double power-law func-
tion for the case with fseed = 0.01. The fitted magnitude range is −30 mag ≤ M1450 ≤ −18 mag.

Table 4. Expected Number of Quasars Discovered in Future NIR Surveys

Survey Reference Area (deg2) Selection N(z ∼ 6) N(z ∼ 7) N(z ∼ 8) N(z ∼ 9) N(z ∼ 10)

Euclid This work 15000 m1450 ≤ 24 6654+95
−2282 708+213

−237 93+66
−56 14+32

−14 –

This work m1450 ≤ 23 2480+188
−614 207+144

−114 23+27
−19 3+12

−3 –

Euclid Collab. (2019) simulation – 204(117) 16(6) 7(2) –

RST This work 2000 m1450 ≤ 27 6759+15
−3185 1514+169

−558 34953−131 85+23
−48 25+12

−15

Note— Prediction of high-z quasar numbers yielded by the Euclid and RST wide-area surveys from z ∼ 6 to 10 with
∆z = 1. The QLFs we utilize to estimate the detection numbers are from the BH growth model with fseed = 0.01.
The integration of the QLF is conducted assuming 100% selection completeness for quasar populations brighter than the
photometric depths, which are adopted as the 5σ point source detection limits of the Y JH bands in each survey. To
mimic realistic quasar identification capability, we also show the detection numbers with m1450 ≤ 23 mag in comparison
with Euclid Collaboration et al. (2019). The latter prediction is migrated from the fourth column of their Table 3 for
three redshift ranges: 7.0 < z < 7.5, 8.0 < z < 8.5, and 8.5 < z < 9.0, with trials on different extrapolations of the quasar
number density at higher redshifts (∝ 10kLz); kL = −0.72 and −0.92. The prediction of no detection or no references in
the literature are denoted by the symbol “–”.

quasar detection can reach z ∼ 9 by the two surveys,

assuming a moderate decline of the quasar number den-

sity (∝ 10−0.78z) in QLF extrapolations from z ∼ 6

(see more discussion in Fig. 8). The differences in those

predictions will be tested by upcoming high-z quasar

observations.

We also show the galaxy UV luminosity function in

each panel of Fig. 7 along with the fitting function in a

Schechter (solid) and double power-law (dashed) shape

extended to the bright end (McLure et al. 2013; Oesch

et al. 2016; Morishita et al. 2018; Stefanon et al. 2019;

Bowler et al. 2020; Bouwens et al. 2021; Donnan et al.

2023; Harikane et al. 2022a,b, 2023; Naidu et al. 2022).

Galaxies atM1450 ≳ −23 mag dominate in number at all

the redshifts and impede the identification of relatively

rare quasars among those faint objects. Since the ex-

trapolated galaxy luminosity function with a Schechter

shape declines quickly with the luminosity increasing,

the galaxy abundance becomes comparable to that of

quasars at M1450 ∼ −23 mag (z ∼ 7–8), −24 mag

(z ∼ 9), and −25 mag (z ∼ 10–13). On the other hand,

if the bright end of the galaxy luminosity function is

extended with the bright-end power-law slope, the crit-

ical UV magnitude shifts to M1450 ∼ −26, −25, and

≪ −30 mag for each redshift range. Future deep and

wide surveys will unveil the relative contribution of the

two populations and their roles in cosmic reionization

(see also M18, Jiang et al. 2022).

In Fig. 8, we present the quasar number density evo-

lution as a function of redshift. The solid curves show

the cases for fseed = 0.1 and the dashed curves show

the cases for fseed = 0.01, respectively. Each curve cor-

responds to the QLF value at a UV magnitude from

M1450 = −27 mag to −23 mag. Our theoretical pre-
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Figure 8. Redshift evolution of the QLF value at different UV magnitudes from M1450 = −27 mag to −23 mag. The
theoretical model prediction from z = 6 to 10 are shown for the cases of fseed = 0.1 (solid) and 0.01 (dashed), respectively. At
z ≥ 6, the quasar number is characterized with ∝ 10kLz, where the index is kL ≃ −0.91 and −0.62 for quasars at M1450 = −27
mag and −23 mag, respectively. The observational data at lower redshifts 0 ≤ z ≤ 6 are compiled from the Subaru HSC
results (Akiyama et al. 2018; Matsuoka et al. 2018b; Niida et al. 2020), SDSS (Richards et al. 2006b; McGreer et al. 2013),
the 2dFSDSS LRG and Quasar Survey (2SLAQ; Croom et al. 2009), and the Spitzer Wide-area Infrared Extragalactic Legacy
Survey (SWIRE; Siana et al. 2008).

dictions are shown at z ≳ 6 (thick curves), while ob-

servational results compiled in Niida et al. (2020) are

shown at lower redshifts (thin curves). The evolution-

ary trend can be fitted as ∝ 10kLz at high redshifts. The

best-fit indexes are kL ≃ −0.91 and −0.62 for the bright-

est and faintest population at z ≳ 6, respectively. For

the abundance of luminous quasars with M1450 ≲ −26

mag, a rapid decay toward higher redshifts is suggested

by observational studies (e.g., Fan et al. 2001; McGreer

et al. 2013; Jiang et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2019). For

instance, Wang et al. (2019) proposed a decay index of

kL = −0.78±0.18 for those bright quasars at 6 ≲ z ≲ 7.

The slopes in our model prediction of M1450 ≤ −26 are

slightly steeper (kL ≃ −0.84 at M1450 = −26), but con-

sistent with their finding within the 1σ error range.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Individual BH growth

From the BH growth model described in Section 2.3,

we further explore individual BH evolutionary tracks

starting from their seeding phases. We generate a sam-

ple of 106 BHs, whose formation time and mass dis-

tribution at birth follow the model described in Sec-

tion 2.1. Adopting the best-fit parameters in the case of

fseed = 0.01, in every time interval τ = 18.76 Myr, we
assign a constant Eddington ratio generated from the

Schechter-type ERDF characterized with λ0 = 0.87 and

α = 0.20 (see Section 3). With those parameters, we

grow the individual BHs until z = 6 and study their

statistical properties.

First, we estimate the duty cycle between at 6 ≤ z ≤
10 defined as fduty ≡ N τ/∆tH, where N is the fre-

quency of super-Eddington accretion bursts with λ ≥ 1

and ∆tH ≃ 450 Myr. For BH populations grown to

M• ≥ 107, 108 and 109 M⊙ at z = 6, the average duty

cycle is found to be ⟨fduty⟩ ≃ 0.12, 0.15, and 0.19, re-

spectively. The trend of the duty cycle on the mass

suggests that those massive BHs experience multiple ac-

tive accretion phases to reach the SMBH regime. On

the other hand, the average duty cycle for the entire

BH population is calculated as ⟨fduty⟩ = 0.075 adopt-
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ing this ERDF (see Section 3), and is significantly lower

than those for the massive BH sub-samples. Therefore,

we suggest that SMBHs observed in z ∼ 6 quasars are a

biased population that undergoes longer active accretion

episodes.

In Fig. 9, we show the BH growth tracks that end up

with M• > 108 M⊙ by z = 6 (grey curves). In this

sub-sample, we find six BHs heavier than M = 109 M⊙
(highlighted with colored solid curves), all of which in-

dicate λ ≲ 1 at the z = 6 snapshot. Tracing the BH

growth curves back with the Eddington ratio observed

at z = 6 (dashed curves), the extrapolated masses of

those massive, sub-Eddington BHs at z = 6 are as heavy

as M• ≫ 106 M⊙ at z ∼ 30, which is substantially

higher than the mass range for seed BHs. It has been

pointed out by Onoue et al. (2019) that such simple ex-

trapolation of the growth history for low-λ quasars does

not work properly (see their Figure 10). For compari-

son, we show the mass growth tracks assuming continu-

ous Eddington accretion (λ = 1; dashed-dotted curves),

where the extrapolated seed mass is M• ≲ 102 M⊙
at z ∼ 30. In conclusion, therefore, multiple accre-

tion episodes with different values of λ should be taken

into account to infer the seeding mass for the observed

SMBHs as bright quasars at z ≳ 6 − 7, instead of as-

suming one single number of the Eddington ratio.

Wang et al. (2021) discovered the currently known

most distant quasar at z = 7.642, with M• ≃ 1.6 ×
109 M⊙ and λ ≃ 0.67 (red diamond in Fig. 9). Assuming

continuous Eddington accretion, the extrapolated BH is

as massive as 104−6 M⊙ at z = 30. Our best-fit model

naturally explains the existence of this most extreme

BH, taking into account the episodical accretion nature

of quasars (see the red solid curve; M• ≃ 1.7× 109 M⊙
and λ ≃ 0.6 at z = 7.6). The result demonstrates that

one possible formation channel of the highest-z quasar

is through the combination of rare halo environments

planting a seed BH with ∼ 2 × 105 M⊙ at z ∼ 30 and

several (modest) super-Eddington accretion bursts. The

mass range of the highest-z SMBHs can be achieved by

previous cosmological simulations with a certain type of

sub-grid models for BH feeding and feedback (Di Matteo

et al. 2017; Barai et al. 2018; Lupi et al. 2019).

Multiple episodes of BH accretion naturally yield vari-

able quasar light curves and leave ionized gas with a

complex structure. The measurement of the ioniza-

tion state of the intergalactic medium surrounding a

quasar is a powerful tool to constrain the timescale of tQ
in a luminous quasar phase (Bolton & Haehnelt 2007;

Khrykin et al. 2016; Eilers et al. 2017; Davies et al.

2019). Recent observations of the line-of-sight hydro-

gen Lyα proximity zone sizes indicate a short quasar

age of tQ ∼ 1 Myr on average, while the ages of some

individual quasars are inferred to be even shorter than

tQ ∼ 0.1 Myr (e.g., Ishimoto et al. 2020; Eilers et al.

2021). However, we note that the line-of-sight proxim-

ity effect is only sensitive to the most recent activity

of quasars. Alternatively, the transverse proximity ef-

fect is useful to probe a longer quasar activity compa-

rable to a Salpeter timescale (Adelberger 2004; Visbal

& Croft 2008; Schmidt et al. 2019). Recently, Kakiichi

et al. (2022) proposed a new technique to photometri-

cally map the quasar light echoes using Lyα forest to-

mography and discussed an efficient observational strat-

egy. With our MCMC fitting result reproducing the ob-

served QLF and BHMF, each quasar activity is required

to last for τ ≃ 20 Myr on average. Moreover, a signif-

icant fraction (∼ 10 − 20%) of the massive BHs with

M• ≳ 108 M⊙ in our sample experience two successive

active phases with a total active duration of ∼ 30 − 40

Myr at z ≃ 6. Therefore, direct measurements of the

distribution of τ in future observations will test our pre-

diction on quasar activity and improve our understand-

ing on the BH growth histories through luminous quasar

phases.

5.2. The distribution of the Eddington ratio:

observed v.s. underlying populations

Even with the current observational facilities, it is

challenging to unveil the properties of the underlying

quasar population because of the limitation of the pho-

tometric depths of quasar surveys. In this section, we

examine how the unavoidable bias affects the properties

of the ERDF for observed quasars, taking our complete

sample of high-z BH populations in the whole luminosity

range.

Based on the quasar sample from the best-fit model

described in Section 5.1, we select quasars with bolo-

metric luminosity limits of L45 = 1045 erg s−1 and

L46 = 1046 erg s−1. In Fig. 10, we present the intrinsic

ERDF for the whole BH sample (blue) and the appar-

ent ERDFs for selected samples with a luminosity cut

of Lbol ≥ L45 (orange), and Lbol ≥ L46 (green), respec-

tively. For illustration purposes, we scale the normaliza-

tion of the ERDFs with the luminosity cuts, multiplied

by a factor of 5 and 30, respectively. The Eddington ra-

tio for the whole sample follows a Schechter shape with

a majority of inactive quasars, while the observed Ed-

dington ratio is biased toward higher values and the dis-

tribution results in a log-normal shape, consistent with

that of the brightest quasars at z ∼ 6 (e.g., Willott et al.

2010b; Shen et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2021; Farina et al.

2022). The log-normal shape still holds with the lower

luminosity cut, but a lower luminosity threshold allows
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Figure 9. Evolutionary tracks of individual seed BHs with the the best-fit growth model parameters in the fseed = 0.01
case. Among all the samples, we select BHs that reach M ≥ 108 M⊙ at z = 6 (grey thin curves). The six heaviest SMBHs
(M• ≥ 109 M⊙ at z = 6) are highlighted with colored curves. For those BHs, we draw the assembly history assuming an
exponential growth with a constant Eddington ratio: the λ-value seen at z = 6 for each BH (dotted) and λ = 1 (dashed). Our
best-fit model explains the existence of the most massive BHs via multiple accretion episodes with different values of λ, and
reproduces the mass and Eddington ratio for the highest-z quasar (Wang et al. 2021; red diamond).

us to unveil more hidden quasars with low Eddington

ratios. The existence of those sub-Eddington BHs at

z > 6 will be probed by the ongoing survey of the Sub-

aru HSC and JWST (Onoue et al. 2019, 2021), as well as

upcoming wide-field surveys such as the Vera C. Rubin

Observatory, Euclid, and RST.

6. SUMMARY

In this paper, we propose a theoretical model for the

redshift-dependent QLF and BHMF at z ≳ 6, apply-

ing the mass distribution function of seed BHs over

102 M⊙ ≲ M• ≲ 105 M⊙ that originate from mas-

sive primordial stars formed in quasar host galaxies. In

our accretion model, those early BH populations are as-

sumed to experience multiple accretion bursts, in each of

which a constant Eddington ratio is assigned following

a Schechter distribution function. We further conduct

the MCMC fitting to optimize the BH growth param-

eters so that the observed QLF and BHMF at z ≃ 6

are simultaneously reproduced. Our major findings are

summarized as follows.

• The best-fitted model requires the typical dura-

tion of accretion bursts to be τ ≃ 20 − 30 Myr,

which is a fraction of the Salpeter time (tS ≃ 45

Myr). The ERDF with a Schechter-like shape is

constrained to produce the observed BHMF and

QLF at z ≃ 6; namely, the characteristic Edding-

ton ratio and power-law slope are λ0 ≃ 0.88 and

α ≃ 0.12−0.2, depending the fraction of seed BHs

that participate in the assembly of SMBHs (see

Fig. 3).

• The cosmological evolution of the BHMF and QLF

at 6 ≤ z ≤ 10 is predicted based on the model

parameters calibrated with the observational data

(see Figs. 6, 7, and 8). The fitting parameters

of the BHMF and QLF with a double power-law

function are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. We

find that the number density of luminous quasars

decays toward higher redshifts as ∝ 10kLz, where

kL ≃ −0.91 and −0.62 for the brightest and

faintest population at 6 < z < 10. We also show
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Figure 10. The intrinsic Eddington ratio distribution
function for the whole BH sample (blue) and the apparent
distribution function for selected samples with a luminosity
cut of Lbol ≥ 1045 erg s−1 (orange) and Lbol ≥ 1046 erg s−1

(green), respectively. The normalization of the ERDFs with
the luminosity cuts is scaled by a factor of 5 and 30, respec-
tively, for illustration purposes. The intrinsic ERDF follows
the best-fitted Schechter function (dashed curve), while the
observed ERDF with a detection limit results in a log-normal
shape where most sub-Eddington quasars are excluded. The
log-normal shape still holds with the lower luminosity cut,
but a lower detection limit alleviates the selection effect
against quasar populations with low Eddington ratios.

the detection number of high-z quasars expected

in Euclid and RST observations (see Table 4).

Those results will be tested with upcoming deep

and wide-field surveys.

• We apply the best-fit model for BH growth to evo-

lution of individual BHs and examine their sta-

tistical properties. We find that the existence

of SMBHs hosted in z ≳ 6 quasars can be ex-

plained by multiple accretion episodes with vari-

able Eddington ratios, instead of assuming contin-

uous Eddington-limited growth (see Fig. 9). In

fact, the average duty cycle of active accretion

phases with λ ≥ 1 is as high as ≃ 15 % for mas-

sive BHs that reach ≳ 108 M⊙ by z ≃ 6. This

result indicates that those biased BH populations

undergo longer active accretion episodes to be ob-

served as quasars. We also find that the observed

Eddington-ratio distribution function is skewed to

a log-normal shape from the intrinsic Schechter

function owing to detection limits of quasar sur-

veys (see Fig. 10). The log-normal shape still holds

with a lower luminosity cut of Lbol ≳ 1045 erg s−1.

The existence of those underlying sub-Eddington

BHs at z > 6 will be probed by the ongoing survey

of the Subaru HSC and JWST, as well as upcom-

ing wide-field surveys such as the Vera C. Rubin

Observatory, Euclid, and RST.
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APPENDIX

In our modeling for BH growth, we introduce a time

duration τ of individual quasar activity, where a single

value of the Eddington ratio λ generated from the ERDF

is assigned to all the BHs (see Section 2.2). Multiple

sampling of λ between the seeding epoch and z = 6

reduces the probability that one BH keeps a fast growth

speed at λ ≳ λ0 all the way to z = 6, compared to

the case with a single sampling of λ. In what follows,

we demonstrate the role of τ in shaping the BHMF and

QLF.

In the left panel of Fig. 11, we present the BHMF at

z = 6 for three different values of τ = 14, 18, and 37

Myr, but keeping the other parameters to the best-fit

values (δ = 0.055, λ0 = 0.87, and α = 0.20) for the

case with fseed = 0.01. We note that τ ≃ 18 Myr is

the best-fit value reproducing the observed BHMF and

QLF at z = 6, and the other two choices correspond

to the 16% and 84% quantiles in the cumulative one-

dimensional posterior distribution of τ , respectively (see

Fig. 3). With the shorter quasar activity of τ = 14 Myr,

the frequency of Eddington ratio assignment increases
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Figure 11. The BH mass function (left) and quasar luminosity function (right) at z = 6 in the case of fseed = 0.01, with
different values of τ = 14, 18 (the best-fit value), and 37 Myr, respectively. Note that the other parameters are fixed to the
best-fit values (δ = 0.055, λ0 = 0.87, and α = 0.20). For comparison, we overlay the BHMF (W10) and QLF (M18) at z ≃ 6 in
blue. With the shorter (longer) timescales of each accretion episode τ , the number of BHs at the high mass end and bright end
is under(over)-produced. Multiple accretion bursts with each duration of τ ≃ 18 Myr, which is nearly half of the e-folding time
of the exponential BH mass growth, reproduce the observed BHMF and QLF at z ≃ 6.

by a factor of 1.3 until z = 6, compared to the best-fit

case. Therefore, continuous rapid growth of BHs with

λ ≳ λ0 is less likely to take place, preventing heavy BHs

from forming. Moreover, even if a high Eddington ra-

tio is given with a certain but low probability, the BH

hardly grows in mass within such a short time τ = 14

Myr, which is ≃ 30% of the e-folding timescale. On

the other hand, with the longer quasar activity of τ =

37 Myr, a substantial fraction of BHs experience high

accretion rates with λ ≳ λ0 through their assembly his-

tory. Therefore, the high mass end of the BHMF is

extended and massive BH populations with ≫ 108 M⊙
are overproduced compared to the observed abundance.

In the right panel of Fig. 11, we show the QLF at

z = 6 with the three different values of τ . Overall, the

dependence of the QLF on the choice of τ shows the

same trend as in the BHMF, i.e., a longer (shorter) τ

leads to under(over)-production of the luminous quasar

population. This result demonstrates the importance

of multiple accretion episodes for the earliest BHs to

reproduce the observed BHMF and QLF at z ∼ 6.
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