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Abstract

Recently, observational hints for supermassive black holes have been accumulating, which has

inspired ones to wonder: Can primordial black holes (PBHs) be supermassive, in particular with

the mass M ≳ 109M⊙? A supercritical bubble (with an inflating baby universe inside it) that

nucleated during inflation can develop into a PBH in our observable Universe. Here, we find

that when the inflaton slowly passes by a neighboring vacuum, the nucleating rate of supercritical

bubbles would inevitably attain a peak, so the mass distribution of multiverse PBHs, and the mass

of peak can be up to M ≳ 1011M⊙. Thus our mechanism naturally provides a primordial origin of

supermassive BHs.

PACS numbers:
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I. INTRODUCTION

In past years, the cosmological implications of PBHs [1–3], which might be responsible for

dark matter and LIGO-Virgo gravitational wave (GW) events [4–6], have been intensively

studied, e.g., in Refs. [7–9]. However, it has still been interesting to ask: Can PBHs be

supermassive? In particular can the mass of PBHs reach M ≳ 109M⊙ [10]?

The origin of supermassive PBHs might have to be related with a period of inflation,

since only inflation can stretch sub-horizon inhomogeneities to the scale that supermassive

PBHs need. It has been widely thought that massive PBHs can be sourced by very large

inflationary perturbations [11–15], δρ/ρ ≳ 0.1. However, current CMB spectral distortion

observations have ruled out such a significant enhancement of the amplitudes of primordial

perturbations (if the perturbations are Gaussian)1 on k ≲ 104Mpc−1 scale, and hence PBHs

with the mass M > 104M⊙ [23], see also Refs. [24–26].

It has also been well-known that a supercritical bubble (with an inflating baby universe

inside it) that nucleated during inflation can develop into a PBH in our observable Universe

[27]. In the corresponding multiverse scenario2, after inflation ended, the supercritical bubble

will connect to our Universe through a wormhole, and eventually we would see a PBH after

the wormhole pinched off, see also Refs. [30–34] for further investigations. However, the

mass distribution of such multiverse PBHs is ∝ 1
M1/2 [27, 31], and thus is negligible at

supermassive band M ≳ 109M⊙, see also Ref. [35].

Recently, observational hints for supermassive black holes have been accumulating. The

evidences for a nano-Hertz stochastic GW background have been found with PTA [36–39],

which might be interpreted with a population of M ≳ 109M⊙ supermassive BH binaries

[40]3, see also [43]. Supermassive black holes with M ∼ 108 − 1010M⊙ are believed to sit at

the center of galaxies observed at redshifts z ≳ 6, which has still been a challenge to the

standard astrophysical accretion models [44, 45]. The observations with JWST have also

discovered lots of early supermassive galaxies (M ≳ 1010M⊙) at higher redshift z ∼ 10, which

is discordant with the ΛCDM model [46], but might be explained with ΛCDM+supermassive

1 It seems that one needs to consider a scenario with highly non-Gaussian primordial perturbations to create

supermassive PBHs, e.g.[16–20], however, see also [21, 22].
2 This multiverse PBH scenario is a reminiscent of the well-known eternally inflating multiverse [28, 29].
3 An alternative might be inflationary primordial GW [41, 42].
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FIG. 1: A 2D potential and its contour diagram. Initially, the inflaton ϕ1 rolls along its

potential at ϕ2 = 0, and the nucleating rate of vacuum bubbles with a neighboring vacuum at

ϕ2 = ϕ2,F and ϕ1 = ϕ1,∗ is highly suppressed. And only when ϕ1 ≃ ϕ1,∗, the bubbles will just

nucleate with largest rate.

black holes [47, 48]. Currently, it has been a consensus that supermassive black holes can be

either sourced by seed-like PBHs as massive as ∼ 103M⊙ [49, 50], which but must acquire

sufficient accretion, or supermassive PBHs by birth, which might be most natural.

However, it is still unclear how supermassive PBHs can form. In this work, we present

such a mechanism. It is found that in a slow-roll inflation model with multiple neighboring

metastable vacua, the mass distribution of multiverse PBHs formed by supercritical bub-

bles that nucleated during inflation would inevitably have a multi-peaks spectrum, and the

peak mass can reach M ≳ 1011M⊙. Thus, our multiverse PBHs can naturally serve as

supermassive BHs needed to explain nano-Hertz GW and supermassive JWST galaxies.

II. OUR MULTIVERSE PBH MODEL

In our phenomenological model, see Fig.1 for V (ϕ1, ϕ2), the inflaton ϕ1 slowly rolls along

its potential Vinf (ϕ1) at which ϕ2 = 0, and a neighboring vacuum with Vb < Vinf is at

ϕ2 = ϕ2,F and ϕ1 = ϕ1,∗. It is expected that only when ϕ1 rolls to the vicinity of ϕ1,∗ the

nucleating rate of the bubble with V = Vb is maximized.

In the thin-wall regime, the bubble nucleating rate per Hubble spacetime volume 1/H4
i
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in the inflating background (the Hubble parameter is H2
i =

8πVinf (ϕ1)

3M2
P

) is [27]

λ ∼ e−B, with B =
2π2σ

H3
i

, (1)

where

σ =

∫
path

√
2 (V (ϕ1, ϕ2)− Vb)

(∑
i=1,2

dϕ2
i

)1/2

(2)

is the wall tension with the “path” representing the “least-σ” path [51]4. Here, we will

not calculate σ exactly, but consider such an approximation (which helps to highlight the

essential how λ is affected by the roll of inflaton), i.e., when inflaton passed through ϕ1,∗,

we have dϕ1 ≃ ∆ϕ1 = ϕ1 − ϕ1,∗ and dϕ2 ≃ ϕ2,F , thus

σ ≈

(
1 +

(∆ϕ1)
2

ϕ2
2,F

)1/2 ∫ ϕ2,F

0

√
2 (V (ϕ1,∗, ϕ2)− Vb)dϕ2. (3)

According to (1), we have

B ≈ B∗

(
1 +

(∆ϕ1)
2

ϕ2
2,F

)1/2

, with B∗ =
2π2

H3
i

∫ ϕ2,F

0

√
2 (V (ϕ1,∗, ϕ2)− Vb)dϕ2, (4)

where the effect of the rolling velocity of inflaton on λ has been imprinted in ∆ϕ1 =
∫

ϕ̇1

H
dN ,

with N =
∫
Hdt =

∫
Hdϕ

ϕ̇
being the e-folding number before inflation ended.

The bubble after its nucleating will rapidly expand. The inflation ended at t = ti, at

which time the number density of bubbles is

dn(ti) = λ
dri(

ri +H−1
i

)4 , (5)

(ri =
eN

Hi
≫ 1/Hi is the radius of bubble at ti), and the energy of inflaton is rapidly converted

to that of radiation, so V ∼ 0 outside the bubble is completely negligible.

In Fig.2, we present the full Penrose diagram for the supercritical bubble 5 evolving into

a PBH. In corresponding spacetime, the interior of supercritical bubble contains a baby

inflating universe, which is connected to the exterior through a wormhole being closed. And

eventually a PBH will come into being in our observable Universe.6

4 The nucleating rate of bubbles in multiple-field space has been also investigated in e.g., Refs. [52–55].
5 The supercritical bubble refers to the bubble with its radius larger than the Hubble length of spacetime

inside bubble, i.e. r ≳ 1
Hb

, where H2
b = 8π

3M2
P
Vb.

6 In earlier Refs. [56–59], the scenario with baby inflating universes inside black holes in de Sitter or

asymptotically flat spacetime have been explored.
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FIG. 2: Right larger panel: Penrose diagram of inflation followed by a radiation era

with multiverse PBH. The red curve is the comoving bubble wall, the yellow curves are the

comoving Hubble horizon, and the black dashed and solid curves represent when the inflation

started and ended, respectively. The bubble that nucleated during slow-roll inflation will evolve

to be supercritical, i.e. r ≳ 1/Hb, its interior contains a baby inflating universe (blue region).

The bubble entered into the horizon of our observable Universe at t = tH , after which it will be

hidden behind the horizon of a PBH. Left panel (A contrast): Penrose diagram of inflation

followed by a radiation era. The red curve is the comoving primordial perturbation.

In light of the causality, the region affected by the Schwarzschild radius of the PBH cannot

exceed the Hubble radius of the parent Universe 1/H ≃ tH . During the radiation era, the

bubble will expand comovingly with a(t) = ( t
ti
)1/2, until its physical radius r = a(tH)ri ∼ tH

(so tH = Hir
2
i ), after which the bubble will be hidden behind the horizon of a PBH with

mass M ∼ M2
p tH , so

M ∼ Hir
2
iM

2
P =

M2
P

Hi

e2N . (6)

The dark matter density is ρDM(t) ∼ M3
P

t3/2M1/2
eq

, where Meq ∼ 1017M⊙. Thus the mass

distribution of such PBHs is [27, 31]

f(M) =
1

ρDM(t)

(
M2 dn

dM

)
∼ λ

(
Meq

M

)1/2

. (7)
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According to (4), f(M) ∝ e−B∗

M
1/2
∗

is maximized7 at ϕ1 = ϕ1,∗ (equivalently M∗ =
M2

P

Hi
e2N∗).

It is significant to see the resulting f(M) in different slow-roll inflation models. As a

simple example, we consider Vinf (ϕ1) ∼ ϕp
1. In large-N limit,

N ≃ 4π

pM2
P

ϕ2
1. (8)

Here, p = 2 corresponds to the chaotic inflation [64, 65]8, p = 2/3, 1, 4/3 correspond to the

monodromy inflation [73, 74]. Thus with (4), we have

B ≈ B∗

√
1 +

pM2
P

4πϕ2
2,F

(
N 1/2 −N 1/2

∗

)2
, (9)

which suggests

f(M) ∼ e−B(N )

(
Meq

M

)1/2

=

(
MeqHi

M2
P

)1/2

exp

(
−B∗

√
1 +

pM2
P

4πϕ2
2,F

(
N 1/2 −N 1/2

∗

)2
−N

)
, (10)

where N = ln
√

MHi

M2
P
. The results with N∗ = 40 are shown in Fig. 3. Different p and ϕ2,F

(“shortest paths” to a neighboring vacuum) result in different profiles of f(M).

In our multiverse PBH model, we can have ϵ = −Ḣ/H2 ∼ 0.01 on all scales (outside the

bubbles) for ϕp inflation. However, it must be mentioned that in primordial-perturbation-

sourced PBH models, a large amplitude δρ/ρ ≳ 0.1 of primordial scalar perturbations re-

quires that the standard slow-roll evolution, ϵ ∼ 0.01, of inflaton must be broke on corre-

sponding PBH scales, e.g., so-called ultra-slow roll9.

It is also interesting to consider KKLT brane inflation, Vinf (ϕ1) ∼ 1 − ( µ
ϕ1
)p [75, 76],

where p = 1, 2, 3, 4. In such models, for µ ≪ Mp, we have

N =
8πµ2

p(p+ 2)M2
P

(
ϕ

µ

)p+2

. (11)

7 In Ref.[27], λ ∼ const., so f(M) ∝ 1
M1/2 .

8 Recently, based on ΛCDM model the Planck collaboration has obtained ns ≈ 0.965 [66]. However, ns = 1

(ns−1 ∼ −O(0.001)) is also observationally allowed [67–70] in light of resolution of recent Hubble tension.

Thus chaotic inflation might be still consistent in its hybrid extension [71, 72]
9 In such single-field inflation model, a recent dispute is whether the enhanced small-scale perturbations

might lead to large one-loop correction for perturbations on CMB scales or not, e.g.[60–63].
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FIG. 3: The mass spectra f(M) for different models of slow-roll inflation. We set N∗ = 40,

and specially for KKLT brane inflation, µ = ϕ2,F ≪ MP .

Thus with (4), we have

B ≈ B∗

√
1 +Aµ2p/(p+2)M

4/(p+2)
P

ϕ2
2,F

(
N

1
p+2 −N

1
p+2
∗

)2

, (12)

where A =
(

p(p+2)
8π

)2/(p+2)

. The corresponding results are also shown in Fig.3.

III. DISCUSSION

In this work, we found that if the inflaton passed by a neighboring vacuum, the mass

spectrum of multiverse PBHs formed by the supercritical bubbles that nucleated during

inflation would attain a peak. It is usually expected that inflation happened at Vinf ∼

(1015Gev)4 and lasts for N ≈ 60 efolds, thus if the bubbles nucleated at 10 ≲ N∗ ≲ 50, the

mass peak will be at

10−22M⊙ ≲ M∗ =
M2

P

Hi

e2N∗ ≲ 1011M⊙. (13)

In Ref. [47], it has been shown that early supermassive galaxies observed by JWST can

be explained with supermassive (M ≳ 109M⊙) BHs that make up a small fraction (∼

10−6 − 10−3) of dark matter. According to (13), our multiverse PBHs can be supermassive

up to 1011M⊙, which thus can naturally serve as such supermassive BHs.

The nano-Hertz stochastic GW background recently detected might be interpreted with a

population ofM ≳ 109M⊙ supermassive BH binaries, but such a explain seems to have a mild

tension with NANOGrav 15-Year data [40, 43]. However, the result is actually dependent
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on the origin and evolution mechanism of supermassive BHs. In this sense, current tension

might be just a reflection of the primordial origin of supermassive BHs.

Though we have presented a mechanism for the origin of supermassive PBHs, it can

be also expected that in a string theory landscape, the slow-roll path of inflaton would be

accompanied with more than one neighboring vacua, so that our multivers PBHs would

have a multi-peaks mass spectrum, which might simultaneously account for current LIGO-

Virgo GW events, e.g., see Ref. [34], supermassive BHs (M ∼ 109M⊙), see Fig.4, and

other observations hinting PBHs [9]. Thus it is interesting to further study the implications

of recent observations at corresponding mass band, such as LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA GWTC

events and early supermassive JWST galaxies, on our multivers PBHs.

Here, it is significantly noted that the multi-peaks mass spectrum of our multiverse

PBHs encoded the information of not only slow-roll inflation but also the string vacua

[77, 78], which might be a potential probe to relevant issues and worthy of explorations. It

is also interesting to ask if such multiverse PBHs help to resolve the information paradox

[79] of eternally inflating spacetime, e.g., see Ref. [80]. Though our simplified calculation

might capture the essential how the nucleating rate is affected by the roll of inflaton, it

is necessary to calculate it in a well-motivated string theory landscape, which needs to be

further investigated to better understand the origin of supermassive PBHs.
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