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The abundance of massive primordial black holes has historically been constrained by dynamical probes.
Since these objects can participate in hard few-body scattering processes, they can readily transfer energy to
stellar systems, and, in particular, can disrupt wide binaries. However, disruption is not the only possible
outcome of such few-body processes. Primordial black holes could also participate in exchange processes, in
which one component of a binary system is ejected and replaced by the black hole itself. In this case, the
remaining object in the binary would dynamically appear to have an invisible companion. We study the rate of
exchange processes for primordial black holes as a component of dark matter and evaluate possible mechanisms
for detecting such binaries. We find that many such binaries plausibly exist in the Solar neighborhood, and
show that this process can account for observed binary systems whose properties run counter to the predictions
of isolated binary evolution.

I. INTRODUCTION

The microphysical identity of cosmological dark matter
(DM) remains unknown. Given the difficulty in accounting
for cosmological observables by modifications to gravity, the
DM is thought to be made up of a new particle species be-
yond the Standard Model. Another possibility, however, is
that part or all of the DM is in the form of primordial black
holes (PBHs) produced at early times [1–8]. Given the null re-
sults of many particle DM searches, and an abundance of new
observational probes of black holes (BHs), interest in PBHs
as a DM candidate has surged over the last decade.

PBHs as DM are constrained by a multitude of observables
over many decades in mass [4–6]. It is generally agreed that
PBHs cannot account for all of DM outside a narrow window
of masses, around 1017–1023 g [9–12]. Still, PBHs may ac-
count for up to 10% of the DM abundance in other key mass
ranges, such as the planetary mass scale, 10−7–10−3 M⊙. As
such, there has been a robust community effort to develop new
observables that might further constrain or produce direct ev-
idence of such objects.

One of the key approaches relies on the dynamics of these
objects [13–23]. On large scales, PBHs are indistinguishable
from a fluidlike background of particle DM. But on suffi-
ciently small scales, the inhomogeneity of the PBH distribu-
tion relative to particle DM leads to unique phenomenology.
In particular, such objects can lose their kinetic energy via in-
teractions with stellar systems. One simple way to understand
this is via thermodynamics [17]: since PBH velocities are de-
termined by the global properties of a galactic halo, the ef-
fective temperature that characterizes the PBHs’ phase space
distribution scales with the PBH mass. Since stars have com-
parable velocities, this implies that when the PBH mass is
significantly larger than the stellar masses, the PBH fluid is
hotter, and tends to heat the stellar fluid.
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Beyond these considerations which apply to the stellar dis-
tribution as a whole, PBHs can also participate in few-body
encounters with binary systems, with behavior that is radically
different from particle DM. In particular, a single three-body
encounter between a PBH and a binary system can transfer
enough energy to substantially widen or even unbind the bi-
nary. This means that the distribution of binary widths can
be used to constrain the population of would-be perturbers
such as PBHs, and this exact process has historically provided
some of the most important constraints on massive PBHs with
MPBH ≳ 100M⊙ [18–23].

But the exchange of energy is not the only possibility in
three-body encounters, which have been extensively studied
in other contexts [24–27]. Consider the scattering of three
bodies 1, 2, and 3, where 1 and 2 are initially bound and 3 is
initially free. In general, there are five possible outcomes:

1. Hardening: objects 1 and 2 remain bound, and they give
up energy to object 3, causing their separation to de-
crease. Object 3 remains free.

2. Softening: object 3 transfers energy to the 1-2 system,
causing their separation to increase, but they remain
bound. Object 3 remains free.

3. Disruption: object 3 transfers so much energy to the 1-
2 system that the two objects are unbound. All objects
become free.

4. Capture: objects 1 and 2 remain bound, and now object
3 becomes bound as well, forming a triple system. In
the process, 3 donates energy to the 1-2 system, soften-
ing the binary.

5. Exchange: object 3 transfers enough energy to object 1
to unbind it from 2, but in the process, 3 loses enough
energy that it becomes bound to 2. The result is a bound
2-3 system with object 2 free.

Softening and disruption by PBHs have been considered ex-
tensively in the literature [18–23], and PBH capture has also
been treated by Ref. [28]. For reasons that we will explain
in the next section, hardening processes involving PBHs are
strongly suppressed in all realistic systems.
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FIG. 1. Summary of notation. In the initial state, objects 1 and 2
are bound, and object 3 is free. In the final state, objects 2 and 3 are
bound, and object 1 is free.

This leaves one untapped possibility: exchange processes,
where a PBH ejects one component of a binary system and
forms a new binary with the other component. The end result
of this process is a single visible object which has dynamics
characteristic of a binary component. That is, such an object
appears to be dancing with an invisible partner, with poten-
tially observable implications. Here we investigate the pos-
sibility that such a population of invisible partners exists in
our Galaxy, and we survey the observational approaches that
might be used to establish their presence.

Identifying a binary composed of a PBH and a visible ob-
ject would require a means of ruling out an astrophysical ori-
gin for the BH component of the binary. For subsolar-mass
BH components, this only requires establishing that the object
is in fact a BH. However, we will see that the most promis-
ing prospects for detecting PBH exchange are in stellar bina-
ries, at PBH masses comparable to astrophysical BH masses.
Here, a primordial origin can be established by rejecting stan-
dard astrophysical formation channels. Interestingly, the Gaia
mission [29] has detected several BH-star binary systems that
pose a challenge to standard astrophysical binary formation
models, with orbital periods too long and mass ratios too large
to have been produced from isolated binaries that underwent
a common-envelope phase. As we will demonstrate, PBH ex-
change is potentially viable as an origin for these systems,
meaning that BH components in BH-star binaries may in fact
be identifiable as PBHs.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we review the generalities of the three-body exchange
process, and detail our calculation of exchange rates. In
Sec. III, we systematically consider the classes of binary sys-
tems that might be amenable to the exchange process. In
Sec. IV, we examine the possibility that observed BH-star bi-
naries may form via PBH exchange. We discuss our findings
and conclude in Sec. V.

II. THREE-BODY PROCESSES

Three-body dynamics is a notoriously complicated subject,
with a paucity of fully general analytical results. Still, for
the exchange processes that will be of interest to us, we can
leverage approximations that have been developed in the as-
trophysics literature and validated against suites of numerical
experiments. We now summarize these results as they apply
to PBH exchanges with binaries. In this section, and in the

rest of this work, we use the following notation: we take the
three objects to have masses m1, m2, and m3. We use the
label 3 to denote the free object in the initial state, that is, the
PBH. We use the label 2 to denote the binary component that
forms a new binary with the PBH in the final state, and we use
the label 1 to denote the object that is ejected in the encounter.
This is summarized in Fig. 1. We further define

mij ≡ mi +mj , m123 ≡ m1 +m2 +m3, (1)

and we write µ1 ≡ m1/m12 and µ2 ≡ m3/m123. We denote
the semimajor axis of the initial binary by a, and denote the
velocity of the incoming object at infinity by v3, or equiva-
lently by vPBH when our discussion is specific to PBHs.

One of the major complications in the study of three-body
processes is the sensitivity to initial conditions: slight varia-
tions in the parameters of the system can lead to wildly differ-
ent outcomes. However, we are mainly interested in the rate of
certain three-body processes on average, over a large number
of systems. This is considerably simpler to analyze, since it
is often possible to analytically describe the statistics of out-
comes of three-body encounters. In particular, the seminal
work of Heggie [24] and Hills [25] provides a simple frame-
work for estimating the rates of various processes.

As regards energy transfer, their results can be summarized
in Heggie’s law, which states that in a three-body encounter,
on average, hard binaries become harder (or “shrink”) and soft
binaries become softer (or “expand”). For these purposes, a
binary system is considered hard if its binding energy U12 is
much greater than the average kinetic energy 1

2m3⟨v23⟩ of the
third object. Conversely, a binary system is classified as soft
if U12 ≪ 1

2m3⟨v23⟩ [30]. The disruption of stellar binaries
as a strategy to constrain exotic objects has a long history: it
has been effective in setting bounds on MACHOs [18–23] and
DM substructure [31–33]. Our goal in this work is to explore
the other possible outcomes of PBH encounters.

One possibility is to consider encounters with very light
PBHs, which are poorly constrained. Instead of disrupting
(or “softening”) the binary with a heavy perturber, m3 ≫
m1,m2, one can consider tightening (or “hardening”) the bi-
nary with a light perturber, m3 ≪ m1,m2. However, the
transition between the hard and soft binary regimes is not well
defined, and this leads to significant complications for light
DM-like perturbers. According to numerical experiments by
Hills [34], perturbers with a velocity larger than the orbital
speed of the binary will tend to soften the binary, while slower
perturbers will tend to harden it, irrespective of their masses.
This disagrees with the earlier definition for the case of a fast,
low-mass perturber, which is exactly the regime of interest for
hardening by low-mass PBHs. Quinlan [26] suggests that a
binary in a sea of low-mass perturbers must not be considered
hard unless its orbital speed exceeds the perturber velocity
dispersion by a factor that proportional to (1 +m1/m2)

1/2,
where m1 ≥ m2. This mass dependence corresponds to that
of a critical velocity w(m1,m2) for capture. Perturbers with
velocity below w can be captured by the binary, altering the
statistics of the outcomes of close encounters.

The cutoff imposed by the critical velocity is fatal to the
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prospect of observing hardening by light PBHs, as we explain
in detail in Appendix A. Briefly, the rate of hardening scales
as da/dt ∝ a2, so the hardening effect is only discernible at
large binary separations, a ≳ 105 AU. Thus, one is immedi-
ately locked into binaries with very wide separations, where
data is sparse and observational prospects are already chal-
lenging. But since the orbital velocity of the binary decreases
with increasing separation, only a vanishingly small fraction
of PBHs would have a velocity lower than the binary’s orbital
speed, unless we assume very cold DM systems.

Thus the only interesting possibility that remains is ex-
change. We now consider the conditions needed for exchange
to take place. An exchange requires that the three objects do
not all escape to infinity after the encounter, which requires
that the initial velocity of the PBH is small. This translates
to another maximum velocity vmax, different from w, below
which exchange is possible. In the rest of this work, we fol-
low Ref. [35] and set vmax to be the velocity at which the total
energy of the three-body system is zero in the rest frame of
their barycenter, i.e.,

vmax =

√
Gm1m2m123

m12m3a
. (2)

Thus, when computing the exchange cross section, we require
that vPBH < vmax. For the purposes of exchange, this is the
condition for the binary to be hard with respect to the per-
turber. Quantitatively, this corresponds to the condition that

v3 < vmax = (30 km/s)
( a

1AU

)−1/2
( m1m2

m3

m123

m12

M⊙

)1/2

.

(3)
For the case of a hard binary, we compute the exchange cross
section Σ following Ref. [35], which gives

Σ(v3) = 13.9AU2 ×
( a

1AU

)(
v3

10 km/s

)−2 (
m3

m13

)5/2

× m3

m12

(
m4

12m23m123

)1/6

1M⊙
exp

{
3.70 + 7.49µ1 − 1.89µ2

− 15.49µ2
1 − 2.93µ1µ2 − 2.92µ2

2 + 3.07µ3
1

+ 13.15µ2
1µ2 − 5.23µ1µ

2
2 + 3.12µ3

2

}
. (4)

This expression is a fit to numerical experiments conducted
with vPBH = 0.1vmax. We assume the validity of this expres-
sion for all velocities v < vmax, and also define the velocity-
independent quantity Σ0 ≡ Σ× v23 . We take all binaries to be
circular throughout this work.

Typically, the rate of exchanges will be dominated by the
low-velocity tail of the PBH distribution. We take the PBH
speed distribution to be that of Galactic DM, such that the pdf
is given by

FDM(vPBH) =

√
2

π

v2PBH

σ3
DM

exp

[
− v2PBH

2σ2
DM

]
. (5)
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FIG. 2. Bottom: exchange rate as a function of PBH mass for
some typical binary systems. The DM dispersion is taken to be
σDM = 220 km/s, and binary parameters are given in the legend
in the sequence (a,m1,m2). Curves A, B, C, and D are typical of
close compact object binaries, asteroid binaries, exoplanetary sys-
tems, and stellar binaries, respectively. Solid curves assume that
fPBH = 1, and dot-dashed lines take fPBH to saturate observational
constraints, i.e., fPBH = fbound. Top: observational constraints
on fPBH [13, 36–47]a. The purple curve shows the maximum al-
lowed value of fPBH at each mass, fbound, assuming a monochro-
matic mass function.
a Constraints are taken from the PBHBounds repository [48].

Then the overall exchange rate per binary is then given by

Γ = nv<vmax

PBH ⟨Σ(v3)v3⟩

= nPBH

∫ vmax

0

dv3 FDM(v3)Σ(v3)v3, (6)

where nPBH is the total number density of PBHs, nv<vmax

PBH
is the number density of PBHs with vPBH < vmax, and ⟨·⟩
denotes the average with respect to the distribution of PBH
velocities FDM(v3) subject to the restriction v3 < vmax. For
vmax ≪ σDM, we expand FDM to find

Γ ≃ nPBHΣ0

∫ vmax

0

dv3

√
2

π

v3
σ3
DM

=
nPBHΣ0v

2
max√

2πσ3
DM

. (7)

In particular, since Σ0 ∝ a and vmax ∝ a−1/2, this implies
that Γ is approximately independent of a. For fixed masses,
this approximation breaks down at small separations, where
vmax/σDM becomes large. However, we will see that Eq. (7)
remains valid throughout most of the parameter space of in-
terest in this work.

https://github.com/bradkav/PBHbounds
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FIG. 3. Exchange rate as a function of PBH mass for typical stellar binary systems. Solid curves assume that all of the DM is composed of
PBHs, with a DM density of 0.4GeV/cm3. Dot-dashed curves assume that fPBH saturates observational bounds. (See Fig. 2.) Left: exchange
rate as a function of PBH mass. Center: exchange rate as a function of the mass ratio of the bound object to the ejected object. Note that the
bound on the PBH abundance is dependent on the choice of mPBH, meaning that the ordering of the dot-dashed curves can vary with m2/m1.
Right: exchange rate as a function of the DM velocity dispersion in ratio to orbital velocity scale of the binary, with all three objects taken to
have equal mass.

We show the exchange rate for a variety of different bi-
nary systems in Fig. 2. We assume that PBHs account for a
fraction fPBH ≤ 1 of the DM density with a monochromatic
mass distribution, and we show results corresponding both to
fPBH = 1 (solid curves) and to fPBH saturating observational
constraints at each mass (dot-dashed curves). Note that each
of these observational bounds has been contested, as summa-
rized by Refs. [5, 6, 49, 50]. In particular, we omit the nominal
constraint from the OGLE experiment, which has been inter-
preted to show a preference for a population of Earth-mass
PBHs over the null hypothesis of fPBH = 0 [43]. (However,
see Refs. [51–53].)

Figure 3 shows the exchange rate and its functional de-
pendences for benchmark parameters typical of stellar bina-
ries. As is clear from the figure, the rate generally peaks
when m1 ≃ m3, i.e., when the mass of the PBH matches
the mass of the object to be ejected. These curves in the
left and center panels take the PBH velocity dispersion to be
σDM = 220 km/s, but per Eq. (7), the rate is much higher in
cold systems with smaller dispersions, as shown in the right
panel. While one might expect the rate to decrease with m2,
the mass of the secondary, the opposite is true, as demon-
strated in the center panel. Instead, increasing the mass of
the secondary increases the gravitational focusing effect, and
enhances the effective cross-section for PBHs to scatter with
the binary system.

Counterintuitively, the exchange rate also increases with
the PBH mass, even while holding the PBH density constant.
When m3 ≫ m1,m2, the critical velocity vmax becomes in-
dependent of m3. Then all m3 dependence in the cross section
is confined to Σ0, which goes as Σ0 ∝ (m4

3/m12)
1/3M−1

⊙ .

Since nPBH ∝ m−1
3 at fixed abundance, the overall rate scales

with Γ ∝ m
1/3
3 . When the PBH is much more massive

than the binary, the kinetic energy of the PBH is large com-
pared to the potential energy of the binary in the rest frame
of the binary. This naively facilitates disruption. However,
the typical velocity imparted to the binary components is set
by vPBH ≪ vmax, and in the limit of a massive perturber
this implies that at most one object can escape to infinity.
This is shown in detail in Sec. 3.1 of Ref. [35]. Thus, ex-
change is inevitable: after an encounter with significant en-
ergy transfer, one of the components of the original binary
system is typically captured by the PBH, even if the other es-
capes. Thus, captures and exchanges dominate over disrup-
tion in this regime.

There is nothing nonphysical about the rate growing with-
out bound as m3 → ∞: in this limit, the number of PBHs
eventually shrinks to just one with the mass of the entire
Galactic halo. Then all binaries of interest must immediately
be bound to the PBH simply by virtue of being bound to the
halo itself. However, at much lower masses, a more pragmatic
cutoff is imposed by the radius of PBH, which exceeds 1AU
for m3 ≳ 5 × 107 M⊙. When the radius of the PBH exceeds
the separation of the binary system in question, it is no longer
appropriate to treat the PBH as a point particle in Newtonian
gravity. At any rate, since other dynamical constraints be-
come severe at such large masses, we restrict our attention to
m3 < 104 M⊙ in this work.

For all the binaries shown, the timescale for the exchange
process is above the Hubble time. However, given the number
of binary systems in the Milky Way, it is still plausible that
an exchange process has occurred in a large number of them.
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In the next section, we consider the specific types of binary
systems that are best suited to undergo exchange with a PBH.

III. CANDIDATE BINARY SYSTEMS

The exchange process described in Sec. II can take place
across an enormously wide range of binary systems, with
widely varying parameters. In particular, the separations span
an enormous range: the widest observed stellar binaries have
separations of order 105 AU, while asteroid binaries can be as
close as 10−8 AU, or just a few kilometers. The masses of
binary components—and, of course, of hypothetical PBHs—
span many orders of magnitude as well. In this section,
we outline the classes of observable binary systems, and we
briefly evaluate the extent to which each type of system might
be amenable to exchanges with PBHs.

A. Compact object binaries

Compact object binaries are a very unusual class of objects
for our present purposes: they inhabit unique regions of binary
parameter space, and also offer unique observable signatures.
Binaries with at least one black hole component are most read-
ily observed via gravitational waves from their mergers. In or-
der to merge within a Hubble time, the binary must already be
quite close, meaning that the maximum velocity vmax for the
exchange process, given in Eq. (3), is significantly increased.
In particular, observed BH-BH binaries are thought to form
from a common envelope phase, when both objects are en-
closed within the radius of a single giant star, typically well
below 1AU. This implies that there is very little suppression
of the exchange rate from requiring hardness of the binary
with respect to the perturber, and also renders our estimate in
Eq. (7) inadequate.

However, there are a number of inherent difficulties in
studying a PBH population via exchanges in compact object
binaries. Firstly, in such a system, it would likely be impos-
sible to establish that the exchanged black hole had a primor-
dial origin rather than a astrophysical origin. Since the ex-
change is maximal when the PBH mass is at least as large as
the masses of the binary components, the best prospects for
PBH exchange are at black hole masses that are already pro-
duced by stellar evolution. The BH spin parameter measured
in gravitational waves from a merger could suggest a primor-
dial origin, since PBHs are known to have negligible spins
when formed in a radiation-dominated universe [54–56], but
making such a statement robustly would require a large num-
ber of events.

Secondly, since the main observable signatures of compact
object binaries arise from their mergers, it is necessary to con-
sider the impact of the exchange process on the time to merger.
Since binaries that will eventually merge must already be very
hard, other three-body processes have little impact on their
evolution. But exchanges transfer a large amount of energy
from the perturber to the ejected object, so the time to merger

between the components of the new binary system can be sig-
nificantly different from the time to merger of the original bi-
nary. As such, even given the exchange rate in these binaries,
it is not trivial to estimate the observed merger rate of systems
that have undergone an exchange with a PBH.

Still, the biggest challenge in using these systems to probe
PBHs is that merger signatures are transient events. This
means that in any given time period, the number of observable
systems can be very small even if the total number of systems
is large. In principle, gravitational wave observatories are sen-
sitive to mergers at cosmological distances, encompassing a
vast number of sources, but very few of these binaries will
merge during the observing period.

Figure 2 indicates that the exchange rate per binary is at
most O(10−20 yr−1). Under the most optimistic circum-
stances, let us consider all mergers with redshifts z < 1 to
be detectable. Certainly some merger events are detectable at
such distances—for example, the merger that produced the
gravitational wave event GW190521 took place at an esti-
mated redshift of z ≈ 0.8 [57]. The Milky Way is estimated
to contain O(106) BH binaries [58], and there are approxi-
mately 109 galaxies with z < 1 [59]. Assuming that all galax-
ies have as many BH binaries as the Milky Way leads to a
significant overestimate of the population. If binaries merge
immediately after exchanges, then the overall rate of mergers
is still at most 10−5 yr−1. Thus, it is extremely unlikely that
the current generation of gravitational wave detectors would
be capable of detecting any binaries have undergone an ex-
change with a PBH. Even future facilities such as Cosmic Ex-
plorer or Einstein Telescope will not change this conclusion:
the total number of galaxies in the observable Universe is no
larger than O(1012) [59, 60], so the total rate of exchanges is
well below 10−2 yr−1.

B. Asteroid binaries

Asteroid binaries provide an interesting laboratory for dy-
namics on a unique set of scales, and observational mea-
surements of their dynamics are accumulating rapidly. The
list of observed asteroid binaries has expanded significantly
in recent years, and now numbers 542: 98 near-Earth aster-
oids, 34 Mars-crossing asteroids, 262 main-belt asteroids, 8
Jupiter Trojan asteroids, and 140 trans-Neptunian objects [61–
65]. The binary separations range from O(1) km to ultra-
wide trans-Neptunian binaries, which can have separation
O(105) km. The relative radius of the secondary component
of the binary system compared to the primary component can
range from 4–50% for near-Earth binaries to ∼100% for trans-
Neptunian binaries. In large asteroid binary systems, i.e.,
those in which one component has a radius exceeding 20 km,
the secondary-to-primary mass ratio can range from 10−6 to
10−2 [61].

The exchange rate for typical asteroid binary parameters
is shown in case B of Fig. 2. Here we take m1 = 1016 kg,
m2 = 1020 kg, and a = 10−7 AU (15 km). The exchange rate
peaks for mPBH ≃ m1, attaining a value of O(10−20)Gyr−1.
Clearly, the exchange rate is much too small for such an event
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FIG. 4. Exchange rate as a function of PBH mass for typical exoplanetary systems. Solid curves assume that all of the DM is composed of
PBHs, with a DM density of 0.4GeV/cm3. Dot-dashed curves assume that fPBH saturates observational bounds. (See Fig. 2.) Left: exchange
rate as a function of PBH mass. Center: exchange rate as a function of the mass ratio of the bound object to the ejected object. Right: exchange
rate as a function of the DM dispersion velocity in ratio to orbital velocity scale of the binary, with all three objects taken to have equal mass.

to have happened within the lifetime of the Solar System with
any appreciable probability. That said, the rate is most en-
hanced for wide binaries with large mass ratios between the
primary and secondary partner.

Setting aside the minuscule rate, the observability of an
asteroid-PBH binary poses an interesting challenge. Ad-
vances in observational techniques, including radar, direct
imaging, advanced lightcurve analysis, spacecraft imaging,
and adaptive optics on large telescopes have enabled the
identification of large numbers of binary systems in recent
years [66–68]. Lightcurve analysis, relevant for nonsyn-
chronous eclipsing binaries, is likely to be ineffective, given
the small radius of the PBH. Direct imaging is already dif-
ficult for binaries given the extremely small angular resolu-
tion required to distinguish partners separated by fractions of
an arcsecond. For a PBH partner, this method becomes even
more difficult. In principle, astrometric perturbations of the
primary component due to the presence of a dark secondary
may provide an avenue for detection in the future.

In the particular case of PBH exchange in the Solar Sys-
tem asteroid belt, Hawking radiation provides a reliable
means of detection for light PBHs with mPBH ≃ 1014.5 g,
whose lifetimes are comparable to the age of the Uni-
verse. For a Schwarzschild BH, neglecting greybody factors,
the luminosity of Hawking radiation is given by LPBH =
σ/(16π3/2GmPBH)

2, where σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann con-
stant. (Here we use natural units with c = ℏ = kB = 1.)
Since the radiation is emitted with a blackbody spectrum, the
typical energy of radiated photons is of order the temperature,
TPBH = (8πGmPBH)

−1, in the geometrical optics approx-
imation. Accordingly, the flux of photons per unit area at a

distance d is estimated by Φγ ≃ L/(4πd2TPBH), or

Φγ ≃ 20 000m−2 yr−1

(
mPBH

1014.5 g

)−1 (
d

2AU

)−2

. (8)

These photons would have a typical energy of Eγ ∼ TPBH ≈
(30MeV) × [mPBH/(10

14.5 g)]−1. This estimate suggests
that space-based MeV telescopes should be sensitive to the
presence of such an object in the asteroid belt.

In particular, the upcoming AMEGO-X telescope [69] has
an effective area of 400 cm2, corresponding to a signal rate
of about 700 yr−1. Given the angular resolution of 2.5◦ and
the energy resolution of O(10%), the expected background
rate at the spectral peak in each angular patch is O(105 yr−1).
Furthermore, this signal would exhibit a strong modulation
over the period of the distance between Earth and the binary,
enabling strong background rejection. As such, we expect that
AMEGO-X could conclusively detect any PBH in the asteroid
belt with mass of order 1014.5 g within a few years.

A more refined estimate can be performed by including
greybody factors using the BlackHawk code [70, 71]. For
a Schwarzschild BH with a mass of 1014.5 g, the photon spec-
trum peaks at 190MeV. Considering a wide energy bin of
[140, 240]MeV, this yields a signal rate of 130 yr−1 against
a background rate of 9000 yr−1. This signal can be detected
with 95% confidence after two years of observation, even ne-
glecting modulation. For PBHs with significant angular mo-
mentum [72–74], the emission rate is enhanced at high ener-
gies, where the expected background rate is reduced. For a
Kerr PBH with a dimensionless spin parameter a∗ = 0.9999
and a mass mPBH = 1015 g, the photon spectrum peaks at
115MeV. In the bin [80, 130]MeV, the background rate is
4 × 104 yr−1, while the signal rate increases to 2000 yr−1.
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This high signal rate allows for the detection of PBH at the
95% confidence level with about 15 days of observation. For a
more comprehensive discussion of the observability of Hawk-
ing radiation from within the Solar System, see Ref. [75].

C. Exoplanetary systems

Exoplanetary systems are abundant, closely observed, and
extremely well modeled. As such, it is interesting to consider
the prospects for detecting exchanged PBHs in this context.
If such a process were to occur in an exoplanetary system,
the system would host a PBH “planet,” possibly in addition to
other ordinary planets. The case for detecting PBHs in ex-
oplanetary systems is ultimately similar to that in our own
Solar System. Several authors have examined the possibil-
ity of PBH capture by one of our own planets [28], or by other
means [76, 77]. The relative utility of exoplanetary systems
over the Solar System is twofold: first, they are numerous,
widening our opportunity to find such an object; and second,
the parameters of planets and their orbits span a range of val-
ues different from those in our own Solar System, possibly
offering better sensitivity to certain PBH masses.

Exoplanetary systems are studied by a combination of data
from Doppler spectrographs (the radial velocity method), as-
trometric measurements, transits, and direct imaging. Differ-
ent methods have complementary strengths, and combinations
of methods can yield more powerful results than any single
measurement. Astrometric measurements can reveal all the
orbital properties of the exoplanet as well as its mass, but even
with the levels of precision achieved by Gaia, these measure-
ments achieve only modest signal-to-noise ratios (∼10) and
can only probe giant planets [78, 79]. On the other hand,
radial velocity data can yield much larger signal-to-noise ra-
tios for giant planets, but only gives a lower limit to the ex-
oplanet mass. Joint fitting of Doppler data and Gaia astro-
metric data has been shown to tightly constrain the exoplanet
mass [79, 80] and diagnose false positives such as brown
dwarf companions [81, 82].

Currently, Gaia provides astrometric information for 73
confirmed exoplanets and candidates, of which nine have al-
ready been confirmed with Doppler data. Simulations indi-
cate that analysis of astrometric wobble of host stars will en-
able Gaia to discover between 104 and 105 exoplanets in the
future [83]. A different combination of methods to detect ex-
oplanets is Doppler data with transits. The NASA Exoplanet
Archive [84] hosts a total of 5690 exoplanets, of which 4262
have been discovered by transits, 1092 by radial velocity, and
838 by a combination of these two techniques.

The astrometric signatures of a PBH “exoplanet” would be
identical to those of an actual planet, but a PBH of planetary
mass would have an extremely small geometric cross section,
and thus would not affect the lightcurve at all during a stellar
transit [85]. As such, the observable effect of the presence of
PBHs in exoplanetary systems would be the presence of as-
trometric or Doppler signatures without corresponding transit
signatures. Since transits themselves are rare, this would only
be observable as a statistical effect: if a large fraction of exo-

planets were actually PBHs, the rate of transits would be sup-
pressed relative to the expectation from the rate of astrometric
detections.

Thus, such a detection would only be possible if PBH plan-
ets were abundant. However, the rate of exchanges is too small
for this to be realistically observable in our case. Even under
the most generous assumptions, the exchange rate per binary
is of order 10−6 Gyr−1, as shown in Fig. 4. This would trans-
late to at most O(1) PBH planet in the entire sample of exo-
planets expected to be discovered in the foreseeable future. In-
terestingly, our computation does suggest that if planet-mass
PBHs account for a large fraction of the DM, then there likely
are systems with PBH planets in the Milky Way, even under
pessimistic assumptions. However, since we will only be able
to characterize a small fraction of these systems, a robust de-
tection of PBHs by this method is likely impossible.

D. Stellar binaries

Stellar binaries are perhaps the most well studied popula-
tion of binary systems. They are abundant and readily ob-
servable. We show exchange rates for typical stellar binary
systems in Fig. 3. The overall rate is only slightly higher than
that in the exoplanetary case, as can be seen clearly in Fig. 2.
However, the large number of detectable stellar binaries offers
a distinct set of observational opportunities.

An analysis of Gaia eDR3 [86] reveals 1.2 million high-
confidence binaries within 1 kpc of the sun with Π/σΠ > 5
for both components, where Π and σΠ denote the parallax
and its uncertainty. Most of these are main sequence–main se-
quence (MS-MS) binaries with separations between a few AU
and O(106 AU) [87]. A larger dataset with 1.8 million candi-
dates becomes dominated by chance alignments at large sep-
arations. The techniques used to identify binary systems in-
clude (i) analysis of light curves (a ≲ 0.1AU); (ii) single- and
double-lined radial velocities from the radial velocity spec-
trometer (a ≲ fewAU); (iii) astrometric perturbations such
as excess astrometric noise, proper motion anomaly, or astro-
metric orbits (a ≲ 10AU); and (iv) direct spatial resolution
(a ≳ 100AU).

The identification of a BH partner in a Gaia binary system
is a non-trivial question, and we mainly summarize the re-
sults given by Ref. [88]. The most optimistic methods rely on
astrometric perturbations. Indeed, the first BHs discovered by
Gaia have been validated in this manner [89–91]. Astrometric
wobble has a non-trivial dependence on the mass and luminos-
ity ratios of the binary components. Since the BH component
is dark, the photocenter traces the luminous component. The
predicted angular photocenter semimajor axis for the binary
is given by aϕ = qΠ(a/AU) for q ≪ 1 and aϕ = Π(a/AU)
for q ≫ 1, where q is the mass ratio of the BH to the star. For
a luminous companion, these relations are scaled by the light
ratio: aϕ = δqℓΠ(a/AU), where δqℓ = |q−ℓ|/[(q+ℓ)(ℓ+1)]
with ℓ being the secondary-to-primary light ratio. Detection of
a BH component requires aϕ to be greater than the typical ob-
servation precision σξ in the along-scan direction for a given
apparent magnitude.
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In the aftermath of the discovery of a dark companion, the
question of whether it is an astrophysical BH or a PBH be-
comes relevant. Binaries comprising a Solar-mass star and a
sub-Solar-mass dark companion (which could plausibly be an
astrophysical compact object, planet, or PBH) are difficult to
observe, as discussed in Sec. III C. However, Gaia has already
detected several binaries with a more massive dark compan-
ion [89, 91]. In systems such as these, the dark companion
can only be identified as a PBH if the properties of the bi-
nary are sufficiently anomalous to call standard astrophysical
origins into question. Properties anomalous to such an origin
could pertain, for example, to the mass ratio, separation, and
composition being incompatible with standard isolated binary
evolution models. We take up this analysis for the Gaia bina-
ries in greater detail in the following section.

IV. EXCHANGE SCENARIO FOR GAIA BINARIES

Gaia has in fact detected several binary systems with a BH
component, denoted by Gaia BH1, BH2, and BH3 [89, 91,
92]. Interestingly, the properties of these binaries pose a chal-
lenge to the standard astrophysical formation channels. In this
section, we pose the question of whether these binaries might
have been formed by exchanges with PBHs. There are two
stages to this discussion. Firstly, for a given BH-stellar binary,
how likely is it that its origin is from an isolated binary sys-
tem, versus a dynamical mechanism such as exchange? Sec-
ondly, if dynamical exchange is favored, how likely is it that
the exchange was with an astrophysical BH versus a PBH? We
discuss these issues in the context of the concrete examples
of Gaia BH1–BH3, first summarizing the relevant features of
these binaries.

Gaia BH1 [89, 92] is a binary system with a G-type main
sequence star with mass M1 = 0.93±0.05M⊙ orbiting a BH
of mass M2 = 9.62±0.18M⊙, first identified astrometrically
and then validated spectroscopically. The luminous compo-
nent is a bright Solar-type star with G = 13.77 and metallic-
ity [Fe/H] = −0.20± 0.05. The semimajor axis of the binary
is a = 1.40 ± 0.01AU with eccentricity e = 0.451 ± 0.005.
(We quote the central values obtained by a combination of as-
trometry and radial velocity.) The age of the luminous partner
is at least 4Gyr. The luminous G star exhibits an abundance
pattern typical of the thin disk: for all measured elements X,
the abundance ratios [X/Fe] is within 2σ of the central value
for stars in the Solar neighborhood [93]. This fact, combined
with the fact that the luminous star is expected to have a thin
convective envelope, implies that it suffered little contamina-
tion from its partner during their possible coevolution. There
is also no evidence for the contamination of the photosphere
by α-elements from the partner’s death, or enrichment of s-
and r-process elements. Thus, the luminous component of
the binary evinces almost no evidence of a prior stage of in-
teraction with its companion, even during the latter’s putative
death [89].

In combination, the composition of the luminous compo-
nent, the mass M2 of the BH, and the mutual separation of
the components make it difficult to explain Gaia BH1 via the

evolution of an isolated stellar binary. The reasoning is as fol-
lows. The BH mass, M2 ≈ 10M⊙, implies that the stellar
progenitor had a mass 30–50M⊙, assuming Solar metallic-
ity [94], since progenitors in that range can produce ≥ 9M⊙
He cores. A progenitor of that size would have reached a ra-
dius of ∼10AU during its supergiant phase. Given the much
smaller semimajor axis, a ≈ 1.4AU, this suggests that the
progenitor of the BH would have interacted with the luminous
G star in a common envelope phase. However, with the ex-
treme mass ratio, the smaller star would not be expected to
survive such a phase [95]. Even allowing for the survival of
the G star, the final separation following a common envelope
phase would have been much smaller, ∼0.02AU. This con-
clusion persists for various combinations of Zero Age Main
Sequence (ZAMS) properties, different models of the com-
mon envelope phase, and assumptions about the natal kick
during the formation of the BH [89].

At present, therefore, the origin of Gaia BH1 remains un-
certain, with several options on the table. One possibility is
that the binary was originally much more widely separated,
and was significantly hardened by dynamical encounters after
the formation of the BH component. Alternatively, the binary
may have formed in a hierarchical triple, or other three-body
system. A third possibility is a dynamical exchange process
of the type described in this paper: in this scenario, one of
the components was not originally part of the binary, and un-
derwent an exchange with the original partner. If dynamical
exchange is favored, the next question is whether the substi-
tuted partner had an astrophysical or primordial origin. This
requires an examination of the trajectory of Gaia BH1. The
orbit of Gaia BH1 is typical of a thin-disk star, never coming
close to the Galactic Center, and limited to within ±250 pc of
the disk mid-plane. Given that exchanges with astrophysical
BHs are much more probable in globular clusters, the possi-
bility that BH1 system formed through a dynamical process
with an astrophysical BH is difficult to realize [96]. That said,
simulation results from Ref. [96] conclude that BH1-like sys-
tems could have formed from repeated dynamical exchanges
and collisions involving the progenitor star in young star clus-
ters. Gaia BH1 is similar in orbital period and mass ratio to
NGC 3201 #12560, which is located in the globular cluster
NGC 3201, and for which a history of dynamical interactions
(including exchange) with astrophysical BHs is much more
plausible.

Gaia BH1 therefore provides a typical example where pro-
cesses of the kind described in our work may be fruitfully
investigated. Gaia BH2 furnishes a similar example. (See
Ref. [97], however, for a different viewpoint.) In both sys-
tems, the binary separation is small enough and the BH is
massive enough that the binary components should have ex-
perienced a common envelope phase. However, such a phase
would have resulted much smaller separations than actually
observed. Moreover, the luminous partner shows no evidence
of interacting with its companion. Isolated binary evolution is
disfavored, and the binary orbit poses challenges to standard
dynamical processes in astrophysical BH-rich environments
as well.

Gaia BH3 is an astrometric binary whose components are
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a 0.8M⊙ star and a 33M⊙ dark companion, with semimajor
axis a ≈ 16.5AU and eccentricity e ≈ 0.73. It presents a
similar conundrum with respect to its origin as do BH1 and
BH2 [91]. Its radius during a putative supergiant phase would
have reached 1800R⊙ ≈ 8.4AU, larger than the 4.5AU
separation at periastron. Indeed, Gaia BH3 presents a lim-
iting separation beyond which evolution from a stellar binary
without resorting to dynamical exchange processes becomes
clearly feasible, since the BH-star system can avoid a common
envelope. The Gaia Collaboration has forwarded dynamical
exchange as a leading alternative hypothesis for the origin of
BH3 [90]. One point of difference for Gaia BH3 compared to
BH1 is that for the former, the metallicity is much lower than
that of typical stars in the Solar neighborhood. Gaia BH3
is part of the ED-2 stellar stream, and dynamical formation
in the cluster that formed ED-2 has been explored by several
groups [98, 99].

We now turn to a discussion of the possibility that an ob-
served star-BH binary system was formed through dynamical
exchange of a star-star binary with a PBH at some stage in its
history. A careful analysis would involve the following steps:
for a given set of binaries, the first set of selection criteria
should, of course, be those that disfavor evolution from a sin-
gle isolated binary. Separations, mass ratios and compositions
of the type shown by BH1–BH3 would furnish typical param-
eter ranges. The second set of selection criteria should max-
imize the probability that the binary underwent an exchange
with a PBH at some stage of its history. A detailed analysis
along these lines is left for the future. In the present work,
we instead present a set of plausibility arguments that PBH
exchange can form star-BH binaries at a non-negligible rate.

Our plausibility argument hinges on comparing two quan-
tities: (i) the net formation rate R⋆ of binaries that form via a
given channel (e.g., dynamical or isolated evolution) assum-
ing the population of BHs is purely astrophysical, and (ii) the
formation rate RPBH due to exchanges with PBHs. In the
context of dynamical formation, R⋆ is typically computed in
stellar clusters as the number of binaries that form over the
cluster’s lifetime in ratio to its initial mass Mcl. Given a for-
mation rate per binary of Γ⋆, and assuming that the lifetime of
the cluster is longer than that of a typical binary, τbin, we can
estimate

R
(ch)
⋆ ≃ Γ

(ch)
⋆ × τbin ×Nbin

Mcl
, (9)

where Nbin is the number of binaries in the cluster that can
evolve to have a BH component, and (ch) denotes the forma-
tion channel in question. Since Mcl/Nbin is on the order of
the average stellar mass, ⟨M⋆⟩, this rate can be estimated by
R

(ch)
⋆ ≃ Γ

(ch)
⋆ τbin/⟨M⋆⟩. Taking ⟨M⋆⟩ ∼ 1M⊙, the equiva-

lent rate for PBH exchange can then be roughly estimated by
RPBH ≃ ΓPBHτbin×M−1

⊙ , where ΓPBH is the PBH exchange
rate per binary.

If these two quantities are of the same order of magnitude,
then it becomes plausible that exchanges with PBHs could
compare favorably with the probability of a given forma-
tion mechanism, specifically, for example, dynamical mech-

anisms. Of course, this does not settle the question of whether
it was a PBH versus an astrophysical BH that was part of the
dynamics in a given binary sample—to settle that question, a
detailed study of binary orbits and stellar composition would
be required to assess whether a binary passed through PBH-
rich environments that were also poor in astrophysical BHs.
Such an evaluation is left for future work.

Regardless of the formation mechanism, the overall rate of
binary formation, R, can estimated observationally. Given
the existence of Gaia BH1, Ref. [89] estimates that a fraction
f ∼ 4 × 10−7 of all low-mass stars should have a BH com-
panion [89]. This figure is obtained based on Gaia DR3 data,
after fitting orbital solutions and implementing stringent cuts:
Π/σΠ > 20000/Porb and aϕ/σaϕ

> 158/
√
Porb, where Porb

is expressed in days. If Gaia BH1 is taken as a prototypical
binary that favors dynamical formation, then this value of f
would serve as a proxy for the fraction of all binaries formed
in that manner. Then, since stars in the cluster have masses of
O(1M⊙), we have f ∼ R × M⊙ at the order-of-magnitude
level, which in turn suggests R ∼ 10−7 M−1

⊙ . While this es-
timation of f from [89] is based on an analysis of observa-
tional data, a similar value, Rdyn

⋆ = 2.7×10−7 M−1
⊙ , is found

by Ref. [97] from simulations of cluster models utilizing the
N-body integration code NBODY7. Moreover, Ref. [96] uses
simulations of BH1-like binaries in low-mass and high-mass
clusters at Solar metallicity, obtaining benchmark values of
Rdyn

⋆ = 2.09×10−7 M−1
⊙ and 2.08×10−7 M−1

⊙ , respectively.
Although isolated binary evolution is disfavored, values

of f for Gaia BH-like binaries have also been obtained for
such a formation channel. The authors of Ref. [97] find
Riso

⋆ ∼ 10−10 M−1
⊙ for simulations of Gaia BH1 and BH2-

like binaries originating via isolated binary evolution using
the StarTrack population synthesis code, although Riso

⋆ ∼
10−7 M−1

⊙ can be realized if the cuts were made less stringent.
Similarly, isolated binary evolution of Gaia BH3-like binaries
has been studied and the associated rate has been found to
be Riso

⋆ = 4 × 10−8 M−1
⊙ in old (> 10Gyr) and metal-poor

(Z < 0.01) populations [100]. We therefore arrive at the fol-
lowing estimates of R for Gaia-like BHs:
{
Rdyn

⋆ ∼ 10−7 M−1
⊙ (dynamical formation),

Riso
⋆ ∼ 10−10–10−8 M−1

⊙ (isolated binary evolution).
(10)

We now turn to an estimate of the binary formation rate
by PBH exchange, i.e., RPBH. In the left panel of Fig. 3,
we display the exchange rate as a function of the PBH mass.
Gaia BH1 benchmarks are shown with the black solid line: bi-
nary component masses are 1M⊙ and 10M⊙ with separation
1.4AU, and the velocity dispersion is σDM = 220 km s−1.
Other colors show different possible choices of separations,
masses, and velocity dispersions. The exchange rate in-
creases with increasing PBH mass, reaching a maximum for
mPBH = 1M⊙. The rate then drops before increasing further
with larger PBH mass. Neglecting bounds on the PBH abun-
dance, the maximum exchange probability for BH1-like pa-
rameters is ΓPBH ≈ 4×10−9 Gyr−1. For τbin = 4.0Gyr, we
therefore obtain RPBH ∼ O(few) × 10−8. When accounting
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for observational bounds on the PBH abundance, this drops to
O(few)× 10−10.

However, as with astrophysical formation channels, these
estimates can be significantly enhanced in stellar clusters with
low velocity dispersions. For example, while globular clusters
have low mass-to-light ratios, their bound DM density may
still dominate over the Milky Way halo density [101–104]. In
such systems, the dispersion is of order 10 km/s, correspond-
ing to the blue curve in Fig. 3. Thus, even without accounting
for any DM overdensity, the exchange rate in such systems
could be as high as ΓPBH ∼ 10−6 Gyr−1, corresponding to
a formation rate of RPBH ∼ O(few) × 10−6 M−1

⊙ . Thus,
like standard astrophysical explanations, PBH exchange can
account for a greater abundance of such binaries in globular
clusters. The Gaia binaries BH1–BH3 themselves are not lo-
cated in globular clusters, but rather likely formed in open
clusters, with much lower densities. The DM density in open
clusters is dynamically negligible, meaning that it must be
much lower than the stellar density, but that does not preclude
a bound DM component with a low velocity dispersion [105].
The low density would reduce our estimated RPBH, possibly
bringing it in line with observational estimates for the forma-
tion rate in open clusters. Ultimately, given the significant
uncertainties in both observations and predictions, it remains
plausible that BH1–BH3 and similar systems formed by dy-
namical exchange with PBHs, and that the BHs in these sys-
tems are primordial in origin.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In the preceding sections, we have considered one key ques-
tion: can few-body dynamics probe a population of PBHs be-
yond softening and disruption? While hardening is possible
in principle, the effect is negligible, as we demonstrate fur-
ther in Appendix A. PBH capture is also comparatively rare,
since the resulting few-body systems are unstable to ejection.
A survey of the possible outcomes of three-body encounters
thus led us to study new observables associated with exchange
processes, where a PBH replaces one component of a binary
system. We now summarize the prospects for detecting or
constraining such events.

One might hope that exchange would be viable at lighter
masses than softening and disruption. The latter generally
take place when PBHs are more massive than the components
of the binary, which restricts their application to interesting
parameter space at the planetary or asteroid mass scales. On
the other hand, exchange can take place across a large range
of masses, and in an enormous variety of binary systems. We
therefore evaluated the rate of exchange with PBHs in several
different classes of systems, including compact-object bina-
ries, asteroid binaries, exoplanetary systems, and stellar bi-
naries. Each of these different types of systems most readily
undergoes exchanges with a different range of PBH masses,
and each presents different potential observables following an
exchange.

Interestingly, our findings suggest that in some of the best-
motivated PBH DM scenarios, exchange processes should

give rise to a sparse but nonvanishing population of PBHs in
binaries in the Milky Way, including, e.g., PBH “exoplanets.”
Moreover, for some classes of binaries, there are smoking-gun
signatures of the presence of a PBH component. In particu-
lar, exchanges involving sub-Solar-mass PBHs in compact ob-
ject binaries are in principle identifiable by their merger sig-
natures, and exchanges of ultralight PBHs with asteroids in
the Solar System would be observable via Hawking radiation.
However, for most of these systems, we have shown that PBH
exchange is unlikely to occur with a sufficient rate for any
meaningful chance of observational detection.

There is one exception to this conclusion for the case of
stellar binaries. Since so many of these objects are so well
characterized, the low exchange rate is not an obstruction to
the detection of bound PBHs. We argue that PBH exchanges
in stellar binaries might be identified by the detection of bi-
naries with BH components whose properties are otherwise
difficult to explain by standard astrophysical mechanisms. In-
terestingly, this is exactly the case for the Gaia binaries BH1–
BH3: these objects are not readily accounted for by isolated
binary evolution, and a dynamical origin, quite probably in-
cluding exchange, is favored. We have demonstrated that the
PBH exchange rate is sufficient at the order of magnitude level
to produce binaries of this type in the PBH DM scenario.

Ultimately, in order to make any robust claim of primor-
dial origin for a stellar companion, astrophysical formation
channels must be confidently excluded, and the exchange rate
must be evaluated with greater specificity. The astrophysical
history of a particular binary can be understood to some ex-
tent by detailed modeling of its environment and trajectory.
Likewise, for a given binary, the PBH exchange rate can be
accurately calibrated with numerical experiments. Thus, it
is plausible that binaries like Gaia BH1–BH3 will eventually
furnish a detection of PBHs, not by virtue of the properties
of the BHs themselves, but by virtue of the luminous objects
dancing with these invisible partners.
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Appendix A: Binary hardening by PBHs

A general gravitational interaction between a stellar binary
system and a perturber results in the transfer of energy that
causes changes in the mutual separation of the binary compo-
nents. Generally, binaries fall into two broad categories: hard
and soft. The nature of energy transfer depends on the type
of binary under consideration, as discussed in Sec. II. On an
average, soft binaries gain energy from the perturber and their
final orbits widen, with the system becoming less bound (soft-
ening further). On the other hand, when the binary system is
hard with respect to the perturber, it typically loses energy and
becomes more tightly bound. Substantial or repeated soften-
ing (for example, by MACHOs) can lead to complete disrup-
tion of binaries, and thus, the mere existence of binaries with
certain parameters can be used to place constraints on the pop-
ulation of perturbers. The effects of hardening, on the other
hand, are more challenging to observe, as we now explain.

The degree of hardening experienced by a binary system
undergoes is characterized by by the hardening rate H , de-
fined by the relation

d

dt

(
1

a

)
=

Gρobj
σobj

H, (A1)

where ρobj is the density of the field of perturbing objects and
σobj is their velocity dispersion. We now derive H for a typ-
ical binary system in the presence of light PBHs with disper-
sion σDM and average density ρPBH over the binary’s trajec-
tory through the Galactic halo. The total energy of the binary
is

E12 =
1

2
µv2orb − Gm1m2

r
= −Gm1m2

2a
, (A2)

where µ is the reduced mass of the binary system, m1 and m2

are the component masses, vorb is the relative velocity of the
objects in the binary, and σDM is the velocity dispersion of the
perturbing PBHs.

Now, let us assume that the binary is hard, i.e., with v3 ≪
w(m1,m2) for w the critical velocity for hardening as defined
by Ref. [26]. We also take the components to have equal mass
mc ≡ 1

2m12. The energy transfer in an encounter with a PBH
of mass m3 and velocity equal to σDM is given by

⟨∆E12⟩ = −ξ
m3

2mc

Gm2
c

2a
= −ξ

m3

2mc
|E12|, (A3)

where ξ is an O(1) factor determined from N -body simula-
tions [106]. The value of ξ depends upon the initial eccen-
tricity of the binary, the mass ratio of the binary components,
and the impact parameter of the perturber. For the case of an
equal-mass binary with a circular orbit, ξ ≈ 2. From Eq. (A3),
we can determine the rate at which the binary loses energy
over many encounters. Since the number density of PBHs is
nPBH = ρPBH/m3, we have

dE12

dt
= ⟨∆E12⟩

dN

dt
= −πξ(Gmc)

2 ρPBH

σDM
. (A4)

Here, the encounter rate is given by dN/dt = nPBHσDMΣ3,
where Σ3 is the cross section for three-body encounters. This
cross section is estimated using gravitational focusing and is
given by

Σ3 =
2πGm123a

σ2
DM

. (A5)

We can rewrite Eq. (A4) in terms of a as

d

dt

(
1

a

)
=

GρPBH

σDM
H0, (A6)

so H0 = 2πξ is the hardening rate induced by slow PBHs
with velocity dispersion σDM ≪ w. This is not appropriate
for a realistic PBH distribution: w ≃ 0.6× vorb for an equal-
mass binary, typically well below σDM. At higher velocities,
Eq. (A6) needs to be modified. Following Ref. [26], we define
the velocity-dependent hardening rate as

H1 (v3) =
H0

[1 + (v3/w)4]
1/2

. (A7)

As the velocity of the PBH increases, the hardening rate de-
creases and goes as H0/v

2
3 for v3 ≫ w. For a Maxwellian

velocity distribution, we finally obtain

H =

∫ ∞

0

dv3 4πv
2
3 FDM(v3)

σDM

v3
H1(v3), (A8)

where FDM(v3) is defined in Eq. (5).

Equation (A8) gives the appropriate hardening rate for a
binary system in a homogeneous environment of low-mass
PBHs with a velocity dispersion typical of DM. However, the
hardening rate is dominated by perturbers with v3 not much
greater than w, for which H1 is approximately independent of
a. In this case, Eq. (A6) gives da/dt ∝ a2, and the semimajor
axis thus evolves at a characteristic rate

∣∣∣∣
1

a

da

dt

∣∣∣∣ ≃
2πξGρPBHa

σDM
≈ 0.01Gyr−1

( a

106 AU

)
, (A9)

where we take fiducial values ξ = 2, σDM = 220 km/s, and
ρPBH = 0.4GeV/cm3. This estimate already indicates that
hardening due to PBHs is potentially observable only for the
widest binaries.

Furthermore, while these light PBHs harden a given binary,
that same binary is subject to softening due to encounters with
ordinary stellar objects when it transits through the Galactic
disk. The change in energy of the binary per unit time due to
multiple encounters with stellar objects is [30]

dE12

dt
= 8

√
π

3

G2mcm⋆ρ⋆
σ⋆

log Λ, (A10)

where m⋆ is the mass of each stellar object, ρ⋆ is their aver-
age density, and σ⋆ is their velocity dispersion. Here log Λ =
log(bmax/bmin) is the Coulomb logarithm, with bmin and bmax

denoting the minimal and maximal impact parameters, respec-
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tively. We fix bmin = G(mc + m⋆)/⟨v2⋆⟩, where v⋆ is the
relative velocity between stars and the center of mass of the
binary, and we approximate ⟨v2⋆⟩ = (2.1σ⋆)

2 [107]. To en-
sure Eq. (A10) is valid, the impact parameter should be much
smaller than the binary star separation, such that the change of
velocity of the distant binary component is negligible. There-
fore we set the bmax = a/2, and we include a factor of 2 to
account for interactions with either of the binary components.

The softening rate S due to stellar encounters is defined
similarly to the hardening rate:

d

dt

(
1

a

)
= −Gρ⋆

σ⋆
S. (A11)

From Eq. (A11), we identify the softening rate as S =

16
√
π/3 log Λ, with Λ = 2.2aσ2

⋆/[G(mc + m⋆)]. For sim-
plicity, we now assume that all stars have the same mass as the
binary components, m⋆ = mc. To minimize the softening, we
also assume that the trajectory of the binary is such that it is
outside of the Galactic disk for much of its orbit, spending a
fractional time x in a star-rich environment. Neglecting the
weak dependence of softening on a, and given some initial
separation a0, the separation of a typical binary after a time t

will be determined by a combination of softening and harden-
ing effects:

a(t) =

[
a−1
0 +

GρPBH

σDM
Ht− Gρ⋆

σ⋆
Sxt

]−1

. (A12)

The impact of hardening by low-mass PBHs is only non-
negligible if the hardening term in Eq. (A12) is at least as
large as the softening term. For a binary with a semimajor
axis of 105 AU, we find that in order for the hardening term to
exceed the softening term, we must have

H ≳ 900

(
σDM

220 km/s

)(
ρPBH

0.4GeV/cm3

)−1

×
( x

0.1

)(
ρ⋆

2.2GeV/cm3

)(
σ⋆

25 km/s

)−1

, (A13)

where we take the stellar density from Ref. [108, 109] and
the stellar velocity dispersion from Ref. [110]. However, for
the same parameter values, Eq. (A8) implies a much smaller
value of H = 1.1 × 10−5. Therefore, in the Milky Way,
softening always dominates over hardening due to the high
velocity dispersion of DM, making hardening from low-mass
PBHs extremely difficult to study.
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Wide binaries in ultrafaint galaxies: a window on to dark mat-
ter on the smallest scales, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 461,
L72 (2016), arXiv:1605.09384 [astro-ph.GA].

[34] J. G. Hills, Encounters between Single and Binary Stars: The
Effect of Intruder Mass on the Maximum Impact Velocity for
Which the Mean Change in Binding Energy is Positive, AJ 99,
979 (1990).

[35] D. C. Heggie, P. Hut, and S. L. W. McMillan, Binary single
star scattering. 7. Hard binary exchange cross-sections for ar-
bitrary mass ratios: Numerical results and semianalytic fits,
Astrophys. J. 467, 359 (1996), arXiv:astro-ph/9604016.

[36] Y. Ali-Haı̈moud and M. Kamionkowski, Cosmic microwave
background limits on accreting primordial black holes, Phys.
Rev. D 95, 043534 (2017), arXiv:1612.05644 [astro-ph.CO].

[37] P. Tisserand et al. (EROS-2), Limits on the Macho Content
of the Galactic Halo from the EROS-2 Survey of the Magel-
lanic Clouds, Astron. Astrophys. 469, 387 (2007), arXiv:astro-
ph/0607207.

[38] B. J. Carr, K. Kohri, Y. Sendouda, and J. Yokoyama, New cos-
mological constraints on primordial black holes, Phys. Rev. D
81, 104019 (2010), arXiv:0912.5297 [astro-ph.CO].

[39] B. V. Lehmann, S. Profumo, and J. Yant, The Maximal-
Density Mass Function for Primordial Black Hole Dark Mat-
ter, JCAP 04, 007, arXiv:1801.00808 [astro-ph.CO].

[40] S. Jung and C. S. Shin, Gravitational-Wave Fringes at LIGO:
Detecting Compact Dark Matter by Gravitational Lensing,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 041103 (2019), arXiv:1712.01396 [astro-
ph.CO].

[41] K. Griest, A. M. Cieplak, and M. J. Lehner, Experimental Lim-
its on Primordial Black Hole Dark Matter from the First 2 yr of
Kepler Data, Astrophys. J. 786, 158 (2014), arXiv:1307.5798
[astro-ph.CO].

[42] R. A. Allsman et al. (Macho), MACHO project limits on black
hole dark matter in the 1-30 solar mass range, Astrophys. J.
Lett. 550, L169 (2001), arXiv:astro-ph/0011506.

[43] H. Niikura et al., Microlensing constraints on primordial black
holes with Subaru/HSC Andromeda observations, Nature As-
tron. 3, 524 (2019), arXiv:1701.02151 [astro-ph.CO].

[44] J. A. Dror, H. Ramani, T. Trickle, and K. M. Zurek, Pulsar
Timing Probes of Primordial Black Holes and Subhalos, Phys.
Rev. D 100, 023003 (2019), arXiv:1901.04490 [astro-ph.CO].

[45] Z.-C. Chen and Q.-G. Huang, Distinguishing Primordial Black
Holes from Astrophysical Black Holes by Einstein Tele-
scope and Cosmic Explorer, JCAP 08, 039, arXiv:1904.02396
[astro-ph.CO].

[46] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), Search for Sub-
solar Mass Ultracompact Binaries in Advanced LIGO’s Sec-
ond Observing Run, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 161102 (2019),
arXiv:1904.08976 [astro-ph.CO].

[47] B. J. Kavanagh, D. Gaggero, and G. Bertone, Merger rate of a
subdominant population of primordial black holes, Phys. Rev.
D 98, 023536 (2018), arXiv:1805.09034 [astro-ph.CO].

[48] B. J. Kavanagh, bradkav/PBHbounds: Release version (2019).
[49] B. Carr, K. Kohri, Y. Sendouda, and J. Yokoyama, Constraints

on primordial black holes, Rept. Prog. Phys. 84, 116902
(2021), arXiv:2002.12778 [astro-ph.CO].

[50] B. Carr, S. Clesse, J. Garcia-Bellido, M. Hawkins, and
F. Kuhnel, Observational evidence for primordial black
holes: A positivist perspective, Phys. Rept. 1054, 1 (2024),
arXiv:2306.03903 [astro-ph.CO].

[51] P. Mroz et al., No massive black holes in the Milky Way
halo 10.1038/s41586-024-07704-6 (2024), arXiv:2403.02386
[astro-ph.GA].

[52] A. Esteban-Gutiérrez, E. Mediavilla, J. Jiménez-Vicente, and
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