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We study the growth of supermassive black holes accounting for both accretion and mergers.
The former is informed by observations of the quasar luminosity function (QLF) and the latter
by the gravitational wave-background (GWB) recently detected by PTAs, while estimates of the
present-day black hole mass function provide a boundary condition. The GWB is dominated by
the most massive black holes (≳ 109M⊙). We show that their evolution can be simplified into a
two-step process: mergers dominate at z ≤ 1, while accretion peaks at 1.4 ≤ z ≤ 2. The large
amplitude of the observed GWB suggests a significant number of mergers. We show that this
generically implies a higher average Eddington ratio for quasars relative to a scenario in which
mergers are negligible. In the absence of mergers, matching local estimates of BH abundance to
the QLF implies a radiative efficiency ϵr = 0.12 and Eddington ratio λ = 0.2. With mergers, a
progenitor of mass Mi is boosted to a final total mass Mf and there is a direct relation between
the mass gained in mergers and the average Eddington ratio of the quasar population, given by
Mf/Mi = (1 + q̄)N ∼ λ/0.2, where q̄ is the average mass ratio and N is the average number of
mergers. There is thus a tension between the observed GWB, quasar properties, and the BH mass
function: estimates of the mass function consistent with Eddington ratios inferred in quasars and
ϵr ∼ 0.1 underpredict the GWB; multiple/equal mass mergers can boost the GWB, but lead to a
high Eddington ratio. If the local mass function is on the high end of current estimates, the GWB
is more readily explained, but requires low efficiencies ϵr ∼ 10−2 not expected in standard luminous
accretion models. The significant merger rate implied by the GWB also strongly suggests that the
most massive BHs in the local universe have significant spin due to the orbital angular momentum
from mergers, perhaps a ∼ 0.5.

I. INTRODUCTION

Supermassive black holes (SMBHs) appear to reside at
the centers of all massive galaxies. Their masses can be
inferred from gas or stellar dynamics methods in nearby
galaxies and are found to be tightly correlated with the
host properties, suggesting their co-evolution [1, 2]. Lu-
minous quasars are believed to be powered by accretion
onto a central supermassive black hole [3], which is sup-
ported by the observed evolution of AGNs and the ubiq-
uity of remnant SMBHs in local galaxies. Understanding
the formation and evolution of SMBHs, as well as its
interactions with the host galaxy remains a critical ques-
tion in astrophysics.

There are different approaches to theoretically model
the growth of SMBHs. Analytical models rely on a con-
tinuity equation for black holes [4–11] and use the lu-
minosity function of quasars to track the evolution of
the SMBH mass function due to accretion. The simplest
implementation of this model requires two free parame-
ters: the radiative efficiency ϵr, which relates the mass
accretion rate to the luminosity, and the Eddington ratio
λ = L/Ledd, relating the black hole mass to the quasar
luminosity. Beyond the simplest scenario, more involved
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parameter distributions, the inclusion of a merger con-
tribution, as well as mass and redshift dependencies for
the model parameters have been explored. The black
hole mass function at any epoch can then be predicted
by using the continuity equation to evolve it forward or
backward in time. Other approaches to study the evo-
lution and growth of SMBHs are through simulations or
semi-analytic models. There are currently a plethora of
cosmological-scale hydrodynamic simulations developed
to self-consistently model the evolution of dark matter,
galaxies, SMBHs, stars, and the interstellar medium [12–
15], as well as empirical models with the same goal [16].
Semi-analytic models also jointly evolve dark matter ha-
los, galaxies, and black holes, while assuming analytic
descriptions of various baryonic processes[17–21].

The detection of nano-hertz gravitational waves by
pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) [22–25] may be offering a
new observational handle on the evolution of the SMBH
mass function. Following the merger of the host galax-
ies, SMBHs are also expected to merge, adding another
contribution to the evolution of the mass function over
time; since lower mass objects combine to form one of
higher mass, mergers will typically reduce the number of
objects below a critical mass and increase the abundance
above it over time.

In this work, we explore the evolution of the SMBH
mass function including contributions from both mergers,
informed by the recent PTA detections, and accretion,
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informed by observations of the quasar luminosity func-
tion [26, 27]. Instead of assuming an initial condition,
evolving the mass function forward in time and compar-
ing the result at z = 0 with local estimates of the mass
function, we start with the latter as a boundary condi-
tion, since it is a relatively well measured quantity that
must be matched. For a fixed mass, we show that the
evolution of the most massive SMBHs (≳ 109M⊙) can
be simplified into a two-step process: mergers dominate
the evolution for z ≲ 1, while accretion peaks at z ∼ 2.
Since SMBHs can only merge later than their host halos,
the halo merger rate is the highest redshift estimate of
the SMBH merger. We show that for any relevant halo
mass, the merger rate is dominated by z ≲ 1 based on
the extended Press-Schechter merger rate.

A stochastic gravitational-wave background (SGWB)
produced by SMBHs suggests that they merged at least
once and possibly multiple times. The simplification of
the SMBH evolution at high masses into an early accre-
tion stage followed by a later merger stage implies that
the relevant mergers for the SGWB occurred after growth
by accretion was largely completed. Starting from the
present-day mass function, the observation of the SGWB
therefore implies that black holes were less massive in
the past (i.e. the abundance of low-mass black holes was
larger and of high-mass black holes was smaller). Since
the quasar luminosity function (QLF) is determined ob-
servationally, this necessarily implies a larger inferred Ed-
dington ratio compared to the scenario in which mergers
are insignificant. We show that the shift in the typical
mass due to mergers can be approximately parametrized
by the ratio of the final mass to the mass of the most
massive progenitor Mf/Mi = (1 + q̄)N , where q̄ is the
average mass ratio and N is the average number of merg-
ers, and that the inferred Eddington ratio scales directly
with this ratio. Using the QLF measured by Ref. [27],
we find that, in the absence of mergers, λ ∼ 0.2. With
mergers, we therefore have that λ/0.2 ∼ (1 + q̄)N .

As discussed in Refs. [28, 29], estimates of the present-
day SMBH mass function typically underpredict the am-
plitude of the SGWB. The amplitude can be slightly
raised by requiring that black holes merge multiple times.
We show, however, that there is a trade-off between the
number of mergers and the average Eddington ratio that
is required, which complicates this scenario, with multi-
ple mergers quickly leading to average Eddington ratios
larger than 1. If the SGWB is underpredicted due to
an underestimate of the local mass function, this implies
that the radiative efficiency must be ϵr ∼ 10−2.

This paper is organized as follows: Secs.II and III de-
tail the evolution of the black hole mass function due
to accretion and mergers, respectively. Both contribu-
tions are combined in Sec. IV, where the main results of
this work are presented. In Sec. IV A, we point out that
merger and accretion dominate at two distinct epochs for
the most massive SMBHs. With this simplified descrip-
tion of their evolution, we show in Sec. IV B the rela-
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FIG. 1. Quasar luminosity function for various redshifts re-
produced from the fit presented in Ref. [27].

tion between merger and accretion parameters imposed
by the continuity equation and the implications of the
recent PTA detection of a SGWB for SMBH evolution.
In Sec. IV C allow the Eddington ratio to have more com-
plicated dependencies on BH mass, redshift, or a distri-
bution of Eddington ratios for a fixed quasar luminosity.
We then conclude in Sec. V.

II. ACCRETION

The evolution of the supermassive black hole mass
function is commonly modelled through the continuity
equation. Let ψ(M, t)dM be the comoving number den-
sity of SMBHs with masses between M and M + dM at
a time t, then

∂ψ

∂t
(M, t) = ∆(M, t) + Γ(M, t), (1)

where ∆ is the accretion contribution

∆(M, t) = − ∂

∂M

[
⟨Ṁ(M, t)⟩ψ(M, t)

]
(2)

and ⟨Ṁ⟩ is the average accretion rate over the entire
black hole population (over active and inactive AGNs),
and Γ(M, t) is the change due to mergers, which we will
set = 0 for the moment, but will return to in Sec. III. We
will assume that AGNs accrete during an active phase
with a fraction λ of the Eddington luminosity L = λLedd

and convert mass into energy with an efficiency ϵr. That
is,

L =
λ

tE
Mc2 = ϵrṀaccc

2, (3)



3

where tE = σT c/4πGmp = 4.5 × 108yr is the Edding-

ton time, and ϵrṀacc corresponds to the fraction of the
mass that is radiated as it falls into the black hole. The
mass that is added to the black hole Ṁ is therefore
Ṁ = (1 − ϵr)Ṁacc. If we define the bolometric lumi-
nosity function of quasars ϕ(L, t)d log10 L as the number
density of quasars per log luminosity, and we suppose
that a fraction δ(M, t) of black holes is active at a time
t, then ϕ(L, t) is related to the black hole mass function
via

ϕ(L, t)d log10 L = δ(M, t)ψ(M, t)dM. (4)

The quantity δ is the BH duty cycle, where ⟨Ṁ(M, t)⟩ =

δ(M, t)Ṁ(M, t). Combining Eqs. 3 and 4, we find

⟨Ṁ(M, t)⟩ψ(M, t) =
(1 − ϵr)

ϵrc2 ln(10)
ϕ(L, t)

dL

dM
. (5)

we can therefore rewrite the second term on the left-hand
side of Eq. 1 in terms of the quasar luminosity function

∂ψ

∂t
(M, t) +

(1 − ϵr)

ϵr

λ2c2

t2E ln(10)

∂ϕ

∂L

∣∣∣∣
L=λMc2/tE

= 0, (6)

Multiplying by the mass and integrating the equation
above over time shows that the black hole mass density
is directly related to the integral of the quasar luminosity
function

ρBH =

∫
dMψ(M)M (7)

=
1 − ϵr
ϵrc2

∫ ∞

0

dz
dt

dz

∫
d log10 Lϕ(L, z)L, (8)

which is the So ltan argument [30].
Note that the radiative efficiency only changes an over-

all amplitude of ρBH, while the Eddington ratio changes
both the amplitude and the shape of the final SMBH
mass function, while keeping the total mass density fixed.
As a toy example consider a scenario in which the red-
shift evolution of the parameters is negligible, then the
quasar luminosity function (QLF) is always given by a
double power-law, with a break at a luminosity L∗. The
corresponding break in the SMBH mass function will be
M∗ = L∗tE/λc2 and the power-laws of dn/d logM will
be the same as ϕ(L). Therefore, reducing (increasing) λ
increases (reduces) the characteristic mass of the turn-
over in the SMBH mass function. In this scenario, black
holes of all masses grow at the same time. The mea-
sured quasar luminosity function, however, has a break
that evolves over time, mostly decreasing with redshift.
This implies that more massive black holes assemble their
mass earlier on.

SMBH growth from accretion can thus be modelled
by directly relating it to the observed QLF. We use the
bolometric QLF presented in Ref. [27], which is based on

a compilation of various multi-wavelength observations
that span IR, optical/UV, soft, and hard X-rays, and
represents an update to Ref. [26]. The QLF is fit by a
double power-law

ϕ(L) ≡ dn

d log10 L
=

ϕ∗
(L/L∗)γ1 + (L/L∗)γ2

. (9)

All results shown in this work correspond to “global fit
A” in Ref. [27], in which the model parameters ϕ∗, L∗,
γ1, and γ2 have a parametrized redshift dependence and
are simultaneously fit across all redshifts.

Eq. 6 can be integrated over time, which results in

ψ0(M) − ψ(M, z) =
(1 − ϵr)

ϵr

λ2c2

t2E ln(10)
×∫ z

0

dz′
dt

dz′
∂ϕ

∂L

∣∣∣∣
L=λMc2/tE

,

(10)

where ψ0 is the mass function today. For a sufficiently
high redshift z, ψ(M, z) is negligible compared to ψ0,
i.e., in the absence of mergers, the mass function today
must equal the accreted mass. We model the present-day
mass function as in Refs. [28, 29], which we very briefly
summarize here.

The present-day SMBH mass function can be esti-
mated from scaling relations between black hole mass
and properties of the host galaxy (say, property X) and
galaxy catalogs, which give dn/dX. The scaling relation
is expressed as

log10M = a• + b• log10X. (11)

Using the galaxy velocity dispersion as our fiducial proxy
for SMBH mass, we parametrize the velocity dispersion
function (VDF) as

dn

dσ
dσ = ψ∗

(
σ

σ∗

)α
e−(σ/σ∗)

β

Γ(α/β)
β
dσ

σ
. (12)

Including scatter in the relation between black hole mass
and galaxy property leads to

ψ0(M) =

∫
dσ
p(log10M | log10 σ)

M log(10)

dn

dσ
(σ), (13)

where p is assumed to be log-normal

p(log10M | log10 σ) =
1√

2πϵ0

× exp

[
−1

2

(
log10M − a• − b• log10 σ

ϵ0

)2
]
.

(14)

As in Refs. [28, 29], the adopt the velocity disper-
sion function as the mass proxy. We therefore use
X = σ/200km s−1 in Eq. 11 and the M − σ relation
from Ref. [31], which corresponds to a• = 8.32 ± 0.05,
b• = 5.64± 0.32, and ϵ0 = 0.38. For the VDF, we choose
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the measurement presented in Ref. [32] from SDSS, fit
to all galaxies with σ > 125km s−1, which corresponds
to parameters: ψ∗ = (2.61 ± 0.16) × 10−2Mpc−3, σ∗ =
159.6±1.5 km s−1, α = 0.41±0.02, and β = 2.59±0.04.

Similarly to Ref. [33], if we consider the QLF measured
in Ref. [27], we can find the radiative efficiency ϵr such
that the black hole mass density matches the one inferred
by local estimates of the black hole mass function. The
BH mass function estimated from M −M∗ in Ref. [34]
suggests ρBH = (1.8+0.8

−0.5)×106M⊙Mpc−3, which requires
ϵr = 0.03 ± 0.01. Using the velocity dispersion yields
ρBH = (4.5 ± 0.5) × 105 M⊙Mpc−3, which requires ϵr =
0.12+0.01

−0.02.
We can further generalize Eq. 6 by considering that

the Eddington ratio may depend on the properties of the
black hole. We consider a power-law dependence on the
black hole mass, with a pivot mass M⋆ and coefficient α,
and similarly for the redshift dependence, with a pivot
redshift at z⋆ and power β, where L⋆ = λM⋆c

2/tE . That
is,

L(M, z) = L⋆

(
M

M⋆

)α (
1 + z

1 + z⋆

)β

. (15)

The mass density in black holes per logarithmic mass is
then given by

M
dn

d log10M
= −1 − ϵr

ϵrc2

∫
dz
dt

dz

{
α(α− 1)Lϕ(L)

+α2L2 ∂ϕ

∂L

}
.

(16)

However, unless otherwise specified, we assume α = 1.

III. MERGERS

The change in the abundance of black holes of a mass
M due to mergers must be given by a creation rate of
two black holes of lower masses m1 and M −m1 merging
to form a black hole of total mass M , and a destruction
rate of black holes of a mass M merging with those of
any other mass, that is

Γ(M, t) =
1

2

∫ M

0

dm1

∫ M

0

dm2δD(m1 +m2 −M)ψ(m1, t)ψ(m2, t)Q(m1,m2, t)

− ψ(M, t)

∫ ∞

0

dm2ψ(m2, t)Q(M,m2, t),

(17)

whereQ is a kernel related to the microphysical process of
merger and is equivalent to a velocity times cross-section.
The equation above is known as the Smoluchowski coag-
ulation equation and was first studied in the context of
halo or black hole mergers in Refs. [35, 36].

Notice that the merger rate density d3n
dm1dm2dt

between

black holes of masses [m1,m1 +dm1] and [m2,m2 +dm2]
are precisely the integrands above

d3n

dm1dm2dt
= ψ(m1, t)ψ(m2, t)Q(m1,m2, t). (18)

The first term is equivalent to the merger rate of all black
hole binaries with total mass adding up to Mt = M .
Switching from constituent masses to total mass and
mass ratio (m1,m2) → (Mt, q), where the Jacobian is
J = Mt/(1 + q)2, the first term can be written as

d2n

dMtdt
=

∫ 1

qmin

dq
d3n

dMtdqdt
, (19)

where the integral is limited to q = m2/m1 < 1 to avoid
double counting the mergers that result in a total mass

Mt. The second term is equivalent to fixing one of the
masses and integrating over all values of the second mass,
and we must therefore integrate over all values of q and
Mt = M(1 + q). We can now rewrite Γ as

Γ(M, t) =
d2n

dMtdt
−
∫
dMt

∫ qmax

qmin

dq
d3n

dMtdqdt
×

δD

(
Mt

1 + q
−M

) (20)

The GW energy density per logarithmic frequency is
related to the quantities above by

dρgw
d log f

(f) =

∫
dt

∫
dMt

d2n

dMtdt

1

(1 + z)
×

dEr
gw

d log fr

∣∣∣∣
fr=(1+z)f

,

(21)

and the characteristic strain is h2c(f) = 4G
πf2c2

dρgw

d log f .
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FIG. 2. The top panel shows the change to the mass function
per redshift due to mergers and accretion on top for different
mass ranges, following Eqs. 2 and 20. The dashed lines corre-
spond to negative contributions, since mergers can reduce the
abundance of black holes in certain mass ranges. The fiducial
set of parameters for the relation between halo and SMBH
mergers outlined in Sec. III were adopted, while for the ac-
cretion term, we assumed ϵr = 0.12 and λ = 0.2. The bottom
panel shows the redshift at which the black hole growth from
accretion peaks as a function of mass and for different values
of the Eddington ratio.

For the results shown in Figs. 2 and 3, we compute
the SMBH merger rate from the halo merger rate derived
from the excursion set formalism outlined in App. A. The
SMBH merger rate is given by (similar to, e.g., [37, 38])

d3n

dm1dm2dt
=

∫
dMh,1dMh,2 p(m1|Mh,1, z)×

p(m2|Mh,2, z)
d3n

dMh,1dMh,2dt
,

(22)

where p(m|Mh, z) captures the relation between the black
hole and halo mass as a function of redshift. To compute
this quantity, we convert the halo mass to stellar mass
as a function of redshift using the relations provided in
Ref. [39] and a bulge stellar mass to black hole mass
relation from Ref. [31]. To relate the total stellar mass
(M∗) to the bulge mass, we use the relation adopted in
Ref. [40], based on Refs. [41, 42]. We further adopt a
log-normal scatter in the Mh −M∗ and in the Mb −M•

with fiducial values of ϵ∗ = 0.2 and ϵ• = 0.4, i.e.

p(logX| log Y ) =
1√
2πϵ

exp

[
−1

2

(
logX − log X̄(Y )

ϵ

)2
]
,

(23)

for both relations.
We emphasize that, while the merger rate based on

halos and their prescribed connection to galaxies and
SMBHs is used in Figs. 2 and 3, the main results of
this work, which we present in Secs. IV B and IV C, are
independent of it. Ultimately, we show that mergers
dominate at lower redshifts than accretion, and there-
fore adopt a simpler description in which only the shift
from the initial mass of the most massive progenitor to
the mass of the final black hole is relevant.

IV. EVOLUTION WITH MERGERS AND
ACCRETION

A. Two-stage evolution

Fig. 2 shows the change in the SMBH mass function
due to mergers and accretion. The top panel shows that
low redshifts always dominate the merger contribution,
while accretion typically peaks around z ∼ 2 for the most
massive black holes. This suggests that SMBH evolution
(for the most massive objects) can be simplified by divid-
ing it into two epochs: at low redshifts (z ≲ 1) mergers
dominate the evolution of the mass function, while at
z ≳ 1 accretion dominates.

While the results of Fig. 2 are based on the fiducial set
of choices presented above, we argue that the mergers
that contribute to the SGWB can be robustly predicted
to occur below z ∼ 1. In App. A, we review the halo
merger rate derived from extended Press-Schechter and
show that the redshift distribution for a merger of total
halo mass Mh,t is given by

p(z|Mh,t) ∝ δc(z)
dδc
dz

e−δ2c/2σ
2(Mh,t), (24)

where δc(z) ≈ 1.686/D(z) is the critical overdensity for
collapse and D(z) is growth factor. The cumulative red-
shift distribution is shown on the left panel of Fig. 3 for
various total masses. Note that, while the halo merger
rate derived from EPS predicts a particular dependence
on the mass ratio, it does not affect the redshift distri-
bution; mergers of any mass ratio have the same redshift
distribution. We also note that the number of mergers
per halo of total mass Mh,t divides out the exponential
dependence on mass. The remaining factor can be rewrit-
ten as δc(z)dδc

dz = δ2c (z)f/(1 + z), where f ≡ d lnD
d ln a is the

growth rate. The number of mergers per halo therefore
increases with redshift, but the merger rate is suppressed
for halos above the characteristic mass δc(z) = σ(Mc).

The right panel of Fig. 3 shows that the typical host
halo of the SMBHs that dominate the SGWB (Mpeak ∼
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we detail in App. A. The panel on the right shows the probability of a halo of mass Mh hosting a SMBH of masses spanning
M = 108 − 1010M⊙. That is, p(Mh|MBH) =

1
N̄

∫
dM∗

dn
dMh

p(Mh|M∗)p(M∗|MBH). The thicker line in both plots highlights the

curves that are representative of the typical SMBH that most contributes to the GW signal.

3 × 109M⊙) has a mass of roughly Mh ∼ 1013M⊙ and
above, while the left panel shows that the merger rate
for halos of mass Mh ≳ 1013M⊙ is completely dominated
below redshift 1. Even for significantly lower halo masses,
such as Mh = 1010M⊙, all mergers occur below z =
2 and over 65% below z = 1. We therefore conclude
that for any reasonable halo-SMBH relation, sources that
significantly contribute to the SGWB will originate from
z ≲ 1. The inclusion of any time delay between halos,
galaxy, and SMBHs merging will only lead to the signal
being dominated by even lower redshifts.

In order to deviate from the conclusion above, Fig. 3
suggests that either the peak mass that contributes to
the SGWB must be significantly lower (i.e. by over two
orders of magnitude) or that massive SMBHs must be
hosted by significantly lower halo masses in the past. In
the first scenario, producing a SGWB that agrees with
PTA measurements would become even more challenging
and would imply a larger discrepancy between estimates
of the present-day mass function and PTAs, due to the
upper limit discussion in Ref. [28]. In the second scenario,
the host halo mass must shift by over three orders of
magnitude between z = 0 − 2.

B. Constraints from quasars, GWB, and
present-day mass function

The two-stage evolution discussed above therefore sug-
gests that in order to connect the present-day mass func-
tion and the GWB signal to quasar observations we only
need to predict the mass function prior to mergers, and

the only requirement is that the accreted mass function
inferred from the quasar luminosity function must match
the pre-merger SMBH mass function. Instead of model-
ing the merger rate of SMBHs by connecting it to the halo
merger rate as computed above, which depends on the
details of the SMBH-galaxy-halo connection, we choose
a simpler parametrization of the redshift and mass ra-
tio, and compute the mass function before mergers as a
function of the number of mergers.

If we suppose that all black holes merged once accord-
ing to a merger rate as a function of component masses
d2n/dm1dm2, then the mass function prior to merging is
the integral of the merger rate over one of the masses

ψ1(M) =

∫
dm1dm2

d2n

dm1dm2
δD(m1 −M)

=

∫ 1

0

dq(1 + q)
d2n

dMtdq
(Mt = (1 + q)M)

+

∫ 1

0

dq
(1 + q)

q

d2n

dMtdq

(
Mt =

(1 + q)

q
M

)
,

(25)

where the the first integral in the second line corresponds
to the mergers with m1 > m2 and the second integral to
m2 > m1. We assume a merger rate described by

dn

dMtdq
(M, q) = pq(q)ψ0(M). (26)

Eq. 25 follows the intuition that mergers combine a black
hole of mass M/(1 + q) with Mq/(1 + q) to form one of
mass M . If the final mass function ψ0 is known, we can
relabel M/(1+q) →M and conclude that the abundance
ψ1 of black holes of mass M prior to the latest merger
will be the sum of the number of black holes that ended
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FIG. 4. Mass density per logarithmic mass as a function of
black hole mass. The blue curves show the mass density in-
ferred from local estimates of the BH mass function based
scaling relations, while the red are those inferred from the
integrated quasar luminosity function for a fixed Eddington
ratio. The solid shaded bands correspond to the mass density
in the absence of mergers and the corresponding Eddington
ratio required for the local and quasar-based inferences to
agree, while the dashed shaded bands show the same, but
assuming N = 3 equal mass mergers. The dash-dotted line
shows the result for N = 3 mergers assuming a mass ratio dis-
tributed as pq(q) ∝ q−1 and a minimum value of qmin = 0.1.

with masses M(1 + q) and M(1 + q)/q after the latest
merger. In the equal mass scenario, the mass function
prior to N mergers is given by

ψN (M) = 22Nψ0(2NM). (27)

Observations of the quasar luminosity function directly
constrain the mass density accreted onto supermassive
black holes. Requiring that the total accreted mass den-
sity matches the one inferred from the present-day mass
function fixes the radiative efficiency, as discussed in
Sec. II. Hence, while the total mass density can be de-
termined observationally, modelling the evolution of the
BH mass function requires a relation between the quasar
luminosity and the mass of the black hole powering it,
which is given by the Eddington ratio.

Fig. 4 shows the black hole mass density per logarith-
mic mass bin inferred from scaling relations and from
the quasar luminosity function for α = 1. Since the Ed-
dington ratio only changes the relation between quasar
luminosity and BH mass, its only effect is to move the
curve along the x-axis in Fig. 4, while keeping the total
mass density constant. Mergers have the same effect on
the mass function, since they only redistribute the black

100 101 102

Mf

Mi
= (1 + q)N

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

h
c(

y
r−

1
)
×

10
1
5

q = 1

pq ∝ q−1

NANOGrav

EPTA

PPTA

100 101
Eddington ratio λ

FIG. 5. Characteristic strain produced by multiple merger
events as a function of the ratio between the final mass and
the mass of the most massive progenitor. The solid line corre-
sponds to the equal mass case, where the filled dots show the
integer number of mergers, while the dashed line and unfilled
circles show the same but for a log-uniform mass ratio dis-
tribution. The shaded gray band shows the 90% confidence
interval measured by NANOGrav, the gray dashed lines for
EPTA, and the dashed-dotted shows the 68% confidence in-
terval for PPTA. The upper x-axis shows the Eddington ratio
required to match the accreted mass inferred from the quasar
luminosity function and the local mass function, assuming a
certain number N of merger events.

hole masses, under the approximation that mass is con-
served during mergers.

In the absence of mergers, the present-day black hole
mass function can be directly compared to the accreted
mass inferred from the quasar luminosity function (e.g.,
similar to Ref. [33]). We find a consistent total black
hole mass density for ϵr = 0.12 and the shape of the
mass function for λ = 0.2 ± 0.05, shown in the solid
bands in Fig. 4. In the presence of mergers, the total
mass density is conserved, but shifts the curve to the left
due to the increased abundance of low mass black holes,
shown in the dashed shaded bands. Since the number of
massive black holes has decreased, but the mass function
must match the same quasar luminosity function, this
generally requires a larger Eddington ratio. In the equal
mass scenario, the required Eddington ratio is related to
the number of mergers N via

λ

0.2
∼ 2N . (28)

The dashed curves in Fig. 4 correspond to N = 3, while
the dashdotted curve shows the result for a mass ratio
distribution given by pq(q) ∝ q−1 and with minimum
value of qmin = 0.1. Similarly to the result found in the
App. A of Ref. [28], the predicted mass function for the
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shows the number of quasars in each bin, while the points with error bars correspond to the median and 68% confidence
intervals. Fiducial masses for z < 0.7 are based on the Hβ line, 0.7 ≤ z < 2 are based on Mg II, and C IV for z ≥ 2. The
Eddington ratios are shown as a point of comparison, in order to put the values discussed in Sec. IVB in perspective.

full q distribution is extremely well approximated by the
average mass ratio q̄. For the case above, q̄ = 0.39. The
most massive progenitor of a BH of mass M on average
has a mass ofM/(1+q̄)N and the shift of the mass density
approximately follows the ratio of the final to the inital
mass. Hence, Eq. 28 becomes

λ

0.2
∼ (1 + q̄)N (29)

The fiducial value of N = 3 was chosen in the plot
as it corresponds to the average number of mergers of
a 1013M⊙ halo, but we treat the relevant parameter
(1 + q̄)N essentially as a free parameter in the following
discussion.

We can therefore conclude that there is a direct re-
lation between the number of mergers and the average
Eddington ratio. As shown in Ref. [28], estimates of the
local SMBH mass function typically lead to an under-
prediction of the SGWB when compared to the mea-
surements reported by PTAs. If the amplitude of the
background is raised by requiring that black holes merge
multiple times, we show in Fig. 5 that in order to reach
the 90% lower bound of the measurement reported by
NANOGrav, an Eddington ratio λ > 1 is required. We
highlight, however, that Ref. [44] reported a new mea-
surement of the stellar mass function that leads to a
higher amplitude. Since it is currently unclear what is
the resolution of this discrepancy, we report results for
both estimates.

For the sake of comparison, we show the distributions
of Eddington ratio as a function of black hole mass and
redshift obtained from Ref. [43] in Fig. 6. The bolometric
luminosity is estimated from the measured continuum lu-
minosity at three potential rest wavelengths, depending
on the redshift, while the black hole mass is estimated
from recipes based on Hβ, Mg II, and C IV lines. We
refer the reader to Ref. [43] for further details and, e.g.,
Ref. [45] for a discussion of the challenges associated with

such estimates. Fig. 6 indicates that there is no signifi-
cant evolution in mass or redshift, and that the typical
values for the Eddington ratio are around λ ∼ 0.1. This
also suggests that a small number of mergers is sufficient
to produce an Eddington ratio that exceeds the typical
values found by this method. If indeed multiple merger
events are required to produce the observed SGWB, this
may suggest an underestimate of black hole masses from
line widths.

Finally, we revisit the analysis presented in Ref. [29]
and translate the posteriors shown in Fig. 5 into the ϵr−
λ parameter space, shown in Fig. 7. The constraints
shown in Fig. 5 of Ref. [29] are derived by refitting the
15-yr NANOGrav free-spectrum posterior with a model
for the background given by the probability distribution
of characteristic strains p(h2c), which accounts for Poisson
fluctuations in the number of sources. For the scaling
relation, we adopt the fiducial model based on the M−σ
relation.

In order to convert the contours, we assume that all
black holes merged once, with a value of (1+ q̄)N = 1.39,
and then perform a change of variables: we use that
the black hole mass density is ρBH ∝ (1 − ϵr)/ϵr and
that Mpeak ∝ λ−1. The former follows directly from
the Soltan argument (see Eq. 7), while the latter follows
from the relation between black hole mass and luminos-
ity. Consider the mass kernel for the characteristic strain
obtained from Eq. 16

M5/3 dn

d log10M
∝

∫
dtL8/3 ∂ϕ

∂L
, (30)

for α = 1. The right-hand side will have a maximum
at some value Lpeak, which will correspond to a mass
Mpeak = LpeaktE/λc

2. Hence the scaling of the peak
mass as Mpeak ∝ λ−1.

For comparison, we also show in Fig. 7 values of ϵr and
λ consistent with other approaches to model the present-
day mass function based on the relation between bulge
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FIG. 7. Constraints on ρBH−Mpeak derived in Ref. [29], con-
verted into the ϵr − λ parameter space. In order to perform
this conversion, we assume a value of (1+ q̄)N = 1.39, which is
equivalent to all BHs having undergone a single merger event
and the fiducial mass ratio distribution described in Sec. IVB.
The shaded contours correspond to 1-, 2-, and 3-σ confidence
intervals, while the unshaded ones correspond to 2-σ. The
values required to fit the NANOGrav 15-yr free-spectrum pos-
terior are shown in blue, while the shaded red contour cor-
responds to the values inferred from the local SMBH mass
function derived from the M − σ relation. The unfilled or-
ange contours correspond to alternative estimates of the local
mass function from Refs. [34, 46].

mass and black hole mass. We include the stellar mass
function from Ref. [46] and [34], and the M − Mb re-
lation from Ref. [31]. We sample the posterior of the
mass function from Ref. [34] using the code provided by
the authors in Appendix B, while Ref. [46] does not in-
clude uncertainties on the mass function parameters and
therefore the contour only includes uncertainties in the
scaling relation. Note that, beyond the aforementioned
assumptions regarding the mass ratio distribution and
the number of mergers, the two predictions based on the
M − Mb relation require the translation between total
stellar mass and bulge mass, which we assume here to be
one-to-one. This can significantly bias the results shown
in Fig. 7 towards lower radiative efficiencies and higher
Eddington ratios.

If the amplitude of the GWB is achieved by a larger
overall SMBH mass function amplitude, then a lower ra-
diative efficiency by around an order of magnitude is re-
quired. If the peak mass that contributes to the back-
ground is significantly lower than the value predicted by
scaling relations, this also implies a larger Eddington ra-
tio.
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FIG. 8. The top panel shows the black hole mass density per
logarithmic mass, including a mass and redshift-dependent
Eddington ratio. The dark red (dash-dotted and dotted lines)
correspond to different power-law coefficients of the mass-
dependence α, while the orange (solid and dashed) show dif-
ferent values for the redshift dependence β. The bottom panel
shows the pivot mass M⋆ and redshift z⋆ for different value
of α and β that lead to the same amplitude around Mpeak.

C. Mass and redshift-varying Eddington ratio

Finally, we consider that the Eddington ratio may vary
with mass and redshift according to the parametrization
introduced in Eq. 15, but keep the radiative efficiency
fixed to the value that satisfies the total mass density
inferred from the local mass function. Hence, the afore-
mentioned parametrization of the Eddington ratio only
changes how the mass density is distributed across black
hole masses, but not its integral.

The right-hand side of Eq. 16 peaks at a luminosity
L ∼ 8 × 1012L⊙ and therefore the peak of the mass den-
sity will be the corresponding mass for a given value of
λ (e.g., λ = 0.2 corresponds to a 109M⊙ peak mass den-
sity). Introducing a power-law dependence of the Ed-
dington ratio on the mass changes the Jacobian when
mapping the quasar luminosity to BH mass. From Eq. 16,
we can see that this results in a wider shape for the mass
density per logarithmic mass if α < 1 and narrower if
α > 1, since the same shape for the luminosity function
is being mapped to a broader/narrower mass range, re-
spectively, while the amplitude changes by a factor of α2

above the peak (the second term dominates). This can
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be seen by comparing the dark red (dashed-dotted and
dotted) lines in Fig. 8.

The contribution to the mass density of a given redshift
(i.e. the redshift integrand of Eq. 16) of a L ∼ 8×1012L⊙
quasar peaks around z ∼ 1.4. The break luminosity L∗
increases between 0 < z ≲ 2 and remains roughly con-
stant above that while the amplitude decreases. Hence,
changes to the Eddington ratio above z ∼ 2 do not sig-
nificantly change the mass function. Since the GW sig-
nal is dominated by BH masses above the peak of the
mass density kernel, we may also infer that the relevant
redshift (the redshift at which the integrand of Eq. 16
peaks) will necessarily within 1.4 ≲ z ≲ 2. Hence, so
long as the pivot redshift in Eq. 15 is around the redshift
that most contributes to the mass density of MGW

peak black
holes, then their mass density does not depend on β. In-
creasing/decreasing the Eddington ratio for 1.4 < z ≲ 2
will decrease/increase the BH mass function above the
peak.

When comparing the local BH mass function to the
accreted mass function inferred from the QLF, with or
without mergers, it is useful to focus on a particular mass
range, instead of the entire mass function. We focus on
the mass range relevant to the gravitational wave sig-
nal, say around Mpeak, and require that the local and
accreted mass functions match only around that mass.
While the mass-dependent Eddington ratio may dramat-
ically change the shape of the inferred mass function,
it is always possible to pick a pivot mass M⋆ such that

the characteristic strain at the peak
dh2

c

d log10 M (Mpeak) ∼
M

5/3
peak

dn
d log10 M does not depend on α. That is, to choose

M⋆ such that

d

dα

(
dh2c

d log10M

)∣∣∣∣
Mpeak

= 0. (31)

In the results shown in Fig. 8, we integrate
dh2

c

d log10 M

around the 1σ width of the characteristic strain kernel
(i.e. from log10(M/M⊙) = 8.9 − 10.1), and take the
same approach was taken for the pivot redshift. The
top panel of Fig. 8 shows a few examples of the mass
function inferred from the QLF for different parameters
of the mass and redshift dependence. Since M⋆ and z⋆
were picked according to the prescription above, they all
agree with each other and with the local mass function
around Mpeak. The bottom panel shows the value of the
pivot mass and redshift for each value of the power law
coefficients α and β, showing that it varies vary little as
a function of each parameter.

In summary, this shows that requiring that the ac-
creted and local mass functions agree around the peak
mass that contributes to the GWB can always be ex-
pressed as a bound on the Eddington ratio for a charac-
teristic mass M⋆ ∼ 7×108M⊙ and a redshift of z⋆ ∼ 1.6,
somewhat independently of the values of α and β. In the
presence of mergers, M⋆ is lowered by a factor of (1+q̄)N .

Since the Eddington ratio is then increased by (1 + q̄)N ,
the peak redshift will increase from 1.6 and saturate at
z = 2, as shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 2.

Finally, we note that introducing a scatter in the value
of the Eddington ratio for a fixed luminosity will result
in a larger abundance of black holes in the high-mass
end. Scatter has a negligible effect in the low-mass/low-
luminosity regime, where the slope of the QLF is flat-
ter, while in the high-mass/high-luminosity end will be
boosted by the quasars that scatter to a lower Eddington
ratio (hence, higher mass). This will in turn require an
even higher average Eddington ratio to offset this effect.
Suppose that each quasar of luminosity L has a proba-
bility of being hosted by a black hole of mass M given
by a lognormal distribution

p(log10M | log10 L) =
1√

2πσλ

× exp

[
−1

2

(
log10M − log10 M̄(L)

σλ

)2
]
,

(32)

where M̄(L) = L tE
λc2 and σλ is the scatter of the black

hole mass, and the final mass function follows exactly
as in Eq. 13, as a convolution of the mass function with
no scatter with the lognormal above. Similarly to the
result found in Ref. [28], the peak mass that contributes
to the characteristic strain (i.e., the maximum of M5/3ψ)
scales as logMpeak ∝ σ2

λ. Hence, if Mpeak must match
the value implied by the present-day mass function and,
as argued in Sec.IV B, scales as Mpeak ∝ λ−1, we find
that a larger mean Eddington ratio is required. In the
absence of mergers, if σλ = 0.3 or 0.5, then λ̄ = 0.45 or
2.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We explored the evolution of the supermassive black
holes mass function via the continuity equation. The
evolution through accretion can be connected to obser-
vations of the quasar luminosity function, the evolution
through mergers to the gravitational-wave background
recently detected by PTAs, and the mass function to-
day estimated from scaling relations and galaxy catalogs
provides a boundary condition.

We showed that the evolution of the most massive
SMBHs (roughly 3× 109M⊙) which are expected to pro-
duce the dominant contribution to the SGWB can be
simplified into a two-step process: mergers are domi-
nated by low redshifts z ≲ 1, while accretion dominates
at 1.4 ≲ z ≲ 2. This results in a substantial simplifica-
tion of the description of the mass function evolution and
enables a simple relation between mergers and the aver-
age Eddington ratio. In general, we conclude that the
observation of the SGWB, provided that it is produced
by the mergers of SMBHs, implies a larger Eddington
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ratio for the quasar population when compared to the
scenario in which mergers are negligible.

The simplified two stage model of the evolution of the
most massive SMBHs (accretion, then mergers) only de-
pends on the assumption that SMBHs can only merge
later than their host halos — therefore the halo merger
rate provides the highest redshift estimate of black hole
mergers — and that the connection between them does
not change by more than roughly ∼ 3 orders of magni-
tude between today and the peak of quasar activity. We
neglect any time delays between halo, galaxy, and SMBH
mergers, which would only lead to the merger signal be-
ing dominated by even lower redshifts.

The conclusion that the most massive SMBHs merged
after accretion was mostly complete also has implications
for theoretical predictions of their spin. While the pre-
cise number of mergers black holes with M ≳ 109M⊙
have undergone is highly model dependent, the values
derived from the fiducial model described in Sec. III sug-
gest a modest O(1) number. The most massive black
holes at low redshift thus likely have their spin strongly
modified, and potentially dominated by, the orbital angu-
lar momentum associated with the mergers that produce
the GWB. For example, assuming an estimate based on
Ref. [47] and the fiducial mass ratio distribution adopted
in this work, where the average value is q̄ = 0.4, the final
spin is potentially non-negligible, around ∼ 0.5, even if
the initial spin is very small. The presence of significant
spin due to mergers may be important for understanding
the ubiquity of jets and their associated feedback [48] in
the massive black hole population at low redshift [49].

In order to explain the observed quasar population
given a population of low-redshift black hole mergers,
the required Eddington ratio of quasars must be larger
by an amount directly related to the shift in masses
by mergers; this shift can be approximated by the ra-
tio of the final mass to the most massive progenitor
Mf/Mi = (1 + q̄)N ∼ λ/0.2, where λ = 0.2 is the best-
fit Eddington ratio in the absence of mergers, q̄ is the
average mass ratio of the mergers, and N is their num-

ber. This connection may pose a challenge in produc-
ing a SGWB consistent with the amplitude measured
by PTAs. Many estimates of the local BH mass func-
tion tend to underpredict the characteristic strain ampli-
tude of the SWGB. Multiple merger events can boost the
GWB amplitude, but we show that this inherently leads
to a large Eddington ratio for the quasar population, in
tension with measurements based on quasar linewidths
(Fig. 6).

Since this work focuses on the most massive black holes
which dominate the contribution to the SGWB signal (of
mass Mpeak), introducing additional mass and redshift
dependence to the Eddington ratio does not significantly
change the picture described above. This is due to the
fact that one can always define a pivot redshift in which
the relevant mass Mpeak receives most of its accretion
contribution, and a pivot mass such that the abundance

of black holes of mass Mpeak is fixed to the value given
by the present-day mass function (which may be shifted
by mergers). Hence, the only relevant Eddington ratio is
that of quasars corresponding to the pivot mass at the
pivot redshift. We also show that scatter in the relation
between quasar luminosity and black hole mass leads to
a higher Eddington ratio than would be inferred in the
absence of scatter.
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Appendix A: EPS mergers

In the spherical collapse model, a region with a density
field linearly extrapolated to the present time δ0(xxx) will
have collapsed to form a virialized object at a time t if
δ0(xxx) > δc/D(t) ≡ δc(t), where D(t) is the linear growth
rate normalized to unity today. In order to assign a mass
to the collapsed regions, we consider the density field
smoothed over a spherically symmetric window function
W :

δ̃(xxx;R) =

∫
d3xxx′δ0(xxx′)W (|xxx− xxx′|;R), (A1)

which has an associated mass of M ∼ ρ0R
3. The

Press-Schechter formalism [50] equates the probability of

δ̃(xxx;R) surpassing the barrier δc(t) with the fraction of
collapsed objects above the corresponding mass. The re-
sulting halo mass function is given by

dn

d lnM
(M, z) =

√
2

π

ρ0
M

∣∣∣∣ d lnσ

d lnM

∣∣∣∣ δc(z)

σ(M)
e
− δc(z)

2

2σ2(M) , (A2)

where σ is the variance of the smoothed density field.
The extended Press-Schechter (EPS) [51, 52] offers an

alternative derivation of the growth of structure. Since
σ2(M) is a monotonically decreasing function of M , it
can be used as the mass variable. Each location xxx then
corresponds to a trajectory of δ̃ as a function of σ2, the
value of the density field at that location when smoother
over a filter of mass M (corresponding to σ2). This allows
a self-consistent prediction of the mass function as well
as the merger rate of dark matter halos.

The probability per unit time of a halo of mass M2 will
merge with a halo of mass M1 = M −M2 to form a final
halo of mass M is given by

dp

dM2dt
=

√
2

π

1

M

∣∣∣∣∣ δ̇cδc
∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣ d lnσ

d lnM

∣∣∣∣ [1 − σ2(M)

σ2(M1)

]−3/2
δc(t)

σ(M)
×

exp

{
−δ

2
c (t)

2

(
1

σ2(M)
− 1

σ2(M1)

)}
.

(A3)

The total number of mergers per unit time per unit vol-
ume between halos of mass M2 and M1 is therefore

d3nh
dM1dM2dt

=
dp

dM2dt

dn

dM1
, (A4)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10838.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0604281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.L021302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.L021302
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202346268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202346268
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.13854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936329
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.02230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1722
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1722
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.04184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slw139
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slw139
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.09348
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ac9ead
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.03987
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad66b8
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad66b8
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.14595
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.14595
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1302.2643
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1302.2643
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1302.2643
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.2643
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2234
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.07418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/375495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/375495
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0208484
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125521
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125521
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.4114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19079.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19079.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.4889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/152650
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/170520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/170520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/262.3.627
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/262.3.627


14

The number of mergers per final halo mass can be com-
puted from Eqs. A2, A3, and A4:(

dn

dMh

)−1
d3n

dMtdqdz
=

√
2

π

M2
t

(1 + q)2
1

M2
1σ(M1)

×∣∣∣∣ d log σ

d logMh
(Mt)

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣dδcdz
∣∣∣∣ [1 − σ2(Mt)

σ2(M1)

]−3/2
(A5)

where M1 = Mt/(1 + q). For a power spectrum P (k) ∝
kn, we find that the mass variance scales as σ2(M) ∝

M−(3+n)/3 and the number of mergers per halo thus
scales as

(
dn

dMh

)−1
d3n

dMtdqdz
∝Mα

t

dδc
dz

(1 + q)α
[
1 − (1 + q)2α

]
(A6)

where α = −(3 + n)/6. When n → −3, the number of
mergers per halo is indeed universal, and only acquires a
small mass dependence for any relevant value of n. We
also note that the number of mergers per halo increases
with redshifts due to the dependence on dδc/dz.
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