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ABSTRACT

JWST observations demonstrate that supermassive black holes (SMBHs) exist by redshifts z >
10, providing further evidence for “direct collapse” black hole (BH) formation, whereby massive (~
1037° M) SMBH seeds are generated within a few Myr as a byproduct of the rapid inflow of gas into
the centers of protogalaxies. Here we analyze the intermediate “quasi-star” phase that accompanies
some direct collapse models, during which a natal BH accretes mass from and energetically sustains
(through accretion) an overlying gaseous envelope. We argue that previous estimates of the maximum
BH mass that can be reached during this stage, ~ 1% of the total quasi-star mass, are unphysical, and
arise from underestimating the efficiency with which energy can be transported outward from regions
close to the BH. We construct new quasi-star models that consist of an inner, “saturated-convection”
region (which conforms to a convection-dominated accretion flow near the BH) matched to an outer,
adiabatic envelope. These solutions exist up to a BH mass of ~ 60% the total quasi-star mass, at
which point the adiabatic envelope contains only 2% of the mass (with the remaining ~ 38% in the
saturated-convection region), and this upper limit is reached within a time of 20—40 Myr. We conclude
that quasi-stars remain a viable route for producing SMBHs at large redshifts, consistent with recent
JWST observations.

Keywords: Accretion (14) — Active galactic nuclei (16) — Analytical mathematics (38) — Black hole

physics (159) — Hydrodynamics (1963) — Quasars (1319)

1. INTRODUCTION

The means by which quasars, which host supermassive
black holes (SMBHs) with mass in excess of ~ 10° M,
came to exist at z 2 5 — 8 (Fan et al. 2003; Mortlock
et al. 2011; Wu et al. 2015; Banados et al. 2018; Lai
et al. 2024), is still debated. If one maintains accretion
at the Eddington rate, one can just grow a stellar-mass
black hole (BH) to 10° My by ~ 1 Gyr following the Big
Bang. However, how this accretion rate could be sus-
tained for millions to billions of years is unclear. Instead,
it seems likely that these idealized conditions are sim-
ply not manifested, and some other process is at work
(at least in tandem with relatively steady accretion) to
produce SMBHs in the early Universe.

This conclusion — that SMBHs grow at a hyper-
Eddington rate for a significant amount of time — seems
even more inescapable given the recent discoveries by
JWST, which demonstrate not only that many massive
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galaxies have formed by z 2 10 (e.g., Naidu et al. 2022;
Labbé et al. 2023; Castellano et al. 2022, 2023), but also
that there are likely many active galactic nuclei (AGN)
at z > 7 (e.g., Harikane et al. 2023). X-ray follow-up ob-
servations of gravitationally lensed galaxies have directly
confirmed the existence of a massive (M, > 107~8M,
with M, the mass of the SMBH) and actively accret-
ing SMBH at z 2 10 (Bogdan et al. 2024), which is
< 500 Myr after the Big Bang. The latter detection
is particularly suggestive as to the nature of early BH
growth, as the ratio of the mass of the SMBH (assuming
the current accretion rate is Eddington; sub-Eddington
accretion only increases the ratio) to the stellar mass
of the galaxy in which it resides is ~ 10% — signifi-
cantly higher than the values of 0.1 — 1% measured at
z ~ 0 (e.g., Reines & Volonteri 2015). This relatively
high ratio of BH to stellar mass is consistent with “heavy
seed” formation channels, in which the first BHs to form
had masses in the intermediate-mass black hole (IMBH)
range (103My < M < 105Mg) and collapsed directly
or nearly directly from relatively warm and primor-
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dial gas clouds (e.g., Hachnelt & Rees 1993; Umemura
et al. 1993; Loeb & Rasio 1994; Eisenstein & Loeb 1995;
Madau & Rees 2001; Bromm & Loeb 2003; Begelman
et al. 2006; Hosokawa et al. 2011; Shlosman et al. 2016;
Wise et al. 2019). The “direct collapse” means of high-
mass BH formation can be contrasted with models in
which SMBHs formed hierarchically (and through sub-
sequent accretion) from the remnants of Pop. III stars
(e.g., Haiman & Loeb 2001; Volonteri et al. 2003; Yoo
& Miralda-Escudé 2004; Volonteri & Rees 2005; Sesana
et al. 2009; Tanaka & Haiman 2009; Whalen & Fryer
2012).

Direct collapse models come in several forms (e.g., the
early work by Begelman & Rees 1978 suggests a number
of possibilities). Assuming that the necessary conditions
are present to avoid the fragmentation of gas into stars
(generally temperatures > 10* K and low metallicity;
Oh & Haiman 2002), large amounts of pristine gas can
be funneled into the central regions of a dark matter halo
through, e.g., the bars-within-bars instability (Shlosman
et al. 1989, 1990) or large-scale magnetic torques (Begel-
man & Silk 2023; Hopkins et al. 2023). Depending on
how efficiently angular momentum can be transported
outward, a sufficiently large concentration of gas can be
established on a short enough timescale to form a su-
permassive star that collapses due to a post-Newtonian
instability (e.g., Hoyle & Fowler 1963; Fuller et al. 1986;
Begelman 2010), but the details of this process are al-
most certainly more complicated than the spherically
symmetric “Penston-Larson”-like models (e.g., Penston
1969; Larson 1969; Shu 1977; Whitworth & Summers
1985; Ogino et al. 1999) would suggest. An alternative
is that the presence and distribution of angular momen-
tum produces a more spatially distributed and centrifu-
gally supported flow (i.e., a disk), resulting in a much
smaller embryonic nuclear burning region that contains
a correspondingly smaller fraction of the mass of the
collapsing cloud.

A variant on the latter scenario was proposed and in-
vestigated analytically by Begelman et al. (2006) (see
also the numerical work by Choi et al. 2013; Shlosman
et al. 2016), who emphasized that the bars-within-bars
instability can yield a seed BH of only a few solar masses
that is still surrounded by a large, gaseous envelope at
the time of BH formation. The resulting structure —
a “quasi-star” — is effectively a high-mass stellar enve-
lope that is supported by black hole accretion (similar
to, but distinct from, Thorne-Zytkow objects; Thorne &
Zytkow 1975, tentative observational evidence for which
now exists; Levesque et al. 2014). Begelman et al. (2006,
2008) suggested that such objects could exist and would
promote extremely rapid BH growth until a limiting

photospheric temperature was reached (analogous to the
Hayashi limit; Hayashi 1961), ultimately resulting in the
ejection of the envelope (Begelman 2012) after most of
the envelope mass was accreted. This would yield a
high-mass (M, = 10*~°My) BH seed at a redshift of
2 10. However, later investigations by Ball et al. (2011,
2012) found a lower limiting mass beyond which the BH
mass could not grow, amounting to Me/M, ~ 0.0167
with M, the total quasi-star mass (see Section 2 for a
discussion of the different limits obtained when different
inner boundary conditions are employed). If this limit is
accurate, then it suggests that the quasi-star paradigm
may not be capable of growing BHs to 2 IMBH masses.

Our purpose here is to reconsider the limiting mass of
a BH growing inside a quasi-star, in light of a more thor-
ough consideration of physical conditions in the quasi-
star interior. In Section 2, we argue that the origin of the
limit found first in Ball et al. (2011) and later elaborated
in Ball et al. (2012) (with an error in Ball et al. 2011
corrected) is an artifact of an unphysical formulation of
the inner boundary condition. Instead, we suggest that
when the BH grows to 2 1% of the total mass of the star,
the innermost regions of the envelope must resemble a
hydrostatic atmosphere in a point-mass potential. This
implies that the energy sustaining the envelope must be
generated well within this region, relatively close to the
BH, and transported outward by strong convection.

Motivated by this argument, in Section 3 we pro-
vide an alternative description for the inner regions of
a quasi-star envelope in which the material is not in
free fall (as assumed in Begelman et al. 2008; Ball et al.
2011, 2012), but instead is drifting radially inward at a
much lower speed, with convection transporting the ac-
cretion energy outward at the maximum possible rate.
We show that these “saturated convection” solutions can
be matched onto a surrounding, nearly adiabatic enve-
lope within which the energy is transported in the pres-
ence of a weak entropy gradient, and that the complete
solutions are determined solely by the ratio of the BH
mass to quasi-star mass, M,/M,. These solutions per-
mit a maximum BH mass ~ 60% (i.e., of order unity)
of the total mass of the quasi-star, with most of the gas
comprising the saturated convection region when this
mass ratio is attained.

In Section 4 we quantify the physical properties of
a quasi-star (e.g., its radius and effective temperature)
that result from this model, which can be determined
by specifying the luminosity, which we equate to the
Eddington limit of the total star, the BH mass ratio, and
the total quasi-star mass. We summarize and discuss our
results in Section 5.
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2. QUASI-STARS IN THE
LOW-BLACK-HOLE-MASS LIMIT

Expanding on the work of Begelman et al. (2006),
Begelman et al. (2008) analyzed quasi-stars in the limit
that the accreting BH has a mass M, < M,, where M,
is the total mass that includes the BH and the surround-
ing envelope. In this case we can approximate the cen-
tral region of the quasi-star as having p,p,cs >~ const.,
where p, p and ¢s = \/vp/p are the density, pressure,
and sound speed near the center of the quasi-star; these
conditions should hold until we approach the sphere of
influence of the central BH. Begelman et al. (2008) ar-
gued that these conditions are qualitatively similar to
those that describe Bondi accretion (Bondi 1952), where
gas with a constant sound speed at asymptotically large
distances from a point mass is accreted in a spherically
symmetric manner. A supermassive star is radiation-
pressure dominated and convective throughout the ma-
jority of its interior by both mass and radius (e.g., Loeb
& Rasio 1994; Hansen et al. 2004), and hence the quasi-
star envelope is well-approximated by a v = 4/3 poly-
trope. Begelman et al. (2008) therefore concluded that
a quasi-star should resemble a v = 4/3 polytrope down

to a radius
2G' M,
S, W

S

rg ~ N

which is the sphere of influence of the BH and is effec-
tively synonymous with the Bondi radius. Here N is
a number of order unity that can be tuned to any ar-
bitrary value and reflects our ignorance of the details
of the transition between these two types of flow (i.e.,
hydrostatic and effectively free fall). In the Begelman
et al. (2008) treatment, the sound speed appearing on
the right-hand side of this expression is approximated
as that of a v = 4/3 polytrope — constant in the limit
approaching the center of the star.

Ball et al. (2011) reanalyzed quasi-stars using the
Cambridge STARS stellar evolution code (e.g., Eggleton
1971; Eldridge & Tout 2004), and pointed out that as the
BH mass grows, it may no longer be accurate to ignore
the gravitational influence of the BH on the quasi-star
envelope. They included the BH mass in computing the
structure of the envelope (calculated numerically with
the STARS code) and continued to employ Equation
(1) as the boundary condition in the interior, but with cs
now accounting for the effects of the BH on the envelope
structure. Ball et al. (2011) found that there was a crit-
ical BH mass, of order M, ~ 0.1M,, above which they
could not find a solution that satisfied the stellar struc-
ture equations and Equation (1). Ball et al. (2012) cor-
rected the boundary condition used in Ball et al. (2011)
to account for the gas mass contained within the Bondi

flow (the density profile of which satisfies p oc 7~%/2; in

other words, they replaced M, appearing in Equation 1
with the total mass contained within the Bondi radius),
and found that — when the outer envelope is approxi-
mated by a v = 4/3 polytrope and N = 1 in Equation
(1) — the black hole mass could not exceed ~ 0.0167
of the total mass of the star, i.e., Mq/M, < 0.017. Ball
et al. (2011, 2012) drew a parallel between this limit
and the Schonberg-Chandrasekhar (Schonberg & Chan-
drasekhar 1942) limit on the masses of inert cores inside
stellar envelopes, but noted that the physical origin for
the limit in the quasi-star case remained unclear. If true,
this would limit the validity of the quasi-star model for
BH growth to very early stages when M, < M,.

One can easily reproduce this limit by assuming that
the envelope structure is given by a 4/3-polytrope with

p = Kp*/3. The equation of hydrostatic equilibrium is
1/3
g |(Ldm . (2)
d§ |\ &2 d¢ &
where
T r _ AKMZY?
M = MBm(£)7 f: ) K= L (3)

Here Mgy is the mass contained within the Bondi radius,
including both the BH mass and the gas mass within
that region, and M is the mass contained within ¢ that
is related to the density via

MB 1 dm

P= 13 2 g (4)
mryg &2 d

It follows that m(1) = 1 to conserve the mass in going

from the inner, freefalling region to the hydrostatic en-

velope. Using these definitions in the expression for the

Bondi radius (1) but replacing M, by Mp then shows

that 5
dm 6N
T ( 7 ) ' )

K is not immediately constrained by these relations, but
if we assume that the polytropic/adiabiatic envelope ex-
tends to very near the photospheric radius of the star,
then the total mass of the quasi-star — which is deter-
mined by where m/(£) ~ 0 — is a function only of K
(for a given N) and this closes the system. We can then
simply integrate Equation (2) as we vary K to determine
the solutions as a function of the ratio of Mp/M,. We
can also relate Mg to the black hole mass, M,, if we let
the density profile interior to rg be p = pp (r/rB)_3/2
with pp given by the envelope density at rg, which yields

)
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Figure 1. The ratio of the BH mass to the total quasi-star
mass as a function of the dimensionless entropy, K, that
enters into the Lane-Emden equation. The points denote
the maximum possible ratio that can be achieved, where the
different curves correspond to the N in the legend, which is
the ratio of the inner radius to the Bondi radius.

Because we require M, /M, > 0, this sets the following
limit on K:

~ o\ 1/3
K > 6N (3) ~ 5.24N. (7)

Figure 1 shows the ratio of the BH mass to the quasi-
star mass as a function of K, with the blue curve ap-
propriate to N = 1 — the case analyzed by Ball et al.
(2011, 2012). Since m/(1) o< 1/K?, small mass ratios
physically correspond to large values of K, as for these
solutions the outer radius is much greater than rg. We
see that the blue curve, which corresponds to N = 1,
reaches a maximum value of ~ 0.017 and subsequently
declines. There are no solutions with M, /M, = 2% for
this value of N. Since we generally expect the mass ra-
tio to increase with time, the system should evolve along
the curve from right to left with BH growth terminating
at the local maximum, marked by a filled circle.

However, there is no reason to enforce N = 1, and
we can vary this parameter to understand its influence
on the maximum BH mass. The three other curves in
Figure 1 show that the BH mass is an extremely sensitive
function of N: increasing N by a factor of 2 (yellow
curve) reduces the maximum mass to ~ 0.0058, while
setting N = 1/3 increases the maximum mass to ~ 13%
M, — nearly a factor of 10 larger than that obtained
with N = 1. By further reducing the value of IV, we can
obtain black hole masses that are order-unity fractions
of the total quasi-star mass. This “limit” is therefore
unphysical, given its strong dependence on an unknown
and entirely tunable parameter.

In exploring the low-mass regime, Begelman et al.
(2008) proposed that the accretion rate onto the black

hole was suppressed below the Bondi rate, to allow con-
vection near rg to carry the liberated energy. As the BH
mass grows and starts to more significantly affect the
envelope around it, the increasing central sound speed
implies that convection should be able to more read-
ily transport the accretion energy, allowing more gas
to reach the BH. Motivated by this observation, in the
next section we propose a model in which the inner re-
gions of the star transport accretion energy at the the-
oretical maximum rate achievable by convection. We
show that these “saturated-convection” solutions can
smoothly join onto an exterior, v = 4/3, polytropic en-
velope for black holes with masses in excess of those de-
termined by imposing Equation (1), thus enabling the
mass of the black hole to grow into the regime where
My /M, ~ few x0.1 on cosmologically short timescales.

3. QUASI-STARS IN THE
MODERATE-BLACK-HOLE-MASS LIMIT

3.1. Inner, saturated-convection solutions

Let us assume that the inner region of the quasi-star
(i.e., where the BH dominates the dynamics) behaves
in such a way that the majority of the energy is pro-
duced near the BH and strong convection is the domi-
nant mode of energy transport. We expect the convec-
tive transport speed to saturate at close to the sound
speed (e.g., Begelman et al. 2008), since supersonic con-
vection should quickly lead to shock formation and the
dissipation of energy. In this case the convective energy
flux is

FCOH 2/81)637 (8)

with 8 < 1 an efficiency parameter, and the convective
luminosity is given by

L ~ 47r?Foon = 47012 Bpes. (9)

Under the assumption that most of the energy is gen-
erated near the black hole, L is constant, and setting
v = 4/3 for the adiabatic index gives the following re-
lationship between the pressure and density that acts
effectively as an equation of state:

2/3
\/gL 4
_ —4/3 1/3 1
p <8W6 et (10)

Suppose there is a radius r; that divides the inner, sat-
urated convection region and the outer, polytropic en-
velope that is energetically sustained by approximately
adiabatic convection. The mass contained within r; is
M;, and we define scaled radial and mass coordinates by
€& =r/ri and m; = M(r)/M,;. Using Equation (10) in
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the equation of hydrostatic equilibrium with the usual
relation for mass conservation then gives

fre [5—2 (dmi>1/3] _ _midm (11)

Ldg dg e de

va\
Ki - <26> <M) 6 (12)

This equation holds for all £ < 1, subject to the bound-
ary condition that m;(1) = 1.

While the derivative of the mass at & = 1 does not
appear to be immediately constrained, requiring that
the solutions extend to & — 0 allows us to relate mj(1)
to Kj. Specifically, if we redefine the variables £ and m;
by € = ¢/a and 1m; = m;/m., where m, is the value of
m; in the limit that ¢ — 0 and o = m.Ki_3/5, then the
above equation becomes

e (dmi)l/g M dim (13)
dé dé g dg
We can now expand this solution about §~ = 0, which
gives

where

: 3v3 ;
mi(€ ~0) ~ 1+ 2-¢5/2,
i(£~0) : \/55
and use this to integrate Equation (13) outward, i.e.,
m; is a unique function of £ that can be determined
numerically.

To satisfy the boundary condition m;(1) = 1, we re-

quire
K
MMy <§ = K, ) =1 (15)
Me

For a given Kj, this expression will be satisfied for some
ms, thus relating these two quantities. We then have

3/5
mi(€=1) = K>/ (ézKi ) (16)

Me

(14)

where m] = dm;/d¢ and ! = din;/d€. Since m, is a
function of Kj, this shows that m}(1) is also a function of
only Kj, i.e., K; (or the mass of the BH, m,) is the only
free parameter in determining the saturated convection
solutions.

We also note that there is a maximum value of Kj;
(or a minimum value of m,) that these solutions per-
mit: Figure 2 shows the density (orange) p = m’/ €2 and
the entropy (green) s = p/p*? (where p = 5*4/%1/3)
as functions of 5 . Because we require this region to be
strongly convective, the entropy must decrease outward,
which is only satisfied for £ < 1.015; at € ~ 1.015 the

50F i ]
10} 5 ]
v 5F ' 1
< :
R
| Y 1
0.5/ : ]
L L L L ]
0.01 0.05 0.10 050 1
é

Figure 2. The dimensionless density p and entropy s as
functions of £. The vertical, dashed line shows where the
gradient in the entropy equals zero and is the maximum ¢,
equal to € ~ 1.015, to which these solutions can physically
extend.

entropy reaches a relative minimum and thereafter in-
creases. Setting £ = 1 and §~ = 1.015 in 5: ¢/a, using
a= m.Ki73/5 and the relationship between m, and Kj,
we find that K; < 0.46554 and me > 0.6321. For this
value of Kj, then, the gas mass in the saturated convec-
tion region contributes ~ 37% of the total mass, while
the BH mass constitutes the remainder.

In the next section we describe how to construct the
outer, polytropic solutions. Before doing so, however,
we note that the saturated-convection solutions satisfy
p o< &Y% and p o €73/2 at € < 1. These are the
same density and pressure scalings as the convection-
dominated accretion flow (CDAF) solutions described
in Quataert & Gruzinov (2000). One can therefore
consider these solutions as spherically averaged, self-
gravitating CDAFs, which are ultimately truncated at a
radius where self-gravity results in a more rapid decline
in the density and pressure than can self-consistently
support the outward transport of energy via convection.

3.2. Outer, polytropic envelope

Outside of r; is the polytropic envelope that contains
most of the mass at early times. This envelope should
also be dominated by radiation pressure, hence the pres-
sure and density are related via p = K,p*?. The
outer envelope therefore satisfies the Lane-Emden equa-
tion with v = 4/3, which when written in terms of the
same normalized variables (i.e., letting m, = M/M; and

E=r/r)is

_d /1 dmo V3 .
@) = w
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where
i 4K,

o GMi2/3 (4#)1/3.

In crossing r;, the mass, pressure, and temperature
must be continuous; the latter is required to prevent
an infinite radiative and diffusive flux at this location.
Mass continuity at r; gives mq(1) = 1. If the star is
composed purely of ideal gas and radiation and there is
no change in the mean molecular weight across r;, then
the continuity of the pressure and temperature means
that the density is also continuous. Taken together, the
continuity of these quantities implies that the boundary
conditions on the previous functions become, in addition
to mi(1) =me(1) =1,

(18)

me(1) =mi(1), Ko =4Kmj(1)™", (19)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to £. Since
mi(1) depends only on Kj, the polytropic solutions can
be integrated from & = 1 outward exclusively as a func-
tion of this parameter.

The solution to the Lane-Emden equation can extend
to a radius at which the density equals zero, but we ex-
pect the envelope to transition to a radiative zone —
where convection is no longer efficient enough to trans-
port the energy — prior to this location. We can es-
timate where this transition occurs by noting that the
maximum convective flux is still Leon,max = 4mr? Bpcs,
where the pressure and sound speed can be deduced
from the polytropic profiles. Once this luminosity equals
the total luminosity, L, radiative diffusion must become
the dominant mode of energy transport. We therefore
expect the convective envelope to extend to a radius, &;,
where

Lcon,max = 471'7“2,8])05 =L, (20)

which, upon using our previously defined variables, gives
the condition

F () ey

The Kj-dependent value of & at which this equality is
satisfied delimits the radius at which the polytropic en-
velope ends and the radiative layer — which ultimately
terminates in the photosphere — begins.

The total mass of the quasi-star, M,, has a contribu-
tion from the radiative layer. However, if the radiative
layer is thin, then the mass at & approximately equals
the total mass. In this approximation, the relative BH
mass M, /M; and the total quasi-star mass relative to
M;, M, /M;, are functions only of K;j. It therefore fol-
lows that the ratio M, /M, is determined purely by the
variable Kj, and by varying this quantity (from Equation

12, K; relates the radius r; to the luminosity L and mass
M;), we can assess the maximum BH mass (relative to
the quasi-star mass) that is achievable without any ref-
erence to the other physical quantities. In this way the
solutions are analogous to those that impose the inner
boundary condition of the Bondi radius, as discussed in
Section 2, but here there are no free parameters.

Figure 3 illustrates the mass contained within radius r
(left) and the density (right) as a function of radius nor-
malized by ri, where the scale density is p; = M;/(47r3).
The different curves correspond to the mass ratios shown
in the legend (the coloration of the curves in the right
panel correlates with the legend in the left panel). Both
the mass and density are continuous across 7;, which
is a consistency check on the boundary conditions that
we impose at this radius. For small mass ratios the
outer radius of the star satisfies & > 1, meaning that
the envelope is highly extended, and most of the mass
is contained in the polytropic region (r > r;). As the
mass ratio increases, the radius of the polytropic enve-
lope is pushed to smaller radii (in units of r;), and more
of the mass is contained within 7. For M, /M, = 0.6,
the polytropic envelope is almost nonexistent (£, ~ 1.1),
with most of the remaining ~ 40% of the mass contained
within the gas that comprises the saturated convection
region.

Figure 4 shows the BH mass ratio M,/M, as a func-
tion of &, both of which are functions of Kj. At small
mass ratios, the transition to the radiative layer lies far
outside the saturated convection zone, &. > 1, implying
that the saturated convection region comprises a very
small fraction of the quasi-star by volume (and mass).
As the mass ratio grows, the polytropic region shrinks
in size, and when M, /M, ~ 0.618, K; = 0.4655 — the
maximum value of K; permitted by the solutions, as de-
scribed in Section 3.1 — and the polytropic zone nearly
vanishes (& ~ 1.02).

This model therefore predicts a maximum BH mass
of Me/M, ~ 0.618, with ~ 36.8% of the mass contained
within the gas that comprises the saturated convection
region, and the remaining ~ 2.3% within the polytropic
envelope. Unlike the solutions that match onto freefall
in the inner regions, the saturated convection inner re-
gion — which allows the accretion energy to be liberated
near the BH and transported outward at the maximum
achievable rate to join onto the polytropic envelope —
permits order-unity ratios of the BH mass to the total
quasi-star mass. In the next section we relate these self-
similar solutions to physical solutions, and we describe
the growth of the BH by demanding that the luminosity
equal the Eddington limit for the total mass.
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Figure 3. Left: the normalized mass enclosed within radius r, M /M;, for the BH mass ratios shown in the legend. The solutions
are continuous across r = 7y, interior (exterior) to which the solutions are governed by the saturated convection (polytropic)
equation of state. As the mass ratio increases, the outer radius shrinks, and most of the mass is contained interior to r;. Right:
the normalized density as a function of radius for the same mass ratios shown in the left panel, where p; = M;/(4nr?). The
density is continuous across ri, although there is a discontinuity in the density gradient that is more pronounced as the mass
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Figure 4. The ratio of the BH mass to the total quasi-
star mass, Mo /M,, obtained from the saturated-convection
solutions, as a function of the dimensionless radius that di-
vides the convective and radiative regions, &. As the BH
mass grows, the saturated convection region comprises more
of the quasi-star, reaching & =~ 1 (and disappearing almost
entirely) when M, /M, ~ 0.618.

4. QUASI-STAR PHYSICAL PROPERTIES AND
BLACK HOLE GROWTH

The solutions described in the previous section are
self-similar, meaning that the physical scales (e.g., the
radius of the quasi-star) need not be specified in order
to construct the solutions that depend only on the ra-
tio of the BH to quasi-star mass. However, we break
self-similarity once we specify the luminosity, which we
expect to be close to the Eddington limit of the total
star. The reason for this is that L..q ~ L once radia-
tive diffusion takes over as the dominant mode of en-
ergy transport (at ~ &), but since the star is radiation-

pressure dominated and in hydrostatic equilibrium, it
follows that Lyag ~ Lggqa = 4nGM,c/k with k the opac-
ity at the beginning of the radiative layer. If the temper-
ature at the base of the radiative layer is large enough
and the density low enough, we expect K >~ Kes ~ 0.34
em? gt

Assuming that BH accretion supplies the energy sup-
porting the envelope, we have

4nGM,c B
- =

dM,

dt ’
where we will make the usual assumption that n = 0.1.
If the mass of the quasi-star grows linearly with time as
M, (t) = My + M,t and the initial BH mass is < My,
then Equation (22) can be integrated to yield

ne

(22)

M, t
M. - 47‘(’th + 2M,

- 14 Mt
M,  nkc 1+ 3

(23)

In the limits of M* ~ 0 and M*t > My, the mass ra-
tio increases linearly with time, with the growth rate
differing between the two limits by a factor of 2. The
time taken for the BH mass ratio to reach ~ 0.6 — the
maximum value achievable via these solutions — is thus

t.:(1—2)x0.6x%:23—46 Myr.  (24)
Note that this is comparable to the Salpeter e-folding
timescale for a BH growing at its own Eddington rate,
but in this case the BH mass can exponentiate multi-
ple times. In general we require mass inflow rates on
the order of ~ 0.1 — 1My yr~! to form the quasi-star
(Begelman et al. 2006), meaning that the BH will have
grown to few x105~7 M in this time.
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Specifying the total mass of the quasi-star, the mass
ratio Mo /M,, and the luminosity enables the determi-
nation of other physical properties, including the ra-
dius 7; (which separates the saturated-convection and
polytropic regions of the envelope), the quasi-star ra-
dius R,, and the temperature profile. This follows from
the fact that & and K; are functions only of the mass
ratio, meaning that if we additionally specify M,, the
mass interior to the saturated convection region, M;j,
can be determined. Equation (12) then yields r;, which
establishes the radius of the quasi-star, R, = r;§;. The
temperature can be inferred by assuming that the total
pressure consists of the sum of ideal gas pressure and
radiation pressure:

_ PR L (25)
pmug 3
where p is the mean molecular weight, for which we
adopt p = 0.6 (valid for a completely ionized plasma
that consists of 70% hydrogen and 30% helium by mass).
Figure 5 shows various physical quantities of the quasi-
star for the fiducial case of My = 10°My, B = 0.1,
M = 0, as functions of M, /M. The top-left panel shows
the temperature at r;, i.e., at the base of the polytropic
envelope/edge of the saturated convection region, T}; at
the base of the radiative zone, T;; and at the photo-
sphere, T,n. The photospheric temperature is calculated
as
L =4noRIT,, (26)

*

i.e., assuming that the radiative layer is thin and the
photospheric radius is ~ R, = £,7;. The top-right panel
gives the densities at r; and at the base of the radia-
tive layer, and the bottom-left panel gives the radius of
the saturated convection/polytropic boundary (r;) and
the radius of the quasi-star (R, = 7;&;). The bottom-
right panel shows the ratio of gas to radiation pressure,
Dgas/Prad, and the difference between the adiabatic in-
dex, 7.4, that relates the logarithmic pressure gradient
to the logarithmic density gradient, and 4/3; if we let
Pgas/Prad = Y, the latter is

., ~9lnp|  (y+4)7+3y(A+y/2)

T Omply T 3 +y/2) W+ D) (27)
_4y 2
—3+6+(9[y},

where the last equality results from a series expansion
about y = 0.

From the top-left panel of this figure we conclude that,
at early times and when the mass ratio is < 0.1, the tem-
perature is ~ few x10°7% K at the base of the polytropic
envelope, ~ 10%7° K at the transition to the radiative

layer, and ~ 5 x 102 — 10* K at the photosphere. As the
mass ratio grows, the temperatures all decline, reaching
a ~ mass-ratio-independent radiative and photospheric
temperature of 7, ~ 3x 10 K and Ty, ~ 3x10? K; high-
mass quasi-star effective temperatures are thus compa-
rable to those of red supergiants. Near the limiting mass
when M, ~ M;, the previous results imply that the pho-
tospheric temperature varies with 5 and M, as

—1/5 —1/20
N s B M,
Ton ~ 3 x 10 <0.1) <105 @) K, (28)

i.e., the photospheric temperatures are very insensi-
tive to both the choice of 8 and the total quasi-star
mass. The top-right panel indicates that the density
at the base of the radiative layer also declines until
Mo /M, Z 0.1, above which it remains roughly constant
at ~ 1072 g cm™3, and the bottom-right panel shows
that our assumption of a radiation-dominated gas is a
very good one. These properties are all consistent with
the predictions of Begelman et al. (2008).

The bottom-left panel of this figure shows that the
saturated-convection radius, r;, depends strongly on the
mass ratio, and increases rapidly as M, /M, increases.
This panel also shows that the radius of the quasi-star
(equal to the radiative transition radius in our treat-
ment) grows with increasing mass ratio when M, /M, <
0.1, but — similarly to the temperature and density —
flattens to an approximately constant value (equal to
~ 106 cm) once the mass ratio satisfies M, /M, > 0.1.
We therefore see that BH growth is associated mainly
with an increase in the size of the saturated-convection
region: the BH eats the adiabatic quasi-star envelope
from the inside out. The value of ~ 10'6 cm ~ 10 mpc
is also slightly larger than the values obtained in the an-
alytical model of Begelman et al. (2008), who inferred
radii a factor of ~ 10 smaller than this.

In the preceding analysis, we have assumed that the
radiative luminosity is produced by accretion onto the
central BH. If the density profile of the saturated con-
vection zone extends to near the gravitational radius of
the BH, then we can check if this condition — that all
of the luminosity is produced via accretion — can be
achieved with a sub-luminal infall speed. Specifically,
the accretion rate within the saturated convection re-
gion is M = 47tr? pv, where v is the net infall velocity
that we are assuming is small (relative to the escape
speed). Using our scalings for various quantities above
and assuming ¢ < 1, the accretion rate becomes

9 L N3zl
462 c? c
Here we set the physical (i.e., not scaled by ;) radius
at which we are evaluating M to r = N x GM,/c?, and

M = 4nr’py = (29)
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Figure 5. Top-left: the temperature at the base of the polytropic region, Ti, at the base of the radiative layer, T;, and the
photospheric/effective temperature, Tpn, as functions of the BH mass ratio. Top-right: the density at the base of the polytropic
region, pi, and at the base of the radiative layer, p.. Bottom-left: The radius dividing the saturated-convection and polytropic
regions, ri, and the radius of the quasi-star, R.. Bottom-right: the ratio of gas to radiation pressure and the adiabatic index
relating the logarithmic pressure gradient to the logarithmic density gradient at constant entropy, i.e., yaqa = dIlnp/d1np. For
all three panels the total quasi-star mass is fixed at 10° Mg and we let 8 = 0.1.

used the asymptotic density profile at £ < 1 as derived in Begelman et al. (2006, 2008), this stage of BH growth
in Section 3.1. When N ~ 1 we require the velocity to should be present alongside any of the “direct collapse”
become an order-unity fraction of the speed of light if models of early galaxy formation, which are consistent
accretion provides the luminosity. Setting L = nMc? with (and may be required to produce) the recent JWST
and rearranging then shows that the velocity is results that show evidence for high-mass galaxies and
NNCT: quasars at redshifts z 2 10 (e.g., Bogdan et al. 2024).

- = LN (30) In Section 2 we argued that the boundary condition used

¢ 9 by Begelman et al. (2008) and Ball et al. (2011, 2012) —

If 3 ~mn ~ 01, then N ~ few shows that this is a which effectively serves to determine the Bondi radius
self-consistent assumption — the infall speed at radii of the BH in terms of the quasi-star properties — and
comparable to the gravitational radius must be v/c ~ the corresponding BH mass limit of M, /M, ~ 0.017 is
few x0.1 to enable BH accretion to power the envelope not physical. Instead, we suggested that once the BH
when the saturated-convection region extends to radii mass grows to ~ 1% of the mass of the star, it is sig-
comparable to the gravitational radius of the BH. nificant enough to modify the internal structure of the
5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS quasi-star envelope, pushing the hydrostatic region to

smaller radii and invalidating the use of the Bondi con-
dition. Rather than implying a limit on BH growth, this
bound simply suggests that the energy source responsi-
ble for sustaining the overlying envelope is concentrated
at smaller radii, closer to the BH.

In this paper we constructed a model that applies to
the intermediate evolutionary stage of quasi-stars, which
are supercritically accreting BHs surrounded by massive
(M, = 10° M) gaseous envelopes, with the envelope en-
ergetically sustained by the BH accretion. As described
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Based on this reasoning, in Section 3 we proposed
that the large energy generation rate near the BH likely
drives the convective flux in the inner regions to its the-
oretical maximum, Feonmax = pcs. Demanding that
the convective flux transport all of the energy then
yields an effective equation of state between the pres-
sure and density (Equation 10), and in the limit that
the flow is non-self-gravitating gives the radially depen-
dent density and pressure profiles p o< 7~ /2 and p
r—3/2 — identical to the spherically averaged profiles of
the convection-dominated accretion flows described in
Quataert & Gruzinov (2000). By matching the entropy,
pressure, and mass between the saturated-convection
inner region and ~ adiabatic/polytropic outer enve-
lope (within which a small entropy gradient presumably
transports the energy), we showed that the total solu-
tions were functions only of the mass ratio M, /M, (see
Figures 3 and 4). These solutions permit a maximum
black hole mass of M, /M, ~ 62%, with almost all of the
remaining ~ 38% contained in the saturated convection
region, allowing the BH mass to reach order-unity frac-
tions of the mass of the star.

In Section 4 we analyzed the physical properties
(e.g., radius and effective temperature) of the quasi-
star, which — because the solutions in Section 3 are
completely self-similar and depend only on M¢/M, —
require specification of the total mass of the star, the
BH mass ratio, and the luminosity. We constrained
the latter by assuming that the quasi-star radiates at
the Eddington limit corresponding to the total mass,
which is a good approximation if the star is in hydro-
static equilibrium in the radiative surface layers and
radiation-pressure dominated. The physical properties
that result are similar to those of previous works (e.g.,
Begelman et al. 2008), and if the quasi-star accretes from
its surroundings at a rate of 0.1 —1M, yr~!, the BH can
grow to ~ 105~7M in ~ 20 — 40 Myr. The quasi-star
picture, and specifically the model we developed here,
is therefore capable of producing SMBHs in the early
Universe, consistent with recent JWST observations.

Our analysis was simplified from the standpoint that
we did not consider the structure of the radiative and
outermost layers of the star. Instead, we assumed that
the radiative region was geometrically thin, with its base
(i.e., the radius at which radiative diffusion takes over as
the dominant mode of energy transport) determined by
where convection is no longer capable of transporting the
total luminosity. Accounting for opacity effects and cal-
culating the photospheric radius self-consistently could
lead to regions of super-Eddington luminosity within the
radiative layer, as was found in Begelman et al. (2008).
It may therefore be the case that opacity effects limit the

lifetime of the quasi-star envelope — and thus the maxi-
mum achievable BH mass — to times before order-unity
mass ratios are reached, should super-Eddington feed-
back impart significant momentum to the outer envelope
and drive a wind; the effects of a radiatively driven wind
were considered by Fiacconi & Rossi (2016) (Fiacconi &
Rossi 2017 also analyzed the impact of rotation). It is
also not clear how the interaction between this outflow
and the infalling gas, which is ultimately responsible for
establishing the initial mass and subsequent growth of
the quasi-star, would modify this simple picture.

The accretion rates onto the central BH are super-
critical by orders of magnitude, which validates the as-
sumption of our model that convection transports the
accretion energy outward, but these conditions are also
conducive to the formation of outflows/jets from near
the BH (the possibility of jets from quasi-stars was de-
scribed in Czerny et al. 2012). If a jet is formed and
provided that there is not substantial feedback between
the jet and the overlying envelope, this could provide an-
other route by which the energy can escape the system,
which may be necessary if realistic opacities and convec-
tive efficiencies (i.e., the value of 8 that we canonically
set to 0.1; see also Begelman et al. 2008) drive the pho-
tospheric luminosity to super-Eddington values. Since
the density and pressure profiles decline as p oc 7~ /2
and p o« 773/2 in the deep interior, the jet can be read-
ily collimated by the ambient medium through oblique
shocks (Levinson & Eichler 2000; Bromberg & Levin-
son 2007; Zakamska et al. 2008; Kohler et al. 2012) or
local and viscous effects that arise from the intense ra-
diation field itself (Coughlin & Begelman 2020), or by
the surrounding cocoon of shocked material produced as
a byproduct of the advancement of the jet through the
star (Lazzati & Begelman 2005; Bromberg et al. 2011;
Levinson & Begelman 2013).

On the other hand, it is not clear if the jet will suc-
cessfully propagate to the surface of the quasi-star prior
to being choked or pinched off from the surrounding and
high-pressure cocoon that is created as a byproduct of
shocked ambient and shocked jet material (Begelman
& Cioffi 1989). For example, Matzner (2003) (see also
Marti et al. 1994) analytically analyzed the propaga-
tion of a causally connected jet through the interior of
a star, concluding that the jet head (or at least the for-
ward shock and contact discontinuity) could only be rel-
ativistic for compact progenitors, i.e., Wolf-Rayets and
blue supergiants; see also the numerical simulations by
Morsony et al. (2007); Lazzati et al. (2009); Nagakura
et al. (2011). In highly extended quasi-star envelopes,
it may therefore be that the jet does not remain rela-
tivistic and does not provide an efficient exhaust route,
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but is instead responsible for depositing the energy at
larger radii within the envelope and ultimately leading
to its destruction. Furthermore, if the jet is responsible
for carrying away the majority of the accretion energy,
it may not be necessary to enforce the saturated convec-
tion equation of state employed here. Instead, the in-
ner regions — and even the flow on larger scales — may
more closely resemble weakly bound and quasi-spherical,
zero-Bernoulli accretion flows (ZEBRAs) described in
(Coughlin & Begelman 2014), although the structure
would be modified by the self-gravitating nature of the
gas. A more detailed investigation is necessary to un-
derstand and quantify the nature of jet propagation in
quasi-stars and the corresponding impact on the inner
disc and envelope structure.

Finally, the question of the stability of quasi-stars is an
important one, as radiation-dominated stars with poly-
tropic and adiabatic indices ~ 4/3 are prone to dynam-
ical (i.e., Chandrasekhar-) instability. While a stability
analysis of the solutions described here is outside the

scope of the present investigation, we argue that the
existence of the saturated-convection region likely has
a stabilizing effect at small mass ratios, owing to the
fact that via p o< 7~ /2  p®. The relationship p x p?
is a y-law equation of state with a stiff polytropic ex-
ponent, implying that the pressure in the inner regions
of the quasi-star will change more rapidly than the self-
gravitational field in the presence of a perturbation com-
pared to a pure 4/3-polytrope, thus stabilizing the star
(see Kundu et al. 2021 for a more rigorous demonstra-
tion of the validity of this argument). We leave a more
in-depth analysis of quasi-star stability, and specifically
the solutions described here, to future work.
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ence Foundation through grant AST-2006684. M.C.B. ac-
knowledges support from NASA Astrophysics Theory
Program grants NNX17AK55G and 80NSSC22K0826,
and NSF Grant AST-1903335.
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