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Abstract

In the most distant reaches of the Universe, the 21-cm hyperfine transition in neutral hydro-

gen provides one of the only available tracers of large-scale structure. A number of instru-

ments have been working and planned to measure the 21-cm line signals, and in particular,

Experiment to Detect the Global EoR Signature (EDGES) recently has reported the first de-

tection of an absorption signal, which corresponds to the 21-cm line global signal at the epoch

of reionization (EoR). The future large radio telescope, Square Kilometre Array (SKA) will be

able to deliver the high-precision measurement of 21-cm line emission/absorption signals. In

this paper, we review the current status for the 21-cm line global and fluctuation signals from
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EoR to the dark ages, and then summarize the recent studies of how we probe the primordial

Universe particularly motivated by the recent EDGES result and future observations by SKA.

We focus on two applications for constraining cosmology with the EDGES result: constraints

on the primordial magnetic fields and those on the primordial power spectrum. We also discuss

the potential of future SKA for probing the inflationary Universe, by discussing expected con-

straints on the primordial power spectrum, its adiabaticity, and primordial non-Gaussianities

from future observations of 21-cm fluctuations.

1 Introduction

Inflation, the accelerated expansion phase of the early universe, has been widely studied as a standard

paradigm that can naturally address the shortcomings of Big Bang cosmology. In particular, recent

observations of anisotropies of cosmic microwave background (CMB) radiation, cosmic large-scale

structure, and so on strongly support the inflationary mechanism as the origin of primordial density

fluctuations. In fact, by scrutinizing the observational data, we have been able to impose constraints

on a bunch of inflation models (see, e.g., Martin et al. (2014)). However, it is still not enough to fully

understand the inflation mechanism, and more information needs to be extracted from observations.

In this situation, high-precision deep-Universe exploration by large radio telescopes, such as

the future Square Kilometre Array (SKA) 1, is of great importance. The SKA consists of two types of

telescopes; SKA-LOW and SKA-MID. A primary information of the SKA can be found in SKA Phase

1 Construction Proposal 2. The SKA-LOW will be built at Murchison Radio-astronomy Observatory

(MRO) in Western Australia. The SKA-LOW will consist of 512 stations and each station arrange

256 log-periodic antennas (i.e. 131,072 antennas in total). The SKA-MID, on the other hand, will

be built in the Northern Cape of South Africa. The SKA-MID will consist of 133 SKA 15-m dishes

and 64 MeerKAT 13.5-m dishes. The observable frequency range is from 50 MHz to 350 MHz for

the SKA-LOW and from 350 MHz to 15.3 GHz for the SKA-MID. The sensitivity of SKA telescopes

will be roughly 10 times better than current telescopes. With the excellent sensitivity and the wide

field of view, the survey speed is also more than 10 times better than current telescopes. The prospects

of SKA to probe various aspects of cosmology have been summarized in e.g., Yamauchi et al. (2016);

Bacon et al. (2020).

1 https://www.skatelescope.org

2 https://www.skatelescope.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/22380_Construction-Proposal_DIGITAL_v3.pdf
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Among various observational modes which are delivered by SKA, observations of the red-

shifted 21-cm line of neutral hydrogen (HI) open up a new window for observational cosmology.

The SKA-LOW will measure the 21-cm line from intergalactic medium (IGM) during cosmic dawn

and epoch of reionization (EoR). The SKA-MID with band 1 (350 MHz–950 MHz) will measure the

21-cm line associated with galaxies at 0.5 < z < 3 using the technique of intensity mapping to mea-

sure the large-scale HI distribution rather than resolving individual galaxies. The SKA is expected

to measure the spatially fluctuating 21-cm line signal with a very high resolution, and achieve a lot

of scientific goals (e.g., measuring the equation-of-state of dark energy, constraining modified theo-

ries of gravity, anisotropy and inhomogeneity of the universe, and statistical properties of the matter

density fluctuations, measuring the HI density and bias, and so on; for more detailed scientific goals

with SKA, we refer the readers to Square Kilometre Array Cosmology Science Working Group et al.

2020). A number of instruments have been working and planned to measure the 21-cm line fluctu-

ation at post reionization era such as the Baryon Acoustic Oscillations in Neutral Gas Observations

(BINGO, Battye et al. (2013)), the Hydrogen Intensity and Real-Time Analysis experiment (HIRAX,

Newburgh et al. (2016)), Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical Radio Telescope (FAST, Nan et al.

(2011); Hu et al. (2020)), Canadian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME, Bandura et al.

(2014)), Australian SKA Pathfinder (ASKAP, Duffy et al. (2012)), MeerKAT (Santos et al. 2017),

and to detect the signal before the reionization such as the Precision Array for Probing the Epoch of

Reionization (PAPER, Parsons et al. (2010)), the Giant Metrewave Radio Telescope EoR Experiment

(GMRT, Paciga et al. (2013)), the Murchison Widefield Array (MWA, Tingay et al. (2013); Wayth

et al. (2018)), the LOw Frequency ARray (LOFAR, van Haarlem et al. (2013)), and the Hydrogen

Epoch of Reionization Array (HERA, DeBoer et al. (2017)). Not only the fluctuations of the 21-

cm line signal, but its intensity averaged over all-sky, which is the so-called 21-cm global signal,

also provides important cosmological information (Shaver et al. 1999; Furlanetto 2006; Pritchard

and Loeb 2010; Mirocha et al. 2015; Liu and Parsons 2016; Cohen et al. 2017). The measure-

ment of the 21-cm global signal can be achievable with a single dipole antenna. For the ground-

based 21-cm global signal measurement, active developments of instruments are planned and work-

ing; Experiment to Detect the Global EoR Signature (EDGES, Monsalve et al. (2017)), Broadband

Instrument for Global HydrOgen ReioNisation Signal (BIGHONS, Sokolowski et al. (2015)), Shaped

Antenna measurement of the background RAdio Spectrum (SARAS, Patra et al. (2013); Nambissan

T. et al. (2021)), Sonda Cosmológica de las Islas para la Detección de Hidrógeno Neutro (SCI-HI,

Voytek et al. (2014)), the Large-aperture Experiment to detect the Dark Ages (LEDA; Bernardi et al.

(2015, 2016); Price et al. (2018)), the Cosmic Twilight Polarimeter (CTP, Nhan et al. (2017, 2019)),

Zero-spacing Interferometer Measurements of the Background Radio Spectrum (ZEBRA; Mahesh
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et al. (2014)), Radio Experiment for the Analysis of Cosmic Hydrogen (REACH, de Lera Acedo

(2019)), Mapper of the IGM Spin Temperature (MIST, http://www.physics.mcgill.ca/mist/),

and Probing Radio Intensity at high z from Marion (PRIZM, Philip et al. (2019)). For the EDGES

Low band observation, a blade-shaped antenna is deployed located in the MRO in Western Australia.

Recently, Bowman et al. (2018) has reported the first detection of an absorption profile around 78 MHz

with EDGES, which corresponds to the 21-cm signal from z' 17. This is the first report of the 21-cm

line signal before EoR.

In this review paper, we focus on how current and future observations of 21-cm line emis-

sion/absorption signals of neutral hydrogen from cosmic dawn/EoR can elucidate the primordial

Universe. Particularly we discuss how the 21-cm observation with large radio telescopes such as

SKA will contribute to the understanding of the inflation mechanism. Indeed, we show that the na-

ture of primordial fluctuations generated from inflation such as the power spectrum, the adiabaticity

and non-Gaussianity can be well probed by future observations of SKA. We also discuss what kind

of cosmological information we can obtain and how we can extract it from the 21-cm global sig-

nal observations. Since the 21-cm global signal is related to the IGM gas temperature, the heating

source for the IGM gas beyond the standard cosmology, so-called Λ-cold dark matter (CDM), can be

strongly constrained by observations of the 21-cm line. In addition, Lyman-α radiation from the first

astrophysical object can also affect the 21-cm signal, which depends on how the structure formation

proceeds and hence cosmological scenario changing density fluctuations would also be constrained

by the global signal. In particular, the recent EDGES observation has stimulated a lot of works along

the line of the above consideration, which we aim to overview in this paper.

This paper is organized as follows: In section 2, we briefly review the current status for the

21-cm global signals and 21-cm fluctuations. We first describe how the 21-cm signals can be theo-

retically estimated in the standard cosmological models, and we then summarize their cosmological

implication particularly motivated by the recent EDGES result and future observations such as SKA.

In section 3, we consider the application to the primordial spectrum that encodes the physical in-

formation about the inflationary Universe. In particular, we discuss how precisely the inflationary

model parameters can be constrained by SKA and more futuristic observations such as Fast Fourier

Transform Telescope (FFTT) or Omniscope (Tegmark and Zaldarriaga 2009, 2010). In section 4, we

focus on the primordial magnetic fields (PMFs) as another key to understand the primordial Universe.

We review the effect of PMFs on the thermal evolution and dynamics of the IGM gas at EoR and

dark ages, and discuss the constraint on PMFs from future 21-cm observations. The final section is

devoted to the summary.
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2 Cosmological 21-cm line signals

This section describes the basics of the 21-cm global signal and fluctuations. There are three scopes:

21-cm global IGM signal, 21-cm fluctuations from inhomogeneous IGM, and those from galaxies.

These three observables are observed with different types of telescopes and frequencies.

At first, we introduce the general form of the 21-cm signal produced from neutral hydrogen

atoms in the IGM with cosmic microwave background as a backlight. This is conventionally described

by the differential brightness temperature relative to the CMB which can be given by (e.g. Furlanetto

et al. (2006)),

δTb(IGM)(x) =
3hc3A10xHI(x)nH(x)

32πkBν2
21(1 + z)2(dv‖/dr)

(
1− TCMB

Ts(x)

)
, (1)

where h is the Planck constant, c is the speed of light, A10 is the spontaneous decay rate of 21-cm

transition, xHI(x) is the neutral fraction of hydrogen atoms, nH(x) is the number density of hydrogen,

kB is the Boltzmann constant, ν21 is the frequency corresponding to 21-cm line, dv‖/dr is the velocity

gradient along the line of sight, TCMB and Ts(x) are the CMB temperature and spin temperature,

respectively. The spin temperature is defined by the ratio of the population of the hyperfine levels in

neutral hydrogen as
n1

n0

=
g1

g0

exp
(
−∆T10

Ts

)
. (2)

Here, n1 and n0 are number densities in 1S singlet and 1S triplet states, and g1 and g0 are their

statistical weights, respectively. ∆T10 = 0.068 K is the temperature corresponding to the energy of

21-cm photon.

2.1 21-cm global signal

The observable of the 21-cm line global signal is the all-sky averaged differential brightness temper-

ature. By averaging equation (1) over the spherical surface at redshift z, we obtain

δT b(IGM)(z)' 27x̄HI(z)

[
1− TCMB(z)

Ts(z)

]

×
(

Ωbh
2

0.02

)(
0.15

Ωmh2

)1/2(1 + z

10

)1/2

[mK] , (3)

where x̄HI(z) is the averaged neutral fraction of hydrogen atoms.

When the spin temperature is equal to the CMB temperature, the 21-cm signal disappears as

shown in equation (3). In the cosmological context, the spin temperature deviates from the CMB

temperature via two processes such as the collisional interaction and the interaction with Lyman-α

(Ly-α) radiation (Wouthuysen 1952; Field 1959). As these processes can couple the spin temperature

with the gas temperature in the IGM, the spin temperature evolves between the values of the CMB
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Fig. 1. Fiducial redshift evolution of the spin, CMB and gas temperature which are calculated using 21cmFAST (Mesinger et al. 2011; Murray et al. 2020). The

solid, dashed, and dotted lines are CMB, spin, and gas temperature, respectively. The spin temperature starts to couple with the kinetic gas temperature due

to the Ly-α coupling at z <∼ 20. The 21-cm signal would be an absorption line during the spin temperature is less than the CMB one.

and the IGM gas temperatures which are given as (Pritchard and Loeb 2012)

T−1
s =

T−1
CMB +xαT

−1
α +xcT

−1
K

1 +xα +xc
. (4)

Here, xα and xc are coupling coefficients for Ly-α interaction and collisional interaction, respectively.

Tα is the color temperature of the background Ly-α photons. Due to the repeated resonant scattering of

Ly-α photons with the hydrogen atoms, Tα is expected to be coupled with the kinetic gas temperature

TK. Indeed other effects might contribute to the evolution history of the spin temperature.

Figure 1 shows the evolution of the spin temperature in a fiducial model, which has been

calculated by using 21cmFAST (Mesinger et al. 2011). Here, we describe 21cmFAST 3 briefly. For

details about the calculation and assumption of the 21cmFAST, the readers are referred to Park et al.

(2019); Qin et al. (2020). Following Zel’dovich approximation, matter density distributions are gen-

erated from an initial condition given in a high-resolution box. Ionization is solved using the semi-

numerical method FFRT (Zahn et al. 2011) which is based on the excursion-set approach (Furlanetto

et al. 2004). Specifically, the number of ionizing photons, neutral hydrogen atoms, and the cumulative

number of recombination are evaluated within a region with a radius. If the number of ionizing pho-

tons is enough to ionize the region, the centre of the region is flagged as ionized. By decreasing the

radius, 21cmFAST repeats this procedure. The evolution of spin temperature is also derived by solving

the ionized fraction and kinetic gas temperature in the neutral regions with the evaluation of the Ly-α,

3 We have used the version 2 of the 21cmFAST.The latest version (Murray et al. 2020) is available at https://github.com/21cmfast/21cmFAST
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ionization rate, and X-ray backgrounds (see Mesinger et al. 2011). To evaluate the total amount of UV

and X-ray emissions, the Press-Schechter halo mass function is employed. The emission from halo

is modeled with parameters related to the astrophysical model such as the fraction of gases converted

to stars f∗, and power-law index of f∗, escape fraction of ionizing photons fesc, power-law index of

fesc, time scale of star formation relative to the Hubble time, X-ray luminosity per star formation rate,

minimum energy of X-ray emission and turn over halo mass scale Mturn. The emission from halo

with masses below Mturn is reduced exponentially. We use the default parameters in figure 1.

The evolution of the spin temperature can be summarized by dividing it into four phases.

First, the gas temperature and the CMB decoupled around z ∼ 200. After the decoupling, the spin

temperature well coupled with the gas temperature through the collisional coupling; thus TK ' Ts <

TCMB. At the second phase, the spin temperature gradually approaches the CMB one because the

collisional interaction becomes weak due to the cosmic expansion. Thus three types of temperatures

we considered obey the relation: TK < Ts ' TCMB. In the third phase, the first luminous objects

start to emit the Ly-α photons and the Ly-α interaction becomes effective. Up to this stage, the gas

temperature decreases adiabatically as the redshift decreases after the decoupling from the CMB one

and the gas is cooler than the CMB. Thus, the spin temperature also gets lower than the CMB one,

i.e., TK ' Ts < TCMB. As indicated in equation (3), the global 21-cm signal should be negative in

this phase. In other words, the 21-cm signals are observed as the absorption line. After that, in

the fourth phase, a large amount of X-ray photons can be emitted as a consequence of active star

formations. The X-ray photons heat the gas quickly in the IGM, and the gas temperature surpasses

the CMB temperature. Therefore, as the Ly-α coupling is still effective, the spin temperature also

becomes higher than the CMB. At the time, the 21-cm signal is measured as an emission line. In the

fiducial model, the ionization gradually starts by the UV photons emitted from high-z galaxies after

the beginning of X-ray gas heating. At this point, the global IGM 21-cm signal vanishes again.

2.1.1 Status of the 21-cm global signal experiments

As mentioned in the introduction, many projects are working to measure the 21-cm global signal.

Some have reported their results, and reionization and heating models have been tested against the

observations of the 21-cm global signal such as EDGES high-band (Monsalve et al. 2017), LEDA

(Bernardi et al. 2016) and SARAS2 (Singh et al. 2018). Importantly, Bowman et al. (2018) has

reported the detection of the strong radio absorption signal around 78 MHz with EDGES low-band as

shown in figure 2. EDGES is a ground-based radio instrument placed at Murchison Radio-astronomy

Observatory, and it has two different versions of the system; a low-band instrument which is sensitive

to the frequencies of 50–100 MHz and a high-band instrument for 100–200 MHz. The blue solid line
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in figure 2 shows the differential brightness temperature obtained by the EDGES low-band data after

subtracting the foreground emission with the four-term polynomial fitting (Bowman et al. 2018).

The reported brightness temperature in figure 2 gives an absorption profile centered around

78 MHz, and can be interpreted as the 21-cm signal redshifted at z ∼ 17, which is to be produced

by the Ly-α interaction and X-ray heating mentioned above. However, the measured absorption

profile has surprisingly deviated from the theoretically expected ones for the shape and depth of the

absorption trough. For comparison, we show a typical 21-cm global signal and an extremely strong

absorption signal in figure 2, which are obtained by using 21cmFAST. Same as figure 1, a prediction

for the fiducial model, which is plotted by the orange dashed line, is calculated by adopting the default

set of parameters in 21cmFAST. On the other hand, the strong absorption case with the green dotted

line in figure 2 is computed by assuming Ts = TK at all redshifts, which corresponds to the dotted

line in figure 1. As the gas temperature is determined by the adiabatic cooling, this extreme model

demonstrates the strongest absorption with the observed frequency < 90 MHz. Even in such an

extreme case, the expected absorption depth should be shallower than δTb >−0.3 K for 50–100 MHz

and it hardly becomes deeper than−0.3 K in the standard scenario. However, the observed absorption

profile with EDGES is significantly deeper than δTb =−0.5 K. We also note here that there have been

some discussions on the interpretation/analysis regarding the EDGES results (Hills et al. 2018; Draine

and Miralda-Escudé 2018; Bradley et al. 2019; Singh and Subrahmanyan 2019; Spinelli et al. 2019).

In any case, the anomaly suggested by EDGES measurements should be confirmed by the other

instruments; SARAS3, SCI-HI, BIGHONS, LEDA, CTP, REACH, and PRIZM. Recently, SARAS3

has reported their result and the best fitting absorption reported from EDGES has been rejected with

2σ confidence (Singh et al. 2021). Not only the single antenna measurement, but also some interesting

methods have been proposed to measure the 21-cm global signal, such as the observation of the moon

as a calibration source (McKinley et al. (2013); Vedantham et al. (2015); McKinley et al. (2018)) and

using an array of closely-spaced antennas (McKinley et al. 2020). As the potential for systematic

errors is unavoidable, it is important to use these other methods of 21-cm line observation.

Note that the reported absorption by the EDGES has prompted us to propose exotic models.

These models predict non-standard signatures of the 21-cm global signal at the dark ages as well.

Thus, observations at less than 50 MHz are the interesting frontier to validate the models. Such low-

frequency observations allow us to conduct a purely cosmological analysis avoiding astrophysical

uncertainties because no stars are expected to form during the dark ages. However, the radio sig-

nal at less than 10 MHz cannot be measured from Earth due to the reflection of Earth’s ionosphere.

Therefore, there are many projects to measure the 21-cm line at the dark ages from far-side of the

Moon, such as Dark Ages Polarimeter PathfindER (DAPPER, Burns et al. (2021)), Farside Array
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Fig. 2. Best-fit 21-cm absorption profiles, obtained in Bowman et al. (2018), is plotted as the blue solid line. The orange dashed and green dotted lines

represent the theoretical predictions of 21-cm global signal of the fiducial model of 21cmFAST (Mesinger et al. 2011; Murray et al. 2020) and the model with

strong coupling.

for Radio Science Investigations of the Dark ages and Exoplanets (FarSide, Burns et al. (2021a)),

Netherlands-China Low frequency Explorer (NCLE, Bentum et al. (2020)), and Lunar Crater Radio

Telescope on the Far-Side of the Moon (LCRT4, Bandyopadhyay et al. (2021)). Ultimately, these

observations would be expected to provide fruitful cosmological constraints from 21-cm line obser-

vations.

2.1.2 Cosmology with 21-cm global signal

As described above, the EDGES signal can be interpreted as the redshifted 21-cm signal of 15 <∼
z <∼ 20. Although the depth of the absorption trough is significantly deeper than the one predicted

in the standard cosmological scenario, the observed absorption signal might indicate that the spin

temperature of neutral hydrogen gases was coupled well with the kinetic gas temperature, which

was cooler than the CMB temperature around these redshifts. On the other hand, it may be also

possible that scenarios with overcooling of the IGM gas or some extra radiation at radio frequency can

explain the extremely strong absorption line. Many works were performed to explain the anomalous

signal by considering dark matter-baryon interaction (Barkana 2018; Muñoz and Loeb 2018; Fialkov

et al. 2018; Kang 2018; Falkowski and Petraki 2018; Jia 2019; Sikivie 2019), the nature of dark

sector (Costa et al. 2018; Hill and Baxter 2018; Li and Cai 2019), production of photon at radio

frequency to increase TCMB (Ewall-Wice et al. 2018; Fraser et al. 2018; Yang 2018; Pospelov et al.

4 https://www.nasa.gov/directorates/spacetech/niac/2020_Phase_I_Phase_II/lunar_crater_radio_telescope/
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2018; Lawson and Zhitnitsky 2018; Moroi et al. 2018; Aristizabal Sierra and Fong 2018; Fialkov and

Barkana 2019; Reis et al. 2020), and so on.

On the other hand, the EDGES absorption signal can be exploited to constrain cosmological

heating sources since extra heating erases the absorption signal. Furthermore, as the Ly-α radiation

from high-z objects affects the 21-cm global signal, the structure formation and the nature of density

fluctuations can be constrained. Many authors have already employed the EDGES result to constrain

several models. Examples of the heating source include: primordial magnetic fields (Minoda et al.

2019; Bera et al. 2020; Natwariya 2020), the Hawking evaporation of small Primordial Black Holes

(PBHs) (Clark et al. 2018; Halder and Banerjee 2021; Yang 2020), the emission from the accretion

disks around large PBHs (Hektor et al. 2018), the decaying or annihilating dark matter (Clark et al.

2018; Cheung et al. 2019; D’Amico et al. 2018; Liu and Slatyer 2018; Mitridate and Podo 2018;

Hektor et al. 2018), and so on.

The 21-cm global signal can be useful to constrain cosmological models that affect the struc-

ture formation (e.g., the timing of the switch-on of X-ray and Ly-α radiation from first objects depends

on the shape of the matter power spectrum). Examples of such models include warm dark matter mod-

els (Safarzadeh et al. 2018; Lidz and Hui 2018; Schneider 2018; Sullivan et al. 2018), the model of

the primordial power spectrum at small scales (Yoshiura et al. 2018, 2020; Muñoz et al. 2020).

As summarized above, various works have been performed to investigate how the 21-cm

global signal can probe various aspects of cosmology. In sub-subsections 3.1.1 and 4.4.2, we dis-

cuss how the heating sources and models giving structure formation beyond the standard cosmology

can be constrained by the EDGES result in some detail by taking two examples: primordial magnetic

fields (Minoda et al. 2019) and the primordial curvature power spectrum (Yoshiura et al. 2018, 2020).

2.2 21-cm fluctuation in IGM

2.2.1 Observables of 21-cm fluctuation

In addition to the 21-cm line global signal, the fluctuation of the 21-cm line has also useful information

in the high-z Universe. In the cosmological context, an important statistical quantity to characterize

21-cm fluctuation is the power spectrum. While we have not detected the 21-cm power spectrum,

radio interferometers have shown improvements of the upper limits on the power spectrum such as

PAPER (Kolopanis et al. 2019), GMRT (Paciga et al. 2013), MWA (Barry et al. 2019; Li et al. 2019),

LOFAR (Patil et al. 2017), and HERA (DeBoer et al. 2017) at EoR. Using the recent best upper

limits from MWA (Trott et al. 2020), LOFAR (Mertens et al. 2020) and HERA Phase I (The HERA

Collaboration et al. 2021), some astrophysical models have been disfavored and constrained (Greig

10



et al. (2021), Greig et al. (2021) and The HERA Collaboration et al. (2021)).

Although the upper limits on the 21-cm power spectrum at the cosmic dawn were reported

from MWA (Ewall-Wice et al. 2016; Yoshiura et al. 2021), LWA (Eastwood et al. 2019), and LOFAR

(Gehlot et al. 2019; Gehlot et al. 2020), the current upper limits (≥ 107mK2) at the cosmic dawn are

not strong enough to constrain standard models. It should be worth mentioning that the EDGES low-

band result suggested some exotic models which predict the enhancement of the power spectrum up

to 3 orders of magnitudes (i.e. 106 mK2, Fialkov and Barkana (2019)). Thus, further analysis could

validate such extreme models. Note that significant improvements at the cosmic dawn are expected

from up-coming instruments such as HERA (DeBoer et al. 2017), NenuFAR (Zarka et al. 2018) and

SKA1-LOW (Koopmans et al. 2014).

We here briefly introduce the formalism of the 21-cm power spectrum, based on Kohri et al.

(2013). We refer the readers to Kohri et al. (2013) for detail (and see also Mao et al. (2008) for the

analysis method). In Kohri et al. (2013), they started the differential brightness temperature relative to

the CMB. In the expression of equation (1), fluctuations of the brightness temperature δδTb(IGM)
(x,z)=

δTb(IGM)(x,z)−δT b(IGM)(z), with δT b(IGM)(z) being the spatially averaged 21-cm signal, is given by

δδTb(IGM)
(x, z)≈ δT b(IGM)(z)

1

x̄HI

(1− x̄i(z)(1 + δx(x, z)))

×(1 + δ(x, z))(1− δv(x, z))− δT b(IGM)(z) , (5)

where xi is the ionization fraction, and xHI = 1−xi is the neutral fraction. δx(x,z) =xi(x,z)/x̄i(z)−
1 and δ(x, z) = nH(x, z)/n̄H(z)− 1 are the fluctuation of the ionization fraction and the number

density of hydrogen, respectively. Barred quantities are the spatially averaged ones. Here, δv(x, z) =

(1/aH)(dvr/dr) is the term of peculiar velocity. Since we consider the signal from EoR, we have

assumed the condition Ts� TCMB. In the following discussions, we often omit the redshift z in the

arguments. By using Fourier transformed fluctuation of 21-cm signal one can define the 21-cm power

spectrum P21(k) in the k-space by〈
δ∗δTb(IGM)

(k) δδTb(IGM)
(k′)

〉
= (2π)3δ3

D(k−k′)P21(k) , (6)

where 〈· · ·〉 denotes the ensemble average and δ3
D(k) is the three-dimensional Dirac delta function.

Since the peculiar velocity field can be related to the fluctuation of the hydrogen number density δ(k)

in the k-space as δv(k) = −µ2δ(k) with µ = k̂ · n̂ representing the angle between the wave number

k and the direction of the line-of-sight (LoS) n, one can separate the contributions as

P21(k) = Pµ0(k) +µ2Pµ2(k) +µ4Pµ4(k) , (7)

where
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Pµ0 = δT
2

b(IGM)

(
Pδδ− 2x̄i/x̄HIPxδ + x̄2

i /x̄
2
HIPxx

)
,

Pµ2 = 2δT
2

b(IGM)(Pδδ − x̄i/x̄HIPxδ) , Pµ4 = δT
2

b(IGM)Pδδ . (8)

Here, Pδδ and Pxx are the power spectra for δ and δx, respectively, and Pxδ represents their cross

power spectrum. For the power spectrum involving the ionization fraction Pxx and Pxδ, the formulas

fitted to some radiative transfer simulations are adopted in Kohri et al. (2013).

The SKA might produce calibrated radio images given in angular and frequency spaces in

which the position of the sky is represented by the vector

Θ = Θ⊥+ ∆f ê , (9)

where ∆f is the difference of frequency from the centre frequency and ê is the unit vector along

the LoS direction. Thus, we observe the power spectrum in the u-space rather than the k-space,

where u is the Fourier dual of Θ. Using the comoving angular diameter distance, dA(z), and y(z) =

λ21(1 + z)2/H(z) with λ21 corresponds to the wavelength of 21-cm line, Θ⊥ and ∆f can be related

to the vector normal to the LoS direction r⊥ and the corresponding comoving distance ∆r‖ such as

Θ⊥ =
r⊥
dA(z)

, ∆f =
∆r‖
y(z)

, (10)

The power spectra in k- and u-spaces can be related as

P21(u) = d−2
A (z)y−1(z)P21(k) . (11)

2.2.2 21-cm signal from minihalos

Next, we give a brief review of the expected constraints from the 21-cm signal from minihalos dis-

cussed in Sekiguchi et al. (2018). Minihalos are expected to exist in the dark ages/EoR as virialized

objects with relatively low virial temperature Tvir < 104 K. Because of such a low virial tempera-

ture, the collisional ionization is inefficient and then the inside of a minihalo would be filled with

dense neutral gas. Thus, in addition to the IGM fluctuations discussed in the previous subsection,

the inhomogeneous spatial distribution of minihalos can be observed as the 21-cm neutral hydrogen

fluctuations.

The virial temperature is given by (Barkana and Loeb 2001)

Tvir ∼ 2× 104

(
M

108h−1M�

)2/3(
1 + z

10

)
K. (12)

Thus, the typical mass of minihalos is roughly <∼ 108 M� and the abundance of minihalos depends on

the matter density fluctuations at the corresponding scales, k>∼100 Mpc−1. This means that observing

minihalos through 21-cm line should be a powerful tool to probe the primordial fluctuations at smaller

scales in comparison with other cosmological observations such as CMB which reveal the primordial
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fluctuations with k <∼ 1 Mpc−1.

Like the 21-cm signal from IGM in equation (1), we can also describe the signal from mini-

halos by the mean differential brightness temperature at redshift z as (Iliev et al. 2002)

δT b(MH)(z) =
(1 + z)4

H(z)ν21

∫ Mmax

Mmin

dM
dnMH

dM
∆νeffA〈δTb(MH)〉 , (13)

where ∆νeff is the redshifted effective line-width given by ∆νeff = [φ(ν21)(1 + z)]−1 with the intrinsic

line profile φ(ν21) for an optically thin minihalo, A is the cross-section of a minihalo, and 〈δTb(MH)〉
is the brightness temperature of a minihalo averaged over the cross-section A. The information of the

small-scale primordial fluctuations could be imprinted in the above differential brightness temperature

through the mass function of the minihalos dnMH/dM .

Furthermore, the distribution of minihalos is in general a biased tracer of the underlying matter

density fluctuations, and thus the differential brightness temperature is biased as well. By introducing

the effective bias parameter β(z), we can write the 21-cm fluctuations from minihalos at a redshift z

in the LoS direction n̂ as

δδTb(MH)
(n̂, z) = δT b(MH)(z)β(z)δ(x = r(z)n̂, z), (14)

where r(z) is the comoving distance to the redshift z. Thus, once the effective bias β(z) is given

appropriately, similarly to the IGM case where the 21-cm power spectrum is given by equation (6),

we can quantitatively evaluate the 21-cm power spectrum induced from the minihalos.

In the analysis performed in Sekiguchi et al. (2018), we use a truncated isothermal sphere

as the model of a minihalo and the Press-Schechter mass function, and set Mmax and Mmin in the

integration to the virial mass with the virial temperature Tvir = 104 K and the Jeans mass, respectively.

We also have taken the redshift space distortions due to the peculiar velocity of minihalos into account.

In the quantitative analysis, we use the angular power spectra of the 21-cm fluctuations:

〈a(MH)
`m (z)a

(MH)
`′m′ (z′)〉= C

(MH)
` (z,z′)δ``′δmm′ , (15)

with

a
(MH)
`m (z) =

∫
dn̂δδTb(MH)

(n̂, z)Y ∗`m(n̂). (16)

2.3 21-cm signals from galaxies

After the Universe was reionized, most neutral hydrogen (HI) would be found in dense systems inside

galaxies, and consequently, we assume that the HI is a biased tracer of galaxy distributions. The

observed 21-cm line emission from galaxies contains information on the redshift of galaxies, which

can be used to reconstruct the three-dimensional distributions of underlying matters. This is called
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the HI galaxy redshift survey. This survey mode involves detecting the redshifted 21-cm emission

from many individual galaxies above the flux threshold. The 21-cm line emission is quite weak,

so we require a highly sensitive telescope such as SKA to perform large HI galaxy survey across a

wide redshift range. Actually, the HI galaxy redshift survey delivered by SKA is expected to have

the potential to be competitive with other next-generation cosmological experiments with different

wavelengths. Basic prediction for the number density and corresponding bias of galaxies that will

be detected by SKA HI galaxy surveys were made in Yahya et al. (2015); Bull (2016), using the

following fitting functions

dngal(z)

dz
= 10c1 deg−2zc2exp(−c3z) , (17)

bgal(z) = c4exp(c5z) . (18)

Here the numerical values of the galaxy number density and bias prediction, ci (i = 1, · · · ,5), for the

SKA Phase-1 and SKA Phase-2 specifications are presented in Bull (2016); Bacon et al. (2020).

The primary purpose of spectroscopic galaxy redshift surveys is generally to measure the three-

dimensional clustering of galaxies. Because the galaxy clustering is measured as a function of redshift

rather than comoving distance, we must account for redshift space distortions caused by the peculiar

velocity field of galaxies. The power spectrum for the galaxy clustering at a given redshift and in the

LoS direction n̂ is given by

Pgal(k, z) =
(
bgal(z) + f(z)µ2

)2
Pδ(k,z) , (19)

where µ = k̂ · n̂, f(z) denotes the linear growth rate of structure, and Pδ(k,z) is the isotropic matter

power spectrum. The HI galaxy survey delivered by the SKA will be able to provide accurate mea-

surements for the expansion history of the Universe and the growth rate of the large-scale structure,

particularly the baryon acoustic oscillation and redshift space distortions.

In addition to the HI galaxy redshift survey, the intensity mapping of the 21-cm line has been

proposed as an innovative technique to probe the large-scale structure of the Universe. In order for

the HI galaxy redshift survey to resolve individual galaxies, we need a sufficiently long integration

time of the highly sensitive telescope. On the other hand, the MID HI intensity mapping, instead

of resolving individual galaxies, will measure the intensity of the integrated 21-cm line emission

of several unresolved galaxies in a reasonably large three-dimensional pixel. Fluctuations in the

observed intensity of this redshifted 21-cm line emission are expected to follow fluctuations in the

underlying matter density, which can be traced by the 21-cm line emitted galaxies. The SKA will

be capable of performing the MID HI intensity mapping surveys over 0 < z < 3. In terms of the

brightness temperature, the average over the sky can be written as (Bull et al. 2015)
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δT b(z)≈ 3

32π

hc3A10

kBmpν2
21

(1 + z)2

H(z)
ΩHI(z)ρc,0 , (20)

where the quantities mp, ΩHI, and ρc,0 denote the proton mass, the HI energy density fraction, and the

critical density today, respectively. Assuming that the signal is linear with respect to the underlying

matter fluctuations, the total brightness temperature at a given redshift and in a direction n̂ can be

written as

δTb(n̂, z)≈ δT b(z)

(
1 + bHIδ+

1

aH

dv‖
dr

)
. (21)

The signal can be completely specified once we find a prescription for the HI density ΩHI and bias

function bHI. These can be obtained by making use of the halo mass function, halo bias, and the

model for the amount of HI mass in a dark matter halo (Santos et al. 2015). The power spectrum for

the brightness temperature delivered from the HI intensity mapping can be written as

PIM(k, z) = δT
2

b(z)
(
bHI(k,z) + f(z)µ2

)2
Pδ(k,z) . (22)

The cross-correlation between the HI intensity mapping and the galaxy clustering depends on the

galaxy bias bgal and it can be used to mitigate systematic effects.

2.4 Short summary

As discussed above, several results have already been reported on the 21-cm global signal and fluc-

tuations and in the future, further observational results are anticipated. In light of this, many works

have been devoted to studying the potential abilities of the global signal and fluctuations of neutral

hydrogen 21-cm line.

So far cosmological information has been obtained mainly from observations of CMB and

large-scale structure, which have successfully established the standard paradigm, the so-called Λ-

CDM cosmology. Cosmological parameters such as energy densities of baryon, dark matter, and dark

energy have also been accurately measured. However, there still remain several important issues to

be unveiled, such as the actual mechanism of inflation, the nature of dark matter and dark energy, and

so on.

Observations of CMB and large-scale structure have probed fluctuations on large scales which

brought us significant knowledge on the evolution and present state of the Universe. However, we

need to go beyond the current approach to sharpen our understanding of the Universe further, which

can be possible using observations of 21-cm line, in particular, from the next generation telescope

such as SKA. In the following sections, based on the 21-cm line signal presented above, we discuss

how current and future observations of neutral hydrogen 21-cm line can probe many cosmological
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aspects to resolve various issues in modern cosmology. In the next section, we start our discussion

with the issue of how the primordial Universe would be elucidated with observations of 21-cm line.

3 Application to inflation

3.1 Current status

The Universe is considered to have experienced a superluminal expansion at its very early stage,

which is called inflation. Inflation can not only solve the problems in the standard big-bang cosmology

such as the horizon and flatness problems, but also provide the origin of cosmic density fluctuations

imprinted in CMB anisotropies, large-scale structure of the Universe, and so on. Indeed by using

observations of CMB and large-scale structure, we can probe the inflationary Universe since the

statistical nature of primordial density fluctuations depends on the inflation models.

The properties of primordial fluctuations can be described by the correlation functions of the

so-called curvature perturbation ζ . One of the well-measured quantities is the primordial power spec-

trum of (scalar) density perturbation Pζ(k), which is defined by

〈ζ(k1)ζ(k2)〉=
2π2

k3
1

Pζ(k1)(2π)3δ3
D(k1 +k2) . (23)

Once we specify a model of inflation, one can calculatePζ(k), which can be compared to the observed

one. When one probes Pζ(k), it is commonly parametrized as

Pζ(k) = As(kref)

(
k

kref

)ns−1+ 1
2
αs ln(k/kref)+

1
3!
βs ln2(k/kref)

, (24)

where As(kref) is the amplitude at the reference scale kref , ns is the spectral index, and αs and

βs are the so-called running parameters. The amplitude As(kref) and the spectral index ns are

well measured by current CMB observations such as Planck and their values from the analysis of

TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing (Akrami et al. 2020b) are

log(1010As(kref)) = 3.044± 0.014 , (25)

ns = 0.9649± 0.0042 , (26)

where the quoted constraints are at 68 % C.L. and the reference scale is taken as kref = 0.05 Mpc−1.

The running parameters are set to be zero to obtain the constraints. When the running parameters are

included in the analysis, Planck data gives the following limit:

αs = 0.002± 0.010 , (27)

βs = 0.010± 0.013 . (28)

Actually, CMB can only probe large-scale fluctuations, although the running parameters are con-
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strained as mentioned above, these limits are not so severe enough to differentiate inflationary mod-

els. Therefore we need yet other observations to probe the scale-dependence of the primordial power

spectrum more precisely. Indeed future observations of 21-cm line of neutral hydrogen can probe

small-scale fluctuations, which would have a significant impact on constraining the running parame-

ters. As we will review in the following, 21-cm fluctuations of neutral hydrogen from IGM/minihalos

(Kohri et al. 2013; Muñoz et al. 2017; Sekiguchi et al. 2018) and ultracompact minihalos (Bringmann

et al. 2012; Emami and Smoot 2018; Furugori et al. 2020) can potentially measure the running pa-

rameter much more accurately than the current CMB limit5. Even the 21-cm global signal obtained

by EDGES can already reach the comparable limit with Planck, which will also be discussed in the

following subsection.

In addition to the primordial power spectrum, we can also probe higher-order statistics such

as primordial bi- and tri-spectra, which are respectively defined by three- and four-point correlation

functions of the curvature perturbation as

〈ζ(k1)ζ(k2)ζ(k3)〉

= (2π)3Bζ(k1,k2,k3)δ3
D(k1 +k2 +k3) . (29)

〈ζ(k1)ζ(k2)ζ(k3)ζ(k4)〉

= (2π)3Tζ(k1,k2,k3,k4)δ3
D(k1 +k2 +k3 +k4) , (30)

where Bζ and Tζ denotes the primordial bi- and tri-spectra, respectively. The functional forms of

Bζ and Tζ depend on the generation mechanism of primordial fluctuations. One of theoretically

well-motivated forms is the so-called local-type non-Gaussianities, which are given by the follow-

ing (Komatsu and Spergel 2001; Okamoto and Hu 2002; Boubekeur and Lyth 2006; Kogo and

Komatsu 2006; Sasaki et al. 2006):

Bζ(k1,k2,k3) =
6

5
fNL (Pζ(k1)Pζ(k2) + 2 perms.) , (31)

Tζ(k1,k2,k3,k4)

= τNL (Pζ(k1)Pζ(k2)Pζ(|k1 +k3|) + 11 perms.)

+
54

25
gNL (Pζ(k1)Pζ(k2)Pζ(k3) + 3 perms.) , (32)

where fNL, τNL and gNL are the non-linearity parameters which characterize the size of primordial

bi- and tri-spectra for the loca-type non-Gaussianties. Planck data gives the constraints on these

5 It has been also argued that other observations such as CMB spectral µ distortions (Dent et al. 2012; Khatri and Sunyaev 2013; Cabass et al. 2016;

Kainulainen et al. 2017; Chluba et al. 2012) and primordial black holes (Bugaev and Klimai 2009; Josan et al. 2009; Sato-Polito et al. 2019) can give further

tight constraints on the running parameters.
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parameters as follows (Ade et al. 2014; Akrami et al. 2020a):

fNL =−0.9± 5.1 (68 % C.L.) , (33)

τNL < 2800 (95 % C.L.) , (34)

gNL = (−5.8± 6.5)× 104 (68 % C.L.) . (35)

Actually many inflationary models predict fNL < O(1), which indicates that current limit should

be more improved to discriminate models of inflation. Indeed, future observations of 21-cm fluc-

tuations and galaxy surveys can probe fNL down to O(0.1) level. Furthermore, one can also probe

the non-linearity parameters for the trispectrum such as τNL and gNL much more precisely in future

observations of 21-cm and galaxy surveys.

Besides the quantities mentioned above, testing adiabaticity (or isocurvature modes) of pri-

mordial fluctuations can also provide important implications for the inflationary scenario because any

deviations from the adiabaticity indicate that multiple sources of fluctuations should exist. Although

current CMB observations such as Planck already give tight constraints on various isocurvature modes

(Akrami et al. 2020b), observations of 21-cm line of neutral hydrogen that probe small-scale fluctua-

tions can provide the information on qualitatively different aspects of isocurvature fluctuations which

CMB cannot probe. We also discuss this issue in the following subsection.

Now in this section below, we discuss 21-cm global and fluctuation signals as a probe of

the inflationary Universe, particularly focusing on the constraints on the running parameters, non-

Gaussianities and the adiabaticity of primordial fluctuations in some detail.

3.1.1 Constraint from 21-cm global signal

In Yoshiura et al. (2018), we investigated the impact of the primordial power spectrum on the evolution

of the 21-cm global signal and attempted to constrain the running parameters based on the EDGES

result rather than using the 21-cm power spectrum. To investigate the effects of the primordial power

spectrum to the 21-cm signal, we use 21cmFAST6 (Mesinger et al. 2011). The variance of the density

fluctuation is given as

σ2(R) =
∫ d3k

(2π)3
Pm(k)W 2(k,R), (36)

using the matter power spectrum at z = 0, Pm(k), and the scale in real space, R. As the window

functionW (k,R), the real space top-had filter is applied in the 21cmFAST. Through the value of σ, the

primordial power spectrum affects the halo mass function. For example, a large positive value of the

6 We used an older version of 21cmFASTv1.2. The older version is essentially the same that the later versions, although some parameters are removed and

different assumptions (e.g. sub-grid recombination model) are adopted.
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runnings enhances the matter power spectrum at small scales and promotes structure formation earlier,

and vice versa. As a result, the evolution of 21-cm global signal shifts to higher or lower redshift. We

note that the 21mFAST has various key parameters such as the minimum virial temperature, Tvir, which

controls the minimum mass of halo emitting energetic photons, and the number of X-ray photons per

solar mass in stars, ζX. We first fixed these astrophysical parameters7.

As mentioned in the previous section, the EDGES signal shows a strong absorption line which

would be impossible to explain without exotic models and/or some unknown systematics. However,

given the fact that the EDGES has reported no signal with root-mean-square of 25 mK at z ≤ 14

and z ≥ 22, we judge a model as disfavored if the absorption is stronger than 100 mK in the redshift

ranges of z ≤ 14 and z ≥ 22. If the peak of absorption trough is at z > 27, we do not constrain such

models because the EDGES has not observed these redshifts. Figure 3 shows the constraints on the

running parameters for a fixed astrophysical model. The hatched region indicated as “Allowed” is

allowed one. The disfavored region below the allowed one in figure 3 has a lower amplitude of the

primordial power spectrum at small scales, and the absorption trough is settled at z ≤ 14. On the

other hand, the region above the allowed one gives too early structure formation and Ly-α coupling

becomes effective earlier. As a result, the absorption trough appears at 22 ≤ z ≤ 27. Interestingly,

the models consistent with Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016)8 can be disfavored from the

EDGES signal. This indicates the 21-cm line is a powerful measurement to probe the primordial

power spectrum. In the original paper, we investigated the impact of astrophysical parameters on

the running constraints. The running parameters degenerate with Tvir and ζX and the constraints in

figure 3 depend on the assumption for astrophysical parameters. The degeneracy between running

parameters and astrophysical parameters will be removed by combining the future observations of the

21-cm power spectrum and galaxy luminosity function.

In Yoshiura et al. (2018), we model the primordial power spectrum using running parameters.

Although this is a commonly assumed form, it is not necessarily the case when a non-smooth primor-

dial power spectrum is realized. For example, the power spectrum may be affected by local feature

of inflation potential, double inflation(-like) models can give an enhanced power spectrum only on

small scales (e.g. Kannike et al. 2017). Furthermore, multi-fields models also can generate primordial

fluctuations in which large and small scale ones are generated from different fields (e.g. Enqvist et al.

2016). In the light of these considerations, in Yoshiura et al. (2020), we model the primordial power

spectrum such that it is enhanced by a factor of p instead of describing it with the extrapolation from

7 We ignored parameters related to ionization in our analysis, but the effect of such parameters should be small since we discuss the 21-cm signal well before

the reionization.

8 The latest result of Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020) is statistically consistent with the allowed models.
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Fig. 3. Constraints from the EDGES result for the cases with Tvir = 104K. The color indicates the peak redshift of absorption trough, zpeak. The dotted,

solid and dashed lines are the result for ns = 0.9530, 0.9586 and 0.9642. These values correspond to central and 1 σ limits from Planck (Planck

Collaboration et al. 2016). Red point is best fit value of Planck and the error bars are 1 σ error. This figure is reproduced from Yoshiura et al. (2018)

the large-scale amplitude such as the one given in equation (24). Thus, the primordial power spectrum

is given as

Pζ(k) = As(kref)

(
k

kref

)ns−1

p(k). (37)

A parameter p(k) is a factor over the scales of 10 < k < 1000 Mpc−1 and unity at other scales. As

the same manner as Yoshiura et al. (2018), given the form of the primordial power spectrum, by

comparing the predicted 21-cm global signal with the EDGES non-detection result (Monsalve et al.

2017; Bowman et al. 2018), we found the tight bounds on the enhancement factor as 2 < p < 8

although astrophysical parameters are fixed in the analysis. It should be emphasized that the 21-cm

global signal has a potential to give lower bound on the p(k), which has not been obtained in previous

works. Thus, the 21-cm line observation will be a unique probe of the primordial power spectrum.

It would also be worth mentioning that we here only use the EDGES non-detection results, however,

once future global signal observations reveal precise properties of the global spectrum, the constraints

should become tighter than those obtained by these works.
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3.1.2 Constraint from 21-cm fluctuations

In the previous section, we discussed constraints on the primordial power spectrum from the 21-cm

global signal. We can also constrain it by using observations of 21-cm fluctuations. Since the 21-cm

signal can be generated from IGM and/or minihalos, below we briefly discuss expected constraints

on the primordial power spectrum using 21-cm fluctuations from IGM and minihalo separately.

By using the formalism described in sub-subsection 2.2.1, one can discuss how precisely ob-

servations of 21-cm fluctuations from IGM can constrain the primordial power spectrum, particularly

its detailed scale-dependence via the running parameters αs and βs. In Kohri et al. (2013), the Fisher

matrix analysis for the power spectrum P21(u), which is defined in equation (11), is adopted and the

redshift range of z = 6.8− 10 are considered. Since this redshift range would include the reioniza-

tion era, we also need the information on power spectra for ionization fraction Pxx and Pxδ, which

are taken into account by assuming some specific form motivated to be matched with some radiative

transfer simulations. Details of the analysis can be found in Kohri et al. (2013). It has been shown

that the running parameters can be probed with the precision of δαs = O(10−3) and δβs = O(10−3)

by combining futuristic observations of CMB (such as COrE-like observations (Finelli et al. 2018;

Delabrouille et al. 2018)) and SKA. In table 1, 1σ uncertainties expected from some combinations of

future observations are shown.

δns δαs δβs

COrE-like 2.13× 10−3 2.43× 10−3 4.47× 10−3

COrE-like+SKA 1.34× 10−3 1.85× 10−3 1.22× 10−3

COrE-like+Omniscope 5.54× 10−4 1.00× 10−3 6.87× 10−4

Table 1. 1σ uncertainties for ns, αs and βs expected from future observations of CMB and 21-cm fluctuations (Kohri et al. 2013).

Expected constraints on the primordial power spectrum from 21-cm fluctuation generated from

minihalos have also been investigated in Sekiguchi et al. (2018) where the angular power spectra for

21-cm fluctuations discussed in sub-subsection 2.2.2 are adopted to obtain the constraints. For the

details of the analysis with minihalos, we refer the readers to Sekiguchi et al. (2018) (see also Iliev

et al. 2002; Sekiguchi et al. 2014; Sekiguchi and Tashiro 2014; Shimabukuro et al. 2014). In figure 4

which is taken from Sekiguchi et al. (2018), we show expected constraints on the spectral index and its

runnings from the future observations of 21-cm signals from minihalos in combination with CMB for

several observations. Here we take the minimum redshift zmin until when minihalos can be observed

to be zmin = 6. We also show 1σ uncertainties expected from the combinations of future observations

for the case of zmin = 6 in table 2. For cases of other minimum redshift, see Sekiguchi et al. (2018).

Although the signals in 21-cm fluctuations can have contributions both from IGM and minihalo, in
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Fig. 4. Expected constraints on the running parameters of the spectral index of the primordial power spectrum from observations of 21-cm signals from

minihalos in combination with the CMB, taken from Sekiguchi et al. (2018).

the works mentioned in this section, the case of either IGM or minihalo signal being dominant is

discussed. Although which signal dominates the signal depends on the reionization model, redshift

range and so on, the signal from IGM or minihalos would give a similar sensitivity for the spectral

index ns and the running parameters αs and βs, which is more precise than the current observational

bounds obtained from Planck.

δns δαs δβs

COrE-like+SKA 1.2× 10−3 1.6× 10−3 0.39× 10−3

COrE-like+FFTT (Omniscope) 0.95× 10−3 1.1× 10−3 0.28× 10−3

Table 2. 1σ uncertainties for ns,αs and βs expected from future observations of CMB and 21-cm fluctuations by making use of the

minihalos (Sekiguchi et al. 2018).

3.2 Isocurvature perturbations

As we have discussed in the previous section, the observations of the 21-cm fluctuations from dark

ages/EoR could be powerful to probe the primordial curvature perturbations at smaller scales com-

pared to other cosmological observations such as CMB and galaxy surveys. We can also test the

adiabaticity of the primordial density fluctuations at such smaller scales, i.e., isocurvature modes

with 21-cm fluctuations (Sekiguchi et al. 2014; Takeuchi and Chongchitnan 2014; Gong and Kitajima
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2017; Kadota et al. 2021).

Although CMB observations such as Planck severely constrain the amplitudes of isocurvature

fluctuations on large scales (Akrami et al. 2020b), they cannot well constrain them on small scales.

Power spectra of isocurvature fluctuations are usually parametrized in the same manner as the adia-

batic ones as

P(i)
iso(k) = A

(i)
iso(kref)

(
k

kref

)n(i)
iso−1

, (38)

whereA(i)
iso(kref) and n(i)

iso are the amplitude and spectral index for the isocurvature mode i, respectively.

When the power spectrum is (almost) scale-invariant, such isocurvature fluctuations are severely con-

strained on large scales from CMB as mentioned above. However, when the power spectrum is

blue-tilted (i.e., n(i)
iso > 1), the amplitude can get large on small scale while keeping the large-scale

amplitude insignificant and such isocurvature fluctuations are not constrained by CMB. Models of

blue-tilted isocurvature modes are discussed in the context of baryogenesis (Yokoyama and Suto

1991), primordial black holes (PBHs) (Yokoyama 1997; Gong and Kitajima 2017), axion (Fairbairn

et al. 2018; Dai and Miralda-Escudé 2020; Kadota et al. 2021), and so on. When such blue-tilted

isocurvature fluctuations exist, they dominate the matter power spectrum on small scales, and then

the structure formation at high redshifts are enhanced, which affects the 21-cm fluctuation signals.

In Sekiguchi et al. (2014); Takeuchi and Chongchitnan (2014), it is argued that blue-tilted

matter (CDM/baryon) isocurvature fluctuations can be probed/constrained by future observations of

21-cm fluctuations from minihalos such as SKA and more futuristic ones like FFTT (Omniscope),

in which the basic formalism to calculate 21-cm fluctuations from minihalos are the same as the one

discussed in sub-subsection 2.2.2 although the root-mean-square fluctuations of differential brightness

temperature are adopted in the analysis of Sekiguchi et al. (2014); Takeuchi and Chongchitnan (2014).

A similar analysis focusing on PBHs has been done in Gong and Kitajima (2017). In Kadota et al.

(2021), expected constraints on axion isocurvature fluctuations in a scenario where Peccei-Quinn

symmetry is broken after inflation have been studied by adopting the angular power spectrum as

discussed in sub-subsection 2.2.2. In these studies, it has been demonstrated that 21-cm fluctuations

from minihalos can be a powerful tool to probe isocurvature fluctuations which are enhanced on small

scales.

21-cm fluctuations can also be used to differentiate CDM and baryon isocurvature fluctuations

(Kawasaki et al. 2011) (see also Barkana and Loeb (2005), and in the context of the so-called compen-

sated isocurvature mode, see Gordon and Pritchard (2009)). It is well known that CDM and baryon

isocurvature fluctuations give the same shape for the CMB power spectrum and hence CMB obser-

vations can only put constraints on the sum of CDM and baryon isocurvature fluctuations. However,
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the evolution of density fluctuations is in principle different for CDM and baryon isocurvature initial

conditions. Since observations of 21-cm fluctuation basically probe fluctuations of baryon, which

enable us to differentiate CMB and baryon isocurvature modes. In Kawasaki et al. (2011), it has

been investigated to what extent the differentiation is possible assuming a futuristic observation of

21-cm fluctuation such as FFTT which can probe the signal at high redshifts as z ≥ 30. It was shown

that, although it is in practice difficult to differentiate these modes when isocurvature fluctuations

have (almost) a scale-invariant power spectrum, we can differentiate CDM and baryon isocurvature

modes when the power spectra are very blue-tilted (Kawasaki et al. 2011), which shows that 21-cm

fluctuations can be a very unique probe of primordial density fluctuations.

3.3 Primordial non-Gaussianities

In the standard inflation paradigm, the primordial curvature perturbations have been originated from

the quantum fluctuations of light scalar fields including the inflaton and/or spectator fields. Based on

this picture, the generated primordial perturbations have to be Gaussian at the leading order. However,

due to the interaction of each field and the fact that even Einstein gravity has non-linearities, at the

next-leading order they would acquire non-Gaussian features and thus testing such a non-Gaussian

nature of the primordial perturbations observationally can give us the hints for what the inflationary

model/the gravity theory in the high energy scales are.

There have been lots of works about constraining primordial non-Gaussianities by making

use of the future observations of 21-cm fluctuations (Cooray 2006; Pillepich et al. 2007; Joudaki et al.

2011; Tashiro and Sugiyama 2012; Tashiro and Ho 2013; Chongchitnan and Silk 2012; Chongchitnan

2013; D’Aloisio et al. 2013; Muñoz et al. 2015). Here, we focus only on the so-called local-type non-

Gaussianities (see equations (31) and (32)) which can be useful to probe the super-horizon evolution

of the primordial curvature perturbations, and this type of primordial non-Gaussianity has been exten-

sively discussed in the context of the cosmic structure formation, because it can give a characteristic

and significant impact in the halo/galaxy distribution on large scales, as we will see later.

3.3.1 Use of IGM during dark ages

In Cooray (2006); Pillepich et al. (2007); Muñoz et al. (2015), to probe the primordial non-

Gaussianities from the 21-cm observations, the authors focused on the bispectrum of the 21-cm fluc-

tuations during the dark ages (z ∼ 30 – 200), when any ionizing sources are expected to be absent

and hence the neutral fraction of IGM is considered to be unity. As given in equation (5), the 21-cm

fluctuations are roughly proportional to the matter density fluctuations at the leading order. Through

the Poisson equation, the matter density fluctuations are linearly coupled to the primordial curvature
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perturbations. As we have shown, the non-linearity parameter fNL represents the amplitude of the

bispectrum of primordial curvature perturbations. Thus, the bispectrum of δδTb(IGM)
should be propor-

tional to the non-linearity parameter fNL.

They have estimated the angular bispectrum of 21-cm fluctuations, also including the sec-

ondary non-linear effect from the gravitational evolution, and performed the Fisher analysis for a

cosmic-variance-limited experiment observing the full sky. They conclude that the bispectrum of the

21-cm fluctuations during the dark ages has a potential to give a tight constraint on the non-linearity

parameter fNL as δfNL = 1.3 (0.23) for the experiment with arcminute (one tenth of arcminute) resolu-

tion and assuming a single narrow redshift slice at z = 50. By making use of the tomographic method

with integrating all the information from z = 30 to 100, the 1σ uncertainties will be much improved

as δfNL = 0.12 (0.03) for the experiment with a bandwidth of ∆ν = 1 (0.1) MHz (Muñoz et al. 2015).

Note that the current constraint on fNL obtained from Planck is −6 < fNL < 4.2 (68% CL) (Akrami

et al. 2020a). The standard single-field slow-roll inflation model predicts a small non-Gaussianity of

fNL < O(0.01) and hence the observational limit at this level will be an ultimate test for the standard

inflation model. The observation of the 21-cm signals during the dark ages, z ∼ 30 – 200, is actually

difficult using the ground based telescopes due to the reflection of signals by the Earth’s ionosphere

below 40 MHz. The future projects to measure the 21-cm line at the dark ages from the far-side of

the Moon such as DAPPER (Burns et al. 2021), FarSide (Burns et al. 2021a, 2021b), NCLE (Bentum

et al. 2020), and LCRT (Bandyopadhyay et al. 2021) could do it when it is realized. Such moon based

instruments can avoid not only the ionospheric effects but also radio frequency interference which is

one of the severe systematics of the 21-cm observation.

3.3.2 Use of IGM during EoR

As the other way to constrain the primordial non-Gaussianities by 21-cm observations, Joudaki et al.

(2011) discussed the effect of non-Gaussianity on the fluctuations of the ionized fraction δx. There

have been lots of discussions about hunting for the primordial non-Gaussianities from the large-

scale clustering of halos/galaxies, the so-called scale-dependent bias (see, e.g. Dalal et al. (2008)).

Basically, this effect is caused by the non-linear coupling between the short and long wavelength

modes. In the case where the initial density fluctuations are purely Gaussian, the large-scale clustering

of the biased objects such as halos/galaxies can be described by a scale-independent bias parameter,

bG, as δbiased ' bGδm with δm being the underlying density fluctuations. On the other hand, in the

case with the local-type primordial non-Gaussianity, it could induce the large-scale modulation of

the small-scale variance of density fluctuations due to the non-linear coupling, and then the scale-

dependence, even on large scales, would arise in the bias parameter. For the simplest case, that is, the
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constant fNL, the induced scale-dependent part of the bias is given by ∝ fNL/k
2. Thus, the precise

measurement of the large-scale clustering of the biased objects enables us to obtain the constraint on

fNL.

In the 21-cm observations, roughly speaking, the clustering of ionized regions is considered

to be corresponding to that of the biased objects and thus the power spectrum of δx can be expressed

as Pxx ' b2
xPδδ. Based on the above fact, the bias parameter bx can be simply parameterized as

bx = b0 + b1fNL/k
2 with b0 and b1 being constant parameters in the existence of the local-type fNL. In

Joudaki et al. (2011), the authors performed the Fisher matrix analysis and concluded that SKA can

constrain fNL with an accuracy of order 10. The constraint can be improved by FFTT (Omniscope)

as δfNL ∼ 0.6. Mao et al. (2013) has also discussed the potential of 21-cm fluctuations from EoR and

shown that SKA can achieve δfNL ∼ 3 by making use of tomographic multi-frequency observations,

which is comparable to the current constraint obtained from the Planck CMB observation.

3.3.3 Use of minihalos
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Fig. 5. Expected 2-dim constraints on the non-linearity parameters assuming zmin = 6, taken from Sekiguchi et al. (2019).
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Here let us focus on Sekiguchi et al. (2019) where we have discussed the potential of minihalos

for constraining the primordial non-Gaussianities. Basically, minihalos are also considered to be

biased objects and hence we can describe the clustering of minihalos by introducing the bias parameter

bMH, which can be included in the effective bias parameter β(z) introduced in equation (14) as
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β(z) =

∫
dM dn

dM
F(z,M)bMH(k,M,z)∫
dM dn

dM
F(z,M)

, (39)

where F(z,M) is a flux from a single minihalo with the mass M at the redshift z. Then the power

spectrum of the spatial fluctuations in the minihalo number density is roughly given by

PMH(k,z,z′)∝ β(k,z)β(k,z′)Pδδ . (40)

In the analysis done in Sekiguchi et al. (2019), in addition to the contribution from fNL, we have also

included the effect of the higher-order local-type non-Gaussianity, in particular, primordial trispec-

trum which can be characterized by two parameters gNL and τNL. In such a case, formally, we

have (Sekiguchi et al. 2019) (see, e.g. Gong and Yokoyama (2011); Yokoyama and Matsubara (2013),

for the usual halo power spectrum)

PMH(k,z,z′)∝
[
β0(z)β0(z′) +

∆β(z)

k2
β0(z′) +

∆β(z′)

k2
β0(z) +

36

25
τNL

βf (z)βf (z
′)

k4

]
Pδδ ,(41)

with

∆β(z) = βf (z)fNL + βg(z)gNL . (42)

As can be seen in this equation, for a single redshift observation, that is, the case with z′ = z, the

contributions from the non-linearity parameters fNL and gNL are completely degenerate. Thus, in our

Fisher matrix analysis, we assume the observations with the multiple redshifts and obtain the expected

1σ errors for the non-linearity parameters as in table 3 and in figure 5.

δfNL δgNL/10
3 δτNL

COrE-like+SKA 1.1 2.2 27

COrE-like+FFTT (Omniscope) 0.48 0.75 0.58

Table 3. 1σ uncertainties for fNL, gNL and τNL expected from future observations of

CMB and 21-cm fluctuations by making use of the minihalos (Sekiguchi et al. 2019).

Once we achieve the constraints on non-linearity parameters at this level, it should be powerful

enough to probe inflationary models of generating local-type primordial non-Gaussianities such as the

curvaton model, modulated reheating scenario and so on (see, e.g. Suyama et al. (2010) for various

models) as can be seen in figure 6.

3.3.4 Use of galaxies

Galaxy survey can access the distribution of matter in three dimensions, thus having access to a large

number of modes than accessible to CMB experiments. In the linear regime, one of the most dis-

tinctive effects of the local-type primordial non-Gaussianities in the HI galaxy survey and MID HI
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intensity mapping survey is the scale-dependent enhancement of the large-scale clustering of galaxies

due to the non-linear coupling caused by the primordial non-Gaussianities. The large-scale asymp-

totes of the bias should be modified as (Dalal et al. 2008; Matarrese and Verde 2008)

bgal/HI(z)→ bgal/HI(z) + fNL∆bf (z,k) , (43)

where the non-Gaussian correction to the Gaussian bias factor is given by

∆bf (z,k) =
3H2

0 Ωm,0D+(z∗)(1 + z∗)bf (z)

k2T (k)D+(z)
, (44)

where D+(z) and T (k) denote the linear growth rate, matter transfer function, respectively. z∗ repre-

sents an arbitrary redshift at the matter dominated era. Here bf (z) is the function depending on the

relation between the clustering feature of galaxy density field and linear density field. For instance,

when we adopt the halo bias prescription and employ the Press-Schechter mass function for the uni-

versal mass function, we have bf (z) = δc(bgal/HI(z)− 1) with δc being the critical linear density for

spherical collapse. Since the large-scale behavior of the transfer function M∝ k2, we analytically

estimate the scaling relation of the bias on large scales: ∆bf ∝ k−2D+(z)−1, which implies that the

bias correction is prominent on the largest cosmological scales and at higher redshift, which are ac-

cessible by a large-area galaxy clustering survey delivered by the SKA, using either the 21-cm line

emission/absorption (Camera et al. 2013) or the radio continuum emission (Raccanelli et al. 2015;

Raccanelli 2017; Yamauchi et al. 2014) of galaxies. With the SKA Phase-2 HI galaxy redshift survey,

it should be possible to reach fNL close to unity (Camera et al. 2015). This is an important thresh-

old to distinguish between single-field and many multi-field inflationary scenarios. Measuring the

scale-dependent bias on very large scales requires extremely large cosmological volumes to reduce

error bars. However, even the next-generation galaxy surveys will not be able to bring δfNL below

unity using the single tracer. In order to beat cosmic variance one needs to take advantage of the

multi-tracer technique (Seljak 2009) (see also Yamauchi et al. 2017 for biased bispectrum) to break

the important threshold δfNL ∼ 1 (Yamauchi et al. 2014; Ferramacho et al. 2014).

Moreover, different shapes of higher-order primordial spectra can be linked to different mech-

anism for generating non-Gaussian features of the primordial fluctuations. Considering the local-type

primordial non-Gaussianity, the primordial trispectrum can be characterized by additional two param-

eters gNL and τNL. Although the simplest single source model predicts τNL = ((6/5)fNL)2, even in a

generic situation there is an universal relation τNL≥ ((6/5)fNL)2 (Suyama and Yamaguchi 2008). We

should note that the non-Gaussian correction formula equation (44) is not valid when the nontrivial

gNL and τNL are considered. In this case, the general expression including the higher-order non-linear

parameters is given by
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Pgal(k,z)=
[
b2

gal(z)+2bgal(z)
{
fNL∆bf (k,z)+gNL∆bg(k,z)

}
+

36

25
τNL∆b2

f (k,z)
]
Pδ(k,z),(45)

where ∆bg denotes the non-Gaussian correction due to gNL. Although its explicit expression is

not shown here, ∆bg is in proportion to the skewness of the smoothed density field. When the

single source model with negligibly small gNL is considered, the above expression can reduce to

the well-known formula equation (44). A detection of the higher-order non-linearity parameters

and the confirmation of the consistency inequality should be the target in future experiments. The

constraining power of the SKA Phase-2 on the higher-order non-linearity parameters is several

tens of times severer than that from the current CMB observations (Yamauchi and Takahashi 2016;

Yamauchi et al. 2021), hence the SKA can detect the consistency inequality in the wide parameter

region. Moreover, an important observation is that the combination of the SKA with future optical

observations such as Euclid 9 (Amendola et al. 2013) offers a unique opportunity to exclude the

inflationary paradigm itself if we find the breaking of the consistency inequality.

In addition to the amplitude of the primordial bispectrum, its shape encodes much physical

information about the primordial Universe. Different shapes can be linked to different mechanisms for

generating primordial non-Gaussianities by precise large-scale structure measurements. However, the

scale-dependent clustering due to non-local-type primordial non-Gaussianities in the power spectrum

for biased objects is shown to be irrelevant because the scale-dependence due to the non-local-type

one in the bias is given as ∆b∝k0,k−1 for the equilateral- and orthogonal-type, respectively, and is too

weak to detect (Matsubara 2012; Schmidt and Kamionkowski 2010). Therefore, to constrain the non-

local-type primordial non-Gaussianities, we should consider the higher-order correlation functions for

the galaxy clustering, such as the galaxy bispectrum. The bispectrum for the biased objects should be

generated from the late-time non-linear gravitational evolution of the density fluctuation even in the

case that the primordial fluctuation obeys the Gaussian statistics and such the contributions strongly

depend on the underlying cosmological dynamics (Yamauchi et al. 2017; Yamauchi and Sugiyama

2021). It is shown that the galaxy bispectrum for the galaxy clustering due to the non-local-type and

the higher-order primordial non-Gaussianities is enhanced on large scales (Sefusatti and Komatsu

2007). Actually, Yamauchi et al. (2017) shows that the measurement of galaxy bispectrum by the

SKA HI galaxy surveys can reach the constraints on the equilateral- and orthogonal-type primordial

non-Gaussianities to the level severer than current one which has been obtained by CMB observations.

9 http://www.euclid-ec.org
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4 Application to PMFs

4.1 Observations of cosmological magnetic fields

Various observations have revealed the existence of magnetic fields in the cosmological structure

including galaxies, clusters of galaxies and large-scale filamentary structure (Durrer and Neronov

2013; Han 2017; Han et al. 2018). Interestingly, in the last decade, it has been recognized that

observations of high-energy TeV photons emitted by distant blazars can be explained by the existence

of magnetic fields in the void regions, as one of the plausible scenarios (Neronov and Vovk 2010;

Tavecchio et al. 2011; Vovk et al. 2012; Essey et al. 2011; Takahashi et al. 2012, 2013; Tashiro et al.

2014; Chen et al. 2015). The suggested lower bound on the magnetic fields is 10−20–10−15 Gauss

with their coherent length, λB >∼ 0.1 Mpc. Note that there are some debates on other interpretations

of TeV blazars measurements from magnetic fields (Broderick et al. 2012; Miniati and Elyiv 2013;

Schlickeiser et al. 2012; Saveliev et al. 2013; Alves Batista et al. 2019). Revealing the origin of such

cosmic magnetic fields is one of the big challenges in modern cosmology.

An interesting scenario for the origin of cosmic magnetic fields is assuming that seed fields, the

so-called primordial magnetic fields (PMFs), are generated in the early universe, especially before the

epoch of cosmic recombination (see e.g., Durrer and Neronov 2013; Subramanian 2016; Grasso and

Rubinstein 2001 for reviews). Seed fields associated with galaxies and clusters of galaxies are ampli-

fied through the dynamo mechanism to the currently observed amplitudes. Besides, the intergalactic

magnetic fields implied by the blazars observations can be interpreted as remnants of seed fields, and

thus, seed fields have a potential to explain the observed magnetic fields. One of the representative

scenarios for generating PMFs is inflationary magnetogenesis. According to these scenarios, PMFs

are generated from quantum fluctuations as well as curvature perturbations and primordial gravita-

tional waves. However, as long as the electromagnetic action is Maxwell’s theory which is invariant

under the conformal transformation, electromagnetic fields generated via vacuum fluctuations are too

tiny as the origin of magnetic fields in the cosmological structure. In order for PMFs to be gener-

ated during inflation, one requires theories beyond the standard model of particle physics breaking

a conformal invariance, for instance, a new interaction between electromagnetic fields and any other

fields (see e.g., Turner and Widrow 1988; Ratra 1992 for pioneering works). On the basis of this

scenario, several recent works have presented the successful models for inflationary magnetogene-

sis (Domènech et al. 2016; Caprini and Sorbo 2014; Fujita and Durrer 2019). Concerning the other

possibilities of the origin of PMFs, the models in the post-inflation era have been proposed, e.g., based

on the Harrison mechanism (Harrison 1970; Takahashi et al. 2005; Fenu et al. 2011; Saga et al. 2015;

Fidler et al. 2016), or the bubble collision/turbulence in the cosmological phase transitions (Vachaspati
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1991; Sigl et al. 1997; Tevzadze et al. 2012; Ellis et al. 2019). Therefore, understanding the PMFs

not only gives keys to the origins of magnetic fields in the cosmological structures but also provides

fruitful information about the physics in the early universe.

As of now, no conclusive evidence of PMFs has been found yet, but a lot of works have tackled

to investigate the nature of PMFs, by constraining the PMF strength from cosmological observations,

for instance, Big Bang Nucleosynthesis light element abundance, CMB and galaxy surveys. More

interestingly, it has been known that PMFs affect the thermal evolution and dynamics of the IGM

gas during the cosmic dawn and EoR, and thus, future redshifted 21-cm observations, e.g. SKA, are

expected to be a good probe of PMFs. In this section, we first introduce the basic properties of PMFs,

such as the statistical properties and time evolution in subsection 4.2. Next, we review the effects of

PMFs on the thermal evolution and dynamics of the IGM gas during the dark ages in subsection 4.3.

Finally, we summarize the relevant studies on the constraint on PMFs from future 21-cm observations

in subsection 4.4.

4.2 Basics of PMFs

Magnetic fields suffer the cosmological expansion. When magnetic fields evolve adiabatically, the

amplitude of magnetic fields, B(t,x), decays proportional to a−2(t) with a scale factor a(t) at

a cosmic time t. In analysing the PMFs evolution in the expanding Universe, it is useful to in-

troduce comoving magnetic fields, B(x), which is scaled to the strength at the present epoch,

B(x) = B(t,x)/a2(t). In the following discussions, the strength of magnetic fields B represents

the comoving value unless explicitly stated otherwise.

Generally, PMFs are assumed to be generated in stochastic processes, and are often assumed

to be Gaussian random fields. In this case, the statistical nature of PMFs can be fully captured by the

power spectrum as

〈Bi(k)B∗j (k
′)〉= (2π)3δ3

D(k−k′)
δij − k̂ik̂j

2
PB(k) , (46)

where k̂i is the i-th component of the normalized wave number vector k̂, δ3
D is the Dirac delta function,

and Bi(k) is the Fourier component of PMF, which is defined by B(k) =
∫

d3x eik·xB(x) . Note that

in equation (46), we assume that PMFs are nonhelical fields.

In the context of the cosmological analysis, it is often used the following power-law type power

spectrum of PMFs, which are suggested by various theoretical models of magnetogenesis. Therefore,

we adopt a power-law type power spectrum as

PB(k) = ABk
nB (for k ≤ kcut), (47)
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where the parameters, AB and nB, represent the amplitude and the scale dependence of the PMF

power spectrum, respectively. We further introduce the cutoff scale of PMFs kcut in equation (47).

This is because the PMF energy dissipates on small scales due to the radiative diffusion effect before

the recombination epoch.

It is known that the CMB photons are diffused by the baryon-photon interaction before re-

combination, and as a result, the CMB temperature anisotropies are suppressed on small scales at

k >∼ 0.3 Mpc−1. This mechanism is called the diffusion damping. Similarly, the energy density of

PMFs on small scales is also diffused by the baryon-photon interaction. This diffusion scale is given

by the random walk length determined with the Alfvén velocity, vA ≡ cB0/
√

4πρb,0a(t) where ρb

is the baryon density and the subscript 0 denotes the present value. Accordingly, the comoving cut-

off scale induced by the direct cascade process is given by (Jedamzik et al. 1998; Subramanian and

Barrow 1998)(
2π Mpc−1

kcut

)2

=
v2

A

σT

∫ trec

0

dt

a2ne

'

1.32× 10−3
(
Bn

1 nG

)2
(

Ωbh
2

0.02

)−1(
Ωmh

2

0.15

)1/2
2/(nB+5)

, (48)

with the recombination time trec. Note that this comoving cutoff scale is time independent in the

matter dominated epoch.

Since we are interested in the strength of PMFs in real space, instead of using AB, it is helpful

to introduce the strength smoothed on the scale λ,

B2
λ =

∫ d3k

(2π)3
e−k

2λ2PB(k) =
AB

4π2λnB+3
Γ
(
nB + 3

2

)
. (49)

Here we use a Gaussian function for the smoothing window function.

Nowadays, many authors have studied the effects of PMFs on the cosmological observations

such as CMB fluctuations (Lewis 2004; Giovannini 2004; Finelli et al. 2008; Paoletti et al. 2009;

Tashiro and Sugiyama 2011; Shaw and Lewis 2010; Bonvin et al. 2013; Planck Collaboration et al.

2016; Saga et al. 2019; Minoda et al. 2021) and the large-scale structures of the universe (Ryu et al.

2012; Fedeli and Moscardini 2012; Shaw and Lewis 2012; Tashiro et al. 2012; Camera et al. 2014).

However, using CMB fluctuations and/or large-scale structure of the universe, one cannot expect

stronger constraints on the amplitude of PMFs than of the order of a few nano-Gauss, because its

energy density corresponds to the level of the CMB fluctuations (see e.g., Caprini and Durrer 2001):

B2/(8π)

ρCMB,0

' 0.95× 10−5
(
TCMB,0

2.725K

)−4( B

10nG

)2

. (50)

This relation implies that magnetic fields with several tens nano-Gauss contribute to the perturbations

32



in the CMB anisotropy on the order of 10−5 which is the same level contribution from the curvature

perturbations (Recently, Jedamzik and Saveliev (2019) analyzes the magnetohydrodynamic (MHD)

effect on CMB temperature anisotropy in detail, and gives a stringent upper limit on the amplitude

of PMFs as 0.047 nG). In other words, it is difficult to get the stronger constraint on PMFs through

similar ways as to probe the curvature perturbations in the CMB observations.

On the other hand, measuring the thermal evolution of IGM gas would offer an interesting

opportunity to explore PMFs with the energy density smaller than equation (50) because the thermal

energy of the IGM is much smaller than the CMB energy density, and it makes us possible to observe

the impacts of PMFs on IGM gas. Ongoing and upcoming 21-cm observations have the potential to

probe the thermal history of the IGM in high redshifts. More interestingly, the PMFs do not only

affect thermal history but also generate additional density fluctuations on smaller scales than 1 Mpc.

The measurement of the density fluctuations on such smaller scales is one of the new frontiers in

cosmology. Since future high-redshift 21-cm observations are sensitive to both IGM density and

temperature, it can be expected to lead us to obtain the tighter constraint on PMFs.

4.3 Impact of PMFs on the baryon physics in the dark ages

Even after the universe became neutral at the recombination epoch, baryon gas can tightly couple

with PMFs through the residual ionized particles. Therefore, the MHD approximation is valid in the

dark ages. PMFs coupled with baryon fluids mainly provide two MHD effects on the IGM: one is

the heating on the IGM and the other is the generation of the density fluctuations (Wasserman 1978;

Sethi and Subramanian 2005). In this subsection, we discuss the impact of PMFs on the IGM thermal

history and density fluctuations after the recombination epoch.

4.3.1 Impact on the IGM thermal history

Because of the coupling between PMFs and baryons through the MHD effect, the PMF energy dis-

sipates and heats the IGM. There are two dissipation processes after the recombination epoch: the

ambipolar diffusion and the decaying turbulence.

The ambipolar diffusion is the energy dissipation process due to the collision between neutral

and ionized particles (Shu 1992). After the recombination, IGM consists mostly of neutral baryon

particles and residual ionized particles. In such a partially ionized medium with magnetic fields,

ionized particles are forced on by the Lorentz force while neutral particles are not. This difference

of motions induces the relative velocity between ionized and neutral particles. However, since these

particles frequently collide in a cosmological time scale, the induced relative velocity is damped and

heat up the gas temperature by the collision. As a consequence, the ambipolar diffusion transfers the
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magnetic field energy to the thermal energy of baryons through the energy exchange of the relative

velocity between neutral and ionized particles.

Subramanian and Barrow (1998) has pointed out that, before the recombination epoch, PMFs

cannot induce turbulence on small scales because of the strong radiative viscosity. After recombi-

nation, baryon-photon interactions rapidly decrease, and thus the radiative viscosity becomes less

effective. Resultantly, the magnetic Reynolds number is getting higher, and the turbulence motion

can be produced in the MHD fluid. Under such situations, the non-linear interactions between turbu-

lences for different scales cause the energy cascade from larger vortex motions into small ones. The

kinetic energy due to such small-scale vortex motions and the magnetic energy coupled to baryons are

dissipated into the thermal energy of the MHD fluid. This mechanism is called the decaying MHD

turbulence, and the time evolution of magnetic energy in the flat-space has been investigated well

by numerical simulations (Brandenburg et al. 1996; Christensson et al. 2001; Banerjee and Jedamzik

2004). Sethi and Subramanian (2005) has applied these results into the discussion of the effects on

the IGM after the recombination.

The heating rates of the ambipolar diffusion, Q̇AD, and the decaying turbulence processes,

Q̇DT, are given by (Sethi and Subramanian 2005)

Q̇AD =
|(∇×B)×B|2

16π2ξρ2
b,0a

4(t)

1−xe

xe

, (51)

Q̇DT =
3wB

2
H
|B|2

8πa4(t)

[ln(1 + td/trec)]
wB

[ln(1 + td/trec) + ln(t/trec)]
1+wB

, (52)

where we define ξ = 1.9(TK/1K)0.375 × 1014 cm3 g−1 s−1 by the drag coefficient, td = (kcutvA)−1

by the time-scale of decaying turbulence, and wB = 2(nB + 3)/(nB + 5) by the time-dependence of

decaying turbulence. Here, the operator ∇ stands for the derivative with respect to the comoving

coordinates.

The background thermal evolution of the IGM with these heating processes of the PMFs are

calculated from

dTK

dt
=−2HTK +

xe

1 +xe

8ρCMBσT

3mec
(TCMB−TK) +

2

3kBnb

(〈Q̇AD〉+ 〈Q̇DT〉) , (53)

where the heating rates, 〈Q̇AD〉 and 〈Q̇DT〉, include the ensemble averages, 〈|(∇×B)×B|2〉 and

〈|B|2〉, respectively. In computing these ensemble averages, we exploit the expression of the PMF

power spectrum given in equation (47).

The PMF heating in equation (53) leads to the gas temperature rise enough to increase the

residual ionization fraction xe. The evolution of the ionization fraction can be evaluated in

dxe

dt
=D

[
−αenbx

2
e + βe(1−xe)exp

(
− 3Eion

4kBTCMB

)]
+ γenbxe(1−xe) . (54)

34



Here, the first and second terms in the square brackets of the right-hand side represent the collisional-

recombination and photo-ionization processes having coefficients αe and βe, depending on the kinetic

gas temperature, respectively (Seager et al. 2000). The factor D is the suppression factor due to the

Ly-α resonance, which is determined both by the redshift rate of Ly-α photon and by the two-photon

decay rate (for details, see e.g. Seager et al. 2000).

The last term on the right-hand side represents the effect of collisional ionization with thermal

electrons. In the standard recombination history, this term has a negligible contribution. However,

when PMF heating exists, the gas temperature can increase up to ∼ 104 K, depending on the PMF

strength. In this case, the collisional ionization is the major process for ionization. The collisional

ionization coefficient, γe, is a function of the kinetic gas temperature TK (Voronov 1997). We refer

the readers to Chluba et al. (2015) for detailed discussions.

Recently, Schleicher et al. (2009); Minoda et al. (2019) found that neglecting the PMF dissi-

pation of the magnetic field evolution leads to the overestimation of the 21-cm signals. Thus, incor-

porating this contribution into the analysis, we write the evolution of the PMFs with the dissipation

processes by

dρmag

dt
=−4Hρmag−〈Q̇AD〉− 〈Q̇DT〉 . (55)

Putting them all together, figure 7 shows the thermal evolution of baryons with PMFs. In the

figure, Bn represents the magnetic field strength smoothed on λ = 1 Mpc in equation (49) with the

spectral index nB = −2.9. As Bn increases, the heating is effective, in particular, in low redshifts.

As a result, the deviation from the thermal history without PMFs becomes significant in the redshifts

which can be probed by high-redshift 21-cm observations.

4.3.2 Impact on the density fluctuations

PMFs can induce the density fluctuations after recombination (Wasserman 1978; Kim et al. 1996).

In the MHD approximation, the Lorentz force can induce the velocity fields of baryon fluids.

Accordingly, the evolution equations of the density fluctuations with the PMFs are described as

∂2δb

∂t2
=−2

ȧ

a

∂δb

∂t
+ 4πG(ρbδb + ρdmδdm) +S(t,x), (56)

S(t,x) =
∇ · ((∇×B(x))×B(x))

4πρb,0a3(t)
, (57)

∂2δdm

∂t2
=−2

ȧ

a

∂δdm

∂t
+ 4πG(ρbδb + ρdmδdm), (58)

where ρdm is the dark matter density, and δb and δdm are the density contrasts of baryons and dark

matter, respectively.
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Fig. 7. Thermal history of baryon gas including the effects of PMFs. Different lines represent different strengths of PMFs. The thick solid line is the case with

no PMFs (Bn = 0 nG), and the dashed, dotted, dash-dotted lines are the cases with Bn = 0.2 nG, 0.5 nG, and 1.0 nG. Here, the scale-dependence of

PMFs is fixed on nB =−2.9. In comparison, we also show the CMB temperature with the thin solid line.

According to these evolution equations, the density fluctuations of baryons can first grow by

the Lorentz force of PMFs, and subsequently, the dark matter density fluctuations catch up with those

of baryons due to the gravitational fields described in the last term of equation (58). In order to solve

equations (56)-(58), it is useful to introduce the matter density contrast

δm ≡
(ρbδb + ρdmδdm)

ρm

, ρm ≡ ρb + ρdm. (59)

The evolution for δm can be written in

∂2δm

∂t2
=−2

ȧ

a

∂δm

∂t
+ 4πGρmδm +

ρb

ρm

S(t,x). (60)

During the matter dominated epoch, the solution of equation (60) is given as

δm =
Ωb

Ωm

[
9

10

(
t

ti

)2/3

+
3

5

(
t

ti

)−1

− 3

2

]
t2i S(ti,x), (61)

with ti being the initial time for generation of the density fluctuations. As described below, we set

ti to the recombination epoch. Before the recombination epoch, the baryons tightly coupled with

photons. Therefore, the velocity fields of the baryon-photon fluid induced by PMFs cannot grow

to the density fluctuations because photon pressure prevents the gravitational growth. The density

fluctuations can evolve after the recombination epoch, when the kinematic coupling of baryons with

photon terminates.

Equation (61) tells us the generated density fluctuations grow proportionally to the scale factor,

a∝ t2/3. This is because, once the seeds of the density fluctuations are created by PMFs, their evolu-
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tion is dominated by the gravitational force, implying that the growth rate of the density fluctuations

due to PMFs is the same as the one of the primordial density fluctuations generated from the quantum

fluctuations during the inflationary expansion. PMF-induced density fluctuations including the non-

linear evolution are also estimated by analytically (Shibusawa et al. 2014) and numerically (Marinacci

et al. 2015; Marinacci and Vogelsberger 2016). Thanks to their estimations, the number count of the

collapsed objects or the matter power spectrum will be a good probe of PMFs.

4.4 Probing the signatures of PMFs with future radio interferometers

In the previous subsection, we have discussed the cosmological impacts of PMFs: heating the IGM

and the generation of the additional density fluctuations. These impacts affect the evolution of red-

shift 21-cm signals. This means that future redshifted 21-cm surveys including SKA could be an

important probe of PMFs. In this subsection, we also review three different topics concerning such

centimeter/meter-wave radio observations: the spatially-resolved 21-cm line signal, the 21-cm global

signal, and the gravitational wave (GW) observations with the Pulsar Timing Array (PTA).

4.4.1 spatially-resolved 21-cm line signal

Tashiro and Sugiyama (2006) has firstly argued that redshifted 21-cm signal observed by future radio

interferometer telescopes can provide a strong constraint on the PMFs. They have shown that the PMF

heating shifts the absorption signal to the emission signal of redshift 21-cm line on the CMB frequency

spectrum even in the dark ages. Because the time dependencies of the adiabatic cooling for photons

and baryons are different, the gas temperature is always lower than the CMB temperature before the

EoR in the case without the heating for baryons including PMFs. However, when PMFs exist, they

can heat up baryons higher than the CMB. The critical redshift at which the gas temperature surpasses

the CMB one depends on the magnetic field strength. As the magnetic field strength increases, the

critical redshift becomes higher. They have further shown that the small-scale density fluctuations

induced by the PMFs enhance the 21-cm fluctuations on small scales. The enhanced signals are

measured as the blue-tilted angular spectrum of 21-cm fluctuations, and the scale-dependence of the

21-cm power spectrum depends on the PMF spectral index nB.

PMFs do not only increase the background kinetic gas temperature, but also give fluctuations

on the IGM temperature when PMFs are tangled. Shiraishi et al. (2014) has investigated the temper-

ature fluctuations by numerical simulation and studied the effect of baryon temperature fluctuations

on the fluctuations of redshifted 21-cm signals. Their results represent that the effect of the tempera-

ture fluctuations is negligible and the important source of 21-cm fluctuations due to the PMFs is the

small-scale density fluctuations induced by the PMFs.
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So far, we have discussed that PMFs can leave a footprint on the future 21-cm line measure-

ments by affecting the IGM density fluctuations and thermal history. It is worth mentioning that PMFs

can change the redshift evolution of the 21-cm signal through the non-linear effects on the structure

formation history. Thus, we discuss the impact of PMFs on the Jeans length for collapsed object for-

mations. Schleicher et al. (2009) has investigated the PMF heating effect on the structure formation

and 21-cm signals. They focused that high baryon temperature heated by the PMFs increases the

Jeans scale and delays the star and galaxy formations. They have pointed out that the delays might

decrease the production of Ly-α background and make 21-cm signals small. Sethi and Subramanian

(2009) has also discussed the impact of the magnetic Jeans scale on the non-linear structure forma-

tion. They have found that the PMFs can leave a characteristic feature on the HI two-point correlation

function by calculating the ionization bubbles based on a semi-analytic method (Furlanetto et al.

2004). Recently, numerical simulations have been conducted to predict a more realistic 21-cm signal

with PMF-induced density fluctuations (Kunze 2019). Still, the fully non-linear simulation including

the magnetohydrodynamics, radiative transfer, and the dissipative magnetic fields has not been com-

pleted. Such a comprehensive calculation will be important to improve the constraint on PMFs in the

SKA-era.

4.4.2 21-cm global signal

In addition to the redshifted 21-cm line fluctuations measured by the future radio interferometers in-

cluding SKA, the 21-cm global signal, which is the all-sky averaged intensity, can be a useful probe

to constrain the PMF strength. The recent EDGES measurement has reported the detection of the

absorption signals in the frequency range corresponding to 15<∼ z <∼ 20. This report provides a moti-

vation to obtain the constraint on PMFs from the EDGES measurement results. Minoda et al. (2019)

has studied the redshift evolution of the global 21-cm signals with PMFs and provided a constraint

on the PMF parameters, Bn and nB. The important feature of the global 21-cm signal with PMFs

is the transition from the absorption to the emission. When the gas temperature is lower than the

CMB temperature, the signal is observed as the absorption on the CMB blackbody spectrum. On the

other hand, when the gas temperature is higher than the CMB temperature, we will observe the 21-cm

signal as the emission line. The EDGES measurement reported that there exists the absorption signal

in 15 <∼ z <∼ 20. Therefore the PMFs which heat up the gas temperature larger than the CMB temper-

ature before z ∼ 15 are ruled out by the EDGES measurement. In the parametrization Bn and nB, the

ruled-out region by the EDGES results is shown as the red-colored region in figure 8. For compar-

ison, we plot the constraint by other cosmological observations, Planck CMB observations (Planck

Collaboration et al. 2016) and the magnetic reheating before the recombination epoch (Saga et al.
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2018b). Figure 8 shows that, for the spectral index,−3.0<nB <−2.0, the EDGES measurement can

provide the tightest constraint on the PMF amplitude.
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Fig. 8. We show a constraint on the PMF strength depending on the scale dependence with a red thick solid line, which is obtained from the 21-cm global

signal with the absorption feature at redshift z = 17.0. The PMFs with parameters on a red shaded region are ruled out because the spin temperature

exceeds the radiation temperature. For comparison, some previous constraints from CMB anisotropies (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016) and magnetic

reheating (Saga et al. 2018b) are also plotted with gray dotted and dashed lines, respectively. This figure is referred from figure 2 of Minoda et al. (2019).

As mentioned above, the density fluctuations induced by the PMFs might also affect the 21-

cm signals. The induced density fluctuations can enhance the abundance of small dark matter halos

in the early universe, where first stars can form. First stars can heat and ionize the baryon gas by

emitting UV photons. Therefore, the thermal history of gas is also affected. Katz et al. (2021) has

taken into account the enhancement of the first star formation due to the PMF based on their cosmo-

logical simulation on the structure formation with PMFs. Accordingly, they updated the constraint

on the PMFs from the EDGES measurement. However the modification with including the first star

formation enhancement is not relatively strong, compared with the effect of the direct heating due to

the PMF energy dissipation mentioned above.

It is worth noting that the EDGES measurement attracts attention to the dark matter model

including small coupling with baryons to explain the anomalous signal. In this context, Bera et al.

(2020) has studied the global 21-cm signals considering both the baryon-dark matter coupling and

PMFs. In this model, the PMF constraint is relaxed more than those shown in figure 8, because the

baryon-dark matter coupling acts as the cooling source for baryon temperature and compensates the

heating effect of PMFs. Refining the 21-cm line measurements with multiple redshift ranges would

be helpful to disentangle several effects from the global signal.
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4.4.3 GW observations with PTA

So far we have focused on the effect of PMFs on the 21-cm signals. Actually, SKA, which is one

of the future 21-cm observations, has the potential to provide the tighter constraint on PMFs. On the

other hand, SKA can be used as a good GW detector. Since the PMF can create GWs, the detection

or non-detection of GWs by SKA also gives a constraint on the PMFs. In the following, we provide

a short review of the PMF constraint from the GW measurement by SKA.

When PMFs are generated before the neutrino decoupling era, anisotropic stress of PMFs can

source GWs both on super-horizon scales and on sub-horizon scales, the so-called passive tensor

mode (Shaw and Lewis 2010), as similarly to the passive scalar mode. Therefore, the direct measure-

ments of GWs offer a unique opportunity to constrain small-scale PMFs. In this section, following

Caprini and Durrer (2001); Shaw and Lewis (2010), we present the power spectrum of GWs sourced

from PMFs. Using the delta function type of the PMF power spectrum, we show the upper limit on

the amplitude of PMFs for various scales based on Saga et al. (2018a). The anisotropic stress in the

energy-momentum tensor is a source term of gravitational waves in Einstein equations. Once PMFs

are generated in the early universe, their energy-momentum tensor is given with non-zero anisotropic

stress. Therefore, PMFs can create GWs both on super- and sub-horizon scales after their produc-

tion (Caprini and Durrer 2001; Shaw and Lewis 2010).

In constraining the amplitude of PMFs, we adopt the current upper limit on GWs derived

by NANOGrav 11yr results (Arzoumanian et al. 2020) and LIGO O2 results (Abbott et al. 2017).

Furthermore, in order to examine the future potential to constrain PMFs, we use the expected sen-

sitivities of the SKA (Carilli and Rawlings 2004; Janssen et al. 2015; Weltman et al. 2020), the

International Pulsar Timing Array (IPTA) (Hobbs et al. 2010; Manchester and IPTA 2013; Verbiest

et al. 2016; Hazboun et al. 2018), the Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) (Amaro-Seoane

et al. 2017; Baker et al. 2019), the Big-Bang Observer (BBO) (Crowder and Cornish 2005; Corbin

and Cornish 2006), the Deci-Hertz Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (DECIGO) (Seto

et al. 2001; Yagi and Seto 2011; Isoyama et al. 2018), and the Einstein Telescope (ET) (Punturo et al.

2010; Hild et al. 2011). Making use of the current and/or future upper bound on GWs, we present the

upper limit on the amplitude of PMFs as a function of the scale kp in figure 9. This figure implies that

large radio interferometers that probe not only 21-cm signals but also the radio pulsars, such as the

SKA, can constrain PMFs through both observations of the 21-cm line and GW observations.
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5 Summary

In this review, we have brought together the present state of the science case for cosmology using the

signals of the 21-cm line emission/absorption during the cosmic dawn and EoR. We discussed how

we can probe the early Universe, particularly focusing on the inflationary era and primordial magnetic

fields for illustration.

As described in section 3, the primordial power spectrum, more specifically its scale depen-

dence and statistical nature, i.e., primordial non-Gaussianities, can well be measured by future ob-

servations of 21-cm fluctuations with SKA and also a futuristic survey. Since 21-cm fluctuations can

well probe small scales, by combining observations of CMB on large scales, its scale-dependence

which can be described by the so-called running parameters can be well determined. We can also

constrain the so-called non-linearity parameters such as fNL, τNL and gNL by using the 21-cm sig-

nals from IGM/minihalo and galaxies. With observations of SKA, we can constrain the non-linearity

parameters with the precisions beyond the current sensitivity of CMB, which is almost close to the

fundamental limit achievable. Furthermore, as discussed in section 3, once observations of 21-cm

fluctuations during even the dark ages (z ∼ 30− 200) are made available, we can probe non-linearity

parameters down to the precision predicted in the standard single-field inflation models, which can

give a critical test of the inflationary Universe. 21-cm fluctuations can also probe the adiabaticity of

primordial fluctuations. Although isocurvature fluctuations can be severely constrained by CMB on

large scales, those on small scales cannot be well limited by CMB. Therefore isocurvature fluctuations

which are suppressed on large scales but enhanced on small scales such as the one with the blue-tilted

spectrum are still allowed by current observations. However, as mentioned above, 21-cm fluctuations
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can well probe the small scales, and thus such kind of isocurvature fluctuations can be tested in fu-

ture observations of 21-cm line. Furthermore, it is also worth noting that 21-cm fluctuations can also

differentiate CDM and baryon isocurvature modes, which is impossible by CMB.

In section 4, we have discussed the constraint on PMFs from 21-cm line observations. The

baryon gas is heated up after the recombination epoch by the dissipative processes of magnetic fields

in MHD fluid, which are the ambipolar diffusion and the decaying turbulence. Because not only the

kinetic gas temperature, but the spin temperature also arises, the measurements of the 21-cm absorp-

tion signal can give a constraint on PMFs. The strength of the heating effect is not homogeneous, and

it depends on the distribution of PMFs. In addition, PMFs induce matter density fluctuations due to

the Lorentz force. Therefore the 21-cm line fluctuations can be a probe of PMFs. Future observations

like SKA will be useful to constrain PMFs.

In the past several decades, precise measurements of the statistical properties of CMB, large-

scale structure, supernovae, and so on, have established the standard cosmological model and have

revealed various aspects of the primordial Universe. However, we still need more precise measure-

ments of fundamental observables such as the primordial power spectrum, its adiabaticity, primor-

dial non-Gaussianities, and primordial magnetic fields, which are necessary to fully understand the

history of the Universe. As shown in this paper, future observations of redshifted 21-cm line emis-

sion/absorption signals of neutral hydrogen from cosmic dawn/EoR can probe the above-mentioned

observables more precisely, which would give us further insight into our understanding of the primor-

dial Universe.
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J. B. Muñoz, E. D. Kovetz, A. Raccanelli, M. Kamionkowski, J. Silk J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys.

2017, 2017: 032.
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