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ABSTRACT

The 21cm global signal is an important probe to reveal the properties of the first astrophysical objects and the processes of
the structure formation from which one can constrain astrophysical and cosmological parameters. To extract the information of
such parameters, one needs to efficiently evaluate the 21cm global signal for statistical analysis. First we developed an artificial
neural network-based emulator to predict the 21cm global signal, which works with significantly less computational cost and
high precision. Then we apply our emulator to demonstrate the parameter estimation based on the Bayesian analysis by using the
publicly available EDGES low-band data. We find that the result is sensitive to the foreground model, the assumption of noise,
and the frequency range used in the analysis. The Bayesian evidence suggests the models with higher order polynomial function
and enhanced noise are preferred. We also compare models suggested from the EDGES low-band data and the ones from recent
JWST measurements of the galaxy luminosity function at 𝑧 = 16. We find that the model which produces the 21cm absorption
line at 𝑧 ≈ 15 is well consistent with the central value of the observed luminosity function at 𝑧 = 16.

Key words: (cosmology:) dark ages, reionization, first stars – early Universe – (galaxies:) high-redshift

1 INTRODUCTION

During the Cosmic Dawn, when the first stars and galaxies are
formed, the intergalactic medium (IGM) was filled with the neu-
tral hydrogen atom. Thus, the 21cm line, emitted from the neutral
hydrogen atoms, can be one of the powerful tools to study the Cosmic
Dawn (e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2006b; Shimabukuro et al. 2023; Minoda
et al. 2022a). The spatial average and fluctuations of the 21cm signal
evolved as the result of radiation from the first luminous objects. For
example, the absorption of the 21cm global signal indicates coupling
between the HI spin temperature and gas temperature via Lyman-𝛼
emission from the first stars (known as “Wouthyusen-Field (WF)
effect” (Wouthuysen 1952; Field 1959)).
There are many 21cm global signal instruments; EDGES (Rogers

& Bowman 2012; Bowman et al. 2018), BIGHORNS (Sokolowski
et al. 2015), SARAS2 (Bevins et al. 2022b). In particular, the EDGES
have continuously investigated the 21cm global signal, and various
methods are developed (e.g. Monsalve et al. 2017a; Murray et al.
2022). The high-band data are used to constrain the galaxy evolution
at the epoch of reionization (Monsalve et al. 2017b, 2018, 2019).
In 2018, the EDGES low band has reported a strong absorption
line at 𝑧 = 17.8, which cannot be explained without new physics or
unknown systematic error (Bowman et al. 2018). The absorption line
at high redshift indicates efficient structure formation at high redshift.
This might indicate the high star formation rate and emission from
the first stars (Madau 2018). For example, the role of Pop III stars
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† JSPS Research Fellow

is investigated in (e.g. Chatterjee et al. 2020) using the observed
EDGES signal. The reported EDGES-low signal is also used for
constraining the dark matter model (e.g. Rudakovskyi et al. 2020).
One can also constrain primordial fluctuations, particularly on small
scales (Yoshiura et al. 2018, 2020a; Minoda et al. 2022b), since the
amplitude of density fluctuations on small scales is relevant to the
structure formation process through which the 21cm signal can be
affected1.
A follow-up observation with the SARAS3 has suggested the non-

existence of such a strong absorption signal reported by EDGES
(Singh et al. 2022) and accordingly the high-𝑧 astrophysics has been
constrained (Bevins et al. 2022a). However, they only examined the
absorption signal with the same shape as EDGES, and did not rule
out the existence of absorption lines at the same redshift.
In addition to the global signal, one can also use the 21cm power

spectrum to test the EDGES discovery. The observation of the 21cm

1

Other probes of primordial power spectrum on small scales have been
discussed such as primordial black holes (Bugaev &Klimai 2009; Josan et al.
2009; Sato-Polito et al. 2019); ultra-compact minihalos (Bringmann et al.
2012; Nakama et al. 2018; Emami & Smoot 2018); CMB spectral distortion
(Hu et al. 1994; Chluba et al. 2012a,b; Khatri & Sunyaev 2013; Clesse et al.
2014; Cabass et al. 2016; Kainulainen et al. 2017); supernovae lensing Ben-
Dayan & Takahashi (2016); luminosity function of high-𝑧 galaxies (Yoshiura
et al. 2020a); dark matter substructure (Ando et al. 2022); 21cm fluctuations
(Kohri et al. 2013; Sekiguchi et al. 2018; Muñoz et al. 2017); 21-cm signal
from minihalos Sekiguchi et al. (2018); 21cm forest (Shimabukuro et al.
2014) and Lyman-𝛼 forest (Bird et al. 2011; Palanque-Delabrouille et al.
2015), reionization history (Minoda et al. 2023) and so on.
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power spectrum at the Cosmic Dawn has been actively operated for
the last 10 years such as MWA (Ewall-Wice et al. 2016; Yoshiura
et al. 2021), LOFAR (Gehlot et al. 2019), AARTFAAC (Gehlot et al.
2020), OVRO-LWA (Eastwood et al. 2019; Garsden et al. 2021),
and LWA-SV (Dilullo et al. 2020, 2021). However, the current power
spectrum results at the CosmicDawn have not constrained themodels
which can explain the strong absorption.

Previous studies raised several possibilities of systematics in the
EDGES data (Hills et al. 2018; Sims & Pober 2020; Singh & Sub-
rahmanyan 2019; Spinelli et al. 2019). Indeed any global signal
instruments suffer from a number of systematics such as, for ex-
ample, the ionosphere coupling with nonuniform foregrounds (Shen
et al. 2021, 2022). Detailed modeling and validation of instrumen-
tal beam response are mandatory (Mahesh et al. 2021; Sims et al.
2023) even at the horizon (Bassett et al. 2021b), otherwise the biased
signal will be recovered (e.g. Spinelli et al. 2022). Apparently, si-
multaneous modeling of the foreground with antenna responses can
mitigate the structured residuals (Anstey et al. 2021; Pagano et al.
2022). Thus a prior antenna design should be required (Anstey et al.
2022). It is also crucial to identify the unknown systematic error
using Bayesian evidence to avoid biased results (Scheutwinkel et al.
2022b). In the future, 21cm global signal observation with multiple
instruments (REACH, de Lera Acedo et al. 2022; Saxena et al. 2022)
and observation from the far side of the moon (Burns et al. 2021a,b)
can correctly remove/mitigate the systematics. Multiple approaches
to measure the 21cm global signal have been now proposed (e.g.
McKinley et al. 2020; Thekkeppattu et al. 2022; Price 2022; Zhang
et al. 2023). Thus, in the upcoming years, a large amount of data
observed with different instruments will be available.

We here mention that the Cosmic Dawn is now receiving a great
deal of attention from astronomers. Recent observations with the
James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) found the most distant galax-
ies (e.g. Adams et al. 2023; Atek et al. 2023; Donnan et al. 2023;
Finkelstein et al. 2022; Yan et al. 2023; Naidu et al. 2022b; Castellano
et al. 2022; Naidu et al. 2022a; Harikane et al. 2023; Haro et al. 2023;
Zavala et al. 2023). They revealed unexpected star formation rates
during the Cosmic Dawn. The result suggests a high star formation
rate and a top-heavy initial mass function. It would be important to
test such scenarios with a different probe, and indeed the 21cm line
can be a key alternative observable to reveal astrophysical processes
during the Cosmic Dawn.

It is therefore imperative to develop software to study the 21cm
global signal toward aBayesian analysiswith future observations. For
example, the 21CMMC (Greig & Mesinger 2015, 2017, 2018) has
been developed for the BayesianMCMC analysis while the change of
cosmological parameters makes the performance slow. In Chatterjee
et al. (2021), they have developed the MCMC package (CosmoR-
eionMC) and constrained the astrophysical and cosmological param-
eters including the spectral index and the amplitude of the primordial
power spectrum using the combination of data from the CMB ob-
served by Planck, quasar absorption spectra and 21cm global signal.
Very recently, Naik et al. (2022) performed the MCMC analysis with
parameters describing the bump in the primordial power spectrum
and 2 astrophysical ones. However, the prediction of a 21cm signal
needs high computational costs to calculate the complicated pro-
cess with many astrophysical and cosmological parameters in three
dimensions. For a quick and accurate prediction of a 21cm signal,
emulators have been developed (Kern et al. (2017); Bevins et al.
(2021b); Cohen et al. (2020); Bye et al. (2022); Schmit & Pritchard
(2018)) although the running and running of running parameters of
primordial power spectrum, which is a common way of describing

the detailed scale-dependence, especially on small scales, are not
taken into account.
In this work, we build an artificial neural network (ANN) based

emulator so that we can efficiently predict the 21cm global signal
with multiple astrophysical parameters and the ones to characterize
the primordial fluctuations such as the spectral index and the running
parameters. We demonstrate parameter constraints with Bayesian
analysis using the developed emulator and publicly available EDGES
low-band data.
This paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we describe

the model of the 21cm signal used to create the training and test data
and the algorithm of emulation. Section 3 contains the description of
ourBayesian analysis. In Section 4,we give the results of theBayesian
analysis and discuss how the assumptions of the foreground, noises,
and frequency range affect parameter constraints. Comparisons of
models suggested by EDGES and JWST are also discussed. We
summarize this paper in the final section. Through this paper, we
fix the cosmological parameters as Ωm = 0.316, ΩΛ = 1 − Ωm,
Ωb = 0.0491, H0 = 67.27, 𝜎8 = 0.831 (Planck Collaboration et al.
2016).

2 METHODS: MODELLING 21CM SIGNAL, EMULATOR
AND LUMINOSITY FUNCTION

This section describes the modeling of the 21cm line brightness
temperature, the high-𝑧 ultra-violet luminosity function (UVLF), and
the ANN-based emulator.

2.1 21cm brightness temperature

The 21cm line is observed as emission/absorption against the radio
background such as the CMB, and then the 21cm line brightness
temperature is given as (e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2006a)

𝛿𝑇b ≈ 27𝑥HI (1 + 𝛿)
(
𝑇S − 𝑇𝛾
𝑇S

) (
1 + 𝑧
10

) 1
2
[mK], (1)

where 𝑇S is the spin temperature, 𝑥HI is the neutral fraction of hy-
drogen gases, 𝛿 is matter over-density and 𝑇𝛾 = 2.725/(1 + 𝑧) is the
temperature of CMB. Note that we do not consider the enhanced ra-
dio backgrounds (e.g. Feng&Holder 2018; Fialkov&Barkana 2019;
Reis et al. 2020; Ewall-Wice et al. 2020) proposed to reproduce the
very strong absorption signal reported in Bowman et al. (2018).
We used a modified version of 21cmFASTv22 (Mesinger et al.

2011; Park et al. 2019), which is similar to the methodology used in
Yoshiura et al. (2018); Minoda et al. (2023), for evaluating the 21cm
line brightness temperature. Specifically, we added the running 𝛼s
and the running of running 𝛽s to the primordial power spectrum. The
detailed method used in the 21cmFAST for solving the ionization
and evolution of spin temperature is well described in Mesinger et al.
(2011); Park et al. (2019). We here describe the method briefly. The
initial matter power spectrum will be used for creating an initial
high-resolution matter density map and estimation of the halo mass
function3. The three-dimensional matter density map of each redshift
bin is evaluated using 2LPT from the initial matter distribution with

2 There are several recent updates on the 21cmFAST such as the inhomoge-
neous Lyman-Werner and relative-velocity feedback (Muñoz et al. 2022).
3 The choice of halo mass function, the stellar population synthesis, and
cosmology can affect the 21cm global signal with a few - tens of mK (Mirocha
et al. 2021).
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high resolution. The ionization is solved by comparing the number of
neutral baryons and recombination with ionizing photons (Sobacchi
& Mesinger 2014). The heating of IGM is caused by the X-ray
emission4, calculated as angle-averaged specific intensity, with the
optical depth being taken into account. The Lyman-𝛼 background is
originated from the X-ray excitation of the neutral hydrogen atom
and direct stellar emission of the Lyman series. The 21cm signal is
evaluated using the maps of neutral fraction, spin temperature, and
matter density. The global signal (i.e. sky averaged) 21cm signal is
calculated using the resultant 21cm brightness temperature maps.
The emission from luminous objects is controlled by several as-

trophysical parameters, which we list following Park et al. (2019);
the fraction of gas converted into stars in a halo of mass 1010𝑀� ,
𝑓star, the power-law index of 𝑓star as a function of halo mass, 𝛼star, a
fraction of time scale of the star formation against Hubble time, 𝑡star,
the escape fraction of ionizing photons of a halo of mass 1010𝑀� ,
𝑓esc, the power-law index of 𝑓esc as a function of halo mass, 𝛼esc,
turn over mass, 𝑀turn, which is the lowest halo mass to host the ef-
ficient star formation, X-ray luminosity per star formation, 𝐿X, and
minimum X-ray energy, 𝐸0.
In addition to astrophysical parameters, the small-scale primordial

power spectrum can also play an important role in the evolution
of the 21cm global signal. The primordial power spectrum can be
parametrized as

𝑃prim ∝
(
𝑘

𝑘ref

)𝑛s−1+ 12 𝛼s ln(𝑘/𝑘ref )+ 16 𝛽s ln2 (𝑘/𝑘ref )
, (2)

where 𝑛𝑠 is the spectral index, 𝛼𝑠 and 𝛽𝑠 are the running and the
running of the running parameters. 𝑘ref = 0.05Mpc−1 is the reference
scale. In Yoshiura et al. (2018, 2020a), the effects of 𝛼s and 𝛽s on
the 21cm global signal are investigated. The enhancement of the
matter power spectrum owing to the positively large value of 𝛼s and
𝛽s makes the structure formation faster. As a result, the redshift of
the 21cm absorption signal is shifted to earlier. Thus the primordial
power spectrum is also important in predicting the 21cmglobal signal
and we vary 𝑛𝑠 , 𝛼𝑠 , and 𝛽𝑠 as well as the astrophysical parameters
in the following analysis.
We run the 21cmFAST for roughly 49000 different parameter sets

in the PC cluster of CfCA and store the global 21cm line signal. The
simulation was performed in a cosmological volume of 128Mpc3,
1923 cells for initial condition and 643 cells for ionized and tem-
perature maps5. We divide the redshift into 53 bins over the range
of 6 < 𝑧 < 30. Parameters are randomly selected from a range
motivated by Park et al. (2019). The ranges of parameters of the pri-
mordial power spectrum (𝑛s, 𝛼s, and 𝛽s) are consistent with the 5 𝜎
confidence level of the constraints from Planck Collaboration et al.
(2020). The ranges of parameters are listed in Table 1. The set of
parameters and the resultant 21cm global signal is used for training
our emulator as described below. We will use roughly 44000 data as
training data and the rest as test data.

4 Note that additional heating processes such as the Lyman-𝛼 heating pro-
duced by the Lyman-𝛼 photons can change the shape of global signal
(Villanueva-Domingo et al. 2020; Ghara &Mellema 2020; Mittal & Kulkarni
2021).
5 We tested various sets of resolutions and find that the resolution does not
significantly affect the evolution of the 21cm global signal.

Table 1. List of parameters and the range used to create training data sets.

lower limit higher limit

𝑛s 0.9385 0.9865
𝛼s -0.048 0.052
𝛽s -0.055 0.075
log10 𝑓star -3.0 0.0
𝑎star -0.5 1.0
log10 𝑓esc -3.0 0
𝑎esc -1.0 0.5
log10 𝑀turn 8 10
𝑡star 0 1
log10 𝐿X 38 42
𝐸0 100 1500

2.2 Emulator

As the emulator of a 21cm global signal, we employ an ANN-based
architecture which is similar to some previous works (Cohen et al.
2020; Bevins et al. 2021b; Bye et al. 2022).We perform the optimiza-
tion of ANN models using 12 different architectures6. The hidden
layers have a Tanh activation function except for the last layer which
has a linear activation. The input layer of the network for the global
signal has 11 inputs (8 astrophysical parameters, 3 primordial power
spectrum parameters), and 1 redshift index. The redshift indices
(from 1 to 53) correspond to the output redshift bins of 21cmFAST.
The network yields one output corresponding to the brightness tem-
perature at the redshift index. The loss function used to optimize the
network is Mean Squared Error. We use the batch size of 53, ADAM
optimizer, and learning rate of 0.002. We train the network for 100
epochs using the all training data set. As quantitative evaluators of
the accuracy of our network, we employ root mean squared error
(RMSE) as in Bevins et al. (2021b); Cohen et al. (2020). The RMSE
for a test data set is given as

𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 =

√√√√
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑗=0

(
𝛿𝑇sim (𝑧 𝑗 ) − 𝛿𝑇pred (𝑧 𝑗 )

)2
, (3)

where 𝑁 is number of redshift bins, 𝑧 𝑗 is redshift at 𝑗-th bin, 𝛿𝑇sim is
simulated 21cm brightness temperature from 21cmFAST and 𝛿𝑇pred
is 21cm signal predicted using the emulator. As a result, the archi-
tecture consists of 1 input layer, 4 hidden layers with 32 neurons for
each layer, and 1 output layer, achieving the mean RMSE of 2.45
mKwhich is the smallest among the other architectures. The figure 1
shows examples of the 21cm global signal predicted by our emulator.
The accuracy might be improved further by optimization of training
parameters and the architecture. However, this RMSE is more or
less consistent with the previous work and lower than the expected
thermal noise error of the EDGES data at a frequency bin. Thus, we
consider that the current emulator is accurate enough for this work.
Note that the redshift bins of our training data sets do not corre-

spond to the frequency bins of the EDGES data one by one. Thus, in
the Bayesian analysis, we predict the 21cm brightness temperature
by linearly interpolating the values to evaluate the 21cm signal at the
frequency bins of the EDGES data.

6 The 12 models are the combinations of the number of hidden layers (2, 3,
and 4) and the number of neurons at the hidden layers (4,8,16, and 32).

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2015)
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Figure 1. Examples of 21cm global signals. Solid lines are randomly taken
from the test data set. The dotted lines are predicted using the emulator we
developed.

2.3 Luminosity function

Using the parameters used in the 21cmFAST, we can evaluate the
high-𝑧 UVLF following Park et al. (2019). The star formation rate
(SFR) is described as

¤𝑀∗ (𝑀h, 𝑧) = 𝑀∗
𝑀h

𝑡star𝐻−1
𝑧

, (4)

where 𝐻−1
𝑧 is Hubble time at the redshift 𝑧 and the stellar mass 𝑀∗

is given as

𝑀∗ (𝑀h, 𝑧) = 𝑓star,m

(
Ωb
Ωm

)
𝑀h, (5)

where 𝑀h is halo mass and the 𝑓star,m is less than 1 and given as
𝑓star,m = 𝑓star𝑀

𝛼star
h,10 . 𝑀h,10 is halo mass normalized by 10

10𝑀� .
The SFR is converted to rest-frame UV luminosity by the conversion
factor 𝐾UV = 1.15 × 10−28𝑀� yr−1/ergs s−1Hz−1 (assuming the
Salpeter IMF, Sun & Furlanetto 2016). The UV magnitude 𝑀UV
is derived from the luminosity by following AB magnitude relation
(Oke & Gunn 1983). Finally, the UVLF is given as

𝜙(𝑀UV) = 𝑓duty
𝑑𝑛

𝑑𝑀h

���� 𝑑𝑀h𝑑𝑀UV

���� , (6)

where 𝑓duty = exp(−𝑀turn/𝑀h) is a suppression factor for star for-
mation in small halos. The halo mass function 𝑑𝑛/𝑑𝑀h is calculated
following (Murray et al. 2013) with the parametrization for the pri-
mordial power spectrum7 (2) as in e.g. Yoshiura et al. (2020b), using
the top-hat window function.
Previous works (Park et al. 2019; Yoshiura et al. 2020b) have

shown that the UVLF at 𝑧 ≤ 10 is a powerful quantity to constrain
the astrophysical parameters and primordial power spectrum. How-
ever, when we perform the Bayesian analysis using the EDGES data
corresponding to 𝑧 > 13, we do not include the UVLF in the likeli-
hood. We calculate the UVLF at 𝑧 = 12 and 𝑧 = 16 only to discuss
the implication of EDGES to the recent JWST results.

7 We here assume the amplitude of the primordial power spectrum at the
reference scale is 2.207 × 10−9 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016).

3 METHOD: DATA ANALYSIS

Using our emulator to evaluate the 21cm global signal, we perform
the Nested sampling Bayesian analysis to constrain the astrophysical
parameters with several assumptions for foreground model, system-
atics, and appropriate noise level. To this end, we use the publicly
available EDGES low-band data (Bowman et al. 2018)8. The data
contains an integrated sky spectrum from 51MHz to 99MHz. For the
model of foreground, systematics, and noise, we adopt those moti-
vated in Sims & Pober (2020). We refer the reader to the reference for
a more detailed discussion of the models. We describe the methods
below following Sims & Pober (2020).
We define a Gaussian log-likelihood function9 for the model 𝑀

as,

lnL(\, 𝑀) = −𝑛
2
ln(2𝜋) − 1

2

𝑛∑︁
𝑖

ln𝜎2𝑖 −
𝑛∑︁
𝑖

1
2
(𝐷𝑖 − 𝑚𝑖 (\))2

𝜎2
𝑖

, (7)

where 𝑛 is the number of frequency channels, 𝜎𝑖 is the noise level of
EDGES data at 𝑖-th frequency channel, 𝐷𝑖 is the EDGES low-band
data at channel 𝑖, 𝑚𝑖 is the component of our model 𝑀 at channel 𝑖
and \ is a vector of our model parameters. Based on Bayes’s theorem,
the posterior distribution function of the parameters is given as

𝑃(\ |D, 𝑀) = L(\, 𝑀)𝜋(\, 𝑀)
Z , (8)

where 𝜋 is the parameter’s prior probability distribution and the
Bayesian evidence,Z, is given as

Z =

∫
L(\)𝜋(\)𝑑𝑥\, (9)

where 𝑥 is the number of dimensions of our parameter space. Com-
paring the value ofZ, we can perform model selection. If some two
models 𝑀0 and 𝑀1 are equally probable a priori, lnZ0 − lnZ1 > 3
indicates the model 𝑀0 is more likely than 𝑀1 (Kass & Raftery
1995). In this work, we use Polychord (Handley et al. 2015a,b) to
calculate the Bayes evidence and obtain the posterior probability dis-
tribution of parameters. The accuracy of the evidence and posterior
distribution can be improved by increasing the number of live points
nlive which is a parameter used in Polychord. We use nlive = 2000 for
evaluating the lnZ. For some models, we checked that the evidence
values evaluated with nlive = 400010 are consistent with the values
calculated with nlive = 2000.
The measured sky signal is dominated by the Galactic synchrotron

radiation and can be described with a smooth function of the fre-
quency. We, therefore, use the 𝑁-th log polynomial function as our
foreground model

𝑇FG = 10
∑𝑁

𝑖=0 𝑑𝑖 log10 (a/a0)𝑖 [K], (10)

where 𝑑𝑖 are the model parameters used in our fitting and a0 =

75MHz. Foregrounds are expected to be well smooth (Shaver et al.
1999) and described with at least 3rd order polynomial function
(Pritchard & Loeb 2010). The ionosphere absorption and miscal-
ibration of the beam and instrumental gain might be sources of

8 https://loco.lab.asu.edu/edges/edges-data-release/
9 In Scheutwinkel et al. (2022a), they argued that the generalized normal
likelihood function would be an appropriate likelihood function if the noise
model is unknown. In this work, we assume the noise follows Gaussian
distribution. Therefore a Gaussian log-likelihood would be suitable in our
analysis.
10 To improve the accuracy of the posterior distribution, we use the results
with nlive = 4000 in figure 4-12.

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2015)
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Table 2. List of parameters and the range used for the Bayesian analysis.
For the astrophysical and cosmological parameters of the emulator, the prior
range is listed in Table 1.

param lower limit higher limit

𝑑0 -5 5
𝑑1 -3 -2
𝑑2 − 𝑑9 -100 100
𝑎0 -10.0 2.0
𝑎1 -10.0 2.0
𝑃 10.0 15.0
𝑏 -4.0 4.0

further fluctuation of the spectrum as mentioned above. A higher-
order polynomial function could allow more freedom in modelling
the modulated foreground but also could lead to overfitting, so the
number of polynomial orders should be determined carefully. We,
therefore, vary the order of polynomials from 5th to 9th. It is worth
mentioning that several advanced methods have been rapidly devel-
oping to analyze the foreground-dominated 21cm observation (e.g.
Bassett et al. 2021a; Bevins et al. 2021a). However, in this study,
we use a traditional polynomial function to fit the foregrounds for
simplicity.
As found in previous works (e.g. Hills et al. 2018; Singh&Subrah-

manyan 2019; Sims&Pober 2020), systematicswith sinusoidal shape
might exist in the EDGES low-band data. The sinusoidal systematics,
for example, can arise due to inaccurate correction of instrumental
beam response. Thus, we employ the function below to model the
systematics,

𝑇cal (a) =
(
a

a0

)𝑏
{10𝑎0 sin (2𝜋a/𝑃) + 10𝑎1 cos (2𝜋a/𝑃)} [K], (11)

where 𝑎0, 𝑎1, 𝑏 and 𝑃 are free parameters of the systematics.
The thermal noise of the global signal observation can be given as

𝑇rms (a) = [𝑇sky (a) + 𝑇rec]/
√︁
𝑤(a)Δ𝑡Δa. Here the sky temperature

𝑇sky is the integrated sky spectrumof EDGES.According toBowman
et al. (2018), we can assume the receiver temperature 𝑇rec to be
200 K, the channel width of Δa = 0.390625 MHz and the effective
integration time of Δ𝑡 =107 hours. The data at higher than 87 MHz
suffer from the strong contamination of RFI11. Thus, the effective
integration time is corrected using normalized channel weights, 𝑤
and the normalized weight has low values at a > 87 MHz. For
comparison, we perform the Bayesian analysis using the data only at
a < 87MHz and all frequency data (51 < a < 99MHz). Regrading
the noise level, if there are additional noise sources such as calibration
error and polarized foregrounds as discussed in Sims&Pober (2020),
they can be larger than the thermal noise. We, therefore, define the
noise level as 𝜎𝑖 = 𝐴n𝑇rms (a𝑖) + 𝑇wn/

√︁
𝑤(a𝑖), and we perform

the Bayesian analysis using the theoretical noise model (𝐴n = 1,
𝑇wn = 0 K) and enhanced noise model (𝐴n = 2.25, 𝑇wn = 0.015
K) for comparison. The enhanced noise model is motivated by the
maximum posterior parameters of the highest evidence models in
Sims & Pober (2020). The parameters and the ranges assumed in the
Bayesian analysis for the foreground, the systematics, and the noise
level are summarized in Table 2.
In the Bayesian analysis, the measured signal should be compared

to the sum of the 21cm global signal predicted using the emulator,
foreground, the sinusoidal systematics, and the thermal noise.

11 See the Extended Data Figure 7 in Bowman et al. (2018).
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Figure 2. Impact of running parameters on the 21cm global signal. The
signals are calculated using the emulator. The thick solid line is our fiducial
model (𝛼s = 0.002 and 𝛽s = 0.01).

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We first check the effect of running parameters on the 21cm global
signal in figure 2. The figure shows the 21cm global signal calculated
using the emulator developed in this work. The thick solid line is the
model with 𝛼s = 0.002 and 𝛽s = 0.01 corresponding to the mean
values in Planck 2018 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020). The figure
clearly shows that the higher (lower) values of 𝛼s and 𝛽s shift the
21cm absorption trough to the higher (lower) redshift. This shift is
caused due to the enhancement (reduction) of the initial matter power
spectrum which affects the halo mass function (e.g. Yoshiura et al.
2020a; Minoda et al. 2023).
We next see the connection between the 21cm global signal and

UVLF. Figure 3 shows the 21cm global signal and UVLF at 𝑧 =12
and 16. The thick solid line is calculated using the central parameter
values of the prior range (Table 1). With the central values for the
parameters, we find the 21cm global signal has an absorption trough
at 𝑧 = 11. The corresponding UVLF of 𝑧 = 12 and 𝑧 = 16 are not
consistent with observational results of Harikane et al. (2023).
Now we demonstrate how the 21cm global signal and UVLF are

affected by varying these cosmological and astrophysical parameters.
Among the parameters listed in Table 1, the effect of 𝑓star on the high-
𝑧 UVLF, which is measured in JWST, is particularly important. Its
central value in the prior range is 𝑓star = 0.03, and we show the case
of 𝑓star = 0.25 with the thin solid line in figure 3. In this case, the
UVLFs at 𝑧 = 12 and 16 overlap with the JWST results within 1𝜎.
Further enhancement might be required to explain the JWST best-fit
value of UVLF at 𝑧 = 16, but such a parameter can easily conflict
with the observation of galaxies at lower redshifts.
Instead of increasing 𝑓star, larger running parameters 𝛼s and 𝛽s can

increase theUVLF.We show the results with𝛼s = 0.022, 𝛽s = 0.036,
and the other parameters remaining the central values in the prior
range as the thick dashed line in figure 3. This result is fitted well
to the UVLF data points at 𝑧 = 12, but the discrepancy between the
UVLF at 𝑧 = 16 still remains. Additionally, increasing both of the
running parameters and 𝑓star is also shown with the thin dashed line.
The UVLF at 𝑧 = 16 can well explain the observation of JWST, but
the UVLF at 𝑧 = 12 fails. The discrepancy may require modified
models such as the redshift evolution of astrophysical parameters,
emission from Pop III stars, and UV luminosity calculated using the
top-heavy IMF and so on (Harikane et al. 2023). Since our main
focus is the 21 cm global signal, we do not include the UVLF in the
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likelihood of the Bayesian analysis which wewill see in the following
subsections.

4.1 Comparing All Cases

Our emulator is constructed with 11 parameters. We demonstrate the
emulator with the EDGES low-band data which covers the frequency
range of the 21cm line before the cosmic reionization. Thus, we fix
the escape fraction as the log10 𝑓esc = −1.5 and 𝛼esc = −0.25 since
these parameters are mainly relevant to the reionization. We also
consider a model with fixing the parameters for the primordial power
spectrum as 𝑛s = 0.9665, 𝛼s = 0.0, and 𝛽s = 0.0. It would be
worth mentioning that the model with 𝑛s = 0.9625, 𝛼s = 0.002, and
𝛽s = 0.01, which corresponds to themean values of Planck constraint
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), has the absorption peak at higher
redshifts than that of the model with 𝛼s = 𝛽s = 0 as shown as the thin
solid line in figure 2. However, the influence is minor compared to
the effects of astrophysical parameters. We also examine the model
without a 21cm signal.
We assess the foreground models with orders of polynomials from

5th to 9th. The prior range of the parameters used in the fitting is listed
in Table 1 and 2. We perform the analysis for multiple combinations
of these models as listed in Table 3.
Regarding the systematics, we found that the model without the

sinusoidal systematics, described as Eq. (11), has significantly larger
RMS and lower lnZ. This might suggest the existence of sinusoidal
systematics. Therefore we decided to use sinusoidal systematics in
all models.
We perform the Bayesian analysis using all frequency bands (51-

99MHz) or only lower bands (51-87 MHz) and use 2 different noise
models. For clear discussion, we define 4 cases for the combination
of the frequency band and noise model, namely FullBW(full band-
width), HcutBW (high-frequency cut bandwidth), TN (theoretical
noise, 𝐴n = 1, 𝑇wn = 0 K), and EN (enhanced noise, 𝐴n = 2.25,
𝑇wn = 0.015 K). In addition, depending on the model framework as
to how we fix the parameters, we separate the models into 4 labelled
as M1, M2, M3 and M4 (see Table 3). We also define 11 IDs for dif-
ferent combinations of 21cm signal and foregrounds (see Table 3).
We refer, for example, to the model of M1-FG8 and FullBW-TN as
FullBW-TN-M1-FG8.
The Bayesian evidence values of all models are summarized in

Table 3. We compare the evidence of 44 models12. The evidence val-
ues become significantly high if we assume an enhanced noise model
(i.e. 𝐴n=2.25, 𝑇wn=0.015). This indicates the presence of additional
noise sources such as calibration error and polarized foregrounds as
discussed in Sims & Pober (2020) and/or the presence of unknown
systematic error which is not properly modeled with the sinusoidal
function. It should be mentioned that the values assumed for the
enhanced noise (𝐴n=2.25, 𝑇wn=0.015) are not physically motivated
ones. Thus, additional systematic spectrum features may improve the
evidence values without the enhancement of noise. We also find that
the models with 5th-order polynomials have low evidence values ex-
cept for HCutBW-EN. Thus the polynomial function of higher than
6th-orders is required to remove the foregrounds.
In many cases except for FullBW-TN, the evidence is high even

without the 21cm signal. Thus, we could not confirm the presence of

12 The Bayesian evidence indicates how well the model describes the data.
The result of 51<a<99 MHz should not be directly compared with the result
of 51<a<87 MHz.

a 21cm absorption line. In FullBW-TN,we find the statistically signif-
icant difference of ln 𝑍 between the FullBW-TN-M4-FG9 (without
21cm signal) and FullBW-TN-M3-FG9 (with 21cm signal). How-
ever, the evidence is much lower than that of FullBW-EN. This might
caution that the analysis of a 21cm global signal can lead to noise-
biased results. However, it should be emphasized that our results do
not draw any conclusion regarding the strong absorption reported in
Bowman et al. (2018) since our emulator cannot produce the flattened
Gaussian shape and absorption of 500 mK reported by EDGES.

4.2 Example: FullBW-EN-M1-FG7

We discuss the result of FullBW-EN-M1-FG7 in detail as an example
model. Figure 4 shows the posterior distribution of astrophysical
parameters. The shape of the posterior distribution of all astrophysical
parameters is almost flat over the prior range. Figure 5 shows the 21cm
global signal calculated from the posterior samples13. The constraint
is consistent with zero within 1 𝜎 error. The blue region shows the
posterior of the 21cm global signal from random samples within
priors14. The figure indicates that we cannot argue the detection of
the 21cm line from this model.
The strong upper limits on the 21cm power spectrum observation

measured by HERA (HERA Collaboration et al. 2023) have put the
constraints on the spin temperature at 𝑧 = 10.4 and 𝑧 = 7.9 using
various 21cmmodels including 21cmFAST. Thus, joint analysis with
the power spectrum result would give a tighter lower limit on the
21cm global signal at 𝑧 < 10. In Bevins et al. (2023), they have
performed a joint Bayesian analysis using the SARAS3 and HERA
observation data. Our constraints on the 21cm signal are consistent
with their result while they have not used the 21cmFAST to obtain
the 21cm signal and imposed a wider prior range in the likelihood
analysis.
The model of star formation rate used in the 21cmFAST can be

applied to evaluate the UVLF following Park et al. (2019). Thus, we
can also obtain the posterior distribution of theUVLF. Figure 6 shows
the constraint on the UVLF at 𝑧 = 12 and 𝑧 = 16. The results are
well consistent with the recent JWST results (Harikane et al. 2023).
The central value of UVLF at 𝑧 = 16 slightly offsets the centre of our
confidential region.

4.3 Comparison with other cases

We first examine the effect of the order of polynomials by comparing
M1-FG5 toM1-FG9 of FullBW-EN. The constrained global signal is
similar to each other and consistent with zero within 1 𝜎 error except
the FullBW-EN-M1-FG5. The FullBW-EN-M1-FG5 with the lower
polynomial order of the foreground model suggests an absorption at
𝑧 ≈ 17 with a peak amplitude of roughly 150 mK but has lower lnZ
(Figure 7). This result caution that an improper assumption on the
order of the polynomial can potentially lead to a biased detection.
Comparing FullBW-EN-M1-FG7 and HCutBW-EN-M1-FG7, we

find the constraints on the global signal are similar and consistent
with zero at 1 𝜎. HCutBW-EN-M1-FG7 (i.e. removing data at a >
87MHz) also shows weak constraints on astrophysical parameters
(Figure 4).

13 We use fgivenx (Handley 2018).
14 Specifically, we create 20000 samples of 21cm global signal from random
parameters within the prior range. The posterior density distribution, shown
as the blue region, is evaluated as 3 𝜎 region of the random samples using
fgivenx.
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Figure 3. Examples of 21cm global signal and UVLF. The thick solid line is the model with all parameters being central values of the prior range. The thin solid
line has the same parameters as the thick solid line except 𝑓star of 0.25. Dashed lines are the model with 𝛼𝑠 = 0.022 and 𝛽𝑠 = 0.036.

Table 3. List of model combinations used in the Nested sampling analysis. The Bayesian evidence values, lnZ, are also listed. The largest Bayesian evidence
in each systematic (frequency range and noise) model is highlighted in bold. We use the nlive = 2000 to evaluate lnZ listed in this table.

lnZ (𝐴n = 1, 𝑇wn = 0) lnZ (𝐴n = 2.25, 𝑇wn = 0.015)

FullBW-TN HCutBW-TN FullBW-EN HCutBW-EN
ID 21cm params foreground (51< a <99 MHz) (51< a <87 MHz) (51< a <99 MHz) (51< a <87 MHz)

M1-FG5 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc, 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s 5th order -397.213 -32.5 199.679 157.974
M1-FG6 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc, 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s 6th order -272.954 -24.5 216.410 158.030
M1-FG7 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc, 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s 7th order -274.281 -22.5 215.952 157.560
M1-FG8 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc, 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s 8th order -271.662 -22.2 216.101 157.692
M1-FG9 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc, 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s 9th order -273.323 -22.0 216.770 157.780
M2-FG5 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc 5th order -372.202 -31.4 200.155 157.682
M2-FG9 Fix 𝑓esc, 𝑎esc 9th order -271.537 -22.9 216.038 157.817
M3-FG5 use all 5th order -327.27 -32.3 203.109 157.550
M3-FG9 use all 9th order -271.24 -22.0 216.111 157.459
M4-FG5 no 21cm signal 5th order -1297.994 -33.0 170.291 157.757
M4-FG9 no 21cm signal 9th order -274.688 -22.4 216.579 157.875

Figure 4. Posterior distribution of astrophysical parameters in FullBW-EN-M1-FG7 (black, using 51-99 MHz). We use our emulator of 21cm global signal,
7th-order polynomial function for the foreground, enhanced noise, and sinusoidal systematics in the analysis. Corresponding posterior of the 21cm global signal
and the UVLF are respectively shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6. We also show the posterior distribution of astrophysical parameters of the HcutBW-EN-M1-FG7
(orange, using 51-87 MHz) to show the influence of the frequency band.

Now, we discuss the case of the other noise model, which is the-
oretically motivated thermal noise. The FullBW-TN (HCutBW-TN)
results are consistent with zero within 2 (1) 𝜎 although we can find
complicated structures in the posterior global signal for some cases
(e.g. absorption features in Figure 8.). The structure should be caused
by clusters of posterior distributions of foreground parameters. For
example, the posterior distributions of 𝑑0 and 𝑑1 show clusters as
shown in Figure 9. Even with a small difference in foreground pa-
rameters, the impact can be larger than the 21cm signal because

the foreground is significantly bright. The models with theoretical
noise model tend to show such clustering posterior distribution of the
foreground parameters. This clustering posterior distribution of the
foreground parameters might be interpreted as misfitting due to the
underestimation of noise. There are other possible noise sources, such
as the calibration error or the polarized foreground as described in
section 3.We checked that there are two or three peaks in the posterior
distributions of astrophysical parameters. Each possible absorption
line (Figure 8) might correspond to each cluster (Figure 9).
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Figure 5. The posterior of 21cm global signal corresponds to the parame-
ter constraints in figure 4. This is the result of FullBW-EN-M1-FG7. The
dashed lines are the min/max range of the global signal calculated using
20000 random samples within the prior in FullBW-EN-M1. The blue region
corresponds to the prior samples within 3 𝜎.
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Figure 6. The posterior of UVLF in FullBW-EN-M1-FG7. The thick line
indicates the posterior of the UVLF evaluated from random samples. Red
dots, error bars, and upper limits are the observed UVLF reported (Harikane
et al. 2023).

7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0 22.5 25.0 27.5
z

0.35
0.30
0.25
0.20
0.15
0.10
0.05
0.00

21
cm

 G
S 

[K
]

1

2

3

Figure 7. Same as figure 5, bur for the FullBW-EN-M1-FG5. The posterior
of global signal (the black contour) indicates the absorption line at 𝑧 ≈ 17,
however, this model has a lower evidence value as lnZ = 199.679 than the
other foreground models (FullBW-EN-M1-FG6 to FG9 in table 3).

4.4 Effect of runnings

The model with higher 𝛼s and higher 𝛽s can enhance the halo mass
function. Therefore, the timing of Lyman-𝛼 coupling and X-ray heat-
ing is shifted to higher redshift, and hence the position of the 21cm
absorption trough moves to a higher redshift as shown in Figure 2.
The variation of the primordial power spectrum introduces more de-
grees of freedom to the shape and position of the global signal profile.
Comparing the FullBW-EN-M1-FG9 (fixing 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s) and FullBW-
EN-M2-FG9 (varying 𝑛s, 𝛼s, 𝛽s) can give insight into the effect of
the primordial power spectrum on the astrophysical parameter con-
straints (Figure 10). The constraints are weak for both cases while the
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Figure 8. The posterior of 21cm global signal in FullBW-TN-M1-FG7. In
this model, our emulator, 7-th order polynomial function, theoretical noise
and all frequency bands are used. The 𝑓esc and primordial power spectrum are
fixed. We assume the theoretical noise model. The Bayesian evidence of this
model is significantly lower than our fiducial model (FullBW-EN-M1-FG7).

posterior distributions are not perfectly consistent with each other.
For the constraints on parameters of the primordial power spectrum,
we also find an almost flat posterior distribution except FullBW-TN-
M2-FG9 (Figure 11). The figure indicates that constraints on the
primordial power spectrum from 21cm global signal depend on the
assumptions on foreground and noise in the analysis. For example,
the case of FullBW-TN-M2-FG9, we find an upper limits on the 𝛽s,
in which the constraint might be affected biased by unknown system-
atics and underestimated error. In any case, our analysis indicates
that the 21cm global signal has the potential to constrain the running
parameters if the shape of the 21cm global signal is well constrained.

4.5 Effect of escape fraction

As the EDGES data corresponds to the redshift larger than 13, and
the ionization would not happen at such high redshift, therefore we
fixed parameters related to the escape fraction of ionizing photons in
models M1 and M2. On the other hand, in the M3 model, we treat
the 𝑓esc and 𝑎esc as free parameters. In the FullBW-EN-M3-FG9, we
find that the posterior distributions of parameters are almost flat and
the constraints on the global signal are consistent with zero.

4.6 Luminosity function

The models of high logZ provide the posterior luminosity function
consistent with the JWST results as shown in figure. 6. However, the
constraints on the luminosity function is weak. On the other hand, in
the FullBW-TN-M1-FG9, for example, the constraints on the UVLF
become tight and low values of the UVLF are disfavored as shown
in Figure 12. Furthermore, in the FullBW-TN-M1-FG9, the presence
of a certain absorption line at 𝑧 > 13 is preferred in the posterior
distribution of the global signal. To create the absorption feature, an
effective star formation rate is required to produce a large amount
of Lyman-𝛼 photons enough to couple the spin temperature with the
cold gas temperature. Therefore the recent discovery of high UVLF
at high-𝑧might be consistent with the 21cm absorption line at 𝑧 ≈ 15.
It should be mentioned that the favoured parameters require a high
value of log10 𝑓star > −0.5 and a low value of 𝑡star < 0.3. We note
that Haro et al. (2023) recently derived the follow-up spectroscopic
result of JWST and find one of the galaxies candidates at 𝑧 = 16 was
the galaxy at 𝑧 = 4.9 while the galaxy suspected to be at 𝑧 > 10 was
confirmed as the galaxy at 𝑧 = 11.4.
We mention that the required star formation rate to explain the

EDGES absorption line has been discussed in Madau (2018). Very
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Figure 9. The posterior distribution of foreground parameters and astrophysical parameters in FullBW-TN-M1-FG7. Note that, for plotting the contours of 𝑑0
and 𝑑1, we subtract median values (𝑑0,m = 3.243 and 𝑑1,m = −2.570) from the samples and multiply 104 and 103, respectively.

Figure 10. Comparison of the posterior distribution of astrophysical parameters of FullBW-EN-M1-FG9 (black) and FullBW-EN-M2-FG9 (orange) to show the
influence of the primordial power spectrum on the parameter constraints.

Figure 11. The posterior distribution of primordial power spectrum pa-
rameters. We compare 4 models; FullBW-TN-M2-FG9 (red), HCutBW-TN-
M2-FG9 (green), FullBW-EN-M2-FG9 (black), and HCutBW-EN-M2-FG9
(blue).

recently, Hassan et al. (2023) pointed out the UV luminosity density
required to explain the EDGES absorption signal is consistent with
the recent JWST observation (𝑧 < 15) and the extrapolation of the
galaxyUVobserved byHST. They also show that theUVLF at 𝑧 = 16
necessary to explain the EDGES absorption is slighly higher than the
UVLF extrapolated from UVLF at 𝑧 = 12.
In Bera et al. (2022), they have shown such a model is consis-

tent with current observations (e.g. neutral fraction) and pointed out
the JWST can probe it. Thus, it should be interesting to perform
MCMC analysis simultaneously using the UVLF, neutral fraction,
21cm global signal, and so on.

5 SUMMARY AND FUTURE WORKS

We developed the ANN-based emulator to predict the 21cm global
signal with 8 astrophysical parameters and 3 regarding the primordial
power spectrum. The emulator can predict the 21cm global signal
with the accuracy of RMSE of a fewmK. Since the primordial power
spectrum can control the halo mass function, we include the pa-
rameters describing the primordial power spectrum. Therefore this
emulator is useful for parameter estimation for not only the high-𝑧
star formation but also the inflation models. To demonstrate it, we
performed the Bayesian analysis using the publicly available EDGES
low-band data, from which we obtained weak constraints on the pa-
rameters. The result depends on the model of the 21cm signal, the
model of the foreground, the noise level, and the frequency range
used in the analysis. Using the Bayesian evidence, we compared
these models. The Bayesian evidence suggests that the higher-order
polynomial function is required to remove the foreground success-
fully and prefers the assumption of enhanced noise. The values of
Bayesian evidence do not depend on the presence of the 21cm global
signal and indeed the posterior distribution of the 21cm global signal
is consistent with zero. Our analysis suggests that the detection of a
21cm global signal should be carefully understood as it depends on
various assumptions on foreground, noise and so on.
The posterior distribution of the UVLF at 𝑧 = 12 and 𝑧 = 16

derived from our Bayesian analysis using the EDGES data is well
consistent with the UVLF reported by the JWST observation.
We also found that, under our assumption of the foreground, noise,
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Figure 12. The posterior distribution of 21cm global signal (left panel), UVLF of galaxies at 𝑧 = 12 (middle panel), and UVLF at 𝑧 = 16 (right panel). This
result is the FullBW-TN-M1-FG9. Red points and upper limits are the results of recent JWST observation (Harikane et al. 2023). Note that the model has a lower
ln 𝑍 value compared to our fiducial model.

and systematics, the EDGES data cannot constrain the running pa-
rameters well. However, the 21cm signal can constrain the 𝛽s if the
shape and position of the 21cm signal are well constrained.
We in this work developed an emulator of the 21cm global signal

including the parameters describing the primordial power spectrum.
However we can consider not only the global signal but also other
quantities such as the 21cm power spectrum, neutral fraction of
hydrogen, and the evolution of spin temperature. We plan to build
emulators of all such quantities and perform Bayesian analysis with
current observations in future work.
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