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ABSTRACT

The non-Gaussian nature of the Epoch of Reionization (EGR) signal has a significant
impact on the error variance of its power spectrBtk) (Mondal et al., 2015). Building on the
previous work, we have used a large ensemble of semi-nuaheiiculations and an analytical
model to estimate the effect of this non-Gaussianity on tigeserror covariance matri;;.

Our analytical model shows th&}; has contributions from two sources. One is the usual
variance for a Gaussian random field which scales invergehemumber of modes that goes
into the estimation of?(k). The other is the trispectrum of the signal. Using the siti@aa
21-cm signal ensemble, an ensemble of the randomized sagiaénsembles of Gaussian
random ensembles we have quantified the effect of the ttispe®n the error varianag;;.

We find that its relative contribution is comparable to ogkrthan that of the Gaussian term
for thek range0.3 < k < 1.0 Mpc ™!, and can be ever 200 times larger at: ~ 5 Mpc ™.

We also establish that the off-diagonal termsCof have statistically significant non-zero
values which arise purely from the trispectrum. This furttignifies that the error in different

k modes are not independent. We find a strong correlation leetihe errors at largevalues

(> 0.5Mpc™!), and a weak correlation between the smallest and lafgeatues. There is
also a small anti-correlation between the errors in the lestadnd intermediaté values.
These results are relevant for theange that will be probed by the current and upcoming
EoR 21-cm experiments.

Key words: methods: statistical - cosmology: theory - dark ages, ie&ion, first stars -
diffuse radiation.

1 INTRODUCTION the major ionizing sources, the precise duration and tirafmgion-

ization and the topology of the neutral hydrogen )Hdistribution

etc. cannot be resolved using these indirect observations.
Observation of the redshiftedi21-cm signal which provides

a direct window to the state of the hydrogen in the IGM is a very

ittoetljorjl'lf]zdrﬁeoegru?ggzztskgfotvr\:aeg%zn?gg:tségtste‘iﬁl OCS It?p;/i:gf“ promising probe of the EoR. There is a considerable effotiern
) gop way to detect the EoR 21-cm signal through radio interfertoyne

the cosmic microwave background (CMB) photons from the free using e.g. the GMRT (Paciga et al., 2013), LOFAR(Yatawatta

electrons in the inter-galactic media (IGM) (e.g. see Kamat al. . - )
) . ] etal., 2013; van Haarlem et al., 2013), MWfTingay et al., 2013;
2011; Planck Collaboration et al. 2014; Planck Collaborai015 Bowman et al., 2013; Dillon et al., 2014), and PAPE(Rarsons

e_tc) and thg observations of the Lymarabsorption §pectra of t.he etal., 2014; Jacobs et al., 2015; Ali et al., 2015). Apamrfihese
high redshift quasars (e.g. seeBecker et al. 2001; Fan 20@8; . . - S .

. ; ; first generation radio interferometers, the detection isfé¢fgnal is
White et al. 2003; Goto et al. 2011; Becker et al. 2015 etcyeay also one of the key science goals of the future telescopésasiihe
that this epoch was probably extended over a wide redshifiera y 9 P
6 < z < 12 (see e.g. Mitra, Choudhury & Ferrara 2011, 2015;
Mitra, Ferrara & Choudhury 2013; Robertson et al. 2013, 2015
However, many fundamental issues such as the charaatsradti

The Epoch of Reionization (EoR) is one of the least known fot i
portant periods in the history of our universe. During thpe&h the
diffused hydrogen in our universe gradually changed froumtnaé

1 http://www.gmrt.ncra.tifr.res.in

2 http://www.lofar.org/
* rm@phy.iitkgp.ernet.in 3 http://www.haystack.mit.edu/ast/arrays/mwa/
1 somnath@phy.iitkgp.ernet.in 4 http://eor.berkeley.edu/
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SKA® (Mellema et al., 2013; Koopmans et al., 2015) and HERA
(Furlanetto et al., 2009). Theil21-cm signal is expected to be very
weak (~ 4 — 5 orders in magnitude) compared to the enormous
amount of foreground emission, from our own galaxy and the ex
tra galactic sources, in which it is buried (Di Matteo et aD02;
Gleser, Nusser & Benson, 2008; Ali, Bharadwaj & Chengalur,
2008; Jelic et al., 2008; Bernardi et al., 2009; Ghosh etail12;
Pober et al., 2013; Moore et al., 2013, 2015). Mainly these-fo
grounds, the system noise (Morales, 2005; McQuinn et a6R0
and the other sources of calibration errors together hape tke
cosmologists at bay from detecting this signal and till odaly

a rather weak upper limit on it have been obtained (Pacigé,et a
2013; Dillon et al., 2014; Parsons et al., 2014; Ali et al.120
Due to these obstacles, it is anticipated that the first teteof
the signal will be through statistical estimators such as/Mriance
(Patil et al., 2014) and the power spectrum (Pober et al.4R01
where one adds up the signal optimally to enhance the stgnal-
noise ratio (SNR).

Any statistical estimation of a signal comes with an infidns
uncertainty of its own, which arises because of the unagitsi in
the signal across its different statistically independeatizations.

In cosmology, this uncertainty is more commonly known as the
cosmic variance (in other words this is the uncertainty due to the
fact that we have only one universe to estimate the signgdartA
from the cosmic variance there will be uncertainties duééosen-
sitivity of the instrument as well (e.g. system noise, noifarm
baseline distribution etc.). It is necessary to quantify different
possible uncertainties in these measurements to corietiypret
the signal once it has been detected. If the EOR 21-cm sigathl h
the nature and properties similar to a Gaussian random fietd,
estimation of its cosmic variance would have been very gititai
forward, as it scales as the square-root of the number opame
dent measurements. Almost all studies (e.g. Morales 2005; M
Quinn et al. 2006; Beardsley et al. 2013; Jensen et al. 20dt&P
et al. 2014; Koopmans et al. 2015 etc.) that have been ukéerta
to quantify the detectability of the EOR 21-cm power spautus-
ing different instruments such as the MWA, LOFAR, PAPER, SKA
etc. assume the signal to be a Gaussian random field whireatsti
ing its cosmic variance. This can be a reasonably good aggmp
at large length scales during the early phases of reionizathen
the Hi is expected to trace the underlying dark matter distriloutio
However, during the intermediate and the later stages afetloa-
ization, the signal only appears from the neutral hydrogeated
on the periphery of the ionized (H regions which are gradually
growing both in number and size. This makes the redshiftech21
signal from the later stages of EoR highly non-Gaussian.

The statistics of a Gaussian random field is completely speci
fied by its power spectrum, whereas the higher order sttibkie
the bispectrum (Bharadwaj & Ali, 2005) and the trispectrura a
also important for a highly non-Gaussian field like the EoRcg1
signal. Though the power spectrum itself cannot capturentime
Gaussian nature of the signal, the non-Gaussianity howeiler
significantly affect its error estimates (i.e. cosmic vac@). This
has been demonstrated in a recent work by Mondal et al. (2Gt5)
ing a large ensemble of simulated EoR 21-cm signal. Mondall et
(2015) have shown that for a fixed observation volume, it is no
possible to obtain a SNR above a certain limiting value, evieen
one increases the number of Fourier modes that goes intsthe e

5 http://www.skatelescope.org/
6 http://reionization.org/

mation of the power spectrum. The analytical model for thentio
variance proposed in this work further indicates that thmsting
value of the SNR is directly related to the trispectrum ofdfgnal
and the total survey volume under consideration.

In this follow up work on Mondal et al. (2015), we extend
their analytical model to derive a generic expression ferehtire
error covariance matrix of the binned 21-cm power spectius.
ing a large number of realizations of the simulated 21-cnmalig
from EoR we further attempt to quantify the error covariantis
power spectrum. We also interpret it in the light of this ioyed
analytical model. Since, this study is limited by the finitember
of realizations of the signal, thus we further check theistiaal
significance of this error covariance. Besides this, theéesanal-
ysis of this paper is based on the numerical simulations efral
signal which have a finite comoving volume. We therefore tigst
convergence of our results by increasing our simulatiommel.
Finally, we have tried to extract the trispectrum of the aignom
the non-Gaussian component of the error covariance of thepo
spectrum. It is also important to note that the nature of ésalts
and the analytical model that we have presented here ismibét
only to the EoR 21-cm signal but can be applied to the analysis
of any non-Gaussian cosmological signal such as the gakdy r
shift surveys (Feldman, Kaiser & Peacock, 1994; Neyrin€4,12
Carron, Wolk & Szapudi, 2015; Mohammed & Seljak, 2014).

The structure of this paper is as follows. Starting from the b
sic definition of the 21-cm brightness temperature flucturegtive
derive the expressions for the power spectrum and the ttispe
of the EoR redshifted 21-cm signal in Section 2. We next @eriv
the error covariance of the binned power spectrum estinaatdr
also show its relation to the trispectrum in Section 3. ®ectd
describes the semi-numerical simulations that we havetasgeh-
erate the realizations of the EoR 21-cm signal. In Sectione5 w
describe about the reference ensembles which are usee tpriit
the results. In Section 6 we describe our results i.e. tHmastd
error covariance of the power spectrum from the simulated. da
Finally, in Section 7 we discuss and summaries our results.

Throughout this paper, we have used the Planck+WP best fit
values of cosmological parametéts,o = 0.3183, Qa0 = 0.6817,
Quoh? = 0.022032, h = 0.6704, os = 0.8347, andn, = 0.9619
(Planck Collaboration et al., 2014).

2 THE POWER SPECTRUM AND THE TRISPECTRUM

The EoR 21-cm signal is quantified through the brightnespésm
ature fluctuation

5Tb (X) =T (X) — Tb . (l)

In this paper we are interested in the statistical propecfé 7}, (x)
which is assumed to be a statistically homogeneous randddn fie
The two point statistics 0§7%,(x) is quantified through the two-
point correlation functiorg which is defined as

(0T (X1) 0T (X2)) = &(X1, X2) 2

where the angular brackefs.) denote an ensemble average over
many statistically independent realizations &, (x). It follows
from statistical homogeneity that the two-point correatifunc-
tion is invariant if we apply a displacemeato bothx; andxa, or
equivalently¢ depends only oma1 = X2 — X3 the relative displace-
ment vector between the two points andx,

E(X1,X2) = &(X1 +a, X2 +a) = &(Xa1) - 3)



The EoR 21-cm signal is not statistically isotropic due tdstaft
space distortion (Bharadwaj & Ali, 2004). While several wor
have attempted to quantify this anisotropy (Majumdar, BHauaj
& Choudhury, 2013; Jensen et al., 2013; Shapiro et al., 20IE3;
jumdar et al., 2014; Ghara, Choudhury & Datta, 2015; Figlkov
Barkana & Cohen, 2015; Majumdar et al., 2015), in this work we
only considek (z21 ), which is the monopole (isotropic) component
of §(X21).

We now consider the four point statistics (see e.g. equation
[35.3] of Peebles 1980)

(6T (x1) 61 (X2)6Th (X3) 0T (Xa)) = &(w12)€(w34)

+ §(z13)€(w24) + E(14)€(w23) + (X1, X2, X3, Xa)  (4)
where the (reduced) four-point correlation functipguantifies the
excess over the product &6. Here, statistical homogeneity implies

thatn is invariant if we apply a displacemeato X1, X2, X3 andx
i.e
(X1, X2, X3,Xa) = 1(X1 + 8, X2 + & X3 + @, X4 + )

®)

or equivalentlyn depends only on three relative displacement vec-
tors

(6)

It is convenient to use the Fourier representation consiger
cubic comoving volumé” with periodic boundary conditions. We
then have

n(X1, X2, X3,X4) = n(Xa1, X31, X41) -

T (x) = % 3 R (K) )
k

whereT, (k) is the Fourier transform df;, (x). Note that the wave
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Proceeding in exactly the same manner for the four-point
statistics (eq. 4), statistical homogeneity (eq. 5) rezpithat

(T (a) T (b) T (€)Th(d)) = V[ Satb.06etao Pla)P(c)
+ 0ate,000+d,0P(a)P(b) + datd,000+c,0P(a)P(b)]

+ V5a+b+c+d,0 T(a7 b7 c, d) (13)

where we have used the notatif(a) = T}, (k. ). Here the trispec-
trum T'(Ka, K, ke, Kq) is the Fourier transform of the four-point
correlation function

1
n(x17x27x37x4): W Z

k1,k2,k3,kq
X V0 tkg+kg kg, 0T (K1, K2, Ks, Ka) . (14)

Note that eq. (14) for the four point statistics is exactlglagous to
eg. (11) which has been discussed earlier for the two-poériss
tics. We can also carry out the sum ovarand express eq. (14)
as

e’i(kl X1 +Ka X2 +k3 X3 +Kq Xa)

1 i(kg X271 +Ks X371 +kq X
n(Xa1,X31,X41) = Vs E etk Xa1tkaxa1 Hkaxa1)
ka,k3,kq

X T(—kz — ks — Ka, Kz, k3, ka) . (15)

The entire analysis of this paper is based on numerical simul
tions which have a finite comoving volumé. The various factors
of V that appear in equations (9), (12), (13) and (14) leave ome wo
dering whether the power spectrum and particularly thpédsrum
would vary if the volumé” were changed. To address this, we con-
sider the limitV” — co. In this limit the power spectrum

[P(K)]oe = / £(xa1)e 1 Py (16)

vectork assumes both positive and negative values, however theseand the trispectrum

are not independent as we have the relafigifk) = Tj,(—k)
which holds for the Fourier transform of a real quantity. thar,
we can equally well interpref}, (k) as the Fourier transform of
0Ty, (x) for all values ofk barringk = 0.

We first consider the two-point statistics. Incorporatihg t
Fourier representation eqg. (7) in eq. (2), we have

D e e (T (k) Ty (k)

K1,k

£01,%) = 71 ®)
We see that the r.h.s. picks up an extra phase fator=
e!kitka)-a if we apply a displacement to bothx; andx,. How-
ever, the assumption of statistical homogeneity (eq. )ireg eq.
(8) to be invariant under such a displacement. This implieg t
(T}, (k1) Ty (k2)) has non-zero values only whém + k> = 0 for
which@ = 1, and itis zero whek; + ko # 0, We than have

(Th (k1) To (k2)) = G,-+ky.0V P (k1) )

where the Konecker delt&, 4«,,0 is 1 if ki + ko = 0 and 0 other-
wise. Here the power spectrum(k) = P(k) is defined as

P(k) = VT (k) To(—K)) - (10)

Using eg. (9) in eg. (8), we have

1 ik x +kg-
£, %2) = 75 > ettt s Vi g oPki)  (11)

ki ko

whereby we see that the power spectrum is the Fourier transfo
of the two-point correlation function

{(Xm) _ % Zeik-le P(k) .

k

(12)

[T(—k2 — k3 — kg, ko, Ks, k4)]°0

/77(X21,X31,X41)><

e~ ke xatha s tkaxan) By By dea (17)
have finite, well defined values provided the integrals
/ | &(xe1) | &Pz (18)
and
/ | n(X21,X31,Xa1) | d*x21 d* w31 d*xan (19)

respectively converge.

We have assumed thgtxa1) andn(xz1,X31,Xa1) fall suffi-
ciently rapidly at large separations so that the integraégjuations
(18) and (19) both converge. The limiting power spectrufi.
and trispectrunil’] . then have finite, well defined values, and the
simulatedP and7T would respectively converge {®] and[7]oc
if the simulation volumé&” were increased. In our analysis we as-
sume that our simulations cover a sufficiently large volurhthe
universe whereby the simulated power spectrum and trispact
are respectively sufficiently close {B] and[T|.. for thek range
of our interest, and the simulated values would not chang@fsi
cantly if the volumeV” were increased further.

3 THE ERROR COVARIANCE OF THE POWER
SPECTRUM

The question here is “How accurately can we estimate the powe
spectrum from a given EoR data?”. In general, any obsenvatith
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yield a combination of the EoR signal and instrumental ncase
suming that the foregrounds have been completely subttacte
In this analysis we only consider the statistical errorscltére
inherent to the EoR signal, and we do not consider the ingnim
tal noise. The statistical errors which we have consideszd hre
usually referred to as thmsmic variance.

We consider the binned power spectrum estimaftti; )
which, for thei th bin, is defined as

Pki) = N:,v S T (k) T (—K),
v k

where}",, Ni, andk; respectively refer to the sum, the number
and the average comoving wave-number of all the Fourier mode
in the i th bin. The bins here are spherical shells of widkh; in
Fourier space. We have used logarithmic binning which e&sgn
implies thatAk; (o< k;) will vary from bin to bin. As the modes

(20)

k and—k do not provide independent estimates of the power spec-

trum, we have restricted the sum to the upper half of the $pher
cal shell which has volumér) k7 Ak; in k space. To calculate

The first point here is that the covariance matrix is diago-
nal. This implies that the errors in the different bins areamn
related. The second point is that the covariance matrixescas
Ci; < (V Ak;)~* if we increase the observational volur&or
the bin widthAk;.

Itis possible to interpret the diagonal elemefyisas the error
varianceC;; = [§P(k;)]? for the power spectrum. We can then
express the error in the estimated power spectrum as

(27)2 P2 (k:)
V2 Ak;

which is analogous to the error estimate in the context cdgal
redshift surveys (e.g. equation [11.119] of Dodelson 2008 see

that the error falls a§ P(k;) o 1//V if we increase the obser-
vational volume. For a fixed observational volume, we expleet
errorto fallas) P(k;) o 1/+/Ak; until it reaches a minimum value
which is achieved when all the Fourier modes are combinexant
single bhin.

The EoR signal becomes increasingly non-Gaussian as the

5P (k) = (30)

Ny, the number of Fourier modes in this volume, we note that the (gjonization proceeds. This manifests itself as a non-méspec-

different wave vectork are all equally spaced at a separation of
(27)/V/% in k space. We consequently have

[(2m)/V1/3  (2m)2
which we use to estimatd, .

x k2 Ak;

(21)

Ky R

trum in the error covariance (eq. 26) which can be expressed a

1 [(@n)?P2(k)

YoV k? Ak;
The covariance matrix still retains thg¢V dependence, sim-

ilar to the Gaussian random field discussed earlier. Corselyu

) 8ij + T(ki, ky) (31)

The ensemble average of the estimator gives the bin averagedye still expect the errors in the estimated power spectrumoto

power spectrum

(P(k)) = P(k) = - 3" P(a).

a

The error covariance of the power spectrum estimator
Cij = ([P(ki) — P(ki)] [P(k;) — P(k;)]) (23)

is the quantity of interest here. This can also be written as
Cij = [(P(ki) P(kj))] — P(ki) P(k;) . (24)

and the term in the square brackgtg of eq. (24) can be expressed
as

]

(22)

1 - - - -

= NNy V2 Z ‘<Tb(a)Tb(—G)Tb(b)Tb(—b)>-
v a€i,bej

Using eq. (13) to simplify eq. (25) we can express the errgage
ance as

(25)

T (ki, kj)
V )

P2(k;
Cij = N(k )

dij + (26)

where

P(k) = - 3 P*(a)

a

27)

is the square of the power spectrum averaged overtiindin, and

1
—_— T(a,—a,b,—b
Nk Nk Z (a’7 a, 0, )

17 agi,beg

T(ki, kj) = (28)

is the average trispectrum wheke andk, are summed over the
i th and thej th bins respectively.

We first discuss the results expected for a Gaussian random

field for which the trispectrum is zero. In this case we canacse
(21) to express the covariance matrix as

- L [en )

Ci=y k2 Ak (29)

down asl/\/V if the observational volume is increased. However,
the covariance matrix now has two major differences frondfia
Gaussian random field.

The first difference is that the covariance matrix is no lange
diagonal. The average trispectrdik;, k;) quantifies the correla-
tion between the EoR signal in two different biis(dyj). The off-
diagonal elements of the covariance matdy; (= T'(ki, k;)/V)
quantifies the correlation between the errors in the powectspm
estimated in the andj bins respectively.

The second difference is that the diagonal terms of the covar
ance matrix deviate from thé; « 1/Ak; behaviour predicted
for a Gaussian random filed. For small bin-width&§ k? <
(2m)? P2(k;) /T (ki, ki)), we expect the error variance to fall
asCi; o« 1/Ak; as the bin-widthAk; is increased. The er-
ror varianceC;; saturates as the bin-width approaches; k7 ~
(2m)? P2(k;) /T (ki, k:), and it does not fall below the limiting
value[Cy;]; = T'(k:, k;)/V even if all the Fourier modes are com-
bined into a single bin.

For a Gaussian random field, we expect the signal to noise ra-
tio SNR; = P(k;)/6P(k;) to increase aSNR; « /Nk, if we
increase the number of modag, in the bin . TheSNR, however,
will saturate at a limiting valugSNR,], = P(k [Cii]: when
the EoR 21-cm signal becomes non-Gaussian. Semi-numerical
simulations show (Mondal et al., 2015) that th¥R; o /N,
behaviour only holds for smaiNR,;, andSNR; saturates at a lim-
iting value[SNR;]; asNy, is increased. The limiting valU8NR;];
is found to decrease.€. C;; increases) as reionization proceeds.

The expected;; « 1/Ak; behaviour is a consequence of the
fact that the signal in the different Fourier modBs(k) is inde-
pendent for a Gaussian random field. The EoR signal at therdiff
ent Fourier modes, however, become correlated as ionizeiold=i
develop and the Hsignal becomes non-Gaussian. The trispectrum
quantifies this correlation between the signal at diffeifeotirier
modes. The fact thaf;; saturates and does not decrease beyond
[Cii]: even if we increasé\k; is a consequence of the fact that we



are not adding independent information by increasing thebar
of Fourier modes in the bin.

The trispectrun¥’(ki, ko, k3, ks) is, in general (eq. 13), sensi-
tive to correlations in both the amplitude and the phasee$itnal
at the different Fourier modek, (k1 ), Ty, (K2), Th, (k3 ) and T, (K4).
The average trispectruffi(k;, k;) (eq. 28). which appears in our
expression for the error covariance (eq. 26), however, mipenly
on the term{ T}, (K) 77 (—k) Ty (K ) T3 (—K')) which is insensitive
to correlations in the phase of the modis(k) and 7}, (k). We
therefore see that the error covariaiiie (eq. 31) is only affected
by the correlations in the amplitude @, (k;) and T, (k;), it is in-
sensitive to purely phase correlations between the signidlese
two modes.

In summary of this section we note that the non-Gaussianity
introduces an extra termi(k;, k;)/V in the error covariance (eq.
31). As a consequence the error variadgefor the binned power
spectrum saturates at a limiting val{&;];, it is not possible to
decrease the error in the estimated power spectrum beydéad];
by increasing the number of Fourier modes in the bin. Further
error covariance matri¢;; is not diagonal. The off-diagonal terms
quantify the correlations between the errors in the powectspm
estimated at different bins.

4 SIMULATING THE EOR REDSHIFTED 21-CM
SIGNAL

We have usedsemi-numerical simulations to generate the EoR
redshifted 21-cm signal. These simulations consist ofethmain
steps. First, we use a particle meShbody code to generate the
dark matter distribution at the desired redshift. We have gim-
ulations with two different comoving volumédg = [150 Mpc]?
andVz = [215Mpc]® using grids of size2144® and 3072% re-
spectively. The spatial resolution07 Mpc and the mass resolution
1.09 x 10® M is maintained the same for both andV%. In the
next step we identify the mass and the location of collapsdaels
using the standard Friends-of-Friends (FoF) algorithnmv{®et al.,
1985) with a fixed linking length of).2 times the mean inter-
particle distance. We have set the criterion that a haloldhwave
atleastl0 dark matter particles whereby we have a minimum halo
mass ofl.09 x 10° My
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each value ofy , we have rurs0 independent simulations to gen-
erate an ensemble 66 statistically independent realizations of the
21-cm signal. We refer to this ensemble as the Signal Engembl
(SE). The left panel of Figure 1 shows a section through oak re
ization of the SE forry ; = 0.5. We have used the SE to estimate
the bin-averaged power spectru{k;) and the error covariance
matrix C;; for the two different simulation volumés, andVz, and

for the differentzy ; values mentioned earlier.

5 SIMULATING REFERENCE ENSEMBLES

The previous section describes how we have estimated therpow
spectrum error-covarian@g;. In summary, we have constructed
an ensemble di0 statistically independent realizations of the sim-
ulated EoR 21-cm signal and used this to estintgte We refer

to this ensemble as the Signal Ensemble (SE). The question no
is “How do we interpret the estimateti;?”. We know that for a
Gaussian random field we expect: (A.) the diagonal terms e ha
values as predicted by eq. (29), and (B.) the off-diagormahseto

be zero. We may interpret any deviation from this as arisiogf
non-Gaussianity, and then use these deviations to quahéfgon-
tribution from the trispectrum in eq. (31). While this isaghtfor-
ward in concept, several complications arise in practice.

5.1 TheRandomized Signal Ensemble

The first complication arises when we try to interpret theydizal
termsC;;. We expect these to have values as predicted by eq. (29) if
the signal were a Gaussian random field, and it is possibletéo-i

pret deviations from this relation in terms of the trispantrwhich
appears in eq. (31) when the signal becomes non-Gaussian. Th
problem arises because it is not possible to use the SigrsanEn

ble to independently determine the valuelt¥(k;) which appears

in eq. (29). We have overcome this problem by constructireg th
Randomized Signal Ensemble (RSE).

Each realization of RSE contains the signal drawn from all
the 50 realizations in SE. We have labeled all the modes in the
simulation volume a%i, ko, .... Note that we are free to choose
any arbitrary labeling scheme as long as it assigns an uihadped

The final step generates the ionization map based on the-excur to each distinct Fourier mode The Fourier modes are then divided

sion set formalism of Furlanetto, Zaldarriaga & HernquQ@4).
The basic assumption here is that the hydrogen traces thergdr
ter distribution and the dark matter halos host the sourddshw
emit ionizing radiation. It is assumed that the number ofizen
ing photons emitted by a source is proportional to the masiseof
host halo, and it is possible to achieve different valuehefrhass
averaged Hneutral fractionsty , by tuning this constant of pro-
portionality. Our simulation closely follows Choudhuryakhnelt
& Regan (2009) to generate the ionization map, and the fegult
Hi distribution is mapped onto redshift space to generaten21-c
brightness temperature maps following Majumdar, Bharadva
Choudhury (2013). The grid used to generate the ionizatiapsm
and the 21-cm brightness temperature maps is eight timesezoa
than that used for th&/-body simulation.

The redshift evolution of ; is, at present, largely unknown.
Instead of assuming a particular model faf (z), we have fixed
the redshiftz = 8 and run our simulations for different values of
Zwu ; at this fixed redshift. We have simulated idaps forz , val-
ues at an interval dd.1 in the rangel.0 > zx, > 0.3 in addition
to zu, = 0.15. For each simulation volumé&/{ and V%) and for

into setsA; = {kl, k517 k1017 }, Ay = {kz, k527 k1027 },
Aso = {kso, K100, Kis0, ...}. For the first realization in RSE, the
signal for all the modes inl; is drawn from the first realization in
SE (.e. [SE]), and the signal for all the modes i, is drawn
from the second realization in SE€, [SE]:), and so on. The first
realization in RSE thus contains a mixture of the signal dréam
all the 50 realizations in SE. For the second realization in RSE,
the signal for all the modes inl, is drawn from [SE], and the
signal for all the modes i, is drawn from [SE], and so on. The
second realization in RSE also contains signal drawn frdrthal
50 realizations in SE. Further, there is no signal which is canm
between the first and second realization in RSE. Jthe=alizations
in RSE have all been constructed in this fashion such that eac
realization of RSE contains a mixture of the signal from fad 50
realizations in SE. Further, none of the realizations in R@ke
any signal in common. The right panel of Figure 1 shows aeecti
through one realization of the RSE fof; ; = 0.5.

We do not expect the signal in the modes drawn from 8E
be correlated with those drawn from SEtc. We therefore expect
the average trispectruffi(k;, k;) to be atleass0 times smaller for
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Figure 1. Two dimensional sections through the simulatebkghtness temperature maps fag ; = 0.5 and[150 Mpc]? volume. The three panels each
show a single realization drawn from the three differeneemntsle,: Signal (left), Gaussian Random (middle) and RarziearSignal (right). The direction of
redshift space distortion is with respect to a distant olesdpcated along the horizontal axis.

RSE as compared to SE. For the purpose of this work we have as-significant or not. The issue now is to estimate the variaricbeo

sumed thafl'(k;, k;) ~ 0 for RSE. Further, since the entire signal
in SE is also present in RSE, we expétftk;) and P2(k;) to have

covariancdC;;]c. We have used0 independent GREs to construct
an Ensemble of Gaussian Random Ensembles (EGRE) which we

exactly the same value in both SE and RSE. The RSE, therefore, have used to estimate the varianéé;;]z of [Cij]c. In summary,

provides an independent estimatesFH(k;). We have used this
to estimate the values which the diagonal element$; p{eq. 31)
are expected to have if the EoR signal were a Gaussian randtamn fi
with T'(k;, k;) = 0. It thus becomes possible to interpret any devia-
tions from this as arising froi'(k;, k;) due to the non-Gaussianity
in the EoR 21-cm signal.

5.2 Ensembleof Gaussian Random Ensembles

The second complication arises from the fact that the Sigmal
semble SE has a finite number of realizations. To appredigge t

we cannot straightaway interpret the non-zero off-diagterans in
C;; as arising from non-Gaussianity in the EOR 21-cm signas It i
necessary to assess the statistical significance of theeranval-
ues by comparing them againé€;;] ¢ estimated from the EGRE.

6 RESULTS

Figure 1 shows three 21-cm maps corresponding to indivichaed
izations drawn from the SE, GRE and RSE respectively. Thasim
lations all correspond to the same neutral fractign, = 0.5 and
they all have the same bin averaged power spectR(#). It is

we construct the Gaussian Random Ensemble (GRE). The GRE,pglieved that at the length scales which will be probed byenizs

like the SE, contains0 realizations of the 21-cm signal, the signal
in each realization however is a Gaussian random field. Tgreki
at any modek in thes th bin is calculated using

7,00 = |/ 2D k) + v

where a(k) and b(k) are two real valued independent Gaussian
random variables of unit variance, aft(k;) is the bin-averaged
power spectrum calculated from SE. The middle panel of eidur
shows a section through one realization of the GRE:fpr = 0.5.

(32

tions the EoR 21-cm signal (in terms of both power spectruth an
variance) peaks around; , &~ 0.5 (see e.g. McQuinn et al. 2007;
Lidz et al. 2008; Barkana 2009; Choudhury, Haehnelt & Regan
2009; Mesinger, Furlanetto & Cen 2011; Majumdar, Bharadaj
Choudhury 2013; Jensen et al. 2013; lliev et al. 2014; Patl.e
2014; Watkinson & Pritchard 2014; Majumdar et al. 2015), wed
have thus restricted the entire discussion of this sectidhé sit-
uation wherez , = 0.5. At this stage we expect a little less than
50% of the volume to be occupied by ionized bubbles. These bub-
bles, which are quite distinctly visible in the left panehuse the

The bin-averaged power spectrum estimated from any single EoR 21-cm signal to be significantly non-Gaussiag@at = 0.5.

realization in GRE will be different fromP(k;). Further, the bin
averaged power spectrum estimated using@iembers of GRE,
which we refer to agP(k;)], will also differ from P(k;) because

of the limited number of realizations. Similarly, the offiadonal
terms of the error-covariandé;;]¢ estimated from GRE will not
be zero but will have random fluctuations around zero duedo th
limited number of realizations. It is thus necessary to carafthe
C;; estimated from SE against the random fluctuatiofCof] in
order to determine whethél;; estimated from SE is statistically

This is quite apparent if we compare the EoR Signal to therakent
panel which is a Gaussian random field. There are no bublses vi
ble in the central panel. The Randomized Signal (shown inigjné
most panel of the same figure), which has a much smaller trispe
trum compared to the EoR Signal, looks quite distinct frorthbo
the other cases.

Figure 2 shows the mean squared brightness temperature fluc-
tuation of the EoR 21-cm signahi (k) = k*P(k)/(2r)* as a
function of k. This essentially is a measure of the bin averaged
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Figure 2. The dimensionless brightness temperature power spectrum
AZ(k) and its1o error bars forzy, = 0.5. The results are shown for
simulations with the two different box size @60Mpc and215Mpc, re-
spectively.
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Figure 3. The showsC;; for SE considering both the simulation volumes
V1 and V2. We also show(V1 /V2) [Ci;]v, whereC;; determined for/
has beerscaled to account for thd /V dependence predicted by eq. (31).

21-cm power spectrunP(k) estimated from SE. Thé range
Emin = 2.09 X 1072 Mpc ™1 10 kmax = 5.61 Mpc~! has been di-
vided in ten equally spaced logarithmic bins wiltk; /k; ~ 0.48.
We have maintained the same bin widths for both the simudatio
volumesV; = [150 Mpc]® and V2 = [215 Mpc]®. However, we
notice that the value of;, the average: value corresponding to
a particular bin, varies fronV; to V> (Figure 2). This variation
arises because the exact number and values of the Fouriessritod
a particular bin changes if we change the simulation voluves e
thoughA¥; is fixed. Comparing the results from the two simulation
volumes, we see that there is very little change in the popec-s
trum betweerl; andVs. This indicates that the simulation volumes
used here are sufficiently large so that the power spectrgmdra
verged. The error bars shown in the figure correspond ta ther
error§P(k;) = +/C;; estimated from SE. We notice that the error
bars change fron; to V3, the errors being smaller for the larger
simulation. This arises from th&;; « 1/V dependence (eq. 31)
discussed earlier. A detailed analysis of the covarianceixma;;
follows.

We now shift our attention to the error covariance madkix
which is the main focus of this paper. Figure 3 shows the diag-

EoR 21-cm power spectrumerror covariance 7

onal elements’;; as a function ofk for the two different simu-
lation volumesV; and V,. We have also showiV; /V2) [Cii]v,
where the matrix elements determined ¥arhave beerscaled to
account for thel /V dependence predicted by eq. (31). We see that
the scaled elements are in reasonable agreement with thiésres
for V4, roughly indicating that the error-covariance has conserg
within the simulation volume which we have used here. We see
that the values of the covariance matrix span a very largamyn
ical range, and it is not very convenient to analyze this ifave
looking for relatively small changes in the values. We finatthis
much more convenient to instead use diveensionless covariance
matrix ¢;; which is defined as

Ci; V k:s/2k3/2
W 5
(2m)2P (ki) P(kj)
and which, using eq. (31), can be expressed as

ki
( ) dij +tij

Ak;
T(ki ks) k"2 k3
(2m)2P (k) P(k;)
is the dimensionless bin-averaged trispectrum and

(33)

Cij =
cij = A7 (34)

where
(35)

ij =

P2 (ki)

(36)

L (P(ki)]*
is a number of order unity introduced in Mondal et al. (2015)e
value of A; is expected to vary from bin to bin. We also expect
its value to vary if we change the simulation volume. However
all these variations are expected to be small, and we mayceape
value A; ~ 1in most situations.

The left panel of Figure 4 shows;, the diagonal elements
of the dimensionless covariance matrix, as a functiork.oThe
volume dependence ¢f; has been scaled out in the definition of
¢ (eg. 33), and we do not expect thg values to change if we vary
the volume provided that the error-covariance has condangin
the simulation volume. We find that the values:pfobtained from
the two different volume$, andV% are consistent with each other
over the rang®.1 < k < 0.5 Mpc~!. The values obtained from
V4, however, arev 1.5 times larger than those obtained frdri
at larger values: > 0.5 Mpc ™. The difference at smalt (k <
0.1 Mpc~') may be attributed to the cosmic variance of the error-
covariance and is possibly not statistically significarawéver, the
differences betweel; andV; at largek appears to be significant.
We find that the smaller volume; is under-estimating the error-
covariance relative td%, indicating that fork > 0.5 Mpc™' the
error-covariance has not converged within the simulatioiime.
One would naively expect convergence issues to be more tengor
at large scales which are comparable to the simulation Bieefact
that the error-covariance appears to have converged &t $aajes
(0.1 < k < 0.5Mpc~ 1) while it seems to have not converged at
small scales¥ > 0.5 Mpc™1) is quite counter intuitive, and we
shall address this a little later.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows; estimated from the RSE
for which we expect;; ~ 0, whereby

ki
AL)

This gives an estimate of the error-covariance that woulebe
pected if the EoR signal were a Gaussian random field. As ex-
pected, we see that the value§©f|rsk are below those estimated

[Cii]RSE = A? ( (37)
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Figure 4. This showsc;; for SE (left) and RSE (right). Thprediction based on using the constastfrom Mondal et al. (2015) in eq. (37) is also shown in

the right panel.
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Figure 5. The shows:;; as determined from SE, RSE, RSE25 and RSE10.

from SE. Mondal et al. (2015) have estimated the valuelpfn

a completely independent manner by fitting the behaviouhef t
SNR as a function ofN,. The latter method ignores the fact that
A; varies from bin to bin, and returns just a single valuelafhich

is A = 0.98 for zu . = 0.5. We have also plotteft;;|rse using
this A value and thé:; /Ak; values corresponding to ttkebins in
V1. We note thatAk; /k; = 0.48, though the actual value changes
somewhat from bin to bin. We find thét;;|rse estimated from

100 F
[ 150Mpc-----
" 215Mpc A

kE (Mpc™1)
Figure 6. The showst;; estimated from the two different simulation vol-
umesV; andVa.

from RSE10 to RSE25 and then to RSE. This transition is glearl
seen in Figure 5. There is very little change in the values;of
from RSE25 to RSE5S0 ( except possibly at the largesalue).
This validates the assumption thiat ~ 0 for the RSE.

The differenceC;; — [Ci;]rsE gives an estimate of the bin-
averaged trispectrum. Here we have usgd= c;; — [cii]rsEe tO
estimate the dimensionless bin-averaged trispectrum iachwthe

the V1 and V> RSE simulations, and also from eq. (37) using the results are shown in Figure 6. We see that the results foribe t
constantA, are all consistent with one another.This consistency, in different simulation volumes look quite similar, thougteté are

a sense, also validates the idea that the RSE allows us tpande
dently estimate the error-covariance that would be expetie
EoR signal were a Gaussian random field (eq. 37).

We further illustrate the idea behind the RSE and also vidida
this in Figure 5. Recollect that each realization in the R8&a&ins
a mixture of signal fronb0 independent realizations of the EoR
signal, and we expet¢t; for RSE to be atleasi) times smaller than

some differences in the actual values. Thevalues estimated from
the larger volumé/;, are larger than those estimated froéinatk >
0.2 Mpc . Thet;; values differ by a nearly constant ratiolob at
k > 1Mpc~'. The trend is reversed &t< 0.2 Mpc~! where the
values estimated frorir; are larger than those froivi. Taken at
face value, these discrepancies in the valugs, dfetween the two
different simulation volumes indicate that the trispeatrbas not

t;; estimated from SE. In addition to RSE, we also show resuits fo converged within the simulation volume. We note, howeves t
RSE10 and RSE25. Each realization in RSE10 has signal drawnit is necessary to be cautious before arriving at such a ueiuet

from 10 independent realization from SE insteads6f We expect

because we have no estimate of the cosmic variance;folhe

t;; for RSE10 and RSE25 to be respectively arolddnd25 times
smaller thart;; estimated from SE. Starting from SE (eq. 34) , we
expect the values aof;; to slowly approach eq. (37) as we move

discrepancy at largeis possibly genuine, whereas the discrepancy
at smallk is possibly influenced by the cosmic variance. For the
subsequent discussion in this paper we focus on the larg@meo
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Figure 8. This shows-;; estimated for a GRE.

1, assuming that the results are representative of what waaild b
expected for an even larger volume.

We see (Figure 6) that we havg ~ 1 for k ~ 0.1 Mpc™?,
and it increases quite rapidly with; ~ 10 and ~ 10° at
k ~ 1Mpc ! and~ 5Mpc ! respectively. In contrast, we have
[cii]rse ~ b for nearly the entiré: range (Figure 4). We thus ex-
pect the error-covarianes; to be largely dominated by the trispec-
trumt,; for nearly the entiré: range that we have considered here.
Figure 7 shows the ratit; /[cii|Jrse Which quantifies the relative
magnitudes of the two terms that contributetp(eq. 34). We see
that the two terms make roughly equal contributions in thegea
0.2 < k < 0.3Mpc~'. The relative contribution from the trispec-
trum increases quite steeply with increasibgAt the largestk
value (~ 5 Mpc 1), the contribution from the trispectrumds 200
times larger than the error-covariance that we would exjpeébe
EoR signal were a Gaussian random field.

We now shift our focus to the off-diagonal elementscof
which quantify the correlation between the errors at diffeerk
bins. Since the diagonal terms; span a pretty large dynamical
range, it is more convenient to consider the correlatiorffiodent

Cij
instead of directly analyzing the off-diagonal terms:gf The val-
ues ofr;; are, by definition, restricted to lie in the rangel <

(38)

Tij =

EoR 21-cm power spectrumerror covariance 9

ri; < 1, the valuesr;; = 1 and—1 indicating that the errors in
thei andj bin are fully correlated and anti-correlated respectively
Intermediate values{1 < r;; < 1) indicate partial correlation or
anti-correlation, ana;; = 0 indicates that the errors in thieand

j bins are uncorrelated. Also note that we haye= 1 for all the
diagonal elements of;;. We first consider the GRE for which the
errors in the different bins are uncorrelated. Figure 8 shawes-
timated using a single GRE. We see that in addition to theadialy
elements which have valug; = 1, the off-diagonal elements also
have non-zero values. As discussed in Section 5.2, thesaaron
values are from random fluctuations which are a consequeince o
the limited number of realizations in the GRE. Figure 9 shows
estimated from SE. We see that the results from both the ationl
volumes of SE look very similar. Comparing the SE with the GRE
we see that while the;; values in Figure 8 (GRE) appear to be
quite random, Figure 9 (SE) exhibits some sort of an orgalze-
tern. The most prominent feature which we notice is that there

in the 5 largestk bins ¢ > 0.5 Mpc™ ') are strongly correlated.
Further, the errors in the three smalléshins ¢z < 0.3Mpc™1')
are correlated with the three largdsbins ¢ > 1Mpc'). Fi-
nally, we also find a relatively weak anti-correlation bedwehe
two smallestk bins ¢ < 0.1 Mpc™') and the intermediate bins
~ 0.2 — 0.4Mpc~h.

Figure 10 shows the;; values estimated from SE for both
the simulation volume¥; andVs. Each panel of the figure corre-
sponds to a fixed value ofand it shows-;; as a function of;. We
have used the EGRE (Section 5.2) to estinjéigj] which quan-
tifies the fluctuation of the off-diagonal terms aroung;]c = 0
expected for a Gaussian random field. For reference, we hswe a
shownr;; estimated from RSE witl>. Note that in all cases we
haver;; = 1 for the diagonal terms which haye= :.

We expect[t;j]rse ~ 0, which implies that we also expect
[rij]rse = 0 for the off-diagonal terms. We find that the values es-
timated from RSE are nearly always within the shaded regiwn c
responding tddr;;], indicating that our results are indeed consis-
tentwith[r;;]rse = 0. Thisis yet another validation of the fact that
the method by which we have generated the RSE actually gestro
the correlation between the signal at different Fourier esodnd
results in[t;;]rse ~ 0. The results froni; andV; are quite simi-
lar for SE. Further, there are several regions where thealues for
SE are outside the shaded region. We interpret these asdiairsy
tically significant and discuss these below. We find that tihere
in the five largest binsk( > 0.5 Mpc) are strongly correlated with
the correlation coefficient having values > 0.6. The correlation
increases te;; > 0.9 if we consider just th largestk bins. The
errors in the three smallekbins (¢ < 0.2 Mpc) are also correlated
with the errors in the five largestbins. The errors in the two small-
estk bins (¢ < 0.1 Mpc), however, are weakly anti-correlated with
the errors in the-th and5-th bins 0.2 < & < 0.4 Mpc).

7 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The error-covariance matrix of the EoR 21-cm power specisum
an important ingredient for making predictions for ongoémgl fu-

ture experiments to detect the EoR signal. In this work wey onl
consider the errors which are intrinsic to the EoR 21-cm sig-
nal, i.e. the cosmic variance, and ignore the system noise aris-
ing from radio-interferometric observations. The EoR 21-sig-

nal becomes increasingly non-Gaussian as reionizatiocepus.
Non-Gaussianity introduces correlations between theasigrdif-
ferent Fourier modes, this being quantified through the daisp
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Figure 9. This showsr;; estimated for SE considering both the simulation voluiiggleft) and V> (right).

trum, trispectrum, etc. While the power spectrum itselfsloet
tell anything as to whether the underlying signal is Gaussia
non-Gaussian, we show that the error-covariance mégyifor the
binned power spectrum is sensitive to the non-Gaussiamiough
the bin averaged trispectruiyk;, k;) which appears in eq. (31).

The error covariance matrix scales inversely with the vaum
asC;; < V~! and itis more convenient to analyse the dimension-
less error covariance matréx; [eq. (33)] which is independent of
volume. We have used an ensemblé&ofndependent realizations
of the simulated EoR 21-cm signal (referred to as the Signal E
semble “SE”) to estimate;;. The entire analysis was restricted
to a single neutral fractioiy, = 0.5. The left panel of Figure
4 showsc;;, the diagonal elements @f;, as a function ofc. We
can interpret each diagonal elemeft as the dimensionless er-
ror variance for the power spectrum estimated in the coomedipg
bin. For theAk; bins used here, we expect the dimensionless error
variance to have a valug; ~ 2 across all the: bins if the EoR
signal is a Gaussian random field. We find a roughly constdaeva
cii ~ 5inthek range0.05 < k < 0.5Mpc~*, the value ofc;;
increases sharply beyorkd> 0.5 Mpc™" and we have;; ~ 10°
atk ~ 5.0Mpc~!. We see that the actual error in the estimated
EoR 21-cm power spectrum is considerably in excess of thw err
predicted for a Gaussian random field. This discrepancgsbe-
cause the EoR Hilistribution is dominated by several large ionized
bubbles (left panel of Figure 1) and the emanating 21-cmasign
not a Gaussian random field.

The diagonal elements; are the sum of two parts (eq. 34).
The first partA? (k; /Ak;) is the contribution that would arise if

tii =~ 0. Since the entire signal in SE is also present in RSE, the
RSE provides an independent estimate of ¢hethat would be
expected if the EOR 21-cm signal were a Gaussian random field
(i.e [cii]rse = A7 (ki/AK;)). The right panel of Figure 4 shows
[cii]rse as a function ofc. We find that thelc;;Jrse show little
variation withk with values in the rang2 < [c;;]rse < 5. Thisis
consistent with what we expect frody ~ 1 andAk;/k; ~ 0.48,

note that the actual values df andP(k;)/k; vary from bin to bin.

The differencer;; — [ciiJrse gives an estimate of the dimen-
sionless bin-averaged trispectrum. We find (Figure 6) that the
value oft;; increases monotonically with. We havet;; ~ 1 for
k ~ 0.1 Mpc™?!, and it increases quite rapidly with; ~ 10 and
~ 10% atk ~ 1Mpc~ ' and~ 5Mpc~! respectively. Figure 7
shows the ratio;; /[cii|rse. This quantifies the relative magnitudes
of the two terms which contribute to total error variarite here
[cii]rsE is the error variance that would arise if the EOR 21-cm
signal were a Gaussian random field apdis the extra contribu-
tion to the error variance arising from the non-Gaussiaoftyhe
EoR 21-cm signal. We find; /[ciiJrse > 1 for k > 0.2 Mpc ™,
the value of this ratio increases withand it is~ 10 and~ 200
atk ~ 1Mpc~! andk ~ 5Mpc~! respectively. The two terms
[cii]rse andt;; make roughly equal contributions g in the range
0.2 < k < 0.3Mpc~'. The relative contribution from the trispec-
trum increases sharply &t> 0.3 Mpc ™! .

We find that the error variance is dominated by the trispettru
at Fourier modeg > 0.3Mpc~'. The error variance would be
severely underestimated if the EOR 21-cm signal were agstone
be a Gaussian random field. We find that the actual error \@@ian

the EoR signal were a Gaussian random field. In this case it is is predicted to be- 11 and~ 200 times larger than the Gaussian

possible to reduce the error covariange by increasing the bin
width or equivalently combining a larger number of indepamd
Fourier modes. Non-Gaussianity, however, introduces &ra g&srm
ti; which is the dimensionless bin averaged trispectrum. Asia co
sequence the dimensionless error variangedoes not decrease
beyond a limiting value, and it is not possible to decreaseethor
beyond this by increasing the number of Fourier modes initie b
The Signal Ensemble (SE) provides an estimate of the total

dimensionless error varianeg, however it is not possible to sep-
arately estimate the two partt? (k;/Ak;) andt;; using SE. We
have overcome this problem by constructing the Randomiigd S
nal Ensemble (RSE) in which each realization contains aurext
of the signal from all realizations of SE. This destroys there-
lation between the signal at different Fourier modes, andhae

prediction atk ~ 1 Mpc ™! andk ~ 5 Mpc ™! respectively.

We next consider the off-diagonal elements of the error co-
varianceC;;. The off-diagonal elements quantify the correlation
between the errors in the power spectrum estimated in différ
bins. The off-diagonal elements are zero for a Gaussianorand
field for which the errors in the differerit bins are uncorrelated.
Non-Gaussianity, however, introduces correlations betwbe er-
rors at differentt bins (eq. 31) . We quantify this using the dimen-
sionless correlation coefficiemt; which has values in the range
—1 < ry; < 1, the valuesr;; = 1 and —1 indicating that the
errors in thei and;j bin are fully correlated and anti-correlated re-
spectively. Intermediate values-{ < r;; < 1) indicate partial
correlation or anti-correlation, and; = 0 indicates that the errors
in the ¢ and j bins are uncorrelated. We have used the SE to es-



EoR 21-cm power spectrumerror covariance 11

E (Mpc™h)
0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0

150Mpc
215Mpc

0.1 0.1
kE (Mpc™1)

Figure 10. This showsr;; estimated for SE considering both the simulation voluriiggsolid) andV; (dashed). We also show; estimated from RSE
(dotted) with V2. The shaded region represents {he; ;] which quantifies the fluctuation of the off-diagonal termeuard [r;;]¢ = 0 expected for a
Gaussian random field.
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timater;; for the EOR 21-cm power spectrum (Figure 9), and the ture EoR experiments and carry out comprehensive erroysisal
Ensemble of Gaussian Random Ensembles (EGRE) to estdiish t including the system noise.

statistical significance (Figure 10).

We find that the error in the largestk bins (¢ > 0.5 Mpc™?)
are strongly correlatedr;; > 0.6). We also find a relatively
weaker correlation betweehsmallestk bins ¢ < 0.3Mpc™?)
and3 largestk bins (¢ > 1 Mpc~!). Further, the error in the two
smallestk bins (¢ < 0.1 Mpc™*') are anti-correlated with the in-
termediate bins- 0.2 — 0.4 Mpc ™. This anti-correlation is quite
weak, and we are not sure whether this is statistically @it or
not.

The non-linear gravitational clustering of the underlyafen-
sity field and the presence of discrete ionized regions in the
Hi distribution both contribute to the non-Gaussianity of #tie
cm signal. The non-linear gravitational clustering is jgaitturly
important at small scales where it leads to the collapse ef-ov
dense regions to form gravitationally bound objects thait hioe
luminous galaxies that subsequently reionize the univdrger-
estingly, the over-densities are also the regions whichiget
ized first in the inside-out reionization scenario impleteenin
our simulations. Consequently, the over-dense regionmagng
from the 21-cm signal in our simulations, and we expect the no
Gaussianity from the non-linear gravitational clusteriadpe sub-
dominant to the non-Gaussianity arising from the ionizeddbes
in the H distribution. This also allows us to interpret the strong co
relation in the error at thé largestk bins & > 0.5 Mpc~!). The
length-scale$ R < 13Mpc) corresponding to these Fourier modes
are smaller than the size of the individual ionized regidfigire
1), and consequently the 21-cm signal in the different mades
this k£ range is highly correlated because it originates from the ex
cluded volume of the same ionized regions. Further, thezézhi
regions are centered on the peaks of the density field whiain-th
selves are expected to have a clustering pattern whichatecketo
that of the underlying matter distribution. We thereforpeot the
ionized regions to be correlated with the large-scale ehirgg of
theH distribution, a fact which is reflected in the correlation be
tween the errors at largeand small.

The present work is limited in that we have used a simple
model of reionization, and the entire analysis is restdidtea sit-
uation wherezy; = 0.5 at z = 8. The predictions will be dif-
ferent for some other model of reionization with differeoiizing
source properties, inhomogeneous recombinations, flichsain
the spin temperature etc. While the quantitative predistiare li-
able to change for different reionization scenarios, tles@nt work
emphasises the fact that the non-Gaussian effects will gayn-
portant role in the error predictions for the EoR 21-cm posc-
trum. The effect of non-Gaussianity is expected to incrdase
ther as reionization proceeds and the neutral fractios fadlow
Zn; = 0.5 (Mondal et al., 2015).

There are several experiments like LOFAR, MWA and PAPER
which are currently underway to measure the EoR 21-cm power
spectrum, and other instruments like HERA and SKA1 LOW are
expected to be functional in future. All of these instrunsetairget
measurements of the EOR 21-cm power spectrum inkthange
0.1 < k < 2Mpc *. The results of the present work clearly
show that the the errors would be severely underestimatddrun
the Gaussian assumption. A proper treatment of the erraricov
ance matrix is crucial for correct error predictions. Sudtictions
are important to assess the prospects of detecting the peer
trum with a particular instrument. Further, correct err@dictions
are also important for interpreting the power spectrum egbent
to a detection. In future work we plan to consider ongoing fard
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