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Abstract. The Epoch of Reionization (EoR) remains a poorly understood cosmic era for the most part. Yet,
efforts are still going on to probe and understand this epoch. We present a review of the latest developments in the
techniques (especially line-intensity mapping) to study the EoR and try to highlight the contribution of the Indian
community in this field. Line-emissions like [H I]21cm, Lyman-α, [C II]158µm and their role as tracers in probing the
EoR are discussed. While the [H I]21cm is an excellent probe of the early IGM, the others are mainly targeted to
do an unresolved and large-scale survey of the reionizing sources. Techniques to model these signals include sim-
ulations and machine learning approaches, along with the challenge to tackle foregrounds or interlopers. We also
discuss synergy opportunities among the various tracers that we mention. Synergy addresses different aspects of
the problem, which otherwise is difficult or impossible to tackle. They include statistics like cross-power spectrum,
cross-bispectrum, and other techniques such as follow-up studies. We present updates on the relevant experiments;
these include the upper limits on the [H I]21cm power spectrum, along with some highlights on high-redshift galaxy
surveys. Finally, we highlight what can be improved further within the community: applying machine learning
and simulations based on hydrodynamic and radiative-transfer techniques. Next-generation experiments also need
to be conceived to address issues currently beyond our reach.
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1. Introduction

The strive to understand the history of our Universe
represents a major goal of modern cosmology. Precise
measurements of the Cosmic Microwave Background
Radiation (CMB) and accurate maps of the galaxies
in the nearby universe have revolutionized our under-
standing of this history. Together they provide a some-
what detailed picture of the very early phase of the Uni-
verse and of its present state. However, our knowledge
of how the Universe has evolved between these two ex-
treme ends has actually been very limited so far.

One of the most important missing links to this his-
tory is the phase that includes the Cosmic Dawn (CD)
and the Epoch of Reionization (EoR), the period dur-
ing which the very first sources of light were formed.
The ultraviolet (UV) and X-ray radiation emitted by
these and by the subsequent population of sources grad-

ually heated and “re”-ionized the cold and neutral inter-
galactic medium (IGM), consisting of mostly neutral
hydrogen (HI) (see e.g. Fan et al. 2006; Furlanetto
et al. 2006; Choudhury et al. 2009; Pritchard & Loeb
2012 etc. for reviews). Our current understanding of
this epoch is mainly guided by different indirect obser-
vations such as the Thompson scattering optical depth
of the CMB (Komatsu et al., 2011; Planck Collabora-
tion et al., 2020), the absorption spectra of high red-
shift quasars (see e.g. Becker et al. 2001; Fan et al.
2003; Barnett et al. 2017 etc) and the luminosity func-
tion and clustering properties of Lyman-α emitters (e.g.
Ouchi et al. 2010; Jensen et al. 2013; Choudhury et al.
2015; Bouwens et al. 2016; Zheng et al. 2017 etc).
These observations suggest that the reionization may
have been an extended process, spanning over the red-
shift range 6 ≤ z ≤ 15 (see e.g. Alvarez et al. 2006; Mi-
tra et al. 2013, 2015; Choudhury et al. 2015; Bouwens
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et al. 2015; Robertson et al. 2015 etc.). However,
these observations are unable to resolve the many of the
pressing questions regarding the CD-EoR in a defini-
tive manner: When did it start? How did it develop
over time? What were the major sources of ionizing
photons during this period?

There are fundamentally two different direct ap-
proaches to observe this era and answer these ques-
tions:

• One is by observing the sources of light present
in this period through photometry or spec-
troscopy with optical and near and far infrared
telescopes.

• The other approach is by observing the time
evolving neutral hydrogen (HI) distribution in the
IGM with radio telescopes. These observations
have the potential to probe the state of the IGM
gas as it evolves with time due to the heating and
ionization by the first light sources.

The present time is particularly exciting in the con-
text of observing the CD as a large number of next-
generation telescopes will become functional within a
few years, which will be able to directly observe this
era for the first time with unprecedented resolution and
sensitivity. One of them is the recently launched James
Webb Space Telescope (JWST), operating in optical
and near infrared. The JWST will be able to show us
the glimpses of the individual stars and galaxies from
deep into the CD-EoR.

The next-generation telescopes in far infrared and
radio will be observing this era with a radically different
approach: with the so-called Line Intensity Mapping
(LIM) technique (see e.g. Bharadwaj & Sethi 2001;
Bharadwaj et al. 2001; Wyithe & Loeb 2009; Carilli
2011; Gong et al. 2011; Gong et al. 2012; Silva et al.
2013; Mashian et al. 2015; Silva et al. 2015; Sun et al.
2018; Kovetz et al. 2019; Silva et al. 2021 etc). While
this method relies on observations of specific spectral
lines, it does not try to detect line emission from in-
dividual sources. Instead, to increase the detectabil-
ity of the signal, all photons associated with a specific
redshifted line frequency within a coarse resolution el-
ement (several times coarser than the angular size of
the individual source) of the telescope are added up.
Thus, it allows the observer to map out the distribution
of sources in coarser resolution but in a larger field-of-
view (FoV).

The LIM comes in two flavours:

• One can observe the sources of light which pro-
duced the ionizing photons and reionized the
IGM.

• One can also observe the H I in the IGM.

The 21cm signal emerging from the neutral H I

atoms due to hyperfine spin-flip transition can be used
to observe the early IGM. The first galaxies can be
traced by multiple line emissions such as the [C II]158µm,
CO, [O III]88µm, Lyman-α etc. These line emissions will
be observed as redshifted lines due to the cosmological
expansion of the Universe. We can combine all these
tracers to develop a tomographic map of the early Uni-
verse.

The Square Kilometre Array (SKA) - the largest ra-
dio interferometric array ever built and one of the seven
international Mega Science Projects in which India is a
major partner - will become operational in ∼2027 and
is expected to be capable of imaging the neutral hydro-
gen distribution during the CD using the redshifted [H
I]21cm signal (Koopmans et al., 2015; Mellema et al.,
2015). This signal will probe the physical processes
in the IGM driving the reionization and the evolving
topology of the H I distribution during the CD-EoR.

LIM experiments targeting galaxies using CO, [C
II]158µm are coming online, and more will be opera-
tional before SKA is set up. LIM using [C II]158µm and
CO lines (Lidz et al., 2011; Gong et al., 2012; Pullen
et al., 2013; Mashian et al., 2015; Silva et al., 2015;
Yue et al., 2015; Li et al., 2016; Lidz & Taylor, 2016;
Serra et al., 2016; Breysse et al., 2017; Padmanabhan,
2018; Sun et al., 2018; Bernal et al., 2019a,b; Breysse
& Alexandroff, 2019; Dumitru et al., 2019; Ihle et al.,
2019; Moradinezhad Dizgah & Keating, 2019; Pad-
manabhan, 2019; Sun et al., 2019; Moradinezhad Diz-
gah et al., 2022a,b; Karoumpis et al., 2022; Yang et al.,
2021, 2022) are expected to be powerful probes of the
galaxies responsible for reionization. Experiments like
CONCERTO (Dumitru et al., 2019; Catalano et al.,
2022), TIME (Crites et al., 2014; Sun et al., 2021), and
FYST (Dumitru et al., 2019; Karoumpis et al., 2022),
will be targeting the [C II]158µm line.

Experiments like COPSS (Keating et al., 2015,
2016) and mmIME (Breysse et al., 2022) have reported
the detection of the CO LIM signal from the early Uni-
verse.

To optimize the utilization of these next-generation
experiments to understand the CD-EoR, the as-
tronomers around the world on one hand are devel-
oping strategies for synergistic multi-wavelength ob-
servations of this era and on the other hand building
comprehensive interpretation pipelines for extracting
maximum amount of information from these observa-
tions. In this article we review the recent advancements
on such multi-wavelength observation strategies for the
CD-EoR, specifically focusing on the LIM mapping ap-
proach and also the development in the front of novel
statistics and other interpretation techniques for such
future LIM studies.
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2. Expected signals from the EoR:
[H I]21cm and others

One of the ways to probe the EoR, is to try to detect
the [H I]21cm signal emitted from the neutral hydrogen
of the early IGM. This emission arises due to the hy-
perfine transition in the HI atoms, with excitation from
CMB and Lyman-α photons, as well as collisional ex-
citation from H I atoms. Therefore, by mapping this
emission, we can effectively map the evolving state of
the ionized IGM with cosmic time and uncover the as-
trophysics responsible. But building instruments that
can detect this signal by effectively taking care of the
foreground noise, which is orders of magnitudes higher
than the expected signal, is a significant challenge.

The other ways of probing EoR are to map the
reionizing galaxies themselves. Spectroscopic detec-
tion of galaxies are expensive but can provide the
most detailed information. Ongoing experiments (e.g.
ALMA) and upcoming ones (e.g. JWST) will play sig-
nificant roles. These methods are not suitable for large-
volume surveys. To overcome this, a newly emerging
tool known as LIM has gained substantial popularity,
with more new instruments coming online. This ap-
proach maps the integrated flux from numerous sources
within a given voxel (2D pixel + frequency resolution).
It can therefore do large-volume surveys within sustain-
able observational times. In the following sections, we
discuss the physics of some of the line emissions that
are a potential candidate to probe the Universe from the
EoR, using LIM.

2.1 [H I]21cm

The [H I]21cm signal arises from the neutral hydrogen
due to the hyperfine spin-flip transition, resulting in the
emission of photons with a rest-frame wavelength of
approximately 21cm. This signal is detectable against
the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation (CMB)
as a change in the brightness temperature in the rele-
vant redshifted wavelengths. The strength of this signal
depends on the population ratio of the hyperfine excited
spin states, which one can parametrize with a quantity
called the spin temperature (Ts), given as

ne

ng
=

ge

gg
exp−

T∗
Ts

(1)

(Field, 1958). ne and ng are the number density of
H I atoms in hyperfine excited and ground states, re-
spectively, with ge and gg being the corresponding de-
generacies. T∗ = hpc/(kBλe) = 68mK, with hp, c
and kB being the Planck’s constant, speed of light,
and Boltzmann’s constant respectively, and λe = 21cm.
The excitation of the HI atoms is caused by CMB

photons, Lyman-α coupling (Wouthuysen-Field effect,
(Wouthuysen, 1952; Field, 1958)) and collisional cou-
pling from H I atoms. These processes, in principle,
determine the spin temperature, following the relation

1 −
Tγ
Ts

=
xα + xc

1 + xα + xc

(
1 −

Tγ
Tk

)
(2)

(Field, 1958; Madau et al., 1997; Barkana & Loeb,
2005), where xα = 4PαT∗/(27A10Tγ) is the Lyman-α
coupling strength with Pα being the the Lyman-α scat-
tering rate. xc = 4κ1−0(Tk)nHT∗/(3A10Tγ) is the colli-
sional coupling rate of the spin-temperature to the gas
temperature. Tγ = 2.725(1 + z)K is the CMB tempera-
ture, Tα is the colour temperature of the Lyman-α radi-
ation, defined as

Tα = −
1
kB

(
∂ logNν

∂(hpν)

)−1

(3)

(Madau et al., 1997), with Nν being the photon-
occupation number. Tk is the kinetic temperature of the
gas distribution.

The brightness temperature Tb of the [H I]21cm sig-
nal against the CMB is given by

Tb = 4mK xHI(1 + δH)
(
Ωbh2

0.02

)(0.7
h

)√1 + z
Ωm

×

(
1 −

Tγ
Ts

)[
1 −

1 + z
H(z)

∂v
∂r

] (4)

(Bharadwaj & Ali, 2005a). In the above expression,
xHI = ρHI/ρH is the mass-averaged neutral fraction, δH
is the hydrogen over-density, and ∂v/∂r is the rate of
change of peculiar velocity along the line of sight (LoS)
with co-moving distance. Therefore, quantitatively, Tb
is a probe of the neutral hydrogen distribution in the
Universe.

However, the problem of foreground contamination
poses a significant challenge in the extraction of this [H
I]21cm signal. This foreground signal is contributed by:
Galactic synchrotron radiation and extra-galactic radio
sources. These contamination signals can fall within
the wavelength band of the redshifted, cosmological [H
I]21cm signal, which typically dominates it by orders-of-
magnitude (Di Matteo et al., 2002; Santos et al., 2005).
In the subsequent sections, we will discuss how to miti-
gate this foreground challenge using clever techniques.

2.2 Lyman-α

There are several avenues for studying the EoR using
Lyman-α emitters (LAEs). One potential approach is
to look into the impact of increasing neutral IGM on
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the statistical properties of the population of LAEs at
redshift z & 6. One obvious effect is the decrease
in the fraction of UV-selected galaxies that also show
Lyman-α emission as the H I density increases at higher
redshifts. There are some observations which indi-
cate that the LAE fraction starts decreasing at higher
redshifts (Ouchi et al., 2010; Kashikawa et al., 2011;
Konno et al., 2014; Matthee et al., 2015; Bagley et al.,
2017; Ota et al., 2017; Sadoun et al., 2017; Shibuya
et al., 2019). This can be used to probe ionization
state of the IGM during the later stages of reioniza-
tion (Choudhury et al., 2015; Weinberger et al., 2018).
Another useful probe is the two-point correlation func-
tion of LAEs, which quantifies the clustering of these
objects. It is expected that the clustering of galaxies
will increase due to the patchy reionization process and,
thus, will enhance the two-point correlation function
of LAEs compared to UV-selected samples with the
same number density (Jensen et al., 2013). Apart from
probes based on observations of a handful of individual
galaxies, there are proposals to study the EoR through
Lyman-α intensity mapping (Silva et al., 2013; Heneka
& Cooray, 2021). The large scale power spectrum
of Lyman-α intensity fluctuations carries signatures of
the total Lyman-α luminosity from galaxies as well as
the large scale matter power spectrum. The clustering
power spectrum can be written as (Silva et al., 2013),

Pclus
GAL(k, z) = b2

Lyα Ī2
GALPδδ(z, k), (5)

where bLyα is the luminosity bias, Ī2
GAL is the total av-

erage intensity of Lyα emission and Pδδ is the mat-
ter power spectrum. There will also be a shot-noise
power spectrum present, due to discrete galaxy dis-
tribution (Gong et al., 2011). In addition to the ap-
proaches discussed above there are also a handful of
studies which explore prospects of measuring cross-
correlations of large scale [H I]21cm maps and Lyman-
α emitters using ongoing/upcoming radio interferomet-
ric experiments and Lyman-α surveys through the Sub-
aru’s Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) (Furlanetto & Lidz,
2007; Vrbanec et al., 2016). Other than this, there are
approaches to cross-correlate 21cm maps with Lyman-
α emitters. It uses ongoing/upcoming radio interfero-
metric experiments and Lyman-α surveys using Sub-
aru’s Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) (Furlanetto & Lidz,
2007; Vrbanec et al., 2016) and SDSS/BOSS (Croft
et al., 2018). This cross-correlation signal can be mea-
sured using observations carried out by experiments
like LOFAR/SKA and HSC and should be able to dis-
tinguish different EoR scenarios such the inside-out
and outside-in (Sobacchi et al., 2016; Hutter et al.,
2017). Impact of foreground contamination is likely
to be much less severe in the cross-correlation signal
and any detection of the cross-correlation signal will

also confirm cosmological origin of the [H I]21cm signal
(Feng et al., 2017).

2.3 [C II]158µm

The [C II]158µm line emission arises from the fine-
structure transition

(2P3/2 →
2P1/2

)
in a C+ ion, re-

sulting in a rest-frame wavelength of ' 158 µm. The
population ratio of the ions can be written as ne/ng =

ge/gg exp(−T∗,CII/Ts), with T∗,CII = 91 K. The domi-
nant mechanism by which the C+ ions are excited in the
interstellar medium (ISM) of galaxies is collisions from
electrons and atoms. This line emission is an excellent
coolant for the ISM (Sun et al., 2018) and arises from
a variety of different environments: photo-dissociation
regions, cold gas (De Looze et al., 2011), and CO dark
clouds (Olsen et al., 2015). Generally, it is also consid-
ered a good tracer of dust-enshrouded star-formation,
with studies showing that it is well correlated with the
star-formation rate (SFR) in a galaxy (De Looze et al.,
2011; De Looze, Ilse et al., 2014). It is a strong IR
line emission, accessible within 4.5 . z . 8.5 (Kannan
et al., 2021b); all of these motivated upcoming experi-
ments to map the EoR galaxies using [C II]158µm. How-
ever, the CO line emissions from low-redshift galaxies
pose a significant foreground interloper (Gong et al.,
2012; Silva et al., 2015), making the signal detection
more challenging. Later, we will discuss one of the
many ways that might help in mitigating this problem.

3. Modelling the signals and constraining astro-
physics from the EoR

There have been recent developments in the techniques
to extract astrophysics of the EoR by analyzing the LIM
signals. We summarize them in the following subsec-
tions.

3.1 The [H I]21cm signal

3.1.1 Modelling the [H I]21cm signal from the EoR:
A major component of developing any interpretation
framework or pipeline for an observation is to build one
or many forward models of the expected target signal
or the target signal statistic. In case of the CD-EoR [H
I]21cm signal the forward models come in three broad
categories i.e. analytical, semi-numerical and numeri-
cal.

Most of the analytical models of the CD-EoR [H
I]21cm signal are motivated by the fact that the signal
fluctuations are determined by the size and distribution
of the heated and ionized region in the IGM. The sim-
plest approach to build such a model would be to con-
sider the fluctuations in the signal via the distribution of
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non-overlapping ionized and heated spheres (Bharad-
waj & Ali, 2005a; Datta et al., 2007). These mod-
els have been further improved by accounting for the
overlaps through excursion-set formalism proposed by
Furlanetto et al. (2004) and by taking photon conserva-
tion into account (Paranjape & Sheth, 2012; Paranjape
& Choudhury, 2014; Paranjape et al., 2016). The ana-
lytical models provide the fastest avenue for estimating
the large-scale fluctuations in the signal at the zeroth or-
der approximation and have been extensively used for
constraining the reionization histories while combin-
ing all available observations at the present time (see
e.g. Mitra et al. 2011; Mitra et al. 2013, 2015; Chat-
terjee et al. 2021 etc). Though the improved analytical
approaches discussed above can provide a reasonably
good model for the signal, they are limited in their abil-
ity to include various complexities which have a major
impact on the signal fluctuations. Some of these com-
plexities are the non-spherical shape of the ionized re-
gions, impact of the matter density fluctuations on ion-
ization and recombination processes, inherent line of
sight anisotropies e.g. redshfit space distortions and
light cone effect etc. These requirements have led to
the development of a large number of semi-numerical
models of the signal. In the semi-numerical models the
focus is on simulating the important cosmological ef-
fects as accurately as possible within a large volume
(comparable to the observational field of view) while
approximating the radiative transfer process related to
the reionization, thus optimizing the resources for com-
putation. Being able to simulate the signal in large
volumes with reasonable accuracy, these models allow
us to explore the multi-dimensional CD-EoR parame-
ter space at quicker pace and at the cost of moderate
computing resources.

Most of the popular semi-numerical models are
based on the excursion set formalism proposed by
(Furlanetto et al., 2004). In these models the radia-
tive transfer solutions are replaced by the comparison
of smoothed fields of ionizing photon density with that
of the neutral hydrogen density. The smoothing scale
is then varied from an estimated mean free path of the
photons to the resolution of the simulation, to check
if at any scale the ionization condition is satisfied or
not. An ionization map produced by this manner is
then converted into the 21-cm brightness temperature
map via Equation (4). To speed up the simulation pro-
cess some of these models use Zeldovich approxima-
tion for generating the underlying dark matter density
field (Mesinger & Furlanetto, 2007; Mesinger et al.,
2011). The other approach simulates the underlying
dark matter field via an N-body simulation and also
identifies the collapsed halos within the matter distri-
bution as the potential hosts for the ionizing photon

sources (see e.g. Zahn et al. 2007; Geil & Wyithe
2008; Choudhury et al. 2009; Majumdar et al. 2012,
2013, 2014; Mondal et al. 2015, 2016 etc). The sec-
ond approach requires more computing resources but
allows one to accurately implement various cosmolog-
ical effects to the signal e.g. redshift space distortions
and light cone effect which has a significant impact on
the signal statistics. Several authors have compared
the results from these semi-numerical techniques with
that of the more accurate radiative transfer simulations
(Choudhury et al., 2009; Mesinger et al., 2011; Ma-
jumdar et al., 2014; Ghara et al., 2018). They have
demonstrated that for most of the statistics of interest
e.g. power spectrum at large scales and ionized bubble
size distribution and their topology etc the results from
the semi-numerical approaches are within the sample
variances limit of that of the radiative transfer simula-
tions. One of the major drawbacks of the excursion set
based semi-numerical approach for simulating the [H
I]21cm signal is the issue of photon non-conservation.
This may lead to an amplitude change in the various
signal statistics. This issue has been recently resolved
by Paranjape et al. (2016); Maity & Choudhury (2022)
through effectively redistributing the ionizing photons
of overlapping smoothing regions in its neighbourhood.

To include most of the physical processes of the
IGM in the signal model one would need to use a ra-
diative transfer simulation. There are many radiative
transfer algorithms that have been developed over the
years (Gnedin & Ostriker, 1997; Gnedin, 2000a,b; Cia-
rdi et al., 2000; Mellema et al., 2006; Iliev et al., 2006,
2007, 2012, 2014; Kannan et al., 2021b,a). Among
these different approaches of numerical radiative trans-
fer simulations, Mellema et al. (2006); Iliev et al.
(2006, 2007, 2012, 2014) are able to simulate the CD-
EoR [H I]21cm signal in large enough cosmological vol-
umes (∼ [715 cMpc]3) which can mimic future obser-
vations of this era with the SKA. However, they also
face the hindrance of not being able to rerun their sim-
ulations numerous times (≥ 106) to be able to explore
the vast parameter space of the signal.

An alternative to resolve this issue while keeping
some of the details of the radiative transfer simulations,
is to use a spherically symmetric one-dimensional ra-
diative transfer algorithm (Thomas et al., 2009). It
allows one to simulate the signal in very large-scales.
This approach has been further improved and both hy-
drogen and helium reionization have been included in
Ghara et al. (2015a,b, 2017, 2018). It has also been
demonstrated that this kind of one-dimensional radia-
tive transfer algorithm is fast enough that it can be used
for constraining CD-EoR parameters from the observed
signal statistics (Ghara et al., 2020, 2021a).
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3.1.2 Reionization history: One of the crucial as-
pects that we are generally keen to learn about the EoR
is how the reionization proceeded (history) and its du-
ration. Usually, we use the neutral fraction, defined as
xHI = ρHI/ρH, which describes what fraction of hydro-
gen is still in a neutral state at a given cosmic time.
The evolution of the globally averaged (averaged over
all-sky) neutral fraction is one of the speed indicators
of the reionization process and its history. Constrain-
ing this can help us understand many aspects, one of
which is the role of source models in this process. One
of the ways to constrain the reionization history, given
the value of the xHI at a single redshift as an external in-
put, is to employ the Multi-Frequency Angular Power
Spectrum (MAPS) (Datta et al., 2007). The brightness
temperature can be decomposed in terms of spherical
harmonics (Ym

l (n̂)) as follows:

Tb(n̂, ν) =
∑
`,m

a`,m(ν)Ym
` (n̂), (6)

with n̂ and ν representing the direction and observed
frequency of the signal respectively. Following Datta
et al. (2007), the MAPS is defined as

C`(ν1, ν2) =
〈
a`,m(ν1)a∗`,m(ν2)

〉
. (7)

It can characterize the entire 2-point statistics of the sig-
nal in the presence of the light-cone effect since this
statistic does not assume the signal to be statistically
homogenous across the LoS (Mondal et al., 2018). We
can further decompose MAPS as

C`(ν1, ν2) = x̄HI(ν1)x̄HI(ν2)CE
` (∆ν) (8)

(Mondal et al., 2019), assuming that the evolution of
the mean neutral fraction (x̄HI) across the LoS far sur-
passes that of the other quantities. With this, the evolu-
tionary history of the neutral fraction could be extracted
as

xHI(ν) = A
√
C`(ν)/C`, (9)

with C`(ν) ≡ C`(ν, ν), and C` = B−1
∫ B/2
−B/2 C`(ν)dν. A is

a normalization constant, which is determined from a
single xHI value at a given redshift. The ratio C`(ν)/C`
is expected to show systematic variation with ν, and
thereby infer xHI(ν). However, for small ` bins this is
not seen, and the analysis required restricting ` to >
2571.

Another promising way to extract xHI is to em-
ploy trained Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN)
to analyze [H I]21cm images from future observations.

Mangena et al. (2020) explored the above, with simu-
lated [H I]21cm maps from the Instantaneous version of
SIMFAST21 (Hassan et al., 2016; Santos et al., 2010)
and generating mock images following SKA1-Low in-
strument design. The CNN is a set of different lay-
ers with specific tasks, such as extraction of features
(convolutional layer) and up/down-sampling the out-
put of the convolutional layer. Finally, the fully con-
nected layer extracts features from a 1D input. Overall,
this feature extraction is achieved by minimizing appro-
priate loss functions: the seperation between true val-
ues/labels and predicted values from the CNN. When
trained on the outputs of SIMFAST21, it achieves good
accuracies of up to 99 per cent on the simulated data
set and up to 98 per cent on the mock dataset, and it
extracts xHI in a model-independent fashion.

3.1.3 Bubble statistic and [H I]21cm morphology:
We can characterize the reionization process with
Minkowski Functionals (MFs) and Contour Minkowski
Tensors (CMTs). Kapahtia et al. (2018) discusses the
prospects of using CMTs to constrain statistics of the
EoR, such as the shape and mean size of the ionized
bubble. If the boundary of the ionized bubble is repre-
sented with a curve, then we can correspondingly define
a tensor

W1 =

∫
C

T̂ ⊗ T̂ ds (10)

T̂ is the unit-tangent vector on the curve and ⊗ is the
symmetric tensor product

(
T̂ ⊗ T̂

)
i j

=
(
T̂iT̂ j + T̂ jT̂i

)
/2.

W1 transforms as a rank-2 tensor and has eigenvalues,
λ1 and λ2. We can obtain two other quantities from this:
β = λ1/λ2 and r = (λ1 + λ2)/2π. Using further trans-
formation on these quantities, we can precisely quan-
tify the shape-anisotropy and mean size of the ionized
bubbles and their redshift evolution (Kapahtia et al.,
2018). Furthermore, we can use this analysis to classify
reionization morphology. Therefore, it can potentially
constrain reionization models as well (Kapahtia et al.,
2019).

In a slightly different approach for analyzing the to-
mographic images one can try to follow the volume and
morphology of the largest ionized region with cosmic
time. Bag et al. (2018, 2019) had used Largest Clus-
ter Statistics (LCS) to follow the volume and morphol-
ogy of the largest ionized region in 21-cm tomographic
map. They have shown that the LCS can reveal the
stage of the reionization when percolation between the
ionized regions takes place. Further, recently, Pathak
et al. (2022) have shown using a large suit of simu-
lated reionization scenarios that the evolution of LCS
can reveal the nature of the reionization i.e. whether
the reionization is inside-out or outside-in.
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Another possible way of using the 21-cm images
from the EoR obtained via SKA would be to con-
duct such imaging in the region of the sky where high
redshift galaxies and quasars have been observed al-
ready via Euclid (Chary et al., 2020), Nancy Grace
Roman (Chary et al., 2020), JWST (Steinhardt et al.,
2021) or ELT (Hammer et al., 2021) through photom-
etry or spectroscopy. The targeted 21-cm imaging of
ionized via such synergistic observations, as discussed
in Zackrisson et al. (2020), will be able to help us
in constraining the contribution of bright galaxies and
quasars in reionization.

3.1.4 [H I]21cm Fourier statistics: The main Fourier
statistics that most of the present and next-generation
radio interferometers are aiming for the detection of
the [H I]21cm signal, is its power spectrum. The power
spectrum measures the amplitude of fluctuations in the
signal at different length scales. Therefore the shape
and amplitude of the power spectrum and their evolu-
tion have the ability to constrain the CD-EoR parame-
ters. This idea has been utilized to develop power spec-
trum based parameter estimation pipelines either under
a Bayesian framework (Greig & Mesinger, 2015, 2017,
2018) or through the use of Artificial Neural Network
(ANN) (Choudhury et al., 2021b) or a hybrid ANN
aided Bayesian framework (Schmit & Pritchard, 2018;
Binnie & Pritchard, 2019; Tiwari et al., 2021).

The power spectrum also gets affected by various
line-of-sight anisotropies which are intrinsic to the sig-
nal e.g. the light-cone effect and the redshift space dis-
tortions. The light-cone effect arises due to the finite
travel time of the cosmological signal from a distant
source to the present day observer. The light cone effect
can change the amplitude and the shape of the observed
power spectrum depending on the reionization history
and frequency bandwidth within which the power spec-
trum is being estimated (Barkana & Loeb, 2006; Datta
et al., 2012, 2014; Ghara et al., 2015b; Mondal et al.,
2018). The other line-of-sight anisotropy that affects
the signal power spectrum significantly is the redshift
space distortions. The redshift space distortions, arising
due to the gas peculiar velocities, will make any cosmo-
logical signal anisotropic along the line-of-sight of the
observer. This will change both the shape and ampli-
tude of the signal power spectrum (Bharadwaj & Ali,
2004, 2005b; Ali et al., 2005; Majumdar et al., 2013,
2014, 2016; Ghara et al., 2015a). Thus it is important
to take this effect into account while using the signal
power spectrum for the CD-EoR parameter estimation.
It has also been demonstrated that the higher order non-
zero multipole moments of the power spectrum, arising
due to the redshift space distortions, has the potential
to constrain the reionization history (Majumdar et al.,

2016).
However, the power spectrum is not the optimal

statistics in terms of its information content. The CD-
EoR [H I]21cm signal is expected to be highly non-
Gaussian due to the non-uniform distribution of the
heated and ionized regions in the IGM which domi-
nates the signal fluctuations (Mondal et al., 2015, 2016;
Shaw et al., 2019). As the power spectrum cannot cap-
ture this non-Gaussianity in the signal one has to esti-
mate higher order statistics e.g. bispectrum (Majum-
dar et al., 2018, 2020; Kamran et al., 2021a,b; Saxena
et al., 2020; Tiwari et al., 2021; Watkinson et al., 2021;
Mondal et al., 2021). It has also been demonstrated
that the bispectrum have the potential to put tighter con-
straints on the CD-EoR parameters compared to the sig-
nal power spectrum (Tiwari et al., 2021).

3.1.5 Applications of machine learning and neural net-
works: Machine learning (ML) have unfolded im-
mense progress in studying the EoR. Also, over recent
years, the applications of ML has developed rapidly.
We have ML tools that can analyze data and extract
the EoR astrophysics. Hassan et al. (2019) report
using convolutional neural networks that distinguish
source models by analyzing [H I]21cm images. The ac-
curacy can range from 92–100 per cent. Choudhury
et al. (2020) study how the [H I]21cm signal can be ex-
tracted from the Cosmic Dawn using Artificial Neural
Networks (ANNs). Their method can perform with
92 per cent accuracy and extract the foreground pa-
rameters. They also successfully constrained the EoR
parameters from the global signal (Choudhury et al.,
2021a) and the [H I]21cm power spectrum (Choudhury
et al., 2021b). The work by Villanueva-Domingo &
Villaescusa-Navarro (2021) has developed techniques
to extract the underlying matter density field, given the
[H I]21cm field in redshift space. The statistical prop-
erties match the true ones within error limits of a few
per cent, down to scales of ' 2 Mpc−1. Also, the as-
trophysical parameters can be constrained from the as-
trophysical information retained by the neural network.
There is also the class of ML algorithms called emula-
tors that, after being trained on input data, can re-create
that input given some parameters; this happens to in-
cur a much lesser computational cost. In that way, one
can potentially use it for parameter estimation. Cohen
et al. (2020) use the 21CMGEM that emulates the global
signal from the CD and EoR. It is trained on a dataset
of ∼ 30, 000 simulated signals developed from vary-
ing seven parameters. The predictions achieve good
accuracies with good runtime efficiencies. Also, em-
ulators are applied for power spectrum (Tiwari et al.,
2021; Sikder et al., 2022) and bispectrum (Tiwari et al.,
2021), with bispectrum constraining parameters more
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tightly. The recent work by Zhou & La Plante (2021)
also points out the limitations of using only single semi-
numeric models to train CNNs. They showed that when
CNNs trained on one model tries to infer astrophysics
from data produced with another model, they generally
behave poorly, suggesting that CNNs need to be trained
on diverse ranges of inputs that capture the full astro-
physics of the EoR.

3.1.6 Tackling foregrounds for [H I]21cm signal: We
face foreground noise as the most significant chal-
lenge in detecting the [H I]21cm signal. It mainly arises
from galactic synchrotron emission and extragalactic
sources. Also, calibration errors and other instrumen-
tal systematics affect signal detection adversely. There-
fore, appropriate tools and methods are necessary to
deal with this problem. In this subsection, we discuss
some of the recent developments to tackle the noise in
the signal.

Kerrigan et al. (2018) discusses a hybrid method of
dealing with foreground noise. It involves subtracting
foreground models in real space combined with the fil-
tering of noise power-spectrum in Fourier space. When
applied to PAPER and MWA data, these resulted in sig-
nificant improvements compared to just filtering. For
the MWA band centre, the improvement relative to just
filtering is ∼ 109 mK2(h−1 Mpc)3. At the MWA band
edges, one can expect improvements, in the order of
∼ 1012–1013 mK2(h−1 Mpc)3.

Even after handling the foreground noise, with
avoidance and subtraction, errors may remain in cal-
ibration and other systematics. Mertens et al. (2018)
introduces the ’Gaussian Process Regression’ (GPR)
technique to statistically remove the contributions of
the stochastic errors towards the [H I]21cm power spec-
trum. They demonstrated, using simulated LOFAR-
EoR data, that this can recover the power spectrum on
scales k = 0.07–3 h Mpc−1. This method is optimal
when correlation in foregrounds is present on frequency
scales & 3 MHz and signal rms is σ21cm > 0.1σnoise.
Compared to foreground avoidance, this improves the
sensitivity by a factor of 3.

3.2 [C II]158µm

Recent developments in using the [C II]158µm line for
LIM include sophisticated line-emission modelling and
instrumental forecasts. Leung et al. (2020) have used
hydrodynamics based cosmological simulation, SIMBA
(Davé et al., 2019), to simulate the galaxy distribu-
tion. It models detailed physics such as radiative pro-
cesses, the evolution of gas content from feedback
mechanisms, and subgrid models to account for dust
content. The simulation output is post-processed with
SÌGAME (Olsen et al., 2015; Olsen et al., 2016, 2017)

for modelling line emissions. The results of such so-
phisticated modelling include a flatter [C II]158µm lu-
minosity versus Star-Formation Rate (LCII-SFR) rela-
tion, which can have implications for interpreting the
[C II]158µm power spectrum from upcoming observa-
tions.

This relation has a significant scatter ranging from
0.3− 0.6 dex. Other sets of modelling include luminos-
ity function and stellar-mass function. They have lim-
ited their study to z = 6. Detailed line-emission mod-
elling from early galaxies, including the [C II]158µm line,
has also been addressed by Kannan et al. (2021b), using
the flagship simulation, the THESAN project. However,
their predictions for the [C II]158µm line emission fall
far below the Leung et al. (2020) prediction because
it doesn’t model the individual ISM phases (Photo-
dissociation regions and CO dark molecular clouds) in
detail responsible for this line emission, which they
plan to improve in the future version of their simula-
tions. Works such as Murmu et al. (2021b) revisit the
interpretation of [C II]158µm power spectrum by remap-
ping the scatter in the [C II]158µm luminosities from Le-
ung et al. (2020) in a large volume N-body simulation.

Further works such as Sun et al. (2018) discuss
foreground mitigation for the [C II]158µm line for a mock
field of Tomographic Ionized-carbon Mapping Experi-
ment (TIME). The idea is to use galaxy catalogues to
identify voxels contaminated with at least one of the
CO lines and discard it. It involves using the stellar
mass of galaxies to determine the masking depth, which
relates to a threshold CO flux to cut-off. Compared
to blind masking of voxels based on brightness only,
this technique uses the spectral information of galax-
ies. Therefore, it can reduce faint CO contamination
better. They find that this criterion amounts to K-band
magnitudes of mAB . 22, and [C II]158µm/CO power ra-
tio of & 10 might be achievable, at a cost of 8 percent
loss in survey volume.

The role of TIME in constraining the parameters re-
lating to [C II]158µm line emission will be crucial. Sun
et al. (2021) had made forecasts for the TIME using
MCMC analysis, on the kind of constraints it can pro-
vide. The [C II]158µm luminosity can be related to the
UV continuum luminosity as

log
(

LCII

L�

)
= a log

(
LUV

erg s−1 Hz−1

)
+ b (11)

LUV is a proxy for the star-formation rate as Ṁ∗ =

KLUV. One can also assume a scatter parameter, σCII,
to account for the luminosity scatter. The other parame-
ter is ξ, which is used to model star formation efficiency
as

f∗(M) =
f∗,0

(M/Mp)γlo(M) + (M/Mp)γhi
, (12)
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with γlo(M) = −0.55 × 10ξ/M/Mc . This model accounts
for the deviation of the star-formation efficiency from
a power law. The star-formation rate is, therefore,
Ṁ∗ = f∗Ωb/ΩmṀ, with Ṁ being the growth rate of halo
mass. Thus the potential parameters to be constrained
are a, b, σCII and ξ. The analysis is done for TIME
and TIME-EXT (which is an improvement over TIME
in terms of survey parameters). In Fig. 1, we can see
that parameters a, σCII and ξ are constrained well since
they are related to the power spectrum shape, whereas
b is prior dominated, which only controls the power
spectrum normalization. We can expect TIME-EXT to
provide a better constraint on the parameter ξ. These
constraints can, in turn, infer the [C II]158µm luminosity
function as well.

Figure 1. Constraints on the parameters relating to
the [C II]158µm line emission, forecasted for TIME and
TIME-EXT. Source: Sun et al. (2021), Probing Cosmic
Reionization and Molecular Gas Growth with TIME, ApJ
915 33, Fig. 7,©AAS. Reproduced with permission.

4. Extracting the EoR-astrophysics with Synergy-
studies

In earlier sections, we discussed how we plan to use
the individual tracers of the IGM and galaxies to probe
the EoR. Studies find that there are several ways by
which these line emissions can help understand the
EoR-astrophysics and constrain the EoR-parameters.
In this section, we talk about synergies: combining
individual probes. Compared to single tracers, syner-
gies can unfold an understanding that is otherwise not

achievable. One of the important advantages of cross-
correlation synergies is the mitigation of of common
foreground and interloper contamination. Since these
foreground and interlopers generally originate from
a different redshift, with different source-distribution
properties, these are expected to wash-out when two
different tracers are cross-correlated. Therefore, in the
prospect of studying the EoR, synergies between the
different probes are crucial.

4.1 Line-intensity mapping synergies:

4.1.1 The [C II]158µm×[H I]21cm cross-power spectra:
We can use the cross-power spectrum to constrain the
EoR parameters. Below, we discuss the [C II]158µm×[H
I]21cm cross-power spectra in these scenarios. The work
form Dumitru et al. (2019) discusses the prospects of
constraining EoR parameters like minimum-halo mass
(Mmin) for reionization. They analyze the detectability
of this cross-power signal and conclude that it is de-
tectable to within Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) of 10
by Stage-II experiments like FYST (Karoumpis et al.,
2022). Cross-power spectrum can constrain the param-
eters like Mesc (minimum halo-mass capable of produc-
ing Lyman-C photons that can escape galaxies) better
than 21cm measurements alone, by a factor of 3 and 10,
when derived from 1000 hr and 5000 hr observational
data of [C II]158µm experiments.

However, when extracting the cross-power spec-
trum from a large-volume survey, one must be careful
about the impact of the light-cone effect. As shown
in Murmu et al. (2021a), the light-cone effect signif-
icantly affects the spherically-averaged [C II]158µm×[H
I]21cm cross-power spectrum, up to 20 per cent on small
k-modes (k ∼ 0.1Mpc−1). Moreover, the light-cone ef-
fect influences the [H I]21cm signal differently when the
reionization history is different, and in Fig. 2, we can
see that the cross-power spectrum is also affected ac-
cordingly. Since it is not straightforward to predict the
impact of light-cone on the cross-power spectrum us-
ing the light-cone effect on the individual auto-power
spectrum alone, we must model it carefully.

4.1.2 Multi-tracer: TIME can constrain cosmic
molecular-gas growth by cross-correlating pairs of
adjacent CO rotational lines, e.g. CO(3-2)×CO(4-3),
CO(4-3)×CO(5-4), CO(5-4)×CO(6-5). It can deter-
mine the CO(1-0) luminosity, thereby constraining ρH2

from the following relation

ρH2 = αCO

∫
dM

dn
dM

L′CO(M, z), (13)

which relates ρH2 to the the CO(1-0) luminosity. As
shown in Fig. 3, TIME will provide this additional con-
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Figure 2. Light-cone impact on the [C II]158µm×[H I]21cm cross-power spectrum is shown in this figure (Murmu et al., 2021a).
Top panel shows the cross-power with and without light-cone effect, middle panel shows the cross-correlation coefficient,
and the bottom panel shows the impact of light-cone in percentage. H1, H2 and H3 represent different reionization histories.

straint besides other experiments, providing valuable
cross-check. (Kannan et al., 2021b)

4.1.3 Cross-bispectrum: Similar to the cross-power
spectrum, we can devise the cross-bispectrum to extract
astrophysics of the EoR and constrain parameters. The

cross bispectrum can be defined as〈
T21cm(k1)ICII(k2)ICII(k3)

〉
= (2π3)δD(k1 + k2 + k3)
×B21,CII,CII(k1,k2,k3),

(14)

with the reduced cross-bispectrum defined as

Q̂21,CII,CII(k1,k2,k3) =
B21,CII,CII(k1,k2,k3)

P21,CII(k1)P21,CII(k2) + 2 perm.
.
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Figure 3. TIME will provide constraints on the molecu-
lar gas growth by cross-correlating adjacent pair of CO
lines. Source: Sun et al. (2021), Probing Cosmic Reioniza-
tion and Molecular Gas Growth with TIME, ApJ 915 33,
Fig. 14,©AAS. Reproduced with permission.

.

(15)

Beane & Lidz (2018) show that we can write the re-
duced cross-bispectrum with an arbitrary field X, as

Q̂(0)
21,X,X =

Qδ,δ,δ

〈T21〉b21
+ C21,X,X , (16)

with C21,δ,δ = b(2)
21 /

(
6〈T21〉b2

21
)

and C21,CII,CII =

C21,δ,δ+b(2)
CII/

(
3〈T21〉b21bCII

)
. Therefore, both Q̂(0)

21,δ,δ and
Q̂(0)

21,CII,CII follow Q̂δ,δ,δ within a constant offset. In this
study, they demonstrate the effectiveness of Q̂(0)

21,CII,CII

by using Q̂(0)
21,δ,δ as a proxy to extract 〈T21〉b21. They

find that it can be used to constrain 〈T21〉b21 within a
5 per cent error for 〈xi〉 < 0.5 and 10 per cent error
for 〈xi〉 > 0.5, except for the lowest redshift (z = 6)
tested in their work. Fig. 4 illustrates that the bias pa-
rameter inferred from Q21,δ,δ is in better agreement with
the value from P21,δ. The inference from Q21,21,21 is
accurate to only 20 per cent. Therefore, Q21,δ,δ can
be used as a consistency check on the extraction of
the bias parameter when inferred from the cross-power
spectrum. Beane & Lidz (2018) also analyze the de-
tectability of the cross-power and find that it might be
somewhat challenging to detect the [H I]21cm-[C II]158µm
cross bispectrum, even with ’Stage-II’ [C II]158µm exper-
iments (Silva et al., 2015). It might, therefore, require
next-generation dedicated surveys for the [C II]158µm
line. However, the proof-of-concept remains and can be
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Figure 4. 〈T21〉b21 as inferred from Q21,21,21 and Q21,δ,δ,
and compared against P21,δ. Source: Beane & Lidz (2018),
Extracting Bias Using the Cross-bispectrum: An EoR and
21 cm–[C II]–[C II] Case Study, ApJ 867 26, Fig. 5,©AAS.
Reproduced with permission.

applied to other line combinations such as the [H I]21cm-
Lyman-α. It can even be feasible with SPHEREx (Doré
et al., 2018) and HERA-350 (DeBoer et al., 2017),
given that SPHEREx has almost all-sky coverage and
match the ∼ 1440 deg2 of HERA-350 coverage.

4.2 LIM and Galaxy-surveys

4.2.1 [C II]158µm and LAEs: Sun et al. (2021) ex-
plores the possibility of angular cross-correlation be-
tween [C II]158µm and LAEs, and analyze its perfor-
mance in terms of constraining parameters and SNR.
The angular cross-correlation is defined as

ωCII×LAE(θ) ≡

∑N(θ)
i (Ii

CII(θ) − ĪCII)

N(θ)
≈ bLAEbCII ĪCIIωDM(θ),

(17)

with

ω(θ, z) =

∫
dz′N(z′)

∫
dz′′N(z′′) ξ(r(θ, z′, z′′), z).

(18)

Here, ξ(r, θ) is the spatial-correlation function. Sun
et al. (2021) demonstrate, from mock simulations, that
the quantity bCII ĪCII can be constrained by using this
cross-correlation. In Fig. 5, the sensitivity of the cross-
correlation measurement is shown when data from Sub-
aru HSC and TIME are synergized.
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Figure 5. Sensitivity predictions for Subaru HSC for the
angular cross-correlation (at z = 6.6 and 5.7) are shown
in this figure (Sun et al., 2021). Shaded regions represent
a 68% confidence interval, and the dashed lines are the
predictions for ωCII×LAE. Source: Sun et al. (2021), Probing
Cosmic Reionization and Molecular Gas Growth with TIME,
ApJ 915 33, Fig. 12,©AAS. Reproduced with permission.

4.2.2 COMAP and HETDEX survey: Joint analysis
of LIM voxels with a galaxy survey can output better
constraints than that of the LIM survey alone. Silva
et al. (2021) explores the possibility of combining
the CO Mapping Array Project (COMAP) data with
the Lyman-α emitters (LAE) survey from the Hobby-
Eberly Telescope Dark Energy Experiment using mock
data from the IllustrisTNG300 galaxy-formation sim-
ulation. Table1 summarizes the large-scale structures
contributing to the CO lines and Lyman-α emission.

Table 1. Classifying the large-scale structures according to
the combined CO and LAE signals (Silva et al., 2021)

Survey LAE Bright LAE Faint

CO Bright Knots / Galaxy Cluster
Mixed dust regions

Filaments
High dust

CO Faint Filaments
Low dust

Void
Low dust

Depending on the correlation between these lines, we
can use the combined data from COMAP+HETDEX
to appropriately to constrain a variety of quantities:

• Total CO emission at z ∼ 3

• Bright CO voxels at z = 3

• Equivalent width of CO

• Upper limit on total CO emission at z = 6

• Estimate of the total CO emission at z = 6

• Voxel intensity distribution (VID)

4.2.3 [H I]21cm and galaxy-surveys: Probing the EoR
with galaxy surveys also opens the opportunity to do
synergy studies with the [H I]21cm survey. One such
synergy would be the 21cm-LAE synergy. Hutter et al.
(2019) explores the possibility of combining WFIRST
with the SKA survey with the following ways to do syn-
ergy studies:

• When reionization is at mid-stage, LAEs will be
visible. These will be hosted in ionized regions
and anti-correlated to the 21cm signal.

• It might constrain the reionization topology by
measuring brightness temperature differences of
regions with and without LAEs. An inside-out
topology will have higher temperatures in under-
dense parts of the IGM.

• We can also use the difference in brightness
temperatures between regions with and without
LAEs to infer the ionization state of the IGM as
well.

A similar idea of synergy is also explored by Zackris-
son et al. (2020). Since SKA-1 can locate ionized bub-
bles of size & 1000 cMpc3 with sufficient resolution,
there are high probabilities of detecting galaxies within
these regions for the reionization process dominated by
galaxies. We can accomplish this by observations with
JWST, WFIRST, ELT etc. Towards the end of reioniza-
tion, spectroscopy may reveal bubble galaxies for the
smallest-detectable ionized region. A photometric sur-
vey might be done for higher redshifts z = 10. In turn,
these studies can constrain quantities, such as the mini-
mum total stellar mass required to produce that ionized
bubble and the photon number-weighted mean escape-
fraction

〈
fesc

〉
.

4.3 Other synergies

Here, we discuss a unique synergy that explores the
prospects of combining data from CMB, quasar spec-
tra and the global 21cm signal. Chatterjee et al. (2021)
has developed a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
based parameter-estimator, CosmoReionMC, that can
constrain parameters of interest using these input data.
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We see that adding data from quasar spectra to the
CMB-only data leads to tighter constraints on cosmo-
logical parameters (Chatterjee et al., 2021, Fig. 1).
CosmoReionMC is based, on physically-motivated

semi-analytical models of reionization (Mitra et al.,
2011) and global [H I]21cm signal, including appropri-
ate modifications to the CAMB code. It is also expected
that the package can be extended to:

• Input other kinds of data (e.g. BAO) and con-
strain other astrophysical parameters

• Deal with non-standard extensions to the
lambda-CDM cosmological model

5. Probing the signals from the EoR:
Instrumentations and Experiments

Developments in the instrumentations to detect these
signals are crucial in achieving our goal. Several ongo-
ing and upcoming experiments will go hand-in-hand to
uncover this mysterious epoch. In the field of detect-
ing [H I]21cm line, we have observatories making good
progress, such as the GMRT, LOFAR and many more.
Other planned observatories like HERA and SKA are
underway. Experiments for other line emissions in-
clude TIME (CO and [C II]158µm) and COMAP (CO).
In this section, we provide recent developments and up-
dates on these experiments. We discuss what progress
have been made in observing these cosmic signals, such
as upper limits on the intensity power spectrum.

5.1 Global [H I]21cm signal detection

The global signal represents the brightness intensity av-
eraged over all sky directions. From eq. 4, we can write
this as,

〈
Tb(z)

〉
= 4mK

〈
xHI(z)

〉(Ωbh2

0.02

)(
0.7
h

)√
1 + z
Ωm

×

(
1 −

Tγ(z)
Ts(z)

)
.

(19)

Here, we have neglected the ∂v/∂r term. Therefore,
it is essentially a probe of how the average signal has
evolved over a certain period of cosmic time. The first
significant observation of this was made by the Exper-
iment to Detect the Global EoR Signature (EDGES,
Bowman et al., 2018), which reported an absorption
trough, which is unusually deep. Recently, we have
had independent detections from the SARAS, and be-
low, we discuss its updates on the signal detections and
compare them to the EDGES result.

5.1.1 Shaped Antenna measurement of the background
RAdio Spectrum 3 (SARAS 3): SARAS 3 is an In-
dian effort to measure the sky averaged [H I]21cm sig-
nal as a function of redshift during the CD and EoR
(Nambissan T. et al., 2021). The single antenna based
spectral radiometer operates between 40-230 MHz fre-
quency band. SARAS 3 is the third radiometer in the
SARAS series. This version is based on a monocone
antenna floating on lakes in Southern India. The exper-
iment uses an improved receiver, calibration technique
and better systematic mitigation methods.

The first radiometer in this series, SARAS 1 was a
fat-dipole correlation spectrometer that was used to im-
prove the absolute calibration of the previous 150-MHz
all-sky map (Patra et al., 2013, 2015). The measure-
ments using an electrically short spherical monopole
antenna in SARAS 2 experiment, with a half-power
beam width of 45◦, started to rule out a set of CD
and EoR scenarios that featured rapid reionization and
weak X-ray heating (Singh et al., 2018). Recently,
Singh et al. (2021) analyze SARAS 3 observation data
in the 55–85 MHz band and rule out ( with 95.3% con-
fidence) the previously claimed strong [H I]21cm signal
around redshift ∼ 17 by Bowman et al. (2018). The
non-detection in Singh et al. (2021) thus do not con-
firm the non-standard processes such as excess cooling
(see e.g., Barkana, 2018; Muñoz & Loeb, 2018; Berlin
et al., 2018) or excess radio background (see e.g., Feng
& Holder, 2018; Ewall-Wice et al., 2018; Ghara et al.,
2021b) at redshifts beyond ∼ 17.

5.2 LIM surveys with [H I]21cm and other line emis-
sions

The LIM experiments using tracers like CO and [C
II]158µm will probe intensity fluctuations, δI(x) = I(x)−
I(x). Here, I(x) is the intensity of the LIM signal
probed directly across the sky, and I(x) is the av-
erage intensity. The [H I]21cm interferometers will
measure the Fourier space fluctuations, ∆T̃b(k, z) =∫

d3x exp(−ik.x)∆Tb(x, z), of the [H I]21cm signal in-
tensity, with ∆Tb(x, z) = Tb(x, z) − 〈Tb(z)〉. We discuss
below the LIM surveys that will study the skies by mea-
suring the signal fluctuations.

5.2.1 Giant Metrewave Radio Telescope (GMRT):
The GMRT radio interferometer in western India aims
to observe redshifted [H I]21cm signal within 50 − 1420
MHz frequency range. The telescope consists of 30
dishes, each 45m in diameter, distributed in a Y-shaped
array, over 25Km. The 325 and 610 MHz receivers are
often used for the post-EoR studies, while the 150 MHz
receiver is used for EoR studies. It has a FoV of ∼ 3.8◦
at 150 MHz.
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Bharadwaj & Sethi (2001); Bharadwaj & Ali
(2005a); Ali et al. (2008) started studying the angu-
lar modes of the [H I]21cm signal using GMRT ob-
servations and visibility correlations; later it was ex-
tended to MAPS (Datta et al., 2007, Section 3.1.2). Us-
ing a foreground removal technique that is based on a
fourth-order polynomial and MAPS formalism, Ghosh
et al. (2011a) first attempted to measure the [H I]21cm
fluctuations with GMRT observations (at νobs = 601
MHz and z = 1.32). A further improvement of the
foreground removal step was reported in Ghosh et al.
(2011b), which reduced sidelobes and tapered the pri-
mary beam. Ghosh et al. (2012) did the same analysis
later for z = 8.1 using GMRT observation at νobs = 150
MHz.

Later, Choudhuri et al. (2014, 2016); Bharadwaj
et al. (2019) introduced and studied the optimized
power spectrum estimators, based on visibility corre-
lations, such as the Tapered Gridded Estimator (TGE)
and Bare Estimator.

The first upper limit on the [H I]21cm power spec-
trum at z = 8.6 was, however, estimated by Paciga et al.
(2011) using 50 hours of GMRT observation which re-
ported a 2σ value of (70 mK)2 at k = 0.65 h Mpc−1.
Paciga et al. (2013) later accounted for the signal
loss due to previously used piecewise-linear foreground
subtraction method and updated the upper limit to
2σ value of (248)2 mK2 at k ∼ 0.5 h Mpc−1. Re-
cently, Chakraborty et al. (2021) employ the fore-
ground avoidance technique and estimate upper limits
on the [H I]21cm power spectrum at k ∼ 1.0 h Mpc−1

as (58.87 mK)2, (61.49 mK)2, (60.89 mK)2, and
(105.85 mK)2 for z = 1.96, 2.19, 2.62, and 3.58 respec-
tively.

5.2.2 Low Frequency Array (LOFAR): LOFAR radio
interferometer consists of 38 stations located in the
Netherlands among which 24 are core stations located
within 3 km and others up to ∼ 100 km. LOFAR also
has 14 international stations, but those are not used
for EoR studies. The stations contain two types of re-
ceptors: (1) the High-Band Antennas (HBA), 120–240
MHz; (2) Low-Band Antennas (LBA), 30–90 MHz.
Each station has a size of ∼ 30 m of diameter and a
FoV of 3◦ at 150 MHz.

The LOFAR EoR Key Science Project team aims to
model and subtract the foreground contaminants from
the 21-cm observation. The team focussed on devel-
oping data analysis Methodology (e.g., Kazemi et al.,
2011; Yatawatta, 2015), foreground mitigation tech-
niques (e.g., Harker et al., 2009; Chapman et al., 2013;
Mertens et al., 2018; Hothi et al., 2021), investigate
systematic effects (e.g., Mevius et al., 2022), etc.

The first LOFAR results on EoR HI fluctuations

was published by Patil et al. (2017) which place up-
per limits on the [H I]21cm power spectrum at redshifts
between 9.6-10.6 using 13 hours of LOFAR-HBA ob-
servations. Later, Gehlot et al. (2019) reported upper
limits on the [H I]21cm power spectrum between redshift
20-25 using 14 hours of LOFAR-LBA observations.
The best upper limit from LOFAR recently appear in
Mertens et al. (2020) which sets a 2σ upper limit of
∆2(k = 0.075 h Mpc−1) = (73)2 mK2 on the [H I]21cm
power spectrum at z ≈ 9.1 using 141 hours of LOFAR-
HBA observation. While previous upper limits were
unable to rule out standard EoR and CD scenarios, the
upper limits as obtained in Mertens et al. (2020) started
ruling out extreme reionization scenarios and constrain-
ing the properties of the sources as well as the IGM at
redshift 9.1 (Ghara et al., 2020; Mondal et al., 2020;
Greig et al., 2021).

5.2.3 Murchison Widefield Array (MWA): The MWA
array in Western Australia operates between 80-200
MHz and aims to measure [H I]21cm fluctuations. The
interferometer consists of 256 stations among which
128 with long baselines belongs to Extended Array and
the rest 128 which includes two 36 stations redundant
subarrays belongs to Compact Array with short base-
lines. The compact array is particularly used for EoR
[H I]21cm observation. Each station is ∼ 6 times smaller
than a LOFAR station. The smaller size of the station
makes the FoV as large as 15-50 degrees at 200 MHz.

The primary method used in MWA data analysis
used a delay transform to produce a 2D power spec-
trum of the signal in K⊥, k‖ space. After calibration, the
analysis uses the ‘EoR Window’ part which is expected
to be without external contamination coming from in-
accurate calibration, leakage of foregrounds, etc. Initial
efforts of the team were on developing data calibration
and source subtraction methodologies such as Real-
Time System (Mitchell et al., 2008), Fast Holographic
Deconvolution (Sullivan et al., 2012) and power spec-
tra estimator pipeline such as CHIPS (Trott et al., 2016)
and εppsilon (Barry et al., 2019a) for MWA EoR data
analysis.

Barry et al. (2019b); Li et al. (2019) produced the
initial upper limit results on the EoR [H I]21cm sig-
nal. Ewall-Wice et al. (2016) published the first up-
per limits on the Cosmic Dawn HI signal at a higher
redshift range 12–18. Recently, Trott et al. (2020) re-
ported the so far best MWA 2σ upper limit at redshift
6.5 of ∆2

21cm(k = 0.14 h Mpc−1) ≈ (43 mK)2 using
110 hours of MWA high band observation on the EoR0
field. While the study considered 6 different redshifts
between the redshift range 6.5 – 8.8, the upper limits
become weaker at the high redshift end. Further studies
such as Rahimi et al. (2021) aimed to improve the upper
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limits by understanding and mitigating the systematics
arising from instrumental, observational and analysis
effects. However, as the data analysed in Rahimi et al.
(2021) is only 14 hours, the achieved 2σ upper limit at
redshift 6.5 of ∆2

21cm(k = 0.13 h Mpc−1) ≈ (73.78 mK)2

is still larger than the upper limits of Trott et al. (2020).
Considering the new MWA upper limits on the [H

I]21cm signal power spectrum as reported in Trott et al.
(2020), studies such as Greig et al. (2021); Ghara et al.
(2021a) explored EoR scenarios that are disfavoured by
the limits. These studies ruled out completely neutral
and cold IGM at redshift 6.5 and suggest that the IGM
must have undergone X-ray heating by that time.

5.2.4 The Hydrogen Epoch of Reionization Array
(HERA): HERA radio interferometer aims to observe
HI signal fluctuations from EoR and CD. This is cur-
rently under construction array located in the Karoo
desert of South Africa. Phase I of the interferometer
has ∼ 350 fixed, zenith pointing dishes packed hexag-
onally within ∼ 300m area where each is 14 meters in
diameter. HERA Phase I uses the feeds and correla-
tor from the previous HI experiment PAPER. The main
goal of HERA phase I is to measure the [H I]21cm power
spectrum in the redshift range 6 –12 with high signifi-
cance. The new feeds for Phase II are under testing and
will enable [H I]21cm observations in the high-redshift
range 12–35. Hera-350 has a FoV of 9◦.

Initial works of the HERA team include developing
pipelines for calibration, power spectrum estimation
and understanding systematic and error propagation,
etc (Dillon et al., 2020; Kern et al., 2020a,b). HERA
data analysis primarily aim to control the spectral sys-
tematics to keep the EoR window largely free from
contamination. Recently, Abdurashidova et al. (2022a)
analysed ∼ 36 hours of observation with roughly 50
HERA antennas and published upper limits on the [H
I]21cm power spectrum at redshifts 7.9 and 10.4. This
HERA Phase I observation achieved the so far strongest
2σ limits of (30.76 mK)2 for k-scale of 0.192 h Mpc−1

at z = 7.9 and (95.74 mK)2 for 0.256 h Mpc−1 at
z = 10.4 . The interpretation of these recent results
was done in Abdurashidova et al. (2022b) which shows
that the IGM temperature must be larger than the adi-
abatic cooling threshold by redshift 8. The study also
constrains the soft band X-ray luminosities per star for-
mation rate to [1040.2, 1041.9] erg/s/(M�/yr) (1σ level).

5.2.5 The Square Kilometre Array (SKA): The
planned SKA radio interferometer consists of two dif-
ferent types of arrays. (1) SKA-mid: the array is
planned to build in the Karoo desert of South Africa,
it covers 350 MHz to 15.3 GHz frequency range; (2)
SKA-low: to be built in Western Australia, this low-

frequency array of 512 stations in phase I will cover 50
- 350 MHz frequency range (3 < z < 27.4) and thus
relevant for probing [H I]21cm signal from the CD and
EoR. Among these SKA-low stations, 212 stations will
be built inside a compact core of about 600 m, while
the remaining 300 stations will be placed on three ‘spi-
ral’ arms outward up to about 65 km from the central
core. In terms of sensitivity, the SKA-low is expected
to achieve ∼ 10 times higher sensitivity than the LO-
FAR.

Besides statistical measures of the [H I]21cm signal
using quantities such as power spectrum, SKA-low’s
sensitivity will allow making tomographic images (e.g.,
Ghara et al., 2017). While SKA-low is still in the con-
struction state, several theoretical studies have started
developing methodologies to extract information about
the EoR as well as the CD from the SKA tomographic
images. These methods include use of Minkowski
functionals (e.g., Kapahtia et al., 2021), Euler charac-
teristic (see e.g., Giri & Mellema, 2021), Bubble size
distributions (Giri et al., 2018; Ghara & Choudhury,
2020), Fractal dimensions (e.g., Bandyopadhyay et al.,
2017), Individual 2D maps of the [H I]21cm signal using
convolutional neural network (e.g., Gillet et al., 2019),
etc. All these studies statistically characterise the fea-
tures of the tomographic images. In Table 2, we sum-
marize all the instrument parameters discussed here.
Further, the various upper limits provided by the instru-
ments so far are summarized in Fig. 6.

5.2.6 The CO Mapping Array Project (COMAP):
The COMAP Pathfinder with a single 19-pixel spec-
trometer receiver mounted on a 10.4meter dish located
at the Owens Valley Radio Observatory started ob-
servation in 2019. It primarily operates in the fre-
quency range 26-34 GHz while the receiver is sensitive
to CO(1-0) line emission in the redshift range 2.4-3.4
(post-reionization) and CO(2-1) emission in the red-
shift range 5.8-7.8 which corresponds to the last stage
of the EoR.

A 5-year long survey of ∼ 12 square degrees of
the sky using this pathfinder is currently ongoing. This
aims to detect the CO(1-0) signal from redshift ∼ 3.
This is also used for validating the already developed
technologies, developing new methodologies, under-
standing systematics and making new observational
strategies (Chung et al., 2021; Breysse et al., 2021; Ihle
et al., 2021). While the COMAP team forecast a detec-
tion of the CO power spectrum after 5 years of the sur-
vey with a signal-to-noise ratio of 9–17, Cleary et al.
(2021) already estimated the first 2σ upper limits on
the clustering component of CO(1–0) power spectrum
using the first 13 months of observation. The reported
upper limit is PCO(k) = −2.7 ± 1.7 × 104 µK2 Mpc3 on
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Table 2. Instrument parameters for GMRT, LOFAR, MWA, HERA, and SKA are summarized here with references.

Instrument Dish size FoV Frequency (MHz) References

GMRT 45m 3.8 deg (at 150 MHz) 50–1420
Mercier, C. et al. (2006),

Ghosh et al. (2012)

LOFAR ∼ 30m 3 deg (at 150 MHz) 30–240
Falcke et al. (2007),

van Haarlem, M. P. et al. (2013)

MWA ∼ 5m 15–50 deg (at 200 MHz) 80–300
Lonsdale et al. (2009),

Tingay et al. (2012)
HERA 14m 9 deg (at 150 MHz) 50–250 DeBoer et al. (2017)
SKA1-Low 35-40m (each station) ∼ 5.45 deg (at 110 MHz) 50-350 Braun et al. (2019)
SKA1-Mid 15m ∼ 1.8 deg (at 770 MHz) 350–15300 Braun et al. (2019)
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Figure 6. The various upper limits on the [H I]21cm power
spectrum (∆2

21cm(k)) as estimated by the instruments, are
shown here. Blue, magenta, green, and red points correspond
to the upper limits from GMRT, LOFAR, MWA and HERA,
respectively.

k-scale of 0.051−0.62 Mpc−1. Future phases will tackle
more challenging CO(2-1) line emission from redshift
∼ 6.

5.2.7 The Tomographic Ionized-carbon Mapping Ex-
periment (TIME): TIME is an imaging spectrome-
ter array with wide-bandwidth aiming for tomographic
measurement of redshifted [C II]158µm line intensity
fluctuations from redshifts 6 . z . 9 (Hunacek et al.,
2018; Cheng et al., 2020). It also simultaneously de-
tects the rotational CO line emission from galaxies at
redshifts z = 0.5 − 2. This instrument started operat-
ing recently in 2021. Initially, 1000 hrs of observing
time is planned for TIME operating at the ALMA 12m
Prototype Antenna at the Arizona Radio Observatory in
Kitt Peak, Arizona. While the instrument is collecting
data, Sun et al. (2021) forecast a measurement of the
[C II]158µm auto power spectrum during the EoR with
an SNR > 5.

5.3 Galaxy surveys

On the other hand, galaxy surveys are designed to
detect individual galaxies using photometry or spec-
troscopy. These employ high-resolution detections as
opposed to LIM surveys. In the process, they give up
the capability to survey large volumes within sustain-
able observational times. Nonetheless, they can provide
the most detailed information about the early galaxies
responsible for reionizing the IGM. Below, we discuss
the recent updates from the galaxy surveys based on the
ALMA observatory.

ALMA has observed a variety of fields up until now
to infer galaxy properties. One of the surveys con-
ducted with ALMA is the ALMA Spectroscopic Survey
(ASPECS) in the Hubble Deep Field. As reported in
Decarli et al. (2020), this survey used the 1.2 and 3 mm,
bands and consisted of two spatially overlapping mo-
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saics. The CO(2-1) and CO(3-2) lines dominate the flux
by 80 per cent in the 3 mm band at z = 1–3. Also, at
the 1.2 mm band, more than 50 per cent flux is observed
from line emissions originating from intermediate CO
transitions (Jup = 3–6) and 12 per cent from neutral car-
bon, while less than 1 per cent from [C II]158µm. There-
fore, it suggests that upcoming [C II]158µm experiments
will face significant foreground challenges. Other re-
sults include the evolution of CO luminosity function,
probed at 1.2 mm, and following the evolution of ρH2 ,
from early cosmic times to z = 2–3, which suggests
that it is in qualitative agreement with the cosmic star-
formation rate density. Also, the estimates of ρH2 at
z & 0.5 are not dominated by cosmic variance.

The other observed fields are the COSMOS and
ECDFS, done by the ALMA Large Program to INves-
tigate CII at Early Times (ALPINE) survey. Literature
reported predictions for different quantities, including
line-luminosity functions (LF) and star-formation his-
tory. This survey detected as many as 118 sources,
with various characteristics and upper limits. Yan et al.
(2020) find that 75 of the sources were significant [C
II]158µm detections. The [C II]158µm LF were consis-
tent with low redshift (z ∼ 0) LF at 108.25–109.75 L�.
Combining estimates from other sources, they find that
available model predictions underestimate the number
density for [C II]158µm emitters at z ∼ 4–6. Additionally,
they set the constraint on ρH2 at (2–7) × 107 M�Mpc−3

at z ∼ 4–6, consistent broadly with existing studies.
Loiacono et al. (2021) further point out there could be
an evolution of the [C II]158µm LF between z ∼ 0–5.
Also, the ALPINE survey is the first to probe the faint
end of the infrared LF, suggesting little evolution be-
tween z ≈ 2.5–6 (Gruppioni et al., 2020). This survey
has also helped constrain the star-formation rate den-
sity (SFRD) over the relevant redshift ranges. Grup-
pioni et al. (2020) point out that SFRD derived from
the infrared LF are significantly higher than that es-
timated from far-ultraviolet (FUV) observations, sug-
gesting that the dust-obscured star formation plays a
vital role at high redshifts (z ≈ 2–6). At z ∼ 5.5 dust-
obscured fraction of SFRD is around 61 per cent of the
total (Khusanova et al., 2021).

6. Discussion

We summarize some of the latest developments in LIM
surveys probing the EoR and their synergy opportuni-
ties. In particular, we try to highlight the Indian contri-
bution, which comprises modelling the signal and its
statistics (power spectrum, bispectrum) through ana-
lytic and numerical methods and observational analy-
ses to the field of LIM. Given the active participation of

many Indian researchers in developments related to the
SKA (SKA-India Consortium), the Indian community
has a vast contribution to the [H I]21cm field. Other than
this, India is also a partner of the Thirty Metre Tele-
scope (TMT) project. Below, we highlight what further
avenues can be addressed and improved.

6.1 Future scopes

There are some avenues in which more effort can be
invested by the community. Studies that require sim-
ulations are addressed with N-body simulations most
of the time. Although given the limitations of com-
putational resources and that we generally need pre-
dictions for large-scale statistics, N-body simulations
might not suffice alone in the coming years. Simi-
larly, for reionization, semi-numerical methods gener-
ally show good agreement with radiative-transfer ap-
proaches, only when compared in terms of 2-point
statistics.

Most of the signal statistics that have been worked
on include the power spectrum, which is relatively easy
to estimate and interpret. However, the bispectrum
proves to be a more robust statistic for the [H I]21cm
signal, given that we are indeed dealing with a highly
non-Gaussian signal. Although its estimation and in-
terpretation are not as straightforward as the power
spectrum, we are likely to see more analysis on this.
For accurate predictions on bispectrum, more sophis-
ticated approaches like hydrodynamic and radiative-
transfer simulations are more suitable. The caveats of
this, like limited simulation volumes, can be addressed
by more accelerating developments in ML algorithms
and emulators. Although radiative-transfer codes have
been developed within the community, a hydrodynamic
simulator is still lacking. It is usually addressed by
hydro-simulations already present outside the commu-
nity. However, one can actively work on this avenue
to develop independent codes that can be better under-
stood and trusted within the community. Also, it pro-
vides a platform for independent cross-checks on the
other simulations available. As mentioned earlier, the
role of ML algorithms will be crucial here; after get-
ting trained from hydro-simulation and radiative trans-
fer outputs, it is more likely to predict reliable statistics
(especially bispectrum) and infer accurate astrophysics
from data. Also, it will find further engaging applica-
tions in the domain of image analysis techniques.

The community lacks sufficient participation in
other LIM surveys except for the [H I]21cm and Lyman-
α surveys. It has happened in both the observational
analysis and modelling of the signal and its statistics.
In the coming years, we might see more engagement in
the fields to probe the EoR with line emissions like [C
II]158µm, CO, [OIII]88µm and others. A multi-tracer ap-
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proach to the problem provides necessary consistency
checks, and more synergy opportunities, with a bet-
ter understanding of astrophysics in terms of complete-
ness.

6.2 Next-Generation experiments

We have had discussed the line emissions and the sci-
ences that is made possible by a variety of experiments.
The limits of current technology are being pushed with
observatories like ALMA, JWST, and many more. The
upcoming SKA will be a milestone in the history of
radio astronomy in terms of observational capabilities.
The diverse varieties of synergies with these experi-
ments make it possible to address science goals that
are not achievable or difficult to achieve in other ways.
However, given that we have progressed enormously in
observational capabilities, some science goals are be-
yond the current reach yet important. Below, we give
a few examples of such and discuss what kind of fu-
ture surveys we might require to address these science
goals.

During reionization, the free electrons, liberated
from hydrogen atoms that are being ionized, are ex-
pected to interact with both the CMB photons and the
21cm photons given off by the neutral hydrogen. The
consequence of such interaction is to change the polar-
ization of these radiations. To understand reionization,
exploring this polarization scenario can be crucial. Ji
et al. (2021) has proposed doing cross-correlation of
polarization in the context of testing two null hypothe-
ses:

• How well one can rule out that there is no reion-
ization process?

• Given that reionization had indeed happened,
how well we can rule out that there is no [H I]21cm
polarization signal?

They find from their analysis that for a fiducial sur-
vey with Tsys = 40 K, θB(z = 6.1) = 20 arcmin and
tobs = 2 yr, the SNR would be 2.1 for the first hypoth-
esis when cross-correlated with CMB, surveyed with
thermal noise of ∆T = 1µK-arcmin. However, for the
second hypothesis, the SNR has an unacceptable value
of 0.017. Therefore, although it is hard to reach a de-
sired level of SNR, next-generation dedicated surveys
can be conceived that can address these issues.

As discussed earlier, the [H I]21cm-[C II]158µm cross
bispectrum is tough to detect because a desirable SNR
requires a demanding limit on the noise power spec-
trum for the [C II]158µm experiment. As explored in
Beane & Lidz (2018), the limit on the noise power
spectrum for the [C II]158µm experiment needed, for a
joint survey area of 50 deg2, would be NCII . 1.6 ×

108 (Jy/sr)2 Mpc3. For a ’Stage II’ experiment re-
ported in Silva et al. (2015), it is NCII ∼ 2.5 ×
109 (Jy/sr)2 Mpc3; in future, this might be addressed
by progress in detector technology. For a futuristic
survey of 1000 deg2, the limit on noise power spec-
trum required would be 3.4 × 109, 1.1 × 109 and 1.4 ×
109 (Jy/sr)2 Mpc3, at z = 6.43, 7.37 and 9.41, respec-
tively. This would indeed help in characterizing the be-
haviour of the [H I]21cm-[C II]158µm cross-bispectrum.

Similarly, we find from Sun et al. (2021) that the
performance of TIME can be improved with advance-
ment in the detector technology, with more spectrome-
ters. This next-generation TIME (TIME-NG) will have
three times less noise-equivalent intensity (NEI) than
the current specifications of TIME (5 MJy sr−1 s1/2) and
an order of magnitude improvement in survey power
compared to TIME-EXT. More cross-correlations will
thus become possible with significant SNR, like LAEs
and Lyman-break galaxies (LGBs) from Nancy Grace
Roman and Euclid telescopes and [H I]21cm from HERA
and SKA.
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