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We explore the impact of the reionization history on examining the shape of the power spectrum
of the primordial gravitational waves (PGWs) with the cosmic microwave background (CMB) po-
larization. The large-scale CMB generated from the reionization epoch is important in probing the
PGWs from all-sky experiments, such as LiteBIRD. The reionization model has been constrained
by several astrophysical observations. However, its uncertainty could impact constraining models of
the PGWs if we use large-scale CMB polarization. Here, by expanding the analysis of Mortonson
& Hu (2007), we estimate how reionization uncertainty impacts constraints on a generic primordial
tensor power spectrum. We assume that CMB polarization is measured by a LiteBIRD-like exper-
iment and the tanh model is adopted for a theoretical template when we fit data. We show that
constraints are almost unchanged even if the true reionization history is described by an exponential
model, where all parameters are within 68% Confidence Level (CL). We also show an example of
the reionization history that the constraints on the PGWs are biased more than 68% CL. Even in
that case, using E-mode power spectrum on large scales would exclude such a scenario and make
the PGW constraints robust against the reionization uncertainties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Measurements of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) anisotropies have extensively explored the ori-
gin of the universe. For example, observed CMB angular
power spectra are in excellent agreement with the pre-
diction of the Λ Cold-Dark-Matter (ΛCDM) model. In
the standard cosmological scenario, cosmic inflation, a
period of rapid quasi-exponential expansion in the early
universe [1–7], generates primordial density fluctuations
through quantum fluctuations in the space-time metric
[8–13], which will eventually become the structure of the
universe. While the predicted primordial density fluc-
tuations have already been tested by various astrophys-
ical observations, the gravitational waves produced in
the very early universe (primordial gravitational waves,
PGWs) [14–17] predicted by cosmic inflation remain un-
confirmed.

The most effective method for detecting PGWs is
through the curl pattern (B-modes) in CMB polariza-
tion maps, as linear-order density fluctuations do not
generate B-modes but are sensitive to PGWs [18–22].
The amplitude of the tensor power spectrum parame-
terized by the tensor-to-scalar ratio, r, provides insights
into the energy scale of inflation [23–26]. Current CMB
observations set upper limits on PGWs, refining infla-
tionary models, with the best constraints from combined
BICEP/Keck Array, Planck, and WMAP data, yielding
r < 0.032 at the pivot scale kpivot = 0.05Mpc−1 at 95%
Confidence Level (CL) [27]. Currently, the Simons Ob-
servatory is observing the B-mode polarization precisely

to reduce 68% CL uncertainties of r to 0.002 [28, 29]. In
the 2030s, LiteBIRD, a satellite designed for full-sky ob-
servations, aims at achieving the uncertainty to r below
0.001 [30, 31]. If current and future CMB experiments
can yield an upper limit at r ∼ 0.002, it will constrain
any single-field model with a characteristic potential scale
larger than the Planck scale [30].

Next-generation CMB experiments aim to detect
PGWs predicted by many inflationary models through
large-scale B-mode signals, particularly at the reioniza-
tion bump. This bump is shaped by Thomson scattering
with free electrons during the reionization epoch, where
neutral hydrogen was ionized by energetic photons from
early luminous sources (see e.g. [32] for a review). The
amplitude and the exact shape of the bump are affected
by the poorly constrained reionization history, making it
crucial to address uncertainties from reionization history
in PGW detection.

CMB measurements have offered insights into the
reionization epoch [33–40]. For example, Planck 2018
data constrains the optical depth to the CMB to τ =
0.054± 0.007 (68% CL), corresponding to a reionization
redshift zre = 7.67 ± 0.73 (68% CL) [41]. This con-
straint is very close to that obtained recently with the
Planck Public Release 4 [42]. However, if we only use
small-scale CMB measurements to avoid the uncertain-
ties in the large-scale E-modes, recent constraints suggest
τ = 0.080±0.012 (68% CL) [43], indicating challenges in
precision. High-redshift quasar and galaxy observations
provide additional constraints. Gunn-Peterson troughs
[44] suggest reionization completed by z ∼ 6 [45], while
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Lyman-α optical depth fluctuations in quasar spectra [46]
and the inferred low mean free path of ionizing photons
[47] indicate a later completion around z ∼ 5.2.

Measurements of the reionization history are even less
precise, particularly regarding the time and spatial vari-
ations at higher redshifts [48]. The Lyα emission line,
sensitive to neutral hydrogen, is a crucial probe [49], but
Lyα emitters (LAEs) at high redshifts (z > 7) are exceed-
ingly rare, making it challenging to use these emitters
to constrain the reionization history [50]. In contrast,
reconstructing reionization history with CMB needs an
accurate polarization observation at large-angular scales
to precisely measure the reionization bump [37, 51–53].
These limitations leave a wide range of models viable
under current constraints, highlighting significant uncer-
tainties in our understanding of reionization. The uncer-
tainties from the reionization history might affect the ac-
curacy of reconstructing PGWs from polarization signals
[54, 55]. Uncertainties in the reionization history could
also impact the constraints on cosmology models beyond
ΛCDM [56] and on the kinetic Sunayev Zel’dovich effect
from reionization [57].

Mortonson & Hu (2007) [54] explore the impact of
the reionization history on the constraints on r, assum-
ing Planck or CMBPol experiment, as well as cosmic-
variance limited cases. They assume r = 0.3 or 0.03 as a
fiducial parameter, both of which are almost excluded by
the current B-mode measurements, so it is important to
study again for r consistent with the current observation.
Lau et al. (2013) [55] investigated this problem in partial
sky assuming Planck case. Several works have also stud-
ied the impacts of patchy reionization on the constraints
on r [58–60].

The present paper builds upon previous studies in
two significant ways. First, we examine how uncer-
tainties in the reionization history affect constraints on
a generic primordial tensor power spectrum (PTPS).
Previous studies typically assumed a standard scale-
invariant spectrum for PTPS. However, full-sky CMB
experiments, such as those targeting the B-mode signal,
allow us to constrain the deviation of the tensor power
spectrum from the standard PTPS parameterized by r.
By measuring the B-mode power spectrum at both the
reionization and recombination bumps, we can differenti-
ate between various models of PGWs, such as the SU(2)-
axion model [61], and explore more general forms of the
PTPS [62]. Second, we improve upon the experimental
assumptions of previous studies. Earlier works consid-
ered CMB experimental configurations with significantly
higher polarization noise than what is expected from up-
coming missions or a cosmic-variance-limited scenario,
making those assumptions unrealistic. In the near fu-
ture, LiteBIRD will achieve a polarization noise level of
approximately 2µK-arcmin by combining all frequency
channels. LiteBIRD is highly sensitive to r, with a pro-
jected 68% CL uncertainty of σr ≤ 10−3 [30]. Under such
precise measurements, the impact of reionization history
on r constraints becomes more critical than in previous

experiments.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we de-

scribe the PTPS and reionization history we consider in
this paper. In Sec. III, we explain our forecast setup
and how we derive parameter constraints. In Sec. IV,
we show how the uncertainties in the reionization model
impact the constraint on the PTPS. Sec. V is devoted to
summary and discussion.
Throughout this paper, we assume the flat ΛCDM

model as our fiducial model. We assume that the Hub-
ble parameter is H0 = 67.81 km/s/Mpc and define h as
the Hubble parameter divided by 100 km/s/Mpc. We
also assume the physical baryon energy density, Ωbh

2 =
0.02238, physical CDM energy density, Ωch

2 = 0.1201,
spectral index of the scalar primordial power spectrum,
ns = 0.9660, and its amplitude, As = 2.101×10−9. These
values are consistent with the results from the Planck col-
laboration [41].

II. MODELS

In this section, we describe the PTPS and reionization
models considered in this paper. We modify the pub-
lic code, CLASS, [63], to compute the CMB polarization
angular power spectra with these models.

A. The primordial tensor power spectrum

We generalize the standard scale-invariant spectrum by
following the steps outlined in Hiramatsu et al. (2018)
[62]. Specifically, we characterize the deviation of the
PTPS from the standard case as

Ph(k) =

{
Pfid
h (k) + δPi for ki−1 ≤ k < ki with 1 ≤ i ≤ N,

Pfid
h (k) for k < k0 and kN ≤ k,

(1)

where Ph(k) represents the dimensionless amplitude of
the PTPS with δPi being constants. Here, N is the num-
ber of bins in logarithmic intervals. The values of kn are
given by kn = αnk0, where α controls the logarithmic
interval. We set k0 = 10−4 Mpc−1, α = 2.04 and N = 8,
same as the set in Hiramatsu et al. (2018) [62]. In this
paper, we assume

Pfid
h (k) = At exp

[
nt ln

(
k

kpivot

)
+ αt

(
ln

(
k

kpivot

))2
]
,

(2)
where At is the amplitude of the PTPS, nt is the ten-
sor spectral index, and αt is the running of the tensor
spectral index. The amplitude is given by At = rAs de-
fined at the pivot scale, kpivot = 0.05Mpc−1, where As is
the amplitude of the curvature perturbations and r is the
tensor-to-scalar ratio. We assume that nt and αt follow
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FIG. 1. Free electron fraction, xe, as a function of redshift for
the tanh model (blue line), exponential model (orange line),
and an example for exotic models (green line). Here, we set
the optical depth as τ = 0.054. We also show an example for
exotic models with τ = 0.08 for comparison (red line).

the slow-roll inflationary consistency relation as [64]:

nt = −r

8

(
2− r

8
− ns

)
,

αt =
r

8

(r
8
+ ns − 1

)
,

(3)

where ns is the scalar spectral index. The PTPS at low-
and high-k, could be modified in the SU(2)-axion model,
while the spectrum is enhanced at intermediate scales by
the massive gravity inflation model predicts [62].

B. Reionization models

We first introduce the hyperbolic tangent (tanh) model
that has been widely used in constraining cosmological
parameters with CMB angular power spectra. In this
model, the reionization history is divided into two phases:
the phase before reionization begins (z ≥ zstart), where
the free-electron fraction xe remains constant at xe,before,
and reionization epoch (z < zstart), during which xe(z)
evolves as

xe(z) = (1− xe,before)xreio(z) + xe,before + xe,He(z) ,
(4)

where we define

xreio(z) =
1

2

[
1 + tanh

(
zreio − z

∆z

)]
. (5)

Here, zreio is the redshift when xreio(z) = 0.5 and ∆z is
the duration of the reionization epoch. We fix ∆z = 0.5
and vary zreio in our forecast. The free-electron fraction

before the reionization, xe,before, and the contributions
from Helium, xe,He, are derived from the HyRec code im-
plemented in CLASS. The starting redshift of reionization,
zstart, is given by zstart = 8.0×∆z + zreio.
From the reionization history, xe(z), we often compute

the optical depth to the CMB defined as

τ =

∫ ∞

0

σT a(z)np xe(z)
1

H(z)(1 + z)
dz , (6)

where a is the scale factor, np is proton number density,
σT is the Thomson scattering cross-section, and H(z) =
ȧ/a with the dot denoting the time derivative. We com-
pute the proton number density as np = Ωbh

2ρcr/mph
2

where ρcr is the critical density, mp is proton mass.
In our forecast, we consider two different models for the

“true” reionization history as described in detail in the
following subsection and use the tanh model for the the-
oretical template to fit. Figure 1 summarizes the reion-
ization history we used in our forecast study.

1. Exponential model

The first model we consider is the exponential model
described in the CAMB package [65] where xreio(z) in
Eq. (4) is replaced to 1

xreio(z) = exp

[
−λ

(z − zc)
3/2

1 + [∆z/(z − zc)2]

]
. (7)

Here, the evolution rate in the exponential, λ, is defined
as

λ =
− ln 0.5

(z∗ − zc)2/3
. (8)

For simplicity, we assume that the redshift when the
reionization is completed, zc, is fixed to 6.1. We set
z∗ = 7.249, which corresponds to τ = 0.054.

2. Exotic reionization model

TThe other model we consider for the true reioniza-
tion history is an exotic model. It demonstrates how the
PTPS constraint depends on the assumed reionization
history. We generate the parametrized reionization his-
tory as a function of z using random points. The process
is shown in Fig. 2. Note that we generate many exotic
models, but this paper only shows the forecast results for
a model that introduces the most significant bias among
them.

1 The definition can be found from the source code of the
CAMB package: https://github.com/cmbant/CAMB/blob/master/
fortran/reionization.f90 (line 380-403).

https://github.com/cmbant/CAMB/blob/master/fortran/reionization.f90 
https://github.com/cmbant/CAMB/blob/master/fortran/reionization.f90 
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FIG. 2. The process to generate random xe model. We generate three random redshift points within 5 ∼ 22, among them z1
is the end of the reionization and xe(z1) is 1.08 which corresponds to the Helium reionization. We also generate two random
numbers xe(z2) and xe(z3) within 0 ∼ 1. After that, we use the tanh function to connect them. We consider two cases:
τ = 0.054 and τ = 0.08. To generate a reionization history with τ = 0.08, we will accept these numbers if |τ − τ0| < 0.001. For
τ = 0.054, we will also verify this model consistent with Planck’s result [66].

In the process of generating random xe models, we gen-
erate three random redshift points within the range 5 ≤
z ≤ 22. Among these, z1 marks the end of reionization,
where xe(z1) = 1.08, corresponding to helium reioniza-
tion. We also generate two random numbers, xe(z2) and
xe(z3), between 0 and 1. A tanh function is used to con-
nect these points. We then obtain τ from this reioniza-
tion history and reject the model if |τ−τ0| > 0.001 where
τ0 is either 0.054 or 0.08 motivated by the recent obser-
vations of Ref. [66] and [43], respectively. For τ = 0.054,
we reject models which deviate significantly from the
large-scale Planck E-mode power spectrum. Specifically,

we compute χ2 ≡
∑30

l=2(C
EE,Planck
l − CEE,random

l )2/σ2
l

where CEE,Planck
l is the Planck PR4 E-mode power spec-

trum, CEE,random
l is the E-mode power spectrum with

a generated xe(z), and σl is the measurement error of
Planck PR4 data taken from Ref. [66]. For τ0 = 0.08, we
do not consider further rejections since τ = 0.08 is ob-
tained without relying on the large-scale Planck E-mode
power spectrum [43]. After randomly generating xe mod-
els, we choose a case where the reionization history sig-
nificantly deviates from the tanh case. We generate the
models for τ0 = 0.054 and τ0 = 0.08 respectively. The
selected reionization history exhibits behavior similar to
the double reionization model [67].

III. METHOD

Here, we describe our method for the forecast study.
We jointly constrain the reionization history and PTPS
with the E- and B-mode power spectra with a Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis [68]. Our assump-
tions on the CMB experimental configurations and like-
lihood are described as follows.
We adopt a LiteBIRD-like CMB experiment, assuming

that the observed polarization data has white noise and
is convolved with a Gaussian circular beam for simplic-
ity. The noise power spectrum for the beam-deconvolved
CMB polarization map is given by (e.g. Ref. [69])

Nl =

(
σ

TCMB

π

10800

)2

exp

[
l(l + 1)

8 ln 2

(
θ

π

10800

)2
]
, (9)

where TCMB = 2.75K is the CMB black-body tempera-
ture, θ is the Full Width at Half Maximum (FWHM) of
the circular beam in arcmin, and σ is the noise level of
the polarization map in µK-arcmin. For LiteBIRD, we
assume θ = 30 arcmin and σ = 2µK-arcmin [61, 62].
The likelihood for the E- and B-mode power spectra in

an idealistic full-sky observation are given as a Wishart
distribution [70]. Specifically, we employ the following
log-likelihood function [30, 71]:

−2 lnL(p) =
∑

X=E,B

lmax∑
l=lmin

fsky(2l + 1)

[
CXX,fid

l +Nl

CXX
l (p) +Nl

+ ln(CXX
l (p) +Nl)−

2l − 1

2l + 1
ln(CXX,fid

l +Nl)

]
. (10)

Here, CXX,fid
l represents mock data and is computed ei- ther with the exponential or exotic reionization history.
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The theoretical power spectra, CXX
l (p), are defined us-

ing the tanh function to describe the reionization history,
and the vector p refers to the set of free parameters. The
polarization noise power spectrum is denoted by Nl. The
minimum and maximum multipoles of the power spectra
are lmin and lmax, respectively, where lmin is set to 2. For
the maximum multipole, we choose lmax = 1300 for the
E-mode power spectrum and 1100 for the B-mode power
spectrum. Our results are not sensitive to the maximum
multipole of the B-mode power spectrum as long as we
set lmax ≫ 100 where the PGW contributions are not im-
portant. Finally, fsky is the sky coverage, for which we
set fsky = 0.7, and we follow Ref. [61] where the entire
log-likelihood is scaled by fsky.

We consider r, δPi’s, and the optical depth to the
CMB, τ , as the free parameters. 2 Since the small-
scale E-mode power spectrum, given by Ase

−2τ , is well
constrained by the temperature power spectrum, we fix
Ase

−2τ by adjusting As to keep it unchanged [54]. For
the fiducial parameters, we test two cases: r = 0.01 and
r = 0.001, while setting δPi = 0. For the optical depth,
we consider τ = 0.054 that matches the latest result from
the Planck collaboration [41], and 0.080 obtained with-
out relying on the large-scale E-mode measurement [43].
We modify emcee [72] to perform the MCMC analysis.
We also modify CLASS [65] to compute the power spec-
tra with the reionization histories and PTPS described
above.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we show the results of our forecast.
We use the tanh model to fit the mock power spectra in
which the exponential or exotic models are used for the
reionization history.

Figure 3 shows the results of the MCMC analysis
where the fiducial model is the exponential model with
r = 0.001, τ = 0.054, and δPi = 0. The fiducial values
are within the 68% confidence contours, showing that the
incorrect tanh reionization model did not result in a sig-
nificant bias to the constraints on the PTPS. Note that
we also change the optical depth to τ = 0.08 and the
tensor-to-scalar ratio to r = 0.01, but find that the pa-
rameters are also within 68% confidence contours. The
constraint at 68% CL is approximately consistent with
that obtained in Ref. [62], although there are several dif-
ferences in the forecast setup. We find that δPi’s except
for δP1 show a positive degeneracy. Conversely, r shows
negative degeneracy with δPi other than δP1. This be-
havior is attributed to the fact that an increase (decrease)
of r is compensated by decreasing (increasing) δPi with

2 In our calculation, we vary zreio in the tanh model. Since we fix
Ωbh

2, we obtain τ from zreio.
3 https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/

images/b/be/Baseline_params_table_2018_68pc.pdf

i ≥ 2. In contrast, if δP1 increases, the B-mode power
spectrum at l = 2 is enhanced while l = 3 is enhanced
slightly, leading to a scale-dependent change in the power
spectrum. The optical depth is almost not degenerated
with other parameters as the reionization history would
be tightly constrained by the reionization bump in the
E-mode power spectrum.
Figure 4 shows the results of the parameter constraints

for the exotic model whose reionization history, xe(z), is
shown as the red line in Fig. 1. The fiducial values of the
parameters are r = 0.01, τ = 0.08, and δPi = 0. The
results show that the best-fit values are biased by more
than 1σ, especially for the tensor-to-scalar ratio, optical
depth, δP6 and δP7. The bias to the small-scale ten-
sor amplitudes, δP6 and δP7, is the result of the change
in the B-mode power spectrum at high-l by the exotic
model; the high ionization fraction at high redshift am-
plifies the polarization power spectra at multipoles larger
than the reionization bump [51]. At z ∼ 20, this amplifi-
cation affects both the E- and B-mode power spectra at
higher multipoles, i.e., l = 10− 30, than the reionization
bump. To fit the amplified reionization bump in the B-
mode power spectrum, the best-fit r becomes very small,
leading to a significant bias in the value of r.
Figures 5 and 6 show the corresponding E- and B-

mode power spectra with the best-fit values for the ex-
ponential and exotic models, respectively, and compare
them with the fiducial power spectra with the obser-
vational errors at 68% CL at each multipole for the
LiteBIRD-like experiment. The observational errors at
each multipole on the E- and B-mode power spectra are
given by (e.g., Ref. [69]):

∆CXX
l =

CXX,fid
l +Nl√
(l + 1/2)fsky

. (11)

For the exponential model, both the best-fit E- and B-
mode power spectra show excellent agreement with the
fiducial spectrum. However, for the exotic model, while
the B-mode power spectrum can be fitted well, the best-
fit E-mode power spectrum is far from the fiducial power
spectrum, especially for the reionization bump. This dis-
crepancy in the E-mode power spectrum leads to a sig-
nificant bias in τ shown in Fig. 4.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We explored how an incorrect model of the reioniza-
tion history impacts the constraints on the PTPS for
the LiteBIRD-like experiment. In the exponential model
case, we found that the mock E- and B-mode power
spectra agree well with that using the best-fit parame-
ters within the observational errors. In the exotic sce-
nario, we showed that r and δPi at small scales are bi-
ased. However, the E-mode power spectrum is not in
good agreement with that computed with the best-fit
values and such a scenario would be easily excluded by

https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/images/b/be/Baseline_params_table_2018_68pc.pdf
https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/images/b/be/Baseline_params_table_2018_68pc.pdf
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measuring the large-scale E-mode power spectrum. Our
results show that incorrect reionization models can in-
troduce significant bias in the constraints on the tensor
primordial power spectrum. To avoid potential bias from
incorrect modeling of the reionization history, in future
CMB experiments, it is crucial to accurately measure the
E-mode power spectrum to robustly constrain the PTPS.

We note that our analysis used several simplifications
that do not include any practical issues in measuring
the large-scale polarization power spectra. For exam-
ple, the large-scale polarization is dominated by the
Galactic foregrounds. Multiple works have developed
foreground-cleaning methods to suppress a bias from the
Galactic foregrounds in the B-mode power spectrum (e.g.
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for the exotic model with r = 0.01, τ = 0.08, and δPi = 0.

Refs. [71, 73–76]). Compared to the B-mode power spec-
trum, however, the E-mode power spectrum has a large
signal, and the bias from foreground residuals would be
much smaller than that in the B-mode power spectrum.
The large-scale multipoles could also be contaminated by
1/f noise, although its impact on polarization is much
less significant than in temperature. The likelihood ap-
proximation given in Eq. (10) which has been used for
multiple forecast studies is not valid if we work on real
cut-sky data that removed the Galactic plane and point-

source contributions. Instead of introducing the scaling
factor, fsky, we should use the likelihood approximation
proposed by Ref. [70] or the exact but computationally-
intensive pixel-based likelihood [77, 78]. We did not con-
sider the B-mode delensing in our forecast. The delens-
ing improves the constraint on r by approximately 50%
in the Simons Observatory as the constraint on r is deter-
mined by the recombination bump in the B-mode power
spectrum [29]. For LiteBIRD, the delensing improves
the constraint by approximately 10% which is mostly at-
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FIG. 5. E- and B-mode power spectra with the best-fit values
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for the exponential model.
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FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 5 but for the exotic model.

tributed to a reduction of the statistical errors at the
recombination bump [28]. We expect that the delensing
does not significantly impact our results as the reioniza-
tion history modifies mostly the reionization bump. A
study on these practical issues is beyond our scope and
is left for our future work.
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