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How much primordial tensor mode is allowed?
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The presence of a significant amount of gravitational radiation in the early Universe affects the
total energy density and hence the expansion rate in the early epoch. In this work, we develop a
physical model to connect the parameter of relativistic degree of freedom N.g with the amplitude
and shape of primordial tensor power spectrum, and use the CMB temperature and polarization
data from Planck and BICEP2/KECK Array, and the primordial deuterium measurement from
damped Lyman-a (DLA) systems to constrain this model. We find that with this extra relation
ANcg(r,nt), the tensor-to-scalar ratio r is constrained to be r < 0.07 (30 C.L.) and the tilt of tensor
power spectrum is ng = —0.01 £ 0.31 (1o C.L.) for Planck+BICEP2+KECK+[D/H] data. This
achieves a much tighter constraint on the tensor spectrum and provides a stringent test for cosmic
inflation models. In addition, the current constraint on Neg = 3.122 4+ 0.171 excludes the possibility

of fourth neutrino species at more than 50 C.L.

I. INTRODUCTION

The detection of large angular scale B-mode polariza-
tion of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) is one
of the next challenges in modern observational cosmology.
The B-mode polarization signal arises only from tensor
perturbations in the early Universe and is a direct sig-
nature of inflationary gravitational waves (GWs). The
tensor perturbation power spectrum can be parametrized
as
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where Ag(kq) is the primordial scalar fluctuation ampli-
tude, r(ko) = A¢(ko)/As(ko) is the tensor-to-scalar ratio
at a pivot scale kg, ny is the spectral index of tensor
power spectrum and o is the running of spectral index.
For the single-field slow-roll inflation model the generic
consistency relation r = —8ny is satisfied. A power spec-
trum with a small negative tilt (red-tilt, ny < 0) is thus a
characteristic prediction for single-field slow-roll inflation
models [I]. Testing this prediction by using the data from
CMB and Big-Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) is an essential
task to pin down the uncertainty of inflationary models.

The consistency relation is however not satisfied for
multi-field inflation and models which deviate from slow-
roll. Alternative cosmological models, for example, string
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gas cosmology [2], super-inflation models [3] and many
others not yet ruled out by observations, predict a blue tilt
(ny > 0) of the GW spectrum, i.e. more power at small
scales. Therefore, observational constraints on the tilt of
the tensor spectrum would be worth investigating since it
has the distinguishing power in model space [2, 4H7]. Tt is
thus appropriate to have a phenomenological approach by
relaxing the consistency relation. Even though a direct
detection of the inflationary GWs background is yet to
be achieved, the current CMB measurement from Planck,
Background Imaging of Cosmic Extragalactic Polariza-
tion (BICEP2) and KECK array data are already able
to constrain it to a certain level [8HIZ]. Apart from the
CMB, other observational techniques also provide con-
straints on the stochastic GWs at different frequencies,
through BBN [13, [14], pulsar timing [I5HI8], and more
directly through the Laser Interferometer Gravitational-
Wave Observatory (LIGO) and Virgo interferometer GW
detectors [19].

A Dblue-tilted tensor power spectrum would lead to
additional small-scale relativistic degrees of freedom [4]
7, 17, 20], changing the energy density of the universe,
which in turn would affect the expansion rate during
that era. Relativistic neutrinos also contribute to the
energy density of the universe, and the modification of
the neutrino energy density can be parametrized by the
effective number Nqg of neutrino species. The effect of
the tensor blue tilt is thus degenerate with Neg. The
Standard Model of particle physics predicts a IV, = 3.046,
so any extra value of the N, other than NN, can be
attributed either to an additional species of neutrino, or
gravitational wave background. This radiation density
has major ramifications on various early universe physical
processes, leaving detectable imprints on the CMB at the
epoch of last scattering. Fig. [I] shows the effect of the
parameter Nog on the CMB temperature anisotropies.
The major physical effects are as follows
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FIG. 1: The effect of Neg (number of relativistic species) on
the CMB temperature power spectrum, while fixing all other
cosmological parameters as Q,h? = 0.0224, QA% = 0.1201,
Q,h? = 0.6451 x 1073, Qp = 0, Hy = 67.32kms™* Mpc™!,
and A =2.1 x 1077.

e Delaying matter-radiation equality [21H25] - As Neg
increases, the fractional density of radiation in-
creases, therefore the matter to radiation equality oc-
curs later. The amount of early ISW effect changes
if the matter-radiation equality epoch changes. The
earlier of matter-to-radiation epoch is, the more
ISW effect that CMB photons receive [24] 25]. The
effect can be measured through the ratio between
the heights of the third and first acoustic peak of
C’ET, leading to the extraction of z.q directly via
CMB power spectrum [25]. By using the relation
of the present-day neutrino te/mperature and CMB

1/3

T.,, one can derive

temperature as T, = (4/11) 5,

the equality epoch as [24] 25]
Qnh? 1
Q7% 1+ 0.2271 Negt

(2)
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where the radiation energy density Q.Yh2 = 2.47 x
107, and the present-day CMB temperature is T, =
2.725K. As one can see from Eq. , Qmh? and
Nogr are linearly correlated with each other with the
width of degeneracy dependent on the uncertainty
of zoq. The anisotropic stress of relativistic degree
of freedom can break the degeneracy, by imprinting
distinct features on the CMB sky, independent of
Qmh?.

e Adding anisotropic stress - Acoustic stress of the rel-
ativistic particle adds to the gravitational potential
as an additional source of energy via Einstein’s equa-
tion [25]. In comparison, those relativistic particles
which do not stream freely, but interact with mat-
ter frequently, do not have significantly anisotropic

stress, because they isotropize themselves via in-
teracting with matter. Therefore, the anisotropic
stress of photons before decoupling time is very
small. However, neutrino and graviton decoupled
from hot plasma very early on, so the anisotropic
stress is significant at the decoupling epoch. This
effect is uncorrelated with Q,h?, therefore, it can
break the degeneracy.

e Changing the sound horizon - In the standard cos-
mology model, free-streaming neutrinos travel super-
sonically through the photon-baryon plasma since
their decoupling (T ~ 1MeV), so they gravita-
tionally pull the wavefronts of the plasma oscil-
lation slightly ahead of the time than the case when
neutrinos are absent [26H30]. Therefore, the free-
streaming neutrino changes the phase of the CMB
acoustic oscillation by shifting the power spectra
towards larger angular scales (smaller ¢), while also
suppressing the damping tail. Similar to neutrinos,
any relativistic degree of freedom also has a simi-
lar effect of altering the scale of the sound horizon,
therefore cause the distinctive shift in the CMB
power spectra [26H30].

In Fig. 1] we plot the comparison of CMB temperature
power spectrum C, * by varying the values of Nqg while
fixing other cosmological parameters. One can clearly see
the distinctive change of the power spectrum due to the
combination of all three effects above. To see each effect,
one needs to fix the sound horizon, or fix the zeq and
vary Neg. We refer to the interested readers to Fig. 1 in
Ref. [29], Fig. 1 in Ref. [30], Fig. 2 in Ref. [27], and Fig. 1
in Ref. [26].

High precision CMB observations such as space-based
Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) [31] and
Planck satellite [10, [32], ground-based Atacama Cosmol-
ogy Telescope (ACT) [33}[34], South Pole Telescope (SPT)
[35, [36], BICEP2-KECK Array [I1],[12] and balloon-based
(SPIDER) [37H39] experiments have the potentiality to
give rigorous constraints on the neutrino background.
Therefore, these experiments should also be able to place
strong constraints on extra relativistic degree of freedom
caused by blue tilted tensor power spectrum. In this
paper we firstly explore to constrain the effective rela-
tivistic species using current CMB data from Planck, and
the BICEP2/KECK array, characterising this case as the
standard “CMB with AN.g relation” case.

Besides the effect in the CMB, relative abundances of
primordial light elements such as hydrogen (H), deuterium
(D), helium-3 (*He), helium-4 (*He) and small amounts of
lithium-7 (“Li) created during the BBN, are also strongly
affected by the GW background. Significant gravitational
radiation during primordial nucleosynthesis affects the
total energy density of the universe, resulting in altering
the expansion rate of the universe. Thus the relative
abundances of the light elements thus would vary from
the predictions from standard BBN if the GW background
is modified. This is an indirect constraint on the energy



density of the GW background [4].

Constraints of Neg from CMB measurements are mostly
derived from measurements of the damping tail [8], 40|
47]. An increase in the radiation density of the early
universe reduces the mean free path of fluctuations in the
photon baryon fluid and increases the damping of small-
scale fluctuations. Changes to the helium and deuterium
fraction (Y, and D/H) induces a variation in the free
electron fraction which in turn alters the mean free path
of the photons and affects the damping tail [42]. We
use the D/H measurements from [43] 44] complemented
with Planck and BICEP2/KECK likelihoods to study the
constraints on the N.g and consequently the effect on the
r — ng joint distribution, characterising this case as the
standard “CMB + D/H with ANg relation” case.

The paper is organized in the following way. Section [[T]
discusses the relation between the primordial GW energy
density and the effective degree of freedom of relativistic
species. Then we discuss how does this ANeg impacts on
helium production. Section [[TT]introduces the datasets we
use for our analysis, i.e. CMB data from the Planck satel-
lite and the BICEP2/KECK array 2018 release. We also
use deuterium abundance data from DLAs which serve
as an independent measurement of the Neg. Section [[V]
presents the results of our Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo
runs and their implication. The conclusion and future
goals are presented in Section [V] Throughout the paper,
we adopt a spatially-flat ACDM cosmology model with
adiabatic initial conditions.

II. RELATIVISTIC DEGREES OF FREEDOM

Stochastic GW background searches venture to measure
the fractional energy density of GWs as a function of
frequency. We define the logarithmic GW contribution
to the critical density as [45] [40]

1 dpcw
Q k) = — 3
GW( ) Do dlnk? ( )

where pgw is the frequency (wave-number k) dependent
effective energy density, and p. = 3c?HZ/87G is the
critical density of the Universe at present, with Hy =
100h km s~ Mpc ™! is the current Hubble parameter. The
GW energy density can be related to hg, which is the
Fourier transform of the metric perturbation as

k2h?

Qowh® = ——
GW 6H02

(Inkl) = AewPi(k), (4)

where Agw = 2.74 X 10_6g1_010/3, where g100 = g«(Tk)/100
is the degree of freedom at the time when GWs stretched
out of the Hubble radius. If counting only standard-model
particles, g.(T%) = 106.75 so g100 = 1.06 [47].

In the early Universe before BBN, graviton behaves like
relativistic particles whose density ~ a~*. Thus if there
were too many gravitons before BBN, it would enhance

the total energy density of the Universe substantially,
therefore, making the Universe expand too fast. Firstly,
we need to calculate what was the GW density back to
the time of BBN.

A. Energy densities

The energy densities for neutrinos, gravitons and pho-
tons are given as

v = 77NIIT4
P 815 Vv
7 w2
= ——ANgT?
PG = gttty
2
v
p’Y = BTév (5)

in which we assume the graviton spin is 2. The neutrino
temperature is related to the CMB temperature as T, =
(4/11)Y/3T,, where we take T, = 2.726 K. Back to BBN
time

pc(tn) - p’y(tn>+pu(tn)a (6)
4\4/3
Z:g‘;; = ”%(ﬁl) T2~ 1602, (7)

We integrate Eq. over all possible scales and use
Eq. to calculate the increment of the effective number
of relativistic species back to BBN time

In kmax
/ dink Py (k)

In Emin

AN — 8 (1Y Acw pe(tn)
o 4 2 py(tn)

7
In kmax
1.781 x 10° Agw /dlnk Py(k). (8)

In kmin

B. The integral

To evaluate the integral in Eq. , we need to figure
out the upper and lower limits of the wave-number k. We
set kmin as the particle horizon of the Universe at BBN
time, SO kmin =~ Kippy- Fmax corresponds to the minimal
scales of the perturbation, which entered into the Hubble
radius right after inflation, so assume kyax = €Okyy, .

2 2w H,
by = = 2o
(%)

if we assume Hy = 70kms~ Mpc™!.

=0.0015Mpc ™!, (9)
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where for the second line we use Eq. . Since
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we have
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Therefore, we have
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where appn = Tp/TsN =~ 2.275K/1MeV = 1.96 x 10710
and h = 0.7. Thus

H
Fomin = 4.7 x 107 <27rc°) =6.9x 10* Mpc™' . (15)

Now let us focus on calculating the integral

k ne+(1/2)a In(k/ko)
hinea) = [ dink <,€O> . (16)

which is found to be

) N
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where “Erf” represents for Error Function.

We consider ay = 0, given that the current CMB data
does not point to any strong evidence of the running of
the tensor tilt. Combining the above equations, we find

ANz (r,ny) = 1.781 x 10° Agw As (ko)rI1(ny) , (18)
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FIG. 2: The increment of effective number of relativistic species
given the value of ny. The three curves show the assumed
value of ay. The horizontal dashed line shows the current 1o
limit of ANg [10].
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Here
Emax = €%kp, ~ 1.67 x 10 Mpc™!,
Emin = 6.9 x 10* Mpc ™1, (20)

and we take the pivot scale as kg = 0.01 Mpc™* to be
consistent with Planck [10]. Figure [2] illustrates the re-
lation of AN.g as a function of n; for different values
of 7 and a;. We plot the current 95% confidence level
(C.L.) upper limit of  as < 0.1 from the constraints of
Planck TT+TE+EE+lowE+lensing [10], and the cosmic
variance limit of r as r = 1073 [48]. The horizontal black
dashed line shows the AN.g < 0.17 as the 68% C.L. upper
limit [T0]. One can see that, even if the value of r is small,
the blue tilted ny can lead to large increment of ANg,
resulted in the observable effect in the CMB and light
element abundance.

C. Helium abundance

Given a set of cosmological parameters, the primordial
abundance of light elements is fully computable from
the standard model of particle physics [50]. The precise
determination of cosmological parameters from Planck
satellite leads to accurate prediction of the light element
abundance, such as *He from low metallicity Hy; regions
in low-redshift star-forming galaxies [49] [51], primordial
abundance of deuterium (D/H) using quasar absorption
lines like the DLAs [43, 44, 52], and “Li/H ratio in metal-
poor stars in the Milky Way halo [53]. The standard BBN
populations of relativistic particles, including photons,
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FIG. 3: The abundance of helium (Y;) as a function of n¢. The
blue and orange lines are for 7 = 10~ and r = 0.1 respectively.
The horizontal grey band is the currently measurement Y},

(Eq. ) from [49].

electrons, positrons, and three species of neutrinos mix
as a hot plasma with the same temperature. At a given
temperature, the resulting cosmic expansion rate is 2.3
times that of photon alone. The weak freeze-out starts
at this time, settling down the neutron-to-proton ratio
which eventually determines the helium abundance Y.
Additional relativistic degree of freedom can enhance
the expansion rate by a factor of 8%?!, which forces the
neutrino freeze-out to occur at a higher temperature. This,
in turn, implies more neutrons, triggering more ‘He.

By modifying the publicly available PArthENoPE 2.0
code?, we implement the ANg(r,n¢) relation into the
code and output the helium abundance as a function of
n¢ by fixing the r value. In Fig. [3] we plot the helium
abundance as a function of n; for the cases of r = 1073
and 7 = 0.1. The AN.g values are marked in the upper
boundary of the horizontal axis. One can see that as
ny goes from negative value to slightly positive value,
the AN.g increases dramatically, leading to a higher
temperature of neutrino freeze-out. This will lead to more
helium production. However, there is a downward branch
of Y, when ny 2 0.5. This is because, if the ny becomes
very positive, the Neg value becomes exponentially large,
then the Hubble expansion at the early Universe becomes
too fast to allow nucleons to interact and form helium.
The Universe would then become cooling down too soon
for the nucleus to synthesize into helium. Therefore,
for ng > 0.5, i.e. ANeg = 103, the helium production
becomes much lower than standard model.

The current measurement on helium abundance from

1 The same value of enhanced expansion rate due to an additional
neutrino species quoted in sec. 2.B. in Ref. [42] is 40.3%, which
we believe to be an error.

2 http://parthenope.na.infn.it

observations of the helium and hydrogen emission line
from metal-poor extragalactic Hyj region, combined with
estimated metallicity, give the primordial helium abun-
dance as [49)

Y, = 0.2449 4 0.0040, (21)

which is shown as the horizontal grey band in Fig.
Large systematic uncertainties and degeneracies among
the input parameters needed to model emission line fluxes
limit the measurements predominantly. Along with this
large error-bar predicament, this also results in a 20
deviation from the standard ACDM prediction [49] 5T
54]. More recently, the determination of Y, from the
measurement of the absorption feature of the intergalactic
gas cloud against the light of a background quasar was
made [44], though the measurement error is still quite
large. Due to these reasons, in the next section, we will
only use the measurement of deuterium abundance to
constrain AN.g relation.

III. DATA
A. Deuterium abundance

The deuterium abundance is also closely related to the
number of relativistic species that existed during BBN.
The abundance of deuterium is determined by the d 4 d
and d + p reactions towards the end of BBN when the
photon temperature drops below the rest mass of the
electron. Therefore, essentially there is no electron and
positron at this time, and they have been annihilated to
heat the photon. The expansion rate at this time is ~ 1.7
times of the photon alone, and an additional N.g will
cause the speed up of cosmic expansion. This will lead to
less time for deuterium burning and therefore end up in
higher D/H [42].

The deuterium abundance is now more precisely mea-
sured by a significant factor compared to measurements of
Y}, through the analysis of the most metal-poor damped
Ly« (DLA) systems, which also displays the Lyman series
absorption lines of neutral deuterium [43, 44} [52]. The
primordial abundance of deuterium, on the other hand,
has a monotonic response to Qy, oh?, and accurate mea-
surements of the primordial D/H ratio complemented by
measure of Q, gh? from the CMB, can provide a much
more sensitive constraint upon allowed values of Neg
[42, 52].

We use the D/H measurements from [44] complemented
with Planck and BICEP2/KECK likelihoods to study the
constraints on the N.g and consequently the effect on the
r — ny joint distribution. The most recent measurement
of cosmic deuterium abundance [44] is derived from six
damped Lyman alpha system and is given as

10°(D/H)p = 2.527 + 0.030. (22)
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We use the above measurements from [44] as a primordial
element abundance dataset and likelihood in CosmoMC.
We also use the updated theory table with reduced errors
from [55)] using the publicly available PArthENoPe 2.0
code [56], for computing the abundances of light elements
produced during BBN as a function of baryon density
and number of radiation degrees of freedom.

The relation between deuterium abundance and AN g
is (egs. (8)—(10) in [43])

- [105(]3/1_1#} _1/1.687 (23)
2.47
and
2
ANus = g <1+ 1087801771?3—1)) - 1] ;o (24)
where
Mo = (273.78 £ 0.18) x QA% (25)

In Fig. @ we plot the relation between AN.g and the
deuterium abundance y = 105(D/H),, by using Egs. 7
. We allow the Qph? (2,h% = 0.02236 + 0.00015
according Planck TT+TE+EE [10]) and the front factor
in Eq. to vary within 1o C.L., shown as the width
of the black band. One can see that the larger the ANqg
is, the larger the prediction of the deuterium prediction.
The reason is as follows. The deuterium abundance is
determined by the d(d,n)*He and d(p,~)*He processes
that burn the deuterium, at the end of BBN. At this
time, the photon temperature is around T ~ 0.02 MeV,
which is well below the electron rest mass. Therefore,
electron-positron annihilated and increased the photon
temperature, leading to the gap between neutrino tem-
perature and photon temperature T}, = (4/11)'/3T,. The
expansion rate at this time in standard BBN is 1.3 times
that of photons alone, and an additional neutrino species
at the same temperature as the others cause a 7% speed-
up. Faster expansion rate means the less time to burn
deuterium, leading to higher value of D/H 3. The hor-
izontal red lines are the +10 measurement as Eq. .
From Fig. 4l one can see that ANgg ~ 0.3 is preferred
by the comparison between theory and the measurement.
The D/H dataset described above is incorporated in Cos-
moMC through a supplementary likelihood and dataset
with mean and error given as in Eq. and a the-
ory table with D/H abundances as a function of Qh?
as given in PArthENoPE_880.2_marcucci.dat dataset in
CosmoMC. We use this D/H dataset along with CMB

3 In sec. 2.B. in Ref. [42] it is written that at the end of BBN,
the expansion rate in standard BBN model is 1.7 times that of
photons alone, and an additional neutrino species causes 36.7%
speed-up, which we believe the numbers are wrong.
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FIG. 4: The relationship between deuterium prediction and
ANgg.

datasets from Planck and BICEP2/KECK.

B. CMB data from Planck and BICEP2/KECK

We use the standard cosmological Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) package CosmoMC [57] along with the
Planck 2015 likelihood [9] for our analysis. We use Planck
high-¢, Plik TTTEEE, nuisance-marginalized likelihood
in the range ¢=30-2508 for TT and ¢=30-1996 for TE and
EE, and the low-¢ TEB (TT, EE, BB and TE) likelihood
in the range ¢=2-29.

The BICEP2/KECK array (BK) currently operating at
95, 150 and 220 GHz, has the tightest upper limits to the
tensor-to-scalar ratio r. For our initial analysis we were
using BK 2015 data [II] but with the release of BK 2018
dataset [I2] we completed our analysis using the latest
dataset. We elaborate in Section [IV]the potential tension
between the BK 2015 and BK 2018 data in constraining
the tensor parameters r and ny, also illustrated in Fig.
For the BK 2018 data, the BB band-powers are split into
nine multipole bins from ¢=37-332 and contains a total
of 12 auto and 66 cross spectra between BK 2018 maps
at 95, 150, and 220 GHz, WMAP maps at 23 (K-band)
and 33 GHz (Ka-band), and Planck maps at 30, 44, 70,
100, 143, 217, and 353 GHz [I1], 12]. We use the above
joint analysis BK 2018 and Planck 2015 (henceforth BKP)
data and likelihood provided with CosmoMC.

We allow the six standard cosmological parameters
(Q,h2%, Q%) 1000., 7, In(10194;), ng) to vary in our
likelihood chain. We also release the tensor-to-scalar ratio
r, the tilt of the tensor power spectrum n; and effective
number of relativistic species Neg to vary in the likelihood,
so essentially we have 9 free parameters in total.

The default results are with only the Planck and the
BKP CMB dataset mentioned above. We also combined
the D/H data from Ly« forest to tighten up constraint
on Neg. We modified CAMB/CosmoMC to introduce
the effect of additional relativistic species ANeg to the
GW background as discussed in Eq. (18)), and then switch



on-and-off this relation to test the additional constraints
on the tensor power spectrum. Therefore, we have four
different data sets, Planck, Planck+[D/H], BKP and
BKP+[D/H]; and two models to fit, one is the 9 cosmo-
logical parameter model without ANeg relation (Eq. (18))
and the other is with this relation.

IV. RESULTS OF CONSTRAINTS

Planck 2015 + BK 2018 (BKP)
Planck 2015 + BK 2015
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FIG. 5: The 20 contour plot of the tensor to scalar ratio
ro.01 at k = 0.01 Mpc*1 and the tensor tilt ny for Planck +
BICEP24+KECK datasets, where the red and blue contours
represent BICEP2/Keck 2015 and BICEP2/Keck 2018 dataset
respectively.

We follow the Planck 2015 analysis on constraints
of inflation [58|, relax the inflationary consistency re-
lation and use the (rg.01,nt) parametrization, where
70.01 1S the tensor-to-scalar ratio at decorrelation scale
kg = 0.01 Mpc~*! for the BKP joint constraints. We
summarize our joint constraints from CosmoMC runs in
Figs.[pland [f] and show the marginalized one-dimensional
posteriori distribution in Fig. [7] We present the quantita-
tive values in Table [l To compare the prediction of the
single-field slow-roll inflation model (r = —8ny) with the
current constraints, we plot this “consistency relation line”
as black dashed line in the (rg.01,n¢) parameter space in
the left and middle panels of Figs. [f] and [6]

A. Planck CMB only

We first use the CMB data only from Planck
TT+TE+EE datasets without using the A Neg relation
(Eq. (18)), and show our results in the yellow contours in
the left panel of Fig. [f] and yellow lines in the upper row

7

of Fig.[". One can see that, even without the B-mode
polarization data, the Planck temperature and E-mode
polarization data is already able to put constraints on
r0.01 as Tg.01 < 0.60 at 30 C.L. This is because primordial
tensor mode can also source the temperature anisotropy
before it enters into the horizon, so for ¢ < ¢g (¢g is
the multipole (inverse angular size) of the horizon size at
recombination), there is a non-negligible contribution to
the temperature anisotropy at large angular scales [59].
Therefore, cosmic-variance limited measurement of CF'T,
C’EE and C’;:E place constraints on the amplitude of pri-
mordial tensor mode.

The red contour in left panel of Fig. [6] and red line in
upper row of Fig. use the AN.g relation (Eq. ) in the
CosmoMC code for Planck data only case. One can see
that with this relation, the parameters of (rg.01,n¢) are
tighten up immediately, due to the fact that larger value
of resultant Ng can shift the CMB power spectrum (both
amplitude and phase) to large extent (see also Fig. [1).
As shown in Table EL r0.01 and ny are tightened to be
r0.01 < 0.155 (3¢ C.L.) and ny, = —0.64 + 0.74. This is
a much tighter constraint that the case without A Neg

relation (Eq. (18)).

B. BICEP2 & KECK Array data 2015 and 2018

The additional data from the BICEP2/KECK (BK)
array which currently has the tightest upper limits on the
B-mode power spectrum, would unequivocally improve
our constraints on the above tensor parameters. As dis-
cussed in Section [[TTB] with the release of both BK 2015
and 2018 data, we evaluated our MCMC runs for both
BK releases, and show our results in Figs. [5] and [6] One
can see from Fig. [5] that, with BK 2015+ Planck 2015
dataset the rgg; parameter is constrained at r < 0.12
(20 C.L.), while n; is constrained to be center at zero
but have almost equal probability at negative (red) and
positive (blue) sides. However, with BK 2018 4+ Planck
2015 (BKP) dataset, the constraint on n; clearly prefers
a blue-tilted tensor power spectrum at ~ 20 C.L., as
shown in the blue contours in Fig. [5| and yellow line in
the middle panel of lower row in Fig. []} This has 20
C.L. tension with the consistency relation of single-field
slow-roll inflation model.

In addition to the tilt, the r value is suppressed to be at
r < 0.07 at 20 C.L. (Table[l). This is distinctly evident by
the compressed two-dimensional contours for the tensor
parameters by adding the BK data to the Planck dataset,
as seen by comparing the scales of the left and middle
panels of Fig. |§| (yellow contours).

But with the inclusion of AN relation (Eq. (I8)), the
BKP constraint on (rg.o1, nt) is re-centered at ngy ~ 0 with

4 As a matter of consistency check, the yellow contours on the left
panel of Fig. @With Planck data only matches fig. 59 in [58].
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Parameters| A Neg relation Planck Planck+[D/H] BKP BKP+[D/H]
Oph? No 0.0222 £ 0.0002 0.0223 £ 0.0002 |0.0222 £ 0.0002 0.0222 +£ 0.0002
Yes 0.0222 £ 0.0002 0.0222 £ 0.0002 |0.0222 £ 0.0002 0.0222 +£ 0.0002
As No 3.09 +£0.04 3.10 £ 0.04 3.09 £0.04 3.10 £0.04
Yes 3.09 £0.04 3.09 £0.04 3.10 £0.04 3.10 £0.04
70.01 No < 0.598 < 0.492 < 0.070 < 0.069
Yes < 0.155 < 0.156 < 0.073 < 0.073
Ty, No 0.68 £1.22 0.66 £1.20 2.00£0.72 1.97£0.74
Yes —0.64£0.74 —0.64 £0.74 0.01£0.31 —0.01£0.31
Neg No 3.026 £0.209 3.132+0.172 | 2.985+0.204 3.103+0.171
Yes 3.005 +£0.207  3.118 £0.172 | 3.000 £0.219 3.1224+0.171
—log L No 5527 5528 5895 5896
Yes 5529 5529 5897 5897

TABLE I: Marginalized values of cosmological parameters, effective neutrinos and log £ values using various combinations of
Planck, Planck + BICEP2 + KECK (BKP) and deuterium datasets, with and without adding the ANeg equation. The values
quoted for 79,01 is the 3¢ upper limit value for the tensor-to-scalar ratio at the pivot scale of kg = 0.01 Mpc™!.

slightly favour over the red-tilt, shown as red contours in
the middle panel of Fig. [f] and red line in the middle panel
of Fig. m The r and ny are constrained to be rg.91 < 0.073
(30 C.L.) and ny = 0.01 £ 0.31 (1o C.L.) for BKP data
set.

C. Deuterium abundance data

We further include the deuterium abundance measure-
ment [44] (Eq. (22)) to tighten up the constraints. Deu-
terium abundance is sensitive to the baryon density (,h?
and Neg, which can affect the constraints on r and ny
since these parameters are correlated. We first include
[D/H] measurement for Planck data only case in the left
panel of Fig. [6] and upper row of Fig. [} The addition of
[D/H] data does not improve the constraints too much.

But the effect of [D/H] data kicks in when we uses
the BKP data sets with the inclusion of AN.g relation
(Eq. ), as shown in the middle panel of Fig. |§| and
lower row of Fig.[7] Comparing the red and blue contours
in the middle panel of Fig.[6] the upper limit of r is further
tightened up with the additional [D/H] data set. The
tightest constraints on r and ny become rg.91 < 0.073 (30
C.L.) and ny, = —0.01 £0.31 (1o C.L.) respectively. We
also plot, as the black dashed line, the inflation consistency
relation in the middle panel of Fig.[f] One can see that the
current BKP+[D/H] data with ANeg relation contains
this line as its center, indicating that the current data
is still consistent with the single-field slow-roll inflation
scenario but not excluding other scenarios.

Besides the (7, ny) constraints, the addition of the [D/H]
dataset can also tighten up Neg — Qph? joint constraints,
as seen in the right panel of Fig. [l [D/H] data provides
much tighter constraints to Neg rather than CMB data
alone. From Table [[] we see the positive value of AN

from the CosmoMC runs fall well within the theoreti-
cal values as seen in Fig. The tightest constraint of
Negt 18 Negg = 3.122 4+ 0.177 for the current BKP+[D/H]
data with A Ngg relation, excluding the fourth species of
neutrino/relativistic particle at more than 50 C.L.

The other cosmological parameters, such as .h2,
1000\c, As, ns and 7 are not affected strongly by in-
cluding the ANgg relation, so we do not present the
results of these parameters here though we release them
in the likelihood chain. We refer the interested readers
to the references [9], [I11, 12], which are equivalent to our
constraints.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

In this work, we proposed a new relation between the
amplitude (r) and the tilt (n;) of the primordial ten-
sor power spectrum with the additional effective number
of relativistic degree of freedom (AN.g). The physics
is that the bluer the tilt is, more degree of freedom
of stochastic primordial wave background will act like
additional neutrino species, boosting the value of N.g
(Net = N, + ANgg, where N, = 3.046). This results
in more production of the primordial deuterium and en-
hances the CMB damping tail in the temperature power
spectrum. With the combination of the CMB polariza-
tion power spectrum, one can place tight and reliable
constraints on r and ny.

In this work, we used the Planck 2015 likelihood chain,
combined with BICEP2/KECK (BK) array 2018 release
and [D/H] measurement from Damped Lyman-Alpha
(DLA) forest system to place constraints on r, 1y and Neg-.
We first show the results of Planck only constraints, and
then add BK results of 2015 and 2018, and finally add
[D/H] measurement, for both the case with and without



AN relation (Eq. (18)). One can see that, even with-
out BK result, the inclusion of ANeg relation (Eq. (18))
significant improves the constraints of (r,ny). With ad-
ditional BK data, the constraints on rg; and ng are
further tightened up. With additional [D/H] data, the
tightest constraints can be achieved as r < 0.073 (3¢
C.L.) and ny = —0.01 £0.31 (1o C.L.). This already
places stringent constraints on inflation model, as it still
favours the single-field slow-roll inflation model. The
tightest constraints of Neg is Neg = 3.122 £ 0.171 for
BKP2018+[D/H] data, excluding the fourth species of
neutrino at high significance.

In the future, the combination of direct and indirect
measurements from future experiments will put stronger
constraints on the stochastic GWs at different frequen-
cies. Future CMB experiments (Simons Observatory [G0]
and COrE [61]) will improve the measurement of polar-
isation of CMB and push further down the limit on r
and ng, or instead of measuring them. With the ANqg
relation proposed in this work, measurement of the pri-
mordial helium and deuterium abundance will provide
stringent constraints on the tensor parameters, indirectly
shedding light on to the stochastic GW background. At
higher frequency part of the spectrum, direct measure-
ments from GW experiments on a large range of frequen-
cies [62], including the ground-based Laser Interferometer
Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO) [19] and space-
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based interferometers like the Laser Interferometer Space
Antenna (LISA) [63] will also put constraints on stochastic
GW background. The combination of these experiments
will result in stringent tests of gravitational radiation and
early universe physics.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Kris Sigurdson for the sug-
gestion at the early stage of this work, Ryan Cooke for
discussion on deuterium measurement and primordial
abundance, and Antony Lewis, Fabio Finelli and Jussi
Valiviita for discussions on Planck 2015 likelihood and
CosmoMC. We would like to thank Antony Lewis for the
use of the publicly available numerical codes CosmoMC
and CAMB. All CosmoMC runs were done on the UKZN
cluster hippo. M.A. would like to thank the Claude Leon
foundation South Africa for the post-doctoral fellowship
granted during the time this work was started, and the
South African Radio Astronomy Observatory (SARAO)
research fellow grant subsequently. Y.Z.M. acknowledges
the support by the National Research Foundation of South
Africa with Grant no.105925 and 120378, and the National
Science Foundation of China with Grant no.11828301.

[1] E. J. Copeland, E. W. Kolb, A. R. Liddle, and J. E. Lidsey,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 219 (1993), hep-ph/9304228.

[2] R. H. Brandenberger, A. Nayeri, S. P. Patil, and C. Vafa,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 231302 (2007), URL https://link!
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.231302.

[3] M. Baldi, F. Finelli, and S. Matarrese, Physical Review
D 72, 083504 (2005), astro-ph/0505552.

[4] A. Stewart and R. Brandenberger, Journal of Cosmology
and Astroparticle Physics 8, 012 (2008), 0711.4602.

[5] L. A. Boyle, P. J. Steinhardt, and N. Turok, Phys. Rev.
D 69, 127302 (2004), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevD.69.127302.

[6] J.-L. Lehners, Physics Reports 465, 223 (2008),
ISSN 0370-1573, URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0370157308001877.

[7] S. Kuroyanagi, T. Takahashi, and S. Yokoyama, Journal

of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2, 003 (2015),

1407.4785.

Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, M. Ar-

naud, M. Ashdown, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J.

Banday, R. B. Barreiro, J. G. Bartlett, et al., Astronomy

& Astrophysics 594, A13 (2016), 1502.01589.

[9] Planck Collaboration, Aghanim, N., Arnaud, M., Ash-

down, M., Aumont, J., Baccigalupi, C., Banday, A. J.,

Barreiro, R. B., Bartlett, J. G., Bartolo, N., et al.,

A&A 594, Al1 (2016), URL https://doi.org/10.1051/

0004-6361/201526926.

Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, Y. Akrami, M. Ash-

down, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, M. Ballardini, A. J.

Banday, R. B. Barreiro, N. Bartolo, et al., ArXiv e-prints

=)

10

(2018), 1807.06209.

[11] BICEP2/Keck Collaboration, Planck Collaboration,
P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, Z. Ahmed, R. W. Aikin, K. D.
Alexander, M. Arnaud, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, et al.,
Physical Review Letters 114, 101301 (2015), 1502.00612.

[12] P. A. R. Ade, Z. Ahmed, R. W. Aikin, K. D. Alexan-
der, D. Barkats, S. J. Benton, C. A. Bischoff, J. J.
Bock, R. Bowens-Rubin, J. A. Brevik, et al. (Keck
Array and bicep2 Collaborations), Phys. Rev. Lett.
121, 221301 (2018), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.221301.

[13] B. Allen, in Relativistic Gravitation and Gravitational
Radiation, edited by J.-A. Marck and J.-P. Lasota (1997),
p. 373, gr-qc/9604033.

[14] M. Maggiore, Physics Report 331, 283 (2000), gr-
qc/9909001.

[15] P. B. Demorest, R. D. Ferdman, M. E. Gonzalez, D. Nice,
S. Ransom, I. H. Stairs, Z. Arzoumanian, A. Brazier,
S. Burke-Spolaor, S. J. Chamberlin, et al., The Astro-
physical Journal 762, 94 (2013), 1201.6641.

[16] W. Zhao, Y. Zhang, X.-P. You, and Z.-H. Zhu, Physical
Review D 87, 124012 (2013), 1303.6718.

[17] P. D. Meerburg, R. Hlozek, B. Hadzhiyska, and J. Meyers,
Physical Review D 91, 103505 (2015), 1502.00302.

[18] L. A. Boyle and A. Buonanno, Physical Review D 78,
043531 (2008), 0708.2279.

[19] B. P. Abbott, R. Abbott, T. D. Abbott, M. R. Abernathy,
F. Acernese, K. Ackley, C. Adams, T. Adams, P. Ad-
desso, R. X. Adhikari, et al., Physical Review Letters
118, 121101 (2017), 1612.02029.


https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.231302
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.231302
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.127302
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.127302
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370157308001877
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370157308001877
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526926
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526926
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.221301
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.221301

[20] M. Giovannini, Classical and Quantum Gravity 16, 2905
(1999), hep-ph/9903263.

[21] K. N. Abazajian, K. Arnold, J. Austermann, B. A. Benson,
C. Bischoff, J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. Borrill, E. Calabrese,
J. E. Carlstrom, et al., Astroparticle Physics 63, 66 (2015),
1309.5383.

[22] M. Costanzi, B. Sartoris, M. Viel, and S. Borgani, Journal
of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 10, 081 (2014),
1407.8338.

[23] V. Simha and G. Steigman, Journal of Cosmology and
Astroparticle Physics 6, 016 (2008), 0803.3465.

[24] S. Dodelson, Modern cosmology (2003).

[25] E. Komatsu, J. Dunkley, M. R. Nolta, C. L. Bennett,
B. Gold, G. Hinshaw, N. Jarosik, D. Larson, M. Limon,
L. Page, et al., The Astrophysical Journal Supplement
Series 180, 330 (2009), 0803.0547.

[26] B. Follin, L. Knox, M. Millea, and Z. Pan, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 115, 091301 (2015), 1503.07863.

[27] D. Baumann, D. Green, and M. Zaldarriaga, Journal of
Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2017, 007 (2017),
1703.00894.

[28] D. Baumann, D. Green, and B. Wallisch, Journal of
Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 8, 029 (2018),
1712.08067.

[29] S. Henrot-Versillé, F. Couchot, X. Garrido, H. Imada,
T. Louis, M. Tristram, and S. Vanneste, Astronomy and
Astrophysics 623, A9 (2019), 1807.05003.

[30] C. D. Kreisch, F.-Y. Cyr-Racine, and O. Doré, arXiv
e-prints arXiv:1902.00534 (2019), 1902.00534.

[31] G. Hinshaw, D. Larson, E. Komatsu, D. N. Spergel, C. L.
Bennett, J. Dunkley, M. R. Nolta, M. Halpern, R. S. Hill,
N. Odegard, et al., The Astrophysical Journal Supplement
Series 208, 19 (2013), ISSN 1538-4365, URL http://dx|
doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/208/2/19.

[32] P. Collaboration, Y. Akrami, F. Arroja, M. Ashdown,
J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, M. Ballardini, A. J. Banday,
R. B. Barreiro, N. Bartolo, et al., Planck 2018 results.
1. overview and the cosmological legacy of planck (2018),
1807.06205.

[33] E. Calabrese, R. A. Hlozek, J. R. Bond, M. J. De-
vlin, J. Dunkley, M. Halpern, A. D. Hincks, K. D. Ir-
win, A. Kosowsky, K. Moodley, et al., Phys. Rev. D
95, 063525 (2017), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevD.95.063525.

[34] T. Louis, E. Grace, M. Hasselfield, M. Lungu, L. Mau-
rin, G. E. Addison, P. A. R. Ade, S. Aiola, R. Allison,
M. Amiri, et al., Journal of Cosmology and Astroparti-
cle Physics 2017, 031031 (2017), ISSN 1475-7516, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/06/031.

[35] F. Bianchini, W. L. K. Wu, P. A. R. Ade, A. J. Anderson,
J. E. Austermann, J. S. Avva, J. A. Beall, A. N. Bender,
B. A. Benson, L. E. Bleem, et al., Constraints on cosmo-
logical parameters from the 500 deg® sptpol lensing power
spectrum (2019), 1910.07157.

[36] G. Simard, Y. Omori, K. Aylor, E. J. Baxter, B. A.
Benson, L. E. Bleem, J. E. Carlstrom, C. L. Chang, H.-M.
Cho, R. Chown, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 860,
137 (2018), ISSN 1538-4357, URL http://dx.doi.org/
10.3847/1538-4357/aac264.

[37] B. P. Crill, P. A. R. Ade, E. S. Battistelli, S. Benton,
R. Bihary, J. J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. Brevik, S. Bryan,
C. R. Contaldi, et al., Space Telescopes and Instrumenta-
tion 2008: Optical, Infrared, and Millimeter (2008), URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.787446.

11

[38] J. P. Filippini, P. A. R. Ade, M. Amiri, S. J. Benton, R. Bi-
hary, J. J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. A. Bonetti, S. A. Bryan,
B. Burger, et al., Millimeter, Submillimeter, and Far-
Infrared Detectors and Instrumentation for Astronomy V
(2010), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.857720.

[39] R. Gualtieri, J. P. Filippini, P. A. R. Ade, M. Amiri,
S. J. Benton, A. S. Bergman, R. Bihary, J. J. Bock, J. R.
Bond, S. A. Bryan, et al., Journal of Low Temperature
Physics 193, 11121121 (2018), ISSN 1573-7357, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10909-018-2078-x.

[40] R. Keisler, C. L. Reichardt, K. A. Aird, B. A. Benson,
L. E. Bleem, J. E. Carlstrom, C. L. Chang, H. M. Cho,
T. M. Crawford, A. T. Crites, et al., The Astrophysical
Journal 743, 28 (2011), URL http://stacks.iop.org/
0004-637X/743/i=1/a=28.

[41] Z. Hou, R. Keisler, L. Knox, M. Millea, and C. Reichardt,
Phys. Rev. D 87, 083008 (2013), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083008.

[42] K. M. Nollett and G. P. Holder, ArXiv e-prints (2011),
1112.2683.

[43] R. J. Cooke, M. Pettini, K. M. Nollett, and R. Jorgenson,
The Astrophysical Journal 830, 148 (2016), URL http:
//stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/830/i=2/a=148.

[44] R. J. Cooke, M. Pettini, and C. C. Steidel, The Astro-
physical Journal 855, 102 (2018), URL http://stacks.
iop.org/0004-637X/855/i=2/a=102.

[45] M. Maggiore, Physics Reports 331, 283 (2000), gr-
qc/9909001.

[46] T. L. Smith, M. Kamionkowski, and A. Cooray, Physical
Review D 73, 023504 (2006), astro-ph/0506422.

[47] E. W. Kolb and M. S. Turner, Front. Phys. 69, 1 (1990).

[48] Y.-Z. Ma, W. Zhao, and M. L. Brown, Journal of
Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2010, 007007
(2010), ISSN 1475-7516, URL http://dx.doi.org/10|
1088/1475-7516/2010/10/007.

[49] E. Aver, K. A. Olive, and E. D. Skillman, Journal
of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 7, 011 (2015),
1503.08146.

[50] R. V. Wagoner, W. A. Fowler, and F. Hoyle, The Astro-
physical Journal 148, 3 (1967).

[61] E. Aver, K. A. Olive, R. L. Porter, and E. D. Skillman,
Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 11, 017
(2013), 1309.0047.

[62] R. J. Cooke, M. Pettini, R. A. Jorgenson, M. T. Murphy,
and C. C. Steidel, The Astrophysical Journal 781, 31
(2014), URL http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/781/
i=1/a=31.

[63] L. Sbordone, P. Bonifacio, E. Caffau, H. G. Ludwig, N. T.
Behara, J. I. Gonzélez Herndndez, M. Steffen, R. Cayrel,
B. Freytag, C. van’t Veer, et al., Astronomy and Astro-
physics 522, A26 (2010), 1003.4510.

[64] K. A. Olive and E. D. Skillman, The Astrophysical Journal
617, 29 (2004), astro-ph/0405588.

[65] L. E. Marcucci, G. Mangano, A. Kievsky, and M. Viviani,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 102501 (2016), URL https://link!
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevlett.116.102501.

[56] O. Pisanti, A. Cirillo, S. Esposito, F. Iocco, G. Mangano,
G. Miele, and P. Serpico, Computer Physics Commu-
nications 178, 956971 (2008), ISSN 0010-4655, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2008.02.015.

[67] A. Lewis and S. Bridle, Physical Review D 66, 103511
(2002), astro-ph/0205436.

[68] Planck Collaboration, Ade, P. A. R., Aghanim, N.,
Arnaud, M., Arroja, F., Ashdown, M., Aumont, J.,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/208/2/19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/208/2/19
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.063525
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.063525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/06/031
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aac264
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aac264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.787446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.857720
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10909-018-2078-x
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/743/i=1/a=28
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/743/i=1/a=28
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083008
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.083008
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/830/i=2/a=148
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/830/i=2/a=148
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/855/i=2/a=102
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/855/i=2/a=102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2010/10/007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2010/10/007
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/781/i=1/a=31
http://stacks.iop.org/0004-637X/781/i=1/a=31
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.102501
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.102501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2008.02.015

(61]

Baccigalupi, C., Ballardini, M., Banday, A. J., et al.,
A&A 594, A20 (2016), URL https://doi.org/10.1051/
0004-6361/201525898.

J. R. Pritchard and M. Kamionkowski, Annals of Physics
318, 236 (2005), ISSN 0003-4916, URL http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/7 .aop.2005.03. 005!

P. Ade, J. Aguirre, Z. Ahmed, S. Aiola, A. Ali, D. Alonso,
M. A. Alvarez, K. Arnold, P. Ashton, J. Austermann,
et al., Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics

2019, 056056 (2019), ISSN 1475-7516, URL http://dx,

doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/02/056.
T. C. Collaboration, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Avillez,
D. Barbosa, A. Banday, N. Bartolo, R. Battye, J. Bernard,

(62]

(63]

12

P. de Bernardis, S. Basak, et al., Core (cosmic origins
ezplorer) a white paper (2011), 1102.2181.

G. Cabass, L. Pagano, L. Salvati, M. Gerbino,
E. Giusarma, and A. Melchiorri, Phys. Rev. D 93,
063508 (2016), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevD.93.063508.

N. Bartolo, C. Caprini, V. Domcke, D. G. Figueroa,
J. Garcia-Bellido, M. C. Guzzetti, M. Liguori, S. Matar-
rese, M. Peloso, A. Petiteau, et al., Journal of Cosmol-
ogy and Astroparticle Physics 2016, 026 (2016), URL
http://stacks.iop.org/1475-7516/2016/1=12/a=026


https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525898
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525898
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2005.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2005.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/02/056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/02/056
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.063508
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.063508
http://stacks.iop.org/1475-7516/2016/i=12/a=026

	I Introduction
	II Relativistic degrees of freedom
	A Energy densities
	B The integral
	C Helium abundance

	III Data
	A Deuterium abundance
	B CMB data from Planck and BICEP2/KECK

	IV Results of Constraints
	A Planck CMB only
	B BICEP2 & KECK Array data 2015 and 2018
	C Deuterium abundance data

	V Conclusions and Future Prospects
	 Acknowledgements
	 References

