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ABSTRACT

All 21-cm signal experiments rely on electronic receivers that affect the data via both multiplicative

and additive biases through the receiver’s gain and noise temperature. While experiments attempt

to remove these biases, the residuals of their imperfect calibration techniques can still confuse signal

extraction algorithms. In this paper, the fourth and final installment of our pipeline series, we present

a technique for fitting out receiver effects as efficiently as possible. The fact that the gain and global

signal, which are multiplied in the observation equation, must both be modeled implies that the

model of the data is nonlinear in its parameters, making numerical sampling the only way to explore

the parameter distribution rigorously. However, multi-spectra fits, which are necessary to extract the

signal confidently as demonstrated in the third paper of the series, often require large numbers of

foreground parameters, increasing the dimension of the posterior distribution that must be explored

and therefore causing numerical sampling inefficiencies. Building upon techniques in the second paper

of the series, we outline a method to explore the full parameter distribution by numerically sampling

a small subset of the parameters and analytically marginalizing over the others. We test this method

in simulation using a type-I Chebyshev band-pass filter gain model and a fast signal model based on a

spline between local extrema. The method works efficiently, converging quickly to the posterior signal

parameter distribution. The final signal uncertainties are of the same order as the noise in the data.

Keywords: cosmology: dark ages, reionization, first stars

1. INTRODUCTION

The 21-cm line of neutral hydrogen has been used to

see clouds of gas in the local universe for decades (Ewen

& Purcell 1951), but in recent years, it has been the-

orized that highly redshifted emission and absorption

from this line could track the history of the hydrogen

gas in the early universe (see, e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2006;

Morales & Wyithe 2010; Pritchard & Loeb 2012; Loeb &

Furlanetto 2013). The postulated observable that allows

this is known as the 21-cm signal and is essentially a per-

turbation on top of the cosmic microwave background

Corresponding author: Keith Tauscher

Keith.Tauscher@colorado.edu

(CMB), which is positive (negative) when the line is in

emission (absorption) with respect to the CMB.

The 21-cm signal can be observed in two different

ways, an angular power spectrum that characterizes spa-

tial variations as a function of redshift (as measured

by, e.g. HERA; DeBoer et al. 2017) and a sky-averaged

spectrum known as the global signal that statistically

describes the spatial mean behavior of the universe over

time, which is the subject of this paper. Multiple single-

antenna experiments that are currently observing or are

under active development are attempting to measure

the global signal, such as the Large-aperture Experi-

ment to detect the Dark Age (LEDA; Price et al. 2018),

Experiment to Detect the Global Epoch of Reioniza-

tion (EoR) Signature (EDGES; Bowman et al. 2018;
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Monsalve et al. 2019; Mahesh et al. 2021), Shaped An-

tenna measurement of the background RAdio Spectrum

(SARAS; Singh et al. 2018), Radio Experiment for the

Analysis of Cosmic Hydrogen (REACH; de Lera Acedo

2019; Anstey et al. 2020; Shen et al. 2021), the Probing

Radio Intensity at high-z from Marion (PRIzM; Philip

et al. 2019), the Cosmic Twilight Polarimeter (CTP;

Nhan et al. 2017, 2019), and the space-based mission

concept Dark Ages Polarimeter PathfindER (DAPPER;

Burns et al. 2017; Burns 2021; Burns et al. 2021).

As has been pointed out by many, the main prob-

lem that must be solved for the global 21-cm signal,

which is on the order of a few hundred millikelvin, to

be confidently quantified is its extraction from the large

foreground emission, which is on the order of a few thou-

sand kelvin (Liu et al. 2013; Switzer & Liu 2014; Vedan-

tham et al. 2014; Anstey et al. 2020).1 This paper is

the fourth and final installment in a series laying out

a pipeline designed to solve this problem. In Tauscher

et al. (2018) (hereafter referred to as Paper I), we put

forth a method of using training sets of foreground and

signal spectra and singular value decomposition to form

models of the components instead of assuming analyt-

ical, a priori models like polynomials, which are un-

likely to fit the true foreground in the presence of a

typically chromatic beam used for global 21-cm experi-

ments, as shown in Hibbard et al. (2020) and Tauscher

et al. (2020a). The methods of Paper I result in con-

straints on the signal in frequency-temperature space.

In Rapetti et al. (2020) (hereafter referred to as Pa-

per II), we extended the method to an efficient explo-

ration of the full posterior parameter distribution using

any chosen nonlinear signal model, resulting in param-

eter constraints and covariances. Paper II also presents

an analytical marginalization technique that greatly re-

duces the number of parameters that must be explored

in order to rigorously sample the posterior signal param-

eter distribution. In Tauscher et al. (2020b) (hereafter

referred to as Paper III), we showed that, in order to

achieve uncertainties allowing for confident detection of

the global 21-cm signal, one must perform a fit that cor-

relates and models many spectra simultaneously. This

stands in contrast with the analysis methods of many

current experiments, including EDGES (Bowman et al.

2018), which only fit individual time-averaged spectra.

In this paper, we will combine the methods of papers

I-III as summarized above into a complete form that in-

cludes receiver uncertainties, which have been neglected

1For a more comprehensive review of techniques proposed to
solve the foreground problem in the global signal context, see
Tauscher et al. (2018).

until now. We will lay out a pipeline that first obtains

signal estimates in frequency-temperature space using a

modeling technique similar to the one in Paper I and

then uses those estimates to follow up with a fit using

any chosen nonlinear signal model that employs an ana-

lytical marginalization technique very similar to the one

described in Paper II. Throughout this paper, we will

be fitting ten concatenated spectra that are simulated

at different local sidereal times (LST) because, as found

in Paper III, it is necessary to achieve uncertainties be-

low the K level.

In Section 2, we describe the general technique we use

to explore posterior distributions with large numbers of

parameters as efficiently as possible, which we term ana-

lytical marginalization of linear parameters (AMLP). In

Section 3, we lay out how we use the technique described

in Section 2 to fit 21-cm global signal data. In Section 4,

we specify the models used for the beam-weighted fore-

ground, global 21-cm signal, and receiver gain and noise

temperature. In Section 5, we show the results of our

method in simulation. In Section 6, we discuss caveats

and simplifications used in this proof-of-concept work

and how we plan to handle them when fitting observed

data. Finally, we conclude in Section 7.

2. ANALYTICAL MARGINALIZATION OF

LINEAR PARAMETERS (AMLP)

In this section, we describe our method of explor-

ing certain classes of distributions with large numbers

of parameters as efficiently as possible. In particular,

AMLP allows any distribution with one or more Gaus-

sian conditional distributions to be explored much more

efficiently.

2.1. Form of joint posterior

In the following, we assume a Gaussian likelihood

function,

L(θ) = Pr[y|θ], (1a)

∝ exp

{
−1

2
[y −m(θ)]

T
C−1 [y −m(θ)]

}
, (1b)

where y is the data being fit, m(θ) is the model of

the data evaluated at parameters θ, and C is the noise

covariance of the data. Using Bayes’ theorem we can

find the posterior distribution on the parameters,

p(θ) = Pr[θ|y] (2a)

= π(θ) L(θ), (2b)

where π(θ) is the prior distribution that quantifies our

a priori knowledge of the parameters.
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2.2. Conditions of AMLP

AMLP relies on splitting θ into two groups, θNL (non-

linear parameters) and θL (linear parameters),2 such

that the conditional distribution of θL at constant θNL,

Pr[θL|y,θNL], is Gaussian. With a Gaussian likelihood

as given in Equation 1b, the following is a common set

of sufficient conditions for this to be true:

1. The model conditioned on θNL is linear in θL, i.e.
∂m
∂θL

= A(θNL) where the gradient matrix A is

independent of θL but in general depends on θNL.

2. The priors on the two sets of parameters are inde-

pendent, i.e. π(θ) = πL(θL) πNL(θNL).

3. πL(θL) is Gaussian.3

2.3. Efficient calculation of marginal posterior

Under the conditions described in Section 2.2, it is

possible to characterize the distribution only through

numerical sampling of θNL instead of θ as a whole.

This can greatly reduce the number of dimensions be-

ing explored by the sampling algorithm, which often

drastically reduces the time necessary to effectively con-

verge to the posterior distribution. To do this, we must

find the posterior marginal distribution of θNL, which is

given by

pNL(θNL) =

∫
p(θNL,θL) dθL, (3a)

= πNL(θNL) Leff(θNL). (3b)

Here, we have implicitly defined the effective likelihood

function Leff(θNL) as

Leff(θNL) =

∫
πL(θL) L(θNL,θL) dθL. (4)

This integral can be computed directly by noting that,

under the conditions mentioned above, the integrand is

proportional to a multivariate Gaussian distribution4

in θL with mean µL(θNL) = E[θL|θNL] and covari-

ance ΣL(θNL) = Cov[θL|θNL]. The conditional mean

µL(θNL) and covariance ΣL(θNL) can be computed

2The use of NL short for nonlinear and L short for linear will
be consistent throughout. In the following, we will sometimes
write θ dependence as dependence on θL and θNL, e.g. L(θ) =
L(θL,θNL).

3The distribution πL(θL) could also be an improper uniform
prior, i.e. πL(θL) = 1, which would imply that any value of θL is
equally likely.

4In particular, the integrand is proportional to the conditional
distribution Pr[θL|y,θNL], which should be read as the probabil-
ity density of the linear parameters, θL, conditioned on the data,
y, and the nonlinear parameters, θNL.

quickly because the model is linear when conditioned

on θNL. We find

Leff(θNL) = ‖2πΣL(θNL)‖1/2

× πL

(
µL(θNL)

)
L
(
θNL,µL(θNL)

)
, (5)

where ‖·‖ indicates the determinant. Plugging this into

Equation 3b, we can write

pNL(θNL) = ‖2πΣL(θNL)‖1/2 πNL(θNL)

× πL

(
µL(θNL)

)
L
(
θNL,µL(θNL)

)
. (6)

2.4. Recreating sample from joint posterior

The distribution pNL from Equation 6 can be sampled

numerically with a method such as Markov Chain Monte

Carlo (MCMC) or nested sampling to yield a sequence

of values {θ(1)
NL,θ

(2)
NL, . . . ,θ

(N)
NL }.5 From this sequence, we

can create a sample of θL by sampling the Gaussian

conditional distributions. For each integer k satisfying

1 ≤ k ≤ N , we sample6

θ
(k)
L ∼ N

(
µL

(
θ

(k)
NL

)
,ΣL

(
θ

(k)
NL

))
. (7)

Then, if we define θ(k) as

[
θ

(k)
NL

θ
(k)
L

]
,
{
θ(1),θ(2), . . . ,θ(N)

}
is a sample from p(θ).7

2.5. Choosing how to split parameters

One remaining question about the AMLP technique

is how to choose which parameters to include in θNL

and which to include in θL. For example, if the data

vector consists of the product of two components, A

and B, which each have linear models with parameter

vectors ε and ρ, respectively, then there are multiple

ways of applying AMLP. For instance,

[
θNL

θL

]
can be set

to either

[
ε

ρ

]
or

[
ρ

ε

]
. To decide which of these choices

is the best, we examine the dimensions of ε and ρ. The

longer of the two vectors should be marginalized over

(i.e. set to θL), whereas the other should be explored

numerically (i.e. set to θNL).

5For this work, we use the emcee code described in Foreman-
Mackey et al. (2013), although we also introduced a custom
Metropolis Hastings MCMC sampler in Rapetti et al. (2020) that
can be found in the pylinex code (Tauscher 2021).

6In this paper, N (v,Z) and CN (v,Z) denote normal and
complex normal distributions with mean v and covariance Z.

7Note that if we only want a sample of θL, then instead of
sampling the distribution in Equation 7 only once per k-value,
we can sample it M times, leading to a total sample of N ×M
realizations of θL.
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×

gain +

signal foreground offset

Figure 1. Visualization of the model tree corresponding to
Equation 9. The ellipses (nodes with no children) represent
the four components of the model, while the orange squares
(branching nodes) represent their connections through ei-
ther addition or multiplication. Blue ellipses indicate com-
ponents (foreground and receiver offset) whose parameters
will be marginalized at each step of an MCMC, i.e. models
whose parameters will be part of θL as described in Section 2.
The green ellipse indicates that the gain parameters are in-
cluded in θNL and are explored via MCMC. The ellipse in
magenta indicates a component (signal) whose parameters
are marginalized over if they are linear, but explored via
MCMC if they are nonlinear.

2.6. Implementation in the pylinex code

Through the MultiConditionalFitModel class in the

pylinex code (Tauscher 2021), we can perform AMLP

with any model that can be written using a combination

of products and sums of constituent submodels (such as

the one described in Section 3.1 and shown in Figure 1)

and any split of parameters into θNL and θL that sat-

isfies the condition that the model at constant θNL is

linear in θL.

3. FITTING DATA WITH FOREGROUND,

SIGNAL, AND RECEIVER

In this section, we lay out the general framework we
use to apply AMLP to 21-cm observations with receiver

effects. Here, it is important to note that when we refer

to linear and nonlinear, we are referring to parameters

and not the receiver, which is assumed to be operated

in a linear regime.

3.1. Modeling observations

The full observation equation of the temperature data

Tν,t as a function of frequency ν and time t is given by

Tν,t = Gν × (fν,t + sν + oν) + nν,t, (8)

where Gν is the receiver’s multiplicative bias (gain),8 oν
is the receiver’s additive bias (offset or noise tempera-

ture), sν is the global 21-cm signal, fν,t is the frequency-

8Gν is the power gain, which is equal to |gν |2, where gν is the
complex voltage gain. See Appendix A.

and time-dependent beam-weighted foreground emis-

sion, and nν,t is a random realization of a Gaussian noise

vector. In order to fit the data, we form the model

MTν,t(ζG, ζf , ζs, ζo) =

MGν (ζG)×
[
Mfν,t(ζf ) +Msν (ζs) +Moν (ζo)

]
, (9)

where MX(ζX) is the model of the component X and

ζX is the vector of parameters of that model. Figure 1

shows a tree representation of this model. As described

in Section 2.6, AMLP can be applied to any model that

can be represented by this kind of sum-product tree us-

ing the pylinex code.

3.2. Fitting strategy

The main goal of this fit is a set of constraints on

the parameters of a nonlinear signal model. While one

may attempt to fit the desired nonlinear signal model di-

rectly, the posterior distribution is often difficult to nu-

merically explore if the sampling algorithm is not started

in a narrow region around the maximum. Therefore, as

is laid out in the following sections, we fit the data with

a linear signal model first to home in on a specific set

of spectral shapes and follow up with a nonlinear signal

model fit initialized near this region.

3.2.1. Form models

Before we fit the data, we must form models for each

of the four components.

• Generate a model to fit the receiver gainMGν (ζG),

which can be either linear or nonlinear.

• Create linear model of the receiver noise temper-

ature,Moν (ζo), either from a priori knowledge or
from a training set of simulated noise temperature

curves.9

• Create linear model of beam-weighted foreground

spectra, Mfν,t(ζf ), from a training set simulated

using reasonably varied beams and foreground

maps.

• Choose a nonlinear signal model, MNL
sν (ζNL

s ).

• Create linear model, ML
sν (ζL

s ), of the signal using

a training set generated from the chosen nonlinear

signal model.

9In this paper, we assume the model of the noise temperature
is linear, although modifications to this method for the case of a
nonlinear noise temperature model are discussed in Section 6.3.



Global 21-cm signal extraction IV: including receiver uncertainties 5

3.2.2. Fit using the linear signal model

Perform AMLP using the model of Equation 9 with

the linear signal model, i.e. Msν (ζs) =ML
sν (ζL

s ). Split

the parameters through θNL = ζG and θL =

ζ
L
s

ζf
ζo

.

In this fit, only the parameters of the gain model must

be explored numerically, so it should be completed very

quickly and will produce a fast estimate of the signal

in frequency-temperature space. The walkers of the

MCMC should be initialized through a sample of the

prior distribution on ζG.

3.2.3. Prepare to fit using the nonlinear signal model

The final fit will need to numerically explore both ζG
and ζNL

s . An estimate of the distribution of ζG should

be available from the fit done in the previous step; but,

we must find an estimate of the distribution of ζNL
s .10

To do so, we perform a least square fit to the linear sig-

nal model parameter mean vector from the first AMLP

fit described in Section 3.2.2 in mode coefficient space,

i.e. we define the first guess nonlinear parameter vector

ζNL
s,guess through

ζNL
s,guess = argmin

ζNL
s

∣∣∣Λ−1/2
L

[
ML,−1

s (MNL
s (ζNL

s ))− ζL

s

]∣∣∣2 ,
where ζ

L

s = E[ζL
s ], ΛL = Cov[ζL

s ], and ML,−1
s is the

pseudo-inverse of ML
s .11 We also derive a covariance of

the guess distribution from the Fisher information, i.e.

ΛNL,guess = (ZTΛ−1
L Z)−1,

where Z =
[

∂
∂ζNL
s

ML,−1
s (MNL

s (ζNL
s ))

]
ζNL
s =ζNL

s,guess

. To

initialize walkers for the MCMC of the final nonlinear

signal model fit, we draw a sample of gain parameters

from the chains of the MCMC fit from Section 3.2.2

and we draw the nonlinear signal parameters from the

distribution defined by the mean and covariance given

in this section, i.e.

ζNL
s ∼ N (ζNL

s,guess,ΛNL,guess).

10Item 3.2.1 from Section 3.2.1 and the steps laid out in Sec-
tions 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 can be skipped if the nonlinear signal model
is very fast (e.g. if many signals can be evaluated in one second).
These steps are meant to provide a starting point for the final fit
so that the nonlinear signal model parameter distribution can be
achieved in the fewest possible steps.

11Here, Ms is a vectorized form of Msν . By pseudo-inverse,
we mean the function that takes in a spectrum s and outputs
the parameters ζLs that minimize the difference between s and
ML

s (ζLs ), as measured by the noise covariance, C. If ML
s (ζLs ) =

a+ FζLs , then ML,−1
s (s) = (F TC−1F )−1F TC−1(s− a).

Table 1. Gain model parameters

Parameter Unit Input Prior

10 log10

[
1 +

(
εHP

)2]
dB 0.25 Unif(0, 1)

10 log10

[
1 +

(
εLP
)2]

dB 0.25 Unif(0, 1)

νHP
0 MHz 41.1 Unif(35, 50)

νLP
0 MHz 116.8 Unif(110, 125)

Notes. The transformations of the ε parameters in the
first two rows are the levels of the in-band ripples in dB.

3.2.4. Fit using the nonlinear signal model

Finally, we perform AMLP using Equation 9 with the

nonlinear signal model, i.e. Msν (ζs) = MNL
sν (ζNL

s ),

and splitting the parameters into θNL =

[
ζG
ζNL
s

]
and

θL =

[
ζf
ζo

]
. Because more parameters are explored nu-

merically, this fit will naturally take longer than the fit

with the linear signal model; but, it will ultimately out-

put the desired constraints on the signal parameters.

3.3. Noise level

The only aspect of the fitting strategy left to define

is how to determine the noise covariance C. As is de-

scribed in Appendix A, the noise in each frequency bin is

independent and nearly equal to the data divided by the

dynamic range factor
√

∆ν ∆t, where ∆ν is the channel

width in Hz and ∆t is the integration time per spectrum

in s, i.e.

Cjk =
(yj)

2

∆ν ∆t
×

1 j = k

0 j 6= k
. (10)

For the fits in this paper, in addition to being used to

define C, this covariance is used to simulate the random

noise nν,t from Equation 8. We use ∆ν = 1 MHz and

∆t = 800 hr.

4. MODELS

While Section 3 laid out the general strategy for fitting

observations while including receiver models, in this sec-

tion, we put forth the specific models used in this work,

following the tasks from Section 3.2.1.

4.1. Gain model

In this paper, we use a gain model that is the product

of a low-pass (LP) filter and a high-pass (HP) filter, i.e.

MGν

(
νHP

0 , εHP, νLP
0 , εLP

)
=

MGHP
ν

(
νHP

0 , εHP
)
×MGLP

ν

(
νLP

0 , εLP
)
. (11)
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The individual filters are taken to have Chebyshev type

I transfer functions, meaning that their gains are given

by

MGHP
ν

(
νHP

0 , εHP
)

=
1

1 +
[
εHP Tn

(
νHP
0

ν

)]2 , (12a)

MGLP
ν

(
νLP

0 , εLP
)

=
1

1 +
[
εLP Tn

(
ν
νLP
0

)]2 , (12b)

where Tn is the nth order Chebyshev polynomial.12 The

input gain curve in the simulations (see the red curve in

Figure 6) is generated using the parameter values shown

in Table 1. The ε parameters determine the level of

ripple inside the band. We choose values that generate

a 0.25 dB ripple in the pass-band from both the high-

pass and low-pass filters, leading to a total ripple of

roughly 0.5 dB. The reference frequencies νHP
0 and νLP

0

were chosen so that the gain is close to 1
2 (−3 dB) at

the edges of the observed band (40-120 MHz).

4.2. Nonlinear signal model

Here, we use the so-called turning point model of the

signal (used also in Paper II), which is an interpolation

between turning points (i.e. local extrema) of the 21-cm

signal. These turning points are labeled A-E and are il-

lustrated and described in Figure 2. The free parameters

of the model are the frequencies and brightness tempera-

tures of the turning points B-D, whereas (νA, TA) is fixed

to the ΛCDM value of (18 MHz,−40 mK) and (νE , TE)

is fixed to (180 MHz, 0 mK).13 The model is a cubic

spline between the turning points. In order to force

the turning points to be extrema (i.e. have derivative

zero), each turning point uses two spline knots placed

at the same temperature and 20 kHz apart symmetri-

cally around the turning point frequency. In addition

to turning points A-E, there are two knots placed at 0

K and 10± 10 kHz to force the signal to approach zero

smoothly at very large redshifts. The model always eval-

uates to 0 K at frequencies above that of turning point

E. The red rectangles in Figure 2 and the last column of

Table 2 indicate the priors we place on the six varying

parameters.

4.3. Linear models

As in Paper I, we form models through decomposi-

tion of training sets. For doing so in this paper, though,

12Chebyshev polynomials are defined by Tn(cos θ) = cosnθ.
We use n = 9.

13We justify fixing νE by noting that it will not be constrained
by observations between 40-120 MHz.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
 [MHz]

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

0

T b
 [m

K]

A B

C

D E

Turning point global 21-cm signal model

710121520304060150
z

Figure 2. Illustration of the turning point signal model.
The signal is a cubic spline using knots at the labeled turn-
ing points to enforce that they are local extrema. The red
rectangles around turning points B-D indicate the prior dis-
tribution of their frequencies and temperatures (see Table 2).
Turning points A and E are fixed because they will not
be constrained by points within the observed band (40-120
MHz) marked by the vertical dashed lines.

Table 2. Turning point signal model parameters

Parameter Units Input Prior

νA MHz 18 Fixed

TA mK -40 Fixed

νB MHz 45 Unif(30, 80)

TB mK -3 Unif(-5, 0)

νC MHz 80 Unif(60, 120)

TC mK -250 Unif(-350, -100)

νD MHz 115 Unif(100, 150)

TD mK 15 Unif(0, 25)

νE MHz 180 Fixed

Notes. The frequencies of adjacent turning points are also
constrained to differ by at least 10 MHz.

we apply a slightly modified procedure that employs a

principal component analysis-like formalism described

in Appendix B. Here, we summarize how we form the

training sets in the case of each component. In the fol-

lowing, we denote an individual training set curve of

component X as bX .

• Noise temperature training set : Moν is formed

from a training set where each curve is a line pa-

rameterized by its low- and high-frequency end-

points, oL and oH , i.e.

boν = oL

[
(120 MHz)− ν

80 MHz

]
+oH

[
ν − (40 MHz)

80 MHz

]
.

(13)
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40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120
 [MHz]

40

60

80

100

120

FW
HM

 [
]

Full widths at half max of training set beams

Figure 3. Ten percent of the training set of 500 beam full
widths at half maximum (FWHM). The curves are quadratic
Legendre polynomials with coefficient distributions given in
Table 3.

Table 3. Parameters of Legendre coefficient distributions

k µk σk

[◦] [◦]

0 70 10

1 -20 5

2 0 5

Note: See Equations 14, 15, and 16.

To generate many curves, we assume that oL
1 K ∼

Unif(115, 120) and oH
1 K ∼ Unif(110, 115).

• Beam-weighted foreground training set : A gen-

eral beam-weighted foreground training set should

be created from two sources: variations in the

antenna beam and in foreground emission. In

this paper, as in the rest in the series, however,

we use many beams and one foreground map,14

with the latter given by Remazeilles et al. (2015)

(which used the data of Haslam et al. 1982) scaled

with a spectral index of -2.5. The beams are

angular Gaussians, i.e. they satisfy B(ν, θ, φ) ∝
exp

{
− θ2

2[α(ν)]2

}
, where θ and φ are the polar

and azimuthal spherical coordinate angles, respec-

tively. The scale α is a function of frequency, ν,

so that beam chromaticity can be included in the

analysis robustly. The full width at half maximum

(FWHM), given by FWHM(ν) =
√

8 ln 2 α(ν), is

varied between training set curves and is generated

14See Hibbard et al. (2020) for an initial attempt at varying
the foreground in this formalism.

by quadratic polynomials in frequency. To control

magnitude variations in each order simply, we use

second-order Legendre polynomials:

FWHM(ν) =

2∑
k=0

akLk

(
ν − ν0

δν

)
, (14)

where ν0 = (νmax + νmin)/2 is the average fre-

quency, δν = (νmax − νmin)/2 is half the width of

the frequency band, and

L0(x) = 1, L1(x) = x, L2(x) =
3x2 − 1

2
. (15)

In our case, νmin = 40 MHz and νmax = 120 MHz,

so ν0 = 80 MHz and δν = 40 MHz. To seed the

beam variations in our training set, we draw a0,

a1, and a2 from independent normal distributions,

ak ∼ N (µk, σ
2
k), (16)

with the means and standard deviations µk and σk
given in Table 3. An extra constraint is applied to

exclude FWHM(ν) curves which dip below 15◦ in

the 40−120 MHz band. The resulting training set

of FWHM curves is shown in Figure 3.

We simulate the beam-weighted foreground tem-

perature for ten different bins in local sidereal time

(LST) by smearing the map through LST before

computing the spectra.15 The spectra from the ten

LST bins are then concatenated into the final data

vector.

• Signal training set : ML
sν is formed from a train-

ing set where each curve is created by applying

the turning point nonlinear signal model MNL
sν to

a sample from the prior distribution of its param-

eters (see Section 4.2, Figure 2, and Table 2).

5. RESULTS

This section lays out the results of applying the gen-

eral AMLP method described in Section 2 to the pro-

cedure put forth in Section 3 for fitting sky-averaged

radio data measured with a non-ideal receiver using the

models laid out in Section 4. The initial fit using the

linear signal model (following Section 3.2.2) is shown in

Section 5.1 and the final fit using the nonlinear signal

model (following Section 3.2.4) is shown in Section 5.2.

15By smearing, we refer to averaging many rotations of the
foreground map corresponding to LSTs between the edges of each
LST bin.
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Figure 4. Top: Signal realizations from the first MCMC
fit with the linear signal model, i.e. ML

sν (ζL
s ), where ζL

s is
sampled from the posterior distribution, are shown in black.
The red line shows the input signal, which is clearly inside the
uncertainty interval. Bottom: Same as top with the mean of
the black lines subtracted from each curve. The main source
of variance in the signal estimate comes from modes similar
to lines, which are nearly degenerate with the linear modes
describing the noise temperature.

5.1. Fit with linear signal model

The signal uncertainties implied by the first MCMC fit

with the linear signal model are shown in Figure 4. The

main mode of uncertainty is line-like, with a width of

approximately 50 mK. This width comes from the sim-

ilarity, or overlap, between the linear signal model and

the models of the other components. For simplicity, here

we will discuss the effect of a similarity between the sig-

nal and noise temperature models, but it is important to

note that similarities between the signal model and the

gain or beam-weighted foreground models would pro-

duce the same effect. The uncertainties implied by the

posterior are designed to answer a fundamental ques-

tion: what size shift in signal parameters δζL
s can lead

to a spectral change that is compatible with the Gaus-

sian noise distribution of the data when accounting for

offsetting changes δζo in parameters of the noise temper-

ature model? If all combinations of δζL
s and δζo produce

orthogonal effects on the data, then the allowed size of

G NL
s f o

G
NL
s

f

o

Scaled parameter covariance

104

103

102

101

100

100

101

102

103

104

Figure 5. The full parameter covariance matrix arising from
the final posterior distribution in the fit with the nonlinear
signal model. Each row and column is normalized so that
diagonal elements of one correspond to a difference of one
noise level in a sum of squares sense. The blocks of the ma-
trix corresponding to the parameters of different components
(i.e. gain, signal, foreground, and noise temperature) are
separated by black lines. The noise temperature is the com-
ponent that covaries most with the signal because it appears
similarly in the observation equation (Equation 8).

δζL
s is determined by the noise alone, and the resulting

signal uncertainties should essentially match the noise

level of the data. On the other hand, if the effects of

some δζL
s can be offset very closely by a corresponding

change δζNL
o , then the uncertainties will be larger to ac-

count for this overlap. Moreover, if both the signal and

noise temperature models are linear (as they are in this

first MCMC fit) and they have overlapping gradients,

then the uncertainties can grow greatly or even diverge

because if, for example, δζL
s can be exactly offset by δζo,

then 2δζL
s can be exactly offset by 2δζo. The uncertain-

ties shown in the bottom panel of Figure 4 are caused

by the fact that there is a direction in the ζL
s parameter

space that causes a line-like spectral feature. Since the

noise temperature model used in this paper is a linear

function of frequency, it can closely offset a line-like sig-

nal change, leading to large signal errors with a line-like

shape.

The signals from this first MCMC fit are used to ini-

tialize the MCMC fit with the nonlinear signal model as

described in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4.

5.2. Fit with nonlinear signal model

Figure 5 shows the posterior parameter covariance of

the MCMC fit with the nonlinear signal model. Each

row and column is scaled in such a way that a value of

unity in the diagonal elements corresponds to a variation
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C) Receiver gain posterior sample
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D) Receiver noise temperature posterior sample
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Figure 6. Each plot shows 100 curves (black lines) from the final MCMC-explored posterior distribution with the nonlinear
signal model alongside the input (red line) for the given component. The lower of each pair of plots shows the uncertainties on
that component by subtracting the mean of the black curves from the plot above it. The two plots in the top left corner (A)
show the signal uncertainties, which are much improved from their counterparts in Figure 4. The beam-weighted foreground
sample is shown in the top right pair of plots (B), where the 10 spectra included in the data vector are concatenated. The
receiver gain and noise temperature samples are shown in the bottom left (C) and bottom right (D) plots, respectively.
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Figure 7. Triangle plot showing marginal distributions on the turning point signal parameters. The univariate marginal distri-
butions of each parameter are shown on the diagonal, while the 95% confidence intervals of the bivariate marginal distributions
are shown in the off-diagonal plots. The dashed lines show the input parameters, which are inside the confidence intervals in
each plot. While the temperatures of turning points B and D are not constrained (in a univariate sense) at the 95% level beyond
the narrow priors, the other parameters are tightly constrained.

of one noise level. The signal covaries most with the

noise temperature because the two components appear

similarly in the data, i.e. the same in each spectrum,

and must be separated based on their spectral shape

alone.

The final MCMC fit yields our best mean and uncer-

tainty estimates of the signal, foreground, receiver gain,

and receiver noise temperature, which are shown in Fig-

ure 6. The signal sample shown in Figure 6A is greatly

improved over the signal sample found using the linear

signal model (Figure 4) for multiple reasons:

1. The turning point signal model has fewer freely

varying parameters (6) than the linear signal

model (33).
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2. Due to it being nonlinear, the gradient of the turn-

ing point signal model is not constant, meaning

that a given variation δζNL
s in the parameter vec-

tor affects the signal differently based on the point

ζNL
s around which the parameters are varying. Us-

ing the terminology of Section 5.1, this means that

even if a signal parameter change δζNL
s can be

exactly offset by a noise temperature parameter

change of δζo, it is generally not true that a sig-

nal parameter change of 2δζNL
s can be offset by a

noise temperature parameter change of 2δζo.

Figure 6B shows the foreground sample from the final

MCMC fit, with all of the spectra concatenated. The un-

certainties encompass the input foreground, shown with

the red line, and have widths of 20-60 mK at low fre-

quencies and a few mK at high frequencies. The beam-

weighted foreground must be fit to this level to extract

the signal without bias.16

Figure 6C and 6D show the posterior samples of the

receiver gain and noise temperature, respectively. The

gain is fit down to the sub-parts per million (ppm) level

due to the fact that the dynamic range of the measure-

ment is
√
Ckk
yk

= 1√
∆ν ∆t

≈ 0.6 ppm (see Equation 10

and Appendix A) and the noise temperature is fit down

to the 10 mK level, which is necessary to fit the signal

down to the same level.

A triangle plot showing the univariate and bivariate

marginal distributions of the turning point signal pa-

rameters is shown in Figure 7. The temperatures of

turning points B and D are not constrained tighter than

their narrow priors (see Table 2 and Figure 2), although

TD has interesting nontrivial correlations with the fre-

quency and temperature of turning point C. The other

four parameters are well constrained. The input values

of the parameters are within the posterior uncertainties.

6. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss complexities beyond those

accounted for in the fits in Section 5 for the sake of

simplicity and how the method can be modified to deal

with them in future work.

6.1. Receiver time-dependence

In this paper, we have assumed that the noise temper-

ature and gain are functions of frequency; but, in reality,

16In this section, we use “bias” to refer to a disparity between
a) the difference between the input curve and fitted curve of a par-
ticular component and b) the posterior uncertainty band of that
component. This means that fits where the mean of the posterior
sample is different than the input curve, which is almost always
the case, can be unbiased as long as the uncertainties accurately
characterize the difference.

both the gain and noise temperature of the receiver will

also vary with time.

The main source of variation in the receiver is the

ambient temperature of the components in the analog

radio-frequency signal chain.17 To a large extent, the ef-

fects of ambient temperature on the gain and noise tem-

perature can be characterized well in the laboratory. For

example, both may rise uniformly in frequency with in-

creasing temperature. In this case, the time dependence

of both the gain and noise temperature can be encapsu-

lated in a simple temperature parameter for each LST

bin, which would be explored via MCMC when applying

the techniques demonstrated in this work.18

A common method of calibrating variations due to

temperature drift is to model the receiver’s frequency

response within a certain operating temperature range.

A full receiver circuit model can be carefully constructed

and constrained by laboratory measurements to deter-

mine the instrument state when operating at different

temperatures.19 In addition, the instrument can have

internal sources, such as broad-band noise sources, that

aid in calibration. However, even after calibration, un-

certainty in the model must be accounted for in order

to produce rigorous constraints. Therefore, in this case,

we must form a model for Gν,t/Gν,t where Gν,t is the

gain curve assumed for calibration. Similarly a model

for Oν,t − Oν,t must be formed to allow for noise tem-

perature variations in a fit to calibrated data.

While the receiver gain was considered to be a de-

terministic quantity in the fits presented in this paper,

there are also stochastic perturbations that generally in-

troduce 1/f noise which in turn creates a noise floor,

below which the data cannot be averaged down regard-

less of integration time. In order to reach the ppm-level

dynamic range necessary to extract the global signal,

the instrument must be dynamically stabilized through

state-dependent corrections so that the noise floor is not

reached until after 1000 hours of integration.

17Both gain and noise temperature are functions of the input
antenna impedance, which can vary with ambient temperature
due to thermal expansion of the antenna components. However,
for most cases, this change is relatively negligible comparing to the
actual thermal-coupled variations of the electronic components.

18As the ambient temperature can be measured alongside the
temperatures in the field and saved as metadata, these temper-
atures would have tight priors and should therefore be sampled
efficiently by the MCMC algorithm.

19The gain and the noise temperature of a two-port network
can be quantified by two sets of network parameters, namely the
complex scattering S-parameters and noise parameters, which are
constrained by fitting circuit models to laboratory measurements,
similarly to the technique that was demonstrated in Nhan et al.
(2019).
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6.2. Pass-band ripples

While the gain and noise temperature models given

in Section 4 are good approximations to the gain and

noise temperature when the receiver is designed to fit

them, the in-band ripples will not exactly match any

analytical model such as that given by the type-I Cheby-

shev filter transfer function, due to circuit components

that vary from their nominal parameters within some

manufacturing tolerance and exhibit parasitic behavior

and impedance mismatches between the antenna and re-

ceiver. The gain model will need to be modified in order

to prevent a modeling error from biasing the fitted sig-

nal. One way of including these non-ideal ripples is by

forming both the gain and noise temperature models via

training sets as performed in Section 4.3 instead of as

an a priori known function like the Chebyshev filter gain

model. To create such training sets, the same receiver

circuit model mentioned in Section 6.1 can be evaluated

at a large number of physically reasonable variations in

the characteristics of individual electronic components.

CTP and DAPPER will adopt a similar scheme to create

their receiver gain and noise temperature models.20

6.3. Correlations between gain and noise temperature

In this paper, we have implicitly assumed that vari-

ations in the gain are independent from variations in

the noise temperature; but, this is not true in reality.

For instance, as the physical temperature of the receiver

increases, the noise temperature and gain should both

vary across the band. Taking advantage of these correla-

tions in the fit should improve it because it would force

the model to assign a smaller probability to variations

in the gain and noise temperature that do not corre-

spond to each other. To do this, we could enforce that

the gain and noise temperature models share some pa-

rameters. For instance, the gain model and noise tem-

perature model could be written Mgν (ζG+o, ζG) and

Moν (ζG+o, ζo), respectively, where ζG (ζo) represents

the parameters that are only relevant to gain (noise

temperature) variations and ζG+o represents parameters

(such as temperature) that cause correlated variations

in the gain and noise temperature. For both uses of

AMLP in this paper, we could then numerically explore

ζG, ζo, and ζG+o instead of marginalizing over any of

them since the majority of the benefit of AMLP comes

from marginalizing over beam-weighted foreground pa-

rameters.

6.4. Polarization measurements

In addition to laying out that using multiple corre-

lated spectra (as done in this paper) vastly improves

global signal fits, Paper III showed that posterior signal

uncertainties can be significantly improved by including

full-Stokes polarization measurements, which were not

included in this paper for simplicity. To fit them, the

observation equation (8) must be modified. For exam-

ple, in the case of a dual-dipole antenna, it becomes


I

Q

U

V


︸ ︷︷ ︸
T

=


1
2 (|gX |2 + |gY |2) 1

2 (|gX |2 − |gY |2) 0 0
1
2 (|gX |2 − |gY |2) 1

2 (|gX |2 + |gY |2) 0 0

0 0 Re(g∗XgY ) −Im(g∗XgY )

0 0 Im(g∗XgY ) Re(g∗XgY )


︸ ︷︷ ︸

G




fI

fQ

fU

fV


︸ ︷︷ ︸
f

+


s

0

0

0


︸︷︷︸
s

+


oX + oY

oX − oY
0

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

o


+


nI

nQ

nU

nV


︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

, (17)

where I, Q, U , and V are the measured Stokes parame-

ters to be fit, oZ and gZ are the noise temperature and

complex voltage gain of the Z dipole feed (where Z is

either X or Y ), fP and nP are the beam-weighted fore-

ground and Gaussian noise components in the Stokes

parameter P , and the ν and t dependence of all quan-

tities involved has been left off for clarity. As shown by

20The CTP and DAPPER receivers will be designed using a
type-II (inverse) Chebyshev filter gain model, which has flatter
spectral behavior in the pass-band.

the brackets beneath the individual terms, this is Equa-

tion 8 with T , f , s, o, and n generalized to be vectors

and G generalized to be a matrix. It is important to note

that even under this generalization, T is still linear in

f , s, and o at constant G; so, the methods of this paper

still apply.

CTP and DAPPER are planned to have a four-channel

correlation receiver that treats the +X, −X, +Y , and

−Y antennas as monopoles. This can be described by

another straightforward generalization of the observa-

tion equation with the Stokes parameters replaced by

the auto- and cross-correlations of the monopole volt-
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age signals, each with its own complex voltage gain and

noise. Under this formalism, the Stokes parameters can

be formed from cross-correlations alone, meaning that

the uncorrelated noise of the monopoles can be avoided.

Sources of noise that are correlated between different

channels of the receiver will still produce Stokes param-

eter profiles. But, the vast majority of the noise should

be uncorrelated between the channels; so, this four chan-

nel correlation receiver can avoid most additive biases.

7. CONCLUSIONS

This paper concludes the series on our data analysis

pipeline for global 21-cm signal experiments, which was

designed as a rigorous alternative to the most common

methods used by existing global signal experiments, such

as the use of polynomial models. We have introduced

several key ideas throughout the series:

• The beam-weighted foreground must be fit down

to the noise level by the chosen model. The best

way to achieve this is to build a model specific

to the given experimental situation (e.g. antenna

design, pointing direction, location, etc.). We do

so through matrix decompositions of training sets

such as singular value decomposition or principal

component analysis.

• Signal parameter constraints can be explored rig-

orously and efficiently by analytically marginaliz-

ing over as many parameters as possible while nu-

merically sampling only the essentially nonlinear

parameters, i.e. those that leave the model linear

if they are fixed.

• Uncertainties are vastly improved when includ-

ing more than one spectrum of data when fit-

ting. For example, modeling the correlations be-

tween foreground spectra at different times can de-

crease uncertainties from the ∼ 1 K level to the

∼ 10 mK level, required for detection of the ex-

pected signal, for total integration times in the

hundreds of hours. Including measurements of all

four Stokes parameters decreases the uncertainties

down nearer to the few mK noise level, allowing

for precision cosmology.

• While the receiver systematic effects introduce

nonlinearity to the model and new potential for

confusion when extracting the global signal, they

can be rigorously included in the pipeline using

the AMLP methodology described in this work.

When is well characterized via lab measurements

and simulated models, the receiver does not signif-

icantly impact the precision of signal extraction.

In addition to the points above focused on the global

signal, the analytical marginalization of linear parame-

ters (AMLP) technique introduced in this paper can be

used to explore any posterior distribution that has Gaus-

sian conditional distributions more efficiently. AMLP is

also included in pylinex,21 the general, publicly avail-

able Python code that implements the fitting procedures

laid out throughout the series (Tauscher 2021).

The pipeline is built into the design of the newest

version of the Cosmic Twilight Polarimeter (CTP) and

the proposed Dark Ages Polarimeter PathfindER (DAP-

PER), allowing for training sets to be developed through

lab measurements (receiver), theory (signal), external

observations (foreground), and simulations (antenna

beam and receiver) before observations begin.
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for NASA Academic Mission Services. B.N. is a Jan-

sky Fellow of the National Radio Astronomy Observa-
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21Download available at https://bitbucket.org/ktausch/
pylinex.
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APPENDIX

A. NOISE DISTRIBUTION

The voltage distribution of frequency samples from the antenna are independent zero-mean circularly symmetric

complex Gaussian random variates, Vν,t ∼ CN (0, fν,t + sν).22 After going through the receiver but before going

through the square-law detector, the voltages are gν(Vν + Voν ) ∼ CN
(
0, Gν(fν,t + sν + oν)

)
, where gν is the complex

receiver gain at frequency ν and Voν is the receiver noise voltage at frequency ν, which satisfies Voν ∼ CN (0, oν).

The power in that frequency bin, Pν,t = |gν(Vν,t + Voν )|2, is therefore Gamma-distributed, Pν,t ∼ Γ(1, Tν,t) where

Tν,t = Gν(fν,t + sν + oν).23 Assuming that gν is constant in time (see Section 6.1), if N spectra of Pν,t are combined

into an average P ν,t, then that average spectrum is also Gamma-distributed, P ν,t ∼ Γ
(
N, 1

N Tν,t
)
. This implies

that E[P ν,t] = Tν,t and
√

Var[P ν,t] = Tν,t/
√
N . As N grows large, the distribution of P ν,t approaches a Gaussian

distribution with this mean and standard deviation. For Nyquist sampling, a raw spectrum with resolution ∆ν takes

a time equal to 1/∆ν. Therefore, the number of spectra N is equal to ∆ν ∆t, where ∆t is the time spent averaging

per spectrum. Thus, for large integration times, ∆t,

P ν,t
∆t→∞∼ N

(
Tν,t,

T 2
ν,t

∆ν ∆t

)
. (A1)

Since the observed data points are realizations of P ν,t and we know that P ν,t is very close to Tν,t for sufficiently large

integration times, we can conclude that the 1σ noise level of the data is the data itself divided by
√

∆ν ∆t.

B. MAKING AFFINE MODELS FROM TRAINING SETS

For the purpose of this section, we assume there is a training set matrix B that has nc rows (channels) and nt
columns (training set examples). We wish to find a fixed vector α and a fixed matrix F that has nc rows and nb
columns (basis vectors) such that the model m(ζ) = α + Fζ best fits the training set, with respect to a noise level

given by the positive definite matrix C. For a given column b of B (i.e. a given training set curve), the value of ζ

that minimizes the chi-squared statistic χ2(ζ) = [b−m(ζ)]TC−1[b−m(ζ)] is given by

ζopt = (F TC−1F )−1F TC−1(b−α). (B2)

The chi-squared statistic evaluated at this parameter vector, χ2
min = χ2(ζopt), is

χ2
min = (b−α)TC−1Φ(b−α), (B3)

where Φ = I − F (F TC−1F )−1F TC−1 is the matrix that projects out the column space of F . Performing this for

every training set curve and summing them up yields the total chi-squared statistic,

χ2
total(α,F ) = Tr[(B −αjT )TC−1Φ(B −αjT )], (B4)

where Tr denotes the trace operation and j is a column vector of nt ones. Minimizing this subject to the normalization

condition F TC−1F = I leads to α = 1
nt
Bj24 and the columns of F being C1/2 times the first nb eigenvectors of25

S =
1

nt
C−1/2B

(
I − jj

T

nt

)
BTC−1/2. (B5)

To form a prior distribution on ζ, we find the mean and covariance of the ζopt values calculated as in Equation B2. Be-

cause of the choice of α and F made above, the mean is zero and the covariance is diagonal with elements given by

the eigenvalues of S.26 We assume a prior distribution that is Gaussian with this mean and covariance.

22This follows from the discrete Fourier transform matrix being unitary and the voltage time samples being independent zero-mean
Gaussian random variables. Note also that we are using a convention that implies that the voltages are given in units of

√
K.

23Note that this is the same as Equation 8 without the noise term, as this is the deterministic component of the data.
24This α is the average of the columns of B, i.e. the average of all training set curves.
25Here, we assume that the eigenvectors are ordered from highest to lowest eigenvalue. Note that the eigenvectors described here are

orthonormal (and thus lead to a matrix F satisfying our normalization condition) because S is a symmetric matrix.
26We are guaranteed that these eigenvalues are non-negative because S is a positive semi-definite matrix, as are all matrices of the form

ΞΞT . Generally, we choose the number of basis vectors nb such that none of these eigenvalues are not too small.


