
Text optional: Institutsname � Prof. Dr. Hans Mustermann � www.fzd.de �  Mitglied der Leibniz-Gemeinschaft  

Kosmologie und Astroteilchenphysik  
 
Prof. Dr. Burkhard Kämpfer, PD Dr. Daniel Bemmerer 

•  Einführung in die Kosmologie 
•  Weltmodelle und kosmologische Inflation 
•  Thermische Geschichte des Universums 
•  Urknall-Nukleosynthese 
•  Dunkle Energie, dunkle Materie und die beschleunigte Expansion des Universums 
•  Kosmische Mikrowellen-Hintergrundstrahlung 
•  Supernovae als kosmische Standardkerzen  
•  Neutronensterne 
•  Entstehung und Nachweis kosmischer Strahlung 
•  Altersbestimmung des Universums 
•  Neutrinos aus der Sonne und ihre Oszillationen 

7. Vorlesung, 31.05.2017 



Slide 2 
Daniel Bemmerer | 7. Vorlesung 31.05.2017 | Kosmologie und Astroteilchenphysik | http://www.hzdr.de 

Die Geschichte des Universums auf einer Folie 



Slide 3 
Daniel Bemmerer | 7. Vorlesung 31.05.2017 | Kosmologie und Astroteilchenphysik | http://www.hzdr.de 

Planck-Satellit 2013: Kosmologische Schlussfolgerungen Planck Collaboration: Cosmological parameters

Table 8. Approximate constraints with 68% errors on ⌦m and
H0 (in units of km s�1 Mpc�1) from BAO, with !m and !b fixed
to the best-fit Planck+WP+highL values for the base ⇤CDM
cosmology.

Sample ⌦m H0

6dF . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.305+0.032
�0.026 68.3+3.2

�3.2
SDSS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.295+0.019

�0.017 69.5+2.2
�2.1

SDSS(R) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.293+0.015
�0.013 69.6+1.7

�1.5
WiggleZ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.309+0.041

�0.035 67.8+4.1
�2.8

BOSS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.315+0.015
�0.015 67.2+1.6

�1.5
6dF+SDSS+BOSS+WiggleZ . . . . . . 0.307+0.010

�0.011 68.1+1.1
�1.1

6dF+SDSS(R)+BOSS . . . . . . . . . . . 0.305+0.009
�0.010 68.4+1.0

�1.0
6dF+SDSS(R)+BOSS+WiggleZ . . . . 0.305+0.009

�0.008 68.4+1.0
�1.0

surements constrain parameters in the base ⇤CDM model, we
form �2,

�2
BAO = (x � x

⇤CDM)T C�1
BAO(x � x

⇤CDM), (50)

where x is the data vector, x

⇤CDM denotes the theoretical pre-
diction for the ⇤CDM model and C�1

BAO is the inverse covari-
ance matrix for the data vector x. The data vector is as fol-
lows: DV(0.106) = (457 ± 27) Mpc (6dF); rs/DV(0.20) =
0.1905 ± 0.0061, rs/DV(0.35) = 0.1097 ± 0.0036 (SDSS);
A(0.44) = 0.474 ± 0.034, A(0.60) = 0.442 ± 0.020, A(0.73) =
0.424±0.021 (WiggleZ); DV(0.35)/rs = 8.88±0.17 (SDSS(R));
and DV(0.57)/rs = 13.67±0.22, (BOSS). The o↵-diagonal com-
ponents of C�1

BAO for the SDSS and WiggleZ results are given
in Percival et al. (2010) and Blake et al. (2011). We ignore any
covariances between surveys. Since the SDSS and SDSS(R) re-
sults are based on the same survey, we include either one set of
results or the other in the analysis described below, but not both
together.

The Eisenstein-Hu values of rs for the Planck and WMAP-9
base ⇤CDM parameters di↵er by only 0.9%, significantly
smaller than the errors in the BAO measurements. We can obtain
an approximate idea of the complementary information provided
by BAO measurements by minimizing Eq. (50) with respect to
either ⌦m or H0, fixing !m and !b to the CMB best-fit parame-
ters. (We use the Planck+WP+highL parameters from Table 5.)
The results are listed in Table 819.

As can be seen, the results are very stable from survey to
survey and are in excellent agreement with the base ⇤CDM
parameters listed in Tables 2 and 5. The values of �2

BAO are
also reasonable. For example, for the six data points of the
6dF+SDSS(R)+BOSS+WiggleZ combination, we find �2

BAO =
4.3, evaluated for the Planck+WP+highL best-fit⇤CDM param-
eters.

The high value of ⌦m is consistent with the parameter anal-
ysis described by Blake et al. (2011) and with the “tension” dis-
cussed by Anderson et al. (2013) between BAO distance mea-
surements and direct determinations of H0 (Riess et al. 2011;
Freedman et al. 2012). Furthermore, if the errors on the BAO
measurements are accurate, the constraints on ⌦m and H0 (for
fixed !m and !b) are of comparable accuracy to those from
Planck.

19As an indication of the accuracy of Table 8, the full likelihood
results for the Planck+WP+6dF+SDSS(R)+BOSS BAO data sets give
⌦m = 0.308 ± 0.010 and H0 = 67.8 ± 0.8 km s�1 Mpc�1, for the base
⇤CDM model.

Fig. 16. Comparison of H0 measurements, with estimates of
±1� errors, from a number of techniques (see text for details).
These are compared with the spatially-flat ⇤CDM model con-
straints from Planck and WMAP-9.

The results of this section show that BAO measurements are
an extremely valuable complementary data set to Planck. The
measurements are basically geometrical and free from complex
systematic e↵ects that plague many other types of astrophysical
measurements. The results are consistent from survey to survey
and are of comparable precision to Planck. In addition, BAO
measurements can be used to break parameter degeneracies that
limit analyses based purely on CMB data. For example, from
the excellent agreement with the base ⇤CDM model evident in
Fig. 15, we can infer that the combination of Planck and BAO
measurements will lead to tight constraints favouring ⌦K = 0
(Sect. 6.2) and a dark energy equation-of-state parameter, w =
�1 (Sect. 6.5).

Finally, we note that we choose to use the
6dF+SDSS(R)+BOSS data combination in the likelihood
analysis of Sect. 6. This choice includes the two most accu-
rate BAO measurements and, since the e↵ective redshifts of
these samples are widely separated, it should be a very good
approximation to neglect correlations between the surveys.

5.3. The Hubble constant

A striking result from the fits of the base⇤CDM model to Planck
power spectra is the low value of the Hubble constant, which is
tightly constrained by CMB data alone in this model. From the
Planck+WP+highL analysis we find

H0 = (67.3±1.2) km s�1 Mpc�1 (68%; Planck+WP+highL).(51)

A low value of H0 has been found in other CMB experi-
ments, most notably from the recent WMAP-9 analysis. Fitting
the base ⇤CDM model, Hinshaw et al. (2012) find

H0 = (70.0 ± 2.2) km s�1 Mpc�1 (68%; WMAP-9), (52)

consistent with Eq. (51) to within 1�. We emphasize here that
the CMB estimates are highly model dependent. It is important
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Fig. 25. The Planck+WP+highL data combination (samples; colour-coded by the value of H0) partially breaks the geometric degen-
eracy between ⌦m and ⌦⇤ due to the e↵ect of lensing in the temperature power spectrum. These limits are significantly improved
by the inclusion of the Planck lensing reconstruction (black contours). Combining also with BAO (right; solid blue contours) tightly
constrains the geometry to be nearly flat.

In summary, there is no evidence from Planck for any depar-
ture from a spatially flat geometry. The results of Eqs. (68a) and
(68b) suggest that our Universe is spatially flat to an accuracy of
better than a percent.

6.3. Neutrino physics and constraints on relativistic
components

A striking illustration of the interplay between cosmology and
particle physics is the potential of CMB observations to con-
strain the properties of relic neutrinos, and possibly of additional
light relic particles in the Universe (see e.g., Dodelson et al.
1996; Hu et al. 1995; Bashinsky & Seljak 2004; Ichikawa et al.
2005; Lesgourgues & Pastor 2006; Hannestad 2010). In the fol-
lowing subsections, we present Planck constraints on the mass of
ordinary (active) neutrinos assuming no extra relics, on the den-
sity of light relics assuming they all have negligible masses, and
finally on models with both light massive and massless relics.

6.3.1. Constraints on the total mass of active neutrinos

The detection of solar and atmospheric neutrino oscillations
proves that neutrinos are massive, with at least two species being
non-relativistic today. The measurement of the absolute neutrino
mass scale is a challenge for both experimental particle physics
and observational cosmology. The combination of CMB, large-
scale structure and distance measurements already excludes a
large range of masses compared to beta-decay experiments.
Current limits on the total neutrino mass

P
m⌫ (summed over the

three neutrino families) from cosmology are rather model depen-
dent and vary strongly with the data combination adopted. The
tightest constraints for flat models with three families of neutri-
nos are typically around 0.3 eV (95% CL; e.g., de Putter et al.
2012). Since

P
m⌫ must be greater than approximately 0.06 eV

in the normal hierarchy scenario and 0.1 eV in the degener-
ate hierarchy (Gonzalez-Garcia et al. 2012), the allowed neu-
trino mass window is already quite tight and could be closed
further by current or forthcoming observations (Jimenez et al.
2010; Lesgourgues et al. 2013).

Cosmological models, with and without neutrino mass, have
di↵erent primary CMB power spectra. For observationally-
relevant masses, neutrinos are still relativistic at recombina-
tion and the unique e↵ects of masses in the primary power
spectra are small. The main e↵ect is around the first acoustic
peak and is due to the early integrated Sachs-Wolfe (ISW) ef-
fect; neutrino masses have an impact here even for a fixed red-
shift of matter–radiation equality (Lesgourgues & Pastor 2012;
Hall & Challinor 2012; Hou et al. 2012; Lesgourgues et al.
2013). To date, this e↵ect has been the dominant one in con-
straining the neutrino mass from CMB data, as demonstrated in
Hou et al. (2012). As we shall see here, the Planck data move
us into a new regime where the dominant e↵ect is from gravi-
tational lensing. Increasing neutrino mass, while adjusting other
parameters to remain in a high-probability region of parameter
space, increases the expansion rate at z >⇠ 1 and so suppresses
clustering on scales smaller than the horizon size at the non-
relativistic transition (Kaplinghat et al. 2003; Lesgourgues et al.
2006). The net e↵ect for lensing is a suppression of the CMB
lensing potential and, for orientation, by ` = 1000 the suppres-
sion is around 10% in power for

P
m⌫ = 0.66 eV.

Here we report constraints assuming three species of degen-
erate massive neutrinos. At the level of sensitivity of Planck, the
e↵ect of mass splittings is negligible, and the degenerate model
can be assumed without loss of generality.

Combining the Planck+WP+highL data, we obtain an upper
limit on the summed neutrino mass of

X
m⌫ < 0.66 eV (95%; Planck+WP+highL). (69)

The posterior distribution is shown by the solid black curve in
Fig. 26. To demonstrate that the dominant e↵ect leading to the
constraint is gravitational lensing, we remove the lensing infor-
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which favour higher values. Increasing the neutrino mass will
only make this tension worse and drive us to artificially tight
constraints on

P
m⌫. If we relax spatial flatness, the CMB ge-

ometric degeneracy becomes three-dimensional in models with
massive neutrinos and the constraints on

P
m⌫ weaken consider-

ably to

X
m⌫ <

8>><
>>:

0.98 eV (95%; Planck+WP+highL)
0.32 eV (95%; Planck+WP+highL+BAO).

(73)

6.3.2. Constraints on Ne↵

As discussed in Sect. 2, the density of radiation in the Universe
(besides photons) is usually parameterized by the e↵ective neu-
trino number Ne↵ . This parameter specifies the energy density
when the species are relativistic in terms of the neutrino tem-
perature assuming exactly three flavours and instantaneous de-
coupling. In the Standard Model, Ne↵ = 3.046, due to non-
instantaneous decoupling corrections (Mangano et al. 2005).

However, there has been some mild preference for
Ne↵ > 3.046 from recent CMB anisotropy measurements
(Komatsu et al. 2011; Dunkley et al. 2011; Keisler et al. 2011;
Archidiacono et al. 2011; Hinshaw et al. 2012; Hou et al. 2012).
This is potentially interesting, since an excess could be caused
by a neutrino/anti-neutrino asymmetry, sterile neutrinos, and/or
any other light relics in the Universe. In this subsection we dis-
cuss the constraints on Ne↵ from Planck in scenarios where the
extra relativistic degrees of freedom are e↵ectively massless.

The physics of how Ne↵ is constrained by CMB anisotropies
is explained in Bashinsky & Seljak (2004), Hou et al. (2011)
and Lesgourgues et al. (2013). The main e↵ect is that increasing
the radiation density at fixed ✓⇤ (to preserve the angular scales of
the acoustic peaks) and fixed zeq (to preserve the early-ISW ef-
fect and so first-peak height) increases the expansion rate before
recombination and reduces the age of the Universe at recombi-
nation. Since the di↵usion length scales approximately as the
square root of the age, while the sound horizon varies propor-
tionately with the age, the angular scale of the photon di↵usion
length, ✓D, increases, thereby reducing power in the damping tail
at a given multipole. Combining Planck, WMAP polarization and
the high-` experiments gives

Ne↵ = 3.36+0.68
�0.64 (95%; Planck+WP+highL). (74)

The marginalized posterior distribution is given in Fig. 27 (black
curve).

Increasing Ne↵ at fixed ✓⇤ and zeq necessarily raises the ex-
pansion rate at low redshifts too. Combining CMB with distance
measurements can therefore improve constraints (see Fig. 27) al-
though for the BAO observable rdrag/DV(z) the reduction in both
rdrag and DV(z) with increasing Ne↵ partly cancel. With the BAO
data of Sect. 5.2, the Ne↵ constraint is tightened to

Ne↵ = 3.30+0.54
�0.51 (95%; Planck+WP+highL+BAO). (75)

Our constraints from CMB alone and CMB+BAO are compati-
ble with the standard value Ne↵ = 3.046 at the 1� level, giving
no evidence for extra relativistic degrees of freedom.

Since Ne↵ is positively correlated with H0, the tension be-
tween the Planck data and direct measurements of H0 in the base
⇤CDM model (Sect. 5.3) can be reduced at the expense of high
Ne↵ . The marginalized constraint is

Ne↵ = 3.62+0.50
�0.48 (95%; Planck+WP+highL+H0). (76)
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Fig. 27. Marginalized posterior distribution of Ne↵ for
Planck+WP+highL (black) and additionally BAO (blue),
the H0 measurement (red), and both BAO and H0 (green).

For this data combination, the �2 for the best-fitting model al-
lowing Ne↵ to vary is lower by 5.0 than for the base Ne↵ = 3.046
model. The H0 fit is much better, with ��2 = �4.0, but there
is no strong preference either way from the CMB. The low-`
temperature power spectrum does mildly favour the high Ne↵
model (��2 = �1.6) since Ne↵ is positively correlated with ns
(see Fig. 24) and increasing ns reduces power on large scales.
The rest of the Planck power spectrum is agnostic (��2 = �0.5),
while the high-` experiments mildly disfavour high Ne↵ in our
fits (��2 = 1.3). Further including the BAO data pulls the cen-
tral value downwards by around 0.5� (see Fig. 27):

Ne↵ = 3.52+0.48
�0.45 (95%; Planck+WP+highL+H0+BAO). (77)

The �2 at the best-fit for this data combination (Ne↵ = 3.37)
is lower by 3.6 than the best-fitting Ne↵ = 3.046 model. While
the high Ne↵ best-fit is preferred by Planck+WP (��2 = �3.3)
and the H0 data (��2 = �2.8 giving an acceptable �2 = 2.4
for this data point), it is disfavoured by the high-` CMB data
(��2 = 2.0) and slightly by BAO (��2 = 0.4). We conclude
that the tension between direct H0 measurements and the CMB
and BAO data in the base ⇤CDM can be relieved at the cost of
additional neutrino-like physics, but there is no strong preference
for this extension from the CMB damping tail.

Throughout this subsection, we have assumed that all the
relativistic components parameterized by Ne↵ consist of ordi-
nary free-streaming relativistic particles. Extra radiation com-
ponents with a di↵erent sound speed or viscosity parame-
ter (Hu 1998) can provide a good fit to pre-Planck CMB
data (Archidiacono et al. 2013), but are not investigated in this
paper.

6.3.3. Simultaneous constraints on Ne↵ and either
P

m⌫ or
me↵
⌫, sterile

It is interesting to investigate simultaneous contraints on Ne↵ andP
m⌫, since extra relics could coexist with neutrinos of size-

able mass, or could themselves have a mass in the eV range.
Joint constraints on Ne↵ and

P
m⌫ have been explored sev-

eral times in the literature. These two parameters are known

43
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Anzahl der Neutrino-Flavours Neff 

Dunkle Energie 
ΩΛ versus 
Materie Ωm 



Slide 4 
Daniel Bemmerer | 7. Vorlesung 31.05.2017 | Kosmologie und Astroteilchenphysik | http://www.hzdr.de 

Supernovae vom Typ Ia und II, Theorien... und Beobachtungen 

Supernovae Typ Ia 
•  Weißer Zwerg saugt Material von einem 

Begleiter auf 
•  Kurz vor Erreichen der Chandrasekhar-Masse 

zündet thermonukleares Brennen 

•  Keine H-Spektrallinien 
•  Kein Überrest 
•  Standardkerzen, aufgrund einer empirischen 

Kalibration 
•  Kosmologische Anwendung 

→ Nobelpreis für Physik 2011 

Supernovae Typ II 
•  Schwerer Stern erlebt einen Kernkollaps 

 
•  H-Spektrallinien beobachtet 
•  Überrest ist ein Neutronenstern 
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Supernovae vom Typ Ia und II, Vorgängersterne 

Vorgänger 

•  Leichter Stern, ~1 Sonnenmasse 
•  Wasserstoff-, dann Heliumbrennen 
•  Asche: 12C (~50%), 16O (~50%), 22Ne (2%) 
•  Weißer Zwerg 

Supernova-Explosion (Typ Ia) 

•  Explosives thermonukleares Brennen 
(Kohlenstoff- und Sauerstoffbrennen) 

Vorgänger 

•  Schwerer Stern, ~25 Sonnenmassen 
•  H, He, C/O, Si - Brennen 
•  Zwiebelstruktur 
 
 
 
Supernova-Explosion (Typ II) 

•  Kernkollaps 

Typ Ia Typ II 
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core collapse - Supernova: SN 1987A 

•  Massiver Stern 
•  Vor der Explosion Schalenbrennen 

Woosley et al. 2002 

D. Arnett et al. 

H→He

He→C

C,O→Ne→Si

Si→Fe
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Entfernungsmessung im Universum 

•  Gehören nahe beieinander erscheinende Sterne zusammen? 

•  Wie groß ist unser Universum? 

•  Was ist die Zukunft des Universums? 

Zwei prinzipielle Verfahren zur Bestimmung der Entfernung d 

1.  Parallaxe,   geeignet für ≤ 103 Lichtjahre 
 
Beobachtung des Sterns von zwei verschiedenen Orten aus,   
Bestimmung des Winkels α zwischen beiden Beobachtungen 

2.  Standardkerze,  geeignet für ≤ 1010 Lichtjahre  
 
Vergleich der beobachteten Helligkeit m des Sterns mit Standard M 

€ 

d =
1AU
tanα

€ 

d =10pc ⋅10(m−M ) / 5
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Entfernungsmessung mittels Parallaxe, Prinzip 

Mittlerer 
Erdbahnradius 
= 1 AU  
(astronomical 
unit) α 

Gesuchte Entfernung d 

1 AU 

Erde 

Sonne Stern 

Fixsterne 

€ 

d =
1AU
tanα

•  Gute Winkelauflösung vonnöten 

•  Lange Basislinie hilft (→säkulare Parallaxe) 

•  Definition der Längeneinheit parsec (pc, Parallaxsekunde): 
1 pc = 1 AU / tan 1‘’ (Bogensekunde) = 2.06 * 105 AU = 3.26 Lichtjahre 

•  1838 von Bessel auf 61 Cyg angewendet: α = 0.314’’  
d = 1 / 0.314 pc = 3.18 pc = 10.4 Lichtjahre  
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Entfernungsmessung mittels Parallaxe, moderne Anwendung 
Parallaxenmessungen mit Hubble Space 
Telescope, auf 10-4 Bogensekunden genau: 
G. Benedict et al., Astron. J. 133, 1810 (2007) 

Zu bestimmender 
variabler Stern (l Car) 

Referenzsterne 
2-11 

Karte aus Digital Sky Survey (nur zur Illustration) 

Erdgestützt (8 m)   Hubble-Satellit (2.4 m) 

500 
Bogensekunden 
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Entfernungsmessung mittels Standardkerze: Prinzip 

Gesuchte Entfernung d 

Erde 

Sonne 

Referenzstern 
(Φ0,M) 

Fixsterne 

10 pc 

Stern 
(Φ,m) 

•  Quadratisches Abstandsgesetz:  Φ ~ d-2  

•  Helligkeit in Magnituden m:  m = - 2.5 log10Φ  + C 

•  Referenzstern in 10 pc Abstand:  Fluss Φ0,  Helligkeit M 

Interstellare 
Materie 

Standardkerzen mit empirischer Kalibrierung sind zum Beispiel: 

•  Veränderliche Sterne (Cepheiden, M hängt linear von der Periode ab) 

•  Supernovae vom Typ Ia (Helligkeit M im Maximum hängt von der Form der Lichtkurve ab) 
€ 

d =10pc ⋅10(m−M ) / 5
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Standardisierung der Lichtkurve von Supernovae Ia 
•  Untersuchung einer Vielzahl von Supernovae vom Typ Ia 

•  Sehr helle, recht häufig auftretende Ereignisse 

•  Kalibrierung anhand der Form der Lichtkurve 
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Entfernungsmessung mittels Standardkerze: Supernova Ia 
•  Supernova vom Typ Ia = Weißer Zwerg, der Material von einem Begleitstern ansaugt 

•  Explosives Kohlenstoff- und Sauerstoff-Brennen 

•  Sehr helle, recht häufig auftretende Ereignisse 

•  Referenzhelligkeit M empirisch kalibrierbar (durch Lichtkurve, Infrarotemission) 

Rotverschiebung z 

Beobachtete 
Helligkeit m in 
Magnituden 

schneller 

lichtschwächer 
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Licht-
schwächer 

schneller 

Entfernungsmessung und Kosmologie (1) 

ΩM=0.3, ΩΛ=0.7 
ΩM=0.3, ΩΛ=0.0 

ΩM=1.0, ΩΛ=0.0 

Weit entfernte Supernovae sind 
lichtschwächer als erwartet! 

Evidenz für eine kosmologische 
Konstante ΩΛ>0. 

vergrößert,  
nur Abweichungen von der 
Geraden 

€ 

˙ ̇ a 
a

= −
4πG
3c 2 ρc 2 + 3p( )
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Entfernungsmessung und Kosmologie (2) 

€ 

˙ ̇ a 
a

= −
4πG
3c 2 ρc 2 + 3p( )


