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1 Introduction

A nisotropies in the Coan icM icrow ave B adkground (CM B) carry an enorm ousam ount
of Inform ation about the early universe. T he anisotropy soectrum depends sensitively
on close to a dozen coam ologicalparam eters, som e ofw hich have neverbeen m easured
before. Experim ents over the next decade will help us extract these param eters,
teaching usnot only about the early universe, but also about physics at unprecedented
energies. W e are truly living in the G olden A ge of C oan ology.

O ne of the dangers of the age is that we are tem pted to ignore the present data
and rely toomuch on the fiiture. Thiswould be a sham e, for hundreds of individuals
have put In countless Wolm an-years buiding state-oftheart instrum ents, m aking
painstaking observations at ram ote places on and o the globe. Tt seem s unfair to
ignore all the data that hasbeen taken to date sim ply because there w illbem ore and
better data in the future.

In this soirt, Iwould lke to m ake the follow ing clain s:

W e understand the theory of CM B anisotropies.

U sing this understanding, we w illbe abl to extract from future cbservations
extrem ely accurate m easum ents of about ten cosn ological param eters.

Taken at face value, present data determ ines one of these param eters, the cur-
vature of the universe.

T he present data is good enough that we should believe these m easuram ents.

The rstthree ofthese claim sare wellkknown and di cult to argue w ith; the lJast
clain ism ore controversial, but Iw illpresent evidence for it and hope to convince you
that it is true. If you com e away a believer, then you w illhave swallowed a m outhful,
for the present data strongly suggest that the universe has zero curvature. If you
believe this data, then you believe that (@) a fundam ental prediction of in ation has
been veri ed and (b) sihce astronom ers do not see enough m atter tom ake the universe

at, roughly two-thirds ofthe energy density In the universe is of som e unknown fom .
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2 A nisotropies: The Past

W hen the universe wasm uch younger, it was denser and hotter. W hen the tem pera—
ture of the coan ic plaan a was larger than about 1=3 €V, there were very few neutral
hydrogen atom s. Any tin e a free electron and proton cam e together to form hydro-
gen, a high energy E > 13:6 €V ) photon was always close enough to Inm ediately

dissociate the neutral atom . A fter the tem perature dropped beneath a 1=3 €V, there

w ere no Jonger enough ionizing photons around, so virtually all electrons and protons
com bined Into neutral hydrogen. This transition { called recom bination { is crucial
for the study of the CM B . Before recom bination, photons Interacted on short tin e

scalesw ith electrons via C om pton scattering, so the com bined electron-proton-photon

plaan a was tightly coupled, m oving together as a single uid. A fter recom bination,
photons ceased interacting w ith anything and traveled freely through the universe.

T herefore, when we observe CM B photons today, we are observing the state of the

cogn ic  uid when the tam perature of the universe was 1=3 €V .

Since the perturbations to the tem perature eld are very sm all, of order 10°,
solving forthe spectrum of anisotropies isa lnearproblem . Thism eansthat di erent
m odes of the Fourer transform ed tem perature eld do not couple w ith each other:
each m ode evolves Independently. R oughly, the Jarge scale m odes evolve very little
because causalphysics cannota ectm odesw ith wavelengths lJarger than the hoﬁzor$ .
W hen we observe anisotropies on large angular scales, we are ocbserving the long
wavelength m odes as they appeared at the tin e of recom bination. Since these m odes
evolved little if at all before recom bination, our cbservations at lJarge angular scales
are actually of the prim ordial perturbations, presum ably set up during in  ationfL].

In ation also set up perturbationson an aller scales, but these have been processed
by them icrophysics. The uid before recom bination was sub ct to two forces: grav—
ity and pressure. T hese two com peting forces set up oscillations in the tem peratureZ].
A an allscalem ode, begins its oscillations (In tin €) as soon as itswavelength becom es
com parable to the horizon. N ot surprisingly, each wavelength oscillatesw ith a di er-
ent period and phase. The wavelength which will exhibit the Jargest anisotropies is
the one whose am plitude is Jargest at the tin e of recom bination.

Figure T, ilustrates four snapshots in the evolution of a particularly inportant
m ode, one whose am plitude peaks at recombination. Early on (top panel) at red—
shifts Jarger than 10°, the wavelength of thism ode was Jarger than the horizon size.
T herefore, little evolution took place: the perturbations look exactly as they did
when they were rst sst down during in ation. Atz 19, evolution begins, and the
am plitudes of both the hot and cold spoots decrease, so that, as shown in the sscond
panel, there is a tin e at which the perturbations vanish (forthismode). A bit later
(third panel) they show up again; this tin e, the previous hot spotsare now cold spots
and vise versa (com pare the rst and third panels). T he am plitude continues to grow

IR ecall that the horizon is the distance over which things are causally connected.
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Figure 1: Four snapshots in the evolution of a Fourier m ode. The top panel show s
the anisotropy eld to this onem ode very early on, when its wavelength is stillm uch
larger than the horizon (shown as white bar throughout). The second panel, at
redshift z > 10 shows a tin e a which the am plitude of the oscillations is very sm all.
T H e third panel show s the am plitude getting larger; note that the hot and cold soots
in the third panel are out of phase w ith those in the top panel. F nally, the bottom
panel show s that at recom bination, the am plitude has reached its peak. Side bar
show s redshift ranging from 10° at top to 10° in bottom panel.

3




until it peaks at recom bination (ottom panel).

Figure 1, show s but one mode in the universe. A mode with a slightly snaller
wavelength will \peak too soon: its am plitude will reach a m axinum before re—
com bination and w illbe m uch sn aller at the crucial recom bination tin e. T herefore,
relative to them axin alm ode shown In  gure 1, anisotropies on an aller scales w illbe
suppressed. M oving to even am aller scales, we will nd a serdes of peaks and troughs
corresoonding to m odes w hose am plitudes are either large or am all at recom bination.

An inportant question to be resolved is at what angular scale will these inho—
m ogeneities show up? Consider gure'2 which again depicts the tem perature eld
at decoupling from the m ode corresponding to the 1rst peak. A 1l photons a given
distance from usw ill reach us today. T his distance de nes a surface of last scattering
Which is Just a circle in the two din ensions depicted here, but a sphere In the real
universe). This Inm ediately setsthe angular scale corresponding to the wavelength
shown, ' Wavelength/distance to last scattering surface). If the universe is at,
then photonstravel in straight lines as depicted by thebottom pathsin  gure 2. h an
open universe, photon tra fctories diverge as illustrated by the top paths. T herefore,
the distance to the last scattering surface ismuch lJargerthan n a atuniverse. The
angular scale corresponding to this st peak is therefore am aller in an open universe
than na atone.

The spectrum of anisotropies w ill therefore have a serdes of peaks and troughs,
with the st peak show ng up at larger angular scales In a at universe than in an
open universe. Figure 3 shows the anisotropy spectrum expected in a universe in
which perturbations are set down during In ation. The RM S anisotropy is plotted
as a function of m ultipole m om ent, which is a m ore convenient representation than
anglke . For exam ple, the quadrupole m om ent corresponds to L = 2, the octopole
to L = 3, and in general Iow L corresponds to large scales. The COBE [3] satellite
therefore probed the largest scales, roughly from L = 2to L = 30. The rstpeak
showsup at L ¥ 200 in a at universe, and we do Indeed see a trough at an aller
scales and then a Jaterpeak at L / 550. T his sequence continues to arbitrarily an all
scales (although past L / 1000 the am plitudes are m odulated by dam ping). W e also
observe the feature ofgeodesicsdepicted In gure2: the rst peak In an open universe
is shifted to much sn aller scales.

An inportant aspect of gure' 3 is the accuracy of the predictions. A lthough I
have given a qualitative description ofthe evolution of anisotropies, Iand m any other
coan ologists spent years developing quantitative codes to com pute the anisotropies
accurately 4]. This activity anticipated the accuracy with which CM B anisotropies
w illbe m easured and therefore we strove for (i) accuracy and (i) speed. The fom er
was obtained through a series of infom al discussions and workshops, until half a
dozen independent codes converged to answers accurate to within a percent. Speed
is In portant because ultim ately we will want to chum out zillions of predictions to
com pare w ith observations in an e ort to extract best t param eters. Fortunately,
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Figure 2: Photon tra gctories In an open and at universe. The sam e physical scale
{ In this case the one associated w ith m axin al anisotropy { profcts onto am aller
angular scales in an open universe because geodesics in an open universe diverge.

Selpk and Zaldarriaga [§] developed CM BFA ST, a code which runs in about am inute
on a workstation. N one of these developm ents are particularly surprising: perturoa—
tions to the CM B are sn all, and therefore the problem is to solve a set of coupled
Iinear evolution equations. The fact that there are m any coupled equations m akes
the problem challenging, but the fact that these are Iinear m ore than com pensates.

3 Anisotropies: The Future

Figure 4 show s why cosm ologists are so excited about the future possbilities of the
CM B . First, the top panel show s that peopl are voting w ith their feet. There are
literally hundreds of experim entalists who have chosen to devote their energies to
m easuring anisotropies in the CM B . O ver the com ing decade, this w ill lead to obser-
vations by over a dozen experim ents, culn nating in the e orts of the two satellites,
M AP and Planck. Som e of these resuls are beginning to trickle In. In particular,
V jper[d], MAT [}], M SAM B], Boom erang NA ], and Python [1J] have all reported
resuls w ithin the last year.

Them ddle panelin gure 4 shows the expected errors after all this inform ation
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Figure 3: The soectrum of anisotropies in an open and at universe. P lotted is the
expected RM S anisotropy in m icro Kelvin as a function ofm ultijpole m om ent. The
series of peaks and troughs { the rst several ofwhich are apparent in the at case
{ continues to am all scales not shown In the plot. These are shifted to the right in
the open case, so only the rstpeak showsup here. T hese curves are for a particular
choice of cosm ological param eters, corresponding to standard Cold D ark M atter.

hasbeen gathered and analyzed. Take onem ultijpolem om ent, at L = 600 say. W e see
that the expected error isoforder 5 K, whilk the expected signalisabout 50 K .At
L = 600, therefore, we expect a signal to noise of roughly ten to one. N otice though
that thisestin ate holds forallthem ultipoles shown in the gure. In fact, it holds for
m any not shown In the gure aswell: it is quite possbl that P Janck w ill go out to
L 7 2000. So, we w ill have thousands of data points, each of which w ill have signal
to noise of order ten to one, to com pare w ith a theory in which it ispossible to m ake
linear predictions! N o wonder everyone is so excited.
The nalpanelin gure;4 showsthe rami cations of getting thismudh nfom a—

tion about a theory in which it is easy to m ake predictions. T he exact spectrum of
anisotropies depends on about ten coam ological param eters: the baryon density, cur-
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Figure 4: The future of CM B anisotropies. Top panel: Experim ents expected to
report anisotropy results w ithin the next decade. M iddl panel: E xpected uncertainty

on the anisotropy afterthese results com e in. Bottom panel: A nticipated uncertainties
In several coam ological param eters as a resul of all this infom ation.



vature, vacuum densiy, Hubble constant, neutrino m ass, epoch of reionization, and
several param eters which specify the prim ordial spectrum em erging from in ation.
Figure4 show s the expected errors in four of these param etersfll]. In each case, all
(roughly ten) other param eters have been m arginalized over. T hat is, the uncertainty
in the Hubble constant stated allow s for all possible values of the other param eters.

T he uncertainty in the Hubble constant, of ve to ten percent, com esdown signi —
cantly ifone assum esthe universe is at. In any event, thisuncertainty is still an aller
than the current estin ates from distance ladder m easurem entsfl2]. The very sm all
uncertainty on the baryon density is an aller than the ve percent num ber obtained
by Jooking at deuterium lines in Q SO absorption system sfI3]. M ore in portantly, the
system atics involved in the two sets of detem inations are com plktely di erent. If
the two detemm inations agree, we can be very con dent that system atics are under
control. The upper Iim it on the neutrino m ass is particularly nteresting given recent
evidence for non-zero neutrino masses. The CM B alone will not go down to 007
eV, the m ost lkely number from atm ospheric neutrino experin entsfl4], but i will
certainly probe the LSND region m ' 2 3 &V){[3]. Further, i is possble that,
in conjanction w ith large scale structurefl6] and weak lensing m easurem entsfl]], we
w ill get to the range probed by atm ospheric neutrinos.

The nalbar in the bottom panel show s the predicted uncertainty In the slope
of the prim ordial spectrum . W hilke one m ight reasonably ask, \W hat di erence does
it m atter if we know the baryon density or the Hubbl constant to  ve percent or
tw o percent accuracy?" the slope of the prin ordial spectrum and other in  ationary
param eters are di erent. For every in ationary m odelm akes predictions about the
prin ordialperturbation spectrum . Them ore accurately we detem ine the param eters
goveming the spectrum , them orem odelswe can rule out. So it isextrem ely Im portant
to get the prim ordialslope and otherin ationary param eters asaccurately aspossible.
These m ay well be our only probe of physics at energies on the order of the GUT
scale.

A Iong these lines, T should m ention several recent developm ents In the eld of
param eter determm ination. The rst is an argum ent m ade by several groups for m ea—
suring polarization fl§]. They show that accurate m easurem ent of polarization will
decrease the uncertainty in the prim ordial slope by quite a bit. Even though currently
planned experim ents m ay well do a nice b m easuring polarization, there w ill still
be work to do even after P lanck. So we can look forward to proposals for a next
generation experin ent which m easures polarization, and Ibelieve we should strongly
support such e orts.

Anotherdevelopm ent in the eld ofparam eterdeterm mnation isthe realization that
a large part of the uncertainty in som e param eters (especially som e ofthe In  ationary
ones) is contributed by treating the reionization epoch as a free param eter. In fact, it
is a finction {19] of the cosn ological param eters and som e astrophysical param eters.
R ecently, Venkatesan P(] has argued that we can use our very rough know ledge ofthe



astrophysical param eters together w ith the reionization m odels to reduce the errors
on the coan ological param eters.

4 A nisotropies: The P resent

It is tine to confront the data. Figure § shows all data as of November, 1999.
There are two features of this com pilation worthy of note. First, note that data
reported w ithin the Jast year are distinguished from earlier resuls, illustrating in a
very graphic way the progress ofthe eld. Second, gure)5 understates this progress
because i wasproduced before the late N ovem ber release of the the B oom erang N orth
America \test" jght.'_B]. Indeed, the results which follow do not Include this test

Ight. The papers describing the B oom erang relkase are faschating if only because
one can com pare the results ofalldata preB oom erang w ith the test ight data. Both
subsets ofthe data have enough pow er to constrain the curvature by them selves. T hey
produce ram arkably consistent results.
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Figure 5: Curmrent m easures of CM B anisotropy. Red crosses refer to m easuram ents
reported w thin the past year. Included are alldata as of N ovem ber, 1999.



The data In  gure'5 show a clear peak at around the position expected n  at
m odels. Indeed, a num ber of groupsP1,] have analyzed subsets of this data and found
ttobeconsistent with a atuniverse and inconsistent w ith an open one. Iw illbrie vy
describe my e orts with L. KnoxP2]. W e accounted for a number of facts which
make £ di cul to do a sin ple \chiby-eye" on the data. F irst, every experin ent has
associated with it a calbration uncertainty: all the points from a given experin ent
can m ove up or down together a given am ount. W e account for this by lncluding a
calibbration factor for each experim ent and including a G aussian prior on this factor
w ih a width detem ined by the stated uncertainties. Second, the error bars in the
plot are slightly m iskading because the errors do not have a G aussian distribution.
In particular, the coan ic variance part of the error is proportionalto the signal itself,
0 the error getsm uch larger than one would expect at high T . In other words, the
distrdoution is highly skewed, with very high values of T not impossbl. The true
distribution is close to a Jog-nom aldistribution R3], and we have acoounted forthis in
our analysis. F lnally, as alluded to above, there arem any coan ological param eters in
addition to the curvature. W edo abest tto a totalofseven coan ological param eters
(iIn addition to eighteen callbbration factors).

R S

-~ T 33/34 T 53/49 3
~
I
c
N
R
BN
c
<
R

02040608 1 02040608 1 02040608 1

Q
Figure 6: Ratio of lkelhood of to = 1 ( at) fordi erent sets of experin ents.

Top Jkft panel show s resuls using all data; other panels show the sam e ratio using
only subsets of the data.

The top keft panel of gure!'b shows our results. The lkelhood peaks at total
density  very close to one (no curature) and fallso sharply at ow . A universe
w ith totaldensity equalto 40% ofthe crticaldensity is less likely than the atm odel
by a factor of order 10’. This ratio is key because observationsf4] of the m atter
density in the universe have converged to a value In the range 0:3 04 ofthe crtical
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density. W e can com bine these two resuls to conclude that there m ust be som ething
else besides the m atter in the universe. This conclusion probably sounds fam iliar to
you, as the recent discoveries of high redshift supemovae5] also strongly suggest
that there ism ore to the universe than just the observed m atter: there is dark energy
iIn the universe. The exciting new s is that we now have independent Jjusti cation of
these resultsusing CM B + aner determm inations.
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0.8 Closed Universe
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0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
QM

Figure 7: Constraints on the vacuum and m atter densities in the universe. Shown
are one~, two— and three- sigm a regions allowed by the CM B and best— t r=gion of
the m atter density from clusters.

O neway to depict this infom ation which hasbeen popularized by the supemovae
team s is to plot the constraints In a space w ith vacuum energy and m atter density
as the two param eters. As shown In  gure// the strongest constraints on the m atter
density com e from observations of baryons and dark m atter in clusters of galaxies.
W e obtain contours i this plane from the CM B shown in  gureii/. Note that the

at line runs diagonally from top left to bottom right and is strongly favored by the
CM B .The data are so powerfulthat som e discrim Ination is appearing along this line.
Very large values of are disfavored, and, at a much gan aller statistical level, so is
( = 0; nmater = 1). Them ah resul, though, is that the intersection ofthe regions
allowed by clusters and the CM B is at 06, In rem arkable agreem ent w ith the
high redshift supemovae resuls.

This concludes m y argum ents for the rst three clain s advanced in the ntroduc—
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tion. Undoubtedly m any of you have heard them In various fom s over the past few
years. Now let’stum to the hardest clain to Justify, the clain that we should indeed
believe the powerfiil conclusions ofthe CM B resuls. I w ill focus on two argum ents.
F irst, one m ight be worried about the possbility that the weight of these conclusions
rests on one experin ent, and one experin ent m ight be w rong. T he ram aining panels
of gurep show that this isnot a problm . W e have tried rem oving any one data set
to s=e how our conclusions about area ected; in all cases, the conclusion stands.
W e even tred rem oving pairs of data sets and again saw no change. One has to
argue for a bew ildering set of coincidences if one were to disbelieve the statistical
conclisions.

The seocond class of argum ents hinges on som ething that was not possbl until
very recently. U kim ately, skeptics w illbe convinced ifdi erent experim ents get the
sam e signal when m easuring the sam e piece of sky. Until now, this test has been
di cul to carry out for two reasons. First, at least at an all scaks, only a very
an all fraction of the sky has been covered, so there has been little overlap. This
has changed a bit over the last year and obviously will change dram atically In the
com ing years. Second, di erent experin ents observe the sky di erently: they sm ooth
with di erent beam sizes and use di erent chopping strategies to subtract o  the
atm osphere. R ecently we have developed techniques which \undo" the experin ental
processing, thereby allow ing for easy com parisons between di erent experin entg[B].

To illustrate the m ap-m aking technique, et usm odelthe data D in a given ex-—
perin ent as

D=BT+N @)

where T istheunderlying tem perature eld;B istheprocessingm atrix w hich inclides
all an oothing and chopping; and N is noise which is assum ed to be G aussian w ith
m ean zero and covariance m atrix Cy . To cbtain the underlying tem perature eld T,
we need to Invert the matrix B . This inversion is carried out by constructing the
estin ator T which m inin izes the 2:

2 o BT, D BT): @)

We nd

T=CyBCy'D: @3)
T his estin ator w ill be distributed around the true tem perature due to noise, where
the noise covariance m atrix is

A A T 1 .
cy <@ T)f T)>= BTC/B @)

N ot surprisingly, m aps m ade from m odulated data are extrem ely noisy. By def-
Inition, m odulations throw out inform ation about particular m odes. For exam pl,
a m odulation which takes the di erence between the tem perature at two di erent
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points clearly cannot hope to say anything usefiill about the sum ofthe tem peratures.
So Jooking at a raw , dem odulated m ap is a very unenlightening experience. T here are
two ways of getting around this noisiness and producing a reasonable—-looking m ap.
Before I discuss them , though, it is In portant to point out that even w ithout any
cleaning up, the m aps In their raw noisy states are very usefil. They can be ana-—
Iyzed In the sam e m anner as the m odulated data, w ith the huge advantage that the
signal covariance m atrix is very sim ple to com pute. P reviously, calculating the signal
covariance m atrix required doing a multidim ensional integral for every covariance
elem ent. In the new \m ap basis," the signal covariance m atrix sin pli es to

X 2L+1

< TyTy>= 2

Py (cos( 5))Cy: ©)
L

Indeed, one way to think ofa m ap is that it is the linear com bination ofthe data for
which the signal (and therefore its covariance) is independent ofthe experin ent. T he
noise covariance (Eq. 4) accounts for all the experin ental processing.

N onetheless, we would lke to produce nice Jookingm aps, ifonly to use to com pare
di erent experim ents. Oneway todo thisistoW iener Xterthe raw m ap,multiplying
the estin ator In equation 3 by Cr Cr + Cy ) 1, which is roughly the ratio of signal
to (signalplus noise). N oisy m odes are thereby elim inated from them apA.

An example ofthe W einer ler isshown isshown in  gure!8. The two panels are
two di erent years of data taken by the M SAM experin ent[B]. It is well established
that the two data sets are consistent R, 27]. I show these because it is in portant
to get a sense of what constitutes good agreem ent. M ost of the features are present
In both experin ents, but there are several { or exam ple the hot spot at RA 7 135
and the cod spot at RA 120 In the 1992 data { which do not have m atches. This
is not surprising: the sam e regions in the 1994 experin ent m ay have been noisy so
that, In the process of throw ing out the noise, the W iener Ier also elin nated the
signal. Another feature of these m aps which is readily apparent is that they only
have nfom ation in one direction. T here is very little Inform ation about declination.
A s a corollary, the exact shapes of the hot and cold spots In the two data sets do
not agree, nor should they. Another way of saying this is to point out that there are
som e m odes rem aining In the m aps which are noisier than others (eg. the shapes of
the spots are noisy m odes) . Is there a m ore systam atic way to elin inate noise than
the W iener ler?

A di erenttechnique isillustrated In  gure9 In a setting which ism ore challenging.
W hereas the two years of M SAM data both had very high signal to noise and both
w ere taken w ith the sam e Instrum ent at the sam e frequencies, the tw o years of P ython
data [10,28] shown were taken w ith com pletely di erent instrum ents (oolom eters in

2A sinple way to derive this factor is to put in a G aussian prior In for the signalT, e ectively
adding to the 2 i equation @ thetem TC,'T .M hin zing thisnew 2 leadstotheW iner factor.
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the 1995 data and HEM T sin the 1997 data) at com pltely di erent frequencies (90 vs.
40 GH z). They are therefore sub fct to a com plktely di erent set of system atics and
foregrounds. Further, the 1997 data is part ofa m uch larger region of sky covered; to
get very large sky coverage, the team sacri ced on signalto noise perpixel. T herefore,
the signal to noise ratios of the two years are very di erent.

Tomakethemapsin gure, I started with the raw m aps and then decom posed
the data into signalto noise eigenm odes R9]. By ordering the data in tem s of signal
to noise, we can gradually and system atically elin inate the noisiest m odes. This has
already been done on the 1995 in the bottom panel. T he top panel contains allm odes
with S/N greater than about 1:5. A s Indicated by the bars, there are very few such
m odes, on the order of ten. Nonethelss, m any features are found in both m aps.
T here is the trplet of cold soots extending diagonally rom 15 to 10 azimuth.
There is the cold spot at 4 azimuth, and the hot spot at 0 , and then nally the
cold soot at the far right. Tt appears to m e that these two m aps agree { after far
too m any hours staring at them { aswellas the M SAM maps. In fact the test
advocated by Bond, Ja e, and KnoxiP7] con m s this agreem ent.

5 Conclusion

The rst acoustic peak In the CM B has been detected at an angular position corre—
goonding to thatexpected na atuniverse. Thiscon m sthe fiindam entalprediction
of in ation that the universe is at. It also o ers ndependent evidence for the ex—
istence of dark energy w ith negative pressure. This is but the st ofmany grand
resuls we expect to com e out ofthe CM B over the com ing decade.
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D iscussion

Sherw ood Parker (University of Hawaii): In ation ism otivated, in part, by
the uniform ity of the black body radiation com ing from places that did not have
tin e to comm unicate since the origin of the expanding universe. Is there any data
that would exclude the follow Ing possibility: (1) the universe ismudh, and possbly
In niely, larger than the part we can see; (2) the universe ismudh, possbly in nitely,
oMer than 15 billion years; and (3) there was a gravitationally driven infall of part
of it that was reversed at a high energy by phenom ena beyond the reach of present
experin ents?

D odelson: It would be interesting to work out the predictions of theories other
than In ation. At present, the best altemative is topological defects, which fare very
poorly when confronted w ith the data. If you can work out som e prediction of your
m odel, i would be wonderfil: we need altematives to in ation if only to serve as
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strawm en. Regarding your speci cmodel, I don’t know what you mean by larger
than we can see: the standard coan ology has thisbuil In. Ifthe age wasmuch older
than 15 billion years, one would wonder why the oldest ob fcts are roughly 10-15

billion years old.

Jon Thaler (University of Illinois): If is 70% and y is 30%, do we still
need non-baryonic dark m atter?

D odelson: Yes, due to lim is from nuclkosynthesis and structure fom ation.
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Figure 8: M aps of two years of data from the M SAM experim ent. Note that, due
to the horizontal scanning strateqgy, there is very little Infom ation in the vertical
direction.
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Figure 9: Two years of Python data. Bottom panel show s data from 1995; top panel
containsm uch noisier 1997 data. In both cases, noisy m odes have been elim nated so
that only m odes w ith S/N greater than 15 are retained. M iddle bar show s that (for
Python 97) there are of order 15 such m odes out of 246 pixels in the region.
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