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We forecast the sensitivity of ongoing and future galaxy cluster abundance measurements to
detect deviations from the cold dark matter (CDM) paradigm. Concretely, we consider a class of
dark sector models that feature an interaction between dark matter and a dark radiation species
(IDM–DR). This setup can be naturally realized by a non-Abelian gauge symmetry and has the
potential to explain S8 tensions arising within ΛCDM. We create mock catalogs of the ongoing
SPT-3G as well as the future CMB-S4 surveys of galaxy clusters selected via the thermal Sunyaev-
Zeldovich effect (tSZE). Both datasets are complemented with cluster mass calibration from next-
generation weak gravitational lensing data (ngWL) like those expected from the Euclid mission and
the Vera C. Rubin Observatory. We consider an IDM–DR scenario with parameters chosen to be
in agreement with Planck 2018 data and that also leads to a low value of S8 as indicated by some
local structure formation analyses. Accounting for systematic and stochastic uncertainties in the
mass determination and the cluster tSZE selection, we find that both SPT-3G×ngWL and CMB-
S4×ngWL cluster data will be able to discriminate this IDM–DR model from ΛCDM, and thus test
whether dark matter – dark radiation interactions are responsible for lowering S8. Assuming IDM–
DR, we forecast that the temperature of the dark radiation can be determined to about 40% (10%)
with SPT-3G×ngWL (CMB-S4×ngWL), considering 68% credibility, while S8 can be recovered with
percent-level accuracy. Furthermore, we show that IDM–DR can be discriminated from massive
neutrinos, and that cluster counts will be able to constrain the dark radiation temperature to be
below ∼ 10% (at 95% credibility) of the cosmic microwave background temperature if the true
cosmological model is ΛCDM.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dark matter (DM) plays a key role in the formation
of structure during cosmological evolution. Although it
represents most of the matter component in the Universe,
the DM particle has still not been detected directly, in-
directly or through its production in accelerators like
the Large Hadron Collider. Nevertheless, cosmological
probes at different cosmological times and scales are sen-
sitive to fundamental properties of dark matter. On large
(≳ Mpc) scales these include the cosmic microwave back-
ground anisotropies (CMB) [1], baryon acoustic oscilla-
tions (BAO) [2], galaxy cluster counts [3, 4], galaxy clus-
tering [5, 6], and weak gravitational lensing [7–10]. Next-
generation CMB and large-scale structure (LSS) obser-
vatories, such as CMB-S4 [11, 12], Euclid [13–15], and
the Vera C. Rubin Observatory [16] will significantly en-
hance our level of understanding of DM by allowing for
precision tests of cosmological evolution on Mpc scales.

Within the standard cold dark matter (CDM)
paradigm, DM is assumed to be cold, non-relativistic
and only gravitationally interacting. This simple pic-
ture has been successful in explaining most of the ob-
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served astrophysical and cosmological phenomena. Nev-
ertheless, beyond-CDM models may provide solutions to
possible open questions in cosmology and astrophysics,
such as the H0 tension [17, 18], the S8 tension [19, 20]
and small-scale problems [21–23]. Moreover, they can
provide a window to explore other possible properties of
dark matter, e.g., DM self-interaction [24], long-range in-
teractions [25] or its decay to other particles [26, 27]. In
analogy to the Standard Model of particle physics, recent
works draw the attention to the possibility of having a
secluded dark sector which contains an interacting dark
matter (IDM) and a new relativistic component named
dark radiation (DR) [28–34]. The interacting dark mat-
ter – dark radiation (IDM–DR) model is well motivated
within particle physics [28, 34] and can lead to a lower
value of S8 while remaining in agreement with CMB data,
potentially solving the aforementioned S8 tension. We
note that an extension of this model known as interacting
stepped dark radiation has been introduced and studied
and shown to be relevant to both H0 and S8 tensions [35–
37]. In this work, we restrict ourselves to the simpler ver-
sion of the IDM–DR model, although the methodology
can in principle be extended to more complicated dark
sector models in future work.

The quantity S8 = σ8
√

Ωm/0.3 is a combination of
the matter density parameter Ωm and the fluctuation
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amplitude in the linear matter density at scales of 8
h−1Mpc, σ8 that is well constrained by local structure
formation analyses. Its value measured via weak lens-
ing by KiDS [7], DES [8] and HSC [38], galaxy cluster
counts by SPT [3] and eROSITA [4], and possibly also
Lyman-α forest data [39] by eBOSS [40] as well as the
cross correlation of electron pressure fluctuations as in-
ferred from the thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect (tSZE)
on the CMB with galaxy clustering [41] is lower than
the one inferred from Planck 2018 CMB anisotropies [1]
when assuming the standard ΛCDM model, with a ten-
sion of ∼ 2− 3σ, depending on the dataset. An analysis
within the IDM–DR model that takes CMB anisotropies
(Planck 2015) and BAO datasets into account showed
a degeneracy between S8 and the dark radiation tem-
perature (parameterized by its ratio ξDR to the CMB
temperature, see Eq. 6), and found an allowed direction
in parameter space accommodating for a lower value of
S8 [32]. Subsequently, it was shown that this preference
is enhanced when adding either redshift-space distortion
(RSD) or the full shape (FS) information from BOSS
galaxy clustering data [5] combined with Planck 2018,
allowing for values of S8 that are nominally within ∼ 1σ
of those extracted from weak lensing measurements for
ξDR ∼ O(0.1) [34]. Nevertheless, these analyses resulted
in only upper bounds on ξDR, rather than a definitive
discrimination between the ΛCDM and IDM–DR model.

We investigate for the first time whether galaxy cluster
abundance analyses with weak-lensing mass calibration
are sensitive to dark matter – dark radiation interactions,
can discriminate CDM from IDM–DR at the level rele-
vant for addressing the S8 tension, and can enable tighter
constraints on IDM–DR model parameters. A galaxy
cluster is the observable signature of a dark matter halo
that has formed from the highest peaks in the matter
density field on large scales. This makes the abundance
of clusters particularly sensitive to the density of matter
and the amplitude of matter density fluctuations, allow-
ing one to constrain Ωm and σ8 as well as the properties
of dark energy, which impact the structure formation his-
tory [42]. Specifically, in this work, we consider galaxy
cluster samples detected in mm-wave data through the
tSZE, where CMB photons scatter with electrons in the
hot, intracluster medium.

Optical and near-infrared (NIR) followup of mm-wave
mapping experiments with a clean and well-understood
selection, have been employed to create samples of tSZE
selected galaxy clusters, such as SPT [43–46], ACT [47],
and Planck [48, 49]. Crucial to the cosmological analyses
of these samples is the use of weak gravitational lensing to
constrain the cluster masses [3, 50, 51] as well as the care-
ful accounting for systematic and stochastic uncertainties
in constraining the so-called observable–mass relations
[52, 53]. We base our work on the analysis framework
adopted by SPT, which has enabled competitive con-
straints on ΛCDM and wCDM cosmologies using galaxy
clusters selected in SPT-SZ data [3] and in the combi-
nation of SPT-SZ and SPTpol data [54]. An analysis

of IDM–DR models using the latest SPT-selected clus-
ter sample together with DES weak gravitational lensing
data is underway. Building upon this experience, in this
forecast paper, we characterize the promise of future ex-
periments by mocking up tSZE selected cluster catalogs
for two different surveys: SPT-3G [55, 56] and CMB-
S4 [11]. For both cluster samples, the mass calibration re-
lies upon weak-lensing data of the quality expected from
the ongoing Euclid mission or the future Rubin Observa-
tory. Hereafter, we refer to these next-generation weak
gravitational lensing surveys as ngWL.
The article begins with an introduction to the interact-

ing dark matter–dark radiation (IDM–DR) model and
its main parameters, and a discussion of its effect on
the matter power spectrum and the halo mass func-
tion (HMF; Sec II). In Sec III we describe the fore-
cast data used in the analysis with a brief explanation
of the method used to generate mocks and perform the
mass calibration. An overview of the analysis appears in
Sec IV, and in Sec V we present the results obtained for
constraining the model parameters and testing whether
IDM–DR is responsible for lowering S8, including a dis-
cussion about adding the mass of neutrinos as a free pa-
rameter and its interplay with the sensitivity of cluster
counts to interacting dark sectors.

II. INTERACTING DARK MATTER-DARK
RADIATION (IDM–DR) MODEL

In this work we go beyond the CDM paradigm
by studying non-gravitational dark matter interactions
which have an impact on structure formation on large
(≳ Mpc) scales. In analogy to the visible sector where
electrons and photons interact, we consider a similar scat-
tering in the dark sector between the fraction of the dark
matter that is interacting (IDM) and a new relativistic
component, called dark radiation (DR). Depending on
the particle physics model considered, DR can also un-
dergo self-interaction. The remainder of the DM behaves
as the usual cold dark matter (CDM). For the IDM–DR
model considered here, this interaction is relevant over
an extended period of time, having more impact before
matter-radiation equality without substantially affecting
structure formation afterwards. From a particle physics
perspective there could be different realizations of such
an interaction in the dark sector, yet the details of these
models could be translated to effective parameters for
the cosmological analysis. This mapping is done in the
framework of Effective THeory Of Structure formation
(ETHOS [30]).

A. Formalism

In this section we summarize the framework describ-
ing the evolution of perturbations for IDM–DR interac-
tion (see [30] for a more complete description). Besides
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the equations describing ΛCDM components, extra equa-
tions are included for IDM and DR. For non-relativistic
IDM only the two first moments are needed; the den-
sity contrast δIDM and the velocity divergence θIDM. Be-
cause the scattering is elastic, the number of particles is
conserved and so the continuity equation of the density
remains the same as for CDM. On the other hand, the
IDM–DR interaction leads to a momentum exchange and
a drag force term in the Euler equation,

δ̇IDM + θIDM − 3ϕ̇ = 0 , (1)

θ̇IDM − c2IDMk
2δIDM

+HθIDM − k2ψ = ΓIDM−DR (θIDM − θDR) , (2)

where ϕ and ψ are gravitational potentials, cIDM is the
adiabatic IDM sound speed, H is the conformal Hubble
rate, k = |k| is the comoving wave number of the per-
turbation, and a dot denotes a derivative with respect
to conformal time. On the right-hand side of Eq. (2),
ΓIDM−DR is the IDM interaction rate or equivalently the
time-derivative of the IDM drag opacity (often written
as κ̇), and θDR is the DR velocity divergence.
The equations for the DR density contrast δDR and

velocity divergence θDR are given by

δ̇DR +
4

3
θDR − 4ϕ̇ = 0 , (3)

θ̇DR − 1

4
k2δDR

+ k2σ2
DR − k2ψ = ΓDR−IDM (θDR − θIDM) , (4)

where σDR = ΠDR,2/2 is the shear stress, and ΓDR−IDM

is related to the drag opacity for DR–IDM coupling.
The two interaction rates ΓIDM−DR and ΓDR−IDM can

be related using energy-momentum conservation and ex-
panded as power laws in temperature or redshift as fol-
lows

ΓIDM−DR =
4

3

(
ρDR

ρIDM

)
ΓDR−IDM (5)

= −4

3
(ΩDRh

2)
∑

n

an
(1 + z)n+1

(1 + zD)n
,

where h is the dimensionless Hubble constant, ρIDM and
ρDR are respectively IDM and DR energy densities, and
ΩDR is the DR density in units of the critical density.
The coefficients an are constants with units of inverse
length, and encapsulate the details of the microscopic
model describing the dark sector [30, 34]. Finally, zD is
introduced for normalization and chosen to be zD = 107.

In this work we restrain ourselves to the case n = 0,
which can be realized by assuming a dark sector with in-
teractions governed by an unbroken non-Abelian SU(N)
gauge theory [28], because this scenario can support lower
values of S8 [34]. As a convention we take a0 ≡ adark.
There are other possible cases n = 2 and n = 4 describ-
ing, for example, an unbroken U(1) or an interaction with
a massive mediator and sterile neutrino as DR, respec-
tively [30]. The interaction rate for these two cases has

a sharp decrease in time during the radiation dominated
era, having an impact only on modes which enter the
horizon before the ratio ΓIDM−DR/H falls below unity,
leading to a rather sharp suppression of the power spec-
trum on small scales. It has been shown that these sce-
narios cannot accommodate lower values of S8 [32, 34].
On the other hand, for n = 0 the interaction rate scales in
the same way as the expansion rate of the universe dur-
ing radiation domination, meaning the ratio ΓIDM−DR/H
stays constant during this time, impacting many pertur-
bation modes with different scales entering the horizon,
and then starts to decrease during matter domination
time. This leads to a more gradual suppression of the
power spectrum, opening up the possibility to support
lower S8 values, see e.g. Appendix A in [34]. Another
specific property of the non-Abelian dark sector gauge
interaction is the presence of a DR self-interaction caus-
ing it to behave as a perfect fluid (with suppressed higher
multipoles for l ≥ 2, i.e. σDR = 0 in Eq. (4)).
In addition to the cosmological parameters that de-

scribe the ΛCDM model, the IDM–DR model is charac-
terized by three main parameters (out of which, however,
only a subset is relevant here, as detailed below):

• ξDR: the temperature ratio between dark radiation
and CMB photons today

ξDR ≡ TDR

TCMB

∣∣∣∣
z=0

, (6)

which can equivalently be mapped onto the density
parameter of DR as

ωDR = ΩDRh
2 =

ηDR

2
ζ ξ4DR Ωγh

2 , (7)

with ζ = 1 and ηDR = 2(N2 − 1) for a dark sector
described by an SU(N) gauge theory, and Ωγ is the
photon density. DR also contributes to the effec-
tive number of relativistic species Neff , therefore, it
can also be parameterized as ∆Neff . We consider
the case in which DR behaves as a fluid, as appro-
priate for an SU(N) dark sector, and therefore set
∆Neff = ∆Nfluid, with

∆Nfluid =
ρDR

ρ1ν
=
ηDR

2
ζξ4DR

8

7

(
11

4

)4/3

= 35.23 ξ4DR ,

(8)

being the ratio between the DR energy density
and the energy density of one neutrino family.
Throughout this paper, we assume an SU(3) gauge
group such that ζ = 1 and ηDR = 16. These choices
have only a minor impact on our conclusions, as
they can be absorbed into a rescaling of ξDR.

• fIDM: the fraction of interacting dark matter

fIDM ≡ ΩIDM

ΩIDM +ΩCDM
. (9)

• adark ≡ a0: the intensity of the interaction between
IDM and DR, as defined in Eq. (5).



4

10 2 10 1 100 101

k [h Mpc 1]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
P(

k)
/P

(k
)

CD
M

log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 8 , fIDM = 10%

DR = 0.1
DR = 0.2
DR = 0.3

10 2 10 1 100 101

k [h Mpc 1]

DR = 0.1 , fIDM = 10%

log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 0
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 2
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 4
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 6
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 8
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 10

10 2 10 1 100 101

k [h Mpc 1]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
DR = 0.1 , log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 8

fIDM = 0.05
fIDM = 0.1
fIDM = 0.2
fIDM = 0.3
fIDM = 0.6
fIDM = 0.8

1013 1014 1015 1016

M[h 1M ]
10 16

10 14

10 12

10 10

10 8

10 6

10 4

dn
/d

ln
M

[h
3
M

pc
3]

CDM
DR = 0.1
DR = 0.2
DR = 0.3

1013 1014 1015 1016

M[h 1M ]

CDM
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 0
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 2
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 4
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 6
log10[adark/Mpc 1] = 8

1013 1014 1015 1016

M[h 1M ]
10 16

10 14

10 12

10 10

10 8

10 6

10 4

CDM
fIDM = 0.05
fIDM = 0.1
fIDM = 0.2
fIDM = 0.3
fIDM = 0.6
fIDM = 0.8

FIG. 1. Effect of each IDM–DR parameter on the matter-power spectrum (top) and HMF (bottom). The columns show the
impact of varying the DR temperature ξDR (left), the IDM–DR interaction strength adark (middle) and IDM fraction fIDM

(right), respectively. For the matter power spectrum we show the ratio to the corresponding ΛCDM spectrum. For the HMF,
the gray shaded area refers to the halo masses that the galaxy cluster samples considered in this work are sensitive to.

B. Effect on matter power spectrum and halo mass
function

In this work we are mostly interested in the effect
of IDM–DR on relatively large scales, where precise
LSS measurements can probe even small deviations from
ΛCDM. In this context, it is useful to consider two main
limits previously discussed in the literature [31, 34]:

• Weak interaction limit: within this limit, all the
DM is interacting with DR (fIDM = 1), such that
to be consistent with CMB and structure formation
constraints, the strength of the interaction rate has
to be smaller than or comparable to the expansion
rate of the universe during radiation domination
(RD).

• Tight coupling limit: this limit is reached for
a sufficiently large interaction rate ΓIDM−DR ≫ H
during RD (i.e. large adark), and in general viable
when only a small fraction of DM is interacting, i.e.
for fIDM ≪ 1.

For concreteness, we mostly focus on the tight cou-
pling limit in the following, but also briefly investigate
the impact of lifting this assumption. This limit can be
viewed as the dark sector analog of the scenario seen
in the visible sector for the interaction between photons

and electrons. A mapping between the constraints on the
intensity of the interaction parameter adark to the fine-
structure constant αD corresponding to the gauge inter-
action strength in the dark sector implies that the weak
coupling limit corresponds to αD ∼ 10−10 − 10−8 [34].
These values are smaller than any coupling known in
the Standard Model, while those corresponding to the
tight coupling limit can be of comparable size to the
electroweak interactions. Additionally, values for αD in
the tight coupling limit can also be relevant for DM self-
interaction, possibly addressing the small-scale problems
[22, 23].

Due to the interaction with a relativistic component
(DR), IDM gains momentum which allows it to escape
from overdensities, causing a suppression of structure for-
mation. We demonstrate the impact of the model pa-
rameters in Fig. 1, where we show the dependence of the
matter power spectrum P (k) and the HMF within IDM–
DR when varying one parameter while fixing the other
two.

The effect of each ETHOS parameter on the matter
power spectrum is shown in the top row of Fig. 1. The
amount of DR (equivalently the temperature ratio ξDR

of DR to the CMB) determines the scale at which the
suppression of the matter power spectrum sets in. This
is due to two different effects. First, DR has a back-
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ground effect by contributing to ∆Nfluid and changing
the matter-radiation equality time. This effect is small
for the values of ξDR explored here. Second, the main ef-
fect comes from the fact that in the tight coupling limit
IDM and DR form a dark plasma, and can be treated
as a single fluid. During the radiation dominated epoch,
δIDM tracks δDR and both evolve according to a common
effective sound velocity term that is primarily sensitive
to the value of ξDR (for more details, see [31]). This situ-
ation is analogous to the tightly coupled baryon-photon
plasma in ΛCDM.

The amount of suppression is caused by the other two
parameters: the intensity of the interaction adark and
the fraction of IDM fIDM. Regarding the intensity of
the interaction, we see that for log10[adark/Mpc−1] ≳ 6
the amount of power spectrum suppression becomes in-
dependent of the value of adark, indicating that the tight
coupling limit has been reached. In this tightly coupled
limit we are left with fIDM and ξDR as interesting free
parameters (see Appendix A for a broader discussion).
The fraction of IDM is also responsible for the amount
of suppression and it can be truncated at fIDM ∼ 20%
which suppresses the matter power spectrum by more
than 80% and arguably is already excluded by other ex-
isting datasets at small scales.

For the HMF we use the Tinker N -body simulation-
based model [57]. Akin to previous works for mas-
sive neutrinos [58, 59] and ultralight axion-like particles
(ULAs) [60], we treat IDM as a biased tracer of CDM,
because for small fractions of IDM the halo formation is
mainly caused by CDM. The effect of IDM–DR on the
HMF is accounted for solely in the matter power spec-
trum. In the analyses presented here, we follow this ap-
proach, leaving a higher fidelity treatment of the impact
of IDM–DR on halo formation to a future work.

The lower row of Fig. 1 shows the impact of each
ETHOS parameter on the HMF. The gray shaded area
belongs to the halo masses we consider in our samples.
Higher values of ξDR affect the HMF for all halos with
M ≳ 1013 [h−1M⊙], which includes the mass range that
can be probed with the SPT-3G and CMB-S4 tSZE se-
lected galaxy cluster samples. On the other hand, the ef-
fect of adark and fIDM is relevant only for lowest mass ha-
los M ≲ 5 · 1013 [h−1M⊙], which are not massive enough
to make it into the tSZE selected samples considered here
(see Appendix A). To distinguish between different val-
ues of adark and fIDM one would need to include a sample
of galaxy groups at lower mass or complementary non-
cluster constraints on smaller scales.

III. GALAXY CLUSTERS AND LIKELIHOOD

This section contains the description of the galaxy clus-
ter tSZE and weak-lensing datasets employed for this
forecast. We then introduce the so-called observable–
mass relations that connect the galaxy cluster observ-
able signatures to the underlying halo masses and then

end the section with a presentation of the likelihood.

A. Survey descriptions

In the following subsections we present the character-
istics of the tSZE cluster surveys and the next generation
weak lensing (ngWL) surveys.

1. Galaxy cluster surveys (SPT-3G and CMB-S4)

We examine the following two mm-wave surveys that
can be used together with optical and NIR followup to
produce large tSZE selected cluster samples:

• SPT-3G is a mm-wave survey carried out with
the South Pole Telescope (SPT) using a third-
generation wide-field camera that includes over
15,000 polarization-sensitive bolometers operating
at 95, 150 and 220 GHz [61]. The survey has been
collecting data since 2018 over a sky area of several
thousand deg2 and is expected to remain in oper-
ation for several years. The SPT-3G survey is ex-
pected to reach noise depths at the few µK-arcmin
level in each band, corresponding to an order of
magnitude deeper survey than the SPT-SZ 2500d
and a factor of two to three deeper than the second-
generation SPT-pol 500d survey [46, 62]. We adopt
a simplified model of the SPT-3G×ngWL survey
with 4, 000 deg2 of sky coverage split into two re-
gions: a deep main field with 1, 500 deg2 and a shal-
lower so-called summer field with 2, 500 deg2. The
redshift range of the tSZE selected clusters used in
the forecast is z ∈ [0.25, 2].

• CMB-S4 is the upcoming Stage-4 mm-wave sur-
vey that will be carried out using multiple tele-
scopes at the South Pole and in Chile. It is designed
to map ∼ 70% of the sky using more than 500,000
polarization-sensitive bolometers to sub µK-arcmin
levels at central CMB frequencies and including fre-
quency coverage ranging from 20 to 270 GHz [12].
It is expected to yield a tSZE selected cluster
sample that is more than one order of magnitude
larger than the largest current cluster catalog from
ACT [12, 47]. To forecast the CMB-S4×ngWL
cluster catalog, we follow the survey assumptions
described in a previous analysis [63], which esti-
mated that 75,000 tSZE selected clusters would be
identified within the wide survey with a sky cov-
erage of 50% and reaching a redshift higher than
2.

We assume here that the cluster samples arise from
optical and NIR followup of the tSZE candidate lists
employing a technique such as the Multi-Component
Matched Filter (MCMF) algorithm [64, 65], which has
been successfully employed to produce large samples for
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Planck [49] and SPT [45, 46] and is currently being used
to create an extended ACT cluster sample. The MCMF
algorithm allows one to limit (or reduce) the contamina-
tion in a tSZE cluster candidate list in a manner that can
be easily accounted for in the cosmological analysis (see
discussion below). This cluster confirmation will benefit
from the deep NIR dataset of Euclid as well as the deep
optical dataset of Rubin; these are the same ngWL sur-
veys that we envision using for the mass calibration of
the tSZE selected cluster samples.

2. Next-generation weak lensing (ngWL)

Ongoing and future surveys like the Euclid mission
and the Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) con-
ducted at the Vera C. Rubin Observatory will provide a
new generation of weak-lensing (ngWL) data. With their
large sky coverage and improved instrumentation, they
will produce an order of magnitude more WL data than
the current available ones with a better quality. For con-
creteness, we will focus in this work on using ngWL data
for the Euclid mission only. The Euclid Wide Survey mis-
sion operated by the European Space Agency will cover
15, 000 deg2 of the extragalactic sky in a time scale of six
years. Its imaging and spectroscopy survey in visible and
near-infrared bands is designed to improve the estimation
of photometric redshifts (photo-zs) leading to more pre-
cise weak-lensing data [15]. It will measure weak-lensing
shear profiles of galaxies up to redshift 2 with an average
galaxy number density of 30 arcmin−2.

B. Observable–mass relations

For the two samples presented, the clusters are selected

by two observables: the observed detection significance ζ̂,
which is the detection signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) maxi-
mized over all filter scales and cluster sky positions, and

the observed richness, λ̂, which quantifies the number of
passive galaxies in a cluster. In addition, in the process
of optical/NIR confirmation of the ICM selected cluster
candidates, a photometric redshift z is measured for each
cluster. Finally, the clusters that overlap the ngWL weak
lensing surveys have an associated projected tangential
shear profile gt(R). Following the techniques developed
within the latest SPT×DES analysis [53], redshift depen-
dent observable–mass scaling relations are used to build
a statistical binding between the observables and the un-
derlying halo mass.

For the samples described below, the clusters are se-
lected to lie above a particular tSZE detection signifi-

cance threshold ζ̂min and optical/NIR richness selection

threshold λ̂min(z), and within a particular redshift range

zmin and zmax as

ζ̂ > ζ̂min ,

λ̂ > λ̂min(z) ,

zmin < z < zmax . (10)

There is no selection on the weak lensing observable
gt(R).
Following the matched filter detection technique em-

ployed by SPT [66], each cluster is defined to be at the
sky location and scale (core radius) that maximize the
detection significance, and therefore this significance is
somewhat biased. To correct for this bias, the observed

significance ζ̂ is related to an unbiased or intrinsic tSZE
significance ζ as [67]

P (ζ̂|ζ) = N
(√

ζ2 + 3, 1
)
, (11)

where N (a, σ) is a Gaussian distribution with mean a
and standard deviation σ.
The observable-mass relation that connects the mean

intrinsic significance ζ to the halo mass M200c used in
describing the HMF is modeled as a power law in mass
and in the redshift dependent dimensionless Hubble pa-
rameter (E(z) ≡ H(z)/H0)

⟨ln ζ⟩ = ln ζ0 + ζM ln

(
M200c

3× 1014 h−1M⊙

)

+ ζz ln

(
E(z)

E(0.6)

)
,

(12)

where ζ0, ζM and ζz are the scaling relation amplitude,
mass trend and redshift trend, respectively. M200c is the
halo mass within a region that has an overdensity 200
times larger than the critical density at the cluster red-
shift. The pivot redshift and mass for the power law re-
lation are z = 0.6 and M200c = 3 × 1014h−1M⊙, respec-
tively. Observed and simulated clusters exhibit struc-
tural variations due to, e.g., the time since last major
merger. This introduces scatter in the observable at any
given mass and redshift. We model the scatter of the
intrinsic significance ζ around the expectation value at
a given mass and redshift as log-normal described by its
mass and redshift independent RMS (root mean square)
variation σln ζ .
As previously mentioned, the SPT-3G survey has two

fields with different depths that we describe using the
field depth parameter γfield, where

ζ0,field = γfieldζ0 . (13)

This enables us to combine all clusters within a survey
into a single scaling relation with the same mass and red-
shift behavior, where the differences in field depth sim-
ply reflect a rescaling of the normalization parameter ζ0.
The field depth numbers represent effective inverse noise
depths relative to the noise measured in the original SPT-
SZ survey [68].
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The observed richness λ̂ for a particular cluster is the
Poisson sampling of an intrinsic richness λ as

P (λ̂|λ) = N (λ,
√
λ) , (14)

where we have used the Gaussian limit of the Poisson
distribution, which we consider to be valid for richnesses
λ > 10.

The mean intrinsic richness is also modeled as a power
law of mass and redshift as

⟨lnλ⟩ = lnλ0 + λM ln

(
M200c

3× 1014 h−1M⊙

)

+ λz ln

(
1 + z

1.6

)
,

(15)

with the richness-mass scaling relation parameters λ0,
λM and λz corresponding to the amplitude, mass trend
and redshift trend. The log-normal scatter of the richness
at a given mass and redshift about the mean richness is
modeled using its RMS variation σlnλ.

These observable–mass scaling relation parameters de-
scribe real physical characteristics of the galaxy clusters
and are therefore more than so-called nuisance parame-
ters. The 8 scaling relation parameters lnζ0, ζM, ζz, σln ζ ,
lnλ0, λM, λzand σlnλ provide enough freedom to describe
the observable–mass relation in existing tSZE selected
cluster samples [53], and we therefore adopt this same
parameter set in forecasting the cosmological constraints
for the larger SPT-3G and CMB-S4 samples. Additional
parameters describing further characteristics of the clus-
ter population such as, e.g., mass or redshift dependent
intrinsic scatter or correlations among the scatter of dif-
ferent observables can be added as needed when fitting
the observed cluster sample. The scaling relation pa-
rameters are constrained using WL mass calibration as
described in Sec. IVB1.

The mapping of the weak lensing observable, the re-
duced tangential shear profile gt(R), to the cluster halo
mass is handled somewhat differently. A weak lensing
mass MWL is extracted from gt(R) by fitting a pro-
jected NFW model [69] to the one halo portion of the
shear profile within the radial range 500h−1 kpc < R <
3.2/(1 + z) h−1Mpc. This weak lensing mass is a bi-
ased and noisy estimator of the true underlying halo mass
M200c, and therefore we follow previous publications in
creating a statistical binding called the weak lensing to
halo mass relation [70–72],

〈
ln

(
MWL

2× 1014 h−1M⊙

)〉
= lnMWL0

+MWLM
ln

(
M200c

2× 1014 h−1M⊙

)
,

(16)

where lnMWL0
is the logarithmic bias at M200c = 2 ×

1014 h−1M⊙ and MWLM
is the mass trend of this bias.

The weak lensing mass MWL exhibits a mass dependent
log-normal scatter σlnWL about the mean relation given

by

lnσ2
lnWL =lnσ2

lnWL0

+ σlnWLM
ln

(
M200c

2× 1014 h−1M⊙

)
,

(17)

where lnσ2
lnWL0

is the logarithm of the variance of MWL

aroundM200c at 2×1014 h−1M⊙ and σlnWLM is the mass
trend of this variance.
The parameters of this relation are constrained using a

large ensemble of galaxy clusters extracted from numeri-
cal structure formation simulations. Using hydrodynam-
ical simulations [73], we create mock weak lensing shear
profiles gt(R) with miscentering and cluster member con-
tamination for and then correct and fit them with NFW
profiles in the same manner as the real data are treated,
producingMWL estimates for each halo. The halo masses
M200c are extracted for each cluster from corresponding
N-body simulations using the same initial conditions as
the hydro simulations. This is an important detail, be-
cause the HMF we use has been extracted from N-body
simulations with the same M200c halo mass definition.
These (MWL,M200c) pairs are then used to constrain the
parameters of the relations presented above. This whole
process is carried out at different redshifts, allowing the
bias and scatter of MWL about the true halo mass M200c

to be constrained to some accuracy that depends on the
number of simulated clusters studied and the fidelity of
the hydrodynamical simulations. Additional discussion
of this approach can be found elsewhere [53, 72].
These remaining parameter uncertainties after this cal-

ibration process represent a systematic floor to our abil-
ity to constrain the observable-mass relations with weak
lensing shear profiles. We return to this discussion in
Sec. IVB1 below.

C. Abundance and mass calibration likelihood

The cluster population is described as independent
Poisson realizations of the HMF. The full log-likelihood
is given by

lnL(p) =
∑

i

ln

∫ ∞

λ̂min

dλ̂
d3N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dz

∣∣∣
ζ̂i,zi

−
∫ zmax

zmin

dz

∫ ∞

ζ̂min

dζ̂

∫ ∞

λ̂min

dλ̂
d3N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dz

+
∑

i

ln

d4N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dgtdz

∣∣∣
ζ̂i,λ̂i,gt,i,zi∫∞

λ̂min
dλ̂d3N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dz

∣∣∣
ζ̂i,zi

+ const. ,

(18)

where p refers to model parameters, the sums run over
all clusters, and the observables include tSZE significance

ζ̂, richness λ̂, redshift z and tangential shear profile gt.
The survey selection is reflected in the integration bounds

zmin, zmax, ζ̂min and λ̂min. The first two terms in the like-
lihood represent the cluster abundance likelihood, which
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is independent of the weak-lensing data, while the third
term represents the information from the mass calibra-
tion using the ngWL weak gravitational lensing data.

The differential cluster number d3 N
d obs that appears in

the first two terms is the differential halo observable func-
tion (HOF) in the observable space ζ̂ − λ̂− z

d3N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dz
=

∫
dΩs

∫∫∫
dM dλ dζ P (ζ̂|ζ)P (λ̂|λ)

P (ζ, λ|M, z,p)
d2N(p,M, z)

dMdV

d2V (p, z)

dzdΩs
,

(19)

where the integral over the survey solid angle Ωs re-
duces to the subfield solid angle in a sum over all sur-

vey subfields, P (ζ̂|ζ) and P (λ̂|λ) follow from Eqs. (11)
and (14), respectively, and P (ζ, λ|M, z,p) follows from

Eqs. (12) and (15). The factors d2N(p,M,z)
dMdV = dn(p,M,z)

dM

and d2V (p,z)
dzdΩs

are the HMF and the differential volume
element appropriate for the cosmology.

The differential cluster number d 4N
d obs in the third term

of the likelihood is the HOF in the observable space ζ̂ −
λ̂− gt − z

d4N(p)

dζ̂dλ̂dgtdz
=

∫
dΩs

∫∫∫∫
dM dζ dλ dMWL

P (gt|MWL,p)P (ζ̂|ζ)P (λ̂|λ)
P (ζ, λ,MWL|M, z,p)

d2N(p,M, z)

dMdV

d2V (p, z)

dzdΩs
.

(20)

Here the integral over the survey solid angle and the fac-

tors P (ζ̂|ζ) and P (λ̂|λ) are as described in the previous
equation, while P (ζ, λ,MWL|M, z,p) follows from equa-
tions Eqs. (12), (15) and (16). The factor P (gt|MWL,p)
is given by the product of Gaussian probabilities in each
radial bin i of the tangential reduced shear profile

P (gt|MWL,p) =
∏

i

(√
2π∆gt,i

)−1

e
− 1

2

(
gt,i−gt,i(MWL,p)

∆gt,i

)2

,

(21)

with the shape noise ∆gt,i. As previously mentioned,
only the radial range 500h−1 kpc < R < 3.2/(1 +
z) h−1Mpc, corresponding to the core extracted one halo
term region, is used for this fitting.

IV. MOCK DATA AND ANALYSIS

In the following we first discuss the creation of mock
cluster catalogs and shear profiles and then describe the
analysis of these mock data that leads to our cosmological
constraint forecasts.

TABLE I. Cosmological parameters for the two benchmark
models examined here. In both models the curvature is set to
zero, and the sum of the neutrino masses is mν = 0.06 eV.

Param Benchmark Models

MockIDM−DR MockΛCDM

ξDR 0.112 0.000

Ωm 0.3068 0.3166

Ωbh
2 0.02550 0.02236

h 0.6800 0.6736

ln(1010As) 3.030 3.045

ns 0.9660 0.9649

τreio 0.0513 0.0544

A. Generating mock data

To generate the mock catalog for each survey, we
compute the matter power spectrum for a given model
(ΛCDM or IDM–DR) with the Boltzmann solver CLASS
[74, 75]. The matter power spectrum is then used to cal-
culate the HMF. We use the Tinker [57] simulation-based
HMF in the mass range M ∈ [1013, 1016]h−1M⊙.
We generate mock data for two different benchmark

cosmologies. The first is based on the IDM–DR model
with parameters chosen such that it is compatible with
Planck 2018 data, and in addition yields a lower value
of S8 due to the interaction of DM with DR, close to
those reported by weak-lensing shear measurements. We
choose here to compare to the recent joint analysis of
DES-Y3 and KiDS-1000 [9]. The second is based on a
ΛCDM model with input values chosen as the mean pa-
rameter posteriors from Planck 2018 temperature and
polarization anisotropy without CMB lensing [1]. The
cosmological parameters for each benchmark are listed
in Table I. In both cases we consider a zero curvature
geometry together with three neutrino species with two
massless and one massive neutrino with mν = 0.06 eV.

To generate the cluster and WL datasets for the
two different benchmark cosmologies and the two dif-
ferent survey combinations SPT-3G×ngWL and CMB-
S4×ngWL, we begin by using the HMF over the mass
range M ∈ [1013, 1016]h−1M⊙ and the redshift range
of the survey together with the per-field survey solid
angle Ωs to estimate the expected number of halos in
the surveyed volume as a function of mass and redshift

⟨N(M, z)⟩ = d2N(p,M,z)
dMdV dM Ωsd

2
p(z)dz where dp(z) is the

proper distance to redshift z and the HMF contains the
comoving abundance of halos (see Eq. 19). Taking a Pois-
son realization of this model, we then cycle through mass
and redshift producing the given number of halos within
each mass-redshift cell.

Each observed halo of mass M200c and redshift z is
then assigned intrinsic observables ζ and λ, and there-

after their observable counterparts ζ̂ and λ̂ as described
in Sec. III B. We generate the observables using the eight
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TABLE II. Scaling relation parameters with priors and con-
straints. Priors on the weak lensing to halo mass relation are
taken from the previous SPT×DES analysis [53] with uncer-
tainties reduced by a factor of two. Constraints on the tSZE
significance and richness observable–mass scaling relation pa-
rameters are derived from the WL mass calibration. N (a, σ)
is a Gaussian distribution with mean a and standard devia-
tion σ.

MWL −M200c Priors

lnMWL0 N (−0.05, 0.01)

MWLM N (1.029, 0.009)

lnσ2
lnWL0

N (ln(0.212)2, (0.110)2)

σlnWLM N (−0.226, 0.300)

ζ −M200c − z Constraints

CMB-S4×ngWL SPT-3G×ngWL

lnζ0 N (0.960, 0.025) N (0.96, 0.031)

ζM N (1.500, 0.038) N (1.50, 0.041)

ζz N (0.500, 0.099) N (0.50, 0.17)

σln ζ N (0.200, 0.017) N (0.200, 0.026)

λ−M200c − z Constraints

CMB-S4×ngWL SPT-3G×ngWL

lnλ0 N (4.250, 0.016) N (4.25, 0.02)

λM N (1.000, 0.029) N (1.000, 0.031)

λz N (0.000, 0.070) N (0.00, 0.12)

σlnλ N (0.200, 0.009) N (0.20, 0.02)

ζ- and λ-mass-z scaling relation parameters fixed to the
mean value in the Gaussian priors listed with the mass
calibration constraints in Table II. To produce the final
cluster catalogs for each survey, we apply the survey se-

lection (ζ̂min, λ̂min(z), zmin and zmax) as described in
Eq. (10). For the redshift dependent richness threshold
we adopt the values obtained for the recent SPT×DES
ΛCDM analysis [53].

For SPT-3G, the full region is covered by the ngWL
surveys Euclid and Rubin (Ωs = 4, 000 deg2) with a
redshift range of 0.25 < z ≲ 2. Following the recent
SPT×DES analysis [53], we use two selection thresh-
olds for the significance, one in each of the two fields:

ζ̂min = 5 for the summer field and ζ̂min = 4.5 for the
main field. The main field is described by a field depth
parameter γfield = 3.5, and the shallower summer field
has γfield = 1.5. With these survey specifications we ob-
tain around 4,000 clusters for Mock IDM−DR and 6,400
clusters for Mock ΛCDM.

The overlapping region for CMB-S4 and the ngWL
survey Euclid is roughly Ωs = 10, 100 deg2 and even
larger for Rubin. We adopt the solid angle of the overlap
with Euclid and a redshift range of 0.1 < z ≲ 2 (i.e.,
zmin = 0.1). The gains from adopting the Rubin overlap
are marginal so we do not explore them here. Although
CMB-S4 reaches tSZE sensitivities where we expect to
find clusters at redshifts higher than 2, we restrict our
analysis to clusters with z ≲ 2. Cluster cosmology us-

ing clusters at z > 2 has not yet been attempted, and
so we focus here on the better understood regime z < 2.
The significance threshold for CMB-S4 is taken to be

ζ̂min = 5 and the field depth parameter is γfield = 4.0.
The survey defined in this way includes approximately
24,000 clusters for Mock IDM−DR and 32,000 clusters for
Mock ΛCDM.
In addition to the tSZE and optical/NIR observables,

each selected cluster halo is also assigned a mass estimate
MWL following Eqs. (16) and (17). Using MWL, each
mock cluster is then provided with a mock shear profile
consistent with the NFW model that is used in fitting
the shear profiles during the analysis. The lensing source
galaxies are distributed within ten tomographic redshift
bins extending over the redshift range 0 to 2.2. Profile
measurement uncertainties are assigned using shape noise
assuming intrinsic shear variance of (0.32) and a lensing
source galaxy surface density of 30 arcmin−2. The am-
plitude of the shear profiles for each tomographic bin is
calculated using the appropriate Σcrit factor, where the
weighting factor is set to zero for those bins at redshifts
less than the cluster redshift. Cluster member contam-
ination of the source galaxy sample is added, consistent
with measurements extracted for tSZE selected clusters
within the SPT×DES shear dataset.
The priors on the weak lensing to halo mass relation

are listed in Table II and discussed further in Sec. IVB1
below. In producing the mock data the central values of
each parameter are adopted, and this relation is applied
to mock clusters at all redshifts.

B. Analysis

The Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis is
carried out using CosmoSIS1 [76] with the Polychord
sampler [77, 78]. We cross-check that the MultiNest sam-
pler [79–81] yields consistent results for all posterior dis-
tributions.
In recent weak lensing informed cluster abundance

analyses [3, 53], the full log-likelihood containing both
the cluster abundance and the weak lensing mass calibra-
tion have been iterated simultaneously. This is optimal,
because the weak-lensing mass calibration is dependent
on the distance–redshift relation, which is sensitive to
the cosmological parameter, e.g., Ωm. However, for the
forecast analysis performed here where we include both
cluster datasets and Planck 2018 anisotropy data, the
two pieces of the likelihood can be separated, leading to
gains in computing time. In a related analysis [82], it
has been shown that the dependence of the mass cali-
bration on cosmology for the cluster samples considered
here is negligible, underscoring the validity of separating
the analysis. Therefore, we perform the mass calibration

1 https://cosmosis.readthedocs.io/

https://cosmosis.readthedocs.io/
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independently, as described in the following Sec. IVB1,
and adopt the resulting parameter posteriors as priors
for a stand-alone cluster abundance likelihood analysis
as described in Sec. IVB2.

1. WL mass calibration analysis

To carry out the WL mass calibration, the mock shear
profiles are analyzed in the same manner as the ob-
served DES based shear profiles employed in the recent
SPT×DES analysis [53]. They are corrected for cluster
member galaxy contamination and fit using a projected
NFW density profile over a region that excludes the two-
halo term dominated cluster infall region and the central
500h−1kpc where the cluster profile is particularly sen-
sitive to feedback effects, hydrodynamical modeling and
the choice of cluster center. This fit results in a WL mass
estimate MWL for each cluster.
As discussed previously in Sec IVA, the MWL mea-

surement is a biased and noisy estimate of the underlying
halo mass M200c. We account for this source of system-
atic and stochastic uncertainty by marginalizing over the
uncertainties in the parameters of the weak lensing to
halo mass relation described in Eqs. (16) and (17)).

This approach then accounts for mismatch between
complex cluster morphologies and the simple NFW shear
profile used to estimate MWL as well as for the impact of
uncertainties in cluster mis-centering and cluster member
galaxy contamination of the shear source galaxy sample.
Moreover, systematic uncertainties on the photometric
redshifts of the source sample and on the shear measure-
ments themselves can be included. Finally, there are ad-
ditional systematics due to the uncertainties in the sub-
grid physics used in the hydrodynamic simulations that
have been employed in constraining this MWL −Mhalo

relation.
For the WL calibration used here, we adopt the sys-

tematic requirements for the source galaxy photometric
redshifts and shear measurements from the ngWL sur-
veys. These requirements are so tight in comparison
to existing shear dataset from, e.g., DES, that those
systematics become subdominant in our mass calibra-
tion analysis. For the remaining systematic uncertainties
associated with model mismatch, mis-centering, mem-
ber galaxy contamination and hydrodynamical subgrid
physics, we find that hydrodynamical subgrid physics
uncertainties of ∼2% [72] dominate. Because it is not
clear how much improvement to expect in the remaining
systematics between now and the time when the actual
samples are analyzed, we adopt a conservative approach
where the systematics are half as large (∼ 1%) and an
optimistic approach where the systematics are 10 times
smaller (∼ 0.2%). As discussed in the companion pa-
per [82], the ngWL datasets are essentially shape noise
dominated in both the conservative and optimistic sce-
narios, making the exact level of systematic uncertainties
we include unimportant for our forecasts. Therefore, we

choose to adopt the conservative approach with an un-
certainties on lnMWL0 of 1%. The mass trend in the
logarithmic bias and the scatter parameters of the weak
lensing to halo mass relation are taken from the recent
SPT×DES analysis with uncertainties reduced by a fac-
tor of two [53]. All parameter priors are listed in Table II.
Because the cluster by cluster WL mass calibration

analysis would have taken too long for the samples ana-
lyzed here, we adopt an approach of using only 1000 ran-
domly selected clusters for the mass calibration in each
sample, where the shape noise is reduced to maintain the
information content expected from an analysis of each
full sample (further discussion appears elsewhere [82]).
The analysis leads to tight posteriors on the parameters
of the observable–mass relations as shown in Table II for
SPT-3G×ngWL and CMB-S4×ngWL. We adopt these
parameter constraints as Gaussian priors in the analy-
sis of the cluster abundance described in the following
section. Note that to account for possible halo mass
shape changes due to IDM and their impact on the WL
mass calibration, separate structure formation simula-
tions could be employed. Ror the forecasts presented
here we simply assume that the WL systematic uncer-
tainties are the same for both IDM and CDM.

2. Cosmology analysis

Our analysis here is for the cluster counts from SPT-3G
and CMB-S4 with mass information from future ngWL
surveys like Euclid and Rubin. We use the likelihood
for cluster abundance as described above, which is based
upon the most recent SPT×DES analysis [53] and the
likelihood for CMB Planck 2018 TT,TE,EE data avail-
able in CosmoSIS. An analysis using Planck data for this
model has already been performed [32, 34], but we in-
clude it here for comparison. Therefore, we carry out a
cosmology analysis for

• Planck 2018 (TT,TE,EE)

• SPT-3G (tSZE clusters) × ngWL (WL masses)

• CMB-S4 (tSZE clusters) × ngWL (WL masses)

In the following we refer to these datasets as Planck,
SPT-3G×ngWL, and CMB-S4×ngWL, respectively. In
addition, we consider also the combination of Planck with
either SPT-3G×ngWL or CMB-S4×ngWL to assess the
additional constraining power of future cluster data. We
explore the parameters of ΛCDM adding the parameter
ξDR for the IDM–DR model. We use flat priors on these
as shown in Table III. Priors on observable–mass scaling
relation parameters are summarized in Table II. Clus-
ter counts are not sensitive to Ωbh

2 and provide only
weak constraints on h. Therefore, when using cluster
data alone, we adopt Gaussian priors on them, as given
in Table III.
The prior on ξDR comes from the constraint on extra

(non-interacting) radiation ∆Neff from Planck, that can
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TABLE III. Summary of parameter priors adopted in the
analysis. The U stands for a uniform distribution. τreio is
considered only when adding CMB data, and Gaussian priors
on Ωbh

2 and h are added when using cluster data alone, with
mean c standing for the value of Ωbh

2 and d for the value of
h as specified for either Mock IDM−DR or Mock ΛCDM, respec-
tively.

Parameter Prior

ξDR U(0.001, 0.5)
Ωm U(0.2, 0.4)
Ωbh

2 U(0.018, 0.027)
(
×N (c, 0.00015)

)
h U(0.6, 0.8)

(
×N (d, 0.006)

)
ln (1010As) U(1.0, 4.0)
ns U(0.94, 1.00)
τreio U(0.04, 0.08)

be viewed as an upper limit in the interacting case. As
previously stated, we work in the tight coupling limit,
meaning we fix the value of the interaction intensity to
be large enough such that our results do not depend on its
precise value. Specifically, we use log10[adark/Mpc−1] =
8. For simplicity and to avoid parameter projection ef-
fects, we also fix the IDM fraction to be fIDM = 10%.
As discussed in Sec. II B, the matter power spectrum and
HMF are rather insensitive to its precise value within the
relevant regime for the cluster samples considered here.
Nevertheless, an analysis with adark and fIDM included
as free parameters is shown in Appendix A.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We present here the results for the forecast sensitiv-
ity to an interacting dark sector of either the SPT-3G or
the CMB-S4 tSZE galaxy cluster samples combined with
weak-lensing mass calibration from a Euclid- or Rubin-
like ngWL survey. We present results of our MCMC anal-
ysis within the IDM–DR and CDM context for the two
benchmark models (specified in Table I) in Sec. VA and
Sec. VB, respectively. In addition, in Sec. VC we discuss
the interplay with massive neutrinos. While our MCMC
runs include all parameters mentioned previously, we dis-
play only the results for ξDR, Ωm, and S8. The full results
are displayed in Appendix B.

Cosmological probes can constrain the parameter com-
bination σ8(Ωm/0.3)

α for different values of α depending
on the dataset and the specifics of the survey. For the
surveys in this work, we find that CMB-S4 is better at
constraining the parameter combination for α = 0.18,
and SPT-3G for α = 0.2. Nevertheless, we will dis-
play results in terms of the parameter combination S8 =
σ8(Ωm/0.3)

0.5 to ease comparison with previously pub-
lished shear analyses and to address the corresponding
tension.

A. IDM–DR benchmark

We first discuss the IDM–DR benchmark model cho-
sen to be compatible with Planck 2018 data and addi-
tionally yielding a low value of S8 due to dark sector
interactions. This scenario is relevant if the hints for low
values of S8 from weak lensing shear and current cluster
measurements turn out to be true. The results of the
analysis using Mock IDM−DR data are shown in Fig. 2 for
the dataset combinations described in Sec IV. The values
of the parameters at 68% or upper limits at 95% credi-
bility level (CL) with their relative error are summarized
in Table IV. We highlight that all input values are recov-
ered within 1σ for all the results presented in this work,
indicating self-consistency in the theoretical description,
the mock generation and the likelihood analysis.

In particular, the temperature of the dark sector pa-
rameterized by ξDR is recovered and tightly constrained
from galaxy cluster catalogs with a relative error of 14%
and 42% for CMB-S4×ngWL and SPT-3G×ngWL, re-
spectively. This means the cluster abundance is able to
distinguish the IDM–DR benchmark model from ΛCDM,
which corresponds to the limit ξDR → 0. Thus, both
SPT-3G and CMB-S4 cluster counts will be able to test
whether dark sector interactions are an explanation of
the S8 tension, when combined with ngWL mass mea-
surements.

The power of CMB-S4×ngWL in constraining the
value of ξDR is much higher than that of SPT-3G×ngWL.
This could be traced to the difference in the size of
catalogs, where for this model CMB-S4 will be able to
identify around 24,000 clusters compared to 4,000 clus-
ters for SPT-3G. Additionally, the wide overlapping re-
gion of the CMB-S4 and ngWL surveys leads to bet-
ter mass calibration, which means less uncertainty in
the observable–mass relations (see Table II). Both clus-
ter samples yield a comparable constraining power on S8

at a precision of about 1% for CMB-S4×ngWL and 2%
for SPT-3G×ngWL (see Table IV). As is clear in Fig. 2,
combining cluster catalogs with Planck temperature and
polarization anisotropy likelihoods strengthens the con-
straining power on the parameters and dramatically so
in the case of the smaller SPT-3G cluster sample.

Notably, current Planck 2018 data are not able to dis-
criminate the IDM–DR benchmark model from ΛCDM
(see black contour lines in Fig. 2). Instead, Planck only
yields an upper limit ξDR ≤ 0.13 (see Table IV). The
same is true for combinations of Planck with BAO or
BOSS galaxy clustering data [32, 34]. Thus, future clus-
ter abundance measurements will significantly enhance
the sensitivity to interacting dark sectors. We find that
CMB-S4 cluster catalogs together with ngWL mass cal-
ibration will be able to decisively test IDM–DR as an
explanation of the S8 tension.
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FIG. 2. Posteriors within the IDM–DR model when assuming the Mock IDM−DR benchmark model. On the left, we show the
forecast for CMB-S4×ngWL and on the right SPT-3G×ngWL. Red contours show the forecast from cluster abundance only,
while blue corresponds to a combination with Planck 2018. For comparison, the black lines show current constraints from
Planck 2018 only. The gray shaded area refers to the results from the joint analysis of DES-Y3 and KiDS-1000 [9], and the
dotted lines refer to the input values of the benchmark model used to generate the mock data.

B. ΛCDM benchmark

Let us now consider the scenario that the true cos-
mological model is described by ΛCDM with parameters
compatible with Planck 2018 and a correspondingly high
value of S8, which is relevant if the current hints for low
S8 from weak lensing shear and other measurements are
not confirmed in future analyses. In this case one may ask
how future cluster abundance data will enable improved
constraints on the IDM–DR model. The results of the
MCMC sampled posteriors for Mock ΛCDM are shown in
Fig. 3 and the values of the parameters at 68% or upper
limits at 95% CL are given in Table IV.

If the true cosmology is ΛCDM we find that cluster
abundances will allow us to reach an upper bound on the
value of ξDR of 0.08 and 0.09 for CMB-S4×ngWL and
SPT-3G×ngWL, respectively, at 95% CL. The degener-
acy between S8 and ξDR that is present in Planck 2018
CMB data is lifted, and the possibility of a lower value of
S8 due to dark sector interactions can be excluded within
this scenario.

This means if ΛCDM accurately describes our Uni-
verse, future cluster counts will improve the constraints
on ξDR over Planck 2018 combined with BOSS, BAO
and galaxy clustering by about a factor 1.5 − 2. Note
that this implies an improvement in the upper limit on
the abundance of DR ∆Nfluid ∝ ξ4DR by a factor 5 − 10.
Using Eq. (8), the upper bound on ξDR translates to an

upper bound on ∆Nfluid of 0.0014 and 0.0023 for CMB-
S4×ngWL and SPT-3G×ngWL, respectively, for SU(3)
theory.
Moreover, future cluster abundance data will allow us

to reduce the uncertainty on S8 by about a factor of two
compared to CMB data from Planck (with a relative error
of 0.7% − 1.7% for clusters and 2.4% for Planck). Note
that for the optimal parameter combination that can be
most tightly probed by cluster counts, the relative error
is even smaller (0.5%− 0.8%).
This implies that future cluster catalogs will allow us

to probe even a tiny contribution of interacting DR and
are thus a sensitive probe of dark sector interactions, in-
dependently of whether the S8 tension will be confirmed
or excluded with future measurements.

C. Effect of neutrinos

Massive neutrinos also have a suppression effect on
structure formation and lead to a reduction of power on
small scales in the matter power spectrum. Therefore,
we investigate the interplay of massive neutrinos with
the suppression caused by the IDM–DR interaction. To
evaluate if we are able to distinguish between the two
effects, we perform an analysis where we add the sum of
the neutrino masses

∑
mν as a free parameter. We fo-

cus on the combination of CMB-S4×ngWL with Planck
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FIG. 3. Same as Fig. 2 for the Mock ΛCDM benchmark model, corresponding to a ΛCDM model with Planck 2018 parameters.

TABLE IV. Parameter values at 68% CL intervals or 95% CL upper limits for Planck 2018 TT-TE-EE data as well as
forecasted CMB-S4 (tSZE clusters)×ngWL (WL masses) and SPT-3G (tSZE clusters)×ngWL(WL masses) datasets, assuming
the Mock ΛCDM or Mock IDM−DR benchmark models.

Mock ΛCDM Mock IDM−DR

Planck CMB-S4×ngWL SPT-3G×ngWL CMB-S4×ngWL SPT-3G×ngWL

68% limit relative error 68% limit relative error 68% limit relative error 68% limit relative error 68% limit relative error

ξDR < 0.13 - < 0.08 - < 0.087 - 0.119+0.015
−0.018 13.8% 0.12 ± 0.05 42%

Ωm 0.315 ± 0.008 2.5 % 0.316+0.008
−0.004 1.8% 0.321+0.012

−0.018 4.7% 0.309+0.011
−0.008 3.1% 0.312+0.024

−0.008 10%

S8 0.827 ± 0.021 2.4% 0.838+0.005
−0.007 0.7% 0.837+0.019

−0.009 1.7% 0.780+0.009
−0.007 1.03% 0.791+0.011

−0.021 2%

temperature and polarization data, because cluster data
alone have been found to provide only a weak sensitivity
to neutrino masses (see for example [3]).

The results for this analysis are shown in Fig. 4. We
find that the effect of neutrinos is distinguishable from
that of IDM–DR, and the input value of ξDR is well re-
covered with a slightly larger posterior. Fig. 4 shows also
that the degeneracy between

∑
mν and ξDR is very weak.

The projected upper bound on
∑
mν of 0.103 eV 95% CL

arises primarily from CMB data.
This result shows that cluster abundance measure-

ments combined with CMB temperature and polariza-
tion data are able to distinguish between the effect of
massive neutrinos and that of dark sector interactions
within the IDM–DR model. This can be traced to the
following reasons: first, the suppression for each case
sets in at a different scale. For neutrinos, the effect is
related to their free-streaming length, corresponding to
k ∼ 10−2 [hMpc−1] for viable neutrino masses. In con-
trast, for IDM–DR, the suppression occurs at different

scales depending on the value of ξDR (as described in
Sec. II B and demonstrated in Fig. 1). For the specific
benchmark point Mock IDM−DR the suppression scale is
k ∼ 10−1 [hMpc−1]. Another reason is related to hav-
ing different effects on the CMB. Neutrino masses change
the background evolution by contributing to the matter
density at z ≲ 100 while behaving as radiation at earlier
times, leading to a distinct effect on the CMB anisotropy
spectrum. In contrast, IDM–DR with viable values of
ξDR leads to modifications at the level of perturbations
only. Moreover, the power suppression due to IDM–DR is
mostly generated already before recombination, while for
massive neutrinos it is imprinted afterwards. That im-
plies a different impact on the growth history and thus
on the redshift-dependence of the power suppression.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present forecasts for the sensitivity
of future weak lensing mass calibration informed galaxy
cluster abundance measurements on deviations from the
cold dark matter paradigm. In particular, we consider an
interacting dark sector featuring a dark radiation compo-
nent that interacts with dark matter, similar to the well-
known baryon-photon interaction. This IDM–DR model
can be realized on the microscopic level by an interac-
tion arising from an unbroken non-Abelian gauge symme-
try within the dark sector, analogous to the interactions
within the Standard Model of particle physics. The non-
Abelian nature of the interaction leads to a particular
time-dependence of the interaction rate that imprints a
suppression on the matter power spectrum that has been
argued to potentially resolve the S8 tension [34].
We consider galaxy cluster samples corresponding to

tSZE selected clusters from the ongoing SPT-3G as well
as the future CMB-S4 mm-wave surveys, combined with
cluster mass calibration constraints inferred from next
generation weak lensing surveys ngWL like Euclid and
Rubin. To test whether galaxy clusters will be able to dif-
ferentiate between ΛCDM and IDM–DR, we have gener-
ated mock data for two different benchmark points. One
based on an IDM–DR model with a lower value of S8, the
second based on a ΛCDM model with Planck 2018 val-
ues. The IDM–DR benchmark is chosen to be compatible
with current CMB and galaxy clustering data, while at

the same time supporting a lower S8 value arising from
dark sector interaction.

We find that an analyses of both CMB-S4×ngWL and
SPT-3G×ngWL datasets will enable the discrimination
between the IDM–DR and ΛCDM benchmark models,
thereby significantly improving the sensitivity to dark
sector interactions as compared to Planck 2018 CMB
anisotropy data. Out of the parameters characteriz-
ing the dark sector, clusters are primarily sensitive to
the dark sector temperature, parameterized by its ra-
tio to the CMB temperature ξDR. For the IDM–DR
benchmark, the input value of ξDR is recovered with
a precision of 14% and 42% for CMB-S4×ngWL and
SPT-3G×ngWL, respectively. The size of the catalog
(∼ 24000 clusters) and the wide overlapping region with
ngWL data, which leads to better mass calibration, yield
a higher statistical power for CMB-S4×ngWL over SPT-
3G×ngWL. For comparison, Planck 2018 data cannot
discriminate the IDM–DR benchmark from ΛCDM, and
therefore only sets an upper limit ξDR ≤ 0.13 at 95%
CL. When assuming the ΛCDM benchmark to describe
the true cosmological model, clusters will be able to im-
prove the upper limit to ξDR ∼ 0.08 and ξDR ∼ 0.09
for CMB-S4×ngWL and SPT-3G×ngWL, respectively,
corresponding to an improvement of the sensitivity to
the abundance of interacting DR by a factor ∼ 5 − 10.
Moreover, the degeneracy between S8 and ξDR toward
lower values of S8, which appears when fitting Planck
CMB data alone, can be lifted when combining it with
future galaxy cluster and weak lensing mass calibration
datasets.

It is interesting to note that SPT-3G is sensitive to
IDM–DR, and that the analysis with its real data could
be done already in a few years, compared to CMB-S4
whose cluster samples will be available only on timescales
of a decade. In all cases, as expected, these cluster and
weak lensing datasets have a constraining power on the
growth of structure formation at Mpc scales, or equiva-
lently to the parameter combination S8, with a precision
of ∼ 0.7− 2%.

These results indicate that we will in fact be able to
distinguish between ΛCDM and IDM–DR models using
galaxy clusters. Moreover, we find that clusters combined
with CMB anisotropy data can differentiate between the
effect of neutrino masses and that of dark sector interac-
tions. Although the weak lensing informed cluster abun-
dance datasets enable constraints on the temperature of
DR (ξDR), being related to the scale at which the power
suppression sets in, they are rather insensitive to the
amount of suppression caused by different fractions of
IDM (fIDM) or interactions strengths (adark). For this
purpose, other datasets at smaller scales (higher k) like
Lyman-α forest data are needed to constrain fIDM and/or
adark.
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APPENDIX A: Varying adark and fIDM

In this appendix, we show results when allowing the
fraction of interacting dark matter fIDM and the inten-
sity of IDM–DR interaction adark to vary together with
the other cosmological parameters. As previously dis-
cussed (see Fig. 1), the HMF is mostly sensitive to ξDR

and cannot constrain the other two ETHOS parameters.
Because the amount of DR sets the matter power spec-
trum suppression scale and the IDM fraction is respon-
sible for the amount of the suppression (see Sec. II B),
these two parameters are independent of each other and
there is no degeneracy between them. Fixing fIDM and
adark in the analysis is attractive, because it speeds up
the MCMC runs.

Nevertheless, in this appendix we take a conservative

approach to test the effect of fixing fIDM and adark.
We add fIDM and log10 [adark/Mpc−1] as free parame-
ters to the analysis with flat priors of U(0.001, 1.0) and
U(0.0, 10.0), respectively. As shown in Fig. 5, the input
value of ξDR is recovered and no degeneracy appears to
be present with fIDM and adark. The parameter fIDM is
not constrained at all and takes the whole range of the
prior. On the other hand, we see that clusters are able
to put a lower bound on log10 [adark/Mpc−1] of ∼ 1.
In conclusion, while the weak lensing mass calibra-

tion informed cluster abundance is very sensitive to the
dark sector temperature parameter ξDR, it is not sensi-
tive enough to small scales (k ≳ 0.5hMpc−1) to enable
constraints on the other two ETHOS parameters fIDM

and adark. Other datasets that are sensitive to smaller
scales are needed for that purpose.

APPENDIX B: Posteriors of all parameters

We show here (see Fig. 6) marginalized posterior dis-
tributions for all parameters considered in the analysis of
CMB-S4×ngWL for Mock IDM−DR, with the priors listed
in Tables II and III. As shown in the subplot on the right
of Fig. 6, there is a degeneracy between some cosmo-
logical parameters and observable-mass scaling relation
parameters, particularly those describing the mass- and
redshift-dependence of the tSZE cluster detection signif-
icance ζ. A first degeneracy we observe occurs between
ξDR and ζM. This can be traced back to the fact that
higher values of the dark sector temperature ratio cause
a suppression on the HMF for more massive halos (see
Fig. 1), which is then compensated by a higher value of
ζM (see Eq. 12). This degeneracy could be mitigated by
improving the constraint on ζM by using a sample with
a broader range of masses. This could for example be
realized by adding low-mass clusters detected via X-ray
emission. There is a weaker degeneracy between ξDR

and ζz that can be understood in a similar way. A much
stronger degeneracy occurs between ζz and Ωm. A way to
better constrain ζz, thereby improving Ωm and ξDR con-
straints, is to increase the redshift range of the cluster and
weak lensing datasets. Increasing the low redshift cluster
sample could help. In addition, CMB lensing data hold
great promise for constraining the masses of the highest
redshift clusters, where the ground based ngWL weak
lensing samples lose much of their sensitivity.
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