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ABSTRACT
We introduce cosmocnc, a Python package for computing the number count likelihood of galaxy cluster catalogues in a
fast, flexible and accurate way. cosmocnc offers three types of likelihoods: an unbinned, a binned, and an extreme value
likelihood. It also supports the addition of stacked cluster data, which is modelled consistently with the cluster cata-
logue. The unbinned likelihood, which is the main focus of the code, can take an arbitrary number of mass observables
as input and deal with several complexities in the data, such as variations in the properties of the cluster observable
across the survey footprint, the possibility of different clusters having measurements for different combinations of mass
observables, redshift measurement uncertainties, and the presence on unconfirmed detections in the catalogue. If there
are more than one mass observables, the unbinned likelihood is computed with the backward convolutional approach,
a novel approach that is first implemented in cosmocnc. After developing the likelihood formalism and describing its
implementation, we validate the code with synthetic Simons-Observatory-like catalogues, finding excellent agreement
between their properties and cosmocnc’s predictions and obtaining constraints on cosmological and scaling relation
parameters featuring negligible biases. cosmocnc is publicly available at github.com/inigozubeldia/cosmocnc.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The abundance of galaxy clusters as a function of mass and
redshift is a powerful cosmological probe, sensitive to cos-
mological parameters such as the matter density parameter
Ωm, the amplitude of matter clustering σ8, the equation of
state of dark energy, and the sum of the neutrino masses
(e.g., Allen et al. 2011; Weinberg et al. 2013). This has been
demonstrated over the past two decades in a number of cos-
mological analyses using clusters detected in X-ray, optical
and millimetre observations (e.g., Rozo et al. 2010; Hasselfield
et al. 2013; Planck 2013 results XX 2014; Mantz et al. 2015;
Bocquet et al. 2015; de Haan et al. 2016; Planck 2015 re-
sults XXIV 2016; Bocquet et al. 2019; Zubeldia & Challi-
nor 2019; Bolliet et al. 2019; Costanzi et al. 2019; Abdullah
et al. 2020; Abbott et al. 2020; To et al. 2021; Garrel et al.
2022; Chaubal et al. 2022; Lesci et al. 2022; Chiu et al. 2023;
Sunayama et al. 2023; Fumagalli et al. 2024; Bocquet et al.
2024; Ghirardini et al. 2024). With 104–105 objects, cluster
catalogues from current and upcoming observatories such as
eROSITA (Merloni et al. 2012), Euclid (Laureijs et al. 2011),
the Vera C. Rubin Observatory (Rubin/LSST; LSST Dark
Energy Science Collaboration 2012), SPT-3G (Benson et al.
2014), the Simons Observatory (SO; Simons Observatory Col-
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laboration 2019), and CMB-S4 (Abazajian et al. 2016) have
the potential to improve significantly upon the constraints
derived from their predecessors, taking advantage of their
sheer statistical power and of the synergies between different
observations (e.g., using galaxy weak lensing observations to
calibrate X-ray and thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich (tSZ) mass–
observable scaling relations, as in, e.g., Bocquet et al. 2019,
2024; Ghirardini et al. 2024).

A key factor for the success of these upcoming analyses
is the development of likelihoods that are capable of deal-
ing with the corresponding cluster catalogues, both in terms
of efficiency and of accuracy. Indeed, a good cluster num-
ber count likelihood must be fast to evaluate and accurate
enough for the statistical precision provided by the cluster
catalogue to be analysed. In addition, it must be able to
model all the cluster observables in a consistent way, and
it must also be able to deal with various complexities in the
input data, such as variations in the properties of the observ-
ables across the survey footprint (due to, e.g., inhomogeneous
noise and/or foregrounds), missing data (e.g., only a subset of
clusters having measurements for a given observable, or some
clusters having no redshift measurements), cluster-dependent
redshift measurement uncertainties, and the presence of un-
confirmed detections in the catalogue. Furthermore, in some
scenarios it may be useful to combine the cluster catalogue
with stacked data, such as stacked cluster lensing profiles for
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mass calibration (e.g., Costanzi et al. 2019; Lesci et al. 2022;
Fumagalli et al. 2024). In this case, a good likelihood ought
to be able to model the cluster catalogue and the stacked
data in a consistent way.

Although a number of cluster number count likelihoods of
different types have been developed and implemented with
success (see the number count analyses cited above), to the
authors’ knowledge these likelihoods have always been de-
signed with a specific cluster catalogue in mind, being highly
adapted to it at the expense of flexibility. In this work we
introduce cosmocnc, a Python package for cluster number
count likelihood computation that is designed to satisfy all
our requirements for a good cluster number likelihood while
being flexible enough so that it can be used in order to per-
form a cosmological analysis with most cluster catalogues
with little to no modification. After developing the formal-
ism underlying cosmocnc’s likelihoods and describing in detail
their implementations, we validate the code with a set of syn-
thetic SO-like cluster catalogues, performing several sets of
cosmological analyses with them. In a follow-up paper, Zubel-
dia & Bolliet (in prep.), we will demonstrate the application
of cosmocnc to real data, obtaining cosmological constraints
from the Planck MMF3 (Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016; re-
sults XVII 2016) and the SPT2500d (Bocquet et al. 2019)
cluster catalogues.

This paper is structured as follows. After a brief descrip-
tion of the main features of the code in Section 2, in Sec-
tion 3 we lay out the formalism of cosmocnc’s three likeli-
hoods. Next, in Section 4 we give a detailed account of how
these likelihoods are implemented in the code, and in Sec-
tion 5 we test the performance of cosmocnc by applying it
to a set of synthetic SO-like cluster catalogues, each con-
taining about 16 000 clusters. We find excellent agreement
between the synthetic catalogues and cosmocnc’s theoretical
predictions and, most notably, we obtain constraints on cos-
mological and scaling relation parameters featuring negligible
biases. We then conclude in Section 6. Finally, in Appendix A
we develop and implement a formalism to account for uncon-
firmed detections in the cluster catalogue, in AppendixB we
show two internal consistency test that cosmocnc has passed,
and in AppendixC we give a list all of cosmocnc’s input pa-
rameters.

2 MAIN FEATURES OF THE CODE

cosmocnc is a Python package for evaluating the number
count likelihood of galaxy cluster catalogues in a fast, flexible
and accurate way. It is based on the use of Fast Fourier Trans-
form (FFT) convolutions in order to evaluate some of the like-
lihood integrals. cosmocnc is fully written in Python and is
publicly available at github.com/inigozubeldia/cosmocnc.
Its main features, which are described in detail in the rest of
this paper, are the following:

• It supports three types of likelihoods: an unbinned like-
lihood, a binned likelihood, and an extreme value likelihood.

• It also supports the addition of stacked cluster data (e.g.,
stacked lensing profiles), which is modelled in a consistent
way with the cluster catalogue.

• It links the cluster mass observables (also known as mass
proxies, e.g., tSZ signal-to-noise, richness, lensing mass esti-
mate, or X-ray flux) to the cluster mass and redshift through

a hierarchical model with an arbitrary number of layers, al-
lowing for correlated scatter between the different mass ob-
servables. In each layer, the mass–observable scaling relations
and the scatter covariance matrix can be easily defined in a
custom way, and can depend on sky location and redshift.

• It incorporates several widely-used halo mass functions,
including that of Tinker et al. (2008), which is computed in
a fast way using the cosmopower power spectrum emulator
(Spurio Mancini et al. 2022; Bolliet et al. 2023a), as well as
the Mira-Titan halo mass function emulator (Bocquet et al.
2020).

• The unbinned likelihood is the most general and flexible
of the three. It supports an arbitrary number of cluster mass
observables for each cluster in the sample and it allows for the
set of mass observables to vary from cluster to cluster. It also
allows for redshift measurement uncertainties. If some mass
observables have completely uncorrelated scatter, cosmocnc
takes advantage of this fact, boosting its computational per-
formance significantly.

• The binned and extreme value likelihoods, on the other
hand, consider the cluster abundance only across one mass
observable and/or redshift, and do not allow for redshift mea-
surement uncertainties.

• cosmocnc can produce mass estimates for each cluster
in the sample, which are derived assuming the hierarchical
model that is used to model the mass observables.

• It also allows for the generation of synthetic cluster cat-
alogues for a given observational set-up.

• Several of cosmocnc’s computations can be accelerated
with Python’s multiprocessing module.

• The code is interfaced with the Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) code Cobaya1 (Torrado & Lewis 2021), al-
lowing for easy-to-run MCMC parameter estimation.

• The code is also interfaced with class_sz2(Bolliet et al.
2023b), allowing a wide range of cosmological models as
well as enabling joint analyses with Cosmic Microwave Back-
ground (CMB) and Large Scale Structure (LSS) survey data.

It must be noted that little is hard-coded in cosmocnc. For
example, the number of mass observables to be considered,
their scaling relations, and the clusters for which each ob-
servable is available are all specified at a high level for any
given cluster sample, cosmocnc using the same machinery re-
gardless of the cluster sample. If a given cluster sample with
a number nobs of mass observables is ready to be used for a
cosmological analysis, one or more mass observables can be
dropped by just changing the value of one input parameter.
The type of likelihood to be used (unbinned, binned, or ex-
treme value) can also be specified by simply setting the value
of an input parameter.

In their current implementation, the three types of like-
lihoods in cosmocnc assume that the clusters in the cata-
logue are statistically independent from each other, i.e., sam-
ple variance due to cluster clustering is neglected (see Hu &
Kravtsov 2003; Lima & Hu 2004; Smith & Marian 2011; Pay-
erne et al. 2024). Sample variance will be included in a later
release of the code.

As noted in the Introduction, an exhaustive list of the input
parameters to the code is given in AppendixC.

1 cobaya.readthedocs.io
2 github.com/CLASS-SZ/class_sz
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3 LIKELIHOOD FORMALISM

In this section we describe the mathematical formalism un-
derlying cosmocnc’s calculations. First, we describe the code’s
input data (Section 3.1) and the hierarchical model for the
mass observables (Section 3.2). We then derive the unbinned,
binned, and extreme value likelihoods (Sections 3.3, 3.4, and
3.5, respectively), and how cosmocnc accounts for uncon-
firmed detections (Section 3.6). Finally, we derive the stacked
likelihood (Section 3.7).

3.1 Input data

cosmocnc takes as input data a cluster catalogue C with Ntot

clusters, each with measured values for a set of nobs,i ‘mass
observables’ (also known as mass proxies, such as tSZ signal-
to-noise, lensing mass estimate, X-ray flux or optical rich-
ness), denoted with ωobs,i, where i denotes the i-th cluster in
C. For each cluster, ωobs,i is a vector of dimension nobs,i.

There must be at least one mass observable for which a
measurement is available for all the clusters in the catalogue.
This is the ‘selection observable’, denoted with ζobs, through
which the catalogue C has been constructed by imposing a
selection threshold ζth, selecting the clusters with ζobs > ζth.
Optionally, a minimum and/or maximum redshift can be im-
posed in the construction of the catalogue. Furthermore, if
there are other mass observables in the catalogue (in addi-
tion to the selection observable), a given cluster may have
available measurements for any subset of them. Each clus-
ter can also have a redshift measurement, zobs,i, which, to-
gether with ωobs,i, comprise the cluster data vector for clus-
ter i, D i = {zobs,i,ωobs,i}. In addition, the catalogue may
also contain the sky location of each cluster, n̂ i, relevant if
the properties of the mass observables vary across the sky
(e.g., due to inhomogeneous noise or foregrounds). There is
no limit as to how fine the dependency of the observables on
sky location can be. It is, however, assumed that, for cluster
detection, the survey sky footprint is tessellated into a set of
ntile ‘selection tiles’, with the properties of the selection ob-
servable (namely, scaling relations and scatter) assumed to
be constant across each selection tile.

In summary, the data in the catalogue can be written as
C = {Ntot, n̂ ,D}, where n̂ is the vector whose i-th com-
ponent is n̂ i and D is the vector whose i-th component is
D i. Let us now consider the likelihood L of such a clus-
ter catalogue, i.e., the probability of the data given a set of
model parameters (both cosmological and scaling-relation).
Two different types of likelihood exist, both of which can be
computed with cosmocnc: an ‘unbinned’ and a ‘binned’ like-
lihood. We derive them in Sections 3.3 and 3.4, respectively.
Furthermore, it is also possible to consider the likelihood of
the cluster in the catalogue with the largest value of the se-
lection observable. cosmocnc also includes an implementation
of this ‘extreme value’ likelihood, which is described in Sec-
tion 3.5.

In the unbinned case, cosmocnc can also take as input
data a set of nstacks stacked measurements, S = {Sr, r =
1, . . . , nstacks}, where each stacked data vector Sr corre-
sponds to a given observable (e.g., a lensing profile) stacked
across a subset of nstack,r clusters in the input catalogue. The
corresponding ‘stacked’ likelihood, which, for a given cata-

logue, can be combined with the unbinned likelihood, is de-
scribed in Section 3.7.

Finally, the catalogue can include unconfirmed objects, i.e.,
objects that are detected through the selection observable but
which have not been confirmed to be real clusters (e.g., via
complementary observations), and which therefore may be
false detections. cosmocnc can support these detections in its
unbinned likelihood implementation and in one subtype of
the binned likelihood. This is described in Section 3.6.

3.2 Cluster mass observable hierarchichal model

3.2.1 Model description

Consider cluster i, with measured values for nobs,i mass ob-
servables, ωobs,i. We recall that the set of available mass ob-
servables can vary from cluster to cluster: only a measure-
ment for the selection observable must be available for all
the clusters in the catalogue.

In cosmocnc, ωobs,i is related to the cluster mass Mi and
its true redshift zi through a hierarchical model with nlayer

layers. We note that here and in the rest of Section 3, we refer
to the cluster mass in a generic way and simply denote it
with M . The formalism developed here applies for any mass
definition, as long as it is used consistently. On the other
hand, by true redshift we mean the cluster’s real redshift,
as opposed to its measured value, which may have a non-
negligible measurement uncertainty.

In cosmocnc’s hierarchical model, a given layer consists of
two operations: (i) the application of a set of scaling relations
and (ii) the application of Gaussian scatter. Consider the j-th
layer of the model. In it, first, a set of nobs,i scaling relations
relations, denoted with the function f (j+1), are applied to
the layer’s ‘input variables’, which are the ‘output variables’
of the j − 1-th layer, ω

(j−1)
i . This operation produces the

‘intermediate variables’ of the j-th layer, ω(j)
in,i,

ω
(j)
in,i ≡ f (j)(ω

(j−1)
i , zi, n̂ i). (1)

As we have made explicit, the scaling relations may also de-
pend on zi and n̂ i. They can also depend on the cosmological
model and its parameters, as well as on other parameters (the
‘scaling relation parameters’).

The second operation in the j-th layer is the application
of correlated Gaussian scatter to its intermediate variables.
This means that the probability density function (pdf) of the
output variables of the the j-th layer, ω

(j)
i , conditioned on

the value of ω(j)
in,i, is an nobs,i-dimensional Gaussian centred

on ω
(j)
in,i. The elements of its covariance matrix are considered

input model parameters.
Finally, the input variables of the first layer are equal the

cluster mass Mi, i.e., every component of ω(0)
i is Mi, and the

output variable of the nlayer-th layer is equal to the observed
values of the mass observables, ω(nlayer)

i = ωobs,i.
With this hierarchical model in mind, if nlayer > 1, the pdf

of the cluster mass observables of cluster i, ωobs,i, conditioned
on the cluster mass Mi, true redshift zi, and sky location n̂ i,
can then be written as

MNRAS 000, 1–32 (2024)
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P (ωobs,i|Mi, zi, n̂ i) =∫ nlayer−1∏
j=1

[
dω

(j)
i P (ω

(j+1)
i |ω(j)

i , zi, n̂ i)
]
P (ω

(1)
i |Mi, zi, n̂ i),

(2)

where P (ω
(j+1)
i |ω(j)

i , zi, n̂ i) is the pdf accounting for the
scatter in the j-th layer, expressed in terms of the layer’s in-
put and output variables. We refer to the integral in Eq. (2)
as the ‘scatter integral’. It has has (nlayer−1)×nobs,i dimen-
sions.

If nlayer = 1, on the other hand, the scatter integral
disappears, with Eq. (2) reducing to P (ωobs,i|Mi, zi, n̂ i) =

P (ω
(1)
i |Mi, zi, n̂ i).

3.2.2 Some examples

Consider a toy cluster catalogue featuring a single mass ob-
servable consisting of a noisy, unbiased measurement of each
cluster’s true mass Mi, the measurement noise assumed to
be Gaussian. In this case, the hierarchical model consists
of one single layer. For each cluster, the intermediate vari-
able of the first (and only) layer is equal to the cluster mass,
ω

(1)
in,i = f (1)(ω

(0)
i , zi, n̂) = ω

(0)
i = (Mi), and the scatter ac-

counts for the Gaussian measurement noise.
Suppose now that there is also some log-normal ‘intrin-

sic scatter’ in the mass measurements, which is added before
the observational noise. In this case, the number of layers in-
creases to two, with the scatter in the first layer accounting
for the intrinsic scatter and that in the second layer account-
ing for the measurement noise. In particular, the intermediate
variable of the first layer is ω(1)

in,i = f (1)(ω
(0)
i , zi, n̂) = (lnMi),

and that of the second layer is ω
(2)
in,i = f (2)(ω

(1)
i , zi, n̂) =

(exp(ω
(1)
i,1 )), where ω

(1)
i,1 denotes the first (and only) compo-

nent of ω(1)
i . Note that the use of logarithmic variables (e.g.,

the logarithm of the mass) is necessary in order to be able to
accommodate the log-normal scatter within cosmocnc’s for-
malism, as cosmocnc can only deal with Gaussian scatter.

Let us now consider some real catalogues. In their cos-
mological analysis of the Planck MMF3 cosmology sample,
Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016) assumed a two-layer model
for the only mass observable used, the tSZ signal-to-noise
q, which is consistent with cosmocnc’s formalism. In their
first layer, the cluster mass, redshift, and sky location specify
the value of the logarithm of cluster’s ‘mean signal-to-noise’,
ln q̄m, which, in our notation, is the intermediate variable of
the first layer. Then, Gaussian (‘intrinsic’) scatter is applied,
leading to the logarithm of the ‘true signal-to-noise’, ln qm,
which is our output variable of the first layer. Next, in the
second layer, the signal-to-noise is simply exponentiated, af-
ter which Gaussian scatter is added, obtaining the observed
signal-to-noise q.

In the Planck MMF3 reanalysis with CMB lensing mass
calibration, Zubeldia & Challinor (2019) assumed a two-layer
hierarchical model also consistent with our formalism. They
considered two mass observables, the tSZ signal-to-noise, qobs
(their selection observable), and the CMB lensing signal-to-
noise, pobs, the first of which was modelled using the same
model as in Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016). In their model,

first, the cluster mass and redshift specify the values of the
logarithms of the mean tSZ and CMB lensing signal-to-noises,
ln q̄ and ln p̄, respectively, which are the intermediate vari-
ables of the first layer. Then, correlated Gaussian (‘intrinsic’)
scatter links ln q̄ and ln p̄ to the logarithms of the cluster’s
true signal-to-noises, ln q and ln p, which are the output vari-
ables of the first layer. In the next (second) layer, a second
set of scaling relations simply exponentiates the two vari-
ables, leading to q and p (the intermediate variables of the
second layer), and, finally, uncorrelated Gaussian (‘observa-
tional’) scatter links q and p with their observed values, qobs
and pobs, respectively. This two-layer model for two mass ob-
servables leads to a two-dimensional scatter integral (Eq. 2).

Similar two-layer models, with a first layer of intrinsic scat-
ter and a second one of observational scatter or ‘noise’, have
been used in other cosmological analyses, e.g., in Bocquet
et al. 2019, 2024 to model the tSZ signal-to-noise. In Boc-
quet et al. (2019), however, a three-layer model was used to
model the weak lensing mass observables, with each layer
accounting, respectively, for intrinsic scatter in the lensing
mass, uncorrelated LSS scatter in the lensing mass, and noise
in the lensing profiles.

3.3 Unbinned likelihood

In the unbinned approach, the likelihood Lunbinned is simply
the pdf of the data in the cluster catalogue at given model
parameters p (cosmological and scaling relation), Lunbinned =
P (C|p). Dropping the explicit dependency on p in order to
avoid clutter in the notation, the likelihood can be written as

P (C) = P (Ntot, n̂ ,D) = P (D |n̂ , Ntot)P (n̂ |Ntot)P (Ntot).

(3)

Here, the first term, P (D |Ntot, n̂), is the probability of ob-
taining the cluster data points D given that Ntot clusters
have been included in the catalogue and that their sky loca-
tions have been found to be n̂ . The second term, P (n̂ |Ntot)
is the probability that, given Ntot clusters have been included
in the catalogue, they are located at the sky locations n̂ . Fi-
nally, the third term, P (Ntot), is the probability of including
a total of Ntot clusters in the catalogue.

Assuming that the clusters in the catalogue are statistically
independent from each other, P (Ntot) is a Poisson distribu-
tion,

P (Ntot) =
e−N̄totN̄Ntot

tot

Ntot!
, (4)

where N̄tot is the expected value of the number of clusters in
the catalogue, which can be written as

N̄tot =

∫
dN̄

dΩ
(n̂)dn̂ , (5)

where dN̄/dΩ(n̂) is the mean number of clusters per solid an-
gle in direction n̂ and where the integral is performed across
the survey footprint. cosmocnc assumes that the sky is tessel-
lated into a number of ntile selection tiles for the purposes of
cluster detection. Within each tile, the properties of the se-
lection observable (namely, its scaling relations and scatter)

MNRAS 000, 1–32 (2024)
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are assumed to be constant. Thus, Eq. (5) reduces to a sum
over the sky tiles,

N̄tot =

ntile∑
k=1

dN̄

dΩ
(n̂k)Ωk, (6)

where n̂k refers to the centre of tile k and Ωk is the solid
angle subtended by tile k. (Note that since the properties
of the selection observable are constant across each selection
tile, n̂k can, in fact, refer to any sky direction within tile k.)
The mean number of clusters per solid angle, dN̄/dΩ(n̂), can
be, in turn, written as

dN̄

dΩ
(n̂) =

∫ ∞

ζth

dζobs

∫ ∞

0

dz
d3N

dζobsdzdΩ
(ζobs, z, n̂), (7)

where the integrand is the cluster abundance across the se-
lection observable ζobs, true redshift z, and sky location n̂ ,
which is given by

d3N

dζobsdzdΩ
(ζobs, z, n̂) =

∫ ∞

0

dMP (ζobs|M, z, n̂)
d3N

dMdzdΩ
(M, z).

(8)

Here, P (ζobs|M, z, n̂) is the conditional pdf followed by the
selection observable at given mass M , true redshift z, and
sky location n̂ , which is given by the scatter integral of
Eq (2) if it is restricted to the selection observable. On the
other hand, d3N/(dMdzdΩ) is the cluster abundance across
mass and redshift, which does not depend on sky direc-
tion n̂ and is given by the product of the halo mass func-
tion, d2N/(dV dM), times the comoving volume element,
d2V/(dzdΩ),

d3N

dMdzdΩ
(M, z) =

d2N

dV dM
(M, z)

d2V

dzdΩ
(z). (9)

Taking into account the intermediate variables in the scat-
ter integral (see Eq. 2), the integral in Eq. (7) has nlayer + 2
dimensions (nlayer − 1 dimensions from the scatter integral,
in addition to one dimension each from the integration over
mass, redshift, and the final layer of the selection observable).
We note that we can also calculate the cluster abundance
across only ζobs and z by integrating Eq. (8) over the survey
area (i.e., summing over the selection tiles), which gives

d2N

dζobsdz
(ζobs, z) =

ntile∑
k=1

d3N

dζobsdzdΩ
(ζobs, z, n̂k)Ωk. (10)

As in Eq. (6), here n̂k denotes the central sky location of tile
k, and Ωk, the solid angle subtended by the tile.

The second term in Eq. (3), P (n̂ |Ntot), can be written as

P (n̂ |Ntot) = Ntot!

Ntot∏
i=1

1

N̄tot

dN̄(n̂ i)

dΩ
, (11)

where dN̄/dΩ is the mean number of clusters per solid angle
in direction n̂ i, and where the product runs over all of the
clusters in the sample. We include the Ntot factor in Eq. (11)
to reflect the fact that the ordering of the elements in n̂ does
not matter.

Finally, the first term in Eq. (3), P (D |n̂ , Ntot), can be writ-
ten as

P (D |n̂ , Ntot) =

Ntot∏
i=1

P (D i|n̂ , in), (12)

where the product runs over all the clusters in the sample and
where the condition that Ntot clusters have been included
in the sample is translated into each individual P (D i|n̂ , in)
as the condition that each of the clusters is included in the
sample. Using Bayes’ theorem, we can write each P (D i|n̂ , in)
as

P (D i|n̂ , in) =
P (in|D i, n̂ i)P (D i|n̂ i)

P (in|n̂ i)
. (13)

Here, P (in|D i, n̂ i) is the probability for cluster i to be in-
cluded in the catalogue given the values of its sky loca-
tion and cluster data vector D i. This probability is just
P (in|D i, n̂ i) = Θ(ζobs,i − ζth), where Θ(x) denotes the step
function and ζth, we recall, is the selection threshold. On the
other hand, P (D i|n̂ i) is the pdf followed by D i conditioned
on n̂ i but unconditioned on the cluster being included in the
catalogue. We refer to P (D i|n̂ i) as the ‘individual cluster
likelihood’ of cluster i. If a redshift measurement is available,
recall that D i = {zobs,i,ωobs,i}. Taking the scatter in the
redshift measurements to be uncorrelated with the scatter in
the mass observables, we can write

P (D i|n̂ i) = P (zobs,i,ωobs,i|n̂ i) =∫ ∞

0

dzP (zobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (ωobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i). (14)

Here, P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) is the probability for obtaining a redshift
measurement zobs,i given a true redshift z and a sky location
n̂ i. We take this pdf to be either (i) a Gaussian centred on
z and with some standard deviation σz,i, where σz,i can be
cluster-dependent, or (ii) a delta function centred on z, if
redshift measurement uncertainties can be neglected. On the
other hand P (ωobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i) can be written as

P (ωobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i) =∫ ∞

0

dMP (ωobs,i|M, z, n̂ i)P (M |z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i), (15)

where the first term in the integrand is the scatter integral,
given by Eq. (2), and P (M |z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i) = P (M, z|n̂ i) is
the unconditioned pdf followed by the cluster mass M and
its true redshift z, which does not depend on sky location
and is proportional to d3N/(dMdzdΩ) given by Eq. (9).

Taking into account the scatter integral, in order to com-
pute P (D i|n̂ i), as given by Eq. (14), in principle one needs
to compute an integral with (nlayer−1)×nobs+2 dimensions
((nlayer − 1) × nobs dimensions from the scatter integral, in
addition to two more dimensions from the integration over
mass M and true redshift z).

If no redshift measurement is available, P (D i|n̂ i) =
P (ωobs,i|n̂ i), which can be written as

P (ωobs,i|n̂ i) =

∫ ∞

0

dz

∫ ∞

0

dMP (ωobs,i|M, z, n̂ i)P (M, z, n̂ i),
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6 Í. Zubeldia & B. Bolliet

(16)

where we note that this integral is the same as that in Eq. (14)
if P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) is set to unity.

Finally, in Eq. (13), P (in|n̂ i) is the probability for a clus-
ter at sky location n̂ i to be included in the sample. This
probability can be written as

P (in|n̂ i) =

∫ ∞

0

dz

∫ ∞

0

dMP (in|M, z, n̂ i)P (M, z|n̂ i)∫ ∞

ζth

dζobs

∫ ∞

0

dz

∫ ∞

0

dMP (ζobs|M, z)P (M, z|n̂ i). (17)

Since P (M, z|n̂ i) is proportional to d3N/(dMdzdΩ), it fol-
lows that P (in|n̂ i) is proportional to dN̄/dΩ(n̂ i), which is
given by Eq. (7).

Putting the three terms of the likelihood together again,
we can then write

Lunbinned ∝ e−N̄tot

Ntot∏
i=1

P (D i|n̂ i), (18)

where the proportionality factor does not depend on any of
the model parameters (cosmological or scaling relation), and
where the likelihood is only evaluated at values of the selec-
tion observable that are greater than the selection threshold
(otherwise, due to the step function accounting for sample
selection, Lunbinned = 0).

Therefore, the unbinned likelihood consists of two terms:

• a ‘cluster abundance’ term that depends only on the to-
tal number of clusters in the sample;

• a ‘cluster data’ term that iterates over all the clusters in
the sample, multiplying their individual cluster likelihoods.

We note that, unlike the three factors in Eq. (3), these two
terms do not individually constitute a likelihood by them-
selves.

3.4 Binned likelihood

In the binned approach, the data in the catalogue C is binned
into a set of nbin bins in observable space (selection observable
and/or redshift). The likelihood then is the pdf of the number
counts across bins N , Lbinned = P (N |p), where the vector
dimension of N is equal to nbin and where p are the model
parameters (cosmological and scaling relation). Hereafter, we
drop the explicit dependency of the likelihood on p in our
notation, as we did in Section 3.3.

We consider three binning schemes: (i) across the selection
observable ζobs, (ii) across true redshift z, and (iii) across
both ζobs and z. Our binned likelihood therefore cannot ac-
commodate any cluster observables other than ζobs and z. In
its current implementation in cosmocnc, it also cannot ac-
count for redshift measurement uncertainties, unlike its un-
binned counterpart.

Consider a rectangular bin in the ζobs–z plane, labelled
with index s and defined by a boundary given by ζlow,s, ζup,s,
zlow,s, and zup,s. If binning over only ζobs is desired, the same
formalism as described here applies by just taking the z limits
of the bin to be zlow,s = 0 and zup,s = ∞. Similarly, if binning
over only z is desired, the ζobs limits of the bin can be taken to

be ζlow,s = ζth and ζup,s = ∞. The mean number of clusters
within this bin, denoted with N̄s, is

N̄s =

∫
dN̄s

dΩ
(n̂)dn̂ , (19)

where dN̄s/dΩ(n̂) is the mean number of clusters in bin s
per solid angle in sky direction n̂ and where the integral is
performed across the survey footprint. As in our unbinned
likelihood, here we also assume that for cluster detection the
sky is tessellated into a set of selection tiles, across which the
properties of the selection observable (scaling relations and
scatter) are assumed to be constant. Thus, as it was the case
in Eq. (7), the integral in Eq. (19) reduces to a sum over ntile

sky tiles,

N̄s =

ntile∑
k=1

dN̄s

dΩ
(n̂k)Ωk, (20)

where n̂k is the centre of tile k and Ωk is the solid angle
it subtends. The mean number of clusters in tile i per solid
angle in sky direction n̂ , dN̄i/dΩ(n̂), can, in turn, be written
as

dN̄s

dΩ
(n̂) =

∫ ζup,s

ζlow,s

dζobs

∫ zup,s

zlow,s

dz
d3N

dζobsdzdΩ
(ζobs, z, n̂),

(21)

where the integrand is the cluster abundance across the se-
lection observable ζobs and true redshift z at sky location n̂ ,
which is given by Eq. (8). As expected, Eq. (21) has the same
form as Eq. (7), which gives the total number of clusters per
solid angle, the only difference being the integration limits.

As in the unbinned case, in our binned likelihood clus-
ters are assumed to be statistically independent from each
other. Therefore, the observed number of clusters within bin
s, Ns, follows a Poisson distribution with an expected value
N̄s given by Eq. (20),

P (Ns) =
e−N̄sN̄Ns

s

Ns!
. (22)

The total likelihood, Lbinned, is simply a product of the indi-
vidual Poisson likelihoods for each bin,

Lbinned = P (N ) =

nbin∏
s=1

P (Ns). (23)

In the limit of small bin sizes, this binned likelihood reduces
to an unbinned likelihood. We refer the reader to AppendixB
of Zubeldia & Challinor (2019) for a rigorous derivation of
this connection.

3.5 Extreme value likelihood

It is possible to consider the likelihood of the most extreme
object in the catalogue (e.g., Bahcall & Fan 1998; Sahlén et al.
2016). Let us consider the cluster in the catalogue with the
largest measured value of the selection observable ζobs, ζmax

(our ‘most extreme’ cluster). The probability for ζmax to be
the maximum value of the selection observable in the cata-
logue is equal to the probability that no clusters are found
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with ζobs > ζmax. Assuming clusters to be statistically in-
dependent from each other, this probability is given by a
Poisson distribution with zero occurrences and an expected
value given by the mean number of clusters with ζobs > ζmax,
N̄(ζobs > ζmax),

Lextreme = P (ζobs = ζmax|p) = e−N̄(ζobs>ζmax), (24)

where p are the model parameters (cosmological and scaling
relation). Here, N̄(ζobs > ζmax) can be calculated in the same
way as the mean number of clusters within each bin is com-
puted for the binned likelihood, namely using Eqs. (19–21),
setting the bin limits to be ζlow = ζmax, ζup = ∞, zlow = 0,
and zup = ∞ (note that here we have dropped the bin index
from the bin limits as there is only one bin).

Another quantity of interest is the pdf followed by ζmax,
P (ζmax|p). It is obtained by differentiating P (ζobs = ζmax|p)
with respect to ζmax.

3.6 Unconfirmed detections

So far we have assumed that the objects in the catalogue
correspond to real clusters. However, in some scenarios, the
catalogue may contain unconfirmed detections, which may
be real clusters or false detections. cosmocnc allows for these
unconfirmed detections to be present in (i) the unbinned like-
lihood and (ii) the binned likelihood with binning across se-
lection observable, modelling their abundance in a consistent
way.

Let us consider a catalogue with confirmed and uncon-
firmed detections. In it, each cluster features a boolean valida-
tion label V , which can be either true, V = T , if the cluster is
confirmed, or false, V = F , otherwise. We assume that uncon-
firmed detections only have a measurement for the selection
observable ζobs (i.e., they do not have measurements for any
other mass observables or for redshift). The mean total num-
ber of objects in the catalogue is given by N̄tot,all = N̄tot+N̄f ,
where the mean number of true detections, N̄tot, is given by
Eq. (6), and where N̄f is the mean number of false detections,
which is given by

N̄f =

ntile∑
k=1

dN̄f

dΩ
(n̂k)Ωk =

ntile∑
k=1

∫
dζobs

dNf

dζobsdΩ
(ζobs, n̂k)Ωk.

(25)

Here, dNf/(dζobsdΩk) is the abundance of false detections
across selection observable per unit solid angle for selection
tile k. This abundance can be, e.g., estimated by applying the
relevant cluster detection pipeline to simulated data lacking
the cluster signal.

If unconfirmed detections are present in the catalogue,
the cluster abundance part of the unbinned likelihood can
be evaluated as in the completely pure case but substitut-
ing N̄tot for N̄tot,all, i.e., it is given by e−N̄tot,all . Similarly,
the binned likelihood with selection observable binning can
be simply computed by integrating the sum of the abun-
dance of true detections (given by integrating Eq. 10 with re-
spect to redshift) and false detections (given by dNf/dζobs =∑ntile

k=1 dNf/(dζobsdΩk)Ωk) within each bin. Note that the
binned likelihood with binning across redshift or across both
selection observable and redshift cannot be computed.

On the other hand, in the unbinned likelihood, the indi-
vidual cluster likelihoods now become a function of whether
the detection has been confirmed or not. Assuming that false
detections are never confirmed, the individual cluster likeli-
hoods can be calculated by considering three different cases
separately: confirmed true detections, unconfirmed true de-
tections, and false detections. We offer a derivation of such a
calculation in AppendixA.

3.7 Stacked likelihood

Within the unbinned formalism, a stacked data set S =
{Sr, r = 1, . . . , nstacks} can be included in the analysis jointly
with the cluster catalogue C. The joint likelihood for S and
C is

P (C,S|p) = P (S|C,p)P (C|p). (26)

Here, P (C|p) is the unbinned likelihood for the data in the
catalogue, Lunbinned (see Section 3.3), and P (S|C,p) is the
probability for the stacked data set given the data in the
catalogue and the model parameters p. We refer to this term
as the stacked likelihood,

Lstacked = P (S|C,p), (27)

which we calculate in this section. As before, we will drop the
explicit dependency on p.

The stacked data set is formed by nstacks stacked data vec-
tors, S i, with r = 1, . . . , nstacks, each of which corresponds
to a given ‘stacked observable’ (e.g., a lensing profile, or a
stacked scalar quantity). Each stack corresponds to a given
subset of the clusters in the catalogue containing a total of
nstack,r clusters. That is,

Sr =
∑

i in stack r

wisi, (28)

where si is the stacked observable of cluster i, wi is the stack-
ing weight of cluster i, and the sum is carried out across all
the nstack,r clusters in stack r. Assuming that the different
stacks are uncorrelated among them, which implies that a
given cluster can only appear at most in one of the stacks,
the stacked likelihood can be written as

Lstacked = P (S|C) =
nstacks∏
r=1

P (Sr|C), (29)

where we have dropped the explicit dependency on model
parameters p.

Computing the probability for each of the stacks, P (Sr|C),
requires, in principle, jointly marginalising over a number of
intermediate variables (e.g., cluster mass) for each of the
clusters in the stack, which can be computationally expen-
sive. However, if the number of clusters in each stack is large
enough, P (Sr|C) is approximately a Gaussian distribution
with some mean S̄r(C) and some covariance Cr(C). cosmocnc
makes such a Gaussian approximation, first computing S̄r(C)
and Cr(C) assuming a hierarchical model for the stacked ob-
servable of each cluster in the stack, and then evaluating
P (Sr|C) as a Gaussian distribution centred on Sr − S̄r(C)
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8 Í. Zubeldia & B. Bolliet

with covariance Cr(C). The covariance Cr(C) can alterna-
tively be given as an input for each stacked data vector,
instead of it being computed within the hierarchical model
framework.

Following this approach, the mean of the stacked data vec-
tor in stack r, S̄r(C), can be written as

S̄r(C) =
∑

i in stack r

wis̄i(C), (30)

where s̄i(C) is the expected value of the stacked observable
for cluster i (e.g., if the stacked observable is a lensing pro-
file, the mean lensing profile of cluster i), and where, as in
Eq. (28), the sum is carried out over all clusters in stack r.
Assuming that the clusters in the stack are statistically in-
dependent from each other (as it has been assumed in our
three catalogue likelihoods), s̄i(C) depends only on the data
vector and sky location of cluster i, D i and n̂ i, respectively,
s̄i(C) = s̄(D i, n̂ i), and can be written as

s̄(D i, n̂ i) =

∫
dssP (s|D i, n̂ i). (31)

Here, P (s|D i, n̂ i) is the pdf followed by the stacked observ-
able s conditioned on the data for cluster i, which can be, in
turn, written as

P (s|D i, n̂ i) =

∫
dMP (s|M,D i, n̂ i)P (M |D i, n̂ i), (32)

where M is the cluster mass and P (M |D i, n̂ i) is the pdf for
the cluster mass given its cluster data. Inserting this expres-
sion into Eq. (31) leads to

s̄i(C) = s̄(D i, n̂ i) =

∫
dM s̄(M,D i, n̂ i)P (M |D i, n̂ i), (33)

where s̄(M,D i, n̂ i) is the expected value of the stacked ob-
servable s for a given cluster with mass M , cluster data D i

and sky location n̂ i. cosmocnc uses this expression to com-
pute S̄r(C). s̄(M,D i, n̂ i) can be calculated for a given hier-
archical model describing the stacked data and is given as an
input function to the code. On the other hand, P (M |D i, n̂ i)
is obtained as a byproduct of the evaluation of the individual
cluster likelihoods in the unbinned approach (see Section 4.8).

Following a similar argument, the second-order moment
of the stacked observable for cluster i, ⟨si,lsi,m⟩(C) =
⟨si,lsi,m⟩(D i, n̂ i), where l and m denote the vector indices
of si, can be written as

⟨si,lsi,m⟩(C) =
∫

dMs̄
(2)
lm(M,D i, n̂ i)P (M |D i, n̂ i). (34)

Here, s̄(2)lm is the second-order moment of the stacked observ-
able for a given cluster with mass M , cluster data D i and
sky location n̂ i, which, as for s̄(M,D i, n̂ i), can be computed
for a given hierarchical model and is given as an input func-
tion to cosmocnc. The components of the stacked observable
covariance for cluster i, ci, are then given by

ci,lm(C) = ⟨si,lsi,m⟩(C)− s̄i,l(C)s̄i,m(C), (35)

and, in turn, the total covariance for the stacked data vector
r is given by

Cr(C) =
∑

i in stack r

w2
i ci(C). (36)

Note that, as expected, the stacked covariance Cr(C) bene-
fits from the ‘1/n’ reduction from stacking. Indeed, if, e.g.,
ωi = 1/nstack,r, the stacked covariance Cr(C) is a factor
of nstack,r smaller than the stacked observable covariance
of the individual clusters averaged over the clusters in the
stack. cosmocnc follows this approach in order to compute the
stacked covariance Cr(C), provided that a hierarchical model
for the stacked observable is given. Alternatively, Cr(C) can
be given directly as an input to the code, which can be useful
if, e.g., it has been estimated with simulations.

4 LIKELIHOOD IMPLEMENTATION

In this section we describe how cosmocnc computes the three
cluster number count likelihoods presented in Section 3, as
well as the stacked likelihood, at a given point p in input
parameter space. The input parameter space is spanned by
two types of parameters: cosmological and scaling relation
parameters. The former can include the total matter density
parameter, Ωm; the baryonic density parameter, Ωb; the Hub-
ble constant, H0; the linear amplitude of the scalar perturba-
tions, As (or, alternatively, σ8); the scalar spectral index, ns;
the sum of the neutrino masses,

∑
mν ; the effective number

of relativistic degrees of freedom, Neff ; and the dark energy
equation of state parameter, w. This list of parameters, how-
ever, is not exhaustive, as cosmocnc can work with a broad
range of cosmological models via the interface with class3

(Lesgourgues 2011; Blas et al. 2011) and class_sz. The scal-
ing relation parameters (including the mass observable co-
variance parameters), on the other hand, can be defined in a
custom way for each set of observables of choice.
cosmocnc starts with an initialisation step in which the

data (the cluster catalogue, the stacked data, if available, and
any data needed for the computation of the mass–observable
scaling relations) is loaded. If the likelihood is to be evaluated
at several points in input parameter space, as it would be the
case, e.g., in an MCMC analysis, this initialisation step is
only performed once for the sake of efficiency.

Then, for any of the three available likelihoods, cosmocnc
evaluates the cluster abundance across mass and redshift,
d2N/(dMdz), and, from it, it computes the abundance across
the selection observable and true redshift, d2N/(dζobsdz) (de-
fined in Eq. 10), which is obtained following a ‘forward con-
volutional’ approach. These ‘halo mass function’ and ‘cluster
abundance’ steps are described in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, respec-
tively. In the binned and extreme value cases, the likelihood
is evaluated in a straightforward way using d2N/(dζobsdz)
(see Sections 4.5 and 4.6, respectively). In the unbinned case,
on the other hand, d2N/(dζobsdz) is used in order to calcu-
late the ‘cluster abundance’ part of the likelihood, whereas
the ‘cluster data’ part is evaluated from d2N/(dζobsdz) if the
selection observable is the only available mass observable,
and following a ‘backward convolutional’ approach otherwise.

3 lesgourg.github.io/class_public/class.html
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This is described in detail in Section 4.3. Finally, for the un-
binned likelihood and if stacked data is provided, the stacked
likelihood is computed, as we describe in Section 4.8.

We note that, for the sake of numerical stability, cosmocnc
always computes the logarithm of the likelihood, instead of
the likelihood itself. In addition, we note that all the neces-
sary background cosmology quantities can be computed with
either the astropy.cosmology4 package or with class_sz
(Bolliet et al. 2023b), as specified by an input parameter.
cosmocnc has a number of input parameters controlling the
different aspects of its likelihood computations. Some of them
are described throughout this section, and an exhaustive list
is given in AppendixC.

Throughout the rest of this section we illustrate
how cosmocnc operates with the specific example of a
Simons-Observatory-like catalogue, which we generate with
cosmocnc’s synthetic catalogue generator (see Sections 4.9.1
and 5.1). This catalogue features two mass observables: the
tSZ signal-to-noise, qobs, and the CMB lensing signal-to-
noise, pobs, for which we assume that a measurement is avail-
able for every cluster in the sample. We also assume that the
sample is selected by imposing a tSZ signal-to-noise thresh-
old at qth = 5. We refer the reader to Section 4.9 for further
details about this catalogue, in particular for the exact defi-
nition of the mass observables, as well as for the values of the
input cosmocnc parameters that we use to perform our cal-
culations. Despite illustrating the implementation with this
particular catalogue, we stress that the code is implemented
in a completely general way and that it can deal with an
arbitrary number of custom-defined mass observables.

4.1 Halo mass function

For any of the three likelihoods (unbinned, binned, and ex-
treme value), cosmocnc starts by computing the cluster abun-
dance across mass M and true redshift z, d3N/(dMdzdΩ), on
a grid in the M–z plane. We refer to this first step as the ‘halo
mass function’ step. As noted in Section 3, d3N/(dMdzdΩ) is
just a product of the halo mass function d2N/(dV dM) times
the comoving volume element d2V/(dzdΩ). cosmocnc com-
putes the volume element with either astropy.cosmology or
class_sz, and offers four different ways of computing the
halo mass function:

• A custom implementation of the Tinker et al. (2008) halo
mass function in which the linear matter power spectrum
is obtained with the cosmopower5 emulator (Spurio Mancini
et al. 2022; Bolliet et al. 2023a) and the top-hat linear over-
density variance is efficiently calculated with the mcfit6 pack-
age. cosmpower provides a very fast computation of the linear
power spectrum (∼ 0.015 s on a laptop). Coupled with the ef-
ficiency of mcfit, this option is the fastest way of calculating
the Tinker et al. (2008) halo mass function within cosmocnc.

• All the halo mass function implemented in class_sz,
which are also evaluated using cosmopower (see Bolliet et al.
2023b).

• A number of halo mass functions, including that of Tin-
ker et al. (2008), as implemented in the hmf package (Murray

4 docs.astropy.org
5 github.com/cosmopower-organization
6 github.com/eelregit/mcfit

et al. 2013), which uses CAMB7 (Lewis et al. 2000) in order
to compute the linear matter power spectrum. This option is
slower than the two previous ones, but is included for com-
pleteness and as a robustness check.

• The Mira-Titan halo mass function emulator8(Bocquet
et al. 2020), which, for a given set of input cosmological pa-
rameters, emulates the halo mass function. If the halo mass
function is evaluated at about 102 redshift values, the Mira-
Titan emulator provides a comparable speed to that given
by cosmocnc’s custom implementation of the Tinker et al.
(2008) halo mass function.

The mass and redshift limits of the grid on which
d3N/(dV dzdΩ) is computed are specified as input parame-
ters. These limits must span the region in the M–z plane that
contributes in a non-negligible way to the cluster abundance,
which depends on the cluster catalogue to be analysed. For
SO, for instance, we find that a minimum and a maximum
mass of M500,min = 1013M⊙ and M500,max = 1016M⊙ suffice,
as do a minimum and a maximum redshift of zmin = 0.01 and
zmax = 3. The number of evaluations of the across mass and
redshift are also specified as input parameters. These num-
bers are equal to the number of evaluations of the cluster
abundance in the selection observable–redshift plane, as we
describe in Section 4.2.

4.2 Cluster abundance across selection observable
and redshift: a forward convolutional approach

After the evaluation of d3N/(dMdzdΩ) on a grid in the M–z
plane, cosmocnc proceeds by computing the cluster abun-
dance across selection observable ζobs and true redshift z,
d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ), for each of the ntile selection tiles. We re-
fer to this second step as the ‘cluster abundance’ step.

The cluster abundance d2N/(dζobsdzdΩ) can be calculated
in a ‘brute-force’ way by evaluating, for each tile, the nlayer-
dimensional integral in Eq. (8) on a ζobs–z grid. If we denote
the number of evaluations across ζobs and z with nζ and nz,
respectively, and assume for simplicity that the number of
evaluations in the selection observable intermediate variables
is also nζ , this brute-force approach leads to a computation
time that scales roughly as n

nlayer+1

ζ × nz × ntile
9.

It is possible to calculate the cluster abundance in a faster
way by noting that the hierarchical model describing the mass
observables can be thought of as a series of changes of vari-
ables and convolutions. cosmocnc follows such an approach,
which we refer to as the ‘forward convolutional’ approach and
which we now describe.

Let us consider a given true redshift z and a given se-
lection tile k. The cluster abundance across mass and red-
shift, d3N/(dMdzdΩ), becomes a single-variable function of
the mass M . In addition, within our hierarchical model, for
a given redshift and selection tile, there is a one-to-one map
between mass M and the intermediate selection observable
variable of the the first layer, ζ

(1)
in = f

(1)
ζ (M, z, n̂k), where

7 camb.info
8 miratitanhmfemulator.readthedocs.io
9 It may be possible to integrate analytically over some of the in-
termediate variables in the hierarchical model. In that case, the
dimensionality of the ‘brute-force’ numerical integral would be re-
duced.
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f
(1)
ζ denotes the scaling relation of the selection observable

in the first layer, and where n̂k denotes the centre of tile k.
Thus, changing variables, the abundance across ζ

(1)
in and z

can be written as

d3N

dζ
(1)
in dzdΩ

(ζ
(1)
in , z) =

d3N

dMdzdΩ

(
df

(1)
ζ

dM

)−1

, (37)

where the two factors on the right hand side of the equation
are evaluated at the mass M given by ζ

(1)
in = f

(1)
ζ (M, z, n̂k).

As described in Section 3.2, ζ(1)in is connected to the output
selection observable variable in the first layer, ζ(1), through
Gaussian scatter. We can then write the cluster abundance
across ζ(1) and z as

d3N

dζ(1)dzdΩ
(ζ(1), z) =

∫
dζ

(1)
in P (ζ(1)|ζ(1)in )

d3N

dζ
(1)
in dzdΩ

(ζ
(1)
in , z),

(38)

where P (ζ(1)|ζ(1)in ) is a Gaussian centred at ζ
(1)
in and with

some standard deviation σ
(1)
ζ . This integral is a convolution,

namely of d3N/(dζ
(1)
in dzdΩ) with a Gaussian kernel with stan-

dard deviation σ
(1)
ζ .

As each layer in the model consists of this same structure,
only depending on the output variable of the previous layer,
we can iterate this change of variable + convolution proce-
dure over all the layers in the model in order to finally obtain
the cluster abundance across the observed selection observ-
able, ζobs, and true redshift z, d3N/(dζ

(1)
obsdzdΩ).

cosmocnc follows this forward convolutional approach in or-
der to compute d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ) for each selection tile and
each of the redshifts for which d3N/(dMdzdΩ) was evaluated
in the halo mass function step. In each layer, the convolution
can be carried out as either a real-space or a Fourier space op-
eration (the latter using FFTs and the convolution theorem),
as specified by an input parameter. The former is faster if nζ

is small, whereas the latter becomes faster for larges values
of nζ .

We note that, in each layer, the change-of-variable step
requires evaluating the derivative of the corresponding scaling
relation with respect to the output variable of the previous
layer. These derivatives can be given as input to the code,
which can be useful if they can be calculated analytically.
Alternatively cosmocnc can calculate them numerically.

The forward convolutional approach is significantly faster
than the brute-force one. Indeed, if the convolutions are per-
formed with FFTs, each change of variable + convolution step
scales, approximately, as nζ lognζ , and the total computation
time thus scales as nlayer × nζ lognζ × nz × ntile.

The final output of this cluster abundance step is
d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ) evaluated on a nζ ×nz rectangular grid on
the ζobs–z plane for all the selection tiles. cosmocnc also com-
putes the total cluster abundance, d2N/(dζobsdz), by adding
the individual abundances for each tile multiplied by the cor-
responding tile solid angles (see Eq. 10). In addition, for each
tile, cosmocnc integrates d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ) along ζobs and z,
obtaining, respectively, the one-dimensional cluster distribu-
tions across z, d2N/(dzdΩ), and across ζobs, d2N/(dζobsdΩ).
It also integrates the total abundance across both ζobs and
z, obtaining the mean total number of clusters in the the
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Figure 1. Galaxy cluster abundance across tSZ signal-to-noise
qobs and true redshift z, d2N/(dqobsdz), for our SO-like clus-
ter sample, computed with cosmocnc’s forward convolutional ap-
proach.

catalogue, N̄tot. cosmocnc performs all these integrals using
Simpson’s rule, as implemented in scipy.

As an illustration, Figure 1 shows the two-dimensional clus-
ter abundance across the tSZ signal-to-noise qobs and true
redshift z for our SO-like survey as computed by cosmocnc.
The one-dimensional integrated distributions across qobs and
z, which are obtained by integrating the two-dimensional dis-
tribution of Figure 1 along the appropriate axis, are shown in
Figure 2 (top and bottom panels, respectively), together with
the analogous distributions for the Planck MMF3 and the
SPT2500d cluster surveys (Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016;
Planck 2015 results XXVII 2016; Bocquet et al. 2019), which
are also computed with cosmocnc.

4.3 Unbinned likelihood

As shown in Section 3, the unbinned likelihood consists of two
terms: a ‘cluster abundance’ term and a ‘cluster data’ term
(see, in particular, Eq. 18). The former is simply given by
exp (−N̄tot), where N̄tot is the total number of clusters in the
catalogue. As described in Section 4.2, cosmocnc computes
N̄tot in its cluster abundance step, and so the cluster abun-
dance of the unbinned likelihood term is trivially obtained.

The cluster data term, on the other hand, is the product
of the individual cluster likelihoods P (D i|n̂ i) for all clusters
in the catalogue. cosmocnc computes it by iterating over the
clusters in the catalogue, computing each individual cluster
likelihood in one of the following three different ways, de-
pending on the data available for each cluster:

• Only the selection observable is available: In this
case, P (D i|n̂ i) = P (ζobs|n̂ i), which is proportional to the
cluster abundance across ζobs at the cluster sky location n̂ i,
d2N/(dζobsdΩ) (as it should be clear from Eq. 14). cosmocnc
obtains the individual cluster likelihood by simply interpo-
lating linearly the cluster abundance d2N/(dζobsdΩ) for the
selection tile within which the cluster was selected (which
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Figure 2. Galaxy cluster abundance across tSZ signal-to-noise
(top panel) and across true redshift (bottom panel) for our SO-like
sample (dotted red curve) and for the Planck MMF3 cosmology
cluster sample and the SPT2500d sample (solid blue and dashed
orange curves, respectively), computed with cosmocnc.

was evaluated in the cluster abundance step) at the measured
value of ζobs. This is an extremely fast operation.

• Only the selection observable and the redshift are
available: In this case, the individual cluster likelihood can
be written as (see Eq. 14)

P (zobs, ζobs|n̂ i) =

∫ ∞

0

dzP (zobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (ζobs|z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i).

(39)

Here, P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) accounts for the redshift measurement
uncertainty. If it is negligible, P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) = δ(zobs,i − z),
and the integral over true redshift z reduces to evaluat-
ing the integrand at z = zobs. Otherwise, cosmocnc takes
P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) to be a Gaussian centred on z with standard
deviation σz,i, which can be cluster-dependent. On the other
hand, P (ζobs|z, n̂ i)P (z|n̂ i) = P (ζobs, z|n̂ i), which is pro-
portional to the cluster abundance across the selection ob-
servable and true redshift at the cluster’s sky location n̂ i,
d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ), computed in the cluster abundance step.
If the redshift measurement uncertainty can be neglected,
the individual cluster likelihood is obtained by interpolating
linearly d3N/(dζobsdzdΩ) at the cluster’s measured values of
ζobs and zobs. Otherwise, following Eq. (39), the distribution
is evaluated at the measured value of ζobs and integrated
against the redshift uncertainty Gaussian using Simpson’s
rule. Both procedures are extremely fast.

• General case: If a given cluster has measurements avail-

able for more than one mass observable (i.e., for other observ-
ables in addition to the selection observable), the individual
cluster likelihood cannot be calculated from the quantities ob-
tained in the cluster abundance step. In this case, cosmocnc
follows a more general approach that we refer to as our ‘back-
ward convolutional’ approach, and which we motivate and
describe in detail in the rest of this section. We note that
this approach can also be followed in the two previous cases,
with cosmocnc offering this possibility as a (slower) option.
In AppendixB we compare the numerical values of the un-
binned likelihood computed with the backward convolutional
to those obtained from the cluster abundance in this specific
case, finding excellent agreement.

4.3.1 Backward convolutional approach: motivation

Let us first motivate the backward convolutional approach.
Consider a cluster with a set of nobs mass observables ωobs

(including the selection observable) and with observed red-
shift zobs. Its individual cluster likelihood is given by Eq. (14).
Unlike in Section 3, here we drop the cluster index from all the
variables in order to avoid clutter in the notation. Computing
the individual cluster likelihood involves, in principle, carry-
ing out an integral across cluster mass M , true redshift z (if
redshift measurement uncertainty cannot be neglected), and
the nobs intermediate mass observable variables of nlayer − 1
layers. Thus, a ‘brute-force’ evaluation of the individual clus-
ter likelihood scales roughly as n

(nlayer−1)nobs+1

eval × nz,eval,
where neval is the number of evaluations across the inter-
mediate mass observable variables and the mass (assumed to
be the same for all of them), and nz,eval is the number of
evaluations across redshift, with nz,eval = 1 if the redshift
measurement uncertainty can be neglected.

As with the selection observable, the hierarchical model
linking the cluster mass and true redshift with ωobs can
also be thought of as a series of changes of variables and
convolutions, this time in an nobs-dimensional space. There-
fore, it is possible to consider an nobs-dimensional version
of the forward convolutional approach in order to compute
the individual cluster likelihood for each cluster. This ap-
proach would involve evaluating d2N/(|dωobs|dzdΩ) for each
true redshift and relevant sky location on an n

nobs
eval grid and

interpolating the distribution at the location of each clus-
ter’s mass observable data point, integrating over true red-
shift if necessary. The evaluation of each individual clus-
ter likelihood with this approach would scale roughly as
nlayer × (neval logneval)

nobs × nz,eval, which makes it poten-
tially faster than the brute-force evaluation.

In this approach, the nobs-dimensional distribution
d2N/(|dωobs|dzdΩ) could be evaluated for the observable
ranges spanning all the clusters in the catalogue, as cosmocnc
does for the abundance across selection observable. In this
case, neval ought to be a large number, large enough for the
scatter convolutions to be well sampled while ensuring that
the entirety of the allowed observable ranges are spanned. In
addition, d2N/(|dωobs|dzdΩ) would have to be evaluated for
as many sky location combinations as necessary. Note that
the sky dependence of the different mass observables may
be different, which would lead to a large number of different
combinations.

Alternatively, d2N/(|dωobs|dzdΩ) could be computed fol-
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lowing an nobs-dimensional forward convolutional approach
on a cluster-by-cluster basis, considering only the vicinity
of each cluster’s data point in cluster data space. This ap-
proach would still require nobs-dimensional operations, but
neval could potentially be a much smaller number. A version
of this ‘cluster-by-cluster’ forward convolutional approach
was followed, e.g., in Bocquet et al. (2019) in order to eval-
uate their ‘mass calibration’ likelihood. Note that the brute-
force approach could also be restricted to the vicinity of each
cluster’s data point, but we expect it to be slower than the
cluster-by-cluster forward convolutional approach.

This cluster-by-cluster forward convolutional approach is
promising, but there is one scenario in which its compu-
tational efficiency is suboptimal. This is the case in which
there are mass observables with negligible correlation be-
tween them, i.e., observables whose scatter can be assumed to
be uncorrelated across all the layers in the model. This may
be the case, e.g., for a CMB lensing observable, for which the
scatter may be dominated by reconstruction noise and thus
be mostly uncorrelated with the cluster structure and, there-
fore, with the scatter in other cluster mass observables such
as the tSZ signal (see, e.g., Zubeldia & Challinor 2020). The
correlation between tSZ and optical weak lensing observables
has also been found to have a negligible impact on cosmo-
logical constraints in a recent SPT analysis (Bocquet et al.
2024). In this scenario, the scatter integral, given by Eq. (2),
separates into a product of as many integrals as there are
sets of mass observables with completely independent scat-
ter, which we refer to as ‘correlation sets’, each integral hav-
ing a lower number of dimensions. The evaluation time can
therefore be greatly reduced if this separability of the scat-
ter integral is taken advantage of. The forward convolutional
approach, however, does not take advantage of this fact. Our
backward convolutional approach does. Indeed, its evaluation
time scales roughly as nlayer×(neval logneval)

nobs,max×nz,eval,
where nobs,max is the number of observables in the largest cor-
relation set, with nobs,max ≤ nobs.

We note that, as a robustness check, cosmocnc also offers
the possibility of brute-force evaluation of the individual clus-
ter likelihoods.

4.3.2 Backward convolutional approach: description

For each cluster, our backward convolutional approach starts
by dividing the available mass observable measurements ωobs

into ncorr correlation sets. A mass observable belongs to a
given correlation set if its scatter has non-zero correlation
with the scatter of any of the other mass observables in the
set for any of the layers in the model. Any two observables
belong to two different sets if their scatter is uncorrelated
across all the layers.

For example, if a given cluster has measurements available
for three mass observables, A, B, and C, and the scatter in
C is completely uncorrelated with the scatter in both A and
B, but the scatters in A and B are correlated in at least
one of their layers, there are two correlation sets, {A,B} and
{C}. The different correlation sets are specified as an input
to the code, and we note that there can be at most as many
correlation sets as observables, and, at least, just one set,
which will contain all the mass observables.

For a given cluster, the pdf followed by the cluster mass
observables, ωobs, conditioned on the cluster mass M , true

redshift z, and sky location n̂ , the ‘scatter integral’, can then
be factorised as a product of ncorr scatter integrals, one for
each correlation set, i.e.,

P (ωobs|M, z, n̂) =

ncorr∏
l=1

P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂), (40)

where ωobs,l denotes the measured values of the mass observ-
ables of correlation set l. Using Eq. (15), we can then write
the pdf followed by ωobs at given true redshift z and sky
location n̂ as

P (ωobs|z, n̂) =

∫ ∞

0

dM

ncorr∏
l=1

P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂)P (M, z|n̂).

(41)

For each value of z, cosmocnc evaluates the scatter integral
of each correlation set on a grid of evaluation masses M eval

following our backward convolutional approach, proceeding
backwards from mass observable to mass (see below). On the
other hand, P (M, z|n̂) is obtained by interpolating linearly
the cluster abundance computed in the halo mass function
step at the cluster redshift z and at the mass grid M eval. For
efficiency reasons, a downsampled version of the halo function
may be interpolated, as specified by an input parameter (see
AppendixC). The integral over mass is then performed using
Simpson’s rule.

The individual cluster likelihood P (zobs,ωobs|n̂) is finally
given by (see Eq. 14)

P (zobs,ωobs|n̂) =

∫ ∞

0

dzP (zobs,i|z, n̂ i)P (ωobs|z, n̂), (42)

where P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) accounts for the redshift measure-
ment uncertainty. If this uncertainty can be neglected,
P (zobs,i|z, n̂ i) = δ(zobs,i − z) and P (zobs,ωobs|n̂) reduces
to P (ωobs|zobs, n̂), i.e., only one redshift evaluation suffices.
Otherwise, cosmocnc computes the integral in Eq. (42) in a
‘brute-force’ way by evaluating P (ωobs|z, n̂) on a redshift grid
with nz,eval values around the measured value zobs and inte-
grating it multiplied by P (zobs|z, n̂) using Simpson’s rule10.
In cosmocnc, P (zobs|z, n̂) is assumed to be a Gaussian cen-
tred at zobs with standard deviation σz,i, which can be differ-
ent for each cluster and is given as input data to the code. We
note that cosmocnc can deal with the possibility of some clus-
ters in the catalogue having negligible redshift measurement
uncertainties and others having non-negligible ones.

Let us now consider a given true redshift z and a correlation
set l. In the rest of this section, we describe how M eval is
chosen and how backward convolutional approach delivering
P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂) operates.

The mass grid M eval has to be broad enough for the inte-
gral in Eq. (41) to converge, but not too broad so that a rel-
atively small number of points neval suffices in order to com-
pute the integral with acceptable accuracy. In order to achieve
this, M eval is obtained by estimating the range of masses for
which g(M) ≡ P (ζobs|M, z, n̂) takes non-negligible values.

10 An alternative approach could involve convolving the mass–
redshift distribution P (M, z) with the redshift uncertainty kernel
P (zobs|z, n̂). We leave an exploration of this idea for further work.
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For this, cosmocnc first finds the peak and width of g(M).
The location of the peak is estimated by propagating the set
of masses used in the halo mass function step through the
hierarchical model for the selection observable, assuming no
scatter. This procedure assigns a value of the selection observ-
able for each mass. The mass for which the difference with
the measured value of the observable, ζobs, is the smallest is
then chosen as the estimate for the peak of g(M), Mpeak.

In order to estimate the width of g(M), ∆M , cosmocnc
propagates the scatter in the selection observable through the
hierarchical model, starting from the measured value ζobs and
proceeding backwards. In each layer, the standard deviation
of its scatter, σ(j)

ζ , where j denotes the j-th layer, is added
in quadrature to the combined scatter due to all the outer
layers, which is estimated using standard error propagation.
That is, the propagated scatter down to the j-th layer, ∆ζ(j),
is given by

∆ζ(j) =

(df
(j+1)
ζ

dζ(j)

)−1 (
∆ζ(j+1)

)2
+
(
σ
(j)
ζ

)21/2

, (43)

where j = nlayer−1, . . . , 0, ∆ζ(nlayer) = σ
(nlayer)

ζ , and ∆ζ(0) =
∆M , and where the scaling relation derivative for layer j is
evaluated at f (j)

ζ ◦f (j−1)
ζ ◦. . .◦f (1)

ζ (Mobs), ◦ denoting function
composition.

With Mpeak and ∆M in hand, cosmocnc then takes M eval

to be a set of neval linearly-spaced values between max{Mest−
cM∆M,Mmin} and min{Mest + cM∆M,Mmax}, where cM is
an input parameter controlling how far away from Mpeak is to
be considered, and where Mmin and Mmax are the minimum
and maximum masses considered in the halo mass function
step.

Once the mass grid M eval is obtained, cosmocnc propa-
gates it forward through the scaling relations up to the last
layer of the model for all the mass observables in the corre-
lation set. More precisely, for each layer, cosmocnc produces
an n

nobs,l

eval grid in the space spanned by the layer’s input vari-
ables. In general, the points in each of these grids will not be
equally spaced. Because of this, for each layer cosmocnc also
produces an n

nobs,l

eval grid with equally-spaced points across
each dimension, covering the same region in the layer’s input
variable space.

The code then proceeds to propagate backwards the scat-
ter of all the mass observables in the correlation set, start-
ing at the observed data point ωobs,l, in order to evaluate
P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂) on the mass grid M eval. Following the hier-
archical model described in Section 3.2, the pdf of ωobs,l con-
ditioned on the input variables of the last layer, ω(nlayer−1)

l ,
and on z and n̂, P (ωobs,l|ω

(nlayer−1)

l , z, n̂), is an nobs,l-
dimensional Gaussian centred on f (nlayer)(ω

(nlayer−1)

l , z, n̂),
where f (nlayer) is the set of scaling relations of the last
layer. cosmocnc evaluates P (ωobs|ω(nlayer,l−1), z, n̂) on its
equally-spaced ω(nlayer−1)-space grid for the measured val-
ues of the mass observables ωobs,l, obtaining a distribution
in ω

(nlayer−1)

l -space. This distribution is then convolved with
an nobs,l-dimensional Gaussian accounting for the scatter in
the penultimate layer. This way, P (ωobs,l|ω

(nlayer−1)

in,l , z, n̂)

is evaluated on an equally-spaced grid in ω
(nlayer−1)

in,l -space,

where we recall that ω
(nlayer−1)

in,l is the intermediate variables
of the nlayer − 1-th layer.

In effect, we can write

P (ωobs,l|ω
(nlayer−1)

in,l ) =∫
|dω(nlayer−1)

l |P (ωobs,l|ω
(nlayer−1)

l , z, n̂)

P (ω
(nlayer−1)

l |ω(nlayer−1)

in,l , z, n̂), (44)

and so P (ωobs,l|ω
(nlayer−1)

in,l , z, n̂) is indeed given by a con-

volution of P (ωobs,l|ω
(nlayer−1)

l , z, n̂) with the Gaussian
kernel describing the scatter in the penultimate layer,
P (ω

(nlayer−1)

l |ω(nlayer−1)

in,l , z, n̂). cosmocnc can evaluate this
nobs,l-dimensional convolution in either real or Fourier space,
the latter using FFTs and the convolution theorem.

This evaluation of P (ωobs,l|ω
(nlayer−1)

in,l , z, n̂) on an equally-
spaced ω(nlayer−1)-space grid is then interpolated at the non-
linear grid of the same layer, allowing for the pdf to be linked
to the previous (the nlayer − 2-th) layer.

This procedure is repeated until the first layer of the model
is reached, with one convolution per layer and a total of
nlayer-1 convolutions. The final output is P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂)
evaluated on an nobs,l-dimensional grid in which all the axes
correspond to M eval, as the mass is the input variable to the
first layer for all mass observables. Simply extracting the di-
agonal of this distribution delivers a one-dimensional evalua-
tion of P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂) at M eval. This algorithm constitutes
our backward convolutional approach. To the authors’ knowl-
edge, this is the first time this approach has been proposed
in the literature and cosmocnc constitutes its first implemen-
tation.

In the case in which the hierarchical model consists of only
one layer, no convolutions are required, and the scatter inte-
gral reduces to a Gaussian evaluated at the observed values
of the mass observables. This case is incorporated as a pos-
sibility in cosmocnc.

Finally, we note that, unlike in the forward convolutional
approach used to calculate the cluster abundance, the back-
ward convolutional approach does not require to evaluate the
derivative of the scaling relations of the mass observables, ex-
cept for the selection observable, its derivatives being used to
compute ∆M .

4.3.3 Backward convolutional approach: illustration

Figure 3 illustrates how the backward convolutional approach
operates with the specific example of one cluster of our
reference SO synthetic catalogue. The chosen cluster has
qobs = 11.25, pobs = 0.41, a measured redshift zobs = 0.65
(with negligible measurement uncertainty), and a mass of
M = 4.56× 1014M⊙.

The top panel shows P (ωobs|ω(nlayer−1), zobs, n̂) =
P (qobs, pobs| ln q, ln p, zobs, n̂) evaluated on a neval × neval

grid in the ln q–ln p plane, with neval = 128. A cross
marks the logarithm of the coordinates of the observed data
point, (qobs, pobs). Here, ln q and ln p are the output vari-
ables of the penultimate (i.e., first) layer in the model, and
P (qobs, pobs| ln q, ln p, zobs, n̂) is a two-dimensional Gaussian
centred at (q− qobs, p− pobs) and with an identity covariance

MNRAS 000, 1–32 (2024)



14 Í. Zubeldia & B. Bolliet

0.5 1.0 1.5

log10 q

−0.8

−0.6

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

lo
g

1
0
p

0.5 1.0 1.5

log10 q

−0.8

−0.6

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

lo
g

1
0
p

14.5 15.0

log10[M/M�]

14.25

14.50

14.75

15.00

15.25

lo
g

1
0
[M
/M
�

]

Figure 3. Top panel : P (qobs, pobs| ln q, ln p, zobs, n̂) evaluated by
cosmocnc on a grid on the ln q–ln p plane for a reference clus-
ter in our reference SO-like catalogue. We recall that q and p
are, respectively, the true tSZ and CMB lensing signal-to-noise,
and qobs and pobs are their respective observed values. The ob-
served data point is shown as a red cross. Note that the distri-
bution is unbounded along the ln p direction, as the CMB lens-
ing measurement has a very small signal-to-noise. Middle panel :
P (qobs, pobs| ln q̄, ln p̄, zobs, n̂), for the same cluster, evaluated on
the same grid on the ln q̄–ln p̄ plane, obtained by cosmocnc by
convolving the distribution in the top panel with the Gaussian
describing the scatter in the first layer of the model. q̄ and p̄ are,
respectively, the mean tSZ and CMB lensing signal-to-noise, which,
for a given redshift, are single-valued functions of the mass. Bot-
tom panel : Same distribution as in the middle panel, but recast in
terms of two mass variables, with the cluster true mass shown as a
red cross. Note that there are edge effects at the two ends of mass
variable associated to p̄. These are are caused by the distribution
in the last layer (the one at the top panel) being unbounded in
that direction and are of no concern, as only the diagonal of the
map is of interest.
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Figure 4. P (qobs, pobs|M, zobs, n̂) as a function of the mass M for
the same reference cluster as the one considered in Figure 3 (blue
curve), as computed by cosmocnc. This one-dimensional distribu-
tion is obtained as the diagonal of the two-dimensional distribution
in the bottom panel of Figure 3. Its product with the cluster abun-
dance across mass and redshift, P (M, zobs), is also shown (orange
curve). Both curves have been rescaled by their maximum values in
order to aid visualisation. If normalised to unity, the orange curve
can be seen as a posterior for the cluster mass given the cluster
mass observables, its redshift, and its sky location (see Section 4.4).
For comparison, the vertical dashed line shows the cluster’s true
mass.

matrix. Note that the distribution is unbounded along the
ln p axis for the chosen observable range, as the CMB lensing
measurement is noise dominated, with a typical signal-to-
noise per cluster of a fraction of unity.

The middle panel shows the result of convolving the dis-
tribution in the top panel with the Gaussian describing
the scatter in the first layer, which we take to be a two-
dimensional Gaussian with variance along the ln q and ln p
directions equal to σq = 0.173 and σp = 0.22, respectively,
and a correlation coefficient r = 0.77. The convolved distri-
bution therefore corresponds to P (ωobs|ω

(nlayer−1)

in , zobs, n̂) =
P (qobs, pobs| ln q̄, ln p̄, zobs, n̂) evaluated on a grid in the ln q̄–
ln p̄ plane, where ln q̄ and ln p̄ are the mean tSZ and CMB
lensing signal-to-noise, respectively. Note that, as expected,
the distribution across the ln q̄ direction is noticeably broader
than in the top panel, as an additional layer of scatter has
now been taken into account.

Since the first layer in the model has already been reached,
this two-dimensional distribution can be recast in terms of
two mass variables, there being a one-to-one map between
mass and both ln q̄ and ln p̄ at fixed redshift and sky location.
This distribution is shown in the bottom panel, with both
axes corresponding to the mass M , and with the cluster true
mass being shown as the red cross. Extracting the diagonal of
this two-dimensional distribution leads to a one-dimensional
evaluation of P (qobs, pobs|M, zobs, n̂), which is shown in Fig-
ure 4 (solid blue curve) along with its product with P (M, z)
(dashed orange curve). We note that we have rescaled both
curves by their maximum values to aid visualisation. The in-
tegral of P (qobs, pobs|M, zobs, n̂)P (M, z) (the dashed orange
curve) with respect to the mass gives the value of the indi-
vidual cluster likelihood for this reference cluster.
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4.4 Cluster mass inference

Since the backward convolutional approach evaluates
P (ωobs|M, z, n̂) for each cluster to which it is applied, it nat-
urally provides a way of obtaining cluster mass estimates for
a given point in (cosmological and scaling relation) param-
eter space. Indeed, using Bayes’ theorem, the pdf followed
the cluster mass M given the observed mass observable data
point ωobs, its true redshift z, and its sky location n̂ is given
by

P (M |ωobs, z, n̂) ∝ P (ωobs,l|M, z, n̂)P (M, z|n̂), (45)

where the proportionality factor can be obtained by nor-
malising the distribution, and where we have used that
P (M, z|n̂) = P (M |z, n̂)P (z|n̂).

In its implementation of the backward convolutional ap-
proach, cosmocnc evaluates the right-hand side of Eq. (45)
on the mass grid M eval. If requested to do so (through an
input parameter, see AppendixC), cosmocnc can also triv-
ially obtain the cluster mass pdf P (M |ωobs, z, n̂) evaluated
at M eval and at the grid of evaluation redshifts (which we
recall reduces to just the observed redshift zobs if the red-
shift measurement uncertainty can be neglected). It can also
deliver the mean estimated mass and its standard deviation,
which are obtained by numerically computing the moments
of P (M |ωobs, z, n̂).

Figure 4 illustrates cosmocnc’s mass inference process, with
the dashed orange curve corresponding (up to a normalisa-
tion) to the posterior on the mass given the cluster mass ob-
servables, cluster redshift, and sky location for our reference
cluster in our synthetic SO-like catalogue.

Note that these mass estimates are not Eddington-biased,
as this bias is naturally accounted for by the second factor
on the right-hand side of Eq. (45). They do, however, suffer
from Malmquist bias, as we illustrate in Section 5.5.

4.5 Binned likelihood

cosmocnc evaluates the binned likelihood making use of the
cluster abundances that it computes in its cluster abundance
step (see Section 4.2). As noted in Section 3.4, cosmocnc sup-
ports three binning schemes: across the selection observable
ζobs, across redshift, and across both ζobs and redshift. In each
of them, the bin edges are given as input parameters. Unlike
its unbinned counterpart, the binned likelihood implementa-
tion does not incorporate the possibility of redshift measure-
ment uncertainties, and so assumes that zobs = z, where z
is true redshift. It also cannot take as data other observables
different from the selection observable and/or redshift, and
cannot deal with missing data (e.g., missing redshift measure-
ments in the cases of binning across redshift or across both
ζobs and redshift).

If binning across both ζobs and redshift is desired, cosmocnc
integrates the cluster abundance across selection observable
and redshift, d2N/(dζobsdz), which was evaluated on a grid
on the ζobs–z plane in the cluster abundance step, within
each bin using Simpson’s rule. This procedure gives the ex-
pected number of clusters within each bin, N̄s, from which
the binned likelihood is trivially evaluated (see Eqs. 22 and
23). Similarly, if binning across only ζobs or redshift is desired,
the relevant distributions, dN/dζobs and dN/dz, respectively,

both of which were also evaluated in the cluster abundance
step, are integrated instead.

4.6 Extreme value likelihood

As with the binned likelihood, cosmocnc evaluates the ex-
treme value likelihood using the cluster abundances com-
puted in the cluster abundance step. Namely, it obtains the
mean number of clusters with ζobs > ζmax, N̄(ζobs > ζmax),
by integrating, using Simpson’s rule, dN/dζobs from ζobs =
ζmax to the maximum ζobs value for which it was evaluated,
which we denote with ζ∞. Note that dN/dζobs has to be
negligible at ζ∞ so that its integral with this upper inte-
gration limit constitutes a good approximation of the im-
proper integral to ζobs = ∞. The likelihood is then given by
exp[−N̄(ζobs > ζmax)] (see Section 3.5).
cosmocnc can also calculate the pdf followed by ζmax,

P (ζmax) which, as noted in Section 3.5, is simply given by
the derivative of the extreme value likelihood with respect
to ζmax. cosmocnc computes this derivative numerically, de-
livering P (ζmax) evaluated on a ζmax grid. Using this pdf,
cosmocnc can also compute the expected value of ζmax, ζ̄max.

4.7 Unconfirmed detections

As noted in Section 3.6, cosmocnc allows for the presence of
unconfirmed detections, i.e., possible false detections, in the
cluster catalogue for two of its likelihoods: the unbinned like-
lihood and the binned likelihood with selection observable
binning.

Both likelihoods require as input the abundance of false
detections as a function of the selection observable and, if
relevant, selection tile, dNf/(dζobsdΩ). In addition, as ex-
plained in AppendixA, the unbinned likelihood also needs
as input the probability of validation as a function of the
selection observable and, if relevant, selection tile. These ad-
ditional pieces of information are loaded by cosmocnc and
used in order to account for unconfirmed detections in a con-
sistent way, following the formalism developed in Section 3.6
and AppendixA. The implementation details are described
in Appendix A.

4.8 Stacked likelihood

4.8.1 Likelihood computation

As detailed in Section 3.7, cosmocnc allows to combine the
unbinned likelihood for the catalogue C with a stacked
data set S comprising nstack stacked data vectors. This is
done by calculating the stacked likelihood Lstacked(p) =
P (S|C,p), which is then multiplied by the unbinned likeli-
hood, Lunbinned(p) = P (C|p). As explained in Section 3.7,
cosmocnc approximates the pdf of each stacked data vec-
tor with a Gaussian with mean S̄r(C) and covariance Cr(C),
where the index i denotes stack r. The mean S̄r(C) is calcu-
lated assuming a model for the stacked observable for each
cluster in the stack. The covariance, on the other hand, can
be either calculated assuming the same model for each cluster
in the stack, or, alternatively, can be given as an input.

More specifically, S̄r(C) is given by the sum of the expected
values of the stacked observable for all the clusters in stack
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r (Eq. 30), each of which is given by Eq. (33), which we re-
peat here for convenience, dropping the cluster index to avoid
clutter in the notation:

s̄(C) = s̄(D , n̂) =

∫
dM s̄(M,D , n̂)P (M |D , n̂). (46)

Here, s̄(M,D , n̂) is the expected value of the stacked ob-
servable for a cluster with mass M , cluster data D , and sky
location n̂ . This can be calculated for a given hierarchical
model and is given as an input function to cosmocnc. On the
other hand, P (M |D , n̂) is the pdf followed by the cluster
mass given the cluster data D and sky location n̂ . Recalling
that D = {zobs,ωobs}, and assuming the redshift measure-
ment uncertainty to be negligible, this pdf is given by Eq. (45)
and is obtained as a by-product of the individual cluster like-
lihood evaluation with the backward convolutional approach
(see Section 4.3).

In order to evaluate s̄(D , n̂) for each cluster in the stack,
cosmocnc first evaluates its individual cluster likelihood with
the backward convolutional approach, obtaining P (M |D , n̂)
evaluated at a set of masses M eval. Note that this calcula-
tion may have already taken place if the individual cluster
likelihood for that cluster was computed with the backward
convolutional approach; in that instance, cosmocnc does not
repeat the calculation. cosmocnc then evaluates s̄(M,D , n̂)
at M eval, and finally computes the integral in Eq. (46) with
Simpson’s rule.

If the stacked observable covariance is also to be calculated
assuming a model for the stacked observable for each cluster,
cosmocnc does so following an analogous approach, similarly
using the mass pdf delivered by the backward convolutional
approach (see Eqs. 34, 35, and 36).

Note that, in its current implementation, cosmocnc com-
putes the stacked likelihood taking the redshift measurement
uncertainties to be negligible for all the clusters in the stack.

4.8.2 Illustration

As an illustration, consider our reference synthetic SO cat-
alogue, from which we can construct a stacked data set S
consisting of one one-dimensional stacked data vector S =
pstacked resulting from averaging the CMB lensing signal-to-
noise pobs across the cluster sample,

pstacked =
1

ntot

ntot∑
i=1

pobs,i. (47)

Neglecting the correlation in the scatter between the CMB
lensing and the tSZ signal-to-noise observables and following
the notation of Section 4.3.3, s̄(M,D , n̂) can be written as
s̄(M,D , n̂) = p̄obs(M, zobs, qobs, n̂) = exp[ln p̄(M, zobs, n̂) +
σ2
p/2], where we recall that p̄ is the mean CMB lensing signal-

to-noise, which is specified by the cluster mass, redshift and
sky location, and where σp is the intrinsic scatter. On the
other hand, the second moment of pobs at given mass, clus-
ter data and sky location can be written as ⟨s2⟩(M,D , n̂) =
⟨p2obs⟩(M, zobs, qobs, n̂) = σ2

intrinsic(M, zobs, n̂) + σ2
observational,

where σ2
intrinsic = exp(σ2

p − 1) exp[2 ln p̄(M, zobs, n̂) + σ2
p] +

p̄obs(M, zobs, qobs, n̂)2, and σ2
observational = 1. With these ex-

pressions in hand, cosmocnc can evaluate the mean value and
the covariance (in this case, just variance) of pstacked. We note

that since the CMB lensing signal-to-noise per cluster is very
small, the total scatter is dominated by the unit-variance ob-
servational scatter, and therefore the variance of pstacked will
be slightly larger than 1/ntot (see Section 5).

4.9 Other features

4.9.1 Synthetic cluster catalogue generation

In addition to computing three different types of cluster num-
ber count likelihoods, cosmocnc can generate synthetic clus-
ter catalogues consistent with the the assumptions underlying
the likelihoods.

For a given observational set-up (set of observables with
their corresponding hierarchical model, and selection crite-
rion), this is done as follows. First, cosmocnc runs its halo
mass function step, evaluating d3N/(dMdzdΩ) on a mass–
redshift grid, with its boundaries being specified as input
parameters (see Section 4.1). The total mean number of clus-
ters in the Universe, N̄Universe is then computed by integrat-
ing d3N/(dMdzdΩ) over mass and redshift and across the
survey footprint. The total number of clusters in the Uni-
verse NUniverse is then obtained as a random draw from a
Poisson distribution with expected value equal to N̄Universe.
Next, NUniverse clusters are drawn from the pdf given by
P (M, z, n̂) = P (M, z) = d3N/(dMdzdΩ)/N̄Universe, which
generates a catalogue of all the clusters in the Universe
(within the survey footprint), each with a mass M , redshift
z and sky location n̂ . As d3N/(dMdzdΩ) does not depend
on sky location, the cluster’s sky location is assigned ran-
domly within the survey footprint. This is consistent with
the assumption underlying the three cosmocnc likelihoods
that the clusters are statistically independent from each other
(i.e., the covariance due to cluster clustering is neglected).
On the other hand, each M–z pair is drawn from P (M, z)
by first drawing a redshift from P (z) =

∫
P (M, z)dM using

the cumulative distribution function random number gener-
ation algorithm, and then drawing a mass from P (M |z) =
P (M, z)/P (z) using the same algorithm.

Next, each point in the M–z–n̂ space is propagated
through the hierarchical model for all the mass observables
in the survey, accounting for the scatter in each layer through
the addition of Gaussian random noise with the appropriate
covariance. The cluster catalogue is then constructed by se-
lecting all the clusters for which the value of the selection
observable is greater than the selection threshold ζth.

Synthetic catalogues generated this way can be very use-
ful for testing the accuracy of the cosmocnc likelihoods for
a given survey, as they are much easier to generate than it
is to compute the likelihood and they are generated mak-
ing exactly the same assumptions underlying the likelihoods
(see, e.g., Zubeldia & Challinor 2019; Bocquet et al. 2024).
In Section 5 we use a set of these synthetic catalogues in or-
der to test cosmocnc in the context of the upcoming Simons
Observatory.

4.9.2 Goodness of fit

cosmocnc can compute the modified Cash goodness-of-fit
statistic of Kaastra (2017), C (see also Cash 1979), for any of
the three binning schemes supported by the binned likelihood
(rectangular bins across the selection observable ζobs, redshift
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z, or both ζobs and z). That is, cosmocnc can assess the good-
ness of fit across the selection observable and/or redshift. The
C statistic is given by

C = 2

nbin∑
s=1

N̄s −Ns +Ns ln(Ns/N̄s), (48)

where N̄s and Ns are, respectively, the expected and observed
number of clusters in bin s, the former being computed by
cosmocnc as detailed in Section 4.5. cosmocnc can also com-
pute its expected value, C̄, and standard deviation, σC , using
the formulae of Kaastra (2017) (in particular, their Eqs. 8–
22). C̄ can then be compared to the observed value C for a
given point in parameter space (e.g., for the ‘best-fit’ point;
see, e.g., Bocquet et al. 2019).

4.9.3 Parallel computing

If desired, cosmocnc can parallelise several of its computa-
tions using Python’s multiprocessing module11, leading to
enhanced performance through the use of more than one core.
cosmocnc can parallelise:

• The evaluation of the halo mass function on a grid of red-
shifts in the halo mass function step. This can be done for all
the halo mass functions except for the Mira-Titan emulator.
The grid of redshifts is divided into ncore,hmf smaller batches
of similar sizes, each of which is assigned to a different core.

• The forward convolutional approach in the cluster abun-
dance step, splitting either the redshift grid or the set of selec-
tion tiles into ncore,abundance smaller batches, each of which is
assigned to a different core. The parallelisation scheme (red-
shifts or tiles) can be specified through an input parameter.

• The computation of the cluster data part of the unbinned
likelihood, dividing the set of clusters into ncore,data smaller
batches, each of which is assigned to a different core.

• The computation of the stacked likelihood, dividing the
set of clusters in each stack into ncore,stacked batches, each of
which is assigned to a different core.

The number of cores to be used in each task (ncore,hmf ,
ncore,abundance, ncore,data, and ncore,stacked) are specified as in-
put parameters. The optimal number of cores for each task
will depend on the catalogue, the values of cosmocnc’s preci-
sion parameters, and the machine on which the code is run.

4.9.4 Interface with MCMC codes

cosmocnc is interfaced with the MCMC sampling code Cobaya
(Torrado & Lewis 2019, 2021), allowing for easy-to-run
MCMC parameter estimation (see the online documenta-
tion). It can also be easily interfaced with other MCMC
codes, such as emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) and
CosmoSIS (Zuntz et al. 2015), something we leave for future
work.

11 docs.python.org/3/library/multiprocessing.html

5 LIKELIHOOD VALIDATION

In this section we assess the accuracy of the implementation
of the likelihoods in cosmocnc using a set of 100 synthetic SO-
like cluster catalogues. We first describe our synthetic cata-
logues in Section 5.1 and the values for the input parameters
that we set in Section 5.2. We then analyse the catalogues
in observable space in Section 5.3, comparing their properties
with cosmocnc’s predictions. Next, we use subsets of them for
parameter inference, considering four cases:

• SZ unbinned: the unbinned likelihood with redshift and
tSZ data (56 catalogues).

• SZ binned: the binned likelihood with redshift and tSZ
data (56 catalogues).

• SZ+CMBlens: the unbinned likelihood with redshift,
tSZ and CMB lensing data (28 catalogues).

• SZ+CMBlens stacked: the unbinned likelihood with
redshift and tSZ data jointly with the stacked likelihood for
the CMB lensing data (28 catalogues).

We analyse the derived constraints in Section 5.4, quan-
tifying the biases in the inferred parameter values and as-
sessing the goodness of fit. Then, in Section 5.5 we illustrate
cosmocnc’s cluster mass estimation capabilities, in Section 5.6
we offer a quantification of cosmocnc’s execution speed, and
in Section 5.7 we benchmark the code against class_sz.

5.1 Synthetic catalogues

We generate 100 SO-like cluster catalogues using cosmocnc’s
synthetic cluster catalogue generator. The catalogues are all
generated assuming the same cosmology and the same scaling
relation parameter values, i.e., they are statistically identical.
We assume a spatially flat Lambda cold dark matter (ΛCDM)
cosmology with Ωm = 0.315, Ωb = 0.04897, h = 0.674,
σ8 = 0.811, ns = 0.96, and

∑
mν = 0.06 eV (Planck 2018

results VI 2020), and use cosmocnc’s own implementation of
the Tinker et al. (2008) halo mass function, which makes use
of the cosmopower power spectrum emulator. We consider
two mass observables: the tSZ signal-to-noise qobs (our selec-
tion observable) and the CMB lensing signal-to-noise pobs.
Each cluster has a measurement for both mass observables,
and the catalogues are constructed by imposing a selection
threshold of qth = 5. In addition, each cluster comes with
a redshift measurement, which we assume to have negligi-
ble measurement uncertainty. We assume a survey footprint
covering 40% of the sky (Simons Observatory Collaboration
2019), and assume that all the objects in the catalogue are
confirmed clusters, not adding any false detections (the ad-
dition of false detections is studied in Appendix A).

The two mass observables are linked to mass and redshift
with a two-layer hierarchical model. In the first layer, the
mean tSZ signal-to-noise q̄(M500, z) is given by

q̄(M500, z) =
y0(βSZM500, z)

σy0(θ500(βSZM500, z))
, (49)

where y0 is the cluster’s central Compton-y value, σy0 is the
cluster detection multifrequency matched filter (MMF) noise
evaluated at the cluster’s angular scale θ500, and the tSZ mass
bias is βSZ = 0.8. y0 is given by
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y0 = 10ASZ

(
M500

3× 1014h−1
70 M⊙

)αSZ

E2(z)h
−1/2
70 , (50)

where ASZ = −4.3054, αSZ = 1.1233, and h70 = h/0.7. This
scaling relation is consistent with the universal pressure pro-
file of Arnaud et al. (2010) and its form follows the tSZ scaling
relation of Hilton et al. (2018).

The MMF noise σy0 , on the other hand, is computed by
applying the tSZ cluster finder SZiFi12 (Zubeldia et al. 2021,
2022) to SO-like maps from the Websky simulation (Stein
et al. 2019, 2020), assuming just one selection tile. More
specifically, we consider observations at the six frequency
channels of the SO Large Aperture Telescope (27, 39, 93,
145, 225, and 278GHz), using as input the Websky tSZ,
kinetic SZ (kSZ), Cosmic Infrared Background (CIB) and
CMB maps, appropriately convolved by the corresponding
beams (Gaussian beams with a FWHM of 7.4, 5.1, 2.2, 1.4,
1., and 0.9 arcmin, respectively; Simons Observatory Collab-
oration 2019). We then add white noise, with noise levels, for
each channel, of 71, 36, 8, 10, 22, and 54µKarcmin, respec-
tively (SO baseline noise levels; Simons Observatory Collab-
oration 2019). We tessellate the sky into 768 HEALPix pixels
(Nside = 8, see Górski et al. 2005) and apply SZiFi to the first
10 tiles, using the standard MMF, i.e., without spectral fore-
ground deprojection, computing the MMF noise for each tile
at 15 angular scales, with the angular scale θ500 logarithmi-
cally spaced between θ500 = 0.5 arcmin and θ500 = 15 arcmin.
Finally, for each angular scale, we take the average of the
MMF noise across the 10 tiles.

Still in the first layer, the mean CMB lensing signal-to-
noise, p̄(M500, z), is given by

p̄(M500, z) =
κ0(βCMBlensM500, z)

σκ0(θ500(βCMBlensM500, z))
, (51)

where κ0(M500, z) is the central value of the cluster’s CMB
lensing convergence, σκ0(θ500(βCMBlensM500, z)) is the CMB
lensing matched filter noise, and the CMB lensing mass bias
is βCMBlens = 0.92. This expression assumes that the cluster
CMB lensing signal has been extracted with a matched filter
approach, as first proposed in Melin & Bartlett (2015) and
applied, e.g., in Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016); Zubeldia
& Challinor (2019, 2020); Huchet & Melin (2024). Follow-
ing Zubeldia & Challinor (2019, 2020), in order to compute
both κ0 and the matched filter noise, we assume that the
cluster convergence profile is that of a truncated Navarro-
Frenk-White profile (NFW; Navarro et al. 1997) with a con-
centration c500 = 3 and a truncation radius of 5R500. We
compute the matched filter noise using the publicly-available
SO minimum-variance (temperature+polarisation) quadratic
estimator reconstruction noise curve13, taking it to be the
same for all the clusters in the sample.

The mean tSZ and CMB lensing signal-to-noises are then
linked to the logarithms of the true tSZ and CMB lensing
signal-to-noises through Gaussian intrinsic scatter, with a
covariance matrix given by σln q = 0.173, σln p = 0.22, and

12 github.com/inigozubeldia/szifi
13 github.com/simonsobs/so_noise_models/blob/master/
LAT_lensing_noise/lensing_v3_1_1/nlkk_v3_1_0_deproj0_SENS1
_fsky0p4_qe_lT30-3000_lP30-5000.dat

a correlation coefficient r = 0 (i.e., no intrinsic correlation).
In the second layer of the model, the set of scaling relations
simply exponentiates ln q and ln p, which are then linked to
the observed values (qobs and pobs, respectively) through un-
correlated Gaussian scatter with unit variance for both ob-
servables. Note that this model is very similar to that used in
Zubeldia & Challinor (2019) and, for the tSZ observable, in
Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016), the only difference being
the form of the tSZ scaling relation (Eq. 50).

In order to validate the implementation of the stacked like-
lihood we also consider, for each catalogue, a stacked data
set consisting of a single one-dimensional stacked data vec-
tor given by the mean CMB lensing signal-to-noise across the
cluster sample, pstacked (see Eq. 47).

5.2 cosmocnc parameter values

For both the generation of our synthetic catalogues and the
evaluation of the cosmocnc likelihoods, we set a minimum
mass Mmin = 1013M⊙, a maximum mass Mmax = 1016M⊙,
a minimum redshift zmin = 0.01, and a maximum redshift
zmax = 3. The cluster halo mass function and abundance
steps are computed setting nζ = 214 in the SZ unbinned
and binned cases, and nζ = 217 in the SZ+CMBlens and
SZ+CMBlens stacked cases, and nz = 100 in all the cases.
In the SZ+CMBlens and SZ+CMBlens stacked cases, the
backward convolutional approach is followed to compute the
individual cluster likelihoods, for which we set neval = 211 and
neval,z = 1. Since there is no correlation between the scatter
in the tSZ and CMB lensing signal-to-noise observables, we
consider them to be part of two different correlation sets.
In order to obtain the evaluation mass grid M eval, we set
cM = 10. We compute the derivatives of the scaling relations
of the selection observable numerically.

In the SZ binned case, we consider binning across both the
selection observable and redshift. Across redshift, we consider
9 equally-spaced bins from z = 0.01 to z = 3, whereas across
the selection observable we consider 9 logarithmically-spaced
bins from qobs = 5 to qobs = 200.

5.3 Consistency in data space

We first assess the agreement between our synthetic cata-
logues and cosmocnc’s predictions in data space, considering
the number counts as a function of tSZ signal-to-noise and
redshift (Section 5.3.1), the stacked CMB lensing observable
(Section 5.3.2), and the most extreme cluster (Section 5.3.3).
In this section, all of the cosmocnc’s calculations are carried
out at the true input parameter values.

5.3.1 Number counts

The top panels of Figure 5 show the mean number counts
across our 100 synthetic catalogues as a function of tSZ
signal-to-noise and redshift, binned in 19 and 13 bins across
signal-to-noise and redshift, respectively (orange data points
in the left and right panels, respectively). cosmocnc’s theo-
retical prediction is shown in blue. The agreement between
the synthetic catalogues and the theoretical prediction is ex-
cellent. This can be seen more clearly in the bottom panels,
which depict the difference between mean number counts in
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the synthetic catalogues and the theoretical prediction (or-
ange data points). For each bin, the Poisson error for one
catalogue is shown as the blue error bar. No evidence for a
bias in the theoretical calculation can be seen, with the bias
being constrained to be significantly smaller than the Poisson
error for every bin.

We find a predicted mean total number of clusters of
15634.38 objects and an empirical mean across the 100 syn-
thetic catalogues of 15626.99 ± 12.50 objects, both numbers
being fully consistent and constituting a 0.047% agreement.

5.3.2 Stacked observable

As a test in data space of the backward convolutional ap-
proach and of the stacked likelihood, we calculate the mean
of the stacked CMB lensing observable pstacked for each of
our synthetic catalogues and compare it to its respective
observed value. This can be easily done using cosmocnc’s
stacked likelihood machinery. We find a mean stacked CMB
lensing signal-to-noise across all the synthetic catalogues of
⟨pstacked⟩ = 0.30859 ± 0.00078, where angular brackets de-
note averaging over all the catalogues, and where the stan-
dard deviation is obtained empirically as the sample stan-
dard deviation. The corresponding theoretical prediction is
⟨p̄stacked⟩ = 0.307442 ± 0.000080, where here we have com-
puted the standard deviation of the stacked observable fol-
lowing its hierarchical model. The empirical and theoretical
values are in excellent agreement. We also find the mean of
the stacked observable residuals to be ⟨pstacked − p̄stacked⟩ =
0.00114± 0.00079, with the standard deviation being empir-
ically obtained, there being no evidence for a bias and con-
stituting a 0.26% agreement.

5.3.3 Most extreme cluster

Figure 6 shows, in blue, the probability for qobs to be the
largest value of the selection observable in the sample (the
‘most extreme’ cluster), as computed with cosmocnc’s ex-
treme value likelihood machinery. In addition, the orange
data points show the fraction of the synthetic catalogues for
which this is true, with the error bars obtained with boot-
strapping. There is complete agreement between the theoret-
ical prediction and the synthetic catalogues.

Furthermore, we find the empirical mean of the largest
value of the tSZ signal-to-noise across the 100 synthetic cat-
alogues to be ⟨ζmax⟩ = 117.8 ± 3.6, where angular brackets
denote averaging over the catalogues. Its predicted value, as
computed with cosmocnc, is ζ̄max = 115.61, there being full
agreement with the empirical value, to 3.1%. Together with
Figure 6, this result demonstrates that cosmocnc can success-
fully compute the extremes of the cluster distribution.

5.4 Parameter constraints: biases and goodness of
fit

5.4.1 Parameters and priors

We derive parameter constraints from our synthetic cata-
logues using the CosmoMC MCMC sampler (Lewis & Bri-
dle 2002; Lewis 2013) as implemented in Cobaya (Torrado
& Lewis 2019, 2021). In every analysis we vary the follow-
ing cosmological parameters: Ωm, Ωb, h, σ8, and ns. We

impose Planck -derived Gaussian priors (Planck 2018 results
I 2020) on parameters that are poorly constrained by the
cluster number counts, namely on Ωbh

2, setting Ωbh
2 =

0.02224±0.00015, and on ns, setting ns = 0.96±0.0042 (mean
and standard deviation in both cases). In addition, since the
Hubble constant is also poorly constrained by cluster data, we
impose a further prior on the CMB acoustic scale parameter,
θMC (Kosowsky et al. 2002), which at fixed baryon density
depends only on Ωm and h, effectively fixing h for given values
of Ωm and Ωb (see also Zubeldia & Challinor 2019, where the
same prior was imposed). We choose a Gaussian prior with
Planck ’s value, 100θMC = 1.04093±0.00030 (mean and stan-
dard deviation; Planck 2015 results XIII 2016), computing
θMC within cosmocnc.

In addition, we vary the following scaling relation pa-
rameters: the tSZ signal-to-noise amplitude parameter ASZ,
the tSZ mass slope parameter αSZ, the tSZ intrinsic scatter
σSZ, and, in the two sets of analyses including CMB lens-
ing measurements, the CMB lensing mass bias, βCMBlens,
and the CMB lensing intrinsic scatter, σCMBlens. We im-
pose Gaussian priors on the two scatter parameters, namely
σSZ = 0.173 ± 0.05 and σCMBlens = 0.22 ± 0.05 (mean and
standard deviation), motivated, respectively, by the Planck
SZ counts analysis (Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016) and by
the analysis of CMB lensing simulations (Zubeldia & Challi-
nor 2020). In addition, in the SZ unbinned and binned anal-
yses, we further impose priors on the scaling relation pa-
rameters ASZ and αSZ, setting ASZ = −4.3054 ± 0.033 and
αSZ = 1.233 ± 0.014 (mean and standard deviation). The
standard deviations of these priors are chosen to be identical
to those of the corresponding posteriors in the SZ+CMBlens
case, in which these two parameters are constrained by the
CMB lensing data. On the other hand, in the SZ+CMBlens
and SZ+CMBlens stacked analyses, we impose a Gaussian
prior on βCMBlens, setting βCMBlens = 0.092±0.02 (mean and
standard deviation), effectively setting a ∼ 2% systematic
floor on the calibration of the CMB lensing mass observable,
which we believe to be a reasonable assumption for SO.

Taking all the priors into account, in the SZ unbinned and
binned cases, the parameters that are left free, with broad,
uniform priors, are Ωm and σ8. In the SZ+CMBlens and
SZ+CMBlens cases, these are Ωm, σ8, ASZ, and αSZ.

5.4.2 Parameter constraints and biases

We obtain parameter posteriors for each MCMC analysis and
compute the mean and standard deviation of each parameter,
which, for parameter p, we denote with p̂ and σp, respectively.
We then define the bias on parameter p as bp ≡ ⟨p̂⟩ − ptrue,
where ptrue is its true, input value, and where angular brack-
ets denote ensemble averaging over data realisations, i.e., over
our catalogues. Table 1 shows the parameter biases that we
obtain for the four sets of analyses. These are shown in ‘1σ’
units, i.e., dividing each bp estimate by the standard devia-
tion of parameter p, σp, averaged over all the catalogues that
are analysed, and also as a percentage, i.e., 100bp/ptrue. The
errors on the parameter biases are obtained by bootstrapping
over the catalogues for each set of analyses.

As it can be seen in Table 1, the biases in all the param-
eters are constrained to be a small fraction of one stan-
dard deviation for all sets of analyses. The parameter fea-
turing the largest bias is αSZ for the SZ+CMBlens and
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Figure 5. Top panels: Mean number counts across signal-to-noise and redshift (left and right panels, respectively) across our 100 synthetic
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Figure 6. Probability for being the cluster with the largest value of
qobs in the catalogue for our reference SO-like survey, as computed
with cosmocnc (blue curve), shown along the corresponding esti-
mate from our synthetic catalogues (orange data points). There
is excellent agreement between the synthetic catalogues and the
theoretical prediction.

SZ+CMBlens cases, for which the bias is constrained to be
bαSZ = −0.31 ± 0.17 and bαSZ = −0.32 ± 0.17, respectively,
in 1σ units. All the cosmological parameters, on the other

hand, have biases of 0.15σ or less, and of less than 1%, with
no bias being detected in most cases.

For illustration, Figure 7 shows the two-dimensional
marginalised parameter constraints on all the model param-
eters for the SZ unbinned and SZ binned analyses of one of
our catalogues, with the true parameter values shown as the
dashed lines. As it can be seen, the constraints obtained with
the unbinned and the binned likelihoods are almost identi-
cal. Figure 8 is an analogous plot for our SZ+CMBlens and
SZ+CMBlens stacked analyses of the same catalogue, with
the constraints between them being also virtually identical.
This indicates that the ∼ 2% systematic uncertainty in the
calibration of the CMB lensing signal-to-noise, as accounted
for by the CMB lensing bias parameter βCMBlens, contributes
significantly to the overall mass calibration uncertainty in the
analysis. Indeed, stacking the CMB lensing signal-to-noise
measurements entails a certain signal-to-noise loss relative to
the cluster-by-cluster case (see AppendixB), which here gets
washed away.

There are some parameter degeneracies that can be ob-
served in Figures 7 and 8 that are worth commenting on.
There are strong degeneracies between H0 and Ωm and be-
tween H0 and Ωb. These are caused by the priors on θMC

and Ωbh
2, respectively. More interesting, regarding the clus-

ter counts, are the negative degeneracies between ASZ and
both σ8 and Ωm. They indicate that a stronger tSZ signal
per cluster (which, in turn, increases the number of clusters
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Parameter SZ unbinned SZ binned SZ+CMBlens SZ+CMBlens stacked
Parameter biases (in units of 1 σ)

σ8 −0.023± 0.082 −0.131± 0.081 0.15± 0.19 0.08± 0.19

Ωm 0.146± 0.049 0.110± 0.045 0.08± 0.15 0.03± 0.14

Ωb 0.136± 0.046 0.096± 0.043 0.07± 0.14 0.02± 0.14
H0 −0.126± 0.048 −0.092± 0.044 −0.05± 0.15 −0.00± 0.14

ns −0.03± 0.01 −0.010± 0.012 −0.01± 0.01 −0.0049± 0.0086

ASZ −0.113± 0.039 −0.039± 0.032 −0.20± 0.15 −0.13± 0.15
αSZ −0.052± 0.078 −0.092± 0.071 −0.31± 0.17 −0.32± 0.17

σSZ 0.062± 0.048 0.067± 0.049 0.194± 0.084 0.212± 0.068
1− bCMBlens 0.114± 0.038 0.106± 0.032

σCMBlens −0.064± 0.067 0.064± 0.021

Parameter biases (in %)

σ8 −0.016± 0.057 −0.10± 0.06 0.09± 0.11 0.05± 0.12

Ωm 0.36± 0.12 0.30± 0.12 0.22± 0.39 0.1± 0.4
Ωb 0.21± 0.07 0.164± 0.073 0.12± 0.23 0.03± 0.24

H0 −0.092± 0.036 −0.076± 0.037 −0.04± 0.12 −0.00± 0.12

ns −0.0128± 0.0044 −0.0045± 0.0052 −0.0059± 0.0044 −0.0021± 0.0037
ASZ 0.072± 0.025 0.028± 0.022 0.1± 0.1 0.09± 0.11

αSZ −0.045± 0.068 −0.083± 0.064 −0.35± 0.19 −0.37± 0.19

σSZ 1.5± 1.2 1.6± 1.2 4.9± 2.1 5.5± 1.8
1− bCMBlens 0.24± 0.08 0.226± 0.067

σCMBlens −1.4± 1.4 1.44± 0.47

Goodness of fit

⟨C⟩ 15.68± 0.82 17.3± 1.4 18.5± 1.2 18.5± 1.2

⟨C̄⟩ 16.94± 0.14 16.95± 0.14 16.61± 0.15 16.61± 0.15
⟨C − C̄⟩/⟨σC⟩ −0.22± 0.14 0.07± 0.25 0.33± 0.21 0.33± 0.21

Table 1. Biases on the parameters constrained in the analyses of our synthetic SO-like catalogues for the four cases considered, shown
both in units of 1σ and as a percentage. The errors on all the parameters correspond to their standard deviation across our analysis sets,
estimated with bootstrapping. In addition, we show the value of the modified Cash goodness-of-fit statistic C, ensemble-averaged over
each set of analyses, as well as the ensemble average of its expected value C̄ and of its residuals C − C̄, the latter in units of 1σ.

in the catalogue) can be partially compensated by lower val-
ues of σ8 or Ωm. The degeneracy between ASZ and Ωm also
translates into degeneracies between ASZ and H0 (through
the prior on θMC) and, in turn, between ASZ and Ωb (through
the prior on Ωbh

2).

The most interesting degeneracy regarding the cluster
counts, however, is that between Ωm and σ8, as these are the
cosmological parameters that are most tightly constrained by
them within the ΛCDM model. Ωm and σ8 are found to be
positively correlated in all four analyses. This is a result of
the strong negative correlation between ASZ and both Ωm

and σ8, which causes both Ωm and σ8 to be positively cor-
related between them. This effect can be seen more clearly
in Figure 9, which shows the marginalised constraints on the
Ωm–σ8 plane for the SZ+CMBlens case for the same cata-
logue as shown in Figures 7 and 8, showing also the values
taken by ASZ (coloured scatter map). It can be clearly seen
that the value of ASZ runs along the long degeneracy axis,
causing Ωm and σ8 to be positively correlated. For compari-
son, the analogous constraints obtained by varying only the
cosmological parameters, setting all the scaling relation pa-
rameters to their true values, are also shown (red contours).
In this case, Ωm and σ8 are negatively correlated, as would
be expected, with this correlation being reverted as ASZ is
allowed to vary. We note that this effect has already been
observed in the analysis of real data sets, e.g., in that of the
Planck MMF3 cosmology sample (see, in particular Figure 7
of Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016, where the impact of the

prior on the ‘hydrostatic mass bias’ parameter, 1 − b, which
controls the amplitude of the cluster tSZ signal, on the con-
straints on the Ωm–σ8 plane is similar to what we observe here
for ASZ). We also note that, as Figure 9 clearly illustrates, the
degeneracy direction in the Ωm–σ8 plane will strongly depend
on how tightly ASZ can be constrained, which, in turn, de-
pends on the precision of the data used for mass calibration.
In the particular context of SO, at low redshifts weak lensing
observations from Euclid and Rubin/LSST are expected to
provide a much higher signal-to-noise than SO CMB lensing
measurements for the same clusters (e.g., Euclid Collabora-
tion et al. 2024). We leave the exploration of these synergies
to further work.

5.4.3 Goodness of fit

We assess the goodness of fit of our derived parameter con-
straints using the modified Cash statistic C, as implemented
in cosmocnc (see Section 4.9.2). In particular, for each cata-
logue in each set of analyses, we evaluate C at the derived
parameter means. We also evaluate its theoretically-predicted
expected value, C̄, and its standard deviation, σC . We do this
using the same bins across tSZ signal-to-noise and redshift
that were used in the binned likelihood analyses. Then, for
each set of analyses, we compute the means of C, C̄, and σC

across the corresponding catalogues, as well as that of the
statistic residuals, C − C̄. The means of C, C̄, and of the
residuals C − C̄ are shown in Table 1, the latter in units of
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Figure 7. Two-dimensional marginalised parameter constraints for our SZ unbinned and binned analyses for one of our synthetic SO-like
catalogues, with the true parameter values shown as the dashed lines.

σC , with the quoted uncertainties being empirically obtained.
For all four sets of analyses, the means of C and C̄ are found
to be in good agreement with each other, and those of the
residuals are found to be consistent with zero to a fraction of
one standard deviation, indicating a good fit to the synthetic
data.

5.5 Cluster masses

The top panel of Figure 10 shows the inferred cluster masses
obtained with the SZ+CMBlens likelihood for one of our
synthetic SO catalogues at the true parameter values, plot-
ted against their corresponding true values, illustrating
cosmocnc’s cluster mass inference capabilities. In particular,
each inferred mass corresponds to the mean of the mass pos-
terior for each cluster (see Section 4.4).

As expected, the inferred masses suffer from Malmquist
bias (see, e.g., Mantz et al. 2010; Sereno 2016), which is re-
sponsible for the shape of the distribution in the inferred
mass–true mass plane. The effect of Malmquist bias can be
seen more clearly in the bottom panel of Figure 10, which
shows the clusters in the catalogue lying within a small red-
shift range, 0.48 < z < 0.52. In our synthetic catalogues, at
fixed redshift there is a one-to-one mapping between the data
for each cluster and its mean inferred mass. Therefore, within
a small redshift bin, a sample that is selected by thresholding
on one of the mass observables (which, incidentally, provides
most of the signal-to-noise) translates into a sample that is
approximately selected on the mean inferred mass, as is ap-
parent in the bottom panel of Figure 10. The distribution for
the full cluster sample (top panel) can then be understood
as the superposition of the different distributions across red-
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Figure 8. As Figure 7, but for our SZ+CMBlens and SZ+CMBlens stacked analyses of the same synthetic cluster catalogue.

shift. As a result of this very significant Malmquist bias, care
should be taken when making use of the cluster masses in-
ferred with cosmocnc. Note that, as explained in Section 4.4,
the mass estimates are, however, Eddington-bias corrected.

We also note that although here we inferred the cluster
masses for a given point in parameter space, these can be
obtained at every point explored in an MCMC analysis at
almost no additional computational cost. Doing this delivers
cluster mass estimates for which the uncertainty due to the
model parameters is properly marginalised over.

5.6 Computational efficiency

In this section we provide a brief account of cosmocnc’s ex-
ecution speed in several scenarios. All the execution times
that we provide are averaged over 10 identical executions.

Note that these are illustrative, as they can depend strongly
on the machine on which the code is run.

We start with one of our synthetic SO-like catalogues, set-
ting ncore,hmf = 1, ncore,abundance = 8, and all the other in-
put parameters set to the values chosen to obtain the results
in Section 5. Let us first consider only one mass observable,
the tSZ signal-to-noise. In this case, evaluating the unbinned,
binned and extreme value likelihoods takes 0.66 s, 0.64 s, and
0.65 s respectively. As argued in Section 4, the evaluation time
of the unbinned likelihood barely scales with the number of
clusters in the catalogue. Indeed, if we artificially double the
number of clusters in the catalogue, we obtain an evaluation
time of 0.66 s. The evaluation time of the binned likelihood
also scales very mildly with the number of bins. Indeed, dou-
bling the number of bins across both selection observable and
redshift leads to an evaluation time of 0.70 s.

Let us now consider two mass observables, the tSZ
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(see the discussion in Section 5.4.2).

signal-to-noise and the CMB lensing signal-to-noise, setting
ncore,data = 16. In this case, the only likelihood that can
be evaluated is the unbinned likelihood, which is computed
with the backward convolutional approach. Assuming that
the two mass observables belong to two different correlation
sets leads to an evaluation time of 5.74 s. Note that, in this
case, the evaluation time scales approximately linearly with
the number of clusters. If the mass observables are taken to
belong to the same correlation set, the execution time is 8.79 s
for neval = 128. Note that this value of neval is significantly
smaller than that used in Section 5, for which the compu-
tation becomes too expensive. This evidences the power of
splitting the observables into correlation sets, as carried out in
the backward convolutional approach. The minimum value of
neval for which the likelihood computation is accurate enough
will depend significantly on the catalogue to be analysed; we
leave a detailed study of this issue to further work.

For comparison, for neval = 128 and for the two mass ob-
servables, brute-force computation of the individual cluster
likelihoods leads to an evaluation time of 181.14 s.

Finally, in the case in which the number count likelihood
for the tSZ signal-to-noise is combined with the stacked CMB
lensing observable, we find an evaluation time of 6.91 s.

Let us now consider the likelihood for the real Planck data
considered in Zubeldia & Bolliet (in prep.). We find that the
Planck binned likelihood across tSZ signal-to-noise and red-
shift, which is identical to that used in the official Planck
analysis (Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016), takes 1.54 s to
evaluate. On the other hand, the Planck unbinned likelihood
also taking CMB lensing data (the CMB lensing signal-to-
noise, which constitutes one single correlation set together
with the tSZ signal-to-noise), which is identical to that used
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Figure 10. Cluster masses inferred by cosmocnc with the
SZ+CMBlens likelihood for one of our synthetic SO-like cata-
logues, plotted against the true cluster masses. The top panel
shows the full cluster sample, whereas the bottom panel shows
the clusters within a small redshift range, illustrating the impact
of Malmquist bias (see Section 5.5).

in Zubeldia & Challinor (2019), has an evaluation time of
2.21 s.

5.7 Benchmarking against class_sz

As an additional validation step, we benchmark the cosmocnc
cluster abundance calculations against class_sz for our SO-
like set-up.
class_sz is code in C and Python based on the Boltzmann

solver class (Lesgourgues 2011; Blas et al. 2011). It allows to
calculate a wide range of CMB and LSS observables (beyond
the matter and CMB power spectra computed by class) in a
fast and accurate way, making use of the cosmopower neural
network emulators. We refer to Bolliet et al. (2023b) and to
the code repository (see footnote 2) for further details about
the code.

For a given tSZ observational set-up, class_sz can cal-
culate the binned cluster abundance across signal-to-noise
and redshift in a brute-force way. From this binned abun-
dance, class_sz can evaluate the number count binned like-
lihood. This was demonstrated in Bolliet et al. (2019), where
a cosmological analysis of the Planck cluster sample was car-
ried out, improving upon Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016)
by consistently treating massive neutrinos in the halo mass
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function. In Bolliet et al. (2019), the binned abundance cal-
culation followed the same formalism and implementation as
that of Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016). We refer to Planck
2015 results XXIV (2016) for details about the model. We
stress, in particular, that the binned abundance in both Bol-
liet et al. (2019) and Planck 2015 results XXIV (2016) is
evaluated in a very different way from cosmocnc’s approach.
Indeed, in cosmocnc it is computed from the unbinned abun-
dance, which is, in turn, obtained following with the forward
convolutional approach.
class_sz can also compute the cluster abundance across

the selection observable and redshift following the same for-
ward convolutional approach (see Eq. 38), as cosmocnc does.
Although similar to cosmocnc’s (see Section 4.2), the imple-
mentation of this approach is fully independent in terms of
numerical libraries and parallelisation strategies. In particu-
lar, the class_sz implementation is in C, with the convolu-
tions being performed explicitly with the FFTW3 library (Frigo
& Johnson 2005).

In Figure 11 we compare the outputs of cosmocnc and
class_sz. In particular, the top panels show the cluster abun-
dance as a function of redshift (left) and signal-to-noise qobs
(right) computed with the forward convolutional approach
by both codes. The relative differences between them are
shown in the middle panels. When cosmocnc is called with
the class_sz halo mass function (as can be done by setting
hmf_calc: classy_sz), the difference between both codes re-
mains below 0.2% for all values of z and qobs of interest. This
is also the case when cosmocnc is called with its internal halo
mass function (hmf_calc: cnc), except for z > 1.5, where
class_sz predicts a slightly larger abundance than cosmocnc,
with a relative difference of a few percent. Since the predicted
number of SO clusters at such high redshifts is very small, we
expect this level of discrepancy to have a negligible impact
on the likelihood.

The bottom panels of Figure 11 show the cluster abun-
dance binned in z (left) and qobs (right) bins, as obtained by
cosmocnc with its internal halo mass function (red points)
and by class_sz, the latter both following the forward
convolutional approach (blue points, labelled ‘class_sz un-
binned’) and the brute-force calculation (black circles, la-
belled ‘class_sz binned’). The agreement is excellent, the
differences being much smaller than the associated Poisson
errors (shown in red).

Figure 11 figure can be reproduced using a notebook avail-
able online14.

Finally, we stress that class_sz’s cluster abundance tools
are restricted to tSZ surveys and can only deal with a single
mass observable. cosmocnc, on the other hand, is much more
flexible, as it can be applied to any cluster survey (X-ray,
optical, or tSZ) and can deal with an arbitrary number of
mass observables in a consistent way.

6 SUMMARY

In this work we have introduced cosmocnc, a fast, flexible,
and accurate Python package for cluster number count likeli-

14 See cosmocnc_so_benchmark_class_sz.ipynb in the cosmocnc
GitHub repository.

hood computation. It was designed with the goal of facilitat-
ing cluster number count cosmological inference, hoping that
it can be used in order to perform a cosmological analysis
with most cluster catalogues with little to no modification.
In it, little is hard-coded, but the analysis specifics (cluster
catalogue, scaling relations) are passed at a high level, and
the same core machinery is always used.
cosmocnc features three types of likelihoods: an unbinned,

a binned, and an extreme value likelihood. Its unbinned like-
lihood, which is the main focus of the code, can deal with an
arbitrary of mass observables, missing data, redshift measure-
ment uncertainties, and the presence of unconfirmed detec-
tions, amongst other complexities in the data (see Section 2).
cosmocnc can also take stacked measurements as input, which
are modelled consistently with the cluster catalogue data, and
can produce mass estimates for the clusters in the catalogue.

In cosmocnc, the cluster abundance is evaluated following a
forward convolutional approach, which has proven to be very
efficient. If there are more than one mass observables, the
individual cluster likelihoods within the unbinned likelihood
are computed following a backward convolutional approach,
an approach that has been developed in this work and of
which cosmocnc constitutes the first implementation. This
approach has also proven to be efficient, particularly in the
case in which the set of mass observables can be split into
smaller correlation sets, an instance that it takes full advan-
tage of.

After deriving the formalism underlying cosmocnc’s likeli-
hoods and describing in detail the implementation of the like-
lihoods (Sections 3 and 4, respectively), we have validated the
code for the particular case of the upcoming Simons Obser-
vatory, which will detect about 16 000 clusters in its baseline
configuration (Section 5). In particular, we have produced 100
synthetic SO-like catalogues and compared their properties
(number counts as a function of selection observable and red-
shift, mean of the stacked lensing observable, and observable
value for the most extreme cluster) with cosmocnc’s predic-
tions, finding excellent agreement. We have then carried out
cosmological parameter inference with subsets of these cata-
logues in four different likelihood cases (unbinned and binned
likelihood with redshift and tSZ data, and unbinned like-
lihood also adding CMB lensing data for mass calibration,
both on a cluster-by-cluster basis and stacked across the cat-
alogue). We have obtained constraints on cosmological and
scaling relation parameters featuring biases that constrained
to be at most a small fraction of one standard deviation for all
parameters and all analysis sets. In particular, the cosmolog-
ical parameter with the largest observed bias is Ωm in the SZ
unbinned case, for which we measure a bias of 0.146± 0.049,
in 1σ units, equivalent to a 0.36 ± 0.12% bias, being there-
fore completely negligible. We have also found good fits to
the (synthetic) data in all four analysis sets.

In addition, we have benchmarked the SO cluster abun-
dance computed with cosmocnc against two independent im-
plementations in class_sz, finding sub-percent level agree-
ment. We can therefore conclude that cosmocnc is, in terms
of speed and accuracy, Stage-3-ready.

In an upcoming paper, Zubeldia & Bolliet (in prep.), we
will demonstrate the application of cosmocnc to real data
by using it to perform cosmological analyses with the Planck
MMF3 and the SPT2500d cluster catalogues. We stress that
using it in order to analyse other cluster samples with differ-
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Figure 11. Top panels: SO cluster abundance as a function of redshift (left) and SZ signal-to-noise (right) computed by cosmocnc with
its internal halo mass function implementation (solid blue curves), by cosmocnc with the class_sz halo mass function implementation
(dotted-dashed orange curves), and by class_sz with the forward convolutional approach (see Section 4.2). Middle panels: Relative
difference between the calculations in the top panels in percentage. Bottom panels: Binned number counts computed by integrating the
abundance from the forward convolutional approach (top panels), both by cosmocnc (red points with Poisson error bars) and class_sz
(plain blue points), and also computed by class_sz’s brute-force implementation, following Planck 2015 results XXIV 2016 (black circles).
For further details on the settings (e.g., cosmological and scaling relation parameters, precision settings), we refer to the online notebook
(see footnote 14).

ent mass observables ought to be straightforward, including,
e.g., the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) cluster sam-
ple (Hilton et al. 2021), and lensing measurements from, e.g.,
HSC (Miyatake et al. 2019), KiDS (Robertson et al. 2024),
DES (Gatti et al. 2021), and ACT (Thornton et al. 2016).

Currently, the main limitation to cosmocnc’s capabilities
is the assumption that all the clusters in the catalogue are
statistically independent, neglecting sample variance due to
cluster clustering. While this assumption has been a good ap-
proximation for most of the past cluster samples, in particular
X-ray and SZ ones (e.g., Mantz et al. 2015; Planck 2015 re-
sults XXIV 2016; Bocquet et al. 2023; Ghirardini et al. 2024),
it may no longer be so for some of the cluster catalogues due
to be delivered by upcoming experiments (see, e.g., Payerne
et al. 2023), as it is already the case for optical samples (e.g.,
Costanzi et al. 2019; Fumagalli et al. 2024). Sample variance
will be included in a later release of the code. In addition, in
its current form, cosmocnc assumes a simple selection func-
tion consisting of a threshold on the selection observable (as

well as, optionally, a minimum and a maximum redshift). We
note, however, that modifying the code in order to incorpo-
rate more complicated selection functions (such as, e.g., that
of Ghirardini et al. 2024) is expected to be a simple task.

Finally, we note that the general formalism developed in
this work for cluster number counts could be easily adapted to
other scenarios, such as void number counts, whose potential
as a cosmological probe has recently been recognised (e.g.,
Pisani et al. 2015; Contarini et al. 2022, 2023, 2024). We
leave the exploration of this idea to further work.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The code at the centre of this work, cosmocnc, is publicly
available at github.com/inigozubeldia/cosmocnc, includ-
ing a selection of the synthetic data analysed here. The rest of
the data underlying this article will be shared on reasonable
request to the corresponding author.
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APPENDIX A: UNCONFIRMED DETECTIONS
IN THE UNBINNED LIKELIHOOD

In this appendix we derive an expression for the unbinned
likelihood in the scenario in which there are unconfirmed de-
tections in the cluster catalogue (see Section 3.6). We then
validate its implementation in cosmocnc with a synthetic SO-
like catalogue containing false detections.

A1 Likelihood formalism

Consider a cluster catalogue where each object has a boolean
validation variable V , which can be either V = T if the object
is a confirmed detection, or V = F otherwise. The unbinned
likelihood then becomes

Lunbinned = P (Ntot, n̂ ,D , V ) =

P (D , V )|n̂ , Ntot)P (n̂ |Ntot)P (Ntot), (A1)

where V is a vector containing all the validation labels, and
the other variables the same as in Eq. (3). As noted in Sec-
tion 5, the third term in the likelihood is a Poisson distri-
bution for which the expected value is given by the sum of
the mean total number of true and false detections, N̄tot,all.
Similarly, the second term can be written as

P (n̂ |Ntot) = Ntot!

Ntot∏
i=1

1

N̄tot,all

dN̄all(n̂ i)

dΩ
, (A2)

where dN̄all/dΩ(n̂ i) is the total mean number of objects in
the catalogue, both true and false detections, per solid angle
at sky location n̂ i. Finally, the first term can be written as
a product over the data likelihoods, P (D i, Vi|n̂ , in), for all
the objects in the catalogue. In the rest of this appendix we
derive an expression for P (D i, Vi|n̂ , in).

Let us first introduce another boolean variable, the ‘truth-
ness’ label Ci, which is Ci = T if the object is indeed a true
cluster, and Ci = F otherwise, i.e., if it is a false detection.
We can then write P (D i, Vi|n̂ , in) as

P (D i, Vi|n̂ i, in) =∑
Ci=T,F

P (D i|Vi, Ci, n̂ i, in)P (Vi|Ci, n̂ i, in)P (Ci|n̂ i, in).

(A3)

Here, P (D i|Vi, Ci, n̂ i, in) is the cluster likelihood for the four
different cases spanned by the boolean variables Vi and Ci:
confirmed true clusters, unconfirmed true clusters, uncon-
firmed false detections, and confirmed false detections. In the
following, we will assume that the last case cannot take place,
i.e., that all confirmed detections correspond to true clusters.
On the other hand, P (Vi|Ci, n̂ i, in) is the probability that an
object in the catalogue at sky location n̂ i is confirmed given
its status as true or false detection, and P (Ci|n̂ i, in) is the
probability for an object in the catalogue at sky location n̂ i

to be either a true or a false detection.
Using Bayes’ theorem, the first term in the sum in Eq. (A3),

P (D i|Vi, Ci, ini), can be written as

P (D i|Vi, Ci, n̂ , in) =
P (in|D i, Vi, Ci, n̂ i)P (D i|Vi, Ci, n̂ i)

P (in|Vi, Ci, n̂ i)
.

(A4)

Note that this expression is the same as that given in Eq. (13),
simply with the additional Vi and Ci labels. As in Eq. (13),
P (in|D i, Vi, Cin̂ i) is a step function centred at the selec-
tion observable threshold ζth, P (D i|Vi, Ci, n̂ i) is the uncon-
ditioned pdf followed by the object data vector D i given its
validation and truthness status and its sky location (the ‘in-
dividual cluster likelihood’), and P (in|Vi, Ci, n̂ i) is the prob-
ability for the object to be included in the catalogue given its
validation and truthness status and its sky location, which is
proportional to the mean number of objects per solid angle
with such validation and truthness status at sky location n̂ i,
dN̄/dΩ(Vi, Ci, n̂ i).

On the other hand, the second term in the sum in Eq. (A3)
can be written as

P (Vi|Ci, n̂ i, in) =
dN̄/dΩ(Vi, Ci, n̂ i)

dN̄/dΩ(Ci, n̂ i)
, (A5)

where dN̄/dΩ(Ci, n̂ i) is the mean number of objects in the
catalogue per solid angle with truthness status Ci at sky lo-
cation n̂ i. Finally, the third term can be written as

P (Ci|n̂ i, in) =
dN̄/dΩ(Ci, n̂ i)

dN̄all/dΩ(n̂ i)
. (A6)

Putting all the factors together, for a confirmed object
(Vi = T ) we can write

P (D i, Vi = T |n̂ i), in) ∝ P (D i|Vi = T,Ci = T, n̂ i)

[
dN̄all

dΩ(n̂ i)

]−1

.

(A7)

On the other hand, for an unconfirmed object (Vi = F ) we
can write

P (D i, Vi = F |n̂ i, in) ∝ [P (D i|Vi = F,Ci = T, n̂ i)+

P (D i|Vi = F,Ci = F, n̂ i)]

[
dN̄all

dΩ(n̂ i)

]−1

, (A8)
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where the first and second terms in the sum correspond, re-
spectively, to unconfirmed true and false detections. We can
then write the total unbinned likelihood as

Lunbinned ∝ e−N̄tot,all

Ntot,val∏
i=1

P (D i|Vi = T,Ci = T, n̂ i)×

Ntot,non-val∏
i=1

∑
Ci=T,F

P (D i|Vi = F,Ci, n̂ i), (A9)

where the first product is over all the confirmed objects in
the catalogue, and the second one is over all the unconfirmed
ones. Note that, as expected, this expression reduces to that
given in Eq. (18) if all the objects in the catalogue have been
validated and no unconfirmed clusters are theoretically ex-
pected, so that N̄tot,all = N̄tot.

Using Bayes’ theorem, for true detections (Ci = T ) we can
write P (D i|Vi, Ci = T, n̂ i) as

P (D i|Vi, C = T, n̂ i) ∝ P (Vi|D i, n̂ i)P (D i|Ci = T, n̂ i),

(A10)

where P (Vi|D i, n̂ i) is the probability for a true cluster to
have validation status Vi given its cluster data D i and sky lo-
cation n̂ i, and P (D i|Ci = T, n̂ i) is the true cluster data like-
lihood regardless of its validation status. cosmocnc computes
P (D i|Ci = T, n̂ i) as in the standard case with no uncon-
firmed detections, which is explained in detail in Section 4.3.
P (Vi|D i, n̂ i), on the other hand, is taken as input data, ex-
cept if D i contains a redshift measurement or any mass ob-
servable other than the selection observable, in which case
cosmocnc assumes that the object is automatically confirmed,
i.e., P (Vi|D i, n̂ i) = 1. Note that, in general, P (D i|Vi, Ci =
T, n̂ i) is not proportional to P (D i|Ci = T, n̂ i), as the prob-
ability of validation can depend on the value of the selec-
tion observable, with objects detected with high significance
typically having a higher probability of being validated that
objects near the selection threshold. Indeed, the empirical
purity of a catalogue often increases significantly with the
selection observable threshold (see, e.g., Planck 2015 results
XXVII 2016; Hilton et al. 2021; Bleem et al. 2020).

For false detections (Ci = F and Vi = F ), cosmocnc takes
P (D i|Vi = F,Ci = F, n̂ i) as input data. We recall that, in
this case, D i = ζobs,i and, therefore, P (D i|Vi = F,Ci =
F, n̂ i) is simply proportional to the abundance of false de-
tections dNf/(dζobsdΩk), which can be, e.g., estimated from
simulations.

A2 Likelihood validation

We validate cosmocnc’s features dealing with unconfirmed ob-
jects with one of the synthetic SO-like catalogues generated
for the general validation of cosmocnc discussed in Section 5,
where the catalogues analysed contained only confirmed ob-
jects. In particular, we inject 150 false detections to the cat-
alogue (which contains a total of 15683 true objects), drawn
as samples from the following distribution, which is defined
for qobs > 5 and is designed to quickly decrease with signal-
to-noise:
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Figure A1. Posteriors on the number of false detections for one
of our synthetic SO-like catalogues to which 150 false detections
have been injected for the three likelihood cases that we have con-
sidered (see SectionA2): the binned likelihood (solid blue curve),
the unbinned likelihood with all objects in the catalogue assumed
to be unconfirmed (dashed orange curve), and the unbinned likeli-
hood with only 150 unconfirmed true objects (dotted green curve).
The true number of false detections is shown as the vertical dashed
line.

dNf

dqobs
∝ e

−
(

qobs−3

1.5

)2

. (A11)

We then consider three likelihood cases, each of them con-
sidering only one mass observable, the tSZ signal-to-noise.
These are: (1) the binned likelihood with binning across the
selection observable (the tSZ signal-to-noise), which is the
only binning scheme allowed by our confirmation formalism;
(2) the unbinned likelihood with no objects in the catalogue
considered to be confirmed; and (3) the unbinned likelihood
with all but 150 randomly-chosen true detections being con-
firmed. We note that the last scenario assumes that the distri-
bution of confirmed true objects is proportional to the distri-
bution of unconfirmed true objects. As noted in SectionA1,
this will not be the case in general, but here we make such a
choice for the sake of simplicity.

FigureA1 shows our three likelihoods evaluated as a func-
tion of the number of false detections, Nf , which can be
thought of as an input parameter, with the other model pa-
rameters fixed to their true values. The true number of false
detections is shown as the vertical dashed line. The curves in
FigureA1 can be thought of as posteriors for Nf (assuming
flat priors on Nf). The three of them are consistent with the
true number of false detections. As expected, the unbinned
likelihood in which only 150 true detections are unconfirmed
(dotted green curve) delivers much tighter constraints on Nf

than the other two cases, for which no confirmation informa-
tion is available.

APPENDIX B: CONSISTENCY TESTS

In some scenarios, cosmocnc allows to evaluate the same like-
lihood in following different paths, offering the possibility of
assessing the consistency between these different avenues as
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Figure B1. Top panel : Unbinned likelihood as a function of σ8

for one of our synthetic SO-like catalogues with one mass observ-
able (the tSZ signal-to-noise), with the individual cluster likeli-
hoods evaluated both by interpolating over the cluster abundance
(blue solid curve) and with the backward convolutional approach
(dashed orange curve). The agreement between the two curves is
excellent. The true value of σ8 is shown as the dashed vertical line.
Lower panel : Unbinned likelihood also including the CMB lensing
mass measurements as a function of the CMB lensing mass bias pa-
rameter βCMBlens, evaluated assuming two correlation sets (solid
blue curve) and one correlation set (dashed orange curve). The
agreement between the curves is also excellent. In addition, the
likelihood for the case in which the CMB lensing signal-to-noise
measurements are stacked across the whole sample is also shown
(dotted green curve).

a further check of the code. Here we consider two consistency
tests, which we perform with one of our synthetic SO-like
catalogues.

We first consider the unbinned likelihood for just one mass
observable, the tSZ signal-to-noise (the selection observable).
As noted in Section 4.3, in this case the individual cluster like-
lihoods can be computed by interpolating the cluster abun-
dance across tSZ signal-to-noise and redshift at the data
points for each cluster in the catalogue. Alternatively, they
can also be computed with the backward convolutional ap-
proach. Both approaches are mathematically identical, mean-
ing that the numerical value of the likelihood at a given point
in parameter space ought to be the same for both of them.
The top panel of Figure B1 shows the unbinned likelihood as
a function of σ8, with all other parameters set to their true
values, evaluated following these two different approaches.
The agreement between the two is excellent.

A further consistency test can be performed when also con-
sidering an additional mass observable, in our case the CMB

lensing signal-to-noise. If there is no correlation between its
scatter and that of the tSZ signal-to-noise, as it is the case,
the individual cluster likelihoods can be calculated with the
backward convolutional approach assuming that either there
is just one correlation set including both mass observables
or that each mass observable constitutes a correlation set by
itself. In the former case, the various operations (e.g., the
convolutions) are two-dimensional, whereas in the latter case
they are one-dimensional. Both cases, however, are mathe-
matically equivalent, and should therefore lead to identical
numerical values for the likelihood. Note that this would not
be the case if there was correlation between the mass observ-
ables. The bottom panel of FigureB1 shows the unbinned
likelihood evaluated in these two scenarios as a function of
the CMB lensing mass bias, βCMBlens (solid blue curve for two
correlation sets and dashed orange curve for one correlation
set). The agreement between the two is also excellent. For
comparison, FigureB1 also shows the likelihood for the case
in which the CMB lensing signal-to-noise measurements are
stacked across the whole sample (the SZ+CMBlens stacked
case of Section 5). This is not equivalent to the other two
cases, and therefore the likelihood value is expected to be
different (if highly correlated). Note, in particular, that if we
interpret the curves as posteriors on βCMBlens, the constraint
on βCMBlens is slightly wider in the stacked case, indicating
that, as expected, some information is lost upon stacking.

APPENDIX C: INPUT PARAMETERS

In TableC1 we offer a brief description of all cosmocnc’s input
parameters. We note that, as the code continues to be devel-
oped, these may change, referring the reader to the online
documentation for up-to-date information.
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Parameter name Allowed values Description

number_cores_hmf int Number of cores to be used in the halo mass function step;
ncore,hmf in the text.

number_cores_abundance int Number of cores to be used in the cluster abundance step;
ncore,abundance in the text.

number_cores_data int Number of cores to be used in the evaluation of the individual
cluster likelihoods with the backward convolutional approach;
ncore,data in the text.

number_cores_stacked int Number of cores to be used in the evaluation of the stacked
likelihood; ncore,stacked in the text.

parallelise_type {"patch", "redshift"} If number_cores_abundance > 1, whether the parallelisation
is to be carried out across selection tiles ("patch") or across
redshift ("redshift").

n_points int Number of mass and selection observable points at which the
halo mass function and the cluster abundance, respectively, are
evaluated for each redshift; nζ in the text.

n_z int Number of redshift evaluations in the halo mass function and
cluster abundance steps; nz in the text.

n_points_data_lik int Number of points in the operations of the backward convolu-
tional approach; neval in the text.

sigma_mass_prior float Width of the evaluation mass range in the backward convolu-
tional approach; cM in the text.

downsample_hmf_bc int Factor by which the halo mass function is downsampled prior
to interpolation in the backward convolutional approach.

load_catalogue {True, False} Whether a cluster catalogue is to be loaded.
likelihood_type {"unbinned","binned,

"extreme_value"}
Likelihood type.

observable_select string Name of the selection observable.
observables list Mass observables to be considered in the likelihood, grouped by

correlation set. For example, if there are three mass observables,
"A", "B", and "C", with "A" and "B" belonging to the same
correlation set and "C" belonging to a different correlation set,
the parameter must be set to [["A","B"],["C"]]. Note that if
there is only one mass observable, the correct syntax is [["A"]].

cluster_catalogue string Name of the cluster catalogue.
data_lik_from_abundance {True, False} Whether the individual cluster likelihoods are to be computed

by interpolating over the cluster abundance (True) or with
the backward convolutional approach (False). Only relevant
if there is one single mass observable.

data_lik_type {"backward_convolutional",
"direct_integral"}

Whether the individual cluster likelihoods are to be computed
with the backward convolutional approach or with brute-force
integration.

abundance_integral_type {"fft", "direct"} Whether the convolutions in the cluster abundance step are to
be computed in real or in Fourier space.

compute_abundance_matrix{True, False} Whether the sum of the cluster abundance across selection ob-
servable and redshift across all the selection tiles is to be com-
puted.

catalogue_params dict Custom parameters for the cluster catalogue.
apply_obs_cutoff {True, False} Whether a threshold in the selection observable abundance is

to be applied before the convolution in the last layer.
get_masses {True, False} Whether the cluster masses are to be computed.
delta_m_with_ref {True, False} Whether the evaluation mass set M eval is to be calculated at a

fixed set of input parameters (see online documentation).
obs_select_min float Selection observable threshold; ζth in the text.
obs_select_max float Maximum value of the selection observable for which the cluster

abundance is computed.
z_min float Minimum redshift in the halo mass function and cluster abun-

dance steps; zmin in the text.
z_max float Maximum redshift in the halo mass function and cluster abun-

dance steps; zmax in the text.
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M_min float Minimum mass in the halo mass function and cluster abundance
steps; Mmin in the text.

M_max float Maximum mass in the halo mass function and cluster abun-
dance steps; Mmax in the text.

cosmo_model {"lcdm", "mnu", "neff",
"wcdm", "ede"}

Cosmological model.

cosmology_tool {"astropy",
"classy_sz"}

Package with which to compute basic cosmology quantities.

hmf_calc {"cnc", "hmf",
"MiraTitan","classy_sz"}

Package with which to compute the halo mass function.

hmf_type float Halo mass function to be used; default is "Tinker08".
mass_definition float Mass definition; default is "500c".
hmf_type_deriv {"numerical",

"analytical"}
Whether the derivative of the power spectrum for the halo mass
function is computed analytically or numerically.

power_spectrum_type {"cosmopower"} Package with which the matter power spectrum is computed;
for now, only "cosmopower" is supported.

cosmo_amplitude_parameter {"sigma_8", "A_s"} Cosmological perturbations amplitude parameter to be consid-
ered as an input to the code.

cosmo_param_density {"physical",
"critical"}

Whether the input cosmological densities are Ωch
2 and Ωbh

2

("physical"), or Ωm and Ωb ("critical").
scalrel_type_deriv {"numerical",

"analytical"}
Whether to compute the derivative of the mass observable scal-
ing relations numerically or analytically.

sigma_scatter_min float Minimum scatter in the selection observable for which the con-
volution is performed (otherwise it is ignored).

z_errors {True, False} Whether there are non-zero redshift measurement uncertainties.
n_z_error_integral int Number of redshift points along which the redshift integral is

carried out in the individual cluster likelihoods; neval,z in the
text.

z_error_sigma_integral_range float Half-span of the redshift range in the redshift integral of the
individual cluster likelihoods, in units of the redshift measure-
ment uncertainty standard deviation.

z_error_min float Minimum value of the redshift measurement uncertainty for
which the redshift integral is performed; otherwise, the individ-
ual cluster likelihood is only evaluated at the measured redshift
value.

z_bounds {True, False} Whether clusters without a redshift measurement have bounds
on their redshift instead.

non_validated_clusters {True, False} Whether there are unconfirmed detections in the catalogue.
binned_lik_type {"z_and_obs_select",

"obs_select", "z"}
Binning scheme in the binned likelihood.

bins_edges_z list Edges of the redshift bins.
bins_edges_obs_select list Edges of the selection observable bins.
stacked_likelihood {True, False} Whether to include the stacked likelihood.
stacked_data list List containing the names of the stacked data sets as strings.
compute_stacked_cov {True, False} Whether the covariance of the stacked data sets is computed

within a hierarchical model for the stacked observable or given
as input.

path_to_cosmopower_organization string Path to cosmopower.
class_sz_ndim_redshifts int Number of redshift points for tabulation of class_sz HMF.
class_sz_concentration_parameter string Concentration-mass relation for converting between overdensity

mass definitions.
class_sz_output string Output to be collected from class_sz.
class_sz_hmf string Halo mass function to be used.

Table C1: cosmocnc’s input parameters. See the online documentation
of up-to-date information.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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