PHYSICAL REVIEW D 111, 063533 (2025)

Multiprobe cosmology from the abundance of SPT clusters and DES galaxy
clustering and weak lensing

S. Bocquet ,1’* S. Grandis ,2 E. Krause ,3 C. To ,4’5’6 L.E. Bleem,7’6 M. Klein ,1 J.J. Mohr ,1’8 T. Schrabback ,2’9
A. Alarcon,7’10 0. Alves,” A. Amon,12 F. Andrade—Oliveira,]1 E.J. Baxter,13 K. Bechtol,14 M. R. Becker,7
G. M. Bernstein,15 J. Blazek,l6 H. Camalcho,”"&19 A. Campos,zo’21 A. Carnero Rosell,zz’]g’23 M. Carrasco Kind,24’25
R. Cawthon,26 C. Chalng,s’6 R. Chen,27 A. Choi,28 J. Cordero,29 M. Crocce,SO‘10 C. DaVis,31 L. DeRose,32 H.T. Diehl,33
S. Dodels0r1,5’33’6 C. Doux,]s’34 A. Drlica-Wa ner,5’33’6 K. Eckelrt,]5 T.F Eiﬂer,3’35 F. Elsner,36 J. Elvin-Poole,37 S. Everett,38
X. Fang,”’3 A. Fer[é,40 P. Fosalba,30’1 O. Friedrich,41 J. Fri<=,man,33’6 M. Galtti,15 G. Giannini,‘u’6 D. Gruen,1
R.A. G1ruend1,24’25 I Hau‘rison,43 W.G. Hat‘dey,44 K. Herner,33 H. Huang,3‘45 E.M. Huff,35 D. Huterer,11 M. Jalrvis,15
N. Kulropatkin,33 P-F. Leget,3] P. Lemos,36’46 A.R. Liddle,47 N. MacCrann,48 J. McCullough,]2’31’4O’] J. Muir,49 J. Myles,]2
A. Navarro—Alsina,50 S. Pandey,15 Y. Park,S] A. Porredon,sz’53 J. Prat,s’54 M. Raveri,55 R.P. Rollins,29 A. Roodman,3]’40
R. Rosenfe:ld,56‘19 E.S. Ryl<0ff,31’40 C. S.'a’lnchez,15 L. Sanchez,57 L.E Secco,6 I Sevilla-Noarbe,52 E. Sheldon,17 T. Shin,58
M. A. Troxel,27 I. Tutusaus,59 T.N. Varga,60’8’] N. Weaverdyck,”’32 R.H. Wechsler,6]’31’40 H.-Y. Wu,62 B. Yanny,33 B. Yin,zo
Y. Zhang,63 . Zuntz,64 T.M.C. Abbott,63 P.A.R. Ade,65 M. Aguenal,]9 S. Allam,33 S.W. Allen,66’6]’67 Al Anderson,33
B. Ansarinejald,68 J.E. Austermann,69’70 M. Bayliss,71 J. A Beall,69 A.N. Bender,7’6’72 B. A. Be:nson,72’6’33
F. Bianchini,“’“’67 M. Brodwin,73 D. Brooks,36 L. Bryant,74 D.L. Burkefl’40 R.E.A. Canning,75 J.E. Czlrlstrom,72’6’76’7’74
1. Carretero,42 F.J. Castander,30le C.L. Chang,6’7’72 P. Chaubal,68 H.C. Chiang,77’78 T-L. Chou,6’76 R. Citron,79
C. Corbett Moran,so M. Costanzi,gl’w‘83 T. M. Crawford,6’72 A.T. Crites,84 L.N. da Costa,19 M.E.S. Pereira,85
T. M. DaVis,86 T. de Haan,87’88 M. A. Dobbs,77’89 P. Doel,36 W. Everett,90 A. Farahi,gl’92 B. Flaughelr,33 A. M. Flores,6]’66
B. Floyd,93 J. Gallicchio,6’94 E. Gaztzalnzalg21,30’95’10 E.M. George,96 M. D. Gladders,72’6 N. Guptal,97 G. Gutierrez,33
N. W. Halverson,90’7o S.R. Hinton,86 J. Hlavacek—Larrondo,98 G.P. Holde:r,25‘99’89 D.L. Hollowood,loo W. L. Holzapfel,101
J.D. leubes,79 N. Huang,]o1 J. Hubmayr,69 K.D. Irwin,67’6] D.J. James,102 F. KéI'UZOI‘é,7 G. Khulla1r,6’72 K. Kim,71
L. Knox,103 R. Klraft,102 K. Kuehn,lo“’]o5 0. Lahav,36 A.T. Lee,lo]’]o6 S. Lee,35 D. Li,69’67 C. Lidman,lm’]o8 M. Lima,'og’]9
A. Lowitz,72 G. Mahler,“o’111 A. Mantz,66’61 J.L. Marshall,112 M. MCDonald,113 J.I McMahon,6‘76’72
J. Mena—Fernzindez,”4 S.S. Meye,'r,6’76’72’74 R. Miquel,”s’42 J. Montgornery,77 T. Nettoli,72’6 J.P. Nibalrger,69
G.L Noble,”6’”7 V. Novosad,118 R.L.C. Ogando,]19 S. Padin,38 P. Paschos,74 S. Patil,68 A. A. Plazas Malagén,31’40
C. Pryke,no C.L. Reichardt,68 1. Roberson,71 A K. Romer,46 C. Romero,102 J.E. Ruhl,121 B.R. Saliwanchik,122
L. Salvetti,123’124’]25 S. Samuroff,]é’42 E. Sanchez,52 B. Santiago,]%’19 A. Sarkar,]13 A. Szlr0,127’]25’124’128’129
K. K. Schaffer,6’74‘130 K. Sharon,m C. Sievers,79 G. Smechelr,w’]32 M. Smith,133 T. Somboon anyakul,134 M. Sommer,9
B. Stalder,102 A A. Stark,lo2 J. Stephen,74 V. Strazzullo,m‘125 E. Suchytal,135 M. E. C. Swanson, 4 G. Talrle,11 D. Thomas,95
C. Tucker,65 D.L. Tucker,33 T. Veach,136 J.D. Vieira,zs’99 A. von der Linden,58 G. Wang,7 N. Whitehorn,137 W.L. K. Wu,67
V. Yefremenko,7 M. Young,138 J. A Zebrowski,6’72’33 and H. Zohren’

(DES and SPT Collaborations)

lFaculty of Physics, University Observatory, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdit,
Scheinerstrafpe 1, 81679 Munich, Germany
*Universitdit Innsbruck, Institut fiir Astro- und Teilchenphysik,
Technikerstrafle 25/8, 6020 Innsbruck, Austria
3Department of Astronomy/Steward Observatory, University of Arizona,
933 North Cherry Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85721-0065, USA
*Center for Cosmology and Astro-Particle Physics, The Ohio State University,
Columbus, Ohio 43210, USA
5Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
SKavli Institute for Cosmological Physics, University of Chicago,
5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
7Argonne National Laboratory,
High-Energy Physics Division, 9700 South Cass Avenue, Lemont, Illinois 60439, USA
8Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics, Giefenbachstrafie 1, 85748 Garching, Germany
9Argelander-lnstitut fiir Astronomie, Auf dem Hiigel 71, 53121 Bonn, Germany
Omstitute of Space Sciences (ICE, CSIC),
Campus UAB, Carrer de Can Magrans, s/n, 08193 Barcelona, Spain
”Department of Physics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109, USA

2470-0010/2025,/111(6)/063533(18) 063533-1 Published by the American Physical Society


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4900-805X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4577-8217
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8356-2014
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7836-2261
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8248-4488
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6875-2087
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6987-7834
https://ror.org/05591te55

S. BOCQUET et al. PHYS. REV. D 111, 063533 (2025)

12Departmem of Astrophysical Sciences, Peyton Hall, Princeton University,
Princeton, New Jersey 08544, USA
BInstitute for Astronomy, University of Hawai’i, 2680 Woodlawn Drive, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822, USA
“Physics Department, 2320 Chamberlin Hall, University of Wisconsin-Madison,
1150 University Avenue Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1390, USA
ISDeparlment of Physics and Astronomy, University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104, USA
16Department of Physics, Northeastern University, Boston, Massachusetts 02115, USA
Y"Brookhaven National Laboratory, Building 510, Upton, New York 11973, USA
®Instituto de Fisica Tedrica, Universidade Estadual Paulista, Sdo Paulo, Brazil
Y Laboratério Interinstitucional de e-Astronomia-LineA,
Rua Gal. José Cristino 77, Rio de Janeiro, RJ-20921-400, Brazil
20Department of Physics, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15312, USA
2INSF Al Planning Institute for Physics of the Future, Carnegie Mellon University,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213, USA
ZInstituto de Astrofisica de Canarias, E-38205 La Laguna, Tenerife, Spain
BUniversidad de La Laguna, Departamento Astrofisica, E-38206 La Laguna, Tenerife, Spain
HCenter for Astrophysical Surveys, National Center for Supercomputing Applications,
1205 West Clark Street, Urbana, Illinois 61801, USA
25Department of Astronomy, University of llinois Urbana-Champaign,
1002 West Green Street, Urbana, Illinois 61801, USA
26Physics Department, William Jewell College, Liberty, Missouri 64068, USA
27Department of Physics, Duke University, Durham, North Carolina 27708, USA
BNASA Goddard Space Flight Center, 8800 Greenbelt Road, Greenbelt, Maryland 20771, USA
¥ Jodrell Bank Center for Astrophysics, School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Manchester,
Oxford Road, Manchester M13 9PL, United Kingdom
®Institut d’Estudis Espacials de Catalunya (IEEC), 08034 Barcelona, Spain
3 Kavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Stanford University,
P.O. Box 2450, Stanford, California 94305, USA
2Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 1 Cyclotron Road, Berkeley, California 94720, USA
BFermi National Accelerator Laboratory, P.O. Box 500, Batavia, Illinois 60510, USA
3 Université Grenoble Alpes, CNRS, LPSC-IN2P3, 38000 Grenoble, France
3 Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology,
4800 Oak Grove Drive, Pasadena, California 91109, USA
36Departmem‘ of Physics and Astronomy, University College London,
Gower Street, London WCIE 6BT, United Kingdom
37Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Waterloo,
200 University Avenue W, Waterloo, ON N2L 3G1, Canada
38California Institute of Technology, 1200 East California Boulevard, Pasadena, California 91125, USA
*Department of Astronomy, University of California,
Berkeley, 501 Campbell Hall, Berkeley, California 94720, USA
“SIAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Menlo Park, California 94025, USA
U Kavli Institute Sfor Cosmology, University of Cambridge,
Madingley Road, Cambridge CB3 OHA, United Kingdom
PInstitut de Fisica d’Altes Energies (IFAE), The Barcelona Institute of Science and Technology,
Campus UAB, 08193 Bellaterra (Barcelona) Spain
BSchool of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University, Cardiff CF24 3AA, United Kingdom
44Department of Astronomy, University of Geneva, ch. d’Ecogia 16, CH-1290 Versoix, Switzerland
45Depcm‘mem of Physics, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona 85721, USA
46Department of Physics and Astronomy, Pevensey Building, University of Sussex,
Brighton BN1 9QH, United Kingdom
Ynstituto de Astrofisica e Ciéncias do Espago, Faculdade de Ciéncias, Universidade de Lisboa,
1769-016 Lisboa, Portugal
48Department of Applied Mathematics and Theoretical Physics, University of Cambridge,
Cambridge CB3 OWA, United Kingdom
Perimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics,
31 Caroline Street North, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 2Y5, Canada
Onstituto de Fisica Gleb Wataghin, Universidade Estadual de Campinas,
13083-859, Campinas, SP, Brazil

063533-2



MULTIPROBE COSMOLOGY FROM THE ABUNDANCE OF SPT ... PHYS. REV. D 111, 063533 (2025)

' Kavli Institute Jor the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (WPI), UTIAS, The University of Tokyo,
Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8583, Japan
2Centro de Investigaciones Energéticas, Medioambientales y Tecnolégicas (CIEMAT), Madrid, Spain
> Faculty of Physics and Astronomy, Astronomical Institute, Ruhr University Bochum,
German Centre for Cosmological Lensing, 44780 Bochum, Germany
*Nordita, KTH Royal Institute of Technology and Stockholm University,
Hannes Alfvéns vig 12, SE-10691 Stockholm, Sweden
55Department of Physics, University of Genova and INFN, Via Dodecaneso 33, 16146 Genova, Italy
ICTP South American Institute for Fundamental Research | Instituto de Fisica Teorica, Universidade
Estadual Paulista, Sdo Paulo, Brazil
57Space Telescope Science Institute, 3700 San Martin Drive, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, USA
58Department of Physics and Astronomy, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, New York 11794, USA
Snstitut de Recherche en Astrophysique et Planétologie (IRAP), Université de Toulouse,
CNRS, UPS, CNES, 14 Avenue Edouard Belin, 31400 Toulouse, France
©Fxcellence Cluster Origins, Boltzmannstrafe 2, 85748 Garching, Germany
61Depcm‘ment of Physics, Stanford University, 382 Via Pueblo Mall, Stanford, California 94305, USA
62Deparl‘ment of Physics, Southern Methodist University, Dallas, Texas 75205, USA
8 Cerro Tololo Inter-American Observatory, NSF’s National Optical-Infrared Astronomy Research
Laboratory, Casilla 603, La Serena, Chile
 Institute for Astronomy, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh EH9 3HJ, United Kingdom
School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University, Cardiff CF24 3YB, United Kingdom
SSKavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Stanford University,
452 Lomita Mall, Stanford, California 94305, USA
S7SIAC National Accelerator Laboratory, 2575 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, California 94025, USA
%8School of Physics, University of Melbourne, Parkville, Victoria 3010, Australia
“NIST Quantum Devices Group, 325 Broadway Mailcode 817.03, Boulder, Colorado 80305, USA
Department of Physics, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 80309, USA
71Department of Physics, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio 45221, USA
7ZDepartment of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Chicago,
5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
73Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Missouri,
5110 Rockhill Road, Kansas City, Missouri 64110, USA
"Enrico Fermi Institute, University of Chicago, 5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
P Institute of Cosmology and Gravitation, University of Portsmouth,
Dennis Sciama Building, Portsmouth POl 3FX, United Kingdom
76Department of Physics, University of Chicago, 5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
77Department of Physics and McGill Space Institute, McGill University,
3600 Rue University, Montreal, Quebec H3A 2T8, Canada
BSchool of Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Science, University of KwaZulu-Natal,
Durban, South Africa
79University of Chicago, 5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60637, USA
80 et Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California 91011, USA
8'Astronomy Unit, Department of Physics, University of Trieste, via Tiepolo 11, 1-34131 Trieste, Italy
8 INAF-Osservatorio Astronomico di Trieste, via G. B. Tiepolo 11, 1-34143 Trieste, Italy
B nstitute for Fundamental Physics of the Universe, Via Beirut 2, 34014 Trieste, Italy
¥ Cornell University, Ithaca, New York 14853, USA
85Hamburger Sternwarte, Universitit Hamburg, Gojenbergsweg 112, 21029 Hamburg, Germany
8 School of Mathematics and Physics, University of Queensland, Brisbane, QLD 4072, Australia
Y Institute of Particle and Nuclear Studies (IPNS), High Energy Accelerator Research Organization
(KEK), Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0801, Japan
8 International Center for Quantum-field Measurement Systems for Studies of the Universe and Particles
(QUP), High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0801, Japan
Y Canadian Institute for Advanced Research,
CIFAR Program in Gravity and the Extreme Universe, Toronto, Ontario M5G 178, Canada
90Department of Astrophysical and Planetary Sciences, University of Colorado,
Boulder, Colorado 80309, USA
ngepartments of Statistics and Data Sciences, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas 78757, USA
92 NSF-Simons Al Institute for Cosmic Origins, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas 78757, USA
% Institute of Cosmology and Gravitation, University of Portsmouth,
Dennis Sciama Building, Burnaby Road, Portsmouth PO1 3FX, United Kingdom

063533-3



S. BOCQUET et al. PHYS. REV. D 111, 063533 (2025)

94Harvey Mudd College, 301 Platt Boulevard, Claremont, California 91711, USA
S Institute of Cosmology and Gravitation, University of Portsmouth,
Portsmouth POI 3FX, United Kingdom
®European Southern Observatory,
Karl-Schwarzschild-Strafle, DE-85748 Garching b. Miinchen, Germany
TCSIRO Space and Astronomy, P.O. Box 1130, Bentley WA 6102, Australia
98De’partement de Physique, Université de Montréal,
Succ. Centre-Ville, Montréal, Québec, H3C 3J7, Canada
99Department of Physics, University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign,
1110 West Green Street, Urbana, Illinois 61801, USA
0Santa Cruz Institute for Particle Physics, Santa Cruz, California 95064, USA
]OIDepartment of Physics, University of California, Berkeley, California 94720, USA
2 Center for Astrophysics | Harvard and Smithsonian,
60 Garden Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138, USA
Department of Physics, University of California, One Shields Avenue, Davis, California 95616, USA
"% Australian Astronomical Optics, Macquarie University, North Ryde, New South Wales 2113, Australia
95 owell Observatory, 1400 Mars Hill Road, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001, USA
% Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Physics Division, Berkeley, California 94720, USA
7 Centre Jor Gravitational Astrophysics, College of Science, The Australian National University,
Australian Capital Territory 2601, Australia
The Research School of Astronomy and Astrophysics, Australian National University,
Australian Capital Territory 2601, Australia
]OgDepartamento de Fisica Matemdtica, Instituto de Fisica, Universidade de Sdao Paulo,
CP 66318, Sdo Paulo, Sdo Paulo, 05314-970, Brazil
Centre for Extragalactic Astronomy, Durham University,
South Road, Durham DHI1 3LE, United Kingdom
Winstitute for Computational Cosmology, Durham University,
South Road, Durham DHI 3LE, United Kingdom
George P. and Cynthia Woods Mitchell Institute for Fundamental Physics and Astronomy, and
Department of Physics and Astronomy, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas 77843, USA
"SKavii Institute for Astrophysics and Space Research, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
77 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139, USA
1y psc Grenoble-53, Avenue des Martyrs 38026 Grenoble, France
Whnstitucié Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avangats, E-08010 Barcelona, Spain
”6Dunlap Institute for Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Toronto,
50 St. George Street, Toronto, Ontario M5S 3H4, Canada
""David A. Dunlap Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Toronto,
50 St. George Street, Toronto, Ontario M5S 3H4, Canada
118Argonne National Laboratory,
Materials Sciences Division, 9700 South Cass Avenue, Lemont, Illinois 60439, USA
"Observatério Nacional, Rua Gal. José Cristino 77, Rio de Janeiro, Rio de Janeiro—20921-400, Brazil
208chool of Physics and Astronomy, University of Minnesota,
116 Church Street SE Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455, USA
Department of Physics, Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio 44106, USA
2 Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, New York 11973, USA
Université Paris-Saclay, CNRS, Institut d’Astrophysique Spatiale, 91405, Orsay, France
4 INAF-Osservatorio Astronomico di Trieste, via G. B. Tiepolo 11, 34143 Trieste, Italy
'BIFPU-Institute for Fundamental Physics of the Universe, Via Beirut 2, 34014 Trieste, Italy
126 stituto de F isica, UFRGS, Caixa Postal 15051, Porto Alegre, Rio Grande do Sul—91501-970, Brazil
127Astronomy Unit, Department of Physics, University of Trieste, via Tiepolo 11, 34131 Trieste, Italy
'BINFN-National Institute for Nuclear Physics, Via Valerio 2, 1-34127 Trieste, Italy
"PICSC-Italian Research Center on High Performance Computing,
Big Data and Quantum Computing, Italy
OLiberal Arts Department, School of the Art Institute of Chicago,
112 South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60603, USA
131Department of Astronomy, University of Michigan,
1085 South University Avenue, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109, USA
132Three-Speed Logic, Inc., Victoria, British Columbia V8S 375, Canada
mPhysics Department, Lancaster University, Lancaster LAl 4YB, United Kingdom

103

108

110

112

121

123

063533-4



MULTIPROBE COSMOLOGY FROM THE ABUNDANCE OF SPT ...

134Department of Physics, Faculty of Science, Chulalongkorn University,

254 Phayathai Road, Pathumwan, Bangkok 10330, Thailand
135Computer Science and Mathematics Division, Oak Ridge National Laboratory,
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831, USA
136Space Science and Engineering Division, Southwest Research Institute, San Antonio, Texas 78238, USA
]37Department of Physics and Astronomy, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824, USA
138Depan‘ment of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Toronto,
50 St. George Street, Toronto, Ontario M5S 3H4, Canada

® (Received 10 December 2024; accepted 30 January 2025; published 14 March 2025)

Cosmic shear, galaxy clustering, and the abundance of massive halos each probe the large-scale structure
of the Universe in complementary ways. We present cosmological constraints from the joint analysis of the
three probes, building on the latest analyses of the lensing-informed abundance of clusters identified by the
South Pole Telescope (SPT) and of the auto- and cross-correlation of galaxy position and weak lensing
measurements (3 x 2pt) in the Dark Energy Survey (DES). We consider the cosmological correlation
between the different tracers and we account for the systematic uncertainties that are shared between the
large-scale lensing correlation functions and the small-scale lensing-based cluster mass calibration.
Marginalized over the remaining A cold dark matter (ACDM) parameters (including the sum of neutrino
masses) and 52 astrophysical modeling parameters, we measure Q. = 0.300+0.017 and
og = 0.797 £ 0.026. Compared to constraints from Planck primary cosmic microwave background
(CMB) anisotropies, our constraints are only 15% wider with a probability to exceed of 0.22 (1.20)
for the two-parameter difference. We further obtain Sg = 64(€,,/0.3)%° = 0.796 £ 0.013 which is lower
than the Planck measurement at the 1.60 level. The combined SPT cluster, DES 3 x 2pt, and Planck
datasets mildly prefer a nonzero positive neutrino mass, with a 95% upper limit Y m, < 0.25 eV on the
sum of neutrino masses. Assuming a wCDM model, we constrain the dark energy equation of state

parameter w = —1.15:(])"1273 and when combining with Planck primary CMB anisotropies, we recover
w = —1.20703, a 1.7 difference with a cosmological constant. The precision of our results highlights the

benefits of multiwavelength multiprobe cosmology and our analysis paves the way for upcoming joint

PHYS. REV. D 111, 063533 (2025)

analyses of next-generation datasets.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.111.063533

I. INTRODUCTION

The standard model of cosmology, the A cold dark
matter model (ACDM), describes the cosmic expansion
history and the growth of cosmic structure and is consistent
with a variety of datasets. One key pillar in testing this
cosmological model is the accurate tracing of structure
growth from the early Universe at redshift z ~ 1100, when
the cosmic microwave background (CMB) radiation was
released, to the late-time Universe z < 2. For over a decade,
such studies have been limited by the relatively weak
constraining power of late-time Universe datasets, whereas
primary CMB anisotropy measurements, in particular as
measured by Planck, have exhibited tighter constraints.
With the advent of wide-field lensing and galaxy surveys

“Contact author: sebastian.bocquet@physik.lmu.de

Published by the American Physical Society under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license.
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the author(s) and the published article’s title, journal citation,
and DOL.

such as the Dark Energy Survey (DES) [1-3], the Kilo-
Degree Survey [4], and the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru
Strategic Program [5], however, the constraining power of
local probes is boosted and is about to reach the regime
where the clustering properties of matter at z < 1 can be
determined as precisely as those at z ~ 1100.

A key probe of the matter power spectrum enabled by
these surveys is the measurement of the three possible two-
point correlation functions (hence 3 x 2pt) among the
galaxy position and galaxy weak lensing fields. Such
measurements have provided tight cosmological con-
straints [6—10] with a tantalizing hint that the late-time
Universe may not have the exact properties as expected
from interpreting the Planck data in the context of the
ACDM model: The parameter Sg tends to be somewhat low
in the late-time Universe constraints.'

lSS = 031/Q,,/0.3 is a combination of the amplitude of
fluctuations in the linear matter density field og and the matter
density .. In the two-dimensional € -og3 plane, Sg is the
combination that is best constrained by current cosmic shear
analyses.
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Another key probe of late-time structure formation on
megaparsec scales is the abundance of massive halos and of
the galaxy clusters they host. While clusters can be
identified in optical data, a particularly robust and well-
understood selection scheme consists in observing the
halos’ hot intracluster medium, which emits x-rays via
bremsstrahlung and which causes a spectral distortion of
the CMB via the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect (here-
after SZ) [11]. High-resolution, deep millimeter-wave
surveys of the CMB enabled the first blind detection of
a galaxy cluster in 2009 [12] and by now have enabled the
detection of thousands of massive clusters out to z < 2, e.g.,
[13—18]. To turn the abundance of SZ-selected clusters into
a cosmological probe, one needs to relate the strength of the
SZ signature to the underlying halo mass (we refer to this
exercise as “mass calibration”). The halo mass creates the
link to the halo mass function and thus the cosmological
parameters and model. A particularly robust means of mass
calibration is based on measurements of weak gravitational
shear around clusters, which can be modeled with exquisite
control over systematic uncertainties. Indeed, the analysis
of SZ-selected clusters discovered in data from the South
Pole Telescope (SPT) [19] with weak-lensing mass cali-
bration using DES and Hubble Space Telescope (HST) data
enables competitive cosmological constraints [20]. In the
Q,,-05 parameter space, the difference of these constraints
relative to the DES year 3 (Y3) 3 x 2pt results has a
probability to exceed (PTE) of 0.25 (1.16).

In this paper, we present a joint analysis of the abun-
dance of SPT-selected galaxy clusters and galaxy clustering
and weak-lensing two-point correlation functions measured
in the DES Y3 dataset. As we will demonstrate explicitly,
the two probes are essentially independent even if they are
both based on the same lensing data and probe the same
matter field. Indeed, the SPT cluster mass calibration relies
on weak-lensing shear profiles measured in DES Y3 data,
but because these profiles are restricted to small scales
r<32/(1 + Zeusger) A~ Mpc, and because the SPT
analysis is still limited by statistical uncertainties, the
correlation with the 3 x 2pt measurements on larger scales
is negligible. Therefore, our joint analysis enables signifi-
cantly tighter constraints than obtained from the probes
individually.

The first joint analysis of the abundance of optically
selected galaxy clusters, cluster mass calibration from
large-scale cluster lensing, cluster clustering, and clus-
ter-galaxy clustering, and 3 x 2pt [21] used data from the
1321 deg® DES year 1 survey. A sample of 4794 galaxy

The PTE is the probability of obtaining a larger difference
between two measurements or between a measurement and a
model prediction than what is observed. A very low PTE would
thus imply that the observed difference is larger than random
chance would allow given the uncertainties.

clusters [22] was analyzed jointly with weak-lensing
[23,24] and galaxy clustering [25] data, building on the
DES year 1 3 x 2pt analysis [26]. The analysis presented
here complements the DES year 1 multiprobe analysis as
we use a different cluster selection, mass calibration, and
inference methodology.

In Sec. II, we review the 3 x 2pt and cluster datasets and
summarize the respective analysis frameworks. In Sec. III,
we discuss the correlations between the two datasets and
how we join the two analyses. We present the results in
Sec. IV and conclude with a summary in Sec. V.

II. DATA AND INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS
FRAMEWORKS

We use data from the first three years of DES (covering
nearly 5000 deg?) and from the first two SPT surveys (SPT-
SZ and SPTpol, covering a total of nearly 5200 deg?), along
with additional cluster follow-up data as described below.
The two surveys share a common patch of 3567 deg?.

A. DES Y3 3 x 2pt

We use the DES Y3 3 x 2pt dataset and analysis as
described in [7] and references therein. Briefly, the 3 x 2pt
analysis combines weak-lensing measurement of 100 x
10° “source” galaxies [27] and positions of 10.7 x 10°
“lens” galaxies with magnitude-limited selection [28]. The
lensing shear measurements are obtained in a data-driven
way by estimating the response to artificial shear applied to
the images using the MetaCalibration algorithm [29]. To
enable tomography, the sources are split in four redshift
bins and the lenses are split in six redshift bins, of which
only four are used in the analysis.

The data vector d contains the three two-point correlation
function measurements and shear ratio measurements on
small scales between source redshift bins that share the
same lens bin [30]. The corresponding theory vector #y; is
computed for a given model M. In this model, the nonlinear
matter power spectrum is computed using HALOFIT [31,32].
Intrinsic alignment of (source) galaxies is modeled with the
tidal alignment and tidal torquing model [33], which is an
extension of the nonlinear linear alignment (NLA) model.?
The theory vector #y; depends on the parameters p. These
include the cosmological parameters, but also 29 nuisance
parameters that describe, e.g., the lens galaxy bias, the
shear and photo-z calibrations, intrinsic alignment, etc.t
The likelihood £ is assumed to be Gaussian and we write

’The NLA model describes intrinsic alignment as a linear
function of the nonlinear matter power spectrum, hence the name.

*Note that, of the 29 nuisance parameters of the DES Y3
3 x 2pt model, only those describing the calibration of the
effective source redshift distribution and residual shear biases
may be correlated with the SPT cluster lensing analysis (see
Sec. III B).
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1

In £(dlp. M) = — [d - tM(p)] oo [d - tM(p)} + const.

(1)
with the covariance matrix C that is computed analytically
[34]. We exactly follow the DES Y3 3 x 2pt analysis and
modeling choices as published and hence defer to [7] for
details.

B. SPT (SZ + pol) cluster cosmology

The SPT cluster cosmology dataset and analysis frame-
work are described in [35]. Cluster candidates are identified
by applying a matched filter to data from the 2500 deg”
SPT-SZ, the 2800 deg?> SPTpol Extended Cluster Survey
(ECS), and the 500 deg®> SPTpol 500d surveys and meas-
uring the detection significance ¢ [13,16,36]. Over the
footprint of the SPT survey that is shared with DES,
we consider detections with & > 4.25 for SPTpol 500d,
£>4.5 for SPT-SZ, and £ > 5 for SPTpol ECS. We
perform the cluster confirmation and redshift assignment
using the multicomponent matched filter algorithm [37,38].
We use DES data, and at high redshift z > 1.1, data from
the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer [39]. In essence, a
candidate is confirmed as a cluster if the measured richness
A exceeds a redshift-dependent limit A, (z) that is empiri-
cally calibrated to ensure a target purity of > 98%. Outside
of the shared survey footprint, we consider detections with
&> 5 and perform the cluster confirmation and redshift
determination based on targeted follow-up observations
(using among others, the PISCO imager [40] and Spitzer/
Infrared Array Camera [41]) as described in [13,36].

The cosmology sample comprises 1005 confirmed clus-
ters at z > 0.25. A subset of 688 clusters at z < 0.95 also
have DES Y3 weak-lensing data [35], and 39 clusters at
higher redshifts of 0.6-1.7 have weak-lensing data from
HST [42-46]. The lensing measurements exclude the
cluster core regions and are restricted to the well-under-
stood small-scale 1-halo term regime. For DES, we con-
sider scales between 0.5 and 3.2/(1 + z)h~' Mpc, and for
HST, scales between 0.5 and 1.5 Mpc. The individual radial
profiles of the tangential shear g, along with a “lensing
mass to halo mass” relation My, — M, that accounts for
all stochastic and systematic uncertainties [47], are used to
calibrate the mean observable—mass relation. We describe
the cluster sample and the weak-lensing data using a
Bayesian hierarchical model M as

InL ({fh Ais Zhgt,i}i‘gfw p, M)

B Neluster N d4NM (p)
dédAdg,dz|; l_gli _
/ / dédadg,dz MQ’) ©,(&,1,7) +const.  (2)
déd/ld dz °

with the sample selection ©,(¢, 4, z) and where the index i
runs over all clusters in the sample. The differential cluster
abundance is computed as

;;ﬁ gg(f;z dQ, / / dMd¢didMy,
§|C)P(/1|/1) (&!MwL.p)
P($, A, My, |M,z,p)
>N (M, z,p) d*V(z,p)
dMdV  dzdQ,

(3)

with the halo mass function [48] & ZZ A%‘Z,p) and the differ-
V(z.p)

1200, within the survey footprint €. The

second line in Eq. (3) contains the relationships between
the observed (and thus noisy) cluster properties and the
intrinsic ones. Finally, P(¢, 1, My |M, z,p) describes the
multiobservable-to-mass  scaling relations, including
the effects of correlated intrinsic scatter. For the cluster
analysis, the vector p contains the cosmological parameters
along with 23 parameters that describe the observable—
mass relations and, importantly, the systematic uncertain-
ties in the weak-lensing modeling.

&
ential volume

III. ANALYSIS METHOD

In this section, we describe how we join the DES Y3
3 x 2pt and SPT cluster abundance analyses. We note that
the two analyses were performed blindly to avoid con-
firmation bias. Because we strictly follow the analysis
choices and modeling frameworks of the existing analyses,
we do not need to (and cannot) perform a blind analysis.

We summarize our joint analysis as follows, and refer the
reader to the individual subsections for further details. We
compute the cross-covariance between the two datasets due
to the coupling of long-range modes in the matter density
field. Given the current size of the cluster sample and the
current magnitude of the shot and shape noise in the cluster
lensing measurements, we find that the cross-covariance
does not contribute significantly and is ignored in the
analysis that follows. Therefore, we can simply sum the
existing log-likelihood functions [Eqgs. (1) and (2)], but we
account for the fact that some of the lensing systematics (in
particular, the uncertainty on the source redshift distribu-
tion) are shared between the 3 x 2pt analysis and the cluster
mass calibration. We do so by imposing a correlation
between the respective parameters [see Eq. (5) below].
Instead of sampling the high-dimensional parameter space
(six ACDM parameters, 29 nuisance parameters for
3 x 2pt, 23 parameters for the cluster observable—mass
relations), we importance sample the respective posterior
parameter distributions. To overcome the inherent noise in
importance sampling, we train normalizing flows from
which we can draw sufficiently large numbers of samples to
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obtain our final constraints. Finally, we assess the quality of
the joint fit and conclude that the mean recovered model is
an adequate description of the data.

A. Impact of cross-covariance between the SPT cluster
abundance and DES 3 x 2pt

Galaxy clusters trace the peaks of the large-scale
structure. Hence, the abundance of galaxy clusters and
halo-scale cluster mass profiles (probed by small-scale
cluster lensing) are inherently correlated with tracers of the
cosmic density field. In turn, the cross-covariance of cluster
and 3 x 2pt measurements in the same survey footprint and
with overlapping redshift ranges and scales is nonzero.
Note that in our analysis, however, the expected level of
cross-covariance is small because the angular scales tested
by the two probes are different. In this section, we
demonstrate that we can safely ignore this cross-covariance
given the level of uncertainties in the current measure-
ments. Neglecting the cross-covariance has the practical
advantage that no additional development for a joint
analysis pipeline is needed and that we can instead keep
utilizing the existing ones.

First, we verify that for the SPT cluster dataset, the
uncertainties in cluster lensing are dominated by shape
noise and the uncertainties in the abundance are dominated
by shot noise. Adopting a halo model approach [49,50], we
analytically calculate the covariance matrix of the cluster
abundance and the stacked cluster lensing data. This
calculation assumes that clusters are separated into two
bins in SPT detection significance ¢ and three redshift bins.
The cluster sample selection also involves a cut in optical
richness, the so-called “optical cleaning,” e.g., [37,38]. For
the SPT cluster sample, the impact of optical cleaning is
small, and for simplicity, we ignore it here (but we do
account for it in the cluster likelihood). We generate the
simulated data vector dg,, and the covariance matrix X
using the scale cuts for cluster lensing as in the SPT
analysis [35] and assuming the best-fit £~mass relation and
cosmological values obtained from that analysis [20]. We
then calculate the signal-to-noise ratio

SNR = /dl_=ld (4)
of the simulated data with the full covariance matrix and
with the covariance matrix that only contains shape and
shot noise terms. We find that the signal-to-noise ratios of
the two covariance matrices differ at the ~3% level, which
would have minimal impact on the cosmological con-
straints. We note that the SPT cluster lensing analysis [35],
and thus also this work, does not perform a stacked
analysis; instead, it considers each cluster individually in
a hierarchical Bayesian likelihood framework. This is
equivalent to an analysis with infinitely small £ and redshift
bins. To apply our stacked result to [20], we verify the

sensitivity of our calculation to the number of £ and redshift
bins. Specifically, we perform another set of stacked
analyses by increasing the number of bins by a factor of
6 and do not see a difference in our result. We thus conclude
that our result also applies to the analysis framework
adopted in [20].

The fact that the cluster lensing and abundance data
vectors are dominated by shot and shape noise already
justifies ignoring the cross-covariance between the cluster
data vector and the 3 x 2pt data vector in our combined
analysis. However, we explicitly test the impact of ignoring
this cross-covariance term on our combined analyses. Still
using the halo model approach, we calculate the full
covariance matrix of 3 x 2pt, cluster abundance, and cluster
lensing. We then calculate the signal-to-noise ratio of the
whole 3 x2pt and cluster data vector using the full
covariance matrix and using the covariance matrix without
cross terms of 3 x 2pt and cluster parts. We find that the
differences in signal-to-noise ratios are at the ~0.05% level,
solidifying our conclusion that we can safely assume that the
cluster dataset and 3 x 2pt are independent of each other.

B. Determination of shared systematics

As the DES weak-lensing measurements of SPT clusters
and the shear two-point correlation functions that enter the
DES 3 x 2pt data vector use the same lensing source galaxy
shapes and photo-z’s, systematic uncertainties in these
properties impact both cosmological probes in a correlated
way. Note that there is no correlation between the DES
galaxy position two-point correlation function and the SPT
cluster abundance. Similarly, the 39 cluster lensing mea-
surements based on HST data are not correlated with the
DES lensing dataset. For the DES Y3 3 x 2pt analysis, the
lensing source galaxies were split in four tomographic bins
according to their mean redshift estimates. For each bin b, a
mean redshift bias Az? and a mean multiplicative shear bias
m? were determined, along with the systematic uncertain-
ties on both quantities (eight parameters in total) [51,52].
The SPT cluster lensing analysis used the same source
selection, although tomographic bin 1 was dropped entirely
[35]. The systematic uncertainty in the cluster weak-lensing
mass calibration was determined by calibrating a “weak-
lensing mass to halo mass” relation [Mw; — M}, See
Egs. (36)—(38) in [35]] using Monte Carlo simulations of
synthetic cluster lensing measurements based on mass
maps from hydrodynamical simulations (following [47]).
In these Monte Carlo simulations, the lensing source photo-
z’s and the shear bias parameters m were stochastically
drawn from the calibrated distributions, thereby incorpo-
rating the effects of the uncertain photo-z and shear
calibration into the uncertainties in the My — My,
relation.

In this work, we repeat the calibration of the cluster
lensing model, but for each Monte Carlo realization, we
now also record the shear bias m” and the uncertainty on
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the mean redshift Az’ for each tomographic bin b. This
allows us to track the correlation between the parameters of
the My, — My, model and Az’ and m”. We determine
that only the first principal component of the cluster weak-
lensing mass bias by, and the mean redshift bias of the
fourth tomographic redshift bin Az} (anti)correlate signifi-
cantly, with a correlation coefficient p = —-0.81.° The
negative correlation is explained as follows: If, for example,
the source redshift is biased low, then, for a given lensing
signal, the inferred lensing mass would be biased high, and
with it, the amplitude of the My — My, relation. All
other parameters exhibit negligible levels of correlation.
This is expected because only at relatively large cluster
redshifts does the uncertainty in the photo-z calibration
represent a significant contribution to the overall systematic
error budget (see discussion and Fig. 10 in [35]). The
uncertainty in the shear calibration is negligible at all
cluster redshifts. In our analysis, we account for the
correlation p as discussed in the next subsection.

We note that the characterization of the shared system-
atics between 3 x 2pt and the weak-lensing cluster mass
calibration as performed here is straightforward because of
the deliberate choice taken in the SPT cluster cosmology
analysis to perform the cluster weak-lensing analysis based
on the same source selection as used for the DES lensing
two-point correlation functions. While alternative, more
optimal cluster lensing source selection schemes would
almost certainly have led to slightly reduced statistical
uncertainties, the characterization of the systematic uncer-
tainties and, in particular, the characterization of their
correlation with the systematic uncertainties in 3 X 2pt
would have been more complicated. Therefore, we recom-
mend a similar analysis philosophy also for future multip-
robe analyses that include weak-lensing calibrated cluster
abundance measurements.

C. Parameter inference

We follow the DES Y3 3 x 2pt analysis and apply the
same uniform priors on Q, Q,, Q, /4%, h, ng, and A,, see
Table I in [7]. We consider og as a derived parameter.

As demonstrated in the previous subsections, the cluster
abundance and mass calibration likelihood and the 3 x 2pt
likelihood are effectively independent. Therefore, instead
of running an excessively expensive Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) to explore the joint high-dimen-
sional parameter space, we adopt an importance sampling
approach. In this approach, the samples of the posterior
parameter distribution of one analysis are updated by
multiplying their weights with the likelihood of the other
analysis; the resulting samples describe the joint distribu-
tion. Typically though, this procedure leads to noisy

>Note that the first principal component of the cluster lensing
mass bias is defined as oy, , in the SPT analysis [20,35] but we
use a shorter notation by, here.

posterior distributions because the effective sample size
decreases. To mitigate this effect, we first train normalizing
flows to learn the posterior distributions of the SPT cluster
and DES 3 x 2pt analyses.6

A normalizing flow is a generative model in machine
learning that learns the bijective mapping between a simple
distribution and the target probability distribution [53-55].
In our case, the simple distribution is a multivariate normal
distribution, and the training set are the MCMC samples
(from the SPT or DES analysis). Once the transformation is
known, one can draw a large number of samples from the
target distribution by drawing samples from the normal
distribution and applying the transformation. Furthermore,
one can obtain the posterior probability at any point in
parameter space by applying the inverse transformation.
We use a modified implementation of FlowJax that can
handle weighted samples.®

In this work, we are interested in the improvements on the
cosmological parameter constraints enabled by the joint
analysis. Therefore, we restrict the importance sampling to
the parameters Q,,, Qy, Q,h>, h, n, og, and the correlated
nuisance parameters by and Az?. This reduces the dimen-
sionality of the parameter space to eight and improves the
stability of the normalizing flows and of the importance
sampling analysis. In the Appendix B, we demonstrate that
the trained flows are able to accurately reproduce the true
distributions (see the upper-right triangle in Fig. 6). We now
draw a large number of samples from one flow and update
the sample weights w using the likelihood at that location in
parameter space from the other flow. Finally, we account for
the correlation between by, and Az} (see previous section)
by updating the sample weights

o= (o),

Azl — (Azd)

GiWL 0
2l.ll’lC()IT. = 0 62 ’

Azé
2

ECO]T.

PObyy Onz >
9,

< by

POby Oaz GzAzg
1 1

In Wwith corr. = In Who corr. =+ §6T21:11100rr.6 - §6TZ;011T6 (5)

We use the importance sampled chains to extract the
parameter constraints presented in this work. Our baseline
results are based on the DES Y3 3 x 2pt chain, updated with
the SPT cluster likelihood and after applying Eq. (5). These

®The original SPT cluster analysis assumed different priors on
the cosmological parameters [20]. To enable the importance
sampling analysis, we reran the cluster analysis using the DES Y3
priors. The recovered results were essentially unchanged.

"https:/danielward27.github.io/flowjax

*Our implementation is available at https://github.com/
SebastianBocquet/flowjax.
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constraints are shown in solid red in Fig. 6. To cross-check
that the importance sampling scheme is robust, we also
extract results starting for the SPT cluster chain, importance
sampling using the DES Y3 3 x 2pt likelihood, and applying
Eq. (5), as shown in red dashed lines in Fig. 6. The two
analysis routes lead to almost indistinguishable results,
confirming the reliability of our approach.

D. Goodness of fit

We test whether the best-fit model for the joint cluster
and 3 x 2pt analysis is an adequate description of the data.
The 3 x 2pt data vector contains 471 data points. The y? at
the maximum a posteriori probability (MAP) of the joint
analysis (y*> = 538.5) is higher than the y? at the MAP of
the 3 x 2pt ACDM analysis by Ay? = 1.8. The implied
PTE decreases by about 10%. Note that if the MAP of the
joint analysis is not identical to the MAP of the individual
probe (and if the priors are not changed) then a somewhat
worse fit is to be expected by definition. The 3 x 2pt
analysis does not show signs of significant internal incon-
sistencies (PTE of 0.023 [7,56]). Because the PTE in the
joint analysis is only slightly lower, we conclude that the
3 x 2pt data are well fit in our joint analysis, too. We also
compare the total number of clusters and the measured
stacked shear profiles with the model predictions at the
MAP of the joint analysis (analogous to Figs. 1 and 2 in
[20]) and obtain y*> = 43.1 for 27 data points, with a
corresponding PTE of 0.03 (y> = 35.6 for the clusters-only
analysis). Note that the cluster analysis is performed using
an unbinned Poisson likelihood for the cluster sample and a
hierarchical Bayesian likelihood for the individual cluster
lensing shear profiles. Stacked data are only used to
evaluate the goodness of fit. We conclude that the model

Planckl18
0.74 SPT clusters
DES Y3 3x2pt

SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt

SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt + Planck18 ™.

0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40
O

FIG. 1.

is an adequate description of the joint dataset and present
the recovered cosmological constraints.

IV. RESULTS

We present our constraints on ACDM, the sum of
neutrino masses, and wCDM. Throughout this work, we
assume spatial flatness and a uniform prior [0.06, 0.6] eV
for the sum of neutrino masses (the lower limit is given by
measurements of neutrino oscillations, see, e.g., [57]).

A. ACDM

Figure 1 (left) shows ACDM constraints in the Q,,-og
plane as obtained by SPT clusters, DES 3 x 2pt, and our
joint analysis SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt. The constraints
on a selection of parameters are presented in Table 1. The
joint constraints lie at the intersection of the two individual
probes. The degeneracy direction mostly follows the
degeneracy of the 3 x 2pt result; the parameter combina-
tion that is constrained with the smallest absolute uncer-
tainty is og(€,,/0.3)%4%4, which is essentially Sg. The ratio
of the areas of the 95% credible region in Q,-og space for
SPT clusters, DES 3 x 2pt, and the joint analysis is
3.3:2.1:1. While the two probes cannot individually con-
strain the Hubble constant, the joint analysis breaks some of
the parameter degeneracies and we recover 4 = 0.73 £ 0.07
(see also Fig. 6 in the Appendix B). However, this result is
not strong enough to inform the Hubble tension.

In the Q,-04 plane shown in Fig. 1, the 95% credible
region of the SPT cluster + DES 3 x 2pt analysis is 15%
larger than for Planck 2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE [58]. We
quantify the two-parameter difference with a PTE of 0.22
(1.26). Our measurement Sg = 0.796 + 0.013 differs from
the Planck measurement Sg = 0.831 £ 0.017 at 1.60. We

\\“r*' \ ACT CMB lensing + BAO
N eRASSI1 clusters
Planck18
e
"o
0.7 1 . TS o 0
DES Y1 6x2pt + Nejuster 8-
SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt
DES Y3 3x2pt + (SPT+Planck) CMB lensing
0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40

Om

Constraints on €, and g (68% and 95% credibility) in ACDM with massive neutrinos. The two panels show the same

parameter ranges. Dashed lines show lines of constant Sg = 0g1/Q,,/0.3. Left: the individual lensing-informed SPT cluster abundance
and DES 3 x 2pt results, along with their combination. We also show the constraints from Planck TT, TE, EE + lowE primary CMB
anisotropies and the combination with our joint analysis. Right: comparison of our SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt results with a selection
of external single-probe and multiprobe analyses.
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TABLE L.

Parameter constraints for the ACDM and wCDM models, marginalized over all cosmology and 52 nuisance parameters

(mean and 68% credible intervals, or 95% limit). 6g4(,,/0.3)% is the parameter combination that is best constrained by 3 x 2pt, and
03(Qn/0.3)%2 is the combination that is best constrained by the SPT cluster abundance. The cluster and 3 x 2pt datasets cannot
individually constrain # and we only quote the joint constraint (but we always marginalize over k). The joint analysis does not
meaningfully constrain Y m, on its own, and we only quote the constraint obtained in combination with Planck 2018
TT, TE, EE + lowE. Note that while the wCDM constraints from SPT clusters only are affected by the hard prior w > =2, the
contours of the joint constraints close.

Dataset Q. oy Sy =oy(pn)%  og(F) h S m, (eV) w

ACDM

SPT clusters ~ 0.286 £ 0.032 0.817£0.026 0.795+0.029 0.805 +0.016 -1

DES 3 x 2pt 03391003 0.733709%  0.776 £0.017 0.754 +0.031 -1

SPT clusters 0300 +0.017 0.797 +0.026 0.796 +0.013 0.796 +0.017  0.73 £ 0.07 —1
+DES 3 x 2pt

SPT clusters 0314 £0.009 0.7910.013 0.809 +0.009 0.800 £ 0.010 0.674 £ 0.007 0.140%(< 0.25) -1
+DES 3 x 2pt '
+Planck

wCDM

SPT clusters ~ 0.268 +:0.037 0.820£0.026 0.772 £ 0.040 0.796 == 0.020 —1.45+0.31

DES 3 x 2pt 035210035 07197007 7750026 (.746 + 0.029 ~0.98103%

SPT clusters 0.294 +0.021 0.793 £0.023 0.784 +0.019 0.788 +£0.015 0.71 £0.06 —-1.15%93
+DES 3 x 2pt '

SPT clusters 0284 +0.018 0.8110.020 0.787+0.016 0.799 £0.013 0.715+0.024 0.2579%(< 0.50) —1.20*013
+DES 3 x 2pt '
+Planck

show lines of constant Sg in the figure to help guide the eye.
Because the difference is not significant, we combine our
joint constraints with Planck temperature and polarization
power spectra to obtain tight constraints on the cosmo-
logical parameters. In Fig. 1 (right), we also show the
results from the multiprobe analyses of DES Y1 cluster
abundance, cluster clustering, galaxy clustering, and lens-
ing [21] and of CMB lensing measured by the Atacama
Cosmology Telescope (ACT) and baryon acoustic oscil-
lations (BAOs) measured in the 6dF and SDSS galaxy
surveys [59,60]. In the Q,,-o¢ plane, the ratio of the areas of
the 95% credible regions of the DES Y1, ACT + BAO, and
our SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2ptanalyses is 2.8:1.0: 1. Our
results are similar to the joint analysis of DES Y3 galaxy
clustering and lensing and SPT+Planck CMB lensing [61],
but somewhat tighter.

Comparing to the eROSITA eRASS1 cluster cosmology
analysis [62], if we assume that their analysis is independent
from ours, we find that their reported value of oy is higher
than ours at the 2.4¢ level, and we find a PTE of 0.018 (2.406)
in the Q-0 plane. In reality, however, the footprints of the
DES, SPT, and eRASSI surveys overlap and the eRASS1
and SPT cluster samples have objects in common, and both
analyses rely on mass calibration using DES lensing data
[35,63]. Carefully assessing the statistical significance of the
difference is not the main goal of this study, and we leave this
quantification for future works.

B. Sum of neutrino masses

Following the DES 3 x 2pt analysis, we set a lower limit
> m, > 0.06 eV to reflect constraints from neutrino oscil-
lations. Measurements of Planckl8 TT, TE, EE + lowE
primary CMB anisotropies place an upper limit »_ m, <
0.30 eV at 95% credibility [58]. As shown with the gray
contours in Fig. 2, this constraint is limited by degeneracies
with Q,, o5, and h. Therefore, the combination of CMB
data with independent measurements of these other cos-
mological parameters breaks (some of) these degeneracies
and enables tighter constraints. In Fig. 2, we show that
while our joint SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis cannot
meaningfully constrain > m,, it breaks the degeneracies
with Q, and oy in the CMB analysis. In Fig. 3, we show the
marginalized posterior probability distribution for the sum
of neutrino masses. The constraints from Planckl8 and
from the combination of that dataset with either 3 x 2pt or
the SPT cluster abundance peak at the minimum allowed
mass. However, the upper limits in all three analyses cannot
rule out the inverted hierarchy, which would imply
> m, > 0.1 eV. Interestingly, due to the breaking of
degeneracies in the nontrivial high-dimensional parameter
space, the combination of Planckl8 and our joint SPT
clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis results in a constraint on
the sum of neutrino masses that peaks at a nonzero value of
0.09 eV (mean value is 0.14 eV, see also Table I). However,
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FIG. 2. Joint constraints on the sum of neutrino masses »_ m, and a selection of other cosmological parameters. For the sake of

readability, we omit the comparatively weak constraints on % from the SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis, and we note that the BAO
data do not constrain og. Neither the BAO data nor the joint SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis can meaningfully constrain ) nz, on
their own. However, their combination with CMB data allows for refined constraints compared to those obtained from CMB data alone
by breaking the > m,-Q,, degeneracy in the CMB-based constraints. The BAO data also break the 3 m,-h degeneracy, while the SPT
clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis also breaks the > m,-og degeneracy.

the credible intervals are still wide enough that both the
normal and the inverted mass hierarchy are compatible with
our results.

For comparison, in Fig. 2, we also show the combination
of CMB and BAO data from the Dark Energy
Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [64]. While BAOs do
not constrain oy, they provide measurements on Q, and s
and thus break the degeneracies in the CMB analysis (see
also, e.g., [65]) in a way that is complementary to our SPT
clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis.

CMB (Planck18 no lensing)

CMB + SPT clusters
CMB + DES 3x2pt
CMB + SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt

P/ Prax

inverted hierarchy

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

22 my [eV]

FIG. 3. Marginalized constraints on the sum of neutrino
masses. For the normal hierarchy, the minimal value is
> m, > 0.06 eV, which is the prior we adopt in our analysis.
For the inverted hierarchy, > m, > 0.1 eV, as indicated by the
dashed line. The posterior of the joint Planck + SPT clusters +
DES 3 x 2pt analysis peaks at 0.09 eV, with no significant
preference for either hierarchy.

C. wCDM

We now additionally allow the dark energy equation of
state parameter w to vary. Figure 4 shows the constraints
from DES 3 x 2pt, from the SPT cluster abundance, and
from our joint analysis. The constraints on Q_, and og are
comparable with the constraints recovered for the ACDM
model. We report w = —1.1570%3, which improves over the
single-probe uncertainties by 35% and 22%, and which
agrees with a cosmological constant w = —1 with a PTE of
0.58 (0.60). For reference, the purely geometrical meas-
urement using DES Supernovae is yet another 26% tighter
and peaks at a less negative value w = —0-80:()).'11? . The
DESI BAO measurement is also purely geometric and
yields w = —0.997013, which is 31% tighter than our
measurement and almost perfectly centered on w = —1
[64]. Conversely, the results from Planck data alone exhibit
extended degeneracies between w and many other param-
eters. By combining Planck temperature and polarization
data with our SPT cluster + DES 3 x 2pt dataset, we can
break these degeneracies and recover tight constraints;
notably, our measurement w = —1.20f8’53 differs from a
cosmological constant with a PTE of 0.09, or 1.7¢ (see
Table I and purple contours in Fig. 4).

The Planck 2018 data are known to exhibit more
smoothing at high multipoles than can be explained by
lensing, and this can impact the recovered parameter
constraints [58]. We investigate this effect by also allowing
the amplitude of CMB lensing A; to vary, and we recover
Ap = 1.20 £0.06 and w = —1.161{S. The difference with
a cosmological constant thus reduces to the 1o level but A},
is greater than unity at more than 3.
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Planck18

SPT clusters

DES 3x2pt

SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt

SPT clusters + DES 3x2pt
+ Plancka

—1.5 —-1.0

w

FIG. 4. Constraints on the matter density, the amplitude of
fluctuations, and the dark energy equation of state parameter
(68% and 95% credibility) in wCDM with massive neutrinos. For
reference, we also show the ACDM (w = —1) constraints on Q,,
and og from our SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt analysis with
dashed lines.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we present a joint analysis of weak-lensing
and galaxy clustering measurements from DES data and the
abundance of SPT-selected clusters with DES and HST
weak-lensing mass calibration. The two individual probes
have roughly comparable constraining power and we show
that their cosmological correlation and the correlation due to
using the same DES lensing dataset are both negligible.
Therefore, the joint analysis of these two probes is particu-
larly appealing.

For a flat ACDM model with massive neutrinos, we
report competitive constraints on ,, and og (see Table I).
In the two-parameter plane, the 95% credibility region is
only 15% larger than the one allowed by Planck 2018
primary CMB data (TT, TE, EE + lowE) [58]. We are thus
witnessing the beginning of an era where measurements of
the large-scale structure are (at least) as constraining as
early-Universe CMB observations. Our analysis does not
provide a strong suggestion for Sg being lower than
measured by Planck, but as with many other published
results, our measurement lies below the Planck value (at the
1.60 level in our case).

The combined SPT cluster, DES 3 x 2pt, and Planck
dataset shows a mild preference for a nonzero positive sum
of neutrino masses with an upper limit Y m, < 0.25 eV.
Our joint analysis improves the constraints on the dark
energy equation of state parameter w over the results from
the individual probes. We recover w = —1.15%0% from
SPT clusters + DES 3 x 2pt, and for the joint analysis with

Planck, w = —1.2070,5. However, these results cannot
rival the existing constraints enabled by geometric probes
such as BAO and Supernovae.

While dark energy with a time-evolving equation of state
has seen renewed interest, we do not consider this model
here. Constraints on w, and w, were presented using the
DES Y3 3 x 2pt data [66] and their combination with DES
Supernovae and SDSS BAO [67]. However, the SPT
Collaboration has not yet presented a wyw,CDM analysis
using its cluster sample. Therefore, we leave a joint SPT
clusters and DES 3 x 2pt analysis of the wyw,CDM model
to future work that will show whether the contours in
wy — w, space close, which would enable an independent
cross-check of the Supernovae + BAO (+CMB) con-
straints [64,67—69].

This work presents the second joint analysis of the cluster
abundance and 3 x 2pt measurements. Compared to the first
analysis [21], which used optically selected clusters and
large-scale cluster—shear correlation functions, we use the
SZ-selected SPT cluster sample and cluster lensing mea-
surements in the small-scale, 1-halo term regime. Therefore,
our analysis is complementary to the existing work. Our
work paves the way for future joint analyses of larger SZ-
selected cluster samples (from, e.g., SPT-3G [70], ACT
[15,17], the Simons Observatory [71], and CMB-S4 [72]),
improved lensing and galaxy clustering datasets (e.g., DES
year 6, Euclid [73,74], and LSST [75] obtained with the
Vera C. Rubin Observatory), and updated CMB lensing
measurements (such as presented in, e.g., [76]).

In these future analyses, the statistical uncertainties in the
cluster abundance and cluster lensing measurements will be
reduced and we expect the correlation due to using the same
lensing data as 3 x 2pt to no longer be negligible. The
upcoming cluster sample will extend down to lower halo
masses, implying that the sample (co)variance and the cross-
covariance with 3 x 2pt and other large-scale structure
probes might no longer be negligible, either. Our work thus
sets the stage for future, more complex analyses of joint
probes that will enable us to probe the large-scale structure of
the Universe with unprecedented constraining power.

This research has made use of the SAO/NASA
Astrophysics Data System and of ADSTEX.’
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FIG. 5. TImpact of the shared systematics in the lensing source

photo-z calibration, which introduces a correlation p = —0.81
between the amplitude of the cluster lensing mass-to-halo mass
by and the uncertainty on the mean redshift of the lensing
tomographic bin 4, Az}, We show the 68% and 95% credibility
regions. Neglecting the fact that the lensing systematics are
shared between the two analyses (gray) has a negligible impact on
the recovered cosmological constraints. Throughout this work,
we nonetheless correctly account for the correlation (red).
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APPENDIX A: IMPACT OF SHARED
SYSTEMATICS

In our baseline analysis, we account for the correlation
p = —0.81 between (one of) the parameters of the cluster
lensing mass bias by, and the mean redshift bias of the
fourth tomographic bin Az{. Here, we investigate the
impact of this correlation. In Fig. 5, we show the two

parameters along with the cosmological parameters of
prime interest, Q,, and og. In the baseline analysis, the
correlation between the two noncosmology parameters can
be clearly seen. For comparison, we also produce con-
straints without accounting for the correlation of lensing
systematics, which we do by not applying Eq. (5). As can
be seen in the figure, ignoring the correlation between by,

2 F SPT cluster o

abundance
DES Y3 3x2pt r
SPT clusters
-2 + DES 3x2pt

bwr,
o
T

4

1
—0.02 0.02

bWL Azgl

1 1
0.002 0.005

Q. k2 ns h o

FIG. 6. Parameter constraints (68% and 95% credibility) in ACDM. Upper right triangle: the original SPT and DES analyses are
shown in solid blue and green, posteriors obtained from the trained normalizing flows are shown with dashed lines. Lower left triangle:
the fiducial joint analysis, in which the DES posterior is updated with the SPT likelihood, is shown with solid red lines; the inverse
analysis (SPT posterior updated with DES likelihood) is shown in red dashed lines.
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and Az? has a negligible impact on the recovered cosmo-
logical constraints. This is expected, because the analyses
of the individual probes are not limited by the uncertainty in
the photo-z calibration. Nevertheless, in our baseline
analysis, we properly take the correlation into account.

APPENDIX B: ROBUSTNESS OF NORMALIZING
FLOWS AND IMPORTANCE SAMPLING

In Fig. 6, we show the SPT cluster and DES 3 x 2pt
chains, along with the posterior distributions obtained from
the trained normalizing flows. We observe that the well-
constrained parameters such as the nuisance parameters and

Q,, and og are very well reproduced by the normalizing
flows, whereas the reconstruction of the other parameters
seems to be more challenging. In the same figure, we also
show our fiducial results, as obtained by importance
sampling the 3 x 2pt results with the cluster likelihood
(solid red lines and contours). Finally, we also show the
results obtained from the inverse approach, where we
importance sample the probability distribution obtained
from the cluster analysis with the 3 x2pt likelihood
(dashed red lines and contours). There is very good
qualitative agreement between the two sets of results,
and we thus conclude that our inference scheme is robust.
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