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ABSTRACT
We confront the universal pressure profile (UPP) proposed by Arnaud et al. (2010) with
the recent measurement of the cross-correlation function of the thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich
(tSZ) effect from Planck and weak gravitational lensing measurement from the Red Clus-
ter Sequence lensing survey (RCSLenS). By using the halo model, we calculate the predic-
tion of ξy−κ (lensing convergence and Compton-y parameter) and ξy−γt (lensing shear and
Compton-y parameter) and fit the UPP parameters by using the observational data. We find
consistent UPP parameters when fixing the cosmology to either WMAP 9-year or Planck
2018 best-fitting values. The best constrained parameter is the pressure profile concentra-
tion c500 = r500/rs, for which we find c500 = 2.68+1.46

−0.96 (WMAP-9) and c500 = 1.91+1.07
−0.65

(Planck-2018) for the ξy−γt estimator. The shape index for the intermediate radius region α
parameter is constrained to α = 1.75+1.29

−0.77 and α = 1.65+0.74
−0.5 for WMAP-9 and Planck-2018

cosmologies, respectively. Propagating the uncertainties of the UPP parameters to pressure
profiles results in a factor of 3 uncertainty in the shape and magnitude. Further investigation
shows that most of the signal of the cross-correlation comes from the low-redshift, inner halo
profile (r 6 rvir/2) with halo mass in the range of 1014–1015M�, suggesting that this is the
major regime that constitutes the cross-correlation signal between weak lensing and tSZ.

Key words: Cosmic background radiation – gravitational lensing: weak– large-scale structure
of Universe

1 INTRODUCTION

Galaxy clusters are essential objects in understanding the galaxy
and structure formation. The clusters are normally filled with hot
and warm ionised plasma that can be measured via X-ray imaging
and the thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich effect (Sunyaev & Zeldovich
1972, 1980). The intensity of the observed X-ray image depends
on the square of the electron density profile n2

e , which is more sen-
sitive to the central hot baryons. The thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich
(tSZ) effect, in contrast, depends on the integration of the electron
density and temperature. Therefore, for low mass haloes and fila-
ments where the temperature is low, the systems can still have large
values of ne where most baryons reside. Therefore, the tSZ effect
can trace down the warm baryons that are both in the centre of the
massive halos and diffused outside the centre halos (Van Waerbeke
et al. 2014; Ma et al. 2015) and associated with filamentary struc-
tures (Tanimura et al. 2019; de Graaff et al. 2019). There has been a

growing interest in recent years to predict and measure the tSZ ef-
fect in radio and microwave observations (Birkinshaw & Gull 1978;
Birkinshaw 1999; Carlstrom et al. 2002; Ma et al. 2015).

The tSZ effect is a secondary anisotropy in the cosmic mi-
crowave background radiation (CMB), which is directly related
to the pressure profile of galaxy clusters. The effect is caused
by inverse Compton scattering of cosmic microwave background
(CMB) photons by the hot plasma in clusters of galaxies. The tem-
perature anisotropy caused by tSZ effect is

∆T

TCMB
=

[
η
eη + 1

eη − 1
− 4

]
y ≡ gνy, (1)

where

gν ≡ η
eη + 1

eη − 1
− 4, (2)

and η = hν/kBTCMB = 1.76 (ν/100 GHz). The dimensionless
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2 Ma et al.

parameter y is called Compton-y parameter, defined as

y =

∫
ne(r)σT

kBTe(r)

mec2
dl, (3)

where where the integral is taken along the line-of-sight of the pres-
sure profile. me is the electron rest mass, kB is the Boltzmann con-
stant, and σT is the Thomson cross section. We treat the electrons
as ideal gases. In this sense, the pressure profile can be defined as
Pe(r) = nekBTe. By using maps from multi-frequency channels
of the ESA’s Planck survey, one can isolate the frequency factor
(Eq. (2)) from the temperature fluctuation (Eq. (1)) and obtain a
direct Compton-y map (Van Waerbeke et al. 2014; Planck Collab-
oration 2014). Thus by modelling of the pressure profile, one can
compare it with the measured Compton-y map and constrain the
profile.

In practice, the measured all-sky Compton-y map is quite
noisy with thermal noise and residual foregrounds. The systematics
remained in the Compton y−map is uncorrelated with the system-
atics in the RCSLenS map. Therefore, the cross-correlation study
can efficiently extract the underlying baryons signal presented in
both two surveys, which is hard to measure in separate studies.
There have been several cross-correlation studies by using differ-
ent large-scale structure tracers to extract the baryonic bias. These
tracers resemble the underlying dark matter distribution, such as
the CMB lensing (Hill & Spergel 2014), galaxy groups of different
halo masses selected from Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) low-z
catalogue (Vikram et al. 2017; Lim et al. 2018), and weak gravita-
tional lensing measurement from Canada France Hawaii Telescope
Lensing Survey (CFHTLenS) (Van Waerbeke et al. 2014; Ma et al.
2015; Hojjati et al. 2015) and Red Cluster Sequence Lensing Sur-
vey (RCSLenS) (Hojjati 2017). Each of the cross-correlation meth-
ods has its advantage and disadvantage. For instance, the cross-
correlation with CMB lensing map can reach 6.2σ confidence level
(C.L.) detection, but the CMB lensing kernel peaks at z ' 2,
and receives significant contributions over a wide redshift range
(0.1 < z < 10) (Hill & Spergel 2014). Therefore, such cross-
correlation will not be very sensitive to the low-redshift “missing
baryon” component1. The cross-correlation between tSZ effect and
galaxy groups also reaches a high-level significance (Lim et al.
2018), but it is quite sensitive to bias in between galaxy and dark
matter distribution.

In this paper, we will focus on probing the galaxy cluster
pressure profile from the cross-correlation of tSZ effect with op-
tical lensing shear and convergence maps. The first detection of
this cross-correlation was made by Van Waerbeke et al. (2014) at
∼ 6σ C.L., by using Planck nominal mission maps and 154 deg2

CFHT Lensing map. The follow-up studies showed that this corre-
lation function receives a non-negligible contribution from baryons
resided in low-mass halos, and baryons outside the virial radius
of the halos which is hard to be detected by X-ray imaging sur-
veys and galaxy groups correlation (Ma et al. 2015; Hojjati et al.
2015). By conducting a similar route of study, Hojjati (2017) used
the 560 deg2 RCSLenS map 2 to cross-correlate with Planck full-
mission y−map, and reported 7.1σ and 8.1σ detections of the

1 As an alternative approach, the dispersion measurement of the Fast Ra-
dio Bursts (FRB) is the line-of-sight integral of all ionized electrons from
observer to the source, which essentially captures all baryon’s signal (Mac-
quart 2020). The cross-correlation study between FRB and tSZ map also
help revealing baryon distribution (Muñoz & Loeb 2018).
2 This is the effective area of the survey. The total area is ∼ 780 deg2 (
Hil).

cross-correlation using configuration-space y − κ and y − γt es-
timators respectively. In this paper, we compute the halo model
with universal pressure profile (UPP) (Arnaud et al. 2010) for both
WMAP-9 and Planck 2018 cosmological parameters, and confront
the prediction of the y−κ and y−γt correlation with the data mea-
sured in Hojjati (2017). Our goal is twofold. One is to put the UPP
profile into the test with the current cross-correlation data and ex-
amine whether the halo concentration from lensing-SZ correlation
is consistent with the previous finding by using cluster studies (Ar-
naud et al. (2010) and Planck Collaboration (2013)). The other is
to investigate whether the 2-pt correlation function from the halo
model can adequately describe the detected κ-y cross-correlation
from the data.

This paper is organised as follows. In Sec. 2, we describe the
RCSLenS map, Planck all-sky Compton-y parameter map used in
the correlation function, and the measured cross-correlation func-
tion ξy−γt and ξy−κ. In Sec. 3, we first describe the UPP model,
and then use the halo model to compute the theoretical ξy−γt and
ξy−κ correlation function. Then we present our likelihood analysis
method. In Sec. 4, we present the results of our fitting and discuss
the implication of the results. We present the conclusion remark
and outlook in the last section.

Throughout the paper, we adopt a spatially-flat ΛCDM cos-
mology model with cosmological parameters defined as Hubble
constant is H0 = 100h km s−1 Mpc−1, fractional baryon (mat-
ter) density Ωb (Ωm), rms fluctuation of matter power spectrum at
8h−1Mpc scale, and spectral index of the primordial power spec-
trum ns. In Sec. 4, the UPP model profile will be fitted for assumed
WMAP-9 and Planck-2018 cosmological parameters, with values
listed in Table 1.

2 THE CROSS-CORRELATION DATA

The tSZ and lensing cross-correlation data we use here is the corre-
lation between Planck map and the Red Cluster Sequence Lensing
Survey (RCSLenS), shown in Hojjati (2017) for detail. The Planck
tSZ map is taken as the MILCA map (Planck Collaboration 2016)
publicly available on Planck legacy Archive 3. The MILCA map
has the Full-Width-Half-Maximum (FWHM) equals to 10 arcmin.
There was no re-processing of the Planck tSZ data, other than cut-
ting the patches that match the footprints of RCSLenS data.

The RCSLenS data was acquired from MegaCAM camera
from 14 separate fields and covered a total area of 785 deg2 on the
sky (Hildebrandt 2016; Gilbank et al. 2011). We obtained the data
after using the reduction algorithm, photometric redshift estima-
tion, and a shape measurement algorithm. For a complete treatment
of the photometric data, please see Heymans (2012) and Hilde-
brandt (2016) for details. After the magnitude cut of magr > 18,
the redshift distribution is shown in fig. 1 in Hojjati (2017), which
peaks at z = 0.5 but extends up to z ' 2.

For the cross-correlation, Hojjati (2017) used the shear data
and reconstructed convergence maps for RCSLenS. The recon-
struction of the convergence map is presented as in Van Waerbeke
et al. (2014). It is demonstrated that one can achieve the best SNR
when the κmap is smoothed at the same scale of Planck survey, i.e.
θFWHM = 10 arcmin. The tSZ–tangential shear cross-correlation
is obtained at the catalogue level where each pixel of the y-map is

3 https://pla.esac.esa.int/home
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Cluster Pressure Profile 3

Parameters Reference Ωb Ωm ΩΛ h σ8 ns

Planck-2018 (Pla) 0.0493 0.315 0.685 0.674 0.811 0.965

WMAP-9 Hinshaw (2013) 0.0463 0.279 0.721 0.70 0.821 0.972

Table 1. The cosmological parameters used in the numerical analysis in Sec. 4.

Figure 1. Comparison between the data and theory of ξy−κ(θ) and
ξy−γt (θ) with assumptions of Planck-2018 (upper panel) and WMAP-9
(lower panel showing the difference) cosmological parameters. The blue
and red data are the y–κ and y–γt cross-correlations respectively. The lower
panel shows the difference between the best-fitting correlation functions of
Planck and WMAP (∆ξ ≡ (ξWMAP9 − ξPlanck18) × 109), which sug-
gests that WMAP ξy−κ(θ) (ξy−γt (θ)) has slightly lower (higher) ampli-
tude at small angular separation, but this decrement is negligible comparing
to the error-bar of the data.

correlated with the average tangential shear from the correspond-
ing shear data around the point (Hojjati 2017). Therefore, the shear
catalogue is not smoothed, so we should not include the smoothing
kernel during the computation of theoretical correlation function.

For the estimation of the covariance matrix in configuration
space, the method in Van Waerbeke et al. (2014) is used. In brief,
three hundred random catalogues from each of RCSLenS fields are
created by randomly rotating the individual galaxies. This proce-
dure will destroy the underlying lensing signal and create pure sta-
tistical noise. Each random catalogue is correlated with Planck tSZ
map, and the total variance is calculated as the covariance matrix
for ξy−γt . These 300 random shear catalogues are also used to con-
struct a set of convergence noise maps. Then the noise maps are
correlated with the tSZ map to quantify the covariance of the ξy−κ.
Once we completed the above procedure, we found that there is
a significant correlation out to 3◦ of the angular separation on the
sky. The signals correspond to 13σ and 17σ detections of the cross-
correlations of the κ− y and γt − y estimators respectively.

Hojjati (2017) further included an estimate of the sampling
variance into the total covariance matrix, because the observed
fields are small and there is significant scatter in between these
fields. We compared the variance in each angular bin to the re-

constructed covariance matrix calculated before. We estimated the
scaling factor by which one should inflate the computed covariance
matrix to match the scatters between fields. We show the resultant
cross-correlation data and the error-bar at each angular separation
in Fig. 1, with blue and red data with error-bars being ξy−κ and
ξy−γt respectively. The error-bar is the square-root of the diagonal
elements in the covariance matrix, which are shown in fig. 4 in Ho-
jjati (2017). One can see that the covariance matrix are quite sym-
metric along with the diagonal elements, indicating that the cross-
angular correlation is quite small. By including the sample vari-
ance, the detections of ξy−κ and ξy−γt are measured at 7.1σ C.L.
and 8.1σ C.L. respectively.

3 THEORY

3.1 Compton-y parameter profile

The 2D tSZ signal in `-space is an integrated Fourier transforma-
tion of pressure profile

y`(M, z) =
a(χ)

χ2(z)

∫ ∞
0

dr(4πr2)
sin(`r/χ)

`r/χ
y3D(r;M, z), (4)

where χ is the comoving distance to redshift z, r is comoving radial
distance of y3D profile. y3D is the profile with physical unit, which
is (Hill & Spergel 2014)

y3D(r;M, z) =
σT

mec2
Pe (r;M, z) . (5)

In the Universal Pressure Profile Pe(r), R500 is defined as the
radius of the halo within which the density is 500 times the critical
density of the Universe, i.e. M500 = (4π/3)500ρcr(z)R

3
500. With

x ≡ r/R500, the form of the universal profile of electron given
by Arnaud et al. (2010) is (Arnaud et al. 2010; Planck Collaboration
2013)

Pe(r) = P500F (M500)P(x = r/R500), (6)

where

P500 = 1.65× 10−3E8/3(z)

×
[

M500

3× 1014M�h
−1
70

]2/3

h2
70[keV cm−3], (7)

and

F (M500) =

[
M500

3× 1014M�h
−1
70

]αp

, (8)

in which h70 = (h/0.7), αp = 0.12. The “Universality” of the
pressure profile resembles in the P(x) function, which is the gener-
alized NFW model

P(x) =
P0

(c500x)γ [1 + (c500x)α](β−γ)/α
, (9)

where P0 is the overall magnitude of the pressure profile, c500 is

MNRAS 000, 1–12 (2018)
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the pressure profile concentration parameter, and γ, α, and β de-
termine the slope of the profile. As one can see from the equa-
tion, for small radius (x → 0), P(x) → x−γ ; and for large ra-
dius (x → ∞), P(x) → x−β . Therefore, γ and β more or less
determine the inner and outer slopes of the profile (note that c500

also affects), and the α affects the transition in between. Previous
studies using different tracers of the galaxy clusters found differ-
ent results of the fitting. For instance, Arnaud et al. (2010) used
33 local (z < 0.2) massive (1014M� < M500 < 1015M�) for
the fitting, Planck Collaboration (2013) used 62 massive clusters
(2×1014M� < M500 < 2×1015M�) to derive the parameters of
UPP, and more recently, Gong et al. (2019) used 101, 407 locally
(0.16 < z < 0.47) most-massive luminous red galaxies to probe
the UPP profile. We list the results of the above parameter fitting in
Table 2 for comparison.

3.2 Weak Lensing

The lensing convergence is an integral of 3-D over-density along
the line-of-sight (Van Waerbeke et al. 2014)

κ(n̂) =

∫ χ∞

0

dχWκ(χ)δm,3D(χn̂, χ), (10)

where the lensing kernel Wκ(χ) for spatially-flat Universe
is (Schneider et al. 1998; Van Waerbeke et al. 2014):

Wκ =
3

2

(
H0

c

)2

Ωmg(χ)
χ

a
. (11)

g(χ) =

∫ ∞
χ

dχ′nS(χ′)

(
χ′ − χ
χ′

)
, (12)

where nS(χ) is the distribution of source as a function of comoving
distance. To be consistent with RCSLenS source distribution, we
use the fitting formulae as given in eq. (12) of Hojjati (2017).

The Fourier transform of 2-D lensing convergence (Eq. (10))
is

κ`(M, z) = δ2D(`;M, z)

' Wκ

χ2
δ̃3D

(
`

χ(z)
;M, z

)
=

Wκ(z)

χ2(z)

1

ρm(z)

×
∫

dr(4πr2)

(
sin(`r/χ)

`r/χ

)
ρ(ar;M, z),(13)

where r is a comoving radius (ar is the physical radius).
ρ(ar;M, z) is dark matter density profile which we use the NFW
profile (Navarro et al. 1997). The γt(`|M, z) is strongly related to
κ`(M, z) through a rotation (see Eq. (A11) in Sec. A), and the re-
sultant correlation function differs by the Bessel function. So we
will need the κ`(M, z) to compute Cy−γt` and then ξy−γt(θ).

To facilitate the calculation of Eq. (13), we define x =
a(z)r/rs. rs is a characteristic scale radius of the profile in phys-
ical unit. Then by defining `s = aχ/rs (a characteristic multipole
moment), one can transform Eq. (13) into (see also Hill & Spergel
(2014))

κ`(M, z) =
4πrs

a`2s

Wκ

ρm(z)

×
∫ ∞

0

dxx2

(
sin(`x/`s)

`x/`s

)
ρ (xrs;M, z) ,

(14)

where the scale radius rs can be calculated from rs = rvir/c. c
is the concentration parameter which we use the simulation result
from Duffy et al. (2008) as

c =
5.72

(1 + z)0.71

(
M

1014h−1M�

)−0.081

. (15)

The relation between virial mass and radius is

M =
4π

3
[∆c(z)ρc(z)] r3

vir, (16)

where

∆c(z) = 18π2 + 82[Ω(z)− 1]− 39[Ω(z)− 1]2, (17)

is the density contrast of virialized halo. Ω(z) = Ωm(1 +
z)3/E2(z) (Ωm is the current fractional matter density, E2(z) =
Ωm(1+z)3 +ΩΛ). ρc(z) is the critical density at redshift z, which
is ρc(z) = (3H2

0/8πG)E2(z). Therefore, the dependence of rvir

on virial mass M is(
rvir

1h−1Mpc

)
= 9.51×

(
M/(1015 h−1M�)

∆c(z)E2(z)

)1/3

.(18)

Therefore, through Eqs. (17) and (18), rs is a function of virial mass
and redshift. To calculate the UPP model, one needs to calculate the
value of R500 (Eq. (6)) given (M, z). One can use the formula in
appendix B of Planck Collaboration (2018) to calculate M500 and
then R500. Thus the entire y` function depends on virial mass and
redshift.

3.3 The power spectra of halo model

Putting together the Fourier transform of lensing kernel and
Compton-y parameter, the 1-halo, 2-halo term of Compton-y pa-
rameter and lensing convergence field κ can be calculated as (Ma
et al. 2015)

Cyκ,1h
` =

∫ zmax

0

dz
d2V

dzdΩ

∫ Mmax

Mmin

dM

(
dn

dM

)
× (y`(M, z)κ`(M, z)) (19)

Cyκ,2h
` =

∫ zmax

0

dz
d2V

dzdΩ
P lin

m

(
k =

`+ 1/2

χ(z)
, z

)
×

[∫
dM

(
dn

dM

)
b(M, z)y`(M, z)

]
×

[∫
dM

(
dn

dM

)
b(M, z)κ`(M, z)

]
, (20)

where d2V/dzdΩ = cχ2/H(z) is the comoving volume element
per redshift per steradians. dn/dM and b(M, z) are the halo mass
function and gravitational bias function, which we use the Sheth
& Tormen function respectively (Sheth & Tormen 1999). The total
correlation function between y and κ is

Cyκ` = Cyκ,1h
` + Cyκ,2h

` . (21)

The angular correlation function ξy−κ(θ) and ξy−γt(θ) with
the flat-sky approximation are obtained via

ξy−κ(θ) =
1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J0(`θ)By`B
κ
` ,

ξy−γt(θ) =
1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J2(`θ)By` , (22)

where the beam function for y-map and κ-map are

Bκ,y` = exp
(
−`2σ2

b/2
)
, (23)

MNRAS 000, 1–12 (2018)
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References P0 c500 α β γ χ2
min

Arnaud et al. (2010) 8.403h
−3/2
70 1.177 1.0510 5.4905 0.31 N/A

Planck Collaboration (2013) 6.41 1.81 1.33 4.13 0.31 N/A

Gong et al. (2019) 2.99+3.44
−1.57 1.16+0.79

−0.29 2.66+1.67
−0.97 5.48+2.39

−1.38 0.31 N/A

This work (WMAP-9 ξy−κ) 17.93+2.07
−14.47 2.69+0.85

−0.97 2.15+6.16
−1.06 3.46+1.49

−0.62 0.31 2.83

This work (Planck-2018 ξy−κ) 9.68+10.02
−7.11 2.71+0.92

−0.93 5.97+1.81
−4.73 3.47+1.39

−0.60 0.31 2.72

This work (WMAP-9 ξy−γt ) 16.91+3.05
−11.29 2.68+1.46

−0.96 1.75+1.29
−0.77 2.78+0.53

−0.37 0.31 6.56

This work (Planck-2018 ξy−γt ) 6.62+2.06
−1.65 1.91+1.07

−0.65 1.65+0.74
−0.50 4.88+1.18

−2.46 0.31 6.54

Table 2. The best-fitting UPP parameters previous studies and this work, with fixed value of γ = 0.31. The minimal χ2 values are listed for this work
(Ndof = 8 − 4 = 4). The data used in Arnaud et al. (2010) is 33 local (z < 0.2) clusters drawn from the REFLEX catalogue and observed with XMM-
Newton with mass in range 1014M� < M500 < 1015M�, and in Planck Collaboration (2013) is 62 local (z < 0.5 but mostly z < 0.3) clusters with mass
in range 1014M� < M500 < 1.5 × 1015M�. The best-fitting values quoted in Arnaud et al. (2010) and Planck Collaboration (2013) do not contain the
confidence intervals possibly due to the small number of statistics, though Planck Collaboration (2013) shows the likelihoods and joint constraints of these
parameters. The major difference between this work and the previous literatures is that this work uses the weak-lensing and tSZ cross-correlation function to
constrain these parameters, instead of using cluster samples.

where σb = θFWHM/
√

8 ln 2 = 0.00742 (θFWHM/1
◦) =

1.237 × 10−3, for the θFWHM = 10 arcmin of both Planck
y−map and lensing convergence map (κ). For shear map, it was
not smoothed (θFWHM = 0.0), so there is no beam function asso-
ciated with it. The detail calculation is presented in Appendix A.

3.4 Likelihood analysis

Finally we formulate the χ2 for both ξy−κ(θ) and ξy−γt(θ) as

χ2(p) =

Nbin∑
i=1

Nbin∑
j=1

(
ξdata(θi)− ξthe(θi|p)

) (
C−1)

ij

×
(
ξdata(θj)− ξthe(θj |p)

)
, (24)

in which p = (P0, c500, α, β) denotes the pressure profile param-
eter set. We calculate χ2

ξy−κ and χ2
ξy−γt respectively and then for-

mulate the maximum likelihood as L ∼ exp(−χ2/2).
To calculate the posterior distribution of the UPP parameters,

we utilize the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to pop-
ulate the samplings in the parameter space. We use the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm to determine the probability of accepting the
new points in the chain (Metropolis et al. 1953; Hastings 1970).
The density matrix proposed is obtained by Gaussian sampler with
adaptive step size (Doran & Müller 2004; Gong et al. 2019). We set
uniform flat prior for the UPP parameters in the following range:
P0 ∈ (0, 20), c500 ∈ (0, 10), α ∈ (0, 10), and β ∈ (0, 10). We run
fifteen parallel chains in total, and obtain 105 points for each chain
after it reaches the convergence criterion with R− 1 < 0.01 (Gel-
man & Rubin 1992). We then perform the burn-in and thinning of
the chains, and merge all chains into obtaining 1-D and 2-D poste-
rior distribution of the UPP parameters.

4 RESULTS

4.1 The UPP parameters

In the halo model, the underlying cosmological parameters affect
the cross-correlation function. For example, values of Ωmh

2, σ8

and ns have an impact on the amplitude and the shape of the matter

power spectrum. But in our study, we cannot release all of these
cosmological parameters because the likelihood will be too loose
and unable to constrain any parameter in a realistic range. Besides,
as one can see from Table 1, the difference between parameter val-
ues from Planck and WMAP are not big enough to predict to be
very different. We therefore fix the cosmological parameter values
to be Planck-2018 ( Pla) and WMAP 9-year best-fitting cosmolog-
ical parameter values (Hinshaw 2013), and list them in Table 1.
We will compare the results of constraints for these two settings of
background cosmology.

We release four parameters (P0, c500, α, β) in the likelihood
chain. As shown in Eq. (9), P0 controls the amplitude of UPP, c500

is the pressure concentration which controls the relation between
R500 and Rs, (α, β, γ) control the slope of the profile. If we re-
lease all five parameters, the pressure profile can take any ampli-
tude and shape so the constraints will be very loose. Therefore we
fix the inner slope parameter γ = 0.31, because its value is quite
precisely determined by XMM-Newton observations of the cluster
profile (Planck Collaboration 2013). We release (P0, c500, α, β) in
the likelihood chain.

In Figs. 2 and 3, we plot the joint constraints on the UPP pa-
rameter set from ξy−κ and ξy−γt data sets, by assuming Planck and
WMAP cosmological parameters as blue solid line and red dashed
line. The values obtained are shown in Table 2. We also plot the
best-fitting values of the UPP parameters from Planck Collabora-
tion (2013) as grey triangles and dashed vertical lines, which was
obtained by stacking a sample of 62 massive clusters in mass range
2 × 1014M� < M500 < 2 × 1015M�. One can see that the cur-
rent constraints from the correlation function for both assumed cos-
mologies are consistent with the values obtained from Planck 62-
clusters within 1σ C.L. The marginalized likelihood of c500, α and
β are quite consistent between WMAP and Planck assumed cos-
mologies. For WMAP-9 cosmology and ξγt−y estimator we find
c500 = 2.68+1.46

−0.96 and α = 1.75+1.29
−0.77 (shape index for intermedi-

ate radius); for Planck-2018 cosmology we find c500 = 1.91+1.07
−0.65

and α = 1.65+0.74
−0.5 . Only for P0 the assumed WMAP cosmology of

ξy−γt prefers a higher value, but it cannot exclude the lower value
preferred by Planck cosmology case due to its broad distribution.
The reason that WMAP cosmology parameter case prefers a slightly
higher value of P0 is because its best-fitting σ8 value is lower than
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Figure 2. The joint constraints on UPP parameters (P0, c500, α, β) with ξy−κ correlation data by assuming WMAP-9 (red dashed contours) and Planck-2018
(blue solid contours) cosmological parameters. The contours show 68%, 95% and 99% C.L. respectively. The best-fitting UPP parameter values from (Pla)
are marked with grey triangles and dashed lines.

Planck value. Therefore, to balance out the decrease amplitude of
κ` in Eq. (19) one needs to have a slightly higher amplitude of y`
which boosts up the P0 value.

In Table 2, we list the numerical values of the fitting results.
For comparison, we also list the parameters in Arnaud et al. (2010)
obtained from stacking 33 local (z < 0.2) clusters with mass
1014M� < M500 < 1015M�; the parameters in Planck Collabo-
ration (2013) obtained from stacking 62 nearby (z < 0.5) clusters
with mass 2 × 1014M� < M500 < 2 × 1015M�; the param-
eters in Gong et al. (2019) obtained from stacking 101, 407 cen-
tral, nearby galaxies (z < 0.5) with mass 1013M� < M500 <
1015M�. One can see that for these four parameters, our current
results from Planck and WMAP cosmologies are consistent with
Planck Collaboration (2013) within 1σ C.L. The β-value shows 2σ
deviation from Arnaud et al. (2010) but the error-bar is still too big
to derive a definite answer. The χ2

min is shown in the last column in
our fitting. The values for WMAP and Planck cosmologies are close
to each other. The degree of freedom in this fitting is 8− 4 = 4, so
χ2

min/Ndof = 0.71 and 0.68 for WMAP-9 and Planck cosmology
ξy−κ data set, and 1.64 for both WMAP-9 and Planck cosmology
ξy−γt data set. Therefore, the data is very well fitted by the pre-
diction from the halo model, which can also be seen in Fig. 1. The
Fig. 1 shows the excellent consistency between the prediction of

the halo model with the data from RCSLenS data cross-correlation
with Planck y−map. The bottom panel shows the difference be-
tween WMAP best-fitting curve and that of Planck, together with
the residual of the data (the data minus the Planck prediction). One
can see that the current data is unable to distinguish the small differ-
ence in WMAP and Planck prediction. Future data with tightened
up constraints can achieve the distinction.

To show the current best-fitting UPP, we plot the Pe/P500

value as a function of r/R500 for a fixed massM500 = 3×1014M�
in Fig. 4. This Pe/P500 = F (M500)P(x) is independent of the red-
shift evolution factor as seen from Eqs. (6) and (7). We run through
the constrained parameter spaces of Planck and WMAP cosmolo-
gies, and plot the best-fitting function Pe/P500, and its±1σ bound-
ary lines. One can see that although the errors of the UPP param-
eters are still quite large, the shape of the UPP is relatively fixed,
and the amplitude of the profile does not vary by a factor of 3. Our
result is, to date, the most precise determination of the pressure
profile of galaxy clusters if allowing the four parameters of UPP
to vary4. The universal pressure profile under WMAP and Planck

4 Previous works tried to constrain UPP parameters to various extent. For
example, Romero (2015) used MUSTANG and Bolocam data to constrain
the γ parameters for Abell 1835 and MACS0647, while fixing all other
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2 but for ξy−γt correlation data.

Figure 4. The mean value (solid lines) and standard deviation (dashed lines) of Pe/P500 (redshift independent which can be seen from Eqs. (6) and (7).) as
a function of r/R500 derived from the MCMC chains for Planck-2018 and WMAP-9 cosmologies. The left and right panels are for ξy−κ and ξy−γt results.
Here we assume M500 = 3 × 1014M�.
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Figure 5. The separation of the ξy−κ(θ) signal in different redshift bins (panel (a)), mass bins (panel (b)) and radius bins (panel (c)). Lines with different
colours and solid/dashed styles indicate the different redshift, mass and radius regimes. The f -value is the fractional contribution of each bin to the total signal
curve.

cosmological parameters are also consistent with each other at all
radii out to R500.

4.2 Contributions from different mass, radius and redshift
bins

Given the current constraints on the UPP parameters, we further
investigate the contribution of the signal of cross-correlation from
baryons residing in different masses of halos, different redshift
ranges and different radius relative to the centre of halos. Since both
the real-space ξy−κ and ξy−γt come from the Fourier transforma-
tion of power spectrum Cy−κ` , here we only use the ξy−κ(θ) to
investigate the fractional contribution. To investigate the fractional
contribution from each redshift, mass and radius bin, we need to
calculate the fraction of the area under the curve in each bin to the
total area, i.e.

f =

∫
dθξbin(θ)∫
dθξtotal(θ)

. (25)

parameters. Romero (2017) fitted 14 clusters’ UPP profile and obtained
tight constraints but only allowing c500, γ and P0 to vary. Sayers (2013)
used Bolocam (Caltech) observation of a set of 45 massive clusters’ images
and constrained the UPP parameter but only reported the best-fitting values
without confidence levels (full likelihood).

4.2.1 Redshift bins

To separate the signal into different redshift bins, we limit the in-
tegral in Eq. (19) into different redshift intervals. The results are
shown in panel (a) of Fig. 5. The f -value quoted in the legend
shows the contribution of signals in the respective bin relative to
the total signal, by calculating the fraction of areas under the curve
to the full curve.

One can see that most of the signal (f = 56.0%) of the cor-
relation function ξy−κ comes from the z < 0.1 band. As the red-
shift increases, the contributions gradually decrease, and there is a
small contribution (f = 7.3%) to the total signal from baryons that
locate at z > 0.3. This phenomenon suggests that the κ− y cross-
correlation is most sensitive to the low redshift regime of the ion-
ized gas. As shown in Cen & Ostriker (2006) and Bregman (2007),
most of the baryons in the warm-hot intergalactic medium (WHIM)
phase with temperature in between 105 to 107 K are at low red-
shifts (z ≤ 0.5). Therefore, the cross-correlation signal is most
sensitive to this WHIM gas. Besides, our result is quantitatively
consistent with the result of redshift contribution found in Hojjati
et al. (2015). As one can see in the upper panel of fig. 2 of Ho-
jjati et al. (2015), the major contribution of the cross-correlation
signal is also from z < 0.3, but the contribution from z > 0.3
is slightly bigger than we obtained here. The reason is that Hojjati
et al. (2015) used the cosmo-OWLS simulation, which is an ex-
tension of the OverWhelmingly Large Simulations project (Schaye
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2010). The simulation was run with a significantly modified version
of the Lagrangian TreePM-SPH code GADGET3 (Springel 2005)
which takes into account for the various AGN feedback models.
Therefore, the source distribution and lensing kernel could be dif-
ferent in between this simulation code and RCSLenS data, but they
are consistent with each other in a quantitative way generally.

4.2.2 Mass bins

To investigate the mass contribution from different regimes, we
separate integral of the mass in Eq. (19) and the first square bracket
in Eq. (20) to different intervals of the halo mass and plot their
correlation function in panel (b) of Fig. 5. One can see that the
mass bin 1014M� < Mvir < 1015M� makes the major contri-
bution (f = 65.1%) to the total signal. The halo mass regime of
M < 1014M� contributes 4.8 per cent of the correlation contribu-
tion, and M > 1015M� contributes 30.0 per cent of the correla-
tion contribution. This result shows that the majority of the κ − y
cross-correlation comes from halos with masses in between 1014–
1015M�. The contribution from halos above or below this regime
is small. This result is also consistent with the previous findings
in Hojjati et al. (2015). As shown in the second upper panel of
fig. 2 in Hojjati et al. (2015), if the mass cut of M > 5× 1014M�
is made to the simulation catalogue, then the correlation function
drops down to ∼ 34 per cent. This result is quantitatively consis-
tent with our finding because the mass cut M > 1015M� reduces
the correlation function to ∼ 28 per cent level.

4.2.3 Radius bin

Then we calculate the fractional contribution of baryonic gas in dif-
ferent radius range to the centre of dark matter halo. We do this by
separating the integral in Eq. (14) into three different radius inter-
vals, which corresponds to three ranges in x, i.e.

0 < r 6 rvir/2

rvir/2 < r 6 rvir

r > rvir. (26)

Then we substitute their corresponding y`(M, z) value into
Eqs. (19) and (20) and calculate the correlation function and frac-
tional contribution. We show our results in panel (c) of Fig. 5.
One can see that 72.6 per cent of baryons contributed to the sig-
nal comes from the inner regime of the profile r 6 rvir/2 whereas
outer regime r > rvir contributes to about 13.1 per cent. This phe-
nomenon shows the contribution from the baryon located at larger
radii is non-negligible, but it is comparably smaller than previous
studies of hydro-simulation in Hojjati et al. (2015). In the third up-
per panel and table 2 of Hojjati et al. (2015), one can see that the
outer radius regime contributes to roughly 11% + 24% = 35%
of the total signal, which is larger than the result we obtain here.
Nonetheless, qualitatively, both studies show that the major contri-
bution of the correlation signal comes from the low-radius part of
the gaseous halo profile.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we make use of the cross-correlation between the con-
vergence and shear measurements of the weak gravitational lensing

from RCS lensing survey (RCSLenS) with the thermal Sunyaev-
Zeldovich signal measured by Planck satellite to study the univer-
sal pressure profile (UPP) of galaxy clusters. The cross-correlation
signals of ξκ−y(θ) and ξγt−y(θ) are measured at 7.1σ C.L. and
8.1σ C.L. individually (including sample variance), and we com-
bine these two data sets to probe the cluster pressure profile.

We first derive the theoretical cross-correlation signal ξκ−y(θ)
and ξγt−y(θ) by using the halo model. In this derivation, we take
into account the source distribution of RCSLenS data and the
Planck beam in the estimates. We first compute the 1-halo and
2-halo terms of the cross-correlated power spectra and transform
them into angular space to calculate the correlation function for
both κ − y and γt − y correlation. We adopt both WMAP 9-year
and Planck 2018 best-fitting cosmological parameters in the calcu-
lation. We then employ the MCMC technique to sample the param-
eters space of UPP parameters (P0, α, β, c500) and calculate the
posterior distributions.

We present our results of numerical fitting in Table 2. Ex-
cept for P0, the estimates of (α, β, c500) are consistent in be-
tween Planck and WMAP cosmologies. The difference in P0

(amplitude of UPP) is due to the difference in best-fitting Ωm

values between Planck and WMAP cosmologies, but they are
broadly consistent with each other due to the large error bars. The
Planck measurement for UPP parameters is (P0, c500, α, β) =
(9.68+10.02

−7.11 , 2.71+0.92
−0.93, 5.97+1.81

−4.73, 3.47+1.39
−0.60) for ξy−κ fitting and

(6.62+2.06
−1.65, 1.91+1.07

−0.65, 1.65+0.74
−0.50, 4.88+1.18

−2.46) for ξy−γt fitting, for
which the UPP is constrained to be within a factor of 3 in shape and
magnitude. We then separate the best-fitting halo models into dif-
ferent redshift, halo mass and radii regime. We find that most of the
baryons that contribute to the cross-correlation signals are located
at low redshift z < 0.1, halo mass in between 1014–1015M� and
within half of the virial radius (r 6 rvir/2). But the baryons asso-
ciated with low mass halo, and those are diffused outside the virial
radii also have non-negligible contributions to the total signal.

Our results are consistent with the previous findings in Ma
et al. (2015) and Hojjati et al. (2015); Hojjati (2017) that there is a
non-negligible signal coming from the baryons gravitationally as-
sociated with low-mass halos and diffuse outside the halo virial
radius. We can also compare our best-fitting halo model predic-
tion (Fig. 1) with the hydrodynamic simulation shown in Hojjati
et al. (2015). One can see that the hydrodynamic simulation with
AGN 8.0 feedback model is the closet match to our prediction and
the data. This corresponds to the temperature by which neighbour-
ing gas is raised due to feedback is around ∆Theat ' 108.0 K.
Increasing the value of ∆Theat results in much stronger feedback
events and also more bursty feedback. One should notice that recent
study with clustering and weak lensing correlation from Dark En-
ergy Survey (DES) excluded ∆Theat ' 108.7 K at 2σ C.L. (Huang
2020).

In conclusion, we should be clear that the majority of the
cross-correlation signal between Compton-y map and weak grav-
itational lensing comes from high-mass halos and central region,
but the baryons that diffuse outside the virial radius and associate
with low-mass halos contribute non-negligibly. Our Markov-Chain
Monte-Carlo likelihood shows that the halo concentration is con-
sistent with the previous finding by using cluster studies (Planck
Collaboration 2013). In addition, the 2-pt correlation function from
the halo model can fully describe the κ-y cross-correlation. Future
more precise measurement on this cross-correlation, and with bet-
ter modelling of the pressure profiles of clusters and filaments has
the potential to determine the baryonic distribution ultimately.
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DATA AVAILABILITY

The Planck data used in this paper is a public dataset that can
be downloaded from Planck Legacy Archive (https://pla.
esac.esa.int). The RCSLenS data is available at the web-
page http://www.rcslens.org/. The cross-correlation data
and its covariance matrix are not public datasets, which can be re-
quested by contacting the authors.
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APPENDIX A: ANGULAR CORRELATION FUNCTION

Here we lay out the detail calculation of the cross-correlation func-
tions of κ and y, and γt and y, by using flat-sky approximation 5.
Fig. A1 helps to understand the geometric relations between differ-
ent angles and quantities.

A1 ξκy(θ)

Both y(n̂) and κ(n̂) are the random fields on the sky, so they are
functions of sky position n̂. ~θ is the angular separation between
the selected two points of the two fields (Fig. A1). The correlation

5 If one uses a full-sky formalism, the sum over modes should be over
Wigner-D matrix (Kilbinger 2017).
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Figure A1. The geometric relation between ~̀, ~θ within the plane of the sky with coordinate {~e1, ~e2}.

function can be written as

ξκy(θ) =

∫
d2n̂

4π
〈y(n̂)κ(n̂ + ~θ)〉

=

∫
d2n̂

4π

〈[∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
y(~̀)e−i

~̀·n̂

]

×

[∫
d2~̀′

(2π)2
κ(~̀′)ei

~̀′·(n̂+~θ)

]〉

=

∫
d2n̂

4π

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2

d2~̀′

(2π)2
〈y(~̀)κ(~̀′)〉

× ei(
~̀′·(n̂+~θ)−~̀·n̂).

(A1)

Now we can use the definition of power spectrum

〈y(~̀)κ(~̀′)〉 = (2π)2δ2D

(
~̀− ~̀′

)
Cκy` , (A2)

and integrate ~̀′ over the 2D Dirac-Delta function, then we have

ξκy(θ) =

∫
d2n̂

4π

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
Cκy` ei

~̀·~θ

=
1

(2π)2

∫
d` `Cκy`

∫ 2π

0

dα ei`θ cosα, (A3)

where in the second line we used the fact that, for statistical
isotropy of the Universe, 〈y(n̂)κ(n̂ + ~θ)〉 does not depend on n̂
thus the integral over n̂ simply gives 4π.

Using the definition of Bessel function

Jn(x) =
i−n

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ cos(nθ)eix cos θ, (A4)

we can simplify Eq. (A3) as

ξκy(θ) =
1

(2π)

∫
d` `Cκy` J0(`θ)

=
1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J0(`θ), (A5)

where J0 is the zero-order Bessel function.

The above calculation is for the two maps without the effect of
beam. For Planck y−map and RCSLenS κ-map, they are smoothed
with a Gaussian beam of θFWHM = 10 arcmin respectively, so the
beam function in `-space is

Bκ,y` = exp
(
−`2σ2

b/2
)
, (A6)

where σb = θFWHM/
√

8 ln 2 = 0.00742 (θFWHM/1
◦) =

1.237 × 10−3. Therefore, the observed correlation function be-
comes

ξκy(θ) =
1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J0(`θ)By`B
κ
` . (A7)

A2 ξγty(θ)

We begin by defining the tangential shear γt on the flat sky 6

γt(~θ) = −γ1(~θ) cos(2φ)− γ2(~θ) sin(2φ), (A8)

where ~θ = (θ cosφ, θ sinφ) which is the small angle in the flat-
sky plane (Fig. A1). γ1 and γ2 are the two components of the shear
field. On the flat-sky, γ1 and γ2 are related to the projected mass
density fluctuation in Fourier space, κ(~̀) as

γ1(~θ) =

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
κ(~̀) cos(2ϕ)ei

~̀·~θ

γ2(~θ) =

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
κ(~̀) sin(2ϕ)ei

~̀·~θ, (A9)

where ϕ is the angle between ~̀ and ê1 (right panel of Fig. A1),
i.e. ~̀ = (` cosϕ, ` sinϕ). Therefore, by combining Eq. (A9) with
Eq. (A8), we obtain

γt(~θ) = −
∫

d2~̀

(2π)2
κ(~̀) cos [2(φ− ϕ)] ei`θ cos(φ−ϕ). (A10)

6 The accurate derivation can be done with spin-2 spherical harmon-
ics (Stebbins 1996).
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For purely tangential shears, γt is always positive (Jeong et al.
2009), which allows us to average γt over the ring around the origin
to calculate the mean tangential shear γ̄t

γ̄t(~θ) =

∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π
γt(θ, φ)

= −
∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
κ(~̀)

× cos [2(φ− ϕ)] ei`θ cos(φ−ϕ). (A11)

We now calculate ξγty(θ) as

ξγty(θ) =

∫
d2n̂

4π
〈y(n̂)γ̄t(n̂

′)〉n̂′=n̂+~θ

= −
∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π

∫
d2n̂

4π

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2

d2~̀′

(2π)2
〈y(~̀′)κ(~̀)〉

× cos [2(φ− ϕ)] e−i
~̀′·n̂ei

~̀·(n̂′=n̂+~θ)

= −
∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π

∫
d2n̂

4π

d2~̀

(2π)2
cos [2(φ− ϕ)] ei

~̀·~θ

= −
∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π

∫
d2~̀

(2π)2
cos [2(φ− ϕ)] ei`θ cos(φ−ϕ),

(A12)

where in the third equation we have used the definition of power
spectrum (Eq. (A2)), and in the fourth equation we have used the
statistical isotropy.

We now carry out the integral as

ξγty(θ) = −
∫ 2π

0

dφ

2π

∫
d` ` dϕ

(2π)2

× cos [2(φ− ϕ)] ei`θ cos(φ−ϕ),

(A13)

and we can re-define the angle x ≡ φ−ϕ and y = φ+ϕ, we have
dφdϕ = dxdy (Jacobian identity equals to unity), the angles x and
y also have the range [0, 2π], therefore integrate y over, we have

ξγty(θ) = −
∫

d` `

(2π)2
Cκy`

[∫ 2π

0

dx cos(2x)ei`θ cos x

]
=

1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J2(`θ). (A14)

For shear map, it was not smoothed (θFWHM = 0.0), so the real-
space cross-correlation function is

ξγty(θ) =
1

2π

∑
`

`Cκy` J2(`θ)By` . (A15)

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