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ABSTRACT

We present a joint cosmological analysis of the power spectra measurement of the Planck Comp-
ton parameter and the integrated Sachs—Wolfe (ISW) maps. We detect the statistical correla-
tion between the Planck Thermal Sunyaev—Zeldovich (tSZ) map and ISW data with a signifi-
cance of a 3.60 confidence level (CL), with the autocorrelation of the Planck tSZ data being mea-
sured at a 250 CL. The joint auto- and cross-power spectra constrain the matter density to be
Qm = 0.31715:939, the Hubble constant Hy = 66.5735kms™! Mpc™! and the rms matter density
fluctuations to be og = 0.7307003 at the 68% CL. The derived large-scale structure Sg parameter is
Ss = 08(Qm/0.3)%5 = 0.755+0.060. If using only the diagonal blocks of covariance matrices, the Hub-
ble constant becomes Hy = 69.7Jj%g km s~ Mpc~t. In addition, we obtain the constraint of the product
of the gas bias, gas temperature, and density as bgas (1/(0.1keV)) (fe/1m™3) = 3.0970320. We find
that this constraint leads to an estimate on the electron temperature today as T, = (2.4075350) x 10° K,
consistent with the expected temperature of the warm—hot intergalactic medium. Our studies show
that the ISW—tSZ cross-correlation is capable of probing the properties of the large-scale diffuse gas.

Keywords: galaxies: clusters: general - galaxies: clusters: power spectrum - cosmic infrared background

- cosmological parameters - cosmology: large scale structure of Universe

1. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the composition and distribution of
baryonic matter in the Universe is a crucial step toward
unraveling the mysteries of its formation and evolution.
While baryons make up a small fraction of the total
matter—energy content (Aiola et al. 2020; Planck Col-
laboration et al. 2020), they play a vital role in the pro-
cesses that shape the cosmic structures that we observe
today. Early estimates and numerical simulations show

* Corresponding author: Y.-Z. Ma, mayinzhe@sun.ac.za

that most baryons are “missing,” whereas the baryons
that are already made into stars and galaxies constitute
a small portion of the total baryon budget (Fukugita
et al. 1998; Fukugita & Peebles 2004; Cen & Ostriker
2006; Shull et al. 2012). Accurate constraints on the
missing baryons are valuable to improve our understand-
ing of the fundamental parameters that govern the Uni-
verse.

To this aim, several techniques have been adopted.
For instance, Nicastro et al. (2018) and Nevalainen et al.
(2019) used quasars to search for absorption features
that correspond to baryons in the form of neutral gas
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and the intracluster medium. The dispersion measure
of fast radio bursts (FRBs) provides an integrated mea-
surement of baryon density (2,h2) out to localized host
galaxies at high redshifts (Macquart et al. 2020; Yang
et al. 2022). Quantified deuterium abundance in the
high-redshift metal-poor damped Ly« system (DLAs)
can reveal the primordial deuterium abundance, which
leads to precise measurements of baryon density (Cooke
et al. 2018).

Other probes include searching for baryons using
metal absorption lines (Oh 2002; Davé & Oppenheimer
2007; Narayanan et al. 2009; Bertone et al. 2010; Shull
et al. 2012; Keating et al. 2014; Tie et al. 2022), statis-
tical stacks on filamentary structures using the thermal
Sunyaev—Zeldovich (tSZ) effect (Tanimura et al. 2019,
2020) and X-ray (Tanimura et al. 2020, 2022a) mea-
surements, and direct X-ray detections of individual fil-
aments (Werner et al. 2008; Eckert et al. 2015). Simi-
larly, X-ray diffuse emission (Galeazzi et al. 2009; Takei
et al. 2011; Fujita et al. 2017; Nicola et al. 2022) was
also used to search for baryons because it is particularly
sensitive to the presence of highly ionized plasma with
temperatures of 107 K < T < 108 K.

The tSZ effect (Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1972) is pro-
duced by the inverse Compton scattering of the cosmic
microwave background (CMB) photons by high-energy
electrons. It is sensitive to the properties of the hot
gas in galaxy clusters, including its density and tem-
perature. Therefore, by measuring the tSZ effect, we
can study the distribution and physical properties of the
ionized baryons, which are important for understanding
the large-scale structure (LSS) of the Universe and the
processes of cluster formation and evolution. The effect
imprints a distortion in the CMB blackbody spectrum,
which can be expressed as

£ = ySsz(x), (1)

To
where Sgz(x) = x coth(x/2) —4 is the spectral distortion
function, © = hv/kgTy, and Ty = 2.725K is the back-
ground CMB temperature. The Compton-y parameter
in Equation (1) is the integral of the electron pressure
along the line of sight:

k
y= B"'g / neT,dl, (2)

MeC

where me, T,, and n, are the mass, temperature, and
number density of electrons, respectively. o, kg, and
c are the Thomson scattering cross section, the Boltz-
mann constant, and the speed of light, respectively. Un-
like X-ray luminosity, the tSZ signal is linearly pro-
portional to the baryon density and the electron tem-

perature, making the detection of gas with low den-
sities and medium temperatures possible. To achieve
this aim, stacking analyses have been used at the lo-
cations of clusters and superstructures to achieve the
goal of detecting such gas. Recently, Tanimura et al.
(2019) stacked ~ 105 pairs of luminous red galaxies on
the Planck tSZ map and obtained the first detection
of warm gas along the filamentary structures. A com-
plementary study of the gas density and temperature
was performed in Tanimura et al. (2020), by stacking
24,544 filaments (across 18-30 Mpc scales) identified by
the DisPerSE method (Sousbie 2011). de Graaff et al.
(2019) conducted a similar study with CMASS galaxies
at higher redshifts and obtained results consistent with
the predicted WHIM properties. Other relevant studies
can be found in Mittaz et al. (1998), Eckert et al. (2015),
Vavagiakis et al. (2021), Kusiak et al. (2021) and Bona-
mente et al. (2022).

Similarly, the tSZ auto-angular power spectrum and
cross-correlation with other LSS tracers have been ex-
tensively studied to trace gas distribution, calibrate clus-
ter masses, and characterize cosmic structures on large
scales. This is due to the particular advantage of the
tSZ effect of not being very sensitive to redshift evo-
lution, which leaves the possibility of cross-correlating
with other LSS tracers to pull out the signal of inter-
est. For example, Van Waerbeke et al. (2014) cross-
correlated the tSZ map with the Canada—France—Hawaii
weak lensing data and obtained a ~ 60 confidence level
(CL) detection. Ma et al. (2015) and Hojjati et al.
(2017) found that the detected signal in Van Waerbeke
et al. (2014) corresponds to ~ 50% of the baryons lying
beyond the virial radius of the halos with a temperature
of 7x10°K < T < 3 x 108 K. Hurier et al. (2019) com-
bined the tSZ effect, X-rays, and weak-lensing auto- and
cross-correlation angular power spectra to estimate the
cluster mass bias and obtained a result consistent with
the Planck measurement at 20 CL. Ma et al. (2021)
used the tSZ-lensing cross-correlation to constrain the
pressure profile of galaxy clusters. A series of other
studies based on cross-correlating the tSZ results with
other tracers to measure the cluster mass bias can be
found in Ma (2017), Bolliet et al. (2018), Li et al. (2018),
Makiya et al. (2018), Salvati et al. (2019), Koukoufilip-
pas et al. (2020) and Ibitoye et al. (2022).

The cross-correlation technique equally allows us to
study the statistical relationship between LSS tracers
and other cosmological probes, providing valuable in-
sights into the underlying cosmological parameters such
as the Hubble parameter (h), matter density (Q,), and
the amplitude of matter density fluctuations (og). For
example, Osato et al. (2019) cross-correlated the tSZ
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maps from Planck with the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam
(HSC) year one data and achieved the constraint of
Qm = 0.3149+0.008 and g = 0.8304+0.014 (68% CL.).
Troster et al. (2021) used the tSZ map from Planck
and Kilo-Degree Survey (KiDS) data to the same aim,
constraining Q,, = 0.34275032 and o3 = 0.751700%,
(68% CL.). Similar studies can be found in Troxel
et al. (2018), Hamana et al. (2020b), Hamana et al.
(2020a), Planck Collaboration et al. (2020), Porredon
et al. (2021) and Secco et al. (2021).

Our study pursues a similar scientific goal. We con-
strain the cosmological parameters including the Hubble
parameter, matter density, and the amplitude of matter
density fluctuations, together with the astrophysical pa-
rameter W57 (the product of the mean electron density
Ne, electron temperature T,, gas bias bgas at redshift
z = 0). To achieve this, we cross-correlate the tSZ effect
with the integrated Sachs—-Wolfe (ISW) effect (Sachs &
Wolfe 1967), which characterizes the largest-scale per-
turbations in the Universe, and use this to provide valu-
able constraints on WHIM properties and the underlying
cosmology. The ISW effect is a secondary anisotropy
of the CMB, which arises when a CMB photon from
the last scattering surface enters and leaves the time-
evolving gravitational potential, which can change its
net energy. Therefore, it causes an additional temper-
ature anisotropy on large scales and is sensitive to the
growth rate of cosmic structures. Similarly, because the
tSZ effect is also sensitive to the growth rate of cosmic
structures, the cross-correlation of the ISW with the tSZ
effect can provide useful insight into the gas properties
on very large scales (Creque-Sarbinowski et al. 2016).

We will employ the ISW and tSZ maps obtained with
the Planck satellite for this analysis. The Planck Col-
laboration detected the ISW signal, with significances
from ~ 2.50 to ~ 40 CL, by cross-correlating the Planck
CMB map with radio sources from the NVSS cata-
log, galaxies from the optical Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey (SDSS) and the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer
(WISE) surveys, and the Planck 2015 convergence lens-
ing map (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014a, 2016a). In
addition, the Planck Collaboration also provided differ-
ent maps of the ISW fluctuations, from different com-
binations of the abovementioned LSS tracers. We will
consider the potential systematics from the cosmic in-
frared background (CIB) in the cross-correlation, which
can contaminate both ISW and tSZ maps at z < 1. We
ailm to conduct a joint analysis of both the ISW and
tSZ effects and constrain the aforementioned cosmolog-
ical parameters and gas quantities on very large scales.

This paper is arranged as follows. In Sec. 2, we detail
the observables, including the theoretical models and

-9.1 x 10¢ +9.9 x 10¢

Figure 1. The ISW map (AT/Ty) with a 40% Galactic-
plane mask superimposed.

-1x 107 +1 x 107

Figure 2. All-sky Compton parameter map (y-map) mea-
sured by Planck based on the NILC algorithm. The point-
source mask and the 40% Galactic-plane mask have been
applied.

data sets employed. In Sec.3, we present the detailed
cross-correlation analysis and demonstrate the signifi-
cance of the cross-correlated signal. In Sec. 4, we carry
out the power spectrum analysis. In Sec. 5, we describe
the parameter constraints and their cosmological infer-
ence. We present our conclusions in Sec. 6. Throughout
the paper, we assume a spatially flat ACDM model in
which, apart from the parameters being varied in Ta-
ble 2, we fix the other cosmological parameters to be
ns = 0.965, 7 = 0.0540, and In(10°A) = 3.043 (Planck
Collaboration et al. 2020).

2. DATA AND MEASUREMENTS
2.1. ISW Map

The ISW effect (Sachs & Wolfe 1967) is a secondary
anisotropy of the CMB caused by the time-varying grav-
itational potentials of the LSS, which dominates the
CMB on large scales. At low redshifts, it shows a direct
signature of dark energy in a ACDM Universe because
of the potential decay effect. ISW is also sensitive to
the evolution of the growth factor, so it can test alter-
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Figure 3. The measurements of the power spectra, CY (y-auto, upper-left), CF ~ (ISW-auto, upper-right) and C¥" (ISW-y
cross, lower). Black dots and bars in each case are the means of the spectrum measured from the associated map and the error
bars are estimated as the square root of the diagonal values of the corresponding covariance matrix. Other curves have been

defined in the legend of each plot.

native theories of gravity along with other cosmological
probes. However, because the ISW signal is mostly on
large scales that are dominated by cosmic variance, the
number of modes extractable is limited (Maniyar et al.
2019). Thus, the ISW effect is only detectable by cross-
correlating with other LSS observations (Crittenden &
Turok 1996; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016a). Figure 1
is the Planck’s ISW map delivered in HEALP1x! for-
mat (Gorski et al. 2005) with an original pixel resolution
Ngge = 64. We notice that the resolution of the ISW
map is 160" in full width at half maximum (FWHM).
As indicated in Planck Collaboration et al. (2016a), this

1 The HEALPIX software has been extensively used to handle pix-
elated data on the sphere, such as Tanoglidis et al. (2021), Ap-
pleby et al. (2021), Saydjari et al. (2022), and Chen & Remazeilles
(2022).

map has a negligible contribution from foreground resid-
uals.

2.2. Compton parameter map

In this analysis, we employ the full-sky Compton-
y map provided by the Planck satellite mission (Fig-
ure 2; Planck Collaboration et al. 2016b).  The
Compton-y map is the result of the combination of
Planck individual frequency maps convolved to a res-
olution of 10’ using either the Modified Internal Linear
Combination Algorithm (MILCA) method (Hurier et al.
2013) or the Needlet Independent Linear Combination
(NILC) algorithm (Remazeilles et al. 2011). Because
these two maps are consistent in the limit of uncertain-
ties, for the rest of this work we only present the results
for the NILC map. To block out spurious contamination
and Galactic foregrounds that can affect our results, we
combine the 40% Galactic mask with the point-source
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Table 1. Summary of Power Spectra Measurements Averaged over [fmin, fmax] Multipole Intervals. Note. For each effective
multipole fes, we report the values of the power spectra labeled as C¥¥,CF",CY. We also report the Gaussian error contri-
bution estimated using the NAMASTER-based covariance, the non-Gaussian error contribution estimated using the PYccCL-based
covariance and the simulation-based covariance described in Sections 2.4 and 3.1, labeled as o¢ (Cé“’y), UNG(ng), oTT, and o1y,

respectively.

£ min ‘g max g eff

100CY 10%0(CYY) 10%ona(CYY) 108CFT 10%6fT 100 Y 100,

16 21 18.0 9.72077 4.56072 1.81210 13.3760 1.70741 8.66413 1.93446
21 27 23.5 12.6576 2.74956 1.01802 0.08154 0.64732 0.59105 0.62952
27 35  30.5 6.08801 1.37876 0.55815 1.65065 0.24557 0.37412 0.37413
35 46 40.0 3.42842 0.62237 0.29008 0.41536 0.06169 0.14142 0.20050
46 60 52.5 2.42630 0.34870 0.14811 0.08813 0.02255 0.00072 0.07088
60 78  68.5 1.51277 0.16553 0.07488 0.01740 0.02262 0.01933 0.06264
78 102 89.5 1.17419 0.07292 0.03873 0.00380 0.01425 0.00285 0.02281
102 133 117.0 0.96084 0.03204 0.01964 0.00071 0.00795 0.00063 0.01297
133 173 152.5 0.66389 0.01251 0.00999 0.00010  0.00572 0.00007 0.01006
173 190 181.0 0.66705 0.00993 0.00642 0.00001 0.00377 0.00001 0.00815

masks. The Compton parameter map, Galactic mask,
and point-source masks are publicly available on the
Planck Legacy Archive?.

To match the resolution of the ISW map, we decon-
volve the Compton-y map with a 10’ Gaussian beam and
then convolve with a 160" Gaussian beam to make it the
same resolution with the ISW.? We then downgrade the
Compton-y map to a coarser pixelization of Ngqe = 64,
the same as the ISW map. We will use this reprocessed
y-map in all subsequent analyses.

2.3. Measurement

We now describe how we obtained our auto- and cross-
correlation measurements. The Planck ISW and Comp-
ton y-parameter maps described in Sections. 2.1 and
Sec. 2.2 are used to measure the projected autocorre-
lation angular power spectrum of each observable and
the cross-correlation angular power spectrum of the two.
This analysis is conducted using the publicly available
pseudo-C; MASTER algorithm (Hivon et al. 2002), as

2 http://pla.esac.esa.int/pla
tSZ

implemented in the NaMaster package® (Alonso et al.
2019). The code permits dealing with spin 0 and 2 sig-
nals, e.g., the case of the CMB temperature and po-
larization. However, the case considered in this work
always deals with scalar quantities. The software is ef-
ficient in handling complex masks and high-resolution
pixelization. It also executes FE- or B-mode purifica-
tion in both flat-sky approximation and in full-sky mode.
We then made a sanity check with the ANAFAST subrou-
tine included in the HEALPIX software package (Gorski
et al. 1998; Zonca et al. 2019). The power spectra mea-
sured using both software packages are in good agree-
ment.

By construction, NaMaster accepts all sky maps in
the form of HEALPIX maps exclusively with RING or-
dering and produces the CEITZ power spectrum if two
spin—0 fields are given, C}E2, C’eTlB2 for one spin—0
field and one spin > 0 field, and CflE"‘, Cle2, Cf"‘Bl,
CZB 1B2 hower spectra for two given spin > 0 fields (the
subscripts “1” and “2” represent the field or the ob-
servable of interest). Hence, since both the ISW and

4 The code uses the MASTER. (pseudo-Cy) approach to analyze
and compute in full sky the angular auto- and cross-power spec-
tra of masked fields of any pairs of spin for an arbitrary num-
ber of known contaminants. The source is hosted at https:
//github.com/LSSTDESC/NaMaster and documented at http:

3 This step is achieved by multiplying ay>*” by the ratio B(}GO/B}O
function, where B}%0 (B}9) is the Fourier transform of a Gaussian
beam with a 160 (10’) FWHM.

//namaster.readthedocs.io/.
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Figure 4. The six independent blocks of the full correlation matrix defined in Equation (7).
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The diagonal blocks show the

standard correlations for the TT, yy, and Ty spectra; the offdiagonal blocks show the additional cross-correlations between
different spectra. The correlation values are shown for pairs of the effective band power multipoles defined in Table 1.

Compton parameter maps are given as spin—0 fields,
the measured auto- and cross-angular power spectra’
are Cy T, CY¥ and ng on full sky respectively. To com-
pare them with the theoretical prediction, we show in
Figure 3 the resulting y-auto (yy), ISW-auto (TT), and
ISW-y cross-power spectra (Ty).

The sensitive ¢-range in this study is ¢ € [16,190]. The
lower cut is due to the ISW map not having modes for
¢ < 8 (Sachs & Wolfe 1967) and the significant cosmic
variance between ¢ € [8,16], which can bias our result.
The high-¢ cut is due to the limited resolution of the
ISW map (Ngge = 64). The data points we show in

5 These power spectra have been corrected for the mode-coupling
effect as a result of the survey mask. However, for a check, we
also measured the cut-sky power spectra using NaMaster and then
manually transformed the spectra to full sky. The results are
consistent.

Figure 3 are the binned-£ ones, to reduce the empirical
scatter between adjacent multipole amplitudes ¢. We
adopt the same scheme for binning as in Planck Col-
laboration et al. (2016¢). In addition, this makes the
power spectrum coupling matrix invertible to some ex-
tent. One may notice that the Planck Collaboration
et al. (2016¢) used 19 multipole bins in total, but we
used 10 bins for the range of feg = 18.0 to Lo = 181.0
in total. The binning is done by evaluating each bin’s
average power spectrum values. The resulting values are
quoted in Table 1.

We remind the reader that the y-auto power spec-
trum presented in the upper left of Figure 3 was mea-
sured in full sky while the one presented on the left of
Figure 11 in Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b) was
measured in partial sky. As a comparison, we show in
Figure 15 in Appendix C the C}¥ both from our analysis
and Planck’s partial-sky result. A closer look at Figure
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11 in Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b) shows that the
C}Y measurement is greatly affected by Galactic emis-
sions below ¢ < 20, but not so much for ¢ > 20. There-
fore, it is not surprising to see the consistency between
our study and the Planck results for 18.0 < ¢ < 152.5
(see Appendix C for more details).

2.4. Covariance matriz calculation

An accurate estimate of the Gaussian covariance can
be calculated using NaMaster. We then generated
1000 realizations of the Compton-y map from the fidu-
cial power spectrum. Each of these maps is supplied
as a spin-0 field to the code with the same weight-
ing/masking scheme, to output binned power spectra
Ci (ie. CY”'); the resultant covariance can then be
calculated from the binned power spectra.

This covariance matrix estimated from NaMaster is
Gaussian and does not account for correlation between
different multipoles. However, hydrodynamical simula-
tions showed that SZ fluctuations can indeed be non-
Gaussian (Seljak et al. 2001; Zhang et al. 2002). There-
fore, to obtain accurate constraints on cosmological pa-
rameters, it is important to include the non-Gaussian
nature of the SZ fluctuations. To this aim, we calculated
the connected non-Gaussian covariance matrix using the
pyccl® code (Chisari et al. 2019) to capture the coupling
between the measurements at multipoles £ and ¢. This
makes the offdiagonal elements nonzero, by an amount
that depends on the parallel configurations of the con-
nected trispectrum. The resultant error bar plotted in
the upper left panel of Figure 3 is then calculated from
the sum of the Gaussian and non-Gaussian covariance
matrix in the SZ solution.

On the other hand, to accurately account for the sta-
tistical information encoded in the ISW sky map, and
its cross-correlation with the Compton map, we used
Monte Carlo (MC) simulations to generate a set of Ny,
ISW sky maps (where Ny, = 900), as described in Sec-
tion 3.2. From each of these simulated maps, we out-
put the binned power spectra as CA’ZTT’i and their respec-
tive cross-correlation power spectra with the tSZ map as
CE‘“ We then compute the covariance matrices using

6 The Core Cosmology Library (CCL) is an open-source soft-
ware package written in the C programming language, with a
Python interface, which is publicly available at https://github.
com/LSSTDESC/CCL. It computes to a high degree of accu-
racy several cosmological quantities, which include but are not
limited to angular power spectra, correlation functions, halo bias,
and the halo mass.

Nband
A 1 A =
COVNM(C@Aeff’ szf) = Nb d Z (Cfc;f - Cétff)
and =1
x (Cot—CF ). (3)

eff eff

The average of the resampled power spectra is given by

. 1 Nyana A
CH = ct, 4
! Nband ; bort ( )

where A stands for either TT, yy, or Ty, and Npanq = 10
is the number of bins in /-space.

To maximize and optimize the information encoded in
the measurements, we concatenate all three measured
power spectra into a vector:

cpet = (ot (5)

Then the total covariance matrix is a 3 x 3 block matrix,
and each block is an Npang X Npand matrix, as

Total __ Tot (~Tot T
COV = <Cl Ce >
CovTTTT CovI™TY oyt Twy
T
= (COVTT,Ty) Cov Ty Ty Cov vy
T T
(COVTT,yy) (Cova’yy) CovV¥vy

(6)

where, for instance, the Cov' =¥ is the cross-covariance
obtained using CA'ZTT’i and C'eTy’i in Equation (3).

To evaluate the correlation between different blocks of
the covariance matrix, we calculate the correlation coef-
ficient matrix with Equation (6) using the expression

AB /
Corr™B(0,0') = Cov 7(6,4) - (7)
(Cov™A(£,0))2 (CovPB(e,0))?

We show the correlation matrix in Figure 4. One can
see that the offdiagonal matrix blocks, i.e. (TT,yy),
(Ty,yy), and (TT,Ty) have much smaller values than
the diagonal blocks, indicating a small correlation be-
tween the power spectra CET, CYY, and C}T.

We can also calculate the significance of our observed
spectra against the null detection as S/N = \/)72 , where

N

V2= Z CgTot (COVTOt)_lu, CEO‘L’ (8)
[24

and the signal-to-noise ratios (S/Ns) for Ty and yy are
3.60 and 250, respectively, with no significance on the
TT correlation (See Section 3.2 for more details). In
Sec. 5.4, we see that using C}" only is very weak for
constraining cosmological parameters.
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3. CROSS-CORRELATION DETECTION

In this section, we summarize the approach adopted
to characterize the tSZ and the ISW by means of a
null hypothesis test, by comparing the observed cross-
correlation for the data with that obtained from the ac-
tual tSZ and a set of simulated ISWs constrained in the
same way as the ISW data. This detection approach
is similar to the one used in the literature to detect the
ISW effect (e.g., Boughn & Crittenden 2004; Vielva et al.
2006).

3.1. Simulations

The ISW simulations used to characterize the null hy-
pothesis are the ones described in Section 5 of Planck
Collaboration et al. (2016a). These simulations con-
tain the statistical properties of the Planck ISW map
and are built by applying the linear covariance-based
(LCB) filter introduced in Barreiro et al. (2008) and ex-
tended in Manzotti & Dodelson (2014) and Bonamente
et al. (2022). They start from coherent galaxy den-
sity number simulations of different LSS tracers (the
same used to derive the Planck ISW map), which are
afterward combined with the LCB to map out the ex-
pected ISW anisotropies. Among the different survey
combinations described in Planck Collaboration et al.
(2016a), we adopt the one containing information from
the CMB, and the NVSS, SDSS, WISE, and Planck lens-
ing LSS tracers (see Section 5 in Planck Collaboration
et al. 2016a, for details). We used 1000 simulations gen-
erated in this way to characterize the mean value and
the full covariance of the tSZ-ISW cross-correlation, as
explained in the next subsection.

3.2. Detection

To quantify the statistical significance of our measure-
ment, we perform a robust null hypothesis test from the
MC simulations described in 3.1. We remark that with
our simulation package, we produced 1000 simulated
ISW sky maps. Among these, 900 were used to com-
pute the covariance matrix, as detailed in Section 2.4,
while the remaining 100 (name it, Ngg) were used to
quantify the significance as follows. We first measured
the spectra from these maps and grouped them into a
matrix with size Ngg X Npand dimensions. We then
computed the x? associated with each of these power
spectra and their respective S/Ns 7 using Equation (8)
(see Figure 5), from which we estimated their mean and

7 We remind the reader that when computing the S/Ns associ-
ated with each of the 100 spectra, the covariance matrix used in
Equation (8) is then the one estimated using the 900 independent
simulations.

dispersion (rms value). We remark that when such a
procedure is followed using the ISW simulations, we are
getting a distribution of this statistic (S/R) for the null
hypothesis (e.g., there is no correlation). For the cross-
power spectrum measurement, the true S/N is 5.63¢
(using the ISW sky map obtained from Planck), shown
as a black solid line in the lower left panel of Figure 5
and as a black dashed line in the lower right panel of
Figure 5. The realizations from 100-simulations are dis-
tributed with S/N = 3.12 £ 0.7. Therefore, under the
no-correlation hypothesis, the true data deviate from
the simulated ones with (5.63-3.12)/0.7 ~ 3.60. This
implies that the no-correlation hypothesis is rejected by
3.60 (~99.97% CL.), indicating the significance of true
ISW—tSZ cross-correlation is achieved at 3.60 CL.

4. POWER SPECTRUM ANALYSIS

One can see from Figure 3 that the measurements of
the ISW auto-power spectrum and the ISW—tSZ cross-
power spectrum are mainly on large scales. This is be-
cause the ISW effect primarily exists at low multipoles,
due to the late-time decay of the gravitational poten-
tial. For this reason, the ISW map from Planck has
a low resolution (Opwunm = 160’) that smears out the
structures beyond ¢ 2 100. Therefore, in the following,
we will calculate the theoretical power spectrum based
on large-scale gas bias models.

4.1. Compton-y parameter

We adopt a large-scale gas bias model for the tSZ
effect. Following Goldberg & Spergel (1999) and Van
Waerbeke et al. (2014), the gas density contrast is given
by Ogas(X) = bgas(2)dm(x = xn, x(2)), where 6y, is the
matter density contrast and bgas(z) o< (142) 7! is the gas
bias. Since we correlate the fluctuation of gas density,
we have:

Ne (X, 2) = e (2)dgas (X, 2)
= [Teo - a_3] - [bgas,0 - a] om(x, 2)
=Teo bgaS,O (172 §m(X, Z)a (9)
where e and bgas 0 are the electron number density and
the gas bias at the present day, respectively.

In this model of large-scale gas bias (Goldberg &
Spergel 1999; Van Waerbeke et al. 2014), the spatial
fluctuation of the gas temperature is ignored and the
average temperature is proportional to a, i.e., T, x a.
Therefore, for the electron temperature, we have T, (z) =
T.(0)a. Substituting Equation (9) into Equation (2), we
have

k
y(n)= (UT B) /ﬁcobgas’oaﬁém (x,2) Te(0)a adx

meC?

— s / dx 6 (i, X (2)), (10)
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Figure 5. Upper Left-the measurements of the ISW auto-power spectrum using the true Planck ISW map (black solid line)
and the 100 simulated ISWs map (colored lines). Upper Right-the respective S/Ns of the 100 simulated ISW maps (red dots;
with mean 2.90 and rms 0.24) and the true ISW map (black dashed line; 2.32). Lower Left-the cross-correlation power spectra
of the 100 simulated ISWs map with the Planck tSZ map (colored lines) and the true Planck ISW map cross-correlation. Lower
Right-the significance of the true ISW—tSZ cross-correlation (black dashed line; 5.63) and the 100 simulated ones (blue dots;

with mean 3.12 and rms 0.70.).

where we have substituted the relation between differen-
tial proper distance and the comoving distance dl = ady.
WS% becomes a constant factor,

k
LVSZ::( BUT) Te0 bgas,0 T (0)

MeC2

= (4.02 x 1070 Mpc ™) x W%, (11)

where

lm—3 0.1keV

In the following, we will omit “0” in the subscripts for
brevity.

WSz bgas.o ( Teo ) (kBTe(0)> ' (12)

4.2. Temperature fluctuation of ISW effect

The temperature fluctuation caused by this effect is
(Cooray 2002; Taburet et al. 2011):
AT(n) 2 0¢

_ Pt

T 2 d@z

(i, 2). (13)

The Poisson equation relates the gravitational poten-
tial with the density fluctuation, which can be in-
verted to calculate the potential value (see, e.g. Creque-
Sarbinowski et al. 2016):

Vi(b = 47TGﬁma26m(X7 ﬁ)
D(z)
a(z)

where V, is the gradient in comoving coordinates.

S h(xiz) = _%QmHg [V526m(x, 2 = 0)] (14)

4.3. Auto- and cross-power spectra

The TT angular power spectrum or the temperature
correlation represents the mathematical breakdown of
the anisotropic temperature map using spherical har-
monics analysis. The tSZ auto-power spectrum is calcu-
lated by carrying out the spherical harmonics decompo-
sition on the sky (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014b;
Van Waerbeke et al. 2014; Ma et al. 2015; Creque-
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Sarbinowski et al. 2016):

o (2

where we have defined, in the second equality, AS?(z) =
WS%/x.  Pu(((+1/2)/x,2) is the linear matter
power spectrum, which we compute using the CAMB
code (Lewis et al. 2000).

Similarly, we use Limber approximation to derive the
ISW auto-power spectrum weighted by the ISW ker-
nel (Creque-Sarbinowski et al. 2016):

where

2 z
APV = %X(z) 1) 555 () 07

is the redshift-dependent kernel of the ISW.® The cross-
power spectrum of the ISW and tSZ becomes

o= [ac AP aar, (S22,
(18)

where we have used the definition below Equation (15).
We note that both Equations (18) and (15) cannot be
compared directly with the measurements described in
Sections 2.1 and 2.2, because they do not represent the
exact information from maps until we factor in the fore-
ground contributions in each data set.

4.4. Modeling of the contaminations

The power spectra of the yy and Ty both suffer from
contamination. Due to the imperfect cleaning of the
Compton-y map by the component separation algo-
rithms, the resulting map contains residual foregrounds
from the clustered CIB, emission due to the infrared
(IR) point sources, radio point-source emission, and
the instrumental correlated noise.” These foreground
components must therefore be accounted for in the y
power spectrum calculation. We assume that the resid-
ual foregrounds in the map keep the same shapes as

8 Our definition of the kernel has an additional 1/D(z) factor to
Equation (6) in Creque-Sarbinowski et al. (2016), because we use
the power spectrum at redshift z.

9 The instrumental noise is called “correlated” because certain /-
dependent features are introduced in the noise due to the NILC
algorithm procedure, which makes the noise no longer white.
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Figure 6. The effective redshift range driving the auto-
and cross-power spectra, shown for three reference effective
multipoles at /= 10, 50, and 100.

their original power spectra but with reduced ampli-
tudes, due to the cleaning process. Therefore, we model
the residual foregrounds by scaling them with a set
of amplitudes referred to as nuisance parameters, i.e.,
(Acis, Air, Ars, Aon). Then the measured C}Y power
spectrum can be written as (see also, e.g. Makiya et al.
2018; Ibitoye et al. 2022):

Cé/y :CESZ 4 ACIBCZCIB
+ AIRCI® + ArsCPFS + AcnCEN (19)

where C}52 is the theoretical tSZ effect power spectrum.
C’?IB,C%R,C?S, and CZCN are the CIB, IR sources, ra-
dio sources, and the correlated noise spectra that may
remain in the Compton-y map, which are tabulated in
Bolliet et al. (2018). These foregrounds mainly domi-
nate on small scales. For example, the correlated noise
power spectrum may only match the yy spectrum am-
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plitude at the multipoles ¢ ~ 2742 (Ibitoye et al. 2022).
In our analysis, because of the resolution of the y-map
Ngide = 64, the sensible ¢-range is up to {iax =~ 192 (see
Figure 3). Thus, the contribution from the instrumen-
tal correlated noise is negligible. Similarly, we neglected
the IR and radio point-source components because they
are also subdominant on large angular scales and would
only contribute significantly on scales beyond ¢ ~ 200
(see Table 1 of this paper and also Table 3 in Bolliet
et al. 2018 and Table 3 and Figure 6 in Makiya et al.
2018). Therefore, to recover the observed yy power spec-
trum, the CIB power spectrum weighted by the Acig
coefficient would be sufficient. Hence, Equation (19) is
reduced to

CyY =G + AcisCp ™. (20)

One can see from the upper left panel of Figure 3 that
for the low-resolution y-map we are using, the CIB con-
tributes the most at £ > 50, where the other foregrounds
are subdominant. We have also verified that including
other foregrounds does not necessarily improve our re-
sults (see Figure 10). For these foregrounds, we use
the same power spectrum templates used in the original
Planck analyses, Planck Collaboration et al. (2014b) and
Planck Collaboration et al. (2016a) which is also shown
in Table 3 of Bolliet et al. (2018).

We also calculate the redshift dependence of the three
cross-correlation power spectra and see what range of
redshifts they are most sensitive to. We take the log-
arithmic derivative of the three power spectra with re-
spect to the redshift:

dinCXY (AN (2)\ ¢z £+1/2
dlnz _< H(z) CEXYPm X ’Z) {21)

where we have substituted AXY(z) = AX(2)AY (2).
X,Y can be either the ISW (auto) or SZ (auto) or both
(cross). In Equation (21), we fix the model parameters
at the best-fitting values in Table 2. We show the red-
shift dependence in Figure 6. One can see that although
the redshift distributions for the SZ and ISW auto-power
spectra are comparable, that of ISW auto-power spec-
trum falls off at z ~ 3. On the other hand, the tSZ-ISW
cross-power spectrum has a broad distribution, mainly
covering 0.1 < z < 10.

Because of the dependence of the ISW on the red-
shift regime z > 1, it is necessary to consider the ef-
fect of CIB contamination (extragalactic dust) in the
yT cross-correlation (Makiya et al. 2018). We esti-
mate the level of CIB contamination in the yT cross-
correlation by using the three individual frequency CMB
maps at 353, 545, and 857 GHz from the Planck legacy
archive. We degraded the resolution of each CIB map

from Ngge = 2048 to Ngge = 64 to match the pix-
elization of the ISW. We remind the reader that the
CIB pixelized maps are at a resolution of 10’. There-
fore, we also deconvolve the CIB maps with a 10’ Gaus-
sian beam and then convolve them with a 160’ Gaus-
sian beam to match the ISW map. We then measure
the cross-correlation between all three CIB maps and
the ISW map and show them in Figure 7. We find
that the cross-correlation of each of the CIB frequency
maps with the ISW map is positive, as expected. This
is because at z > 1, where ISW is relevant, the CIB is
non-negligible. Similarly, the CMB photons that travel
through the time-evolving gravitational potentials that
underlie the large-scale cosmic structures are the sources
of the CIB (Ili¢ et al. 2011). As shown in Figure 7, the
amplitude of the cross-correlation is sensitive to the fre-
quency, which may be because the CIB probes galax-
ies on low-frequency bands at higher redshifts, while
ISW is sensitive to galaxies at low redshifts (Maniyar
et al. 2019). Therefore, since the power spectra of the
CIB-ISW cross-correlations are very similar in shape
but with different amplitudes, we compute the average
of the three power spectra, C’E IB"‘VKISW, as the final
CIB contamination model.
The Ty cross-correlation data are then modeled as

CYISW = OSZEISW L Bl o P BY (22)

where C’;SZ_ISW is the theoretical prediction of the
ISW and tSZ cross-power spectrum (Equation (18)).
CZCIB‘““{_ISW is the average of the three cross-power
spectra of the ISW and CIB. We then introduce a di-
mensional parameter Berg(with unit sr - Myr_l). This
parameter estimates the CIB contamination level in the
yT cross-correlation analyses. We remind the reader
that Bcrp is different from but related to the dimen-
sionless Acig. The latter represents the amplitude of
the CIB contamination in the yy autocorrelation. The
two parameters are related because they model the same
foreground contamination in different maps.

We do not expect to have a significant contribution
of galactic foregrounds, because, as indicated in Section
2.1, the ISW map is almost free of foreground contam-
ination. Also, for our multipole regime, the NILC tSZ
maps seem to be quite robust against different masking
scenarios (see Figure 11 in Planck Collaboration et al.
2016b). In addition, a significant fraction of the ISW
signal comes from LSS tracers, which are not correlated
with the galactic foregrounds.

5. CONSTRAINTS ON PARAMETERS

The theoretical prediction modeled in Sec. 2 al-
lows us to connect the astrophysical, cosmological,
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and foreground parameters with the observed auto-
and cross-power spectra. The cosmological parame-
ters that the power spectra are sensitive to include
the fractional matter density €2,,, Hubble parameter
h = Hy/100kms™! Mpc ™!, and the rms matter density
fluctuations at 8 h~'Mpc, i.e., 0g. The astrophysical
parameter involved is mainly the one related to W57,
i.e. the product of bgas (gas bias), fie (the electron num-
ber density today), and T, (the electron temperature at
present). This joint parameter quantifies the amplitude
of the warm baryonic dark matter on the largest scales.
The foreground parameter Acp gauges the amplitude
of the foreground spectrum to the measured C}Y. Bcrg
captures the amount of the CIB contamination at the
level of the ISW—tSZ cross-correlation. In the following
subsection, we describe the details of our methodology

to constrain these parameterslo.

5.1. Likelihood method

Here we compare the theoretical power spectra with
the observed spectra. Let the theoretical spectra be
C!h(0) and the observed spectra be C9%. The pre-
dictions are controlled by the parameter set © =
(Qm, h, 08, W5% Barg, Acip), while the observed power
spectra Co>* = (CfT, C;Fy, CYY). With the full covari-
ance matrix Covye calculated in Sec. 2.4, we formulate
the x? function as

X2(0) = (C* — C) (Coviey) ™"
x (Cgs — )" (23)

10 Appendix B and Figure 14 show the comparison between results

from using EMCEE and ULTRANEST packages.

IBITOYE ET AL.

Table 2. Results of Parameter Estimation. Note. For each
parameter, we report the range over which it was fitted with
a flat prior (second column) and best-fit values with 68% CL
(third column). All parameters are dimensionless, apart from
Beig in [st MJy™'] (We have converted the dimensional con-
straint on W57 to the joint constraint on bgasTe(0)7ic). The
first three rows on the upper partition are the constraints on
the cosmological parameters. The fourth row is the derived
constraint on Ss. The middle partition is the constraint on
the gas parameter and the lower one is for foreground pa-
rameters. Notice that for the h value, we quote the diagonal
block’s constraint here (Equation (33)) for the reason given
in Section 5.4.

Parameter Prior (flat) 68% CL.

O [0.2,0.4] 0.31710:530
h [0.6,0.8] 0.69715-929
o3 [0.64,0.9]  0.73075-939

Sg = 08(n/0.3)°° -] 0.755 4 0.060

bgas (Te(0)/0.1keV) (fie/m ™)  [0.02,10] 3.0919:320
Bers x 10 [0, 5] 4.011300
Acts [0,5] 0.81+5:959

The likelihood function £(©) ~ ¢=X*/2 and the final pos-
terior probability distribution for the parameters P(O|d)
are related by

P(0]d) x P(©)L(d|©), (24)

where P(0©) is the prior probability function, for which
we assume flatness for all parameters within the ranges
listed in Table 2. £(d|O) is the likelihood function of the
data, which includes both contributions from the cosmic
variance and noise; it also considers the effect of masks
on the data. We then employ the Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) technique'! to explore the parameter
space. We then scale the constraints on og by 2, to
derive Sg = 03(1,/0.3)%5. The final posterior distribu-
tions on our parameter sets are plotted in Figure 8.

5.2. Constraints on LSS parameters

Starting with the fundamental parameters, we esti-
mated the matter density parameter, Hubble constant,
and the level at which matter clusters (the amplitude of

1 We use the EMCEE package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) for a

defined prior and subsequent chains.
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the matter density fluctuations) to be

Hy=69.7"72%kms~! Mpc ™,
Qm =0.31715:037, }68% Joint Constraints
05 =0.73070539

(25)

Additionally, we used the measured correlation func-
tions to derive a constraint on the degenerate combi-
nation:

Ss = 08(2n/0.3)%5 = 0.755 £ 0.06 (68% CL). (26)

Our constraint on {2y, broadly agrees with previous lit-
erature, as shown in Figure 9. However, we see that the
matter density of the Universe, {2, is slightly correlated
with the tSZ gas parameter. This is indeed expected,
as the amplitude of the tSZ effect (set by the gas pa-
rameter) is proportional to the line-of-sight integral of

the electron pressure times the electron density along
the line of sight. The electron pressure is related to
the temperature of the gas, which is determined by the
gravitational potential of the cluster and the energy in-
put from various sources, such as accretion shocks and
feedback from active galactic nuclei. On the other hand,
the electron density is related to the matter density of
the gas. Hence, the tSZ effect is a sensitive probe of the
underlying matter density of the Universe and should
be correlated. In addition, we see that the tSZ gas pa-
rameter is correlated with the Hubble parameter h but
anticorrelated with og. Although the tSZ effect and the
Hubble parameter are not directly related to each other,
both can be correlated, because they are both sensitive
to the properties of galaxy clusters. The tSZ effect in a
sample of galaxy clusters can be used to estimate their
masses, and distances, which in turn can be used to con-
strain the Hubble parameter. Hence, W% and h can be
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Figure 10. Base ACDM model 68% and 95% posterior dis-
tribution constraint contours on the matter density parame-
ter 2, and on the structure amplitude parameter Ss.

correlated. However, there is no direct explanation for
the anticorrelation between the tSZ gas parameter and
the amplitude of the matter power spectrum on scales
of 8h~'Mpec. This is because they are sensitive to dif-
ferent aspects of the LSS of the Universe. While og
characterizes the strength of the clustering of matter on
large scales in the Universe, W5% relates to the prop-
erties of the gas in clusters, so an anticorrelation might

be possible. To further prove whether they are both
correlated would depend on several factors, including
the redshift range and mass range of the specific galaxy
clusters contributing to the tSZ effect, as well as the as-
sumed cosmological model, which is beyond the scope
of this current work.

We now discuss our constraints on the Sg parameter
in comparison with those obtained from other measure-
ments. First, we would like to compare our estimate
with Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b), considering
the fact that we utilize the same tSZ data. We re-
mind the reader that Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b)
parameterized the amplitude of matter fluctuation as
Sg = 05(n/0.28)%/® to obtain a value of Sg = 0.8070 0}
and Sg = 0.90705 for a mass bias of 0.2 and 0.4 re-
spectively. Using the same parameterization, our results
yield Sg = 0g(2,/0.28)3/8 = 0.768 + 0.05, a value that
is consistent in 0.60 (for mass bias= 0.2), and 2.30 (for
mass bias = 0.4), respectively. In Figure 9, we further
show the comparison of our results with measurements
obtained from other analyses, such as the measurements
of the E-mode polarization and temperature-E corre-
lation of the CMB from the South Pole Telescope-3G
(SPT-3G) 2018 data Dutcher et al. 2021), the Atacama
Cosmology Telescope (ACT) Data Release 4 (DR4)
data (Aiola et al. 2020), the HSC lensing and cross-



TSZ-ISW CROSS-CORRELATION 15

correlation with tSZ (Osato et al. 2019), and the mea-
surements from the Planck “T'T, TE, EE+lowE” and
“TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing” data (Planck Collabora-
tion et al. 2020). Our estimate is consistent with the
KiDS lensing cross-correlation with tSZ (Troster et al.
2021), the Dark Energy Survey (DES) cosmic shear,
galaxy clustering, and galaxy—galaxy lensing (Y1 and
Y3) results (Secco et al. 2021; Porredon et al. 2021),
the HSC lensing cosmic shear (Hamana et al. 2020b),
the HSC-Y1 power spectrum (Hamana et al. 2020a) and
SPT-3G (Dutcher et al. 2021), within the estimated er-
rors. However, we prefer a slightly lower value compared
to the CMB results.

In contrast to the usual banana-shaped contour, which
characterizes the constraints between the Sg and .,
degeneracy from the cosmic shear and shear—tSZ cross
correlation (Abbott et al. 2018), the shape of our con-
straints is consistent with the Planck TT, TE, and EE+
lowE measurements (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020)
within 1.10, as shown in Figure 10. Indeed, our analy-
sis combined the tSZ with the ISW tracer which probes
the late-time Universe. Therefore, such a small differ-
ence could arise from the contribution introduced by the
late-Universe probe in our work.

5.3. Constraints on the gas parameter

The tSZ gas parameter is estimated as the joint con-
straint on the product of the mean electron density 7,
electron temperature 7., and gas bias bgas at redshift
z = 0. We parameterize the product as WS5% (via Equa-
tion (12)) and obtained a value of'?

—~ T, Te
T, (mkev) (L) =800335, @1)

This result is consistent with the value estimated by Van
Waerbeke et al. (2014) within 1.70. Let us remark that,
as explained above, in our analysis we fixed the ng, T,
and Ay parameters. This choice was taken because our
parameter space could be too complicated for our likeli-
hood. However, it is worth noting that, whereas the ng
and Ag uncertainties are very small compared to the ones
derived for our parameters, 7 is constrained at around
12% by Planck Collaboration et al. (2020), similar to
the one obtained for WSz, Taking into account that
WS% is proportional to n and that this is also propor-
tional to 7, we can derive a rough estimation of how
much our uncertainty on W5% could grow by if 7 would
be marginalized instead of fixed. In that case, our error
will grow from the actual 12% to 18%.

12 For C}g’y—only constraint on W52 parameter, please refer to Ap-

pendix A and Figure 13.
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Figure 11. Comparison of the estimate on baryon tempera-
ture from two-point correlation studies (FRBs x Planck tSZ;
Munoz & Loeb 2018), stacking analyses (Planck tSZ-LRGs
DR12—- Tanimura et al. 2019; Planck tSZ-CMASS— de Graaff
et al. 2019; Planck tSZ-Planck lensing— Tanimura et al.
2020), and X-ray observations (X-Ray ROSAT; Wang 1993).
Notice that the temperature values derived from different
measurements correspond to cosmic structures on different
scales; hence, this plot is only intended to provide a compar-
ison between their orders of magnitude, which are found to
be in broad agreement.

We can further derive an estimate on the electron
temperature for today by adopting the numerical values
of bgas and 7. from Refregier et al. (2000) and Seljak
et al. (2001), as 4 < bgas < 9. Taking bgas = 6 and
Ne = 0.25m ™3, we found

T. = (2.4073300) x 10°K, (28)

which is consistent with the values obtained from de
Graaff et al. (2019), in 0.180, with the expected WHIM
temperature. Note that that analysis in the work of de
Graaff et al. (2019) was entirely interpreted using halo
modeling and hence was able to resolve individual halos,
thereby providing information on filaments in Galaxy
clusters up to small scales. Now we provide a compar-
ison of our estimate on the electron temperature with
other studies in Figure 11.

We found our result in broad agreement with previous
studies from numerical simulations and observational
analyses. Hydrodynamic simulations (Cen & Ostriker
1999; Davé et al. 2001) showed that the diffuse baryons
locked up in the intergalactic medium (IGM) are heated
up to T ~ 10°-107K, which suggests that a substantial
fraction of the “missing baryons” in the Universe are in
the phase of the warm—hot IGM that traces dark matter.
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Figure 12. A comparison of the early- and late-time
measurements of the Hubble constant. These studies in-
clude Planck data (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), DES
Year 1, BAO, and BBN data (DES+BAO+BBN; Abbott
et al. 2018), SPT-SZ and BAO (SPT-SZ+BAO; Addison
et al. 2018), CCHP (Freedman et al. 2019), lensed quasars
data (HOLiCOW; Wong et al. 2020), the SN, CC, BAO,
and HOLiCOW lenses sample (SN+CC+BAO+HOLiCOW;
Bonilla et al. 2021), and Hubble Space Telescope observa-
tions (SHOES; Riess et al. 2019).

We now compare our results with other observational
analyses. One should notice that different studies probe
the LSS tracers with different densities and environ-
ments; hence, it is not very meaningful to directly
compare the estimates of gas temperature from differ-
ent measurements. Nonetheless, the cross-correlation
analysis usually receives contributions from the two-
halo term, which corresponds to the correlated gas on
large scales. In contrast, stacking analyses are usually
sensitive to the particular small-scale configurations of
individual systems, which usually correspond to high-
density regions. Therefore, in Figure 11, we separate
the two-point correlation measurements of the gas tem-
perature from stacking analyses.

In the same category of two-point correlation con-
straints, Munoz & Loeb (2018) cross-correlated FRBs
with the tSZ map and estimated an IGM temperature
of T, = (1.140.1) x 10° K. The cross-correlation between
the tSZ maps from the Planck data and the lensing
convergence map from the Canada—France-Hawaii Lens-
ing Survey (Erben et al. 2013) showed that the diffuse
baryons, which are responsible for the lensing—SZ cross-

correlation, have temperatures 10°-107 K (Van Waer-
beke et al. 2014; Ma et al. 2015). Génova-Santos
et al. (2015) performed a follow-up analysis using the
foreground-cleaned CMB maps in cross-correlation with
the Two-Micron All Sky Redshift Survey (2MASS) of
galaxies and obtained a fraction of the baryons at tem-
peratures in the range 104°-107° K, consistent with Van
Waerbeke et al. (2014) at z ~ 0.5. The temperature
values found from these studies are in broad agreement
with our current study.

As for other analyses, Eckert et al. (2015) investigated
the A2744 cluster over a physical length of 8 Mpc using
X-ray observations and found out that the filamentary
structures of gas are in a plasma temperature range of
T =1x 10" K-2 x 10°K for the various filaments, af-
ter discarding and eliminating coincidental X-ray point
sources. Similarly, Bulbul et al. (2016) did a thorough
analysis of the A1750 cluster using Suzaku and Chandra
X-ray observations and Multiple Mirror Telescope opti-
cal observations, to report that in both the filaments
and off-filament directions, the gas mass is in agreement
with the cosmic baryon fraction at Rsgg. In addition,
for stacking analyses, Tanimura et al. (2019) stacked
the luminous red galaxy samples from the DR12 cat-
alog of SDSS on Planck tSZ map to search for warm
gas filamentary structure. They obtained a constraint
on the mean electron-density-weighted temperature as
~ (8.2 4+ 0.6) x 105K. With X-ray observations, Tan-
imura et al. (2022a) obtained an average temperature of
(1.2793%) x 107 K. Alvarez et al. (2018) also obtained a
measurement of the global projected filament tempera-
ture to an estimate of T, = (5.275:23) x 107 K, using mea-
surements from the Chandra and XMM-Newton X-ray
observations of the A3391/A3395 intercluster filament,
an estimate that is higher than other measurements, in-
cluding our results, but compatible with Tanimura et al.
(2022a) in the 3.80 CL.

These single-system stacking analyses used specific
tracers to infer the WHIM properties. We stress that
our result is somehow in between the stacking and cross-
correlation results, as shown in Figure 11. We think this
fact deserves further studies with numerical simulation
and the kinematic Sunyaev—Zeldovich (kSZ) effect (Sun-
yvaev & Zeldovich 1980; Hernandez-Monteagudo et al.
2015; Ma 2017; Schaan et al. 2021). In terms of break-
ing degeneracy in Equation (27), the kSZ effect is solely
dependent on the electron density and peculiar veloc-
ity of the cluster, so if the latter can be inferred by an-
other method (e.g. reconstructing the velocity field from
the redshift-space density field; Hernandez-Monteagudo
et al. (2015); Planck Collaboration et al. (2016d)), the
electron density can be measured. In this way, the de-
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generacy between the electron density and temperature
can be broken and one can provide an independent mea-
surement of the gas temperature (see, e.g. Schaan et al.
2021). Other relevant measurements that have probed
WHIM properties include but are not limited to Wang
(1993), Werner et al. (2008), Nevalainen et al. (2019)
and Erciyes et al. (2023).

We now consider the constraints on the foreground
parameters. We quantify the level to which the clustered
CIB contributes to the observed auto-power spectrum
for yy and find a value of

Actg = 0.8170-985 (29)

We remark that the anticorrelation between Acig and
WS% seen in Figure 8 is expected, because the tSZ effect
and the CIB arise from different physical mechanisms.
The CIB is thought to be produced by star formation in
galaxies, which is more likely to occur in regions of high
gas density, while the tSZ effect occurs in regions of low
gas density. Also, the redshift and mass dependences
of the tSZ effect and the CIB are different. While the
tSZ comes from more massive clusters, CIB is stronger
for less massive objects. Therefore, an anticorrelation is
possible between the two parameters.

Similarly, we stress that the clustered CIB could also
contribute to the cross-correlation function, as reported
in Makiya et al. (2018). Therefore, we parameterized
such a contribution in this analysis with Bgg. This
parameter gauges the contamination from the clustered
CIB to the Ty cross-correlation. We obtained the best-
fitting value in the order of ~ 10~*sr MJy ! and show
in Figure 3 its contribution to the correlation of the
Planck ISW with the Compton parameter map. This
contamination is dominant on low -£, high z ({og < 30).

5.4. Hubble constant measurement

The Hubble constant is a fundamental cosmological
parameter that quantifies the expansion rate of the
Universe. In recent years, the tension on the value
of Hp has risen between early (global) and late (lo-
cal) Universe measurements (see Figure 12 for the com-
parison). The early Universe measurement from the
CMB radiation prefers a somewhat lower value, as
Hy = 67.4 4 0.5kms™ " Mpc™! (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2020). The DES clustering, baryon acoustic os-
cillation (BAO), and Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN)
measurements also give a lower value Hy = 67.4 £
1.2kms~! Mpc™* (Abbott et al. 2018). In contrast,
late-time observables give a higher value than these.
The standard distance ladder from Cepheid variables
gives Hy = 74.0 + 1.4kms~" Mpc™! (Riess et al. 2019),
and the strong-lensing time-delay distances (HOLICOW

team) give Hy = 73.3 & 1.8kms ' Mpc™! (Wong
et al. 2020). In addition, a combination of super-
nova type Ia (SN), cosmic chronometers (CC), and
BAO data with the time-delay cosmography from
HOLiCOW were used to obtain a value of Hy = 73.8 &+
0.8kms~' Mpc™! (Bonilla et al. 2021). However, the
Hy value obtained by the Carnegie-Chicago Hubble
Program (CCHP), based on the Tip of the Red Giant
Branch (TRGB) measurements in the Large Magellanic
Clouds, falls between the early- and late-time measure-
ment, yielding Hy = 68.941.9kms~! Mpc ™! (Freedman
et al. 2019).

In this work, to study the robustness of our Hub-
ble constant measurement, we carefully examine the Hy
value using individual likelihoods and joint probes. The
individual likelihood just uses the specific covariance
blocks in Figure 4, calculated via Equation (5). By us-
ing tSZ data only (the middle block in Figure 4 for its
covariance) and ISW data only (the lower left block), we
obtain

Hy=68.5+2.0kms™ ' Mpc™! (tSZ),
Hy=72.0+22kms ' Mpc™' (ISW),  (30)

where for tSZ we marginalized over the (Qy,, os, WS
Bcig, Acig) parameters, and for ISW we marginal-
ized only the (Qun, os) parameters. One can see
that the tSZ-only data make the Hy value consis-
tent with the Planck result within the error range,
whereas the ISW data make the H,y constraint closer
to the “SHOES” local measurements (Riess et al. 2019),
“SN+CC+BAO+HOLiCOW?” from Bonilla et al. (2021),
and HOLiCOW measurement (Wong et al. 2020; see Fig-
ure 12). By using the tSZ-ISW cross-correlation like-
lihood (using the Cov ¥ covariance; i.e., the upper
right block of Figure 4), we obtained

Hy = 69.0773kms™ Mpc™' (tSZ — ISW), (31)

which error bar overlaps with both single-likelihood
cases and is consistent with the tSZ-only case at the
< 0.50 CL.
We now combine the datasets and constrain Hy. We
first used the full cross-correlation data by adding cross-
|4

covariance terms in Equation (5), i.e. wusing all the
blocks in Figure 4, and obtained

Hy = 66.5720 kms™ Mpc™' (Joint). (32)

This result is in excellent agreement with the values ob-
tained by Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020) and
that obtained by the DES clustering, BAO, and BBN
measurement (Abbott et al. 2018) in the < 0.50 CL.
However, this joint constraint sits outside the range of
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individual constraints, and deviates from the ISW-only
constraint by more than lo. As a sanity check, we
added the offdiagonal cross-covariance matrix one af-
ter the other to the diagonal covariance and found that
the driving force of this low-H, value is the correlated
cosmic variance from the TT to Ty statistics. In other
words, all the different combinations except the cross-
covariance Cov' -"T¥ provide consistent results with the
two individual constraints. Therefore, instead of com-
bining all covariance blocks, if we only use the diagonal
blocks of the covariance matrices (the TT, yy, and Ty
autocorrelations), we obtain

Hy = 69.772%kms ™! Mpc™! (Diagonal),  (33)

which sits in between the ISW-only and tSZ-only
constraints and is close to the tSZ and ISW cross-
correlation-only constraint (the green data point in Fig-
ure 12). This result is also in excellent agreement with
the CCHP measurement (< 0.10; Freedman et al. 2019),
the Planck result (~ 1o; Planck Collaboration et al.
2020) and that obtained by the DES clustering, BAO,
and BBN measurement (~ 1.20; Abbott et al. 2018), re-
spectively. It is also compatible with the SHOES (Riess
et al. 2019) and HOLICOW (Wong et al. 2020) measure-
ments in ~ 1.80 and ~ 1.40, respectively. Comparing
Equation (32) with Equations (33), (30), and (31) (also
in Figure 12), we conclude that the low value of the joint
probes may be due to some unaccounted systematics
in the TT-Ty covariance block. Therefore, instead of
quoting the “all-combined” constraint on Hy, we quote
the joint constraint of the Hy value obtained by using
the diagonal blocks of the covariance matrix, i.e. Equa-
tion (33). For completeness of different scenarios, we
also show the H value obtained using the full covari-
ance case and the individual constraints in Figure 12.

We also notice that recently Capozziello et al. (2023)
reported that the Hubble tension can be removed in the
framework of ACDM in terms of the cosmological look-
back time (the redshift at which the measurements are
performed). No definitive conclusion has been reached
about the value of Hy, which provides a strong reason
to suspect the existence of physics beyond the ACDM
model (Dai et al. 2020; Perivolaropoulos & Skara 2022).
Future CMB experiment such as the Simon Observa-
tory (Ade et al. 2019) and CMB-S4 (Abazajian et al.
2016), combined with the new generation of galaxy sur-
veys, such as Euclid and LSST, are expected to reach a
precision of ~ 0.15% in the Hy estimate (Di Valentino
et al. 2021), thus providing a stringent test for the
adopted cosmological models.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have provided a novel constraint
on the gas parameter on large scales using the cross-
correlation of the ISW with the tSZ effect. There
have been several theoretical studies on the benefits of
cross-correlating the ISW with the tSZ effect (Cooray
2002; Taburet et al. 2011; Creque-Sarbinowski et al.
2016), but the actual measurement with the Planck
data has not been done before. In this work, we mea-
sured the tSZ-ISW cross-correlation power spectrum by
using the Planck ISW data and the tSZ Compton-y
map from the Planck NILC algorithm. We then use
the cross-correlation data to constrain fundamental cos-
mological parameters (Qn,h,0s) and the gas proper-
ties on very large scales, via the parameter WSz =
bgas (Tc/0.1keV) (ﬁe/l m_3). Our estimates on €, and
og enabled us to estimate the amplitude of matter den-
sity fluctuations Sg = 05(2,,/0.5)%°. We also calculated
the theoretical power spectrum based on large-scale gas
bias models to account for the measured spectra (Van
Waerbeke et al. 2014). We used MCMC methods to
fit the model parameters and derived large-scale con-
straints on the cosmological and gas parameters.

For the measurement part, we employed the MAS-
TER (pseudo-Cy) approach encoded in the NaMaster
code to measure the auto- and cross-correlation angu-
lar power spectra. Our measured ISW and tSZ auto-
correlation power spectra (C/T and C}Y) are consis-
tent with previous measurements (ISW —see Figure 7
of Rahman & Jawed Igbal 2016; tSZ-see the results
in Makiya et al. 2018; Bolliet et al. 2018; Osato et al.
2019; Tanimura et al. 2022b; Ibitoye et al. 2022). The
important result is the first detection of the ISW—tSZ
cross-correlation power spectrum. Here we simulated
900 ISW maps to quantify the covariance of correla-
tion with tSZ data. With the 100 simulated ISW maps
being cross-correlated with true tSZ data, we quantify
that the true ISW-tSZ cross-correlation is detected at
the 3.60 CL., with its amplitude and shape compatible
with the theoretical prediction in Creque-Sarbinowski
et al. (2016) (see, e.g., their Figure 1). To maximize the
statistical information in our measurement we combined
the power spectra into a vector and then fit for the cos-
mological and astrophysical parameters. We explored
the parameter space with an MCMC method, using the
Python EMCEE package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013)
to determine the maximum likelihood of our data, and
obtained posterior probability distributions on all pa-
rameters. For a sanity check, we also used another inde-
pendent package, ULTRANEST (Buchner 2016, 2021), to
explore the parameter space and found its results com-
patible with the ones obtained using EMCEE package (see
Figure 14 for such a comparison). We then adopted the



TSZ-ISW CROSS-CORRELATION 19

GETDIST Python software detailed in Lewis (2019) to
plot the final distributions in Figure 8.

We show the constraints obtained on €2,,, and og in
Figure 9. Additionally, we compared different Hy mea-
surements from the literature and summarized them
in Sec. 5.4 and Figure 12. Our cross-correlation-data
estimated Hy value is in between the CMB measured
value and the local distance ladder measurement value
(SHOES) and is as such more consistent with the result
from the TRGB measurement (Freedman et al. 2019).
On the other hand, our diagonal constraints yield a value
of Hy = 69.7732kms~ " Mpc ™!, a value that sits be-
tween the global and local measurements of the Hub-
ble constant, while the joint analysis prefers a value of
Hy = 66.5732kms™! Mpc ™!, a value that is consistent
with Planck.

We obtained a joint fit of the gas bias, electron
temperature, and electron number density as W% =
bgas (To/0.1keV) (7 /1m~3) = 3.0970320. We used
the model amplitude, and an assumed value of bgas
and 7, to estimate the electron temperature as T, =
(2.4070-250) x 109 K. Our cross-correlation signal would
then account for all the missing baryons that lie within
the temperature range 10°-107 K if we assume that they
were all located in the WHIM component.

Last, we also estimated the CIB contamination to
the cross-correlation function as Bcig, while Acig dic-
tates the foreground amplitude of the CIB contamina-
tion in the Compton parameter map. The results are
Bemg x 10% = 4.0f}:?88 and Acg = 0.81f8:8§8. We also
derived a constraint on the amplitude of the matter fluc-
tuations on an 8h~! Mpc scale, Sy = 0g(,/0.3)"/2 =
0.755 + 0.060. Our result is in broad agreement with
the values obtained in the KiDS measurement and our
error estimate with that obtained in the DES cosmic
shear Y1 and Y3 results. In general, we show in Fig-
ure 9 a comparison of our result with different data and
methods (Troxel et al. 2018; Osato et al. 2019; Hamana
et al. 2020a,b; Heymans et al. 2021; Porredon et al. 2021;
Secco et al. 2021; Troster et al. 2021).

Upcoming surveys like LSST (?), Euclid (Amendola
et al. 2018), and CMB Stage-4 experiments (Abazajian
et al. 2016), with increased redshift depth and sky cover-
age, will provide a better measurement of the ISW than
current observational data. The better angular resolu-
tion of CMB-S4 and the higher-precision measurement
of the ISW will enable the extension of this correlation
up to high-¢ modes, which have the promise to reach a
much higher precision of the cross-correlation measure-
ment (Cooray 2002 forecasted a ~ 600 detection). In
parallel, high-resolution measurements would require a
full halo model to account for the diffuse baryon compo-

nents in halos with different masses. Combining sophis-
ticated modeling with accurate data will constrain as-
trophysical and cosmological parameters to higher pre-
cision.
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SOFTWARE AND DATA

For the analysis presented in this manuscript, we made
use of the following software: HEALPIX (Gorski et al.
2005), MASTER (Hivon et al. 2002), NaMaster (Alonso
et al. 2019), EMCEE (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), UL-
TRANEST (Buchner 2016, 2021), and GETDIST (Lewis
2019). The data underlying this article are publicly
available. The Planck Compton parameter map, the In-
tegrated Sachs—Wolfe map, the Galactic, and the point-
source masks are available at the Planck Legacy Archive
at http://pla.esac.esa.int/pla.  The cross-correlation
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Figure 13. Comparison of the estimates on the gas parameter W% (Equation (12)) using the yy-auto power spectrum and
the joint analysis.

products and their covariance matrices can be shared
on request to the corresponding author.

APPENDIX

A. GAS PARAMETER

The gas parameter, WSZ, which is defined as a product of the mean electron density 7i., electron temperature T,
and gas bias bgas, at redshift z = 0, is a quantity that directly sets the amplitude of the yy-auto power spectrum.
Figure 13 shows the marginalized likelihoods of WS% by using only the C¥-only and the joint spectra (CF°!, i.e.
Equation (5)). One can see that WSZ = 3.29702% for C}Y-only and WSZ = 3.0970-32 for the joint spectra. These
two estimates are consistent within 0.50 and the difference in the constrained value may not be due to the fact that
a higher value of the gas parameter is needed to reproduce the yy-auto power spectrum, but that the tSZ is more
sensitive to the abundance of cosmic gas (baryons) on large scales.

B. CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PARAMETERS

To ensure the accuracy of our parameter estimation, we employ both the Python EMCEE package (Foreman-Mackey
et al. 2013) package and the ULTRANEST package (Buchner 2016, 2021) to explore the parameter space. We used
the two packages independently to determine the minimum chi-square or the maximum likelihood for our data and
obtained posterior probability distributions on all parameters. We then used the GETDIST Python software detailed
in Lewis (2019) to plot the final distributions in Figure 14. One can see from Figure 14 that both packages yield close
results in the parameter distributions, therefore we adopt the Python EMCEE package in our concluding section.

C. COMPARING YY POWER SPECTRUM ANALYSES

Here we compare and contrast between the measurements and the modeling presented in our analysis and those
presented in Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b). The yy angular power spectrum and the associated error bars
measured by Planck were computed using XSPECT 3(Tristram et al. 2005). On the other hand, we extracted the

13 XSPECT is a code that was initially written to measure the CMB
temperature angular power spectrum from Archeops data. Given
a set of maps, it could also measure the cross-correlation angular
power spectrum and the associated error bars computed analyt-
ically from the data with no MC simulations involved. It uti-
lizes the standard MASTER-like approach (Hivon et al. 2002)
to correct for the beam convolution and the pixelization, as well
as the mode-coupling induced by masking sky regions that are
foreground-contaminated.
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Figure 14. Posterior distributions from MCMC using both EMCEE and ULTRANEST with the full covariance matrix for the six
free parameters in our model. The figures show the joint constraints for all parameter pairs and the marginalized distributions
for each parameter along the table diagonal. Both results are compatible within uncertainties, and they have no obvious
discrepancies. Therefore, for this analysis, we present the results obtained using the EMCEE package, a more versatile and widely
employed MCMC engine.
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plane mask was applied.
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yy-auto power spectrum from the SZ map in our analysis using NAMASTER. As shown in Figure 15, one can see that
the two measurements on partial-sky are compatible within error bars in the multipole range 18.0 < ¢ < 152.5. We
remind the reader that Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b) reported that at multipoles < 30, the amplitude of the
tSZ power spectrum measured on the MILCA-reconstructed y-map is slightly higher than the one measured on the
NILC-reconstructed y-map. This difference is ascribed to a higher degree of contamination from thermal dust emission
at large scales in the MILCA map.

Now we proceed to compare and contrast the theoretical framework adopted in this work and that adopted in
Appendix A.1 of Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b), to model the observed yy angular power spectrum.

In spherical harmonics, both formalisms agree that the y-map is represented by

y(m) = Yem Yem(n). (C1)
Im

The tSZ angular power spectrum can then be calculated by carrying out the spherical harmonics decomposition on
the sky:

1
tSZ __ *

However, the main difference starts from the assumption upon which the two models are built. While the large-scale
bias model assumes a linear biasing relation between the tSZ signal and the underlying matter density field on large
scales, the halo model framework assumes that the tSZ angular power spectrum consists of one-halo and two-halo
contributions. The one-halo term arises from the Comptonization profile of individual halos within a population that
follows a Poisson distribution. The two-halo term, on the other hand, takes into consideration the correlation between
individual halos, specifically their two-point correlation function. Hence, while the halo model allows us to model the
correlation up to smaller scales, the large-scale bias model provides more details on the large scales instead.
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