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ABSTRACT

The evolution of the cluster mass function traces the growth of the linear density perturbations and can be utilized for constraining the
parameters of cosmological and alternative gravity models. In this context, we present new constraints on potential deviations from
general relativity by investigating the Hu-Sawicki parametrization of the f (R) gravity with the first SRG/eROSITA All-Sky Survey
(eRASS1) cluster catalog in the Western Galactic Hemisphere in combination with the overlapping Dark Energy Survey Year-3,
KiloDegree Survey and Hyper Supreme Camera data for weak lensing mass calibration. For the first time, we present constraints
obtained from cluster abundances only. When we consider massless neutrinos, we find a strict upper limit of log | fR0| < −4.31 at 95%
confidence level. Massive neutrinos suppress structure growth at small scales, and thus have the opposite effect of f (R) gravity. We
consequently investigate the joint fit of the mass of the neutrinos with the modified gravity parameter. We obtain log | fR0| < −4.12
jointly with

∑
mν < 0.44 eV at 95% confidence level, tighter than the limits in the literature utilizing cluster counts only. At log | fR0| =

−6, the number of clusters is not significantly changed by the theory. Consequently, we do not find any statistical deviation from
general relativity from the study of eRASS1 cluster abundance. Deeper surveys with eROSITA, increasing the number of detected
clusters, will further improve constraints on log | fR0| and investigate alternative gravity theories.

Key words. modified gravity – cosmological parameters – galaxies: clusters: general – large scale structures of the universe

1. Introduction

Our understanding of the Universe has been altered significantly
with the discovery of its accelerated expansion, first demon-
strated by supernovae observations (Riess et al. 1998; Perlmutter
et al. 1999). The paradigm of the standard cosmological model
widely represents this unknown dark energy with a constant
added in Einstein’s gravitational equations Λ, the so-called cos-
mological constant. Other ingredients necessary to describe our
cosmological model include a non-relativistic (cold) dark matter
component that represents most of the mass fraction of the large-
scale structures (LSS). These two components constitute the ma-
jor fraction of the energy content of the present-day Universe and
form the backbone of the concordance ΛCDM model. So far,
when considered together with inflation, this parametrization is

relatively successful at describing the main observed properties
of the universe (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020).

Galaxy clusters represent the most massive virialized struc-
tures in the Universe. The number density of clusters of galax-
ies per unit mass and redshift, i.e., cluster mass function, and
their spatial distribution, i.e., the two-point correlation function
and higher order statistics, have great potential to constrain the
nature of dark energy and test the robustness of the underlying
cosmological models (see Clerc & Finoguenov 2023, for a recent
review). Cluster counts are currently the most efficient at placing
constraints on the matter density parameter (Ωm), the root mean
square of the density fluctuations in spheres of 8 Mpc h−1 (σ8),
and the sum of the masses of the neutrinos (

∑
mν). Additionally,

it also breaks the degeneracies between the cosmological param-
eters of other probes, such as the baryon acoustic oscillations
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(BAO; Eisenstein et al. 2005; Alam et al. 2017), redshift space
distortions (RSD; Percival & White 2009), the weak-lensing cos-
mic shear (Troxel et al. 2018; Asgari et al. 2021; Amon et al.
2022; Li et al. 2023), Supernovae type Ia (SNe Ia) and other
distance ladders (Riess et al. 2019; Freedman et al. 2019), and
the cosmic microwave background (CMB; Bennett et al. 2013;
Planck Collaboration et al. 2020). Previous and ongoing cluster
surveys across a wide wavelength range demonstrate the poten-
tial of cluster number counts as a powerful cosmological probe
when the biases related to mass calibration are reduced through
the utilization of the weak gravitational lensing observations
(Mantz et al. 2015; Bocquet et al. 2019; Zubeldia & Challinor
2019; Ider Chitham et al. 2020; Garrel et al. 2022; Lesci et al.
2022; Sunayama et al. 2023; Fumagalli et al. 2023; Bocquet
et al. 2023, 2024, among others). Modern cluster surveys, such
as the eROSITA All-Sky cluster survey (see Bulbul et al. A&A
subm.; Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.), are revolutionizing the field
of cosmology, promising to reach the precision of the CMB ex-
periments on cosmological parameters and have the potential to
measure departures from Einstein’s theory of general relativity
(GR) and test theories of dark energy (Wolf & Ferreira 2023). In
addition to cluster abundance, eROSITA is probing cosmology
through the spatial distribution of galaxy clusters (Seppi et al.
A&A subm.), and the X-ray power spectrum (Garrel et al. in
prep.). It also provides an avenue for testing alternative gravity
theories, which could, in return, explain the late-time accelerated
expansion of the Universe. Indeed, a way of explaining the Uni-
verse’s accelerated expansion is to modify the theory of gravita-
tion on large scales while retaining GR in the high-density solar
system and galactic scales. Potential departures from GR can be
modeled by a set of theories in which the Ricci scalar (R), the
quantity describing the infinitesimal volumes in curved space-
time, is replaced in the Einstein-Hilbert action (Equation 1) by
a generic function f (R). One of the models introducing a phys-
ically motivated function is the one proposed by Hu & Sawicki
(2007) (HS- f (R) hereafter). This model has direct phenomeno-
logical implications. For example, Tsujikawa et al. (2009) and
Gannouji et al. (2009) showed that it would significantly increase
the structure formation rate, and thus, its predictions can be ver-
ified. In the context of cluster abundance studies, it increases the
expected number density of massive dark matter halos (see figure
2). In order to observationaly constrain this model, many efforts
have been made in recent years to provide tools computing sum-
mary statistics measuring departures from GR. First, numerous
codes adapt the standard Boltzmann solvers, e.g., CAMB (Lewis
& Challinor 2011) and CLASS (Lesgourgues 2011) for modified
gravity (MG hereafter) studies with alternative software such
as EFTCAMB (Hu et al. 2014), hi_class (Zumalacárregui et al.
2017), MGCAMB (Zucca et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2023), or FRCAMB
Xu (2015). These extensions can compute the power spectrum
in different MG scenarios.

However, the hierarchical scenario of structure formation as-
sumes that galaxy clusters originate from the gravitational col-
lapse of matter overdensities. The cluster abundance can thus be
obtained by computing the characteristics of this collapse in the
corresponding theory (Kopp et al. 2013; Lombriser et al. 2013)
while considering the standard power spectrum. Starting from
this fact, several studies attempt to constrain the f (R) parameters
using clusters in the literature. As the first of the studies, Schmidt
et al. (2009) uses a sample of 49 low redshift clusters detected
by ROSAT and re-observed by Chandra (Vikhlinin et al. 2009)
to constrain the HS- f (R) model. This approach is combined with
other cosmological probes by Lombriser et al. (2012), showing
that the best constraints are obtained when cluster abundance is

considered. Cataneo et al. (2015) reported a robust upper limit
for the value of the background scalar field log | fR0| < −4.79
by utilizing a sample of 224 ROSAT-detected clusters combined
with CMB data. Additionally, Lombriser et al. (2013) and later
Cataneo et al. (2016) developed a halo mass function (HMF) for-
malism for predicting accurate cluster abundances, which was
followed by von Braun-Bates et al. (2017) and Gupta et al.
(2022) formalisms. These studies explore the implication of f (R)
gravity in the halo formation process. In parallel, Hagstotz et al.
(2019) developed an alternative method where the HMF mod-
eling accounts for the massive neutrinos and modified gravity
effects. The modifications of gravity are then encapsulated in the
collapse model and the halo mass function parametrization. In
this work, we use this approach to predict the cluster counts. We
emphasize again that all the cosmological quantities related to
the matter power spectrum are computed with the standard ver-
sion of CAMB, without any need for an application of the mod-
ified Boltzmann solver. With 5259 clusters of galaxies selected
in its cosmology sample in a wide redshift range 0.1 < z < 0.8,
the Western Galactic Half of the first eROSITA All-Sky Sur-
vey (eRASS1) has the statistical power to reach far beyond con-
straints available from any cluster survey in the literature. Conse-
quently, this work utilizes the largest intracluster medium (ICM)
selected cluster sample to date, in combination with weak lens-
ing follow-up measurements for cluster masses and an accurate
selection function to constrain deviations from GR by placing
robust limits on the HS parametrization of f (R) gravity.

The paper is organized as follows: in section 2, we describe
the datasets used. Section 3 introduces the framework used to
describe departures from GR in the HS- f (R) gravity. Section
4 provides a detailed description of the statistical methods. Fi-
nally, section 5 presents the constraints on the HS- f (R) gravity
and comparison with the ΛCDM concordance model. Through-
out this paper, we use the notation log ≡ log10, and ln ≡ loge.

2. Survey Data

The data used in this work is identical to the survey data pre-
sented in (Bulbul et al. A&A subm.; Kluge et al. A&A subm.;
Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.; Grandis et al. A&A subm.; Kleine-
breil 2023). We summarize the multi-wavelength data, including
X-ray, optical, and weak lensing observations, utilized in this
work in the following section.

2.1. eROSITA All-Sky Survey

The soft X-ray telescope, eROSITA, on board the Spectrum
Roentgen Gamma Mission, completed its All-Sky Survey pro-
gram on June 11, 2020, 184 days after the start of the survey.
In this work, we use the data of the Western Galactic half of the
eROSITA All-Sky survey (359.9442 deg > l > 179.9442 deg)
belonging to the German eROSITA consortium. Bulbul et al.
(A&A subm.); Kluge et al. (A&A subm.) compiled two catalogs
of clusters detected in this region: primary galaxy groups and
clusters catalog and the cosmology sample based on the catalog
of the X-ray sources in the soft band (0.2–2.3 keV) provided in
Merloni et al. (2024). We utilize the eRASS1 cosmology sam-
ple in this work, which is compiled adopting a selection cut of
extent likelihood,Lext > 6 (see Bulbul et al. A&A subm., for fur-
ther details). The optical identification of the clusters selected in
the LS DR10-South common footprint produces a final cosmol-
ogy sample of 5259 clusters of galaxies reaching purity levels of
95%, an ideal sample for the modified gravity studies. Unlike the
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primary cluster catalog, the redshifts in the cosmology subsam-
ple are purely photometric measurements, allowing a consistent
assessment of the systematics in our analysis. The total survey
area covers a 12791 deg2 region in the Western Galactic Hemi-
sphere. The cont-rates are extracted with the 2D-image fitting
tool MBProj2D as described in Bulbul et al. (A&A subm.) and
are employed as a mass proxy in the weak lensing mass calibra-
tion likelihood (Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.).

2.2. Weak Lensing Survey Data

To perform our mass calibration in a minimally biased way, we
utilize the deep and wide-area optical surveys for lensing mea-
surements with the overlapping footprint with eROSITA in the
Western Galactic Hemisphere. The three wide-area surveys used
in this work for mass calibration include the Dark Energy Survey
(DES), Kilo Degree Survey (KiDS), and the Hyper SupremeCam
Survey (HSC). We briefly describe the weak lensing survey data
here.

The three-year weak-lensing data (S19A) covered by the
HSC Subaru Strategic Program (Aihara et al. 2018; Li et al.
2022) weak lensing measurements are made around the loca-
tion of eRASS1 clusters using in the g, r, i, z, and Y bands
in the optical. The total area coverage of HSC is ≈ 500 deg2.
The shear profile gt (θ), the lensing covariance matrix that serves
the measurement uncertainty, and the photometric redshift dis-
tribution of the selected source sample are obtained as the HSC
weak-lensing data products for 96 eRASS1 clusters, with a total
signal-to-noise of 40.

We utilize data from the first three years of observations of
the Dark Energy Survey (DES Y3). The DES Y3 shape cata-
log (Gatti et al. 2021) is built from the r, i, z-bands using the
Metacalibration pipeline (Huff & Mandelbaum 2017; Sheldon
& Huff 2017). Considering the overlap between the DES Y3
footprint and the eRASS1 footprint, we produce tangential shear
data for 2201 eRASS1 galaxy clusters, with a total signal-to-
noise of 65 in the tangential shear profile. The details of the anal-
ysis and shear profile extraction are presented in Grandis et al.
(A&A subm.).

We use the gold sample of weak lensing and photometric
redshift measurements from the fourth data release of the Kilo-
Degree Survey (Kuijken et al. 2019; Wright et al. 2020; Hilde-
brandt et al. 2021; Giblin et al. 2021), hereafter referred to as
KiDS-1000. We extract individual reduced tangential shear pro-
files for a total of 236 eRASS1 galaxy clusters in both the KiDS-
North field (101 clusters) and the KiDS-South field (136 clus-
ters), as both have overlap with the eRASS1 footprint with a
total signal-to-noise of 19.

The weak lensing data in the mass calibration process is de-
scribed in detail and published in (Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.;
Grandis et al. A&A subm.; Kleinebreil 2023). We do not process
the data but adopt the framework from (Ghiradini et al. A&A
subm.).

3. Modified Gravity Framework

The evolution of the large-scale structures of the Universe is
sensitive to modification to the standard frameworks of GR
and ΛCDM. To investigate potential discrepancies, we need to
probe different scales and epochs. Figure 1 shows the redshift
and scale sensitivity of the most common cosmological probes.
Galaxy cluster number counts efficiently place constraints on the
low redshift/large-scale regime not explored by other probes. In
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Fig. 1: The estimation of the scale and redshift sensitivity of
the different cosmological probes, adapted from Preston et al.
(2023). The background colors, from blue to green, represent
the transition from the linear to the non-linear regime. We rep-
resent cluster abundance with the red rectangle. The cosmology
sample of eRASS1 spans the redshift range 0.1 < z < 0.8, as
represented by the solid red rectangle. Future data releases and
experiments will increase the upper limit of this interval to the
hatched red rectangle. Cluster abundance experiments thus probe
a specific regime at large spatial scales and nearby Universe, of-
fering a complementary window on structure formation. The ex-
periments with cluster clustering (Seppi et al. A&A subm.) and
X-ray power spectrum (Garrel et al. in prep.) are omitted here. In
particular, the X-ray power spectrum might probe smaller scales.

this section, we describe the framework explored in this paper,
namely the HS- f (R) model.

3.1. HS- f (R) gravity in the context of cluster counts

We choose to test the modified gravity model that consists of a
modification of the Einstein-Hilbert action in the following form:

S =
∫

dx4 √−g
Å

R + f (R)
16πG

+Lm

ã
, (1)

where Lm represents the Lagrangian of the matter field, R is the
Ricci scalar and f (R) represents the extension to GR, for which
f (R) = −2Λ. In the context of f (R) gravity, many functional
forms are proposed (see De Felice & Tsujikawa 2010, for a re-
view). Throughout this paper, we focus on the Hu & Sawicki
(2007) model, which formalizes f (R) as

f (R) = −2Λ
Rn

Rn + m2n , (2)

where m2 represents the curvature scale, and Λ and n (the scal-
ing index) are constants. We point out that the model does not
include a cosmological constant as f (R) → 0 when R → 0. In
the high curvature regime (R ≫ m2), equation (2) becomes

f (R) = −2Λ
Rn

Rn + m2n = −2Λ
1

1 +
Ä

m2

R

än ∼ −2Λ

Ç
1 −
Å

m2

R

ãnå
.
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To express this function in terms of fR(R) = d f /dR. Then, f (R)
becomes

f (R) = −2Λ −
fR0

n
R0

n+1

Rn ,

where we have defined value of the field fR0 = d f /dR (R0) =
−2nΛm2n/R0

n+1
at z=0, R̄0 is the Ricci scalar at z = 0 and

overbars denote background quantities. State-of-the-art numer-
ical simulations are required to build a precise HMF suitable for
cluster abundance cosmology. In these simulations, it is com-
mon to use n = 1 (e.g. Oyaizu 2008; Zhao et al. 2011; Giocoli
et al. 2018). For consistency with the HMF calibration method,
we thus freeze the scaling index to unity. We finally obtain

f (R) ≈ −2Λ − fR0
R̄2

0

R
. (3)

In this model, we note that when | fR0| → 0, we recover the usual
GR action with a cosmological constant in equation (1). Thus,
we interpret Λ as the cosmological constant. The only parameter
quantifying the deviations from GR is fR0. When | fR0| ≪ 1, the
background expansion is not distinguishable from GR. In this
paper, our main goal is to measure fR0 or to set an upper limit
on its value. In the rest of this section, we briefly describe the
behavior of this model.

The variational principle applied on the action in Equa-
tion (1) leads to the modified Einstein’s equation:

Gµν − fRRµν −

Å
f
2
− □ fR

ã
gµν − ∇µ∇ν fR = 8πGTµν . (4)

As usual, the equation (4) provides the equation of motion of the
scalar field fR:

∇2δ fR =
a2

3
(
δR( fR) − 8πGδρm

)
, (5)

where δ denotes small perturbations of the related quantities.
This also provides a Poisson-like equation given by

∇2ψ =
16πG

3
a2ρm −

a2

6
δR( fR). (6)

For a better understanding of the behavior in this model, we pro-
vide the thin-shell condition example first introduced by Khoury
& Weltman (2004) and adapted in Li et al. (2012) and Lombriser
et al. (2013). Since GR is well constrained in high-density envi-
ronments like the solar system, we want to recover it at small
scales: this is the so-called screening mechanism. As an illustra-
tion, let us consider a top-hat overdensity of radius Rin. Then, the
gravitational pull exerted on a particle of mass m outside of the
overdensity can be expressed as

F = G
Minm

r2

Å
1 +

1
3
∆R
Rin

ã
, (7)

where Min is the mass inside the top hat overdensity, r is the
distance to the center and ∆R/Rin is the screening factor defined
as

∆R
Rin
= min

®
3| f in

R − f out
R |

2ϕN
, 1

´
, (8)

where ϕN is the Newtonian gravitational potential ϕN =
GMin/Rin, f in

R and f out
R are the values of the scalar filed inside

and outside of the top-hat overdensity. Considering that the back-
ground expansion is considered in ΛCDM, we can approximate
the background Ricci scalar to the one expected in this model.
Inside the top hat overdensity, we consider that the screening
mechanism is active, i.e., we recover GR. We can then express
the scalar field as

f in
R = fR0

Å
1 + 4ΩΛ0/Ωm0

ρin
m/ρm0 + 4ΩΛ0/Ωm0

ã
, (9)

where ρin
m is the density inside the considered region. In equa-

tion 9, we note that the scalar field values become smaller in
high-density regions (ρm0 ≪ ρin

m). Thus in Equation 8, the
screening factor, becomes

∆R
Rin
∼

3| f out
R |

2ϕN
.

The condition for the screening to be activated is ∆R/Rin ≪ 1.
Thus we must have that | f out

R | ≪ ϕN. Since fR is a monotonic
function of time, a relevant condition would be to have

| fR0| < ϕN.

For massive galaxy clusters, the Newtonian potential (in natural
units) is of order 10−5. Thus, for these gravitationaly bound sys-
tems, the deviation to GR is screened (i.e., suppressed) when
| fR0| < 10−5 (see section 3.3). Overall, the HS- f (R) gravity
model is defined with only one additional parameter: fR0. This
formalism allows the recovery of GR in the regimes necessary
from observational constraints. In the next section, we describe
the formalism predicting the dark matter halo abundance.

3.2. The f (R) halo mass function

The density of clusters per unit mass and redshift is modeled as
follow:

dn
d ln M

=
ρm,0

M
d lnσ−1

d ln M
f (σ), (10)

where ρm,0 is the matter density at present, f (σ) is the multiplic-
ity function, and σ(R, z) is defined by

σ2(R, z) =
1

2π2

∫ ∞
0

k2P(k, z)
Å

3 j1(kR)
kR

ã2

dk, (11)

where j1(x) = (sin(x)− x cos(x))/x2 is the spherical Bessel func-
tion of the first kind of order one, and P(k) is the matter power
spectrum. We follow the approach developed in Hagstotz et al.
(2019) to describe the specific behavior of the HMF in the HS-
f (R) framework when compared to the standard fitting functions
and emulators (Tinker et al. 2008; Despali et al. 2016; Bocquet
et al. 2020; Euclid Collaboration et al. 2023a) obtained from
simulations assuming standard GR. The main advantage of this
formalism is that the entire framework is derived from the col-
lapse of the structures in f (R) gravity, with standard computa-
tions for the power spectrum. Deviations from the GR HMF are
modeled as follows: the multiplicity function can be written as
in Equation (10). The goal is to correct the multiplicity function
by a factor encapsulating the deviations from GR; therefore,

f f (R)(σ) = f GR(σ) · η( fR0, σ), (12)

Article number, page 4 of 13



Artis et al.: Constraints f (R) Gravity from eRASS1 Cluster Counts

where the correcting factor is given by

η( fR0, σ) =
f f (R)
k ( fR0, σ)

f GR
k (σ)

. (13)

The the multiplicity functions including the subscript k in the
correcting factor are defined as follow. In the formalism of the
multiplicity function, the density field δ realizes a random walk
(i.e., a Markov process) when smoothed by a simple top-hat fil-
ter in k-space, with the radius R defined in Equation (11). This
means that in the trajectories δ(R), the next positions depend
only on the current position. The multiplicity functions in Equa-
tion (13) are obtained that way and are noted with the subscript
k. They are not realistic enough to describe the halo abundance.
The f (R) properties are encoded on the collapse of structures and
not on the statistics of the density field, and their ratio is well
suited to quantify departure from GR. However, more realistic
filters should be considered to derive a proper fitting function,
which causes departures from the uncorrelated random walk.
Any multiplicity function, including these non-Markovian cor-
rections found in the literature, can be applied for f GR. In this
work, we use the Tinker et al. (2008) as f GR(σ). We emphasize
that the resulting fitting function for HMF we use in this work
was initially calibrated for masses defined as M200m. We convert
the HMF to M500c as eRASS1 mass measurements are calibrated
for M500,c. Additionally, doing so allows us to stay consistent
with the standard ΛCDM cosmology analysis presented in Ghi-
radini et al. (A&A subm.). In the case of GR, the multiplicity
function is given by

f GR
k (σ) =

…
2a
π

δc

σ
exp
Å
−a

(δc + βσ
2)2

2σ2

ã
, (14)

, where a and β are fixed to the values provided in Hagstotz et al.
(2019), and δc is the critical density for the collapse in GR given
by the appendix C of Nakamura & Suto (1997)

δGR
c (z) =

3(12π)2/3

20

Ç
1 − 0.012299 log

Å
1 +
Ω−1

m − 1
(1 + z)3

ãå
. (15)

The multiplicity function in the case of HS- f (R) gravity for non-
markovian correction follows:

f f (R)
k (σ) =

…
2a
π

1
σ

e−aB̄2/(2σ2)

Ç
δ

f (R)
c −

3M
2
∂δ

f (R)
c

∂M
∂ lnσ
∂ ln R

å
,

(16)

where a is a constant. B̄ is the barrier, the threshold beyond
which collapse structures are formed. This threshold follows

B̄ = δ f (R)
c ( fR0,M, z) + βσ2,

with β being another constant. The key of this formalism is thus
to compute the spherical collapse threshold in f (R) gravity. For
a review, we point the reader to Kopp et al. (2013) and the pre-
vious references of this section. Here, we provide the numerical
solutions used for the collapse model:

δ
f (R)
c ( fR0,M, z) = δGR

c (z) × ∆ ( fR0,M, z) (17)

where the ∆ ( fR0,M, z) is given by:

∆( fR0,M, z) = 1 + b2 (1 + z)−a3

(
mb −

»
m2

b + 1
)

(18)

+ b3

Ä
tanh (mb) − 1

ä
.

The different parameters of the collapse model are defined as
follows, as they were originally fitted:





b2 = 0.0166
a3( fR0) = 1 + exp

Ä
−2.08

(
log | fR0| + 5.56

)2ä
mb( fR0,M, z) = (1 + z)a3

(
log M − m1(1 + z)−a4

)

m1( fR0) = µ1 log | fR0| + µ2

a4( fR0) = α4

Ä
tanh(0.69

(
log | fR0| + 6.65

)
)

+1
ä

b3( fR0) = β3
(
2.41 − log | fR0|

)

(19)

Three values are then required to describe the collapse
threshold in the HS- f (R) parametrization. Those are represented
by the parameters µ1, µ2, α4 and β3. In this work, we use the best-
fit value given by Hagstotz et al. (2019).

One can verify that this parametrization converges to the
standard GR threshold for collapse δGR

c (z) (15), when | fR0| takes
small values.

The HMF derived here is computed for M200m, while the
eRASS1 cosmology pipeline considers M500c. Thus, we follow
(Hu & Kravtsov 2003) to convert the mass: we first compute the
HMF from Tinker et al. (2008) dn/d ln M500c for a broad range
of halo mass M500c and convert these masses assuming the mass
concentration relation from Duffy et al. (2008) and the Navarro,
Frenk, and White (NFW) density profile (Navarro et al. 1996).
The resultant f (R) HMF thus follows

dn f (R)

d ln M500c
=
ρm,0

M500c

∣∣∣∣
d lnσ

d ln M500c

∣∣∣∣ fTinker2008(σ(M500c))

×
f f (R)
k (σ(M200m(M500c)))

f GR
k (σ(M200m(M500c)))

. (20)

This equation represents the HMF used in this work, although
we note that the uncertainties related to the HMF can impact
our constraints (Salvati et al. 2020; Artis et al. 2021). Figure 2
shows the evolution of the HMF when log fR0 increases. Due
to different numerical simulations, halo finders, various fitting
functions used in previous work, and baryonic effects, we ex-
pect the departure between the standard GR HMFs in the liter-
ature to be as high as 10% (Knebe et al. 2013; Euclid Collab-
oration et al. 2023a). Additionaly, the model used in this work
presents up to 20% differences with the predictions of Cataneo
et al. (2016). These systematic uncertainties are accounted for
following Costanzi et al. (2019) i.e. we compute the HMF as

dñ f (R)

d ln M500c
=

dn f (R)

d ln M500c
(s ln(M/1014M⊙) + q), (21)

where q and s represent the errors respectively on the amplitude
and slope of the HMF. Adopting a conservative approach, we use
priors q ∼ N(1, 0.5) and s ∼ N(0, 0.5).
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Fig. 2: Relative difference (in percentage) of the HMF when
fR0 increases. We note that ∆n = dn/d ln M( fR0) − dn/d ln M,
where dn/d ln M( fR0) is the HMF decribed with equation 20 and
dn/d ln M is obtained with the GR fitting function from Tinker
et al. (2008). Increased values of fR0 create more massive halos.

3.3. Weak lensing mass calibration in modified gravity

In this work, we aim to constrain modifications of the theory
of gravity with the cluster halo mass function calibrated with
the scaling relation between the X-ray count rate and the weak
lensing shear data. Therefore, the predictions for the weak lens-
ing signal of galaxy clusters in the modified gravity theories are
needed for self-consistent analysis. As discussed in the follow-
ing, we use the prediction from GR for the WL signal of massive
clusters by simply utilizing the calibration performed by Grandis
et al. (A&A subm.). For readability, we provide the basis of the
analysis and critical aspects (see Bartelmann & Schneider 2001,
for detailed description and review). In the framework of GR,
the gravitational potential of a lens cluster deflects the light from
distant background sources. The surface brightness S s at posi-
tion θ of a source with negligible dimensions compared to the
lens size is as follows:

S obs(θ) = S s(Aθ), (22)

where A is the lensing distortion matrix. It is written as

A =

Ç
1 − κ − γ1 γ2

γ2 1 − κ + γ1

å
. (23)

The convergence κ relates to isotropic transformations of the im-
age, while the shear components (γ1, γ2) are linked to the image
distortion. The main transformations of the image are described
by these two quantities, and they are computed as follow: the
total distribution of mass in clusters is assumed to follow the
NFW profile introduced in Navarro et al. (1996), which is well
fit- simulated DM, and defined as:

ρ(r) =
δ(c∆)ρc(z)

r
r∆/c∆

Å
1 +

r
r∆/c∆

ã2 , (24)

where r∆ is the radius defined such that the mean density of the
enclosed volume is ∆ times the mean density of the universe.

ρc = 3H2/8πG is the critical density and c∆ is the concentration
parameter. δ is a function that results from the definition of the
radius r∆ and reads:

δ(c∆) =
∆

3
c3
∆

ln(1 + c∆) − c∆(1 + c∆)
. (25)

This mass profile creates a gravitational potential noted ϕ.
We will note the lens cluster l and background sources (typically
galaxies). In the thin lens approximation (the typical size of the
lens is negligible compared to the distance), we can write the
lensing potential of a cluster as

ψ(θ) =
2
c2

Dls

DlDs

∫
ϕ(Dlθ, z) dz, (26)

where θ = (θ1, θ2) is the position on the sky. Dls,Dl, and Ds are
respectively the distance between the lens cluster and the source
galaxy, the distance between the observer and the lens, and the
observer and the galaxy. The convergence and shear component
can be expressed as a function of the derivatives of the lensing
potential through





κ(θ) =
1
2

Ç
∂2ψ

∂θ2
1

+
∂2ψ

∂θ2
1

å
γ1(θ) =

1
2

Ç
∂2ψ

∂θ2
1

−
∂2ψ

∂θ2
1

å
γ2(θ) =

∂2ψ

∂θ1∂θ2

. (27)

These expressions, combined with the definition of the lens-
ing potential (26), lead to the following: if we define the surface
mass density as

Σ(R) = 2
∫ ∞

0
ρ(R, z) dz, (28)

where the matter density follows the NFW profile (24), the con-
vergence profile is expressed as

κ(R) =
Σ(R)
Σc

, (29)

and the radial dependence of the tangential shear follows

γt(R) =
Σ(< R) − Σ(R)

Σc
, (30)

where Σ(< R) is the mean surface mass density in the radius R,
and the Σc = c2/4πG · Ds/DlDls. These quantities are derived in
Wright & Brainerd (2000). The weak lensing mass calibration is
performed through the reduced tangential shear

gt(R) =
γ(R)

1 − κ(R)
. (31)

The reduced tangential shear profiles are related to the underly-
ing mass through P(ĝt |MWL, ẑ) (see section 4.2). Since it is the
consequence of the gravitational potential, it carries the neces-
sary information on the underlying mass. To summarize, we as-
sumed a standard lens equation resulting from GR to constrain
our masses.
In this work, we consider one specific way of testing potential
deviations: we probe the Hu-Sawicki parameterization of the
f (R) gravity.
The theory of gravity impacts cluster WL in two ways:
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1. the paths of light through the cluster’s gravitational poten-
tial might be altered by the modified theory, leading to the
same lensing potential (Bekenstein & Sanders 1994) causing
a different distortion in the shape of background galaxies and

2. the effective Newtonian potential of galaxy clusters in a mod-
ified theory might deviate from the one predicted in GR.

The first point is of no concern in the modification we explore.
In the case of f (R) gravity, the cosmic expansion remains the
same (see section 3.1), but the geodesics are potentially affected.
However, Schmidt (2010) showed that they remain virtually un-
changed, up to a negligible factor of the order ≲ 10−4. We can
thus use the generic lensing equations in HS- f (R) gravity.

Halo matter profiles in f (R) gravity have been extensively
studied by Mitchell et al. (2018); Ruan et al. (2023), focusing
on the mass concentration relation and the 3D density profiles.
Neither of these two observables matches exactly the 2D pro-
jected matter density maps needed to anchor the WL mass cali-
bration in a cluster cosmological context (Grandis et al. 2021a).
Nonetheless, the general findings of Mitchell et al. (2018) about
the maximal halo mass at which halos become fully screened
can still be applied. That work finds that halos with a mass larger
than 10p2 h−1M⊙ are screened and thus behave like in GR. The
parameter is given by

p2 = 1.50
(
log | fR0| − log(1 + z)

)
+ 21.6, (32)

where we round before the numerical errors reported in Mitchell
et al. (2018). We shall evaluate this expression at z = 0.1, the
lower redshift limit of our cluster sample. Given that we are
working with an X-ray-selected sample, this is also the red-
shift at which we reach the lowest limiting mass. For the values
log10 | fR0| = 5.25, 5.5, 6 we find p2 = 13.69, 13.31, 12.56. The
first value of p2 correspond to a mass of 1013.85M⊙. Considering
that 95.4% of the objects in the cosmology sample have an esti-
mated mass greater than this value, we can argue that the cluster
one halo regime that we analyze is also unaltered in the f (R)
gravity parameter space we explore.

4. Statistical inference

This section provides a brief description of the cluster cos-
mology inference pipeline. A detailed review can be found in
the ΛCDM eRASS1 cosmology results (Ghiradini et al. A&A
subm.). The main element is that the cluster abundance statis-
tic follows a Poisson statistic (i.e., cluster abundance as a func-
tion of their observable is a Poisson process), coupled with weak
lensing shear measurements, calibrating the scaling relation be-
tween mass and X-ray observable. A mixture model for elimi-
nating the contamination due to active galactic nuclei (AGN) and
background fluctuations misclassified as clusters in the eRASS1
cosmology subsample is employed to perform a precision cos-
mology experiment.

We express λ as the intensity of the Poisson process (the
number density of objects per unit of observable) and x as the
vector of the observables. This intensity depends on the model,
and we noteΘ, the set of cosmological parameters. By definition,
the expected number of objects whose observable properties be-
long to the sub-sample Ω of the observable parameter space fol-
lows;

N{x∈Ω}(Θ) =
∫
Ω

λ(x|Θ) dx. (33)

In our model, the global observable vector is defined as

x = {ĈR, ẑ, λ̂,H , g+},

where ĈR are the observed count rate, ẑ are the observed photo-
metric redshifts, λ̂ is the observed richness, H is the sky posi-
tions, which need to be considered due to the uneven exposure
of the survey, and g+ is the shear profile obtained from the differ-
ent weak lensing surveys described in section 2.2. The intensity
of the process thus described the number density of the objects
in the parameter space. The Poisson realization of the expected
value N{x∈Ω}(Θ). In the framework that we adopt in this paper,
we need to describe the intensity for the different species that we
are considering to predict the abundance of the objects. Then,
the general shape of the Poisson log-likelihood will follow;

lnL(Θ) =
∑

i

ln(λ(xi|Θ)) −
∫

x
λ(x|Θ) dx, (34)

where the index i runs over the observed objects. Using the Pois-
son likelihood, we neglect the cosmic variance (Hu & Kravtsov
2003) and the super sample variance (Lacasa & Grain 2019)
as these effects are sub-dominant given the area covered by
eRASS1 and the limited number of clusters included in this anal-
ysis (see Ghiradini et al. A&A subm., for discussion). Our cata-
log contains three classes of objects: galaxy clusters (C), which
are of interest, and contaminants, e.g., AGN, background fluctu-
ations misclassified as clusters (NC). Our model simultaneously
accounts for the cluster counts and the contaminant fractions
through the Poisson mixture model. The total density is the sum
of the three-component model;

λtot(x|Θ) = λC(x|Θ) + λAGN(x) + λNC(x). (35)

In terms of the total number of objects in each class, we ob-
tain

Ntot(Θ) = NC(Θ) + fAGNNtot(Θ) + fNCNtot(Θ), (36)

where fAGN and fNC are the respective fractions of contaminants.
Consequently, we can express the number of AGN, false detec-
tions, and the total number of objects in the catalog as a function
of the cosmology-dependent number of cluster NC:





Ntot(Θ) = (1/(1 − fAGN − fNC))NC(Θ)
NAGN(Θ) = ( fAGN/(1 − fAGN − fC))NC(Θ)
NNC(Θ) = ( fNC/(1 − fAGN − fNC))NC(Θ)

. (37)

Starting from the formalism above, we can write the total
number of objects is written as

Ntot(Θ) =
1

1 − fAGN − fNC

∫
x
λC(x|Θ) dx, (38)

and that the number density of contaminants follows λAGN(x|θ) =
NAGN(Θ)PAGN(x), and λNC(x|θ) = NNC(Θ)PNC(x). In this equa-
tion, P describes the probability distribution function of the re-
spective object, depending on the observables. These terms are
described in 4.3. Finally, the likelihood 34 becomes
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lnL(Θ) =
∑

i

ln
Å
λC(xi|Θ)

+NAGN(Θ)PAGN(xi) + NNC(Θ)PNC(xi)
ã

−
1

1 − fAGN − fNC

∫
x
λC(x|Θ) dx .

(39)

Separating the mass calibration likelihood from the number
count likelihood is performed through the method described in
the appendix of Bocquet et al. (2015). For the clusters belonging
to the footprints of the WL surveys, the number density becomes

λC(x\{g+}, g+|Θ) = λC(x\{g+}|Θ)P(g+|x\{g+},Θ). (40)

This formalism is applied in Equation 39 and allows for the cal-
ibration of X-ray and optical scaling relations. See section 4.2
and Ghiradini et al. (A&A subm.) for the details of the mass cal-
ibration.

In the following sections, we briefly describe the components
of Equation 39. The cluster abundance term λC is described in
4.1, the weak lensing likelihood is given in section 4.2, and the
mixture model accounting for contamination is provided in 4.3.

4.1. Cluster abundance likelihood

The term λC of Equation 39 represents the expected number den-
sity of clusters. It is obtained through

λC =
dNC

dĈRdẑdĤ
=

∫
z

∫
M

∫
CR

P(I|CR, z, Ĥ)P(ĈR|CR)

P(CR|M, z)P(ẑ|z)
dn
dM

dV
dz

dMdzdCR.

(41)

dn/dM is the halo mass function, dV/dz is the comoving vol-
ume, and P(I|CR, z, Ĥ) is the probability of detecting a cluster
i.e. the selection function, the fraction of detected objects at a
given observed sky position, redshift and count rates, given in
(Clerc 2023). We note that the fraction of detected objects is es-
timated for a ΛCDM cosmology. We assume that this quantity is
not significantly modified by the models considered in this work.
The other terms are explained in the following. Consistently with
(Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.), the count rates are assumed to be
linked to the underlying mass of the objects through (Ghiradini
et al. A&A subm.)Æ

ln
CR

CR,p

∣∣∣∣M, z
∏
= ln AX + bX(M, z) · ln

M
Mp
+ eX(z), (42)

where CR,p = 0.1 cts/s and Mp = 2× 1014M⊙ are the pivot count
rates and mass. All the masses are expressed in solar masses M⊙.
The other terms are

bX(M, z) =
Å

BX +CX · ln
M
Mp
+ FX · ln

1 + z
1 + zp

ã
, (43)

where zp = 0.35 is the pivot redshift, and

eX(z) = DX · ln
dL(z)
dL(zp)

+ EX · ln
E(z)
E(zp)

+GX · ln
1 + z
1 + zp

, (44)

where dL is the luminosity distance, E(z) = H(z)/H0 is the evolu-
tion function. The parameters {AX, BX,CX,DX, EX, FX} are fitted
jointly with the cosmological parameters to provide consistency
and avoid astrophysical biases. We assume that the true count
rates are the following,

CR ∼ Log−N(CR(M, z), σX),

where Log−N characterizes the log-normal distribution,
CR(M, z), is the output of the scaling relation in Equation 42, and
σX is the dispersion on the selection function, fitted together with
the cosmological parameters. We also include the measurement
errors on count rates fitted by the MultiBand Projector in 2D
(MBProj2D) tool (Sanders et al. 2018), and the observed count
rates are

ĈR ∼ Log−N(CR, σ̂),
where σ̂ is fixed at the value given by the X-ray processing
pipeline, MBProj2D (see Bulbul et al. A&A subm., for details).
The observed redshifts are obtained through eROMaPPer, the op-
tical identification tool (see Kluge et al. A&A subm.) as in the
following

P(ẑ|z) =(1 − cz) · N(bz · z, σz(1 + z))+
+ cz · N(bz · z + cshift,z, σz(1 + z)),

(45)

where cz, bz, σz and cshift,z are the fitted parameters of the distri-
bution. The richness, proxy for the number of galaxies belong-
ing to a given cluster, is computed starting from Grandis et al.
(2021b) as

< ln λ|M, z >= ln Aλ + bλ(z) ln
Å

M
Mp

ã
+Cλ ln

Å
1 + z
1 + zp

ã
, (46)

where all the masses are expressed in solar mass (M⊙), and the
redshift dependence of the mass slope follows

bλ(z) = Bλ + Dλ ln
Å

1 + z
1 + zp

ã
. (47)

The optical richness is not one of the main observables used in
the mass calibration. It is only used to eliminate the contami-
nation in the sample through the mixture method. We keep the
richness limit low (λ̂ > 3) to ensure that no additional optical
selection effects are introduced in the analysis.

4.2. Weak-lensing likelihood

An essential step between the cluster number counts and X-ray
observables obtained from the eROSITA survey and the halo
mass function is the calibration of the cluster mass scaling re-
lations. We utilize the weak lensing shear measurements in cali-
brating cluster scaling relations as it is currently the most reliable
method with minimal bias available (Euclid Collaboration et al.
2023b). We use the surveys, i.e., the Dark Energy Survey (DES),
the Kilo Degree Survey (KiDS), and the HyperSupreme Cam
(HSC), presented in section 2 to achieve this goal. Following
(Grandis et al. A&A subm.) we assume a relation between weak
lensing inferred masses and true mass in the following form;≠

ln
MWL

Mp

∣∣∣∣M, z
∑
= b(z) + bM ln

Å
M
Mp

ã
(48)
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Fig. 3: Comparison of the posteriors obtained on the Ω − σ8
plane. We represent the ΛCDM analysis introduced in Ghiradini
et al. (A&A subm.) in grey, while the posteriors of HS- f (R) case
are shown in red.

The DES, KiDS, and HSC surveys are used simultaneously
to calibrate the count rate to mass (Equation 42) and richness to
mass (Equation 46) relations. The scatter around this scaling is;

logσ2
MWL
= s(z) + sM log

Å
M
Mp

ã
where the mass component is consistent with zero, and we fix
sM = 0 in the rest of the analysis as prescribed by Grandis et al.
(A&A subm.).

4.3. Contamination fraction

Although the eRASS1 cosmology subsample is a high-fidelity
catalog with a purity level reaching 95%, the remaining 5%
contaminants should be eliminated from our analysis. We ap-
ply a mixture model fitting for the fraction of AGN and ran-
dom sources (RS). We refer the reader to (Ghiradini et al. A&A
subm.) for a detailed method review.

5. Results

In this section, we provide our results on the HS- f (R) gravity
based on cluster counts from the eRASS1 cosmology catalog
with weak lensing mass calibration. We first show that our mass
scale is consistent with the base ΛCDM analysis from Ghiradini
et al. (A&A subm.).

5.1. Comparison of the mass scale with GR-ΛCDM

One of the key ingredients of cluster abundance cosmology is
the relation between the observable used to detect the objects
and the underlying cluster mass. In this work, the main observ-
able are the X-ray count rates of the clusters observed in the

first eROSITA All-Sky Survey. The modeling of the scaling re-
lations between observable and cluster mass is described in sec-
tion 4. The parameters of this count rates to mass relation are
fitted jointly with the cosmological parameters. This means that
when considering extensions to general relativity that do not af-
fect cluster masses due to screening mechanisms, we should find
consistent scaling relations, as the fitted cosmology is similar to
the one found in ΛCDM.

The redshift dependence of the mass slope CX is fixed to
zero, the luminosity distance dependence DX to -2, and normal-
ized Hubble parameter dependence EX to 2. Figure 4 shows the
fitted parameters AX, BX, FX and GX when compared to the stan-
dard ΛCDM analysis presented in Ghiradini et al. (A&A subm.)
and the weak lensing mass calibration part of the likelihood pre-
sented in Grandis et al. (A&A subm.). The latter represents the
information coming only from the weak lensing mass calibration
of DES clusters.

Overall, there is good agreement between our different mod-
els whenever we consider deviation from GR. The mass calibra-
tion parameters are indeed not affecting our results. This means
that the mass calibration is robust and that changes in the cos-
mological model primarily affect the underlying distribution of
clusters represented by the HMF.

5.2. Constraints on f (R) gravity

We apply two different models to constrain the HS- f (R) gravity
parameterization using the Hagstotz et al. (2019) formalism. In
the first one, we assume massless neutrinos, while in the second
one, we simultaneously constrain the sum of the neutrino masses
and the parameter log | fR0| (Equation (3)). We summarize our
results in Table 2. In both cases, eRASS1 cluster number counts
provide upper limits on log | fR0|. In the first case, we find find
the following constraints, summarized in figure 3:

Ωm = 0.28 ± 0.02
σ8 = 0.89 ± 0.04
S 8 = 0.85 ± 0.04

, (49)

at 68% confidence level. These constraints are in good agree-
ment with the results of the standard ΛCDM analysis presented
in Ghiradini et al. (A&A subm.). Finally, we for the first time ob-
tain constraints on the f (R) parameters with cluster abundance
only, obtaining:

log | fR0| < −4.31 at 95% confidence
Ä∑

mν = 0 eV
ä
. (50)

Figure 6 presents the measurements in the Ωm − log | fR0| plane.
Our constraints show consistency with GR, as suggested by pre-
vious surveys using cluster abundance to probe HS- f (R) gravity.
When combined with CMB data, the most recent study by Cata-
neo et al. (2015) obtained log | fR0| < −4.79. Our results sug-
gest that large unscreened departures from GR can be ruled out
by cluster counts alone, thus providing an independent test of
gravity on scales ∼ 10 Mpc. Additionally, Hagstotz et al. (2019)
showed that massive neutrinos can counteract the effect of mod-
ified gravity by reducing the abundance of massive structures.
For instance, massive neutrinos increase the collapse barrier pre-
sented in equation 17. For

∑
mν = 0.3 eV, the collapse barrier

is not distinguishable from the GR barrier if log | fR0| = −5. It
is thus necessary to investigate the case where the sum of the
mass of the neutrinos is fit jointly with log | fR0|. When we free
the masses of the neutrinos, we obtain

log | fR0| < −4.12 at 95% confidence
Ä∑

mν free
ä
, (51)
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Table 1: Priors on the cosmological parameters used in this analysis when they are involved in the corresponding model. For the full
set of priors used for the other parameters, including scaling relation and nuisance parameters, (see Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.)

Parameter Units Description Prior
Ωm - Mean matter density at present time U(0.2, 0.95)
log As - Amplitude of the primordial power spectrum U(−10,−8)

H0
km
s

Mpc Hubble expansion rate at present time N(67.77, 0.6)
Ωb - Mean baryon density at present time U(0.046, 0.052)
ns - Spectra index of the primordial power spectrum U(0.92, 1.0)∑

mν eV Summed neutrino masses U(0, 1)
log | fR0| - Logarithm of the derivative of f (R) with respect to the Ricci scalar taken at present day U(−8,−3)

Notes. With U(min,max) we indicate a uniform distribution between ‘min’ and ‘max’. With N(µ, σ) we indicate a normal distribution centered
on µ and with standard deviation σ.

Table 2: Constraints on the HS- f (R) gravity model in different scenarios. The errors provided for the constrained parameters are the
68% confidence intervals. The upper limits are given at the 95% confidence level.

log | fR0| Ωm σ8
∑

mν S 8

HS- f (R) < −5.12 0.28 ± 0.02 0.89 ± 0.04 - 0.85 ± 0.04
HS- f (R) +

∑
mν < −4.12 0.29 ± 0.03 0.86 ± 0.05 < 0.39 eV 0.83 ± 0.04

We also the current constraints on the cosmological parameters,
including the neutrino masses:

Ωm = 0.29 ± 0.03
σ8 = 0.86 ± 0.05
S 8 = 0.83 ± 0.04∑

mν < 0.44 eV at 95% confidence

, (52)

These constraints are again fully consistent with those obtained
in the base ΛCDM (Ghiradini et al. A&A subm.) (see table 2).
We investigate the consistency between our S 8 measurements
and the one given in the standard ΛCDM analysis in Ghiradini
et al. (A&A subm.), who finds

S 8 = 0.86 ± 0.01. (53)

Figure 5 shows the different models, compared to the results ob-
tained by Planck Collaboration et al. (2020). In all cases, our S 8
value is in good agreement with the cosmic microwave back-
ground. Additionnaly, the three models are fully compatible.
However, the upper limits on the neutrino mass are higher due
to the increased free parameters in the fits. It is worth noting
that we solely use cluster abundances with no priors on the cos-
mological parameters when constraining fR0. The tighter upper
limits reported in the literature, e.g., Kou et al. (2023), find an
upper limit of log | fR0| < −4.61, combining the CMB measure-
ments with galaxy clustering. The ability of finding upper limits
with cluster counts alone can primarily be explained by the in-
creased statistics provided by the eRASS1 cluster sample. This
allows us to provide a self consistent physical framework. More-
over, the constraints benefit from the shear measurement from
high-quality DES, KIDS, and HSC mass calibration employed
in this work (Grandis et al. A&A subm.; Kleinebreil 2023). It is,
therefore, clear that in both cases, whether the neutrino masses
are allowed to be free, the constraints from the eRASS1 cluster
count measurements remain consistent with GR with a cosmo-
logical constant, for which fR0 = 0 as shown in equation 3.

6. Discussion and conclusions

In this work, we present results on potential deviations from
standard GR and ΛCDM using X-ray detected eRASS1 clus-
ters, in combination with LS DR10-South for optical confirma-
tion and redshift measurement, and DES, KiDS, and HSC for
weak lensing mass calibration. We derive constraints on the HS
model of f (R) gravity. We consider both the case of massive and
massless neutrinos.

Overall, all the models that we have studied are statistically
consistent with GR. Given the constraining power of eRASS1,
we have chosen to present constraints from cluster abundance
only. This choice allows us to measure our parameters with a
consistent physical framework for the first time. Indeed, this
works shows that cluster counts alone have a great potential to
constraint modified gravity at the scale at which they are sensi-
tive. Deeper surveys with eROSITA will significantly increase
the constraints that we obtain here and might rival the results ob-
tained at smaller scales. Overall, combined with the follow-up
weak lensing observations, the first eROSITA’s All-Sky survey
has the statistical power to constrain the cosmological parame-
ters with percent level precision and test the general relativity at
large scales.

Lastly, we investigate the consistency between our S 8 mea-
surements and the one given in the standard ΛCDM analysis and
find good agreement. The modification of gravitation at the scale
covered by cluster abundance does not significantly affect the S 8
measurement. Our error bars are increased, but all posteriors are
fully compatible. This emphasizes that the S 8 measurement pro-
vided in the ΛCDM analysis is robust against modifications and
in good agreement with Planck Collaboration et al. (2020).

Finally, the precision of our analysis mostly relies on the halo
mass function models available. We use the framework proposed
by Hagstotz et al. (2019), while others like Cataneo et al. (2016)
propose alternative approaches. Additional work will be neces-
sary to increase the precision of our constraints by increasing the
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Fig. 4: Comparison of the posteriors on the scaling relation obtained in the f (R) framework (the mass of the neutrinos is fixed) and
the standard ΛCDM analysis presented in Ghiradini et al. (A&A subm.)(grey). The different models are fully consistent with one
another. We overplot the contours obtained from weak lensing only from Grandis et al. (A&A subm.).

reliability of the HMF, not only for f (R) gravity, but also for any
additional model of interest.

eROSITA, thus far, collected more than four All-Sky survey
data. The final eRASS will detect about 105 galaxy clusters and
groups (projected from the eFEDS results in Liu et al. 2022; Bul-
bul et al. 2022). The deeper eROSITA data and extensive cluster
catalogs, in combination with state-of-the-art weak lensing mass
calibration, will allow us to tighten our constraints on the f (R)
gravity models.
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