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33Université Grenoble Alpes, CNRS, LPSC-IN2P3, 38000 Grenoble, France
34Center for Astrophysical Surveys, National Center for Supercomputing

Applications, 1205 West Clark St., Urbana, IL 61801, USA
35Department of Astronomy, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1002 W. Green Street, Urbana, IL 61801, USA
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We present constraints on the normal branch of the Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (nDGP) braneworld
gravity model from the abundance of massive galaxy clusters. On scales below the nDGP crossover
scale rc, the nDGP model features an effective gravity-like fifth force that alters the growth of
structure, leading to an enhancement of the halo mass function (HMF) on cluster scales. The
enhanced cluster abundance allows for constraints on the nDGP model using cluster samples. We
employ the SPT cluster sample, selected through the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect (tSZE) with
the South Pole Telescope (SPT) and with mass calibration using weak-lensing data from the Dark
Energy Survey (DES) and the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). The cluster sample contains 1,005
clusters with redshifts 0.25 < z < 1.78, which are confirmed with the Multi-Component Matched
Filter (MCMF) algorithm using optical and near-infrared data. Weak-lensing data from DES and
HST enable a robust mass measurement of the cluster sample. We use DES Year 3 data for 688
clusters with redshifts z < 0.95, and HST data for 39 clusters with redshifts 0.6 < z < 1.7. We
account for the enhancement in the HMF through a semi-analytic correction factor to the νΛCDM
HMF derived from the spherical collapse model in the nDGP model. We then further calibrate this
model using N -body simulations. In addition, for the first time, we analyze the primary cosmic
microwave background (CMB) temperature and polarization anisotropy measurements from Planck
PR4 within the nDGP model. We obtain a competitive constraint from the joint analysis of the
SPT cluster abundance with the Planck PR4 data, and report an upper bound of 1/

√
H0rc < 1.41

at 95% when assuming a cosmology with massive neutrinos.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the observed accelerated expansion of
the Universe remains one of the most fundamental open
questions in cosmology [1, 2]. The standard cosmologi-
cal model, Λ cold dark matter (ΛCDM), assumes gravity
follows general relativity (GR) and that the accelerated
expansion is sourced through a cosmological constant Λ,
which is added to the Einstein-Hilbert action. This cor-
responds to a dark energy component with constant den-
sity that drives the acceleration of the Universe’s expan-
sion. An independent test of GR, and thus of our un-
derstanding of gravity, can be performed by considering
modifications to GR, which are generally obtained from
extensions of the Einstein-Hilbert action (for a review,
see, e.g., [3–5]).

One widely studied modified gravity model is the
Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP) braneworld gravity
model [6]. In the DGP model, our four-dimensional
Universe is embedded in a five-dimensional spacetime,
and gravity can leak into the extra dimension on large
scales, whereas the other fundamental forces remain four-
dimensional. Specifically, this transition happens at the

∗ s.vogt@physik.lmu.de

so-called crossover scale rc, which serves as an extra
parameter in the theory that describes the deviation
from GR. On scales larger than rc gravity becomes five-
dimensional. Conversely, GR is recovered if rc → ∞.
However, the GR limit is nontrivial, and the gravitational
dynamics and the growth of cosmic structure are modi-
fied even on scales much smaller than rc. GR is restored
only in regions with density much higher than the cos-
mological mean, via the Vainshtein screening mechanism
which arises from non-linearities in the modified Pois-
son equation [7]. In this work, we focus on the normal
branch of the DGP model (nDGP) with a quintessence-
like dark energy component tuned to give a background
expansion history consistent with ΛCDM [8]. Unlike the
self-accelerating branch, the normal branch is stable and
theoretically consistent. Due to the screening mecha-
nism, which restores GR locally, as well as the unmodi-
fied background expansion, the growth of structure is the
most stringent observational test of this scenario.

Modified gravity theories such as nDGP alter the linear
and non-linear growth of structure on cosmological scales,
making summary statistics of the large-scale structure
powerful probes for testing these models. One such mea-
sure of the large-scale structure is the abundance of mas-
sive galaxy clusters [9, 10], which has been widely used
to study standard cosmological models [11–19] as well as
modified gravity [20–26] and dark matter models [27, 28].

mailto:s.vogt@physik.lmu.de


3

To obtain cosmological constraints from the abundance
of massive galaxy clusters, we need a link between the
cluster observables and the underlying mass of the clus-
ter, which is not a directly observed quantity [29, 30]. To
make an inference of the underlying cluster masses, we
rely on weak lensing to inform these mass estimates.

In this study, we use the sample of 1, 005 galaxy clus-
ters detected with the South Pole Telescope (SPT) [31]
via the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect (tSZE) [32].
The tSZE is a spectral distortion of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) along the cluster line of sight, which
is induced by the inverse Compton scattering of low-
energy CMB photons with the high-energy electrons of
the hot intracluster medium (ICM). Therefore, the tSZE
is a direct tracer of the ICM and the underlying massive
galaxy cluster. The tSZE signal is approximately redshift
independent, and with sufficient angular resolution and
sensitivity, clusters can be detected out to the highest
redshifts where they exist. The tSZE enables the con-
struction of a high-purity sample with well-understood
completeness. SPT cluster candidates are confirmed us-
ing the Multi-Component Matched Filter (MCMF) algo-
rithm [33–35] with optical and near-infrared data from
the Dark Energy Survey (DES) [36–38] and the Wide-
field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE) [39].

The relation of the tSZE signal to the underlying mass
must be calibrated with external data, as modeling the
ICM is challenging. Here, we rely on mass measurements
from weak-lensing shear data, for which the relation to
the mass is well understood and can therefore be used
to empirically calibrate the scaling relations between the
cluster observables and the cluster mass. We use weak-
lensing data from the DES Year 3 shape catalog for 688
clusters with redshifts z < 0.95 [40] and targeted obser-
vation from the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) for 39
clusters in the redshift range 0.6 < z < 1.7 [41–43]. The
analysis presented in this work is based on the method
developed in [18, 44] (hereafter SB24b, SB24a).

To account for the impact of nDGP on structure forma-
tion, we adopt a halo mass function (HMF) model which
accounts for changes in spherical collapse in nDGP rel-
ative to GR [8]. The analytical model applied here uses
the critical collapse overdensity δc and the virial over-
density ∆vir derived from a spherical collapse calculation
that incorporates the Vainshtein screening. Furthermore,
we calibrate the subsequent semi-analytical HMF model
against the BRIDGE N -body simulations [45–47], ensur-
ing accurate predictions for the abundance of collapsed
structures in nDGP.

We also perform an nDGP analysis of the primary
CMB Planck PR4 data [48] using the linear power spec-
trum in the nDGP model, which is computed from the
linearized growth equation in the nDGP cosmology. We
obtain constraints on the nDGP model from Planck PR4
alone, as well as in combination with the SPT cluster
dataset. Our results are highly competitive with the
constraints on the nDGP model from clustering wedge
statistics of the galaxy correlation function and estimated

growth rate values. This was applied to BOSS DR1 with
Planck 15 priors on Ωm and As and resulted in the tight-
est constraint on nDGP so far [49].

This paper is organized as follows. Section II presents
the cluster data from SPT and a short summary of the
weak-lensing data from DES and HST. The nDGPmodel,
the corresponding HMF, and its calibration with the
BRIDGE simulations are outlined in Sec. III. The follow-
ing Sec . IV describes the analysis methodology, including
the scaling relations, weak-lensing model, and the Planck
data used in this work. Section V presents the results of
this work. We conclude the paper with a summary in
Sec. VI.

II. DATA

This section gives a brief summary of the cluster and
weak-lensing data used in this work. A detailed descrip-
tion of the data products is presented in SB24a.

A. SPT cluster catalog

The tSZE-selected galaxy cluster sample is created
from the SPT-SZ, SPTpol ECS, and SPTpol 500d sur-
veys. The three surveys cover 5, 270 deg2 of the southern
sky [35, 50, 51], largely overlapping with the DES foot-
print. Cluster candidates are selected based on the tSZE

detection significance ζ̂ and confirmed using optical and
infrared data, which provide redshift measurements and
center positions.

In the 1, 327 deg2 region that is outside the DES foot-
print (∼ 27% of the total area), the candidates are se-

lected by ζ̂ > 5 and confirmed by targeted follow-up ob-
servations, resulting in a sample of 110 clusters, with a
purity ≳ 95% [50, 51].

In the 3, 567 deg2 region that DES covers, clusters are
confirmed using the MCMF tool [33, 34], which also pro-

vides cluster redshifts, optical richnesses λ̂, and center
positions. For clusters with z < 1.1 we use data from
DES and for clusters with z > 1.1, WISE data are used.
The MCMF tool confirms a cluster if the optical richness
is higher than a redshift-dependent richness threshold

λ̂min(z) which ensures a constant sample purity > 98%.

The selection cut in ζ̂ varies between surveys due to dif-

ferent depths and is given by: ζ̂ > 4.25 for SPTpol 500d,

ζ̂ > 4.5 for SPT-SZ and ζ̂ > 5 for SPTpol ECS. This
yields 895 confirmed clusters in the DES region [SB24b].

In total, the sample consists of 1,005 clusters with z >
0.25, where the lower redshift cut is employed due to
contamination from the atmosphere and primary CMB
anisotropies.
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B. DES Y3 and HST weak-lensing data

We use (when available) weak-lensing shear profiles
measured from the DES Y3 shape catalog [40] for clusters
within the overlapping SPT-DES region. The profiles are
computed within the radial range 0.5 < r/(h−1Mpc) <
3.2 (1 + zcluster)

−1, where zcluster is the cluster redshift,
ensuring the exclusion of the central region and the two-
halo regime. These weak-lensing measurements are used
for clusters with z < 0.95, resulting in a sample of 688
SPT clusters with DES shear data [SB24a]. The redshift
cut is based on the median redshift of DES’s highest-
redshift source bin.

For high-redshift clusters, we supplement the DES
weak-lensing dataset with HST observations [41–43]. A
total of 39 clusters in the redshift range 0.6 − 1.7 have
HST shear measurements. Further details on the HST
dataset and methodology can be found in [41–43, 52–54].
In total 727 of our cluster sample of 1,005 clusters have
weak-lensing information.

Our weak-lensing analysis accounts for a wide range of
systematic uncertainties, including cluster member con-
tamination, miscentering effects, shear and photometric
redshift calibration, halo mass modeling, and the influ-
ence of the large-scale structure. A detailed description of
the modeling of these uncertainties is provided in SB24a.
Although these models were calibrated within the ΛCDM
framework, we expect that they remain essentially un-
changed in the nDGP model, as significant deviations
from GR are already ruled out.

III. nDGP GRAVITY

In this section, we briefly discuss the main aspects of
the nDGP gravity model, including the modifications to
GR collapse dynamics, and discuss the subsequent differ-
ence compared to the GR HMF.

In the DGP gravity model, the four-dimensional space-
time (the brane) is embedded in a five-dimensional space-
time (the bulk). While all particles are confined to
the four-dimensional brane, gravity can propagate along
the additional spatial dimension and leak into the five-
dimensional bulk on large scales. Based on this assump-
tion, the DGP action is given by [6]

S =

∫

brane

d4x
√−g

(
R

16πG
+ Lm

)

+

∫

bulk

d5x
√
−g(5)

(
R(5)

16πG(5)

)
,

(1)

where g denotes the determinant of the metric tensor gµν ,
G is the gravitational constant, R is the Ricci scalar in
the brane and superscripts (5) denote the quantities in
the 5-dimensional bulk. Note that we use natural units
with ℏ = c = 1. The length scale at which gravity be-
comes five-dimensional is called the crossover scale, which

is defined as

rc =
1

2

G(5)

G
. (2)

From matter domination onward, the modified Fried-
mann equation is given by [55, 56]

H(a) = H0

√
Ωma−3 +Ωde(a) + Ωrc ±

√
Ωrc . (3)

Here H0 is the expansion rate at redshift 0, Ωm is the
matter density parameter, Ωde is the dark energy den-
sity parameter and Ωrc := 1/(4H0rc). The different signs
represent the two branches of the DGP theory. The self-
accelerating branch (− sign, sDGP) results in a late-time
accelerating universe even without a dark energy compo-
nent, i. e. Ωde = 0. However, sDGP suffers from ghost
instabilities [57–59] and is also ruled out by supernova
and CMB data [60]. The + sign refers to the normal
branch nDGP and requires a dark energy component to
yield an accelerating universe. In this paper, we consider
the normal branch and tune the density and equation of
state of the dark energy such that the background his-
tory matches that in ΛCDM, i. e. H(a) =

√
Ωma−3 +ΩΛ

[8, 61]. It is also possible to assume an nDGP scenario
without introducing an evolving dark energy component
to match the ΛCDM background evolution, i.e. assuming
Eq. (3) with Ωde = ΩΛ constant. However, in this sce-
nario, the background evolution is significantly different
from ΛCDM, and the constraint on the crossover scale rrc
is dominated by geometric probes rather than the growth
of structure [56, 62, 63].
If we consider scales smaller than the Horizon, H−1, as

well as the crossover scale rc, which is entirely sufficient
for the observables considered here, nDGP can be de-
scribed as an effective scalar-tensor theory with an extra
scalar field, the brane-bending mode φ. This field arises
from the ability of the brane to move in the extra dimen-
sion and mediates a gravity-like fifth force. Effectively, it
contributes to the metric potentials by

∇2Φ = 4πGδρ+
1

2
∇2φ , (4)

∇2Ψ = 4πGδρ− 1

2
∇2φ . (5)

In the quasistatic regime, again appropriate on the sub-
horizon scales considered here, the equation of motion for
the brane bending mode is given by [8]

∇2φ+
r2c

3β(a)

[
(∇2φ)2 − (∇i∇jφ)

2
]
=

8πG

3β(a)
δρ , (6)

with the function

β(a) = 1 + 2H(a)rc

(
1 +

Ḣ(a)

3H2(a)

)
. (7)

From the above equation, if rc → ∞ then ∇2φ = 0 and
the equations for the metric potentials, Eqs. (4) and (5),
return to their ΛCDM expressions.
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In low density regions, we can linearize Eqs. (4) and
(5) by neglecting quadratic terms in Eq. (6) and obtain
the following relation for the dynamical potential:

∇2Φ = 4π

(
1 +

1

3β

)
Gδρ, (8)

∇2(Φ + Ψ) = 4πGδρ. (9)

Note that the second relation states that the poten-
tial combination governing gravitational lensing (null
geodesics) is unmodified from GR. From the first rela-
tion on the other hand, the linearized growth equation is
given by

δ̈ + 2Hδ̇ = 4π

(
1 +

1

3β

)
Gδρ , (10)

which differs from the ΛCDM equation by a factor 1+ 1
3β .

Because β(a) depends only on time, the nDGP linear
growth of structure is scale-independent. Thus the nDGP
linear matter power spectrum, P nDGP

L (k), is given by the
ΛCDM linear power spectrum with the same initial con-
dition (i. e. same primordial amplitude As) rescaled by
the ratio of the growth factors squared D2 derived from
Eq. (10).

Tests of gravity on solar system scales report results
consistent with GR. Therefore, any deviations from GR
must be suppressed on solar system scales [64–66]. In
nDGP, the nonlinearities in the field Eq. (6) suppress
the fifth force in these dense environments. If rc ∼ H−1

0 ,
then the suppression acts in any region with density much
higher than the cosmological background. This is known
as the Vainshtein screening mechanism [7].

A. Collapse dynamics and the halo mass function

To constrain nDGP gravity with the cluster abun-
dance, we need a model for the nDGP halo mass function
(HMF). In this work, we use the Sheth-Tormen HMF [67]
adapted for nDGP, which is based on the model presented
in Refs. [8, 61]. The Sheth-Tormen HMF is given by

dn

dlnM

∣∣∣∣
ST

= −1

2

ρ̄m
Mvir

f(δc/σ)ST
dlnσ2

dlnMvir
. (11)

We use the following quantities calculated in the nDGP
model: the variance of the linear matter power spec-
trum, σ2(M), the linearly extrapolated collapse over-
density, δc, and the virial overdensity, ∆vir. Note that
the Sheth-Thormen HMF uses the virial mass, Mvir =
4/3π∆virρ̄R

3
vir, as a mass definition. Since we are us-

ing M200crit, we transform the above HMF to M200crit by
performing a mass rescaling, also propagating the deriva-
tive dM200crit/dMvir [61]. This model has been shown to
agree well with N -body simulations of the nDGP model
[8]. As presented at the end of this section, we further
calibrate this model with additional N -body simulations
to improve its accuracy and utility.

1013 1014 1015 1016

halo mass M200c [h−1 M�]

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

en
h

a
n

ce
m

en
t

n
D

G
P

H
M

F
R 1/

√
H0rc = 0.50

1/
√
H0rc = 1.00

1/
√
H0rc = 2.00

FIG. 1. Enhancement of the nDGP HMF with respect to
the corresponding ΛCDM cosmology from Eq. (15) in col-
ored lines for different strengths of the nDGP model at mean
cluster sample redshift z = 0.6. The enhancement depends
on the strength of the nDGP model and grows exponentially
with mass. The black dashed line shows the ΛCDM limit with
no enhancement, i. e. R = 1.

As described in the previous section, the linear power
spectrum in nDGP is the ΛCDM power spectrum
rescaled by the growth factor ratio, and thus we have

σ(M, z) = σΛCDM(M, z)
DnDGP(z)

DΛCDM(z)
. (12)

δc is computed from the full equation of motion for the
density perturbation in a spherically symmetric setup,

δ̈ + 2Hδ̇ − 4

3

δ̇

1 + δ
= (1 + δ)∇2Φ . (13)

We find the initial overdensity δi such that the collapse
of a spherical top-hat overdensity occurs at the collapse
redshift zc. δc is computed from the linear extrapolation
of the initial overdensity δi using Eq. (10).
The virial overdensity ∆vir is the mean overdensity of a

spherical overdensity with radius Rvir with respect to the
background density. The virial radius is defined as the
radius (after turn-around) that satisfies the virial equa-
tion at a specific virial redshift zvir. The density contrast
at zvir is then given as 1+ δ(Rvir) and is extrapolated to
the collapse redshift zc to define the virial overdensity:

∆vir = [1 + δ(Rvir)]

(
1 + zvir
1 + zc

)3

(14)

The three computed quantities are used to calculate the
Sheth-Tormen HMF in the nDGP model. In practice, we
are not using the Sheth-Tormen HMF directly. Instead,
we capture the deviations from the ΛCDM Sheth-Tormen
HMF with the same initial conditions by computing the
ratio of Sheth-Tormen HMFs in the two models

R =

dn
dlnM

∣∣
ST, nDGP

dn
dlnM

∣∣
ST,ΛCDM

. (15)
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To obtain the HMF in nDGP gravity, we multiply this
ratio by a ΛCDM HMF of our choice. This approach has
the advantage of being independent of the Sheth-Tormen
HMF and can be adapted to use any HMF as a baseline.
In this work, we use the Tinker HMF dn

dlnM |T,ΛCDM [68]
as the ΛCDM baseline and thus the nDGP HMF is given
by

dn

dlnM
= R dn

dlnM

∣∣∣∣
T,ΛCDM

. (16)

Figure 1 shows the ratio predicted by Eq. (15) for differ-
ent values of the nDGP parameter 1/

√
H0rc at the mean

redshift of the cluster sample z = 0.6. As expected from
the enhanced structure formation, the HMF is increased
in nDGP gravity. Moreover, the enhancement depends
strongly on mass and shows a significant deviation from
ΛCDM for massive halos, which is because the HMF is
exponentially sensitive to δc/σ(M) at high masses. We
account for the effect of massive neutrinos by using the
baryonic and cold dark matter only power spectrum in
our calculations [69, 70] and refer to a standard cosmol-
ogy with massive neutrinos as νΛCDM.

Since the Sheth-Tormen HMF is a semi-analytical
model, we want to compare the results of Eq. (15) to
non-linear simulations to validate these models. For this
we use the BRIDGE simulations [45–47], which cover a
wide range of nDGP cosmologies by varying the param-
eters Ωm, h, SΛCDM

8 = σΛCDM
8

√
Ωm/0.3, and log(H0rc),

and with a box length of L = 500h−1 Mpc. In addi-
tion to each nDGP simulation, a ΛCDM box was created
with the same initial conditions. Note that the simula-
tions use massless neutrinos; therefore, the calibration
with these simulations does not account for the effects
of massive neutrinos. In total 49 cosmologies plus one
fiducial ΛCDM cosmology are simulated, and we use the
snapshots at nine evenly distributed redshifts between
0 and 2 to compute the ratio of halo numbers from the
nDGP and the ΛCDM boxes, RBRIDGE. The comparison
for four redshifts is shown in Fig. 2, and one sees that the
two ratios do not fully agree. Based on the comparison
in Fig. 2, we model the bias between the semi-analytical
model and the simulations as a constant q+1 for each cos-
mology. We limit the correction to a constant bias, as the
shot noise in the simulations precludes us from reliably
fitting a more complex fitting function. Fitting the bias q
for each cosmology yields a linear trend in 1/

√
H0rc and

redshift z. Therefore, we model the correction as follows

RBRIDGE

RSAM
= q̃

(
1√
H0rc

− 0.1

)
(z − 0.8) + 1 . (17)

Here q̃ is the mean bias, and we choose pivot values in
1/

√
H0rc and z of 0.1 and 0.8, respectively. We sepa-

rate the dependence on 1/
√
H0rc and z from the bias

through the above modeling and obtain a mean bias pa-
rameter q̃ = 0.06 for the correction function. Apply-
ing the above one-parameter correction to the ratio of
the semi-analytical model to the simulations reduces the

scatter between the semi-analytical model and the simu-
lations by 26% from 0.0073 to 0.0058. This uncertainty is
based on the corrected comparison of the HMF enhance-
ments from the second row of Fig. 2 for each redshift and
mass bin, where the scatter is obtained over the 49 sim-
ulations. Note that we assume no bias for cosmologies
with 1/

√
H0rc < 0.1, because the bias should vanish for

1/
√
H0rc = 0 as we approach ΛCDM.

To summarize, the full nDGP HMF used in our anal-
ysis is given by

dn

dlnM
(M, z) =

dn

dlnM
(M, z)

∣∣∣∣
T

R

×
[
q̃

(
1√
H0rc

− 0.1

)
(z − 0.8) + 1

]
.

(18)

and we also account for an 8% uncertainty in the ampli-
tude of the HMF based on the scatter from the corrected
HMF enhancement.

IV. CLUSTER ANALYSIS METHOD

Our analysis follows the state-of-the-art cluster anal-
ysis with weak-lensing informed mass calibration devel-
oped for the SPT cluster sample [SB24a]. This chapter
briefly summarizes the cluster analysis, and we refer the
reader to [SB24a] and [SV24b] for more details.

A. Observable–mass relations

Clusters of galaxies are detected through observables
such as the tSZE detection significance and optical rich-
ness, with empirical scaling relations connecting these
observables to the halo mass e.g., [72, 73]. A connection
between the halo observable function and the HMF can
be made by calibrating these relations with weak grav-
itational lensing measurements. This connection allows
us to relate observables to the HMF, which is sensitive
to cosmology, and provides constraints on cosmological
parameters.

The observed tSZE detection significance, ζ̂, is linked
to the intrinsic detection significance, ζ following the re-
lation [74]:

P (ζ̂|ζ) = N
(√

ζ2 + 3, 1
)
, (19)

which accounts for observational noise. The mean in-
trinsic tSZE detection significance, ζ, is linked to the
underlying mass and redshift by the following power law:

⟨ln ζ⟩ = ln ζ0 + ζM ln

(
M200c

3× 1014 h−1M⊙

)

+ ζz ln

(
E(z)

E(0.6)

)
.

(20)
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FIG. 2. Comparison between the HMF enhancement predicted by the BRIDGE simulations, RBRIDGE, and the semi-analytical
model, RSAM, across various redshifts. The data points are color-coded by log(H0rrmc) values. Gray dashed lines indicate
±10% deviation as a visual reference. The top four panels present the uncorrected comparison based on Eq. (15), while the
bottom four panels show the results after applying the correction factor from Eq. (17), resulting in improved agreement. Error
bars reflect the jackknife covariance estimated from the BRIDGE simulation.

A lognormal intrinsic scatter with variance σln ζ around
this mean relation is assumed. To account for variation
in survey depth, ζ0 and ζz are rescaled for each SPT field
and survey, respectively [35, 50, 51]. The normalization
factor γECS of ζ0 for the SPTpol ECS survey is difficult
to determine and thus is treated as an additional free
parameter in the analysis.

Similarly, the observed richness, λ̂, relates to the in-
trinsic richness, λ, through a Gaussian distribution:

P (λ̂|λ) = N (λ,
√
λ) . (21)

This approximates the Poisson sampling noise in the rich-
ness estimation. The mean intrinsic richness follows a
power-law dependence on mass and redshift:

⟨lnλ⟩ = lnλ0 + λM ln

(
M200c

3× 1014 h−1M⊙

)

+ λz ln

(
1 + z

1.6

)
.

(22)

We assume a lognormal scatter width σlnλ around this
relation.

For clusters with z ≤ 1.1, richness is measured using
DES, while for high-redshift (z > 1.1) clusters, WISE
data are used. As these datasets have different richness
measurements, we adopt separate λ–mass relations for
DES and WISE clusters [SB24b].

The scaling relation described above enables the trans-
lations of the halo observable function in the ζ–λ–z space

to the halo mass functions and allows constraints on cos-
mological parameters. However, given the lack of infor-
mation on the priors of these scaling relation parameters
and their scatters, we rely on additional observations to
calibrate these relations empirically. As the link between
the mass of a cluster and the corresponding weak-lensing
signal is well understood, using weak-lensing data for this
calibration is robust.

B. Cluster weak-lensing model

The model we adopt for the DES weak-lensing data has
been studied and described in detail in SB24a and the
references therein. Here, we summarize the key aspects
of this approach. It is important to note that we assume
any modifications arising from nDGP gravity in the map-
ping from cluster mass to lensing signal to be negligible.
While in the nDGP model the lensing signal for a given
mass distribution is unmodified from GR, nDGP gravity
can still change the halo profiles. However, these mod-
ifications have been found to be minor [75]. Note that

any variations in the cluster observables ζ̂ and λ̂ at fixed
halo mass are accounted for by the empirical calibration
of the observable–mass relations.

The weak-lensing observable is the reduced shear and
is related by a projected Navarro-Frenk-White profile
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(NFW) [76, 77] to a mass, MWL, by

gt(r,MWL) =
∆Σ(r,MWL) Σ

−1
crit

1− Σ(r,MWL) Σ
−1
crit

. (23)

We refer to the mass inferred from this observable as the
weak-lensing mass MWL of the cluster. Since real cluster
profiles deviate from a perfect NFW profile, the inferred
weak-lensing mass MWL is a biased and noisy estimator
of the true cluster mass M200c [78, 79]. To correct for
this bias, we adopt a scaling relation between MWL and
M200c, with the mean relation given by [80]:

〈
ln

(
MWL

M0

)〉
= lnMWL0(z) +MWLM ln

(
M200c

M0

)
. (24)

Here lnMWL0
is the logarithmic mass bias normalization

and MWLM
is the mass trend in this bias at a pivot mass

M0 = 2×1014 h−1M⊙. We model the scatter around this
relation with a lognormal distribution with a variance
given by:

lnσlnWL
2 = lnσ2

lnWL0
(z) + σ2

lnWLM
ln

(
M200c

M0

)
, (25)

where lnσ2
lnWL0

is the normalization and σ2
lnWLM

is
the mass trend of the scatter. The parameters defining
the mean scaling relation and the scatter are calibrated
using hydrodynamical simulations, where the weak-
lensing inferred mass is extracted and compared to the
corresponding true cluster mass obtained from matched
gravity-only simulations across different redshifts [44, 80].

A similar model is applied to the HST dataset.
Here, the weak-lensing mass MWL is mapped to the true
halo mass with a mean relation [41],

⟨ln MWL⟩ = lnMWL0
+ ln M200c , (26)

where lnMWL0
is the bias between the true halo and

weak-lensing mass. The mean relation scatters around
the mean with a Gaussian distribution of width σlnWL.
The two parameters are found on a cluster-by-cluster
basis. We refer the reader to the original works for a
more detailed explanation of the cluster lensing model
employed for the HST dataset [41–43, 54].

C. Cluster Likelihood

Our analysis is based on a Bayesian analysis frame-
work, where we determine the posterior distributions of
cosmological and scaling relation parameters through a
cluster population model. The likelihood function used
in this study follows the methodology from Refs. [SB24b,
SB24a]. We assume that a Poisson distribution gives the

multi-observable cluster abundance likelihood:

lnL
(
{ζ̂, λ̂i, zi, gt,i}Ncluster

i=1

∣∣p
)
=

Ncluster∑

i=1

ln
d4N(p)

dζ̂ dλ̂ dgt dz

∣∣∣
ζ̂i,λ̂i,gt,i,zi

−
∫

· · ·
∫

dζ̂ dλ̂ dgt dz
d4N(p)

dζ̂ dλ̂ dgt dz
Θs(ζ̂, λ̂, z)

+ const.

(27)

where the index i runs over all observed clusters, and

Θs(ζ̂, λ̂, z) represents the sample selection function, see
Sec. II A. The differential cluster abundance entering the
likelihood function is expressed as:

d4N(p)

dζ̂ dλ̂ dgt dz
=

∫
dΩs

∫
· · ·
∫

dM dζ dλ dMWL

P (ζ̂|ζ)P (λ̂|λ)P (gt|MWL,p)

P (ζ, λ,MWL|M, z,p)

d2N(M, z,p)

dM dV

d2V (z,p)

dz dΩs
.

(28)

Here, Ωs represents the survey solid angle. The terms
d2N(M,z,p)

dMdz and d2V (z,p)
dzdΩs

correspond to the HMF and the
differential volume element, respectively. The probabil-

ities P (ζ̂|ζ), P (λ̂|λ), and P (gt|MWL,p) describe the re-
lationships between the observed and intrinsic quanti-
ties. The joint probability P (ζ, λ,MWL|M, z,p) is the
multi-observable–mass relation, accounting for potential
correlations among the three observables. Our model is
described by 23 astrophysical parameters and seven cos-
mological parameters, denoted by p.
In the analysis, we use uniform priors for the cosmo-

logical parameters Ωm, ln 1010As, Ωνh
2, and 1/

√
H0rc

as well as for all scaling relation parameters. We
adopt Gaussian priors for the weak-lensing parameters
in Eqs. (24)–(26). The cluster abundance does not con-
strain the cosmological parameters Ωbh

2, ns and h, and
we apply Gaussian priors on the first two from Planck
and a Gaussian prior on the latter of h ∼ N (0.70, 0.052).
In the joint analysis with Planck, we use uniform priors
for these parameters instead.

D. Planck PR4 data and likelihood

Primary CMB data, such as those from the Planck
satellite, place tight constraints on standard cosmologi-
cal parameters and can break degeneracies with modified
gravity parameters. Therefore, the combination of the
cluster abundance and primary CMB anisotropies can
impose competitive constraints on nDGP. In this work,
we use the latest Planck PR4 data to achieve such con-
straints, adopting HiLLiPoP likelihoods for the high-l
TT, TE and EE spectra and the LoLLiPoP low-l EE
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spectrum likelihood [48]. For the low-l TT spectrum, the
original Planck PR3 likelihood is used [81]. The CMB
power spectrum in nDGP is derived from the linearized
metric potential equations (8) and (9), where the devia-
tions from GR are encoded in the modification functions
µ and γ respectively. To compute the nDGP power spec-
trum, we implemented the two nDGP expressions for µ
and γ in the Boltzmann code MGCAMB [82–85].1

When using primary CMB data from Planck, the
results on scale-independent modified gravity models
change from Planck PR3 to Planck PR4 [81, 86, 87]. Ear-
lier Planck analysis from Planck 15 [88] and PlanckPR3
[81] reported a ∼ 2.1σ detection of a scale-independent
modified gravity model.2 This is due to the CMB lens-
ing anomaly [89–91]. This anomaly refers to a system-
atic effect found in the Planck PR3 data, which prefers a
smoother power spectrum at high l than predicted from
the standard cosmological model. The tension can be
resolved by introducing an empirical lensing parameter
Alens, which modifies the amplitude of the CMB lens-
ing effect and is unity for ΛCDM by definition. Allow-
ing Alens to vary improves the fit to the data and gives
a value of Alens away from unity at the 2 − 3σ level.
The empirical Alens parameter is degenerate with the
modified gravity parameter µ and, if not accounted for,
the Alens ̸= 1 anomaly can lead to a detection of scale-
independent modified gravity in the analyses of Planck 15
and PlanckPR3 [81, 87, 92]. Recently, the Alens anomaly
was resolved with the LoLLiPoP and HiLLiPoP likeli-
hoods, through more advanced modeling of the system-
atics [48]. Therefore, we decide to use this latter likeli-
hood combination. A detailed comparison of the nDGP
constraints derived from different Planck datasets is pro-
vided in Appendix A.

V. RESULTS

In this section, we present the constraints on nDGP
gravity from SPT clusters with mass calibration from
DES and HST, Planck PR4 and the combination. Note
that all reported uncertainties are provided at the 68%
credible level and upper limits at 95% credibility.

A. nDGP constraint from clusters

Figure 3 shows in red the results from the SPT cluster
abundance alone for the four parameters Ωm, As, σ8, and
1/

√
H0rc. The posterior shows that the nDGP parame-

ter 1/
√
H0rc cannot be meaningfully constrained by this

SPT dataset alone. This is mainly due to the degeneracy

1 https://github.com/sfu-cosmo/MGCAMB
2 Note that the Planck analyses adopted a different parametriza-
tion of the modification function µ and γ, but this remains valid
for nDGP gravity as shown in Appendix A.
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FIG. 3. Posterior distribution on Ωm, log10 As, σ8 and
1/

√
H0rc (68% and 95% credible regions) for the nDGP SPT-

clusters×WL analysis in red and for reference the νΛCDM
analysis from SB24b in blue. The cluster dataset alone can-
not meaningfully constrain the nDGP parameter 1/

√
H0rc.

Compared to the νΛCDM analysis, the constraint on Ωm re-
mains the same while σ8 (which is computed using the nDGP
linear growth equation) is shifted to higher values due to the
enhanced growth in nDGP.

between 1/
√
H0rc and the standard cosmological param-

eters, such as Ωm and As. These degeneracies are visible
in the two-dimensional contours of Fig. 3. A negative
correlation between As and 1/

√
H0rc is visible which ac-

counts for the fact that an increase in the HMF due to
modified gravity can be compensated by a lower initial
amplitude of fluctuations. Note that σ8 in our defini-
tion includes the modified growth, see Eq. (12), and is a
function of both As and 1/

√
H0rc. Therefore, a positive

correlation emerges between 1/
√
H0rc and σ8.

Figure 3 also shows the νΛCDM baseline analysis of
SB24b in blue. In comparison, the uncertainty in Ωm

remains almost unchanged and increases only by 7% in
the nDGP analysis. In contrast, the uncertainty in σ8 in-
creases by 58%, and its posterior shifts to higher values.
This shift arises because the SPT clusters constrain the
amplitude of matter fluctuations at an effective redshift
characteristic of the sample, here z ∼ 0.6, and on an ef-
fective physical scale that does not correspond exactly to
8h−1 Mpc. Because the growth history in nDGP depends
on 1/

√
H0rc and is different than in ΛCDM, mapping

this cluster constrained amplitude to σ8(z = 0) leads
to a higher inferred present-day value of σ8. The shift
to lower values of As, discussed above, reflects the com-
pensation of the HMF enhancement induced by modified
gravity.

https://github.com/sfu-cosmo/MGCAMB
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In summary, the current SPT cluster dataset does not
provide sufficient information to constrain all three pa-
rameters simultaneously, particularly the nDGP param-
eter. However, ongoing galaxy cluster surveys such as
SPT-3G [93] and the Simons Observatory [94] will signif-
icantly improve the sensitivity to cosmological parame-
ters and offer the potential to constrain modified gravity
models without relying on additional datasets [26].

In Fig. 6 in Appendix B, we present the full posterior
distributions, comparing the nDGP and νΛCDM analy-
ses. The scaling relation parameters of the ζ–mass and
λ–mass relations show good agreement with the νΛCDM
baseline result. As expected, the uncertainties on these
parameters are slightly larger in the nDGP analysis due
to the additional degree of freedom introduced by the
modified gravity model. Moreover, we do not observe
any significant degeneracies between the nDGP and scal-
ing relation parameters.

B. nDGP constraint from Planck PR4

In this work, we also present the first constraints on
the nDGP gravity model from the primary CMB Planck
data. We show the posterior distribution of Ωm, σ8 and
1/

√
H0rc from Planck PR4 alone in Fig. 4 in green. We

report an upper limit on the nDGP parameter 1/
√
H0rc

from Planck PR4 of

1/
√
H0rc < 1.62 (95% limit) . (29)

This result is consistent with zero at 95% credibility and
thus we find no significant deviation from GR. The ob-
tained value of σ8 from the nDGP analysis is higher than
from the νΛCDM analysis due to the enhanced struc-
ture formation coming from the additional fifth force (see
Sec. III). A positive correlation between σ8 and 1/

√
H0rc

is seen because the CMB primarily constraints the pri-
mordial amplitude As, and, for fixed As, σ8 depends on
1/

√
H0rc as shown in Eq. (12).

The constraints on the nDGP model from the pri-
mary CMB Planck data depend on the underlying Planck
dataset and likelihood. In Appendix A, we present re-
sults considering different Planck datasets and analysis
choices. In the main analysis, we rely on the most recent
and up-to-date Planck PR4 release from Ref. [48].

C. nDGP constraint from SPT-clusters×WL+PR4

Finally, we combine both of the above considered
datasets. For this, we multiply the primary CMB Planck
PR4 likelihood with the SPT-cluster×WL dataset likeli-
hood, which is meaningful when the two posteriors are
statistically consistent, with the additional assumption
that there is no correlation between the two datasets. As
shown in Fig. 4, the combination tightens the constraints
on Ωm, σ8 and 1/

√
H0rc. While the tightening of the
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FIG. 4. Posterior distribution on Ωm, As, σ8 and
1/

√
H0rc (68% and 95% credible regions) for the nDGP SPT-

cluster×WL analysis in red, Planck PR4 in green and the
combination in purple. The joint analysis places a competi-
tive constraint on the nDGP parameter 1/

√
H0rc < 1.41 at

95% credibility.

constraint on Ωm is mild, the improvement on 1/
√
H0rc

and σ8 is much larger. From the combination, we get an
upper limit on the nDGP parameter of

1/
√
H0rc < 1.41 (95% limit) , (30)

which is 15% tighter than the Planck PR4 only results.
The constraints on the other cosmological parameters
can be found in Tab. I. In comparing our results to
the literature, a few considerations should to be taken
into account. First, a meaningful comparison can only
be made if the nDGP model studied in the related work
also assumes a ΛCDM expansion history [see discussion
after Eq. (3)]. Therefore, we restrict our comparison to
Refs. [49, 95]. In addition, our analysis allows the to-
tal neutrino mass to vary, whereas Refs. [49, 95] assume
massless neutrinos. This difference prevents a direct com-
parison of the results. To address this, we also perform
an analysis with zero neutrino mass and obtain a tighter
constraint of 1/

√
H0rc < 1.14, which we use for the

comparison below. Ref. [95] uses measurements of the
monopole and quadrupole of the two-point correlation
function of the LRG sample from SDSS II DR7 and found
rc > 340Mpc, which translates to 1/

√
H0rc < 3.6 at

95% credibility [95]. Ref. [49] reported the current tight-
est constraints on nDGP gravity with a ΛCDM back-
ground evolution by using clustering wedges statistics
of the galaxy correlation function measured from BOSS
DR1 with Planck 15 priors on Ωm and As. There, the
authors reported 1/(H0rc) < 0.97 which translates to
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TABLE I. Constraints on the cosmological parameters Ωm, σ8,
∑

mν and 1/
√
H0rc for the three datasets used in this work

(mean and 68% credible intervals, or 95% limit). The nDGP parameter 1/
√
H0rc and the total neutrinos mass

∑
mν are not

a meaningful constraint by the SPT-cluster×WL dataset alone (missing entries (. . . ) in the table), and we only quote the
constraints from Planck PR4 and the combination for these parameters. For comparison to other literature results, we also
quote in the last row the result from the combination with massless neutrinos.

Dataset Ωm σ8

∑
mν [eV] 1/

√
H0rc

SPT-clusters×WL 0.294± 0.035 0.889± 0.040 . . . . . .
PlanckPR4 0.312± 0.010 0.837± 0.033 < 0.26 < 1.62
SPT-clusters×WL + PlanckPR4 0.3098± 0.0095 0.831± 0.025 < 0.24 < 1.41
SPT-clusters×WL + PlanckPR4 (

∑
mν = 0 eV) 0.2984± 0.0064 0.842+0.027

−0.012 0 < 1.14

1/
√
H0rc < 0.99 at 95% credibility. In comparison, we

see that our constraint (when assuming massless neu-
trinos) is three times tighter in 1/

√
H0rc than the one

reported in Ref. [95] and is of the same level (17% less
tight) as the most stringent constraint from Ref. [49].
Importantly, our analysis goes beyond simply incorpo-
rating additional priors from Planck as done by Ref. [49],
whereas we perform a self-consistent joint analysis of the
cluster dataset and the primary CMB data from Planck
using the explicit likelihoods for both datasets.

VI. SUMMARY

In this paper, we present a cosmological analysis of
the nDGP gravity model using the abundance of mas-
sive galaxy clusters detected with SPT with weak-lensing
mass information from DES and HST and in combination
with Planck PR4. The cluster sample consists of 1,005
clusters with redshifts z > 0.25, selected from the SPT-
SZ, SPTpol ECS and SPTpol 500d surveys [35, 50, 51]
and confirmed with the MCMF algorithm [33, 34] (in the
DES footprint) and targeted follow-up observations. We
use weak-lensing tangential shear profiles for the simul-
taneous weak-lensing mass calibration from DES for 688
clusters with z < 0.95 [40] and HST measurements for
39 SPT clusters with higher redshifts 0.6 − 1.6 [41–43].
The analysis framework used here is based on the state-
of-the-art cluster analysis presented in [SB24b, SB24a].

The nDGP gravity model alters the structure growth
on cosmological scales by introducing an effective gravity-
like fifth force [6, 8, 61], thereby affecting and enhancing
the abundance of massive galaxy clusters compared to
the standard cosmological model. Therefore, the HMF is
modified, and we use a semi-analytical approach, where
we rescale the νΛCDM HMF with an enhancement fac-
tor to account for the increased clustering due to the fifth
force [8, 61]. This rescaling involves the spherical collapse
quantities computed in the nDGP gravity model, includ-
ing the critical overdensity δc and the virial overdensity
∆vir.

To validate the semi-analytical model we compare it
against the BRIDGE simulations [45–47], a set of 49
N -body simulations for nDGP gravity with different
values of the cosmological parameters Ωm, h, SGR

8 =

σΛCDM
8

√
Ωm/0.3, and log(H0rc). We find good agree-

ment for nDGP model realizations close to GR (i. e.
log(H0rc) large or 1/

√
H0rc close to zero). A bias is no-

ticeable for larger deviations from GR between the simu-
lations and the semi-analytical HMF. We model this bias
as a mass-independent factor that depends on the nDGP
parameter 1/

√
H0rc and redshift z, and correct our semi-

analytical HMF accordingly. This correction reduces the
overall scatter between the semi-analytical model and the
simulations by 26%.

Using the nDGP HMF within a Bayesian analysis
framework for the SPT cluster sample allows us to con-
strain nDGP gravity with the abundance of massive
galaxy clusters. We find that SPT clusters alone can-
not place a meaningful constraint on the nDGP gravity
parameter 1/

√
H0rc. This is due to the degeneracies be-

tween 1/
√
H0rc and the two standard cosmological pa-

rameters Ωm, σ8. We conclude that an external probe is
needed to break degeneracies and obtain a competitive
constraint on the nDGP modified gravity model with the
SPT clusters. Moreover, all standard cosmological pa-
rameters and the scaling relation parameters are consis-
tent with the νΛCDM analysis of Ref. [SB24b], as ex-
pected since our analysis does not show a statistically
significant hint for the nDGP model.

We use primary CMB data from Planck PR4 [48],
which benefits from improved systematic modeling over
previous releases, particularly with respect to the CMB
lensing anomaly which is degenerate with the modified
gravity parameter [81, 87, 89–92]. Using Planck PR4
data alone, we obtain an upper bound of 1/

√
H0rc < 1.62

at 95% credibility.

Combining Planck PR4 with the SPT cluster data
tightens the constraint to 1/

√
H0rc < 1.41 (95% credible

level). This result is competitive with the currently most
stringent constraint from Ref. [49]. We also find that
this combination improves the constraint on σ8, while
the constraint on Ωm is dominated by Planck (see Fig. 4
and Tab. I).

Upcoming galaxy cluster surveys such as SPT-3G [93]
or the Simons Observatory [94] will provide much larger
cluster samples. Paired with next-generation weak-
lensing data from Euclid [96] and the Legacy Survey of
Space and Time (LSST) [97] at the Vera C. Rubin Ob-
servatory these cluster samples will lead to tight con-
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straints on standard cosmology and potential extensions
to gravity [26, 27]. Another avenue to tighten the con-
straints on modified gravity theories would be to incor-
porate ground-based CMB data from SPT and ACT in
cluster-based analyses [98, 99].
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FIG. 5. Left : 1D posterior distribution for the nDGP param-
eter 1/

√
H0rc for the different Planck datasets with and with-

out varying the lensing parameter Alens in solid and dashed
lines, respectively. Planck PR3 indicated a 3.7σ detection on
the nDGP model. This detection goes away if Alens is var-
ied as well as with the Planck PR4 analysis pipeline. Right:
Posterior distribution for 1/

√
H0rcand Alens for Planck PR3

and Planck PR4. Both datasets show a negative correlation
between the two parameters, as both have a smoothing effect
on the high l CMB power spectrum. For reference, the black
dashed lines show the fiducial value of Alens and the black dot-
ted line shows the recovered value of the Planck PR3 analysis.

Appendix A: Planck and modified gravity

As mentioned in Sec. IVD, the constraint on nDGP
gravity from Planck primary CMB depends on the choice
of the Planck dataset and analysis pipeline. Earlier
Planck analysis, such as Planck PR3, found a ∼ 2.1σ de-
tection of scale-independent modified gravity away from
ΛCDM [81]. In this work, a different scale-independent
modified gravity parametrization is used and we include
massive neutrinos in our analysis. We re-analyzed the
Planck PR3 data with an nDGP gravity model and found
similar results with an even higher detection of the nDGP
parameters, which is 3.7σ away from νΛCDM as seen in
Fig. 5 in blue. This detection is related to the lensing
anomaly found in the earlier Planck analyses [81, 88].
The lensing anomaly reflects the systematic effect that
the Planck data prefer a larger lensing-induced smooth-
ing of the CMB power spectrum at high l than predicted
from a GR cosmology. To investigate this tension, an ar-
tificial lensing amplitude parameter Alens was introduced,
which allows for more smoothing, and the theoretical pre-
diction in ΛCDM is Alens = 1 [89]. In Planck PR3 the
data preferred Alens > 1 at the 3σ level in the ΛCDM

analysis, leading to a tension between the data and the
standard cosmological model.

Because modified gravity models enhance lensing and
thus increase lensing-induced smoothing, the effect on the
CMB power spectrum is the same as having Alens > 1
in ΛCDM and νΛCDM cosmologies. Therefore, earlier
Planck analyses preferred modified gravity parameters
away from the GR limit. Suppose Alens is a free param-
eter in the analysis with a modified gravity model. In
that case, the constraints on the modified gravity param-
eters are consistent with GR, because one accounts for
the correlation between the two parameters [81, 86, 87].
In the case of nDGP gravity, with the Planck PR3 data
and pipeline we find a result consistent with νΛCDM at
the 1.7σ level. The shift in the posterior with and with-
out varying Alens can be seen in Fig. 5 on the left side
for Planck PR3 in solid and dashed orange lines, respec-
tively.

The recent Planck PR4 analysis resolved the lensing
anomaly, where Alens = 1.039± 0.052 was reported [48].
Therefore, analyzing scale-independent modified gravity
models with Planck PR4 data and pipeline leads to con-
sistent results with GR without varying the lensing pa-
rameter Alens [86, 87]. In this paper, we present the con-
straint from Planck PR4 on the nDGP model and report
1/
√
H0rc > 1.45 at 95% credibility. If we also vary Alens

we find a weaker constraint of 1/
√
H0rc > 2.28 at 95%

credible interval as seen in Fig. 5 on the left side in green.
The constraint is weaker because Alens already accounts
for smoothing the CMB power spectrum at high l.

This section explains that modified gravity and the
lensing parameter Alens have the same effect on the high-
l CMB power spectrum. Therefore, we expect a degener-
acy between the two parameters. The right side of Fig. 5
shows the 2-D posterior of 1/

√
H0rc and Alens, and as

expected, a negative correlation can be seen. This is
related to the fact that Alens > 1 and 1/

√
H0rc > 0 en-

hance both the smoothing of the CMB lensing, and thus
when we account for the smoothing from nDGP, Alens is
reduced.

Appendix B: Full posterior results

We present the posterior distribution for all parameters
from our cluster analysis in Fig. 6. For comparison, we
added the results from the νΛCDM analysis.
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trophys. J. 688, 709 (2008), arXiv:0803.2706.

[69] K. Ichiki and M. Takada, Phys. Rev. D 85, 063521
(2012), arXiv:1108.4688.

[70] M. Costanzi, F. Villaescusa-Navarro, M. Viel, J.-Q. Xia,
S. Borgani, E. Castorina, and E. Sefusatti, JCAP 2013,
012 (2013), arXiv:1311.1514.

[71] S. M. L. Vogt, S. Bocquet, C. T. Davies, J. J. Mohr,
F. Schmidt, C. Z. Ruan, B. Li, C. Hernández-Aguayo,
S. Grandis, L. E. Bleem, et al., Phys. Rev. D 111, 043519
(2025), arXiv:2409.13556.

[72] N. Kaiser, MNRAS 222, 323 (1986).
[73] R. E. Angulo, V. Springel, S. D. M. White, A. Jenkins,

C. M. Baugh, and C. S. Frenk, MNRAS 426, 2046 (2012),
arXiv:1203.3216.

[74] K. Vanderlinde, T. M. Crawford, T. de Haan, J. P. Dud-
ley, L. Shaw, P. A. R. Ade, K. A. Aird, B. A. Benson,
L. E. Bleem, M. Brodwin, et al., Astrophys. J. 722, 1180
(2010), arXiv:1003.0003.

[75] F. Schmidt, Phys. Rev. D 81, 103002 (2010),
arXiv:1003.0409.

[76] J. F. Navarro, C. S. Frenk, and S. D. M. White, Astro-
phys. J. 490, 493 (1997), arXiv:astro-ph/9611107.

[77] M. Bartelmann and M. Maturi, Scholarpedia 12, 32440
(2017), arXiv:1612.06535.

[78] M. R. Becker and A. V. Kravtsov, Astrophys. J. 740, 25
(2011), arXiv:1011.1681.

[79] M. Oguri and T. Hamana, MNRAS 414, 1851 (2011),
arXiv:1101.0650.

[80] S. Grandis, S. Bocquet, J. J. Mohr, M. Klein, and
K. Dolag, MNRAS 507, 5671 (2021), arXiv:2103.16212.

[81] Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, Y. Akrami, M. Ash-
down, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, M. Ballardini, A. J.
Banday, R. B. Barreiro, N. Bartolo, et al., AnA 641, A6
(2020), arXiv:1807.06209.

[82] G.-B. Zhao, L. Pogosian, A. Silvestri, and J. Zylberberg,
Phys. Rev. D 79, 083513 (2009), arXiv:0809.3791.

[83] A. Hojjati, L. Pogosian, and G.-B. Zhao, JCAP 2011,
005 (2011), arXiv:1106.4543.

[84] A. Zucca, L. Pogosian, A. Silvestri, and G. B. Zhao,
JCAP 2019, 001 (2019), arXiv:1901.05956.

[85] Z. Wang, S. H. Mirpoorian, L. Pogosian, A. Silvestri, and
G.-B. Zhao, JCAP 2023, 038 (2023), arXiv:2305.05667.

[86] M. Ishak, J. Pan, R. Calderon, K. Lodha, G. Valogiannis,
A. Aviles, G. Niz, L. Yi, C. Zheng, C. Garcia-Quintero,
et al., JCAP 2025, 053 (2025), arXiv:2411.12026.
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