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ABSTRACT

Cosmological parameters such as ΩM and σ8 can be measured indirectly using various methods,

including galaxy cluster abundance and cosmic shear. These measurements constrain the composite

parameter S8, leading to degeneracy between ΩM and σ8. However, some structural properties of

galaxy clusters also correlate with cosmological parameters, due to their dependence on a cluster’s

accretion history. In this work, we focus on the splashback radius, an observable cluster feature that

represents a boundary between a cluster and the surrounding Universe. Using a suite of cosmological

simulations with a range of values for ΩM and σ8, we show that the position of the splashback radius

around cluster-mass halos is greater in cosmologies with smaller values of ΩM or larger values of σ8.

This variation breaks the degeneracy between ΩM and σ8 that comes from measurements of the S8

parameter. We also show that this variation is, in principle, measurable in observations. As the

splashback radius can be determined from the same weak lensing analysis already used to estimate

S8, this new approach can tighten low-redshift constraints on cosmological parameters, either using

existing data, or using upcoming data such as that from Euclid and LSST.

Keywords: Galaxy clusters (584) — N-body simulations (1083) — Cosmological parameters (339) —

Cosmological evolution (336)

1. INTRODUCTION

Over the past few decades, multiple probes have con-

verged on a single “concordant” cosmological model, the

6-parameter Λ-Cold Dark Matter (LCDM) model. De-

spite its successes, however, the origin and fundamental

nature of the main ingredients of this model – inflation,

dark energy, and dark matter – remain unexplained.

Thus, there is a current emphasis on exploring tensions

between independent cosmological tests, that might hint

at fundamental revisions to the model.

In structure formation, there is a notable tension be-

tween independent determinations of the σ8 parame-

ter, the amplitude of the linear power spectrum on the

scale of 8h−1 Mpc, based on analyses of Cosmic Mi-

crowave Background (CMB) fluctuations (Planck Col-

laboration et al. 2020) and cosmic structure at low red-

∗ Corresponding author. Email: rhaggar@uwaterloo.ca

shift. Specific examples of low-redshift measurements

include those from weak gravitational lensing (e.g. Ab-

bott et al. 2022; Li et al. 2023; Dalal et al. 2023; Burger

et al. 2024), galaxy cluster abundance (e.g. Lesci et al.

2022; Ghirardini et al. 2024; Aymerich et al. 2024; Boc-

quet et al. 2024), redshift space distortions (e.g. Nunes

& Vagnozzi 2021; Benisty 2021), and galaxy clustering

or CMB lensing tomography (e.g. Krolewski et al. 2021;

White et al. 2022; Philcox & Ivanov 2022; Marques et al.

2024). We refer the reader to Di Valentino et al. (2021);

Perivolaropoulos & Skara (2022); Abdalla et al. (2022)

for reviews.

As highlighted in Preston et al. (2023), these measure-

ments differ both in redshift and in spatial scale; scale-

dependent modifications to the LCDM model can rec-

oncile low-redshift measurements to CMB constraints.

Given CMB-based measurements have already reached

their limiting precision, further tests of scale or redshift

dependence require improved constraints at low redshift.
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Low-redshift tests of structure formation generally

constrain the present-day amplitude of fluctuations cor-

rected for the effect of dark energy, parameterized by

the S8 parameter,

S8 = σ8

(
ΩM

0.3

)0.5

. (1)

As S8 is dependent on both σ8 and the matter den-

sity parameter, ΩM, measurements of this parameter in-

troduce a degeneracy between higher-density, smoother

models (greater ΩM, smaller σ8) and lower-density mod-

els with larger fluctuations. However, other properties

of cosmological structure vary differently with ΩM and

σ8. In particular, over a broad range of masses and red-

shifts, the half-mass assembly redshift (Amoura et al.

2021) and instantaneous growth rate (Amoura et al.

2024) of galaxy groups and clusters vary almost orthog-

onally in the ΩM-σ8 plane to measurements of S8 from

weak lensing and cluster abundance. While quantities

such as the age and growth rates of clusters are not di-

rectly observable, they leave signatures that can serve

as observable proxies or estimators, such as the internal

structural properties of clusters (e.g. Haggar et al. in

prep; Wu et al. 2013; Gouin et al. 2021; Amoura et al.

2024).

The outskirts of clusters, the so-called “infall regions”,

are particularly strongly impacted by the recent accre-

tion of material from the surrounding density field. This

region consists of material being accreted into the clus-

ter for the first time, and also material that has turned

around, and is on a second infall towards the cluster

center (Haggar et al. 2023). This is indicated by the

presence of a “splashback radius” (Diemer 2017), which

represents the point at which recently-accreted bound

material reaches its first apocenter, such that the den-

sity beyond this point is instead dominated by mate-

rial currently approaching the cluster for the first time.

The splashback feature has been studied in simulations

(Adhikari et al. 2014; Diemer & Kravtsov 2014) and ob-

servations (Chang et al. 2018; Zürcher & More 2019;

Rana et al. 2023), both of which show that it corre-

sponds to the point at which the density profile drops

most steeply. Further studies of the splashback radius

also indicate that this feature depends on the relative ac-

cretion rate of clusters (e.g. Diemer et al. 2017; Fong &

Han 2021; Shin & Diemer 2023). Consequently, as the

growth rate of structure depends on cosmological pa-

rameters like ΩM and σ8, the splashback radius should

also exhibit a cosmological dependence.

In this paper, we explore the cosmological information

contained in measurements of the infall region, and the

splashback radius in particular. We do this by study-

ing the splashback feature in a suite of simulations with

different values of ΩM and σ8, and showing how this ob-

servable quantity correlates with cosmological parame-

ters that are not directly observable. The outline of the

paper is as follows: in Section 2 we describe the sim-

ulation data and methods, in Section 3 we present our

results, and in Section 4 we discuss the physical inter-

pretation of these findings. Finally, in Section 5, we

summarize our results and discuss how they might be

used to observationally constrain these cosmological pa-

rameters.

2. SIMULATIONS AND METHODOLOGY

To study the variation of cluster structure with cos-

mology, we have run a set of 21 10243-particle dark

matter-only N-body simulations for a range of values of

ΩM and σ8. A lower-resolution subset of these simula-

tions are described in Amoura et al. (2021) and Amoura

et al. (2024), and the full suite of simulations will be

described extensively in an upcoming paper (Amoura

et al. in prep), but we summarize their main properties

here.

2.1. Simulation data

All simulations were run the N-body code GADGET-

41 (Springel et al. 2021), with a box size of 500h−1 Mpc

(comoving), where h is defined such that the Hub-

ble constant H0 = 100h km s−1 Mpc−1. The dark

matter particle mass for the simulations is equal to

mp = ΩM × 3.23× 1010 h−1 M⊙; for the values of ΩM

used, this is equivalent to a typical dark matter particle

mass of ∼ 1010 h−1 M⊙. This particle mass, along with

the softening length (ℓs = 2.5 kpc) were chosen to obtain

a large sample of cluster- and group-sized haloes with

sufficient resolution to accurately measure their internal

structure. The Amiga Halo Finder (AHF2; Gill et al.
2004; Knollmann & Knebe 2009) was used to obtain

halo catalogues, as well as merger trees for the groups

and clusters.

These simulations use values of ΩM ranging from 0.2

to 0.4, and σ8 from 0.7 to 1.0. The exact combinations

of these two parameters used in this work are shown in

Table 1. Each of these simulations use a Hubble param-

eter of H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, baryon density fraction

Ωb = 0.0482, and spectral tilt ns = 0.965. Our analysis

uses halos in the final simulation snapshot, at z = 0.

The initial conditions of each simulation are the same,

such that differences in halo profiles between simulations

are due to the values of ΩM and σ8, not cosmic variance.

1 https://wwwmpa.mpa-garching.mpg.de/gadget4/
2 http://popia.ft.uam.es/AHF

https://wwwmpa.mpa-garching.mpg.de/gadget4/
http://popia.ft.uam.es/AHF


3

Table 1. Combinations of ΩM and σ8 in the 21
simulations used in this work. Cells marked with
“× ” indicate that a simulation was run using the
corresponding values of ΩM and σ8.

ΩM

0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40

σ8

1.00 ×
0.95

0.90 × × × × ×
0.85 × × ×
0.80 × × × × ×
0.75 × × ×
0.70 × × × ×

2.2. Splashback radius

The splashback radius of a cluster is calculated as the

minimum (i.e. most negative) logarithmic slope in the

density profile of a cluster. This can be physically in-

terpreted by considering a cluster as a dark matter halo

superimposed on a background density field. The slope

of an NFW density profile becomes increasingly steep

with distance from the halo center, but eventually will

plateau at the background density of the surrounding

Universe. Consequently, there is some maximally nega-

tive slope of the profile.

For each cosmology, we calculate the mean density

profile for cluster-sized dark matter haloes, with M200

masses greater than 1014 h−1 M⊙. M200 is the mass con-

tained within a sphere of radius R200c (hereafter R200),

where the average density inside this sphere is 200 times

the critical density of the Universe. We do this by
stacking the profiles of these clusters; we first calculate

the density of each individual cluster in 400 concentric

spherical shells, equally spaced on a logarithmic scale

between 0.01R200 and 20R200. The mean density of

all clusters is then calculated for each of these shells,

providing an average density profile with cluster-centric

distances normalized by the R200 of each cluster.

We calculate the uncertainty in the mean profile us-

ing bootstrapping. For each of the 400 radial regions,

we take a sample (with replacement) of size N from

the N density values at that radius. We then find the

mean density of that sample, and repeat this process

1000 times. The average and uncertainty in the mean

density at this radius is taken as the median and 1σ

spread in these 1000 values. This process is repeated

independently for all 400 radial bins. The slope in log

space of this average profile, d(logρ)/d(logr) is then cal-

culated numerically. The 21 density profiles (for each

of the 21 combinations of ΩM and σ8), and their slopes,

are shown in Fig. 1.

For each cosmology, there is a clearly visible mini-

mum at a distance of ∼ 2R200, but the exact location

of this minimum varies between the simulations. The

position of each of these minima and the uncertainty

in their positions were calculated by fitting a quadratic

curve to the data around each minimum. In Fig. 1 the

density profiles are smoothed for the sake of readability,

but an example of the unsmoothed profile for one cos-

mological simulation is given in Appendix A. It is these

raw, unsmoothed profiles that were used in calculating

the average cluster splashback radius in each simulation.

The reduced-χ2 of each of the quadratic fits is consis-

tent with one, which supports the use of bootstrapping

as described above.

3. RESULTS

As a function of the cluster radius, R200, the av-

erage splashback radius for cluster-sized haloes varies

by approximately 25% across our suite of simula-

tions. Overall, the ratio between splashback radius,

rsp, and cluster radius, R200, increases with σ8 and

decreases with ΩM. This ratio is maximized in the

simulation with ΩM = 0.2 and σ8 = 1.0, where

rsp = 2.26± 0.01R200. Conversely, the ratio between

rsp and R200 is minimized when ΩM = 0.4 and σ8 = 0.7,

leading to rsp = 1.83± 0.02R200. The uncertainty in the

average ratio between rsp and R200 is low for all of the

combinations of ΩM and σ8 used in this work. This

uncertainty varies between 0.01R200 and 0.04R200, due

to the varying quality of the fit to the density profiles

between the simulations.

These results are summarized in Fig. 2. Here, each
point represents one simulation, and the color shows

the mean location of the splashback radius. We also

calculate the average direction in this space in which

the splashback radius varies most quickly, indicated by

the direction of the arrow in the top-right corner. We

do this using partial correlation coefficients (PCCs), as

described in Lawrance (1976). The partial correlation

coefficient between two quantities, A and B, whilst con-

trolling for a third quantity, C, is equal to

ρAB|C =
ρAB − ρACρBC√
1− ρ2AC

√
1− ρ2BC

, (2)

where ρAB|C is the partial correlation coefficient, and

ρXY is the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient be-

tween any two quantities, X and Y . Using this, we can

independently calculate the correlation coefficients be-

tween the splashback radius and ΩM, and between the
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Figure 1. Left panel shows the average radial density profiles for haloes of mass M200 > 1014 h−1 M⊙ in each of the 21
cosmological simulations described in Section 2.1, where each line corresponds to one simulation. By eye, it can be seen that the
greatest variation between cosmologies is in the cluster cores (r ≲ 0.1R200) and the splashback region (r ∼ 2R200). Right panel
shows the logarithmic slope of these profiles in which a minimum is clearly visible, corresponding to the splashback feature.
Color indicates the value of S8 in each simulation, defined by Eq. 1. Greater values of S8 correspond to more collapsed structure
and thus more centrally concentrated cluster haloes, and also to a greater background density far from a cluster’s influence
(r ≳ 3R200). However, there is little correlation between S8 and the splashback region in the cluster outskirts.

splashback radius and σ8. The ratio of these two co-

efficients then provides the average direction in which

the splashback radius varies most strongly (Bluck et al.

2020; Baker et al. 2022). In Fig. 3 we build on this by in-

terpolating between these points using a Kernel Density

Estimation (KDE), and include contours to show how

the splashback radius varies with cosmology. This shows

that the direction in which the splashback radius varies

is not constant, but differs across the ΩM–σ8 plane.

The values of splashback radius produced by these

simulations are generally consistent with others in the
literature. Diemer & Kravtsov (2014) find that high-

mass haloes have a splashback feature at rsp ≈ 2R200c.

More recently, O’Neil et al. (2021) showed that the aver-

age splashback radius of clusters in the Illustris TNG300

simulation (Nelson et al. 2018) is 1.3 ± 0.1R200m.

Assuming a typical ratio between R200m and R200c

of 1.6 (e.g. Deason et al. 2020), this is equivalent

to rsp = 2.1± 0.1R200c, consistent with our simulation

whose cosmology is most similar to that in TNG300

(see also Adhikari et al. 2021; Contigiani et al. 2021;

Towler et al. 2024, for a selection of other relevant stud-

ies). Analytic studies of the splashback radius similarly

agree with our results; Shi (2016) show that slowly-

and moderately-accreting haloes in a Universe with

ΩM = 0.3 have a splashback radius of approximately
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Figure 2. Mean splashback radius of cluster-sized haloes as
a function of cosmological parameters, for 21 dark matter-
only simulations. Color represents the ratio between rsp and
R200, where lighter colors represent a greater splashback ra-
dius. Arrow in the top-right corner shows average direction
in which rsp varies most strongly across the ΩM-σ8 plane.

rsp = 2R200c. They also show that rsp decreases slightly

with increasing ΩM, as we show in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

As shown in Fig. 1, the combination of ΩM and σ8 in

the S8 parameter does not correlate with the splashback

feature. Fig. 3 also shows how the contours of constant

rsp are almost perpendicular to those of constant S8.
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2, but using a KDE to interpo-
late between simulations. Color show the estimated average
splashback radius for a galaxy cluster in a Universe with this
cosmology. Contours of equal rsp are included. Empty cir-
cles show the values of ΩM and σ8 for which simulation data
exists. White dotted lines show three contours of constant
S8 for reference, with values of S8 = [0.7, 0.8, 0.9].

However, we find that the ratio of σ8 to ΩM correlates

very strongly with the average splashback radius of a

cluster. Empirically, we find a linear relationship be-

tween these two, such that

rsp
R200

≈ a+ b

(
σ8

ΩM

)
. (3)

Here, a = 1.71± 0.02 and b = 0.113± 0.007, although

these two parameters are strongly correlated (Pear-

son correlation coefficient ρa,b = −0.95, covariance

Cov(a, b) = −1.6 × 10−4). These values were found by

fitting Eq. 3 using standard χ2 minimization, where the

uncertainty in each value of rsp comes from fitting a

quadratic to the splashback feature, as described in Sec-

tion 2.2. We also fitted a variant of Eq. 3 to the data,

with the exponents of ΩM and σ8 as two additional free

parameters, but this large number of degrees of freedom

resulted in very strongly correlated parameters. The

best fit returned powers of unity on both ΩM and σ8,

and so here we fix these values and fit the equation with

only two free parameters, for ease of interpretability.

The Pearson correlation coefficient between rsp and

σ8/ΩM (which quantifies linear relationships) is equal to

0.93, and the Spearman’s rank (which describes mono-

tonic relationships) is also equal to 0.93, indicating a

strong, linear, monotonic correlation. This can be seen

in Fig. 4. Consequently, a measurement of rsp can be

used as a proxy for the ratio of ΩM and σ8.

Fig. 4 shows that there is a large scatter in this re-

lationship. Additionally, we calculate a reduced χ2 for

1.8 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.3

a + b
(
σ8

ΩM

)
1.8

1.9

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

r s
p
/R

20
0

1:1 ratio

Figure 4. Splashback radius, rsp, in units of R200, against
model of splashback radius from Eq. 3, where a = 1.71± 0.02
and b = 0.113± 0.007. Black dashed line shows a 1:1 rela-
tionship (note that this is slightly different from a line of best
fit). Although this relationship is only empirical, it shows
how strongly the ratio of σ8 to ΩM can predict the average
splashback radius of clusters.

these data equal to 4.4, indicating that the uncertainty

in each measurement of rsp from the simulations does

not fully account for this scatter. To explain this, we

emphasize that this fit is purely empirical, and so a per-

fect correlation between these quantities would not be

expected. The function in Eq. 3 has been chosen for its

simplicity, rather than to perfectly explain the relation-

ship between splashback radius and cosmology.

3.1. Observability of splashback feature

The approach taken in the previous section is very

much a theoretical view of the splashback radius, based

on the full 3D information available in the simulations.

Observationally, this 3D splashback feature will be pro-

jected into two dimensions, potentially obscuring the

strong feature we find in our simulations. Furthermore,

scaling the splashback radius by R200 requires accurate,

unbiased measurements of individual cluster radii (and

hence masses), which is challenging observationally.

To address this, we carry out our analysis with the

cluster density profiles projected into two dimensions –

that is, the position of each particle was projected along

a single axis (arbitrarily chosen as the z-axis within

our simulations), to represent the projected density pro-

file that is available observationally. Particles within
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20h−1 Mpc of each cluster’s center along the z-axis

were included in the projected profiles. We also do not

scale by R200, and instead calculate the average splash-

back radius of clusters in units of h−1 Mpc, using 400

logarithmically-spaced radial bins between 0.01h−1 Mpc

and 20h−1 Mpc. The physical size of this projected

splashback radius, in units of h−1 Mpc, can be measured

observationally using only the angular diameter distance

to a cluster and its angular splashback radius (we will

discuss practial implementations of observational tests

further in Mpetha et al. in prep).

Fig. 5 is analogous to the two plots in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3,

but with our cluster simulations projected into 2D – the

2D splashback radius is instead denoted by Rsp, as op-

posed to rsp which was used in 3D. The average den-

sity profile is given in units of h−1 Mpc. The direction

in which the splashback radius varies across the ΩM-σ8

plane has changed slightly, becoming slightly steeper.

This can be interpreted as a slightly stronger depen-

dence on σ8, and a slightly weaker dependence on ΩM

compared to in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. However, generally the

correlation between the splashback radius and these cos-

mological parameters is maintained in these plots. For

comparison, the white band on this plot shows compet-

itive current constraints on S8 from cosmic shear mea-

surements, converted to constraints on ΩM and σ8 using

Eq. 1.

When given in physical units instead of units of R200,

the splashback radius is no longer well-described by

Eq. 3. Instead, a modified version of this empirical for-

mula provides a far better approximation:

Rsp

h−1Mpc
= a′ + b′

(
σ8

Ω0.3
M

)
. (4)

Similarly to in Eq. 3, the exponents of 1 and 0.3 on

σ8 and ΩM respectively were originally determined by

leaving these as free parameters. These were then fixed,

to more accurately determine a′ and b′ in this empirical

fit.

The power of 0.3 on ΩM reflects the statement

above, that the splashback radius in units of h−1 Mpc

is more strongly dependent on σ8. The best-fit

for the data against this model gives a′ = 0.5± 0.1

and b′ = 0.95± 0.09, although the parameters a′ and

b′ are again strongly covariant, as in Eq. 3 (Pear-

son correlation coefficient ρa′,b′ = −0.99, covariance

Cov(a′, b′) = −0.0097).

Finally, the empirical model of Eq. 4 provides a good

approximation for Rsp based on ΩM and σ8; we find a

Pearson correlation coefficient between Rsp and σ8/Ω
0.3
M

equal to 0.93, and a Spearman’s rank of 0.98, once again

showing the strong, linear relationship between these

two quantities.

3.2. Dependence on halo mass function

It is well-established that different combinations of

ΩM and σ8 will lead to different halo mass functions.

These mass functions describe the number density of

dark matter haloes as a function of halo mass, and gen-

erally decrease sharply at high masses, representing the

low number of large haloes in the Universe, compared to

the large number of small haloes. Greater values of ΩM

and σ8 lead to a greater number of large cluster-sized

haloes; it is this connection that allows cluster abun-

dance studies to constrain the value of S8 (Eq. 1). The

“amplitude” of the halo mass function will not matter

in our study, as we are assuming a complete sample of

haloes with masses greater than 1014, and so the size

of such a sample will not impact a measurement of the

average splashback radius. However, if the slope of the

mass function changes between cosmologies, this could

represent a potential issue in our study.

Previous work has shown that more massive clus-

ters generally have slightly lower splashback radii than

smaller clusters, as a fraction of R200 (Diemer &

Kravtsov 2014; O’Neil et al. 2021). Consequently, if one

combination of ΩM and σ8 produces a flatter halo mass

function, a greater fraction of the clusters will be of high

mass, which would cause the average splashback radius

to decrease.

We study the impact of the different halo mass func-

tions on our results by focusing on one of our simula-

tions in particular, with ΩM = 0.2 and σ8 = 1.0. In

Fig. 2 we show that rsp = 2.26± 0.01R200 for haloes of

mass greater than 1014 h−1 M⊙ in this simulation. This

combination of ΩM and σ8 has the flattest halo mass

function of our 21 cosmologies, meaning the most “top-

heavy” mass function – we find a (very weak) overall

trend, where lower values of ΩM and greater values of

σ8 produce a flatter halo mass function. To test the im-

pact of this flattened halo mass function, we artificially

steepened its mass function by stochastically removing

haloes from this simulation, with a bias towards more

massive haloes, to match the slope of the mass func-

tion in another of our simulations. We repeated this 20

times, matching the mass function in this cosmology to

each of the 20 other cosmologies in turn. We then re-

calculated the average splashback radius of this reduced

cluster population in the ΩM = 0.2, σ8 = 1.0 simulation.

We found that matching the halo mass functions from

the other cosmologies had little impact on the average

splashback radius calculated in the ΩM = 0.2, σ8 = 1.0

simulation. The 20 newly calculated values ranged from
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Figure 5. Left and right panels are equivalent to Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 respectively, but with splashback radii projected into
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2.25± 0.01R200 to 2.31± 0.02R200 – this is not a signifi-

cant difference from the actual value of 2.26± 0.01R200,

and represents a very small change compared to the vari-

ation between cosmologies. Consequently, we conclude

that the variation in the halo mass function with ΩM

and σ8 does not explain the results we present in this

work.

3.3. Dependence on baryonic physics

The results presented in this study use a suite of dark

matter-only cosmological simulations, based on the as-

sumption that baryonic processes do not have a signif-

icant impact on galaxy clusters, due to domination of

dark matter over baryonic material on cluster scales.

However, it is well-established that baryonic processes

can have some impact on the properties of dark matter

haloes. This impact is thought to be particularly strong

in the centers of clusters, and so not so impactful in the

less dense splashback region of a cluster (Haggar et al.

2021).

Nevertheless, as the purpose of the results in this pa-

per is the help constrain properties of the real Universe,

we also investigate the difference in these results when

baryonic physics is included or excluded. To do this,

we use a different group of simulations. The Three

Hundred project (hereafter The300) is a suite of 324

zoom simulations of individual galaxy clusters taken

from the dark-matter-only MDPL2 MultiDark simula-

tion (Klypin et al. 2016). Each of these clusters is simu-

lated from its initial conditions, but with increased res-

olution and baryonic physics included, giving a mass-

complete sample at z = 0. A far more extensive de-

scription of these simulations can be found in Cui et al.

(2018).

This suite of 324 clusters have been simulated us-

ing multiple different physics codes, and we use the

iteration of these simulations run with the gadgetX

code, which is a modified version of the gadget-3

code (Springel 2005; Beck et al. 2016). Specifically,

we utilize two versions of these simulations: one in-
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cluding baryonic physics, and one containing only dark

matter, both of which use the same initial conditions

and the same cosmological parameters (ΩM = 0.307,

ΩΛ = 0.693, h = 0.678, σ8 = 0.823; Planck Collabora-

tion et al. 2016). This allows us to study the splash-

back radius in two samples of galaxy clusters that are

identical apart from the inclusion/exclusion of baryonic

physics, to investigate the validity of our dark matter-

only simulations throughout this work.

We find that the average splashback radius of clus-

ters is very similar between the dark matter-only simu-

lations and the hydrodynamical simulations. In the dark

matter-only simulations, the average splashback radius

is equal to 1.907± 0.004R200. When baryons are in-

cluded, this decreases to rsp = 1.882± 0.003R200. While

this difference is significant (∼ 5σ), it only corresponds

to a 1% variation in the average splashback radius, com-

pared to the much larger (> 10%) variation due to ΩM

and σ8 shown above. Consequently, while the predic-

tions of this paper will need minor calibration and cor-

rection using hydrodynamical simulations, they are still

provide a viable new test in observational cosmology.

According to Fig. 3, Fig. 4 and Eq. 3, the ex-

pected splashback radius for clusters in The300 sim-

ulations would be 2.01 ± 0.03R200, based on the cos-

mological parameters used in The300. Similarly, in

the dark matter simulation with cosmology most sim-

ilar to The300 (ΩM = 0.3, σ8 = 0.8), the av-

erage splashback radius we find is 2.01 ± 0.01R200.

This is slightly greater than what is actually found in

The300, which is likely due to the different cluster

masses used. The300 clusters vary in mass, M200, from

5× 1014 h−1M⊙ to 2.6× 1015 h−1M⊙. Meanwhile, the

dark matter simulations we use throughout this study

include all clusters with masses down to 1014 h−1M⊙,

and as we described in the previous section, lower-

mass haloes are knwon to have greater splashback radii.

Indeed, if we repeat our analysis using only clusters

with M200 > 5× 1014 h−1M⊙, we find that the average

splashback radius in our ΩM = 0.3, σ8 = 0.8 simulation

decreases to 1.83 ± 0.09R200, consistent with the aver-

age splashback radius in the dark matter-only simulation

from The300 suite.

4. DISCUSSION

This work shows that the mean splashback radius of

large galaxy clusters can be used as a proxy for measur-

ing cosmological parameters, namely ΩM and σ8. The

variation of rsp with these parameters is almost per-

pendicular to the variation of S8, the parameter best

constrained by low-redshift measurements of structure

formation – that is, many values of rsp correspond to

a single value of S8. Similarly, measurements of cluster

abundance or cosmic shear result in a strong degeneracy

between ΩM and σ8 (Abdullah et al. 2020; Amon et al.

2022).

This can be clearly seen in Fig. 5. The white line

in the right panel of this plot shows the values of ΩM

and σ8 corresponding to a recent constraint on S8 (with

1σ uncertainty), using cosmic shear measurements from

the Dark Energy Survey (Amon et al. 2022). This con-

tour runs almost perpendicular to the lines of constant

splashback radius. Consequently, combining a precise

measurement of the splashback radius with a measure-

ment of S8 would break the degeneracy between ΩM and

σ8, allowing precise values for both of these properties

to be measured at once.

The correlation between rsp/R200 and these cosmo-

logical parameters can be interpreted similarly to the

relationship between splashback radius and the forma-

tion time of galaxy clusters. Previous studies have es-

tablished that the splashback feature around recently-

formed, dynamically disturbed clusters is close to R200,

and in dynamically relaxed clusters it lies further from

the cluster center. Shin & Diemer (2023) show that clus-

ters with earlier formation times, and clusters with lower

present-day accretion rates, both have greater splash-

back radii at z = 0. Similarly, Kuchner et al. (2022)

study the backsplash population of galaxies around sim-

ulated clusters (analogous to the splashback radius), and

show that this population are found at greater distances

around dynamically relaxed clusters. In a related study,

Haggar et al. (2020) show a greater fraction of back-

splash galaxies surrounding clusters that formed long

ago, compared to recently-formed clusters.

The reason for this is that the splashback feature is

a probe of the growth history of a galaxy cluster. The

splashback feature is made up of material that was ac-
creted by the cluster approximately half an orbital pe-

riod in the past, and has now reached the apocenter of

its orbit (Diemer & Kravtsov 2014). The potential of

the cluster several gigayears ago (at the epoch of infall)

drives the infall speed of material, which in turn deter-

mines the orbit of the material and thus its apocentric

distance. In clusters that have formed recently (acquired

much of their mass at recent times), the potential in the

past was smaller, meaning the infall speed was low, and

so the splashback radius at the present day is not far out

from the cluster center (see also Shin & Diemer 2023).

In universes with differing values of ΩM and σ8, the

average time at which large-scale structure collapses and

clusters form also varies. Amoura et al. (2021) use a sim-

ilar suite of simulations as in this study, but with only

nine combinations of ΩM and σ8, and a lower mass reso-
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lution. They show that for cosmologies in the upper-left

corner of the ΩM-σ8 plane (low ΩM, high σ8), galaxy

clusters typically form at earlier times (a median forma-

tion time, z0.5 of 0.8, compared to a formation time of

0.5 for cosmologies with high ΩM and low σ8). These

earlier-forming clusters are equivalent to the dynami-

cally relaxed clusters discussed in other works, and in-

deed we find that clusters in the upper-left of these plots

do have a greater ratio of rsp to R200. Studies on smaller

scales have found similar results; Conselice et al. (2014)

show that models with low ΩM and high σ8 produce a

lower merger rate of galaxy-mass dark matter haloes,

indicating that the haloes will be more dynamically re-

laxed on average. We will investigate this further in

an upcoming paper (Amoura et al. in prep), by study-

ing the variation in accretion history and present-day

accretion rate with cosmology. This will build on the

previous work of Amoura et al. (2024), who examined

the instantaneous growth rate of clusters in a subset of

the simulations used in our work; their numerical and

analytical results both support the idea that cosmolo-

gies in the bottom-right of the ΩM − σ8 plane lead to

clusters growing more rapidly at recent times.

Moreover, we can explain this relationship by consid-

ering the parameters ΩM and σ8 individually. Cosmolo-

gies with a low value of ΩM will have a greater value

of the cosmological constant, ΩΛ, as all of these simu-

lations are of a flat universe. The present-day Hubble

parameter in these simulations is also fixed, at a value of

70 km s−1 Mpc, meaning that the Hubble parameter at

higher redshifts, H(z), will be less in simulations with

lower ΩM and greater ΩΛ. Consequently, in these simu-

lations, the turnaround radius of a cluster (the distance

where the Hubble flow outmatches the gravitational pull

of a cluster) will be pushed further out. This will lead

to more material falling into the cluster, and thus the

gravitational collapse of structure occurring at earlier

times (as shown in Amoura et al. 2021). Additionally,

a greater value of ΩΛ means that the matter-dominated

phase of the Universe – when much of the large-scale

structure collapses – will end sooner, also resulting in

clusters forming at earlier times. Clusters in these low-

ΩM, high-ΩΛ simulations will therefore have more time

to become dynamically relaxed, explaining their greater

splashback radius.

Similarly, a greater value of σ8 also impacts the for-

mation of structure. An increased amplitude of matter

density fluctuation on the scale of clusters accelerates

the collapse of these structures, and so means that the

average formation time of galaxy clusters is earlier in

these simulations. A greater value of σ8 will therefore

have a similar effect to a low value of ΩM, providing

clusters with more time to become dynamically relaxed,

and so a greater splashback radius, as we see in Fig. 2.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we use a suite of dark matter-only cos-

mological simulations to show that the location of the

splashback radius around large galaxy clusters depends

on the ratio of ΩM and σ8. Specifically, in a cosmology

where ΩM is lower and σ8 is greater, the splashback ra-

dius will be pushed outwards. This effect is present in

both 3D simulation data, and in a 2D projection, and is

not strongly dependent on baryonic physics in the clus-

ters. In Section 4, we discuss how this increased splash-

back radius is connected to a greater average apocen-

tric distance of bound cluster material, and also to the

dependence of cluster formation times and dynamical

states on cosmological parameters.

This work consequently demonstrates a novel way to

estimate the cosmological parameters ΩM and σ8, us-

ing a measurable property, the splashback radius. The

splashback radius can be measured from weak lensing

data (e.g. Chang et al. 2018), which is already widely

used to constrain S8 in cosmic shear measurements.

Through the measurement of the splashback radius, the

existing degeneracy between ΩM and σ8 can be broken

without the need for new observational data, constrain-

ing low-redshift estimates of these cosmological param-

eters to a smaller region of the ΩM-σ8 plane.

To apply this study to observations, precise measure-

ments of the average splashback radius of complete sam-

ples of massive (> 1014 M⊙) clusters are needed – to

make competitive constraints, a precision of less than

5% in the mean will be required. Furthermore, the mass

dependence we discuss in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3

demonstrates the necessity of matching an observational

cluster sample to those used in studies like ours, as bi-

ased cluster mass measurements will lead to a biased

measurement of the splashback radius. In a follow-up

study (Mpetha et al. in prep), we will examine the fea-

sibility of constraining ΩM and σ8using measurements

of the splashback radius and other cluster features in

the infall region outside the virial radius, focusing on

specific surveys such as Euclid3 and UNIONS4.

The splashback radius of smaller (group or galaxy-

mass haloes) is less pronounced, which is why we focus

on galaxy clusters in this study. Smaller haloes, how-

ever, have a more pronounced depletion zone in their

outer regions (see Fong & Han 2021). If measurable,

this would complement measurements of the splashback

3 https://www.esa.int/Science Exploration/Space Science/Euclid
4 https://www.skysurvey.cc/

https://www.esa.int/Science_Exploration/Space_Science/Euclid
https://www.skysurvey.cc/


10

feature in clusters; again, we will discuss using the de-

pletion zone as a cosmological test in a follow-up study

(Mpetha et al. in prep).
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APPENDIX

A. SPLASHBACK RADIUS FITTING

For each of the 21 dark matter-only simulations used in this work, the average splashback radius for cluster-sized

haloes was calculated from the average slope of the density profiles of these haloes. The average density profile and

the slope of this profile for each of the 21 combinations of ΩM and σ8 are shown in the left and right panels of Fig. 1

respectively, smoothed with a Savitsky-Golay filter (Savitzky & Golay 1964).

The unsmoothed versions of these plots were used to calculate the average cluster splashback radius independently

in each of the 21 cosmologies. Fig. 7 shows a typical example of this, with the left panel showing the radial density

profiles of all cluster-sized haloes in the dark matter-only simulation with ΩM = 0.3 and σ8 = 0.8. The average (mean)

of these, and the 1σ spread in these data are also shown. While the complete density profiles consist of 400 radial

bins between 0.01R200 and 20R200, as detailed in Section 2.2, here we only show data between 0.1R200 and 10R200,

equivalent to approximately 242 radial bins.

The right panel of this plot shows the slope of the mean density profile in log-log space, as in Fig. 1, and an

uncertainty in this average calculating by bootstrapping the data. In the region surrounding the splashback feature,

we fit a quadratic curve to the data (red dashed line), and use the minimum of this as the value of the splashback

radius. A zoomed view of this region is inset to the right panel of this plot. In this case, we calculate the location

of this minimum to be rsp = 2.00± 0.01R200, with a reduced χ2 statistic consistent with the number of degrees of

freedom (χ2
ν = 1.03).
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