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ABSTRACT

This study employs a novel approach for reconstructing the thermal Sunyaev-Zeldovich (tSZ) effect

power spectrum from Planck data using the Analytical Blind Separation (ABS) method. The ABS

method improves the recovery of weak signals, by applying eigenmode exclusion for low signal-to-

noise ratio regimes and introducing a shift parameter to stabilize calculations. Validation through

simulated Planck data demonstrates the robustness of ABS in reconstructing the tSZ power spectrum,

even under challenging conditions. In the analysis of the Planck PR3 full-mission data, ABS shows

lower amplitudes at ℓ ≳ 300 compared to the Planck 2015 band powers using the MILCA and NILC

foreground cleaning methods. After marginalizing over residual foreground components, the ABS

analysis finds the overall tSZ power spectrum amplitude to be 20% lower than the Planck best-fit one,

suggesting a smaller S8. At ℓ ≃ 200, the tSZ band power is 1012ℓ(ℓ + 1)Cyy
ℓ /(2π) = 0.126 ± 0.018,

largely independent of the tSZ model choice. These findings highlight the potential of the ABS method

as a promising alternative for tSZ power spectrum analysis, offering a robust and independent means

of extracting cosmological parameters.

1. INTRODUCTION

The intracluster medium (ICM), consisting of hot gas

in galaxy groups and clusters, serves as a secondary

source of anisotropies in the cosmic microwave back-

ground (CMB). As CMB photons traverse a cluster,

they are likely to undergo inverse Compton scattering

by the hot electrons in the ICM, resulting in a slight

energy gain for the photons. This interaction causes

a small intensity or temperature decrement at radio

wavelengths and a corresponding increment at millime-

ter wavelengths, an effect referred to as the thermal

Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect (hereafter, tSZ; Sunyaev &

Zeldovich (1972), see Birkinshaw (1999) for a review).

The tSZ signal observed in the sky is highly sensitive

to key cosmological parameters that govern the growth

of galaxy clusters, providing an important and indepen-

dent means of measuring cosmological parameters like
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σ8, Ωm, and H0 (Carlstrom et al. 2002). Additionally,

it serves as a valuable tool for testing models of dark

energy evolution (Bolliet et al. 2018). Moreover, SZ ob-

servables have significant potential to probe extended

cosmologies, including those related to primordial non-

Gaussianity, massive neutrinos (Bolliet et al. 2020). Fur-

thermore, the evolution of the number of galaxy clusters,

or “cluster counts” (Battye & Weller 2003; Salvati et al.

2018), as a function of redshift has long been recognized

as a highly sensitive probe of cosmology.

In recent decades, extensive research has been con-

ducted on the statistics of the tSZ signal, covering both

analytical developments (e.g., Cooray (2000); Zhang

et al. (2002); Zentner & Bullock (2003); Cohn & Kadota

(2005); Shaw et al. (2009) and numerical simulations

(e.g., Shaw et al. (2010); Trac et al. (2011); Battaglia

et al. (2012); Horowitz & Seljak (2017)). The angu-

lar power spectrum of the tSZ effect is influenced by the

amplitude of matter fluctuations (Komatsu & Kitayama

1999; Komatsu & Seljak 2002). However, this is com-

plicated by the tSZ signal’s sensitivity to the astrophys-
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ical processes governing the thermal state of the ICM,

as its magnitude is directly related to the pressure of

the hot gas. At high multipoles (ℓ ≳ 1000), the power

spectrum is impacted by the detailed pressure profiles

within halos, whereas at lower multipoles, this depen-

dence is significantly reduced (McCarthy et al. 2014).

Consequently, the tSZ power spectrum at ℓ ≲ 1000 is

considered a valuable probe of cosmology.

It is therefore unsurprising that a significant number

of tSZ surveys have been conducted. Recent experi-

ments have yielded extensive catalogs of cluster SZ ob-

servations, including those from the Atacama Cosmol-

ogy Telescope (ACT; Hasselfield et al. (2013)), the South

Pole Telescope (SPT, Reichardt et al. (2013); Bleem

et al. (2015)), and the Planck satellite (Planck Collabo-

ration et al. 2016a). Furthermore, the Planck Collabo-

ration (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014a) produced the

inaugural all-sky Compton-y map and its corresponding

SZ power spectrum. From these datasets, various stud-

ies have conducted analyses aimed at estimating cosmo-

logical parameters (Hill & Spergel 2014; Planck Collab-

oration et al. 2016b,c; Hurier & Lacasa 2017; Bocquet

et al. 2019; Bolliet et al. 2018; Salvati et al. 2018; Ibitoye

et al. 2024).

The majority of these analyses have yielded a best-

fitting cosmology with a matter clustering amplitude,

σ8, that is notably lower than the value derived from the

Planck 2015 primary CMB data (Planck Collaboration

et al. 2016d) by approximately 1–2σ. This discrepancy

has prompted a significant research effort to identify the

cause of the discrepancy (e.g., Bocquet et al. (2016);

Dolag et al. (2016); Horowitz & Seljak (2017)).

The tSZ effect signal in the Planck multi-frequency

maps is relatively weak compared to CMB and other

foreground emissions. Unlike the diffuse CMB, the tSZ

effect from galaxy clusters is spatially confined, pro-

ducing a distinctly non-Gaussian signal. The regular

component-separation methods designed for CMB anal-

ysis (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014b) are not well-

suited for extracting the tSZ signal. To achieve separa-

tion, specialized component-separation algorithms were

applied to extract the tSZ signal from Planck frequency

maps. There algorithms exploit both the spatial local-

ization of astrophysical components and their distinct

spectral characteristics.

Specifically, the Planck Collaboration (Planck Collab-

oration et al. 2014a, 2016b) employed the MILCA (Mod-

ified Internal Linear Combination Algorithm; Hurier

et al. (2013)) and NILC (Needlet Independent Lin-

ear Combination; Remazeilles et al. (2011)) methods.

Both methods are based on the Internal Linear Com-

bination (ILC) technique, which seeks a linear combi-

nation of input maps that minimizes the variance of

the reconstructed map while maintaining unit gain for

the target component here, the SZ effect, whose fre-

quency dependence is well characterized. These algo-

rithms have undergone extensive testing on simulated

Planck data. More recently, Tanimura et al. (2022) en-

hanced the all-sky tSZ map reconstruction using the

100 to 857 GHz channel maps from Planck Data Re-

lease 4 (PR4) (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020a), re-

ducing noise and systematic effects, and producing a

y-map with about 7% lower noise. Recently, using the

refined PR4 data, Chandran et al. (2023); McCarthy &

Hill (2024) demonstrate a slightly lower y-map power

spectrum.

As known, residual foreground contamination–

primarily from thermal dust emission at large angular

scales and from the cosmic infrared background and ex-

tragalactic infrared and radio point sources at smaller

angular scales–can lead to biased estimates of y-maps.

This raises an important question: are there optimized

foreground removal methods that could yield more accu-

rate estimates of the tSZ signal and effectively reduce the

impact of foreground residuals?

Recently, a new and computationally efficient method,

ABS, has been proposed by (Zhang et al. 2019) for the

blind separation of the CMB from foregrounds. Un-

like ILC, ABS employs a distinct methodology that in-

volves the exclusion of low signal-to-noise ratio (S/N)

eigenmodes, enabling the robust and efficient recov-

ery of weak signals. ABS analytically solves the CMB

band power spectrum based on measured cross-band

power, bypassing multi-parameter fitting. The method

has been validated with simulated Planck temperature

maps (Yao et al. 2018) and has successfully recovered

E- and B-mode power spectra from simulated CMB po-

larization observations (Santos et al. 2021; Ghosh et al.

2022; Zhang et al. 2024). In this study, we reanalyze the

Planck PR3 data, utilizing the ABS method to estimate

the angular power spectrum of the tSZ signal from the

frequency maps. We then compare our results with the

power spectrum amplitudes reported in the literature.

The paper is organized as follows: Sect. 2 provides a

brief overview of the Planck data and the simulations

employed to reconstruct and validate the tSZ power

spectrum. Sect. 3 introduces the ABS method used

for signal separation. In Sect. 4, we present the results

from reanalyzing the full-mission Planck PR3 data us-

ing the ABS method. Additionally, the residual fore-

ground components are further removed through a like-

lihood analysis. We then compare the amplitude of the

marginalized tSZ power spectrum with the best-fitting

models from the literature. Finally, we summarize our
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findings in Sect. 5. In Appendix A, we discuss the vali-

dation of the reconstructed tSZ y-map power spectrum

through simulations, by testing various challenging sit-

uations.

2. SIMULATIONS AND DATA

2.1. Compton y parameter

The Compton y parameter is proportional to the line-

of-sight integral of electron pressure, Pe = nekBTe,

where ne is the physical electron number density, kB
is the Boltzmann constant, and Te is the electron tem-

perature. In a given angular direction, n̂, the Compton

y parameter can be expressed as follows Sunyaev & Zel-

dovich (1972):

y(n⃗) =

∫
ne

kBTe

mec2
σT ds , (1)

where ds is the distance along the line of sight, σT is

the Thomson scattering cross-section. The temperature

shift in CMB due to the tSZ effect at a frequency ν is

expressed as
∆T

TCMB
= g(ν)y , (2)

where, neglecting relativistic corrections (Hurier 2016;

Remazeilles et al. 2019; Acharya & Chluba 2023), the

frequency-dependent factor in the thermodynamic tem-

perature unit is given by g(ν) = x coth(x/2) − 4, with

x = hν/(kBTCMB), and TCMB = 2.726 ± 0.001 K. The

tSZ effect results in a negative temperature shift at fre-

quencies below 217 GHz and a positive shift at higher

frequencies.

2.2. tSZ angular power spectrum

We based our analysis of the tSZ angular power spec-

trum on the methodologies outlined by Planck Collabo-

ration et al. (2014a, 2016b).

To reconstruct the tSZ angular power spectrum, we

utilized both the auto power spectrum of the full dataset

and the cross-angular power spectrum between the first

(F) and last (L) halves of the data (denoted as F/L).

The advantage of using the cross power spectrum is that

it mitigates the bias introduced by noise and potential

systematic errors in the auto power spectrum. However,

this approach introduces an increased level of statistical

uncertainty in comparison to the auto one.

The cross-power spectrum was computed using

NaMaster (Alonso et al. 2019), which employs the

pseudo-Cℓ framework to account for beam convolution,

pixelization, and mode-coupling effects induced by the

mask. We adopted the same multipole binning scheme

as used in Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b). The

tSZ reconstruction is influenced by considerable thermal

dust emissions from our Galaxy, along with emissions

from infrared and radio point sources. To reduce this

contamination, we use the mask specifically designed for

tSZ separation. The mask was taken from Chandran

et al. (2023) (hereafter referred to as the tSZ mask),

resulting in a fraction of the sky available for analysis

being reduced to fsky ≈ 0.55. We also compared the tSZ

power spectrum using the mask from the Planck 2015

analysis, but found no significant difference in the re-

sults. Therefore, to maximize the effective sky area, we

chose the mask that removes fewer point sources. Ad-

ditionally, uncertainties in the spectrum were derived

directly from simulations in this study.

To minimize spurious signals from sharp edges and re-

duce mode coupling between different ℓ-bins, we applied

the C2 scheme with an apodization scale of 0.3◦ to the

tSZ mask before computing the power spectra. The C2

function, denoted as f , is implemented in NaMaster and

tapers the mask using a specified apodization scale, θ∗,

through

f =

{
1
2 [1− cos(πx)] x < 1 ,

1 otherwise .
(3)

Here x =
√
(1− cos θ)/ (1− cos θ∗) and θ represents the

angular separation of a pixel from the nearest masked

pixel.

C2 apodization

0 1

Figure 1. tSZ mask used in our analysis, combining the
Planck Galactic mask and the point-source mask, leaving
approximately fsky ≈ 55% of the sky available for the tSZ
reconstruction. For power spectrum computations, the mask
was apodized using the C2 apodization scheme in NaMaster,
with a 0.3◦ transition length.

2.3. Simulations

To validate our approach for separating the tSZ sig-

nal, we performed our investigations using sky simula-

tions created with the Planck Sky Model (PSM) across
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all Planck HFI channels. For these simulations, we uti-

lized the latest version, PySM3 (Thorne et al. 2017; Zonca

et al. 2021), which includes key sky components at mi-

crowave and millimeter frequencies, such as the CMB

signal, the tSZ effect, various contributions from galac-

tic interstellar medium (ISM) emissions (including ther-

mal and spinning dust, synchrotron, and free-free emis-

sions), as well as emissions from point sources (both

radio and infrared) and CO. For more detailed informa-

tion on the PSM simulations, please refer to Delabrouille

et al. (2013). The tSZ signal was constructed from the

Compton-y parameter map of WebSky1, applying the

frequency dependency parameter for each channel while

ignoring relativistic corrections. The CMB and noise

maps from Full Focal Plane (FFP10) simulations are

available at the Planck Legacy Archive (PLA)2, which

cover both full and half mission datasets, respectively.

The Planck circular Gaussian beams and mask map

were also taken into account to ensure that the Planck

simulation maps are as realistic as possible. The sim-

ulations were initially produced at Nside = 2048, and

we subsequently downgraded them to Nside = 1024 for

our analysis. This resolution is sufficient for accurately

calculating the power spectrum down to scales of inter-

est, up to ℓ ∼ 1000. In addition, due to the finite size

of the HEALPix pixels, we accurately computed the an-

gular power spectrum by incorporating corrections from

the ℓ-space window function.

2.4. The Planck data

We utilized the publicly available total intensity

dataset from the Low-Frequency Instrument (LFI; <100

GHz) and the High-Frequency Instrument (HFI; ≥100

GHz) collected over the full Planck mission. This

dataset includes the nine frequency channel maps, span-

ning from 30 to 857 GHz, at their native resolu-
tion (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016b). The complete

Planck datasets can be accessed through the Planck

Legacy Archive (PLA). To focus on the reconstruction

of the tSZ signal, we also utilized publicly available mask

map designed to discard regions of the sky strongly af-

fected by point sources and galactic emissions. The

FFP10 noise simulation maps at each frequency are also

employed to estimate the noise variance, which is inte-

gral to our ABS signal separation method, for both full

missions and half missions, respectively. The mask map

and the noise realizations can be found at PLA. We em-

ployed Planck circular Gaussian beams with Full Width

at Half Maximum (FWHM) values derived from Planck

1 https://portal.nersc.gov/project/cmb/pysm-data/websky/0.4/
2 https://pla.esac.esa.int

Collaboration et al. (2016e), together with tSZ trans-

mission values from Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b,

2014c) for the spectral bandpasses. The characteristics

of the Planck maps are summarized in Tab. 1, present-

ing the conversion factors for the Compton parameter

to CMB temperature for each frequency channel, based

on integration over the instrumental bandpasses.

We chose to use the Planck PR3 dataset because it

provides an improved estimate of the dipolar compo-

nent due to the enhanced calibration. This refinement

allows for a more accurate assessment of the signal at

large angular scales. Furthermore, the inter-frequency

calibration remains consistent with that of PR2, ensur-

ing a precision level better than 1%.

Table 1. Conversion factors for the tSZ Compton parameter
y to CMB temperature units, along with the Full Width at
Half Maximum (FWHM) of the Planck channel beams.

Frequency g(ν)TCMB FWHM
[GHz] [KCMB] [arcmin]

30 −5.3364 32.29

44 −5.1782 27.00

70 −4.7662 13.21

100 −4.03121 9.66

143 −2.78564 7.27

217 0.18763 5.01

353 6.20518 4.86

545 14.45559 4.84

857 26.33521 4.63

3. RECONSTRUCTION METHOD

The reconstruction methods described in Planck Col-

laboration et al. (2014a, 2016b) employ two algorithms:

MILCA (Hurier et al. 2013) and NILC (Remazeilles

et al. 2011). Both algorithms are based on the well-

established ILC approach, which seeks to determine a

linear combination of the input maps that minimizes

the variance of the final reconstructed map while guar-

anteeing a unit gain for the target component.

In contrast to MILCA and NILC, this study focuses

on employing a novel source separation method–ABS–

to estimate the tSZ power spectrum from the Planck

data. ABS utilizes a distinct foreground cleaning ap-

proach compared to the aforementioned algorithms and

may provide an advantage for extracting weak signals.

Below, we outline the ABS method in detail.

The ABS method (Yao et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2019;

Santos et al. 2021) offers a blind and analytical ap-

proach to the source separation problem. It utilizes the

measured cross bandpower between different frequency
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tSZ 100GHz

-10 10K
CMB 100GHz

-300 300K

Galactic FG 100GHz

0 300K

CIB 100GHz

-3 3K
IR 100GHz

-0.1 0.1K

Radio 100GHz

-2 2K

noise 100GHz

-20 20K

Figure 2. Comparison of simulated Planck maps (Nside = 1024) for the tSZ, CMB, foregrounds, and noise at 100 GHz, in
units of µK. The foregrounds are generated using the Planck Sky Model (PSM), the CMB map is the Planck SMICA-derived
tSZ-deprojection map, and the noise map shown here is one realization from the Planck PR3 simulations as an example. Note
that the maximum and minimum values in the color bars are not the actual data limits but are adjusted to clearly highlight
the features.

bands to analytically derive the bandpower of the de-

sired signal, provided that the frequency dependence of

the signal is precisely known.

Specifically, for estimating the tSZ bandpower–the

power spectrum of the y parameter as defined in Eq. 2–

the measurement equation for the cross bandpower

of temperature maps (in thermodynamic temperature

units) at the i- and j-th frequency channels, denoted

as Dobs
ij (ℓ), in the multipole bin ℓ, can be expressed as

follows:

Dobs
ij (ℓ) = fifjDyy(ℓ) +Dcmb(ℓ) +Dfore

ij (ℓ) + δDnoise
ij (ℓ) .(4)

Here, Dfore
ij denotes the cross bandpower matrix of the

foreground, while Dcmb represents the CMB cross band-

power, which remains constant across frequencies due

to the properties of blackbody radiation. Dyy
ij (ℓ) is the

cross-power spectrum of tSZ Compton y-maps and fi
is the frequency dependency parameter for the i-th fre-

quency channel, which can be precisely computed. For

the Planck experiment, this parameter for each channel

is shown in the second column of Tab. 1.

The measured cross power spectrum is inevitably af-

fected by instrumental noise, δDnoise
ij , which represents

the fluctuations of the instrumental noise in the mea-

surements. Note that the ensemble average of this noise

has been implicitly subtracted beforehand. Moreover,

we assume that the instrumental noise follows an uncor-

related Gaussian distribution with a mean of zero and

root mean square (rms) levels of noise σnoise
i for the i-

th frequency channel. The residual noise hence has the

following properties:

〈
δDnoise

ij

〉
= 0 ,〈

(δDnoise
ij )2

〉
=

1

2
σnoise
i σnoise

j (1 + δij) . (5)
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Accounting for instrumental noise, Zhang et al. (2019)

demonstrates that the signal power spectrum can gen-

erally be computed analytically using the following for-

mula:

D̂yy =

λ̃µ≥λcut∑
G̃2

µλ̃
−1
µ

−1

− S . (6)

Here, we have introduced new variables, defined by

D̃obs
ij ≡

Dobs
ij√

σnoise
D,i σnoise

D,j

+ f̃if̃jS , (7)

with f̃i ≡
fi√
σnoise
D,i

, G̃µ ≡ f̃ · Ẽµ . (8)

Here, the variance in each element of the residual noise

matrix is represented byσnoise
ij ≡

〈 (
δDnoise

ij

)2 〉
. Fur-

thermore, Ẽµ and λ̃µ denote the µ-th eigenvector and

its corresponding eigenvalue of D̃obs
ij , respectively. In-

strumental noise can introduce nonphysical eigenmodes

characterized by eigenvalues of |λ̃µ| ≲ 1 in D̃obs
ij . The

ABS method applies a threshold to the eigenvalues

λ̃µ, retaining only the signal-dominated modes when

0.5 ≤ λ̃cut ≤ 1. In general, we set λ̃cut = 1 as rec-

ommended in Yao et al. (2018). In Eq. 7, the parameter

S shifts the amplitude of the input signal power spec-

trum. A significant positive shift is essential for sta-

bilizing computations, ensuring that the signal modes

within the eigenvector subspace are retained during the

thresholding process. This “shift” strategy is particu-

larly important in low signal-to-noise scenarios, where

the shift value is typically chosen to be comparable to

the signal level. Specifically, for the tSZ reconstruction,

we set S = 0.01 for 1012ℓ(ℓ+ 1)Cyy
ℓ /(2π), observing no

significant changes when increasing this value.

4. POWER SPECTRUM ANALYSIS FOR PLANCK

PR3 DATA

We now present the ABS results based on an anal-

ysis of the Planck full-mission data, utilizing all nine

frequency channels (30–857 GHz). In Fig. 3, the ABS-

derived y-map power spectrum is compared with the

Planck 2016 results, including the Planck F/L-estimated

Cyy
ℓ (magenta dots) and the Planck best-fit tSZ power

spectrum (magenta dashed), derived from a joint fit of

the signal and various foreground residuals. All error

bars represent the 2σ statistical uncertainties, estimated

from simulations. As shown, the ABS results agree well

with the Planck F/L estimate for ℓ ≲ 100. However,

at the higher multipoles, the ABS-derived amplitudes

are noticeably lower than the Planck y-map power spec-

trum. For ℓ ∈ [100, 200], the ABS method reconstructs

101 102 10310 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

10
12

(
+

1)
C

yy
/2

sim truth
Planck Cyy

Planck best-fit CtSZ

ABS Planck

Figure 3. Comparison of the ABS-derived y-map power
spectrum with Planck 2016 results. The ABS-derived Cyy

ℓ

(red squares) is based on the PR3 full-mission data, where
all nine frequency channels are used. Also shown are the
simulation truth (black) and the Planck F/L-estimated Cyy

ℓ

(magenta dots). Note that we should directly compare the
red squares and magenta dots, as they are derived from the
foreground cleaning algorithms. Additionally, we show the
Planck best-fit tSZ power spectrum (magenta dashed line),
which is obtained through further residual foreground sub-
traction from the magenta dots by jointly fitting the signal
and various modeled foreground residuals. When ℓ ≲ 100,
the ABS results agree well with the Planck Cyy

ℓ . However, at
the higher multipoles, the ABS-derived amplitudes are lower
than Planck y-map power spectrum, suggesting that the fore-
ground contamination is substantially reduced by ABS, even
though the noise level is higher at smaller scales.

the band powers with high accuracy, yielding slightly

lower amplitudes than those derived from Planck but

nearly identical to the simulated values.

However, for the higher multipoles at the ℓ-bins of

ℓ = 257.5, 335.5, and 436.5, the ABS-reconstructed Cyy
ℓ

exhibits an interesting feature: a significant drop ex-

ceeding the 2σ level compared to both the simulation

truth and the best-fit results. While the Planck NILC-

MILCA estimates tend to overestimate the amplitudes

because the NILC-MILCA algorithm cannot fully re-

move unwanted residuals, the ABS results show smaller

Cyy
ℓ values. The deviations from the best-fit results are

very small, at 0.03, 0.09, and 0.13 for these three bins,

respectively. This drop may indicate a lower underlying

tSZ power spectrum or reduced residual foreground con-

tamination within this ℓ range. Alternatively, a conser-

vative interpretation might suggest potential systemat-

ics, such as an overestimation of the average noise power

spectrum in the Planck noise simulations, possibly by a

few percent (≲ 5%) in these three bins. In the next

section, we will quantitatively show that, specifically for
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the Planck maps, the total residuals are reduced com-

pared to other bins, resulting in a drop at these three

bins.

Furthermore, in the highest three bins of ℓ = 567.5,

738.5, and 959.5, the ABS cleaning appears to be suc-

cessful, as the reconstructed amplitudes closely match

both the best-fit and simulation truth. The deviations

from the best-fit ones are 0.03, 0.04 and 0.11. As known,

the noise level at these high ℓ-bins becomes important.

However, the ABS method demonstrates strong perfor-

mance in minimizing foreground residuals while effec-

tively mitigating noise interference. If any residuals re-

main, the true amplitude of the underlying tSZ power

spectrum would likely be even smaller.

Thus, the next step is to simultaneously fit both the

signal and residuals, similar to the analysis in Planck

Collaboration et al. (2014a, 2016b), using the maximum

likelihood estimation to provide a robust estimate of the

tSZ spectrum.

4.1. Maximum Likelihood Analysis

In the following, we will perform a joint analysis to

accurately estimate the tSZ power spectrum by jointly

fitting the tSZ and foreground residual models.

Building upon the analysis of the marginalized band-

powers of the Planck tSZ power spectrum (Planck Col-

laboration et al. 2014a, 2016b), we fit the measured

Cyy,obs
ℓ by considering both the tSZ component and

three residual foreground components: the cosmic in-

frared background (CIB), radio sources (RS), infrared

point sources (IR), and a correlated noise (CN) term.

Therefore, the predicted total contribution to the mea-

surement, Cyy,pred
ℓ , can be modeled as:

Cyy,pred
ℓ = AtSZĈ

tSZ
ℓ +ACIBĈ

CIB
ℓ +AIRĈ

IR
ℓ +ARSĈ

RS
ℓ

+ACNĈ
CN
ℓ . (9)

For simplicity, we do not vary cosmological parameters

such as Ωm and σ8 when generating the tSZ power spec-

trum. Instead, the band powers of ĈtSZ
ℓ are fixed using

an arbitrary template, and only the normalization fac-

tor, AtSZ, is varied during the fitting procedure. The

templates for the various residual foreground compo-

nents are represented by ĈCIB
ℓ , ĈIR

ℓ , ĈRS
ℓ , and ĈCN

ℓ ,

respectively. Moreover, at high multipoles, the corre-

lated noise term dominates the other components, so we

determine ACN using the data at the highest multipole,

ℓ = 2742, which gives ACN = 0.903. The correspond-

ing ĈCN
ℓ term is derived from an empirical model, as

described in Bolliet et al. (2018). We verified that al-

lowing ACN to vary as a free parameter in the range of

[0, 2] has a negligible impact on the estimation of the

tSZ amplitude.

Since our foreground cleaning algorithm differs from

the one used by Planck, the residuals are not directly

comparable to the templates provided by Planck. To

estimate the angular power spectra of these residu-

als, we use the following procedure. For a given

foreground component (denoted as “X”, where X ∈
{CIB, IR,RS}), based on the simulated multi-frequency

component maps, we first calculate its frequency-

frequency cross-angular power spectra for all frequency

pairs. For the IR component, we take into account both

faint and strong point radio sources, while for the RS

component, we consider clusters as well as both faint

and strong IR point sources. All of these are derived

from publicly available Planck simulation data provided

through PLA.

These are then rescaled by multiplying by a small

factor (e.g., fX = 0.001), and subsequently added to

the measured Planck cross power spectra, Cyy,obs
ℓ . This

rescaling ensures that the eigenvectors and eigenvalues

derived from the original Planck data remain effectively

unchanged. After this adjustment, we run ABS on the

modified Planck data to obtain the y-map power spec-

trum, denoted as C̃yy,X
ℓ . From a differential perspective,

the difference between these two power spectra serves as

a template for the residual component “X”. Specifically,

we define the template as ĈX
ℓ ≡ C̃yy,X

ℓ − Cyy,obs
ℓ . The

rescaling factor, fX , should be chosen sufficiently small

to ensure the stability of the procedure. We find that se-

lecting fX < 0.001 is small enough to guarantee that the

shape of the template converges, while the amplitude is

proportional to fX . In addition, in the fitting process, to

appropriately determine the range of the fitted parame-

ters, we rescaled each power spectrum (CIB, RS and IR)

by normalizing the maximum value of the power spec-

trum for each foreground component template to unity

before performing the fitting.

Furthermore, we find that the residual contamination

from the CMB and the Galactic diffuse emission is sub-

dominant at all angular scales, allowing us to safely ne-

glect these components in the fitting process. We have

also verified that including these two components does

not alter the tSZ estimate by more than 1% level.

We consider an effective multipole range of 10 ≤ ℓeff ≤
959.5, with the effective multipoles defined as the mid-

points of the eighteen bins within this range, follow-

ing the approach used in the Planck tSZ analysis. The

parameter space is explored using the Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, from which we obtain

the joint posterior probability distributions of the pa-

rameters. During the MCMC analysis, we apply uniform

priors to each parameter. The chosen parameter ranges

are sufficiently broad that altering the upper or lower
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bounds does not notably impact the resulting posterior

distributions.

The likelihood is computed as follows:

−2 lnL = χ2 + ln |M|+ const. , (10)

where the χ2 value is defined as

χ2 =
(
Cobs −Cpred

)T
M−1

(
Cobs −Cpred

)
, (11)

and the vectors Cobs and Cpred collect all Cyy
ℓ values

for the measured Planck data and the predicted band

powers based on our model, respectively. The matrix M

represents the covariance matrix of the ABS-recovered

Cyy
ℓ values, estimated from the Planck simulations. This

matrix remains fixed throughout the MCMC run.

As discussed in Bolliet et al. (2018), the trispectrum

may dominate over Gaussian term from instrumental

noise at low multipoles, but this is not included in the

Planck tSZ analysis. To simplify the analysis and enable

direct comparison with the Planck results, we neglect

the trispectrum contribution in the covariance. This

approximation leads to an underestimation of the er-

ror bars for ℓ ≲ 100. When evaluating the likelihood,

we also consider only the diagonal elements of M, as

the off-diagonal terms are negligible. This is due to the

use of wide bin widths and the fact that the mode cou-

pling from the masked sky has been largely corrected by

NaMaster. Specifically, we have Mℓℓ′ = σ2
ℓ δℓℓ′ , where σℓ

represents the measured errors derived from the meth-

ods used to recover the power spectrum.

In Fig. 4, we present our best-fitting results for the

tSZ power spectrum, along with the individual fore-

ground residual components and their sum, all shown

with their associated 2σ uncertainty levels. For com-

parison, two different tSZ templates are used to fit the

overall amplitude AtSZ. The left panel shows the tem-

plate from the Planck 2015 best-fit model, while the

right panel displays the model derived from hydrody-

namic simulations (Battaglia et al. 2012). As seen, the

tSZ amplitudes for both models are smaller than the

Planck best-fit value, primarily due to the lower ampli-

tude of the ABS-derived Cyy
ℓ , particularly at ℓ ≳ 300.

We also observe that the amplitudes of both the RS and

IR components show relatively large variations, despite

their small contribution to the total power spectrum.

Additionally, the CIB power spectra in both cases ex-

hibit comparable amplitudes, and essentially dominate

the foreground residual contamination. The total con-

tribution from the residuals (including the CN term) is

represented by the blue solid line. In both cases, the

amplitudes (denoted as “rec FG”) and error bars are

nearly identical, with changes in the mean amplitude

and mean error bars being less than 5%. This indi-

cates that the results for the total residual foreground

contribution are largely insensitive to the choice of the

tSZ template. Moreover, in this study, we also consider

the tSZ template based on the best-fit power spectrum

obtained through a re-analysis of the Planck data (Bol-

liet et al. 2018). The marginalized tSZ power spectrum,

after being corrected for the residual foreground contri-

butions, is shown in Fig. 6.

Furthermore, in Fig. 5, the derived posterior distri-

butions on our parameter sets are displayed, where the

left and right panels showing the results for choosing the

two different tSZ templates. As seen, the median val-

ues of the normalization amplitude AtSZ < 1 for both

cases demonstrate the marginalized amplitudes lower

than those of two tSZ templates. We also observe a

strong correlation between the CIB and tSZ amplitudes,

with the contributions from IR and RS being notably

smaller than those of CIB. In both cases, we find that

the mean total residual foreground contribution across

all ℓ-bins to Cyy
ℓ is approximately 0.04, which is 40%

smaller than the value of 0.07 obtained from the simu-

lations, as shown in Figs. 7 & 9.

Finally, Fig. 6 presents the marginalized tSZ power

spectrum after correcting for residual foreground con-

tributions. The uncertainties include both statistical er-

rors and those arising from the subtraction of foreground

residuals. The foreground uncertainties are derived from

the likelihood curves of the nuisance foreground param-

eters and are added in quadrature to the statistical un-

certainties of the extracted Cyy
ℓ , resulting in the total

errors shown. We find that the total foreground contri-

bution is largely insensitive to the choice of tSZ power

spectrum template. Thus, we show results for the “Bol-

liet 2018” template. For comparison, the rescaled tSZ

power spectra, normalized by the best-fit amplitude pa-
rameter AtSZ, are also plotted: the solid cyan line rep-

resents “Bolliet 2018” (Bolliet et al. 2018), blue repre-

sents “Planck 2015” (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016b),

and green represents “Battaglia 2012” (Battaglia et al.

2012), with each template corresponding to the best-fit

power spectrum in the literature.

Specifically, we obtain AtSZ = 1.21 for the “Bolliet

2018” template, AtSZ = 0.80 for “Planck 2015”, and

AtSZ = 0.91 for “Battaglia 2012”, which correspond to

the best-fit values. The marginalized posterior means

and their 1σ standard deviations are summarized in

Tab. 2. These results suggest that our reconstructed

tSZ spectrum exhibits an amplitude that is 20% and

9% lower than the “Planck 2015” and “Battaglia 2012”

templates, respectively, but 21% higher than the “Bol-

liet 2018” one. In particular, at ℓ ≃ 200, the tSZ band
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Figure 4. Best-fit tSZ power spectrum (solid black) and the power spectrum of the total residual components (labeled as “rec
FG”; solid blue), along with individual component power spectra, including the CIB, IR, RS, and CN components. Same as
in Fig. 3, we show the measured y-map power spectrum from ABS (red squares), with error bars indicating the 2σ confidence
level. The negative values in the best-fit IR power spectrum are displayed as their absolute values, indicated by circle. As seen,
even without further subtraction of the foreground residuals, the ABS estimate (red) closely matches the one obtained after
residual subtraction, i.e., the best-fit Planck 2015 tSZ power spectrum (green dotted). Note that, by comparing the black solid
and green dotted lines, further subtraction from the ABS result through model fitting leads to a smaller tSZ amplitude than the
best-fit Planck value. Left: the tSZ power spectrum template is chosen based on the best-fit Planck 2015 results from the joint
model fitting, which is used for the further foreground subtraction. Right: the fitting is based on the model from hydrodynamic
simulations (Battaglia et al. 2012).
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Figure 5. Marginalized (1D and 2D) joint posterior probability distributions of the tSZ amplitude and residual foreground
components (CIB, IR, and RS), as defined in Eq.9. The left panel displays results based on the Planck 15 best-fit tSZ power
spectrum template, while the right panel corresponds to the model derived from hydrodynamic simulations, as shown in Fig. 4.
The off-diagonal panels show the joint and marginalized constraint contours at 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0σ for the parameters, while the
diagonal panels present the median and 68% c intervals for the 1D marginalized distributions of each parameter.
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Figure 6. tSZ power spectrum (red squares) obtained by
subtracting the residual foreground contributions from the
ABS-derived y-map power spectrum, using the best-fit fore-
ground parameters (see Eq. 9). This represents our final re-
sult. The error bars correspond to the 2σ level. For compari-
son, the rescaled tSZ power spectrum templates in the litera-
ture are also shown: cyan (labeled as “fit Bolliet 2018”) (Bol-
liet et al. 2018), blue (“fit Planck 2015”) (Planck Collabora-
tion et al. 2016b), and green (“fit Battaglia 2012”) (Battaglia
et al. 2012). The scaling of each template is determined by
its respective best-fit AtSZ value.

Table 2. Summary of the amplitude normalization parame-
ters AtSZ, based on the three tSZ templates used for fitting.
The table reports the marginalized posterior mean values
(with standard deviations) and the corresponding best-fit
values.

Parameter Mean ±1σ Best fit

AtSZ (“Battaglia 2012”) 0.885± 0.048 0.91

AtSZ (“Planck 2015”) 0.782± 0.042 0.80

AtSZ (“Bolliet 2018”) 1.198± 0.065 1.21

power is about 1012ℓ(ℓ + 1)/(2π)Cyy
ℓ = 0.126 ± 0.018,

largely insensitive to template choice.

We also observe the minimum χ2 values in the fitting:

χ2
min = 24.04, 34.71, and 20.65 for the “Bolliet 2018”,

“Planck 2015”, and “Battaglia 2012” templates, respec-

tively. Considering the number of bins (Nℓ = 18) and

the four fitted parameters for the signal and foregrounds,

the effective degrees of freedom is Ndof = 18 − 4 = 14.

Overall, our analysis favors the “Battaglia 2012” tem-

plate, shows consistency with the “Bolliet 2018” tem-

plate at the 2σ level, but deviates from the result based

on the “Planck 2015” one.

The lower amplitude of AtSZ may provide valuable

insights into the S8 tension. Recent cosmic shear

surveys (Di Valentino et al. 2021) and Planck 2018

CMB measurements (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020b)

have highlighted a notable discrepancy in the value of

the weighted amplitude of matter fluctuations, S8 ≡
σ8

√
Ωm/0.3, where σ8 is the amplitude of matter fluc-

tuations on scales of 8h−1 Mpc, and Ωm is the present-

day matter density parameter. The Planck 2018 CMB

anisotropy measurements within the ΛCDM model yield

a best-fit value of S8 = 0.834 ± 0.016. This is higher

than the values derived from cosmic shear measure-

ments, leading to a statistical tension at the 2–3σ level.

This discrepancy reflects a trend in which large scale

structure (LSS) data favor lower S8 values compared to

early-time probes. If systematic errors can be ruled out,

this tension may hint at the need for new physics beyond

the ΛCDM model.

Komatsu & Seljak (2002); Bolliet et al. (2018) demon-

strate that the scaling of the tSZ power spectrum can

be effectively approximated by

CtSZ
ℓ ∝ σ8.1

8 Ω3.2
m B−3.2h−1.7 for ℓ ≲ 103 , (12)

where B represents the mass bias. The dependence on

σ8 and Ωm are consistent with the findings of Planck

Collaboration et al. (2016b). Therefore, the scaling can

be approximately expressed as CtSZ
ℓ ∝ S8

8 , assuming all

other parameters are fixed.

Using the best-fit value AtSZ = 0.80 by using the

“Planck 2015” template, the 20% lower tSZ amplitude

may result in a decrease in S8 by 0.2/8 = 0.025. Since

the tSZ signal directly probes the late-time LSS, this

suggests that the Planck tSZ measurements themselves

may favor a smaller S8.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this study, we successfully applied ABS to recon-

struct the tSZ effect power spectrum from the Planck

PR3 data. The ABS method offers several advantages

for extracting weak signals, particularly its ability to re-

cover signals in low signal-to-noise ratio regimes while

effectively reducing foreground contamination.

Initially, we demonstrated the effectiveness of ABS

in reconstructing the tSZ power spectrum using simu-

lated data. By varying the amplitudes of both fore-

grounds and signals, we present the reconstructed tSZ

power spectra derived from different input maps. The

results show that ABS achieves high reconstruction ac-

curacy, even when the input foreground and signal am-

plitudes deviate significantly from the fiducial values.

These simulations underscore the robustness and relia-

bility of ABS in recovering the faint tSZ signal.

Next, we applied ABS to the Planck PR3 full-mission

data. The ABS results show good agreement with the

Planck F/L estimate for ℓ ≲ 100. However, at the higher

multipoles, the ABS-derived amplitudes are noticeably
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lower than the Planck y-map power spectrum. For

ℓ ∈ [100, 200], the ABS method reconstructs the band

powers with high accuracy, yielding slightly lower am-

plitudes than those from Planck, but closely matching

the simulated values. For higher multipoles in the ℓ-bins

at ℓ = 257.5, 335.5, and 436.5, the ABS-reconstructed

Cyy
ℓ exhibits a notable feature: a significant drop, ex-

ceeding the 2σ level, compared to both the simulation

truth and the best-fit results. This drop may indicate a

lower underlying tSZ power spectrum in this ℓ range.

Next, we conducted a joint analysis to more accurately

estimate the tSZ power spectrum by fitting both the tSZ

and residual foreground models simultaneously, further

reducing foreground contamination. This approach ac-

counted for the tSZ and the cosmic infrared background,

radio sources, infrared point sources, and an additional

correlated noise term. We considered three tSZ power

spectrum templates “Planck 2015”, “Battaglia 2012”

and “Bolliet 2018”, derived from the best-fit values re-

ported in the literature and fitted the normalization am-

plitudes for each component.

The parameter space was explored using the MCMC

method, enabling us to derive the joint posterior prob-

ability distributions of the parameters. The results in-

dicate that the CIB power spectrum is the dominant

source of foreground residual contamination. After cor-

recting the tSZ power spectrum for these residual fore-

ground contributions, we find that the tSZ amplitude

is 20% lower than the previous estimate from “Planck

2015” and 9% lower than the “Battaglia 2012” model.

However, it remains 21% higher than the “Bolliet 2018”

model. In short, the analysis most favors the “Battaglia

2012” model, and consistent with the “Bolliet 2018”

model, but revealing a discrepancy with the “Planck

2015” tSZ power spectrum.

Thus, ABS offers independent measurements of the

tSZ signal through its innovative foreground subtraction

algorithm. The reanalysis of the Planck data, combined

with model-fitting preferences, contributes to advancing

our understanding of the tSZ effect. Future work will

focus on further refining this approach and exploring its

implications for cosmological models.

APPENDIX

Below, we validate the reconstructed tSZ y-map power spectrum through simulations by exploring various challenging

situations.

A. TSZ POWER SPECTRUM FOR SIMULATION

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of ABS in reconstructing the tSZ power spectrum using simulated

data. By varying the amplitudes of both foregrounds and signals, we present the reconstructed tSZ power spectra

based on different simulated input maps. We show that ABS achieves high reconstruction accuracy, even when the

input foreground and signal amplitudes deviate significantly from the fiducial values. These simulations highlight the

robustness and effectiveness of ABS in reconstructing the faint tSZ signal.

A.1. Power Spectrum Reconstruction

In Fig. 7, we present the reconstructed y-map angular power spectrum. For comparison, we also show the Planck

NILC-MILCA F/L result and the simulation truth. All error bars represent the 2σ statistical uncertainties, calculated

from 50 simulated maps with distinct FFP10 noise realizations. Note that 50 noise realizations are sufficient to

accurately estimate the mean and associated statistical uncertainty, as additional realizations do not result in any

significant changes to the estimates.

To evaluate the sensitivity of the ABS reconstruction to frequency coverage, we consider three cases: (A) excluding

the two highest frequency channels (857 GHz and 545 GHz); (B) omitting the three lowest frequency channels (i.e., the

LFI channels: 30, 44, and 70 GHz), and (C) using all nine Planck channels. To quantify the reconstruction accuracy,

we define the Mean-Absolute Error (MAE) between the reconstruction and the truth across all Nℓ bins as:

MAE =
1

Nℓ

∑
ℓ

|Crec
ℓ − Ctruth

ℓ | , (A1)

and introduce the χ2 statistic, which is calculated as:

χ2 ≡
∑
ℓ

(
Crec

ℓ − Ctruth
ℓ

)2
σ2
ℓ

, (A2)

where the statistical uncertainty σℓ for ABS is assumed to have no correlation between neighboring ℓ-bins.
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Figure 7. Comparison of the y-map angular power spectra for three ABS reconstructions is shown, together with the Planck
NILC-MILCA F/L result (magenta dashed) and the simulation truth (black solid). The reconstructions are evaluated using
three different frequency coverages, as indicated, to demonstrate the effectiveness of ABS. The ABS reconstructions are based
on the simulated Planck full-mission maps, with tSZ mask applied. Error bars represent the 2σ statistical uncertainties. The
estimate of the tSZ power spectrum and its associated error bar for ABS are given by the mean and standard deviation of the
reconstructed power spectra from 50 simulated maps, each with a distinct FFP10 noise realization. The binning scheme follows
that of Planck Collaboration et al. (2016b), with effective ℓ values ranging from 10 to 959.5. The ℓ values in each case slightly
adjusted to enhance clarity and prevent overlaps in the display.

As shown, for case A (green), when comparing to the simulation truth, using the 30–353 GHz frequency coverage

leads to an overestimate of the tSZ power spectrum across all relevant scales (ℓ ∈ [9, 1085]), with significant deviations

from the truth beyond 2σ. We find MAE = 0.23 for all bins (Nℓ = 18), while the χ2 statistic is 602.5. The strong

deviation indicates the presence of strong foreground residuals in the reconstructed power spectrum. Since the 545 and

857 GHz channels are dominated by dust and IR emissions, and the tSZ signal has a unique frequency dependence at

these frequencies, neglecting these channels results in an inability to properly disentangle the tSZ from the foregrounds,

particularly at ℓ > 100, leading to the observed overestimate on Cyy
ℓ .

For case B (blue), when only considering the Planck HFI channels, as seen, the estimated high-ℓ power spectrum

decreases significantly, narrowing the gap to the truth. This demonstrates that the 545 and 857 GHz channels provide

valuable information for reducing high-ℓ foreground emissions. However, for ℓ < 30, the overestimate in amplitude

remains, suggesting the presence of residuals at these larger scales. Since synchrotron and other Galactic diffuse

foregrounds dominate at low frequencies (v ≲ 100 GHz), the exclusion of the LFI channels results in strong residuals

at these scales. As a result, we find MAE = 0.09 for all bins (Nℓ = 18), while the χ2 statistic is 243.8.

For case C (red), all Planck channels are utilized, which is expected to provide the highest accuracy in source

separation. The broader frequency coverage enhances the capability for foreground cleaning. Compared to cases A

and B, the reconstructed Cyy
ℓ is noticeably closer to the truth. Quantitatively, the mean deviation is MAE = 0.07

across all bins, and the χ2 statistic is 279.6. This corresponds to an absolute deviation that is approximately 0.16

and 0.01 smaller than case A and B, respectively. Furthermore, the statistical uncertainty for case C is the smallest

among all cases, as the inclusion of more frequency channels helps stabilize the signal estimation and reduces noise

fluctuations. As a result, the measured χ2 is slightly higher than in case B, despite case C having the smallest MAE.

A.2. Insensitivity to foregrounds

Furthermore, to verify that the reconstruction performance is not sensitive to inaccuracies in the foreground am-

plitude modeling, we artificially increased the total foreground temperature map at each frequency by factors of 1.2

and 1.5, respectively, while keeping the other components unchanged. This corresponds to enhancing the foreground

power spectra at each frequency by factors of 1.44 and 2.25.

In Fig. 8, as expected, we observe that a stronger foreground contamination leads to an overestimation of the tSZ

signal. Compared to the fiducial case, the foreground residuals increase progressively. For the cases “1.2× FG” (green)

and “1.5× FG” (blue), the amplitudes of the residuals reach approximately 3 × 10−3 and 10−2, respectively, in the
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range ℓ ∈ [10, 100]. Given that the standard deviation of the total foreground amplitude (after masking) across all

channels is about 0.3 K, the map-level foreground amplitude is enhanced by 20% and 50%, respectively, leading to

an increase in the power spectrum by the square of these factors. Nevertheless, the resulting residuals exhibit small

fluctuations, remaining at the level of [0.001, 0.1], which is significantly smaller than the enhanced foreground power.

Quantitatively, for the cases “1.2× FG” and “1.5× FG”, the resulting deviations are MAE = 0.11 and 0.17, respec-

tively, with corresponding χ2 values of 660.76 and 1549.36. The significantly higher χ2 in the “1.5× FG” case indicates

that the measured foreground residuals are substantial compared to the associated statistical uncertainties. Compared

to the fiducial case, the MAE values show only a slight increase. This result demonstrates that our algorithm can

effectively suppresses foreground contamination and remains robust against increased foreground levels.
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Figure 8. Same as in Fig. 7, but for comparing the reconstructed tSZ power spectra when the total foreground temperature
map at each frequency is increased by factors of 1.2 (“1.2× FG”; green) and 1.5 (“1.5× FG”; blue). The fiducial ABS-derived
power spectrum (red) is based on all Planck frequency channels. The absolute deviations between the fiducial case and the
“1.2× FG” (green dotted) and “1.5× FG” (blue dashed) cases are also shown for comparison. The error bars indicate the 2σ
level for the measurements.

A.3. Null test
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Figure 9. Comparison of the reconstructed tSZ power spectra when the tSZ temperature map at each frequency is reduced
by factors of 0.5 (“0.5× tSZ”; green), 0.7 (“0.7× tSZ”; blue), and fully nulled (“null tSZ”; red). The simulated true values for
“0.5× truth” (green dotted), “0.7× truth” (blue dashed), and “null” (red solid) are also shown for comparison. The error bars
indicate the 2σ level for the measurements.



14

In Fig. 9, the null test results are presented to further validate the effectiveness of ABS in simulated Planck data.

Three scenarios are considered, where the amplitude of the input tSZ y-map is progressively reduced by factors of

0.7, 0.5, and 0 (complete nulling). These cases are labeled as “ABS 0.7× tSZ” (blue), “ABS 0.5× tSZ” (green), and

“ABS null tSZ” (red), respectively. On the power spectrum level, these reductions correspond to tSZ power spectrum

amplitudes of 49%, 25%, and 0. The true power spectra for each case are also shown: the red solid line represents the

“ABS null tSZ” case, the green dotted line corresponds to “ABS 0.5× tSZ”, and the blue dashed line represents “ABS

0.7× tSZ”.

Quantitatively, we compare the reconstructed values to the true values for each case. For case “ABS 0.7× tSZ”, we

find MAE = 0.079 and χ2 = 324.1. Notably, at ℓ ≳ 100, the reconstructed Cyy
ℓ begins to deviate significantly from the

simulation truth above the 2σ level. This suggests the presence of foreground residuals. Similarly, for the “ABS 0.5×
tSZ” case, deviations become evident at high ℓ, with MAE = 0.078 and χ2 = 312.1. For the “ABS null tSZ” case, a

comparable trend is observed, yielding MAE = 0.074 and χ2 = 245.2.

In all three cases, the largest deviations occur at the highest ℓ values, where the instrumental white noise dominates

significantly compared to lower ℓ-bins. This large noise reduces the effectiveness of foreground cleaning in the ABS

algorithm, as only a limited number of modes with S/N > 1 are kept. Consequently, the signal is overestimated.

Despite this, the MAE values across the three cases are comparable, averaging around 0.07. This suggests that the

typical amplitude of foreground residuals, averaged over all ℓ range, remains consistent at this level, resulting in a

total deviation of approximately 1.3.

The χ2 values, significantly larger than the degrees of freedom (Nℓ = 18), confirm that foreground residuals exist

after ABS foreground cleaning under the Planck noise level and frequency coverage. Furthermore, the small variations

in χ2 values across the three cases imply that the measured error bars remain roughly constant, independent of the

input signal amplitude. These results demonstrate that the accuracy of ABS reconstruction is largely unaffected by

the input signal amplitude, despite the presence of a small level of foreground residuals.
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