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Abstract

We investigate the impact of neutrino statistical property on cosmology and the constraints
imposed by cosmological data on neutrino statistics. Cosmological data from probes such as
Cosmic Microwave Background(CMB) radiation and Baryon Acoustic Oscillation(BAO) are
used to constrain the statistical parameter of neutrino. This constraint is closely related to
the degeneracy effects among neutrino statistical property, the sum of neutrino masses, and
the Hubble constant. Our results show that purely bosonic neutrinos can be ruled out at 95%
confidence level and purely fermionic neutrinos are preferred.

1 Introduction

Neutrinos are among the most elusive and least understood particles in the Standard Model(SM),
primarily because they interact very weakly with matter and have extremely small masses. In recent
years, significant advancements in precise experiments have greatly improved the constraints on
the sum of neutrino masses,

∑
mν . For example, it can be inferred from measurements of neutrino

flavor oscillations[1, 2] that ∑
mν ≳ 0.06 eV (NH),∑
mν ≳ 0.1 eV (IH).

(1)

Cosmology also plays an important role in constraining the sum of neutrino masses. Observations
of BAO and CMB are often combined to provide tighter constraints on cosmological models.
Since different datasets have different properties, the constraints on

∑
mν would vary if different

combination of datasets is chosen. For instance, the combination of Planck CMB data, WMAP
9-year CMB polarization data and a measurement of BAO from Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic
Survey, Sloan Digital Sky Survey, Wigglez LSS data and the 6dF galaxy redshift survey has
provided a constraint

∑
mν < 0.23 eV[3, 4]. When combining the Year 1 (Y1) data from the Dark

Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) with CMB data from Planck PR3 release and the Data
Release 6 of Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT), an upper limit [5]∑

mν < 0.072 eV (95%), (2)

is achieved instead. Although this constraint seems more stringent, it may be in tension with limits
derived from oscillation experiments.

Besides neutrino mass, the statistical nature of neutrinos is also of great interest. Although neu-
trinos are generally believed to obey Fermi-Dirac(F-D) statistics, there are very few experimental
evidences supporting this hypothesis[6][7]. This makes studying the statistical property of neu-
trinos from a cosmological perspective important, because modifications to the neutrino statistics
can have significant impacts on the evolution of the universe. In some analysis[8, 9, 10, 6] , recent
cosmological probes, including the CMB and Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN), have been used to
impose constraints on neutrino statistics. However, the bounds are still not stringent enough [8],
and the possibility of B-E statistics for neutrinos is allowed at 95% confidence level. Therefore, it
is essential to reconsider the statistical property of neutrinos from a cosmological perspective, in
particular, to re-analyze the constraints on neutrinos using new data.

In this paper, we extend the ΛCDMmodel to include neutrinos with variable statistical property
and fit the extended model to the latest cosmological data, primarily from Planck PR3 and DESI.
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We find that the current data can exclude purely B-E neutrinos at the 95% confidence level, while
neutrinos with mixed statistics remain a viable option. The progress in constraining the statistical
property of neutrinos is driven by the improved precision of the data and the enhanced capability
to constrain cosmological parameters. Furthermore, our cosmological analysis using both CMB
and BAO data indicates a preference for purely fermionic neutrinos.

In the following sections, we first discuss the major physical effects of variable neutrino statistics
and neutrino mass on the cosmological evolution . In Section 3, we briefly describe the cosmological
datasets considered in this study. The fitting results of cosmological parameters are presented and
discussed in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5, we summarize the main findings of this study.

2 Neutrino Statistics and Mass in Cosmology

To describe variable neutrino statistics, we introduce a statistical parameter κν which varies from
−1 to 1. For neutrinos in thermal equilibrium at temperature Tν , neutrinos have a distribution

fν =
1

eE/Tν + κν
, (3)

where E is the energy of neutrino. κν = −1 corresponds to B-E statistics, κν = 1 corresponds
to F-D statistics. Using the distribution function, the energy density of thermal neutrinos can be
calculated as follows

ρν = nν

∫
d3p

(2π)3
fν(p)Eν(p) = nν

∫ ∞

0

dp

2π2

p2E(p)

exp(E(p)/Tν) + κν
(4)

where nν = 6 is the number of degrees of freedom of three flavors of neutrinos and anti-neutrinos. If
neutrinos obey F-D or B-E statistics, with κν = 1 or −1 respectively, the integral can be calculated
analytically using Riemann ζ function in the relativistic limit,

ρν =

{
3× 7/8 (Tν/T )

4 × ργ for κν = 1

3× (Tν/T )
4 × ργ for κν = −1

, (5)

where T and ργ are, respectively, the temperature and energy density of photons. In the standard
model of cosmic evolution, relativistic neutrinos decouple from the thermal bath earlier than the
annihilation of electrons and positrons to photons. The entropy of photons is increased, and, it can
be shown that Tν/T ≈ (4/11)1/3. For models of variable neutrino statistics, this result is still valid.
Therefore, in the relativistic limit, the energy density of B-E neutrino is larger than that of the
F-D neutrino by a factor of 8/7. This implies that neutrino statistics can change significantly the
total relativistic energy density before they later become non-relativistic in the matter-dominated
epoch.

The impact of neutrinos, especially massless ones, on the CMB can largely be understood by
their effects on the sound horizon[11, 12]. The sound horizon can be defined as:

rs(η) =

∫ t

tin

cs(t)dt

a(t)
=

∫ a

0

csda

a2H
, (6)

where the sound speed

c2s(η) ≡
1

3 (1 +R)
(7)

is determined by the baryon and photon density, ρb and ργ , through R ≡ 3ρb/(4ργ). It is known
that the Hubble expansion rate

H = H0

√
Ωra−4 +Ωma−3 +ΩΛ ∝

{
a−2 In radiation domination
a−3/2 In matter domination

(8)

is larger during the radiation-dominated epoch compared with during the matter-dominated epoch.
If the equality time is delayed, the sound horizon at recombination will be smaller.

For massless neutrinos, a smaller κν would increase the density of relativistic species. This
would both delay the equality time and increaseH(a) in radiation-dominated epoch. The combined
effects would make the sound horizon at recombination smaller. For massive neutrinos, κν would
affect both the radiation energy density in the early time and the matter energy density in the late
time. So a more detailed discussion is needed in this case.
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To illustrate the effect of neutrino mass in cosmological evolution, we numerically compute
the Hubble expansion rate and give in Fig. 1 the evolution of H(a) for different κν where in
(a):

∑
mν = 0 eV and H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1 are held fixed; (b):

∑
mν = 0.06 eV and

H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1; (c)
∑

mν = 0.3 eV and H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1; (d)
∑

mν = 0.9 eV and
H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1. In this figure and the remaining three figures in this section, we fix CMB
temperature at present TCMB = 2.73 K, baryon energy density ωb ≡ Ωbh

2 = 0.0224 and cold dark
matter density ωcdm ≡ Ωcdmh

2 = 0.1201, and we assume the universe is spatially flat. We can see
in the figure that smaller κν always gives larger H(a) irrespective of the chosen value of

∑
mν in

both radiation-dominated and matter-dominated eras, as expected. This means that smaller κν

should always give smaller sound horizon, according to Eq.(6). The differences between curves of∑
mν = 0 eV and curves of

∑
mν = 0.06 eV are actually very small. One can notice that all

the lines approach 1 as the scale factor a appoaches 1. This is because we have used a fixed H0

in these plots which means that the total energy density at the present time has been chosen as
a fixed value. One can also notice that the effects of neutrino statistics is more significant in the
early radiation-dominated era than in the late matter-dominated era.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 1: Evolution of Hubble expansion rate H(a) with the scale factor a for different statistical
parameter κν . Each curve is normalized to the case of κν = 1 and

∑
mν = 0.0eV. For (a),∑

mν = 0 eV and H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1 are held fixed; for (b),
∑

mν = 0.06 eV and H0 = 67
km s−1Mpc−1; for (c),

∑
mν = 0.3 eV and H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1; for(d),

∑
mν = 0.9 eV and

H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1. The CMB temperature at present TCMB = 2.73 K, baryon energy density
ωb ≡ Ωbh

2 = 0.0224 and cold dark matter density ωcdm ≡ Ωcdmh
2 = 0.1201 are also fixed in this

and the following three plots in this section. The vertical dashed line in each subplot indicates the
scale factor at recombination, arec, for the case of κν = 1.

Massive neutrinos become non-relativistic in matter-dominated era, contributing to matter
energy density Ωm. This results in a significant increase in H(a) in late times. In Fig. 2 , we
illustrate the effect of neutrino mass on the evolution of Hubble expansion rateH(a) with (a) κν = 1
and (b) κν = −1. One can find that a larger

∑
mν leads to a larger H(a) in the matter-dominated

era and in particular near the epoch of recombination. This means that a larger neutrino mass
should also lead to a smaller sound horizon, according to Eq.(6). Notice that this effect of neutrino
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mass is more significant in the matter-dominated era than in the radiation-dominated era. Since
the contribution to the sound horizon is determined by the contribution before recombination,
the effect of neutrino statistics on the rs is more significant than the effect of neutrino mass.
Furthermore, if

∑
mν is significantly small, for example

∑
mν ≲ 0.1 eV, neutrino mass would

have a very mild effect on the evolution of the universe as shown by the curves for
∑

mν = 0.1 eV
in Fig. 2.

(a) (b)

Figure 2: Evolution of Hubble expansion rate H(a) with the scale factor a for different
∑

mν . All
curves are normalized to the case of κν = 1 and

∑
mν = 0.0 eV. For (a), κν = 1 and H0 = 67

km s−1Mpc−1 are held fixed; for (b), κν = −1 and H0 = 67 km s−1Mpc−1. The vertical dashed
line in each subplot indicates the scale factor at recombination, arec, for the case of

∑
mν = 0 eV.

The above mentioned effects on the sound horizon are illustrated in Fig. 3(a) . The colored
and labeled lines are plots for rs versus κν with H0 fixed to 67 km s−1Mpc−1. One can see that
smaller κν always gives smaller sound horizon irrespective of the chosen value of

∑
mν . The effect

of neutrino mass can also be seen clearly in the solid and unlabelled line in Fig. 3(a), for which
κν is fixed to 1 and

∑
mν varies from 0 eV to 0.9 eV. We can see that larger neutrino mass gives

smaller rs, in agreement with the expectation discussed above. But this effect is not as significant
as varying the statistics of neutrino, as can be seen in the figure, which is also in agreement with
the discussions above.

The statistical parameter κν also affects the angular diameter at recombination

DA(z) ∝
∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
, (9)

where the integrand is proportional to the inverse of Hubble rate H(a). Major contribution to
DA(η) primarily comes from the integration in the late time regime, which is different from the
case of rs. As discussed for Fig. 1, larger κν gives smaller Hubble expansion rate H(a) throughout
the entire evolution. So, larger κν should also give rise to larger DA, as illustrated by the solid
labeled lines in Fig. 3(b). However, the effect of neutrino statistics is more significant in the
radiation-dominated era than in the matter-dominated era, as discussed above, so the effect of
varying κν on DA(η) is less significant than on rs. This effect can be seen clearly in solid labeled
lines in Fig. 3(b). Similarly, larger

∑
mν should lead to smaller DA, as can be seen in solid

unlablled line in Fig. 3(b). We further note that the effect of neutrino mass is more significant in
the late matter-dominated era than in the radiation-dominated era, so the effect of varying

∑
mν

is much more significant on DA than on rs. This point can be seen clearly in Fig. 3(b).
Finally, we can study the combined effects of both κν and

∑
mν on peak scale parameter

θs ≡ rs/DA, (10)

which is an approximation to the peak location of CMB angular power spectrum. In Fig. 3(c),
100× θs versus kν and 100× θs versus

∑
mν are plotted with solid labled lines and solid unlabeled

line respectively. Parameters chosen for each line are the same for corresponding line in Fig. 3(a).
We note that increasing κν increases both rs and DA, but the effect on rs is more significant. So
the θs increases with increasing κν , as can be seen in the solid lablled lines in Fig. 3(c). On the
other hand, increasing

∑
mν decreases both rs and DA, but the effect on DA is more significant.

So θs also increases with increasing
∑

mν , as can be seen in the solid unlablled lines in Fig. 3(c).
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We further note that, when
∑

mν is particularly small, specifically
∑

mν ≲ 0.1 eV, neutrinos
remain relativistic until very late times. Such small neutrino masses are always favored in cos-
mological analyses and have little impact on H(a). Consequently, the variation of rs, DA and θs
caused by

∑
mν in this small mass region are very small. As can be seen in Fig. 3(c), three solid

labelled lines corresponding to
∑

mν = 0.03, 0.06, 0.09 eV are very close to each other, which is in
agreement with our expectation.

Besides κν and
∑

mν , the effects ofH0 are also noteworthy. H0 is the present Hubble expansion
rate which is determined by the present energy density of the universe. Changing H0 does not have
significant effect on the expansion rate in the early time, in particular in the radiation-dominated
era, if we fix TCMB. It certainly has important effect on H(a) in the late universe. In Fig. 4 , we
plot H(a) versus a for a set of H0. We can see clearly that H0 mainly affects the late time H(a).
So, rs(η) is basically unchanged for varying H0, as can be seen in the dashed line in Fig. 3(a), and
DA(η) decreases as H0 increases, as can be seen in the dashed line in Fig. 3(b). As a result, θs
increases with H0, as can be seen in dashed line in Fig. 3(c).

(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 3: The sound horizon rs(η), angular diameter DA(η) and peak scale parameter θs(η) at
recombination. The variation with respect to κν are illustrated by the solid labeled (colored)
lines in the subplots, where each label (color) corresponds to a different

∑
mν . The variations

with respect to
∑

mν are depicted by solid unlabeled (black) lines. The dashed line describes
the variations caused by H0. All the numerical results are calculated with a modification of the
Boltzmann code CLASS[13].

Referring to Fig. 3(c), we find that increasing any of the three parameters κν ,
∑

mν or H0,
would have similar influences on θs(η). If θs(η) at recombination is a known value from experiments,
we can expect that there should be a degeneracy among κν ,

∑
mν and H0 in the final results of

fitting. Besides, if the sum of neutrino mass
∑

mν is significantly small, it would be less likely to
have a significant impact on the evolution of the late universe and the correlation between κν and
H0 would be enhanced.
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Figure 4: Evolution of Hubble expansion rate H(a) with the scale factor a for varying the present
Hubble expansion rate H0. All curves are normalized to the corresponding one with H0 = 64 km
s−1Mpc−1. κν = 1 and

∑
mν = 0.06 eV are held fixed.

3 Tools, Datasets and Models

In this section, we briefly describe the prescription of our study, and the datasets and the codes
used in our study.

Our study is based on the ΛCDM model extended by two parameters: neutrino statistics
parameter κν defined above and the sum of the three degenerate neutrinos

∑
mν . Initially, we fit

the model using CMB data and CMB+BAO data respectively to assess whether the latest datasets
can impose more stringent constraints on κν . We refer to the fitting using CMB data as CMB and
the fitting using CMB+BAO data as CMB+BAO in later discussions. The details for their data
combinations are provided below. To further investigate the degeneracy between H0 and κν , we
fit the model with CMB+BAO+H0 dataset in which the local measurement on the Hubble rate at
present H0 is further introduced. We refer to the fitting using this dataset as CMB+BAO+H0.
This fitting is not ideal enough because of the ’Hubble tension’.

As mentioned in previous sections, introducing different datasets into the fitting analysis would
cause various constraints. In the past few years, many cosmological observations, like Planck and
DESI, have released their latest data with higher accuracy. Although neutrino statistics have
already been analysed before[8], only very weak bounds are obtained on neutrino statistics. So,
it is worthwhile to introduce new datasets into fitting and check the neutrino statistics in more
detail.

For the CMB data, we combine the baseline temperature (TT) and polarization (EE) auto-
spectra, along with their cross-spectra (TE), as incorporated in the Commander likelihood for
ℓ < 30 and the plik likelihood for ℓ > 30 from the PR3 release[14]. We further combine the CMB
lensing data, which consists of the NPIPE PR4 Planck CMB lensing reconstruction and Data
Release 6 from the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT)[15, 16, 17]. The mean value of H0 given
by Planck PR3 isn’t significantly higher than the one given by Planck PR4. But the constraint
has become tighter.

For BAO dataset, DESI BAO distance measurements obtained from galaxies, quasars and
Lyman-α tracers are included [18, 19]. The inclusion of BAO data prefers a lower or even negative
neutrino mass [20].

To further study the effects of degeneracy between H0 and κν , local measurement on H0 is
included for CMB+BAO+H0. For a better precision, Pantheon+ analysis of Type Ia supernovae
is also imposed to constrain cosmological parameters[21, 22]. It’s not an ideal dataset for precise
analysis due to the so-called Hubble tension. However, it could still provide valuable insights for
interpreting other results.

The theoretical models are computed with a modification of the Boltzmann code CLASS[13].
All Bayesian inference is performed by Cobaya[23, 24], using Metropolis-Hastings MCMC sampler[25,
26]. For each dataset and model combination, we take advantage of oversampling by setting the
parameter oversample power to 0.4, using the dragging method[27] and running four chains in
parallel. If Gelman-Rubin criterion [28] R − 1 < 0.01 is satisfied, chains will be stopped. For
plotting the posteriors, we use getdist[29].
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4 Results and Discussions

In this section, we present the results of our fitting. The constraints on neutrino statistical property,
neutrino mass and H0 will be discussed.

The main fitting results are shown in Fig. 5. The curves in the top panel of each column present
the 1D marginalized densities and the shaded areas are 2D comparison plots showing the correlation
between the corresponding two parameters. Dark-shaded areas denote the 1σ confidence intervals,
while light-shaded areas indicate the 2σ confidence intervals.

The grey curves and grey shaded areas indicate the fitting results for CMB and the red ones
indicate results for CMB+BAO. The 1D marginalized density of κν shows that purely bosonic
neutrino can be excluded at 95% CL by CMB. Although more weakly, κν = −1 can also be
excluded when combined with DESI BAO distance measurements. Both of the improvements
achieved can be attributed to the more accurate datasets and more stringent constraints on H0.

In the middle panel of the first column in Fig. 5, we can see that there is a correlation between
larger H0 and smaller κν for CMB or between smaller H0 and larger κν , which is the degeneracy of
the effects of H0 and κν on CMB as discussed in Section 2. Therefore, a more stringent constraint
on H0 would lead to a more stringent constraint on κν . Indeed, κν is more constrained to a region
with larger values when comparing the grey dark-shaded area to the grey light-shaded area. The
exclusion of purely bosonic neutrinos can be attributed to the stringent constraint on H0 by the
CMB data used. When comparing the 1D marginalized density of H0 with the one in previous
study (the red curve in the up panel of Fig.6 in [8]), we find that the constraint on H0 has been
strengthened using the latest CMB data. Consequently, κν = −1 is excluded in our study while it
is not in the previous study (the red curve in Fig.4 in [8]).

Figure 5: The cosmological constraints for variable-neutrino-statistics model. The grey lines and
grey shaded areas in the figure represent the fitting results using only the CMB data. The red
ones indicate the fitting results using CMB and BAO data, while the blue ones are results using
combined data of CMB, BAO, and local H0 measurement. Dark-shaded areas denote the 1σ
confidence intervals, while light-shaded areas indicate the 2σ confidence intervals.

When BAO data is combined with CMB data, the degeneracy between H0 and κν remains, as
shown by the red area in the 2D plot for H0 − κν in Fig. 5. Purely bosonic neutrinos are excluded
at 2σ confidence level along with a more stringent constraint on H0 obtained.

It is important to notice that the correlation between H0 and κν is enhanced for CMB+BAO.
This effect may be understood by the stronger constraints on

∑
mν . For CMB+BAO, the

constraint on
∑

mν is strengthened and a smaller neutrino mass
∑

mν ≲ 0.1 eV is preferred,
as shown in the plot of 1D marginalized density of

∑
mν in the right column of Fig. 5. This
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makes both the kν −
∑

mν correlation and the H0 −
∑

mν correlation to a narrower region with
smaller

∑
mν , as can be seen by comparing the grey area with the red area in the lower panel of

the first column and the second column in Fig. 5. As discussed before, small neutrino mass, say∑
mν ≲ 0.1 eV, would have very small effects on the evolution of the universe. So this would break

the degeneracy not only between
∑

mν and κν but also between
∑

mν and κν . Consequently, the
correlation between κν and H0 is enhanced.

As shown by the blue curve in the 1D plot for H0 in Fig. 5 , when the local measurement of
H0 is also included, the confidence interval for H0 is extended to larger values due to the so-called
’Hubble tension’[30]. For CMB+BAO+H0, the constraint on

∑
mν , the κν −

∑
mν correlation

and H0 −
∑

mν correlation remain roughly the same as the ones for CMB+BAO respectively.
In contrast, as shown in the 2D plot for H0 and κν , the correlation between them has been shifted
significantly and the purely B-E neutrinos become possible at 2σ confidence level. However, due
to the poor fitting quality for CMB+BAO+H0, this fit is intended solely for reference and
discussion.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: The cosmological constraints for variable-neutrino-statistics model. The left panel con-
tains the results for CMB only while the right one contains the results for CMB+BAO. The
red lines and red shaded areas in the figures are fitting results allowing

∑
mν to vary, while the

blue ones are for fixed
∑

mν = 0.06 eV. The CMB+mν and CMB+BAO+mν present the fitting
results for the

∑
mν variable model using CMB data and CMB+BAO data respectively, while

CMB+mν = 0.06 eV and CMB+BAO+mν = 0.06 eV present the corresponding results for the
model with

∑
mν fixed at 0.06 eV.

To further investigate the impact of neutrino mass on κν , we repeat the fitting with
∑

mν =
0.06 eV chosen fixed, and then compare this fitting result with the fitting result with variable
neutrino mass. The comparison is made in Fig. 6. The results obtained for the CMB dataset are
shown in Fig. 6(a) and the results obtained for the CMB+BAO dataset are shown in Fig. 6(b).
The red curves and shaded areas denote the fitting results of variable neutrino mass model; the
blue ones denote the results of

∑
mν = 0.06 eV fixed model.

Comparing the blue area and the red area in the middle panel of the first column in Fig. 6(a)
we find that the correlation between H0 and κν is enhanced once

∑
mν is fixed. As discussed for

Fig. 2 and Fig. 3, large
∑

mν would have considerable effects on H(a) and θs. So there exists a
degeneracy between

∑
mν and H0 if

∑
mν is large enough. Once

∑
mν is fixed, this degeneracy

would be broken. Therefore, the correlation between κν and H0 is enhanced.
However, this effect becomes less pronounced after incorporating the BAO data. As seen in the

right panel of Fig. 6, the 2D comparison plots for κ − H0 degeneracies in the two analyses—one
with a fixed neutrino mass and the other allowing the mass to vary—are quite similar. The reason
is that the DESI BAO measurement favors smaller neutrino mass, as can be seen in the plot of
1D marginalized density of

∑
mν in Fig. 5. As discussed earlier, low-mass neutrinos become non-

relativistic at very late times, and their impact on θs is negligible. As a result, whether
∑

mν

slightly varies in a small mass regime or not would not significantly affect θs. That’s why the
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degeneracies in the two analyses—one with a fixed neutrino mass and the other allowing the mass
to vary—are quite similar.

κν mean κν lower bound
∑

mν mean
∑

mν upper bound

CMB+mν 0.479 -0.317 0.0772 0.2114

CMB+BAO+mν 0.354 -0.489 0.0284 0.0784

CMB+BAO+H0+mν 0.075 -1 0.0299 0.0794

CMB+mν = 0.06 eV 0.465 -0.352 / /

CMB+BAO+mν = 0.06 eV 0.336 -0.523 / /

Table I: Fitting results for the cosmological parameters κν and
∑

mν . The second and third
column show the mean value of κν and the lower bound on κν at 95% confidence level. The last
two columns provide the mean value of

∑
mν and its upper bound at 95% confidence level.

κν H0 [km s−1 Mpc−1]
∑

mν [eV] χ2 χ2
CMB χ2

BAO

CMB+mν 0.60 67.92 0.082 2796.13 2796.13 /

CMB+BAO+mν 0.93 68.36 0.010 2809.97 2795.44 14.53

CMB+BAO+H0+mν -0.17 69.74 0.017 5258.14 2799.23 13.03

CMB+mν = 0.06 eV 0.41 67.87 0.06 2796.14 2796.14 /

CMB+BAO+mν = 0.06 eV 0.98 68.38 0.06 2812.85 2798.80 14.05

Table II: Best-fit parameter values and corresponding χ2 values for different datasets. The columns
include the values of κν ,H0, the sum of neutrino mass

∑
mν , and the χ2 values for the total dataset,

CMB, and BAO data.

The constraints on the neutrino statistical parameter κν and neutrino mass
∑

mν from different
datasets are summarized in Table I. All the fitting results rule out the possibility of purely bosonic
neutrinos at 95% confidence level except the one using CMB+BAO+H0 dataset, whose fitting
quality is poor due to the Hubble tension. Neutrino with mixed statistics remains as a viable
option with −0.5 ≲ κν < 1 at 2σ confidence interval. Comparing the upper bound of

∑
mν given

by CMB+BAO+mν fitting to the results in Table 4 of [5], it can be found that introducing mixed
statistics for neutrinos causes the DESI data to favor a slightly larger neutrino mass. The upper
bound increases from 0.072 eV to 0.078 eV. This helps reduce the potential neutrino mass tension
between cosmological observations and neutrino oscillation experiments, but the effect remains
minimal.

Table II presents the results of best-fit parameters for each dataset, along with their corre-
sponding χ2 values. All cases with κν > 0 indicate a preference for fermionic neutrinos, especially
in the case of CMB+BAO, where, despite a slight increase in χ2 , the preference for fermionic
statistics becomes even more evident. The high χ2 value in the fourth row indicates that, in the
mixed statistics neutrino model, the Hubble tension issue remains unresolved.

All fittings in this study have been performed under the assumption that neutrinos have de-
generate masses. However, neutrino mass hierarchies might have effects on the evolution of the
universe. To clarify this point, we have performed a simplified fitting with two 0.01 eV neutrinos
and one 0.04 eV neutrino fixed using CMB+BAO data. The fitting result is nearly the same as
that of CMB+BAO+mν=0.06 eV. This agrees with a recent analysis[31] . Thus, the degenerate-
neutrino-mass approximation in our study is a reasonable assumption.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we have investigated effects of statistical property and mass of neutrino in cosmology.
We focus on how different datasets, including CMB and BAO measurements, can constrain the
sum of the three degenerate neutrino masses

∑
mν , the neutrino statistical parameter κν and the

present Hubble rate H0.
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In Section 2, we discuss the effects of
∑

mν , κν and H0 on the Hubble rate H(a), the sound
horizon rs(η), the angular diameter DA(η) at recombination and the peak scale parameter θs(η).
We show that increasing any of the three parameters would have similar influences on θs(η) so we
expect a degeneracy among them.

We fit the variable-neutrino-statistics model with CMB, CMB+BAO and CMB+BAO+H0

datasets respectively. We find that purely bosonic neutrinos have been completely excluded by the
CMB or CMB+BAO datasets. This is our first key conclusion.

Based on the mean values and the best fit results of κν , we conclude that the cosmological data
strongly favor neutrinos following Fermi-Dirac statistics, while neutrinos with mixed statistics
remain a possibility. This forms our second key conclusion.

We further fit the variable-neutrino-statistics model with
∑

mν = 0.06 eV fixed using CMB
and CMB+BAO datasets respectively. By comparing the fitting results with the ones from variable
neutrino mass model, we find that the correlation between κν and H0 is enhanced once

∑
mν is

fixed in the case of CMB. This effect is less pronounced in the case of CMB+BAO.
Looking ahead, the release of more precise cosmological data from upcoming experiments like

CMB-S4[32] and Euclid[33] is expected to strengthen the constraints on H0, potentially enabling
more robust limits on mixed-statistics neutrinos. Furthermore, should the Hubble tension be fully
resolved in the future, it could lead to a more accurate understanding of neutrino statistics and
refine our models of cosmological evolution.
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