
Neutrino masses and mixing: Entering the era of subpercent precision

Francesco Capozzi,1, 2 William Giarè,3 Eligio Lisi,4
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We perform an updated global analysis of the known and unknown parameters of the standard 3ν
framework, using data available at the beginning of 2025. The known oscillation parameters include
three mixing angles (θ12, θ23, θ13) and two squared mass gaps, chosen as δm2 = m2

2 − m2
1 > 0

and ∆m2 = m2
3 − 1

2
(m2

1 +m2
2), where the discrete parameter α = sign(∆m2) distinguishes normal

ordering (NO, α = +1) from inverted ordering (IO, α = −1). With respect to our previous 2021
update, the combination of accelerator, reactor and atmospheric ν data lead to appreciably reduced
uncertainties for θ23, θ13 and |∆m2|. In particular, |∆m2| is the first 3ν parameter to enter the
domain of subpercent precision (0.8% at 1σ). We underline some issues about common systematics
in combined fits, that might affect (and possibly weaken) this error estimate. Concerning oscillation
unknowns, we find a relatively weak preference for NO versus IO (at 2.2σ), for CP violation versus
conservation in NO (1.3σ) and for the first θ23 octant versus the second in NO (1.1σ). We discuss the
current status and qualitative prospects of the mass ordering hint in the plane charted by the mass
parameters (δm2, ∆m2

ee), where ∆m2
ee = |∆m2|+ 1

2
α(cos2 θ12−sin2 θ12)δm

2, to be jointly measured
by the JUNO experiment with subpercent precision. We also discuss upper bounds on nonoscillation
observables, including the effective νe mass mβ in β-decay, the effective Majorana mass mββ in
0νββ decay, and the total ν mass Σ in cosmology. We report mβ < 0.50 eV (2σ) from 3H data
and mββ < 0.086 eV (2σ) from 76Ge, 130Te and 136Xe data, accounting for parametrized nuclear
matrix element covariances. Concerning Σ, current results show tensions within the standard ΛCDM
cosmological model, pulling Σ towards unphysical values and suggesting possible model extensions.
We discuss representative combinations of data, with or without augmenting the ΛCDM model with
extra parameters accounting for possible systematics (lensing anomaly) or new physics (dynamical
dark energy). The resulting 2σ upper limits are roughly spread around the bound Σ < 0.2 eV
within a factor of three (both upwards and downwards), with different implications for NO and IO
scenarios. Bounds from oscillation and nonoscillation data are also discussed in the planes charted
by pairs of (mβ , mββ ,Σ) parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Results from solar, atmospheric, accelerator, and reactor neutrino oscillation experiments have established the stan-
dard three-neutrino (3ν) framework, where the neutrino states (νe, νµ, ντ ) with definite flavor are mixed with neutrino
states (ν1, ν2, ν3) with definite masses (m1, m2, m3) via a unitary mixing matrix Uαi [1, 2]. The current pillars of
the 3ν framework are represented by multiple measurements of five parameters: three mixing angles (θ12, θ13, θ23)
governing oscillation amplitudes, and two independent squared mass differences governing oscillation frequencies, that
we choose as δm2 = m2

2−m2
1 > 0 and ∆m2 = m2

3− 1
2 (m

2
1+m2

2). Each of these known parameters has been measured
at few percent level in at least two different kinds of oscillation experiments, whose combined data analysis allows to
test their consistency, to improve error estimates, and to constrain subleading effects related to 3ν unknowns. The
latter include the unsolved θ23 octant ambiguity, the CP-violating phase δ, and the neutrino mass ordering, charac-
terized by the discrete parameter α = sign(∆m2), with α = +1 for normal ordering (NO) and α = −1 for inverted
ordering (IO). Other unknowns, not affecting oscillations, involve the Dirac or Majorana nature of neutrinos probed
by neutrinoless double beta decay (0νββ), and the absolute ν mass scale. The latter is constrained at sub-eV level by
laboratory 0νββ and β-decay searches for the effective mass parameters mββ = |

∑
i U

2
eimi| and m2

β =
∑

i |Uei|2m2
i ,

respectively, as well as by cosmological probes of the total ν mass Σ = m1+m2+m3. Updated overviews of oscillation
and nonoscillation neutrino measurements have been presented at Neutrino 2024 [3].

In general, the synergy among different experiments probing the same (known and unknown) 3ν parameters would
be best exploited by combined fits performed by the collaborations themselves, especially when their data share
common systematics [4]. Recent works in this direction include the joint fit of Super-Kamiokande (SK) atmospheric
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data and T2K accelerator data [5], as well as the joint fit of T2K and NOvA accelerator data [6], where the effects of
various common uncertainties are considered. Despite the interest of multi-experiment analyses [7], progress in this
direction is slow: obvious sequels (e.g., joint data fits by more than two collaborations) and dedicated working groups
(as those established in collider physics for electroweak precision tests) are not yet envisaged.

Over three decades [8], global analyses by phenomenology groups (external to collaborations) have provided alter-
native and useful ways to compare and combine data from a variety of experiments in terms of known and unknown 3ν
parameters [9–11], see [12–15] for recent results. In general, such analyses try to construct and reproduce parametric
likelihoods (χ2 maps) as accurately as possible using available data, error estimates and modelling of neutrino produc-
tion, propagation and detection for each oscillation experiment, and to extend the statistical analysis to nonoscillation
observables as well. In some cases, notably for atmospheric neutrino experiments, this task has become prohibitively
complex for external users, so that related χ2 maps can only be provided by the experimental collaborations. With
due consideration for unavoidable simplifications or approximations of an external approach, independent global ν
data analyses have shown remarkable consistency so far, and are expected to yield further useful information in the
development of the 3ν framework [11].

In this context, we present an updated global analysis of oscillation and nonoscillation neutrino data, using recent
information that became available after our previous work in 2021 [14], including results presented at Neutrino 2024
[3] and up to the beginning of 2025. It is a particularly interesting time for an update, since the known oscillation
parameters are entering the era of subpercent precision, currently already reached for |∆m2| at face value. Very soon
the JUNO reactor experiment alone [16] is expected to measure with even greater accuracy the related parameter
∆m2

ee = |∆m2| + 1
2α(cos

2 θ12 − sin2 θ12)δm
2 [17], as well as δm2 and θ12 [18], and to gain increasing sensitivity

to the mass ordering options α = ±1 [19]. Combinations of accelerator, reactor and atmospheric data, that have
already been showing hints (or tensions) in terms of subleading effects, are then expected to become even more
synergic (or conflicting) in the subpercent precision era [11]. In the next few years, developments in the mass ordering
discrimination will thus be especially exciting, together with their cascade effects on the likelihood profile of the
CP-violating phase δ, of the mixing angle θ23 across the two octants, and of the absolute mass observables below
their upper limits. Concerning the latter, recent cosmological data seem to push Σ towards exceedingly low (or even
unphysical) values [20], that may be suggestive of either experimental tensions or of new physics beyond standard
cosmology [21], with potentially interesting—but currently uncertain—effects on present bounds or future claims [22].
Laboratory searches of neutrino mass signals are experiencing a steady progress on both mβ and mββ , providing
independent and complementary mass bounds in the sub-eV range, that remains largely to be explored along the
allowed NO and IO branches, and that also call for theoretical progress on nuclear physics aspects; see the related
state-of-the-art presentations in [3]. Studying the current interplay among all the above oscillation and nonoscillation
searches adds further motivations for an updated global neutrino data analysis.

Our work is structured as follows. In Sec. II we discuss the updated data inputs and the corresponding constraints

on known and unknown oscillation parameters, shown in terms of projections of regions allowed at Nσ =
√

∆χ2

standard deviations. With respect to [14], we obtain improved constraints on θ23, θ13 and |∆m2|, the latter being
already determined with subpercent accuracy. We discuss some issues about common systematics in combined fits,
that should be better understood in view of an increasingly high precision. Concerning oscillation unknowns (the
mass ordering, the θ23 octant, and the CP phase δ), we find slightly weaker hints with respect to [14]. In particular,
NO is now preferred over IO by 2.2σ. We present the status of this hint and discuss its possible evolution, using
the plane charted by the two mass (or frequency) parameters that will soon be measured by JUNO, namely, δm2

and ∆m2
ee = |∆m2| + 1

2α(cos
2 θ12 − sin2 θ12)δm

2. In Sec. III we discuss the updated inputs and the corresponding

constraints on mβ from tritium β decay, and on mββ from 76Ge, 130Te and 136Xe 0νββ data, adapting our previous
representation of nuclear matrix element (NME) covariances [14] to more recent NME evaluations [23]. Concerning
Σ, we discuss various combinations of cosmological data within the standard ΛCDM model, including recent data
that tend to push Σ towards the unphysical region at face value. We discuss how such constraints on Σ are relaxed
by augmenting the ΛCDM by physically motivated extra parameters, e.g., to account for the lensing anomaly or
for possible hints of dynamical dark energy. A synopsis of the sub-eV mass bounds emerging from oscillation and
nonoscillation data is discussed in the planes charted by pairs of (mβ , mββ ,Σ) observables. In Sec. III we summarize
our findings and briefly comment on perspectives.

II. GLOBAL 3ν ANALYSIS OF OSCILLATION DATA AND PARAMETERS

We briefly discuss below the updated oscillation inputs with respect to [14], covering solar, accelerator, reactor, and
atmospheric datasets (Sec. IIA). We emphasize once more some (often overlooked) systematic issues that may affect
combined analyses of accelerator or atmospheric experiments, with a possible impact on the overall accuracy, e.g., of
the ∆m2 parameter. Concerning the methodology, we follow the same approach of [14], as originally motivated in [24].
In Sec. II B, constraints are first derived from long-baseline (LBL) accelerator, solar and LBL reactor (KamLAND)
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neutrino data, that represent the minimal dat set sensitive to all the 3ν oscillation parameters (δm2, |∆m2|, θij , δ, α =
±1). Then one adds short-baseline (SBL) reactor data, directly sensitive only to (|∆m2|, θ13), but affecting the other
parameters via correlations. Finally, by adding atmospheric data, one gets a further modulation of the oscillation
parameter fit, especially for (δm2, |∆m2|, θ23, δ, α = ±1). Oscillation parameters constraints are reported in terms of

Nσ =
√

∆χ2 allowed regions, first for one-parameter projections and then for two-parameter covariances, highlighting
the impact of various data in constraining knowns and unknowns of 3ν oscillations. We pay particular attention to
the current determination of ∆m2 at subpercent level and to the (partly related) mass ordering hints from different
data. In particular (Sec. II C) we use the plane charted by the two frequency parameters (δm2, ∆m2

ee) to summarize
the pre-JUNO mass-ordering hint and to discuss its hypothetical post-JUNO evolution, in terms of either growing
consistency or possible new tensions among future experimental results.

A. Oscillation input update and remarks on systematics

With respect to the previous analysis in [14], the solar neutrino input is updated by including the SK-IV day
and night energy spectra [25], a state-of-the-art standard solar model [26, 27], and a very recent reevaluation of the
Ga ν cross section and of its uncertainties [28]. The LBL accelerator input includes the recent spectra of neutrino
and antineutrino events measured in the appearance and disappearance oscillation channels by the T2K [5, 29, 30]
and NOvA [6, 31] experiments. The SBL reactor neutrino input includes the latest results published by Daya
Bay [32] and the complete results recently presented by RENO [33]. For the above classes of experiments it is
still feasible—although increasingly complicated—to construct parametric likelihoods (χ2 maps) from the available
information, with sufficient accuracy for the purposes of a global analysis. As usual, we have verified that our single-
experiment constraints on oscillation parameters are in good agreement with the official ones, whenever a comparison
is possible. For atmospheric neutrinos, currently involving hundred of bins, dozens of systematic uncertainties, and
refined statistical separation of event classes by flavor proxies, the construction of χ2 maps based on public information
[34] has become eventually unfeasible [35] outside the experimental collaborations. We adopt the χ2 maps officially
released for the latest published atmospheric ν results by SK [36, 37] and by IceCube (IC) DeepCore [38, 39]. We
include the official ∆χ2 offset between the SK best-fit point for NO (favored) versus IO [37] (see also [40]). Concerning
IC, we take the NO-IO offset as null, since it has not been officially disclosed [39] (but see [41] for a related study).

Following a previous discussion in [14] (see Secs. II B and II E therein) we emphasize a few important remarks
about systematic errors shared by different experiments. For solar neutrinos, common uncertainties (e.g., stemming
from the the standard solar model) can be included in global analyses via a detailed pull approach [42]. However, for
other classes of experiments, there is not yet enough public information to account for shared systematics. This may
be a minor issue if one experiment leads the accuracy in its class (e.g., Daya Bay among SBL reactor experiments)
but may be of some relevance when combining experiments with comparable statistical power, such as the LBL
accelerator experiments T2K and NOvA. Even if they probe different energy ranges, targets and baselines, and
perform separate near-far detector comparisons, they are expected to share at least some uncertainties of the adopted
neutrino interaction model(s). Common errors in the reconstruction of the neutrino energy E would represent, e.g., an
irreducible uncertainty on ∆m2 (via the ∆m2/E oscillation phase) in the T2K+NOvA combination. To our knowledge,
the coupled effects on the joint T2K+NOvA parameter fits have been tentatively evaluated in extreme cases (full
correlation, no correlation, full anticorrelation), but they have not been precisely quantified in a joint analysis pipeline
using a common model yet [6]. Concerning atmospheric ν, SK and IC do share significant normalization uncertainties
related not only to the interaction model (applicable to the same water target for overlapping energies) but also to
neutrino flux production model (up to corrections for the different geomagnetic latitude and depth). In particular,
note that the overall normalization factors (neutrino flux times cross section) seem to be pulled in different ways in
separate fits: upwards in SK [40] and downwards in IC [38]. A joint SK+IC fit, enforcing the common pulls to be
consistent, might reveal possible effects on precise parameter estimates, that are lost a priori by simply adding the SK
and IC χ2 maps; see also the comments in [43]. A joint analysis of simulated data (converging by construction) seem to
suggest that the effect of correlated uncertainties on ∆m2 is small [44]. In this context, the joint fit of accelerator and
atmospheric T2K+SK data [5, 45] is a relevant test case where common interaction and detector model systematics
have been officially implemented on real data. To our understanding, such common systematics induce a T2K+SK
error component of 3.6×10−5 eV2 on ∆m2 (1.5%) [45], not much smaller than the E-scale reconstruction uncertainty
estimated in SK alone (∼ 1.8%) [36], or the overall accuracy of ∆m2 quoted by T2K alone (∼ 2%) [5]. We thus
surmise that, even with higher statistics, the T2K+SK combined error on ∆m2 might reach an irreducible, common
systematic “floor” at the level of ∼ 1.5%, in the absence of further improvements. See also recent studies of interaction
model uncertainties affecting ∆m2/E at percent level in T2K [46] and NOvA [47] event generators. Summarizing,
in the era of subpercent precision, the evaluation of (partly) irreducible systematics shared by different experiments
deserves further attention by the collaboration themselves, as they escape control in global fits by external groups.
With the above cautionary remark, we proceed with the discussion of our 3ν oscillation analysis results.
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B. 3ν oscillation parameter constraints

We discuss the constraints on the oscillation parameters (δm2, |∆m2|, sin2 θij , δ) for increasingly rich data sets, in
terms of allowed ranges at Nσ standard deviations for both NO and IO.

Figure 1 shows the results for the combination of solar, KamLAND and LBL accelerator data for NO (blue) and
IO (red), in terms of individual parameters. Although the separate T2K and NOvA data provide a slight preference
for NO [5, 6], they tend to favor IO in combination [6], at the level of 2σ in the figure. These findings, stemming
from a mild but persisting tension between T2K and NOvA data, are slightly more pronounced than in the analysis
of previous data [14]. The parameters δm2 and sin2 θ12 are rather precisely determined by solar and KamLAND
constraints, with almost linear and symmetrical (i.e., gaussian) uncertainties, and no significant best-fit difference
between the NO and IO cases. The parameter |∆m2| is also well costrained, but with a best-fit value sensitive to
the mass ordering. The sin2 θ23 and sin2 θ13 parameters show two quasi-degenerate minima, due to the unsolved θ23
octant ambiguity in νµ disappearance, with cascade effects on θ13 via νe appearance. As further discussed below, the

leading oscillation amplitude of νµ → νe appearance (∝ sin2 θ23 sin
2 θ13) anticorrelates the quasi-degenerate best fits

of θ23 and θ13, the latter being also noticeably different in NO and IO. Appreciable differences emerge also on the
phase δ, that appears to be largely consistent with CP conservation in NO (δ ≃ nπ), while being inconsistent with
it at > 3σ in IO (with a best fit δ ≃ 3

2π, see also [6]). This rich interplay between known and unknown parameters
suggests that further direct constraints on the first ones may indirectly affect the second ones, as it indeed occurs.

Figure 2 shows the fit including SBL reactor data, which further constrain both |∆m2| and sin2 θ13. With respect to
the preferred regions in Fig. 1, the additional reactor data tend to prefer relatively high values of |∆m2| and relatively
low values of θ13, which are best reached for NO in the upper θ23 octant. As a consequence, the hints on the mass
orderings and on θ23 (as well as on δ) also change, despite the fact that SBL reactor data are not directly sensitive to
such unknowns. In particular, we find that the combination of solar, KamLAND, LBL accelerator and SBL reactor
data preference for IO is reduced at 1.4σ. Assuming IO, these data provide a preference for the second octant of θ23
(at 1.9σ) and a strong indication for CP violation (sin δ < 0 at almost 4σ). Assuming NO, the CP violation trend
appears to be much more diluted, and the preferred octant is even flipped.

Figure 3 shows the parameter constraints from the complete oscillation dataset, including atmospheric ν data from
SK and IC. These data add further sensitivity to |∆m2|, sin2 θ23 and δ. SK data are also particularly sensitive to
the mass ordering, preferred to be normal [36]. This preference wins in the overall combination, with NO being
favored at the level of 2.2σ by all current data (while it was 2.5σ in [14]). The likelihood profiles of δ and θ23 are also
modified by atmospheric data; in particular, for the NO case, CP conservation is disfavored at 1.2σ level (while it
was 1.6σ in [14]), and the first octant is preferred at the 1.1σ level (1.6σ in [14]), with respect to the second. So the
new data, taken altogether, are not reinforcing previous hints about the unknowns, partly because of the slight but
persisting tension between T2K and NOvA results, as also noted in [6, 15, 48]. The net effect suggests caution in the
interpretation of current hints on 3ν unknowns. This is particularly evident for mass ordering, where the preference
for IO by combined LBL accelerator data (Fig. 1) is first reduced by SBL reactor data (Fig. 2) and then flipped to NO
by atmospheric data (Fig. 3). The current uncertain situation about the 3ν oscillation unknowns may be contrasted
with past converging hints about nonzero values for the unknown θ13 from the global analysis of solar, KamLAND,
atmospheric, and LBL accelerator data [49], that consistently reached a cumulative statistical above 3σ [50] before
the θ13 discovery and precise measurement by SBL reactor experiments [51–53].

Table I reports numerically the graphical information of Fig. 3, for the separate cases of NO and IO (whose χ2

difference is given in the last row). The known parameters δm2 and θ12 are determined at few percent level, with
minor changes as compared with [14]. Note that we have not included the first published results by the SNO+ reactor
experiment, as they constrain δm2 with an error larger than in Table I by a factor of ∼ 6, and only by assuming a prior
on θ12 [54]. However, SNO+ data expectations on (δm2, θ12) are very promising (as indicated by recent preliminary
results [55]) and will surpass the current δm2 accuracy in a few years, providing a relevant input for future global
fits. With respect to [14], from Table I we note an appreciable progress in |∆m2|, that is constrained at 0.8% level
at present (it was 1.1% in [14]). This is the first oscillation parameter entering the subpercent precision era, as a
result of improved and combined results from all SBL reactor, LBL accelerator and atmospheric ν data. We remark
that, as discussed in the previous Sec. IIA, possible effects of common systematics among accelerator or atmospheric
experiments might lead to more conservative fractional uncertainties in a joint fit, that we are unable to evaluate and
that should be quantified by experimental collaborations. The uncertainty of sin2 θ13 is reduced to 2.4% (from ∼ 3%
in [14]). Concerning sin2 θ23, the allowed range is also slightly reduced and, in particular, the two quasi-degenerate
minima are rather close to each other, differing by only ∼ 15% (∼ 25% in [14]). Concerning δ, the constraints are
rather similar to those in [14] within large uncertainties but, as noted, with a weaker rejection of CP conservation in

NO. The overall offset between IO and NO is now reduced to Nσ =
√
5.0 = 2.2 (from 2.5σ in [14]).
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FIG. 1: Global 3ν oscillation analysis of long-baseline accelerator, solar and KamLAND ν data. Bounds on the parameters δm2,
|∆m2|, sin2 θij , and δ, for NO (blue) and IO (red). IO is favored at 2.0σ.
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FIG. 2: As in Fig. 1, but adding short-baseline reactor ν data. IO is favored at 1.4σ.
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FIG. 3: As in Fig. 2, but adding atmospheric ν data (i.e., with all oscillation data included). NO is favored at 2.2σ.

Summarizing, in the last few years there has been an appreciable progress on three known oscillation parameters
(|∆m2|, θ13, θ23), with the first one entering the subpercent precision era. Previous hints about the three oscillation
unknowns (θ23 octant, CP phase δ, mass ordering) are instead weaker. Finally, we note that our global results (Fig. 3
and Table I) are in good agreement with ones reported in an independent analysis [15]. The agreement would be even
better by excluding the recent RENO data [33] appeared after [15]; in particular, we would then obtain a preference
for NO at 2.5σ as in [15].

TABLE I: Global 3ν oscillation analysis: best-fit values and allowed ranges at Nσ = 1, 2, 3, for either NO or IO. The last
column shows the formal “1σ parameter accuracy,” defined as 1/6 of the 3σ range, divided by the best-fit value (in percent).
We recall that ∆m2 = m2

3 − (m2
1 +m2

2)/2 and that δ/π is cyclic (mod 2). Last row: ∆χ2 offset between IO and NO.

Parameter Ordering Best fit 1σ range 2σ range 3σ range “1σ” (%)

δm2/10−5 eV2 NO, IO 7.37 7.21 – 7.52 7.06 – 7.71 6.93 – 7.93 2.3

sin2 θ12/10
−1 NO, IO 3.03 2.91 – 3.17 2.77 – 3.31 2.64 – 3.45 4.5

|∆m2|/10−3 eV2 NO 2.495 2.475 – 2.515 2.454 – 2.536 2.433 – 2.558 0.8

IO 2.465 2.444 – 2.485 2.423 – 2.506 2.403 – 2.527 0.8

sin2 θ13/10
−2 NO 2.23 2.17 – 2.27 2.11 – 2.33 2.06 – 2.38 2.4

IO 2.23 2.19 – 2.30 2.14 – 2.35 2.08 – 2.41 2.4

sin2 θ23/10
−1 NO 4.73 4.60 – 4.96 4.47 – 5.68 4.37 – 5.81 5.1

IO 5.45 5.28 – 5.60 4.58 – 5.73 4.43 – 5.83 4.3

δ/π NO 1.20 1.07 – 1.37 0.88 – 1.81 0.73 – 2.03 18

IO 1.48 1.36 – 1.61 1.24 – 1.72 1.12 – 1.83 8

∆χ2
IO−NO IO−NO +5.0
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The above single-parameter results and the interplay of different data sets can be further understood in terms of
selected two-parameter covariances. Figure 4 shows joint constraints on (sin2 θ23, sin

2 θ13) for increasingly rich data

sets, in both NO (top) and IO (bottom), in terms of Nσ =
√

∆χ2 isolines, where the χ2 functions are separately
minimized for each mass ordering. In the left panels, the data are consistent with both octants at 1σ, with a slight
preference for the second octant in NO (first octant in IO). This preference is flipped by adding reactor data (middle
panel), that constrain directly θ13 and indirectly θ23 via correlations. The octant preference is not changed by adding
atmospheric data (right panel). In any case, the alternative octant is largely allowed within 2σ.
Figure 5 shows the covariance plot for the parameter pair (sin2 θ23, |∆m2|). In this case, notice that the LBL

accelerator constraints on |∆m2| (left panels) are in better agreement with the SBL reactor constraints in NO than in
IO (middle panels). This fact reduces the joint LBL accelerator preference for IO, as noted in the comments to Figs. 1
and 2. The addition of atmospheric data (right panels) reduces the uncertainties on both parameters (sin2 θ23, |∆m2|),
and tends to shift the latter slightly downwards. The slight misalignment of ∆m2 ranges allowed by different data
sets is more pronounced in IO than NO, leading to an overall preference for the latter in the global fit. The synergy of
joint data sets in the search for the true mass ordering [11] will be further discussed below in Sec. II C. We emphasize
that SBL reactor data, despite having no direct sensitivity to sign(∆m2) and to θ23, affect these two variables via
covariances in combined fits.
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FIG. 4: Regions allowed in the (sin2 θ23, sin
2 θ13) plane: Solar + KamLAND + LBL accelerator data (left panels),

plus SBL reactor data (middle panels), plus atmospheric data (right panels). Top and bottom panels refer, respectively,
to NO and IO as taken separately (i.e., without any relative ∆χ2 offset). In the middle panels, the error bars refer to
the ±2σ range for sin2 θ13 arising from SBL reactor data only.
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FIG. 5: As in Fig. 4, but in the plane (sin2 θ23, |∆m2|). The error bars in the middle panels show the ±2σ range
for |∆m2| arising from SBL reactor data only.
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FIG. 6: As in Fig. 4, but in the plane (sin2 θ23, δ).

Figure 6 shows the covariance of the pair (sin2 θ23, δ). It can be seen that the almost octant-symmetric contours
in the left panels become rather asymmetric by adding reactor data (middle panels) and then atmospheric data
(right panels). The overall parameter correlation appears to be negative in NO and negligible in IO, when all data
are included; similar results were found previously [14]. These findings imply that, if the octant best fits were
hypothetically flipped, the current slight preference for CP violation would be weakened in NO, while it would remain
stable in IO. This figure illustrates that a weak but interesting interplay already emerges among the three oscillation
unknowns (the CP phase, the θ23 octant and the mass ordering), and that future data may affect these parameters
in subtly correlated ways.

C. Mass ordering hints in JUNO perspective.

Reactor ν experiments with a production-detection distance L of tens of kilometers (medium baselines, MBL)
can probe oscillations driven by both δm2 and ∆m2, as well as their interference effects depending on the discrete
parameter α = sign(∆m2) = ±1 [56]. This accurate oscillometry program is going to be carried out by the high-
resolution, large-volume JUNO experiment [16, 17], whose results are expected to reach subpercent precision for the
(δm2, ∆m2) parameters in less than one year [18], and > 3σ sensitivity to α = ±1 in less than one decade [19].
In the context of JUNO (and of reactor ν experiments in general) it is convenient to use, instead of ∆m2, the

frequency parameter ∆m2
ee [57, 58]. Within JUNO alone, the sensitivity to α emerges from the relative sign between

the leading phase ∆m2
eeL/4E and a modulation phase ϕ not scaling as L/E [58]. Without loss of generality, one can

attach the sign α = ±1 to ϕ and take a positive ∆m2
ee, that in our notation reads (see, e.g., [59–61]):

∆m2
ee = |∆m2|+ 1

2α(cos
2 θ12 − sin2 θ12)δm

2 . (1)

The second term on the r.h.s amounts to ±0.015 eV2, namely, to a ±0.6% difference between ∆m2
ee and |∆m2|.

This difference is comparable to both the current 1σ accuracy of |∆m2| (±0.8%, see Table I) and to the expected 1σ
accuracy of ∆m2

ee in JUNO (±0.8% after just 100 days of operation [18]). Summarizing, JUNO can contribute to the
NO and IO discrimination (α = ±1) in two ways: (1) through the relative difference between the phases ∆m2

eeL/4E
and ϕ (from JUNO data only); and (2) through the relative difference between ∆m2

ee (from JUNO) and |∆m2| or
other related mass parameters (from non-reactor data).

The second option, namely, the so-called synergy between reactor and non-reactor ν probes of α, has been explored
and illustrated in many ways, using simulated or real data. An incomplete list includes prospective combinations of
JUNO-like constraints with LBL accelerator data in disappearance channel [58, 62–68], with atmospheric neutrino
data in large-volume detectors [69–71] and with both accelerator and atmospheric data [72, 73]; see also the reviews
[74–78]. Global analyses of real data have also highlighted the interplay between reactor and non-reactor ν data in
the emerging hints on mass ordering, see, e.g., [35, 79] and the above discussion in Sec. II B. More recently, some
studies have combined first hypothetical JUNO outcomes with existing (or soon to be expected) rest-of-the-world
data [66, 80, 81]. The mass parameters (∆m2

ee, δm
2), directly measurable in JUNO, appear to be appropriate [80]

for a phenomenological discussion of near-future perspectives, as discussed below.
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FIG. 7: Global 3ν oscillation analysis: Current 2σ bounds on the mass parameters (∆m2
ee, δm

2) that will be directly
measured by JUNO, for either NO (blue) or IO (red). The global ∆χ2 offset between IO and NO is also reported. The
JUNO experiment will provide an independent measurement of both parameters (at subpercent level in less than one
year) and an independent offset between IO and NO (at > 3σ in less than one decade). Possible JUNO outcomes and
implications are discussed in the text.

In Fig. 7 we project the results of our global analysis in the plane charted by the (∆m2
ee, δm

2) pair, in terms
of 2σ contours (∆χ2 = 4) for both NO (blue) and IO (red). The best-fit values of ∆m2

ee correspond to 2.450 and
2.510× 10−3 eV2 for IO and NO, respectively. The best-fit separation by 0.060× 10−3 eV2 arises from the |∆m2| fit
difference (0.030× 10−3 eV2) in Table I, augmented by the intrinsic difference (±0.015× 10−3 eV2) from Eq. (1). In
Fig. 7 we report, in addition, the offset ∆χ2

IO−NO = 5.0 from Table I. The graphical and numerical results in the figure
summarize the global information on the neutrino mass parameters, that is available from “pre-JUNO” oscillation
experiments.

Let us discuss the implications of possible JUNO outcomes in this plane. JUNO is expected to measure the two
mass parameters (∆m2

ee, δm
2) with 2σ errors smaller than in Fig. 7, in just a few months of operation [18]. To be

precise, the ∆m2
ee best fit in JUNO will depend also on the assumed mass ordering, with a IO value typically higher

than the NO value by ∼ 0.02 × 10−3 eV2, depending on fit details [60, 65, 66, 80]; but this difference may well be
unresolved in the first JUNO data release, and emerge only with higher statistics. JUNO will also provide its own
estimate of ∆χ2

IO−NO, with a sensitivity that will exceed the value in Fig. 7 in a few years of operation [18]. We
make no guess about the exposure time and the uncertainties associated to the first JUNO data release, and make
only qualitative comments on the possible central values of the parameters and on the sign of ∆χ2

IO−NO coming from
JUNO alone, and in comparison with pre-JUNO data. Preliminarily, we note that the currently allowed IO and
NO regions in Fig. 7 identify three qualitatively different ∆m2

ee ranges at ∼ 2σ level: an intermediate one where IO
and NO results largely overlap (∆m2

ee ≃ 2.47 − 2.49 × 10−3 eV2), a left one where IO is preferred over NO (below
∆m2

ee ∼ 2.47 × 10−3 eV2) and a right one where NO is preferred over IO (above ∆m2
ee ∼ 2.49 × 10−3 eV2). When

JUNO will present its first results on ∆m2
ee, the position of its central value in one of these three ranges could tell

at a glance possible synergic effect with rest-of-the-world constraints in Fig. 7: A central value located in the left
(right) range would imply a marked global preference for IO (NO), while in the intermediate range it would imply a
rough statistical compatibility with both IO and NO. A possible marked preference for NO would be aligned with the
current ∆χ2

IO−NO = +5.0 offset in Fig. 7; viceversa, a tension would emerge in IO. In addition, JUNO is expected to

provide its own ∆χ2
IO−NO value, which may or may not have the same sign as the one in Fig. 7, generating another

possible source of (mis)alignment among different indications about mass ordering. Global fits will be useful to gauge
the related statistical issues.
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We thus draw attention to the different degrees of convergence on mass ordering, that might emerge between pre-
JUNO world data and first JUNO data. The strongest convergence would be reached for ∆m2

ee > 2.49 × 10−3 eV2

and ∆χ2
IO−NO > 0 in JUNO, fully consistent with the pre-JUNO data in favor of NO in Fig. 7. A puzzling tension

would instead emerge for ∆m2
ee < 2.47 × 10−3 eV2 and ∆χ2

IO−NO > 0 in JUNO, corresponding to two conflicting

indications: one in favor of IO from the ∆m2
ee synergy, and another one in favor of NO from the offsets ∆χ2

IO−NO > 0.
Of course, other (mis)alignments may occur, and novel tensions or biases may emerge at (sub)percent precision
level, providing further motivations to revisit the correlated systematic issues mentioned in Sec. II A. Possible real-
data misalignments are usually overlooked in prospective studies, where simulated data agree with the “true” mass
ordering by construction, and maximally reject the “wrong” one. In real cases the synergy may be more nuanced,
especially when JUNO will start to resolve the mass ordering issue with its own data alone.

We remark that JUNO’s intrinsic sensitivity to mass ordering (i.e., its own ∆χ2
IO−NO) depends on the central

values of both ∆m2
ee and δm2 (and to some extent of θ12), as noted in [61] and then in [19, 80]. In particular,

JUNO discriminates better α = ±1 when the two main oscillation frequencies get closer to each other within current
uncertainties, namely, when δm2 increases or ∆m2

ee decreases [19, 61, 80]. Therefore we expect that, for any fixed
exposure, JUNO will provide a more significant offset ∆χ2

IO−NO for (∆m2
ee, δm

2) values in the upper left part of
Fig. 7, and a less significant offset in the lower right part. Therefore, the exposure needed to solve the mass ordering
issue, and the convergence among different bits of informations at any given statistical significance, appear to depend
on the location of the JUNO’s best-fit point in the plane (∆m2

ee, δm
2), as well as on the corresponding error bars.

Moreover, the (mis)alignment of current bounds on δm2 with first JUNO results on δm2 will provide further relevant
information and impact on other oscillation searches (see, e.g., [82, 83]).

In conclusion, Fig. 7 summarizes the current information about mass parameters and ordering in the plane
(∆m2

ee, δm
2) relevant for JUNO. We have discussed how to gauge the qualitative synergy (or misalignment) of

this information with first JUNO data in this plane, when they will be released. More quantitative statements are
left to a future global analysis including such data, that will be crucial for the development of the 3ν framework.

III. GLOBAL 3ν ANALYSIS OF ABSOLUTE MASS OBSERVABLES

In this Section we discuss updated bounds on absolute mass observables from nonoscillation data, including: the
effective νe mass mβ constrained by β decay; the effective Majorana mass mββ probed by 0νββ decay (if neutrinos are
Majorana); and the sum of neutrino masses Σ constrained by cosmology. We use the same notation and conventions
of our previous analysis in [14], highlighting the main changes in the input data or output results, and the implications
for the neutrino mass ordering. A global overview is shown in terms of nonoscillation parameter pairs, following the
graphical format introduced in [84].

A. Tritium β decay and mβ bounds

The KATRIN experiment has recently released the combined results of the first five campaigns of β-decay spectral
measurements with tritium [85]. No neutrino mass signal has been found within the uncertainties, and an upper
limit on the effective mass parameter mβ < 0.45 eV has been placed at 90% C.L. (namely, 1.645σ). Upper bounds at
different confidence levels, not reported in [85], will appear in supplementary material; relevant ones includemβ < 0.35,
0.50 and 0.61 eV at 1, 2 and 3σ level, respectively, according to preliminary estimates [86].

To a good approximation, the above nσ bounds can be reproduced in terms of a simple empirical function ∆χ2 =
66.1(mβ/eV)4 or, equivalently, in terms of an effective 1σ measurement such as m2

β = 0± 0.123 eV2. With respect to

[14] (where KATRIN results were summarized as m2
β = 0.1 ± 0.3 eV2), the error is appreciably reduced by a factor

> 2, and the m2
β best-fit value is pushed at the border of the physical region. [An allowance for m2

β < 0 would provide

a slightly negative best fit [85].] For graphical purposes, we shall focus on the corresponding 2σ upper bound, namely,

mβ < 0.5 eV (2σ) . (2)

B. Neutrinoless ββ decay and mββ bounds

Searches for 0νββ decay signals are of fundamental importance to assess the Dirac or Majorana nature of neutrinos,
see [87, 88] for recent reviews. A decay signal Si in a candidate isotope (labelled by the index i) would not only prove
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TABLE II: 0νββ decay: Details of the adopted parametrization ∆χ2(Si) = ai S
2
i + bi Si + ci for the signal strength Si = 1/Ti,

in units of 10−26 y−1. The first two columns report the nuclide and the name of the experiment(s). The next three columns
report our estimated coefficients (ai, bi, ci), taken either separately (upper six rows) or in combination for the same nuclide
(lower three rows). The fifth column reports our 90% C.L. (∆χ2 = 2.706) half-life limits T90 in units of 1026 y, to be compared
with the official experimental limits in the sixth column, as quoted in the references in the last column.

Nuclide Experiment(s) ai bi ci T90/10
26 y T90 (expt.) References

76Ge GERDA 0.000 4.867 0.000 1.800 1.8 [89]
76Ge MAJORANA 0.000 2.246 0.000 0.830 0.83 [90]
130Te CUORE 0.640 −0.832 0.270 0.370 0.38 [91]
136Xe KamLAND-Zen 10.664 7.412 0.000 3.781 3.8 [92]
136Xe EXO-200 0.440 −0.338 0.065 0.350 0.35 [93]
76Ge GERDA + MAJORANA 0.000 7.074 0.000 2.070 — This work
130Te CUORE (same as above) 0.640 −0.832 0.270 0.370 0.38 [91]
136Xe KamLAND-Zen + EXO-200 11.104 7.074 0.000 3.718 — This work

the Majorana hypothesis but also provide constraints on the effective Majorana neutrino mass mββ . So far, all
searched signals are compatible with null values, leading to upper bounds on Si and mββ .

In order to quantify such bounds, we follow the methodology of [14] and define the signal strength as

Si = 1/Ti = Gi|Mi|2m2
ββ , (3)

where Ti is the decay half-life, Gi is the phase space factor, and Mi the nuclear matrix element (NME). To a good
approximation, the experimental likelihood profile of Si can be parametrized through a quadratic form [14]

∆χ2(Si) = aiS
2
i + biSi + ci . (4)

Table II reports our numerical evaluation of the coefficients (ai, bi, ci) for both separate and combined bounds on
Si, for i =

76Ge, 130Te and 136Xe, updating an analogous Table previously reported in [14]. In particular, our input
data include the final 76Ge results from GERDA [89] and MAJORANA [90], the latest 130Te results from CUORE
[91], and the complete 136Xe results from KamLAND-Zen [92] and EXO-200 [93].
Figure 8 shows the ∆χ2 functions in terms of 1/T = S (bottom abscissa) and of T (top abscissa), for both separate

experiments (left panel) and their combinations for the same nuclide (right panel). The EXO-200 and CUORE
experiments show a small nonzero signal at best fit, that is not statistically significant. The dotted horizontal line
sets the 90% C.L. upper limits T90 reported in Table II.
In order to translate the experimental constraints on Si [Eq. (4)] into constraints on mββ [Eq. (3], one must account

for the large spread of theoretical NME calculations in each isotope [23] as well as for their significant correlations
between pairs of isotopes [94]. We follow the methodology of [14], based on the only work where—to our knowledge—a
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FIG. 8: 0νββ decay: ∆χ2 functions in terms of the half life T (top abscissa) and of the signal strength S = 1/T (bottom
abscissa). Left and right panels: separate experiments and their combinations for the same nuclide, respectively. Dotted
horizontal lines intersect the curves at 90% C.L.
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TABLE III: 0νββ decay: Adopted input
for the NME central values and uncertain-
ties, in terms of coefficients qi = Gi|M̄i|2
and covariance matrix σij ; see the text for
details.

i Nuclide σij qi

1 76Ge 0.0790 34.0

2 130Te 0.0920 0.1325 157.5

3 136Xe 0.0975 0.1437 0.1858 73.1

covariance matrix for the relative errors affecting the |Mi| has been estimated [95]. In particular, the NME central
values |M̄i| are embedded into the nuclear factors

qi = Gi|M̄i|2 (5)

(in units of 10−26 y−1 eV−2) while their large multiplicative uncertainties (i.e., the errors on log |Mi|) are embedded
into a dimensionless covariance matrix σij based on [94]. A χ2(mββ) function is then built to account for both
experimental errors and correlated theoretical uncertainties [14].

With respect to [14], we lower the central values qi by factors 0.60 and 0.75 for 64Ge and 130Te, respectively, to
account for the fact that recent NME evaluations for these isotopes [23] are generally lower than older estimates
considered in [95]. Since the rescaling has no effect on multiplicative errors, we keep the same covariance matrix σij

as in [14]. For the sake of completeness, in Table III we report the numerical values of qi and σij adopted herein.1

We have checked that, with such inputs, most of the recent NME values compiled in the reviews [23, 87, 88] are
covered within our ±2σ ranges, and a few outliers within ±3σ. We thus surmise that our covariance matrix can
conservatively cover the large spread of recent NME evaluations. Of course, it would be highly desirable to revisit
the whole issue of NME covariances, in view of recent theoretical developments (e.g., ab initio methods) [23] that,
however, are still focused on single NME uncertainties and not yet on pairwise correlations. New covariance estimates
would lead to an updated Table III with better motivated entries, without necessarily altering the general methodology
adopted in [14] and herein.

Given the experimental input in Table II and the adopted theoretical NME input in Table III, we can work out
quantitative bounds at statistical level Nσ =

√
χ2(mββ). Figure 9 shows the resulting bounds on mββ from each

separate isotope (left panel) and their combination (right panel). The dominant bounds are placed by 136Xe results,
followed by 76Ge and 130Te constraints. The solid lines include experimental and theoretical uncertainties; the dotted
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FIG. 9: 0νββ decay: Bounds on mββ , expressed in terms of Nσ =
√
∆χ2. The left and right panels refer, respectively,

to separate and combined bounds from the three nuclides, with (solid) or without (dotted) NME uncertainties. In the right
panel, the case with uncorrelated uncertainties is also shown (dashed).

1 We also report a misprint in Table III of [14], where the σ22 entry was incorrectly typed as 0.0135 instead of 0.1325.
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lines only the experimental ones. In addition, the dashed line in the right panel shows the effect of including the
theoretical uncertainties without correlations. The most conservative bounds are obtained by including both NME
errors and their correlations, leading to the following 2σ upper limit:

mββ < 0.086 eV (2σ) . (6)

The above limit should be compared with the previous analogous estimate mββ < 0.11 eV (2σ) [14], and with
earlier (less refined) 2σ estimates, such as mββ < 0.14 eV [96] and mββ < 0.18 eV [97], reflecting the overall progress
on the sensitivity to mββ (by a factor of ∼ 2 in the last few years). A reduction of the NME (co)variances would also
be beneficial to improve the bounds, as shown by the results in Fig. 9.

C. Cosmology and Σ bounds

The year 2024 marked a significant turning point for neutrino cosmology. Assuming a minimal ΛCDM+Σ extended
cosmological model, pre-2024 cosmological constraints on Σ ranged from the conservative 95% confidence level (CL)
limit of Σ <∼ 0.2 eV quoted by the Planck Collaboration in Ref. [98] to the tightest bounds Σ <∼ 0.09 eV [99–101]
resulting from joint analyses of Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) data and late-time expansion history probes
in the form of distance measurements from Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) and Type Ia Supernovae (SN). While
the most constraining results placed the IO under some tension with the cosmological upper limits on Σ (which were
nearing the lower limit of ∼ 0.06 eV set by oscillations for NO), the exact preference for the NO over the IO (and
more broadly the tightest limits themselves) varied significantly depending on the number of underlying assumptions
and datasets involved in the different analyses.

In April 2024, the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) released BAO measurements based on its first year
of observations [102–106]. DESI BAO provides precise constraints on the transverse comoving distance, the Hubble
rate, and their combination (all relative to the value of the sound horizon at the drag epoch) that, when combined with
CMB data from the Planck satellite and the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) [107–109], generally push the best
fit to Σ = 0 and set a particularly tight limit Σ < 0.072 eV at 95% CL. This limit is well below the minimum allowed
by oscillation experiments for IO and close to the minimum for NO [22]. Even more puzzling is that when relaxing the
well-motivated physical prior Σ > 0 (employed in the DESI analyses) and allowing for the unphysical region Σ < 0,
negative neutrino masses appear favored by the data, as reported by a few independent groups [110–113].

Taken at face value, these results raise important concerns, either pointing to possible undetected observational
systematics in the DESI BAO data (and/or other probes involved in the analyses) or suggesting the emergence of new
physics beyond the ΛCDM model, adding to a longstanding series of tensions challenging the validity of the standard
cosmological framework. Given the current uncertainty, with analyses supporting each direction [102, 110–121], both
possibilities warrant serious consideration.

Regarding observational systematics, a first particularly notable issue arises from the DESI BAO measurement at
z = 0.71, which exhibits a ∼ 3σ tension with predictions from the Planck best-fit ΛCDM cosmology [111, 122–124].
More broadly, the overall DESI BAO best-fit ΛCDM cosmology is found to be in ∼ 1.8σ disagreement with the
best-fit Planck ΛCDM cosmology. This has led many to argue that the observed preference for small Σ may stem
from a combination of measurements that do not fully align yet are not in significant tension either, representing a
classic edge-case scenario. Similarly, systematic uncertainties in Planck CMB data could also be crucial. The DESI
collaboration’s analysis relies on the Plik likelihood for high-ℓ temperature and polarization anisotropies, used in
Planck 2018 Data Release 3 (PR3). Over time, mild anomalies have been identified in PR3 data, possibly affecting
the constraints on the total neutrino mass. One notable example is the higher lensing amplitude inferred from Planck
temperature and polarization spectra, characterized by the parameter Alens [125], which deviates from its expected
value by about 2.8σ [98, 126–128]. Since massive neutrinos impact the CMB spectra similarly to variations in Alens,
this anomaly has significant implications for neutrino mass constraints [14]. To address these concerns, substantial
reanalyses of Planck data have been conducted since 2018. The 2020 Planck Data Release 4 (PR4) introduced the
NPIPE CMB maps, incorporating improvements that led to updated likelihoods for temperature and polarization
spectra. The latest CamSpec [129] and HiLLiPoP [130] likelihoods, now based on PR4 NPIPE maps, reduce small-scale
noise relative to Plik and enhance cosmological parameter constraints by up to 10%. Both likelihoods indicate a
shift toward Alens = 1, mitigating the lensing anomaly. Several groups have explored how the DESI collaboration’s
neutrino mass bounds, derived using the Plik PR3 likelihood, change when adopting PR4-based likelihoods. These
studies suggest that using CamSpec or HiLLiPoP relaxes the neutrino mass constraints compared to Plik [121] while
mitigating the shift toward a best-fit Σ = 0 cosmology [111].

As for new physics, cosmological constraints on Σ are inherently model-dependent. While most upper limits on Σ
are derived within the minimal 7-parameter ΛCDM+Σ model, the tensions emerging in the neutrino sector after the
release of the DESI BAO data may indicate limitations of the standard ΛCDM cosmology in accurately describing these
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TABLE IV: Results of the cosmological data analysis under three model assumptions: standard cosmology with neutrino masses
(ΛCDM+Σ), an extended model accounting for lensing systematics (ΛCDM+Σ+Alens), and a nonstandard cosmology with dynam-
ical dark energy and neutrino masses (w0waCDM+Σ). The datasets used are listed in Section III C. For Planck, we consider both
Plik and CamSpec likelihoods, which yield very similar results in all cases (shown explicitly only for ΛCDM+Σ). Upper bounds on
Σ are reported at the 2σ level.

# Model Data set Σ (2σ)

1 ΛCDM+Σ Plik < 0.175 eV

2 Plik+DESI < 0.065 eV

3 Plik+DESI+PP < 0.073 eV

4 Plik+DESI+DESy5 < 0.091 eV

5 camspec < 0.193 eV

6 camspec+DESI < 0.064 eV

7 camspec+DESI+PP < 0.074 eV

8 camspec+DESI+DESy5 < 0.088 eV

9 ΛCDM+Σ+Alens Plik < 0.616 eV

10 Plik+DESI < 0.204 eV

11 Plik+DESI+PP < 0.255 eV

12 Plik+DESI+DESy5 < 0.287 eV

13 w0waCDM+Σ Plik < 0.279 eV

14 Plik+DESI < 0.211 eV

15 Plik+DESI+PP < 0.155 eV

16 Plik+DESI+DESy5 < 0.183 eV

precise observations. The strongest hint of new physics emerging from combining DESI BAO data with other probes
involves the Dark Energy (DE) sector. In particular, the DESI collaboration, along with independent re-analyses,
reported moderate to strong evidence for Dynamical Dark Energy (DDE) when combining DESI BAO with Planck
CMB and Supernovae (SN) distance modulus measurements from three samples: Pantheon-plus [131, 132], Union3
[133], and DESy5 [134–136]. Under the Chevallier-Polarski-Linder (CPL) parameterization, w(a) = w0 + wa(1 − a),
these combinations of datasets consistently point toward a present-day quintessence-like equation of state (w0 > −1)
that crosses the phantom barrier (wa < 0). The evidence for DDE reaches ∼ 3.9σ combining Planck CMB, DESI
BAO, and DESy5 SN, while it decreases to ∼ 2.5σ (∼ 3.5σ) when replacing DESy5 with Pantheon-plus (Union3)
[102]. Further studies show that in a 9-parameter w0waCDM+Σ model, the bound on Σ is relaxed compared to
the ΛCDM+Σ model [22, 102, 110]. This emphasizes that it is premature to question our understanding of neutrino
physics or make definitive claims about mass ordering based on current results. It also highlights that potential models
of new physics that reconcile cosmology with oscillation experiments involve adjustments to cosmological scenarios
without altering the standard 3ν paradigm. At the same time, these findings make it imperative to thoroughly
investigate the potential implications of these hints of new physics for the global analysis conducted in this study.

Table IV provides updated cosmological constraints on Σ. These constraints are derived within different cosmolog-
ical models and using various combinations of cosmological and astrophysical datasets/likelihoods, which have been
strategically chosen to account for several possible sources of uncertainty, including potential undetected observational
systematics and signals of new physics discussed thus far. Model-wise we consider three different scenarios:

• ΛCDM+Σ: We start from the 7-parameter model, which extends the baseline ΛCDM cosmology by including
the total neutrino mass Σ as the only additional free parameter. For simplicity and to ensure numerical conver-
gence in the analyses, we adopt the degenerate neutrino mass approximation for Σ in this and the other models
discussed below. While in the previous global analysis we considered the split masses for NO and IO [14], we
anticipate that the variations in the constraints on Σ discussed here are significantly larger than the uncertainties
introduced by the degenerate mass assumption. This has been repeatedly verified in the literature, including in
recent studies by some of us in relation to the latest data [22].

• ΛCDM+Σ+Alens: We consider the 8-parameter model, which extends the baseline ΛCDM cosmology by
including the total neutrino mass Σ and the lensing amplitude parameter Alens.

• w0waCDM+Σ: We consider the 9-parameter model, which extends the baseline ΛCDM cosmology by including
the total neutrino mass Σ and promoting the DE equation of state to a dynamical function of the scale factor
w(a) = w0 + wa(1− a) characterized by two additional parameters w0 and wa.

Data-wise our baseline datasets involve:
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• Plik: The Plik likelihood for high-ℓ TT, TE, EE PR3 spectra, along with the Commander and SimAll likelihoods
for the low-ℓ temperature and polarization TT and EE spectra from the same data release [98], and a combination
of Planck PR4 NPIPE and ACT-DR6 lensing likelihoods [108, 109, 137].

• Camspec: We replace the Planck-PR3 Plik high-ℓ TTTEEE likelihood with the more recent CamSpec like-
lihood [129], based on the Planck-PR4 NPIPE data release [137, 138]. We retain the same low-ℓ and lensing
likelihoods from the Plik combination.

• DESI: BAO measurements extracted from observations of galaxies and quasars [103], along with Lyman-α [105]
tracers from the first year of observations using the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument. These include
measurements of the transverse comoving distance, the Hubble horizon, and the angle-averaged distance, as
summarized in Tab. I of Ref. [102].

• PantheonPlus: Distance modulus measurements of 1701 light curves from 1550 spectroscopically confirmed
Type Ia SN, sourced from eighteen different surveys, gathered from the Pantheon-plus sample [131, 132].

• DESy5: Distance modulus measurements of 1635 Type Ia SN covering the redshift range 0.10 < z < 1.13,
collected during the full five years of the Dark Energy Survey (DES) Supernova Program [134–136], along with
194 low-redshift SN in the redshift range 0.025 < z < 0.1, in common with Pantheon-plus.

Note that we consider different data combinations to assess their impact on constraints on Σ. We first examine
the case where only CMB observations are included, using either the combination of datasets Plik or Camspec. This
provides us with a baseline reference case to evaluate how distance measurements from BAO and SN affect the
constraints on Σ. The second combination we analyze is CMB with DESI BAO, which generally yields the tightest
limits on Σ. Finally, we consider the full combination of CMB, DESI BAO, and SN. The inclusion of SN data is
particularly relevant, as much of the preference for DDE is driven by SN measurements and reinforced by DESI BAO
data [139–141]. This makes SN data crucial for evaluating how neutrino mass constraints evolve in the presence of a
preference for DDE. We focus on the two Type Ia SN samples, PantheonPlus and DESy5, which exhibit the smallest
and largest deviations from ΛCDM, respectively. We do not consider the Union3 sample, as it falls between these
two.

To derive cosmological constraints for all the different models and data combinations, we use Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) analyses, computing the theoretical predictions with CAMB [142, 143], and exploring the parameter
space with the sampler Cobaya [144, 145]. The output from the MCMC analysis (i.e., the posterior probability
distribution functions of Σ) is converted into equivalent χ2 values. We then quote the corresponding upper bound at
∆χ2 = 4 (2σ) from the best fit, which is either null or compatible with null values within < 1σ in all cases considered.
Note that our χ2 translation yields upper bounds on Σ that differ slightly (typically by less than 10%) from those
obtained directly from the MCMC posterior distributions. This explains the minor differences between our results
summarized in Table IV and those reported in the literature for the same models and data combinations. Despite
these small differences, our findings align with expectations based on previous discussions and existing literature.

Focusing on the minimal ΛCDM+Σ model, we find that the Planck PR3-based Plik likelihood leads to an upper
bound of Σ < 0.175 eV. This limit is slightly relaxed to Σ < 0.193 eV when using Camspec. Although, for clarity,
we show the Plik versus Camspec comparison only for the standard ΛCDM+Σ scenario in Table IV, we have verified
that the same effect is consistent across all examined models. Among the different data combinations, the tightest
constraint, Σ < 0.065 eV, comes from combining Planck CMB and DESI BAO. Conversely, introducing SN measure-
ments (whether PantheonPlus or DESy5) leads to weaker constraints. This is due to the fact that, assuming a ΛCDM
cosmology, SN data typically favor a higher present-day matter density, Ωm, than BAO measurements [121, 146].
Consequently, when SN data is included, Ωm shifts to larger values, which allows for a slightly higher total neutrino
mass.

Within the ΛCDM+Alens+Σ model, CMB-only results relax the upper bound to Σ < 0.6 eV. This is approximately
a factor of ∼ 3.5 larger than in the baseline case, underscoring once again the strong correlation between Σ and
Alens. The inclusion of DESI BAO tightens this limit to Σ < 0.204 eV, an improvement by a factor of ∼ 3, which
is comparable to the relative improvement observed within the baseline ΛCDM+Σ scenario. Similarly to that case,
incorporating either PantheonPlus or DESy5 slightly weakens the bound on Σ for the same reasons outlined earlier.

In the dynamical w0waCDM+Σ model, where the cosmological constant assumption is relaxed, CMB data alone
yield a constraint of Σ < 0.279 eV, which is about 1.6 times larger than in the ΛCDM+Σ model. In this case,
the inclusion of DESI BAO only marginally improves the bound, as BAO data primarily constrains the w0 and wa

parameters, which significantly affect background expansion but have minimal impact on CMB physics. Notably,
incorporating SN measurements does not relax the bound on Σ as in other models but instead slightly strengthens
it: both PantheonPlus and DESy5 push the limit below 0.2 eV. This occurs because SN data favor a deviation from
ΛCDM, redistributing the preference for higher Ωm and tightening the constraint on Σ.
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FIG. 10: Comparison of separate oscillation and nonoscillation bounds on the absolute mass observables
(Σ, mβ , mββ), in each of the three planes charted by a pair of observables. Bounds are shown at 2σ for NO
(blue) and IO (red). For Σ we consider three alternative bounds, corresponding to Σ < 0.2 eV within a factor
of 3 (upward and downward), see the text for details. Note that we take ∆χ2

IO−NO = 0 in this figure.

In conclusion, it appears rather premature to quote a “consensus” upper bound on Σ from cosmological data at
present. We prefer to quote a “range” of upper bounds, noticing that the 2σ cosmological limits on Σ from Table IV
cluster around a reasonable “geometric average” value of Σ < 0.2 eV, with variations up to a factor of 3 (upwards or
downwards), depending on the specific model and dataset employed. We thus surmise that

Σ < 0.2 eV at 2σ (within a factor of 3) (7)

may be considered as a reasonable summary of acceptable and physically motivated current bounds, ranging from
very conservative (Σ < 0.60 eV) to very aggressive (Σ < 0.07 eV). This interval of limits is essentially supported by
Planck data alone within standard cosmology, as well as by both Planck and DESI in nonstandard cases. In particular,
this range also covers representative effects of observational systematics or of new physics, that may affect cosmology
without altering the standard 3ν framework adopted herein. We note that recent discussions within the neutrino and
cosmology communities also tend to quote “reasonably safe” upper limits clustered around 0.2 eV, see e.g. [147].

D. Comparison of oscillation and nonoscillation bounds on (mβ , mββ , Σ)

The constraints derived on the oscillation parameters strongly reduce the phase space available for the three absolute
mass observables (mβ , mββ , Σ) [84]. Pairs of observables are then constrained within two (NO and IO) correlated
bands, that tend to merge for relatively high neutrino masses as compared to their splittings (so-called “degenerate”
mass spectrum), while they branch out for relatively small masses (so-called “hierarchical” mass spectrum). The
width of the IO and NO bands is determined by the small uncertainty on the oscillation parameters and, for mββ ,
also by the unknown values of the Majorana phases. In this context, we assume the IO and NO cases on the same
footing (∆χ2

IO−NO = 0).
Figure 10 shows the 2σ bands allowed by current oscillation constraints (NO in blue and IO in red) in the planes

charted by any pair of observables among (mβ , mββ , Σ). Also shown (in grey) are the regions disfavored by the
upper limits at 2σ from Eqs. (2), (6) and (7). For the latter we distinguish three limits, corresponding to Σ values
of 0.2, 0.2× 3 and 0.2/3 eV. In the (mβ , Σ) plane, the constraint mβ < 0.5 eV represents a safe and uncontroversial
limit that, however, is still relatively weak, as it cuts only the upper part of the NO and IO bands; a stronger cut
is placed by the conservative upper limit Σ < 0.6 eV. Similar arguments apply to the (mβ , mββ) plane, where the
bound mββ < 0.085 eV wins (if neutrinos are Majorana). In any case, all these bounds disfavor a large part of the
degenerate spectrum region.

In the (mββ , Σ) panel of Fig. 10, the intermediate cosmology bound Σ < 0.2 eV and the 0νββ boundmββ < 0.085 eV
cut the parameter space in the transition region between degenerate and hierarchical, implying individual neutrino
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masses definitely lighter than one tenth of eV, and leaving open both options for mass ordering (NO and IO). We
think that this may be considered as a reasonable summary of the current situation about absolute neutrino masses.
This situation is similar to (and even a bit more conservative than) the case dubbed as “default” in the previous
analysis [14]: indeed, despite the experimental progress and results on (mβ , mββ , Σ) appeared after the work [14],
there is currently a more pronounced uncertainty on the dominant limits placed by Σ. Finally, considering the
aggressive upper limit Σ < 0.067 eV in Fig. 10, cosmology alone would not only cut a large part of the hierarchical
spectrum region, but also exclude the IO case, leaving only a thin slice of phase space available for NO. In this case,
β and 0νββ decay searches for absolute neutrino masses should be targeted to values as small as mβ ∼ 10−2 eV
and mββ < 10−2 eV, respectively. A future determination of the mass ordering via oscillations will be important to
reduce the variety of possible cases in Fig. 10, but might also reveal tensions with non-oscillation observables (e.g.,
lack of overall convergence on either NO or IO) that could even point towards new physics beyond the standard 3ν
framework, see e.g. [148].

IV. SUMMARY AND PERSPECTIVES

We have performed an updated global analysis of the known and unknown parameters of the standard 3ν framework,
using oscillation and nonoscillation data available at the beginning of 2025. Upper and lower bounds on the known
mixing angles (θ12, θ23, θ13) and squared mass gaps (δm2, |∆m2|) governing ν oscillations are summarized in Fig. 3
and in Table I for the cases of NO and IO. With respect to the previous 2021 analysis in [14], the combination of
accelerator, reactor and atmospheric ν data lead to appreciably reduced uncertainties for θ23, θ13 and |∆m2|. In
particular, |∆m2| is the first 3ν parameter to enter the domain of subpercent precision (0.8% at 1σ). At this level of
accuracy, issues related to neutrino energy reconstruction, interaction models and correlated systematic uncertainties
in accelerator and atmospheric neutrino experiments (and in related data analyses) warrant further joint studies by
the collaborations themselves, possibly leading to more conservative error estimates as argued in Sec. IIA. Another
motivation for these studies is provided by the expected synergy between JUNO and rest-of-the-world oscillation data
in determining the mass ordering via independent |∆m2| measurements with subpercent precision. In this context,
we have mapped current fit results in the plane charted by δm2 and by the effective parameter ∆m2

ee (Fig. 7) to be
directly measured by JUNO, with an immediate impact on the NO vs IO issue (as qualitatively discussed in Sec. II C).

The mass ordering, together with the θ23 octant and the CP-violating phase δ, form the set of oscillation unknowns.
Current hints about such unknowns are all slightly weaker than before [14], and amount to a preference for NO versus
IO at 2.2σ, for CP violation versus conservation in NO (1.3σ) and for the first θ23 octant versus the second in NO
(1.1σ). Correlations between such results in increasingly rich data sets have been discussed through Figs. 4-6. The
current situation about oscillation unknowns appears statistically unstable and quite open to different options in the
future. We have also discussed the unknown absolute mass observables, including the effective mass mβ from β-decay,
the Majorana mass mββ from 0νββ decay, and the total ν mass Σ in cosmology. At a C.L. of 2σ we report the bounds
mβ < 0.50 eV and mββ < 0.086 eV, where the latter includes parametrized nuclear matrix element (co)variances
for different isotopes. Concerning Σ, an updated discussion of upper bounds necessarily involves a survey of the
emerging tensions within the standard ΛCDM cosmological model, suggesting possible observational systematics or
model extensions. We have discussed representative combinations of data, with or without augmenting the ΛCDM
model with extra parameters accounting for possible systematics (lensing anomaly) or new physics (dynamical dark
energy). The resulting 2σ upper limits (Table IV) are roughly spread around the bound Σ < 0.2 eV within a factor of
three (both upwards and downwards), with different implications for NO and IO scenarios, as discussed in the context
of Fig. 10. Given such large uncertainties, it is premature to endorse definite conclusions about absolute neutrino
masses, although it is reasonable to assume that their individual values are below one tenth of eV — not much larger
than their splittings, and compatible with both NO and IO.

We are at a very interesting junction in the development of the 3ν paradigm. On the one hand, the five known
observables (θ12, θ23, θ13) and (δm2, |∆m2|) have been measured with an accuracy ranging from the few-percent level
of θ23 to the subpercent level of |∆m2|. On the other hand, the status of the five 3ν unknowns (mass ordering, θ23
octant, CP violation, absolute masses, Dirac or Majorana nature) remains quite open to different outcomes. The
next relevant “trait d’union” between knowns and unknowns will be provided by the first JUNO data release, that
will not only improve the precision of ∆m2 and other parameters, but also affect the relative likelihood of NO and
IO, first in synergy with other data and then autonomously. On a different time scale, it will also be important to
clarify the situation of cosmological bounds on Σ, especially in view of a possible detection or claim of Σ > 0 in future
experiments. Of course, also searching for the unknown CP-violating phase δ remains a high priority. Along this
path, it should not be given for granted that synergies will clearly emerge, or that different datasets will necessarily
converge: (new) tensions might affect the comparison of independent data, and redundant information from different
and complementary experiments will remain crucial to either confirm the 3ν paradigm, or to find new phenomena
beyond it.
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