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A key question in cosmology is whether massive neutrinos exist on cosmic scales. Current cosmo-
logical observations have severely compressed the viable range for neutrino masses and even prefer
phenomenologically an effective negative mass. This poses a great challenge to the cosmological
search for neutrinos. Based on current background and large scale structure data, taking a full
redshift and/or scale tomography method, we find one beyond 5σ, two 3σ and two 2σ evidences
of massive neutrinos, spanning both high and low redshifts, as well as both small and intermediate
scales. Interestingly, these five neutrino masses are well consistent within 1σ confidence level, indi-
cating a possible suppression of neutrino mass during the evolution of the universe. Using cosmic
microwave background observations to constrain a redshift and scale dependent neutrino mass, we
make the first neutrino mass map through the cosmic history and full scales for future high precision
search.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of neutrino oscillations indicates that
neutrinos have mass, which requires new physics beyond
the Standard Model. The solar and atmospheric oscilla-
tion experiments have measured squared mass differences
∆m2

21 ≈ 7.5 · 10−5 eV2 and |∆m2
31| ≈ 2.5 · 10−3 eV2 [1–

5], which means that there exist at least two massive
neutrinos and leads to two possible mass hierarchies in
the absence of absolute mass scale: (i) normal hierar-
chy (NH,

∑
mν ≳ 0.06 eV); (ii) inverted hierarchy (IH,∑

mν ≳ 0.10 eV) [6–9]. Since these measurements are
implemented at local scales, an intriguing and natural
problem arises: whether do neutrinos have mass on cos-
mic scales?

In theory, neutrinos as one of four main messengers,
together with electromagnetic radiation, cosmic rays and
gravitational waves, play an important role in the evolu-
tion of the universe [10–14]. They interact in the primor-
dial plasma with charged leptons and hadrons via elec-
troweak interactions, until the reaction rates for these
processes become so low compared with the typical ex-
pansion rate that they decouple and start to propagate
freely along the geodesics. They contribute to the back-
ground expansion of the universe by the Friedmann equa-
tion, while they also affect the large scale structure for-
mation by their masses, abundances and other underlying
properties. In light of these physical effects, cosmologists
have probed the neutrino mass by using the anisotropies
of cosmic microwave background (CMB) [16, 17, 41],
baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) [18–23], Type Ia su-
pernovae (SN) [24, 25], weak lensing [26, 27, 29, 55],
galaxy clustering [30, 31] and Lyα forests [32–37], which
can help constrain the mass sum of three active neutri-
nos. However, unfortunately, only upper bounds on the
neutrino mass are given by various kinds of observations
so far [38–40]. Specifically, the Planck-2018 CMB tem-
perature, polarization and lensing data gives a 2σ upper
limit of

∑
mν < 0.24 eV [41]. The addition of the Sloan

Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) BAO data to CMB provides

a tighter limit of
∑

mν < 0.12 eV [41], which puts pres-
sure on the inverted hierarchy. This bound is compatible
with constraints from neutrino laboratory experiments
which also slightly prefer the normal hierarchy at 2− 3σ
confidence level [42–45]. Interestingly, when combined
with CMB temperature, polarization, and lensing obser-
vations from the Planck satellite [46], as well as lensing
observations from the Data Release 6 of the Atacama
Cosmology Telescope [47], the recent BAO measurements
from the first data release of the Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument (DESI) [48, 49] produces a very strong
2σ upper bound of

∑
mν < 0.072 eV [50], which does not

support the inverted hierarchy and even poses a strong
challenge to the normal hierarchy. Furthermore, consid-
ering complementary distance measurements from galaxy
clusters [51] and gamma ray bursts [52], the most tightest
limit of

∑
mν < 0.043 eV is obtained [53], which shows a

clear tension between cosmological observations and ter-
restrial oscillation experiments. Nonetheless, this bound
is brought at the price of slightly increasing the present-
day expansion rate of the universe. Intriguingly, an effec-
tive neutrino mass

∑
m̃ν ≃ −0.16± 0.09 eV is presented

in [54] by extracting approximately the effect of massive
neutrinos on the CMB lensing potential power spectrum.
This means that current cosmological data may prefer the
phenomenological effects that might be caused by a neg-
ative total neutrino mass. It seems that the probability
of detecting massive neutrinos becomes gradually lower
and lower and even we may never observe them on cosmic
scales. However, when implementing constraints on neu-
trino masses under ΛCDM, we usually ignore an impor-
tant fact that the neutrino mass sum is assumed as a con-
stant through the cosmic history and across full scales.
Actually, we cannot make sure if neutrino mass remains
unchanged over time and space for such a huge, complex
and diverse system like the universe. This perspective
challenges largely current bounds on neutrino mass and
forges newly possible pathways to detect cosmic massive
neutrinos. Moreover, driven by curiosity, humanity wants
to know the possible distributions of neutrino masses over
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time and space. Fortunately, even though data precision
is limited, current cosmological observations (e.g., CMB
[41]) allow us to perform such a search. Additionally, ac-
cording to the inherent developmental laws of the field of
cosmology, it will be more and more necessary to search
for massive neutrinos in each part of the universe in the
future. In this study, we present a full redshift and scale
tomography method to achieve this goal by using CMB,
large scale structure and background data. We find that
neutrinos can have mass on cosmic scales, encompassing
both high and low redshifts, as well as both small and
intermediate scales.

II. DATA AND METHOD

We consider the Planck-2018 high-ℓ plik temperature
(TT) likelihood covering multipoles 30 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 2508, po-
larization (EE), and their cross-correlation (TE) data
spanning 30 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 1996. We include the low-ℓ TT
Commander and SimAll EE likelihoods in the range 2 ⩽
ℓ ⩽ 29 [46]. Furthermore, we conservatively include the
Planck CMB lensing likelihood derived from SMICA maps
across 8 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ 400 [55]. We use 12 DESI BAO measure-
ments specified in [50] from various galaxy samples span-
ning the redshift range 0.1 < z < 4.16 including the BGS
sample in 0.1 < z < 0.4, LRG samples in 0.4 < z < 0.6
and 0.6 < z < 0.8, a combined LRG and ELG sample in
0.8 < z < 1.1, ELG sample in 1.1 < z < 1.6, a quasar
sample in 0.8 < z < 2.1, and the Lyα forest sample
in 1.77 < z < 4.16 [48, 49]. We take the Pantheon+
SN sample, comprising 1701 light curves of 1550 spectro-
scopically confirmed SN sourced from eighteen different
surveys [56]. We adopt large scale structure observations
from the Dark Energy Survey Year 1 (DESY1) including
three two point correlation functions, i.e., galaxy cluster-
ing, cosmic shear and galaxy-galaxy lensing [29, 30, 57],
which roughly covers the range z ≲ 1. We employ the
galaxy power spectra measured at four effective redshfits
zeff = 0.22, 0.41, 0.60, and 0.78 from the WiggleZ Dark
Energy Survey [58, 59], which measures 238,000 galaxy
redshifts from seven regions of the sky with a total vol-
ume of 1 Gpc3 in the scale range [0.01, 0.5] h Mpc−1.
Hereafter, we denote CMB, BAO, SN, DESY1 and Wig-
gleZ as “C”, “B”, “S”, “D” and “W”, respectively.

To characterize the properties of massive neutrinos
over full redshifts and scales, we adopt the following
three scenarios: (i) redshift dependent

∑
mν(z); (ii) scale

dependent
∑

mν(k); (iii) redshift and scale dependent∑
mν(z, k). For the former case, we divide the whole

cosmic history into six redshift bins: [0, 1], [1, 3], [3, 10],
[10, 100], [100, 1100] and [1100,+∞). The first bin cov-
ers the range where dark energy starts to play a role dur-
ing the evolution of the universe. The second bin spans
roughly the BAO interval. The third bin includes most
of the remaining information embedded in CMB lensing
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FIG. 1: One-dimensional posterior distribution of the param-
eter Σm52

ν from CMB observations in
∑

mν(z, k) model. The
red and blue shaded regions denote the NH and NH/IH, re-
spectively.

FIG. 2: The neutrino mass map over full redshifts and scales
from CMB observations in

∑
mν(z, k) model. The shaded

regions are 1σ and 2σ ranges of neutrino mass in each bin.
The red line denotes the best fit of Σm52

ν .

[60]. The fourth bin describes the era starting from the
time when massive neutrinos become non-relativistic to
the formation of the first objects. The fifth bin depicts a
long period during the dark ages era since CMB photons
decouple. The last bin integrates all the information from
pre-recombination physics. Notice that, to capture com-
pletely the neutrino mass information when dark energy
exists, we take [0, 1] instead of [0, 0.5] used in [61]. We
use Σmi

ν with i = 1, ..., 6 in each z bin. For the middle
case, we divide the full scales into four bins: [10−1,+∞),
[10−2, 10−1], [10−3, 10−2] and [0, 10−3] hMpc−1. We ac-
cordingly assign Σmki

ν with i = 1, ..., 4 to each k bin. For
the latter case, we divide full redshifts and scales into
six z bins: [0, 0.5], [1, 3], [3, 10], [10, 100], [100, 1100]
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FIG. 3: Upper panels. One-dimensional posterior distributions of the parameters Σm1
ν , Σm

k1
ν and Σmk2

ν from different datasets
in

∑
mν(z) and

∑
mν(k) models, respectively. Lower panels. Two-dimensional posterior distributions of the parameter pairs

(Σm1
ν , H0), (Σm

k1
ν , H0) and (Σmk2

ν , H0) from different datasets in
∑

mν(z) and
∑

mν(k) models, respectively.

TABLE I: The 1σ (68%) errors and mean values of the parameters Σm52
ν , Σm1

ν , Σm
k1
ν and Σmk2

ν from different datasets in∑
mν(z, k),

∑
mν(z) and

∑
mν(k) models, respectively.

Model
∑

mν(z, k)
∑

mν(z)
∑

mν(k)

Data C CBS CBSW CW CD

Parameter Σm52
ν = 0.63+0.20

−0.24 Σm1
ν = 1.01+0.47

−0.58 Σm1
ν = 0.65± 0.25 Σmk1

ν = 0.75+0.20
−0.27 Σmk2

ν = 0.55± 0.27

and [1100,+∞) and each one has four corresponding k
bins: [10−1,+∞), [10−2, 10−1], [10−3, 10−2] and [0, 10−3]
hMpc−1. We use Σmij

ν with i = 1, ..., 6 and j = 1, ..., 4
in each (z, k) bin.

In order to compute the background evolution of the
universe and theoretical power spectra, we take the
Boltzmann code CAMB [62]. To perform the Bayesian
analysis, we use the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC)
method to infer the posterior probability distributions
of model parameters via the publicly available package
CosmoMC [63, 64]. We assess the convergence of MCMC
chains using the Gelman-Rubin criterion R − 1 ≲ 0.05
[65] and analyze them using the package Getdist [66].

We take the following uniform priors for the model pa-
rameters: the baryon fraction Ωbh

2 ∈ [0.005, 0.1], cold
dark matter fraction Ωch

2 ∈ [0.001, 0.99], acoustic angu-
lar scale at the recombination epoch 100θMC ∈ [0.5, 10],
scalar spectral index ns ∈ [0.8, 1.2], amplitude of the pri-
mordial scalar power spectrum ln(1010As) ∈ [2, 4], op-
tical depth τ ∈ [0.01, 0.8], and mass sum of three ac-
tive neutrinos Σmν ∈ [0, 5] eV. For

∑
mν(z), we use

Σmi
ν ∈ [0, 30] eV with i = 1, ..., 6 in each z bin. For∑
mν(k), we adopt Σmki

ν ∈ [0, 30] eV with i = 1, ..., 4 in
each k bin. For

∑
mν(z, k), we employ Σmij

ν ∈ [0, 30]
eV with i = 1, ..., 6 and j = 1, ..., 4 in each bin. We take
the degenerate neutrino hierarchy throughout this study.

III. HIGH-z AND LOW-z EVIDENCES

To study the neutrino mass distributions over red-
shifts and scales, we constrain the 24-bin

∑
mν(z, k)

model with CMB data that serves as a unique probe
of high-z universe. Interestingly, we find Σm52

ν =

0.63
+0.20(1σ)+0.52(2σ)
−0.24(1σ)−0.46(2σ) eV, indicating a ∼ 3σ evidence

of massive neutrinos when z ∈ [100, 1100] and k ∈
[10−2, 10−1] hMpc−1 (see Fig.1 and Tab.I). The cor-
responding neutrino mass map through cosmic history
and across full scales is presented in Fig.2. Overall,
CMB gives tighter constraints at intermediate scales
and high redshifts. When k ∈ [10−3, 10−2] hMpc−1,
CMB prefers stronger constraints than other k bins span-
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ning the entire history of the universe. The tightest
2σ upper bound is Σm62

ν < 0.84 eV from the pre-
recombination era. Furthermore, confronting the 6-bin∑

mν(z) model with different datasets, we find CBS

gives Σm1
ν = 1.01

+0.47(1σ)+0.89(2σ)
−0.58(1σ)−1.00(2σ) eV (see Fig.3), im-

plying a 2σ evidence of massive neutrinos in z ∈ [0, 1].
Especially, DESI BAO data dominates the constraints in
z ∈ [0, 100] and the tightest 2σ bound is Σm4

ν < 0.24
eV, which also contributes most to recent DESI’s global
bound of Σmν < 0.072 eV [50]. Attractively, the ad-
dition of WiggleZ galaxy power spectra to CBS gives

Σm1
ν = 0.65

+0.25(1σ)+0.51(2σ)+0.67(3σ)
−0.25(1σ)−0.49(2σ)−0.60(3σ) eV in z ∈ [0, 1],

which is a 3σ detection of neutrino mass. Although
preferring a lower value, it is consistent with CBS con-
straint within 1σ level. Interestingly, we find that
the

∑
mν-H0 anti-correlation sources from the degen-

eracy between dark energy and massive neutrinos when
z ≲ 1. Since WiggleZ and DESY1 are low-z surveys
(z ≲ 1), we regard their constraints on

∑
mν(k) as

low-z ones. For the 4-bin
∑

mν(k) model, CW gives

Σmk1
ν = 0.75

+0.20(1σ)+0.48(2σ)+0.67(3σ)
−0.27(1σ)−0.44(2σ)−0.52(3σ) eV, which is a be-

yond 5σ evidence of massive neutrinos at small scales
in k ∈ [10−1,+∞) hMpc−1, while CD gives Σmk2

ν =

0.55
+0.27(1σ)+0.45(2σ)
−0.27(1σ)−0.54(2σ) eV implying a 2σ evidence at in-

termediate scales in k ∈ [10−2, 10−1] hMpc−1. So far,
all the evidences occur at small scales as predicted by
theory. Note that our results cannot distinguish NH
from IH. More details about constraints are shown in
the supplementary material (SM). Some further analyses
are presented in [67].

IV. BIG FISH EAT LITTLE FISH (BFELF)

To explain how a global constraint emerges from vari-
ous redshift and scale bins, we propose the “BFELF ef-
fect”, which states that strong constraining power in a
bin swallows weak constraining power in the other bin
and becomes stronger in a wider bin. A simple example
in

∑
mν(z, k) model is that Σm62

ν < 0.84 eV firstly swal-
lows other three (z, k) bins in k ∈ [10−2, 10−1] hMpc−1,
then swallows other five z bins and finally becomes the
strongest (or global) bound Σmν < 0.24 eV. A subtle
example is why CD gives no signal of Σmk1

ν but CW
provides a beyond 5σ evidence. In k ∈ [10−1,+∞)
hMpc−1, the constraining power of CD mainly sources
from [0.1, 0.2] hMpc−1, where CD gives a consistent con-
straint with CW at 1σ level but only has an upper
bound. In [0.2,+∞) hMpc−1, CD gives a looser con-
straint than CW and still provides no signal. Interest-
ingly, after merging these two subbins into [10−1,+∞)
hMpc−1, CD gives a stronger bound due to BFELF ef-
fect. However, CW give compatible signals in these two
subbins, and consequently leads to seemingly inconsis-
tent constraints with CD (see Fig.3). Actually, there is

no obvious inconsistency here. The BFELF effect be-
haves like an emergent one and could be applied in any
problem in any field that involves statistical constraints.

V. NEUTRINO MASS SUPPRESSION

Based on the above constraints on
∑

mν(z),
∑

mν(k)
and

∑
mν(z, k) models using various datasets, we pro-

pose four possible evolutionary mechanisms of neutrino
mass. Since CMB can independently probe physics over
full redshifts and scales, the first one is a constant

∑
mν

still allowed by CMB constraint on
∑

mν(z, k). In z di-
rection, although DESI BAO has largely compressed the
neutrino mass in [0, 100], we still observe a signal of Σm1

ν

from CBS or CBSW in [0, 1]. Subsequently, we also find
a signal of Σm52

ν from CMB in [100, 1100]. This means
that there may exist a mass suppression in [1, 100], which
could be interpreted by neutrino decay [68–71], long-
range neutrino forces [72], neutrino cooling and heat-
ing [61] and other novel models [73]. Hence, the second
scenario is freedom-suppression-freedom

∑
mν(z). How-

ever, we cannot ensure if two masses here are same. But,
current data supports at least they are same within 1σ
level. The third possibility is freedom-suppression, i.e.,
neutrino mass is suppressed by some unknown mecha-
nism at high z and only appears at low z (e.g., z ∈ [0, 1]).
The final one is suppression-freedom, i.e., neutrinos have
mass at high z and is always suppressed until today.
Making full use of integrated information (see Tab.I)
from multiple probes in three models, we prefer the sec-
ond scenario. The schematic plots of four mechanisms
are shown in SM. Note that we cannot determine if there
is a suppression of neutrino masses across scales, since
large scale constraints are very poor and we only find
evidences of massive neutrinos at small scales.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The∼ 3σ detection of Σm52
ν is the first high-z evidence

of massive neutrinos that could be related to the anoma-
lous amplitude of integrated Sachs-Wolfe effect during
dark ages [75]. Very interestingly, five evidences in Tab.I
are consistent with each other at 1σ level and prefers
roughly a value of ∼ 0.6 eV. This means that massive
neutrinos may truly exist in a non-common way that
cannot be derived from the traditional single parameter
constraint. Recently, the finding that the Weyl potential
measured by the first three years of DES observations is
lower than the ΛCDM prediction at low redshifts, re-
veals a beyond 2σ suppression of structure formation
[74], which is well consistent with our low-z evidences
of massive neutrinos in

∑
mν(z) and

∑
mν(k) models.

For
∑

mν(k) in k ∈ [10−1,+∞) hMpc−1, the 2σ lower
limit of Σmk1

ν > 0.31 eV from CW helps rule out the ef-
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fective Majorana mass scenario when combined with 90%
upper limit of 36-156 meV from the KamLAND-Zen’s
neutrinoless double beta decay search [76]. Overall, we
find evidences of massive neutrinos at both high and low
redshifts, while detecting them at both small and inter-
mediate scales where they suppress the structure forma-
tion. Attractively, we not only find signals (e.g., Σm52

ν ,
Σmk1

ν and Σmk2
ν ) at the perturbation level using large

scale structure datasets such as WiggleZ and DESY1
(i.e., CW and CD), but also give evidences at the back-
ground level using BAO and SN (i.e., CBS). This shows
the diversity of our analyses and, more importantly, veri-
fies the stability of our conclusions. It is noteworthy that
our results cannot clearly help determine which hierar-
chy is correct. Even if combined with KATRIN’s 90%
upper limit of 0.8 eV [77], our constraints cannot distin-
guish NH from IH. The ongoing and future observations
[78, 79] will continuously compressing data precision and
neutrino mass parameter space and help go for a further
step to explore the neutrino hierarchy.

In light of the fact that DESI BAO data puts a strong
pressure on positive neutrino masses [50] and current ob-
servations prefer phenomenologically Σmν < 0 eV [54],
our tomographic full redshifts and scales analyses demon-
strate that neutrinos can have masses on cosmic scales
and consequently, to a large extent, solve the crisis of phe-
nomenologically negative mass. Furthermore, by propos-
ing the BFELF effect, we clarify the status of current
neutrino mass constraints, and explain how one obtains
the global tight constraint on Σmν through cosmic his-
tory and full scales. Driven by the future demand for
high-precision data applications, we propose a simple∑

mν(z, k) framework of depicting the neutrino mass
distribution of the universe so as to map the neutrino
sky better.

Acknowledgements

DW is supported by the CDEIGENT fellowship of
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cient́ıficas (CSIC).

∗ Electronic address: dengwang@ific.uv.es
[1] K. Eguchi et al. [KamLAND], “First results from Kam-

LAND: Evidence for reactor anti-neutrino disappear-
ance,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 021802 (2003).

[2] S. N. Ahmed et al. [SNO], “Measurement of the total
active B-8 solar neutrino flux at the Sudbury Neutrino
Observatory with enhanced neutral current sensitivity,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 181301 (2004).

[3] S. Fukuda et al. [Super-Kamiokande], “Tau neutrinos
favored over sterile neutrinos in atmospheric muon-
neutrino oscillations,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 3999-4003
(2000).

[4] M. H. Ahn et al. [K2K], “Indications of neutrino oscilla-
tion in a 250 km long baseline experiment,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 90, 041801 (2003).

[5] M. B. Smy et al. [Super-Kamiokande], “Precise measure-
ment of the solar neutrino day / night and seasonal vari-
ation in Super-Kamiokande-1,” Phys. Rev. D 69, 011104
(2004).

[6] S. Hannestad and T. Schwetz, “Cosmology and the neu-
trino mass ordering,” JCAP 11, 035 (2016)

[7] F. Capozzi et al., “Unfinished fabric of the three neutrino
paradigm,” Phys. Rev. D 104, no.8, 083031 (2021).

[8] M. Sajjad Athar et al., “Status and perspectives of neu-
trino physics,” Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 124, 103947
(2022).

[9] I. Esteban et al., “NuFit-6.0: updated global analysis of
three-flavor neutrino oscillations,” JHEP 12, 216 (2024).

[10] J. Lesgourgues and S. Pastor, “Massive neutrinos and
cosmology,” Phys. Rept. 429, 307-379 (2006).

[11] A. B. Balantekin and G. M. Fuller, “Neutrinos in Cos-
mology and Astrophysics,” Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 71,
162-166 (2013).

[12] M. Lattanzi and M. Gerbino, “Status of neutrino proper-
ties and future prospects - Cosmological and astrophysi-
cal constraints,” Front. in Phys. 5, 70 (2018).

[13] P. F. De Salas, S. Gariazzo, O. Mena, C. A. Ternes and
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Appendix

In this appendix, first of all, we present the constraints
on

∑
mν from different datasets. Then, we show the

constraints on our tomographic neutrino mass models
including

∑
mν(z, k),

∑
mν(k) and

∑
mν(z). Further-

more, based on the integrated information from our con-
straints, we depict four possible evolutionary mechanisms
of neutrino masses through the cosmic history. Finally,
we demonstrate that our evidences of massive neutrinos
are not induced by the so-called S8 (or σ8) tension [1],
because both DESY1 and WiggleZ independently prefer
a non-zero neutrino mass at small scales in the absence
of CMB data. Hereafter same as the main text, we refer
to CMB, BAO, SN, DESY1 and WiggleZ as “C”, “B”,
“S”, “D” and “W”, respectively.

A. Global constraints on
∑

mν

Constraining
∑

mν in the ΛCDM+
∑

mν model, we
demonstrate that constraints on the globally single pa-
rameter

∑
mν from various datasets are well consistent

at 1σ confidence level (see Fig.4). The constraint from
CW is weaker than that from CD when considering only
one neutrino mass parameter

∑
mν . Interestingly, CB-

SDW gives a 2σ upper limit of
∑

mν < 0.121 eV, which
is weaker than

∑
mν < 0.096 eV from CBS. This means

that the addition of DESY1 [2–4] and WiggleZ [5, 6]
weakens the constraint on

∑
mν . It seems unusual at

first glance, but in reality, it is not. Since both DESY1
and WiggleZ prefer a value of

∑
mν ∼ 0.6 eV, they pull∑

mν towards a slightly larger value in the combined
constraint CBSDW, even if CBS has constrained

∑
mν

to a very small range. This also indicates that the sta-
tistical weight of DESY1 and WiggleZ in data analyses
is non-negligible. Notice that here we do not use ACT
DR6 lensing observations [7] and consequently the CBS
bound

∑
mν < 0.096 eV is lower than

∑
mν < 0.072 eV

reported by the DESI collaboration [8–10].

B. Constraints on
∑

mν(z, k)

The CMB is a powerful tool for constraining a wide
range of physical and cosmological parameters. Analyz-
ing the temperature and polarization anisotropies in the
CMB can help probe the fundamental laws of physics,
the early universe physics, the nature of dark matter
and dark energy and the properties of neutrinos. Up
to now, only Planck CMB observations [11, 12] allow us
to implement a full redshift and scale search for mas-
sive neutrinos. The corresponding constraining results
are shown in Fig.5 and Tab.II. It is interesting that we
find

∑
m52

ν = 0.63+0.20
−0.24 eV, which is a ∼ 3σ evidence

of neutrino mass at high redshift at intermediate scales.

However, unfortunately, current CMB precision does not
support us to perform a sensitive search in many other
bins in the

∑
mν(z, k) model.

C. Constraints on
∑

mν(k)

Assuming the neutrino mass as a piecewise func-
tion of scale, we constrain the 4-bin

∑
mν(k) model

with three large scale surveys, i.e., Planck, DESY1
and WiggleZ. Overall, we find the tightest constraints
sources from the largest scales, namely k ∈ [0, 10−3]
hMpc−1 for all the data combinations. Very interest-
ingly, the combination of CMB and WiggleZ gives mk1

ν =

0.75
+0.20(1σ)+0.48(2σ)+0.67(3σ)
−0.27(1σ)−0.44(2σ)−0.52(3σ) eV, indicating a beyond 5σ

signal of
∑

mν > 0 eV in k ∈ [10−1,+∞) hMpc−1

(see Fig.6 and Tab.III). Furthermore, the combination

of CMB and DESY1 gives Σmk2
ν = 0.55

+0.27(1σ)+0.45(2σ)
−0.27(1σ)−0.54(2σ)

eV, which is also a 2σ evidence at intermediate scales in
k ∈ [10−2, 10−1] hMpc−1. From the viewpoint of obser-
vations, our results demonstrates that there truly exist
massive neutrinos at small scales.

D. Constraints on
∑

mν(z)

Assuming the neutrino mass as a piecewise function
of redshift, we constrain the 6-bin

∑
mν(z) model with

background and large scale structure observations from
Planck, DESI, Pantheon+ [13], DESY1 and WiggleZ.
Overall, we find that the tight constraints occur at high
redshifts. Especially, the most constraining bounds in all
the data combinations source from Σm4

ν in z ∈ [10, 100]
(see also Fig.7 and Tab.IV). CBSW gives the strongest
constraint Σm4

ν < 0.215 eV. It is interesting that CBS

and CBSW give Σm1
ν = 1.01

+0.47(1σ)+0.89(2σ)
−0.58(1σ)−1.00(2σ) eV and

Σm1
ν = 0.65

+0.25(1σ)+0.51(2σ)+0.67(3σ)
−0.25(1σ)−0.49(2σ)−0.60(3σ) eV, which imply

2σ and 3σ evidences of massive neutrinos in z ∈ [0, 1],
respectively. Our results indicate that: (i) Background
data can help determine the absolute neutrino mass
scales; (ii) the constraints on Σm1

ν from CBS and CBSW
is consistent within 1σ confidence level; (iii) DESI BAO
measurements can strongly compress the neutrino mass
parameter space in z ∈ [1, 100].

E. Evolutionary mechanisms of neutrino masses

Since we have found five evidences of massive neutri-
nos including two 2σ, two 3σ and one beyond 5σ in∑

mν(z, k),
∑

mν(k) and
∑

mν(z) models, it is nat-
ural and necessary to give possible evolutionary mech-
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FIG. 4: Upper panels. One-dimensional posterior distributions of the parameter Σmν from different datasets in the ΛCDM
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distributions of the parameter pair (Σmν , H0) from different data combinations in the ΛCDM model.

anisms of neutrino masses through the cosmic his-
tory. We propose four possible evolutionary mecha-
nisms of neutrino masses over redshifts: (i) constant; (ii)
freedom-suppression-freedom; (iii) freedom-suppression;
(iv) suppression-freedom. After synthesizing all the in-
formation from our data analyses, we prefer the freedom-
suppression-freedom scenario (see Fig.8), which is sup-
ported by the high-z detection of Σm52

ν = 0.63+0.20
−0.24

eV and low-z evidences of Σm1
ν = 1.01+0.47

−0.58 eV and

Σm1
ν = 0.65± 0.25 eV. Actually, since Σmk1

ν = 0.75+0.20
−0.27

eV and Σmk2
ν = 0.55 ± 0.27 eV are dominated by the

low-z large scale structure observations including Wig-
gleZ and DESY1, they can also serve as low-z evidences
to support the freedom-suppression-freedom mechanism.

F. Evidences for massive neutrinos independent of
S8 tension

By constraining the 4-bin
∑

mν(k) model with CMB,
DESY1 and WiggleZ independently, we have the follow-
ing three points to demonstrate that the evidences re-
ported here in the

∑
mν(k) model are not induced by

the S8 tension. At first, in Fig.9, one can easily find that
both DESY1 and WiggleZ independently produce peaks
of positive neutrino masses for

∑
mk1

ν and
∑

mk2
ν . Espe-

cially, DESY1 gives
∑

mk2
ν = 6.9

+2.7(1σ)+6.3(2σ)+8.2(3σ)
−3.8(1σ)−5.9(2σ)−6.8(3σ)

eV indicating a 3σ evidence of neutrino mass, although
this value is large due to the limited data precision. This
means both large scale structure probes independently
prefer massive neutrinos in the absence of CMB obser-
vations. Furthermore, in Fig.10, we find that our 4-bin∑

mν(k) model cannot resolve the S8 tension and only
slightly affect it. More specifically, the S8 discrepancy is
slightly weaker between CMB andWiggleZ, while slightly
stronger between CMB and DESY1. This implies that
massive neutrinos are not the origin of the S8 anomaly.
Finally, the signals of

∑
m52

ν > 0 eV in
∑

mν(z, k) and∑
m1

ν > 0 eV in
∑

mν(z) sourcing from CMB and back-
ground probes (BAO and SN), respectively, can serve
as important supporting evidences of massive neutrinos.
After all, an undeniable fact is that these five evidences
spanning high and low redshifts as well as small and in-
termediate scales are well compatible within 1σ confi-
dence level. Overall, the addition of CMB to DESY1 or
WiggleZ brings more accurate information of cosmologi-
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FIG. 5: One-dimensional and two-dimensional posterior distributions of the neutrino mass parameters from CMB observations
in the

∑
mν(z, k) model.

cal parameters (see also Figs.11 and 12) and help deter-
mine the precise values of neutrino masses that DESY1
or WiggleZ prefers. As a consequence, similar to the
strong evidences of dark energy in ΛCDM, the evidences
of massive neutrinos also coexist with S8 and H0 tensions
[14].

Very importantly, one cannot simply conclude from
Fig.9 that the evidences of Σmk1

ν = 0.75+0.20
−0.27 eV and

Σmk2
ν = 0.55±0.27 eV from CW and CD in the

∑
mν(k)

model, respectively, are produced by the inconsistencies
of constraints on Σmk1

ν and Σmk2
ν between CMB and

DESY1 (or WiggleZ). Actually, CMB alone cannot give
good constraints on Σmk1

ν and Σmk2
ν at low redshifts at

small scales (see
∑

m11
ν ,

∑
m12

ν ,
∑

m21
ν and

∑
m22

ν in
Tab.II). The tight constraints are originated from the
BFELF effect. For example, Σm62

ν < 0.84 eV dominates
the constraining power in six (z, k) bins (see

∑
m12

ν ,∑
m22

ν ,
∑

m32
ν ,

∑
m42

ν ,
∑

m52
ν and

∑
m62

ν in Tab.II)
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TABLE II: The 2σ (95%) upper or lower limits of the neutrino mass parameters from CMB observations in the
∑

mν(z, k)
model. Note that we quote the mean value and 1σ (68%) uncertainty for

∑
m52

ν and the symbols “♡” denote the parameters
that cannot be constrained by data.

Parameter Limit

Σm11
ν ♡

Σm12
ν ♡

Σm13
ν < 7.30

Σm14
ν ♡

Σm21
ν ♡

Σm22
ν < 5.90

Σm23
ν < 2.69

Σm24
ν < 2.40

Σm31
ν ♡

Σm32
ν < 6.89

Σm33
ν < 3.12

Σm34
ν < 5.88

Σm41
ν ♡

Σm42
ν < 6.31

Σm43
ν < 1.10

Σm44
ν < 3.75

Σm51
ν < 2.59

Σm52
ν 0.63+0.20

−0.24

Σm53
ν < 0.912

Σm54
ν < 3.47

Σm61
ν < 2.34

Σm62
ν < 0.84

Σm63
ν < 1.33

Σm64
ν > 1.76

TABLE III: The mean values and 1σ (68%) uncertainties of the neutrino mass parameters from different datasets in the∑
mν(k) model. Note that we quote 2σ (95%) upper limits of neutrino masses for parameters without 1σ uncertainties.

Parameter CMB CMB+DESY1 CMB+WiggleZ CMB+DESY1+WiggleZ

Σmk1
ν < 2.22 < 0.841 0.75+0.20

−0.27 0.74± 0.25

Σmk2
ν < 0.737 0.55± 0.27 < 0.768 < 0.930

Σmk3
ν < 0.564 < 0.553 < 0.562 < 0.552

Σmk4
ν < 0.553 < 0.540 < 0.559 < 0.552

in k ∈ [10−2, 10−1] hMpc−1. This means that the in-
consistencies source from high-z CMB constraints and
are not related to low-z DESY1 and WiggleZ observa-
tions. Therefore, CMB, DESY1 and WiggleZ indepen-

dently give consistent constraints on neutrino masses at
low redshifts at small scales.

In Fig.11, it is easy to see that DESY1 and WiggleZ
alone cannot provide accurate values for fundamental
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TABLE IV: The mean values and 1σ (68%) uncertainties of the neutrino mass parameters from different datasets in the∑
mν(k) model. Note that we quote 2σ (95%) upper limits of neutrino masses for parameters without 1σ uncertainties.

Parameter CBS CBS+DESY1 CBS+WiggleZ CBS+DESY1+WiggleZ

Σm1
ν 1.01+0.47

−0.58 < 1.44 0.65± 0.25 0.68± 0.26

Σm2
ν < 0.384 < 0.385 < 0.390 < 0.368

Σm3
ν < 0.306 < 0.280 < 0.267 < 0.221

Σm4
ν < 0.234 < 0.222 < 0.215 < 0.226

Σm5
ν < 0.323 < 0.332 < 0.325 < 0.330

Σm6
ν < 0.376 < 0.391 < 0.391 < 0.401

cosmological parameters. However, when combined with
CMB, they produce good enough cosmologies, which are
very close to the Planck ΛCDM cosmology [12]. Hence,
the evidences of massive neutrinos reported here can be
well approximately obtained under the Planck ΛCDM
cosmology [12]. Additionally, the evidences of Σmk1

ν > 0
eV and Σmk2

ν > 0 eV from CW and CD can be easily
understood in the following way. CMB brings the global

cosmology information and high-z information of massive
neutrinos to calibrate the late-time large scale structure
observations (DESY1 and WiggleZ) and break the pa-
rameter degeneracies, and conversely, large scale struc-
ture data brings the low-z information of massive neutri-
nos to CMB and compensate for the lack of low-z small-
scale information in the CMB. The evidences of massive
neutrinos are mainly originated from low-z DESY1 and
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FIG. 7: One-dimensional and two-dimensional posterior distributions of the neutrino mass parameters from different datasets
in the
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WiggleZ observations in the
∑

mν(k) model.

∗ Electronic address: dengwang@ific.uv.es
[1] E. Di Valentino, L. A. Anchordoqui, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Ali-
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