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Abstract. The latest cosmological constraints on the sum of neutrino masses, in combination
with the latest laboratory measurements on oscillations, provide “decisive” Bayesian evidence
for the normal neutrino mass hierarchy. We show that this result holds across very different
prior alternatives by exploring two extremes on the range of prior choices. In fact, while the
specific numerical value for the Evidence depends on the choice of prior, the Bayesian odds
remain greater than 140 : 1 across very different prior choices. For Majorana neutrinos this
has important implications for the upper limit of the neutrino-less double beta decay half life
and thus for the technology and resources needed for future double beta decay experiments.
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1 Introduction

Solar, atmospheric, accelerator and reactor neutrino experiments have observed neutrino
flavor conversion driven by neutrino masses, but the observable effects of neutrino oscillations
are sensitive only to mass-squared splittings among eigenstates and thus can only constrain
the neutrino mass square differences. Matter effects have allowed the sign of the small mass
splitting to be determined, leaving two possible mass orderings: normal hierarchy (NH) and
inverted hierarchy (IH). Determining the precise values of the three mass states, and the
mass ordering (i.e., the hierarchy) or, equivalently, the precise determination of the sum of
the masses (or the absolute mass scale) and the hierarchy, remains an open challenge.

The absolute neutrino mass scale can be probed using beta decay; the best current
bound is provided by the KATRIN experiment with an upper limit on the beta decay effective
neutrino mass of mν,β < 0.8 eV, i.e., the sum of neutrinos masses Σ < 2.4 eV [1] at 90%
confidence, which improves dramatically upon the previous limit of Σ < 6.9 eV at 95%
confidence [2]. Yet, despite these spectacular improvements, this bound is still about an
order of magnitude less stringent than state-of-the-art cosmology constraints.

This is where cosmological observations become of relevance (see e.g, [3–8] and references
therein). Cosmological surveys can provide crucial information on the absolute masses of
neutrinos, as massive neutrinos influence both the expansion history and growth of structure
in the Universe. Over the past five years the cosmological limits on the sum of neutrino
masses, Σ, have become increasingly tighter, and are getting tantalizingly close to the lower
limit for the sum of the masses allowed by the inverted hierarchy ΣIH,low = 0.0982 ± 0.0010 eV
(68% C.L.) [9, 10], implying the volume of parameter space available for the IH is becoming
heavily restricted. Here we revisit the question [11]: “Given the current knowledge about
mass-squared splittings and cosmological constraints on the total mass, can anything be said
about the neutrino mass hierarchy?”.

Whether the electron neutrino is mainly composed by the lightest mass state (as in the
NH) or not (IH) has important implications on the theoretical upper limit of the neutrino-
less double beta decay half life [12], in the case that neutrinos are Majorana fermions and
obtain the Majorana mass through the three light neutrinos mechanism. Therefore, the
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fraction of the neutrino parameter space to be explored by future ton-scale double beta
decay experiments [13] is greatly influenced by the type of neutrino mass hierarchy, with
implications for future technologies and resources needed that may lead to the discovery.

In cosmology we cannot perform experiments; we only observe the sky. As such, we
always test a model of the observations that we gather from the sky with our detectors. Given
this constraint, the most natural choice to make inference in cosmology and astronomy is
Bayesian statistics: we want to infer the parameters of the model given some data. This
takes the following, extremely well known, mathematical form

P (α|D,M) =
P (D|α,M)P (α|M)

P (D|M)
, (1.1)

where D stands for data (observations), M for model (hypothesis) and α denotes the pa-
rameters of the model; P (α|D,M) is the posterior, used for parameter inference, P (D|α,M)
is the likelihood which is usually provided along with the data. P (α|M) is the prior, the
so-called prior knowledge, which has provoked abundant literature for centuries on its choice
and value and an on-going debate between Bayesian and frequentist approaches to probabil-
ity. All Bayesian inference depends on the choice of the prior, which is always a subjective
choice. It is true that for parameter inference, in the limit of precision measurements – i.e.,
if the likelihood is very localized – the likelihood can overcome (most reasonable choices of)
the prior.

The question we set out to address, however, falls under “model selection” or “model
comparison” and therefore it is useful to employ Bayesian evidence methods [14], which have
gained attention in cosmology over the past couple of decades [15–17]. The evidence can be
written as a function of the likelihood and the prior, being the integral of the likelihood over
the (full range of the) prior integrated over the the values of the parameters α:

P (D|M) =

∫
P (D|α,M)P (α|M)dα . (1.2)

The evidence quantifies the probability of obtaining the data given the full model, not just
a specific set of parameters values. What we really want to infer is the probability of a
particular model given the data P (M |D) = P (D|M)P (M)/P (D); when considering two
models, each of them with the same a priori probability P (M) for the same data, model
comparison can be done by taking the evidence ratio for the two models. It is important to
note that the evidence and hence also the evidence ratio will always depend on the choice of
the prior P (α|M), even for very localized likelihoods.

In light of this limitation, it is important to fully understand the motivation for and
implications of a given prior choice, the impact of the prior choice on the inferred result or,
alternatively, how to choose the prior depending on the context or the question at hand.

Historically, Bayesian analysis has been accompanied by methods to work out
the “right” prior for a problem, for example, the principles of insufficient reason
and maximum entropy. The modern Bayesian, however, does not take a funda-
mentalist attitude to assigning the “right” priors - many different priors can be
tried; each particular prior corresponds to a different hypothesis about the way
the world is. We can compare these alternative hypotheses in the light of the
data by evaluating the evidence. The answer to this question can be reached by
performing Bayesian model comparison. - DJC MacKay [18].
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Choosing an appropriate prior in the context of inferring the odds of one mass hierarchy
over the other has been discussed at length in the literature [11, 19–25]. The initial publication
ref. [11] elicited strong reactions and stimulated a vivid discussion on the hierarchical nature
of neutrinos. Many different sets of priors have been explored yielding a wide range of
conclusions. The disparities in the findings of these works further highlights the fact that the
evidence always depends on the prior choice. Yet very few have followed MacKay’s advice
regarding how the prior choice encompasses our a priori views about the way the world is –
in this case which set of prior is supported by our knowledge of e.g., physics and how that
informs model selection.

For example, ref. [24] argues that the prior choice should be motivated by fundamental
physical principles and chooses to specify the prior directly at the level of the neutrino
mass matrix, obtaining odds of the order of ∼100:1 for the NH, using the constraints from
2018. Ref. [11] on the other hand, tries to be more generic and argues that the prior should
describe our state of belief before we have constraints, i.e. before the measurement of neutrino
oscillations and thus before having information about the mass-squared splittings, when each
of the neutrino masses has an uncertainty that spans many orders of magnitude. In this
case, ref. [11] argues, a logarithmic prior on each of the masses naturally incorporates this
uncertainty. More precisely, rather than using a single pre-determined prior, ref. [11] adopts a
family of priors described by hyper-parameters, yielding a hierarchical prior (see appendix A)
and obtaining odds of 40:1 for the NH. Such a choice of prior reflects the fact the three masses
are indistinguishable before the data arrives, and specifies the prior on each mass before any
ordering takes place. This prior is well known in the particle physics community. It is
based on the construction of the Standard Model mass mechanisms, which generally assume
a common mechanism (usually at a high energy scale) for the origin of the three neutrino
masses. In perspective, this prior is behind the rise of neutrino oscillation experiments. The
additional ingredient of adopting a hierarchical prior (see appendix A) means that effectively
rather than a given prior, a family of priors- described by hyperparameters- is adopted, and
the hyperparameters values are marginalized over.

A completely different approach to the same question, from the alternative school of
thought that is “Objective Bayesianism”, is taken in ref. [19]. The idea is to construct a
prior that is as uninformative as possible from a mathematical point of view. To do so
the likelihood is used and in particular the likelihood provided by oscillation data. The
adopted prior, for precision experiments where the likelihood achieves asymptotic normality,
uses as information measure the Fisher information. This choice of prior depends on the
experimental set up. In particular, in the case of neutrino hierarchy, it does not enclose
any a priori information about the fact that e.g., we believe there to be a single mechanism
that gives rise to the three neutrino masses and that their masses can span many orders of
magnitude (as in in ref. [11]). Still it is important to note that this prior choice reflects the
fact the three masses are indistinguishable before the data arrives, hence does not favor one
hierarchy over another.1 This objective prior does need to be updated for every different
experiment that is performed. For the experiments considered in ref. [19] this approach
yielded odds of 5:1 for the NH.

1Note that conversely, it is possible to set up a prior that does not distinguish between the hierarchies yet
does not satisfy exchangeability (the three masses are not drawn from a common prior, see for example the
priors adopted by [26–28] and other references therein). This choice implies that the three masses do not share
a common origin and therefore that there are different physical mechanisms that give neutrinos the different
masses. We do not consider this case.
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Also, as MacKay points out, the very same framework that we use to compare the
normal hierarchy to the inverted hierarchy – the Bayesian evidence ratio – can also be used
to identify which set of priors is favoured by the data. This can be explicitly explored in the
hierarchical prior case, where the distribution of the hyper-parameters quantifies exactly this
(see appendix A).

In this paper we revisit this issue, which has remained somewhat dormant since 2018,
and follow MacKay in considering two generic type of priors: the one used in ref. [11] (the
logarithmic-hierarchical prior, which we abbreviate by ‘SJPV’ from the author’s initials) and
the one used in ref. [19] (the objective Bayesian or ‘HS’). We compute the evidence under
each of these approaches given the latest data from oscillation experiments and cosmological
observations, and reflect on how it changes. We then speculate on the implications for double
beta decay experiments. While other prior choices have been considered in preprints and in
the literature, they are not of interest here because they are either not physically motivated,
or adopt different prior distributions for the different mass eigenstates or would return odds
in between the HS and the SJPV cases.

2 Data and methods

Following standard practice we denote the three neutrino mass eigenstates as m1, m2, and
m3 such that there are two independent neutrino mass-squared differences and two possible
hierarchies only. Here we adopt the convention where m1 < m2 and m1,m2 refers to the
smaller mass-squared difference. Hence in the so-called normal mass hierarchy (NH), m1, m2,
and m3 are defined in ascending order such that m1 ≤ m2 ≤ m3. In the inverted hierarchy
(IH) the ordering is instead m3 ≤ m1 ≤ m2. The hierarchy is given by the sign of the square
mass splitting involving m3. When needed, we might refer to the three masses as mL, mM

and mH (for ’low’, ’medium’ and ’high’ respectively). In the NH then mL . mM � mH,
while in the IH instead mL � mM . mH.

We will use the following constraints on the squared mass splitting, derived from a
global fit to observations of neutrino oscillations using NuFIT v5.1 (2021)2 [30]

∆m2
21 = m2

2 −m2
1 = 7.42 (±0.21)× 10−5eV2 (68.4%CL)

∆m2
3` = m2

3 −m2
` =

{
2.510 (±0.027)× 10−3eV2 (NH)

−2.490 (±0.027)× 10−3eV2 (IH)
(68.4%CL) ,

(2.1)

where m` denotes m1 and m2 for the normal (NH) and inverted (IH) hierarchies respectively,
and we approximate the uncertainty distribution as a Gaussian. In particular we have sym-
metrized the error bars for simplicity as this has a completely negligible effect on the final
results. Compared to refs. [11, 19] the error bars have increased by ∼10% on ∆m2

21 but
decreased by ∼30% on ∆m2

3`. This provides (a Gaussian approximation to) the likelihood
P (D|α,M) where α denotes the mass-squared splittings of eq. (2.1).

It is important to note that, as discussed extensively in ref. [30], the three flavour
oscillation parameters from the fit to global data yields the best fit for the normal ordering,
with the solution for the inverted ordering having a worse fit by ∆χ2 = 7 (2.6) when including
(not including) the Super-Kamiokande atmospheric data (SK-atm). Moreover, there is a

2The original reference reports slightly asymmetric error bars:+0.21
−0.20 for ∆m2

21 and +0.026
−0.028 for ∆m2

32 IH,
which we have symmetrized here as Gaussianity is a key assumption of ref. [29].
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Figure 1. Visualization of the neutrino oscillation experiment constraints (eq. (2.1)) and Σβ KATRIN
sensitivity limit and Σcosmo constraints (95% C.L.) in the mL-Σ plane and ∆-Σ plane. The grey bands
represent 5σ uncertainties on the oscillations measurements.

small tension between T2K and NOvA data, where the normal ordering option preferred
by NOvA is in tension with the combination of T2K and reactor neutrino data. Although
the inclusion of Super-Kamiokande data in the analysis of ref. [30] is sub-optimal, we see no
reason to exclude this data set, and hence our baseline results will always include SK-atm.
For our purposes the mild tension with NOvA data and the sub-optimal inclusion of SK-atm
primarily affect the ∆χ2 values, which generally underestimate the power of disentangling
the neutrino parameter space when the tension is resolved.

The oscillation constraints of eq. (2.1) can be visualized in figure 1 where we show the
allowed region in the mL-Σ plane, and in the ∆-Σ plane where ∆ is defined as the ratio of
the largest mass splitting to the total mass [7],

∆NH ≡ (mH −mL)/Σ and ∆IH ≡ (mL −mH)/Σ. (2.2)

The bound on the sum of the masses Σ = m1 + m2 + m3 derived from beta decay has
significantly improved recently from Σ < 6.9 eV (95% C.L.) from the Mainz experiment [2]
to Σ < 3.3 eV (90% C.L.) from the first KATRIN campaign [31] and even further to Σ < 2.4
eV (90% C.L.) from the combination of the first and second KATRIN campaigns [1]. The
estimated sensitivity of KATRIN is Σ < 0.8 eV (95% C.L.) Meanwhile, over the past two
decades cosmological surveys have yielded increasingly stronger constraints on the sum of
the masses: Σcosmo < 1.8 eV in 2002 [32], Σcosmo < 0.44 in 2012 [33], Σcosmo < 0.25 eV [34]
in 2013, Σcosmo < 0.18 eV [35] in 2015 and Σcosmo < 0.13 eV [36] in 2016 (all quoted at 95%
C.L.). The latest constraints provided by the eBOSS collaboration from the joint analysis
of cosmic microwave background and large-scale structure data obtain an upper limit of
Σcosmo = 0.102 eV (95% C.L.) for the combination CMB+BAO+RSD (Planck data, with
baryon acoustic oscillations and redshift space distortions from e-BOSS) and Σcosmo = 0.099
eV (95% C.L.) for the combination CMB+BAO+RSD+SNe (including supernovae type 1A
data) [9]. Finally in combination with the Lyman-α forest 1D flux power spectrum, ref. [10]
obtains an even stronger bound of Σcosmo < 0.089 eV (95% C.L.). We illustrate a few of
these cosmological constraints in figure 1.
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In what follows, as is commonly done, we assume Gaussianity in all the reported con-
straints. The upper limit on Σcosmo can in principle be interpreted in two ways: either as a
(one-sided) Gaussian distribution centered at Σ = 0 or as a Gaussian distribution extrapo-
lated to Σ < 0 and centered at the (interpolated or extrapolated) maximum of the posterior
(even if that happens to be at Σ < 0) and truncated at Σ = 0. Since the data show no indica-
tion of a detection of Σ and negative masses are unphysical, we adopt the first interpretation.
However, we explore the sensitivity of the results to this assumption for a few select cases.

The priors and evidences for logarithmic hierarchical SJPV and objective Bayesian HS
are computed following refs. [11] and [29] respectively, using the updated constraints. In
the case of HS, the interpretation of the mass splittings and the naming conventions of the
individual masses are slightly different from that of the original paper to make them consistent
with the treatment of SJPV and ref. [30]. Details are reported in appendices A and B.

Different sources are responsible for different contributions to the final evidence ratio.
We denote the final evidence ratio for the NH over the IH by KHS/SJPV with subscript
indicating the choice of prior. Partial results towards the full K, obtained including only
some of the different contributions, are denoted by κi (where the subscript i specifies the
different contributions considered or excluded). In particular, the contribution to K due to
the ∆χ2 of the global fit is a multiplicative factor: κ∆χ2 = exp(∆χ2/2). For completeness
and a more transparent comparison with previous work, we also report the partial results
excluding the κ∆χ2 contribution. However, we stress here that we see no reason to exclude
it.

3 Results

We begin by presenting a visualization of the parameter space available for the two hierar-
chies, given the updated constraints illustrated in figure 1 where the probability distribution
for the sum of the masses Σ is shown on the right panel. The black lines correspond to
the oscillation constraints for the normal and inverted hierarchies, as indicated in the labels,
and the grey bands represent the 5σ uncertainty regions. The vertical lines show the various
Σcosmo constraints.

However, the (e.g., 95% C.L.) regions allowed by the oscillation experiments are actually
in the 3D space of (m1,m2,m3); recall that for the NH this corresponds to (mL,mM,mH)
and for the IH this corresponds to (mM,mH,mL). Therefore, in figure 2 we show the 3D
locus of the hierarchies as allowed by current oscillation data (top panel) and after imposing
a cosmological constraint of Σ < 0.1 eV (middle panel); note the significant decrease of the
allowed region for the IH. The bottom panel shows the probability distribution of the sum
of the masses given the oscillations measurements for both the NH and IH and fixing the
lightest neutrino to mL = 3× 10−3 eV, and the effect of the cosmological constraint (orange
line) at further decreasing the allowed region for the IH.

It is very illustrative to visualize the priors of the two different approaches and compare
them. In figure 3, the top panels show the logarithmic hierarchical (SJPV) prior probability
density, P (m), in the mL-mM plane for a fixed mH = 1 eV and before considering the
oscillations data. We show this for a representative choice of hyper-parameters logµ = −1.5,
σ = 1.0, noting that while this is a somewhat low value of σ (see discussion in appendix A), a
higher value would be less illustrative as the distribution on the right panel would look very
uniform. The specific choice of value for mH does not affect the distribution, provided that
mH ≥ mM. The prior distributions are shown with axes in both linear (left) and logarithmic
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Figure 2. Visualization of current constraints. On the top two panels, the two thin (blue, NH and
red, IH) ridges in the 3D space of m1,m2,m3 represent the mass splitting constraints (95% CL) from
oscillation experiments in eq. (2.1). For the NH (m1,m2,m3) corresponds to (mL,mM,mH), while
for the IH it corresponds to (mM,mH,mL). For visualization purposes the NH ridge is shown only
for mL > 10−3 eV. In the uppermost panel only oscillation constraints are used, while in the middle
panel a cosmology constraints of Σ < 0.1 eV is imposed; note the significant decrease of the allowed
IH region and the different z-axis range. The bottom panel shows the normal and inverted hierarchy
oscillations likelihood probability distributions (P/Pmax) for the sum of the masses, keeping the mass
of the lightest neutrino fixed at mL = 3× 10−3 eV and cosmology constraint Σcosmo < 0.089 eV (95%
C.L., orange).
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Figure 3. Comparison of the SJPV (logarithmic hierarchical) and HS (objective Bayesian) prior
density P (m): top panels show the SJPV prior probability before imposing oscillations constraints
for an illustrative choice of hyper-parameters logµ = −1.5, σ = 1 in the mL-mM plane, for a fixed
mH, while bottom panels show the corresponding probability density for the HS prior. Shown for
axes in linear (left) or logarithmic (right) scale. The color scale is linear with black at the maximum
(P/Pmax = 1) and white at the minimum. The lower triangle is excluded by the condition mL ≤
mM ≤ mH. The HS prior decreases for low mM and mL and, for a fixed value of mL, is minimal when
mM = mL; for the SJPV prior, the opposite is true.

(right) scales. The bottom row panels show the corresponding probability density for the
objective Bayesian (HS) prior. In this case, changing the value of mH simply rescales the
values on the mL and mM axes. The HS prior decreases for smaller values of mM and mL

and, for a fixed value of mL, is minimal when mM = mL. On the other hand, the SJPV prior
(before any oscillation data) does exactly the opposite; it increases for low mM and mL and,
for a fixed value of mL, is maximal when mM = mL.

In figure 4 we demonstrate how the SJPV hyperprior changes once the hyper-parameters
are constrained by the inclusion of the oscillations data. It is evident that once oscillation
constraints are taken into account, the resulting hierarchical prior becomes drastically dif-
ferent. The oscillations-informed hyperprior heavily favors either mL ' mM (NH, diagonal
ridge) or mL � mM (IH). Even along these directions this prior favors low masses and the
smooth cutoff at high masses becomes more stringent with subsequent improvements on the
Σ limits.

The probability density of the hyper-parameters µ and σ for the logarithmic hierarchical
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Figure 5. Normal (left) and Inverted (right) hierarchy marginal log-likelihood distributions for the
hyper-parameters of the hierarchical prior for a cosmology mass limit of Σcosmo < 0.089 eV (95%
C.L.). The colorbar convention used here is that of [11], for easier comparison.

SJPV prior is shown in figure 5 for the normal (left) and inverted (right) hierarchies after
imposing cosmological constraints. A direct comparison with figures 2 and 3 of ref. [11]
shows how the hyper-parameter values change as the bound on Σ becomes more stringent,
progressively disfavoring the hyper-parameter space for the IH more than for the NH.

We are now ready to interpret the Bayesian evidence results presented in table 1 for
both the SJPV and SH priors as a function of the Σ upper limit, assuming a zero-centered
Gaussian distribution truncated at Σ = 0. The error in the calculation of the log-evidence
values is estimated to be around 0.05–0.1, hence negligible for our purposes. Results with
or without the Super-Kamiokande atmospheric (SK-atm) data are reported in section 4 for
completeness. However, we see no reason to exclude this data set, hence our baseline results
discussed here always include it.
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SJPV HS

κno∆χ2
KSJPV (using ∆2

χ) κno∆χ2
KHS (using ∆2

χ)

Σ < 2.85 eV (95%) [A] 3.8 124 1.0 33.1
Σ < 0.8 eV (95%) [B] 5.3 175 1.2 38.1
Σ < 0.12 eV (95%) [C] 49 1607 3.6 118
Σ < 0.102 eV (95%) [D] 87 2861 4.3 143
Σ < 0.099 eV (95%) [E] 88 2890 4.7 156
Σ < 0.089 eV (95%) [F] 138 4553 7.4 244

Table 1. Bayesian evidence ratios for the NH vs IH with SJPV and HS priors. The Σ con-
straints assume zero-centred Gaussian distributions and 95% C.L. limits as follows: A=KATRIN
current limit [1], B=KATRIN sensitivity limit [1], C=Planck+BAO [9], D=Planck+BAO+RSD [9],
E=Planck+BAO+RSD+SNe [9] F=Planck+BAO+Ly-α [10]. The sensitivity to the interpretation of
the Σcosmo constraints is explored in table 4.

The new oscillation constraints do not significantly alter the evidence compared to the
2018 situation. In the HS case, compared with ref. [29], the major effect is due to the increased
∆χ2 between the two hierarchies which has risen from ∆χ2 = 0.83 in 2018 to ∆χ2 = 7.0
now, increasing the contribution to the HS evidence ratio from the ∆χ2 alone (which is an
overall multiplicative normalization factor) from κ∆χ2 = 1.5 to κ∆χ2 = 33. Ref. [11], using
the SJPV prior, reported evidence ratios neglecting the contribution from the ∆χ2 as it had
a negligible effect for the oscillations measurements adopted in that work. One can also
appreciate that the increasingly stringent mass limits have only a mild effect on the evidence
ratio for the HS prior choice, but a much more significant effect for the SJPV prior.

By construction both priors, in the absence of oscillations data, do not favor one hierar-
chy over another3. Once the oscillations data are taken into account, but before considering
any constraint on Σ, both priors give very similar posterior odds, which now are driven by
the ∆χ2. Recall that the oscillation experiment measurements of the mass-squared splittings
in eq. (2.1) have not changed dramatically since 2018, although the value of the ∆χ2 has.
As long as the constraints on the sum of the masses are weak – e.g. Σβ < 6.9 eV (adopted
in SJPV) or Σcosmo < 1.5 eV (adopted in HS) – as in 2018, the evidence ratio κno∆χ2 is
inconclusive (< 3) for both prior choices, although the κ∆χ2 contribution now boosts the
overall posterior odds for the NH by a factor 33. However, the situation changes drastically
as the bounds on Σ tighten: in the SJPV case, the evidence is much more sensitive to the
Σ constraints and the evidence for the NH increases much more dramatically once the total
mass limit crosses Σ < 0.1 eV. Regardless of the prior choice, the odds ratio for NH is always
& 100 when including the latest cosmological constraints Σcosmo which disfavour values of Σ
above 0.1 eV.

The Bayesian evidence ratio values or odds can be interpreted qualitatively according
to e.g. the Kass and Raftery [37] scale reported in table 3, which indicates that in all cases
for both choices of priors the evidence ratio is always “Strong” or “Decisive” when including
the κ∆2

χ
normalization. Independently of the prior choice the evidence for the NH is now

“Decisive”. For the HS prior, compared to the results from 2018 when the evidence was weak,

3See discussions in refs.[11, 29]. Briefly, the priors do not distinguish the three mass eigenstates, –this is
called exchangeability, see appendix A– hence do not favor one hierarchy over another before the data arrives.
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K Strength of evidence

1–3.2 Not worth more than a bare mention
3.2–10 Substantial
10–100 Strong
>100 Decisive

Table 2. Kass and Rafetry 1995 [37] qualitative interpretation of Bayesian evidence ratios. This
scale is empirically calibrated. K is a Posterior Bayesian odds ratio, the relative plausibility of two
models in light of the data, and should not be interpreted as number of sigmas or a p-value.
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Figure 6. Posterior distributions p(mi) = P (mi|D,M) for the individual masses and sensitivity to
the adopted Σ limit for the NH (left) and the IH (right). Upper panels show the result with the SJPV
prior, bottom panels the HS prior.

this is driven by the ∆χ2 obtained from the global fit of oscillations data. For the SJPV
prior the evidence moves from “Strong” to “Decisive” even without accounting for the ∆χ2

contribution, and is driven by the improved cosmological limit on the sum of the masses.

Finally, we report the posterior distributions for the individual masses and the sum
of the masses for both NH and IH according to the two prior choices in figures 6 and 7.
The distributions of the individual masses are very similar for the two prior choices: once a
hierarchy is chosen and the degenerate regime (where all the masses are much bigger than
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Figure 7. Comparison of the posterior distributions for the sum of the masses with the SJPV
prior (left) and the HS prior (right). Dashed lines denote the IH, solid lines the NH. The weighted
combined distribution for the two hierarchies is indistinguishable from that of the NH, because of the
overwhelming odds.

the splittings) is excluded by the constraints on Σ, the individual masses are determined by
the oscillations constraints on the mass splittings (eq. (2.1)). The probability distribution
for the sum of the masses of course differs under NH or IH assumptions, but when taking the
weighted sum of the two components the combined probability distribution for Σ is virtually
indistinguishable from that for the NH for either prior choice. This reflects the fact that the
evidence prefers the NH over the IN with odds greater than 100:1. The effect of the stronger
Σ limit can be appreciated by comparing this figure with figure 8 of ref. [11], where a limit
of Σ < 6.9 eV was adopted.

4 Sensitivity analysis

The above results are quite robust to variations over the baseline setup of section 3; in a few
cases these variations affect the results quantitatively but not qualitatively, which we discuss
below. In ref. [30] results are also reported without the SK-atm constraints, in which case
the constraints on ∆m2

3` in eq. (2.1) become

∆m2
3` = m2

3 −m2
` =

{
2.515 (±0.028)× 10−3eV2, (NH)

−2.498 (±0.029)× 10−3eV2, (IH)
(68.4%CL) . (4.1)

The evidence ratios both with and without inclusion of SK-atm data for both prior
choices are reported in table 3. For each case, we report the resulting odds before and after
including the ∆χ2 normalisation from oscillations data. While the SK-atm data does not
affect much the κno∆χ2 , the effect on the κ∆χ2 is major, ranging from 3.7 (no SK-atm) to 33
(with SK-atm). Both cases are reported for completeness, but we see no reason to exclude
the SK-atm data set or the ∆χ2 normalisation, and hence our baseline results include it.

The sensitivity of the posterior odds to the choice of interpretation of the cosmological
constraints on Σ is presented in table 4. Clearly, for a fixed 95% C.L. limit, there is some
sensitivity to the assumed shape (i.e., location of the peak) of the probability distribution,
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NuFITv5.1 (no SK-atm data) NuFITv5.1 (with SK-atm data)

SJPV κno∆χ2
KSJPV (with ∆2

χ = 2.6) κno∆χ2
KSJPV (with ∆2

χ = 7.0)

Σ < 0.8 eV (95%) [A] 4.9 18.1 5.3 174.8
Σ < 0.12 eV (95%) [B] 50.2 219.4 48.7 1607.4
Σ < 0.102 eV (95%) [C] 87.3 322.9 86.7 2861.5
Σ < 0.099 eV (95%) [D] 91.2 337.6 87.5 2888.6
Σ < 0.089 eV (95%) [E] 131.2 485.3 138.0 4553.8

HS κno∆χ2
KHS (with ∆2

χ = 2.6) κno∆χ2
KHS (with ∆2

χ = 7.0)

Σ < 0.8 eV (95%) [A] 1.1 4.0 1.2 38.1
Σ < 0.12 eV (95%) [B] 3.4 12.4 3.6 118.4
Σ < 0.102 eV (95%) [C] 4.1 15.2 4.3 143.4
Σ < 0.099 eV (95%) [D] 4.6 16.8 4.7 156.1
Σ < 0.089 eV (95%) [E] 6.4 23.3 7.4 244.2

Table 3. Bayesian evidence ratios with the SJPV and HS priors. As ref. [30] present results with and
without including Super-Kamiokande atmospheric constraints, here we also report both cases for com-
pleteness. The upper limits on Σ are follows: A=KATRIN sensitivity limit [1], B= Planck+BAO[9],
C=Planck+BAO+RSD [9], D=Planck+BAO+RSD+SNe [9] E=Planck+BAO+Ly-α [10].

Dataset κSJPV (KSJPV, SJPV prior) KHS (HS prior)

Splitting constraints (Σ < 6.9 eV) 2.6 (85.8) 1.0 (33)
Σ < 0.8 zero-centred Gaussian 5.3 (175) 38
Σν < 0.102 Gaussian centred at -0.026 eV 74 (2442) 138
Σν < 0.102 zero-centred Gaussian 87 (2860) 143
Σν < 0.099 zero-centred Gaussian 88 (2900) 156
Σν < 0.099 Gaussian centered at 0.04 eV 43 (1419) 92
Σν < 0.089 zero-centred Gaussian 138 (4550) 244

Table 4. Bayesian evidence ratios for the baseline case but using different interpretations of the
Σcosmo constraints (in eV, 95% C.L.). The rationale for centering the distribution at −0.026 eV is
that this is suggested by ref. [9]; the other plausible alternative to centering the distribution at zero
is to center the distribution at the minimum value allowed by oscillations Σ ∼ 0.04 eV.

but the evidence is always “Strong” or “Decisive” once the ∆χ2 is included. Excluding SK-
atm on the other hand lowers the κ∆χ2 by almost a factor of 10, from 33 to 3.7, but still
larger than the 2018 (HS adopted) value of κ∆χ2 = 1.5.

5 Conclusions

Adopting the latest constraints on the sum of neutrino masses from cosmological observations
and on the mass-squared splittings from ground-based oscillation experiments, we computed
the Bayesian evidence of a given neutrino hierarchy. Our main conclusion is that new data
prefer “Strongly” if not “Decisively” the normal hierarchy, with odds over 100:1 ( from 140:1
to over 2000:1 depending on the prior choice). Compared to similar analyses presented
with older oscillation experiments constraints, this result is driven by two main effects: the
increased ∆χ2 from global fits to oscillations data and the more stringent limits on the sum
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of neutrino masses from cosmology (obtained under the assumption of a ΛCDM model). It is
well known that the evidence calculation is sensitive to the prior choice. To demonstrate the
robustness of this result we have considered two widely different priors: a set of hyperpriors in
logarithmic space on the individual neutrino masses and the so-called “Objective Bayesian”
reference prior, linear in the individual masses, considered in ref. [19] to make the prior as
minimally informative as possible to the oscillations measurements. These two cases are
at the extreme of possibilities for prior choices, and therefore bracket the range of results
achievable with other (physical) choices of priors. While the exact numerical value for the
Evidence depends on the specific choice of prior, and the specific limit on the sum of the
masses, for the latest cosmological constraints4 on the sum of the masses, the evidence remains
“Decisive” across very different prior choices. For the HS prior, cosmological constraints on
the sum of the masses are crucial to push the Evidence above the “decisive” threshold. It is
useful to bear in mind that cosmological constraints are well known to be model dependent:
constraints on Σν degrade for non-standard cosmological models. There are examples in
the literature (e.g., [26–28] and refs. therein) where the choice of the prior leads to an
evidence for the normal hierarchy weaker than reported here. This is achieved at the cost of
having different prior distributions for the different individual masses. Physically this would
imply that the three masses do not share a common origin and therefore that there are three
different (yet undiscovered) mechanisms of mass generation for the different mass eigenstates.

We have also predicted the probability distribution for values of the individual neutrino
masses and of the sum of the masses that future experiments should measure.

Our findings update and corroborate the previous results of ref. [11] and significantly
increase the Bayesian evidence for the normal hierarchy. This has important consequences for
neutrino physics and experiments that search for neutrino-less double beta decay. Current
efforts aim at the ton-scale active material experiments, which are sensitive to the 10 meV
scale in the effective neutrino mass of this decay. In light of the results of this work, the
motivation for covering the inverted hierarchy scenario is lost and the focus should shift
to maximising the fraction of the normal hierarchy parameter space covered by a given
experiment. Moreover, our results increase the incentive for neutrino-less double beta decay
experiments that would further cover the parameter space for the NH, either due to their
ability to scale up the mass of the decaying nucleus or because the choice of nucleus is
favoured by a smaller decay half-life.
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A Bayesian hierarchical modelling

A key difference between the analysis of ref. [11] and other works is that the prior is hierar-
chical in nature. Hierarchical priors were first explored in the 1960s, but their impact was
not fully realised until the 21st century. This is mostly due to the increase in computing
power, as computing the evidence from these priors is computationally expensive. Rather
adopting a single pre-determined prior, of fixed position and breadth, one adopts instead a
hyperprior, that is one introduces an entire family of priors and effectively marginalises over
them. Without repeating the arguments presented in ref. [11], the rational can be summa-
rized as follows: Hyperpriors are thus more flexible and as a result of marginalizing over the
hyper-parameters describing this family of priors, the posterior is less sensitive to the prior
itself. To appreciate how hierarchical priors can help improve measurements, consider the
following scenario. Alice and Bob are the first astronauts ever to set foot on an exoplanet.
Upon exiting their spacecraft, they soon come across a new life form, a species they call
snargs. In order to collect data on the nature of snargs, Alice and Bob perform various
measurements on the individual creatures. One by one, Alice and Bob begin measuring how
much each adult snarg weighs. The first specimen weighs 9.8 kg, while the second is found
to weigh 9.7 kg. For these measurements, the accuracy of the weighing device is one part
in a thousand, and the uncertainties in the separate measurements can be assumed to be
statistically independent (i.e., not due to a calibration error in the weighing device).

After some time, Alice and Bob have successfully measured the masses of 99 different
snargs. The mean mass of the snargs they have sampled so far is 9.6 kg, with a standard
deviation of 0.2 kg. However, they are not so fortunate with the 100th snarg. Activity
from a nearby star causes an electrical storm to engulf the planet, resulting in both of
their weighing devices to malfunction when measuring the 100th snarg. The weighing device
returns a measurement of 25 kg, along with an uncertainty of 20 kg. What is the true mass of
the 100th snarg? Alice and Bob are both Bayesians, but they adopt different priors on their
snarg masses. Alice adopts independent uniform priors on each of the snargs. Her posterior
belief on the mass of the 100th snarg is therefore 25 kg with a standard error of 20 kg. Bob
adopts a different approach. Bob assumes that the mass of every snarg (including the 100th
they weigh) comes from the same underlying distribution, and adopts a hyerarchical prior
which is described by two hyperparameters: the mean and the standard deviation. Bob
marginalizes over the hyperparameters values, in the usual way. The precise measurements
on the first 99 snargs effectively constrain the values of the hyperparameters. By using a
hierarchical model on the mass of the snargs, Bob’s posterior belief is that the mass of the
100th snarg is 9.6 kg with a standard error of 0.2 kg. Alice’s and Bob’s beliefs in the mass
of the 100th snarg differ in their precision by a factor of one hundred.

Hyperpriors are more flexible than standard priors and make the posterior less sensi-
tive to the prior itself. Following ref. [11], we work in a five-dimensional parameter space,
consisting of the three neutrino masses indicated by the vector m = m1,m2,m3, and two
hyperparameters µ and σ. This takes the form

P (D,m, µ, σ|M) = P (D|m,M)P (m|µ, σ,M)π(µ, σ|M) (A.1)

where D represents the data vector and M the Model or hypothesis i.e., normal or inverted
hierarchy, and π(µ, σ|M) is the hyperprior.
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The prior must reflect our state of belief before the data arrived. As the three masses are
indistinguishable before the (oscillation) data arrives, our prior must (and does by construc-
tion, as the three masses are drawn from a common prior) reflect this symmetry. This feature
is also known as exchangeability, which naturally arises if the three masses share a common
origin, a hypothesis that is adopted in most particle physics models for the neutrino masses.
The relation between exchangeability and hierarchical prior is further explored in [38–40],
but we will not dwell on this here. Following ref. [11] we adopt a hierarchical lognormal
prior P (logm|µ, σ,M) ∼ N (logµ, σ), where N denotes the Normal (Gaussian) distribution
with mean and standard deviation controlled by the two hyperparameters µ and σ. Here
µ represents the median mass value associated with the lognormal distribution, while σ de-
notes the standard deviation of the Gaussian in log space. The hyperprior imposed on our
hyperparameters is given by π(logµ, log σ|M) ∼ U(logµmin, logµmax)U(log σmin, log σmax),
where U denotes a uniform distribution between the maximum and minimum bounds of
µmin = 5× 10−4 eV, µmax = 0.3 eV and σmin = 5× 10−3 eV, σmax = 20 eV.

B Objective Bayesian prior

For completeness, we report here the details on our implementation of the HS prior of ref. [19].
The approach in ref. [19] is to construct a prior that contributes minimal information to the
analysis; or, in other words, the prior that maximises the expected information gain from the
data. A ‘reference prior’ (see e.g. [41]) is used, which maximises the missing information be-
tween the posterior and prior as data arrives, in a mathematically well-defined sense. In the
case of the neutrino hierarchy problem, where the likelihood has achieved asymptotic normal-
ity, the reference prior corresponds to the Jeffreys prior and so uses the Fisher information
as information measure.

The natural parameters to use then are the small and large squared mass splittings, φ
and ψ respectively,5 and the sum of the masses Σ. With the precision of current measure-
ments, all three parameters (φ, ψ, Σ) can be treated as linear and the standard deviation
as constant, which results in uniform Jeffreys priors for each of the parameters (φ, ψ, Σ).
Due to the independence of the datasets, the total reference prior is the product of the three
reference priors for φ, ψ, Σ. Hence these are taken to be uniform, excluding non-physical
values. This prior is improper so a maximum value for Σ must be taken, which HS take to
be 1.5 eV. This prior can then be transformed to the reference prior in the (mL, mM, mH)
parameterisation using the Jacobian, such that

J(mL,mM,mH) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂(φ, ψ,Σ)

∂(mL,mM,mH)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
= 4(mLmM +mLmH +mMmH)

(B.1)

is the resulting reference prior for the neutrino masses.
The implicit approximation adopted here, as discussed in ref. [29] is that there is trans-

lational invariance of the likelihood, that is, the likelihood does not change shape or width as
a function of each parameter. While this is approximately (although certainly not exactly)
true for Σ, it is interesting to consider the case for the squared mass splittings. This approx-
imation implies that the error on φ (the small squared mass splitting) and ψ (the large one)

5Ref. [29] uses an alternative definition for the large mass splitting, but this is unimportant for this
application.
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do not depend on the value of the splitting (φ or ψ) itself. We know that this holds around
the maximum likelihood for each mass splitting: the sensitivity to the mass splitting goes
roughly like ∼ sin2(∆m2

ijL/E) where L denotes the distance traveled by the neutrinos and E
their energy and the L/E range explores more than 2π in the argument of sin. However, the
experimental design is very different for the large versus the small splitting. In particular,
the large splitting constraints rely on accelerators and the small splitting constraints rely on
nuclear reactors, which have different energies and spread physics.

As eq. (2.1) indicates, φ is about an order of magnitude smaller than ψ (a factor 30 to
be precise) and the error on φ is about an order of magnitude smaller than ψ, suggesting that
experimental design might have been tuned to reach roughly the same relative errors in each
of the splittings. On the other hand, if it can be stated that the small mass splitting would
have an error ∼ 10−6 eV2 and the large one an error ∼ 10−5 eV2 even if the two mass spitting
were of the same order of magnitude, then the likelihood is truly transationally invariant.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to find a firm answer to this, but we believe these
considerations might help the reader to appreciate the subtle but important role of priors
and their relation to the physics and the mathematics underlying the issue at hand.
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