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Probing the anisotropic distribution of baryon matter in the Universe
using fast radio bursts *
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Abstract: We propose that fast radio bursts (FRBs) can be used as the probes to constrain the possible anisotropic
distribution of baryon matter in the Universe. Monte Carlo simulations show that, 400 (800) FRBs are enough
to detect the anisotropy at 95% (99%) confidence level, if the dipole amplitude is at the order of magnitude 0.01.
However, much more FRBs are required to tightly constrain the dipole direction. Even 1000 FRBs are far from enough
to constrain the dipole direction within angular uncertainty ∆θ < 40◦ at 95% confidence level. The uncertainty on
the dispersion measure of host galaxy does not significantly affect the results. If the dipole amplitude is in the level
of 0.001, however, 1000 FRBs are not enough to correctly detect the anisotropic signal.
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Introduction

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are short-duration and energetic radio transients with typical radiation frequency
∼ GHz and typical duration ∼ milliseconds happening
in the Universe. For recent reviews, see e.g. Ref. [1–3].
The first discovery of FRBs can be traced back to 2007,
when Lorimer et al. reanalyzed the archive data of the
Parkes 64-m telescope and found an extraordinary radio
pulse, which is now named FRB 010724 [4]. This phenomenon has for long time not attracted much attention
from astronomers, until four other bursts were discovered in 2013 [5]. Since then, FRBs have aroused great
interests within the astronomy community. The observed dispersion measures (DM) of most FRBs greatly
excess the contribution from the Milky Way, indicating
that they occur at cosmological distance. The cosmological origin is further confirmed as the identification
of the host galaxy and the direct measurement of redshift [6–8]. Thanks to the progress in the observational
technique, more and more FRBs have been discovered
in recent years. Up to now, hundreds of FRBs have
been reported [9, 10]. Generally, FRBs can be divided
into two types according to whether they are repeating
or not. Most FRBs observed so far is apparently nonrepeating, and tens of FRBs are found to be repeating
but without periodicity. Except for an extremely active
repeating source, FRB 121102, from which hundreds of
bursts have been detected [11–14], most of the rest repeating sources found by the Canadian Hydrogen Inten-

sity Mapping Experiment (CHIME) telescope only repeat two or three times [15]. Statistical analysis of FRB
121102 shows that the burst energies from this source
follow the bent power-law and are scale-invariant [16],
implying that there are some similarities between FRBs
and soft gamma repeaters (SGRs) [17]. Recently, the
CHIME/FRB Collaboration [18] found an unexpected
long period of 16.35 days with an approximately 4-day
active window in FRB 180916.J0158+65. Interestingly,
the recently discovered FRB 200428 is found to be associated with the Galactic magnetar SGR 1935+2154 [19],
which implies that magnetar can be the progenitor of at
least some FRBs.
FRBs are very energetic and detectable up to high
redshift [20]. Therefore, they can be used as the probes
to study the cosmology. Yu & Wang showed that FRBs
can be used to measure the cosmic proper distance [21].
Walters et al. showed that FRBs can be used to constrain
the cosmological parameters, especially the baryon matter density [22]. Li et al. proposed that FRBs can be
used to constrain the fraction of baryon mass in the intergalactic medium (IGM) model-independently [23, 24].
Xu & Zhang proposed that FRBs can be used to probe
the intergalactic turbulence [25]. Wu et al. pointed out
that FRBs can be used to measure the Hubble parameter
H(z) independent of cosmological model [26]. Pagano &
Fronenberg showed that the highly dispersed FRBs can
be used to constraining the epoch of cosmic reionization
[27]. Qiang et al. showed that FRBs can be used test the
possible cosmic anisotropy [28]. In addition, the strongly
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lensed FRBs can be used to probe the compact dark matter in the Universe [29]. Especially, strongly lensed repeating FRBs can tightly constrain the Hubble constant
and cosmic curvature [30]. Interestingly, strongly lensed
repeating FRBs can be used as the probes to search for
gravitational waves [31]. Besides, FRBs can be used to
test the fundamental physics, such as constraining the
weak equivalent principle and photon mass [32–35].
The observations on the cosmic microwave background (CMB) shows that the Universe is homogeneous
and isotropic in large scale [36, 37]. However, there is no
direct evidence that the baryon matter is also isotropic.
Especially, observations on the luminosity of type-Ia supernovae show that there is possible anisotropy [38–40].
In addition, observations on the fine-structure constant
from quasar absorbtion line also show that the Universe
may be anisotropy [41, 42]. Interestingly, the dipole fitting to both the supernovae data and fine-structure constant data leads to a consistent dipole direction [43]. The
anisotropy can be caused by e.g. the interaction of photons with the anisotropic distribution of baryon matter.
In this paper, we will show that FRBs can be used to test
the possible anisotropic distribution of baryon matter in
the Universe. The DM is the integral of electron density
alone the line of sight, while the latter is proportional
to the baryon matter in the Universe. By measuring the
DM of hundreds of FRBs at different directions on the
sky, we can detect the anisotropic signal in the baryon
matter distribution.
The rest parts of this paper are arranged as follows:
In Section 2, we present the methodology of how to using FRBs to test the anisotropic distribution of baryon
matter. In Section 3, we investigate the capability of future FRB data in testing the anisotropic distribution of
baryon matters using Monte Carlo simulations. Finally,
discussions and conclusions are given in Section 4.

2

Methodology

Due to the interaction of photons with free electrons, photons with different energies travel with different speed. The relative time delay between low- and
high- energy photons propagating from a distant source
to earth is proportional to the dispersion measure (DM),
which is the integral of electron density along the photon path [44]. This effect is especially important in the
low-energy wave bands, such as the radio bands in which
FRBs are observed. The DM is related to the matter distribution along the light path, so it contains the information of the Universe and the distance of FRB source.
In general, the observed DM of a FRB contains three
parts: the contributions from Milky Way (MW), inter∗ This

galactic medium (IGM) and host galaxy [45, 46],
DMobs = DMMW + DMIGM +

DMhost
,
1+z

(1)

where the factor 1 + z accounts for the cosmic dilation.
The term DMMW can be well constrained by modelling
the electron distribution of the MW [47–49], as long as
the position of FRB is known. Thus it can be subtracted
from the total observed DM, leaving behind the extragalactic DM,
DME ≡ DMobs − DMMW .

(2)

The uncertainty of DME is propagated from
p the uncer2
2
+ σMW
.
tainties of DMobs and DMMW , i.e. σE = σobs
The DMobs can be tightly constrained by observing
the time-resolved spectra of FRBs. According to the
FRB catalog [9], the average uncertainty on DMobs is
only 1.5 pc cm−3 . For FRBs at high Galactic latitude (|b| > 10◦ ), the DM contributing from MW can
be tightly constrained with an average uncertainty of 10
pc cm−3 [50]. Therefore, we take σobs = 1.5pc cm−3 and
σMW = 10pc cm−3 in the following calculations. We treat
DME in equation (2) as the observed quantity. On the
other hand, if we can model DMIGM and DMhost , the
extragalactic DM can be also calculated theoretically by
DMth
E = DMIGM +

DMhost
.
1+z

(3)

By comparing the observed and theoretical DME , the
cosmological parameters can be constrained.
The DM contributing from IGM, assuming that both
hydrogen and helium are fully ionized∗ , can be written
as [45, 53]
Z
21cH0 Ωb fIGM z
1+z
p
DMIGM (z) =
dz,
64πGmp
Ω
(1
+ z)3 + ΩΛ
0
m
(4)
where mp = 1.673 × 10−27 kg is the proton mass, fIGM is
the fraction of baryon in the IGM, H0 is the Hubble constant, G is the gravitational constant, Ωb is the normalized baryon matter density, Ωm and ΩΛ are the normalized densities of matter (includes baryon matter and dark
matter) and dark energy at present day, respectively.
Note that equation (4) is based on the assumptions that
the hydrogen and helium are fully ionized, and the matter fluctuation is negligible. We introduce an uncertainty
term σIGM to account for the possible deviation of the actual DMIGM from the theoretical expectation. Following
Ref. [54], we assume σIGM = 100pc cm−3 . In order to test
the possible anisotropic distribution of baryon matter in
the Universe, we model the baryon density as the dipole
form, i.e., the baryon density at direction p̂ is given by

is justified at z . 3 [51, 52].
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where Ωb0 is the mean baryon density, A is the dipole
amplitude, n̂ is the dipole direction which can be parameterized by the longitude and latitude (l, b) in the
galactic coordinates. In this case, DMIGM not only depends on the redshift z, but also depends on the direction
p̂ of FRB source in the sky, i.e.,
21cH0 Ωb0 fIGM
(1 + An̂ · p̂)
64πGmp
Z z
1+z
p
×
dz,
Ωm (1 + z)3 + ΩΛ
0

DMIGM (p̂, z) =

equation (6). Therefore, we take the product h0 Ωb0 fIGM
as a free parameter, where h0 ≡ H0 /(100 km s−1 Mpc−1 ).
In addition, Ωm depicts the background Universe and it
has been tightly constrained by Planck data, hence we
fix it to the Planck 2018 value [57]. This finally leaves
five free parameters (h0 Ωb0 fIGM , A, l, b, DMhost,0 ).

3
(6)

Due to the lack of FRBs with identified host galaxy,
the local environment of FRB source is still poorly
known. Hence it is difficult to model the DM contributing from the host galaxy. Many factors can affect DMhost ,
such as the type of galaxy, the departure of FRB source
from galaxy center, the inclination of host galaxy, etc.
Here we model DMhost according to the evolution of star
formation rate (SFR) history [55] ,
s
SFR(z)
DMhost (z) = DMhost,0
,
(7)
SFR(0)
where DMhost,0 and SFR(0) are the DM of host galaxy
and SFR at present day, respectively. The SFR evolves
with redshift as [56]
"

bη 
cη #1/η
1
+
z
1
+
z
SFR(z) = 0.02 (1 + z)aη +
+
,
B
C
(8)
where a = 3.4, b = −0.3, c = −3.5, B = 5000, C = 9 and
η = −10. We follow Ref. [23] and take DMhost,0 as a free
parameter. Equation (7) should be also interpreted as
the mean contribution from host galaxy. We introduce
an uncertainty term σhost to account for the possible deviation from the mean value. Following Ref. [54], we
consider two different fiducial values for DMhost,0 and its
uncertainty, i.e. (DMhost,0 , σhost ) = (100, 20) pc cm−3 and
(DMhost,0 , σhost ) = (200, 50) pc cm−3 , respectively.
By fitting the observed DME to the theoretical DME ,
the cosmological parameters can constrained. The bestfitting parameters are the ones which can minimize the
χ2 ,

N 
2
X
(DME − DMth
E )
2
,
(9)
χ =
2
σtotal
i=1

Monte Carlo simulations

In this section, we use the Monte Carlo simulations to investigate the ability of future FRB observations in constraining the possible anisotropic distribution of baryon matter. We work in the fiducial ΛCDM
cosmology with the Planck 2018 parameters [57], i.e.
H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1 , Ωm = 0.315, ΩΛ = 0.685 and
Ωb0 = 0.0493. The fraction of baryon in the IGM is
taken to be fIGM = 0.84 [24]. Considering the anisotropy
of baryon matter, we take a fiducial dipole amplitude
A = 0.01, and without loss of generality, the dipole direction is arbitrary chosen to be (l, b) = (180◦ , 0◦ ).
Due to the poor knowledge on physical mechanism
and the lack of direct redshift measurement, the actual
redshift distribution of FRB is still unclear. Yu & Wang
assumed that the redshift distribution of FRBs is similar to that of gamma-ray bursts [21] . Li et al. assumed
that FRBs have a constant comoving number density,
but with an exponential cutoff [23]. Here we assume
that the intrinsic event rate density of FRBs follows the
SFR, where the redshift distribution of FRBs takes the
form [53]
4πDc2 (z)SFR(z)
,
(11)
P (z) ∝
(1 + z)H(z)
Rz
where Dc (z) = 0 c/H(z)dz is the comoving distance,
p
H(z) = H0 Ωm (1 + z)3 + ΩΛ is the Hubble expansion
rate, and SFR(z) is given by equation (8). As for the
sky direction, since most FRBs are extragalactic origin,
they are expected to be uniformly distributed in the sky.
We simulate N FRBs, each contains the following
parameters: the redshift z, the direction of FRB in the
galactic coordinates (l0 , b0 ), the extragalactic DM and the
total uncertainty (DME , σtotal ). The detailed procedures
of simulation are as follows:

where the observed DME is given by equation (2), the
theoretical DMth
E is given by equation (3), and the total
uncertainty is given by [23]
p
2
2
2
2
σtotal = σobs
+ σMW
+ σIGM
+ σhost
/(1 + z)2 .
(10)
Note that the Hubble constant H0 , the mean baryon density Ωb0 , and the fraction of baryon mass fIGM are completely degenerated with each other. These three parameters appear together as their product, as is seen in
065104-3

1. The redshift z is randomly sampled according the
probability density function given in equation (11).
The upper limit of redshift is set to zmax = 3 in the
simulation.
2. The sky direction (l0 , b0 ) is randomly sampled from
the uniform distribution, i.e., l0 ∼ U(0◦ , 360◦ ) and
b0 ∼ U(−90◦ , 90◦ ).
3. Calculate the fiducial and anisotropic DMIGM according to equation (6). Then randomly sample
DMIGM from the Gaussian distribution, DMIGM ∼
N (DMIGM , σIGM ).
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4. Calculate the fiducial values DMhost according to equation (7), and randomly sample
DMhost from the Gaussian distribution, DMhost ∼
N (DMhost , σhost ).
5. Calculate the extragalactic DM according to equation (3), and calculate the total uncertainty σtotal
according to equation (10).
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We simulate N = 100, 200, 300, ..., 1000 FRBs respec-

tively, and then use the simulated data points to constrain the free parameters (h0 Ωb0 fIGM , A, l, b, DMhost,0 ).
Figure 1 shows the posterior probability density functions and the 2-dimensional marginalized contours of the
free parameters in one simulation for N = 800, where
the fiducial values of DMhost,0 and σhost are 100 and 20
pc cm−3 , respectively. It is shown that the parameters
can be tightly constrained and the best-fitting values are
consistent with the fiducial values within 1σ uncertainty.

DMhost, 0 [pc cm 3]

Fig. 1. The best-fitting results in a typical simulation with N = 800. The fiducial parameters are A = 0.01,
DMhost,0 = 100pc cm−3 and σhost,0 = 20pc cm−3 . The blue solid and black dashed lines stand for the mean value
and the 1σ uncertainty of the parameters, respectively.

Due to the statistical fluctuation, the best-fitting parameters differ in each simulation. Therefore, we simulate 1000 times for each N with different random seeds.
Figure 2 shows the results for N = 800. The upper-

left panel shows the best-fitting dipole amplitudes and
1σ uncertainties in 1000 simulations. The red solid, red
dashed and red dotted lines represent the mean value,
the fiducial value and the zero value of dipole ampli-
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tudes, respectively. The grey and blue error bars mean
that the dipole amplitudes are inconsistent and consistent with zero, respectively. We see that only 8 out of the
1000 dipole amplitudes are consistent with zeros within
1σ, hence we say that there is 99.2% probability that we
can detect the anisotropic signal, i.e. P (A > 0) = 99.2%.
The upper-right panel shows the histogram of the dipole
amplitudes, which can be well fitted by the Gaussian
distribution, with mean value Ā = (1.14 ± 0.01) × 10−2
and standard deviation σA = (0.36 ± 0.01) × 10−2 . The
lower-left panel shows the best-fitting dipole directions

(black dots) in 1000 simulations. The red plus centering
at (180◦ , 0◦ ) is the fiducial direction. The two black circles represent the circular regions of radius ∆θ < 20◦ and
∆θ < 40◦ with respect to the fiducial direction, which encircle 3.0% and 11.7% of the whole sky, respectively. We
find that 372 and 834 best-fitting directions fall into the
areas ∆θ < 20◦ and ∆θ < 40◦ , respectively, i.e. P (∆θ <
20◦ ) = 37.2% and P (∆θ < 40◦ ) = 83.4%. The lowerright panel shows the best-fitting (h0 Ωb0 fIGM , DMhost,0 )
values, which are highly correlated.
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Fig. 2. The best-fitting parameters in 1000 simulations with N = 800. The fiducial parameters are A = 0.01,
DMhost,0 = 100pc cm−3 and σhost,0 = 20pc cm−3 . Upper-left: the best-fitting dipole amplitudes A with their 1σ
uncertainty. The horizontal axis is the serial number of simulation.

The red solid, red dashed and red dotted lines represent the mean value, the fiducial value and the zero value of
dipole amplitudes, respectively. The grey and blue error bars mean that the dipole amplitudes are inconsistent and
consistent with zero, respectively. Upper-right: the histogram of the best-fitting amplitudes. The black line is the
best-fitting result to Gaussian distribution. Lower-left: the best-fitting dipole directions (l, b). The red plus
centering at (180◦ , 0◦ ) is the fiducial direction. The two black circles represent the circular regions of radius
∆θ < 20◦ and ∆θ < 40◦ with respect to the fiducial direction, respectively. Lower-right: the best-fitting
(h0 Ωb0 fIGM , DMhost,0 ) values. The red plus is the fiducial value.
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We do similar calculation for different values of N ,
and list the results in Table 1. From this table, we can see
that as N increases, the probability that we can detect
the anisotropy, i.e. P (A > 0), also increases. At the same
time, the probabilities P (∆θ < 20◦ ) and P (∆θ < 40◦ )
also increase. This tendency can be seen more clearly
from the right panel of Figure 3, where we plot the probabilities as a function of N . For N ≥ 200, we can detect
the anisotropic signal at more than 90% confidence level.
With about 400 (800) FRBs, the dipole amplitude can be
constrained at 95% (99%) confidence level. However, in

order to correctly found the dipole direction, much more
FRBs are required. Even for N = 1000, P (∆θ < 20◦ )
is no more than 50%. In order to constrain the dipole
direction within 40◦ uncertainty at 80% confidence level,
about 700 to 800 FRBs are required. From Table 1,
we can also see that as N increases, the mean value of
dipole amplitude Ā goes closer to the fiducial value. For
N ≥ 200, the mean dipole amplitude Ā is consistent with
the fiducial value within 1σ uncertainty, see also the left
panel of Figure 3, where we plot Ā as a function of N .

Table 1. The results of 1000 simulations for different values of N . The fiducial parameters are A = 0.01,
DMhost,0 = 100pc cm−3 and σhost,0 = 20pc cm−3 . First column: the number of FRBs in each simulation. Second column: the probability that we can detect a non-zeros dipole amplitude. Third and fourth columns: the
probabilities that best-fitting dipole direction is consistent with the fiducial direction within 20◦ and 40◦ , respectively. Fifth and sixth columns: the mean value and standard deviation of the dipole amplitudes, respectively.

N
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900
1000

P (A > 0)
0.862
0.904
0.933
0.953
0.968
0.979
0.985
0.992
0.996
0.991

P (θ < 20◦ )
0.093
0.141
0.198
0.234
0.272
0.293
0.355
0.372
0.388
0.427

P (θ < 40◦ )
0.329
0.449
0.567
0.638
0.685
0.744
0.794
0.834
0.854
0.864

A/10−2
1.86
1.51
1.34
1.25
1.19
1.17
1.17
1.14
1.12
1.07

σA /10−2
0.86
0.67
0.53
0.50
0.44
0.41
0.39
0.36
0.34
0.31
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Fig. 3. Left: the mean value of dipole amplitudes in 1000 simulations as a function of N . The error bar represents
the standard deviation of dipole amplitudes. Right: the probability that we can correctly reproduce the fiducial
dipole amplitude or dipole direction as a function of N .

To investigate if the increasing of σhost will affect our results or not, we set the fiducial values
(DMhost,0 , σhost ) = (200, 50) pc cm−3 , and do similar

calculation. The results are compared with the case
(DMhost,0 , σhost ) = (100, 20) pc cm−3 in Figure 3. The left
panel plots the mean value of dipole amplitudes in 1000
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simulations as a function of N , and the right panel shows
the probability that we can correctly reproduce the fiducial dipole amplitude or dipole direction as a function of
N . We see that the increase of σhost from 20 pc cm−3
to 50 pc cm−3 almost does not change the results. This
can be understood from equation (10): the uncertainty
on DMhost is suppressed by a factor of 1/(1 + z) due to
cosmic dilation, and the total uncertainty is dominated
by σIGM , which we choose to be 100 pc cm−3 in the simulation.
To test if FRBs can probe much weak anisotropic signal, we take a fiducial dipole amplitude A = 0.001 and
carry out similar calculation as above. Figure 4 shows
the results of 1000 simulations, with N = 1000 FRBs in
each simulation. The upper-left panel shows the best-

fitting dipole amplitudes. We found P (A > 0) = 79.2%,
meaning that there is still ∼ 80% probability that we
can detect the anisotropic signal. However, the histogram of dipole amplitudes in the upper-right panel
shows that the mean value and standard deviation of
the dipole amplitudes is Ā = (5.14 ± 0.10) × 10−3 and
σA = (2.40 ± 0.10) × 10−3 , respectively. The mean dipole
amplitude is about five times larger than the fiducial
dipole amplitude, and it is inconsistent with the fiducial dipole amplitude within 1σ. Especially, the lowerleft panel shows that the best-fitting dipole directions
are randomly distributed in the sky, P (θ < 20◦ ) = 4.8%
and P (θ < 40◦ ) = 14.6%. This means that we actually
can’t correctly constrain the dipole anisotropy with 1000
FRBs, if the dipole amplitude is in the level of 0.001.
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The same to Figure 2, but with N = 1000 and the fiducial dipole amplitude A = 0.001.

Discussions and Conclusions

In this paper, we have investigated the use of FRBs
in probing the possible anisotropic distribution of baryon
matter in the Universe. We assumed that the distribution of baryon matter has the dipole form, and the
fiducial dipole amplitude is chosen to be 0.01. Accord-

ing the simulations, 200 FRBs with well measured redshift and localization are enough to tightly constrain the
anisotropy amplitude at 90% confidence level. With 800
FRBs, the dipole amplitude can be constrained at 99%
confidence level. However, much more FRBs are required to constrain the dipole direction. To constrain
the dipole direction with uncertainty ∆θ < 40◦ (which
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covering 11.7% of the whole sky) at 80% confidence level,
we require 700 to 800 FRBs, but even 1000 FRBs are not
enough to improve the confidence level to 90%. These
results do not strongly affected by the uncertainty on
the DM of host galaxy. If the fiducial dipole amplitude
is 0.001, however, 1000 FRBs are far from enough to
correctly detect the anisotropic signal.
In a recent paper, Qiang et al. have used the FRBs to
test the anisotropy of the Universe use the similar simulation method, but found a very different result [28].
They found that about N = 2800 FRBs are required to
find the cosmic dipole with amplitude 0.01, comparing
with N = 200 FRBs required based on our calculation.
The difference may be caused by some reasons. First,
we use a different redshift distribution in the simulations. Qiang et al. assumed an exponential distribution
P (z) ∝ z exp(−z) similar to that of gamma-ray bursts,
while we assumed that the redshift distribution follows
the SFR. Compared with the exponential distribution,
the redshift distribution we used here has more FRBs
at high redshift. Second, Qiang et al. directly assumed
that DME takes the dipole form, while we assumed that
the baryon matter density Ωb takes the dipole form. Actually, the dipole of Ωb is equivalent to the dipole of
DMIGM , since the latter is proportional to the former.
But it is not equivalent to the dipole of DME , because
DMhost is redshift-, and may be direction-dependent.
Third, Qiang et al. used a six-parameter fit, which is one

more parameter (the matter density Ωm ) than we used
here. We fix Ωm to the Planck value, which is equivalent
to adopt the Planck prior. Finally, Qiang et al. have
not considered the statistical fluctuations. Their conclusion was based on one simulation for a given N . In some
case, a much smaller number of FRBs can still find the
anisotropic signal.
The progenitors of FRBs are still unclear. The most
popular models evolve one or two compact objects (such
as neutron stars and magnetars) in the central of FRB
source [1]. FRBs are expected to be frequent events in
the Universe, although some of them can’t be observed
due to dim luminosity. Based on the compact binary
merger model, the event rate of FRBs is estimated to be
about (3−6)×104 Gpc−3 yr−1 above the energy threshold
Eth = 3 × 1039 erg [58]. With the running of new radio
telescopes, such as the Australian Square Kilometre Array Pathfinder (ASKAP) [59], the Five-hundred-meter
Aperture Spherical Telescope (FAST) [60], the Canadian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME )
[61], the BAO from Integrated Neutral Gas Observations
(BINGO) [62], etc., more FRBs with well measured redshift can be observed. We expected that the anisotropic
signal of baryon matter can be detected or ruled out in
the near future.
This work has been supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant Nos.
11603005, 11775038 and 12005184.
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822, L15 (2016), 1602.07835.
34 S. J. Tingay and D. L. Kaplan, Astrophys. J. Lett. 820, L31
(2016), 1602.07643.
35 L. Bonetti, J. Ellis, N. E. Mavromatos, A. S. Sakharov, E. K. G.
Sarkisyan-Grinbaum, and A. D. A. M. Spallicci, Phys. Lett. B
757, 548 (2016), 1602.09135.
36 P. A. R. Ade et al. (Planck), Astron. Astrophys. 594, A16
(2016), 1506.07135.
37 Y. Akrami et al. (Planck), Astron. Astrophys. 641, A7 (2020),
1906.02552.
38 I. Antoniou and L. Perivolaropoulos, JCAP 12, 012 (2010),
1007.4347.
39 C. A. P. Bengaly, A. Bernui, and J. S. Alcaniz, Astrophys. J.
808, 39 (2015), 1503.01413.
40 H.-N. Lin, X. Li, and Z. Chang, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.
460, 617 (2016), 1604.07505.
41 J. K. Webb, J. A. King, M. T. Murphy, V. V. Flambaum, R. F.
Carswell, and M. B. Bainbridge, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 191101
(2011), 1008.3907.
42 J. A. King, J. K. Webb, M. T. Murphy, V. V. Flambaum, R. F.
Carswell, M. B. Bainbridge, M. R. Wilczynska, and F. E. Koch,
Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 422, 3370 (2012), 1202.4758.
43 A. Mariano and L. Perivolaropoulos, Phys. Rev. D 86, 083517
(2012), 1206.4055.
44 S. Inoue, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 348, 999 (2004),
astro-ph/0309364.
45 W. Deng and B. Zhang, Astrophys. J. Lett. 783, L35 (2014),

1401.0059.
46 H. Gao, Z. Li, and B. Zhang, Astrophys. J. 788, 189 (2014),
1402.2498.
47 J. H. Taylor and J. M. Cordes, Astrophys. J. 411, 674 (1993).
48 J. M. Cordes and T. J. W. Lazio (2002), astro-ph/0207156.
49 J. M. Yao, R. N. Manchester, and N. Wang, The Astrophysical
Journal 835, 29 (2017).
50 R. N. Manchester, G. B. Hobbs, A. Teoh, and M. Hobbs, Astron. J. 129, 1993 (2005), astro-ph/0412641.
51 A. A. Meiksin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 1405 (2009), 0711.3358.
52 G. D. Becker, J. S. Bolton, M. G. Haehnelt, and W. L. W. Sargent, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 410, 1096 (2011), 1008.2622.
53 R. C. Zhang, B. Zhang, Y. Li, and D. R. Lorimer, Mon. Not.
Roy. Astron. Soc. 501, 157 (2021), 2011.06151.
54 Y.-P. Yang and B. Zhang, Astrophys. J. Lett. 830, L31 (2016),
1608.08154.
55 R. Luo, K. Lee, D. R. Lorimer, and B. Zhang, Mon. Not. Roy.
Astron. Soc. 481, 2320 (2018), 1808.09929.
56 H. Yuksel, M. D. Kistler, J. F. Beacom, and A. M. Hopkins,
Astrophys. J. Lett. 683, L5 (2008), 0804.4008.
57 N. Aghanim et al. (Planck), Astron. Astrophys. 641, A6
(2020), 1807.06209.
58 X.-F. Cao, Y.-W. Yu, and X. Zhou, Astrophys. J. 858, 89
(2018), 1803.06266.
59 R. M. Shannon, J. P. Macquart, K. W. Bannister, R. D. Ekers,
C. W. James, S. Oslowski, H. Qiu, M. Sammons, A. W. Hotan,
M. A. Voronkov, et al., Nature 562, 386 (2018).
60 R. Nan, D. Li, C. Jin, Q. Wang, L. Zhu, W. Zhu, H. Zhang,
Y. Yue, and L. Qian, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 20, 989 (2011),
1105.3794.
61 M. Amiri et al. (CHIME/FRB) (2018), 1803.11235.
62 E. Abdalla et al. (2021), 2107.01633.

065104-9

