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ABSTRACT

The field of fast radio bursts (FRBs) has entered the age of fine characterization as observational
results from different radio telescopes become more and more abundant. The large FRB sample is
suitable for a statistical study. There is an interesting finding that the waiting-time distributions
of very active repeating FRBs show a universal double-peaked feature, with left peaks lower than
right ones. Assuming these two peaks are independent and initially comparable, we show that the
observed asymmetric shape can be ascribed to the propagational effect in the magnetosphere. An
FRB passing through the magnetized plasma will induce the circular motion of charged particles to
form a current loop. This further leads to an induced magnetic field with opposite direction respect
to the background field. As the effective field strength changes, the scattering absorption probability
of the following FRB will be influenced. The absorption can be important under certain physical
conditions and bursts with smaller time-lags are easier to be absorbed. Also there will be an imprint
on the flux distribution as the scattering optical depth depends on burst luminosity as well.
Subject headings: Radio transient sources; Magnetars

1. INTRODUCTION

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are very bright radio pulses
with millisecond durations. Since the first discovery
by Parkes telescope in 2007 (Lorimer et al. 2007), the
total number of FRBs accumulate gradually, refresh-
ing our understanding on this phenomenon continu-
ously (for reviews, see e.g., Cordes & Chatterjee 2019;
Petroff et al. 2021; Xiao et al. 2021; Zhang 2022a). Es-
pecially in recent years, there are growing interest in
FRBs among the community and more and more ra-
dio facilities are involved in FRB observation. Cana-
dian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME)
has a big advantage in finding new FRBs due to very
large field of view and their first catalog has been re-
leased (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2021). The
interferometric arrays like Australian Square Kilome-
tre Array Pathfinder (ASKAP) and Deep Synoptic Ar-
ray (DSA) can localize FRBs to arcsecond precision
(Bannister et al. 2019; Law et al. 2023). The most sen-
sitive single-dish telescope at present, i.e., the Five-
hundred-meter Aperture Spherical Telescope (FAST) is
extremely powerful in the fine characterization of re-
peating FRBs. A lot of interesting properties of FRBs
has been firstly found by FAST such as polarization
angle swing (Luo et al. 2020), bimodal energy distribu-
tion (Li et al. 2021b), dynamic magnetized environment
(Xu et al. 2022) and so on.
While the observation is making big progress, the

physical mechanism of FRBs is still largely unknown.
The association of FRB 20200428A with the X-ray
bursts of SGR 1935+2154 confirmed that magnetars can
produce FRBs (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2020;

Bochenek et al. 2020). Under the scenario of a mag-
netar source, basically there are two major kinds of
radiation models. One kind assumes FRBs are pro-
duced via synchrotron maser mechanism of relativistic
shocks outside the magnetosphere (e.g., Metzger et al.
2019; Beloborodov 2020). The other kind deems the
production site is inside the magnetosphere via a pulsar-
like mechanism (e.g., Lu & Kumar 2018; Yang & Zhang
2018; Lyubarsky 2020; Lyutikov 2021a; Zhang 2022b).
These two kinds of models have different predictions
that matched the FRB observation to a certain extent
(Margalit et al. 2020; Xiao & Dai 2020; Lu et al. 2020;
Yang et al. 2020), however, they certainly need to be
tested by more observational results.
The large sample of bursts by FAST make it possi-

ble for us to study the statistical properties of individ-
ual FRBs in detail. The bimodal energy distribution
of FRB 20121102A motivates the discussion on FRB
classification method (Xiao & Dai 2022a), further the
constraints on FRB radiation mechanism (Xiao & Dai
2022b). However, the bimodal waiting-time distribution
of FRB 20121102A is rarely discussed, as also found by
Arecibo telescope later (Hewitt et al. 2022). More in-
triguingly, several other active repeaters show similar
double-peaked waiting-time distributions, with left peaks
being always lower than the right ones (Xu et al. 2022;
Zhang et al. 2022, 2023). This motivates us to study the
physical reasons for the waiting-time distribution. Here
in this work we believe it is caused by the propagational
effect in the magnetosphere.
This paper is organized as follows. We study the effect

of wave-particle interaction in a magnetized environment
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in Section 2. An induced magnetic field is formed by the
gyrating electrons under ponderomotive force. Then in
Section 3 we discussed the impact of this time-evolving
induced field on observed FRB distributions. In Section
4 we compare our theoretical predictions with observa-
tional results. We finish with discussion and conclusions
in Section 5.

2. WAVE-PARTICLE INTERACTION AND THE EFFECT OF
PONDEROMOTIVE FORCE

FRBs are strong waves and will accelerate the nearby
charged particles since the dimensionless parameter

a0=
eE

mecω
≃

e

2πmecν

(

4πνFν

c

)1/2

=1.77× 105
(

Fν

Jy

)1/2
( ν

GHz

)

−1/2
(

DL

Gpc

)

r−1
8 (1)

is much larger than unity within 1 AU (Yang & Zhang
2020), where ω is FRB circular frequency and Fν is flux
density. DL is the luminosity distance and r is the radial
distance from FRB source. Since FRBs are not perfectly
monochromatic plane waves, the electric field proba-
bly contains the spatial dependence E = E(r) exp (−iωt).
Therefore the particles will feel a non-linear force called

the ponderomotive force Fp = − 1
4

e2

meω2∇E2 and fol-
low the “figure of eight” trajectory in an unmagnetized
plasma (Yang & Zhang 2020).
Consider a typical magnetar with spin period P ∼ 1 s

and surface magnetic field Bs ∼ 1015G, the light cylinder
radius is

RLC =
c

Ω
=

cP

2π
= 4.78× 109P cm, (2)

and the Goldreich-Julian number density is
(Goldreich & Julian 1969)

nGJ = ΩB/(2πec) = 6.94× 107Bs,15P
−1r−3

8 cm−3, (3)

where we assume dipole field B(r) = Bs(r/RNS)
−3 and

neutron star radius RNS ∼ 106 cm. The cyclotron and
plasma frequencies are

ωB =
eB

mec
= 1.76× 1016Bs,15r

−3
8 rad s−1 (4)

ωp=

(

4πnee
2

me

)1/2

=1.49× 1010M
1/2
3 B

1/2
s,15P

−1/2r
−3/2
8 rad s−1, (5)

where ne = MnGJ and M is the multiplicity. There-
fore in the magnetosphere ωB ≫ ω, ωp is always sat-
isfied. If a strong external magnetic field exists in the
plasma, the motion of electrons is very different from the
unmagnetized case. Instead of oscillations with momen-
tum ∼ a0mec, electrons will experience E×B drift and

the ponderomotive force becomes F
(B)
p = −mec

2

4B2
0

∇E2

(Lyutikov 2020). The drift is in the azimuthal direction
with a velocity

vd =
c

e

F
(B)
p ×B

B2
. (6)

This drift motion of charged particles leads to the for-
mation of a current loop, which will induce an opposite
magnetic field with strength (Lyutikov 2020)

Bind = πne,bmec
2E

2

B3
. (7)

Here we introduce a “background” non-relativistic
plasma number density ne,b = fne at each radius. Gen-
erally the electron-positron pairs are accelerated to rela-
tivistic speeds by parallel electric field at the beginning.
As the electrons and positrons move in opposite direc-
tions along the magnetic field lines, two stream insta-
bility may develop and generate plasma oscillations that
broaden the momentum distribution. While a large por-
tion of pairs still flow outwards with high Lorentz factors
and form a steady wind, a notable fraction of pairs are
non-relativistic, as indicated by numerical simulation re-
sults (Beloborodov 2013). These slow-moving particles
constitute a background plasma, however, the fraction f
is highly uncertain and depends on initial conditions. Ba-
sically the region of influence by the outgoing pairs would
likely move upwards and quickly escape from the mag-
netosphere, leaving negligible impact on the following
bursts. Therefore we only consider the induced field of
non-relativistic particles. The induced current could only
last for finite time because the non-relativistic plasma is
not an ideal MHD fluid and electrical resistance exists.
The Spitzer resistivity of the plasma is

η =
πe2m

1/2
e ln Λ

(kBTe)3/2
, (8)

where the Coulomb logarithm is

lnΛ = ln

[

3k
3/2
B

2π1/2e3

(

T 3
e

ne,b

)1/2
]

, (9)

and Te is the plasma temperature. Generally, thermal
equilibrium is not reached in the magnetosphere and the
radial variation of Te is poorly understood. The back-
ground electrons are non-relativistic therefore the up-
per limit is Te . mec

2/kB ∼ 1010K. Physically, we
may define an “effective temperature” according to the
energy of charged particles. Lu & Phinney (2020) sug-
gested that due to the induced relativistic motion by the
nonlinear effect, the effective temperature would be very
high (∼ a20mec

2/kB) and dependent of the burst inten-
sity. However, in the presence of an external strong mag-
netic field, this effect is suppressed since the magnetic
nonlinearity parameter is

a
(B)
0 =

eE

mecωB
= a0

ω

ωB

=0.063

(

Fν

Jy

)1/2
( ν

GHz

)1/2
(

DL

Gpc

)

B−1
s,15r

2
8 , (10)

then the effective temperature is approximated as Te ∼

(a
(B)
0 )2mec

2/kB. Therefore Te varies in the range of
104−1010K among different bursts. For practical reason
we just assume several typical values of Te in our calcu-
lation. Consider a loop of current, energy conservation
means the energy of drift motion is converted to Joule
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heat

d

dt
(
1

2
mev

2
dne,b) = j2ηt, (11)

Substituting the electric current density j = evdne,b and
we obtain

vd(r, t) = vd,0e
(−ηe2ne,b/me)t. (12)

Since Bind ∝ j ∝ vd, the time evolution of Bind fol-
lows the same exponential decay. Therefore, an FRB
can alter the field strength on its path, then the next
FRB wave will propagate in an environment with effec-
tive field strength Beff = B − Bind. The characteristic
dissipation time of the current is

tdiss = me/(ηe
2ne,b). (13)

Once the FRB burst ends, the induced magnetic field
would become zero due to E = 0. Therefore, The re-
laxation time of magnetic field to the initial status tre is
the minimum between burst duration tdur and dissipa-
tion time tdiss. This implies that the induced field can
exist no longer than typical FRB duration of a few mil-
liseconds. Observationally, subburst structures or multi-
peak bursts are very common for active repeaters and
they have extremely short time-lags, for which the in-
duced field may play an important role.

3. TRANSPARENCY OF FRBS IN THE MAGNEOSPHERE
WITH A TIME-EVOLVING FIELD STRENGTH

Beloborodov (2021) argued that an FRB wave must in-
teract with the pair plasma in the outer magnetosphere
and the scattering cross section is so huge that radio
waves cannot escape. However, Qu et al. (2022) found
that the scattering optical depth can be less than unity
as long as the pairs are moving outwards with a ultrarela-
tivisic speed of γp ≥ 103, and the angle between magnetic
field with FRB wave vector is small in the open field line
region. These two requirements are not always satisfied
for all magnetars then the absorption may occur. Follow-
ing the assumptions of Qu et al. (2022), we re-calculate
the optical depth for our dynamic magnetic field scenario
below.
Considering a beamed FRB emission with opening an-

gle θj , and around the pole, the angle θB between a
dipole field line and the radial direction is θB ∼ θj .
In the plasma co-moving frame, Dopper correction is
θ′B = acrsin(D sin θB), where D = 1/(γp(1 − βp cos θB)).
Same as Qu et al. (2022) we can define a critical radius
Rθ where in the comoving frame ω′

B/ω
′ = aθ′B is satis-

fied. Within Rθ we have ω′

B/ω
′ > aθ′B and the scatter-

ing cross section drops dramatically. Therefore, the total
scattering optical depth is

τ =

∫ Rmax

Rmin

neσ
′γ2

p

(1 − βp cos θB)
3

cos θB
dr, (14)

where the integration ranges are Rmin = max (RFRB, Rθ)
and Rmax = RLC. The scattering with outgoing pairs
and background plasma can be equally important and we
add up the optical depth contributed by both of them.
Throughout this work we assume that FRBs are pro-
duced at a radius of RFRB ∼ 100RNS = 108 cm. Adopt-
ing the numerical results of cross section σ′ in Qu et al.
(2022), we can calculate τ for consecutive FRBs.

As we can see from Eq.(7), the induced field is stronger
as long as the incident FRB flux is higher or the back-
ground field is weaker. This means that the effective field
strength is weaker at each radius after brighter FRBs
pass by. Therefore, whether an FRB can escape the mag-
netosphere depends not only on the luminosity itself, but
also the time interval and luminosity of previous bursts.
More specifically, Rθ moves inward for an incident FRB
with a higher flux, leading to a larger optical depth and
higher probability for the next FRB being chocked. How-
ever if the time-lag is long, the magnetic field can recover
to the initial static status then the influence of previous
bursts is negligible.
The direct impact of this time-evolving magnetic field

is that the observed waiting-time and luminosity distri-
bution will be strongly modified. In the case of signif-
icant absorption, the observed arriving time of consec-
utive FRBs is no longer independent. Since more lu-
minous burst leads to a larger Bind, the next burst, if
also bright with a short time-lag, is very likely to be
chocked. On the contrary, less-luminous bursts can pass
freely. Observationally, we may expect that usually a
bright pulse is followed by a few weak pulses, and the
situation that two bright pulses occur closely is some-
what uncommon. This has been confirmed by the ob-
servations of FRB 20121102A, where the median waiting
time of high-energy bursts are clearly longer than that of
low-energy ones (Zhang et al. 2021; Hewitt et al. 2022).
To illustrate how much the degree of influence on the

distributions could be, we mock a random sample of 2000
FRBs from one repeater. These FRBs has an intial log-
normal flux distribution and bimodal log-normal waiting-
time distribution. The centeral value and standard de-
viation of normal distributions are assumed somewhat
arbitrarily. In Figure 1 we show an example case in
black color of log(Fν,c/Jy) = −1.0, log(∆t1,c/s) = −3,
log(∆t2,c/s) = 2 with three standard deviations setted
as 1.0. The burst duration in the sample is also mocked
as log-normal distribution of log(tdur/s) = −3 with stan-
dard deviation 0.5. Further, we assume typical magnetar
parameters Bs = 1015G, P = 1 s, M = 103, f = 0.1,
Te = 108K and this repeater locates at a distance of 1
Gpc. We fix θB = 0.2 and plot three cases with dif-
ferent γp. Orange, sky blue and magenta distributions
represent cases of γp = 100, 30, 10 respectively. Bursts
on the high flux end are absorbed as expected. More
interestingly, the left peak of waiting-time distribution
decrease dramatically. To illustrate the influence of the
induced field, we plot in Figure 2 the relative variation of
magnetic field strength as a function of burst flux. Sur-
prisingly, the black squares in the lower part of Figure
2 indicates that the induced field is unimportant under
this set of magnetar parameters, however, significant ab-
sorption still occur mainly due to relative low γp and
large θB (Qu et al. 2022). The waiting time distribution
becomes asymetric even though there is no preference of
absorption on bursts with long or short time-lags. Never-
theless, for a different set of parameters the induced field
becomes notable as shown in the upper part of Figure 2,
further the influence on waiting time and flux distribu-
tion is illustrated in Figure 3 correspondingly. Here we
adjust two characteristic values of our mock sample as
log(∆t1,c/s) = −5, log(tdur/s) = −2 to create favorable
conditions for absorption. Further we adopt a high mul-
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tiplicity M = 3 × 106 and fraction f = 0.2 that leads
to more abundant non-relativistic electrons and larger
induced field according to Eq.(7). We note that these
two values may be higher than normally assumed es-
pecially for f , because we expect most cascaded pairs
have relativistic speeds. However, two stream instabil-
ity may develop and significantly change the momentum
distribution of pairs (see the simulation result Figure 6 of
Beloborodov 2013). Therefore, these two values are just
achievable though not very typical, and we adopt them
to make the effect of different Te visible. The plasma
temperature plays an important role now because the
relaxation time depends sensitively on it, which is shown
in Figure 4. This leads to a marginally distinguishable
impact on the observed distributions shown in Figure 3.
Since the duration of each burst is different in our sample,
here we plot the maximum relaxation time at different
radius. For Te = 1010K case, tdiss is large then tre is
limited by burst duration at large radius, while for the
other two cases tre is dominated by tdiss. Once the plasma
electrons do not have enough time to stop gyration in-
duced by the former burst, smaller Beff leads to larger
possibily of the latter burst being chocked. For longer
waiting time on the right peak, this induced magnetic
field is unimportant mainly because the burst duration
can not be that long. Therefore in the situation of sig-
nificant absorption, the left peak should be always lower
than the right one even if initially they are almost com-
parable, and this has been confirmed by the observations
of several active repeaters, which will be discussed in the
next section.
We note that the scattering optical depth is not a

monotonous function of FRB flux. For a very lumi-
nous burst, sometimes Rθ can exceed RLC, therefore
within the whole magnetosphere the scattering is neg-
ligible due to very small cross section then it can also
escape. In Figure 5 we mock an another burst sample
of same size as in Figure 1, but with a different flux
distribution containing more luminous bursts character-
ized by log(Fν,c/Jy) = 0.0 and log(∆t1,c/s) = −2. We
adopt parameters of Bs = 5× 1013G, f = 10−3 and plot
three cases of θB = 0.05, 0.08, 0.1 while fixing γp = 100.
All other parameters are adopted the same as in Figure
1. We can clearly see that some very luminous bursts
could escape the magnetosphere under suitable condi-
tions. Same as Figure 1, faint bursts can escape freely
and the left peak of waiting-time distribution drops much
more than the right peak.

4. COMPARISON WITH OBSERVATIONS

FAST has monitered a few active repeaters and the
number of bursts from each repeater reached ∼ thou-
sands level. These extremely active repeaters are ideal
targets for testing the theory. In this work we use
the publicly available datasets for three repeating FRB
20121102A (Li et al. 2021b), 20201124A (Xu et al. 2022;
Zhang et al. 2022) and 20220912A (Zhang et al. 2023).
FRB 20201124A has two active episodes and we study
these two samples separately. In Figure 6 and 7 we
plot the waiting-time and flux distributions of above four
burst samples observed by FAST. All four samples show
double-peaked waiting-time distributions with left lower
than right, which is quite consistent with our model pre-
dictions. Also, all four flux distributions deviate from
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Fig. 1.— The waiting-time and flux distributions of mock FRB
sample. Orange, sky blue and magenta colors represent for γp =
100, 30, 10 cases respectively, the distributions of which are clearly
shaped by absorption. The initial distribution is shown in black
color. We fix θB = 0.2 here.

a simple log-normal shape and there seems moderately-
absorbed “dip” features. Here we just show an example
to simulate the dip feature resembling the burst sam-
ple of FRB 20121102A from Li et al. (2021b). We mock
a random sample of size 1700 with log-normal flux dis-
tribution log(Fν,c/Jy) = −1.8, σF = 0.45 and bimodal
waiting-time distribution log(∆t1,c/s) = −2, σt,1 = 0.75,
log(∆t2,c/s) = 2, σt,2 = 0.5. Then we show a case of
Bs = 8×1012G, f = 10−5, θB = 0.5, γp = 2300 and sub-
stituting DL = 0.949Gpc for FRB 20121102A, the initial
and absorbed distributions are represented by black and
magenta colors respectively in Figure 8. Similar dip fea-
ture appears in the flux distribution and the absorption is
just moderate. However, it is difficult to deduce the ini-
tial FRB distributions from the observed ones and make
any reliable constraint on physical parameters because
they are highly degenerated and uncertain. All other
three samples show similar dips that may be caused by
absorption, and recently the evidence of this feature has
been strengthened by the observation of FRB 20201124A
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Fig. 2.— The relative strength of the induced magnetic field
versus the flux of each burst in the sample. Using the parameters
in Figure 1, black squares in the bottom shows that the induced
field is negligible. However, significant absorption still occurs and
shapes the distributions in Figure 1 mainly due to relative low γp
and large θB. Adopting a different parameter set as in Figure 3,
the three colored symbols in the top indicate that the induced field
can be important and the effect of different plasma temperature
becomes visible.

by other telescopes (Kirsten et al. 2023).

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work we revisit the propagation of FRBs in
the magnetosphere and show that the induced magnetic
field can play an important role. This field is caused
by the circular motion of plasma electrons under pon-
deromotive force and will gradually decay as the electric
current disspates due to finite resistivity. The exsitence
of Bind will reduce the effective field strength and en-
large the possibility of scattering absorption, and this
effect is of particular importance for consecutive bursts
with time-lags shorter than milliseconds. We find that
the possiblity of FRBs being unscattered in the magne-
tosphere under typical physical condition of a magnetar
is just acceptable, however to be more specific, neither
as pessimistic as Beloborodov (2021) nor as optimistic as
Qu et al. (2022).
This effect of an induced magnetic field leads to a pref-

erential absorption on bursts with relatively high lumi-
nosity and very short time-lag. Therefore, whether a
burst can escape depend both on the property of itself
and previous bursts. Observations of active repeaters
indicate bimodal waiting-time distributions with lower
left peaks, which is quite consitent with our prediction.
However, we have not made any conclusions on what the
initial waiting-time distributions are. The initial double
log-normal function in this work is just a tentative choice
for two stochastic FRB production processes. We note
that other initial distributions can also be modified by
absorption. Further, the small “dip” structures on the
flux distributions of these repeaters may be also in favor
of absorption.
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Fig. 3.— Similar to Figure 1 but using a different set of param-
eters with Bs = 5 × 1013 G, P = 0.1 s, M = 3 × 106, f = 0.2,
γp = 1000, θB = 0.03. Orange, sky blue and magenta colors repre-
sent Te = 106, 108, 1010 K respectively. The induced field becomes
important as shown in Figure 2, leading to a distinguishable im-
pact on the absorption probability.

FRBs may go through many other kinds of absorp-
tion processes in the magnetosphere (Lyutikov 2021b),
and also on their path to Earth such as free-free and
synchrotron-self absoption. As long as absorption occurs,
it will leave a nonnegligible imprint on the waiting-time
distribution. Therefore these processes may also con-
tribute to shape the observed distribution. What makes
the absorption discussed in this paper unique is that the
adjacent bursts are no longer independent events and the
former burst will influence the absorption possiblility of
the latter one. The shorter the time-lag, the stronger the
influence will be.
However, one may still argue that the observed distri-

butions are just the intrinsic ones at the FRB produc-
tion site and no absorption is needed. However, all four
FAST samples show similar bimodal waiting-time distri-
butions is unusual, as also confirmed by Arecibo obser-
vation (Hewitt et al. 2022). A smoking-gun evidence of
our model is that in the future a double-peaked flux dis-
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108 2 × 108 3 × 108 4 × 108

radius (cm)
10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

t re
,m

ax
 (s

)

T=1e6 K
T=1e8 K
T=1e10 K

Fig. 4.— The corresponding relaxation time for the three cases
in Figure 3. The Coulomb logarithm is not sensitive to ne in the
radius range of interest. Therefore according to Eq.(13), tre is
nearly in proportion to r3. As the plasma temperature goes higher,
the resistivity is smaller and it takes more time to dissipate the
energy of gyration. For Te = 1010 K case, tre at large radius flattens
due to the limitation of maximum burst duration in the sample.

tribution as in Figure 5 is once observed for an active
repeating FRB.
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Fig. 5.— Similar to Figure 1 but fixing γp = 100 and let-
ting θB vary. The surface dipole field Bs = 5 × 1013 G is
adopted. The orange, sky blue and magenta colors represent for
θB = 0.05, 0.08, 0.1 cases respectively. The absorption happens
in an intervening flux range. The initial distributions is in black
color.
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Fig. 6.— The observed waiting-time distributions of four FAST samples, all of which show a universal left-low-right-high double-peaked
character.
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Fig. 7.— The observed flux distributions of four FAST samples, neither of which can be described by a simple function. However, all of
them show “dip” features at certain fluxes, which might be the imprint of moderate absorption.
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Fig. 8.— An imitation of the distributions resembling FRB
20121102A. Adopting the parameters of Bs = 8×1012 G, f = 10−5,
θB = 0.5, γp = 2300, the absorption is only moderate and a “dip”
feature in flux distribution is created.


