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ABSTRACT
Fast Radio Bursts (FRBs) are the short, strong radio pulses lasting several millisec-
onds. They are subsequently identified, for the most part, as emanating from unknown
objects at cosmological distances. At present, over one hundred FRBs have been ver-
ified, classified into two groups: repeating bursts (20 samples) and apparently non-
repeating bursts (91 samples). Their origins, however, are still hotly debated. Here,
we investigate the statistical classifications for the two groups of samples to see if
the non-repeating and repeating FRBs have different origins by employing Anderson-
Darling (A-D) test and Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon (M-W-W) test. Firstly, by taking
the pulse width as a statistical variant, we found that the repeating samples do not
follow the Gaussian statistics (may belong to a χ-square distribution), although the
overall data and non-repeating group do follow the Gaussian. Meanwhile, to inves-
tigate the statistical differences between the two groups, we turn to M-W-W test
and notice that the two distributions have different origins. Secondly, we consider the
FRB radio luminosity as a statistical variant, and find that both groups of samples
can be regarded as the Gaussian distributions under the A-D test, although they have
different origins according to M-W-W tests. Therefore, statistically, we can conclude
that our classifications of both repeaters and non-repeaters are plausible, that the two
FRB classes have different origins, or each has experienced distinctive phases or been
subject to its own physical processes.

Key words: radio continuum:transients - methods: statistical

1 INTRODUCTION

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are bright, millisecond-duration
radio pulses that generated from the extragalactic sources
(in most cases) according to the dispersion measures
(DM) and the redshift of host galaxies of localized FRBs
(Lorimer et al. 2007; Thornton et al. 2013; Chatterjee et al.

⋆ zhangcm@bao.ac.cn(CMZ)

2017). Great progresses have been made in observa-
tions and theories, since the first reported FRB in 2007
(Cordes & Chatterjee 2019; Petroff, Hessels & Lorimer
2019). More than one hundred of FRBs have been
verified, 20 (91) of which are reported as repeating
(apparently non-repeating) FRBs (Petroff et al. 2016;
CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019a; Kumar et al.
2019; CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019b;
Fonseca et al. 2020). The corresponding FRB detec-
tion rate is ∼ 103

− 104day−1sky−1 (Thornton et al.
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2013; Spitler et al. 2014; Keane & Petroff 2015; Rane et al.
2016; Oppermann, Connor & Pen 2016; Champion et al.
2016; Scholz et al. 2016; Lawrence et al. 2017; Patel et al.
2018; Connor 2019). The physical origin of FRBs is
still unclear, though many theoretical models are pro-
posed to solve this challenge (Cordes & Chatterjee 2019;
Petroff, Hessels & Lorimer 2019), including the mergers of
compact objects (Yamasaki, Totani & Kiuchi 2018), col-
lapse of supermassive neutron stars (Falcke & Rezzolla
2014), energetic flares coming form the magnetars
(Kulkarni et al. 2014; Connor, Pen & Oppermann 2016;
Cordes & Wasserman 2016a; Popov & Pshirkov 2016;
Margalit & Metzger 2018) and interactions between su-
perconducting cosmic strings (Yu et al. 2014; Thompson
2017).

Recently, bright millisecond-timescale radio bursts from
the magnetar SGR 1935 + 2154 have been detected
by CHIME/FRB (Scholz & Chime/Frb Collaboration 2020)
and STARE2 (Bochenek et al. 2020a). This phenomenon
suggests that some FRBs may be involved in the strong
magnetic activity generated by magnetars (Katz 2016;
Margalit et al. 2020; Andersen et al. 2020; Lin et al. 2020;
Bochenek et al. 2020b; Lyutikov & Popov 2020), especially
for the repeating FRBs. The repeaters and apparently non-
repeaters (hereafter referred to as non-repeaters) may have
different physical origins. Thus, it is important to classify
the FRBs based on the observed properties.

Clearly, it is natural to divide FRBs into two
groups as repeating and non-repeating samples
(Petroff, Hessels & Lorimer 2019). Both pulse width and
radio luminosity are important characteristics for FRBs
and their radiative properties, and these are frequently
used as FRB sorting criteria (Oppermann, Connor & Pen
2016; Ravi 2019; Qiu et al. 2020; Fonseca et al. 2020).
Petroff, Hessels & Lorimer (2019) presented the histogram
of FRB pulse width, however further statistical tests were
not pursued. Recent results from the CHIME/FRB collab-
oration show that the distributions of two categories are
not same with ∼ 5σ and ∼ 4σ significance using analysis of
their own data on 18 repeating FRBs and 12 non-repeating
ones (Fonseca et al. 2020). The ASKAP group found
that the distribution of pulse width may not be bimodal
(Qiu et al. 2020). But considering that the ASKAP sample
is small and Bayesian methods are more suitable for large
samples, the conclusion is still inconclusive. Meanwhile,
much research on the radio luminosity of FRBs have been
carried out, which mainly focuses on the luminosity function
(Kumar, Lu & Bhattacharya 2017; Luo et al. 2018, 2020;
Hashimoto et al. 2020) , and radio spectrum (Spitler et al.
2016; Macquart et al. 2019; Katz et al. 2020). Although the
above analyses are impressive, the statistics combined with
more data from other telescopes and quantitative statistical
tests are still needed.

Here, we collect all detected FRB data, including the
information on pulse width and radio luminosity, to exam-
ine their distributions for the repeating and non-repeating
samples and check whether two groups of samples have the
same or different origins. In section 2, we organize and
check the rationality of the data. In section 3, we exploit
the Anderson-Darling (A-D) test to see whether the above
data conform to the Gaussian distribution and use a Mann-
Whitney-Wilcoxon (M-W-W) test to check whether the two

distributions share the same origins. Finally, in section 4 we
summarize our results, and discuss possible mechanisms for
the repeating and non-repeating FRBs.

2 FRB OBSERVATION DATA

Our data of FRBs are taken from the database of
FRB Catalogue1(FRBCAT) (Petroff et al. 2016),
and those for repeating FRBs come from FRB-
CAT and published papers (Petroff et al. 2016;
CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019a; Kumar et al.
2019; CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019b;
Fonseca et al. 2020). According to FRBCAT, there is
a significant gap between ∼ 35 ms and ∼ 300 ms in pulse
width. However, we notice that the measurements with
pulse width larger than ∼ 300 ms all come from one
radio facility, i.e., the radio telescope BSA LPI of the
Pushchino Radio Astronomy Observatory, in which the
time interval between samples is 100 ms (Fedorova & Rodin
2019). Considering that there may exist some observational
bias effects in these data, we only include the pulses with
a width shorter than ∼ 35 ms (80 non-repeaters). For
non-repeating FRBs, the possibility of repetition cannot be
rejected, in particular repeating signals from FRB171019
have been observed (Kumar et al. 2019) in 2019. However,
our analysis is based on the current observational data,
and the phenomenon of repeating signals in non-repeaters
is difficult to predict at present. Therefore, we treat the
apparently non-repeating sources as real non-repeaters
under current circumstances. For repeating FRBs, two or
more observations are included. Thus, we calculate the
average pulse width and radio luminosity of each source
as representative of its pulse width and radio luminosity,
respectively. Since the pulse width in the FRBCAT is the
observed width, which is easily affected by dispersion(Ravi
2019), to study the pulse width more accurately, we need
to introduce the intrinsic width that is estimated by Eq.(1)
(Connor, Miller, & Gardenier 2020; Qiu et al. 2020).

ti =
√

t2obs − t2DM − t2s (1)

In the above formula, ti (tobs) is the intrinsic width (observed
width), with ts being the sampling time that depends on the
instrument, and tDM is the dispersion smearing timescale as
calculated in the following,

tDM = 8.3 × 10−3DM
∆νMHz

ν3

GHz

ms (2)

where DM is the dispersion measure, ∆νMHz is the channel
bandwidth in the unit of MHz and νGHz is the central fre-
quency in the unit of GHz. Therefore, the pulse width in the
following text represents the intrinsic width. In Table 1, we
summarize the properties of 20 repeating FRBs, by listing
the observed width, intrinsic width, flux density, fluence and
luminosity distance. In Figure 1, we plot a histogram of the
pulse width for the repeating and non-repeating FRBs.

1 http://www.frbcat.org/
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Figure 1. Upper panel: histogram of repeating and non-repeating
FRBs with pulse width < 35ms. The solid (dashed) line is the
fitted curve for non-repeating (repeating) FRBs. The filled his-
togram is for non-repeating FRBs and the cross-hatched his-
togram is for repeating FRBs. Middle and bottom panels: the
residuals for the non-repeaters and repeaters between the source
data and fitted curve, shown as solid points, where the dashed
lines refer to the cases of residual=0.

3 FRB CLASSIFICATIONS AND
STATISTICAL TESTS

3.1 Samples of all FRBs

A Gaussian distribution occurs naturally in many astronom-
ical data sets (Press, Flannery, & Teukolsky 1986; Mackay
2003), sometimes occurring in data with logarithmic sam-
pling. For completeness, we first investigate the Gaussian
property. Regarding the total statistical properties of all
FRBs, if we assume that the pulse widths of these data fol-
low the Gaussian distribution, we can apply the A-D test
(Ivezić et al. 2019) to examine whether the assumption is
correct. The results of A-D test are shown in Table 2. For
a 0.05 significance level, the statistic (0.547) is smaller than
the critical value (0.760), which indicates that the Gaussian
property of the data on pulse width is probable. We further
use the A-D test to examine whether the radio luminosity
of FRBs conforms to a Gaussian distribution, and the re-
sult shows that its statistic (0.475) is smaller than the crit-
ical value (0.759, as seen in Table 2), which means that the
Gaussian property of the radio luminosity is likely. There-
fore, using a Gaussian distribution to fit for the pulse width
and radio luminosity is acceptable for all data but unknown
for the separate data. Next we will discuss the distributions
for the two samples of repeaters and non-repeaters.

3.2 Samples of repeating and non-repeating FRBs

To obtain the statistical test results for FRB classifications,
we can apply the A-D test and M-W-W test. Here, due
to the small size of repeater sample (20 repeating FRBs),
a Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test is not an effective tool
(Ivezić et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2019). For example, for a
sample size of 10, the error of a K-S test can reach 7%2.

2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

Thus, we adopt the A-D test to check whether the sam-
ple distribution is consistent with a single Gaussian, then
use the M-W-W test to examine whether the two samples
share the same origin even if the data volumes are different.
In our case, the two groups of samples for repeating and
non-repeating FRBs are tested, based on the two character-
istic quantities, the pulse width and radio luminosity. On
the one hand, according to the data in Table 1, there are
20 repeaters, the pulse width of which range from ∼ 0.1 ms
to ∼ 23 ms. On the other hand, for the non-repeating FRB
data, the pulse widths range from ∼ 0.05 ms to ∼ 34 ms.
The mean pulse width of repeating (non-repeating) sources
is ∼ 5.10 ms (∼ 3.35 ms). We use A-D test to check the
Gaussian property of both groups of samples, the results of
which are shown in Table 2.

The results show that the distribution of pulse width
for repeating samples is not Gaussian in either logarithmic
or linear coordinates scales, while the non-repeating sample
belongs to a Gaussian distribution if expressed logarithmi-
cally. Furthermore, to check if the distribution of repeating
FRB pulse widths follows a χ-square type in linear coordi-
nates, the function of which can be described below,

fk(x) =
1

2k/2Γ(k/2)
xk/2−1e−x/2

= Axk/2−1e−x/2

(3)

where A is referred as the fitting coefficient. Here we employ
Eq. (3) to fit the pulse width data of repeaters with the
best fitting parameters of A = 72.978 and k = 1.626. The
goodness of the χ-square fit is calculated by Eq. (4) and the
result is 0.80. In Eq. (4), R2 is the goodness of fit, RSS is
residual sum of the square, TSS is the total sum of squares,
yi values are real data, ŷ are test data on the fitted curve
and y is mean value of the real data. Through the Figure 1,
the histograms are all on the fitted curve or on both sides of
the curve. Thus, we conclude that the distribution of pulse
widths of repeating FRBs could follow a χ-square function.

R2 = 1 −RSS/TSS

= 1 −

n
∑

i=1

(yi − ŷ)2/

n
∑

i=1

(yi − y)2
(4)

In Figure2, we draw the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) for the two groups of samples. Although the two
CDFs are close to each other, they belong to different dis-
tributions. To evaluate the reliability of above inference, we
apply a M-W-W test. The resulting p-value of this M-W-W
test is 0.0065, which is less than 0.05, indicating that the
distribution of two groups are different, as shown in Table
3.

As a next step, we try to use the radio luminosity as
a statistical variant to realize classification for two group
samples. The radio luminosity is estimated by Eq. (5), where
S is the flux density and D is the luminosity distance.

Lradio ∼ SD2 (5)

First of all, the radio luminosity of repeaters and non-
repeaters ranges from ∼ 1039 erg/s to ∼ 1042 erg/s and
∼ 1038 erg/s to ∼ 1044 erg/s, respectively. We plot their

© 2002 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–7
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Table 1. Parameters of 20 repeating FRBs. a

No. Sources Observed Widthb Intrinsic Widthc Flux Densityd Fluencee Distancef Refs.

(ms) (ms) (Jy) (Jy ms) (Gpc)

1 FRB121102 4.82 4.78 0.25 0.372 1.61 (1)
2 FRB180814.J0422+73 23.45(22.57)g 23.43 ...h 22.57 0.39 (2)(3)
3 FRB171019 4.62 4.08 ...hi 101.54 1.89 (4)
4 FRB180916.J0158+65 5.27 5.16 2.08 1.62 0.58 (5)
5 FRB181030.J1054+73 1.01 0.10 3.15 4.75 0.24 (5)
6 FRB181128.J0456+63 5.90 5.80 0.40 3.45 1.14 (5)
7 FRB181119.J12+65 3.49 3.33 0.43 1.77 1.42 (5)
8 FRB190116.J1249+27 2.75 2.53 0.35 1.80 1.90 (5)
9 FRB181017.J1705+68 16.8 16.73 0.40 8.50 6.97 (5)
10 FRB190209.J0937+77 6.55 6.46 0.50 1.25 1.66 (5)
11 FRB190222.J2052+69 2.71 2.48 1.65 5.45 1.64 (5)
12 FRB190208.J1855+46 1.11 0.14 0.50 1.70 2.35 (6)
13 FRB180908.J1232+74 3.83 3.70 2.90 0.50 0.62 (6)
14 FRB190604.J1435+53 2.10 1.78 0.75 8.30 2.42 (6)
15 FRB190212.J18+81 3.10 2.93 0.75 2.75 1.05 (6)
16 FRB190303.J1353+48 3.20 3.04 0.47 2.67 0.77 (6)
17 FRB190417.J1939+59 4.50 4.20 0.53 3.10 7.40 (6)
18 FRB190117.J2207+17 2.74 2.53 1.00 6.36 1.49 (6)
19 FRB190213.J02+20 7.00 6.90 0.50 1.80 2.91 (6)
20 FRB190907.J08+46 2.18 1.92 0.30 2.03 1.07 (6)

a The highest radio luminosity is 1.2× 1044 erg/s from FRB190523, and the faintest for extragalactic conditions is 6.2× 1038 erg/s from
FRB141113. b The average observed width. c The average intrinsic width calculated by eq.(1). d The average flux density. e The
average fluence. f The distance is from FRBCAT (Wright 2006) based on ΛCDM with cosmological parameters: H0 = 69.6 km/s/Mpc,
ΩM = 0.286 and Ωvac = 0.714, where H0 is Hubble constant, ΩM is the mass fraction in the universe and Ωvac is the dark energy
fraction in the universe. g 23.45 is from CHIME (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019a), while 22.57 is from FRBCAT. In our
statistics we use the data from CHIME. h The parameters are not given in FRBCAT or Refs.. i The flux density is not given, but the
fluence is given. So we use the fluence to estimate the luminosity.
Refs. : (1) Spitler et al. (2016); (2) CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. (2019a); (3) FRBCAT; (4) Kumar et al. (2019); (5) CHIME/FRB
Collaboration et al. (2019b); (6) Fonseca et al. (2020).

Figure 2. Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of pulse
width. The dashed line is for repeating FRBs, the solid line is
for non-repeating FRBs.

histograms in Figure 3. The mean radio luminosity of re-
peating (non-repeating) sources is ∼ 2.6 × 1041 erg/s (∼
6.2 × 1042 erg/s). Then, we need to test for the Gaussian
property of the repeating and non-repeating groups by us-
ing A-D test, the results of which are shown in Table 2:
for the repeating FRBs the statistic (0.333) is smaller than
the critical value (0.692), and for the non-repeating FRBs
the statistic (0.592) is also smaller than the critical value
(0.752), so they are both under the corresponding signifi-

Figure 3. Histogram of repeating and non-repeating FRBs for
radio luminosity expressed logarithmically. The solid line is the
fitted curve of non-repeating FRBs. The dashed line is the fitted
curve of repeating FRBs. The cross-hatched histogram is repeat-
ing FRBs and the empty one means non-repeating FRBs. Middle
and bottom panels: the residuals for the non-repeaters and re-
peaters between the source data and fitted curve, shown as solid
points, where the dashed lines refer to the cases of residual=0.

© 2002 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–7
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Figure 4. Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of radio lu-
minosity. The dashed line is for repeating FRBs and the soild one
shows the non-repeating FRBs.

Table 2. A-D test to check Gaussian property a.

Sample Statistic b Critical values (α = 0.05)c

Pulse Width
All Data 0.547 0.760
Non-repeating 0.692 0.754
Repeating 1.430 0.692
Luminosity
All Data 0.475 0.759
Non-repeating 0.592 0.752
Repeating 0.333 0.692

a Tested when in logarithmic scale.
b The statistic in the A-D test. Only when it is smaller than a
critical value does the result make sense;
c The significance level in A-D test we take to be 0.05.

cance level of 0.05. Hence, these results indicate that the
distributions of two groups conform to Gaussian distribu-
tions. In Figure 4, we draw the CDF for two groups, finding
that the two curves are well-separated. We find both dis-
tributions are different using the M-W-W test, for which
p-value is 7.905×10−7 , much smaller than 0.05, as shown in
Table 3. In short, from the viewpoint of statistical tests, two
groups of samples very likely have different distributions.

However, we notice that the mean values of radio lu-
minosity for non-repeaters are different for the CHIME
data with central frequency of 600MHz (1.77 × 1043 erg/s)
and other data centered around 1.4GHz (2.59 × 1042 erg/s)
(Luo et al. 2020). If we assume that the detected FRBs by
both the CHIME and other radio telescopes are originated
from the same phenomenon, then the two mean values of
luminosity should be similar in the case of readjusting the

Table 3. M-W-W test to check different distributions.

Characteristic P-values

Pulse Width 0.0065
Radio Luminosity 7.905 × 10−7

Radio Luminosity in CHIME Data 8.79× 10−6

Adjusted Radio Luminosity 2.47× 10−9

Figure 5. Histogram of repeating and non-repeating FRBs for
radio luminosity on a logarithmic scale, after the adjustment
of data. The solid (dashed) line stands for the fitted curve of
non-repeating (repeating) FRBs. The cross-hatched histogram is
for repeating FRBs and the empty histogram means the non-
repeating ones. Middle and bottom panels: residuals of non-
repeaters and repeaters between source data and the fitted curve,
shown as solid points. Dashed lines refer to residual=0.

observational frequency. In other words, the two different
mean values of luminosity of FRBs by the different instru-
ments may be caused by the observation frequency bands or
facilities calibration. First, we simply use the CHIME data
(Fonseca et al. 2020) with 18 repeaters and 12 non-repeaters
to test the former conclusion, whether the two samples have
the same distributions. Through M-W-W test, the p-value is
8.79 × 10−6 which is consistent with the former conclusion
that they follow the different origins statistically. Second,
we shift the luminosity values of CHIME by reducing an
order of magnitude, which results in the same mean value
as that by the other telescopes, as shown in Figure 5. Ob-
viously, the two samples of the adjusted non-repeaters and
repeaters are tested by applying M-W-W test, as shown in
Table 3, and the result shows the same conclusion as the
former that the repeaters and non-repeaters belong to the
different distributions.

4 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we employ statistical methods to analyze the
distributions of FRB properties based on the statistical vari-
ants of FRB pulse width and radio luminosity, in an attempt
to classify the two sample groups, the repeating (20 sam-
ples) and non-repeating (80 samples) bursts. Because of the
small FRB sample sets at present, we avoid the K-S test
and employ the M-W-W test due to larger uncertainties of
the former. We find that the two groups of samples have
different origins, with the significance level of 0.05.

We think that the statistical classification turns out to
be an effective guide to understanding FRB origins. Firstly,
taking the pulse width as a statistical variant, the distribu-
tion of non-repeating group is conforms to a Gaussian, but
a Gaussian property for the repeating group is not clear
(χ-square distribution seems to be better) when an A-D
test is applied. Furthermore, using M-W-W test, we find

© 2002 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1–7
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that the distributions of two groups, repeating and non-
repeating, are different. Secondly, in terms of radio lumi-
nosity, by adopting the A-D test, we find that the distribu-
tions of repeating and non-repeating groups are both Gaus-
sian. A further M-W-W test shows that the distributions
of two groups are significantly different. In addition, for a
more complete conclusion, we notice that the CHIME data
present the FRB luminosity of non-repeaters one order of
magnitude higher than that of the other telescopes, in av-
erage. Again, we adjust the CHIME data by reducing one
order of magnitude to test if the modified data of CHIME
repeaters has the different origin from the non-repeaters,
and we obtained the same conclusion as that for the un-
adjusted data by M-W-W test: non-repeaters and repeaters
have the different origins. Therefore the statistical difference
between two samples of data indicates that they may have a
different physical origin, or the repeating and non-repeating
phenomena originates in very different physical processes.

There are some interpretations concerning our data and
conclusion which need to be clarified. 1) The pulse width
data from FRBCAT is the observed value and further ob-
tained by search code (Petroff et al. 2016), but it is not
the intrinsic width. Moreover, according to papers published
by CHIME (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019b) and
Kumar et al. (2019), the data they present have been fit-
ted with Gaussian profiles, which means that these data
are the observed pulse width. Since the main purpose of
this paper is not to discuss the DM-t relationship, we di-
rectly use the Eq.(1) to estimate the intrinsic width. Thus,
for these data, we do not apply further processing to re-
move the additional intrinsic structure effects. 2) The pulse
width and flux density data are not corrected precisely
for frequency, because the spectral index of each FRB is
difficult to determine, in particular for the lack of data
for simultaneous observation of the same source at differ-
ent frequencies. 3) The distance we use is from FRBCAT
(Wright 2006) based on ΛCDM with cosmological param-
eters: H0 = 69.6 km/s/Mpc, ΩM = 0.286 and Ωvac = 0.714.
Some papers on luminosity function, such as the work
by Luo et al.(Luo et al. 2020), use ΛCDM with cosmo-
logical parameters: H0 = 67.8 km/s/Mpc, ΩM = 0.308 and
Ωvac = 0.692. 4) The goodness of repeaters’ pulse width fit-
ting curve is only 0.80, which is not high enough. This indi-
cates that even though the distribution of repeaters’ pulse
width is not the Gaussian, the χ-square type should be not
the best. The explanation for this may be due to the lack of
observation data.

To explain the physical origins of repeating and non-
repeating FRB mechanisms, many FRB models have been
proposed. Now that we find two ”congenital” origins related
to different physical processes, the two camps of models
will be briefly summarized. In general, FRB models usu-
ally involve the physical processes of compact objects [white
dwarf (WD), neutron star (NS), black hole (BH)], or the
medium around them. Repeating FRB models usually re-
late to the interaction of compact objects with companion
stars or the surrounding medium, including the super gi-
ant pulses from young NS or pulsars (Cordes & Wasserman
2016a; Connor, Pen & Oppermann 2016), extreme activi-
ties in the magnetosphere magnetars (Kulkarni et al. 2014;
Wang, Xu & Chen 2020; Lyutikov & Popov 2020), accre-
tion of compact objects (Gu et al. 2016), NS interaction

with comets or asteroids (Dai et al. 2016), and maser phe-
nomenon in the surrounding medium of magnetars (Yu et al.
2020). For the non-repeating FRBs, many models involve
the one-off explosive events such as the mergers of compact
object binaries or collisions between one compact object
and another astronomical object, for example, mergers of
BH-NS (Zhang 2016), NS-NS (Yamasaki, Totani & Kiuchi
2018), WD-BH (Li et al. 2018), or comets and asteroid hit-
ting the surface of a NS (Geng & Huang 2015).

Because our statistical results support the classification
of FRB into repeating and non-repeating categories, our
work puts certain constraints on the different models. For
example, a model needs to be discussed from the perspec-
tive of repeating and non-repeating, especially the luminos-
ity difference between repeaters and non-repeaters is about
1.5 orders of magnitude. This difference may indicate that
the non-repeating sources come from a onetime catastrophic
energy release or a violent outburst with a long energy stor-
age period.

Furthermore, compared with the latest results from
CHIME (Fonseca et al. 2020) and Luo et al.(Luo et al.
2020), all data in FRBCAT have been considered and the
new method of M-W-W test has been used in this work.
However, we have to note that different observed center fre-
quencies may cause the changes in pulse width and radio lu-
minosity, which may be the reason why the former research
did not consider all the data. Finally, long-term observations
of the repeating sources will test the different models and
give us a better understanding of their burst mechanisms.
We hope that in terms of further observations, the same
FRB can be observed at the different frequency bands simul-
taneously. In this way, we can more accurately determine the
spectral index of FRBs, thereby constraining the luminos-
ity function of FRBs. Many more FRBs are expected to be
published soon from CHIME, ASKAP, and FAST (Li et al.
2018; Li, Dickey, & Liu 2019; Zhu et al. 2020), the higher
sensitivity of which could provide valuable information re-
garding their still mysterious origin.
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