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ABSTRACT
Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are transient radio signals with millisecond-duration, large dis-

persion measure (DM) and extremely high brightness temperature. Among them, FRB
20180916B has been found to have a 16-day periodically modulated activity. However, the
physical origin of the periodicity is still a mystery. Here, we utilize the comprehensive obser-
vational data to diagnose the periodic models. We find that the ultra-long rotation model is
the most probable one for the periodic activity. However, this model cannot reproduce the ob-
served rotation measure (RM) variations. We propose a self-consistent model, i.e., a massive
star binary containing a slowly rotational neutron star and a massive star with large mass loss,
which can naturally accommodate the wealth of observational features for FRB 20180916B.
In this model, the RM variation is periodic, which can be tested by future observations.

1. INTRODUCTION
Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are transient radio signals which have a milliseconds-duration, large DM and

extremely high brightness temperature (Cordes & Chatterjee 2019; Xiao et al. 2021; Zhang 2023). They
were first discovered in 2007 and then were verified in 2013 (Lorimer et al. 2007; Thornton et al. 2013).
Since then, hundreds of FRB sources had been detected and they are classified as repeating FRBs and
non-repeating FRBs. Among the repeating FRBs, FRB 20180916B (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020)
and FRB 20121102 (Rajwade et al. 2020; Cruces et al. 2021) are found to have a period of 16.35d and 157 d,
which offers a great opportunity to study the physical origin of FRBs. FRB 20180916B is a repeating FRB
source first detected by the Canadian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME) (CHIME/FRB
Collaboration et al. 2019) and it was localized to a star-forming region in a nearby massive spiral galaxy
with a redshift of 0.0337 ± 0.0002 (Marcote et al. 2020). Different from many other FRB sources, FRB
20180916B exhibits a period of 16.35 days and an active window of five days (Chime/Frb Collaboration
et al. 2020). With the help of the follow-up observational data from the Low-Frequency Array (LOFAR)
(Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021; Pleunis et al. 2021) and Apertif (Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021), the active
window shows a strong dependency on frequency, with higher frequency having a narrower active window
and the phase center of higher frequency occurring earlier than the lower frequency (Pastor-Marazuela et al.
2021). For other observational properties, the DM of FRB 20180916B is approximately 349 pc cm−3 and its
variation between different bursts is very small (ΔDM < 1 pc cm−3) (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019;
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Mckinven et al. 2023a; Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021). The RM of FRB 20180916B was stable (Mckinven
et al. 2023a) in the first three years after its discovery in 2018. Then the RM increases monotonically over
a 9 month duration by about 65.6 rad m−2 from −120 rad m−2 to −54.4 rad m−2. But the RM variations
is unrelated to the 16.3-day period (Mckinven et al. 2023a). For a single burst, the variation of linear
polarization angle is less than 10◦ ∼ 20◦ and the bursts are 100% linearly polarised at high frequencies
but depolarise towards low frequencies(Nimmo et al. 2021; Gopinath et al. 2024). For different bursts, the
variation of linear polarization angle is less than 50◦ (Nimmo et al. 2021; Pleunis et al. 2021).

To explain this special periodic activity, numerous models have been proposed. Encouraged by the
observation of FRB 20200428 which is associated with SGR J1935+2154 in the Milky Way (CHIME/FRB
Collaboration et al. 2020; Bochenek et al. 2020), some theoretical models propose strongly magnetized
neutron stars as the emitting source of FRBs. For these models, the periodic activity can be explained by
the orbital motion of a binary system with a neutron star and a massive star with mass loss (Lyutikov et al.
2020; Ioka & Zhang 2020; Wada et al. 2021; Li et al. 2021), the free or forced precession of a neutron
star (Levin et al. 2020; Zanazzi & Lai 2020; Yang & Zou 2020; Tong et al. 2020) or a ultra-long rotation
of a neutron star (Beniamini et al. 2020). A binary system undergoing super-Eddington accretion can also
be considered as the source of this FRB and the periodicity can be explained by the precession of the disc
and the jet (Katz 2020; Sridhar et al. 2021). These theoretical models not only make different predictions
on the temporal evolution of the observed period (Katz 2021; Wei et al. 2022), but also on the distribution
of various observational parameters, such as DM, polarization angle and RM. There are also some other
models, such as a magnetized pulsar traveling through an asteroid belt in a binary system (Dai & Zhong
2020), a binary system with a neutron star and a white dwarf undergoing mass transfer (Gu et al. 2020), a
planet partially disrupted by a neutron star at periastron (Kurban et al. 2022) and a massive binary consisting
of a magnetar and an early-type star (Barkov & Popov 2022). Since they lack of explicit predictions, we will
not discuss them in this work.

The paper is organized as follows. We calculate the period and period derivation of FRB 20180916B
in Section 2. Then, we use the observational data to constrain the periodic model in Section 3. Finally,
conclusions are given in Section 5.

2. PERIOD AND PERIOD DERIVATION
Based on the discovery of periodically modulated activity (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020), the

observational data of FRB 20180916B have significantly expanded which offers an opportunity to get a
more precise period and its temporal evolution. Firstly, we calculate the period of FRB 20180916B with the
epoch-folding method, which had been used to discover its period by CHIME team (Chime/Frb Collaboration
et al. 2020). In this method, we first fold the arrival time of each burst into a normalization phase using the
following equation

𝜙 =
𝑡 − 𝑡0
𝑃

, (1)

where 𝑡0 is set as MJD = 58369.40, 𝜙 is the normalization phase and P is the observational period. Then, the
Pearson 𝜒2 test is performed on the phase of the bursts against rectangular distribution for a given period.
The higher 𝜒2 of the period, the more reliability of the period.

We list the results in Table 1. In the first line of Table 1, we use the 122 bursts detected by CHIME up to
the beginning of 2024 to calculate the period (https://www.chime-frb.ca/). The result is 16.33 ± 0.04 days,
which is similar to the one found by CHIME/FRB (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020). We also utilize 29
bursts provided by LOFAR (Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021; Pleunis et al. 2021; Gopinath et al. 2024) and get a
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Table 1. The period of FRB 20180916B derived from the epoch-folding method with use of the observation data of
CHIME and LOFAR.

Telescope Burst number Time range Period (d) Error (d) References
CHIME 122 2018.09.16-2024.01.14 16.33 0.04 https://www.chime-frb.ca/
LOFAR 29 2019.08.13-2022.09.28 16.32 0.06 (Pleunis et al. 2021; Gopinath et al. 2024)
CHIME 61 2018.09.16-2021-01-30 16.33 0.10 (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020)
CHIME 61 2021-01-31-2024.01.14 16.32 0.07 (Mckinven et al. 2023a)
CHIME 41 2018.09.16-2020.02.21 16.33 0.16 (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020)
CHIME 41 2020.03.24-2021.09.30 16.37 0.15 (Mckinven et al. 2023a)
CHIME 40 2021.09.30-2024.01.14 16.33 0.10 https://www.chime-frb.ca/

period of 16.32±0.06 days, which is consistent with the result derived from the data of CHIME, as shown in
the second line of Table 1. To investigate the possible temporal evolution of the period, we divide the bursts
observed by CHIME into different time bins to calculate the period. In the last five lines of Table 1, we first
divide the bursts of CHIME into two time bins. We get 16.33 ± 0.10 days and 16.32 ± 0.07 days which are
simply the same. Then we divide the bursts of CHIME into three time bins. The results are 16.33 ± 0.16
days, 16.37 ± 0.15 days and 16.33 ± 0.10 days, respectively. These results support that the period of FRB
20180916B possesses a minimal variation, which falls well within the range of the error bar. In order to get
a more accurate constraint on the period derivative ( ¤𝑃), we consider the effect of the ¤𝑃 when calculating the
phase in the epoch-folding method, i.e.,

𝜙 =
2𝜋(𝑡 − 𝑡0)

𝑃
− 𝜋

¤𝑃
𝑃2 (𝑡 − 𝑡0)2. (2)

Two methods are used to estimate 𝑃 and ¤𝑃. For the First method, we utilize the epoch-folding method as
shown in Equation (2). The two-dimensional Gaussian functions are used to fit the result. The 1𝜎 range is
taken as the error bar (Sand et al. 2023). We find 𝑃 = 16.31 ± 0.32 days and ¤𝑃 = −2.6 × 10−5 ± 1.2 × 10−4

day day−1, which is consistent with the derivative ¤𝑃 = 0. A similar result ¤𝑃 = −2.0 × 10−5 ± 1.5 × 10−4 is
also found by CHIME team (Sand et al. 2023). However, it may be not appropriate to assume that the 𝜒2

distributions of 𝑃 and ¤𝑃 obeys two-dimensional Gaussian function. So we use the second method to give a
¤𝑃 ranges for different periods.
For the second method, we use the earlier 61 bursts from CHIME to establish an active window, and then

verify if the subsequent 61 bursts fall within the active window. This method is similar to the one used to get
the error bar of the period of FRB 20180916B (Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020). We derive the ¤𝑃 range
for each period value, as shown in Fig. 2. The blue part is acceptable and the yellow area is unacceptable.
Using this method, we get the ¤𝑃 range for the best fitting results of the period in Table 1. The result is
−6 × 10−5 < ¤𝑃 < 2 × 10−5 day day−1 as listed in Table 2.

This method is based on the assumption that the active window remains the same over time. This
assumption can be satisfied for three reasons. First, according to Table 1 the ¤𝑃 is relatively small, resulting
in negligible changes in the period of the data over a given period of time. Second, for models of FRB
20180916B such as binary model or precession model, the active window will not change over time. Third,
we believe that the active window provided by 61 bursts is sufficiently accurate. In order to mitigate the
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Figure 1. The reduced 𝜒2 of different 𝑃 and ¤𝑃. Top panel shows the result of epoch-folding method for different 𝑃
and ¤𝑃 with the use of Equation (2). A higher 𝜒2 means that the period and its ¤𝑃 are more reliable respectively. Bottom
panel is the two dimensional Gaussian fitting results of the top panel.

Table 2. The range of ¤𝑃 of different intial periods for FRB 20180916B

Period ¤𝑃 range (day day−1)
16.32 0 ∼ 2 × 10−5

16.33 −5 × 10−6 ∼ 1 × 10−5

16.34 −2 × 10−5 ∼ 5 × 10−6

16.35 −3 × 10−5 ∼ −5 × 10−6

16.38 −6 × 10−5 ∼ −2.5 × 10−5

potential for slight inaccuracies, we extend the active window by 1.3 times its original width for verification.
We give two examples in Fig. 3 to help understand this method. The top panel of Fig. 3 is an acceptable
example and we can see that the bursts fall in a stable active window which is consistent with the prediction
of the periodic model for FRB 20180916B. The bottom panel of Fig. 3 is an unacceptable example. We can
see the phase of the active window evolves over time which means the ¤𝑃 is not suitable.
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Figure 2. Constraints on the period derivative ¤𝑃 and period 𝑃. The range of period 𝑃 is adopted from Table 1. The
blue area is acceptable, which means that all of the subsequent 61 bursts can fall into the active window predicted by
the earlier 61 bursts. The yellow area is not acceptable, which means that there are some bursts can not fall into the
active window predicted by the earlier 61 bursts.

3. CONSTRAINT ON THE PERIODIC MODELS
3.1. The binary comb model

With current observational data, we can test the periodic models for FRB 20180916B. First, the binary
comb model is considered. the binary comb model explains the 16-day periodicity by the orbital period, while
the 5-day active window can be attributed to the free-free absorption of the companion star wind (Lyutikov
et al. 2020; Ioka & Zhang 2020; Wada et al. 2021). We compile the bursts from recent observations detected
by CHIME (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019; Chime/Frb Collaboration et al. 2020; Mckinven et al.
2023a), LOFAR (Gopinath et al. 2024) and Effelsberg radio telescope (Bethapudi et al. 2023). The bursts
detected by Effelsberg radio telescope can expand the frequency to 8 GHz. In Fig. 4, we show the relationship
between phase and active windows for bursts detected by different telescopes. The period used for folding
is 16.33 days, which is the best result with the epoch-folding method. We can see that the active window is
narrower and earlier at higher frequencies. Because the higher frequency FRBs are less likely obscured by
the companion star wind, this model predicts a narrower active window in lower frequency, which contradicts
the chromatic activity discussed above (Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021; Pleunis et al. 2021). However, a revised
binary model was proposed, which explains the chromatic activity of FRB 20180916B with the intrinsic
emission mechanism (Wada et al. 2021). the binary comb model predicts that the DM of bursts varies
within the active windows (Wada et al. 2021; Lyutikov et al. 2020; Ioka & Zhang 2020). So, we perform the
analysis of DM variance in different phases to test this prediction. We use all the bursts provided by CHIME
and divide them into three bins with the same phase width. The value of 𝐹 distribution 𝐹 (2, 119) = 0.213
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Figure 3. The relationship between MJD and phase for the bursts observed by CHIME after folding with two different
¤𝑃. The bursts observed by CHIME are folded with Equation (2). The blue points represents the prior 56 bursts and the

orange points represents the subsequent 55 bursts. The top panel shows an acceptable example with a period of 16.33
days and a ¤𝑃 of 1.0 × 10−5 day day−1. The bottom panel shows an unacceptable example with a period of 16.33 days
and a ¤𝑃 of 8.6 × 10−5 day day−1. We can see in the bottom panel that the active window has a phase shift over time.

and the 𝑝 value 𝑝 = 0.81 are derived. Here 𝐹 can be calculated by the following equation

𝐹 =

∑𝑘
𝑖=1(𝑋𝑖 − 𝑋)2/(𝑘 − 1)∑𝑁

𝑗=1
∑𝑘

𝑖=1(𝑋 𝑗 − 𝑋𝑖)2/(𝑁 − 𝑘)
, (3)

where 𝑘 = 3 represents the number of factor and 𝑁 = 122 represents the number of bursts. 𝑋 represents the
value of DM in a burst, 𝑋𝑖 represents the mean value for factor 𝑖 and 𝑋 represents the mean for all the bursts.
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Figure 4. Chromatic periodic activity for different telescopes: Effelsberg (Bethapudi et al. 2023) (blue), Apertif
(Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021) (orange), CHIME (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019; Chime/Frb Collaboration
et al. 2020; Mckinven et al. 2023a) (green) and LOFAR (Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021; Pleunis et al. 2021) (red). The
period used for the folding is 16.33 days, which is the best-fitting result with epoch-folding method. The colored lines
are kernel density estimations. The active window is narrower and earlier at higher frequencies up to 8 GHz.

Here, 𝑘 − 1 = 2 and 𝑁 − 𝑘 = 119 in 𝐹 (2, 119) represent the degrees of freedom for 𝐹 distribution and 𝑝

represents the possibility to accept the null hypothesis (Sheskin 2003). In this case, the null hypothesis of
this analysis is that the mean value of DM for the three phase bins is the same. The 𝑝 = 0.81 indicates that
the phase is unrelated to the DM of bursts, which contradicts the prediction of this model.

3.2. The free precession model
Another explanation of the 16.3-day period is the free precession of a neutron star (Levin et al. 2020;

Zanazzi & Lai 2020). The five-day active window requires a fixed emission region, which can be explained by
a dipole displaced from the neutron star center. The chromatic activity is attributed to the curvature radiation
whose characteristic frequency is dependent on the altitude (Li & Zanazzi 2021). This model predicts an
increase of the period of FRB 20180916B over time due to the dissipation of mechanical energy (Katz 2021;
Wei et al. 2022). Although there is no obvious increasing trend for the period of FRB 20180916B, the
lifetime of free precession derived from the error bar of ¤𝑃 is still in an acceptable range. However, there is
another constraint on the internal magnetic field of the neutron star.

We consider a neutron star with free precession, where the deformation from the internal magnetic field
𝐵int contributes to the precession. This phenomenon has been studied in previous work (Zanazzi & Lai
2020). In this scenario, the precession period of the neutron star will increase as a result of the dissipation
of mechanical energy. Specifically, there exists a relationship between the internal magnetic field 𝐵int and
the period derivative of precession ¤𝑃pre (Katz 2021; Wei et al. 2022), which can be expressed as follows:

𝐵int =
𝐺

10𝛽𝑅2
ns cos 𝜃

√︄
5𝜋2𝑀3

ns

6𝑐3𝑃pre ¤𝑃pre
. (4)
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Figure 5. Constraint on the internal magnetic field 𝐵int and period derivative ¤𝑃pre for the free precession model.
The Blue line shows the relationship between 𝐵int and ¤𝑃pre from Equation (4). The orange line represents the
¤𝑃pre = 9.4 × 10−5 day day−1 and the orange area shows the acceptable value for ¤𝑃pre. The green line represents the
¤𝑃pre = 2.0×10−5 day day−1 and the green area shows the acceptable value for ¤𝑃pre. The red line shows the 𝐵int = 1014.5

G and the red area represents the allowable region for the upper limit given by X-ray and 𝛾-ray observation (Tavani
et al. 2020).

Here, 𝛽 is a constant depending on the topology of the magnetic field and typically we have |𝛽 | ≪ 1 (Zanazzi
& Lai 2020). ¤𝑃pre is the period derivation of the free precession, 𝑀ns is the mass of the neutron star which is
set as 1.4 𝑀⊙, 𝑅ns is the radius of the neutron star which is set as 10 km and 𝐺 is the gravitational constant.

With this equation, we show the relationship between 𝐵int and ¤𝑃pre in Fig. 5. With the upper limit of ¤𝑃pre
derived above, the lower limit of 𝐵int can be given. Astro-Rivelatore Gamma a Immagini Leggero (AGILE)
and Swift observed the source of FRB 20180916B in X-ray and 𝛾-ray bands (Tavani et al. 2020). They
detected no extended X-ray and 𝛾-ray emission, and gave an upper limit of the internal magnetic field (Tavani
et al. 2020; Wei et al. 2022), estimated to be in the range of 1013.5 − 1014.5G. Here, with the conservative
value cos 𝜃 < 1, 𝛽 < 0.1 and ¤𝑃pre < 2.0× 10−5 day day−1, we have 𝐵int > 1.02× 1015 G, shown in the green
part of Fig. 5. It well exceeds the upper limit of 𝐵int = 1014.5G given by the X-ray and 𝛾-ray observation
(Tavani et al. 2020) as shown in the red part of Fig. 5. So the free precession model cannot explain the active
period.

3.3. The forced precession model
Forced precession of a neutron star is another model proposed to explain the period of FRB 20180916B.

One of the forced precession models is the orbit-induced spin precession model (Yang & Zou 2020), in
which the FRB source possesses a precession due to the influence of a companion around it. In this scenario,
the precession period is decreasing due to the radiation of gravitational waves. Assuming 𝑞 =

𝑀1
𝑀2

where 𝑀1
is the mass of the companion and 𝑀2 is the mass of the neutron star, we can give a constraint on 𝑞 with the
relationship between mass ratio 𝑞 and ¤𝑃pre given by Yang & Zou (2020). Here, we assume the initial period
as 16.33 days which is the best fitting result as discussed above and calculate the period after evolution of
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Figure 6. The relationship between mass ratio 𝑞 and the period after the evolution of four years for orbit-induced spin
model. The initial period is set as 16.33 days which is the best fitting results. The blue line shows the period after
the evolution of four years as a function of mass ratio 𝑞. The green line shows the period of 16.242 days which is the
temporal results of ¤𝑃pre = −6.0 × 10−5 day day−1. The green area are the acceptable range for mass ratio 𝑞.

four years for different mass ratios 𝑞. Then by comparing with the ¤𝑃pre we get above, we have 𝑞 > 0.55 as
shown in Fig. 6.

For the fall-back disk model, the neutron star will precess when the rotation axis becomes misaligned with
the normal axis of the fall-back disk (Tong et al. 2020). With the equation given by Wei et al. (2022) and
with | ¤𝑃pre | ≤ 6.0 × 10−5 day day−1, we can get

𝐵int ≥ 1.00 × 1015G| sin 𝜃 | 0.1𝑀⊙
𝑀0 cos 𝜃fb

, (5)

where 𝑀0 is the total mass of the fall-back disk, 𝜃 is the angle between the rotational axis and the precession
axis and 𝜃fb is the angle between the rotational axis and the normal direction of a fall-back disk. Since there
are many uncertain parameters, the fall-back disk model can not be constrained by the internal magnetic
field.

However, the phenomenon that the centers of the active windows for different frequency bands are in
different phases is challenging in the context of the forced precession models (Li & Zanazzi 2021). Fig. 7
shows the prediction that there is no phase shift for different frequency bands. So the model is contradicted
by the previous observations.

3.4. The ultra-luminous X-ray binary model
Except the neutron star, FRBs can be also generated from an ultra-luminous X-ray binary, in which there

are a compact object and a companion star undergoing sustained super-Eddington accretion (Katz 2020;
Sridhar et al. 2021). In this case, the 16-day period can be attributed to the precession of the compact object.
The chromatic activity may result from the curvature of the quiescent jet cavity due to the motion of the disk
winds driven by precession motion. However, in order to explain the extremely high brightness of FRBs,
the system must undergo unstable mass transfer whose lifetime is about (5-100)𝑃orb (Sridhar & Metzger
2022). For a 16-day precession period, the 𝑃orb is less than one day, which means the lifetime of the system
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is less than 100 days and this is much less than the active duration of FRB 20180916B. Another difficulty
is the evolution of RM. This model predicts that the |RM| of bursts decreases when the DM also decreases
(Sridhar & Metzger 2022). However, the observed data shows a decreasing trend in the |RM| of the bursts,
while the DM of bursts remains constant.

3.5. The ultra-long rotation model
For the ultra-long rotation model, the period of FRB 20180916B is considered as the rotational period of

a neutron star. The spin down of the rotation is enhanced due to the particle winds or a fallback accretion.
So the neutron star can still possess strong magnetic field to power FRBs (Beniamini et al. 2020). The phase
shift and different width of active window for different frequency bands can be explained by the curvature
radiation of a displaced dipole consistent with the explanation of free precession above (Li & Zanazzi 2021).
The period of rotation will keep stable (Beniamini et al. 2020) which is consistent with the ¤𝑃 derived from
observation. Although it has been not found a neutron star with such a long rotational period, recently
two observations reported their discovery of ultra-long period magnetars (Beniamini et al. 2023) and radio
transient (Hurley-Walker et al. 2023), which extended the population of radio transients with ultra-long
period. PSR J0901-4046 was found to have a period of of 76 s (Caleb et al. 2022) and GLEAM-X J162759.5
was argued to be a magnetar with a period of 1091 s (Hurley-Walker et al. 2022). Recently, a 21-min period
radio transient GPMJ1839-10 was reported (Hurley-Walker et al. 2023). Therefore, the discovery of neutron
stars with ultra-long rotational periods is promising in the future.

With the help of the Hubble Space Telescope and 10.4 m Gran Telescope Canarias, an optical and infrared
imaging as well as integral field spectroscopy observations were presented on FRB 20180916B (Tendulkar
et al. 2021). These observations suggest that the source of FRB 20180916B is 250 pc away from the nearest
young stellar clump where there are lack of stars to create a magnetar (Tendulkar et al. 2021). If the neutron
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neutron star

massive star

stellar wind

Figure 8. The Schematic diagram of the self-consistent model for FRB 20180916B. The green circle corresponds
to the neutron star with a ultra-long rotation period. The orange circle represents the massive star with stellar wind
shown as yellow part. The 16-day period is due to the ultra-long rotation of the neutron star and the variation of the
RM is attributed to the orbital motion of this binary system.

star is born in the star-forming region and travels to the place of FRB 20180916B, it will need 800 kyr to
7 Myr which is much greater than 10 kyr, which is typical for a highly energetic magnetar. However, there
still exits the possibility to create a neutron star in the place of FRB 20180916B. Firstly, a compact-binary
mergers or accretion-induced collapse can substitute for the core collapse of a massive star to create a neutron
star (Margalit et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2020). In addition, a B star ejected from the dense stellar cluster can
possess high velocities (> 30 km s−1) through binary interactions. With this velocity, the B star is able to
move to the region of FRB 20180916B and produce the neutron star with a supernova explosion. Because
of that, utilizing a neutron star as the source of FRB 20180916B is still possible.

4. A SELF-CONSISTENT MODEL FOR FRB 20180916B
Another crucial feature of FRB 20180916B is the increase of the RM with the stability of DM in the

meanwhile. This phenomenon is difficult to explain in the context of the ultra-long rotation model. For
isolated neutron stars, the value of RM is stable. Below, we propose a self-consistent model for FRB
20180916B as shown in Fig. 8, which can accommodate the wealth of observational features for FRB
20180916B, especially the periodic activity and RM variation.

We consider a massive binary containing a slowly rotational neutron star and a massive star with large mass
loss. Radio bursts are possibly generated in the magnetosphere of the neutron star through curvature radiation
(Yang & Zhang 2018; Lu et al. 2020). Different from the binary comb model discussed in Section 3.1 which
use the orbital period to explain the period of FRB 20180916B, the period of our model can be caused
by the ultra-long rotation of the neutron star, and the variation of RM is attributed to the mass loss of the
massive star. Within this model, RM variations are caused by the interaction between the radio signal and the
magnetized decretion disk or stellar wind during periastron passage of the neutron star. An interacting binary
system featuring a magnetar and high-mass stellar star had been proposed to explain the RM variations of
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FRB 20201124A (Wang et al. 2022) and FRB 20190520B (Wang et al. 2022; Anna-Thomas et al. 2023). In
this scenario, the variation of RM is unrelated to the period (Zhao et al. 2023). For a large space of model
parameters, this model can explain the increase of RM and the stability of DM for FRB 20180916B (Zhao
et al. 2023). In Fig. 9, we fit the variation of the RM with use of the data observed by CHIME (Mckinven
et al. 2023a) and LOFAR (Gopinath et al. 2024). Since the variation of RM spans over 4 years, the orbital
period must be very long. This results in a significant large distance between the neutron star and the massive
star. Because of that, our model is different from the high mass X-ray binary since it is difficult for the
neutron star to accrete the stellar wind and the luminosity of X-ray is about 1.16× 1030 erg s−1 (Bozzo et al.
2016). In this case, we consider the magnetic field of the stellar wind is radial or toroidal

𝐵s = 𝐵0(
𝑅A
𝑅★

)−3(𝑟/𝑅A)−𝛼, (6)

where 𝑅A is the the Alfvén radius, 𝑅★ is the radius of the star, 𝐵0 is the magnetic field strength at 𝑅★ and 𝑟 is
the radial distance. Here, 𝛼 is a constant that 𝛼 = 1 represents a radial field and 𝛼 = 2 represents a toroidal
field when the OB star possesses a fast rotation velocity (Usov & Melrose 1992). Otherwise, for the massive
star with 30𝑀⊙, its electron number density of the stellar wind is given by

𝑛w(𝑟) = 𝑛w,0(
𝑟

𝑅★

)−2 (7)

where 𝑛w,0 is the number density of electron at the surface of the massive star. Assuming a constant mass-loss
rate ¤𝑀 and a constant wind velocity, the 𝑛w,0 can be written as 𝑛w,0 = ¤𝑀/4𝜋𝑅2

★𝑣w𝜇i𝑚p, where the mass-loss
rate is set as the typical value of Be stars which is about 10−9 𝑀⊙yr−1, 𝜇i is the mean ion molecular weight
set as 1.29 (Dubus 2013) and 𝑚p is the mass of the protons. We adopt the method outlined by Zhao et al.
(2023) to fit the observational data. Other typical values are presented in Table 3.

The RM variation of the fitting results are shown in Fig. 9 and the fitting parameters are shown in the
first line of Table 3. For the radial magnetic field, the orbital period 𝑃 = 3000 d, the eccentricity 𝑒 = 0.7,
the surface magnetic field of the massive star 𝐵0 = 40 G. For the toroidal magnetic field, the orbital period
𝑃 = 3400 d, the eccentricity 𝑒 = 0.6, the surface magnetic field of the massive star 𝐵0 = 3.9 G. The DM
variations for both cases are also calculated to be less than 0.15 pc cm−3 which is significantly lower than
the error of DM observation. In our model, the variation of RM is periodic which can be tested by future
observations.

Besides FRB 20180916B, there are also many repeating FRBs with large variation of RM (Mckinven et al.
2023b). However, for an isolated neutron star, its pulsar wind, pulsar wind nebula and flares have a very
small contribution to the RM and its variation (Yang et al. 2023). Otherwise, while isolated young magnetars
can generate FRBs (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2020; Bochenek et al. 2020), their short magnetic
activity timescale is difficult to explain the high FRB rate (Li et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2020). Both the
two factors suggest that the binary system may have a significant advantage in explaining the observational
properties of FRBs. This is because on the one hand, the stellar wind can produce variation of DM and
RM. On the other hand, the accretion of the stellar wind can help the to produce FRBs especially for old
magnetars. Initially, accretion from a companion could trigger the glitch of the magnetar. Such kind of a
glitches have been discovered in accretion-powered pulsars by Serim et al. (2017) and Galloway et al. (2004)
with a sudden frequency change of Δ𝑣 = 1.28(5) × 10−6 Hz and Δ𝑣 = 1.8 × 10−6 Hz. These glitches are
similar to the giant glitches of SGR J1935+2154 occurring before FRB-like bursts (Hu et al. 2024; Ge et al.
2024). Such glitches could alter the core magnetic field during the relaxation phase of the glitch, which will
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Table 3. The physical parameters used to fit the RM variation for the radial magnetic field and the toroidal magnetic
field models.

Parameter Symbol Radial Toroidal Reference
Orbital period 𝑃 3000 d 3400 d
Eccentricity 𝑒 0.7 0.6

Surface magnetic field 𝐵0 40 G 3.9 G
Inclination angle of observers 𝑖o 26◦ 20◦

True anomaly angle of observers 𝜙o 132◦ 132◦

Mass of star 𝑀★ 30 𝑀⊙ 30 𝑀⊙ (1)
Radius of star 𝑅★ 10 𝑅⊙ 10 𝑅⊙ (1,2)

Effective temperature of star 𝑇eff 3 × 104 K 3 × 104 K (1)
Mass-loss rate ¤𝑀 2 × 10−9 𝑀⊙yr−1 10−9 𝑀⊙yr−1 (3)
Wind velocity 𝑣w 3 × 108 cm s−1 3 × 108 cm s−1 (3)

Wind temperature slope 𝛽w 2/3 2/3 (4,5)
Mass of pulsar 𝑚 1.4 𝑀⊙ 1.4 𝑀⊙

Spin-down luminosity 𝐿sd 1036 erg s−1 2 × 1035 erg s−1 (6,7)
References: (1) Negueruela et al. (2011) (2) Casares et al. (2005) (3) Snow (1981) (4) Kochanek (1993) (5) Bogomazov et al. (2005)

(6) Manchester et al. (1995) (7) Camilo et al. (2009)

eventually trigger the movement of the crust and produce FRBs through the crust quakes (Wang et al. 2018;
Suvorov & Kokkotas 2019). Otherwise, the accretion of the Be star disk or stellar wind can also interact
with the magnetosphere of the neutron star and change the spin period of the neutron star (Li et al. 2021).
This results in the variation of the centrifugal force of the neutron star and could change the stress of the
crust. After the stress of the crust reaches a critical value, the starquakes will be induced which could further
produce FRBs (Li et al. 2021; Lu et al. 2020). For the accretion of Be star disk (Li et al. 2021), this model
requires the neutron star is inside the disk of the Be star. However, the separation between the neutron star
and the Be star is about 2700 𝑅⊙ for the period of 3000 d , which is much larger than the radius of the disk
(about 100 𝑅⊙) (Rivinius et al. 2013). For the accretion of the stellar wind, Bozzo et al. (2016) provides a
criteria to judge the impact of the stellar wind, which is determined by three radii, i.e., the accretion radius,
the magnetospheric radius and the corotation radius. The accretion radius represents the distance from the
neutron star at which the stellar wind is captured by gravity

𝑅a = 2𝐺𝑀NS/𝑣2
rel, (8)

where 𝑣2
rel is the relative velocity of the neutron star relative to the stellar wind. The magnetospheric radius

is the distance from the neutron star, at which the magnetic pressure balances the ram pressure of stellar
wind,

𝑅M = 1.3 × 1010𝜌
−1/6
−12 𝑣

−1/3
8 𝜇

1/3
33 cm. (9)

Here, 𝜇1/3
33 = 1/2𝐵d𝑅

3
ns/1033 G cm3 and 𝜌−12 = 𝑛w𝜇𝑚p/10−12 g cm−3. The corotation radius represents the

distance where the Keplerian angular velocity is equal to the spin rotation of the neutron star,

𝑅co = 1.7 × 1010(𝑃r/103s)2/3, (10)
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Figure 9. The RM variation of the self-consistent model. The y-axis ΔRM=RM-RM0 represents the variation of RM.
Here, RM0 = −115.8 which is the mean value of the non-evolving phase (Mckinven et al. 2023a). The blue and orange
point shows the observational data from CHIME and LOFAR (Mckinven et al. 2023a; Gopinath et al. 2024). The red
line shows the results calculated with use of our model and fitting parameters. The top panel shows the RM variation
of radial magnetic field and the bottom panel shows the the RM variation of toroidal magnetic field.

where the 𝑃r is the rotation period of the neutron star. For FRB 20180916B, using the fitting parameters,
we calculate the three radii and find that 𝑅co > 𝑅M > 𝑅a. In this scenario, the stellar wind material is
prevented from accreting by the magnetic field but the material passing along the magnetospheric boundary
can accrete through the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability but in our model. Since the distance between the star
and the neutron star is too far, the density of the stellar wind near the neutron star is too low to change the
spin period of the neutron star. For FRB 20180916B, we prefer the low-twist magnetar model proposed
by Wadiasingh & Timokhin (2019) and Beniamini et al. (2020). However, for FRB sources whose DM
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variation is not very small, we can consider a short orbital period and highly structured stellar winds with
large velocity and density grandients. For a binary system with a 30-day orbital period, 𝑒 = 0.7 and stellar
mass loss rate of 10−8 𝑀⊙yr−1, we find 𝑅a > 𝑅M near the periastron. In this scenario, the magnetic field
fails to obstruct stellar wind accretion, potentially greatly enhancing accretion efficiency (Bozzo et al. 2016;
Li et al. 2021). The waiting time of the two starquakes induced solely by the accretion of the stellar wind is
about 102 days Li et al. (2021), which demonstrates that the accretion of the stellar wind could potentially
create an ideal environment for FRB production by triggering giant glitches or starquakes. Therefore, binary
systems with a neutron star and a massive star not only can provide a RM and DM variation but also is a
well environment for producing FRBs by accretion of the stellar wind or stellar disk.

5. CONCLUSIONS
In this work, we derive the period and ¤𝑃 with the bursts detected by CHIME and LOFAR in Section 2 and

find the period keep stable over time. Then, we use the observational data to constrain the periodic model
for FRB 20180916B. We find the ultra-long rotation model appears to be the best-fit periodic model for
FRB 20180916B. However, the previous ultra-long rotation model considers an isolated neutron star which
contradicts the recent observation of RM. Here we propose a self-consistent model, which is a massive binary
containing a slowly rotational neutron star and a massive star with large mass loss. This modified model can
naturally accommodate the wealth of observational features for FRB 20180916B and the accretion of the
stellar wind creates an ideal environment for producing FRBs. Moreover, the RM variation of this model is
periodic, which can be tested by future observations.
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