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A hypothetical photon mass, mγ, can produce a frequency-dependent vacuum dispersion of light, which leads
to an additional time delay between photons with different frequencies when they propagate through a fixed
distance. The dispersion measure–redshift measurements of fast radio bursts (FRBs) have been widely used
to constrain the rest mass of the photon. However, all current studies analyzed the effect of the frequency-
dependent dispersion for massive photons in the standard ΛCDM cosmological context. In order to alleviate the
circularity problem induced by the presumption of a specific cosmological model based on the fundamental pos-
tulate of the masslessness of photons, here we employ a new model-independent smoothing technique, Artificial
Neural Network (ANN), to reconstruct the Hubble parameter H(z) function from 34 cosmic-chronometer mea-
surements. By combining observations of 32 well-localized FRBs and the H(z) function reconstructed by ANN,
we obtain an upper limit of mγ ≤ 3.5×10−51 kg, or equivalently mγ ≤ 2.0×10−15 eV/c2 (mγ ≤ 6.5×10−51 kg, or
equivalently mγ ≤ 3.6 × 10−15 eV/c2) at the 1σ (2σ) confidence level. This is the first cosmology-independent
photon mass limit derived from extragalactic sources.

PACS numbers: 14.70.Bh, 41.20.Jb, 52.25.Os, 95.85.Bh

I. INTRODUCTION

As a fundamental postulate of Maxwell’s electromagnetism
and Einstein’s special relativity, the principle of the constancy
of the speed of light implies the masslessness of photons, as
elucidated by the particle-wave duality. This principle is also
embraced within the framework of general relativity (GR).
However, even a very minute photon mass, if existent, would
necessitate new physical theories, such as the renowned de
Broglie-Proca theory [1, 2], the model of massive photons as
an explanation for dark energy [3], and other new ideas in
the standard-model extension with massive photons [4]. Con-
sequently, achieving precise constraints on the rest mass of
photon, denoted as mγ, remains an imperative.

Numerous experimental and observational constraints on
mγ have been derived from various effects resulting from the
hypothetical nonzero photon mass. These include tests of
Coulomb’s inverse square law [5], the Cavendish torsion bal-
ance [6, 7], gravitational deflection of electromagnetic waves
[8], mechanical stability of magnetized gas in galaxies [9],
magneto-hydrodynamic phenomena of the solar wind [10–
13], Jupiter’s magnetic field [14], the spindown of a pulsar
[15], among others. However, these constraints are contin-
gent upon specific theories of massive photons and are thus
dynamic tests in nature.

In contrast, a kinematic test based on the dispersion effect of
the speed of light in vacuum is more inherently pure [16, 17].
The dispersion relation for massive photons is governed by

E2 = p2c2 + m2
γc

4 , (1)

where p represents the momentum. The group velocity of a
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photon with energy E = hν can be expressed as

v =
∂E
∂p
= c

√
1 −

m2
γc4

E2 ≈ c

1 − 1
2

m2
γc

4

h2ν2

 , (2)

where h is the Planck constant and the last term is valid when
mγ ≪ hν/c2 ≃ 7 × 10−42(ν/GHz) kg. Eq. (2) suggests that
if two photons with different frequencies are emitted simulta-
neously from the same source, they will be observed at dif-
ferent times due to their different velocities. Fast radio bursts
(FRBs) provide an excellent celestial laboratory for detecting
this dispersion effect, owing to their characteristics of (i) short
time durations, (ii) long propagation distances, and (iii) low-
frequency emissions.

Based on the vacuum dispersion method, several studies
have used FRBs to put stringent upper limits on the photon
mass [18–28]. Since FRBs originate at cosmological dis-
tances, the cosmic expansion rate H(z) has to be considered
in constraining the photon mass mγ. In all previous studies,
the required H(z) information is calculated within the standard
ΛCDM cosmological model. It should, however, be empha-
sized that ΛCDM is rooted in the framework of GR, which
also embraces the postulate of the constancy of light speed.
Thus, there is a circularity problem in constraining the pho-
ton mass. To address this problem, one has to determine the
Hubble parameter H(z) in a cosmology-independent way.

In this work, we propose a novel nonparametric approach,
utilizing the Artificial Neural Network (ANN) technology, to
reconstruct a smooth H(z) function that best approximates
the discrete H(z) measurements. By combining observations
of well-localized FRBs and the H(z) function reconstructed
by ANN, we aim to establish a cosmology-independent con-
straint on the rest mass of the photon. The paper is structured
as follows. Section II introduces the theoretical framework
and the observational data utilized for constraining the photon
mass. Section III presents the cosmology-independent con-
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straints on the photon mass and other relevant parameters. Fi-
nally, a brief summary and discussions are given in Section
IV.

II. ANALYSIS METHOD AND DATA

A. Theoretical framework

In our analysis, the observed time delay between different
frequencies for FRBs is attributed to two main factors: (i)
the propagation of photons through the plasma distributed be-
tween the source of the FRB and the observer, and (ii) the
non-zero rest mass of the photon.

• Due to the interaction between the plasma and elec-
tromagnetic waves, photons with higher frequency νh
travel faster than those with lower frequency νl, result-
ing in a dispersion effect. The time delay ∆tDM between
photons of different frequencies caused by this disper-
sion effect can be described as [29, 30]

∆tDM =

∫
ν2p

2c

(
ν−2

l − ν
−2
h

)
dl

=
e2

8π2meϵ0c

(
ν−2

l − ν
−2
h

)
DMastro ,

(3)

where νp ≡

√
nee2

4π2meϵ0
is the plasma frequency with the

number density of electrons ne, the charge of an elec-
tron e, the mass of an electron me, and the permittivity
of vacuum ϵ0. Here DMastro is the dispersion measure
(DM) contributed by the plasma, which is defined as the
integral of the number density of electrons ne along the
line of propagation, given by DMastro ≡

∫
nedl.

For an extragalactic source, DMastro can be primar-
ily divided into four components: the contributions
from the Milky Way’s interstellar medium (DMMW

ISM),
the Galactic halo (DMMW

halo ), the intergalactic medium
(IGM; DMIGM), and the host galaxy (DMhost). There-
fore, DMastro is given by

DMastro =DMMW
ISM + DMMW

halo

+ DMIGM +
DMhost,0

1 + z
,

(4)

where the factor (1 + z) converts the DM component of
the host galaxy in the rest frame, denoted as DMhost,0,
to the observed value DMhost.

• According to Eq. (2), the time delay ∆tmγ between mas-
sive photons of high and low frequencies can be ex-
pressed as:

∆tmγ =
1
2

(
mγc2

h

)2 (
ν−2

l − ν
−2
h

)
Hγ(z) , (5)

where Hγ(z) is a newly defined function related to red-
shift,

Hγ(z) =
∫ z

0

(1 + z′)−2

H(z′)
dz′ , (6)

where H(z) is the Hubble parameter at redshift z. Note
that here Hγ(z) differs from the dimensionless redshift
function that defined in previous works, and it is in units
of

[
km s−1 Mpc−1

]−1
.

In our analysis, the total observed time delay is

∆tobs = ∆tDM + ∆tmγ . (7)

Observationally, the time delay of all FRBs exhibits a fre-
quency dependence of ν−2, while both ∆tDM and ∆tmγ follow a
ν−2 behavior. Hence, it is natural for us to analogously define
the equivalent DM arising from the massive photons as [31]

DMγ(z) ≡
4π2meϵ0c5

h2e2 Hγ(z)m2
γ . (8)

Thus, the observed DM obtained from fitting the ν−2 behavior
in the total frequency-dependent time delay, can be written as:

DMobs = DMastro + DMγ . (9)

Once we are able to properly estimate the value of each DM
term in Eq. (4), DMγ can then be effectively extracted from
DMobs, thereby providing an upper limit on the photon mass
mγ.

The DMMW
ISM term arising from the ionizing medium around

our galaxy is well modeled by some galactic electron distri-
bution models. Here we adopt the NE2001 model [32] for its
wide application. The value of DMMW

halo is challenging to es-
timate accurately, but it has been expected to lie within the
range of 50 − 80 pc cm−3 [33, 34]. Here, we conservatively
adopt a Gaussian prior of DMMW

halo = 65 ± 15 pc cm−3 [27, 35].
The DM due to the IGM, DMIGM, depends on the cosmo-

logical model and is largely influenced by the number of halos
intersected along the propagation path. Due to density pertur-
bations on large-scale structures, it is challenging to calculate
the precise value of DMIGM for individual FRBs. Instead, we
typically calculate the average value of DMIGM using [36]

⟨DMIGM(z)⟩ =
21cΩbH2

0 fIGM

64πGmp
He(z) , (10)

where Ωb is the baryon density parameter at the present day,
H0 is the Hubble constant, fIGM ≃ 0.83 is the fraction of
baryon in the IGM [37], G is the gravitational constant, and
mp is the mass of proton. The redshift-dependent function
He(z) (in units of [km s−1 Mpc−1]−1) is defined by

He(z) ≡
∫ z

0

(1 + z′)
H(z′)

dz′ . (11)

However, the actual value of DMIGM may deviate from the
average due to the inhomogeneity of IGM. To account for this
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variability, we employ a one-parameter model to simulate the
probability distribution of DMIGM [24, 38, 39], which is given
by

PIGM(DMIGM|z) = A∆−β exp
[
−

(∆−α −C0)2

2α2s2

]
, (12)

where ∆ ≡ DMIGM/ ⟨DMIGM⟩ > 0, A is a normalization con-
stant to ensure the integral of PIGM(DMIGM|z) to be unity, C0 is
chosen to satisfy ⟨∆⟩ = 1, and α = β = 3 [39]. The fractional
standard deviation of DMIGM is approximated as s = Fz−0.5,
where F is the free parameter that quantifies the strength of
baryon feedback [39]. Both semi-analytic models and numer-
ical simulations of the IGM and galaxy halos showed that the
probability distribution of DMIGM can be well fitted by the
quasi-Gaussian form (i.e., Eq. 12) [39, 40]. Therefore, this
analytic form is adopted in our analysis.

The DMhost term is contributed by the source environment
and the interstellar medium of the host galaxy, implying that
the value of DMhost may vary significantly across different
sources. To model this variability, we adopt a log-normal dis-
tribution for the probability density function of DMhost with
the expression as [39]

Phost(DMhost|µ, σhost) =
1

√
2πDMhostσhost

× exp
− (ln DMhost − µ)2

2σ2
host

 , (13)

where µ and σhost are free parameters which are used to es-
timate the mean and standard deviation of ln DMhost, respec-
tively.

With the analyses stated above, we formulate the joint like-
lihood function for a sample of localized FRBs as

L =

N∏
i=1

Pi
(
DME,i|zi

)
, (14)

where N is the number of FRBs and Pi
(
DME,i|zi

)
denotes the

likelihood for the i-th FRB with the corrected observable DM
as

DME ≡ DMobs − DMMW
halo − DMMW

ISM

= DMIGM + DMhost + DMγ .
(15)

For a certain FRB at the redshift of zi, we can estimate
the probability distribution of DME with the combination of
Eqs. (12), (13), and (15), which gives the expression as

P(DME|zi) =
∫ DME−DMγ

0
Phost (DMhost|µ, σhost)

× PIGM

(
DME − DMhost − DMγ|zi

)
dDMhost .

(16)

Note that by Eq. (8), DMγ is a constant at a given zi. De-
noting PX(X), PY (Y), and PZ(Z) as the probability density
functions of random variables X, Y , and Z, respectively. The
equality PZ(Z) =

∫ Z
0 PX(X)PY (Z − X)dX holds for every non-

negative independent random variables X, Y , and Z, such that

Z = X + Y . As DMIGM and DMhost are non-negative in-
dependent random variables, by setting Z = DME − DMγ,
X = DMhost, and Y = DMIGM, it is easy to derive Eq. (16).

By maximizing the likelihood function L, we can place
constraints on the parameters in our model, including the rest
mass of the photon mγ. Nevertheless, there are two redshift-
dependent functions, Hγ(z) and He(z) (see Eqs. 6 and 11), to
be determined. In previous works [18–27], the conventional
approach is to adopt the flat ΛCDM cosmological model and
replace the denominator H(z) with H0[Ωm (1 + z)3 + ΩΛ]1/2.
Subsequently, Hγ(z) and He(z) are calculated by treating the
cosmological parameters Ωm and ΩΛ as fixed values. How-
ever, it is crucial to note that the ΛCDM model is established
within the framework of Einstein’s theory of GR, which is de-
rived from one of the fundamental postulates–the massless-
ness of photons. Consequently, adopting this model intro-
duces a logical circularity problem in constraining the rest
mass of the photon. To circumvent this issue, it is necessary
to employ a cosmology-independent method to describe the
relation between the Hubble parameter H(z) and redshift z.

B. Artificial Neural Network

Gaussian Process (GP) is a widely-used approach for study-
ing cosmology in a model-independent manner. This method
assumes that the reconstructed value at a given point follows
a Gaussian distribution, and the relationship between func-
tion values at different points is characterized by a selected
covariance function [41]. Besides, the reconstructed func-
tion of H(z) from GP tends to underestimate errors and is
significantly influenced by the prior of the Hubble constant
H0 [42, 43]. In contrast, ANN, inspired by biological neu-
ral networks, is a mathematical model primarily used to dis-
cover intricate relationships between input and output data.
The reconstructed function based on ANN makes no assump-
tions about the observational data and is entirely data-driven
without parameterization of the function. Recently, Ref. [44]
developed a public code called ReFANN1 for reconstruct-
ing functions from data using ANN. Their reconstructed H(z)
function showed no sensitivity to the setting of H0, indicating
that reconstructing H(z) from observational data using ANN
may be more reliable than using GP. To make a cosmology-
independent determination of H(z), in this work we will re-
construct a smooth curve of H(z) from 34 model-independent
measurements of H(z) using ReFANN.

The first step in using ReFANN to reconstruct a function
from data is to find the best parameter configuration for the
model used to train the data. Following the approach of
Ref. [44], we determine the optimal network model by mini-

1 https://github.com/Guo-Jian-Wang/refann

https://github.com/Guo-Jian-Wang/refann


4

mizing the risk [45]:

risk =
N∑

i=1

Bias2
i +

N∑
i=1

Variancei

=

N∑
i=1

[
H(zi) − H̄(zi)

]2
+

N∑
i=1

σ2
H(zi) ,

(17)

where N is the number of sample H(z) and H̄(zi) is the fiducial
value of H(z) at redshift zi. For our purposes, we only con-
sider the number of hidden layers and neurons in the hidden
layer. Through experimentation, we determined that the op-
timal model configuration involves a single hidden layer with
4096 neurons. Additionally, to reduce sensitivity to initializa-
tion and stabilize the distribution among variables, we employ
batch normalization [46] in our network model, with the batch
size set to half of the number of H(z) data points. We also use
the Exponential Linear Unit [47] as the activation function,
with the hyperparameter α set to be 1. Furthermore, we utilize
the Adam optimizer [48] to update the network parameters in
each iteration of the training process.

Subsequently, we train this optimal network model with the
observational H(z) data. This training process provides us
with a predicted value of H(zi) and its associated error σH(zi)
at a given redshift zi. This predicted function represents an
approximate reconstruction of H(z) based on the ANN model
trained with observational data.

C. Hubble parameter H(z) Data

The Hubble parameter H(z), which quantifies the expan-
sion rate of the universe as a function of time (or equivalently
redshift), has been extensively used for exploring the nature
of dark energy and testing modified theories of gravity. H(z)
can be measured using two main methods. One approach is
based on the detection of the radial baryon acoustic oscilla-
tion features [60–62]. However, this method relies on assump-
tions about the underlying cosmological model, typically the
ΛCDM model. Therefore, in our analysis, we focus exclu-
sively on H(z) measurements obtained using another method,
namely the cosmic chronometers (CC) method [63]. This
method is model-independent as it relies on minimal assump-
tions, primarily the use of a Friedmann-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-
Walker metric. In this method, by combining the definition of
H(z) ≡ ȧ/a and the relation between the scale factor a(t) and
redshift, 1 + z = 1/a(t), H(z) can be rewritten as

H(z) = −
1

1 + z
dz
dt
. (18)

This means that one can achieve a model-independent deter-
mination of H(z) by calculating the differential age of the uni-
verse using passively evolving galaxies at various redshifts.
We compile the latest 34 CC H(z) measurements in Table I,
covering the redshift range of 0.07 < z < 1.965.

Having obtained the dataset of H(z), we adopt ANN to
reconstruct the H(z) function within the redshift range of
0 < z < 2, and the results are shown in Fig. 1. The black

TABLE I: 34 H(z) measurements obtained with the CC method.

z H(z) σ Refs.
(km s−1 Mpc−1) (km s−1 Mpc−1)

0.09 69 12 [49]
0.17 83 8

[50]

0.27 77 14
0.4 95 17
0.9 117 23
1.3 168 17
1.43 177 18
1.53 140 14
1.75 202 40
0.48 97 62 [51]0.88 90 40

0.1791 75 4

[52]

0.1993 75 5
0.3519 83 14
0.5929 104 13
0.6797 92 8
0.7812 105 12
0.8754 125 17
1.037 154 20
0.07 69 19.6

[53]0.12 68.2 26.2
0.2 72.9 29.6
0.28 88.8 36.6

1.363 160 33.6 [54]1.965 186.5 50.4
0.3802 83 13.5

[55]
0.4004 77 10.2
0.4247 87.1 11.2
0.4497 92.8 12.9
0.4783 80.9 9

0.47 89 49.6 [56]
0.75 98.8 33.6 [57]
0.8 113.1 25.22 [58]
1.26 135 65 [59]

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
Redshift z

0

50

100

150

200

250

H(
z)

[k
m

s
1
M

pc
1 ]

Reconstructed H(z)
H(z)

CC H(z)

FIG. 1: Reconstruction of the Hubble parameter H(z) from 34 CC
H(z) measurements using ANN. The shaded area corresponds to the
1σ confidence region of the reconstruction. The blue dots with error
bars depict the observational H(z) data.
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0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
Redshift z

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

0.030

0.035
[k

m
s

1
M

pc
1 ]

1
Reconstructed He(z)
Reconstructed H (z)
He(z) in CDM
H (z) in CDM

FIG. 2: The redshift dependence of the reconstructed Hγ(z) and
He(z) functions (solid lines). The corresponding theoretical curves
(dashed lines) derived from the flat ΛCDM model with Ωm = 0.315
and H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1 are also shown.

line represents the best fit, and the blue shaded area indicates
the 1σ confidence region of the reconstructed function. The
redshift-dependent Hγ(z) and He(z) functions can then be de-
rived by integrating the reconstructed H(z) function with re-
spect to redshift. As shown in Fig. 2, the reconstructed Hγ(z)
and He(z) functions exhibit significant differences in behavior
as a function of redshift z. Such distinctions are crucial for
breaking parameter degeneracy and enhancing sensitivity in
testing the photon mass when a few redshift measurements of
FRBs are available [19–21, 23, 64]. For comparison, we also
plot Hγ(z) and He(z) functions within the framework of the
flatΛCDM model using Planck 2018 parameters (Ωm = 0.315
and H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1) [65]. The corresponding theo-
retical curves are presented in Fig. 2 as dashed lines. It is ev-
ident that the reconstructions of Hγ(z) and He(z) are roughly
consistent with the predictions of the standard ΛCDM model,
implying that the ANN method can offer a reliable recon-
structed function from the observational data.

D. Fast Radio Burst Data

Expanding upon the sample of 23 localized FRBs utilized
in Ref. [27], we incorporate 9 new localized FRBs recently
detected by the 110-antenna Deep Synoptic Array [66]. Note
that another two new FRBs with redshift measurements, FRB
20220319D and FRB 20220914A, are not included in our
sample. FRB 20220319D exhibits an observed DMobs value
of 110.98 pc cm−3, while the DMMW

ISM value calculated using
the NE2001 model stands at 133.3 pc cm−3, leading to its
exclusion from our analysis. Furthermore, FRB 20220914A
is omitted due to its notable deviation from the expected
DMIGM–z relation outlined in Eq. (10). The total 32 local-
ized FRBs, including their respective redshifts, DMobs, and
DMMW

ISM , are provided in Table II.

TABLE II: Properties of 32 localized FRBs.

Name z DMobs DMMW
ISM Refs.

(pc cm−3) (pc cm−3)
FRB 20121102 0.19273 557 188.0 [67]
FRB 20180301 0.3304 536 152.0 [68]
FRB 20180916 0.0337 348.76 200.0 [69]
FRB 20180924 0.3214 361.42 40.5 [70]
FRB 20181112 0.4755 589.27 102.0 [71]
FRB 20190102 0.291 363.6 57.3 [72]
FRB 20190523 0.66 760.8 37.0 [73]
FRB 20190608 0.1178 338.7 37.2 [74]
FRB 20190611 0.378 321.4 57.83 [75]
FRB 20190614 0.6 959.2 83.5 [76]
FRB 20190711 0.522 593.1 56.4 [75]
FRB 20190714 0.2365 504 38.0 [75]
FRB 20191001 0.234 506.92 44.7 [75]
FRB 20191228 0.2432 297.5 33.0 [68]
FRB 20200430 0.16 380.1 27.0 [75]
FRB 20200906 0.3688 577.8 36.0 [68]
FRB 20201124 0.098 413.52 123.2 [77]
FRB 20210117 0.2145 730 34.4 [78]
FRB 20210320 0.27970 384.8 42 [78]
FRB 20210807 0.12927 251.9 121.2 [78]
FRB 20211127 0.0469 234.83 42.5 [78]
FRB 20211212 0.0715 206 27.1 [78]
FRB 20220207C 0.043040 262.38 79.3 [66]
FRB 20220307B 0.28123 499.27 135.7 [66]
FRB 20220310F 0.477958 462.24 45.4 [66]
FRB 20220418A 0.622000 623.25 37.6 [66]
FRB 20220506D 0.30039 396.97 89.1 [66]
FRB 20220509G 0.089400 269.53 55.2 [66]
FRB 20220610A 1.016 1457.624 31 [79]
FRB 20220825A 0.241397 651.24 79.7 [66]
FRB 20220920A 0.158239 314.99 40.3 [66]
FRB 20221012A 0.284669 441.08 54.4 [66]

III. RESULTS

We explore the posterior probability distributions of the
free parameters by maximizing the joint likelihood func-
tion L (Eq. 14) using emcee, an affine-invariant Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) ensemble sampler implemented
in Python [80]. The free parameters of our model now
include the baryon density parameter Ωbh2

0 (where h0 ≡

H0/(100 km s−1 Mpc−1)), the DM contribution from the Milky
Way’s halo DMMW

halo , the parameters related to the probability
distributions for DMIGM and DMhost (i.e., F, µ, and σhost), and
the photon mass mγ. In our MCMC analysis, we set uniform
priors on Ωbh2

0 ∈ [0.01, 1], F ∈ [0.01, 0.5], eµ ∈ [20, 200]
pc cm−3, σhost ∈ [0.2, 2], and mγ ∈ [0, 10−49] kg. For
DMMW

halo , we set a Gaussian prior, DMMW
halo = 65 ± 15 pc cm−3,

within the wide 3σ range of [20, 110] pc cm−3. To incorpo-
rate the error of the ANN reconstruction into our analysis, at
each MCMC step, we sample the Hubble rate H̃(z) function
according to the Gaussian distribution H̃(z) = N(H(z), σH(z))
with mean H(z) and standard deviation σH(z). Here H(z) is the
best-fit function reconstructed by ANN and σH(z) is the 1σ
error of the reconstructed H(z) function.
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The 1σ constraint results for these six parameters are sum-
marized in Table III. For the photon mass mγ, both the 1σ
and 2σ upper limits are presented. Posterior distributions and
1 − 2σ confidence regions for these parameters are displayed
in Fig. 3. Notably, the constraints on mγ are determined as

mγ ≤ 3.5 × 10−51 kg ≃ 2.0 × 10−15 eV/c2 (19)

and

mγ ≤ 6.5 × 10−51 kg ≃ 3.6 × 10−15 eV/c2 (20)

at the 1σ and 2σ confidence level, respectively. Meanwhile,
we find that the baryon density parameter is optimized to be
Ωbh2

0 = 0.030+0.006
−0.007, which is compatible with the value in-

ferred from Planck 2018 (Ωbh2
0 = 0.0224 ± 0.0001) at the

1.2σ confidence level [65].
To investigate the impact of the prior assumption of DMMW

halo
on our results, we also perform a parallel comparative analy-
sis of the FRB data using a flat prior on DMMW

halo ∈ [20, 110]
pc cm−3. The corresponding resulting constraints on all pa-
rameters are also reported in Table III. Comparing these in-
ferred parameters with those obtained from the Gaussian prior
(see line 1 in Table III), it is clear that, except for the best-fit
value of DMMW

halo , the prior assumption of DMMW
halo only has a

minimal influence on our results.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

As a matter of fact, it is impossible to prove experimen-
tally that the rest mass of a photon is strictly zero. According
to the uncertainty principle of quantum mechanics, the ulti-
mately measurable order of magnitude for the photon mass is
mγ ≈ ℏ/(∆tc2) ≈ 10−69 kg, where ℏ is the reduced Planck con-
stant and ∆t ≈ 1010 years is the age of our universe. However,
due to the immense importance of Maxwell’s theory and Ein-
stein’s theory of relativity, it is still intellectually stimulating
and scientifically significant to approach this ultimate limit by
various experiments.

FRBs provide the current best celestial laboratory to test
the photon mass mγ via the dispersion method. Constrain-
ing mγ with cosmological FRBs, however, one has to know
the cosmic expansion rate H(z). In all previous studies, the
required H(z) information is estimated within the standard
ΛCDM cosmological model. Such H(z) estimations would in-
volve a circularity problem in constraining mγ, since ΛCDM

itself is built on the framework of GR and GR embraces the
postulate of the constancy of light speed. In this work, aim-
ing to overcome the circularity problem, we have employed
an ANN technology to reconstruct a cosmology-independent
H(z) function from the discrete CC H(z) data.

By combining the DM–z measurements of 32 localized
FRBs with the reconstructed H(z) function from 34 CC H(z)
data, we have placed the first cosmology-independent photon
mass limit. Our results show that the 1σ and 2σ confidence-
level upper limits on the photon mass are mγ ≤ 3.5 × 10−51 kg
(or equivalently mγ ≤ 2.0 × 10−15 eV/c2) and mγ ≤ 6.5 ×
10−51 kg (or equivalently mγ ≤ 3.6 × 10−15 eV/c2), respec-
tively. Previously, under the assumption of fiducial ΛCDM
cosmology, Ref. [24] obtained an upper limit of mγ ≤ 3.1 ×
10−51 kg at the 1σ confidence level by using a catalog of 129
FRBs (most of them without redshift measurement, and the
observed DMobs values were used to estimate the pseudo red-
shifts). Ref. [26] obtained mγ ≤ 4.8×10−51 kg (1σ) by analyz-
ing a sample of 17 localized FRBs in the flat ΛCDM model.
Ref. [27] obtained mγ ≤ 3.8 × 10−51 kg (1σ) for flat ΛCDM
using a sample of 23 localized FRBs. Despite not assuming
a specific cosmological model, the precision of our constraint
from 32 localized FRBs is comparable to these previous re-
sults. Most importantly, this highlights the validity of our
approach and suggests that as the number of CC H(z) mea-
surements increases, we can expect even more reliable model-
independent tests of the photon mass.
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