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Abstract. Interacting dark energy (IDE) scenario assumes that there exists a direct inter-
action between dark energy and cold dark matter, but this interaction is hard to be tightly
constrained by the current data. Fast radio bursts (FRBs) will be seen in large numbers
by future radio telescopes, and thus they have potential to become a promising low-redshift
cosmological probe. In this work, we investigate the capability of future FRBs of constrain-
ing the dimensionless coupling parameter β in four phenomenological IDE models. If we fix
the FRB properties, about 105 FRB data can give constraints on β tighter than the current
cosmic microwave background data in the IDE models with the interaction proportional to
the energy density of dark energy. In all the IDE models, about 106 FRB data can achieve
the absolute errors of β to less than 0.10, providing a way to precisely measure β by only one
cosmological probe. Jointly constraining the FRB properties and cosmological parameters
would increase the constraint errors of β by a factor of about 0.5–2.

1Corresponding author.
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1 Introduction

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are a class of astronomical radio pulses with high energy. An FRB
could interact with free electrons in the plasma and generate dispersion, resulting in its lower
frequency signal being delayed. The amount of dispersion is determined by the free electron
number density along the line of sight and can be quantified by dispersion measure (DM).
Observed FRBs all have high DMs, exceeding the contribution from the Milky Way. This
fact indicates that most FRBs are likely of extragalactic origin, except that one FRB event
has been detected within the Milky Way [1, 2]. The value of DM contains the baryonic and
distance information along the FRB signal’s path, so we can measure cosmological parameters
by the Macquart relation, which describes the relationship between DM and redshift z [3]. A
lot of works have proposed that the FRB data can constrain cosmological parameters [4–18]
and related parameters [19–24]. Recent reviews and other cosmological applications can refer
to refs. [25–28] and references therein.

So far, hundreds of FRB events have been detected, with more than 600 events reported
by the Canadian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME)/FRB project [29], but
only a few events are localized to known host galaxies and with certain redshifts. As a result,
current researches about using FRBs to measure cosmological parameters mainly focus on
constraining the cosmic baryon density and the Hubble constant H0 in the base Λ cold
dark matter (ΛCDM) model. Macquart et al. [3] used five localized FRBs observed by
the Australian Square Kilometre Array Pathfinder (ASKAP) to derive the constraint on the
cosmic baryon density with a precision of around 40%, which is consistent with the result from
the big bang nucleosynthesis and the cosmic microwave background (CMB) measurements.
For measuring H0 using FRBs, several independent groups [30–34] used different methods
and obtained the constraints which are consistent at the 1σ confidence level.

However, for the dark energy parameters in the extended ΛCDM models, current few
localized FRB events cannot provide tight constraints. There is no doubt that much more
localized FRBs will be detected in the future. The construction of CHIME Outrigger tele-
scopes1 and the Commensal Real-time ASKAP Fast Transients Coherent upgrade project2

1https://chime-experiment.ca/en
2https://www.atnf.csiro.au/projects/askap/index.html
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are in progress and the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) project is also in construction. It
is predicted that about 103–106 FRB data could be accumulated in several years by these
telescopes [25]. Previous works forecast that for the wCDM and Chevallier–Polarski–Linder
(CPL) models, about 104 localized FRBs can constrain the dark energy parameters with the
same precision as the CMB data [35], while for the holographic dark energy and Ricci dark
energy models, more than 104 localized FRBs are needed [36].

These works show that FRBs are a promising probe to constrain dark energy parameters,
but they mainly focus on the properties of dark energy and only study how the FRB data can
constrain the equation of state (EoS) of dark energy. In fact, dark energy may have a direct
interaction with cold dark matter, which can be described by the interacting dark energy
(IDE) models (see, e.g., ref. [37] for a recent review). The IDE models could help resolve
some theoretical and observational problems, such as the cosmic coincidence problem [38–42]
and the H0 tension [43–50]. Because the microscopic nature of dark energy and dark matter
is still unclear, the energy transfer rate in the IDE models can be considered in a purely
phenomenological way [51–62], i.e., proportional to the energy density of dark energy, dark
matter, or some mixture of them, and the proportionality coefficient is commonly considered
as βH or βH0. Here, β is a dimensionless coupling parameter [63, 64] and H is the Hubble
parameter.

One can use cosmological data to constrain the parameter β in the IDE models to
indirectly detect the interaction between dark sectors [65–81]. However, current observational
data cannot precisely constrain β [82–85]. This is because the interaction between dark
sectors mainly affects the evolution of the late-time Universe, but the current late-Universe
cosmological probes are not precise enough. Measuring this interaction could deepen our
understanding of dark energy and dark matter. Therefore, it is necessary to find and evaluate
new late-Universe cosmological probes by using mock data. Now that FRBs have displayed
fine capability on constraining dark energy parameters in some dark energy models, they
may also help constrain the coupling parameter β in the IDE models. To study how many
localized FRBs could provide precise measurement on β, in this paper, we simulate future
FRB data to constrain four typical IDE models.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the IDE models and
the methods of simulating the FRB data. The constraints and relevant discussion are given
in Section 3. Conclusion is given in Section 4. Throughout this paper, we adopt the units in
which the speed of light equals 1.

2 Methods and data

2.1 Brief description of the IDE models

In a spatially flat Friedmann–Roberston–Walker universe, the Friedmann equation can be
written as

3M2
plH

2 = ρde + ρc + ρb + ρr, (2.1)

where 3M2
plH

2 is the critical density of the Universe and ρde, ρc, ρb, and ρr represent the
energy densities of dark energy, cold dark matter, baryon, and radiation, respectively.

If we assume that there exists a direct interaction between dark energy and cold dark
matter, we can obtain the energy conservation equations,

ρ̇de + 3H(1 + w)ρde = Q, (2.2)

ρ̇c + 3Hρc = −Q, (2.3)
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where the dot denotes the derivative with respect to the cosmic time t, w is the EoS of dark
energy, and Q is the energy transfer rate.

We consider the forms of Q in a purely phenomenological way and choose four typical
forms, i.e., Q = βHρc (IDE1), Q = βH0ρc (IDE2), Q = βHρde (IDE3), and Q = βH0ρde

(IDE4). Here β > 0 indicates cold dark matter decaying into dark energy, and β < 0 indicates
dark energy decaying into cold dark matter. β = 0 indicates no interaction between dark
energy and cold dark matter. Because we focus on how the FRB data could constrain β, we
do not wish to introduce more extra parameters, and thus for the EoS of dark energy, we
only consider w = −1 (corresponding to the vacuum energy).

In the IDE models, since vacuum energy is not a true background, we need to consider
the perturbations of vacuum energy. In the standard linear perturbation theory, dark energy
is considered as a nonadiabatic fluid with negative pressure. Once dark energy interacts with
cold dark matter, the interaction would affect the nonadiabatic pressure perturbation of dark
energy and further make the nonadiabatic curvature perturbation occasionally diverge on the
large scales, known as the large-scale instability problem [86–88]. To avoid this problem, one
needs to use a proper approach to treat the perturbations of dark energy. In 2014, Li, Zhang,
and Zhang [59, 60] extended the parametrized post-Friedmann (PPF) approach [89, 90] to
the IDE models, referred to as the ePPF approach. This approach can successfully avoid the
large-scale instability problem in the IDE models. In this work, we employ the ePPF method
to treat the cosmological perturbations; see, e.g., refs. [91, 92] for more applications of the
ePPF method.

2.2 Mock FRB data

The DM of an FRB can be measured by the time delay of the signal between the highest
frequency and the lowest frequency. The value of DM equals the integral of the electron
number density ne weighted by (1 + z)−1, along the path to this FRB,

DM =

∫
ne(l)

1 + z
dl. (2.4)

The observed DM of an FRB can be modelled by the sum of the contributions from the
Milky Way’s interstellar medium and halo, the intergalactic medium (IGM), and the FRB
host galaxy,

DM = DMISM + DMhalo + DMIGM + DMhost. (2.5)

The average value of the cosmic contribution DMIGM is expressed as

〈DMIGM〉 =
3H0ΩbfIGM

8πGmp

∫ z

0

χ(z′)(1 + z′)dz′

E(z′)
, (2.6)

with

χ(z) = YHχe,H(z) +
1

2
YHeχe,He(z), (2.7)

where fIGM ' 0.83 is the fraction of baryon mass in the IGM [93], Ωb is the present-day
baryon fractional density, G is Newton’s constant, mp is the proton mass, YH = 3/4 is the
hydrogen mass fraction, and YHe = 1/4 is the helium mass fraction. The terms χe,H and
χe,He are the ionization fractions for H and He, respectively. We take χe,H = χe,He = 1 [94],
since both H and He can be regarded as fully ionized within z < 3.
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The distribution of baryon matter in the IGM is inhomogeneous, so for an individual
FRB, DMIGM is scattered from the mean value. Here we use the power-law form of the
uncertainty of DMIGM fitted from the results in ref. [95],

σIGM(z) = 173.8 z0.4 pc cm−3, (2.8)

where the top hat model for halos’ gas profile of the ionized baryons is assumed.
The value of DMISM is estimated by the NE2001 model3, DMhalo is set to be DMhalo =

50 pc cm−3, and their uncertainties can be absorbed in the uncertainty of DMhost [3, 32].
From eq. (2.5), we can see that if we further ignore the uncertainty of DMobs, which is
enough small relative to the other errors, the total uncertainty is determined by

σDM =

[
σ2

IGM +

(
σhost

1 + z

)2
]1/2

. (2.9)

Following ref. [19], we assume that the uncertainty of DMhost would achieve σhost = 30 pc cm−3.
If the values of DMISM, DMhalo, and DMhost are known and we adopt the assumption that
all the FRB data are independent, then the χ2 function is simply written as

χ2
cos =

N∑
i=1

[
DMi − 〈DMIGM〉(zi;θ)

σDM(zi)

]2

, (2.10)

where zi and DMi represent the redshift and DM of the i-th mock FRB data, respectively,
N is the total event number, and θ denotes cosmological parameters, including the six base
ΛCDM cosmological parameters and an extra IDE parameter β. The Hubble constant H0

and the present-day matter density Ωm are derived parameters. Then we treat θ as free
parameters and use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to constrain them.
It should be noted that actually the DM values of FRB data are correlated due to long
wavelength modes of the electron distribution of the large-scale structure [96]. The effect of
the correlation on cosmological constraints depends on the sky area and the number of events
of the observed FRB data. A more accurate calculation of the FRB likelihood should include
the survey area of different telescopes and the covariance between different FRB data. We
leave this study to future work.

The method above focuses on only constraining cosmological parameters and depends
on some assumptions of DMhost, i.e., the mean value of DMhost is fixed to the best-fit con-
straint values or the values from cosmological simulations [97]. Jointly constraining the FRB
properties and cosmological parameters is more realistic by considering their correlations.

For simplicity, we assume that the distribution of DMhost can be approximated as a
Gaussian function with the fiducial mean value µfid = 100 pc cm−3 and standard deviation
20 pc cm−3 . According to this distribution, we randomly select a DMhost value for each FRB
event and add it to the DM value, with the redshift correction 1/(1+z). If µ has an intrinsic
redshift evolution, we assume a power-law evolution µ(z) = µ(1 + z)γ and set γfid = 0.7. We
model the χ2 function as

χ2
joint =

N∑
i=1

[
DMi − µ(1+z)γ

1+z − 〈DMIGM〉(zi;θ)

σDM(zi)

]2

. (2.11)

3Ben Bar-Or, J. Prochaska, available at https://readthedocs.org/projects/ne2001/
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We first assume the DMhost distribution does not evolve with redshift (i.e. γ = 0) and treat
µ and θ as free parameters. Then we consider the redshift evolution of DMhost by treating
all the DM parameters (i.e. µ and γ) and cosmological parameters θ as free parameters and
use MCMC to jointly constrain them.

In the era of SKA, it is expected that 105-106 FRBs could be detected per year [98].
Assuming that the observation duration of SKA is 10-year and 1/10 of FRBs can be localized
to the host galaxy with redshift, we consider a conservative expectation with the mock FRB
event number NFRB = 105 and an optimistic expectation with NFRB = 106 (a detailed
discussion about the FRB event number can refer to ref. [99]).

Except for a Galactic magnetar, the progenitors of FRBs have not been generally iden-
tified. Therefore, the accurate redshift distribution of FRBs is unknown. Based on the
first CHIME/FRB catalog, the common assumption that FRBs’ population tracks the star
formation history (SFH) of the Universe has been ruled out [100]. Qiang et al. [101] also
confirmed this result, and proposed some empirical distribution models consistent with the
observational data. We use the simple power-law model of redshift distribution to simulate
the FRB data. The event rate of mock FRB data is

NSFH(z) = (1 + z)γNSFH
ρ̇∗d

2
C(z)

H(z)(1 + z)
e−d

2
L(z)/[2d2L(zcut)], (2.12)

where (1 + z)γ represents the delay with respect to SFH with γ = −1.1 [101], NSFH is a
normalization factor, dC is the comoving distance, dL is the luminosity distance, and zcut = 1
is a Gaussian cutoff above which the number of detected FRBs would decrease due to the
detection threshold. The form of SFH is [101, 102]

ρ̇∗(z) =
(1 + z)2.6

1 + ((1 + z)/3.2)6.2
. (2.13)

The statistical properties of the mock FRB data with NFRB = 105 in the fiducial IDE1
cosmology are shown in figure 1.

2.3 Cosmological data

For the current cosmological data as comparison, we use the Planck 2018 CMB “distance
priors” [103], and the baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements from 6dFGS at zeff =
0.106 [104], SDSS-MGS at zeff = 0.15 [105], and BOSS-DR12 at zeff = 0.38, 0.51, and
0.61 [106]. For the type Ia supernova (SN) data, we use the sample from the Pantheon
compilation with 1048 data [107]. When we generate the mock FRB data, the fiducial values
of cosmological parameters are taken to be the same with the CMB+BAO+SN results. We
use the modified CAMB [108] and cosmomc codes [109] with the inclusion of the ePPF module
and obtain the posterior probability distribution of cosmological parameters.

3 Results and discussion

3.1 Constraining cosmological parameters

In this section, we study the capability of the mock FRB data of constraining the parameters
in the IDE models, with fixed DM parameters. The 1σ errors of cosmological parameters are
listed in table 1. We use FRB1 and FRB2 to denote the mock FRB data in the conservative
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Figure 1. The statistical properties of mock FRB data with NFRB = 105 in the fiducial IDE1
cosmology. Top left panel: the representative FRB events with 1σ errors. We show one data point
for every 1000 events. Top right panel: The histogram of FRB event number versus DM. Bottom left
panel: The redshift evolution of FRB event number. The assumed probability distribution function
of redshift is also shown by solid red line. Bottom right panel: The histogram of FRB event number
versus σDM.

expectation case (i.e., NFRB = 105) and the optimistic expectation case (i.e., NFRB = 106),
respectively.

First, in all the IDE models, about 106 FRB data can constrain β to less than 0.10.
We show the constraints from the FRB2 data in each IDE model in figure 2. Future FRBs
provide a way to precisely measure β by using only one cosmological probe. In the following,
we will discuss the constraints on β in each IDE model in sequence. For the IDE1 model
(Q ∝ βHρc), the CMB data alone can tightly constrain β, because Hρc is sensitive to the
early-universe probes. The constraint on β from the CMB data, σ(β) = 0.0025, is even tighter
by an order of magnitude than the one from the FRB2 data, σ(β) = 0.023. Nevertheless,
the combined analysis could still improve the constraint. The CMB+FRB1 data could give
σ(β) = 0.00084, and the CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data could give σ(β) = 0.00051. The
addition of FRB data could help constrain the absolute error of β to achieve less than 0.0010
in the IDE1 model.

Except for the IDE1 model, the CMB data alone cannot provide tight constraints on β in
other IDE models. For the IDE2 model, the CMB data can give σ(β) = 0.22, and the FRB1
data can give a better constraint with σ(β) = 0.12. However, the combined constraint from
CMB+FRB1 is significantly better than the result from either the CMB data or the FRB1
data alone. The CMB+FRB1 data can give σ(β) = 0.022. Compared to using the CMB
data alone and the FRB1 data alone, this combination improves the constraints by about
90% and 82%, respectively. The two-dimensional marginalized posterior probability contours
are shown in the left panel of figure 3, from the CMB, FRB1, and CMB+FRB1 data. The
orientations of the contours in the β–Ωm plane constrained by CMB and by FRB are rather
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Table 1. Absolute errors (1σ) of the cosmological parameters in each IDE model from the CMB,
FRB1, CMB+FRB1, CBS, FRB2, and CBS+FRB2 data, assuming fixed DM parameters (µ and
γ). FRB1 and FRB2 denote the FRB data with the event number NFRB = 105 and NFRB = 106,
respectively. Here, CBS stands for the CMB+BAO+SN data and H0 is in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Model Parameter CMB FRB1 CMB+FRB1 CBS FRB2 CBS+FRB2

IDE1

β 0.0025 0.073 0.00084 0.0013 0.023 0.00051

H0 1.8 13 0.34 0.69 10 0.15

Ωm 0.024 0.016 0.0043 0.0083 0.0049 0.0016

IDE2

β 0.22 0.12 0.022 0.044 0.039 0.020

H0 4.9 13 0.31 0.83 13 0.13

Ωm 0.15 0.019 0.0060 0.016 0.0063 0.0037

IDE3

β 0.47 0.16 0.070 0.10 0.049 0.040

H0 4.6 13 0.40 0.83 13 0.16

Ωm 0.15 0.035 0.017 0.028 0.011 0.0090

IDE4

β 0.50 0.23 0.13 0.16 0.071 0.061

H0 3.2 13 0.48 0.82 13 0.18

Ωm 0.13 0.043 0.027 0.035 0.014 0.012

0.16 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.16 0.24 0.32

0.26

0.28

0.30

0.32

0.34

m

IDE1
IDE2
IDE3
IDE4

0.16 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.16 0.24 0.320.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

P/
P m

ax

IDE1
IDE2
IDE3
IDE4

Figure 2. Constraints (68.3% and 95.4% confidence level) on β and Ωm (left panel) and one-
dimensional marginalized probability distributions of β (right panel) from the FRB2 data, in each
IDE model.

different. Combining the CMB and FRB data could break the parameter degeneracies,
and thus evidently improve the constraints. This effect also exists when combining the
CMB+BAO+SN and FRB2 data and we show it in the right panel of figure 3. The addition of
the FRB2 data will tighten the CMB+BAO+SN constraint with the absolute error improved
from σ(β) = 0.044 to σ(β) = 0.020.

For the IDE3 and IDE4 models (Q ∝ βρde), even the current mainstream data CMB+BAO+SN
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Figure 3. Constraints (68.3% and 95.4% confidence level) on β and Ωm in the IDE2 model with
Q = βH0ρc from the CMB, FRB1, and CMB+FRB1 data (left panel) and from the CMB+BAO+SN,
FRB2, and CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data (right panel).

cannot constrain the absolute errors of β to less than 0.10, urging a new probe to tightly
constrain them. For the IDE3 model, the constraint errors on β from the CMB, FRB1,
CMB+BAO+SN, and FRB2 data are 0.47, 0.16, 0.10, and 0.049, respectively. We plot the
comparison of these constraints in the left panel of figure 4. The CMB+FRB1 data can
constrain β to less than 0.10, with σ(β) = 0.070. The CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data can give
constraint σ(β) = 0.040, slightly tighter than the result from the FRB2 data.

For the IDE4 model, the constraint errors of β from the CMB and CMB+BAO+SN
data are 0.50 and 0.16, respectively, which are the worst among all the IDE models. The
constraints on β from the FRB1 data and the FRB2 data are 0.23 and 0.071, respectively.
The comparison of these constraints is shown in the right panel of figure 4. We find that,
for the IDE models with Q proportional to βρde, about 105 FRB data can give constraint on
β tighter than the CMB data, but weaker than the CMB+BAO+SN data. About 106 FRB
data can give constraint on β tighter than the CMB+BAO+SN data. This also displays the
advantage of the future FRB data in constraining β by one probe. Similar to the results
in the IDE3 model, the constraint from the CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data, σ(β) = 0.061,
is only slightly tighter than the result from the FRB2 data. For the IDE models with Q
proportional to βρde, the main contribution to the β constraints in the combined analysis is
from the FRB data.

The redshift evolutions of the interaction term Q(z) can be reconstructed by the con-
straints. In figure 5, we show the evolution of Q/(H0ρcr0) versus z in the IDE1 and IDE3
models, where ρcr0 = 3M2

plH
2
0 is the present-day critical density of the Universe. The best-fit

line and the 1σ region are shown in the figure. We find that in the IDE1 model, although
the CMB+BAO+SN data alone can precisely constrain β, the addition of the FRB data
could significantly shrink the uncertainty of Q in the redshift region with z > 3. In the IDE3
model, the addition of the FRB data could help constrain the evolution of Q in the whole
redshift region.

We briefly discuss the constraints on H0. The FRB data alone cannot effectively con-
strain H0, since DM is proportional to ΩbH0. However, the CMB data could provide tight
constraint on ΩbH

2
0 , resulting in tight H0 constraints if combining the CMB and FRB data.

This effect can be seen in figure 6, in accordance with the previous experience in the wCDM
and CPL models [35]. In all the IDE models, even the CMB+BAO+SN data cannot con-
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Figure 4. One-dimensional marginalized probability distributions of β in the IDE3 model with
Q = βHρde (left panel) and in the IDE4 model with Q = βH0ρde (right panel), from the CMB,
FRB1, CMB+BAO+SN, and FRB2 data.
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Figure 5. The redshift evolutions of Q/(H0ρcr0) in the IDE1 model with Q = βHρc (left panel) and
in the IDE3 model with Q = βHρde (right panel). The blue and pink shaded regions represent the
1σ constraints from the CMB+BAO+SN and CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data, respectively. The black
dashed lines denote the ΛCDM model (Q = 0).

strain H0 at sub-percent precision, yet the CMB+FRB1 data could do. For example, in
the IDE4 model, the CMB data can only provide a 4.7% measurement for H0, while the
CMB+FRB1 data can constrain H0 to a 0.71% precision. The constraint is improved by
about 85%. The CMB+BAO+SN data provide a 1.2% measurement for H0, whereas the
combined CMB+BAO+SN+FRB2 data provide a 0.27% measurement.

The values of σhost have minor effect on the cosmological constraints. We calculate two
new cases for the IDE3 model assuming σhost = 20 pc cm−3 and σhost = 60 pc cm−3 . For
example, 106 FRB data with σhost = 60 pc cm−3 could give σ(β) = 0.051 in the IDE3 model,
while 106 FRB data with σhost = 20 pc cm−3 could give σ(β) = 0.049. There are two reasons:
(i) the values of σIGM are larger than σhost, and (ii) σhost contributes to the total uncertainties
by multiplying a factor 1/(1 + z). In figure 7, we can clearly see that σDM is dominated by
σIGM except for very low redshift.

3.2 Jointly constraining cosmological parameters and DM parameters

We use the IDE1 and IDE3 models as examples to illustrate the effect of treating the DM
parameters as free parameters. The constraints on the IDE1 and IDE3 models and the DM
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Figure 6. Constraints (68.3% and 95.4% confidence level) on H0 and Ωbh
2 in the IDE3 model with

Q = βHρde (left panel) and the IDE4 model with Q = βH0ρde (right panel) from the CMB, FRB1,
and CMB+FRB1 data.
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Figure 7. The evolutions of σIGM, σhost, and σDM, assuming σhost = 60 pc cm−3 .

parameters are listed in table 2. We first consider the case without DMhost redshift evolution
(i.e., γ = 0). The constraint contours for the IDE3 model from the FRB1 and FRB2 data
are shown in the left panel of figure 8, and the fiducial values are denoted by dotted lines.
We can clearly see that all constraints of the DM parameters and cosmological parameters
could cover their fiducial values.

Because of the correlations between µ and cosmological parameters, treating µ as a free
parameter weakens the constraints on β and Ωm in the global fit. If µ is free, the absolute
errors of β are broader by about 50%, compared to the ones with fixed µ. For example, the
FRB1 data can give σ(β) = 0.16 in the IDE3 model with fixed µ, and give σ(β) = 0.26 when
µ is a free parameter, which is 62.5% looser than the former constraint. The constraints of
β from the FRB1 and FRB2 data are still comparable to the CMB and CMB+BAO+SN
results, respectively. The main results do not change significantly.

For the case that µ and γ both are free, the constraints on the IDE1 model are shown in
the right panel of figure 8 and can also cover the fiducial values. The absolute errors of β are
about 1–2 times broader than the ones with fixed µ and γ. For example, in the IDE1 model,
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Table 2. Constraints on the IDE1 and IDE3 models and the DM parameters from 105 mock FRB
data (FRB1) and 106 mock FRB data (FRB2), with different fixed DM parameters. Here, µ is in
units of pc cm−3 .

Sample DM parameter
IDE1 (Q = βHρc) IDE3 (Q = βHρde)

σ(β) σ(Ωm) σ(µ) σ(γ) σ(β) σ(Ωm) σ(µ) σ(γ)

FRB1

µ, γ fixed 0.073 0.016 0.16 0.035

γ fixed 0.10 0.028 3.6 0.26 0.068 4.4

both free 0.15 0.091 4.9 1.1 0.50 0.16 5.2 1.2

FRB2

µ, γ fixed 0.023 0.0049 0.049 0.011

γ fixed 0.033 0.0087 1.1 0.085 0.021 1.4

both free 0.050 0.041 1.7 0.48 0.137 0.056 1.5 0.64
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Figure 8. Constraints on the IDE3 model (Q = βHρde) and the mean value of DMhost (left panel)
and the IDE1 model (Q = βHρc) and the mean value and redshift evolution of DMhost (right panel),
using the FRB1 and FRB2 data. The fiducial values are denoted by dotted lines.

the constraint σ(β) = 0.15 from the FRB1 data when µ and γ both are free parameters is
105.5% looser than the constraint with fixed µ and γ, σ(β) = 0.073.

The constraint errors of the DM parameters are similar for different IDE models. For
example, in the case of γ fixed, the FRB2 data could give σ(µ) = 1.1 pc cm−3 and σ(µ) =
1.4 pc cm−3 for the IDE1 model and the IDE3 model, respectively. In all the cases (i.e.,
in both IDE1 and IDE3 models with whether γ fixed or not), the FRB1 data could give
σ(µ) ∼ 4.5 pc cm−3 and the FRB2 data could give σ(µ) ∼ 1.5 pc cm−3 . However, we note
that these constraints are somewhat meaningless, because with a large number of FRB data,
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the asymmetry of DMhost distribution would affect the constraints. Using a log-normal
distribution may be more appropriate to account for observed high DMhost values [3, 110].
In this work, we focus on the constraints on cosmological parameters, and leave the detailed
research on DMhost distribution to future work. The redshift evolution of DMhost, γ, is hard
to be constrained by the FRB1 data, but the FRB2 data could constrain its absolute error
to about 0.60. However, we still need more data or new methods to precisely constrain it.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we study how many FRBs are needed to precisely measure the interaction
between dark energy and cold dark matter, by constraining β in the IDE models. Four
phenomenological IDE models are considered, i.e., Q = βHρc (IDE1), Q = βH0ρc (IDE2),
Q = βHρde (IDE3), and Q = βH0ρde (IDE4). We simulate the future FRB data with data
number NFRB = 105 (FRB1) and NFRB = 106 (FRB2), based on the current knowledge of
FRBs from the first CHIME/FRB catalog and ASKAP.

We find that, if we fix the FRB properties, in all the IDE models, about 106 FRB data
alone can constrain the absolute error of β to less than 0.10. This provides a way to constrain
β by only one cosmological probe. For the IDE1 model, although the CMB data can provide
tight constraint on β, the addition of the FRB data could still improve the constraint. The
combined analysis is also important in the IDE2 model. In this model, the CMB and FRB
data could obviously break the parameter degeneracies inherent in each other. Therefore,
compared to the result from the CMB data or the CMB+BAO+SN data, the combined
constraint on β is significantly improved with the addition of the FRB data.

For the IDE3 and IDE4 models withQ proportional to βρde, even the current CMB+BAO+SN
data cannot constrain the absolute errors of β to less than 0.10. We find that about 105 FRB
data can give constraint on β tighter than the CMB data and about 106 FRB data can give
constraint on β tighter than the CMB+BAO+SN data. In the combined analysis, the main
contribution to the combined constraints is from the FRB data. As a low-redshift probe, the
FRB data alone could play an important role in these models.

We reconstruct the redshift evolution of the interaction term Q(z). The addition of
the FRB data could help check whether the interaction exists at a high confidence level,
and eventually provide evidence to distinguish between the ΛCDM model and the IDE mod-
els. With respect to the Hubble constant, the CMB+FRB1 data could constrain H0 to 1%
precision in all the IDE models, which is tighter than the corresponding results from the
CMB+BAO+SN data.

We also treat the DM parameters as free parameters to study the effects of the correla-
tions between them and cosmological parameters. Jointly constraining the FRB properties
and cosmological parameters would increase the constraint errors of β by a factor of about
0.5–2. In this work, we use the Macquart relation to constrain the IDE models at the
background level. A future work could use auto-correlations of FRBs and cross-correlations
with the large-scale structure to constrain cosmological parameters with clustering effects
[111–114].
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