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The ubiquity of power-law relations in empirical data displays physicists’ love of simple laws and
uncovering common causes among seemingly unrelated phenomena. However, many reported power
laws lack statistical support and mechanistic backing, not to mention discrepancies with real data
are often explained away as corrections due to finite size or other variables. We propose a simple
experiment and rigorous statistical procedures to look into these issues. Making use of the fact that
the occurrence frequency and pulse intensity of crumpling sound obey power law with exponent that
varies with material, we simulate a complex system with two intrinsic mechanisms by crumpling two
different sheets together. The probability function of crumpling sound is found to transit from two
terms to a bona fide power law as compaction increases. This observation nicely demonstrates the
effect of interactions to bring about a subtle change in macroscopic behavior, and also highlights
the importance to sort the data in temporal or other order. Our analyses are based on the Akaike
information criterion (AIC) that is a direct measurement of information loss and emphasizes the
need to strike a balance between model simplicity and goodness of fit. As a show of force, AIC
also found the Gutenberg-Richter law for earthquakes and the scale-free model for brain functional
network, 2D sandpile, and solar flare intensity to suffer excessive loss of information. They resemble
more the crumpled ball at low, not high, compactions; namely, there appear to be two distinct
mechanisms that take turns at driving these systems.

PACS numbers: 05.40.Ca, 64.60.av, 05.65.+b

According to the classical Dulong-Petit law, the spe-
cific heat of a solid should be independent of tempera-
ture, contrary to the fact that it drops to zero at low
temperature. This huge embarrassment and challenge to
physicists before the nineteen-century eventually helped
hasten the birth of quantum theory. In 1907 Einstein pro-
posed to describe each atom in the solid as an indepen-
dent 3D harmonic oscillator that exhibits identical fre-
quency and obeys Planck’s quantization assumption. In
spite of its historical relevance[1], this model was eventu-
ally replaced by that of Debye who linked these harmonic
springs in series to generate a whole spectrum of frequen-
cies. Both are based on the same assumption of harmonic
oscillator, but Debye’s more complex model turned out
to explain the experimental data better.

A more contemporary puzzle concerns the abundance
of simple power-law (SPL) distributions, g(x) = α/xβ ,
over a wide range of magnitudes that surfaced in sizes of
criminal charges per convict, foraging patterns of sharks
and tunas, and brain activity and heart rate - to name
just a few[2]. One attempt to explain their deeper ori-
gin is the concept of self-organized criticality (SOC) pro-
posed by Bak et al.[3] in 1987. The power-law distribu-
tion of sand avalanches and the fact that sandpiles can
come back to the critical slope without deliberate tuning
of parameters have been a paradigm for SOC, although
the dynamics of a real sand pile has been demonstrated[4]
to behave more like a first-order transition. Another no-
table approach is the use of renormalization group[5],
motivated by the resemblance to the power-law diver-
gence of physical quantities with universal critical expo-
nents in systems undergoing a smooth phase transition.

In spite of many more generative models for various re-
ported power laws[6], statistical support and mechanistic
sophistication are in dire need for improvement[2].
Crackling noise from candy wrappers and food bags is

something we all hate in the cinema. A silver lining is
that its occurrence rate versus pulse intensity was also
reported[7] to obey SPL and may have bearing[8] on the
Gutenberg-Richter law[9] for earthquakes. Exploiting the
fact that exponent of crumpling sound varies with ma-
terial, we simulated complex systems with two distinct
mechanisms by crumpling different sheets together[10].
The data points came out aligned tantalizingly straight
in a logarithmic plot - a revealing sign of SPL. For con-
trast, a similar analysis was repeated with the sheets
crumpled by separate hands, which result was expected
to distribute diffusely and in no way resemble power law.
Surprisingly, it exhibits an even smaller error, ∆β.
In order to avoid this delusion, we need to go back and

understand how ∆β was calculated. The magnitude of β
comes from maximizing the likelihood function L, while
its error ∆β is estimated by (−d2 lnL/dβ2)−1/2. Plug
Eq.(A1) into the formula gives

∆β ∼
√

2σ2

N d2σ2

dβ2

(1)

where σ denotes the standard deviation. Now imagine

two independent sets of SPL data, yi = 1/xβ1

i +∆yi and

zi = 1/xβ2

i +∆zi where β1 6= β2 and i = 1, · · · , N labels
the slices in the histogram. For simplicity, let’s suppose
the random numbers ∆yi and ∆zi render relatively small
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FIG. 1: Standard deviation plotted against fitting exponent
of SPL for crumpling sound. (∆β)2 is proportional to the
ratio of σ2(β) and its curvature. (a) Paper (in red circle) and
Al (in black square) and their combined data (in green cross).
The optimal β can be read off from the minima position to be
1.68, 1.22, and 1.44. Combined data exhibit a large curvature,
which results in a misleadingly small ∆β = 0.0126, compared
to 0.0198 and 0.0200 for paper and Al. (b) Paper and HDPE
(in blue triangle, β = 1.94, ∆β = 0.0143) and their combined
data (β = 1.84, ∆β = 0.0128).

∆βk/βk for k = 1, 2. According to Eq.(1),

(∆βk)
2 ∼ 1

N

∑N
i=1

(∆yi)
2

∑N
i=1

x−2βk

i (ln xi)2
, k = 1, 2 (2)

where a statistical average over the random numbers is
implied. If both data are combined and fit by SPL out
of ignorance, Eq.(1) gives

(∆β)2 ∼

∑

i

[

(αx−β
i − x−β1

i − x−β2

i )2 + (∆yi)
2 + (∆zi)

2

]

N
∑

i
(x−2β1

i + x−2β2

i + 2x−β1−β2

i )(ln xi)2
,

(3)

under a general scenario[10].
In the case of perfect power laws, i.e., ∆yi = ∆zi = 0

and ∆β1,2 = 0, Eq.(3) predicts ∆β > ∆βi, ∀i = 1, 2,
as expected for our rash move. However, as long as
∆βi 6= 0 and exceeds about 2 × 10−4, the ratio of first
terms in the numerator and the denominator of Eq.(3)
becomes smaller than the subsequent ratio of second
and third terms. A closer look reveals that the second
and third ratios are simply ∆β1 and ∆β2 from Eq.(2).
It takes only simple arithmetic to be convinced that
∆β < max{∆β1,∆β2}. The reasoning behind this coun-
terintuitive result is due to the misuse of Eq.(1) for (∆β)2

when the fitted model is wrong, i.e., SPL model is fitted
to DPL data in our case. For this model misspecification
situation, a correction for (∆β)2 should be adopted using
Huber’s sandwich estimation[11], while applied users are
seldom aware of this issue.
Figure 1 shows σ2(β) for Al, paper, and HDPE and

the combination of their data - all modeled by SPL. The
much larger curvature for the combined data results in a
smaller ∆β according to Eq.(1) in spite of a large σ. Due
to their β being distinct, the correct fitting function is
double power-law (DPL), α1/x

β1 + α2/x
β2 , rather than

SPL. However, since increasing fitting parameter almost
always improve the standard deviation, we cannot rely

on the likelihood function alone to measure their rela-
tive fitting performance. It is thus imperative to seek
other information criterion that also takes into account
the principle of parsimony or model simplicity.
Founded on information theory, the Akaike informa-

tion criterion[12] (AIC) came to our rescue. It quanti-
fies the relative fitting performance of distribution func-
tions, g(x), for a given set of data. As described by the
Kullback−Leibler (KL) distance[13] which measures the
information loss when using g(x) to approximate the true
distribution, AIC value is defined as

AIC = 2k − 2 lnL (4)

where the first term penalizes the abuse of free parame-
ters, k, and the likelihood function L rewards goodness
of fit. Smaller AIC value indicates less information loss.
This trade-off between goodness of fit and model sim-
plicity bears resemblance to the Helmholtz free energy,
F ≡ U−TS where T denotes the temperature, for canon-
ical ensembles in equilibrium statistical mechanics. In
contrast to Eq.(4), F balances the competing trends of
minimizing internal energy U and maximizing entropy S.
The likelihood function is defined as

L ≡
n
∏

i=1

g(xi) (5)

where n is the number of raw data and g(x) the fitting
functions. After the data has been grouped into a his-
togram of N slices, the log-likelihood function becomes

lnL ≡ n

N
∑

j=1

f(xj) ln g(xj), (6)

where nf(xj) denotes the counts of j-th slice. Since both
f(x) and g(x) are destined to describe probability den-
sity functions, it is important to remember to impose the
normalization:

∑

f(xi) =
∫

g(x)dx = 1.
The schematic Fig.2 illustrates the relationship be-

tween DPL and the Zipf-Mandelbrot distribution[14]
(ZMD), g(x) = α/(x+ γ)β , and other functions[15] that
are often checked against SPL. ZMD and DPL are gen-
eralized versions of SPL and unlike the log-normal (LN),
exponential (EX), and Poisson (PS) distributions that
are the simplest form in their own category. However,
being closer to the data in Fig.2, DPL and ZMD enjoy
less information loss, although more complex than SPL.
Armed with the AIC tool, we did a more thorough

analysis on the jointly crumpled data by separating them
into five time stages in Fig.3. A transition from DPL to
SPL was revealed as compaction increases, which con-
firms the prediction by Gleeson et al.[16] that interac-
tions can bring out a subtle change in macroscopic be-
havior. Note that the initial data can be easily passed
for power law, if not for the scrutiny of AIC. Since the
exponents of DPL determined by the likelihood function
match the singly crumpled data, the second power law
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TABLE I: Comparing AIC values of different models for celebrated power-law claims. The parameters of selected model are
highlighted in boldface. The magnitudes of α1,2 are comparable, but only their signs are included for brevity.

SPL DPL ZMD

Phenomenon AIC β AIC (α1, α2) (β1, β2) AIC (γ, β)

Earthquake[18] 133115.7 1.03 133112.9 (+,+) 1.10, 0.76 133117.7 -0.01, 1.03

Brain Functional Network[19] 11456.73 2.33 11420.49 (+,+) 3.42, 1.62 11422.94 -3.33, 1.82

Solar Flare Intensity[6] 72028.82 2.10 71431.24 (+,+) 3.76, 1.75 71439.20 -37.07, 1.74

2-D Sandpile Model[20] 1266784 1.01 1266651 (−,+) 0.77, 0.91 1266656 0.17, 1.04

Solar Flare Rate[21] 54747.96 1.10 54561.22 (+,−) 0.87, 0.77 54201.22 48.08, 2.10

Web Link[22] 1095357310 1.72 1094847304 (+,+) 1.46, 1.71 1087235440 0.75, 2.03

Protein-Domain Frequency[14] 17445.29 0.56 17427.53 (+,−) 0.85, 0.94 17422.58 3.89, 0.81

Stock-Market Fluctuation[23] 18275.57 3.25 18258.62 (−,+) 2.43, 3.02 18200.94 1.70, 5.82

FIG. 2: Schematic relation of information loss by different
models. Number of free parameters is indicated in the paren-
thesis following each distribution. Distance between each
point and the data in this model space reflects the amount
of information loss as measured by the KL distance. The
dash line traces out a set of distributions with their simplest
form. In contrast, DPL and ZMD are on the same green solid
line as SPL since they belong to the same category.

cannot be dismissed as correction to SPL due to some
relevant variable[17].

In Table I, we highlighted more power-law claims that
suffer excessive loss of information. Up to ten terms have
been checked not to be the winner, except in the Zipf’s
law for word frequency[24] where quadruple power laws
were found to retain the most information. AIC con-
cludes that DPL should replace SPL in earthquake[25],
brain functional network, solar flare intensity, and 2D
sandpile model (poster boy of SOC). As Fig.4 shows,
DPL and SPL are hard to discern by bare eyes. For
the data in Fig.4(a) that span 33 years until 2013, the
Gutenberg-Richter law predicts a probability of 0.000260
for earthquakes[18] of Ritchter scale 6 to 8 to occur. But
according to DPL parameters in Table I, the forecast
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FIG. 3: AIC analyses of sound for two materials crumpled to-
gether. Data were divided into five time stages with 1 being
the earliest. The y-axis showed the difference of AIC value be-
tween DPL and SPL. As compaction increases, the crumpled
ball exhibits a subtle transition from DPL to SPL.

moves up by almost two folds to 0.000464. This dis-
crepancy is statistically significant to warrant attentions.
Table I also reported ZMD to be more favored for the
duration-time frequency of solar flare, web link, protein-
domain frequency, and stock-market fluctuations.
The quantities listed in Table I all exhibit a large differ-

ence in AIC values. This guarantees the likelihood ratio
rejects SPL as a null hypothesis and preserves the more
general form of DPL and ZMD. In other words, although
SPL is protected as the existing model, the stricter like-
lihood ratio test makes sure that the evidence is strong
enough to dismiss it as long as the following condition is
met when the sample size is large[26]:

− 2 ln
L1

L2

> χ2

0.95(k2 − 1) (7)

where L1 is the likelihood function for SPL and χ2

0.95(k2−
1) equals 5.99 (3.84) when L2 represents DPL (ZMD)
which corresponds to k2 = 3 (2). The condition, Eq.(7),
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FIG. 4: Notable power law claims that require modifications.
The DPL (in red solid line) outperforms SPL (in black dash
line) for (a) earthquakes[18], (b) brain functional network[19],
and (c) solar flare intensity[6], and (d) 2D sandpile model[20].

can be equivalently verified via

AIC1 −AIC2 > χ2

0.95(k2 − 1)− 2(k2 − 1) (8)

which clearly holds for all cases in Table I.
In conclusion, by bridging the gap with mathemati-

cians we introduced the Akaike information criterion to
quell the criticism that many reported power laws lack
statistical support. It turned out that there are alterna-
tive models that retains more information than power law
in many famous phenomena. We found them to behave
like a loosely crumpled ball consisting of two different ma-
terials - in the sense that two distinct mechanisms take
turns at appearing. By analyzing the crumpling sound in
temporal order, more features surfaced: it transits from
DPL to SPL as compaction increases. This observation
confirms the generally accepted prediction that interac-
tions can bring about a subtle change in macroscopic
behavior, and also highlights the possibility of retrieving
more information if efforts are made to sort the data in
either temporal or other order.
We have to admit that we do not understand why there

are so few examples of thrice or higher power laws in our
study, why the 2-D sandpile model should betray its role
as a paradigm for SOC by behaving like DPL, or what is
the physical implication for DPL exhibiting negative α.
Derived from the Kullback-Leibler discrepancy, AIC

provides a simple and effective way to select the best
approximation model among competitors. With the op-
timal property of being asymptotic efficiency, it out-
performs other selection criteria, such as BIC, for se-
lecting predictive models[27]. Due to its being based
on information theory, AIC is relevant to the Lan-
dauer’s principle[28] and recent interest in using entropy
transfer[29] to quantify directed statistical coherence be-
tween spatiotemporal processes. It can be said that
AIC is essentially an application of the Second Law of
Thermodynamics[12, 30], while Landauer’s principle is a

simple logical consequence of the law. Although AIC is
originally intended for probability density functions, we
describe in Appendix how to generalize it to tackle di-
mensional data, such as pressure versus volume for gases.
We acknowledge funding from the Ministry of Science

and Technology and hospitalities of the Physics Division
of National Center for Theoretical Sciences in Hsinchu.
We also thank Hsuan-Yi Chen, Chun-Chung Chen, Jim
Sethna, and Mason A. Porter for helpful comments.

Appendix A: How to use AIC without information

of raw data?

It is always preferable to work with the raw data. How-
ever, if they are not available or when the data refer to
(pressure, volume) of a gas or (pressure, mass density)
of a crumpled ball, Eq.(6) cannot be used. Reasons are
simple: no information of n for one thing, it is mean-
ingless to compare lnL with 2k in Eq.(4) because Eq.(6)
now carries units. Instead, we appeal to Eq.(5) for AIC.
First, suppose we know a priori that the data (xi, yi)

are close to the set (xi,mθ(xi)) with small errors, where
mθ(xi) contains unknown parameters, θ = (θ1, θ2, · · · ) .
We then assume the errors, εi = yi − mθ(xi), obey the
normal distribution and use the Gaussian likelihood in
Eq.(5). The normal assumption often holds for experi-
mental data, in particular when data come from group-
ing or averaging due to central limit theorem. Under this
fairly general assumption, Eq.(5) becomes

L =

N
∏

i=1

1√
2πσ2

exp

(

−
(

yi −mθ(xi)
)2

2σ2

)

. (A1)

By setting dL/dσ = 0, it is straightforward to show that
the variant that maximizes the likelihood is nothing but
the mean squared errors:

σ2 ≡ (1/N)

N
∑

i=1

(yi −mθ(xi))
2, (A2)

subject to θ. By using this information and taking log-
arithm, Eq.(A1) reduces to −(N/2) ln(σ2) − N/2. The
constant term N/2 is irrelevant when comparing different
AIC values. Then AIC has a succinct form

AIC = 2k +N ln(σ̂2) (A3)

where σ̂2 is the minimizer of Eq.(A2) which turns out to
be equivalent to the familiar method of least square in a
regression.
If the data are accompanied with known error bars σi,

the likelihood function in Eq.(A1) should be modified as

L =

N
∏

i=1

1
√

2πσ2

i

exp

(

−
(

yi −mθ(xi)
)2

2σ2

i

)

(A4)

with the width of the Gaussian function input from ex-
perimental observations. Taking logarithm now leads to
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the form lnL = C−(1/2)
∑
(

yi−mθ(xi)
)2
/σ2

i where con-
stant C is again not important and maximizing the sec-
ond term is equivalent to minimizing the weighted least
squares:

χ2 ≡
N
∑

i=1

(

yi −mθ(xi)
)2
/σ2

i , (A5)

subject to θ. AIC value becomes

AIC = 2k + χ2. (A6)

As a close connection, the minimizer of Eq.(A5) can also

be used to perform a χ2 goodness-of-fit test.

For the scenarios this appendix is aimed for, the raw
data either have been gathered into histogram or carry
units. As a result, the sample size is normally limited,
i.e., the bin size N might not be much larger than k. In
these cases AIC tends to pick an over-fit model and needs
a bias-correction[30, 31] by AICc:

AICc = AIC +
2k(k + 1)

N − k − 1
(A7)

with the correction term that goes to zero when N ≫ k.
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