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ABSTRACT
The statistical properties of energy and waiting time carry essential information about the source of repeating fast radio bursts
(FRBs). In this paper, we investigate the randomness of energy and waiting time using four data samples from three extremely
active repeating FRBs observed by the Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical radio Telescope (FAST). We report the deviation
from complete randomness of the burst activity using three statistics, i.e., Hurst exponent, Pincus index and non-Gaussian
probability density distribution of fluctuations. First, the Hurst exponent greater than 0.5 reveals that there is long-term memory
in the time series of energy and waiting time. Second, the deviation of the Pincus index from 1.0 manifests that the time series is
not completely random. Finally, the fluctuations of energy and waiting time follow the scale-invariant 𝑞-Gaussian distribution. All
these statistical properties imply that, although the time series of repeating FRBs seems to be irregular, they are not completely
random, similar to the features of self-organized criticality.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are bright astronomical transients with mil-
liseconds duration in radio bands (Lorimer et al. 2007; Cordes &
Chatterjee 2019; Petroff et al. 2019; Platts et al. 2019; Zhang 2020;
Xiao et al. 2021; Zhang 2023). The large dispersion measure im-
plies that they originate from the extragalactic Universe rather than
the Milky Way, which has been proven by the direct localization of
the host galaxy and the measurement of redshift (Keane et al. 2016;
Chatterjee et al. 2017; Tendulkar et al. 2017). Since the first discovery
in 2007 (Lorimer et al. 2007), hundreds of FRB sources have been
observed by different telescopes (Petroff et al. 2016; CHIME/FRB
Collabortion 2021; Xu et al. 2023). Although most FRBs (more
than 90 percent) seem to be one-off events, a plenty of them are
verified to be repeaters. For example, in the first CHIME/FRB cat-
alog (CHIME/FRB Collabortion 2021), 18 FRBs are repeaters and
474 FRBs are appreantly one-off events. The first and best-known
repeater is FRB 20121102A, which keeps active in a long period
spanning several years (Spitler et al. 2016; Chatterjee et al. 2017;
Michilli et al. 2018; Gajjar et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2018; Gourdji
et al. 2019; Li et al. 2021). The physical mechanism of FRBs is still
under extensive debate, and many theoretical models are proposed to
explain the origin of FRBs, see e.g. Platts et al. (2019) for the review
of FRB models.

The statistical study of energy and waiting time helps to reveal the
mystery of radiation mechanism of FRBs, because these observed
parameters carry information about the source activity. Actually,
the statistical properties of energy and waiting time of FRBs have
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been extensively studied in literature (Lu & Kumar 2016; Li et al.
2017; Wang & Yu 2017; Wang et al. 2018; Macquart & Ekers 2018;
Opperman et al. 2018; Wang & Zhang 2019; Lu & Piro 2019; Lin &
Sang 2020; Wang et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2023b;
Sang & Lin 2023). The burst energy of repeating FRBs is usually
assumed to follow the power law distribution. For example, Wang &
Yu (2017) found that the cumulative distributions of peak flux and
fluence of 17 bursts from repeating FRB 20121102A show the power
law form. Using six samples from different telescopes at different
frequencies, Wang & Zhang (2019) found that the power law indices
are in a narrow range, indicating a universal energy distribution for
FRB 20121102A. The waiting time of repeating FRBs can be fitted
by several distributions, e.g. the power-law distribution (Wang &
Yu 2017), the exponential distribution (Wang et al. 2018), or the
Weibull distribution (Opperman et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2021). In
addition, Lin & Sang (2020) showed that the distribution of energy
and waiting time of FRB 20121102A can be well fitted by the bent
power-law, while the fluctuations of energy and waiting time follow
the scale-invariant 𝑞-Gauss distribution.

The operation of the Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical radio
Telescope (FAST) significantly enlarges the repeating FRB samples,
thus allows us to statistically study the repeating FRBs in details. For
example, Li et al. (2021) reported the detection of 1652 bursts from
the repeating FRB 20121102A, and found that the burst energy can
be well fitted by a lognormal distribution plus a generalized Cauchy
function, and the waiting time is consistent with the superposition of
two lognormal distributions. Xu et al. (2022) found that the energy
of 1863 bursts from the repeating FRB 20201124A can be fitted by a
broken power law function, while the waiting time can be fitted by the
superposition of three lognormal distributions. Zhang et al. (2023)
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also found that the energy of 1076 burst from FRB 20220912A can
be well described using a broken power-law function, and the waiting
time can be described using two lognormal distributions. Sang & Lin
(2023) found that the energy and waiting time of FRB 20121102A
and FRB 20201124A can be well fitted by the bent power law, and the
power-law index keeps steady over time. Zhang et al. (2022) found
that the distribution of burst energy from FRB 20201124A can be well
modelled by an exponentially connected broken-power law function.
Zhang et al. (2024) found that repeating FRBs show the feature of
Brownian motion on the time-energy bivariate space. Wang et al.
(2023c) found that repeating FRBs have long-term memory over a
large range of timescales, from a few minutes to about an hour, see
also Wang et al. (2023a).

In this paper, we further study the statistical properties of repeating
FRBs based on three statistics, i.e. the Hurst exponent, the Pincus in-
dex, and the fluctuations of time series. Four data samples from three
extremely active repeating FRBs detected by the FAST telescope are
considered, namely FRB 20121102A, FRB 20201124A and FRB
20220912A. The first sample is FRB 20121102A, which includes
1652 bursts detected in a total of 59.5 observation hours spanning
two months in 2019 (Li et al. 2021). The host of FRB 20121102A is
well identified at redshift 𝑧 = 0.193, which corresponds to a luminos-
ity distance 𝐷𝐿 = 949 Mpc (Tendulkar et al. 2017). From April 1 to
June 11 in 2021, the FAST telescope recorded 1863 bursts (hereafter
FRB 20201124A-I) from the repeating FRB 20201124A during a
total of 82 hours observation time (Xu et al. 2022). Three months
later, 881 additional bursts (hereafter FRB 20201124A-II) were de-
tected by FAST at the end of September in 2021, in a total of 19
hours observation time (Zhang et al. 2022). Considering the possible
temporally evolving burst activity, we study these two samples from
the same FRB source separately. The redshift of FRB 20201124A is
𝑧 = 0.09795, corresponding to a luminosity distance 𝐷𝐿 = 453.3
Mpc (Xu et al. 2022). The FAST telescope recorded 1076 bursts
from FRB 20220912A in a total of 8.67 observation time in 2022
(Zhang et al. 2023). The host galaxy of FRB 20220912A was local-
ized at redshift 𝑧 = 0.0771, corresponding to a luminosity distance
𝐷𝐿 = 360.86 Mpc (Ravi et al. 2023).

Another sample FRB 20190520B was studied in a similar way
in two previous works (Zhang et al. 2024; Yamasaki et al. 2023).
The observed bursts of FRB 20190520B are much less than the four
samples used in our paper. For example, the numbers of published
bursts are 79 from FAST (Niu et al. 2022) and 113 from Parkes
(Anna-Thomas et al. 2023). Compared with other four samples, FRB
20190520B is not statistically significant. Moreover, the works of
Zhang et al. (2024) and Yamasaki et al. (2023) combined the data
of FRB 20190520B observed by two different telescopes (FAST
and Parkes). Since different telescopes have different sensitivity and
selection effects, the combination of different data samples may cause
bias on the statistical results. Therefore, we do not consider FRB
20190520B here.

Based on the public datasets, we calculate the waiting time and
energy of each burst. The waiting time is defined as the observed
time interval between two successive bursts, 𝛿𝑡 = 𝑡𝑖+1 − 𝑡𝑖 , where 𝑡𝑖
is the arrival time of the 𝑖-th burst. Since the observation of FAST is
discontinuous, with 1 or 2 hours in each day, we pick the waiting times
smaller than 1 hour to discard the long observation gaps between
different observation sessions. After the selection, the number of
waiting time for each sample is as follows: 1612 in FRB 20121102A,
1815 in FRB 20201124A-I, 877 in FRB 20201124A-II, and 1058
in FRB 20220912A. The burst energy is calculated by (Zhang et al.

2023)

𝐸 =
4𝜋

1 + 𝑧

(
𝐷L

1028cm

)2 (
𝐹

Jy · ms

) (
Δ𝜈

GHz

)
1039erg, (1)

where 𝐷𝐿 is the luminosity distance, 𝐹 is the fluence, and Δ𝜈 =

500 MHz is the observation bandwidth. For the energy data, we
utilize the full datasets without excluding any data points. The num-
ber of energy in each sample is 1652 in FRB 20121102A, 1863 in
FRB 20201124A-I, 881 in FRB 20201124A-II, and 1076 in FRB
20220912A.

The rest parts of this paper are arranged as follows: In Section
2, we calculate the Hurst exponent and investigate the long-term
memory of FRBs. In Section 3, we calculate the Pincus index and
investigate the randomness of FRBs. The fluctuations of burst energy
and waiting time are investigated in Section 4. Finally, discussion and
conclusions are presented in Section 5.

2 MEMORY AND HURST EXPONENT

In this section, we study the long-term memory of waiting time
and energy of repeating FRBs. The long-term memory of a time
series can be quantified by the Hurst exponent 𝐻 (Hurst 1956, 1957).
𝐻 = 0.5 means no long-range correlations in the data, 𝐻 < 0.5
means negative long-range correlations, and 𝐻 > 0.5 means positive
long-range correlations.

The Hurst exponent of a time series, e.g., the waiting time or energy
of a repeating FRB, is calculated using the rescaled range analysis
method (Weron 2002; Meraz et al. 2022). A time series of length 𝑁

is divided into 𝑙 subseries of length 𝑛 with no overlap. For each of
the subseries 𝑋𝑚 = {𝑋1,𝑚, 𝑋2,𝑚, ..., 𝑋𝑛,𝑚}, with 𝑚 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑙, the
Hurst exponent is calculated according to the following setps:

(1) Compute the mean value 𝐸𝑚 and the standard deviation 𝑆𝑚;
(2) Compute the mean-adjusted time series 𝑌𝑖,𝑚 = 𝑋𝑖,𝑚 − 𝐸𝑚 for

𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑛;
(3) Calculate the cumulative deviation series 𝑍𝑖,𝑚 =

∑𝑖
𝑗=1 𝑌 𝑗 ,𝑚

for 𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑛;
(4) Calculate the series range 𝑅𝑚 = max{𝑍1,𝑚, ..., 𝑍𝑛,𝑚} −

min{𝑍1,𝑚, ..., 𝑍𝑛,𝑚};
(5) Calculate the rescaled range 𝑅𝑚/𝑆𝑚;
(6) Repeat steps (1) – (5) to obtain the rescaled range for all sub-

series, and calculate the mean value of the rescaled range for all
subseries of length 𝑛:

(𝑅/𝑆)𝑛 =
1
𝑙

𝑙∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑅𝑚/𝑆𝑚.

(7) Change the subseries length 𝑛 and construct a series of the
rescaled range;

(8) The rescaled range series (𝑅/𝑆)𝑛 for a self-similar process
follows a power-law function

(𝑅/𝑆)𝑛 = 𝐶𝑛𝐻 .

Here 𝐻 is the Hurst exponent, which can be estimated by a simple
linear regression over

ln(𝑅/𝑆)𝑛 = ln𝐶 + 𝐻 ln 𝑛.

We use the public code NOLDS (Schölzel 2020) for the calculation
of Hurst exponent. The rescaled range series are shown in Figure 1.
The green dots and magenta squares are the rescaled range series of
waiting time and energy, respectively. The green dashed lines and
magenta solid lines are the corresponding linear regression curves.
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Table 1. The Hurst exponent 𝐻 for waiting time and energy of the four
repeating FRB samples. The error is the intrinsic scatter 𝜎int.

Waiting time Energy

FRB 20121102A 0.71 ± 0.03 0.63 ± 0.02
FRB 20201124A-I 0.59 ± 0.03 0.56 ± 0.01
FRB 20201124A-II 0.61 ± 0.04 0.64 ± 0.03
FRB 20220912A 0.60 ± 0.03 0.62 ± 0.03

As can be seen, the data points are well consistent with the linear
regression curves. The Hurst exponent 𝐻 is the slope of the best-
fitting line, which is derived using the least squares method. Table 1
summaries the Hurst exponent 𝐻 for waiting time and energy of the
four repeating FRB samples. The uncertainty represents the intrinsic
scatter 𝜎int, defined as the square root of the reduced chi-square. The
Hurst exponents are 0.71±0.03, 0.59±0.03, 0.61±0.04, 0.60±0.03
for waiting time, and 0.63±0.02, 0.56±0.01, 0.64±0.03, 0.62±0.03
for energy for the samples of FRB 20121102A, FRB 20201124A-I,
FRB 20201124A-II, and FRB 20220912A, respectively. For all the
four repeating FRB samples, the Hurst exponents of waiting time
and energy are larger than 0.5 at ≳ 3𝜎 confidence level, indicating
the exist of long-term memory. However, the 𝐻 values are around
0.6, and do not deviate too much from 0.5, hence the long-range
correlation is positive but not strong.

3 RANDOMNESS AND PINCUS INDEX

The Pincus index (Pincus 1991) is used to quantify the random-
ness of a data series without prior information about the source
of dataset generation. The Pincus index is defined by the ratio of
the approximate entropy of the original data sequence, to that of
the randomly shuffled data sequence. For a data sequence 𝑢(𝑖) of
length 𝑁 , define the subsequences 𝑥𝑚 (𝑖) = [𝑢(𝑖), ..., 𝑢(𝑖 + 𝑚 − 1)]
and 𝑥𝑚 ( 𝑗) = [𝑢( 𝑗), ..., 𝑢( 𝑗 + 𝑚 − 1)]. The approximate entropy is
calculated as (Pincus 1991; Delgado-Bonal & Marshak 2019)

𝐴𝑝𝐸𝑛(𝑚, 𝑟, 𝑁) ≃ − 1
𝑁 − 𝑚

×
𝑁−𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

log

∑𝑁−𝑚
𝑗=1 {dist[𝑥𝑚+1 ( 𝑗), 𝑥𝑚+1 (𝑖)] < 𝑟}∑𝑁−𝑚

𝑗=1 {dist[𝑥𝑚 ( 𝑗), 𝑥𝑚 (𝑖)] < 𝑟}
.

(2)

Here dist[𝑥, 𝑦] is the Chebyshev distance between 𝑥 and 𝑦,
{condition} is 1 if the condition is true and 0 otherwise, and “log"
is the natural logarithm. The embedding dimension 𝑚 is the length
of subsequences, usually taken to be 2 in the calculation. The ra-
dius distance threshold 𝑟 is the noise filter. The calculation of 𝐴𝑝𝐸𝑛
for FRBs in this paper is based on the open-source toolkit Entropy-
Hub (Flood & Grimm 2021). To avoid the arbitrariness of the se-
lection of 𝑟 value, the maximum approximate entropy (𝑀𝐴𝐸) was
used (Delgado-Bonal 2019; Delgado-Bonal & Marshak 2019), which
quantify the largest difference in the information between the se-
quences of length 𝑚 and 𝑚 + 1. 𝑀𝐴𝐸 is given by varying the noise
filter 𝑟 and calculating the maximum value of approximate entropy,

𝑀𝐴𝐸 = max
𝑟

[𝐴𝑝𝐸𝑛(𝑚, 𝑟, 𝑁)] . (3)

We follow a traditional approach to determine the maximum. Specif-
ically, we vary 𝑟 from 0.01𝜎 to 0.99𝜎 with step 0.01𝜎, where 𝜎 is
the standard deviation of the data sequence, and choose the 𝑟 value
which can maximize 𝐴𝑝𝐸𝑛(𝑚, 𝑟, 𝑁).

Table 2. The 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of original sequence and 𝑃𝐼 for waiting time and energy
of the four repeating FRB samples. The error of 𝑃𝐼 is propagated from the
standard deviation of 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the 1000 randomly shuffled sequences.

Waiting time Energy
MAEori PI MAEori PI

FRB 20121102A 1.55 0.96 ± 0.01 1.29 0.84 ± 0.01
FRB 20201124A-I 1.58 0.96 ± 0.01 1.59 0.99 ± 0.01
FRB 20201124A-II 1.33 0.94 ± 0.01 1.40 0.99 ± 0.02
FRB 20220912A 1.40 0.91 ± 0.01 1.44 1.01 ± 0.01

To compare the randomness of different data sequences, we use
bootstrap sampling and calculate the Pincus Index (Pincus 1991;
Delgado-Bonal 2019). The original sequence are randomly shuffled
for 1000 times and 𝑀𝐴𝐸 is calculated for each of the shuffled se-
quence. The Pincus index is given by

𝑃𝐼 =
𝑀𝐴𝐸original
𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled

. (4)

The 𝑃𝐼 value measures the distance between 𝑀𝐴𝐸original and the
histogram of 𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled. A completely ordered system gives a 𝑃𝐼

value of zero, while the value is one or greater than one for a totally
random system.

Figure 2 shows the 𝑀𝐴𝐸 distribution for the four repeating FRB
samples. The magenta solid line is the 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the original sequence,
and the green histogram is the 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the 1000 randomly shuffled
sequences. The blue, red and black dashed lines are the 16th, 50th
and 84th percentile of the 1000 simulations, respectively. Table 2
summaries the 𝑀𝐴𝐸 values of the original sequence and the 𝑃𝐼 val-
ues for waiting time and energy. The uncertainty of 𝑃𝐼 is propagated
from the uncertainty of 𝑀𝐴𝐸 , namely
𝜎𝑃𝐼

𝑃𝐼
=

𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled

𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled
, (5)

where 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled is the standard deviation of 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the 1000
shuffled sequences.

As shown in Figure 2, it is easy to quantity the randomness by
comparing the 𝑀𝐴𝐸original and 𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled. For example, the en-
ergy of FRB 20201124A-II is consistent with a totally random orga-
nization because the value of 𝑀𝐴𝐸original is very close to the 50th
percentile of the 𝑀𝐴𝐸shuffled histogram. Similarly, the energies of
FRB 20201124A-I and FRB 20220912A are also consistent with
random organization. However, the energy of FRB 20121102A is
significantly different from a random organization, because the dis-
tance from the histogram is considerable. These conclusions can also
be seen from the 𝑃𝐼 value, as is summarized in Table 2. The energy
of FRB 20121102A with 𝑃𝐼 = 0.84 is less random than the energy
of the other three FRBs with 𝑃𝐼 ≈ 1.0. As for the waiting time,
although the 𝑃𝐼 values of all the four samples are close to 1.0, they
deviate from 1.0 at more than 3𝜎 confidence level. This implying
that the waiting time of all the four FRB samples are not completely
random.

Li et al. (2021) found that the bimodal log-normal waiting time
distribution of FRB 20121102A can be reproduced by randomly gen-
erated samples, which suggested the randomly emission of bursts.
However, the simulation is not completely random but takes into ac-
count the observational effects. The time of arrivals were randomly
simulated through Monte Carlo method, following the exact setup of
the observations, e.g., the starting time, duration, sampling rate, and
pulse burst rate. In our paper, we conclude that the waiting times of
the four FRB samples are not completely random. Our calculation

MNRAS 000, 1–8 (2024)
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Figure 1. The rescaled range series for waiting time (green dots) and energy (magenta squares) of the four repeating FRB samples. The green dashed lines and
magenta solid lines are the linear regression curve of waiting time and energy, respectively.

is based on the 𝑃𝐼 value, which quantifies the randomness of a data
series without prior information about the source of dataset gener-
ation. Moreover, Li et al. (2021) didn’t consider the temporal order
of the waiting time. Randomly shuffling a data sample does NOT
change the probability distribution, but DO change the 𝑃𝐼 value. For
example, if a data sample 𝑋 = {𝑥1, 𝑥2, · · · , 𝑥𝑛} is randomly drawn
from e.g. Gaussian distribution, we may say that 𝑋 is random. If we
sort the same data sample 𝑋 in a monotonically increasing order,
then the sorted 𝑋 still follows the Gaussian distribution, but it is ob-
viously not random. Although the bimodal waiting time distribution
of FRB 20121102A can be reproduced by a random process, it does
not necessarily mean that the data sample is completely random.

4 SELF-ORGANIZED CRITICALITY AND 𝑄-GAUSS OF
FLUCTUATION

The fluctuations of energy and waiting time provide important infor-
mation about the self-organized criticality (SOC) (Bak et al. 1987;
Bak & Tang 1989; Aschwanden 2011). The probability density func-
tion of fluctuations of, e.g. energy and waiting time in a SOC system,
is expected to follow the Tsallis 𝑞-Gaussian function but not the
Gaussian function, and the 𝑞 values are invariant for different tem-
poral intervals (Caruso et al. 2007). It has already been shown that

the fluctuations of energy and waiting time of FRB 20121102A is
scale invariant (Lin & Sang 2020), consistent with the characteristics
of SOC. In this section, we further investigate the SOC property of
repeating FRBs using the updated samples.

The fluctuation of a time series {𝑄𝑖} (𝑖 = 1, 2, · · · , 𝑁) is de-
fined by {𝑍𝑛 = 𝑄𝑖+𝑛 − 𝑄𝑖}, where 𝑛 = 1, 2, · · · is the tem-
poral interval scale. In order to compare quantities of different
magnitudes and dimensions, the fluctuation is usually normalized
by its standard deviation, defining the dimensionless fluctuation
𝑧𝑛 = 𝑍𝑛/std(𝑍𝑛). Figure 3 shows the fluctuations of energy and
waiting time for FRB 20121102A, with three different temporal in-
terval scales 𝑛 = 10, 30, 50. We can see that the distribution of
fluctuation shows a sharp peak near 𝑧𝑛 = 0, and have a flat tail at
both left and right sides. These features are distinctly different from
the Gaussian distribution.

The distribution can be well fitted with the Tsallis 𝑞-Gaussian
function (Tsallis 1988; Tsallis et al. 1998),

𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝛼[1 − 𝛽(1 − 𝑞)𝑥2]
1

1−𝑞
+ , (6)

where 𝛼, 𝛽 and 𝑞 are free parameters, and [𝑥]+ ≡ max(0, 𝑥). The
parameters 𝑞 and 𝛽 control the shape and width of the peak, respec-
tively, and 𝛼 is a normalization constant. The 𝑞-Gaussian distribution
is a generalization of the standard Gaussian distribution, and in the
limit 𝑞 → 1 it reduces to the Gaussian distribution with mean value
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Figure 2. The 𝑀𝐴𝐸 distribution for the four repeating FRB samples. The green histogram is the distribution of 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the 1000 shuffled sequences. The
magenta solid line is 𝑀𝐴𝐸 of the original sequence. The blue, red and black dashed lines are the 16th, 50th and 84th percentile of the 1000 simulations,
respectively.
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Figure 3. The 𝑞-Gaussian distributions of fluctuations of energy (left panel) and waiting time (right panel) for FRB 20121102A.
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Table 3. The average 𝑞 values of the 𝑞-Gauss distribution. The uncertainties
represent the standard deviations.

Energy Waiting time

FRB 20121102A 1.94 ± 0.06 1.79 ± 0.04
FRB 20201124A-I 1.69 ± 0.06 1.82 ± 0.04
FRB 20201124A-II 1.92 ± 0.09 1.72 ± 0.10
FRB 20220912A 1.83 ± 0.07 1.80 ± 0.05

𝑥 = 0 and standard deviation 𝜎 = 1/
√︁

2𝛽. For 𝑞 < 1 the distribution
is bounded in a finite range, while for 𝑞 > 1 it extends to infin-
ity. If 𝑞 ≥ 5/3, the second moment and the variance do not exist.
The 𝑞-Gaussian distribution is widely used in various fields, such as
physics, astronomy, geology, economics, and so on.

The solid lines in Figure 3 show the 𝑞-Gaussian fits to the data
points. As can be seen, the 𝑞-Gaussian distribution can well mimic
the sharp peak and flat tails of the data points. The data points extends
to a large value and no obvious boundary can be seen, so the best-
fitting 𝑞-value is greater than 1.

The distribution of fluctuation depends on the temporal interval
scale 𝑛. In Figure 4, we plot the best fitting 𝑞-value for the fluctuations
of energy (left panel) and waiting time (right panel) as a function 𝑛.
The results of four FRBs are plotted together for comparison. We
can see that the 𝑞-value approximately keeps steady when 𝑛 varies,
implying that the fluctuation is scale-invariant. The average 𝑞 values
of the 𝑞-Gaussian distribution are summarized in Table 3. For the
fluctuation of energy, the average 𝑞-values of all the four samples are
consistent with each other, falling into a smaller range 𝑞 ≈ 1.7 ∼ 1.9.
For the fluctuation of waiting time, the average 𝑞-values of all the
four samples are also consistent, with 𝑞 ≈ 1.7 ∼ 1.8, although FRB
20201124A-II shows a relatively high variance at large 𝑛.

5 DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we investigated the statistical properties of FRBs using
four data samples from three extremely active repeating FRBs ob-
served by the FAST telescope. Three statistics are used to quantify
the randomness of the FRB activity. 1) The rescaled range analysis
method was used to calculate the Hurst exponent of energy and wait-
ing time. We found the existence of long-term memory in the time
series of energy and waiting time in all the four data samples. 2) We
calculated the maximum approximate entropy and Pincus index to
quantify the randomness of waiting time and energy. We found that
the waiting time slightly deviates from the random organization for
all the four samples. A significant deviation from the random orga-
nization was found in the time series of energy for FRB 20121102A.
However the energy for the other three samples are consistent with a
totally random organization. 3) The fluctuations of energy and wait-
ing time of all the four samples are well described by the Tsallis
𝑞-Gaussian distribution. The 𝑞 value is independent of the temporal
intervals, consistent with the scale-invariance property of the self-
organized criticality.

The existence of long-term memory of repeating FRBs has al-
ready been cross-checked by different methods. Based on the co-
herent growths in burst-rate structures, Wang et al. (2023c) found
that two repeating FRBs (FRB 20121102A and FRB 20201124A)
reveal memory over timescales from a few minutes to about an hour.
In a recent work, Wang et al. (2023a) studied the conditional mean
waiting time and the conditional mean residual time to the next burst
and reported the memory with a temporal clustering. The above two

works studied the memory in the occurrence time, i.e., the time series
of waiting time. In this paper, we found that the long-term memory
exits not only in waiting time, but also in burst energy. The long-term
memory was also found in earthquakes (Barani et al. 2018). For ex-
ample, it was shown that seismicity is a memory process with a Hurst
exponent 𝐻 ≈ 0.87 based on the Hurst’s rescaled range analysis of
series of cumulative seismic moment both in Italy and worldwide
(Barani et al. 2018). The Hurst exponent of earthquakes (𝐻 ≈ 0.87)
is larger than the repeating FRBs discussed in our paper, indicating
a more pronounced long-term correlation in earthquakes.

In a recent work by Zhang et al. (2024), the randomness in the
time series of energy was compared between repeating FRBs, pul-
sars, solar flares, earthquakes, and Brownian motion. It was found
that the randomness of FRB 20190520B (𝑃𝐼 = 0.97) is similar to
the Brownian motion (𝑃𝐼 = 0.99), but FRB 20121102A (𝑃𝐼 = 0.84)
is evidently different from the Brownian motion. The conclusion of
Zhang et al. (2024) is consistent with the results of our calcula-
tions, e.g., see the 𝑃𝐼 values of energy listed in Table 2. Except for
FRB 20121102A, the randomness of energy of the rest three sam-
ples (FRB 20201124A-I, FRB 20201124A-II and FRB 20220912A)
is well consistent with Brownian motion. This implies that FRB
20121102A is peculiar compared with other repeating FRBs, but the
physical reason is still unclear. In the time domain, the PI values of
the four samples are all larger than 0.9, implying a large degree of
randomness in burst activity. But considering the small uncertainty,
the PI values of all the four bursts deviate from 1.0 at more than 3𝜎
confidence level, indicating that the burst activity of repeating FRBs
is not completely analogue to Brownian Motion. The statistics of the
two data sample from the same source (FRB 20201124A-I and FRB
20201124A-II) are consistent with each other, implying no obvious
temporal evolution of burst activity, at least in this two observation
periods.

The randomness of magnetar bursts has also been investigated
based on the 𝑃𝐼 values both for time and energy domains (Yamasaki
et al. 2023). In the energy domain, the energy fluctuation instead of
the energy itself was used to calculate the PI values, which is different
from the work of Zhang et al. (2024) and our paper. It was found that
randomness of energy fluctuation of magnetar bursts exhibits a broad
consistency with FRBs. In the time domain, Yamasaki et al. (2023)
calculate the 𝑃𝐼 values of waiting time for magnetar bursts, as what
were done for repeating FRBs in the work of Zhang et al. (2024) and
our paper. The 𝑃𝐼 values of waiting time are 0.53, 0.52 and 0.47 for
three magnetar samples, respectively, which are smaller than the 𝑃𝐼

values (𝑃𝐼 ∼ 0.91 − 0.96) of waiting time for FRBs obtained in our
paper, indicating a significantly lower degree of randomness in the
time domain for magnetar bursts.

The fluctuations of energy and waiting time of FRBs follows the
𝑞-Gaussian distribution. For all the four samples, the 𝑞 values keep
steady over temporal scales, falling into the range 𝑞 ≈ 1.7 ∼ 1.9.
The scale invariance of fluctuation is a significant feature of the
SOC system, which has already been widely investigated for some
geological and astronomical events, such as earthquakes (Caruso
et al. 2007; Wang et al. 2015), soft-gamma repeaters (SGRs) (Chang
et al. 2017; Sang & Lin 2022; Wei et al. 2021), and repeating FRBs
(Lin & Sang 2020; Wang et al. 2023b). For instance, Chang et al.
(2017) found that the 𝑞 value of energy (fluence) fluctuation of SGR
J1550–5418 is around 𝑞 ≈ 2.4. Similar results are found in SGR
1935+2154, with the 𝑞 value in the range 𝑞 ≈ 2.2 ∼ 2.3 (Sang
& Lin 2022). Caruso et al. (2007) found that the 𝑞 value of energy
fluctuation of earthquake is around 𝑞 ≈ 1.75, which is well consistent
with the 𝑞 value of FRBs we found here. Using two small data samples
from FRB 20121102A observed by different telescopes, Lin & Sang
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Figure 4. The best fitting q-value for the fluctuation of energy (left panel) and waiting time (right panel) as a function 𝑛.

(2020) found that the 𝑞 value of energy fluctuation is around 𝑞 ≈ 2.0,
which is a little larger than the values of the four FRB samples we
investigate here.

In summary, all the three statistics show that the apparently irreg-
ular repeating FRBs are actually not completely random. There exits
long-term memory in the FRB activity. The scale invirance of fluctu-
ation of energy and waiting time is consistent with the feature of the
SOC systems. One of the most interesting models displaying SOC
is the Olami-Feder-Christensen (OFC) model (Olami et al. 1992).
The scale invariant 𝑞-Gaussian distribution of fluctuations can be
explained by the OFC model on a small world topology (Caruso
et al. 2007). We expect that the future observations on FRBs will
be helpful to provide new clues to the occurrence mechanism of
repeating FRBs.
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