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ABSTRACT

The occurrence frequency distributions of fluxes (F) and fluences or energies (E) observed in the
majority (in 18 out of 23 cases of astrophysical phenomena) are found to be consistent with the
predictions of the fractal-diffusive self-organized criticality (FD-SOC) model, which predicts power
law slopes with universal constants of ap = (9/5) = 1.80 for the flux, and ag = (5/3) =~ 1.67 for the
fluence, respectively. The theoretial FD-SOC model is based on the fractal dimension, the flux-volume
proportionality, and classical diffusion. The universal scaling laws predict the size distributions of
numerous astrophysical phenomena, such as solar flares, stellar flares, coronal mass ejections (CME),
auroras, blazars, active galactic nuclei (AGN), black-hole systems (BH), galactic fast radio bursts
(FRB), gamma-rray bursts (GRB), and soft gamma-ray repeaters (SGB). In contrast we identify 5
outliers of astrophysical phenomena, including coherent solar radio bursts, random solar radio bursts,
solar energetic partices (SEP), cosmic rays, and pulsar glitches, which are not consistent with the
standard FD-SOC model, and thus require different physical mechanisms.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Nonlinear physics operating in astrophysical systems that are governed by self-organized criticality (SOC) (Bak et
al. 1987), has been studied in over 6000 publications, reaching out to almost every science discipline, such as planetary
physics, solar physics, stellar physics, galactic physics, geophysics, biophysics, financial physics, or sociophysics, which
have been described in the textbooks of Bak (1996), Jensen (1998), Ilachinski (2001), Hergarten (2002), Sornette
(2004), Scott (2007), Aschwanden (2011a, 2013a, 2013b, 2019a, 2025), Pruessner (2012), Galam (2012), Charbonneau
(2017). Most recent reviews have been presented in Watkins et al. (2016), Aschwanden et al. (2016); Sharma et
al. (2016), and McAteer et al. (2016).

The concept of SOC has been evolved and expanded over time. Today we can distinguish between two schools: (i)
the microscopic concept of cellular automaton algorithms (Bak et al. 1987), and (ii) the macroscopic concept of physical
scaling laws (Aschwanden 2014, 2015, 2022). Instead of using the next-neighbor interactions of cellular automata, we
quantify the spatial inhomogeneity in terms of the fractal dimension Dy for the Euclidean domains d = 1 (lines), d = 2
(areas), or d = 3 (volumes). Each fractal domain has a maximum fractal dimension of D; = d, a minimum value of
Dy =d -1, and a mean value of Dy =d —1/2 (Fig. 1),

(DV,max - DV,min) 1

5 =d-— 3" (1)
For most applications in the (observed) 3-D world, the dimensional domain d = 3 is appropriate, which implies a fractal
dimension Dy = 2.5. However, if 2-D areas are observed, the fractal dimension is D4 = 1.5 and the dimensionality is
d = 2. In this work we will mostly make use of the 3-D fractal domain, while the 2-D domain is discussed elsewhere
(e.g., Aschwanden 2022). The fractal volume V is then defined by the standard (Hausdorff) fractal dimension Dy in
3-D and the length scale L (Mandelbrot 1977),

Dy =

V(L) o LPV . 2)

We formulate the statistics of SOC avalanches in terms of size distributions (or occurrence frequency distributions)
that obey the scale-free probability distribution function (Fig. 2), (Aschwanden 2014, 2015, 2022),

N(L)dL < L™%L , (3)
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where d = 1,2,3 represent the Euclidean dimensions of the fractal domains and L is the length scale of a SOC
avalanche. From this scale-free relationship, the power law slopes «, of other SOC parameters @ = [A,V, F, E,T]
can be derived, such as for the area A, the volume V', the flux F, the fluence or energy E, and the duration 7. The
resulting power law slopes «, can then be obtained mathematically by the method of variable substitution x(L), by
inserting the inverse function L(z) and its derivative |dL/dz],

N(z)dx = N[L(z)] % dL = xz~%dx (4)
such as for the flux z = F,
ap =1+ (dD;Vl) = g =1.80, (5)
or for the fluence x = F,
op =1+ (dd;l) :2:1.67. (6)

where v is the nonlinearity coefficient in the flux-volume relationship,
Foc V7= (LPv)", (7)

which degenerates to proportionality F' < V for v = 1. The proportionality between the (fractal) volume V and the
(observed) flux V is depicted in Fig. (3). In astrophysical high-temperature plasmas, the volume V is approximately
proportional to the number of electrons in a region of instability, while the flux F'is proportional to the number of emit-
ting photons, which implies that the photon-to-electron ratio is approximately constant and justifies the assumption
of the flux-volume proportionality, in the case of incoherent emission mechanisms.

While this brief derivation of Eqgs. (1)-(7) expresses the two main assumptions of fractality and linear flux-volume
relationship for v = 1, a third assumption needs to be brought in that takes the spatio-temporal evolution into account
(e.g., see scale-free statistics of spatio-temporal auroral emission, Uritsky et al. 2002), which can be accomplished by
the assumption of (classical) diffusive transport,

Lo TP? =12 (8)

with the transport coefficient § = 1. We call this model the standard fractal-diffusive self-organized criticality (FD-
SOC) model, defined by [d = 3,7 = 1,8 = 1], while the generalized FD-SOC model allows for variable coefficients
[d,~, B]. Note that there is a subtle paradigm shift from microscopic to macroscopic concepts. The classical Bak-
Tang-Wiesenfeld (1987) model mimics transport in SOC avalanches by cellular automaton redistribution rules in the
microscopic world, while it is conceptualized by diffusive transport in models of SOC avalanches. We prefer the FD-
SOC model in quantitative modeling of SOC processes, since cellular automaton algorithms require numerical methods
and cannot be expressed analytically as a function of time. However, the diffusive transport in a SOC avalanche appears
to generate similar avalanches as the next-neighbor interactions of cellular automata.

In this study we are testing the universality of power law slopes for fluxes (ap = 1.80) and fluences (ap = 1.67) for
a set of 23 astrophysical phenomena. We find that most of the relevant observations are consistent with the standard
FD-SOC model, but can identify also cases that require non-SOC models. In Section 2 we describe the data analysis
and results, which include the selection of observations (Section 2.1), the definition of flux and fluence (Section 2.2), the
nonparametric statistics of observed power law slopes (Section 2.3), the results of power law slopes for fluxes (Section
2.4) and fluences (Section 2.5), statistical outliers (Section 2.6), the nonlinear scaling of SEP events (Section 2.7), the
effects of coherent and incoherent radiation (Section 2.8), the power laws of random dize distributions (Section 2.9),
and the establishment of universal constants in terms of the FD-SOC model (Section 2.10).

2. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

2.1.  Selection of Observational Data

The input data used in this study covers a comprehensive data set of published occurrence frequency distributions
(aka size distributions), obtained from publications that contain power law slopes of fluxes, (ar), and fluences or
energies, (ag), observed and measured in astrophysical phenomena. The selection procedure involves searching and
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identifying of relevant keywords in the titles and abstracts in publications, using the NASA Astronomical Database
System (ADS). A list of 23 astrophysical phenomena is compiled in Tables 1 and 2, which span from solar distances
to galactic scales. The third and fifth columns in Table 1 specify the means and standard deviations of published
power law slopes, ar and ag, listed separately for fluxes and fluences of astrophysical phenomena. An estimate of the
number of analyzed size distributions can be obtained from the sum of the cases, which amounts to (}_ Ny = 170) for
fluxes, and (> Ng = 104) for fluences or energy, as listed in Table 1 (second and forth columns).

2.2.  Definition of Fluz and Fluence

The flux is defined in physical units of [energy/time], usually measured at the (background-corrected) peak flux F
at the peak time ¢, of an event,

F =max[f(t =t,)] — fsc , 9)

bound by the time range ¢t; < ¢, < ta. The subtraction of an event-unrelated background flux fpg is a particularly
important correction for the smallest events of a size distribution, when they become comparable or smaller than the
event-unrelated background flux.

The fluences have the physical unit of [energy|, and are measured by the time integral of the time profile f(¢). Thus,
the fluences (F) are the time-integrated fluxes,

to

E= [ [f(t) - fecl dt, (10)

t1

for a time interval (¢1,t2) with well-defined start times ¢; and end times t5).

Details of the published power law slopes of size distributions (o, ag) and references are given in Aschwanden
et al. (2016); Aschwanden (2022, 2025), and Aschwanden and Gogus (2024), and are not repeated here for brevity
reasons. Most of the processed information in this study is based on the means p and standard deviations o of the 23
astrophysical phenomena, for the SOC parameters F' and F, as listed in Table 1.

2.3.  Non-Parametric Statistics

We tabulate our findings of power law slopes of fluxes ar and fluences ag for each of the astrophysical phenomena
in Table 1 and show their histograms in Fig. (4). The histograms in Fig. (4) contain astrophysical phenomena, which
amounts to N = 15 values for the fluxes, and N = 12 for the fluences, respectivly, where we excluded N = 5 non-SOC
phenomena as described in the following.

From the two samples of phenomena in the histograms shown in Fig. (4) we calculate the means p and standard
deviations ¢ in the two histograms, which is a method of non-parametric statistics without any assumption on the
functional shape of the size distributions N(ap) and N(ag). We find a distribution of ap = 1.85+0.19 for the fluxes,
which is close to the theoretical FD-SOC prediction af ¢heo = 1.80. Similarly, we find a distribution of ag = 1.67+£0.09
for the fluences, which precisely matches the theoretical FD-SOC prediction ag ¢heo = 1.67. Note that the uncertainty
of the power law slopes varies in the range of o/u ~ 5% — 10%. Inspection of the deviation of power law slopes
from ideal straight power laws reveal that most of the uncertainties occur for a variety of data analysis errors, such
as neglected background subtraction, inadequate fitting range, small-number statistics, or may naturally manifest a
non-SOC process.

2.4.  Power Law Slopes of Fluzes

Let us investigate the results of the power law slopes ap for fluxes, which are shown in form of histograms N(ar) in
Fig. 4 (top panel), while the dashed vertical line indicates the theoretically predicted value. We find the following 15
parameters with means p and standard deviations o: agxr = 1.7440.11 for solar flare hard X-rays, agxg = 1.87+0.10
for solar flare soft X-rays, agyy = 1.68 £ 0.16 for solar EUV nanoflares, ap,. = 1.80 £ 0.21 for solar incoherent
radio bursts, acme = 2.01 + 0.35 for coronal mass ejections, apay = 1.79 £ 0.21 for magnetospheric aurora events,
asp = 1.82+0.37 for stellar flares, axgprer = 1.8710.29 for stellar flares observed with KEPLER, argss = 2.27£0.19
for stellar flares observed with TESS, aagn = 1.73 +0.19 for active galactic nuclei events, agy = 1.65 % 0.25 for black
hole systems, agr, = 1.98 £ 0.08 for blazars, agrg = 2.10 £ 0.25 for gamma-ray bursts, and agsgg = 1.88 £ 0.06 for
soft gamma-ray repeaters, axg = 1.52 £ 0.45 for X-ray binaries, which are mostly consistent with the predictions of
the FD-SOC theoretical model within the statistical uncertainties, i.e., ap = 1.80. The variety of astrophysical source
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locations, ranging from solar flares all the way to galactic events, underscores the universality of the FD-SOC model.
The most discrepant case is coherent radio emission, (acon = 1.29 & 0.12), while incoherent radio emission displays
excellent agreement (o, = 1.80 £ 0.21) with the FD-SOC model (ar = 1.80). We will discuss below how coherent
and incoherent radio emission indicate different plasma physics conditions.

2.5.  Power Law Slopes of Fluences and Energies

The power law distributions for fluxes and fluences are not identical, and hence we expect different slope values,
which are higher for fluxes, ar = (9/5) = 1.80, and are lower for fluences or energies, ag = (5/3) ~ 1.67. Therefore
the FD-SOC model predicts this duality, which we are testing here. In Fig. 4, the thin vertical line indicates the
observed mean power law slope p, while the dashed vertical line depicts the theoretically predicted value. From
various astrophysical observations we find the following 12 parameters (Table 2): agxr = 1.56 £ 0.11 for solar flare
hard X-ray emission, agxg = 1.79 £ 0.35 for solar flare soft X-ray emission, acyg = 1.84 + 0.41 for coronal mass
ejections, awinp = 1.70 £ 0.17 for solar wind fluctuations, aay, = 1.60 + 0.13 for magnetospheric aurora events,
argr = 1.73 £ 0.40 for terrestrial gamma-ray flashes, apg = 1.73 4+ 0.25 for black hole systems, apgy, = 1.63 £ 0.17 for
blazars, aprp = 1.67 £ 0.12 for fast radio burst events, agrp = 1.68 + 0.24 for gamma-ray bursts, aggr = 1.68 +0.12
for soft gamma-ray repeaters, axg = 1.53 4+ 0.04 for X-ray binary events. The behavior of power law slopes is very
similar for the flux ap (Fig. 4, top panel) and fluence ap (Fig. 4, bottom panel). Most of the observed mean values
w are consistent with the theoretical predictions of the FD-SOC model within the statistical uncertainties, except for
2 phenomena (SEP and cosmic rays) that are classified as non-SOC phenomena.

2.6. Statistical Outliers

The main hypothesis of this study is a statistical test whether the power law slopes of observed flux and fluence
size distributions (a2*® + 7, are consistent with the theoretical FD-SOC model (at"¢°). We found that 18 astrophys-
ical phenomena are consistent with the FD-SOC model within about one standard deviation (see Table 1), while 5
phenomena are found not to be consistent (Table 2), as discussed in the following.

The two phenomena of solar coherent radio bursts and solar energetic particles (SEP) show relatively flat power law
slopes of ap = ap ~ 1.3+ 0.1 that cannot be reproduced by a FD-SOC model (with v = 1), but can be produced by
a generalized SOC model with a nonlinear flux-volume coefficient of v ~ 2.

Cosmic rays have a relatively steep power law slope of ag ~ 3.0 & 0.3, which also cannot be produced with the
FD-SOC model, but matches the predicted slope in a one-dimensional (1-D) Euclidean domain (Dy = 1).

Random solar radio bursts follow the random distribution of Poisson statistics by definition, which is contrary to
the nonlinear power law statistics of SOC systems (with “fat tails” in their size distribution), and thus consequently
cannot be reproduced by the FD-SOC model.

Finally, the fifth outlier, i.e., pulsar glitches, exhibit erratic size distributions that cannot be fitted with any power law
distribution (see Cairns 2004; Melatos et al. 2008), which probably results from small-number statistics, background
subtraction problems, inadequate fitting range, finite system-size effects, and other large deviations from ideal power
laws.

In any case, what the 5 outliers have in common is their incompatibility with the FD-SOC model, which justifies their
elimination from statistical tests, since they require different physical mechanisms. This is not a circular argument,
because the FD-SOC model predicts unique parameters without free variables, such as the peak flux slope ap or the
fluence slope ag of the investigated size distributions. We do not aim to derive the functional form of the statistical
distribution N (), but merely perform a test whether the observed power law slopes agree with the theoretically
predicted values within the statistical uncertainties.

2.7.  Solar Energetic Particle (SEP) Events

The anomaly of SEP events has been pointed out earlier and it was suggested that proton-emitting solar flares are
a special class of events, requiring a different physical mechanism for the production of energetic protons (Cliver et
al. 1991; Kahler 2013; Cliver and D’Huys 2018). In the derivation of the FD-SOC model we can distinguish two
different processes in the flare evolution, F' o« V7, with 7 = 1 for a slow linear evolution, and with v ~ 2 for a fast
nonlinear evolution, which is also a measure of the spatio-temporal evolution F'(t) o< V(¢)” of an individual flare event,
in the statistical average. The nonlinearity coefficient «y is not predicted by the FD-SOC model, but can be estimated
from the observations, by inverting the relationship ap = 1+ (d — 1)/(Dy ), which yields v = (d — 1)/(ar — 1).



UNIVERSAL CONSTANTS IN SOC SYSTEMS 5

Inserting a typical observational value of ag = 1.4, we obtain a coefficient of v = 2, for the Euclidean space dimension
d = 3. Thus, we can explain both the SEP events, ar = 1.29 + 0.12, as well as the solar coherent radio burst events,
ap = 1.36 + 0.26, with the generalized SOC model, matching a nonlinear flux-volume coefficient of vy ~ 2.

2.8.  Incoherent and Coherent Emission

Why does coherent radio emission, (acon = 1.29 &+ 0.12), has a different size distribution than incoherent radio
emission (ar,e = 1.80 + 0.21)? In the Introduction we pointed out that the standard FD-SOC model is based on
three fundamental assumptions (fractality, diffusive transport, and flux-volume proportionality), which defines a linear
relationship between the observed flux and (fractal) volume, i.e., F' o« V7 with v = 1 in the standard FD-SOC
model. The resulting proportionality, F' o< V, implies then an equivalence between the corresponding power law
slopes, i.e., ap = ay. This linear behavior is also called an incoherent or a random process. Incoherent emission
processes occurring in the solar corona include, for example, thermal bremsstrahlung, gyroresonance emission, or
gyro-synchrotron emission.

In contrast, a nonlinear behavior is typical for coherent emission, where the nonlinearity is expressed by the rela-
tionship F o< V7, for v > 1. Coherent emission entails exponential-growth processes during an instability, which is
a typical nonlinear behavior. Such coherent emission processes occur when a particle distribution function becomes
inverted by some dynamic process, such as by electron beam formation, or by loss-cone distribution functions, most
conspicuously visible in electron-cyclotron microwave amplification by stimulated emission of radiation (MASER).
The phenomenon of electron beams is driven by a positive gradient in the parallel velocity distribution function, while
loss-cones are driven by perpendicular positive gradients in the velocity distribution function (see textbooks on plasma
physics, e.g., Benz 1993, Sturrock 1994, Boyd and Sanderson 2003).

2.9. Random Size Distributions

There is another anomaly of substantial deviations from ideal power laws notable in at least 1 (out of the 23) cases,
which we call solar random radio bursts and has been reported in 4 cases: a type I storm with ap = 3.25 + 0.35
(Mercier and Trottet 1997); a DCIM-S radio spike burst event with ar = 2.99 4+ 0.63; (Aschwanden et al. 1998); a
microwave spikes event with ar = 7.40 £ 0.40 (Ning et al. 2007); and a type I storm with ap = 4.80 & 0.10 (Iwai et
al. (2013). This type of radio bursts clearly is not consistent with neither the standard FD-SOC model (y = 1) nor
with the generalized FD-SOC model (y > 1). First of all, the 4 observations reported here are outside the theoretical
physical range of SOC parameters, which is 1.0 < a, < 3.0. Secondly, the power law fitting ranges are found to
extend over very small ranges (often less than a decade), so that no reliable power law slope can be fitted. The most
likely explanation for the too steep power law slopes is the confusion between the power law inertial range and the
exponentially fall-off at the upper end of the size distribution. This transition from a power law to an exponential
drop-off is dictated by the finite-system size limit of the largest events, which is expected to form a gradual roll-over
within the range of 3.0 < a, < co.

Most generally, the observed power law distribution functions can be fitted with a three-part model that includes
(i) the flattening due to incomplete sampling of small events, (ii) the initial range that can be fitted with a pure
power law function, and (iii) the steepening due to finite-system size effects for the largest events, approximated with
an exponential function, following Poisson statistics. Such a generalized three-part size distribution function can be
described by (Aschwanden 2021),

x
N(z)dx = No(xg + x)" % exp (——) dz , (11)
Te
Such a three-part size distribution may recover the convolved power law slope «,, but it may blurr the distinction
between the FD-SOC model and a non-SOC model. The FD-SOC model requires a pure power law function, while
the non-SOC model presented here requires a convolution of a power law with an exponential function. The inclusion
of the exponential fall-off fits the Poisson statistics of random processes.

2.10.  Universal Constants

It is often said that power laws are the hallmarks of SOC. Consequently, since power laws are measured by their
slopes a;, we can also say that the (slopes of) size distributions are the hallmarks of SOC. A variety of slope values
a, have been reported within a range of 1.5 < a, < 2.3. The question arises now whether these constants a, are
universally valid and predictable, or are they individual for every astrophysical phenomenon and for every physical
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process, and then are likely to be unpredictable. Our FD-SOC model suggests that every SOC parameter = has a
predictable power law slope «, that is universally valid, where the SOC parameters include the length scale L, the
area A, the volume V', the flux F', the fluence or energy E, and the duration 7. The predicted power law slope values
are o, =3, g =7/3, ay =9/5, ap =9/5, ag = 5/3, and ar = 2.

Why are these SOC parameters universally valid? The fundamental reason is that the underlying three assumptions
are universal too, namely the fractality, the diffusive transport, and the flux-volume proportionality. The latter
assumption implies a constant emissivity, i.e., flux density F' per volume element V, i.e., e = F/V. This assumption is
an approximation only of course, but works satisfactorily for a variety of incoherent emission mechanisms in terms of
the electron flux density or photon flux density (luminosity). Hence, the universality of the power law slopes «, is a
natural consquence of the universal existence of the scaling laws for the fractal dimension, Dy = d — 1/2, the diffusive
transport, L o< T'/2, and the flux-volume linearity, F' o< V, for a FD-SOC model with Euclidean dimensionality d = 3.

3. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Let us summarize our data analysis and conclusions:

1. We extracted a total of Y Np = 170 flux and Y Ng = 104 fluence size distributions from the published literature,
which are characterized by the power law slopes arp and ag. We group these 274 cases into 23 astrophysical
phenomena, ranging from solar, stellar, terrestrial, magnetospheric to galactic distances. Histograms of the
power law slopes are constructed for the fluxes and fluences separately. Astrophysical phenomena with large
deviations from ideal power laws are likely to be caused by background subtraction errors, inadequate fitting
ranges, confusion with exponential fall-offs at the largest events, small-number statistics, or may represent a
non-SOC process altogether. The distinction between SOC processes and non-SOC processes is tabulated in the
last column of Tables 1 and 2.

2. The means and standard deviations of the observed power law slopes agrees well with the theoretial predictions
of the standard FD-SOC model (in 18 out of 23 astrophysical phenomena), with ar = 1.80 for the flux slopes
and ag = 1.67 for the fluence slopes, after elimination of non-SOC systems.

3. Five outliers of astrophysical phenomena are identified and interpreted in terms of non-SOC systems, namely
coherent radio bursts (arp = 1.29 £ 0.12), solar energetic particle (SEP) events (ap = 1.36 + 0.26 and ag =
1.34 4+ 0.15), random radio bursts (ap = 4.80 & 0.10), and pulsar glitches (ap = 1.90 & 0.78), while all other
cases are consistent with the standard FD-SOC model. Coherent radio bursts include type I and type III solar
radio bursts and can be fitted with a nonlinear flux-volume relationship, as expected for coherent radiation
mechanisms. Random radio bursts can be explained with the exponential fall-off sampled at the largest events
of a size distribution according to Poisson statistics, which can assume any steep power law slope of ap 2 3.
The flatter power law slope observed in SEP events indicates that not all flares produce protons, which appear
to have a larger threshold in small solar flares. Pulsar glitches are clearly non-SOC processes that cannot be
fittted by power law functions, given the observed large standard deviations (ap = 1.90 & 0.78). Hence, size
distributions, their slopes «,, and their outliers provide a valuable diagnostic of erroneous power law fits and
non-SOC processes.

Future efforts on self-organized criticality models may focus on (i) impoved precursor background subtraction errors
(for instance when the flaring Sun eclipses the galactic center or other celestial X-ray sources), (ii) inadequate fitting
ranges (which occur in the presence of strong deviations from ideal power law fits), (iii) combined fitting of power
law functions and exponential fall-offs near the largest events, and (iv) small-number statistics (requiring larger data
sets). Further tasks are the calculation of realistic fluences and energies, especially the estimates and frequency of the
largest events that are essential when extrapolating the SOC statistics of extreme events. Other research subjects in
SOC statistics are the extreme events of natural catastrophes, such as earthquakes, forest fires, wild fires, mountain
slides, mud slides, hurricanes, taifuns, global climate changes, epidemics and pandemics (such as Covid-19), for which
SOC models all have been found to be relevant.
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Table 1. Astrophysical phenomena (column 1), number of flux data sets Nr (column 2), the power law slope of flux distributions
ar (column 3), the number of fluence data sets Ng (column 4), the power law slope of fluence or energy ag (column 5), and
the interpretation of SOC and non-SOC models (columm 6).

Astrophysical Power Power Theoretical
phenomena law law Interpretation
slope slope
Nr ap Ng  ag

Solar Flare Hard X-Rays (HXR) 20 1.744+0.11 9 1.56£0.11 SOC
Solar Flare Soft X-Rays (SXR) 10 1.87£0.10 5 1.79+0.35 SOC
Solar Nanoflares (EUV) 12 1.68+0.16 0 SOC
Solar Incoherent Radio Bursts 7 1.80+0.21 0 SOC
Solar Coronal Mass Ejections (CME) 5 2.01+0.35 6 1.844+0.41 SOC
Solar Wind (WIND) 3 13 1.70+£0.17 SOC
Magnetospheric Auroras 12 1.79+£0.21 10 1.60+0.13 SOC
Terrestrial Gamma-Ray Flashes (TGF) 0 3 1.73+£0.40 SOC
Stellar Flares 15 1.82+0.37 0 SOC
Stellar Flares KEPLER 44 1.87+£0.29 0 SOC
Stellar Flares (TESS) 5 2.27+£0.19 0 SOC
Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN) 2 1.73£0.19 0 SOC
Black-Hole Systems (BH) 1 1.65+0.17 1 1.73+0.25 SOC
Blazars (BL) 2 1.9840.08 2  1.63£0.17 SOC
Fast Radio Bursts (FRB) 0 13 1.67+0.12 SOC
Gamma Ray Bursts (GRB) 5  2.104+0.25 5 1.68+0.24 SOC
Soft Gamma Ray Repeaters (SGR) 2 1.88+0.06 18 1.684+0.12 SOC
X-Ray Binaries (XB) 6 1.52+0.45 4 1.53+£0.04 SOC

Observations Means 1.854+0.19 12 1.67+£0.09 SOC
FD-SOC Prediction 1.80 1.67 SOC

—_
ot

Table 2. Statistical outliers of astrophysical phenomena (see discussion in Section 2.6).

Astrophysical Power Power Theoretical
phenomena law law Interpretation
slope slope
Ngp ap Ng ag

Solar Coherent Radio Bursts
Solar Energetic Particles (SEP)
Cosmic Rays

Solar Random Radio Bursts
Pulsar Glitches

(1.2940.12) 0 .. gen-SOC, v ~ 2
(1.3640.26) 12  (1.3440.15) gen-SOC, v ~ 2

3 (3.02£0.03) gen-SOC, Dy = 1.0
(4.80+0.10) 0O non-SOC, random
(1.904+0.78) 0

W B O ot

non-SOQC, erratic
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Fractal Domains

Lines Areas Volumes
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Contribution function

d=0 d=1 d=2 d=3
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Figure 1. The contribution function to the three fractal domains (1-D lines, 2-D areas, and 3-D volumes is illustrated as a
function of the fractal dimension 0 < d < 3. The mean fractal dimensions are d=0.5, 1.5, and 2.5 in these 3 domains.

Scale-Free Probability

L=1 L=1/2 L=1/4 L=1/8
N=(1/L)*=1 N=(1/L)*=4 N=(1/L)*=16 N=(1/L)*=64
Largest Avalanche Smallest Avalanches

Figure 2. The scale-free probability is illustrated by segmenting the largest avalanche area (on the left side) into smaller
avalanche areas (on the right side). While the length scale L decreases by a factor of 2 in each frame, the probability increases
reciprocally by a factor of N = 2¢ = 4 for the Euclidean dimension of d = 2, obeying the reciprocal scaling law N = L™



UNIVERSAL CONSTANTS IN SOC SYSTEMS 11

Flux-Volume Proportionality
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Figure 3. The relationship between the fractal volume V and the observed flux F' is depicted for three different avalanche
sizes, F' x V.
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Figure 4. Histograms of power law slopes ar for fluxes F' (top panel) and of power law slopes ag for fluences E (bottom panel),
where each statistical element corresponds to a different astrophysical phenomenon, as tabulated in Table 1. The number of
phenomena is indicated with the symbol N, and the the theoretical FD-SOC prediction is indicated with a vertical dashed line.
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