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ABSTRACT

In this study we are testing whether the power law slopes (αF , αE) of fluxes (F ), fluences or energies

(E) are universal in their size distributions, N(F ) ∝ F−αF and N(E) ∝ E−αE , in astrophysical

observations of galactic, extragalactic, and black-hole systems. This is a test of fundamental importance
for self-organized criticality (SOC) systems. The test decides whether (i) power laws are a natural

consequence of the scale-freeness and inherent universality of SOC systems, or (ii) if they depend on

more complex physical scaling laws. The former criterion allows quantitative predictions of the power

law-like size distributions, while the later criterion requires individual physical modeling for each SOC
variable and data set. Our statistical test, carried out with 61 published data sets, yields strong

support for the former option, which implies that observed power laws can simply be derived from the

scale-freeness and do not require specific physical models to understand their statistical distributions.

The observations show a mean and standard deviation of αF = 1.78 ± 0.29 for SOC fluxes, and

αE = 1.66± 0.22 for SOC fluences, and thus are consistent with the prediction of the fractal-diffusive
SOC model, with αF = 1.80 and αE = 1.67.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This study addresses aspects of nonlinear physics and complexity physics applied to astrophysical phenomena. This

new field of research started with the notion of fractal geometry (see textbooks of Mandelbrot 1977 and Feder 1988).

This new focus developed into the concept of self-organized criticality (SOC) (Katz 1986; Bak et al. 1987; 1988;
Bak 1996), which mostly deals with the statistics of nonlinear events, also called avalanches or catastrophes. On the

observational side, it was found that power law size distributions (or occurrence frequency distributions) represent

reliable hallmarks of SOC avalanche processes, while on the theoretical side, cellular automaton models appear to

mimic SOC processes adequately on a microscopic level (see textbooks by Pruessner 2012; Charbonneau 2017; Jensen
2023). Early applications of the SOC model to solar physics observations and simulations were presented in Lu and

Hamilton (1991). Extensive applications to other astrophysical phenomena were pursued thereafter (Aschwanden et

al. 2016).

The main motivation of this endeavour is the aim to obtain a deeper physical understanding of SOC models, which

requires theoretical models that are sufficiently detailed to produce quantitative theoretical predictions. At this point
we observe many phenomena with power law-like size distributions in nature (in astrophysics, magnetospheric physics,

geophysics, biophysics, sociophysics, etc.), but we do not understand why power laws exist, why they have specific

values for the power law slopes, which parameters have universality, and what is the role of waiting time distributions.

While older SOC studies adhere to the original Bak-Tang-Wiesenfeld (BTW) model, based on microscopic next-
neighbor interactions in lattice grids, the newer SOC studies are quantified in terms of macroscopic physical scaling

laws, derived from the scale-free probability distribution function. The latter model is formulated in terms of the so-

called standard fractal-diffusive self-organized criticality model (FD-SOC). The previously published textbook “Self-

Organized Criticality in Astrophysics. The Statistics of Nonlinear Processes in the Universe” (Aschwanden 2011a)

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.03499v1
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contains many complementary aspects of SOC models, but does not contain any treatment of the FD-SOC model,

which has been published later on (Aschwanden 2012a; 2014; Aschwanden et al. 2016).

The contents of this Paper are organized in observations and data analysis of galactic, extra-galactic, and black

hole systems (Section 2), consisting of data selection (Section 2.1), observational instruments (Section 2.2), observed
physical phenomena (Section 2.3), a description of the standard FD-SOC model (Section 2.4), the fluence model

(Section 2.5), alternative SOC energy models (Section 2.6), and cellular automaton simulations (Section 2.7). The

subsequent discussion of results (Section 3) includes the main results of size distributions (Section 3.1), the non-

universality of waiting time distributions (Section 3.2), the effects of small-number statistics (Section 3.3), the choice

of inertial ranges (Section 3.4), and a comparison of cosmological and solar data (Section 3.5). Conclusions are drawn
in Section 4.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA ANALYSIS

2.1. Data Selection

In this study we extract size distributions for the flux, N(F ) ∝ F−αF , and for the energy, N(E) ∝ E−αE , from a

comprehensive sample of 61 published data sets, obtained from galactic, extra-galactic, and black-hole system data.

The acquisition of relevant data sets has been accomplished by specific searches of the term ”Self-organized criticality

(SOC)”, extracted from the abstracts of the Astrophysics Data System (ADS) (funded by NASA). The references of
these selected studies are tabulated in column 6 of Table 1 (for the SOC variable of the flux), and in column 6 of Table

2 (for the SOC variable of energy or fluence), both organized in chronological order. The diversity of various data sets

and the wide-spread and interdisciplinary scope is intended to emphasize the aspect of SOC universality.

2.2. Observational Instruments

Most of the observational instruments used in the selected studies are spacecraft with detectors operating in soft

X-ray and hard X-ray wavelengths, while a few ground-based instruments operate in radio wavelengths. Compar-
ing different wavelength ranges is relevant because all radiation processes and physical emission mechanisms are

wavelength-dependent. Thus, we list the covered instruments and wavelength or energy ranges as follows.

The European X-Ray Observatory SATellite (EXOSAT) provided data from the medium energy (ME) instrument,

which operates in the energy range of 1-50 keV.
The German-built imaging X-Ray Telescope (XRT) on board ROSAT is sensitive to X-rays and Extreme Ultraviolet

in the energy range of (0.1-2.4 keV), providing light curves from the High Resolution Imager (HRI).

The INTErnational Gamma-Ray Astrophysics Laboratory (INTEGRAL) is a medium-sized ESA mission and is

optimized to surveying the hard X-ray sky in the energy range from 15 keV to 10 MeV.

The spacecraft Chandra with the ACIS-S/HETGS instrument provides 2-8 keV light curves of Sgr A∗ in the center
of the Milky Way during the Chandra X-Ray Visionary Project (XVP).

The Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory, previously called Swift Gamma-Ray Burst Explorer, is a space observatory

designed to study Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRB) and to monitor the afterglow in X-rays, and UV/Visible light at the

location of a burst, covering an energy range of 0.2-10 keV in soft X-rays, and in a wavelength range of 170-650 nm
in UV/V. The all-sky hard X-ray survey detector on board Swift, Burst Alet Telescope (BAT) detects

photons in the energy range of 15-150 keV.

The Kepler Space Telescope is a space telescope launched by NASA in 2009 and lasted until 2018, designed to

discover (occulting) Earth-sized planets orbiting other stars, operating in the wavelength range of 430-890 nm.

XMM-Newton, also known as the High Throughput X-Ray Spectroscopy Mission and the X-Ray Multi-Mirror
Mission (XMM), is an X-ray observatory lauched by the European Space Emission (ESA), is tasked with investigating

interstellar X-Ray sources and performs joint spectroscopy in both X-rays and visible/ultraviolet, sensitive in the

energy range of 0.1-12 keV (12-0.1 nm).

The Fermi Gamma-ray Space Telescope (FGST) performs all-sky gamma-ray observations and detects cosmological
phenomena such as Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN), pulsars, and conducts searches for dark matter from a low Earth

orbit, with the instrument Large Area Telescope (LAT), within an energy range of 20 MeV-300 GeV. Fermi also

contains the Gamma-Ray Burst Monitor (GBM) which is sensitive to photon energies between 8 keV and

30 MeV.
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The Hubble Space Telescope (HST) is one of the most versatile telescopes in space, with 2.4 meter aperture, launched

in 1990, and is still functional after 35 years. Hubble is imaging in near-infrared (>750 nm), visible light (380-750

nm), and ultraviolet (<380 nm).

The Compton Gamma Ray Observatory (CGRO) was a space gamma-ray observatory detecting photons with ener-
gies from 20 keV to 30 GeV.

The Interplanetary Cometary Explorer (ICE), also called ISEE-3, recorded hard X-rays at energies of >30 keV.

The Rossi X-ray Timing Explorer (XTE) was designed to study temporal and spectral phenomena associated with

galactic and extragalactic systems, containing compact objects in the energy range of 2-250 keV.

Besides the previously enumerated space-based instruments, ground-based radio interferometers have also been used
to study SOC:

The Australian Square Kilometre Array Pathfinder (ASKAP) is a radio interferometer that is sensitive to celestial

sources, such as galaxy formation or evolution of magnetic fields in galaxies, at wavelengths of 712-1000 MHz.

Arecibo radio interferometer observed Fast Radio Bursts (FRB) at 1.4 and 4.5 GHz.
The Very Large Array (VLA) recorded radio data at 3 GHz.

The Green Bank Telescope (GBT) is imaging in the wavelength range of 4-8 GHz.

Obviously, size distributions of SOC variables (e.g., fluxes or energies) can only be compared from different instru-

ments if they are tuned to identical wavelength ranges. However, if SOC universality holds over some wavelength

range, the size distributions are expected to be proportional to each other in the same wavelength range.

2.3. Observed Phenomena

Let us summarize the nomenclature of astrophysical phenomena used in our study of 35 flux and 26 energy cases.
This list (enumerated in column 5 of Tables 1 and 2), includes about 10 different phenomena associated with galactic,

extragalactic, and black-hole systems:

Gamma-ray bursts (GRB) afterglow are extremely energetic events occurring at cosmological distances, exhibiting

light curves with highly variable pulses, detected at photon energies of Ephot
<
∼
5 keV to >

∼
300 GeV. Prompt

gamma-ray emission is believed to be generated by internal dissipation processes from the collapse of massive stars
(for long-duration pulses), while the later afterglow is produced through the shock wave interaction with the

surrounding interstellar medium. Short-duration GRBs are thought to originate from mergers of two compact objects

such as binary neutron stars or black hole-neutron star binaries (Meszaros and Rees 1992), once the jet has reached

a sufficiently large distance from the central engine.. Recent statistical SOC studies of GRBs can be found in
Wang and Dai (2013), Yi et al. (2016), Lyu et al. (2020), Wei et al. (2023), Peng et al. (2023b), Li and Yang (2023),

and Maccary et al. (2024), see also Tables 1 and 2.

X-ray flares are common phenomena detected in the early afterglow phase of GRBs, most prominently in the era of

the Swift satellite. About one third of Swift GRBs show X-ray flares, observed both in short and long GRBs, typically

∆t ≈ 102−105 s after the prompt emission. Theoretical interpretations (Yi et al. 2016) of X-ray flare events range from
fragmentation of a collapsing star (King et al. 2005), fragmentation of an accretion disk (Perna et al. 2006), intermittent

accretion behavior caused by a time-variable magnetic barrier (Proga and Zhang 2006), magnetic reconnection from a

post-merger millisecond pulsar (Dai et al. 2006), to magnetic dissipation in a decelerating shell (Giannios 2006). X-ray

flares observed in Mrk 421 might be driven by a magnetic reconnection mechanism (Yan et al. 2018; Giannios 2013).
Recent statistical SOC studies of galactic and extragalactic X-ray flare phenomena are studied in Li et al. (2016),

Wang et al. (2017), Yang et al. 2019), Yan et al. (2018), Yuan et al. (2018), Zhang et al. (2022), and Wei et al. (2023).

Pulsar glitches: A pulsar is a highly magnetized, rapidly-rotating neutron star that emits a beam of electromagnetic

radiation. Since the beamed emission is aligned with the magnetic axis, we observe rotationally modulated pulses

whenever the beam axis points to the Earth (line-of-sight direction) during each period of its rapid rotation. Besides
these regular periodic pulses on time scales of milliseconds, which are measured with high accuracy, there occur sudden

changes in rotational frequency, aka. glitches. These anomalies are probably caused by sporadic unpinning of vortices

that transfer momentum to the crust (Alpar 1977). Conservation of angular momentum produces then a tiny increase

of the angular rotation rate, called “positive spin-ups” of the neutron star. Recent statistical and theoretical SOC
studies of pulsar glitches are given in Morley and Schmidt (1996), Cairns (2004), Cairns et al. (2004), Melatos et

al. (2008), Warszawski and Melatos (2008), Melatos et al. (2015, 2018), Yu and Liu (2017), Kennedy et al. (2018);

and Gao and Wei (2024). Giant pulses as well as micropulses are mentioned in studies of pulsar glitches, which may

represent two different physical mechanisms.
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Soft gammay-ray repeaters (Magnetars): Unlike GRBs, which are extra-galactic and singular events, a group of

short duration bursts were distinct as they were spectrally soft and multiple bursts originated from the same regions

of the sky. Based on these properties, Soft Gamma-Ray Repeaters (SGRs) were introduced (Laros et al. 1987). The

first members of the family of SGRs were two galactic sources (SGR 1806-20 and SGR 1900+14) and the source of
the exceptional March 5th event (Mazetz et al. 1979), namely SGR 0526-66 in the Large Magellanic Cloud. Duncan

and Thompson (1992) proposed that a neutron star with ultrastrong magnetic field (in the order of B >
∼
1014 G) could

explain extraordinatry characteristics of the March 5th event and dubbed magnetars for isolated neutron stars with

extremely strong magnetic fields. According to the magnetar model, repeated short duration bursts of hard X-rays/soft

gamma-rays are expected from fracturing of the solid neutron star crust, driven by the stress of an evolving, strong
magnetic field (Thompson and Duncan 1995). Observational confirmation SGRs being magnetars was achieved with

the discovery of the spin period and period derivative of SGR 1806-20 as 7.47 s and 7.6 × 10−11 s s−1, respectively

(Kouveliotou et al. 1998), therefore, yielding an inferred dipolar field strength of B = 8 × 1014 [G]. Soon after this

discovery, spin parameters of SGR 1900+14 were measured and its magnetar nature was established (Kouveliotou
et al. 1999). There are nearly 30 magnetars identified to date. For a compehensive review of the physics behind

magnetars, see Turolla et al. (2015). The recent discovery of a galactic fast radio burst (FRB) associated with a hard

X-ray burst from a SGR J1935+2154 has established the magnetar origin of at least some FRBs (Wei et al. 2021).

Recent statistical SOC studies in magnetars include Chang et al. (1996), Gogus et al. (1999, 2000, 2017), Prieskorn

and Kaaret (2012), Wang and Dai (2013), Huppenkothen et al. (2015), Enoto et al. (2017), Cheng et al. (2020), Wang
et al. (2021), Wei et al. (2021), Zhang et al. (2023), Peng et al. (2023a), Xiao et al. (2024), Xie et al. (2024), and Gao

and Wei (2024).

Blazars are a rather extreme class of radio-loud active galactic nuclei (AGNs), consisting of BL Lac objects (Ciprini et

al. 2003), Taveccio et al. 2020a, 2020c) and flat spectrum radio quasars (FSQR). Due to relativistic Doppler boosting,
blazar emission is dominated by the nonthermal emission produced by its jet (Yan et al. 2018). Recent statistical

SOC studies on blazars, mostly focussing on the 3C 454.3 and Mrk 421, are described in Zhang et al. (2018a), Yan et

al. (2018), and Peng et al. (2023a).

An active galactic nuclei (AGN) is a compact region at the center of a galaxy that emits a significant amount of

energy across the electromagnetic spectrum, with characteristics indicating that this luminosity is not produced by
the stars. The non-stellar radiation from an AGN is believed to result from the accretion of matter by a supermassive

black hole at the center of its host galaxy. Recent SOC studies on AGNs can be found in Lawrence and Papadakis

(1993), Leighly and O’Brien (1997), Xiong et al. (2000), Gaskell (2004), Uttley et al. (2005), and Kunjaya et al. (2011).

X-ray Binaries are stellar systems of a compact object (white dwarf, neutron star, black hole) and an evolving
star, which have been further subdivided into low-mass X-Ray binaries (LMXB), high-mass X-Ray binaries (HMXB),

supergiant fast X-ray transients (SFXT), and super-massive black holes (SMBH), and cataclysmic binaries. Recent

SOC studies on binaries can be found in Uttley et al. (2005), Bachev et al. (2011), Paizis and Sidoli (2014), Moreira

et al. (2015), Wang et al. (2017), Kennedy et al. (2018), or Zhang et al. (2022).

Super Massive Black-Hole systems (SMBH) are found in centers of galaxies, either in our galaxy (Sgr A∗), or other
galaxies (for instance in M87; Wang et al. 2015). Recent SOC studies on Sgr A∗ include Mocanu and Grumiller (2012),

Li et al. (2015), Wang et al. (2015), and Yuan et al. (2018).

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are millisecond mysterious radio transients with anomalous high dispersion measure (Cheng

et al. 2020). FRBs are observed mostly from cosmological distances, which is supported by the direct localization of
FRB 121102. Events from FRBs have similar statistical properties as magnetar bursts. Recent SOC studies on FRBs

can be found in Spitler et al. (2016), Chatterjee et al. (2017), Zhang et al. (2018), Zhang et al. (2018b), Scholz et

al. (2016; 2017), Michilli et al. (2018), Lu and Piro (2019), Wang and Zhang (2019), Gourdji et al. (2019), Cheng et

al. (2020), Lin and Sang (2020), Wei et al. (2021), Zhang et al. (2021), Wang et al. (2021), and Wang et al. (2023).

Cosmic rays are high-energetic particles (protons, helium nuclei, or electrons) that originate from within our Milky
Way, as well as from extragalactic space, and are detected when they hit the Earth’s atmosphere and produce a

shower of high-energy (muon) particles. The energy spectrum of cosmic rays extends over a large range of 109 eV
<
∼
E <

∼
1021 eV, with an approximate power law slope of αE ≈ 3.0. A closer inspection reveals a broken power law

with a “knee” at Eknee ≈ 1016 eV, which separates the cosmic rays accelerated inside our Milky Way (with a spectral
slope of αE1 ≈ 2.7) and in extragalactic space (with a slope of αE2 ≈ 3.3). The sources of cosmic rays are believed

to be supernova remnants, pulsars, pulsar-wind nebulae, active galactic nuclei, and gamma-ray burst sources. The
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particles with higher energies (E >
∼
Eknee) have a uniform and isotropic distribution over the sky and are believed to

originate mostly from active galactic nuclei).

2.4. The Standard FD-SOC Model

The fluxes Fi, i = 0, ..., n are basic SOC variables (or SOC observables), for which we can derive the power law slope

αF by using a simple theoretical model that is called the fractal-diffusive SOC (FD-SOC) model, which is derived from
first principles in Aschwanden (2012a, 2014, 2015).

There are three most general assumptions in the FD-SOC model: (i) the multi-fractality in Euclidean space, (ii)

classical diffusion transport, and (iii) incoherent emission mechanisms. First we have to define the Euclidean space,

which has 3 different dimensionalities, d = 1, 2, 3, while the corresponding fractal dimensions Dd are defined by the

fractal (Hausdorff) dimension. The Hausdorff dimension (in 3-D space, d = 3,) is then defined with the fractal volume
V , the fractal dimension DV = D3, and a length scale L (Mandelbrot 1977, 1983, 1985),

V = LDV . (1)

For sake of simplicity we deal in the following with the third dimension only, d = 3, which is most relevant in our 3-D

real world. For each fractal dimension DV , there is a range of fractal dimensions, [DV,min, DV,max] = [d− 1, d], which

covers the range of [2,3] for the dimensionality d = 3. A representative fractal dimension is the arithmetic mean of the
minimum and maximum value,

DV =
(DV,min +DV,max)

2
= d−

1

2
= 2.50 . (2)

Since we defined a fractal dimension by a non-singular range, (DV,min < DV < DV,max), our range is consistent with
the concept of multi-fractals, but can also be expressed by a single value, which is consistent with mono-fractals also.

Secondly, we have to define a relationship between the length scale L and the time scale T for a transport mechanism

operating in SOC avalanches. While the original SOC model was expressed in terms of a cellluar automaton, driven

by next-neighbor interactions in the original BTW model (Bak et al. 1987), the FD-SOC model is found to provide a
suitable approximation that avoids the use of complex cellular automatons, and uses the simple physical scaling law

of Brownian motion instead,

T = L2/β , (3)

where β = 1 corresponds to the transport process by classical diffusion, while the propagation distance L of a SOC
avalanche scales with the square-root of the time, L ∝ T 1/2, also called Brownian motion.

Thirdly, for incoherent emission mechanisms the flux of a SOC avalanche is proportional to the (fractal) volume

(Eq. 1),

V ∝
(

LDV

)γ
. (4)

where γ is the volume-flux coefficient, being γ = 1 for incoherent emission mechanisms, (e.g., bremsstrahlung, free-free

emission, gyro-resonance emission, gyro-synchrotron emission), and values of γ >
∼
2 are typical for coherent emission

mechanisms (e.g., plasma emission in electron beams, loss-cone plasma emission, or Microwave Amplification by

Stimulated Emission (MASER). The incoherent emission then implies a proportionality of the flux F to the emitting
fractal volume V γ , i.e., F ∝ V γ .

Given these 3 relationships of the FD-SOC model, we can derive the predicted power law slopes for SOC fluxes

straightforwardly. The scale-freeness yields the size distribution of SOC avalanche length scales L, only depending on

the dimensionality (d = 3 in most real-world data)

N(L)dL ∝ L−ddL . (5)

Mathematically, we perform a variable substitution from the length size distribution N(L) to the volume size distribu-

tion N(V ), by inversion of Eq. (4), L(V ) = V 1/(DV γ), calculating the derivative, (dL/dV ) = V (1/DV γ)−1, and inserting

these two terms into Eq. (5) yields,

N(V )dV = N [L(V )]

∣

∣

∣

∣

dL

dV

∣

∣

∣

∣

dL, (6)

N(V )dV = L(V )−d/(DV γ)V 1/(DV γ)−1dV, (7)

N(V )dV = V −d/(DV γ)+1/(DV γ)−1dV (8)
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N(V )dV = V −[(d−1)/(DV γ)]−1dV (9)

N(V )dV = V −αV dV (10)

which then yields the power law slope αV ,

αV = 1 +
(d− 1)

DV γ
=

9

5
= 1.80 . (11)

Inserting the dimensionality d = 3, the mean fractal dimension DV = 2.50, and the incoherence coefficient γ = 1,

the FD-SOC model provides a prediction of the power law slope of fluxes αF without any free parameters. Since the
fractal volume V is proportional to the flux for incoherent emission (γ = 1), it follows that the power law slopes for

fluxes and volumes, αF and αV , are identical,

αF = αV . (12)

Consequently, the FD-SOC model predicts different slopes for incoherent and coherent emission mechanisms, which
implies that there is no universality in the wavelength-dependent energy scaling laws, while the scale-freeness predicts

a universally valid power law slope for the SOC volumes and fluxes for the cases with incoherent emission, i.e.,

αV = αF = 1.80.

2.5. Fluence Modeling

The detection of SOC events is generally done from light curves of fluxes, f(t), obtained by an automated structure

detection algorithm, or manually in form of an event catalog. Light curves can be observed in a large number of
wavelengths in astrophysics, such as in gamma rays, hard X-rays, soft X-rays, EUV, UV, visible light, radio, etc.

The central question of this study is whether the power law-like size distributions, (also called occurrence frequency

distributions), have an identical power law slope αF,λi
at different wavelenghts λi, which would fulfill the criterion of

universality,

αFλ1
= αFλ2

= ..., αFλi
= const . (13)

If the criterion of universality is fulfilled, this would imply two possible interpretations: (i) the same physical emission

mechanism is operational at different wavelenghts λi, or (ii) the power law slope is not a property of the wavelength-

dependent emission mechanism, but rather is caused by the scale-free property of the SOC statistics. We will see in

the following that the second interpretation is more likely than the first interpretation.
The fluence is defined as the time-integrated flux during the duration T of an observed event,

E =

∫ t1+T

t1

f(t) dt , (14)

where T = t2 − t1 is the duration of an event, f(t) is the time series of fluxes, and E is the fluence or energy during

the time interval [t1, t2], so that the physical unit of a flux F is [energy/time], and the physical unit of a fluence E
is [energy]. The source area needs to be included in the observed distance when the sources are located at different

distances from the observer, such as stellar or galactic objects. Since all used datasets are selected from publications

produced by other authors, we cannot bring all variables into self-consistent physical units. However, since PL slopes

are scale-free in SOC datasets, we can inter-compare the size distribution of various SOC parameters, independent of
their numerical value or physical unit, and this way test their universality.

It should be noted that flux F and fluence or energy E have different power law slopes. In slight variance to previous

versions of the FD-SOC model, we modify the definition of the fluence or energy E as a function of the Euclidean

dimension d, i.e., E ∝ Vpeak ∝ L(d), which is a function of the Euclidean dimension d. The prediction for the fluence

is then aE = aV = 1 + (d − 1)/d = 5/3 ∼ 1.67. This definition is consistent with the fractal structure of a SOC
avalanche, because the Euclidean volume V (with dimension d) is essentially the envelope to the fractal volume (with

fractal dimension DV ), in the spatio-temporal integration scheme of SOC events. Consequently, the flux scales with

the fractal volume V , while the fluence or energy scales with the space and time-integrated volume Vmax.

We perform, similarly to above, a variable substitution from the length size distribution N(L) to the volume size
distribution N(V ), by inversion of Eq. (7), L(V ) = V 1/(dγ), calculating the derivative, (dL/dV ) = V (1/dγ)−1, and

inserting these two terms into Eq. (5) yields,

N(V )dV = N [L(V )]

∣

∣

∣

∣

dL

dV

∣

∣

∣

∣

dL, (15)
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N(V )dV = L(V )−dV 1/(dγ)−1dV, (16)

N(V )dV = V −d/(dγ)+1/(dγ)−1dV (17)

N(V )dV = V −[(d−1)/(dγ)]−1dV (18)

N(V )dV = V −αEdV (19)

which then yields the power law slope αE ,

αE = 1 +
(d− 1)

dγ
≈

(

2−
1

d

)

≈

(

5

3

)

≈ 1.67 . (20)

where the approximative values originate from the Standard Fractal-Diffusive SOC (FD-SOC) model by assuming

dimensionality (d = 3), classical diffusion (β = 1), and incoherent (random) emission (γ = 1). Application of the

FD-SOC model can be found in Wang and Dai (2013).

2.6. Alternative SOC Energy Models

2.6.1. Isotropic Luminosity Model

In astrophysical observations, the distances of the observed objects vary from stellar distances to extragalactic

distances, and thus need to be corrected to a common reference distance, in order to compare distance-related

brightness (or intensity) variations. Energy units quoted in this Section are given in arbitrary units
(Eiso, Erel, Esyn, EB). The uncorrected burst energy in radio bursts is generally defined in terms of an isotropic

radiation pattern,

Eiso ∝ 4πD2
LF∆ν , (21)

where DL is the luminosity distance, F is the burst fluence, and ∆ν is the bandwidth of the observation (e.g., Wang
and Zhang 2019; Chatterjee et al. 2017; Gourdji et al. 2019; Lyu et al. 2020).

2.6.2. Relativistic Isotropic Model

Extra-galactic distances can be obtained from the cosmological redshift. In the study of Yi et al. (2016), the prompt

emission of gamma-ray bursts (GRB) detected by Swift in the 0.3-10 keV energy range has been modeled with the

isotropically radiated energy Eiso,

Erel ∝
4πD2

LF

(1 + z)
, (22)

where DL is the luminosity distance, F is the fluence of the flare, and z is the relativistic redshift correction. Similar

applications of the relativistic distance normalization up to z ≈ 15 have been reported by Zhang (2018b) for the

most sensitive telescopes, such as the 500-m Aperture Spherical radio Telescope (FAST). Such a model was also called

isotropic-equivalent released energy (Maccary et al. 2024). General-relativistic effects are incorporated in Xiong et

al. (2000).

2.6.3. Dispersion Measure Model

The dispersion measure (DM) is one of the key attributes of radio pulsars and Fast Radio Bursts (FRB), which

is an approximate measure of the column density of electrons between the observer and source. The observed large

spread of fluences E has motivated SOC modelers to consider the power law volumetric rate of FRB events per unit
(isotropic) energy (Lu and Piro 2019). The differential size distribution is defined as,

dN

dE
= AE−αE E ≤ Emax , (23)

with a maximum energy of Emax above which there no FRBs occur. Combining the total number of events Ntot with

the dispersion measure DMmax and the threshold flux Fth, leads to the estimate of the volumetric rate of FRBs (Lu

and Piro 2019). The cumulative size disribution function is defined as,

N(> E) ≈
AE1−αE

αE − 1
. (24)
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Further Bayesian analysis of the full parameter space yields a Schechter-like model (Lu and Piro 2019), which consists

of a power law part with an exponential drop-off,

dN

dE
=

Φ0

Emax
(1 + z)γLorentz

(

E

Emax

)

−αE

exp

(

−E

Emax

)

, (25)

where Φ0 is the volumetric rate normalization, at a redshift z = 0, while (1 + z)γLorentz is the relativistic correction.

These distance corrections are most important for galactic and extragalactic phenomena, such as pulsars or FRBs.

2.6.4. Synchrotron Model

The variability of synchrotron emission can be used to constrain the magnetic field strength in the emission region

by the X-ray variability time scale (e.g., Tavecchio et al. 1998; Yan et al. (2018),

tcool =
6πmec

σT γLorentzB2
, (26)

where tcool is the cooling time, B is magnetic field in the comoving frame, me is the electron rest mass, σT is the

cross section of Thomson scattering, and γLorentz is the relativistic Lorentz factor of the electrons. The observational

synchrotron photon energy is

Esyn ≈ 1.5× 10−11γLorentz
B

(1 G)

δD
(1 + z)

[keV] , (27)

where δD is the Doppler factor.

2.6.5. Magnetic Reconnection Model

In solar and stellar flares, the magnetic reconnection process is often invoked, where the average magnetic energy

density B2/8π is used as a measure of the SOC energy parameter (Shibata and Magara 2011),

EB = L3

(

B2

8π

)

≈ 3× 1030
(

B

102 G

)2 (
L

2× 109cm

)3

[erg] . (28)

which is the typical energy for a solar flares (Yi et al. 2016; Peng et al. 2023). In order to enable tests of magnetic

reconnection processes, measurements of the spatial scale L and the magnetic field density B are necessary, which
yield the magnetic energy EB. The parameters L and B are more difficult to measure than other SOC variables, and

thus are seldom available. Other applications can be found in Cheng et al. (2020).

2.6.6. Hydrodynamic Energy Model

There is a large number of physical model ideas that have been sketched in the SOC literature, but have not

yet matured to a level that they could be applied to SOC data. A hydrodynamic model has been proposed from

advection-dominated accretion disks (Takeuchi and Mineshige 1997).

2.7. Cellular Automaton Simulations

Cellular automaton models have been designed and simulated for a variety of physical scenarios, such as for black

hole accretion disks (Mineshige et al. 1994a), for 1/f fluctuations in hard X-rays from black hole objects (Mineshige

et al. 1994b; Takeuchi e al. 1995), for flickering of cataclysmic variables (Yonehara et al. 1997), for pulsar glitches

(Warszawski andMelatos 2008), for spherical geometries in soft gamma repeater bursts driven by magnetic reconnection

(Nakazato 2014), for 1-D magnetized grids in the afterglow of gamma-ray burst X-rays (Harko et al. 2015), for
magnetar variability with Bayesian hierarchical models (Huppenkothen et al. 2015), for gamma-ray blazars (Tavecchio

et al. 2020b), for extragalactic gamma-ray fluxes (Lipari 2021), for avalanches of magnetic flux ropes (Wang et al. 2022),

or for soft gamma-ray repeaters (Xiao et al. 2024).

One arbitrary choice in simulations with cellular automatons is the propagation scheme of the employed next-
neighbor interactions. The original realization in the Bak-Tang-Wiesenfeld (BTW) model employs 4 next neighbors in

a 2-D Euclidean space only, while subsequent applications use 3 and 5 next neighbors (Mineshige et al. 1994a; Negoro

et al. 1995; Takeuchi et al. 1995; Yonehara et al. 1997); Mineshige and Negoro 1999), 2 next neighbors (Mineshige

et al. 1994b; Harko et al. 2015), 3 next neighbors (Nakazato 2014), or 6 next neighbors (Wang et al. 2022). Since
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the power law slope of size distributions strongly depends on the dimensionality (d = 1, 2, 3) and the number of next

neighbors, the arbitrary choice of these pameters has no predictive power.

Another incapability of size distributions derived from cellular automaton algorithms is the choice of the fitted or

apparent size distribution, which includes ideal power laws (Bak et al. 1987; Warszawski and Melatos et al. 2008;
Lipari 2021; Wang et al. 2022; Xiao et al. 2024), power law with exponential cutoff (Mineshige et al. 1994a,b; Takeuchi

et al. 1995; Mineshige and Negoro 1999; Nakazato 2014), and power law with flattening (Tavecchio et al. 2020a, 2020b,

2020c; Xie et al. 2024). Single and double power law models (α1, α2) have been suggested in Xie et al. (2024), however

without a physical model.

Most of the simulated cellular automatons are consistent with the three-part structure of size distributions, which
includes (i) the flattening part due to incomple sampling for the smallest events near the detection threshold, (ii) the

(ideal) power law part in the inertial range, and (iii) the exponential drop-off due to finite system size effects for the

largest events.

3. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

In this section we discuss the observed statistical results of the size distributions (Section 3.1), the non-universality

of waiting time distributions (Section 3.2), the uncertainties due to small-number statistics (Section 3.3), the choice
of (power law) inertial ranges (Section 3.4), and comparisons of cosmological with solar data (Setion 3.5).

3.1. Size Distribution Results

We identified 35 data sets that contain information on the size distribution N(F ) and power law slopes αF of peak

fluxes F (Table 1), drawn from galactic, extragalactic, and black-hole systems published in literature. The mean and

standard deviation of these values is

αF = 1.78± 0.29 . (29)

Likewise, we identified 25 data sets that contain information on the size distribution N(E) and power law slopes αE

of peak energies E (Table 2). The mean and standard deviation of these values is,

αE = 1.66± 0.22 . (30)

Within the statistical uncertainties, the observed power law slopes (αF and αE) agree with the theoretial prediction

of the FD-SOC model, i.e., αF = 1.80 (Eq. 11) and αE = 1.67 (Eq. 20), which is the main result of this study and

this way confirms the universality of the power law slopes αF and αE .

The implication of this result is that the statistics of SOC avalanches can be understood in terms of the standard FD-

SOC model that is solely based on the three assumptions of (i) multi-fractality, (ii) transport by classical diffusion, and
(iii) incoherent emission mechanisms. We can now answer the fundamental questions posed in the Introduction: The

FD-SOC model is able to predict the existence of power laws (because power laws can be fitted within the statistical

uncertainties); to predict the specific values of the power law slopes (Eqs. 11, 20), and to predict which parameters

have universality (i.e., αF = 1.80 for the peak flux, αE = 1.67 for the dissipated energy.) In principle, the standard
FD-SOC model can be generalized for various dimensionalities (d = 1, 2, 3), non-classical diffusion (β 6= 1), and

coherent emission mechanisms (γ > 1), while the standard values are (d = 3, β = 1, γ = 1). Ultimately, the original

automaton concept of the BTW model is not a necessary condition for SOC models, because the microscopic next-

neighbour interactions can be replaced by the macroscopic scale-freeness probability distribution function (Eq. 5), from

which the power law slopes can be directly derived. Using the FD-SOC model (Section 2.4) predicts then universality
of the theoretically predicted power law slopes, without invoking detailed physical models for SOC processes. This

transformation of microscopic BTW models to macroscopic scale-free size distributions can be considered as a major

paradigm shift of SOC models.

3.2. Waiting Time Statistics

The common wisdom is that waiting time distributions have an exponential fall-off for stationary (random) distri-

bution functions, while they have a power law size distribution for non-stationary distributions. A non-stationary
distribution requires at least one more free parameter than a stationary distribution, which can be defined in terms of

a flare rate function. A waiting time distribution function thus cannot have universal validity for non-stationary prob-

ability distribution functions, because of its dependence of the flaring rate variability. Every waiting time distribution

function model can only make predictions if there is a way to measure the flare rate, which generally is not constant.
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3.3. Small-Number Statistics

One of the prime criteria whether the observed values of power law slopes are accurate strongly depends on the

statistical size of the sample, especially in the case of small-number statistics. As a test we select only events with

large-number statistics, i.e., n ≥ 100, and find αF = 1.88 and αE = 1.68, which is however not significantly different

from the statistics of all data sets.

3.4. Inertial Range

The flux range or energy range that is fitted with a power law distribution function, also called inertial range is often

chosen empirically by eye, which can affect the fitted power law slope considerably, especially if the inertial range is

relatively small. As a test we select those subsets that have a large inertial range of more 3 decades (which is a factor

of qE = Emax/Emin > 103. Such a selection should be most reliable, granted that the extracted sample is statistically
representative. The inertial range is tabulated in column 3 of Tables 1 and 2. These 13 values with large energy ranges

have a mean value of αE = 1.69, which follows the trend of the FD-SOC predicted value of αE = 1.67.

3.5. Comparison with Solar Data

So far we obtained information on the size distributions and their power law slopes entirely from galactic, extra-

galactic, and black-hole systems. However, if some universality of the power law slopes is claimed, it is most useful to
compare with alternative data, such as solar flares. The mean and standard deviation of flux power law slopes of solar

data, as extracted from 21 cases in Table 2 of Aschwanden et al. (2016), is found to be,

αsolar
F = 1.74± 0.11 . (31)

Likewise, we identified 10 cases of fluence (or energy) power law slopes of solar data, as extracted from 10 cases in

Table 2 of Aschwanden et al. (2016), with a mean and standard deviation of,

αsolar
E = 1.56± 0.11 . (32)

This comparison demonstrates that the power law slopes of observed solar data agrees even better with the theoretial

predictions of the FD-SOC model, i.e., αF = 1.80 (Eq. 11) and αE = 1.67 (Eq. 20), by using solar data rather than

by using galactic data. Moreover, the statistial uncertainties reduce from σF = 0.29 and σE = 0.22 to σF = 0.11 =

σE = 0.11, which represents a significant reduction of the statistical uncertainty of the FD-SOC model. This statistical

behavior is expected since solar data can be more accurately measured at the much shorter solar distance than at
cosmological scales (of galactic, extragalactic, and black-hole systems).

4. CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions of this study can be summarized as follows:

1. The fractal-diffusive self-organized criticality (FD-SOC) model is able to predict some fundamental questions of
SOC models, such as the existence of power law-like size distribution functions, the specific values of the power

law slopes, which SOC parameters have universality, and the role of waiting time distribution functions.

2. The observed medians of size distribution functions are reported to be αF = 1.78± 0.29 for the SOC peak fluxes

F , and αE = 1.66 ± 0.22 for the SOC energies E, which are consistent with the theoretically predicted values

of αF = 9/5 = 1.80 and αE = 1.67. This statistical sample indlucdes 35 cases for the flux and 26 cases for the

fluence or energy. In addition, we sort the observed PL slopes also by SOC phenomena in Table 3, which further
corroborates the universality claimed here.

3. In order to understand SOC size distributions we advocate a paradigm shift from the microscopic next-neighbour
interaction BTW model to macroscopic scale-free probability distribution functions. It appears that cellular

automaton algorithms are not a necessary condition for SOC behavior, but add unnecessary complexity. It can

be simplified with Monte-Carlo-type simulations of suitable physical scaling laws.

4. The observed power law distribution functions can be fitted by a three-part model that includes (i) the flattening

due to incomplete samling of small events, (ii) the initial range that can be fitted with a pure power law function,
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and (iii) the steepening due to finite-system size effects for the largest events. Such a generalized three-part size

distribution function (Aschwanden 2021),

N(x)dx = N0(x0 + x)−αx exp (−
x

xe
) dx , (33)

that can be fitted to an observed size distribution, thus should include a threshold value x0 and a finite-system

size limit xe. This is a Pareto-type distribution function, which converges to N 7→ N0 for x ≪ x0. Suitable

fits require a minimum initial range of Emax/Emin ≈ 102 − 103 decades, and a minimum-number statistics of

Nmin
>
∼
102 − 103.

5. Physical scaling law models of SOC processes (e.g., fluence, isotropic luminosity model, relativistic isotropic

model, dispersion measure model, synchrotron model, magnetic reconnection, hydrodynamic model, see Section

2.6) require measurements of additional physical parameters, but are not a necessary condition to understand
the statistics of SOC size distributions, which is entirely defined by the scale-freeness of the data in Euclidean

space.
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Table 1. The power law slope of the size distributions of the flux αF (column 1), number of events Nev (column 2), power law
range in units of decades (column 3), the instrument (column 4), objects (column 5), and references (column 6) are tabulated
from different published studies.

Power Law Number Power Instrument Object Reference

Slope of of law

Flux events range

αF Nev dec

1.55±0.09 12 1 EXOSAT AGN Lawrence & Papadakis (1993)

1.70 12 1 ROSAT/HRI 3C 390.3 Leighly & O’Brien (1997)

2.50±1.50 13 1 INTEGRAL SFXT,HMXB Paizis & Sidoli (2014)

1.65±0.17 38 3 Chandra Sag A* Li et al. (2015)

2.40±0.60 68 2 Chandra J1644+57 Wang et al. (2015)

1.80±0.60 39 2 Chandra Sgr A* Wang et al. (2015)

1.60±0.70 18 2 Chandra M87 Wang et al. (2015)

1.77±0.02 468 4 Swift GRB Yi et al. (2016)

1.50±0.20 100 1 Chandra LMXB Wang et al. (2017)

1.41 1198 2 Kepler K2 pulsar Kennedy et al. (2018)

1.02±0.25 50 1 XMM-Newton Mrk 421 Yan et al. (2018)

1.54±0.02 34 2 LAT/Fermi blazar 3C 454.3 Zhang et al. (2018a)

1.60 20 1 ASKAP FRB Lu and Piro (2019)

1.70±0.10 6 2 VLA,Arecibo FRB 121102 Wang & Zhang (2019)

1.63±0.19 10 2 VLA, 3 GHz FRB 121102 Chatterjee et al. (2017)

1.63±0.21 10 2 Arecibo 1.4 GHz FRB 121102 Spliter et al. (2016)

1.72±0.02 10 2 Arecibo 4.5 GHz FRB 121102 Michilli et al. (2018)

1.56±0.02 100 2 GBT, 2 GHz FRB 121102 Zhang et al. (2018)

1.67±0.07 14 2 GBT, 1.4 GHzi FRB 121102 Scholz et al. (2016,2017)

1.83±0.09 25 2 Arecibo 4-8 GHz FRB 121102 Gourdji et al. (2019)

1.92±0.32 122 1 Hubble HST-1 AGN, SMBH Yang et al. (2019)

1.41±0.04 100 1 GBT FRB121102 Lin and Sang (2020)

2.09±0.18 400 2 BATSE/CGRO GRB Lyu et al. (2020)

1.99±0.18 400 2 BATSE/CGRO GRB Lyu et al. (2020)

1.66±0.06 93 2 GRT 8 GHz FRB121102 Wang et al. (2021)

1.82±0.20 112 3 Fermi SGR 1935+2154 Wang et al. (2021)

1.59±0.15 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J16418-4532 Zhang et al. (2022)

1.54±0.28 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J16328-4726 Zhang et al. (2022)

1.50±0.26 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J18450-0435 Zhang et al. (2022)

2.19±0.12 122 2 Swift GRB Li and Yang (2023)

2.44±0.07 243 1 BATSE/CGRO GRB Li and Yang (2023)

2.05 236 2 LAT/Fermi 3C 454.3 Peng et al. (2023a)

1.91±0.35 39 2 LAT/Fermi GRB Peng et al. (2023b)

1.88±0.10 39 2 LAT/Fermi 3C 454.3 Peng et al. (2023a)

1.95±0.02 158 4 GBM/Fermi SGRJ1935+2154 Xie et al. (2024)

1.47±0.42 974 3 GBM/Fermi GRB Maccary et al. (2024)
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Table 2. The power law slope of the size distributions of the energy αE (column 1), instead of the flux αF . Otherwise similar
to Table 1.

Power Law Number Power Instrument Object Reference

Slope of of law

Energy events range

αE Nev dec

1.65±0.08 22 5 BATSE SGR 1900+14 Gogus et al. (1999)

1.76±0.17 92 4 BATSE SGR 1900+14 Gogus et al. (2000)

1.43±0.06 266 3 RXTE SGR 1900+14 Gogus et al. (2000)

1.67±0.15 113 2 ICE SGR 1900+14 Gogus et al. (2000)

1.77±0.01 3000 3 RXTE SGR 1806-20 Prieskorn & Kaaret (2012)

1.94±0.03 2000 3 RXTE SGR 1900+14 Prieskorn & Kaaret (2012)

2.06±0.15 83 4 Swift GRB Wang & Dai (2013)

1.07 1198 2 Kepler K2 pulsar Kennedy et al. (2018)

1.73±0.25 82 2 Chandra Sgr A* Yuan et al. (2018)

1.46±0.02 34 2 LAT/Fermi blazar 3C 454.3 Zhang et al. (2018a)

1.70 20 1 ASKAP FRB Lu and Piro (2019)

1.84±0.03 179 3 RXTE SGRJI550-5418 Cheng et al. (2020)

1.68±0.01 924 3 RXTE SGR1806-20 Cheng et al. (2020)

1.65±0.06 432 3 RXTE SGR1900+14 Cheng et al. (2020)

1.63±0.06 100 2 RXTE FRB121102 Cheng et al. (2020)

1.80±0.09 100 1 GBT FRB121102 Lin and Sang (2020)

1.54±0.09 400 2 BATSE/CGRO GRB Lyu et al. (2020)

1.44±0.09 400 2 BATSE/CGRO GRB Lyu et al. (2020)

1.86±0.02 1652 3 LAT/Fermi FRB 121102 Zhang et al. (2021)

1.78±0.21 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J16418-4532 Zhang et al. (2022)

1.22±0.21 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J16328-4726 Zhang et al. (2022)

1.46±0.28 144 1 XMM-Newton IGR J18450-0435 Zhang et al. (2022)

1.90 236 2 LAT/Fermi 3C 454.3 Peng et al. (2023a)

1.69±0.19 39 3 LAT/Fermi GRB Peng et al. (2023b)

1.69±0.01 158 4 GBM/Fermi SGR J1935+2154 Xie et al. (2024)

1.67±0.20 974 3 GBM/Fermi GRB Maccary et al. (2024)
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Table 3. Astrophysical phenomena (column 1), number of flux data sets (column 2), power law slope of flux distributions
(column 3), number of fluence data sets (column 4), and power law slope of fluence or energy (column 5) are listed.

Astrophysical Number Power law Number Power law

Phenomena data sets Slope data sets Slope

NF αF NE αE

Galactic/Extragalactic Events 35 1.70±0.19 26 1.69±0.15

Gamma Ray Bursts (GRB) 7 1.83±0.20 5 1.59±0.22

Soft Gamma Ray Repeaters (SGR) 2 1.95±0.02 10 1.72±0.07

X-Ray Binaries (XB) 5 1.55±0.09 3 1.49±0.30

Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN) 3 1.52±0.22

Blazars (BL) 3 1.56±0.12 3 1.47±0.10

Fast Radio Bursts (FRB) 10 1.62±0.11 4 1.84±0.08

Black-Hole Systems (BH) 4 1.88±0.37 1 1.73±0.10

Pulsar Glitches (PLS) 1 1.41±0.04 1 1.07±0.03

Solar Flare Hard X-Rays (HXR) 20 1.76±0.09 9 1.48±0.11

Solar Flare Soft X-Rays (SXR) 11 1.94±0.12 5 1.72±0.27

Solar Flare EUV 14 1.61±0.15

Solar Incoherent Radio Bursts 7 1.80±0.02

Solar Coronal Mass Ejections (CME) 5 1.93±0.38 7 1.94±0.22

Solar Energetic Particles (SEP) 7 1.24±0.12 12 1.34±0.09

Solar Wind (WIND) 1 1.66±0.19

Stellar Flares 33 2.09±0.25

Stellar Flares KEPLER 49 1.98±0.08

Magnetospheric Auroras 12 1.80±0.13 11 1.56±0.12

Observations Means 17 1.74±0.23 12 1.64±0.16

FD-SOC Prediction 1.80 1.67
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