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ABSTRACT

The production mechanism of fast radio bursts (FRBs)—mysterious, bright, millisecond-duration

radio flashes from cosmological distances—remains unknown. Understanding potential correlations

between burst occurrence times and various burst properties may offer important clues about their

origins. Among these properties, the spectral peak frequency of an individual burst (the frequency

at which its emission is strongest) is particularly important because it may encode direct information

about the physical conditions and environment at the emission site. Analyzing over 4,000 bursts from

the three most active sources—FRB 20121102A, FRB 20201124A, and FRB 20220912A—we measure

the two-point correlation function ξ(∆t,∆νpeak) in the two-dimensional space of time separation ∆t

and peak frequency shift ∆νpeak between burst pairs. We find a universal trend of asymmetry about

∆νpeak at high statistical significance; ξ(∆νpeak) decreases as ∆νpeak increases from negative to positive

values in the region of short time separation (∆t ≲ 0.3 s), where physically correlated aftershock events

produce a strong time correlation signal. This indicates that aftershocks tend to exhibit systematically

lower peak frequencies than mainshocks, with this tendency becoming stronger at shorter ∆t. We

argue that the “sad trombone effect”–the downward frequency drift observed among sub-pulses within

a single event– is not confined within a single event but manifests as a statistical nature that extends

continuously to independent yet physically correlated aftershocks with time separations up to ∆t ∼ 0.3

s. This discovery provides new insights into underlying physical processes of repeater FRBs.

Keywords: Radio transient sources (2008) — Two-point correlation function (1951)

1. INTRODUCTION

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are extragalactic transient

objects detected in radio waves with millisecond dura-

tions (Lorimer et al. 2007; Thornton et al. 2013), and

their source objects and emission mechanisms are largely

still a mystery, though many theoretical models have

been proposed (see Cordes & Chatterjee 2019; Platts

et al. 2019; Zhang 2020; Petroff et al. 2022 for reviews).

Some FRBs are known to produce recurring bursts, and

these are likely to originate in neutron stars. In partic-

ular, magnetars (highly magnetized neutron stars, see

Kaspi & Beloborodov 2017; Enoto et al. 2019; Esposito

et al. 2020 for reviews) have been considered a promis-
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ing source of FRBs because of their abundant magnetic

energy and the bursts of X-rays and gamma-rays that

they occasionally induce. In fact, on April 28, 2020, two

extremely bright radio bursts (FRB 20200428) were de-

tected from the Galactic magnetar SGR 1935+2154. Al-

though a few orders of magnitude fainter than typical ex-

tragalactic FRBs, these bursts demonstrated that mag-

netars can produce FRB-like events, offering evidence

for FRB-magnetar connections (CHIME/FRB Collabo-

ration et al. 2020a; Bochenek et al. 2020).

More than several thousand FRB bursts have already

been detected from several extragalactic FRB repeaters,

and detailed statistical studies are possible. An interest-

ing fact already established is that the burst wait-time

distribution is bimodal (e.g., Li et al. 2021). Although

the long-side peak of the bimodal distribution can be

explained by events occurring randomly by a Poisson

process (Jahns et al. 2022), the origin of the shorter
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Table 1. Summary of the FRB datasets

Source (sample) Telescope Period Nday
a tobs

b Nevent
c (Nall

event) rmd Moriginal
e Mshuffle

f zM
g

Refs. Band (GHz) (MJD) (day) (day−1) ∆t < 300 ms

30 ms < ∆t < 300 ms

20201124A (X22) FAST 59307.33–59360.18 45 3.27 1135 (1863) 210 −7.3 0.53± 2.4 −3.3σ

Xu et al. (2022) 1–1.5 −5.3 0.55± 2.3 −2.5σ

20201124A (Z22) FAST 59482.94–59485.82 4 0.156 1081 (1461) 12000 −32 0.53± 3.6 −8.9σ

Zhou et al. (2022) 1–1.5 −21 0.67± 4.2 −5.1σ

20220912A (Z23) FAST 59880.49–59935.39 17 0.31 983 (1076) 4600 −11 0.11± 2.5 −4.6σ

Zhang et al. (2023) 1–1.5 −15 0.0± 2.11 −6.2σ

20121102A (J23) Arecibo 58409.35–58450.28 8 0.265 895 (1027) 4000 −13 0.31± 2.6 −5.2σ

Jahns et al. (2022) 1.15–1.73 −4.7 0.0± 2.4 −2.0σ

20121102A (J23g)h Arecibo 58409.35–58450.28 8 0.267 753 (849) 3300 −3.6 −0.16± 2.1 −1.6σ

Jahns et al. (2022) 1.15–1.73 −2.4 0.09± 2.0 −1.2σ

aTotal number of days with observations during which multiple bursts were detected (§3.1)
bTotal observation duration (§3.1)
cTotal number of events after applying a 30 MHz cut at both edges of the observing band (§2)
dMean event rate weighted by the number of bursts over all observation days (§2)
eDisparity moment M (defined by equation 3) calculated for the original νpeak dataset (§3.2)
fMean (Mshuffle) and 1-σ standard deviation (σMshuffle

) of M calculated from 200 randomly shuffled νpeak datasets (§3.2; Figures. 3–4)
gStandard z-score of Moriginal defined by zM = (Moriginal −Mshuffle)/σMshuffle

(§3.2; Figures. 3–4)
hWhen sub-bursts are grouped together (§2)

peak has not been established (e.g., Wang & Yu 2017;

Wadiasingh & Timokhin 2019; Wang et al. 2023) .

Totani & Tsuzuki (2023, hereafter TT23) analyzed the

two-point correlation function in the two-dimensional

space of occurrence time and energy of repeating FRBs,

revealing that the statistical characteristics of FRBs are

remarkably similar to those of earthquakes, while dif-

fering from those of solar flares. Building on TT23,

Tsuzuki et al. (2024) identified similarities between pe-

riodic radio pulsations from a magnetar and FRBs.

These investigations into the time-energy correlation

of FRBs and magnetar radio pulses suggest the presence

of a shared time correlation, specifically following the

Omori-Utsu law ξ(∆t) ∝ (∆t + τ)−p/τ−p, well-known

to hold in earthquakes (Omori 1895; Utsu 1957, 1961).

Here, ξ(∆t) is the correlation function for events with

time interval ∆t, and τ is the characteristic timescale,

which is comparable to the typical event durations (i.e.,

∼ ms for FRBs). Interestingly, the only difference in

between FRBs and earthequakes lies in the value of

the Omori-Utsu index, p, and this unique correlation in

time appears universal among different repeating FRB

sources.

In contrast, burst energies in FRBs show little to no

correlation, suggesting that their energy may be gener-

ated randomly. For earthquakes, however, weak cor-

relations between time and energy have been identi-

fied through detailed statistical analyses (Lippiello et al.

2008; de Arcangelis et al. 2016). These studies also re-

veal an asymmetry regarding the energy difference be-

tween pairs (i.e., more pairs with negative energy shift,

where aftershock energy is smaller than the mainshock)

in certain datasets. Although no such energy correlation

or asymmetry has been observed in FRBs, it remains un-

clear whether this reflects an intrinsic lack of correlation

or limitations due to sample size or detection sensitiv-

ity. Future studies are needed to clarify these differences

(TT23).

This lack of correlation in energy raises an intriguing

question about whether unique correlations can be iden-

tified in other FRB properties that may be more closely

linked to the underlying radiation mechanisms. Given

the unknown production mechanism of FRBs, exploring

potential correlations between burst occurrence times

and various burst properties may provide important in-

sights. Among these properties, spectral peak frequency

is particularly interesting, as it may encode direct infor-

mation about the physical conditions and environment

at the emission site (e.g., Lyu et al. 2024).

In this study, we perform a two-point correlation func-

tion analysis similar to TT23, replacing burst energy

with burst peak frequency to examine whether there are

correlations in the peak frequency of FRBs, given the

established time correlation and the absence of energy

correlation. This exploration aims to deepen our un-

derstanding of the mechanisms behind FRB emissions.

The paper is organized as follows. We describe our FRB

data set in §2. We describe our methodology in §3.1 and

present the result in §3.2. The implications of our find-
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ings are discussed in §4 and we summarize and conclude

in §5.

2. DATA

We compute the correlation functions for five datasets

of FRBs observed by the Arecibo and FAST telescopes

from three repeating sources, as listed in Table 1. Below,

we provide detailed descriptions of these FRB datasets.

FRB 20201124A (X22 & Z22)– FRB 20201124A

(CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2021) is a repeater

known for its high activity. It is localized to a Milky

Way-like, barred spiral galaxy at z = 0.0979 (Xu et al.

2022). We take the barycentric arrival times t of the X22

(Xu et al. 2022) from the tables in the original papers.

Since peak frequency information was not provided in

the original paper, we obtained the one-dimensional

spectra extracted from the full dynamic spectra (as

archived in Wang et al. 2023) for all bursts from the

authors. We then fitted these spectra with a 1D Gaus-

sian function, ∝ exp
{
−(ν − µ)2/(2σ2)

}
, using the fit-

ted µ as the peak frequency νpeak (e.g., Aggarwal et al.

2021; Zhou et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2023). Addition-

ally, we obtained the observation log for the X22 data

set directly from the authors.

There was another observation of this source during

a period of enhanced burst activity (Zhou et al. 2022,

hereafter Z22), which we use to compare results from

the same source at different activity levels. We took t

and νpeak (“ν0” in the table of Z22) of all 1,461 bursts

from the original paper (Z22). We used the observation

log from the original paper.

FRB 20220912A (Z23)– FRB 20220912A (McKinven

& Chime/Frb Collaboration 2022) is another repeater

being located at a position that is consistent with a

host galaxy of stellar mass ∼ 1010M⊙ at z = 0.0771

(Ravi et al. 2023). We used barycentric times t and peak

frequencies νpeak of 1,076 bursts from the Z23 dataset

(Zhang et al. 2023) as presented in the original paper.

We note that their νpeak values were derived using the

same method (i.e., a 1D Gaussian function) that we em-

ployed in our analysis of the X22 dataset.

FRB 20121102A (J23 & J23g)– FRB 20121102A is

the first discovered (Spitler et al. 2014, 2016), highly

active, and most well-studied repeater located in a star-

forming dwarf galaxy at redshift z = 0.193 (Bassa et al.

2017; Tendulkar et al. 2017). Jahns et al. (2022) lists

all 1,027 bursts and the 849 independent events (after

grouping sub-bursts into one independent event based

on their own criteria) in their tables. We primarily use

the complete sample of bursts, referred to as J23, while

the grouped sample is referred to as J23g. The lat-

ter is examined to assess how the results change when

events are grouped by individual observers. We take the

barycentric time t and peak frequency νpeak of bursts

(“ν0” in the J23 table and “fcent” in the J23g table)

from the original paper (Jahns et al. 2022). Addition-

ally, we used the observation log (start and end times of

each observation) provided in Jahns et al. (2022).

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of peak frequency

data used in this study. The νpeak distribution appears

bimodal, as noted in previous studies. This pattern

might result from a combination of intrinsic properties

and potential observational biases, though their origins

and statistical significance of this bimodality remain un-

clear (Jahns et al. 2022; Zhou et al. 2022; Zhang et al.

2023; Lyu et al. 2024). Since this study focuses on other

aspects, a detailed investigation of these observational

effects is beyond its scope. Nevertheless, given that the

observations were conducted with limited frequency cov-

erage, it is important to interpret the “peak” frequency

carefully, as the true value may lie outside the observed

band (Lyu et al. 2024). To mitigate such biases, we ex-

clude the events falling within 30 MHz of the band edges

(e.g., Jahns et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2023). This event

cut reduces the sample size by 9% (Z23), 11% (J23g),

13% (J23), 26% (Z22), and 39% (X22), depending on

the dataset (see Nevent/N
all
event in Table 1). The choice of

frequency cutoffs can influence the selection function of

νpeak in the entire sample. However, our analysis rather

focuses on the “differences” in νpeak between burst pairs

(∆νpeak; see §3.1), which are less sensitive to these se-

lection effects. Consequently, the two-dimensional cor-

relation between the time separation of burst pairs (∆t)

and ∆νpeak remains largely unaffected.

Finally, the redshifts of these FRB sources (z < 0.2)

are small enough that cosmological effects are negligi-

ble, so no corrections for cosmological time dilation have

been made to the time and frequency measurements.

3. CORRELATION ANALYSIS

3.1. Methods of correlation function calculations

The method for calculating the two-point correlation

function follows the approach in TT23, and here we

briefly describe the difference from the previous study.

We calculate the two-point correlation function ξ in

the two-dimensional space of ∆t and ∆νpeak, where

∆t ≡ t2 − t1 (t1 < t2) represents the time difference

between two events occurring at times t1 and t2, and

∆νpeak ≡ νpeak,2 − νpeak,1 represents the difference in

peak frequencies, with νpeak,1 and νpeak,2 corresponding

to the events at t1 and t2, respectively. The correlation

function ξ(∆t,∆νpeak) quantifies the excess pair density

relative to the uncorrelated case. Therefore, the number
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Figure 1. Distribution of peak frequency data used in this study. The magenta (FAST) and light blue (Arecibo) curves represent
the full-band datasets, while vertical dotted lines show the trimming condition with 30 MHz edges to minimize observational
biases (see §2 for the details).

of pairs (dNp) in a bin at (∆t, ∆νpeak) is given by:

dNp = (1 + ξ)np d(∆t) d(∆νpeak) , (1)

where np represents the expected pair number density

for an uncorrelated distribution. To estimate np, we

generate random, uncorrelated bursts using a Monte

Carlo method. To generate random event times, we first

calculate the average observed burst rate during each

continuous observation period. Using this rate, we sim-

ulate event times by generating waiting times through a

Poisson process, which is appropriate for modeling ran-

dom, independent events occurring at a constant aver-

age rate. For the random event peak frequencies, we

empirically construct it from the data sets, assuming

that the distribution remains constant during each con-

tinuous observation period. We then randomly sample

from this distribution, following the methodology ap-

plied to random event energies in TT23. To minimize

statistical errors, the random sample size (NR) is set to

be sufficiently larger than that of the real data (ND) for

each dataset. To balance statistical convergence with

computational efficiency, we generated random samples

30 times larger than the real data for datasets with over

1,000 events (X22 and Z22), and 40 times larger for those

with fewer events (Z23, J23, and J23g). We confirmed

that increasing the random sample size beyond these

factors did not significantly alter the correlation func-

tion results, indicating that our chosen sample sizes are

sufficient for reliable analysis. The correlation functions

are calculated using the natural estimator (Peebles &

Hauser 1974)

ξ(∆t,∆νpeak) =
DD′

RR′ − 1 . (2)

Here the normalized pair counts (DD′, RR′) are related

to their original pair counts (DD,RR) as follows:

DD=
ND(ND − 1)

2
DD′ ,

RR =
NR(NR − 1)

2
RR′ ,

where DD and RR represent the number of pairs in

the real and random samples within a given bin of the

∆t-∆νpeak space. We use the natural estimator instead

of the Landy-Szalay (LS) estimator (Landy & Szalay

1993), as the LS estimator can yield unphysical results

of ξ < −1 when the sample size is limited. However, we

verified that using the LS estimator barely changes the

results presented in this work.

In this study, Poisson errors in pair counts are used

to estimate the uncertainties in the correlation function.

While jackknife errors are more appropriate than Pois-

son for accurately accounting for the covariance between

different bins, they tend to be less precise when sample

sizes are small. Previous work (TT23) demonstrated

that the resulting jackknife errors were not significantly

different from Poisson errors. Therefore, using Pois-

son errors is sufficient for this study, which does not

require rigorous parameter error estimation (Tsuzuki

et al. 2024). Poisson statistical errors are numerically

computed to take into account small-number statistics

accurately (e.g., Gehrels 1986).

The observation period for a single FRB dataset spans

multiple days, with continuous observations typically

lasting only a few hours per day (see Table 1). Follow-

ing TT23, the entire observation period was divided into

sub-periods, where each sub-period comprises events de-
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tected on the same observing block. Pairs of events

across different observing blocks were not considered.

We counted pairs for each observing block and summed

them across all blocks to compute the correlation func-

tion for the dataset. The event occurrence rate and νpeak
distribution were held constant for random data gen-

eration within each sub-period. If there were multiple

interruptions during the day’s observations (e.g., X22),

the correlation function was calculated without generat-

ing random events during those gaps, using information

on the start and end times of each observing run.

3.2. Results

Fig. 2 shows the two-dimensional DD pair count and

correlation function of different FRB datasets in the ∆t-

∆νpeak space. A clear bimodal distribution is observed

in the ∆t direction (left panel), with the dominant com-

ponent at ∆t > 1 s corresponding to the longer side of

the bimodal wait time distribution. The absence of a

distinct correlation signal in the ∆t > 1 s region (right

panels) suggests that these large time separation events

can be described by an uncorrelated Poisson process,

consistent with previous studies. In contrast, Similar to

what was seen in the two-dimensional time-energy cor-

relation function of TT23, strong correlation signals are

confirmed across all datasets for ∆t < 1 s, corresponding

to the shorter side of the bimodal distribution.

Intriguingly, the two-dimensional correlation function

(right panels of Fig. 2) for short time-separation pairs

(∆t < 1 s) suggests that the signal may vary in the

frequency direction, implying a potential correlation

among aftershocks. This differs from the trend observed

in TT23 for FRB energy E, where the correlation func-

tion at ∆t < 1 s was uniform in the ∆E direction.

To investigate the possible frequency dependence of ξ

for short-time separation events, we focused on pairs

with ∆t smaller than ∼ 0.3 s, which serves as the rough

universal boundary between short- and long-time com-

ponents in the waiting time distribution (indicated by

the vertical dashed lines in Fig. 2). We note that this

boundary is approximate, and our results are not sensi-

tive to the exact choice of this value. We then analyzed

how the correlation function ξ depends on ∆νpeak within

this short-time regime.

The left panels of Fig. 3 show the one-dimensional

correlation function ξ(∆νpeak) for short-time separated

pairs with ∆t < 0.3 s. There is a notable ∆νpeak-

dependence in ξ, characterized by an increase in ξ at

negative ∆νpeak values, resulting in a clockwise rota-

tional pattern in the ξ(∆νpeak) plot. To test whether

there is a significant dependence between ∆νpeak and ξ,

we randomly shuffle the νpeak values within the original

(t, νpeak) dataset before calculating the DD pairs and

then perform the same analysis. This shuffling should

remove any correlation between ∆νpeak and ∆t while

preserving the overall distribution of νpeak. By repeat-

ing this randomization over 100 times for each dataset

and averaging the results, along with calculating the dis-

persion in ξ, we obtained the uncorrelated ξ(∆νpeak) and

1-σ statistical errors, which is also shown in the left pan-

els of Fig. 3. As expected, the ξ signal for the shuffled

dataset is flat across ∆νpeak, in stark contrast to the

∆νpeak dependence seen in the original dataset.

To quantify this pattern further, we introduce a dis-

parity moment for a given correlation function ξ(∆νpeak)

by

M ≡
∑
i

∆ν̃i ∆ξ̃i , (3)

where i denotes the ∆νpeak grid, and ∆ν̃i ≡
∆νpeak, i/|∆νpeak,max| is the i-th ∆νpeak normalized by

the maximum |∆νpeak| (determined by the observing

band) for each dataset, and ∆ξ̃i represents the devia-

tion of i-th bin ξ from the average ξ across all ∆νpeak
bins, weighted by the the inverse of the Poisson statis-

tical error of i-th bin to reduce the influence of bins

with larger errors, i.e., ∆ξ̃i = (ξi − ⟨ξ⟩)/σξi . Pois-

son errors are asymmetric around ξi, with upper and

lower errors. However, the magnitude σξi of remains

unchanged regardless of whether the upper or lower er-

ror is used. Thus, we calculate σξi by simply taking

their average. Defined in this way, a clockwise trend re-

sults in M being biased towards negative values, while

an anti-clockwise trend biases M toward positive val-

ues. A value of M = 0 indicates that the correlation

function is line-symmetric to ∆νpeak = 0.

The disparity moment is calculated consistently for

both the original and shuffled datasets, using all the

∆νpeak bins. The original data’s moment, Moriginal, is

then compared to the distribution of shuffled moments,

Mshuffle, to assess the statistical significance of the ob-

served correlation. The computed M results are sum-

marized in Table 1 and the right panels of Fig. 3. As

expected, the moment distribution for random dataset

centers around M = 0 with some dispersion, while the

moment for the original dataset falls withinM < 0. The

statistical significance of the correlation being stronger

at negative frequency shifts is 3.3, 8.9, 4.5, and 5.3σ

for the X22, Z22, Z23, and J23 datasets, respectively

(when these results are combined, the overall signifi-

cance increases to 12σ). This indicates that the finding

is universal, regardless of the FRB source. We also note

that two different datasets from the same source, FRB

20201124A, collected during distinct burst episodes – ac-

tive (X22, 3.3σ) and extremely active (Z22, 8.9σ) states
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Figure 2. Distribution of DD pairs (left) and two-point correlation function ξ (right) in ∆t-∆νpeak phase space for different
repeating FRB datasets. The vertical dashed black lines represent the ∆t = 0.3 s threshold for analyzing short-time separated
pairs (see §3.2).

– exhibit similar results, with the latter showing stronger

statistical significance. However, examining Fig. 2, the

shapes of ξ for X22 and Z22 appear consistent, suggest-

ing that the larger statistical errors in X22 are simply

due to its smaller event sample size. This suggests that

the shape of ξ is independent not only of the source but

also of the burst activity level.

Furthermore, when sub-bursts are grouped by individ-

ual observers, the significance drops from 5.2 to 1.6σ for

the J23 → J23g dataset. The method of grouping sub-

bursts varies considerably across observers, but in gen-

eral, grouping reduces the number of closely time-spaced

(i.e., small ∆t) pairs (compare J23 and J23g results on

the left panels of Fig. 2). This further demonstrates
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Figure 3. Left: The peak frequency correlation function, ξ(∆νpeak), for bursts with short time separation ∆t < 300 ms from
five FRB data sets. The magenta open circles represent the results for the original νpeak data, with shaded regions indicating
uncertainties due to Poisson statistics in the DD and RR pair counts. The teal open triangles represent the uncorrelated ξ,
derived from the averaged results of randomly shuffled νpeak data, with the shaded regions indicating the statistical scatter
among the shuffled datasets. Right: Comparison of the ξ(νpeak) disparity moments, M, for the original datasets with the
moment distribution of the shuffled datasets. The vertical dashed lines represent the mean Mshuffle, and the standard z-score
of Moriginal is shown in each panel (see also Table 1 for the details).
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Figure 4. Same as Fig. 3, but for burst pairs with time separation 30 ms < ∆t < 300 ms.
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that the observed trend strengthens as the time separa-

tion between bursts decreases (see §4).
To examine this effect in all datasets more system-

atically, we additionally investigated the dependence of

the results on ∆t. In the above, we consider all the

burst pairs including very closely spaced burst pairs with

∆t < 300 ms in the analysis, which are often considered

sub-bursts within a single burst in observations. To ex-

clude the contribution of such very near-time pairs, we

reanalyzed the data with a lower limit of ∆t set to 30

ms. The results are shown in Fig. 4 and summarized

in Table 1. The significance of the negative frequency

shift remains notable even at longer timescales of 30 ms

< ∆t < 300 ms (overall significance combined across

X22, Z22, Z23 and J23 is 8.7σ). However, compared to

the case that includes shorter separation pairs (∆t < 300

ms, Fig. 3), the overall significance slightly decreases

(from 12 to 8.7σ).

In summary, the results indicate a stronger tendency

for aftershock νpeak values to decrease as ∆t becomes

smaller, with this trend extending continuously from

∆t ∼ 1 ms to 300 ms and becoming more pronounced at

shorter ∆t. This behavior is already visible in the two-

dimensional correlation function ξ(∆t,∆νpeak) (right

panels of Fig. 2) and is statistically confirmed through

the moment analysis of the one-dimensional correlation

function ξ(∆νpeak) (Figs. 3 and 4).

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Interpretation

We find evidence of a universal time-frequency correla-

tion between individual burst pairs at short time separa-

tions (≲ 0.3 s). Specifically, there is a stronger tendency

for aftershock νpeak values to decrease as ∆t shortens,

with this trend spanning continuously from ∆t ∼ 1 ms

to 300 ms1. This finding is somewhat surprising be-

cause burst pairs with relatively large time separations

of ∆t ≳ 100 ms, corresponding to the smaller peak in

the bimodal wait-time distribution, are generally consid-

ered independent bursts rather than multi-peaked light

curves within a single event, despite exhibiting some

temporal correlation (TT23).

When discussing downward frequency shifts in FRBs,

the most well-known (yet still unexplained) phenomenon

is the sub-burst downward frequency drift, often referred

1 In fact, νpeak decreases for specific pairs with ∆t ∼ 100 ms were
also reported in some literature (Jahns et al. 2022; Zhou et al.
2022), though without a quantitative correlation analysis. Our
analysis of these datasets further corroborates this observation,
providing additional insight into the underlying continuous drift
phenomenon.

to as the “sad trombone” effect (e.g., Hessels et al. 2019;

CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2019, 2020b; Fonseca

et al. 2020; Hilmarsson et al. 2021; Jahns et al. 2022;

Pastor-Marazuela et al. 2021; Platts et al. 2021; Pleu-

nis et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2022). This effect occurs

within bursts containing multiple sub-bursts, where the

central frequencies gradually drift to lower values over

time, typically on timescales of ∆t ≲ 10 ms.

Notably, our correlation analysis, which considers all

possible pairs including consecutive bursts, has captured

this effect in both the Z22 and J23 datasets (see the en-

hanced ξ in the right panels of Fig. 2) at ∆t ≲ 10 ms.

Moreover, our results suggest that νpeak does not always

decrease, but rather that there are statistically more

pairs with a decreasing νpeak than with an increasing

one. This trend becomes more pronounced at shorter

∆t, meaning that for small ∆t, downward νpeak shifts

are more likely than upward shifts. This trend is consis-

tent with the fact that repeating FRBs rarely show ev-

idence of upward frequency shifts between consecutive

sub-bursts at small ∆t (Z22); instead, they predomi-

nantly exhibit downward frequency shifts, characteristic

of the sad-trombone effect.

To interpret these further, we now discuss the relation-

ship between our findings and the downward frequency

drift observed among sub-bursts within a single event,

particularly for ∆t ≲ 10 ms. Two possible scenarios are

proposed (see Fig. 5) :

1. Independent aftershock scenario – One pos-

sible scenario is that independent aftershocks,

though physically correlated, generally exhibit de-

creasing frequencies, with this trend becoming

more pronounced as ∆t decreases. This behavior

continues smoothly over the ∼ 1–300 ms range.

Crucially, within this framework, what are typi-

cally considered sub-bursts within a single event

at ∆t ≲ O(10) ms may be aftershocks occurring

in quick succession. If a subsequent independent

event occurs and its flux rises before the flux of the

previous burst falls below the detection threshold,

it becomes fundamentally indistinguishable from

multiple sub-bursts within a single burst (see the

left panel of Fig. 5). This implies that even events

classified as sub-bursts should be regarded as inde-

pendent but physically correlated aftershocks. In

this interpretation, all burst frequency behaviors

including the sad-trombone effect at short ∆t can

be explained by a unified model of aftershock ac-

tivity.

2. Extended sub-burst scenario –The downward

drift phenomenon observed among sub-bursts
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Figure 5. Schematic illustration of two possible interpretations. Left (a): The independent aftershock scenario, where all
bursts are independent yet physically correlated aftershocks. Right (b): The extended sub-burst scenario, which includes a
mix of independent, physically correlated pairs as in scenario (a) and widely separated pairs that are actually part of the same
event, with their broad component undetectable due to sensitivity limits. In both panels, the observed light curve is depicted
by a solid blue line (with added noise), while independent events are represented by dashed lines. In panel (b), a single event
with interdependent yet physically uncorrelated apparent substructures is represented by a dash-dotted line. The shaded gray
regions indicate areas below the detection threshold.

within a single event may extend to time sepa-

rations as large as ∼ O(100) ms. Some bursts

near this timescale may be actually sub-bursts of

longer-duration bursts whose continuum emission

among them is undetected due to limited sensi-

tivity. Some FRBs are known to have longer du-

rations (up to ∼ 100 ms) than the more typical

short bursts lasting ≲ 10 ms. Suppose the con-

tinuum emission of these longer-duration bursts

is faint or below the detection threshold. Then,

the broader burst may go undetected, leaving only

widely separated sub-bursts to be identified as ap-

parent single-component bursts (for a good exam-

ple, see Hewitt et al. 2023, which reports excep-

tionally bright bursts with faint extended contin-

uum emission lasting ∼50 ms, along with multiple

burst islands on the order of ∼ms durations). In

such cases, pairs with ∆t ∼ O(100) ms could con-

sist of sub-bursts from the same event, mixed with

independent aftershocks. Our findings, therefore,

represent an extension of the sub-burst drift effect,

captured over a longer timescale when the low-

level continuum emission among bright sub-bursts

is too faint to be seen. In this scenario, even if

the activity duration extends to 100 ms (emitting

radio signals below the detection threshold con-

tinuously for 100 ms), the sub-pulses would need

to have durations of less than 10 ms. This raises

questions about their physical origin.

For the first scenario, determining whether the trend

of downward frequency shift persists at timescales be-

low 1 ms is beyond the scope of this work, as our sam-

ple lacks such extremely short-separation pairs. Still,

exploring such temporally-unresolved burst pairs with

a sample including extremely bright bursts exhibiting

micro-structures (e.g., Majid et al. 2021; Nimmo et al.

2022; Hewitt et al. 2023) could be an intriguing avenue

for future investigation. The second scenario could be

tested with a larger dataset by varying the detection

threshold and/or the sampling time resolution, which

would also be an interesting direction for future research.

In summary, our finding suggests that the sad trom-

bone effects can be more broadly interpreted as a sta-

tistical manifestation of the aftershock characteristics of

repeater FRBs. Therefore, the existing theoretical mod-

els for the sad trombone effects (e.g., Wang et al. 2019;

Metzger et al. 2019; Lyutikov 2020; Rajabi et al. 2020;

Tong et al. 2022) must be revisited in light of this new

discovery. In particular, it needs to explain why these

effects persist for longer time separations up to ∆t ∼ 0.3

s while their strength diminishes as ∆t increases.

Totani & Tsuzuki (2023) has shown that there is a sta-

tistically significant time correlation between detected

bursts, even when they are separated by more than 100

ms, confirming their physical associations. Generally

speaking, this physical connection suggests that some

mechanism linked to this association shifts the peak fre-

quency of the aftershock bursts to lower values.
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One potential explanation is that the mainshock in-

duces changes in the surrounding environment (e.g.,

plasma ejection), and the aftershock occurs while these

environmental changes are still present, leading to a

frequency shift. The observed stronger correlation be-

tween ∆t and ∆νpeak for shorter delays could then

be attributed to the persistence of these environmen-

tal changes over shorter ∆t. Drawing an analogy to

earthquakes, if the observed correlation originates from

starquakes in the neutron star’s crust, the initial burst

could trigger a rupture and alter the surrounding con-

ditions. These changes might then influence subsequent

aftershocks occurring in its proximity.

The maximum timescale beyond which the correlation

vanishes could also be related to the geometry of the

neutron star. For instance, if FRBs are beamed from

within localized regions of the neutron star magneto-

sphere, repeated bursts would be observed only when

the observer’s line of sight passes through the emission

cone. The angular size of this region could set an upper

limit on the timescale for correlated bursts.

4.2. Potential Caveats

Although not the primary focus of this paper, it is

worth mentioning that variations in dispersion measure

(DM) can affect the apparent frequency drift or spectral

peak position in FRB dynamic spectra. Larger DM val-

ues cause de-dispersed spectra to rotate clockwise on the

time-frequency plane (and vice versa), potentially re-

versing the arrival order of closely separated sub-bursts

and altering the sign and/or the absolute value of ∆ν

for such burst pairs. For bursts with complex struc-

tures, determining a consistent DM standard is chal-

lenging (Z22). As a result, DMmeasurement approaches

vary across studies: X22, Z23, and J23 determine DM

for individual bursts, while Z22 averages DM from well-

fit bursts over a day and applies it uniformly. DM mea-

surement methods themselves may also differ, depending

on whether they optimize burst structure or signal-to-

noise ratio (e.g., Hessels et al. 2019; J23). Such potential

inconsistencies may introduce systematic differences in

frequency measurements, possibly affecting analyses of

frequency drifts on the shortest timescales within the

sub-burst regime where the sad trombone effect is ob-

served.

Despite these potential uncertainties in DM, the sad

trombone effect appears intrinsic to repeating FRB

sources, as supported by detailed dynamic spectrum in-

spections (see, e.g., J23 and Z22 for discussion). More-

over, we find statistical evidence for downward frequency

drifts, including those in the sad trombone regime,

which persists across datasets analyzed with differing

DM optimization standards. This consistency in our

result suggests that aforementioned DM-related uncer-

tainties are unlikely to change our conclusions. Future

analyses of peak frequency correlation functions, partic-

ularly for burst pairs with separations of less than 1 ms,

could benefit from careful consideration of DM estima-

tion to minimize potential biases.

5. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have analyzed over 4,000 bursts from

three of the most active repeating FRB sources: FRB

20121102A, FRB 20201124A, and FRB 20220912A. Our

investigation focused on the correlation between peak

frequency and burst occurrence times, revealing a uni-

versal dependence of the correlation function on peak

frequency shifts at short-time separations. The de-

rived correlation function, ξ(∆νpeak), demonstrates an

asymmetric shape with respect to frequency shift, show-

ing a decrease with increasing ∆νpeak from negative

to positive values. This suggests that correlated after-

shocks tend to exhibit lower peak frequencies than main-

shocks, with this tendency becoming more pronounced

at shorter ∆t. Through statistical analysis, we found

significant evidence for this asymmetry, with the dis-

parity moment of the correlation function yielding val-

ues between 1.6–8.9 σ for each dataset, and the overall

significance reaching 12 σ when combining all datasets.

Our findings also lead to the discovery that the “sad

trombone effect”—the downward frequency drift ob-

served in sub-pulses within a single event—not only ex-

tends beyond individual sub-bursts but also emerges

as a statistical trend across independent aftershocks.

While both downward and upward frequency shifts oc-

cur, there is a distinct statistical preference for down-

ward shifts at shorter ∆t. We showed that this behav-

ior spans a broader range of timescales than previously

thought. These aftershocks, though physically corre-

lated with the main burst, can occur up to approxi-

mately 0.3 seconds after the main burst. This extension

of the sad trombone effect into aftershocks indicates that

the phenomenon is not isolated to a single burst event,

but rather a statistical manifestation of the aftershocks

inherent in repeater FRBs.

In conclusion, our results revealed that repeater FRBs

exhibit a universal time-frequency correlation structure

among repeating sources, offering new insights into the

physical processes (independent yet physically corre-

lated aftershocks) governing FRB production. This dis-

covery opens the door to further investigation into the

relationship between burst properties and their underly-

ing production mechanisms. In particular, existing the-

oretical models for the sad trombone effect, which are
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mainly tuned to explain drifts at short ∆t, should be re-

evaluated in light of our findings. Alternatively, entirely

new theoretical frameworks may need to be developed.

Some repeaters show narrow νpeak distributions, while

others operate across a wider frequency range, often

with activity clustered around specific frequencies (Lyu

et al. 2024). In this work, only bursts at GHz frequen-

cies (L band) have been analyzed. Investigating whether

the time-frequency correlation varies across different fre-

quency bands would be an interesting avenue for future

research. Although current limitations in burst statis-

tics above or below the ∼GHz range make this challeng-

ing, such studies could provide valuable insights into the

aftershock nature of these events and the underlying ra-

diation mechanisms.
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