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This paper is devoted to the study of the interaction between two distinct forms of non-stationary
processes, which we will refer to as non-stationarity of first and second kind. The non-stationarity of
first kind is caused by criticality-generated events that we call crucial events. Crucial events signal
ergodicity breaking emerging from the interaction between the units of the complex system under
study, indicating that the non stationarity of first kind has internal origin. The non-stationarity of
second kind is due to the influence on the system of interest of an environment changing in time,
thereby implying an external origin. In this paper we show that the non-stationarity of first kind,
measured by an inverse power law index µ is characterized by singularities at µ = 2 and µ = 3.
We realize the interaction between the non-stationarity of first kind and the non-stationarity of
second kind with a model frequently adopted to study earthquakes, namely, a system of main-
shocks, assumed to be crucial events, generating a cascade of after-shocks simulating the changing
in time environment. We prove that the after-shocks significantly affects the detection of anomalous
scaling, with this effect weakening as the value µ approaches µ = 2.5. We argue that this result is a
consequence of the fact that the states µ = 2 and µ = 3 are the borders between different statistical
regimes, where a sort of phase transition occurs, with µ = 2.5 being a state sufficiently far from both
transition regimes. We conclude this paper with the observation that the earthquakes should be
interpreted as resulting from the interaction between many geophysical units generating criticality,
with the non-stationary events of second kind affecting conveniently short time regions between two
consecutive crucial events.

I. INTRODUCTION

The earthquake issue in the recent past has been the subject of an intense debate concerning the power-law behavior
in time distribution of earthquakes [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6]. This problem goes much beyond geophysics insofar as it is
expected to be a property of complex systems, including bacterial persistence [7], solar radiophysics [8], stock price
fluctuations [9], tree-limb branching [10] and the time duration of dictatorships [11]. The main source of this debate
is the fact that the earthquakes are supposed to be generated by main shocks activating a cascade of aftershocks. The
authors of Ref. [4] made the conjecture that the main shocks are crucial events. This assumption implies that they
are not stationary.

The concept of deviation from stationarity is an issue of increasing interest in the field of complexity. We focus on
experimental data expressed under the form of a time series, {ξ(t)}. The autocorrelation function

Φξ(t1, t2) =< ξ(t1)ξ(t2) > (1)

in general depends on both t1 and t2. The symbol < ... > represents a Gibbs average of the quantity indicated by the
three dots, ξ(t1)ξ(t2) in this case. The stationarity condition is the idealized mathematical prescription:

Φξ(t1, t2) = Φ(|t1 − t2|), (2)

with the symbol Φ(t) denoting a stationary correlation function. This stationarity condition can be violated leading
to an extended time regime where the correlation function requires an explicit dependence on both t1 and t2. The
deviation from the stationarity condition can be due to two distinct reasons: (1) Non-stationarity of first kind.
The complex system under study is characterized by aging, namely, it has a dynamics strongly dependent on the initial
condition and on the time distance from the initial condition. The dependence on the initial condition vanishes very
slowly as time increases; (2) Non-stationarity of second kind. The system might move towards the stationary
condition, but the external environment influencing the dynamics of the system of interest changes in time.

It is interesting to notice that the joint action of these forms of non-stationarity was recently discussed by Kataoka
et al [12], although reversing our definition, these authors denote the non-stationarity of first kind as non-stationarity
of second kind and the non-stationarity of second kind as a non-stationarity of first kind.

We note that the non-stationarity of first kind is closely connected to the engineering view of Cox [13], who defined
the age dependent failure rate

g(t) =
ψ(t)

Ψ(t)
, (3)
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where ψ(t) is the waiting time distribution density between the birth of a machine and the occurrence of its first
failure, and Ψ(t) is the probability that no failure occurs up to time t.
Since

ψ(t) = − d

dt
Ψ(t), (4)

the use of Eq. (3) yields

Ψ(t) = exp

{
−
∫ t

0

dt′g(t′)

}
. (5)

It is straightforward to prove that the assumption

g(t) =
r0

1 + r1t
(6)

yields

Ψ(t) =

(
T

t+ T

)µ−1

, (7)

where

µ = 1 +
r0
r1
, (8)

with the corresponding survival probability

ψ(t) = (µ− 1)
Tµ−1

(t+ T )µ
. (9)

It is important to notice that if we generate a large number of sequences with the first event occurring at time t = 0
the rate of events at a generic time t > 0, called R(t) is [14]

R(t) =
1

t2−µ
, (10)

if 1 < µ < 2 and [15]

R(t) =
1

< τ >

[
1 +

1

3− µ

(
T

t

)µ−2
]

(11)

with

< τ >=
T

µ− 2
, (12)

if 2 < µ < 3.
The condition µ = 2 corresponds to a transition from the region where the rate of crucial events is never constant

to the region where the rate of crucial events becomes constant in the long time limit. This transition has been widely
discussed in literature. See, for example, [16–20]. The transition from µ < 3 to µ > 3 corresponds to the transition
from the regime characterized by Lévy statistics to the regime characterized by Poisson statistics. It is an important
transition reminiscent of phase transition processes [21].

The main goal of this manuscript is to study the interaction between non-stationarity of first kind and non-
stationarity of second kind.

The outline of this paper is as follows. We devote Section II to discuss the physical meaning of µ = 2 and µ = 3. In
Section III we illustrate a model of aftershock that we use in this paper to realize the non-stationarity of second kind
and in Section IV we make a statistical analysis of the interaction between the two forms on non-stationarity. We
devote Section V to concluding remarks emphasizing that the results of this paper should be an incentive to explore
the still poorly understood terrestrial underground dynamics.
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II. REVIEW OF THE SPECIAL PROPERTIES OF THE CONDITION µ = 2 AND µ = 3

A. From µ < 2 to µ > 2

There exist two main proposals to describe the waiting time distribution density with µ < 2. The first is the waiting
time distribution density ψ(t) corresponding to the survival probability of Eq. (7). The second is the Mittag-Leffler
survival probability ΨML(t) defined by its Laplace transform

Ψ̂ML(s) =
1

s+ λαs1−α
, (13)

with 0 < α < 2
The corresponding waiting time distribution density reads

ψ̂ML(s) =
1

1 +
(
s
λ

)α . (14)

Note that the Laplace transform of ψ(t) of Eq. (9) for s→ 0 is:

ψ̂(s) = 1− Γ(1− α)(Ts)α + ....., (15)

which for s→ 0 is indistinguishable from Eq. (14) if

T =
1

λ

1

Γ(1− α)1/2
. (16)

Moving to α > 1 the ML becomes a correlation function with values non-necessarily positive, while Manneville
keeps the survival probability condition.

If we limit our attention to Ψ(t) of Eq. (7) and to corresponding waiting time distribution density of Eq. (9) we are
apparently led to believe that this is a transition from perennial aging of Eq. (10) to the condition of Eq. (11), where
non-stationary of first kind is temporary. However, the main focus of this paper is the region 2 < µ < 3, where the
correlation function becomes stationary in the long-time limit. However, despite the recovery of stationarity in the
long-time limit, this regime is characterized by deviations from ordinary statistical physics, including multifractality
[22], ergodicty breaking and infinite density [23, 24].

In this paper we find an additional anomalous property of the region 2 < µ < 3. In fact, the property R(t) defined
by Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) for µ tending to the singularity of µ = 3 is characterized by an important property. Eq.(11)
is an approximated expression of the exact expression

R(t) =

∞∑
n=1

ψn(t), (17)

where ψn(t) is the probability that the n − th crucial event following the first event occurring at time t = 0, corre-
sponding to ψ0(t) = δ(t), occurs at time t > 0.
It is important to note that crucial events are renewal events, whose occurrence at a given time t does not have any

memory of the times of occurrence of the earlier crucial events, with the nature of those crucial events being taken
into account by:

ψn(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′ψ1(t
′)ψn−1(t− t′). (18)

Using the property that the Laplace transform of a convolution between two time function is the product of the
Laplace transform of the two functions, we get

R̂(s) =

∞∑
n=1

ψ̂n(s) =

∞∑
n=0

ψ̂n(s)− 1 =
ψ̂(s)

1− ψ̂(s)
, (19)

leading to

R̂(s) =
ψ̂(s)

1− ψ̂(s)
. (20)
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Note that ψ0(t) = δ(t) and ψ1(t) = ψ(t).
Using the method illustrated in Appendix A to bypass the singularity of the Gamma function at α = 1, we get:

R(t) ≈ 1

ln( t
T )
. (21)

This implies R(t) does not become constant but undergoes an extremely slow decay.

B. From µ < 3 to µ > 3

There exists another important effect that has been pointed out in Ref. [21]. Let us assume that the time intervals
generated by waiting time distribution density of Eq. (9) are filled with either W or −W by tossing a fair coin. We
generate a time series ξ(t) and we use the time series to create the diffusion process x(t), according to the prescription

ẋ = ξ(t). (22)

The Fourier transform of the probability distribution density p(x, t), denoted by the symbol p̂(k, t) is described by
the Lévy prescription

p̂(k, t) = e−b|k|αt, (23)

where

α = µ− 1 (24)

and

b =W

[
(µ− 2)TW )µ−2sin(

π(µ− 2)

2
)

]
Γ(3− µ). (25)

We see that if we approach µ = 3 from the side of µ < 3, there a singularity generated by the Gamma function.
Let us now consider the condition µ > 3. In this case the mean waiting time given by the waiting time distribution

density of Eq. (9) if finite and it is given by

< t >=
T

(µ− 2)
. (26)

However, also for µ > 3 there are signs of a phase transition generating divergences. This was discussed in Ref. [21]
studying the effect of friction through equation

ẋ = −λx+ ξ(t), (27)

which for λ = 0 recovers Eq. (22). In this case we get an equilibrium distribution with variance

σ2
λ =

(µ− 2)W 2T

λ(µ− 3)
. (28)

Notice according to the Appendix,

R(t) = 1 +
T

t
. (29)

This is a very slow transition to the condition of constant rate of events. However, according to Eq. (11) the condition
corresponding to µ = 2.5 generates a regression to constant rate even slower than 1/2. Therefore, we conclude that
the singularity condition generating the result of this paper, concerning the detection of crucial events, perturbed
by the Omori cascade is due to the variance singularity of Eq. (28), which makes it difficult to make a distinction
between crucial events and non-stationarity of second kind.
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FIG. 1: representation of series with overlapping and non-overlapping aftershocks of the model used.

III. A MODEL FOR EARTHQUAKE CASCADE GENERATED BY CRUCIAL EVENTS

For our model we combine the methods of generating aftershock sequences, assigning an intensity (magnitude)
to them, and then spacing both the aftershocks and main shocks by their own unique time distances generated by
non-stationary waiting time distributions. For the aftershock generation portion of the model we choose to use the
equation from [25]

λ(t,M,Mm) =
10a(Mm)−b(Mm)∗M

(t+ c)p(Mm)
, (30)

which is based on the original equation of [26].
This equation combines the aftershock rate given by the Omori Law [27], [28] and the exponential distribution

of aftershock intensities given by the Gutenberg-Richter Law [29]. The parameters a(Mm), b(Mm), and p(Mm) are
equations that can be fitted from real data. The parameter t represents the time after a main shock occurs, M is
an earthquake magnitude lower than that of the initial main shock, and Mm is the intensity of the main shock that
caused the aftershock sequence. This portion gives us information on how many aftershocks of intensity M should
occur after a main shock and how they should be distributed. For our analysis we limit the magnitude of a main
shock Mm to be between the values of 6 and 9. We use the fittings from the authors of [25] in order to get values for
the equations in the model. These parameters are given by,

a(Mm) = (0.58 + .12Mo) ∗Mm − (2.34 + .063 ∗Mo)
b(Mm) = 0.12 ∗Mm − 0.063
p(Mm) = −0.06 ∗Mm + 1.44,

(31)

where these linear equations are fitted from data from their analysis of real earthquake data with Mo representing a
lower threshold where a shock intensity is no longer considered an aftershock. For our analysis we use the value of 0.1
forMo and keep the value of c fixed at 104. We describe the time distances between aftershocks with a non-stationary
Poisson process, noting that our rate λ changes in time due to the environment. After we substitute the fittings
into equation (30) we can create multiple of these avalanches and space them by a time τ , which is derived from
our waiting time distribution density of eq. 9. We get our times by picking a random number y, which is randomly
generated between 0 and 1, and use the equation

τ = T ∗ ( 1

y
1

µ−1

− 1) (32)

to generate our waiting times. We can create as many of these waiting times as needed in order to space the amount
of main shocks we choose to generate. Additionally we can adjust the value of T to space them so that the aftershock
sequences can overlap or not (as shown in FIG. 1), allowing us to create a dense combination of non-stationary
processes or allow the processes to remain separated to an extent. For this study we create 100 main shocks with
randomly generated magnitudes within our set range to have a sufficient amount for our analysis. Additionally, we
vary the value of µ for both methods of creating our sequences.
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IV. INTERACTION BETWEEN NON-STATIONARITY OF THE FIRST KIND AND
NON-STATIONARITY OF THE SECOND KIND

We analyze the series constructed by our model in both the case of overlapping and non-overlapping Omori cascades.
Both cases have the effect of hiding the occurrence of main shocks, representing non-stationarity of first kind. However,
with non-overlapping cascades we find that the detection of events can be recovered for regions away from the borders
of statistical phase changes. To discover the ”invisible” crucial events we adopt the technique of Diffusion Entropy
Analysis (DEA) with stripes [30]. Since this method was created to detect potentially invisible crucial events from real
data sets that may contain many other non-crucial events. This analysis takes advantage of creating many diffusion
trajectories through use of moving a mobile window of size l and forming the probability density function

p(x, l) =
1

lδ
F (

x

lδ
) (33)

from data and evaluating the Shannon Entropy given by

S(l) =

∫ ∞

−∞
p(x, l) ln p(x, l)dx. (34)

Integration of this equation yields

S(l) = A+ δ ln (l), (35)

where A is a constant and we get our anomalous scaling δ which is fitted with a straight line in a log-log representation.
We choose to use 11 stripes for our analysis with DEA on all of our series generated by the model. Since we focus on
the region 2 < µ < 3 for the analysis of our model we use the scaling relation

δ =
1

µ− 1
(36)

to relate the scaling δ given by the DEA to the value of µ we select for our model. In our analysis we select an
initial µ so that we know what scaling the DEA should recover when searching for crucial events. This is the same
value of µ that we use for spacing the main shocks in equation (32) in our model. For the case of overlapping
sequences of aftershocks we find that mixing both kinds of non-stationarity in this way causes the analysis to give an
inaccurate scaling regardless of the value of µ. This dense mixing of non-stationarity creates a process that causes
errors in recovering the proper scaling. While the DEA should give the scaling due to the presence of crucial events
we find that a strong introduction of other forms of non-stationarity can create a process that hides the true scaling
of the series. This discrepancy is shown in FIG. 2, which shows the scaling found when analyzing overlapping Omori
sequences have unexpected values. These values diverge from those that should be found given our relation in equation
(36).

However, in the case of Omori sequences that are not allowed to overlap we find that we can recover the correct
scaling for values of µ that are not close to the borders of our region of study. While the non-stationary elements are
still both present, the intensity of the interaction is significantly weaker in this condition. This is shown in our Fig 3
for various values of µ where we see a perfect agreement at µ = 2.5 and the divergences at values of µ close to the
borders.

This effect can be explained by noticing that both µ = 2 and µ = 3 are singularity conditions preventing the
detection of crucial events in the presence of the perturbing action of Omori cascades, not only in the overlapping
case but also in the non-overlapping one, if µ is not sufficiently far away from µ = 2 and µ = 3.

In the case µ = 2 we must recall the direction of [34]. If we turn crucial events into a walk generating scaling δ,
the value of the scaling depends on the rule adopted to converting crucial events into a walk. In the case when the
walker makes a step ahead of constant intensity when a crucial event occurs and it does not move if a crucial event
does not occur, then for µ < 2

δ =
µ− 1

2
. (37)

If 2 < µ < 3 we must use Eq. (36). We notice that the condition µ = 2 is a kind of singularity that, in the
presence of the perturbation exerted by the occurrence of an Omori cascade, is very difficult to establish. In fact, in
the long time limit we should find a distance from two consecutive crucial events leading to the correct value of µ.
The presence of events generated by an Omori cascade makes it impossible to find the correct value.
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FIG. 2: Analysis of various initial values of µ for overlapping sequences of aftershocks. Titles include the initial value of µ and
the legend provides the resultant scaling in a log-log plot. All of these produce a scaling inconsistent with the initial µ that
should be reproduced through the analysis.

In the appendix A we prove that the same additional term is present also for µ > 2. This makes it difficult to
establish the value at which the transition from the Lévy to the Gauss regime occurs. Actually, as proved in [21],
a sort of phase transition occurs at µ = 3, forcing the width of the distribution density to generate a singularity.
See Fig. 3 of Ref. [21]. Under the presence of an even weaker perturbation this singularity is replaced by a smooth
transition. The Omori cascade exerts the same role as a weak perturbation making it impossible to detect crucial
events, signalled by the slow tails of the Lévy distribution density.

This effect is in agreement with the results found in [21] at the border µ = 3 and showing the discrepancy of
theoretical prediction and numerical results in the region. We can also refer back to our discussion of section II and
see that our results match the observance of divergences at the borders of µ = 2 and µ = 3 as shown in equation
(11). The discrepancy at the borders can also be characterized by a phase change as well since at µ = 3 there is a
shift from Levy statistics to Gaussian as well as moving to a region characterized by perennial aging beyond µ = 2.
Ultimately we find that the strength of non-stationary interaction causes a shift in the detection of crucial events.
This interaction strength along with the amplified effects of divergences at the borders show the optimal values of
recovering correct information in areas defined by Lévy statistics.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

A. Theoretical problems with the Omori law

The surprising result of this paper is illustrated in Fig.( 3) which shows that the adoption of DEA with stripes
applied to the case of main shocks with µ = 2.5 yields δ = 0.66 which is the prediction of Eq. (36). In this case the
detection of crucial events leads to an extremely accurate result. One may make the conjecture that the distance of
µ = 2.5 from the singularity of the state µ = 2 is large enough as to overcome the singularity effects of the phase
transition at µ = 2. However, we find that as we approach the value µ = 3 this accuracy is lost and the value δ = 0.7
that we find at µ = 3 should correspond to a value of µ = 2.43 according to Eq. (36). This surprising result is
explained by the arguments of Section (II B). In fact, in this section we find the quite surprising result of Eq. (29)
which shows that at µ = 3 the time necessary to reach the stationary condition is infinitely large, because 1/t is at
the border of integrability. These discrepancies can be caused by the assumption that an Omori cascade may last for
an extended time period. While not long enough to reach a stationary condition, the long time correlation causes
effects that result in the inability to properly detect the correct scaling of the sequence.
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FIG. 3: Analysis of various initial values of µ for non-overlapping sequences of aftershocks, making note of the perfect agreement
for the value of µ = 2.5. Titles include the initial value of µ and the legend provides the resultant scaling in a log-log plot.

B. Shedding light into a long lasting controversy

To make easier for the readers to understand the importance of the conclusions of this paper we invite them to read
Ref. [32] and [33]. In the model of [32] the authors found the same scaling value of δ = 0.9 of [4] without making the
assumption that the main shocks are crucial events. The authors of [33] proved that this interesting result requires
the action of an Omori cascade extremely extended in time, thereby involving again the action of a non-stationary
process of second kind. We note that µ = 2.1 is a property shared by the neurophysiology of healthy brains [35]. On
one side, we find it difficult to support the universality of non-stationary processes of the second kind to explain the
observation of µ = 2.1 in the dynamics of the underground, see [4] supplemented by the discussion of this paper on the
interaction between non-stationary processes of first kind and non-stationary processes of the second kind. We also
note that, in [31], if one does not focus on a non-stationary process of the second kind and instead on an interaction
between the faults, one can achieve a scaling value closer to that found in real earthquake data. On the other side,
having in mind also Ref. [35], we are inclined to believe that µ = 2.1 is the manifestation of self-organized transitions
to criticality, ranging from neurophysiology to fault interaction as originally proposed by Turcotte [36]. A rigorous
proof of this property that may be a remarkable contribution to current research work on the origin of ”intelligence”
would imply that the connection between main shocks and aftershocks is not yet understood, in agreement with the
view of professional geophysicist [37].

Appendix A: Rate event function

In this appendix we study the asymptotic behavior of the rate event function R(t) in the particular case of the
critical values of the power law µ = 2, 3 corresponding to the appearance of the first and second finite moment. The
Laplace transform of R(t) is

R̂(s) =
ψ̂(s)

1− ψ̂(s)
(A1)

with ψ̂(s) Laplace transform of ψ(t). We consider the convenient general expression in terms of s power given by [38]

ψ̂(s) = −Γ(2− µ)(sT )µ−1
(
exp[sT ]− EsT

µ−1

)
(A2)
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where

EsT
α =

∞∑
n=0

(sT )n−α

Γ(n+ 1− α)
(A3)

Let us consider µ = 2 Eq. (A2) is indeterminate. Using Taylor expansion for µ = 2 and taking into account that

lim
α→0

Γ′(α)

Γ(α)2
= −1, Γ(2− µ) ≈ 1

2− µ
, (A4)

we have

EsT
µ−1≈EsT

1 +
∂

∂µ
EsT

µ−1 |µ=2 (µ− 2)=exp[sT ]+
∂

∂µ
EsT

µ−1 |µ=2 (µ− 2)

= exp[sT ] +

( ∞∑
n=0

(sT )n−1

Γ(n)

[
Γ′(n)

Γ(n)
− log(sT )

])
(µ− 2) =

exp[sT ]− 1

s
+

( ∞∑
n=0

(sT )n

Γ(n+ 1)

[
Γ′(n+ 1)

Γ(n+ 1)
− log(sT )

])
(µ− 2) (A5)

Taking the limit for µ→ 2 in Eq. (A2) and keeping the first two terms of the series we have

ψ̂(s) ≈ 1 + sT [log(sT ) + γ] , γ ≡ −Γ′(1) (A6)

Consequently, in the limit s→ 0, we have

R̂(s) ≈ ψ̂(s)

1− ψ̂(s)
≈ − 1

sT (log(sT ) + γ)
≈ 1

sT log
(

1
sT

) (A7)

Applying the tauberian theorem [39] in general we have

f̂(s) =
L
(
1
s

)
sα

⇒ f(t) =
d

dt

[
tαL (t)

Γ(α+ 1)

]
(A8)

with L(t) a slow function. Using the result for R(t) we have that

R(t) ≈ d

dt

(
t

log t

)
=

1

T log
(

t
T

) − 1

T log2
(

t
T

) ≈ 1

T log
(

t
T

) (A9)

Analogously, for µ = 3, we have (for s→ 0)

ψ̂(s) ≈ 1− sT − (sT )2(log(sT ) + γ) (A10)

and for the rate event

R̂(s) ≈ 1

sT
− log(sT ) =

1

sT
+ log

(
1

sT

)
(A11)

Applying the tauberian theorem

R(t) ≈ 1

T

(
1 +

T

t

)
(A12)
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