arXiv:2501.10472v2 [cond-mat.stat-mech] 9 Mar 2025

Evaluating Gaussianity of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion

Michał Balcerek^{1,2,∗}, Adrian Pacheco-Pozo^{1,∗}, Agnieszka Wyłomańska^2, and Diego Krapf^1

1 Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering and School of Biomedical Engineering, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO 80523, USA. 2 Faculty of Pure and Applied Mathematics, Hugo Steinhaus Center, Wrocław University of Science and Technology, 50-370 Wrocław, Poland.

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work.

E-mail: michal.balcerek@pwr.edu.pl

Abstract. Heterogeneous diffusion processes are prevalent in various fields, including the motion of proteins in living cells, the migratory movement of birds and mammals, and finance. These processes are often characterized by time-varying dynamics, where interactions with the environment evolve, and the system undergoes fluctuations in diffusivity. Moreover, in many complex systems anomalous diffusion is observed, where the mean square displacement (MSD) exhibits non-linear scaling with time. Among the models used to describe this phenomenon, fractional Brownian motion (FBM) is a widely applied stochastic process, particularly for systems exhibiting longrange temporal correlations. Although FBM is characterized by Gaussian increments, heterogeneous processes with FBM-like characteristics may deviate from Gaussianity. In this article, we study the non-Gaussian behavior of switching fractional Brownian motion (SFBM), a model in which the diffusivity of the FBM process varies while temporal correlations are maintained. To characterize non-Gaussianity, we evaluate the kurtosis, a common tool used to quantify deviations from the normal distribution. We derive exact expressions for the kurtosis of the considered heterogeneous anomalous diffusion process and investigate how it can identify non-Gaussian behavior. We also compare the kurtosis results with those obtained using the Hellinger distance, a classical measure of divergence between probability density functions. Through both analytical and numerical methods, we demonstrate the potential of kurtosis as a metric for detecting non-Gaussianity in heterogeneous anomalous diffusion processes.

Submitted to: J. Phys. A: Math. Gen.

1. Introduction

Heterogeneous diffusion processes are found across diverse fields such as the motion of proteins in living cells [1, 2, 3, 4], the migratory movement of birds and mammals [5, 6], transport in porous media [7], and finance [8, 9]. In particular, in many complex systems, it is recognized that environmental heterogeneities cause the dynamics of the tracer to change over time, where interactions with the environment themselves evolve, the walker visits regions with different conditions, or the molecule of interest changes due to phenomena such as transient binding to a target or dimerization [10, 11, 12]. For systems that undergo Brownian motion, these changes are seen as fluctuations in the diffusivity [13, 14, 15, 16]. However, complex systems often display anomalous diffusion where the mean square displacement (MSD) exhibits a non-linear scaling with time [17, 18, 19, 20, 21]. Often the MSD is ⟨r^2(t)⟩ = 2Dt^α, where α is the anomalous exponent and D the generalized diffusion coefficient. In such cases, heterogeneous processes can be characterized by changes in the diffusivity or the anomalous exponent. Therefore, one of the first steps in analyzing anomalous diffusion is usually assessing spatio-temporal heterogeneities.

Among the models that describe anomalous diffusion, fractional Brownian motion (FBM) as introduced by Kolmogorov and Mandelbrot is one of the most prevalent stochastic processes [22, 23, 24]. It has been used to model the dynamics of tracer particles in mammalian cells [25, 26] and other crowded environments [27, 28], fluorescent molecules deposited on glass [29], ion channels on the surface of neurons [30], telomeres in the cell nucleus [31, 32], intracellular granules [33, 34], and large-scale paths of migrating birds [35], to name a few examples. Self-similar anomalous diffusion processes are also found in other diverse systems such as laser cooling [36] and economic markets [37]. FBM characterizes processes with long-ranged temporal correlations that can exhibit subdiffusion (α < 1) as well as superdiffusion (α > 1). Thus, FBM is a very generic stochastic process making it the framework of choice in the analysis of correlated dynamics. Importantly, FBM is a zero-mean Gaussian process and it is, therefore, fully characterized by its covariance function [38]. In general, it is defined by a Hurst exponent H, which is related to the anomalous exponent by α = 2H.

In the context of FBM, heterogeneity implies that either D or H change over time (or in space). As a consequence, a process with constant D and H, while it has memory, it models dynamics in a homogeneous environment. Within this context, anomalous diffusion with a non-linear MSD does not necessarily involve heterogeneity. Several models have been proposed to consider system heterogeneities. In FBM with random Hurst exponents, the exponent varies from trajectory to trajectory [39, 40, 41], while in switching FBM (SFBM), the diffusivity or Hurst exponent is a stochastic process [42, 43, 44]. Other models arise as the superposition of distinct mechanisms. For example, Brownian yet non-Gaussian diffusion can be modeled using superstatistics, where the diffusion coefficient continuously changes in time [45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51]. Other approaches to modeling temporal fluctuations in the tracer dynamics include hybrid models [52] and subordination schemes [30, 53, 54], with the continuous time random walk (CTRW) as a special case [55, 56, 57]. A shared aspect of heterogeneous processes is the interplay of different mechanisms arising from changes in the tracer or the interactions with the environment.

Given that the increments of FBM are Gaussian, heterogeneous processes with

FBM-like characteristics can be identified by their deviations from Gaussianity [25, 58, 59, 60, 61]. The main tool used for this task is the kurtosis, which for a Gaussian process equals 3. The kurtosis is often used to classify experimental systems as heterogeneous. However, a characterization of the Gaussianity in heterogeneous FBM is still missing, making it difficult to test the hypothesis that the system under scrutiny is indeed heterogeneous. Furthermore, it would be beneficial to understand whether the kurtosis is sufficient in the quantification of Gaussianity, or if other metrics that directly compare the probability density functions (PDFs) are better suited to the task. It is worth noting that the literature contains numerous robust goodness-of-fit tests for assessing Gaussianity. Prominent examples include the Shapiro-Wilk test [62], Jarque-Bera test [63], and D’Agostino-Pearson test [64]. Additionally, a range of methodologies based on evaluating the empirical cumulative distribution function of a random sample have been proposed for testing normality. These include the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test [65], Cramér-von Mises test [66], Kuiper test [67], Watson test [68], Anderson-Darling test [69], and Lilliefors test [70]. Other approaches have also been proposed [71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76]. Although these tests are widely recognized for their effectiveness, the test statistics they employ are often complex, making it challenging to derive the probabilistic properties for the models under analysis. In contrast, kurtosis is a relatively simple statistic and is widely used in various fields to identify impulsiveness (non-Gaussianity) in underlying data. A classical example is condition monitoring, where spectral kurtosis—kurtosis applied to the time-frequency representation of a signal—is the most commonly used technique for signal-based local damage detection [77].

In this article, we study the Gaussianity of SFBM, where the diffusivity of an underlying FBM process changes while the temporal correlations are maintained throughout the whole realization time. We derive exact expressions for the kurtosis of this heterogeneous diffusion process. In particular, we focus on a dichotomous process with random dwell times both for Markovian and non-Markovian switching. Using a combination of analytical and numerical methods, we investigate how kurtosis can reveal Gaussian or non-Gaussian behavior in these systems. We also compare our findings with results obtained from the Hellinger distance [78], a classical divergence measure that quantifies the distance between the PDFs of the considered process and the Gaussian distribution.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the heterogeneous FBM, and in section 3, we characterize its non-Gaussian behavior using kurtosis. Next, in section 4, we discuss the dichotomous heterogeneous FBM model, referred to as switching FBM, in both Markovian and non-Markovian switching scenarios. In section 5, we present the results of the numerical simulations. Finally, in section 6 we discuss the non-Gaussianity of the discussed model in the means of the Hellinger distance, a common measure based on PDF. The final section concludes the article.

2. Heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion process

Lévy’s non-equilibrated integral representation of FBM B_H (t) [79] is a Gaussian process characterized by a parameter H ∈ (0, 1), known as Hurst exponent, and expressed in term of the Riemann-Liouville integral operator as

B_H (t) = √ 4HD ∫_t 0 (t − t^′)^{H−1/2} ξ(t^′) dt^′, (1)

where D is the generalized diffusion coefficient with units [length]/[time^{2H} ], and ξ(t) is a zero-mean Gaussian white noise with δ-correlations of the form ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2)⟩ = δ(t_1 − t_2). (2) Recently, several modifications of this process have been considered [42, 43, 44]. In particular, the case with the Hurst exponent being a random variable was discussed [80] while the scenario where the generalized diffusion coefficient is a stochastic process was studied via numerical simulations [42] and analytically [44]. Along this line, we define FBM with fluctuating diffusivity as a modification of Lévy’s FBM with the generalized diffusion coefficient D(t) being a stochastic process. The process X(t) is written as a Riemann-Liouville fractional integral X(t) = √ 4H ∫_t 0 √ D(t^′) (t − t^′)^{H−1/2} ξ(t^′) dt^′. (3)

This process has two sources of randomness, one generated by the Gaussian noise and another by the fluctuations in the diffusion coefficient.

3. Characterization of non-Gaussianity: Kurtosis

The kurtosis is a well-known metric extensively used to assess the Gaussianity of a process or the deviation from it [81]. In the literature of diffusion processes, it is defined as the ratio between the fourth moment of the displacements and the square of the second moment (i.e. square of the MSD). Assuming that the process X(t) initiates at the origin, i.e., X(t = 0) = 0, we can write the kurtosis as K(t) = ⟨X^4(t)⟩ ⟨X^2(t)⟩^2

, (4)

which, for a Gaussian process, gives a value of 3.

By evaluating the difference between the kurtosis of a given process and that of a Gaussian one, it is possible to assess (non-)Gaussianity. The MSD of FBM with fluctuating diffusivities is given by the convolution [44]

⟨X^2(t)⟩ = 4H ∫_t 0 dt^′⟨D(t^′)⟩ (t − t^′)^{2H−1}, (5) where ⟨D(t^′)⟩ is the mean generalized diffusion coefficient. To find the kurtosis, we express the fourth power of the process X(t) as

X^4(t) = (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt_1 ∫_t 0 dt_2 ∫_t 0 dt_3 ∫_t 0 dt_4 √ D(t_1) D(t_2) D(t_3) D(t_4) ×

× (t − t_1)^{H−1/2} (t − t_2)^{H−1/2} (t − t_3)^{H−1/2} (t − t_4)^{H−1/2} × × ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2) ξ(t_3) ξ(t_4). (6) Then, taking the average over the noise we obtain ⟨X^4(t)⟩_ξ = (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt_1 ∫_t 0 dt_2 ∫_t 0 dt_3 ∫_t 0 dt_4 √ D(t_1) D(t_2) D(t_3) D(t_4) × × (t − t_1)^{H−1/2} (t − t_2)^{H−1/2} (t − t_3)^{H−1/2} (t − t_4)^{H−1/2} × × ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2) ξ(t_3) ξ(t_4)⟩, (7) where we employ the conditional expectation via the nomenclature ⟨X^4(t)⟩_ξ = ⟨X^4(t)|D(t)⟩. The last term in the r.h.s. of this expression can be found using Isserlis theorem [82] and has the form ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2) ξ(t_3) ξ(t_4)⟩ = ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2)⟩ ⟨ξ(t_3) ξ(t_4)⟩ + +⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_3)⟩ ⟨ξ(t_2) ξ(t_4)⟩ + ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_4)⟩ ⟨ξ(t_2) ξ(t_3)⟩, (8) which, by means of Eq. (2), can be rewritten as ⟨ξ(t_1) ξ(t_2) ξ(t_3) ξ(t_4)⟩ = δ(t_1 − t_2) δ(t_3 − t_4) + +δ(t_1 − t_3) δ(t_2 − t_4) + δ(t_1 − t_4) δ(t_2 − t_3). (9) Plugging this expression in Eq. (7) we have ⟨X^4(t)⟩_ξ = (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt_1 ∫_t 0 dt_3 D(t_1) D(t_3) (t − t_1)^{2H−1} (t − t_3)^{2H−1} +

+ (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt_1 ∫_t 0 dt_2 D(t_1) D(t_2) (t − t_1)^{2H−1} (t − t_2)^{2H−1} +

+ (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt_1 ∫_t 0 dt_2 D(t_1) D(t_2) (t − t_1)^{2H−1} (t − t_2)^{2H−1}. (10) Then, since all variables t_i, for i = 1, 2, 3, are essentially dummy variables under the integral sign, we can rewrite this expression as ⟨X^4(t)⟩_ξ = 3 (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt^′ ∫_t 0 dt^{′′} D(t^′) D(t^{′′}) (t − t^′)^{2H−1} (t − t^{′′})^{2H−1}. (11) Next, by taking the average over the diffusion coefficient, one obtains the fourth moment ⟨X^4(t)⟩ = ⟨⟨X^4(t)⟩_ξ⟩ = 3 (4H)^2 ∫_t 0 dt^′ ∫_t 0 dt^{′′} ⟨D(t^′)D(t^{′′})⟩(t − t^′)^{2H−1}(t − t^{′′})^{2H−1}, (12) where the iterative expectation is performed first over the noise and then over the fluctuations in the diffusivity. Finally, the kurtosis (Eq. (4)) takes the form

K(t) = 3 ∫_t 0 dt^′ ∫_t 0 dt^{′′}⟨D(t^′)D(t^{′′})⟩(t − t^′)^{2H−1}(t − t^{′′})^{2H−1} (∫_t 0 dt^′⟨D(t^′)⟩(t − t^′)^{2H−1} )_2 , (13)

which depends on the form of the mean generalized diffusion coefficient ⟨D(t^′)⟩ and its covariance function ⟨D(t^′)D(t^{′′})⟩.

4. The dichotomous heterogeneous FBM model: switching FBM

Let us now consider a process where D(t) switches between two states, i.e., a dichotomous process. This heterogeneous model is known as switching fractional Brownian motion (SFBM) with fluctuating diffusivity [42, 44]. The two states are characterized by diffusivities D_± and dwell time distributions ψ_±(t). We will consider two types of temporal distributions, one in which all moments of the dwell times exist, and another in which the first moment diverges. To model the first one, we consider an exponential distribution ψ_{exp}(t) = τ^{−1} exp (−t/τ) , (14) where τ is the mean dwell time. When both distributions (i.e. ψ_±(t)) are exponential, the dichotomous process is Markovian. To model the distribution lacking the first moment, we consider a power-law distribution that asymptotically behaves as ψ_{PL}(t) ∼ a |Γ(−α)|t^{1+α} , (15)

where Γ(x) is the gamma function [83], α ∈ (0, 1), and a is a constant with units of s^α.

4.1. Markovian switching

We first analyze the case where both dwell times distributions ψ_±(t) are exponential, i.e., a Markovian process, ψ_±(t) = τ^{−1}_± exp (−t/τ_±) , (16) where τ_± is the mean dwell time of state ±. Given that the process D(t) under these exponential dwell times is Markovian, at long times the initial conditions are forgotten and the process becomes stationary. Thus, the first moment becomes independent of time, and the covariance function ⟨D(t^′)D(t^{′′})⟩ used in the calculation of kurtosis (Eq. (13)) depends only on the time difference t^′ − t^{′′}. The first moment has the asymptotic form ⟨D(t)⟩ = D_+p_+ + D_−p_−, (17) with p_± = τ_± τ_+ + τ_−

(18)

being the probabilities to find a particle in state ±, respectively. The covariance function is then ⟨D(t^′)D(t^{′′})⟩ = ⟨D(t^′ − t^{′′})D(0)⟩. (19) Following Ref. [84], the covariance function can be found in Laplace domain using ⟨D(s)D(0)⟩ = ∑ h∈{+,−} ∑ h^′∈{+,−} D_hD_h′ W_{hh}′ (s), (20) where W_{hh}′ (s) is the Laplace transform of the transition probability W_{hh}′ (t), which takes the form W_{±±}(s) = p_± s − 1 τs^2 [1 − ψ_+(s)][1 − ψ_−(s)] 1 − ψ(s) , (21) and W_{±∓}(s) = 1 τs^2 [1 − ψ_+(s)][1 − ψ_−(s)] 1 − ψ(s) , (22)

where τ = τ_+ + τ_− and ψ(s) = ψ_+(s)ψ_−(s). The covariance function in Laplace domain is then expressed as ⟨D(s)D(0)⟩ = p_+ s D^2_+ + p_− s D^2_− − p_+p_− s (D_+ − D_−)^2 ( 1 + τ_+τ_− τ_+ + τ_− s )_{−1} . (23)

Finally, going back to time-domain, the covariance function reads ⟨D(t)D(0)⟩ = p_+D^2_+ + p_−D^2_− − p_+p_−(D_+ − D_−)^2 [1 − exp (−t/t_c)] , (24) where the correlation time t_c is defined as 1 t_c = 1 τ_+ + 1 τ_− . (25)

The kurtosis of the dichotomous SFBM with Markovian switching is obtained from Eq. (13). The complete derivation is presented in Appendix B, which yields

K(t) = 3 [ (D^2_+p_+ + D^2_−p_−) (D_+p_+ + D_−p_−)^2 + 4(D_+ − D_−)^2p_+p_−H (D_+p_+ + D_−p_−)^2 ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^n (4H + n)(2H + 1)^{(n)} ( t t_c )_n] , (26)

where (x)^{(n)} = x(x + 1)(x + 2) . . . (x + n − 1) = Γ(x + n)/Γ(x) the Pochhammer symbol (also known as falling factorial), and Γ(x) is the gamma function. The series in Eq. (26) can provide a numerical approximation with any given precision provided a sufficiently high number of elements. Alternatively, one can numerically solve the integral in Eq. (13). A comparison of both approaches and related discussion is presented in section 5. 4.2. Non-Markovian switching

Next, we consider the case where one or both dwell times distributions ψ_±(t) have powerlaw tails with diverging first moment. In contrast to the previous case, the process D(t) is not Markovian. Thus, getting analytical results for such a case is complicated, and we only perform numerical experiments to assess the process. To do so, we consider the Pareto distribution ψ_{P L}(t) = αt^α_0 t^{1+α} , fort > t_0, (27)

where 0 < α < 1 and t_0 is a positive constant with units of time such that ψ_{P L}(t) = 0 for t ≤ t_0.

5. Numerical simulations

We simulate switching fractional Brownian motion with fluctuating diffusivities in the same manner as in Ref. [42]. The process is simulated in the interval [0, T ], at the specific times t_i = iΔ, with i = 1, 2, . . . , T/Δ. We oversample the simulations by dividing each of these time intervals into M subintervals and approximate Eq. (3) by using Riemann integration, i.e., as a discrete sum over all the subintervals. The simulations presented in this work employ a time step Δ = 10^{−2} and oversampling with M = 4. When analyzing data, it is useful to examine the evolution of the position distribution over time, i.e., the propagator of the process. Fig. 1 shows the PDFs of normalized positions for a subdiffusive (H = 0.3) and a superdiffusive case (H = 0.7) measured at different times: t/Δ = 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 400, 800, where the bright yellow line corresponds to t/Δ = 10 and the darkest line corresponds to t/Δ = 800. The positions are normalized to their standard deviation so that if they have a Gaussian distribution the normalized positions would have a standard normal distribution as shown by the dashed black line, for comparison. Regardless of the Hurst exponent H, in both cases we see a similar rate of convergence toward a Gaussian distribution, where at long times, the distributions of the SFBM process tend to become more Gaussian in shape.

We visually analyze in some detail the distributions for short times t (before the first switch of the process D(t)). The distributions for H = 0.3 and H = 0.7 evaluated at t/Δ = 3 are shown in Fig. 2. The shapes of the PDFs fit excellently to a mixture of Gaussians [85, 86], f(x) = p_+f_+(x) + p_−f_−(x), where the weights p_+ and p_− correspond to the probabilities of being in the higher or lower diffusivity states as defined by the initial condition, and f_+, f_− are Gaussian PDFs with zero mean and variances 2D_+t^{2H} and 2D_−t^{2H} , respectively. Specifically, the weights of the presented process are p_+ = τ_+/(τ_+ + τ_−) for the higher diffusivity state and p_− = 1 − p_+ = τ_−/(τ_+ + τ_−) for the lower diffusivity state. These weights were chosen so that the process D(t) is already equilibrated at t = 0.

The situation is substantially different for non-Markovian switching behavior. Fig. 3 shows the PDF of SFBM where the state with smaller diffusivity (D_−) has dwell times drawn from a power-law distribution. The second state still has an exponential distribution. This type of dichotomous process, where one state has a heavy-tailed distribution and the other an exponential distribution, has been studied in multiple physical systems [87, 88, 89, 90]. In this case, we do not observe the convergence to a Gaussian distribution. Hereafter we refer to the case with one power law and one exponential distribution as PL-Exp and the case with two power laws as PL-PL. Non- Markovian dichotomous models with power-law dwell time distributions in both states are common in biophysics and nanostructures [91, 92, 93].

To quantify the Gaussianity of the dichotomous SFBM model, we considered the kurtosis. By examining the kurtosis of the distributions generated by the model, we gain insight into how the shape of the distribution evolves in time. If the distribution becomes

Evaluating Gaussianity of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion 9

Figure 1. Evolution of the PDFs of the normalized position in a dichotomous SFBM with exponential dwell times. Each line corresponds to a specific time, with yellow lines representing shorter times and blue lines representing longer times. The plot PDFs correspond to times equal to t/Δ = 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 400, and 800. (a) Subdiffusive case with Hurst exponent H = 0.3. (b) Superdiffusive case with H = 0.7. On both panels, the dashed line depicts the standard Gaussian PDF.

Figure 2. PDFs of the position at time t = 3Δ in a dichotomous SFBM with exponential dwell times (blue line). (a) Subdiffusive case with Hurst exponent H = 0.3. (b) Superdiffusive case with H = 0.7. On both panels, the dashed yellow line depicts the mixture of Gaussian PDFs described, while dash-dotted green line corresponds to a Gaussian with variance 2D_−t^{2H} , and dotted orange line represents a Gaussian with variance 2D_+t^{2H} .

more Gaussian, we expect the kurtosis to approach the value of 3, i.e., the kurtosis of a Gaussian distribution. Analyzing the kurtosis can therefore serve as a useful complement to our earlier qualitative analysis of the overall shape of the distribution, as depicted in Figs. 1 and 3. Together, these two perspectives – the visual distribution shape and the quantitative kurtosis metric – can provide a comprehensive understanding of how the statistical properties of the model change over time.

Fig. 4 shows the exact kurtosis calculated by numerically integrating Eq. (13) for

Figure 3. Evolution of the PDF of the normalized position in a dichotomous SFBM with one state having a power-law dwell time and the second state, exponential dwell times. Each line corresponds to a specific time, with yellow lines representing shorter times and blue lines representing longer times. The plot PDFs correspond to times equal to t/Δ = 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 400, and 800. (a) Subdiffusive case with Hurst exponent H = 0.3. (b) Superdiffusive case with H = 0.7. On both panels, the dashed line depicts the standard Gaussian PDF.

the Markovian process (Exp-Exp), together with the results obtained by approximating the power series found in Eq. (26) as a sum of a finite number of elements. A line corresponding to kurtosis estimated from 100,000 trajectories obtained via Monte Carlo simulations is also included. The figure shows the 5th, 10th, and 100th order approximations for the covariance function ⟨D(t)D(0)⟩, where the order corresponds to the number of terms in Eq. (26). Importantly, the numerical simulations agree well with the exact derived result, validating our approach to calculate the kurtosis. Furthermore, when 100 terms are used in the series, the approximation matches the exact numerical solution very well within the whole study’s range, between 10^{−2} and 5 showing that the series indeed converges to the exact result. As fewer terms are used to approximate the sum (Eq. (26)), the approximation can only be used for small t. In particular, for 5 and 10 terms, the approximation in our example works well up to t = 35Δ and t = 65Δ, respectively, with an error smaller than 0.05. The figure inset zooms on the short time regime (t ≪ t_c), where t_c is the correlation time as defined in Eq. (25).

Fig. 5 presents the kurtosis K(t) of the SFBM process for both Markovian and non-Markovian state switching as a function of time. We consider different dwell time distributions for the construction of the process D(t). Specifically, Fig. 5a shows the subdiffusive case with H = 0.3 and Fig. 5b depicts the superdiffusive case with H = 0.7. For each of these cases, the following dwell time distributions are considered:

• Exp-Exp: Markovian switching, i.e., exponential dwell times in both states. • PL-Exp: Power-law distributed dwell times for the D_− state and exponential dwell times for the D_+ state.

• PL-PL: Power-law distributed dwell times for both states.

Figure 4. Kurtosis for the SFBM with Markovian switching (Exp-Exp) with H = 0.3. 5th order (dashed yellow line), 10th order (dash-dotted green line), and 100th order (dashed orange line) are shown, where the order describes the number of terms in Eq. (26). The empirical kurtosis (purple line) from 100,000 numerical realizations and the correlation time t_c of the dwell times (vertical dashed black line) are also shown. Inset: Detail of small time.

The exponential distributions (Eq. (16)) has an expectation of τ_± = 25Δ, while the Pareto distributions (Eq. (27)) use parameters α = 0.7 and λ = 15Δ. In all cases, the initial condition assumes that each trajectory started in the D_− state with a probability of 0.5, which corresponds to the stationary distribution for the Markovian case. The purple shaded area in the figures corresponds to the 95% confidence interval for Gaussian distribution. It is based on 100,000 Gaussian random processes of length 2048 each, for which the empirical kurtoses were calculated. For all the processes with non-Markovian switching, i.e., sub- and super-diffusive as well as PL-Exp and PL-PL distributions, the kurtosis is substantially away from the 95% confidence interval delineated for Gaussian processes. This shows that the kurtosis can be used to establish the non-homogeneous nature of this family of processes. For both sub- and super-diffusive processes with the PL-Exp dwell times, the kurtosis is observed to decay towards the Gaussian value of 3, but the decay is extremely slow and the kurtosis remains above 3.4 for the whole used realization time (T = 20.48), that is a trajectory length T/Δ = 2048. The situation is more dramatic for PL-PL processes where the kurtosis is observed to converge to a value 3.75 for H = 0.3 and to a value 3.60 for H = 0.7, for long realization times. In contrast to the non-Markovian switching, the process with Markov switching is clearly non-Gaussian at short times but it becomes Gaussian for long times, i.e., for times t ≫ τ_±. In particular, we observe that the kurtosis falls within the 95% confidence interval for the Gaussianity test for times t > 13 (H = 0.3) and t > 8.7 (for H = 0.7).

Figure 5. Empirical kurtosis for two cases. a) H = 0.3. b) H = 0.7. The lines are calculated based on 100 000 trajectories. The shaded area corresponds to the 95% confidence interval based on 1 000 samples of length 100 000.

Fig. 6 examines how the evolution of the empirical kurtosis K(t) depends on the initial condition a for PL-Exp SFBM with a subdiffusive Hurst exponent H = 0.3. In this case, the low diffusivity state exhibits a power-law waiting time distribution, and the high diffusivity state has an exponential dwell time. The different lines in the figure correspond to varying initial conditions, where the probability of the process starting in the higher diffusivity state is p = 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, and 1. Since non-stationary distribution is involved in this non-Markovian switching process, the kurtosis values exhibit transient behavior that depends on the initial condition and eventually converges to a master function different from the one expected for the Gaussian distribution (kurtosis ≠ 3). This behavior highlights how the initial conditions influence the Gaussianity levels at short times. Yet, over longer timescales, the kurtosis dynamics become less sensitive to the initial state, reflecting the dominance of the heavy-tailed waiting time distribution in shaping the overall non-Gaussian statistics of the SFBM process. In the Markovian case, as depicted in the inset of Fig. 6, the empirical kurtosis K(t) converges to 3, in contrast to the non-Markovian scenario. As a result, the kurtosis exhibits minimal sensitivity to initial conditions and rapidly stabilizes to the Gaussian value, reflecting the memoryless nature of the underlying process D(t).

At very short timescales, the kurtosis K(t) can initially increase due to the transient effects introduced by the interplay between the initial conditions and the heterogeneity in the diffusivity process D(t). This effect is further investigated in Appendix A. We show that the kurtosis depends on the probabilities of being in a given state, and the ratio of diffusivities in those states, c = D_+/D_−. The dependence of the kurtosis and the diffusivity ratio is particularly pronounced for the non-Markovian case one state having power-law distribution and the second an exponential distribution, as there is no stationary probability distribution for the process D(t). In this scenario, the probability of being in the state with a power-law dwell time approaches 1 at long times. Overall, the kurtosis of the SFBM model is bounded, with a maximum given by

K_{max} = 3

(c + 1)^2 4c , (28)

and a minimum value of 3, corresponding to the Gaussian case.

Figure 6. Empirical kurtosis for power-law and exponential dwell times (PL-Exp) of SFBM with H = 0.3. Different lines correspond to different initial conditions (p is the probability of starting in the higher state). The lines are calculated based on 100 000 trajectories. The inset shows the Markovian case (Exp-Exp). Note the smaller time scale in the inset.

6. Characterization of non-Gaussianity: distance between distributions

In addition to kurtosis we explored alternative metrics for quantifying deviations from Gaussianity. There are several approaches to measuring the similarity of probability distributions [38]. The Hellinger distance provides a bounded and symmetric measure of divergence between probability distributions. Unlike kurtosis, which focuses solely on the fourth moment, the Hellinger distance evaluates the entire probability density function, thereby it has the potential to capture finer discrepancies between the process under study and a Gaussian reference. This makes it particularly useful in scenarios where higher-order moments or other distributional features significantly deviate from Gaussian behavior.

The square of the Hellinger distance between two distribution with PDFs p and q is defined as [78, 94]

H^2(p, q) = 1 − ∫ R √ p(x)q(x)dx. (29) The measure given in Eq. (29) takes values on interval [0, 1], where 0 corresponds to identical distributions. In general, one advantage of Hellinger distance over other alternatives like Kullback-Leibler divergence [95] or Bhattacharayya distance [96] is that it is both symmetric and bounded, making it more suitable for certain applications where one needs these properties.

In our approach, we replace p(x) by its kernel estimator obtained from the simulated trajectories, choose q(x) as the PDF of a Gaussian distribution with mean ^μ and standard deviation ^σ. These parameters are estimated based on the simulated sample. To check closeness to 0, we also estimate the confidence interval of the Hellinger distance based on a similar approach as in the previous section using the sample of independent identically distributed (iid) random variables from a N (0, 1) distribution. Fig. 7 shows the Hellinger distance over time t between different cases corresponding to waiting time distributions. Fig. 7a corresponds to a subdiffusive case with H = 0.3, and Fig. 7b to a superdiffusive one with H = 0.7. The y-axis shows the empirical Hellinger distance values (0 to 0.125), measuring how different these cases of waiting time distributions are from each other as time t evolves from 0 to 20. The shaded area corresponds to the 95% confidence interval for a Gaussian distribution. It was calculated using the same 1 000 samples of length 100 000, the same way as the corresponding confidence interval in Fig. 5. Only the blue line (corresponding to the Markovian case, i.e. exponential dwell times in both states) approaches the confidence interval within the considered time frame. The cases involving a power law dwell time distribution (PL-PL and PL-Exp) do not reach the confidence interval and seem to stabilize very slowly.

Our numerical analysis (Fig. 7) reveals that the Hellinger distance provides similar results to ones obtained based solely on kurtosis (Fig. 5). Thus, the Hellinger distance does not provide additional information about non-Gaussianity beyond the information obtained evaluating the kurtosis.

Our analysis was further validated using multiple additional distance metrics. We considered measures based on the cumulative distribution function (Kolmogorov- Smirnov [65], Anderson-Darling [69], Cramér-von Mises [66]) and PDF-based measures (Bhattacharaya distance [96], Kullback-Leibler divergence [95]). We also performed Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness-of-fit for Gaussianity [65] and considered the related pvalues. All these methods yielded consistent results similar to the ones obtained with Hellinger distance, reinforcing our conclusions drawn from the kurtosis analysis.

Figure 7. Empirical Hellinger distance for two cases of SFBM with different types of dwell times. Panel a) corresponds to H = 0.3, b) to H = 0.7. On both panels, the blue lines present the Hellinger distance for the Markovian case, yellow for the dwell times from power-law (lower diffusivity state) and exponential (higher diffusivity state), or power-law for both diffusivity states. The lines are calculated based on 100 000 trajectories, and the pink region corresponds to the 95% confidence interval.

7. Conclusions

This study highlights importance of evaluating Gaussianity to understand the heterogeneities in systems exhibiting anomalous diffusion. We investigated the non- Gaussian characteristics of switching fractional Brownian motion, where the diffusivity fluctuates while maintaining temporal correlations. Our focus on switching fractional Brownian motion provides new insights into how fluctuations in diffusivity influence Gaussianity. By deriving exact expressions for kurtosis and validating them with numerical simulations, we demonstrated that kurtosis is a robust and simple metric to quantify deviations from Gaussianity in heterogeneous diffusion processes. Its simplicity is particularly appealing compared to other metrics, as it enables researchers from various domains to effectively characterize complex systems without the need for intricate statistical tests. While kurtosis proved sufficient in capturing the essential aspects of Gaussianity in our analysis, we also explored alternative metrics like the Hellinger distance. These measures provided comparable results but did not offer additional insights, emphasizing kurtosis as a reliable primary choice.

Our findings indicate that SFBM processes with Markovian switching between states of different diffusivities converge to a Gaussian distribution at long timescales. This convergence highlights that, despite the presence of heterogeneities, the memoryless nature of Markovian transitions leads to statistical homogenization over time. Thus, capturing the state-switching dynamics requires sufficient temporal resolution in experimental data. Failure to resolve these transitions can mask underlying heterogeneities, leading to misinterpretations of the system dynamics. However, this convergence is absent in systems where at least one of the states is characterized by scale-free dynamics, such as power-law dwell time distributions with infinite mean. These systems remain non-Gaussian across all timescales, underscoring the role of heavytailed distributions in shaping the statistical properties of diffusion processes. The non- Gaussianity in processes with scale free dwell times has been discussed extensively for the CTRW with a heavy-tailed distribution of immobilization times. Indeed, a CTRW can be considered as a two-state Brownian process alternating between two different diffusion coefficients in the limit D_− → 0 [97]. For a SFBM, this corresponds to the special case H = 1/2 and D_− → 0. A more general SFBM with 0 < H < 1 but D_− → 0, can be considered as a combination of the CTRW with FBM, which is usually accomplished via a subordination scheme [18, 30, 57].

The study presented in this article shows that kurtosis is an efficient tool when dealing with SFBM, where the parameter D changes over time. Our results suggest that this statistic should also work well for other heterogeneous anomalous diffusion processes. Previously, other authors have effectively employed kurtosis as a tool for detecting non-Gaussian behavior in different systems ranging from crowded twodimensional environments [98] to disordered systems [99]. Beyond the model discussed in our article, kurtosis can likely be considered a universal tool useful for heterogeneous models. This will be the subject of further research.

In conclusion, this work establishes kurtosis as an effective and practical tool for characterizing the non-Gaussian nature of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion, with implications for broader applications in biophysics, finance, and other complex systems. This study paves the way for future work exploring the kurtosis as a universal statistic for non-Gaussianity identification for general heterogeneous processes and its integration with advanced classification methods to automate the characterization of non-Gaussian behaviors.

Appendix A. Kurtosis of a Gaussian mixture distribution

Let’s consider a random variable X that is a mixture of two zero-mean Gaussian distributions, that is its PDF is given by

f(x) = pf_1(x) + (1 − p)f_2(x),

where f_1 and f_2 correspond to Gaussian PDF with zero means and varianes σ^2_1 and σ^2 , respectively.

To calculate the kurtosis, we first need to consider the second and fourth moment of random variable X. Due to properties of mixture distributions we have

⟨X^2⟩ = pσ^2_1 + (1 − p)σ^2 , (A.1) ⟨X^4⟩ = p3σ^4_1 + (1 − p)3σ^4_2 = 3(pσ^4_1 + (1 − p)σ^4_2 ). (A.2)

The kurtosis K = ⟨X^4⟩/⟨X^2⟩^2 can be thus expressed as

K = 3 pσ^4_1 + (1 − p)σ^4_2 (pσ^2_1 + (1 − p)σ^2 )^2

. (A.3)

By introducing the ratio c =^{σ21}_{σ2} , we can write

K = 3 pc^2 + (1 − p) (pc + (1 − p))^2 = 3 pc^2 + (1 − p) p^2c^2 + 2p(1 − p)c + (1 − p)^2

. (A.4)

Considering only the fraction, and substracting denominator from the r.h.s of the above formula we obtain c^2(p − p^2) + (1 − p) − (1 − p)^2 − 2p(1 − p)c = p(1 − p)(c − 1)^2 ≥ 0.

Thus, since the fraction is greater or equal than 1, it follows that the kurtosis K for such a Gaussian mixture is greater or equal to 3, and is equal to 3 only for a single Gaussian distribution (p = 0, p = 1, or c = 1 which corresponds to the same scales in both Gaussians).

For a fixed c = σ^2_1 /σ^2 , one can find parameter p that maximises the kurtosis given in Eq. (A.4). It is equal to

p_{max} = 1 c + 1 = σ^2 σ^2_1 + σ^2

(A.5)

for which the maximal kurtosis is equal to

K_{max} = 3

(c + 1)^2 4c . (A.6) Different starting levels for kurtosis, presented on Fig. 6, are closely related to this aspect. For the values σ^2_1 = 2D_+, σ^2 = 2D_− considered in the article, c = 10 and thus p_{max} =^{10}_{11} , for which the kurtosis is equal to K = 3 ·^{121}_{40} ≈ 9.

Appendix B. Kurtosis for the Markovian switching

For the Markovian case of switching diffusivities, the covariance function is given by Eq. (24). By plugging this covariance function into Eq. (13), the fourth moment can be written as

⟨X^4(t)⟩ = 3(4H)^2C_1 ∫_t 0 ∫_t 0 dt^′ dt^{′′} (t − t^′)^{2H−1}(t − t^{′′})^{2H−1} − −3(4H)^2C_2 ∫_t 0 ∫_t 0 dt^′ dt^{′′} (t − t^′)^{2H−1}(t − t^{′′})^{2H−1} ( 1 − exp { −|t^′ − t^{′′}| t_c }) (B.1)

with C_1 = p_+ D^2_+ + p_− D^2_− and C_2 = p_+p_− (D_+ − D_−)^2. (B.2) Let us denote the first term in Eq. (B.1) as A and the second term as B, and just for simplicity, let us calculate each one of them separately. The first term is straightforward to compute and takes the form

A = 3(4H)^2C_1 (∫_t 0 ds (t − s)^{2H−1} )_2

= 12 C_1 t^{4H} . (B.3)

The second term can be transformed into the following

B = 3(4H)^2C_2 t^2_c ∫_{t/tc} 0 ∫_{t/tc} 0 (t − t_cx)^{2H−1}(t − t_cy)^{2H−1} [1 − exp(−|x − y|)] dx dy, (B.4) by changing to the variables x = t^′/t_c and y = t^{′′}/t_c. Then, by defining β = 2H − 1 and T = t/t_c, (B.5) expression (B.4) can be rewritten as B = 12(β + 1)^2C_2t^{2(β+1)}_c ∫_T 0 dx ∫_T 0 dy(T − x)^β (T − y)^β [1 − exp(−|x − y|)] . (B.6) Next, we make a final change of variables to x^′ = T − x and y^′ = T − y to get B = 12(β + 1)^2C_2t^{2(β+1)}_c ∫_T 0 dx^′ ∫_T 0 dy^′ x^{′β}y^{′β} [1 − exp(−|x^′ − y^′|)] , (B.7) which can be rewritten as B = 12(β + 1)^2C_2t^{2(β+1)}_c [∫_T 0 dx^′ ∫_T 0 dy^′ x^{′β} y^{′β} − − ∫_T 0 dx^′ ∫_T 0 dy^′ x^{′β} y^{′β} exp(−|x^′ − y^′|) ] . (B.8) While the first integral inside the square brackets can be solved, the second integral is currently beyond our ability to compute, as the inner integral leads to an incomplete Gamma function multiplied by an exponential. This makes the outer integral impossible to compute directly. However, as we will demonstrate, it is possible to express the solution as a series. Just for convenience, hereinafter we drop the prime notation in x^′ and y^′ and simply write them as x and y. Let us then start by considering the Taylor expansion of the exponential term in Eq. (B.7) having the form exp(−|x − y|) = 1 + ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^n|x − y|^n n! , (B.9) and plug it back into Eq. (B.7) to get B = 12(β + 1)^2C_2t^{2(β+1)}_c ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^{n+1}A_n n! , (B.10) where A_n are defined as A_n ≡ ∫_T 0 dx ∫_T 0 dy x^βy^β|x − y|^n, (B.11) for k = 1, 2, 3, . . .. Let us first concentrate on the A_n terms and since they involve the integration of an absolute value, let us change the domain of integration from a square to the triangle formed by x > y, thus, A_n = 2 ∫_T 0 dx ∫_x 0 dy x^β y^β(x − y)^n. (B.12) Then, let us expand the binomial using the following Newton formula (x − y)^n = n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^{n−k}x^ky^{n−k}, (B.13) allowing us to write Eq. (B.12) as

A_n = 2 ∫_T 0 dx ∫_x 0 dy x^β y^β n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^{n−k}x^ky^{n−k}, (B.14) which, after some rearrangement reads

A_n = 2 n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^{n−k} ∫_T 0 dx x^{β+k} ∫_x 0 dy y^{β+n−k}. (B.15) Performing the integral on the y variable leads to

A_n = 2 ∫_T 0 dx x^{2β+n+1} n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^{n−k} β + n − k + 1

, (B.16)

where one can clearly see that the integral over x is independent on k and hence can exit the sum. Next, performing the integration over x, one gets

A_n = 2

T^{2β+n+2} 2β + n + 2 n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^{n−k} β + n − k + 1

. (B.17)

Now, making the change of index j = n − k, we can write this last expression as

A_n = 2

T^{2β+n+2} 2β + n + 2 n∑ j=0 ( n j ) (−1)^j β + 1 + j

. (B.18)

Next, we use the fact that n∑ k=0 ( n k ) (−1)^k γ + k = n! (γ)^{(n+1)}

, (B.19)

with γ a positive constant and (x)^{(n)} = x(x + 1)(x + 2) . . . (x + n − 1) = Γ(x + n)/Γ(x) the Pochhammer symbol (also known as falling factorial) [83]; to rewrite Eq. (B.18) as

A_n = 2 n! T^{2(β+1)+n} [2(β + 1) + n](β + 1)^{(n+1)}

. (B.20)

Now, let us replace this result into Eq. (B.7) to get

B = 24(β + 1)^2C_2t^{2(β+1)}_c ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^{n+1} T^{2(β+1)+n} [2(β + 1) + n](β + 1)^{(n+1)}

, (B.21)

which by the definition in Eq. (B.5) takes the form

B = 24 (2H)^2 C_2 t^{4H} ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^{n+1} (4H + n)(2H)^{(n+1)} ( t t_c )_n . (B.22)

Then, by joining this result with Eq. (B.3), the fourth moment reads

⟨X^4(t)⟩ = 12t^{4H} [ C_1 − 2 (2H)^2 C_2 ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^{n+1} (4H + n)(2H)^{(n+1)} ( t t_c )_n] ,(B.23)

which can be rewritten as

⟨X^4(t)⟩ = 12t^{4H} [ C_1 − 4H C_2 ∞∑ n=1 (−1)^{n+1} (4H + n)(2H + 1)^{(n)} ( t t_c )_n] , (B.24)

Evaluating Gaussianity of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion 20

by the properties of the Pochhammer symbol.

Finally, after dividing it by the square of the second moment [44], given by

⟨X^2(t)⟩ = 2(D_+p_+ + D_−p_−)t^{2H} , (B.25)

we obtain the formula for kurtosis given in Eq. (26) of the main text.

We note, that the series in the numerator is closely related to an integral of the Mittag-Leffler function multiplied by a power-law function. Still, we have decided to leave it as is due to its more complicated form than the one presented in the main text.

Acknowledgments

We thank Prof. Krzysztof Burnecki for many discussions and his valuable insights. Michał Balcerek and Agnieszka Wyłomańska acknowledge the support from National Science Centre, Poland, via projects No. 2023/07/X/ST1/01139 (MB) and 2020/37/B/HS4/00120 (AW), respectively. Diego Krapf acknowledges the support from the National Science Foundation Grant 2102832.

References

[1] Manzo C, Torreno-Pina J A, Massignan P, Lapeyre Jr G J, Lewenstein M and Garcia Parajo M F 2015 Physical Review X 5 011021 [2] Akimoto T, Barkai E and Saito K 2016 Physical Review Letters 117 180602 [3] Weron A, Burnecki K, Akin E J, Solé L, Balcerek M, Tamkun M M and Krapf D 2017 Scientific Reports 7 5404 [4] Sikora G, Wyłomańska A, Gajda J, Solé L, Akin E J, Tamkun M M and Krapf D 2017 Physical Review E 96 062404 [5] Edelhoff H, Signer J and Balkenhol N 2016 Movement Ecology 4 1–21 [6] Vilk O, Orchan Y, Charter M, Ganot N, Toledo S, Nathan R and Assaf M 2022 Physical Review X 12 031005 [7] Berkowitz B, Klafter J, Metzler R and Scher H 2002 Water Resources Research 38 9–1 [8] Alfarano S, Lux T and Wagner F 2008 Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 32 101–136 [9] Janczura J and Weron R 2013 AStA Advances in Statistical Analysis 97 239–270 [10] Torreno-Pina J A, Manzo C and Garcia-Parajo M F 2016 Journal of Physics D: Applied Physics 49 104002 [11] Muñoz-Gil G, Bachimanchi H, Pineda J, Midtvedt B, Lewenstein M, Metzler R, Krapf D, Volpe G and Manzo C 2023 arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.18100 [12] Dieball C, Krapf D, Weiss M and Godec A 2022 New Journal of Physics 24 023004 [13] Jeon J H, Chechkin A V and Metzler R 2014 Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 16 15811–15817 [14] Miyaguchi T, Uneyama T and Akimoto T 2019 Physical Review E 100 012116 [15] Hidalgo-Soria M, Barkai E and Burov S 2021 Entropy 23 231 [16] Pacheco-Pozo A, Balcerek M, Wyłomanska A, Burnecki K, Sokolov I M and Krapf D 2024 Physical Review Letters 133 067102 [17] Metzler R, Jeon J H, Cherstvy A G and Barkai E 2014 Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 16 24128–24164 [18] Krapf D 2015 Current Topics in Membranes 75 167–207 [19] Norregaard K, Metzler R, Ritter C M, Berg-Sørensen K and Oddershede L B 2017 Chemical Reviews 117 4342–4375 [20] Krapf D and Metzler R 2019 Physics Today 72 48–54

Evaluating Gaussianity of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion 21

[21] Sposini V, Krapf D, Marinari E, Sunyer R, Ritort F, Taheri F, Selhuber-Unkel C, Benelli R, Weiss M, Metzler R et al. 2022 Communications Physics 5 305 [22] Kolmogorov A N 1940 Acad. Sci. URSS (NS) 26 115–118 [23] Mandelbrot B B and Van Ness J W 1968 SIAM Review 10 422–437 [24] Deng W and Barkai E 2009 Physical Review E 79 011112 [25] Sabri A, Xu X, Krapf D and Weiss M 2020 Physical Review Letters 125 058101 [26] Janczura J, Balcerek M, Burnecki K, Sabri A, Weiss M and Krapf D 2021 New Journal of Physics 23 053018 [27] Szymanski J and Weiss M 2009 Physical Review Letters 103 038102 [28] Weber S C, Spakowitz A J and Theriot J A 2010 Physical Review Letters 104 238102 [29] Sarfati R and Schwartz D K 2020 ACS Nano 14 3041–3047 [30] Fox Z R, Barkai E and Krapf D 2021 Nature Communications 12 6162 [31] Burnecki K, Kepten E, Janczura J, Bronshtein I, Garini Y and Weron A 2012 Biophysical Journal 103 1839–1847 [32] Kepten E, Bronshtein I and Garini Y 2011 Physical Review E 83 041919 [33] Jeon J H, Tejedor V, Burov S, Barkai E, Selhuber-Unkel C, Berg-Sørensen K, Oddershede L and Metzler R 2011 Physical Review Letters 106 048103 [34] Reverey J F, Jeon J H, Bao H, Leippe M, Metzler R and Selhuber-Unkel C 2015 Scientific Reports 5 11690 [35] Krapf D, Lukat N, Marinari E, Metzler R, Oshanin G, Selhuber-Unkel C, Squarcini A, Stadler L, Weiss M and Xu X 2019 Physical Review X 9 011019 [36] Afek G, Davidson N, Kessler D A and Barkai E 2023 Reviews of Modern Physics 95 031003 [37] Plerou V, Gopikrishnan P, Amaral L A N, Gabaix X and Stanley H E 2000 Physical Review E 62 R3023 [38] Beran J 2013 Long-memory processes (Springer) [39] Balcerek M, Burnecki K, Thapa S, Wyłomańska A and Chechkin A 2022 Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science 32 093114 ISSN 1089-7682 [40] Grzesiek A, Gajda J, Thapa S and Wyłomańska A 2024 Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science 34 043154 [41] Woszczek H, Wyłomańska A and Chechkin A 2025 Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science 35 023145 [42] Balcerek M, Wyłomańska A, Burnecki K, Metzler R and Krapf D 2023 New Journal of Physics 25 103031 [43] Wang W, Balcerek M, Burnecki K, Chechkin A V, Janušonis S, Ślęzak J, Vojta T, Wyłomańska A and Metzler R 2023 Physical Review Research 5(3) L032025 [44] Pacheco-Pozo A and Krapf D 2024 Physical Review E 110(1) 014105 [45] Chubynsky M V and Slater G W 2014 Physical Review Letters 113 098302 [46] Wang B, Anthony S M, Bae S C and Granick S 2009 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 106 15160–15164 [47] Wang B, Kuo J, Bae S C and Granick S 2012 Nature Materials 11 481–485 [48] Chechkin A V, Seno F, Metzler R and Sokolov I M 2017 Physical Review X 7 021002 [49] Postnikov E B, Chechkin A and Sokolov I M 2020 New Journal of Physics 22 063046 [50] Pastore R, Ciarlo A, Pesce G, Greco F and Sasso A 2021 Physical Review Letters 126 158003 [51] Pacheco-Pozo A and Sokolov I M 2023 The European Physical Journal B 96 152 ISSN 1434-6036 [52] Ribeiro H V, Tateishi A A, Lenzi E K, Magin R L and Perc M 2023 Communications Physics 6 244 [53] Stanislavsky A, Weron K and Weron A 2014 The Journal of Chemical Physics 140 [54] Chechkin A and Sokolov I M 2021 Physical Review E 103 032133 [55] Scher H and Lax M 1973 Physical Review B 7 4491 [56] Scher H and Montroll E W 1975 Physical Review B 12 2455 [57] Dybiec B and Gudowska-Nowak E 2010 Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science

Evaluating Gaussianity of heterogeneous fractional Brownian motion 22

20 043129 [58] Painter S 1996 Water Resources Research 32 1183–1195 [59] He W, Song H, Su Y, Geng L, Ackerson B J, Peng H and Tong P 2016 Nature Communications 7 11701 [60] Lanoiselée Y and Grebenkov D S 2018 Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 51 145602 [61] Chakraborty I and Roichman Y 2020 Physical Review Research 2 022020 [62] Shapiro S S and Wilk M B 1965 Biometrika 52 591–611 [63] Jarque C M and Bera A K 1987 International Statistical Review/Revue Internationale de Statistique 55 163–172 [64] D’Agostino R and Pearson E S 1973 Biometrika 60 613–622 [65] Gnedenko BV K A 1954 Limit Distributions of Sums of Independent Random Variables (Cambridge: Addison-Wesley) [66] Anderson T W 1962 The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 33 1148 – 1159 [67] Kuiper N H 1960 Indagationes Mathematicae (Proceedings) 63 38–47 [68] Watson G S 1961 Biometrika 48 109–114 [69] Anderson T W and Darling D A 1952 The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 23 193 – 212 [70] Lilliefors H W 1967 Journal of the American Statistical Association 62 399–402 [71] Wyłomańska A, Iskander D R and Burnecki K 2020 PLOS One 15 1–36 [72] Yazici B and Yolacan S 2007 Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation 77 175–183 [73] Das K R and Imon A 2016 American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics 5 5–12 [74] Khatun N et al. 2021 Open Journal of Statistics 11 113 [75] Razali N M, Wah Y B et al. 2011 Journal of Statistical Modeling and Analytics 2 21–33 [76] Thadewald T and Büning H 2007 Journal of Applied Statistics 34 87–105 [77] Antoni J 2006 Mechanical Systems and Signal Processing 20 282–307 [78] Hellinger E 1909 Journal Für Die Reine Und Angewandte Mathematik 1909 210–271 [79] Lévy P 1953 Random Functions: General Theory with Special Reference to Laplacian Random Functions University of California Publications in Statistics (University of California Press) [80] Woszczek H, Wyłomańska A and Chechkin A 2024 arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.11546 [81] Meroz Y and Sokolov I M 2015 Physics Reports 573 1–29 [82] Vignat C 2012 Statistics & Probability Letters 82 67–71 [83] Graham R L 1994 Concrete Mathematics: a Foundation for Computer Science (Pearson Education India) [84] Miyaguchi T, Akimoto T and Yamamoto E 2016 Physical Review E 94(1) 012109 [85] Robertson C A and Fryer J G 1969 Scandinavian Actuarial Journal 1969 137–146 [86] Behboodian J 1970 Technometrics 12 131–139 [87] Weigel A V, Tamkun M M and Krapf D 2013 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 110 E4591–E4600 [88] Sadegh S, Barkai E and Krapf D 2014 New Journal of Physics 16 113054 [89] Kurilovich A A, Mantsevich V N, Stevenson K J, Chechkin A V and Palyulin V V 2020 Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 22 24686–24696 [90] Kurilovich A A, Mantsevich V N, Mardoukhi Y, Stevenson K J, Chechkin A V and Palyulin V V 2022 Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 24 13941–13950 [91] Margolin G and Barkai E 2004 The Journal of Chemical Physics 121 1566–1577 [92] Stefani F D, Hoogenboom J P and Barkai E 2009 Physics Today 62 34–39 [93] Thiel F, Schimansky-Geier L and Sokolov I M 2012 Physical Review E 86 021117 [94] Beran R 1977 The Annals of Statistics 445–463 [95] Csiszar I 1975 The Annals of Probability 3 146 – 158 [96] Bhattacharyya A 1946 Sankhyā: The Indian Journal of Statistics (1933-1960) 7 401–406 [97] Hidalgo-Soria M, Barkai E and Burov S 2021 Entropy 23 [98] Ghosh S K, Cherstvy A G, Grebenkov D S and Metzler R 2016 New Journal of Physics 18 013027

[99] Pacheco-Pozo A and Sokolov I M 2021 Phys. Rev. Lett. 127(12) 120601