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Aseismic mid-crustal magma 
reservoir at cleveland Volcano 
imaged through novel receiver 
function analyses
Helen A. Janiszewski1,2*, Lara S. Wagner1 & Diana c. Roman1

processes related to eruptions at arc volcanoes are linked by structures that transect the entire crust. 
Imaging the mid- to lower-crustal portions (here, ~5–15 km and >15 km respectively) of these magmatic 
systems where intermediate storage may occur has been a longstanding challenge. Tomography, 
local seismic source studies, geodetic, and geochemical constraints, are typically most sensitive to 
shallow (<5 km) storage and/or have insufficient resolution at these depths. Geophysical methods are 
even further limited at frequently-erupting volcanoes where well-developed trans-crustal magmatic 
systems are likely to exist, due to a lack of deep seismicity. Here we show direct evidence for mid-crustal 
magma storage beneath the frequently erupting Cleveland volcano, Alaska, using a novel application of 
seismic receiver functions. We use p-s scattered waves from the Moho as virtual sources to investigate 
S-wave velocities between the Moho and the surface. our forward modeling approach allows us to 
provide direct constraints on the geometry of low velocity regions beneath volcanoes despite having a 
comparatively sparse seismic network. our results show clear evidence of mid-crustal magma storage 
beneath the depths of located volcanic seismicity. future work using similar approaches will enable 
an unprecedented comparative examination of magmatic systems beneath sparsely instrumented 
volcanoes globally.

Recent research on trans-crustal magmatic systems (TCMS) demonstrates the importance of relationships 
between temporally longer-lived zones of crystals, melt, and volatiles (“mush”) that extend throughout the crust, 
and comparatively ephemeral and depth-restricted magma reservoirs comprised primarily of eruptible melt1 in 
driving volcanic eruptions. A longstanding barrier to understanding these systems is the challenge of imaging 
the mid- to lower-crustal portions of TCMS1,2. Commonly-used approaches for detecting crustal magma reser-
voirs include analyses of volcanic seismicity, analyses of geodetic observations, and geochemical and petrological 
analyses of eruption products. Volcanic seismicity is linked to differential strain and pressure transfers related to 
magma and volatile movement in the crust and can either be similar to tectonic earthquakes (volcano-tectonic or 
VT events) or have primarily long period energy (LP events)3–7. Similarly, geodetic methods constrain locations 
of magma storage by measuring deformation associated with magma emplacement and movement within the 
crust, and are typically most sensitive to shallow magma storage regions8–10. Both methods are most sensitive to 
the results of magma movement; therefore, the absence of seismicity or geodetic deformation at volcanoes cannot 
be interpreted as the absence of stable magmatic (or mush) storage regions, limiting the ability of these techniques 
to provide information on comparatively stable volcanic systems. Geochemical and petrological approaches for 
assessing magma storage depths are most sensitive to the region of last storage in the crust prior to eruption11. In 
most volcanic arcs, the depth of final equilibration is located in the uppermost ten kilometers of crust12, obscuring 
the storage history in the mid- and lower-crust. These techniques also limit samples to that of erupted magma, 
ignoring the majority that is emplaced in the crust13,14.

Local and active seismic tomography are useful in characterizing crustal magma storage beneath volcanoes, 
as they are not necessarily tied to changes in stress or pressure related to crustal magma transport, or access 
to samples of erupted products. Recent results from high-density seismic deployments have revealed complex 
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three-dimensional magma storage regions with scales ranging from the upper few kilometers to the whole crust15–19.  
While there is promise for reliable local seismic tomography with modest numbers of instruments, these studies 
are still limited in their ability to image the full TCMS by the availability of local seismicity at mid–to–lower crus-
tal depths20–22. Recent developments in ambient noise tomography also show promise in imaging large magmatic 
complexes, however are limited by their resolution for imaging at smaller, individual volcanic systems23,24.

Here, we circumvent the limitations of local earthquake tomography by using P-to-s conversions of teleseismic 
earthquakes at the Moho, identified using receiver functions, as virtual sources to image the velocity structure 
of the lower crust beneath Cleveland volcano, Alaska. We present evidence of a narrow and vertically-extensive 
TCMS in the lower crust beneath this highly active open-system volcano. Specifically, our results require the pres-
ence of a low velocity zone with a minimum vertical extent of 10–17.5 km depth below sea level with a relatively 
small diameter <5 km. Furthermore, our novel approach now permits first-order seismic imaging of relatively 
small-scale features at sparsely-instrumented (<~10 seismometers) volcanoes worldwide.

Receiver functions as Synthetic Sources
The ability to constrain crustal thickness and velocity structure beneath individual seismic stations primar-
ily comes from the identification of conversions of teleseismic P-waves to S-waves at the Moho using receiver 
functions25. The difference in arrival time between the direct P-wave and the P-s Moho-converted phase can be 
migrated to depth if the crustal velocity structure is known. It is not uncommon to assume a laterally homogene-
ous crustal structure when performing such migrations, especially in the absence of independent constraints such 
as Rayleigh wave phase velocities26–29. However, in the presence of strong abrupt changes in seismic velocities 
within the crust, the apparent crustal thickness determined using a laterally homogeneous velocity model will 
become inconsistent as a function of Moho pierce point depending on the travel path of the converted wave30,31. 
It is precisely such an observation that has led us to use the differential travel time between the direct P-wave and 
the P-s converted wave beneath Cleveland volcano to examine crustal velocity structure. This technique circum-
vents the lack of deep seismicity that has been a significant limiting factor in the ability to use seismology to image 
mid–to–lower crustal structure beneath many volcanoes.

Data for this study were recorded by eight broadband seismometers deployed around Cleveland volcano that 
operated for at least a year (Fig. 1). Six of these stations were deployed as part of the NSF-funded Islands of 
the Four Mountains experiment between August 2015–July 201632. In addition, we analyze data from August 
2014 through September 2018 from two permanent Alaska Volcano Observatory (AVO) stations deployed at 
Cleveland volcano. We calculate receiver functions from both teleseismic P and PP arrivals recorded at all stations 
in the network (Fig. 1).

Moho depth versus crustal velocity. Receiver functions around Cleveland volcano show clear arrivals of 
crustal phases within the first 6 s that we interpret as P-s conversions from the Moho. However, we observe vari-
ations in the converted Moho arrival times of up to ~2 seconds depending on the path of the P-s converted wave 
between the Moho and the station (Fig. 2).

To investigate the cause of this arrival time variation, we determine the difference between the direct P-wave 
arrival time and the P-s converted wave arrival time to calculate the travel time of the S-wave through the crust. 
We then calculate a) the depth to the scattering discontinuity (varying depth to Moho) assuming a fixed crustal 

Figure 1. Seismic station map. Dark blue circles are permanent Alaska Volcano Observatory (AVO) broadband 
seismic stations operating since 2014. Light blue are broadband stations that operated for twelve months. Tan 
are broadband stations that operated for one month. Top inset: Location of study region in the Aleutian island 
arc. Bottom inset: Locations of teleseismic earthquakes used for receiver functions (black dots) relative to study 
area (red star). Earthquake information is given in Table S1. The software package GMT57 (version 5.4; generic-
mapping-tools.org) has been used to produce the figure using GMRT58 topography data.
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seismic shear velocity (3.7 km/sec) and b) the average seismic velocity between the pierce point of the converted 
S-wave and the station assuming a fixed crustal thickness (30 km) (Fig. 3). Prior results suggest an average crustal 
P-wave velocity of 6.5 km/s33, and S-wave velocity of 3.7 km/s, or Vp/Vs of 1.7634–36. We assume a Moho depth of 
30 km, based on a best-fit to our Ps Moho conversions for ray paths away from the volcanic edifice. This Moho 
depth is shallower than previous results averaged for the whole Aleutian arc (~35 km34), possibly indicative of 
small-scale variability in Moho depth in the Aleutians.

If crustal velocities are kept constant, the range in crustal thicknesses required by the variable arrival times 
would need to vary between 20 and 50 km depth beneath the 20 km × 20 km region surrounding Cleveland 
Volcano (Fig. 3a). Given the proximity of pierce points with different scattered wave arrival times, crustal thick-
nesses would be required to vary by as much as 20 km over distances of less than 5 km horizontally. While Moho 
depth variability on the order of 20 km is observed in other volcanic regions37, it is over distances of hundreds of 
kilometers and is less spatially random than in our observations.
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Figure 2. Example receiver functions. (a) Station CLES (top) located to the east of the Cleveland edifice. 
(b) Station IFM06 (bottom) located to the west of the edifice. For both, black indicates positive arrivals, grey 
indicates negative. Red and blue lines indicate picked Moho Ps arrivals for late and early lag times, respectively. 
(c) Back azimuthal variation in the picked arrival times. Gray circles indicate seismometers, with CLES and 
IFM06 labeled. Red and blue shaded regions indicate the back azimuthal ranges for the late and early arrivals at 
left; late arrivals (red) consistently point back towards the volcanic edifice, and early arrivals point away. Small 
circles indicate local VT seismicity colored by depth below sea level40. The software package M_Map59 (version 
1.4; www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/map.html) has been used to produce the figure using GMRT58 topography data.
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Figure 3. Comparison between two end-member models for Ps lag time. (a) Variation in Moho depth needed 
to explain Ps variation. Colored dots show the Moho depth estimated for each receiver function, plotted at the 
pierce point of the ray path through the Moho. (b) Variation in average crustal shear velocity needed to explain 
Ps variation. Colored lines show the estimated crustal Vs for each receiver function, plotted along its crustal ray 
path. Grey circles indicate seismometers. The software package M_Map59 (version 1.4; www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/
map.html) has been used to produce the figure using GMRT58 topography data.
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Alternatively, if the Moho depth is kept constant at an average depth of 30 km, shear wave velocities would 
need to vary from ~2.8 to 4 km/s (Fig. 3b) to explain arrival time variability. The distribution of velocities is 
bimodal; ray paths crossing the volcanic edifice are distributed around a shear velocity of ~3.3 km/s, while ray 
paths not crossing the edifice are centered around a shear velocity of ~3.9 km/s. This range in shear wave velocities 
is similar to velocities observed in other volcanic settings such as the Taupo volcanic region38, Iceland37, Mt. Aso39, 
and Akutan34. Therefore, while it is likely that both the crustal thickness and the shear wave velocities beneath 
Cleveland volcano vary, the dominant contributing factor to the offset in converted-wave arrival times must be 
variations in shear wave velocity.

Depth extent of low crustal shear velocities. Forward modeling approach. To constrain the vertical 
extent of the region of slow shear velocities observed for crustal ray paths crossing beneath the volcanic edifice, we 
calculate predicted travel times for converted waves through a series of velocity models with fixed crustal thick-
ness that contain a cylindrical low velocity zone (LVZ) centered beneath the edifice. The radius of the cylinder 
is 2.5 km based on the lateral extent of the well-located volcano-tectonic (VT) earthquakes, which form a tight 
cluster beneath the edifice40 (Fig. 4a). A cylinder with a smaller radius does not explain the observations as well, 
while a larger radius significantly affects the ray paths away from the edifice that do not show evidence of slow 
crustal shear velocities (see Supplemental Information).

We allow the top and bottom of the LVZ to vary at intervals of 2.5 km through 30 km crust. All depths are 
defined below sea level. We then test three separate suites of LVZ models, each with different values of Vs within 
the LVZ (2 km/s, 2.5 km/s, and 3 km/s) in order to investigate trade-offs with LVZ height and location. Outside of 
the LVZ, Vs is fixed at 3.7 km/s, consistent with prior regional seismic studies33–35. New local seismic tomography 
results agree with these regional parameters, although they are primarily sensitive to the upper ~10 km of crust41. 
Uncertainties in the parameters used to describe the baseline crust do not significantly affect our analysis, since 
we focus primarily on the velocity differences between the baseline and the crust beneath the edifice. We only 
investigate the variation of Vs in the LVZ, leaving crustal Vp constant throughout our study region. P-to-s receiver 
functions are primarily sensitive to crustal shear velocity, and magmatic features typically affect Vs significantly 
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Figure 4. Forward model setup. (a) Location of cylindrical LVZ (red), VT seismicity (colored circles), and 
seismic stations (grey circles). (b) Residual Ps lag times for ray paths that pass through the region where the 
cylindrical LVZ is defined for the baseline model. Negative values indicate that the predicted lag time is earlier 
than the observed lag time. (c) Profile of the velocity model with baseline velocities for crust and Moho (beige 
and green regions), as well as the LVZ (red). Dashed red lines through the LVZ indicate 2.5 km intervals, and 
opacity indicates number of rays (indicated in white) that intersect the LVZ within each depth section. The 
software package M_Map59 (version 1.4; www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/map.html) has been used to produce the figure 
using GMRT58 topography data.
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more than Vp21,42, so only varying crustal Vs is a reasonable first order approximation. We define a baseline model 
that does not include an LVZ in the crust for comparison to the modeling results (Fig. 4b).

For each velocity model, we calculate the predicted lag time of converted Ps phase after the initial P-wave by 
ray tracing the converted wave from the station back to the pierce point of the Moho, and compare that to the 
observed lag time of the Ps phase. To focus only on those rays sampling the crust beneath the volcanic edifice, 
we calculate predicted lag times for the baseline model and for a full-crustal-thickness LVZ; only the 72 receiver 
functions with differing predicted lag times between these two models are included in subsequent calculations. 
This approach identifies the subset of ray paths that could be affected by the LVZ, allowing us to focus on structure 
in the region of seismicity. For each model test, this same set of receiver functions is used to evaluate misfit, even 
if some ray paths no longer cross the LVZ (e.g. pass above or below it when it is not the full crustal column). We 
define the misfit for each model as the root-mean-square (RMS) of the residual between the observed and pre-
dicted Ps lag time. The RMS misfit for the baseline model for this subset of receiver functions is 1.67 sec/ray. The 
RMS misfits for the full crustal column LVZ for 2 km/s, 2.5 km/s, and 3 km/s are 3.91 s/ray, 1.55 s/ray, and 0.74 s/
ray respectively.

Mid- to deep-crustal low shear velocities. Figure 5 shows the RMS misfits of the models tested in this study. 
The best-fit models for the three shear velocity values tested indicate a region of significantly reduced velocities 
between, at a minimum, 10–17.5 km depth. Because there are trade-offs between Vs and depth, the different 
velocities indicate different, but overlapping, depth ranges for the best fitting LVZ. For Vs = 2.0 km/s, the best fit 
LVZ extends from 10–17.5 km depth with a misfit of 0.65 s/ray, for Vs = 2.5 km/s, it extends from 7.5–20 km depth 
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Figure 5. Modeling results for a columnar LVZ. (a–c) Misfits for models with an LVZ of a constant thickness 
(a), 7.5 km; (b) 12.5 km; (c) 30 km) for each depth range and Vs combination. The y-axis indicates the depth 
extent of the LVZ and x-axis indicates the average misfit for a particular model, bar color indicates Vs, and 
bar thickness indicates the number of rays that pass through the LVZ at a particular depth. The misfit for the 
baseline model is shown for comparison; note the change in misfit axis in the bottom plot. (d–f) Profile showing 
the best fit model for each of the three Vs values. (g–i) Ps lag time residuals for the best fit model (d–f) for all ray 
paths that intersect the LVZ at any depth. The software package M_Map59 (version 1.4; www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/
map.html) has been used to produce the figure using GMRT58 topography data.
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with a misfit of 0.66 s/ray, and for Vs = 3 km/s it extends from 0–30 km depth with a misfit of 0.74 s/ray (Fig. 5). 
These misfits are improvements of 61%, 60%, and 56% respectively over the baseline model.

Model resolution. The sampling distribution of rays at different depths within the defined cylindrical LVZ pro-
vides insight into the resolution of our method. Figure 4c shows the possible number of rays sampling each 2.5 km 
depth bin for Vs = 3 km/s and assuming full crustal thickness. Only 29 of 72 rays sample the crust at or above 
the depth of the VT seismicity (~7.5 km), and there are almost no ray paths in the very shallow crust (<5 km). 
Therefore, improvements to the travel time misfit must be due, at least in part, to decreases in velocity below these 
depths. This result does not indicate the definitive absence of slow velocities directly beneath the edifice at shallow 
depths, but rather that our dataset is not sensitive to this region and a deeper source of slow velocities is required 
to explain the observations. Similarly, few rays pass through the deep crust (>25 km), although this is dependent 
on the velocity of the LVZ. Since the majority of the ray paths traverse the LVZ from 12.5–17.5 km depth (Fig. 4c), 
we expect the average residuals to be especially sensitive to velocity changes in this depth range, which is in line 
with the preferred depth range results (Fig. 5).

A simple cylindrical LVZ does not entirely account for all observations of anomalous Ps lag times in the 
receiver functions (Fig. 6a). Using the model with an LVZ of Vs = 2.5 km/s from 7.5–20 km as an example, the 
average misfit including all ray paths, not just those that pass under the edifice, is 0.90 s/ray. This is a 29% improve-
ment from the baseline for all rays; ~40% of ray paths have residuals within 0.5 s of the observed lag times in the 
positive or negative direction while only ~30% have residuals <−1 s. The remaining ray paths with residuals <−1 
s are not randomly distributed in space; they approximately form a perimeter around the volcanic edifice, with 
the exception of the southwest region of the island (Fig. 6b). This may point to an irregularly shaped crustal LVZ 
beneath Cleveland volcano, potentially elongated NW-SE, consistent with the regional crustal stress field in this 
segment of the arc43. Similar patterns exist for the best fit models for assumed Vs of 2 and 3 km/s. These obser-
vations indicate the potential for using receiver function analyses to constrain more irregularly-shaped velocity 
anomalies.

Discussion
implications for mid-crustal magma storage. Our results demonstrate clearly that a low velocity zone 
beneath Cleveland volcano is required by the data, and that the most likely location of that LVZ is within the 
mid-crust (~10–20 km depth). The best fitting models have velocities of 2 or 2.5 km/sec, representing a decrease 
of 32– 46% over the defined average velocity outside of the LVZ. Given our tests, a shear velocity of 3 km/s can be 
considered an approximate maximum value for the LVZ since it requires a full crustal thickness column, which 
is still a 19% reduction in shear velocity. Following the approach used at other volcanic systems, the shear veloc-
ities of 2, 2.5, and 3 km/s are consistent with ~23, 16, and 8% melt fraction respectively44; however, relationships 
between seismic velocity and melt can be complicated by parameters such as melt connectivity and volatile con-
tent45–48. Nevertheless, these values are outside the range of global crustal shear velocities49,50, and are similar to 
observations interpreted as melt and/or fluids in other magmatic systems17,39,51. Therefore, we interpret the LVZ 
as a region of crustal magma storage beneath Cleveland volcano.

Furthermore, a qualitative examination of the receiver functions suggests a more vertically extensive storage 
region as opposed to a sharply bounded sill or lens-like structure. Receiver functions that pass under the edifice 
at Cleveland do not contain widespread evidence of additional arrivals distinct from the initial P-wave or Moho 
Ps conversion that would indicate mid-crustal discontinuities (see Supplemental Information). This lack of addi-
tional arrivals suggests that the mid-crustal LVZ is not defined by sharp horizontal boundaries at its top and 

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8
-8

-6

-4

-2

0

2

4

6

N
or

th
 fr

om
 V

ol
ca

no
 (

km
)

East from Volcano (km)

-2 -1 0 1 2
Residual (s)

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8

East from Volcano (km)

-2 -1 0 1 2
Residual (s)

ba

Figure 6. Model fit for all ray paths. (a) Ps lag time residuals for all ray paths with an LVZ extending from 7.5–
20 km depth and Vs = 2.5 km/s. (b) Ps lag time residuals for the same model showing only ray paths with <−1 
s residual. The software package M_Map59 (version 1.4; www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/map.html) has been used to 
produce the figure using GMRT58 topography data.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0


7Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1780  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

base, and is instead more likely a vertically-elongated low-velocity zone beneath Cleveland volcano, indicative 
of a vertically extensive TCMS similar to what would expected for a “mush”-rich crust1. This implies that the low 
velocities do not represent recently injected dikes that have yet to thermally equilibrate with the surrounding host 
rock, and instead may indicate a longer-lived, more stable system. Cleveland volcano is one of the most active 
Aleutian volcanoes with frequent gas emissions, explosions and ash deposits52,53; however, with the exception 
of a brief swarm shallow seismicity recorded in 2015 there is no evidence of deformation. The TCMS extends 
significantly below all located VT seismicity, suggesting that it facilitates magma movement throughout the crust 
without significant differential strain or brittle failure that would lead to episodes of seismicity4, consistent with 
expectations for a well-developed open system volcanic conduit.

Along-arc comparisons. This vertically extensive TCMS beneath Cleveland volcano significantly differs 
with observations from a similar dataset at nearby Akutan volcano34, where receiver functions traversing beneath 
the edifice contained a clear additional arrival prior to the Moho Ps conversion, while the travel time for the 
Moho P-s converted phase did not vary substantially. The Akutan observations are best explained with a relatively 
thin LVZ, ~1–3 km thick, with sharp boundaries at the top and base and located only between ~7–11 km depth 
beneath the entire island, consistent with laterally extensive and shallow VT seismicity54. Abundant deep LP seis-
micity is also recorded at Akutan55, and is interpreted as reflecting discrete episodes of magma transport rather 
than continuous flux through the deep crust54. Additional constraints on magmatic structure using traditional 
seismic tomographic techniques beneath Aleutian volcanoes include magma storage at ~7 km depth beneath 
Makushin54, and a TCMS at Mt. Spurr42. These examples, while not comprehensive, begin to demonstrate the 
variability in magmatic structures beneath volcanoes in a single volcanic arc motivating the need for future sys-
tematic arc-transect studies sensitive to the whole crust.

conclusions
Our technique of using Ps Moho conversions from receiver functions as virtual sources allows first-order imaging 
of the entire crust beneath sparsely-instrumented volcanoes. It is not dependent on the presence of deep seis-
micity, allowing imaging of relatively stable or dormant systems that do not currently have deep crustal activity. 
It is also able to image gradational seismic variation in the crust, as well as more abrupt sill like structures more 
traditionally imaged with receiver function techniques. This versatility and relatively low instrument investment 
of this technique allows for more flexibility in imaging many different types of volcanic settings, facilitating future 
comparative volcanology studies as opposed to traditional in-depth “lab-volcano” style experiments. Finally, we 
suggest that application of our approach to existing volcano-seismic data sets may help to guide the location and 
network design for more extensive seismic deployments aimed at full tomographic inversions for 3D velocity 
structure at these key “lab-volcanoes” worldwide.

Methods
Receiver function calculation. We calculate receiver functions from both teleseismic P and PP arrivals 
from earthquakes that occurred between 20–100° and 90–180° from Cleveland volcano respectively. For the 
temporary station data, we examine the P arrivals from earthquakes Mw ≥ 5.5 to maximize the number of earth-
quakes recorded during the deployment. For the permanent AVO stations we only examine P arrivals from earth-
quakes Mw ≥ 6.5. For all stations, we use Mw ≥ 6.5 for teleseismic PP arrivals. Seismic waveforms are visually 
inspected for teleseismic arrivals prior to calculating the receiver functions. Few earthquakes with Mw < 6.5 had 
clear arrivals on the temporary array; therefore, it is unlikely their inclusion would significantly improve back-az-
imuthal coverage at the two permanent stations.

We use the time iterative deconvolution method56 to calculate receiver functions. Prior to deconvolution 
the data are windowed from 10 seconds prior to and 90 seconds after the P or PP arrival, and high-pass filtered 
at 0.07 Hz. A low-pass (0.5 Hz) Gaussian filter is applied in the deconvolution. Receiver functions are visually 
inspected and those with a negative direct P-wave arrival (which should be positive) or an unclear Moho Ps 
arrival are discarded. After quality control, the permanent AVO stations provide ~60 receiver functions, while the 
temporary sites deployed for the full year provide ~30 receiver functions. Sites that operated for less than a month 
provide fewer than 5 receiver functions, but are still included in our analysis.

Received: 23 November 2019; Accepted: 17 January 2020;
Published: xx xx xxxx

References
 1. Cashman, K. V., Sparks, R. S. J. & Blundy, J. D. Vertically extensive and unstable magmatic systems: A unified view of igneous 

processes. Science 355, eaag3055 (2017).
 2. Larsen, J. F. Unraveling the diversity in arc volcanic eruption styles: Examples from the Aleutian volcanic arc, Alaska. J. Volcanol. 

Geotherm. Res. 327, 643–668 (2016).
 3. Toda, S. & Matsumura, S. Spatio-temporal stress states estimated from seismicity rate changes in the Tokai region, central Japan. 

Tectonophysics 417, 53–68 (2006).
 4. Roman, D. C. & Cashman, K. V. The origin of volcano-tectonic earthquake swarms. Geology 34, 457–460 (2006).
 5. Chouet, B. A. & Matoza, R. S. A multi-decadal view of seismic methods for detecting precursors of magma movement and eruption. 

J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 252, 108–175 (2013).
 6. Shapiro, N. M. et al. Deep and shallow long-period volcanic seismicity linked by fluid-pressure transfer. Nat. Geosci. 10, 442–445 

(2017).
 7. Glasgow, M. E., Schmandt, B. & Hansen, S. M. Upper crustal low-frequency seismicity at Mount St. Helens detected with a dense 

geophone array. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 358, 329–341 (2018).
 8. Poland, M., Hamburger, M. & Newman, A. The changing shapes of active volcanoes: History, evolution, and future challenges for 

volcano geodesy. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 150, 1–13 (2006).
 9. Sigmundsson, F. et al. Intrusion triggering of the 2010 Eyjafjallajökull explosive eruption. Nature 468, 426–430 (2010).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0


8Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1780  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 10. Fernández, J., Pepe, A., Poland, M. P. & Sigmundsson, F. Volcano Geodesy: Recent developments and future challenges. J. Volcanol. 
Geotherm. Res. 344, 1–12 (2017).

 11. Plank, T., Kelley, K. A., Zimmer, M. M., Hauri, E. H. & Wallace, P. J. Why do mafic arc magmas contain ~4wt% water on average? 
Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 364, 168–179 (2013).

 12. Chaussard, E. & Amelung, F. Regional controls on magma ascent and storage in volcanic arcs. Geochem. Geophys. Geosystems 15, 
1407–1418 (2014).

 13. Crisp, J. A. Rates of magma emplacement and volcanic output. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 20, 177–211 (1984).
 14. Annen, C., Blundy, J. D., Leuthold, J. & Sparks, R. S. J. Construction and evolution of igneous bodies: Towards an integrated 

perspective of crustal magmatism. Lithos 230, 206–221 (2015).
 15. Spica, Z., Perton, M. & Legrand, D. Anatomy of the Colima volcano magmatic system, Mexico. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 459, 1–13 

(2017).
 16. Patanè, D. et al. The shallow magma chamber of Stromboli Volcano (Italy). Geophys. Res. Lett. 44, 6589–6596 (2017).
 17. Kiser, E., Levander, A., Zelt, C., Schmandt, B. & Hansen, S. Focusing of melt near the top of the Mount St. Helens (USA) magma 

reservoir and its relationship to major volcanic eruptions. Geology 46, 775–778 (2018).
 18. Widiyantoro, S. et al. Seismic imaging and petrology explain highly explosive eruptions of Merapi Volcano, Indonesia. Sci. Rep. 8, 

1–7 (2018).
 19. Heath, B. A. et al. Tectonism and Its Relation to Magmatism Around Santorini Volcano From Upper Crustal P Wave Velocity. J. 

Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 124, 10610–10629 (2019).
 20. Koulakov, I. et al. Unrest of the Udina volcano in Kamchatka inferred from the analysis of seismicity and seismic tomography. J. 

Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 379, 45–59 (2019).
 21. Koulakov, I. et al. Rapid changes in magma storage beneath the Klyuchevskoy group of volcanoes inferred from time-dependent 

seismic tomography. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 263, 75–91 (2013).
 22. García, M. A., Vargas, C. A. & Koulakov, I. Y. Local Earthquake Tomography of the Nevado del Huila Volcanic Complex (Colombia): 

Magmatic and Tectonic Interactions in a Volcanic-Glacier Complex System. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 124, 1688–1699 (2019).
 23. Jiang, C., Schmandt, B., Farrell, J., Lin, F.-C. & Ward, K. M. Seismically anisotropic magma reservoirs underlying silicic calderas. 

Geology 46, 727–730 (2018).
 24. Jaxybulatov, K. et al. A large magmatic sill complex beneath the Toba caldera. Science 346, 617–619 (2014).
 25. Langston, C. A. The effect of planar dipping structure on source and receiver responses for constant ray parameter. Bull. Seismol. Soc. 

Am. 67, 1029–1050 (1977).
 26. Zhu, L. & Kanamori, H. Moho depth variation in southern California from teleseismic receiver functions. J. Geophys. Res. Solid 

Earth 105, 2969–2980 (2000).
 27. Sheehan, A. F., Abers, G. A., Jones, C. H. & Lerner-Lam, A. L. Crustal thickness variations across the Colorado Rocky Mountains 

from teleseismic receiver functions. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 100, 20391–20404 (1995).
 28. Ammon, C. J., Randall, G. E. & Zandt, G. On the nonuniqueness of receiver function inversions. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 95, 

15303–15318 (1990).
 29. Julià, J., Ammon, C. J., Herrmann, R. B. & Correig, A. M. Joint inversion of receiver function and surface wave dispersion 

observations. Geophys. J. Int 143, 99–112 (2000).
 30. Cassidy, J. F. Numerical experiments in broadband receiver function analysis. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 82, 1453–1474 (1992).
 31. Savage, M. K. Lower crustal anisotropy or dipping boundaries? Effects on receiver functions and a case study in New Zealand. J. 

Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 103, 15069–15087 (1998).
 32. Roman, D. C. Islands of the Four Mountains 2015-16. International Federation of Digital Seismograph Networks https://doi.

org/10.7914/SN/Y2_2015 (2015).
 33. Shillington, D. J., Avendonk, H. J. A. V., Holbrook, W. S., Kelemen, P. B. & Hornbach, M. J. Composition and structure of the central 

Aleutian island arc from arc-parallel wide-angle seismic data. Geochem. Geophys. Geosystems 5 (2004).
 34. Janiszewski, H. A., Abers, G. A., Shillington, D. J. & Calkins, J. A. Crustal structure along the Aleutian island arc: New insights from 

receiver functions constrained by active-source data. Geochem. Geophys. Geosystems 14, 2977–2992 (2013).
 35. Abers, G. A. Three-dimensional inversion of regional P and S arrival times in the East Aleutians and sources of subduction zone 

gravity highs. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 99, 4395–4412 (1994).
 36. Shillington, D. J., Avendonk, H. J. A. V., Behn, M. D., Kelemen, P. B. & Jagoutz, O. Constraints on the composition of the Aleutian 

arc lower crust from VP/VS. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 2579–2584 (2013).
 37. Darbyshire, F. A. et al. Crustal structure of central and northern Iceland from analysis of teleseismic receiver functions. Geophys. J. 

Int. 143, 163–184 (2000).
 38. Bannister, S., Bryan, C. J. & Bibby, H. M. Shear wave velocity variation across the Taupo Volcanic Zone, New Zealand, from receiver 

function inversion. Geophys. J. Int. 159, 291–310 (2004).
 39. Abe, Y. et al. Low-velocity zones in the crust beneath Aso caldera, Kyushu, Japan, derived from receiver function analyses. J. Geophys. 

Res. Solid Earth 122, 2013–2033 (2017).
 40. Power, J. A., Roman, D. C., Lyons, J. J. & Haney, M. M. Seismic Observations of Mount Cleveland, Alaska, a Frequently Active 

Volcano in the Central Aleutian Arc. Presented at the IAVCEI General Assembly, Portland, OR, (2017).
 41. Haney, M. M., Lyons, J. J., Power, J. A. & Roman, D. C. Moment Tensors of Small Vulcanian Explosions at Mount Cleveland, Alaska. 

presented at the AGU Fall meeting, San Francisco, CA (2019).
 42. Koulakov, I., West, M. & Izbekov, P. Fluid ascent during the 2004–2005 unrest at Mt. Spurr inferred from seismic tomography. 

Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 4579–4582 (2013).
 43. Nakamura, K., Jacob, K. H. & Davies, J. N. Volcanoes as possible indicators of tectonic stress orientation — Aleutians and Alaska. 

Pure Appl. Geophys. 115, 87–112 (1977).
 44. Chu, R., Helmberger, D. V., Sun, D., Jackson, J. M. & Zhu, L. Mushy magma beneath Yellowstone. Geophys. Res. Lett. 37, (2010).
 45. Takei, Y. Effect of pore geometry on VP/VS: From equilibrium geometry to crack. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 107, ECV 6-1-ECV 

6-12 (2002).
 46. Takei, Y. & Holtzman, B. K. Viscous constitutive relations of solid-liquid composites in terms of grain boundary contiguity: 1. Grain 

boundary diffusion control model. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 114, (2009).
 47. Caricchi, L., Burlini, L. & Ulmer, P. Propagation of P and S-waves in magmas with different crystal contents: Insights into the 

crystallinity of magmatic reservoirs. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 178, 740–750 (2008).
 48. Ueki, K. & Iwamori, H. Density and seismic velocity of hydrous melts under crustal and upper mantle conditions. Geochem. 

Geophys. Geosystems 17, 1799–1814 (2016).
 49. Christensen, N. I. & Mooney, W. D. Seismic velocity structure and composition of the continental crust: A global view. J. Geophys. 

Res. Solid Earth 100, 9761–9788 (1995).
 50. Brocher, T. M. Empirical Relations between Elastic Wavespeeds and Density in the Earth’s Crust. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 95, 

2081–2092 (2005).
 51. Flinders, A. F. & Shen, Y. Seismic evidence for a possible deep crustal hot zone beneath Southwest Washington. Sci. Rep. 7, 1–10 

(2017).
 52. Werner, C. et al. Magmatic degassing, lava dome extrusion, and explosions from Mount Cleveland volcano, Alaska, 2011–2015: 

Insight into the continuous nature of volcanic activity over multi-year timescales. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 337, 98–110 (2017).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0
https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/Y2_2015
https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/Y2_2015


9Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1780  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 53. Herrick, J. A., Neal, C. A., Cameron, C. E., Dixon, J. P. & McGimsey, R. G. 2012 volcanic activity in Alaska: Dummary of events and 
response of the Alaska Volcano Observatory. 92 http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20145160 (2014).

 54. Syracuse, E. M., Maceira, M., Zhang, H. & Thurber, C. H. Seismicity and structure of Akutan and Makushin Volcanoes, Alaska, 
using joint body and surface wave tomography. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 120, 1036–1052 (2015).

 55. Power, J. A., Stihler, S. D., White, R. A. & Moran, S. C. Observations of deep long-period (DLP) seismic events beneath Aleutian arc 
volcanoes; 1989–2002. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 138, 243–266 (2004).

 56. Ligorría, J. P. & Ammon, C. J. Iterative deconvolution and receiver-function estimation. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 89, 1395–1400 
(1999).

 57. Wessel, P., Smith, W. H. F., Scharroo, R., Luis, J. & Wobbe, F. Generic Mapping Tools: Improved Version Released. Eos. Trans. Am. 
Geophys. Union 94, 409–410 (2013).

 58. Ryan, W. B. F. et al. Global Multi-Resolution Topography synthesis. Geochem. Geophys. Geosystems 10 (2009).
 59. Pawlowicz, R. M_Map. M_Map: A mapping package for MATLAB www.eoas.ubc.ca/~rich/map.html (2019).

Acknowledgements
This work was supported by the NSF GeoPRISMS program [grant EAR-1456939 to DCR] and the Alaska 
Volcano Observatory. We are grateful to George Rains, Dan Leary, and the crew of the Maritime Maid/Maritime 
Helicopters for field support over two seasons. This is SOEST contribution number 10893. Data availability–All 
seismic data are archived at the Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology (IRIS) Data Management 
Center (https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/Y2_2015; https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/AV).

Author contributions
D.C.R. obtained funding and completed field work for the seismic station deployment. H.A.J., mentored by L.S.W. 
and D.C.R., carried out data analysis, and interpretation. H.A.J., L.S.W. and D.C.R. all contributed to manuscript 
preparation.

competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information is available for this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0.
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to H.A.J.
Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.
Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2020

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0
http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20145160
https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/Y2_2015
https://doi.org/10.7914/SN/AV
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58589-0
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Aseismic mid-crustal magma reservoir at Cleveland Volcano imaged through novel receiver function analyses
	Receiver Functions as Synthetic Sources
	Moho depth versus crustal velocity. 
	Depth extent of low crustal shear velocities. 
	Forward modeling approach. 
	Mid- to deep-crustal low shear velocities. 
	Model resolution. 


	Discussion
	Implications for mid-crustal magma storage. 
	Along-arc comparisons. 

	Conclusions
	Methods
	Receiver function calculation. 

	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 Seismic station map.
	Figure 2 Example receiver functions.
	Figure 3 Comparison between two end-member models for Ps lag time.
	Figure 4 Forward model setup.
	Figure 5 Modeling results for a columnar LVZ.
	Figure 6 Model fit for all ray paths.




