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SUMMARY

Topography and gravity are geophysical fields whose jomtissical structure derives from
interface-loading processes modulated by the underlyiaghanics of isostatic and flexural
compensation in the shallow lithosphere. Under this duslssical-mechanistic viewpoint an
estimation problem can be formulated where the knowns gregi@phy and gravity and the
principal unknown the elastic flexural rigidity of the litjhere. In the guise of an equivalent
“effective elastic thickness”, this important, geogragatily varying, structural parameter has
been the subject of many interpretative studies, but pecisow well it is known or how best

it can be found from the data, abundant nonetheless, hasnmedneontentious and unresolved
throughoutthe last few decades of dedicated study. Thelaomethods whereby admittance or
coherence, both spectral measures of the relation betwaeitygand topography, are inverted
for the flexural rigidity, have revealed themselves to hagifficient power to independently
constrain both it and the additional unknown initial-laaglifraction and load-correlation fac-
tors, respectively. Solving this extremely ill-posed irsien problem leads to non-uniqueness
and is further complicated by practical considerationdhsagthe choice of regularizing data
tapers to render the analysis sufficiently selective bothérspatial and spectral domains. Here,
we rewrite the problem in a form amenable to maximum-likediti estimation theory, which
we show yields unbiased, minimum-variance estimates ofif@xigidity, initial-loading frac-
tion and load correlation, each of those separably resoltdlittle a posterioricorrelation
between their estimates. We are also able to separatelgathéare the isotropic spectral shape
of the initial-loading processes. Our procedure is welgzband computationally tractable for
the two-interface case. The resulting algorithm is vaédaby extensive simulations whose
behavior is well matched by an analytical theory with nunusrtests for its applicability to
real-world data examples.
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1 INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

With a remarkable series of papers, all entittecperimental Isostasyporman and Lewis heralded in an era of Fourier-based estimin
geophysics, using gravity and topography to study isostgyerimentally”, that is, without first assuming a partamumechanistic model
such as Airy or Pratt compensation (Dorman & Lewis 1970; IssvDorman| 1970a.b; Dorman & Lewis 1972). All three papersagm
essential reading for us today.

The first in the series introduced the basic point of view bycWlEarth is regarded as a linear time-invariant system hedihknown
“isostatic response” is the transfer function:

The linear system here is the earth: The input is the topduyyapr more precisely, the stress due to the topography agome imaginary surface, say sea
level, and the output is the gravity field due to the resultompensation(Dorman & Lewis 1970, p. 3360.)

In keeping with classical systems identification practaren their words through the fruits of linear mathematics, in particular,rh@nic
analysis and the convolution theord®orman & Lewis 1970, p. 3358), the recovery of the impulspomse practically suggested itself:

If the earth is linear in its response to the crustal loadirfgtlte topography, the response of the earth’s gravity fielthie loading can be represented as
the two-dimensional convolution of the topography witheheth’s isostatic response function. [...] Through trasrsfation into the frequency domain, the
convolution becomes multiplication, and one is led digetdlthe result that the isostatic response function is etuéte inverse transform of the quotient of
the transforms of the Bouguer gravity anomaly and the togpigy. (Dorman & Lewis 1970, p. 3357.)
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Contingent upon establishing the validity of the linearmsption in interpreting the data, subsequently, the isicstasponse function was
to be “inverted”, i.e. by computing thiensity changes at depth that would be required to fit therexpetally determined response function
(Dorman & Lewis 1970, p. 3361). However, due to various foohmeasurement, geological or modeling “noisglhe problems involved
in computing the inverse [...] of an experimentally detered function are formidabl¢gDorman & Lewis 1970, p. 3361), even when strictly
local compensation is assumed and the solution is, in glicinique.

The second paper (Lewis & Dorman 1970a,b) was devoted tosisny the numerous geophysical and numerical strategiesich
the least-squares inversion of the experimentally denresgonse can be accomplished at all. Broadly speaking theslve any or all of
(a) modification of the data, e.g. by windowing prior to Featransformation, (b) modification of the recovered resgoe.g. by averaging,
smoothing, or limiting the frequency interval of intergs), conditioning of the unknown density profile, e.g. by es@xpansion or imposing
hard bounds, and (d) stabilizing the inversion, e.g. byatten, frequency weighting, or the addition of minim#mnorm constraints on the
density profile. As a result, many possible local densityifg®can be found that “explain”, in thlg sense, the observed response curves, and
an appeal has to be made to independent outside informat@prfrom seismology and geodynamics, to make the finalsefe®kegardless
of the ultimate outcome of this exercise in deciding overalhilepth the compensating mass anomalies occur, the mgdeticedure
allows for the computation of the so-called “isostatic aatyh The latter is thereby defined as that portion of theatioh in the observed
terrestrial gravity field that cannot be explained by théedénce in measurement position on or above the refereraid @ehich leads to
the free-air anomaly), nor of the anomalous mass contaiméigei topography above the reference geoid (hence the Boagoenaly) —
but, most importantly, also not by the assumption of a linsastatic compensation mechanism, at whichever depthwever regionally
this is being accommodated (Lambeck 1988; Blakely 19951424101 | Turcotte & Schubert 2002; Hofmann-Wellenhof & Mn2006).

In their third and final paper_(Dorman & Lewis 1972) the authemployed Backus & Gilbert (1970) theory to obtain and jtetr
the result of the inversion of isostatic response functiopsvay of depth-averaging kernels rather than solving fatigalar profiles,
which had shown considerable non-uniqueness and possilplgysical oscillations. But even admitting that only lézedl averages of
the anomalous density structure could be considered knthenauthors concluded that the available data called focdnepensation of
terrestrial topography by density variations down to asi&®0 km depth, i.e. involving not only Earth’s crust butels mantle.

If in these papers the main objective was to make isostatimafy maps and to recover local density variations at dep#xplain the
cause of isostasy where possible, to do the latter reliaglyraents needed to be made timblve the strength of the crust and upper mantle
(Lewis & Dorman 1970a, p. 3371). In practice, this led thehatd to decide thathe constitution of the earth is such that it is at least able
to support mass anomalies of wavelengths equal to the depthieh they occuiLewis & Dorman 1970a, p. 3383). Thtontradictio in
terminis (it is no longer a strictly local point of view) was the veryeothat led Vening Meinesz (1931) to argue against the hygethef
Airy and Pratt: strength implies lateral transfer of strebich is incompatible with the tenets of local isostasy (lbeak 1988 Watts 2001).

Following a similar line of reasoning in replacing local bggional compensation mechanisms, McKenzie & Bowin (197&) a
Banks et al.|(1977) presented a new theoretical framewonwliigh the observed admittance, indeed the ratio of Fouldenain gravity
anomalies to topography (Karher 1982), could be intergrgtéerms of a regional compensation mechanism that ingdbexure of a thin
(compared to the wavelength of the deformation) elastitepla “lithosphere” defined in its response to long-term, gsosed to seismic
stresses) overlying an inviscid mantle (an “asthenospheagain referring to its behavior over long time scales). INlger was the lo-
cal density structure the driving objective of the invensi the isostatic response curve, but rather the thicknesswhich the density
anomalies could plausibly occur, assuming a certain Iigithantle density. This subversion of the question how tbdsgslain gravity and
topography data became the now dominant quest for the diegion of the flexural rigidity or strengtt), of the lithosphere thus defined.
The theory of plates and shells (Timoshenko & Woinowskyekiein 1959) could then be applied to transiBténto the “effective” elastic
plate thicknessT., upon the further assumption of a Young’s modulus and Pnoissatio. A tripartite study entitleén analysis of isostasy
in the world’s oceangWatts 1978; Cochrén 1979; Detrick & Watts 1979) went ardtinedglobe characterizirifi. in a plate-tectonic context.
Subsequent additions to the theory involved a few chang#dsetphysics of how deformation was treated, e.g. by conisigehat the iso-
static response may be anisotropic (Stephenson & BealirB8f) ltaking into account non-linear elasticity and firataplitude topography
(Ribe[198R), visco-elasticity and erosional feedbackseg®enson 1984), and updating the force balance to inclsdelaeral, tectonic,
stresses (Stephenson & Lambeck 1985). None of these ceatsinhs changed the basic premise. With the methodologgffective elastic
thickness determination firmly established, the way waggdor its rheological interpretation (e.g. McNutt & Mendr@i82; McNutt 1984;
Burov & Diament 1995).

A first hint that not all was well in the community came whemster function theory was applied to measure the strengtheof
continents. McNutt & Parker (19/78) concluded from admitganalysis that, on the whole, Australia (an old continemg)ht not have any
strength, and would thus be in complete local isostaticlégisim. On the contrary, Zuber etial. (1989) concluded amlihisis of coherence
analysis that the Australian continental effective etatiickness well exceeded 100 km. This apparent contradiatias found despite
the observed admittance and coherence being merely differemmaries” of gravity and topography: spectral ratiat both estimate the
underlying isostatic transfer function. At least part af thscrepancy could be ascribed to the treatment of sulzsuidads in the formulation
of the forward model (Forsyith 1985). With Bechtel et ial. (19%nd numerous others after them, these authors led the@eade in which a
“thick” (greater than 100 km) continental lithosphere wapased. Then, McKenzie & Fairhead (1997) started a dedadaléng effective
arguments for “thin” continents (no more than 25 km), a aoversial position with many ramifications (Jackson 2002xd91& Watts 2005)
that was hotly contested and remains so today (Banks|et@l;Bwain & Kirby 2003bj; McKenzie 2008, 2010).

Three developments happened on the way to the current stiitesound arguments made on both sides of the debate. imyert
coherence between Bouguer gravity and topography yieldieterr lithospheres than working with the admittance betwéhe free-air
gravity and the topography. There was discussion over gatrtrent of “buried loads” and how to solve for the subsuraesurface loading
ratio. Finally, there were arguments over the best way byclid form spectral estimates of either admittance or coloereAmong
others, Pérez-Gussinyé et al. (2004), Pérez-Gussgingatts (2005) and Kirby & Swaln (2009) provided some rectiation by making
estimates of effective elastic thickness that were baselootim free-air admittance and Bouguer coherence, respéctivhey argued the
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equivalence of the results when either method was appliead “tonsistent” formulation, taking into account the finiténdow size of
any patch of available data. Still, large differences reradj experiments on synthetic data showed significant lidsage variance,
and a clear consensus failed to arise. Macariolet al. (19@8Kenzi¢ (2003) and Kirby & Swain (2009) investigated théeef of the
statistical correlation between surface and subsurfaagsloFor their part, Diament (1985), Lowry & Smith (1994)m8hs et al.[ (2000,
2003),. Ojeda & Whitman! (2002), Kirby & Swain (2004, 2008adnd| Audet & Mareschal (2007) focused on the spectral estmatf
admittance and coherence via maximum-entropy, multitapewavelet-based methods, and identified the spectralé#sge and variance
inherent in those. Much as the controversy involved theaggohl consequences of a thick versus a thin lithosphertb, avily gravity and
topography as the primary observations and no significar@rgénce in viewing the physics of the problem, that is, astt flexure
in a multilayered system, over time the arguments evolvéa andebate that was mostly about spectral analysis. Legastas fitting of
admittance and coherence functions, however determireth&come synonymous with the process of elastic-thiclaetesmination.

The appropriateness of using least squares is not sometidahgan be taken for granted but rather needs to be carefstlgssed, as
was pointed out early on in this contextlby Dorman & Lewis ZQBanks et al. (1977), Stephenson & Beaumont (1980) anel Ri®82),
which, however, also focused on other issues that have sawetved more attention. Admittance and coherence araststa”: functions
of the data with non-Gaussian distributions even if the da¢mselves are Gaussian (Munk & Cartwright 1966; Cartel 41973; Walden
1990; Thomson & Chavie 1991; Touzi & Lopes 1996; Touzi et aB9)9Estimators for flexural rigidity based on any given noetthave
their own distributions, though not necessarily ones withaatable form. Without knowledge of the joint propertidsadmittance- and
coherence-based estimators it is impossible to assessl#tive merits of any method for a given data set or true patanregime; with
current state-of-the-art understanding it is not evenrdfébe two methods are statistically inconsistent.

At this juncture this paper aims for a return to the basicsasking the question: “What information does the relatiotwieen gravity
and topography contain about the (isotropic) strength@gthastic lithosphere?” and by formulating an answer thatmns the full statistical
distribution of the estimates derived from such data. Afisitchould provide a framework for the interpretation o trarly work on which
we build: as others before us we are merely using the medsurgsedients of gravity, topography and the flexure equeti However, as
we shall see, we do not need to consider this a two-step dgeshich first the transfer function needs to be estimatedpsrametrically
and then the inversion for structural parameters perforwi¢itl the estimated transfer function as “data”. This apphoamounts to a loss
of most of the degrees of freedom in the data, replacing thém spectral ratios estimated at a much smaller set of wanbeus, and
with much of the important information on the flexural rigidcompromised due to lack of resolution at the low wavenumbRather, we
can treat it as an optimization problem that uses everythiadgnow about gravity and topography available as data &cthir construct
a maximum-likelihood solution for the lithospheric pardere of interest. These are returned together with compsie knowledge of
their uncertainties and dependencies, and with a staistpparatus to evaluate how well they explain the data;nhéysis of the residuals
then informing us where the modeling assumptions wereylikigllated. By the principle of functional invariance the xiraum-likelihood
solution for elastic thickness and loading ratio also meithe maximum-likelihood estimates of the coherence antthce themselves,
which can then be compared to those obtained by other metiAatisittance may be superior to coherence, or vice versaaiticolar
scenarios, but only maximume-likelihood, by definition, guaes solutions that are preferred globally for all par@metgimes|(Pawitan
2001; Severini 2001; Young & Smith 2005). Finally, we notattbnderstanding the likelihood is also a key component lbf Bayesian
solution approaches (elg. Mosegaard & Tarantolaj1995;iK&isomersalo 2005).

2 BASIC FRAMEWORK

Despite their singular focus on deriving density profilesgconstruct the portion of the Bouguer gravity field thairigrly related to the
topography and thereby “explain” the isostatic compensadif surface topography to first order, even when the stheogthe lithosphere
had to be effectively prescribed, Dorman and Levi@gperimental Isostasy, 2 and 3 contained virtually all of the elements of the asialy
of gravity and topography by which the problem could be tdramund to the, in the words lof Lambeck (1988) “vexing”, dises“What
is the flexural strength of the lithosphere™? The elemengiegble to the analysis were the expressions for admigtaara coherence
between topography and the Bouguer, free-air, and isostgidual gravity anomalies, the averaging or smoothingired to statistically
stabilize the estimate of the transfer function that is tilermediary between the data and the model obtained bysiowefor the unknown
parameters (if not the density distribution, then the maidz properties of the plates), the notion of correlated ancorrelated noise of
various descriptions: indeed all of the ingredients thak ferm the vernacular of our present contribution. In théxton we redefine all
primary quantities of interest in a manner suitable for tiaistical development of the problem.

We treat Earth locally as a Cartesian system. Our choserdicate system has = (z1,z2) in the horizontal plane and definés
pointing up: depths in Earth are negative. A density contoasited at interfacg is found at depthx; < 0, and is denoted

Aj=pj—pj-1. 1)

Two layers is the minimum required to capture the full comipjeof the general problem which may, of course, contain aaynber of
layers. In a simple two-layer system, the first interface;, at 0, is the surface of the solid Earth, apglis the density of the air (or water)
overlying it. The density of the crust js, and the second interface, st < 0, separates the crust from the mantle with dengsity
For now we use the term “topography” very generally to désceny departure from flatness at any surface or subsurfseréaice.

By “gravity” we mean the “anomaly” or “disturbance”; botheadifferences in gravitational acceleration with resped tertain reference
model. These departures in elevation and acceleratiorllaamall: we consider topography to be a small height peetidm of a constant-
depth interface, and neglect higher-order finite-ampétatfects on the gravity. We always assume that the “loati”stresses exerted by
the topography, occur at the density interfaces and not hegawvelse. If not in the space domain,we will work almost exclusively in the
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Figure 1. Synthetic data representing the standard model, idemdjfifie initial,7{ ;, equilibrium,#;;, and final topographie${, ;, emplaced on a lithosphere
with flexural rigidity D. The initial loads were generated from the Matérn specteais with parameters?, p andv; they were not correlated, = 0, and the
spectral proportionality wag2. Also shown, by the black line, is the Bouguer gravity angm@hz. The density contrasts used wekg = 2670 kgm—3
andA, = 630 kgm—3, respectively. All symbols and processes are clarifiedértéixt. They will furthermore be identified and briefly explzd in Tablg1L.

Fourier domain, using the wave vectoor wavenumber (spatial frequendy)= | k||. We only distinguish between both domains when we
need to, and then only by their argument. All of this corresjsoto standard practide__ON@bon.

Looking ahead we draw the readers’ attention to Hig. 1, whanttains a graphical representation of the problem [Fig, ihifact, the
result of a data simulation with realistic input parametétany of the details of its construction remain to be introeli and many of the
symbols remain to be clarified. What is important here iswaseek to build an understanding of how, from the obsematid gravity and
topography, we can invert for the flexural rigidity of thehlisphere in this two-layer case. The observables (righteiogle panel) are the
sum of the flexural responses (middle panels) of two initiediiface-loading processes (leftmost panels) which hagarced in unknown
proportions and with unknown correlations between them.

2.1 Spatial and spectral representation, theory and obseation

Writing H andG without argument we will be referring quite generically ketrandom processes “topography” and “gravity” respelstive
though when we consider either physical quantity expliditithe spatial or spectral domain we will distinguish thecoadingly as

H(x) or G(x) (inspace) and dH(k) or dG(k) (in spectral space) 2

where they depend on spatial positieror on wave vectok, respectively. In doing so we use to i@r@h%z) saleepresentation

under whichd# (k) anddg (k) are well-defined orthogonal increment processes (Br#itit975] Percival & Walden 1993), in the sense
that at any point in space we may write

H(x) = / / e**dH(k) and G(x) = / / e®*dG (k). (3)

We make the assumption of stationarity such that for eveinytpounder consideration all equations of the tyge (3) are $izdly equivalent.
We further assume that both processes will be either stitiethdlimited or else decaying very fast with increasing evaimberk = || k||
such that we may restrict all integrations over spectratspathe Nyquist plank € [—, 7] x [—, w]. While this is certainly a geologically
reasonable assumption we would at any rate be without reednithe face of the broadband bias and aliasing that woidd anavoidably
if it were violated. For simplicityx maps out a rectangle that can be sampled offar N =~ 2K grid given by

x:{(m7n): m=0,....M—1; n:O7...,N—1}. 4)

In the non-rarified world of geophysical data analysis we mét be dealing with stochastic processes directly, rathtr particular realiza-
tions thereof. These are our gravity and topography daterebd on finite domains, to which we continue to refeHds) andG(x). The
modified Fourier transform of these measurements, obtaiftedsampling and windowing with a certain functien (x), is
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=Y wr(HEe =) " wk(x) < // etk d?—t(k’)) emilex = / Wi (k — k') dH(K). (5)
In this expressioVk (k) is the unmodified Fourier transform of the energy-normaliapplied window,
k) = Zw;{(x)efik‘x. (6)

The spectral density or spectral covariance of continudatiogary processes is defined as the ensemble averagegddmno angular
brackets)

(dH(K)dH (K')) = Sunu(k) dk dk’s(k, k'), (7)

whereby we denote complex conjugation with an asterisk dikgk’) is the Dirac delta function. There can be no covariance betwe
non-equal wavenumbers if the spatial covariance matrix letdependent on spatial separation and not location, mseigs [(B) and{7)

(H //// thex o =KX a1 (k) dH( // =3 g 0 (k) dk = Cagn (x — X)), (8)

In contrast to eq[{7), as follows readily from efjk (5) ddd {7 covariance between the modified Fourier coefficienteefinite sample is

(H(k)H*(k’)):/// Wi (k — k"YW (k' — k") (dH(K")dH (k") / Wi (k — K" Wi (k' — k") Sua (k") dk”. 9)

Egs [3) and[{B) show that the theoretical fielt¥g(k) and their spectral densitieSy,« (k) are out of reach of observation from spatially
finite sample sets. Spectrally we are always observing doveos the “truth” that is “blurred” by the observation windoEven if, or rather,
especially when the windowing is implicit and only consistéransforming a certain rectangle of data, this effect be! felt. For example,
whereas the true spectral density is obtained by Fouriesfoamation of the covariance at all lags, denoted by thensedhinfinite series

+oo +oo
Srn(k) =D e VCuu(y) = / / D e TV S5 (K ) dk = / / 3(k, ') Sy (k) dK, (10)

a blurred spectral density is what we obtain after obserwuinlg a finite set, denoted by the summed finite series

Sun(k) = Zefik'yCHH KZZ ilex gilex! //eikl'xefikl‘x/SHH(k')dk’ (11)
_ // ZZ —i(k— k)x i(k— k/)xSH’H dk _/ ‘FK k k ’ S’HH (12)

with | F|? denoting Fejér’s kernel (Percival & Walden 1993). The desif suitable windowing functions (in this geophysical o, see,
e.g.,LSimons et al. 2000, 2003; Simons & Wang 2011), is driwethe desire to mold what we can calculate from the obsematinto
estimators of these “truths” that are as “good” as poss#lg, in the minimum mean-squared error sense; we will keepvihdows or
taperswg (x) and the convolution kerneld’x (k) generically in all of the formulation. For the gravity obgaible, whose spectral density is
denotedSgg, we find the modified Fourier coefficients and the spectrahdance, respectively, as

= / Wi (k—k)dG(k) and (G(k)G*(K)) = / Wi (k — K" )Wi(k' — k") Sgq(K") dk”. (13)

Finally, we will need to samplé/ (k), W (k), andG (k) on a grid of wavenumbers. Exploiting the Hermitian symmétiat applies in the
case of real-valued physical quantities, forlenx N data set we select the half-plane consisting ofihe- M x (| N/2]| + 1) wave vectors

k:{(%[—{%J—&—my%n) : m=0,...,.M—1; nzO,..W{%J}. (14)

The quantitied? (k), Wk (k), andG (k) are complex except at the dc wave vect@rs)) and the Nyquist wave vecto(8, 7), (—, 0) and
(—m, ) if they exist in eq.[[(TH), which depends on the parity\éfand V.

2.2 Topography

As mentioned before, we apply the term “topograpli(;, generically to any small perturbation of the Cartesiaenaice surface, which
is assumed to be flat. Specifically, we need to distinguistvdxt what we shall call ‘initial’, ‘equilibrium’ and ‘finaltopographies, re-
spectively. In the classic multilayer loading scenarideaed by, e.g., McKenzie (2003) and Simons etlal. (2003)hagth interface gets
loaded by an initial topography, the singly-indexed qusirti;, a configuration results in which each of the interfaces esges this loading
by assuming an equilibrium topography, which is identifisdree double-indexed quanti®y;;. The first subscript refers to the interface on
which the initial loading occurs; the second to the integftttat reflects this process. The state of this equilibriugoigerned by the laws
of elasticity, as we will see in the next section. All of thespiilibrium configurations combine into what we shall ch# final topography
on thejth interface, namel$.;, where the> is meant to evoke the summation over all of the interfacesithae generated initial-loading
contributions.
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Thus, in a two-layer scenario, what in common parlance ieddthe” topography, i.e. the final, observable height ofumtains and
the depth of valleys expressed with respect to a certainaleaference level, will be calle® .1, and this then will be the sum of the two
unobservable componerits;; and?2:. In other words, the final “surface” topography is

Hor = Hir + Har. (15)
Likewise, the final “subsurface” topograph¥,2, is given by the sum of two unobservable componéits and .2, totaling
Hoz = Hi2 + Hoo. (16)

This last quantity.2, is not directly observable but can be calculated from thegBer gravity anomaly, as we describe below. Bhth
and? 12 refer to the same geological loading process occurring effitt interface but being expressed on the first and secdeddnes,
respectively. In a similar wayi{21 andH 22 refer to the process loading the second interface whiclebygoroduces topography on the first
and second interfaces, respectively.

While postponing the discussion on the mechanics to the septton it is perhaps intuitive that a positive height pdxétion at one
interface creates a negative deflection at another inerfamuntains” have “roots”, as has been known since the dbfdry (Watts2001).
The initial-loading topography, then, is given by the diffiece between these two equilibrium components. At theditdtsecond interfaces,
respectively, we will have for the initial topographiesta surface and subsurface, respectively,

Hi = Hi—Haio, a7)

He = Hoz—Hoi. (18)
The sum of all of the equilibrium topographies, at all of theeifaces in this system and thus requiring two subscsiptsgiven by

Hoo = Hi1 + Hiz + Ha1 + Haz, (29)

which is a quantity that we can only access through the fiegravity anomaly that it generates, as we shall see.

2.3 Flexure

Mechanical equilibrium exists betweéfy; and?:2 on the one hand, artl2; and#.2 on the other. The equilibrium refers to the balance
between hydrostatic driving and restoring stresses, witégend on the density contrasts, and the stresses reduttinghe elastic strength
of the lithosphere. Introducing the flexural rigidify, in units of Nm, we obtain the biharmonic flexural or plate &tipn (Banks et al. 1977;
Turcotte & Schubelit 1982) as follows on the first (surfacégriface:

A A
(7 + £52) a0 = ~2543000) (00
and at the second (subsurface) level, we have

A A
(v4 + 971) Har (x) = — 52 Haa (x). (20b)

The mechanical constaf is the objective of our study: geologically, this yields thatis commonly referred to as the “integrated strength”
of the lithosphere, which can be usefully interpreted urgetain assumptions as an equivalent or “effective” etdbickness. This quantity,
T., in units of m, relates t@ by a simple scaling involving the Young's modulisand Poisson’s ratiay, as is well known (e.g. Ranalli
1995; Watts 2001.; Kennett & Bunige 2008). Here we follow thesors and simply define

ET?

12(1 — v2)’
Much has been written about whdt really “means” in a geological context (Lowry & Smith 1994uBv & Diament| 1995;
Lowry & Smith|1995; McKenzie & Fairhead 1997; Burov & Watts@t). This discussion remains outside of the scope of thidystdore-
over, eqgs[(20) are the only governing equations that we shaBider in this problem. It is not exact (€.g. McKenzie & Bow976; Ribe
1982), it is not complete (e.q. Turcotte & Schubert 1982} ammay not even be right (e.g. Karher 1982; Stephenson & leatald 985;
McKenzi¢l 2010). For that matter, a single, isotropianay be an oversimplification (Stephenson & Beaumont |198®&ri & Smith|1995;
Simons et al. 2000, 2003; Audet & Mareschal 2004; Swain & KIR003b;| Kirby & Swain 2006). However, the neglect of higloeder
terms, additional tectonic terms in the force balance, {itependent visco-elastic effects and elastic anisotrepyain amply justified on
geological grounds. It should be clear, however, that amgicieration of such additional complexity willamount tor@nge in the governing
equations[(20), which we reserve for further study.
At the surface, eq[{20a) is solved in the Fourier domain as

D= (21)

dHiz(k) = —dHai (k) A A5 € (k), (22)
where we have defined the dimensionless wavenumber-depenaiesfer function baptized by Forsyth (1985)
Dk*
Ky=1+—1. 23
§) =1+ 1 (23)

At the subsurface, ed.(20b) has the solution
dHo1 (k) = —dHoo(k) AT Ay~ ' (k), (24)
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with the dimensionless filter function
Dk*

gAL’

All of the physics of the problem is contained in the equatiamthis section. As a final note we draw attention to the agsiom that
the interfaces at which topography is generated and thoseh@h the resulting deformation is expressed coincides ighithe first of the

important simplifications introduced by Forsyth (1985)isTdssumption, though not universally made (e.g. M¢NutB1&&nks et dl. 2001),
is broadly held to be valid. Findind in this context is the estimation problem with which we slalhcern ourselves.

o(k) =1+

(25)

2.4 Gravity

Every perturbation from flatness by topography generatesr@sponding effect on the gravitational accelerationwbempared to the
reference state. We relate the gravity anomaly to the diistgrtopography by the density perturbatidn and account for the exponential
decay of the gravity field from the depth < 0 where it was generated. The “free-air” gravitational anlgnffdofmann-Wellenhof & Moritz
2006) from the topographic perturbation at itk interface that results from thigh loading process is given in the spectral domain by

dGi;(k) = 2rGA jdH;(k)e* (26)

whereG is the universal gravitational constant, if ky~'s2, not to be confused with the gravity anomaly itself. Oncdmtjds equation is
inexact in assuming local Cartesian geometry (Turcotte BuBert 1982; McKenzie 2003) and neglecting higher-ordétefiamplitude ef-
fects (Parker 1972; Wieczorek & Philllps 1998), but for ourgoses, this “infinite-slab approximation” will be goodeigh. The observable
free-air anomaly is the sum of all contributions of the ki@d), thus in the two-layer case

dGoo (k) = dG11(k) + dGi2(k) + dG21 (k) + dGa2 (k). (27)

The Bouguer gravity anomaly is derived from the free-airraaly by assuming a non-laterally varying density contrasbss the surface
interface. It thus removes the gravitational effect from @ibservable surface topography (Blakely 1995), and isdive

dGo2(k) = dGia(k) + dG22(k) (28)
= 2rGAze"2dHoo(k) (29)
= 2rGA2e™? [dH12(K) + dHaz(K)] (30)
= —21rGA2e"™ [dH1 (K)ALA; ' (k) — dHaa (k)] - (31)

In this reduction, we have used efsl(26)H(27) (16) Bnd @&#)simplicity we shall write the Bouguer anomaly as

dGo2(k) = x(k)dHo2(k), (32)

defining one more function, which acts like a harmonic “upvemntinuation” operator (Blakely 1995),

x(k) = 2rGAz 2, (33)

At this point we remark that topography and gravity, in onerfe@r another, are the only measurable geophysical questiti help us
constrain the value ab. The Bouguer anomalg. - is usually computed from the free-air anomgly, and the topograph§t.:, assuming a
density contrasf\;. Any estimation problem that deals with any combinatiorhele variables should thus yield results that are equiveden
within the error in the estimate (Taraniola 2005), thougletibr the free-air or the Bouguer gravity anomaly is useti@gptimary quantity
in the estimation process could have an effect on the priegest the solution depending on the manner by which it is fbana paradox
that this paper will eliminate.

2.5 Observables, deconvolution, and loading

We are now in a position to return to writing explicit forms file theoretical observables from whose particular ratibns (the data),
ultimately, we desire to estimate the flexural rigididy These are the final “surface” topography, given by comigirigs [I5) and (24) as

dHor (k) = dH11 (k) — dHaa (k) AT Ag o™ (k). (34)

By analogy we shall write for the final “subsurface” topodmgghat which we can obtain by “downward continuation” (Bd#ak1995) of
the Bouguer gravity anomaly. From efg.132), or combining @& and [2P) this quantity is then

dHoa(k) = X' (k) dGo2(k) = —dH11 (k) A Ay €7 () + dHaa(K). (35)

The dependence on the parameter of interest, the flexuidityidD, is non-linear through the “lithospheric filterg’and&. While bothH.o1
and .2 can thus be “observed” (or at least calculated from obseng) we are for the moment taciturn about the complexitysediby
the potentially unstable inversion of the parametésee also Kirby & Swalh 2011). We return to this issue in S&(8.

Combining eqs[{117)E(18) with egE(24)(24) and then sulibtd the results in eqd_(B4)=(35) yields the equations tkkite
the observed topographies on either interface with theieghpbads. Without changing from the expressions first @ekriby| Forsyth
(1985) these have come to be called the “load-deconvolugqoations |(Lowry & Smith 1994; Banks etlal. 2001; Swain & #§20034;
Pérez-Gussinyé etlal. 2004; Kirby & Swain 2003a,b). Theyusually expressed in matrix form as
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_ Ax (k) —As
dHol(k)} _ | B RLR) Biok) + A |:d7-l1(k):| (36)
dHoo(K) —A Ar¢(k) dHa(k) |’
) A+ AxE(k)  Arp(k) + Az
with the inverse relationships given by
_d?—[l(k) ) o(k)[Ar +2A2§(k)] Ay + Alz E(k) o (1) -
| dH2(k) o(k)E(k) — 1 Al¢(2) + Ay &(k)[Alg(k:) + Do) | | dHoo(k) |

It should be noted that whed = 0, in the absence of any lithospheric flexural strength, thilké case of complete Airy isostagy = 1 at
all wavenumbers, and no such solutions exist. In that casprtiblem of reconstructing the initial loads has becomeptetaly degenerate.

Armed with these solutions we can solve for the equilibriwads. Combining eq& (IL7)=(18) with efs1(2B)}(24) returablesforms
for H11 andH22, and substituting the results back into dgqd (Z2)-(24) nstlf 2 and#21, all in terms of the initial load${; andH2, as

Ao (k) A1p(k)
dHi1(k) = dHi(k)——F+—~~—~ and dHaa(k) = dHo(k)—F+—" 38a
1 (k) 1( )A1+A2§(k) 22(k) 2( )A1¢(k)+A2 (38a)
—Al —AQ
dHi2(k) = dHi(k)———~ and dHa(k) = dHo(k)—F—F——. 38b
12(k) 1( )A1+A2§(k) 21(k) 2( )A1¢(k)+A2 (38b)
To complete this section we formulate the initial-loadinigsses, in kgm's™2, at each interface as
Iy = gAiH, (39)
o = gAxHo. (40)

All variables that we have introduced up to this point areetisn Tablé 1L, to which we further refer for units and shoratiptions. We
are now also in the position of further interpreting FEi. fice again drawing the readers’ attention to the heart of tblel@m, which is the
estimation of the single parameter, the flexural rigiditywhich is responsible for generating, from the initial legteft), the equilibrium
topographies (middle) whose summed effects (right) wernvlese the form of “the” topography and the (Bouguer) gradtyomaly.

2.6 Admittance and coherence

Modeled after eq[{7), the Fourier-domain relation betwibertheoretical observable quantities that are the sutégmayraphyH.: and the
Bouguer gravity anomaly.: is encapsulated by the complex-valued theoretical Bougdmittance, which we define as

(dGon (k) dHoy(k)) (dHo (k) dHsa(K))

=09 = 1@, arez, 1) a0 a0y

A quantity whose expression eliminates the dependence etothation of the first interface contained in the texnof eq. [32) is the
real-valued Bouguer coherence-squared, the Cauchy-$zwwanded quantity

2 [(dGos (k) dH5:(k))|* [{(dHo (k) dH51 (k)| 2
7o) = @ (0 e, (1)) (49,00 405, 00) (@A, () e, ()R, a0y 0= PO =T “2
As illustrated by eqd {9)E(13), similarly, the values oheit ratio when calculated using actual observatifiis and Go2 or Hoo, with
or without explicit windowing, will be estimators for edsligand [42), but will never manage to recover more than a ddiiversion of
the true cross-power spectral density ratios that theyasig with an estimation variance that will depend on how tlogiired averaging is
implemented (Thomson 1982; Percival & Walden 1993). Degpi various attempts by many authors (Diament|1985; Low8n#&th 1994;
Simons et al. 2000, 2008; Kirby & Swain 2004, 2011; Audet & B&hal 2007; Simons & Wang 2011) to design optimal datartresatt,
wavelet or (multi-)windowing procedures, with the commarato minimize the combined effect of such bias or leakagk estimation
variance, in the end this may result in a well-defined (nora#eetric) estimate for coherence and admittance, but thealaguantity of
interest, the flexural rigidityD, still has to be determined from that. As we wrote in the ldtrction, understanding the statistics of the
estimators forD derived from estimates of coherence or admittance depeamnfiglyp characterizing their distributional propertiedaunting
task that, to our knowledge, has never been successfigiypted. Without this, however, we will never know which naets to be preferred
under which circumstance. Moreover, we will never be ablereperly characterize the standard errors of the estineatespt by exhaustive
trial and error (see, e.q., Pérez-Gussinyé et al.|2004st6y2007;; Kalnins & Watts 2009) from data that are syntbdtigenerated. This is
no trivial task [(Macario et al. 1995; Ojeda & Whitman 2002rii & Swain[2008a.b, 2009); we return to this issue later.

We have hereby reached the essence of this paper: our gaaksimate flexural rigidityD from observed topograph$i.: and
gravity G.2; estimates based on inversions of estimated admittancea@retence have led to widely different results, a generd &
understanding of their statistics, and thus a failure tdte® judge their interpretation. We must thus abandongfitiis via the intermediary
of admittance, and coherence?, and rather focus on directly constructing the best possislimator foD from the data. This realization
is not unlike that made in the last decade by the seismolbg@@amunity, where the inversion of (group velocity? phaskeity?) surface-
wave dispersion curves or individual-phase travel-timasneements has made way for “full-waveform inversion” gritany guises (e.g.
Tromp et all 2005; Tape etlal. 2007). There too, the modellisctto explain the data that are actually being collectedhgyinstrument,
and not via an additional layer of measurement whose statisiust remain incompletely understood, or modeled withgi@at a precision.
In cosmology, the power-spectral density of the cosmic owewve background radiation (Dahlen & Simons 2008) is buep giwards the
determination of the cosmological parameters of intesgt/Jungman et al. 1996; Knox 1995; Oh et al. 1999).

(41)
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unit description character eq.

D Nm flexural rigidity of the lithosphere estimated (20)

g ms—2 reference gravitational acceleration assumed [(20)
G m3kg~'s~2  universal gravitational constant assumed [{20)
zj m location ofjth interface assumed  [{1)
Aj kgm—3 density contrast acrogsh interface assumed  [{1)
Hi m initial topography applied by loading of interface 1 calculable  [(IlF)
Ho m initial topography applied by loading of interface 2 calculable [(IB)
I Pa initial load applied at interface 1 calculable [(3P)
Zs Pa initial load applied at interface 2 calculable  [(4D)
Hi1 m equilibrium topography of interface 1 produced by loadiminterface 1 calculable [(22)
Ho1 m equilibrium topography of interface 1 produced by loadiinterface 2 calculable [(R4)
Ho1 m final topography of interface 1 resulting from all integdoading measured (I5)
Hi2 m equilibrium topography of interface 2 produced by loadiminterface 1 calculable [(22)
Hoo m equilibrium topography of interface 2 produced by loadiinterface 2 calculable [(24)
Hoz m final topography of interface 2 resulting from all integdoading calculated (18)

£ filter relating topographies on both interfaces resultirmgf loading at interface 1 calculated [123)

10} filter relating topographies on both interfaces resultirenf loading at interface 2 calculated [125)

X filter by which final topography on interface 2 maps into Boaiganomaly calculated [(B3)
Hoo m sum of all topographic expressions of all loading processe calculable [(19)
Goo ms—2 free-air gravitational anomaly due to all loading and flexur measured (24)
Go2 ms—2 Bouguer gravitational anomaly due to all loading and flexure calculated (31)
Qs m2s—2 complex admittance of Bouguer anomaly and topography abten [41)
~2 real coherence-squared of Bouguer anomaly and topography stimable  [42)
Sij m? (cross-)spectral density between initial topographigstetfaces: and;j estimated (45
Soij m?2 (cross-)spectral density between final topographies etfates: and; estimable [(4b

r correlation coefficient between initial loading at intedal and 2 estimated (49)
12 ratio of the spectral densities of the initial loads at ifstee 1 and 2 estimated (&4)
Qr s2 Bouguer/topography admittance for uncorrelated propoaliloading at both interfaces  estimable [_](60)
Q1 s2 Bouguer/topography admittance for loading only at int=fa estimable [{81)
Qo s2 Bouguer/topography admittance for loading only at intefa estimable [(62)
'y; Bouguer/topography coherence for uncorrelated proputitmading at both interfaces estimable [](65)

Table 1. Subset of symbols used in this paper, their units and phydészription, their role in our estimation process, andvaht equation numbers.

3 THE STANDARD MODEL

The essential elements of a geophysical and statisticalenas they had been broadly understood by the late 1970s@mt@duced in the
previous section in a consistent framework. In this seatierdiscuss the important innovations and simplificatiomsight to the problem by
Forsyth (1985). In a nutshell, in his seminal paper, Foréi88%) made a series of model assumptions that resulteddtapte expressions
for the admittance and the coherence as defined if_ehs (4 @2haheither of which would otherwise be of much utility ictaally “solving”
the problem of flexural rigidity estimation from gravity atapography. The first two of these were already contained.if2f): loading and
compensation occur discretely at one and the same set dhbicgs, and the constant describing the mechanical behafvibe system is a
scalar parameter that does not depend on wavenumber notiatireThe first assumption might be open for debate, andeh@dternatives
have been considered in the literature (e.q. Banks| et alf,13301), but reconsidering it would not fundamentally rattee nature of the
problem. The second: isotropy of the lithosphere, whictersainly only a null hypothesis (see, €.9. Stephenson & Besall 1980; Bechtel
1989;/ Simons et al. 2000, 2003; Swain & Kirby 2003b; Kirby & &m2006, and many observational studies that work on thaipesthat
it must indeed be rejected), does require a treatment thatdis revisited but presently falls outside the scope ofwluigk. To facilitate the
subsequent treatment we restate the equations of SECHam atrix form.

3.1 Flexure of an isotropic lithosphere, revisited

We shall consider the primary stochastic variables to beritial-loading topographie${: and#., respectively, and describe their joint
properties, and their relation to the theoretical obsdeviibal topographie${.1 and#.2 by defining the spectral increment process vectors

dHi (k) dHo1(k) }
dH2(k) dHo2(k) | °

Subsequently, we express the process by which lithospfiexiere maps one into the other in the shorthand notation

dHo(k) = Mp(k)dH(k) and dH(k) = Mp'(k)dH.(k), (44)

dH(k) = [ } and dHo(k) = [ (43)
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where the real-valued entries of the non-symmetric lithesie matricedMIp (k) andM ;' (k) can be read off eq§(B6)=(37) and the func-
tional dependence on the scalar constant flexural rigiditg implied by the subscript. We now define the (cross-)spedensities between
the individual entries in the initial-topography vecti# (k) as in eq.[() by writing

(dH;(k)dH; (k")) = Sij(k) dk dk'S(k, k'), (45a)
and form the spectral matri€ (k) from these elements using the Hermitian transpose as

Su(k) Sia(k)

(dH(k)dHH(K)) = S(k) dk dk'5(k, k') = [521(1() Saz (k)

} dk dk'5(k, ). (45b)

Lithospheric flexure transforms the spectral matrix of thigal topographiessS (k), to that of the final topographies, (k), defined as

(dHo(k)dHET (X)) = So(k) dkdk'S(k, k') and (dH.i(k)dHs;(k')) = Soij(k) dkdk's(k, k'), (46)
via the mapping implied by egg(¥#4) throu@hl(46). We specify
So(k) = Mp (k) S(k)Mp (k). (47)
We can now see that the theoretical admittance and coheoéegs [41)-£(4R) can equivalently be written as
So21(k) 2 |So21 (k)|?
o(k) = and vo(k) = ———r"——, 48
Q) = x5 w) 7o) = (1) S22 () (48)

which explains why so many authors before us have focusedmittance and coherence calculations as a spectral estimpbblem.

To be valid spectral matrices of real-valued bivariate figlthe complex-valued (k) and S, (k) only need to possess Hermitian
symmetry, that is, invariance under the conjugate trares@owd be positive-definite, that is, have non-negativeaigehvalues. The spectral
variances of the initial and final topographies at the irdtlial interfacesS:11(k) > 0 andS22(k) > 0, both arbitrarily depend ok, but
without dependence betwedn# k’. The only additional requirements are tifik (k) = S3;(k) and|Si2(k)|? < Si1(k)S22(k). The
general form ofS (k) as a stationary random process can be rewritten with thefaidcoherency or spectral correlation coefficier(tk),
which expresses the relation between the components @fcgeuaind subsurface initial topography as

i) = ——2l__
v/ S11(k)y/S22(k)

This correlation coefficient is in general complex-valuedree two fields may be spatially slipped versions of one aroffhe representation

_ Sui(k) (k) \/S11(k)/S22(k)
Sk) = [r* ) S0 0 S ® S (K) } , forall k, (50)

is simply a most complete description of a bivariate randpetsal process (Christakos 1992).

Should we make the additional assumption of joint isotrapyadl of the loads, the spectral matrices would both be redlsymmetric,
S(k) = S(k) andS, (k) = S, (k). In keeping with the notation from ed.](8), we would requirgpatial covariance matrix to only depend
on distance, not direction. Withthe angle betweek andx — x’ we would have the real-valued

C(x—x) = // e (k) dk = // el=x'lleos® g (k) dg k dk = 27T/Jo(k:||x—x'||)8(k:)k:dk =C(|x—x|), (51)

with Jo the real-valued zeroth-order Bessel function of the firatlkWith S real, the spectral variances and covariances between tbp an
bottom loading components would all be real-valued and saldvihe correlation coefficient(k) = r(k). It is important to note that the
isotropy of the fields individually does not imply their joiisotropy. Two such fields can be spatially slipped versiohsne another, but
with slippage in a particular direction the fields may remmagrginally isotropic but their joint structure will not.

where |r(k)| <1 forall k. (49)

3.2 Correlation between the initial loads
Statistically, eqd(45) an@ (#9) imply that the initial-tthag topographies on the two interfaces are related splgcas

dHz(k) = r(k)%ﬁiid?—ll(k) + dH1 (k) = p(k)dHi (K) + dHi (k), (52)

whereby{ (x), the zero-mean orthogonal complementto(x), is uncorrelated with it at all lags. The interpretation dfavshould cause
a possible “correlation” between the initial-loading tgpaphies must be geological (McGovern €t al. 2002; McK&RaRk3 ] Belleguic et al.
2005; Wieczorek 2007; Kirby & Swein 2009). Erosion (e.0.d8kenson 1984; Aharonson etlal. 2001) is typically amenaltleet description
articulated by eq[(82), though much work remains to be dorkis area to make it apply to the most general of settingsetisotropy of
the loading, the implication is that the initial subsurfé@ading#2(x) can be generated from the initial surface loadig x) by a radially
symmetric convolution operatgi(x),

Ha(x) = // p(x — X YH1(x) dx' + Hi (x). (53)
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By selecting the initial load${; as the primary variables of the flexural estimation problemg not the equilibriun¥#;; or final
loadsH.;, we now have the correlationbetween the initial loads to consider in the subsequentnrerat. Geologically, this puts us in a
bit of a quandary, since if ed_(b2) holds, this can only mé=an one loading process “follows the other in time”, “reagtto it”. However,
the temporal dimension has not entered our discussion, arallif it did, it would certainly make sense to choose theatation between
the equilibrium load on one and the initial load on the otiméeiiface as the one that matters. The linear relationSHph@tween the loads
renders these two viewpoints mathematically equivalent. d&finition of eq.[(4D) is chosen to be mathematically coiemt because it is
most in line with the choices to be made in the next section.

Forsyth (1985) deemed correlations between surface arsliabe loads to be potentially important but he did not nthkedeter-
mination of the correlation coefficiedt (49) part of the esttion procedure for the flexural rigidit}, which was instead predicated on the
assumption, his third by our count, thatk) = 0. He did recommend computing the correlation coefficientvieen the initial loads via
eq. [43), after the inversion fdp, and using the results to aid with the interpretation (sep, Buber et al. 1989). Studies by Macario et al.
(1995), Croshy (2007), Wieczorek (2007) and Kirby & Swaif@®) have since shed more light on how to do this more quéimétg but to
our knowledge no-one has actually attempted to determinbeht-fitting correlation coefficient as part of an invemdior flexural rigidity.

3.3 Proportionality between the initial loads

Forsyth ((1985) introduced the ‘loading fraction’ as the suface-to-surface ratio of the power spectral densitfethe initial-loading
stresseq, andZ;, and thus from eq§ (B9J=(40) and{45) we can write

s ALOATG) | ASn(k)
I = 1 (0 dz; () — A2m ()’

This definition is fairly consistently applied in the lit¢éuae (e.gl. Banks et &l. 2001), though McKehzie (2003) hafeped to parameterize
by the fraction each of the loads contributes to the totaickvis handy for situations with multiple interfaces (Seel¥i& Swain|2009)
and subsurface-only loading. Ef.154) is a statement ofgstmmality of the power spectral densities of the initishtls,S> andS;. With
this constraint, which we identify as his fourth assumptiBorsyth (1985) was able to factSi; out of the spectral matris§ in eq. [45),
which as we recall from the previous section, by his thirdiagstion had no off-diagonal terms, to arrive at simplifiegressions foiS, of
eq. [48), which acquires off-diagonal terms through [eg),(@fd ultimately for the admittana@, and coherence? in eq. [48). We revisit
these quantities in the next section but conclude with tmegd form of the initial-loading spectral matrix that isptied by the definition
of proportionality, which is

- 1 r(k) f()A A
S(k)811(k){r*(k)f(k)A1A21 F2(k)AA2 }

f=0. (54)

(55)
With what we have obtained so far: flexural isotropy of thied&phereM p (k), correlation of the initial-loading processegk), and

proportionality of the initial-loading processe® (k), the spectral matriXx{47) of the final topographies — thoseneasure — is given by

So(k) = S11(k) To (k) = S11(k) [T(k) + AT(k)], (56)

where we have defined the auxiliary matrices

T(k) = ( TR Y —AlAzlf—f2(k>A%A23¢) (Ai) (57)

—AIA - PPRATA P ATA? + fA(K)ATA P A+ Ax¢
B —OAAFTE AZA 26 + 1] A )
AT(k) =rk)f(k) <A%A22[¢§ + 1 1_22A%A273¢ AT AN AE (58)

We define botiT" and AT so that we can easily revert to a model of zero correlatiomfiith caseAT = 0. Note that we are silent about
the dependence on wavenumber by using the shorthand mofaind ¢ for the lithospheric filterd(23) anfl (25), but have kept thiefbrms
of the correlation coefficient(k) and the loading ratig’ (k) to stress that they are in general functions of the wave vestalefined by
egs[[49) and{34). In generawill be complex and of magnitude smaller than or equal toyymind f2 (and f) will be real and positive.

3.4 Admittance and coherence for proportional and correlaéed initial loads

Via eqs[[(56)-H(5B) we have explicit access to the (crossejsgielensities between the individual elements in thefiopbgraphy vectod .,
as required to evaluate ef.[46). We shall now consider tiisgbe special case where battk) = » and f2(k) = f2 are constants, no
longer varying with the wave vector. Then, following €q.)(48e obtain simple expressions for the admittance and eolerthat we shall
further specialize to a few end-member cases for compavigibrthose treated in the prior literature. We hereby conepl@bldl to which
we again refer for a summary of the relevant notation.

The Bouguer-topography admittance, for correlated angaational initial loads with constant correlatierand proportionf?, is

koo €+ [PATA?) — r fA A 96 + 1]
£+ f2ATA% —2rfA A

Spectrally, this is a function of wavenumbét,only, since the power spectra of the loading topographibsch both may vary (similarly,

(59)

Q. (k) = —2nGAe
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because of their proportionality) with the wave veckohave been factored out. This admittance can be complexdaince the load
correlation may be, unless the power spectra of the loadimagraphies are isotropic. At= 0 the admittance yields the density contrast
Assuming that the loads are uncorrelated but proportidngldfies the Bouguer-topography admittance to the faméigpression

ke E S2ATA %0
&+ PATAY
In scenarios where only top or only bottom loading is preseetget the original expressions (Turcotte & Schubert 1$82syth 1985)
Q1 (k) = —2rGA € 1eM™2, (61)
Qs (k) = —27rGA ¢, (62)

Qs(k) = —2nGAqe (60)

where, as expected and easily verified,
}cizr(l) Qf - Q9 and fhjn Qr — Qo. (63)
The Bouguer-topography coherence, for correlated andoptiopal initial loads with constant correlatiorand proportionf?, is
(€ + 2AIAT%0 — rf A A o€ + 1))
(& + 1281827 = 2rfALAE) (14 fPATA?G" — 2rfALA; " 9)

which, as the admittance, is a function of wavenumbeegardless of the power spectral densities of the loadipgg@phies. Unlike the
admittance it has lost the dependence on the depth to thegeterfacez,, and it is always real) < 42 < 1.
When the initial loads are uncorrelated but proportionalBouguer-topography coherence is, as according to Fo{£98%), simply

(s + /7018 %)°
€+ A1857) (1+ £7A145°¢°)

Yo (k) = (64)

Vi(k) = ( (65)

This expression was solved by Simons etlal. (2003) for theewamber at which? = 1/2, the diagnostic (Simons & van der Hilst 2002)

1/4
krjn = (ﬁ [A2 — F(A1 + D) + f2A + \/BD 7 (66)

where = A3 + 2f (A3 — A1Az) + f2 (AT + A3 +4A14A;) — 2f% (A1 Az — AT) + f*A3. In the paper by Simons etlal. (2003)
eq. [66) appears with a typo in the leading term, which weeflgrthe cause of some confusion in the literature (Kirby & 81i2008&.b).

Fig.[2 displays the individual effects that varying flexuigidity, loading fraction and load correlation have on éxpected admittance
and coherence curves. Regardless of the fact that much bifettsture to this date has been concerned with the estmafithe admittance
and coherence from the available data, and regardless gfigtiBably large amount of attention devoted to the role @fidewing and
tapering to render these estimates spatially selectivepactrally free from excessive leakage; regardless, inveany of any practicality to
the actual methodology by which admittance and cohererebeing estimated and how the behavior of their estimatestafthe behavior
of the estimated parameter of interest, the flexural rigidit, we show these curves to gain an appreciation of the contplekithe task
at hand. No matter how well we may be able to recover the “tagehittance and coherence behavior, the issue remainsghaneed to
be interpreted — inverted — for a model that ultimately needsan, return an estimate f@ but also of the initial-loading fractionf?,
and also of the correlation coefficient, Each of these have distinct sensitivities but overlapgfigcts on the predicted behavior of the
measurements: selecting one end-member model (top-padihottom-loading only, for example, or disregarding tleeywpossibility of
load correlation, or imposing a certain non-vanishing gada the loading fraction or load-correlation coefficiemnains but one choice
open to alternatives, and constraining all three is a taak thus far, nobody has successfully attempted.[Fig. Zseas a visual reminder
of the limitations of admittance- and coherence-basednesion. However much information these statistical sunieseof the gravity and
topography data contain, it is not easily accessible foigaion in the three-dimensional spacel®f f2 andr.

3.5 Load correlation, proportionality and the standard model

The expressions in the previous section show how difficisttid extract the model parametdds f2 andr individually from admittance or
coherence. Forsyth (1985) argued that coherence depernffsmuch more weakly than admittance, but what is importanttergstimation
problem is how the three parameters of interest vary togdtimetionally: whether they occur in terms by themselveg®iproducts, in
which variations of powers, and so on. The geometry of thecilje functions used to estimate the triplet of parametegether with the
distribution of any random quantities the objective fuoot contain, determine the properties of the estimatorgeilen to the question of
identifiability after we have presented the new maximurelihood estimation method. For that matter, Foisyth (198jgested ignoring
the load correlation, setting= 0, and finding an estimate for the flexural rigidifyusing a constant initial guess for the loading fractfdn
and the coherence modeledgsin eq. [65), and then using e¢s137).1(38)3(40) (54) topeena wavenumber-dependent estimatg®of
which can then be plugged back into dq.1(65) as a variablejtarating this procedure to convergence. However, thisaalfor as many
degrees of freedom as there are “data”, thereby runninggkéhat an ill-fitting D can be reconciled with the data by adjustment with a very
variable 2. It is unclear in this context what “ill-fitting” or “very vaable” should mean, and thus it is hard to think of objectirigecia to
accomplish this, McKenzie (2003) showed misfit surfacegHter(free-air) admittance for varying and varyingf? held constant over all
wavenumbers. These figures show prominent trade-offs estigg a profound lack of identifiability db and £ with such a method.
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Figure 2. Expected values of the admittance and coherence betweeyuBogravity anomalies and topography in two-interface etmadlerived in Sectidn 3.4.
All models have identical density structures, = 0 km, z2 = 35 km, A; = 2670 kgm~3 and A2 = 630 kgm—3, Young’s and Poisson moduli
E = 1.4 x 1011 Pa andv = 0.25. (Left column Admittance curves for top-onlyf€ = 0) and bottom-only f2 = co) loading as a function of the effective
elastic thicknessT. (top leff); for mixed-loading models at constafit = 40 km with varying loading fractiong2, but without load correlatiomngiddle lef);
and for models at constafit. = 40 km andf2 = 1 but with various load-correlation coefficientgbottom lefj, as indicated in the legendRight columi
Coherence curves for a fixed-loading scenario at congtant 1 but with various values fof. (top right); for constantT. = 40 km and varying values
of £2, without correlation ihiddle righ); and at constanf? = 1 and7T. = 40 km but for varying load correlation (bottom righ}, as annotated.



14 Simons and Olhede

Even more importantly, McKenzie (2003) emphasized theipii$g of non-zero correlations between the initial loadeeming those
prevalent in many areas of low-lying topography, on old jpmit of the continents: precisely where the discrepancwéet estimates
for elastic thickness derived from different methods hasnbleading to so much controversy. As an alternative to_thsy (1985)
method| McKenzie & Fairhead (1997) suggested estimdtiramd f2 from the free-air admittance in the wavenumber regime whertace
topography and free-air gravity are most coherent. Themate for this procedure is that there might be loading steneesulting in gravity
anomalies but not (much) topography, a situation not adealfior in the Forsyth (1985) model that can, however, berdest by initial-load
correlation. Kirby & Swainl(2009), most recently, discussiee differences between both approaches, only to conthad@either estimates
the complete tripletD, f2, r) of parameters (rigidity, proportionality, correlationjtimout shortcuts. Once again the statistical understandin
required to evaluate whether either of these techniquedtsén “good” estimators is lacking.

That the cause of “internal loads without topographic esgien” can indeed be attributed to correlation in the sefiggd) can be
readily demonstrated by considering what it takes for thal fiobservable, surface topography: to vanish exactly. Solving ed. (B6) or
ed. [42) and using eqs (23) and}(25) returns the conditicaishie first and second initial topographies are relatedch ether as

dHa(k) = £(k)dHa (k), (67)
which, using eqd(45)[ (54) arld (49), implies the followingialent relations between them:
Saa(k) = £(k)Sia(k) = £(k) S (k) = € (k) Su(k),  f2(k) = ATPARE (), r=1 (68)

This set of equations together with our model very strongiystrain both fields. Thus, as noted by McKenzie (2003) ahdrstafter him

(Crosbyl 2007 Wieczorek 2007; Kirby & Swein 2009), a sitaatof internal loading that results in no net final topograpigy arise when
the initial-loading topographies are perfectly corredatealancing one another according to dgq9 (67)}-(68). We aanafimore complete
condition for this scenario by equating efs1(67) dnd (52)chvheturns an expression for the orthogonal complerdétt ; when this is

required to vanish non-trivially we obtain the seeminglyrengeneral condition

r10f() = 22

Requiring that the final surface topography have a vanistamiginceS,11, substituting eqs (36)=(b8) into ef. {46), we need to satisf

(k) + FA(k)ATA?
20, A5 ¢(K)

The correlation coefficients in eds {69)(70) must be redlted since all of the other quantities involved are. Both(g6) and eq.[{70)
should be equivalent, and together they imply Eq] (68). Vietlaus left to conclude that for the observable surface t@pdty to vanish,
the correlation between initial surface and subsurfaceifmamust be perfect and positive = 1. Solving the quadratic equatidn {70) fér
yields real-valued results only whér? — 1 > 0, thusr = 1 for positive but non-constant, as expected.

The above considerations have put perhaps unusually stooggraints on the spectral forms of the final topografy(k) or So11 (k).
From eq. [(B) we learn that in doing so, the spatial-domairenlables?{,1(x) can never be non-zero. On the other hand, an observed
"Ho1(x) could be zero over a restricted patch without its Fouriersfarm or its spectral density vanishing exactly everywh@iternatively,
it can be very nearly zero, and this may also practically kemgpproaches based on admittance or coherence whichrcdesiimates
of) the termS,11(k) in the denominator (see €q.148). When the observed topogiaetomes small, higher-order neglected terms may
become prominent. Furthermore, there may be mixtures dleath and without topographic expression (McKenzie 208geaking quite
generally, there will be areas with some correlation betwtee initial loads, and we should take this into account eektimation. Either
one of the load correlation or load fraction may vary with eaumber. What emerges from this discussion is that theojsiotflexural
rigidity D, the initial-load correlatiom (k), and the initial-load proportionality? (k) should all be part of the “standard model” of flexural
studies. The last two concepts were introduced by Fors@8%), even though he did not further discuss the case of aomeorrelation.

As we wrote in the first paragraph in this section, Forsyth& issumption was that the depth of compensation and tltle d&jpading
in fact coincide. He writes that the assumption of collamatf these hypothetical interfaces and their precise ilmcat depth in Earth may
well be the largest contributor to uncertainty in the estawsdor flexural strength, but also that there mayahgriori, e.g. seismological,
information to help constrain the depth. Thus, much like the density contragts and A,, we will not include the depth to the second
interfacez, as a quantity to be estimated directly. Rather, we will cdeisthem known inputs to our own estimation procedure anliate
their suitability after the fact by an analysis of the likelod functions and of the distribution of the residuals.

k), 0<rk) <L (69)

r(k)f(k) =

, 0<rk)<1. (70)

4 MAXIMUM-LIKELIHOOD THEORY

Measurements of “gravity” and “topography”, which we catesi free from observational noise, can be interpreted aslations, Ho1
and#.2, of the surface and one subsurface density interface, weitisithy contrasts)\; and A, located at depths; = 0 at z» in Earth,
respectively. Geology and “tectonics” produce initialagpaphic loads?; and?2, on these previously undisturbed interfaces. These are
treated as a zero-mean bivariate, stationary, random gso@tordH, fully and most generally described by a spectral matfigk),
under the assumption that the higher-order momengd @t) are not too prominent (Brillinger 1975). For this paper wsusse isotropy

of the loading processS = S(k). The lithosphere is modeled as a coupled set of differeatightions, whose action is described by the
spectral-domain matrid p, which depends on a single, scalar parameter of interesf|ekural rigidity D. Since our observations have
experienced the linear mappidgL. = Mp dH, their spectral matrix iSo (k) = Mp (k) S(k) M (k), and the objective is to recovér,

we are led to studyS, (k). This includes its off-diagonal terms, which depend on thieetation coefficient of the loads at either interface,
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—1 < r(k) < 1, recallr(k) € R, and, under the assumption of proportionality of the ihiti@ding spectra, on a loading fractiof? (k).
As part of the estimation we will thus also recover inforraatabout the loading process

All previous studies in the geophysical context of lithospb thickness determination have first estimated adnuéamd coherence,
ratios of certain elements &, whose estimators have joint distributions that have nohltstadied. These were then used in inversion for
estimates of) whose statistics have remained unknown. In the remaindiisopaper we construct a maximume-likelihood estimatmsu
Whittle (1953), directly from the data “gravity” and “topaphy”, and the “known” parameters;, Az, andz;. The unknowns ar®, r
and f2, and, as we shall see shortly, three more parameters by wiicfuarantee isotropy of the loading procésthrough a commonly
utilized functional form. That this is more ambitious thdre toriginal objectives by Forsyth (1985) and the modifigaibyl McKenzie
(2003) is because the reduction of the data to admittancel@rence obliterates information that we are able to redovgome measure.
We study the properties of the new estimators and deriveistietitions of the residuals. When the procedure is agpbeactual data, these
should tell us where to adjust the assumptions used in dagigime model.

4.1 Choice of spectral parameterizationg?, v, p

In the above we have seen that the primary descriptor of vehedes the observed behavior is the spectral mé&tfk) from which the initial
interface-loading topographies are being generatedr Afeeassumption of spectral proportionality of the loadighe two interfaces, the
expressions for admittance and coherence no longer caatgimformation about this particular quantity, though oficse the deviations
of the observed admittance and coherence from the modelgsdisd in Sectidn 3.4 still might. However, this informatis no longer in
an easily accessible form. Furthermore, coherence andtadice are typically estimated non-parametrically: tHmitely many, or rather,
2K = M x N dimensions of the data are reduced to a small number of waveens at which they are being estimated, thus there is atoss o
O(K) degrees of freedom. At the low frequencies, most taperinthods experience a further reduction in resolution, whictietrimental
especially in estimating the value of thick lithospheresrfrelatively small data grids, as is well appreciated ingéephysical literature.

Here, we will simply parameterize the initial loading usietyed” model, thereby avoiding such a loss. We may consuft &dordan
(1988, 1989), Carpentier & Roy-Chowdhury (2007) or Gneitit al. (2010) for such models. Here we do, however, make éhestrong
assumption of isotropy. This is unlikely to be satisfied ial+&orld situations, as spectral-domain anisotropy i¢ pad parcel of all geo-
logical processes (Goff etlal. 1991; Carpentier & Roy-Chiowsl 2009| Carpentier et al. 2009; Goff & Arbic 2010). Relaxithe isotropic
loading assumption introduces considerable extra coatics. Our reluctance to handle anisotropic loading 8dna stems from the fact
that their estimation might be confused statistically véithossible anisotropy in the lithospheric response: weluas ot easily study one
without studying the other.

At this point we collect the parameters that we wish to edniiato a vector. To begin with, the “lithospheric” paramstdlexural
rigidity D, loading ratiof? and load correlation are

0, =[D f*r". (71)

We denote a generic element of this vectofas-or the spectrum of the initial-loading topographies weade the isotropic Matérn spectral
class, which has legitimacy in geophysical circles (Goffadhn 1988; Stelin 19909; Guttorp & Gneiting 2006). We specify

o2yt 4v 9 .
Sll(k) = W 71'2—P2 + k 5 (72)
whose parameters we collect in the set

0s =[o* v p]", (73)

with generic elemerfls. The third parametep, is distinct from the mass density, as will be clear from tbitext. The full set of parameters
that we wish to estimate problem is contained in the vector

0=60 65]"=[D f*r o v p]", (74)
whose general element we denotethyror future reference we define the parameter vector thasathiconsideration of the correlation as
6=1[D f* o> v p]". (75)

Fig.[3 shows a number of realizations of isotropic Matéwcpsses with different spectral parameters. As can be Begratameters>
(“variance”) andp (“range”) impart an overall sense of scale to the distrifutivhile v (“differentiability”) affects its shape (Stein 1999;
Paciorek 2007).

4.2 The observation vectorsd? and H

In Section 2 we introduced the standard statistical pointiefv on stationary processes (Brillinger 1975; Percival &lbé¢n 1993). We
specified how this applies to a finite set of geophysical aladiems that can be defined in a two-layer system, which wealed to be
the various types of “topography” and “gravity”, and whiate anapped into one another by the differential equationsriesg “flexure”.
Subsequently, we introduced the matrix formalism that dless the connections between the various geophysicaha@ises and the initial
driving forces that produce them, which we used extensiirelgectior B to discuss the standard approach of determthiaginknown
parameters of the flexural differential equation and thatned importance and correlation of the loading processtsgacross either layer
interface, which are of geophysical interest (e.9. Ford@85; McKenzie 2003). To address the problem of how to pigmetimate these
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Figure 3. Synthetic “topographies” generated from the Matérn spkctass with parametees?, v andp as indicated in the legendop row)Power spectral
densities as given by ed_(7ZRottom row)Spatial realizations of Gaussian random processes withdwer spectral densities as shown in the top row.

unknowns and their distribution, we now return to the stiatié formalism espoused in Sectibn2.1 in order to clarifyithe “theorized”
geophysical observables, i.e. the spectral processeshirgcthe various kinds of topograpl# (k) and gravity anomaliegg (k) are being
shaped into the “actual” observations. Those are the wieddvourier transform#/ (k) andG (k) of particular realizations of topography
and gravity as we can calculate from finite spatial data #&ts) and G(x) measured in nature. In the spectral domain we continue to
distinguish by the choice of font the theory (calligrapHiom what we can actually calculate (italicized). In thetsggdalomain, there is no
need to define anything b@t(x) or G(x).

4.2.1 Intheory: infinite length and continuous

We recall that the spectral mati, (k), given by eq.[(56), of the vector of final, observable, topphiesdH.. (k) defined in eqd(43)E(47),
is separable in the sought-after parameter ve@eornd;, by the factoring of the spectral denséy: (k) of the initial-loading topographies,

So(k) = S11(k)To (k) = S (k) [T(k) + AT(k)]. (76)

In writing eq. [76) we emphasize the wavenumber-only depeoeé of the “spectral” matri1 (k), which is isotropic, but keep the full
wavevector dependence of the “lithospheric” matri&%) and AT (k) to make sure they have the same dimensions as the data. Hpweve
in the case of isotropic loading bofi(k) and AT (k) will also only depend on wavenumber, and they will both bé. i thus rewrite

egs [BY)-4(58) with the dependencigd:), £(k), r(k) and £ (k) implicit in this sense,

B €2 4 f2A2A;2 CALATE — FPABAS3 Ay 2
Tik) = (-AlAglﬁ CPANARG AIAE 4 Palayig ) (M) ’ 7
B —2AASYE AZAS2[pE + 1] A
AT =rf (A%Af@? v At )\ & A (78)

The Cholesky decomposition
To(k) = Lo (k)L (k) (79)

reverts to the Cholesky decompositionbfk) whenr = 0. Explicit expressions appear in Appenfix]9.1. Becauseeétiove relationships
the transformed quantities
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Figure 4. Synthetic data representing the standard model, idemdjfifie initial,7{ ;, equilibrium,#;;, and final topographie${, ;, emplaced on a lithosphere
with flexural rigidity D. The initial loads were generated from the Matérn specti@ds with parameters?, p and v; they were negatively correlated,
r = —0.75, and the spectral proportionality wg, as indicated in the legend. Also shown, by the black lin¢hésBouguer gravity anomalg.z. The
density contrasts used wefe; = 2670 kgm~3 andA, = 630 kgm~3, respectively. All symbols are listed and explained in &hl

dZo(k) = Si;* (k) Lo (k) dHo (k) (80)
have a spectral matrix that is thex2 identity,
(dZo(k)dZH (k)) = Tdk dk'5(k, k). (81)

4.2.2 In actuality: finite length and discretely sampled

We now define the vector of Fourier-transformed observatiderived from the actual measurements in[gg. (5) and1n ti®ugh eq.[(35),

Ho (k) = {Hﬂ(k)].

2
Ho2 (k) (8 )

With W (k) the Fourier transform of the applied window defined in Bl 8 by comparison with edsl (9)={13), the covariance
(H, (k) HH(K')) = / Wk (k — K" Wik — k") So (k") dk" ~ 8o (k) d(k, k). (83)

In comparison to eg[(46) and e@s}(56)[or] (76), the finite alatiem window introduces spectral blurring, the loss ofsapility of the spec-
tral and lithospheric portions, and small correlationsieetin wave vectors. These we ignored when writing the lagroapnate equality,
introducing the blurred quantity (for a specific windawy, as opposed to egs]{0311 where we first used the overbaromjtati

So(k) = // (Wi (k — K)|* So(K) dK’. (84)
We denote the Cholesky decomposition®f as

So(k) = Lo (k) Lg (k), (85)
such that the transformed variable

Zo(k) = Ly " (k)Ho (k) (86)

has unit variance

(Zo(k)ZE (k) = 1. (87)
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4.2.3 In simulations: how to go from the continuous to themi® formulation

Correctly generating a data sHk, that is a realization from a theoretical spectral procéhk, with the prescribed spectral densiSg
requires ensuring that when we observe a finite sample ofidtvee form the (tapered) periodogram of this, we get the ctgrélurred
spectral density (Percival 1992; Chan & Wood 1999; DietfidNewsam| 1993, 1997; Thomson 2001; Gneiting et al. 2006) incase
eq. [83). Stability considerations require that should imeutate data on one discrete grid and then extract a portioanmther discrete
grid, we replicate the correct covariance structure evhgye in space and always produce the correct blurring upalysis. Failure to
acknowledge the grid properly at the simulation stage cad te severely compromised results as will be readily eepegd but has not
always been consciously acknowledged in the (geophyditahture (Peitgen & Saupe 1988; Robin et al. 1993). Thénotkthat we outline
here is variously known as Davies & Harte (1987) or circulmbedding (Wood & Chan 1994; Craigniile 2003).

Let us assume that we have a spatial grigls in eq.[(4), and a half-plane Fourier gkichs in eq.[(T#). On th& entries of the latter we
generate (complex proper) Gaussian varialflek) and then transform these as suggested byleds [86)—(87),

H, (k) = Lo (k)Zo (k), (88)

wherebyL, is the Cholesky decomposition expressed on thelgriof eq. [84) calculated on a much finer gkl In other words,
£o(k) = chol [conv{ ]F(k’)f,so(k’)H — chol [// |P(k—K)

whereby| F (k)|? is the unmodified periodogram of the spatial boxcar functiet defines the simulation grid. The convolution in €g] (89)
to be implemented numerically, with care taken to presdregbsitive-definiteness of the result. We now define theelisinverse Fourier
transform of this particular set of variables for this fixed sf wave vectork to be equal to the integral that we introduced in Efy. (3),

Ho(x) = / / e * A, (k) = % > e T Ho (k) (90)

which holds, in fact, for ank € R?, and is consistent with eq.](5) which holds for the area @it picked out by the boxcar window. We
generate synthetic data sé (x) via eqs [88)-£{90): by this procedure the covariance betvaegrtwo pointsx andx’ in any portion of
space identified as our region of interest is now determiadubt

(Ho(x)HT (x)) = / / D8 (k) dk = Co(x — X) ~ % > e IS k), (91)
k

* 8o (K') dk' | = chol [8o(K)] , (89)

which follows from eqs[(90)[{46) anf{B3) with the small eations between wave vectors neglected, and using théartatroduced in
eqg. [51). Now eq[(91) is equal to the universal expressiayir{8), consistent with eqs [10)={12), and since the depeedis only on the
separatiorx — x’, stationarity is guaranteed. With= x’ eq. [91) states Parseval’'s theorem: at every point in specedriance ofH, is
equal to all of its spectral energy. Of course in the isot@aise considered hei (x — x’) = Co(]|x — x'||), depending only on distance.

Should we now take the finite windowed Fourier transform ahssynthetically generated spatial d#a (x) on a different spatial patch
(e.g. a subportion from the master set), while using anytrayiwindow or tapetv -/ (x), we will be seeing the correctly blurred version of
the theoretical spectral densi, as required to ensure stability. Indeed, when forming a setof modified Fourier coefficienH, (k),
distinguished by a prime,

H/ (k) = Z wier (x)Ho(x)e >, (92)

their covari;nce now must be, as follows directly from &) ,(€1) and[(B), the blurred quantity

(HLIOHI(K) = D wio(x)e ™D wia (x)e™ ™ (Ho () HT (x)) (93)
- // D " wier ()e T DTN i () DX S (k) dk” (94)
= / Wi (k — K" YWk — K)o (k") dk”, (95)

which is exactly as we have wanted it to be consistent witl{&). We will continue to neglect the small correlationsimtn wave vectors,
but fortunately this will have limited impact (Varin 2008akin et al! 2011).

Fig.[4 shows a realization of a simulation produced with thethad just described. In contrast to Aig. 1 we now show theltre$
the case where the initial-loading topographies are indeegatively) correlated. Evidence for the loading cotietais not apparent to the
naked eye.

4.3 The log-likelihood function, £

Conditioned upon higher-order moments of the space-dodembeing finite (Brillinger 1975), their Fourier compotseare near-Gaussian
distributed, and for stationary processes, there are rreletions between the real and imaginary parts of the Fotraasform, which are
independent. WritingV” for the Gaussian an&/“ for the proper complex Gaussian distributions (Miller 1988eser & Massey 1993), and
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dropping more wave vector dependencies as arguments tlfame bhe observation vectold, (k) in eq. [82) and the rescalétl, (k) of
eq. [86) are thus characterized at each wave véchyr the probability density functions

=N90,8,), pz, =N0I), Re{Zo}~N(0,1I), and Im{Z.} ~N(0,iI). (96)

As we have noted at the end of Section 2.1, at the Nyquist arecvzave numbers these guantities are real with unit variancgo writing

the observation vector is treated as a random variable, ®atrevinterested in the likelihood of observing the paréicdata set at hand given
the model, which for us means an evaluation at the data irtiimof the deterministic parametes$, p, v, D, 2, r. This quantity,Z(8),
receives contributions from each wave vedtothat, once the numbek of considered wave vectors is large enough, can be condidere
independent from one another (Dzhamparidze & Yadlom|1983).log-likelihood is thus, up to a constant, given by thed#ad form

For— L) exp(~HY S, ' H,) | HE—1
0) = — n” 3 ,__E [In(det 8o) + Hy' S5 " Ho | E Lx (6 (97)
o)

While we know that there is in fact correlation between theneZy (), only at very small sample sizé§ will this produce inefficient
estimators, as the accrued effects of the correlation d@simiim importance with increasing sample sizes. At modexatarge sample sizes
there is considerable gain in computational efficiency amtbes of statistical efficiency due to the fast spectral gextahe blurring kernel
functions involved. Our objective function, the log-likebod, remains simply the average of the contributions el @ave vector in the half
plane. Of course eqb(P6)={97) contain the blurred spefcinals S, (k) that we defined in eq{84), in acknowledgment of the fact tihet
variance experiences the influence from nearby wave veth@spproximation made asymptotically is that of £q] (88},eq. [8#) is exact.
While we cannot ignore this blurring for finite sample sizel &or the particular data tapers used to obtain the windoveedi€r trans-
forms, for very large data sets and well-designed, fas&ylag, window functions (e.g. Simons & Wahg 2011) the obagon vectorsH,
will converge ‘in law’ (Fergusoh 1996) to random variabld4 that are distributed as complex proper Gaussian with aruaral variance,

H, = H, ~ N0, S,) (98)
in which case we would simply write
pr, =N0,8,). (99)

Working with this distribution is mathematically more cemient since all of the subsequent calculations can be dualgtizally, and, per
eq. [76), separably in the lithospheric and spectral paensieso we will adhere to it until further notice. In this edke log-likelihood is

_pHg-1
£(6) =+ 1nHeXp( ?etg Ho) :——Z [2In 811 + In(det To) + S, HE TS ' H, | ch (100)
k

While algorithms for simulation and data analysis will beséx on eq[{97), we will use ed._(100) to study the propertigbesolution,
ultimately (in Sectiofib and Appendix9.8) demonstrating/whch an approach is justified. On par with €g.{100) we intcechn equivalent
likelihood in whose formulation the correlation coeffidiendoes not appear, with the notation of gd (74)-(75) and &)s{78), namely

< = 1 _ _

L) =-% zk: [2In 811 + In(det T) + S; ' HET ™' H, | . (101)

4.4 The maximum-likelihood estimator, &

The gradient of the log-likelihood, the score functionhs tector

T
(0)_{811 L oL oL OL 8[1]7 (102)

D 8f* or 0o Ov  Ip
with generic elements, never to be confused with the colerfemctions[(64)£(@5), that we shall denote as

0L 1 =00 1
ERE TR DU i DB (103)

Following standard theory (Pawitan 2001; Davison 2003) efné the maximum-likelihood estimate as that which max@siz(0), thus
4 is the vector of the maximum-likelihood estimate of the pagters, for which
~(6) = 0. (104)

Contingent upon the requisite second order conditionsgstisfied (Severini 2001), this is also assumed to be th@bioaximum of[(10D)
in the range of parameters thais allowed to take. We now I, be the vector containing the true, unknown values, and haeetain’
lie somewhere inside a ball of radiué — 00]| around it. Then we may expand the score with a multivariajgofaseries expansion, using
the Lagrange form of the remainder, to arrive at the exaatesgion

v(8) = ~(60) +F(6)(0 — 60), for [[6" — 60l < 6 — 6. (105)

The random matri¥ is the Hessian of the log-likelihood function, with elenrgedefined by
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Oy 0L
Foor = 35" = 3000 (106)
and an expected valueF, the Fisher ‘information matrix’,
F(0) = —(F(0)), withelements Fyp = —<ﬁ> (107)

- ’ " \o0ae /0

Hence the name ‘observed Fisher matrix’ which is sometinsesl tior the Hessian. If it is invertible we may rearrange 263} and write
0=0,—F (0)v(0). (108)
For this exponential family of distributions the random klas converges ‘in probability’ to the constant Fisher ixatr
F(8) 25 —F (o). (109)

This is more than a statement about means: the fluctuatiods afout its expected value also become smaller and smalles, Tto
matter where we evaluate the Hessiangabr at 8o, both tend to the constant matidk. The distributional properties of the maximum-
likelihood estimatod can be deduced from eds{108)={1L09), which are also the foasiewton-Raphson iterative numerical schemes (e.g.
Dahlen & Simons 2008). We thus need to study the behavigr, 8f, andF. The symbols of the statistical apparatus that we have ddedm
so far are listed in Tab[g 2.

4.5 The score function;y

Per eqs[{102)E(I04) the derivatives of the log-likelihoordtion £ vanish at the maximum-likelihood estimaleWith our representation
of the unknowns of our problem by the parameter get@andfs we are in the position to calculate the elements of the saoretibn~y
explicitly. We remind the reader that these are not for ustaénoptimization using real data sets where the blurreditied £ is to be
maximized instead. In that case the scores ufill need to be calculated numerically. However, the scofebe unblurred likelihood: that
we present here will prove to be useful in the calculatiorheftariance of the maximum-blurred-likelihood estima@ombining eqd(100)
through [[Z0B) we see that the general form of the elementseaddore function will be given by

1 1 _
Yo =1 > (k) = e > [2mo(k) + S HEAG L] . (110)
k k
For the lithospheric and spectral parameters, respegtivel will have
~ 10In(det Ts) _9T;!
me, (k) = 2 o0, Ay = a0, (111)
—1 8311 —1
meg(k) = Sy 205 Ay = —mgg(k) T . (112)

The explicit expressions can be found in Appendicel9.2-F®Bcompleteness we note here taat,' /00s = —mp, St
To determine the sampling properties of the maximum-lii@did estimation procedure we use €qgs (99)4(103) to makdéhéfications

1 Opu

=1 d k) = ° 113
Lx =Inpu, and vy(k) TR (113)
to obtain the standard result that the expectation of theesmeer multiple hypothetical realizations of the obsdoravector vanishes, as

_ _ [ (9pn, _0 _ 9=

(7o (k) —/’ye(k)pHo dH, _/( b ) dH, = o (/pno dHo> =21 =0, (114)
In the treatment that is to follow (Johnson & Kotz 1973), wd méed to perform operations on multiple similar forms aedn[110), namely
vo(k) = —2mg(k) — S;;"HE' Ay Ho. (115)

To facilitate the development for the second term in leq. (& use eq[{88), but again without the complications of spéblurring, see
eq. [80), and proceed by eigenvalue decomposition of therstric matriced.TA L, to yield

SH'HYAGH, = ZI(LITAL.)Z, = ZE (P AgPo)Zo = (PoZo) " Ag(PoZo) = Z§ AyZs (116)

M) |25 07 + 20 (k) |25 0], (117)

where); (k) and, (k) are the two possibly degenerate eigenvaluek oAy L, constructed by combining eds{79) ahd (111)=[112),
Ay = eig (L3 AgLo) . (118)

Since the matri¥Py is orthonormal Zy andZ, are identically distributed and thus we find through Eql (86} eq.[[T17) is a weighted sum
of independent random variables, each exponentiallyibiged, x5 /2, with unit mean and variance. In summary, we have the coaweni
form for the contributions to the scofe {110) from each iidiial wave vector,

(119)

(k) = —2mo (k) — Aj (k) | 25 (0] — A7 (k) |25 (®)|”
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Sincemy is nonrandom we thus have an expectation for the contribsitio the score that confirms €. (114), namely

(v (k) = —2mo(k) — AJ (k) = Ay (k) =0, (120)
and a variance given by

(ra(k)70(K) = [AF ()] + [Ag (k)] = var{7(K)}. (121)
We also retain the useful expression

(SH'HTAGHL) = tr(Li ApLo) = Af (k) + A, (k) = —2mg (k). (122)

Eq. (I21) gave us the variance of the derivatives of theilagthood function with respect to the parameters of indgrehich was written in
terms of the eigenvalues of the non-random mdiA » L. More specifically, for the variances of the scores in thebpheric parameters
0rin @y, = [D f?* )T, we will find

var{ye, (k)} = [\g (k)] + [\, (0)]°, (123)

whereas for the variances of the scores in any of the thregrapparameterfs in s = [0 v p]7, judging from eq.[[TI2), we will need
the sum of the squared eigenvalues-ofiy, LI T3 ' L, and sinceL, is the Cholesky decomposition @f,, we haveT; ' = L; "L; ! and
var{yos (k)} = 2mjy (k). (124)

As to the covariance of the scores in the different pararmeteruse eq$ (113J=(1114) to write

3] 0 3]
0=y | [0 mmeart] = [ w00l st = [ [ 20000 it b [ o090 0] (125)
and thereby manage to equate the variance of the score taphbetation of the negative of its derivative,
(070 (00) = —{ 30 (1)) = ~( 5 — covfro 1), 20, 10) (126)
o0 0000’ ' '

which should of course specialize to verify €lg. (1121), givirs two calculation methods for the variance terms. We dacapsider any
covariance between the scores at non-equal wave vectors.

From egs[{110) and(119) we have learned that the full sggiie a sum of random variableg (k) or indeed the Z;"(k)|?, which
belong to the exponential family. Between those we considarorrelations at different wave vectors, and €gsl(120)&24d) have given us
their mean and covariance, respectively. Lindeberg-Fe#atral limit theorems apply (Feller 1968), and so therittistion of the scorey,
will be Gaussian with mean zero and covariance

1
cov{o, 70} = 23 D V{0 (k). 76 ()} (127)
k
Using eqs[(126)[{100) and(106)=(107) we can rewrite the@bapression in terms of the diagonal elements of the Fislanix,
oL
Kcov{y,ve } = —<W> = —(Fpor) = Foor- (128)

We can summarize all of the above by stating that Kasufficiently large, ignoring wave vector correlations, amdugh the Lindeberg-
Feller central limit theorem, the vector with the scoredhia individual parameters converges in law to what is distet as

VE~(8) ~ N (0, F(6)). (129)

4.6 The Fisher information matrix, F

From the definition in eq[{107) we have that the elementsefikher matrixF are given by the negative expectation of the elements of the
Hessian matrip¥, which themselves are the second derivatives of the lagiftikod functionC with respect to the parameters of inter@st
Per eq.[(I12B) the Fisher matrix scales to the covarianceeoftbrey, and by combining eq§ (IR23)={124) with €lg. (1110) or, ultiehat
eqgs[121) and(127), we thus find a convenient expressioméodiagonal elements of the Fisher matrix, namely

1 1 + 2 _ 2
Foo = zkjvar{79<k>} == ;{ A1) + A (0]}, (130)
which, for the spectral parameters specializes to the nasiyecalculated expression
2
Fogos = i7d ;mgs(k) (131)

For the cross terms, rather than combining €gsl(119)[and,(@7proceed via ed_(128) and thus require expressionfidoelements
of the Hessian. From eds (1106) ahd (11 10) we derive that thergkexpression for the elements of the symmetric Hessianxnaae

e 1 Omgr(k _108 — — 0Ay
Fyor = gg =-% ] {2% - (3111 8911) Si'HYA, H, +$111H§(8—99) Ho} . (132)




22 Simons and Olhede

description eq.

) the true, unknown, parameter set of the problem, consisfitithospheric and spectral parameters [q105)

0 the maximum-likelihood estimate of the parameter set (104)
6,0’ generic occurrences of the parameter set ()}
0r, the lithospheric parameter set of the estimation procedwrtainingD, f2 andr listed in Tabléll [(7h)
Os the spectral parameter set of the estimation procedurégioimg o2, p andv listed below [(7B)

7] the parameter set not including the correlation coefficient (rds))
d#H. the “theoretical” observation vector, containing finaldagpaphiesH.; andH.2 at both interfaces [133)
dH  the theoretical vector containing initial topographiés; and? 2 at both interfaces [133)

S the spectral matrix containing the (cross-)spectral diessof the theoretical initial topographies [145)
So the spectral matrix containing the (cross-)spectral diessof the theoretical final topographies [X46)
Mp the matrix that maps the initial-loading spectral maixo the final-observed spectral mato @3
S11 the power spectral density of the top-loading process, &&samed to be isotropic C72)
o? the first quantity in the parameterized Matérn form of thecégal densityS; 1, to be estimated [72)

p the second quantity in the parameterized Matérn form ofieetral densitys11, to be estimated @2

v the third quantity in the parameterized Matérn form of thecdral densityS11, to be estimated [72)
To the “spectral” matrix after factoring the power spectruniha top-loading process; 1, out of So ()

T the part of L', that is independent of the correlation coefficieriietween the loads 7
AT the part of T, that depends on the correlation coefficierietween the loads [¥8)
Lo a lower-triangular matrix forming the Cholesky decomgositof T', (I60)
H, the “observed” observation vector, containing final topgiry H,1 and H,2 at both interfaces [(382)
So the “blurred” spectral matrix, containing the (cross-Jdpa densities of the actual final topographies [1(84)
Lo a lower-triangular matrix forming the Cholesky decomposiiof S

L£(0) the likelihood of observing Bouguer gravity and topograpinger the two-layer flexural model [Co7)

K total number of all wave vectors considered, covering theeupalf-plane of spectral space [114)

k,k’  generic wavenumbers from the wave vectiorgk’ 2
L(0) the likelihood of observing Bouguer gravity and topograpleglecting spectral blurring [(Ibo)
ﬁ(é) the likelihood of observing Bouguer gravity and topograpleglecting spectral blurring and load correlation[_101)

Yo an element of the gradient of the likelihodd or the score functiony (103)
Fyer  an element of the Hessian of the likelihogd or the observed Fisher matrik, (@og)
Fper  an element of the negative expectation of the Hessian, drigiher information matrixF (I02)
Jeer  an element of the inverse of the Fisher information matfix, (I39)
Xo quadratic residual surface obtained after maximizing ittedihood (1458)

S generic isotropic Matérn spectral density for univariiéds (208)
Ls the likelihood of observing univariate data under the it Matérn model [(238)
Y5 the score of the likelihood s (209)
Fs the Fisher matrix of the likelihood s 218)
X maximum-log-likelihood ratio test statistic to evaluaie need for initial-loading correlation [(222)

Table 2. Some of the symbols used for the statistical theory predentthis paper, their short description, and equation nusfoe context.

Unless we use it in the numerical optimization of the logelikood we only need the negative expectation of[eq.](182)Fisher matrix

Omeg 108 O0Ay
P =KZ[ 2 lk) 1 (st 250t ) i+ o {12 (%) 1.} (139

where we have used efl. (122). Of course, when¢’, the general e_(183) specializes to the special Easé @iSfl)ssed before. Ultimately
this equivalence is a consequence of Eq.}(126) which hetdrtlexpectation, the product of first derivatives of the liglihood is equal to
its second derivative.

The explicit forms are listed in Appendix 9.4, but lookingeak, we will point to two special cases that result in simgadifexpressions.
It should be clear from the separation of lithospheric aretspl parameters achieved in dq.](76) and from [eqd (ITI)-¢that the mixed
derivatives of one lithospheric and one spectral param@iems, = dggme, = 0 andds, S11 = 0, both vanish, and that we thereby have

1 - 2
FQLQS = F Z (SulHIO_IAeL Ho) mgs(k), ]:91,98 = E Z mgL(k) mgs(k). (134)
k k

Finally, we also easily deduce that

8mg/ 8mg/ (k) _ _
Fogor, = =3¢ Z [ {mes(k)m%(k) - ﬁ} (SH'HIT,'H,) |, Fo o, = i7d Zme yme(k),  (135)
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where we have used the previously noted special case df28) k¥ which(S;,"HI T 'H,) = tr (LJT;' L) = 2. The previously
encountered ed_(1B1) is again a special case of edl (135) fhe- 0. Both expressions (184) arid (135) are of an appealing symimet
Between them they cover the majority of the elements of teadfimatrix, which will thus be relatively easy to compute.

4.7 Properties of the maximum-likelihood estimatef
We are now ready to derive the properties of the maximuniifiked estimate given in ed_{108), which we repeat here, as
0=00—F (0)v(0y). (136)

From eq.[(12B) we know that the scoyeconverges to a multivariate Gaussian, and from[eq.] (109)neevkhat the HessiaR' converges
in probability to the Fisher matrig. A Taylor expansion allows us to replagéby 6, as in standard statistical practice (Cox & Hinkley
1974). Thus, by Slutsky’s lemma_(Severini 2001; Davison3@Be distribution of is also a multivariate Gaussian. Its expectation will be

(6) = 6o, (137)
showing how our maximume-likelihood estimator is unbiadé&sicovariance is
cov{f} = F~(00) cov{~v(80)} F~ 7 (6o). (138)

From eq. [IZB) we retain thatcov{~(6o)} = F(8y) and withF = F’ a symmetric matrix, we conclude that the covariance of the
maximume-likelihood estimator is given by

Kcov{@} = F'(8y), orindeed Kcov{f,0'} = Jye(80), wWhere J(60)=F '(6). (139)
In summary, we have shown that
VK(6 —60) ~ N(0,F'(60)) = N(0,T (60)), (140)

which allows us to construct confidence intervals on the patar vectod. Denoting the generic diagonal element of the inverse of the
Fisher matrix evaluated at the truly as 70 (60), this equation shows us that each element of the parametarve distributed as

VK

——— (0 —6o) ~N(0,1), (141)
\7919/2 (00) ( )

As customary, we shall replace the needed vaflsewith the estimated and quote the 100« % confidence interval o, as given by

R 1/2 é R 1/2 é

O_Z(X/QJGQ ( ) SOO §0+Za/2‘796 ( ) (142)

VK VK

wherez,, is the value at which the standard normal reaches a cumailatbbability ofl — o, i.e. z, /2 ~ 1.96 for a 95% confidence interval.

These conclusions, which are exact for the case under @asioh, will hold asymptotically when in practice we use thlurred
likelihood (97) instead of eq_{100). In the blurred case faméll numerical optimization procedures, we expect toeh@mvamend eq$§ (1B7)
and [I38) by correction factors on the orde6f ! and K2, respectively. Eq[{142) would receive extra correctiomgestarting with the
order K —!, which would be immaterial given the size of the confidenceriral.

In some sense, ed._(142) concludes the analysis of our maxilikalihood solution to the problem of flexural-rigidityseémation. It
makes the important statement that each of the estimatesxof4l rigidity D, initial-loading ratio f2, and load correlation coefficiemt
will be normally distributed variables centered on the tvakies and with a standard deviation which will scale with ithverse square-root
of the physical data siz&. Obtaining the variance on the estimates of effective ieléisicknessT. from the estimates ab will be made
through eq.[(21) via the “delta method” (Davison 2003). Tihiplies that the estimate of the effective elastic thicknissapproximately
distributed as

T~ N (31/3173/3, %SQ/SD(;‘anr{D}) where s = 12(1 — v2)/E. (143)

4.8 Analysis of residuals

Once the estimaté = [éL és]T has been found, we may combine it with our observations, lmaigh eq.[(86), form the variable

Zo(k) = L' (k)

0 H, (k), (144)

which should be distributed as the standard complex propes§an\°(0, I). Equivalently, and as a special case of €g$ (97) (117),
Xo(k) = Zg' (k) Zo(k) = H'S5 "

g Ho ~ X1/2, (145)
and these variables should be approximately independantaWrank order them according to their size,

XM =min{Xo(k)} < X < ... < X§ = max{Xo(k)}, (146)
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Figure 5. The behavior of the quadratic residua (k) defined in eq.[{I45) in a recovery simulation for correlatedding. Left columi Observed
(histogram) and theoretica&i/2 distribution (black curve) of the residualsy (k) across all wave vectork. (Middle column Quantile-quantile plot of
the observed (k) compared to their theoretical? /2 distribution across all wave vectoks (Right columi) Plot of the observed residual$, (k) in the
wave vector plane. The examples are for a case wiere 2 x 32 x 32, A1 = 2670 kgm—3, Ao = 630 kgm~3, zo = 35 km, and the sampling intervals
were 20 km in each direction. The true model is for the coteel@ase where the lithospheric parametersiare 1 x 1024 Nm, 2 = 0.8 andr = 0.75,
and the spectral parameter$ = 2.5 x 1073, v = 2, p = 4 x 10%. (Top row) A “bad” example where the residuals do not follow the presticdistribution
and continue to show too much structure in the wave vectoraitonfFor this example, the poor estimate is giveniby= 1.5 x 1024 Nm, f2 = 0.915
and# = 0.656, 02 = 1.9 x 1073, o = 1.5, p = 4.25 x 10, and the blurred log-likelihoodl = —18.591. (Bottom roy A “good” example which
indicates that the estimate will be accepted as a fair reptaion of the truth, which in this caselis = 1.326 x 1024 Nm, f2 = 0.790 and7 = 0.741,
02 = 2.415 x 1073, & = 2.00, p = 3.974 x 10%. The blurred log-likelihoodZ = —18.2883. No structure is detected in the residuals: the model fits.

and inspect the quantile-quantile plot (Davison 2003) wb;zrtheXéj), forallj = 1,..., K, are plotted versus the inverse cumulative
density function of thex3 /2 distribution, evaluated at the argumeii{ K + 1). If, apart from at very low and very high values ffthis
graph follows a one-to-one line, there will be no reason suaee that our model is bad for the data. This can then furtadotmalized
by a chi-squared test (Davison 2003), but a plot of the redsdas a function of wave vector will be more informative tdedmine how
the model is misfitting the data. In particular it may diagnasisotropy of some form, or identify particular regionspéctral space that
poorly conform to the model and for which the latter may nexle revised. Fid.]5 illustrates this procedure on a recosienylation under
correlated loading.

If the method holds up to scrutiny of this type, then becauss & a maximum-likelihood estimator, it will be asymptatiy efficient,
with a mean-squared error that will be as small or smallen that of all other possible estimators, converging to thémgd estimate as the
sample size grows to infinity.

4.9 Admittance and coherence return, briefly

The theoretical admittana@, and coherence? are nothing but one-to-one functions of our parameterstefést. Consequently (Davison
2003), maximum-likelihood estimates for eith@r, or v2 are obtained simply by evaluating the functiohs] (59)al @he maximum-
likelihood estimate of the parameters. The equivalencasy & appreciate by expanding the score in the desiredidmetg.y2, as a total
derivative involving the parametef3, f2 andr,

oL of* oL or
+ s T as
0f2 0y  Or 02
The score imy?2 vanishes whera)[,/aD = ac/aﬁ = 0L£/0r = 0 as long as each a¥+2 /0D, a%/an and 9+2/0r are non-zero.

Thus the maximume-likelihood estlmat& and% are obtained at the maximum-likelihood valllé)sf2 andr, and are computed without
difficulty, as we will illustrate shortly. See Appendix ®.6rfa few additional considerations.

oL _ 9L 9D
¢ 9D o2

(147)
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5 TESTING THE MODEL

In the previous section we discussed the question whetbkeintbdel” to which we have subscribed is at all “valid” in veggneral terms.
Here, we will address two possible concerns more specificBiie main ingredients of our model are the flexural equati@@), corre-
lation {49) and proportionality ($4) of the initial topogtzies, and the isotropic spectral form]72) that we assurethé loading terms.
Other than that, we have introduced a certain fixed two-ldgesity structuré\;, A> andzz, and an approximate way of computing gravity
anomalies by way of eq_(26). When working within this franoeky we showed in Sectidn 4.8 how to assess the quality of de fit,
and in Sectiofi 419 how to hindcast the traditional obsepsblf admittance and coherence. However, what we have noessddl is the
relative merits of alternative models. How appropriatéhis KMatérn class, especially in its isotropic form? Howeliént would an analysis
that does not consider correlated loading be from one thes@Vhat would be the effect of modifying or adding additideams to the
flexural equations, as could be appropriate to consider wmrglex tectonic scenarios, elastic non-linearitiesstelanisotropy, or alterna-
tive rheologies (as, for example, Stephenson & Beaumor;1S@&phenson & Lambeck 1985; Ribe 1982; Swain & Kirby 2008eKenzie
2010)? We cannot, of course, address all of these questitthsamy hope for completeness, but in this section we inttedwo specific
considerations that will speak to these issues.

The first, detailed in Appendix 9.6, involves a stand-alorethmdology to recover the spectral parameters in the Mdtagm given
univariate multi-dimensional data. This will help us buill-suited data synthetics; it will also enable the stutitearestrial and planetary
surfaceper se e.g. to measure the roughness of the ocean floor or the lurface (e.g. Goff & Arbic 2010; Rosenburg etlal. 2011). Even
more broadly, it is an approach to characterize texturedlitd1979] Cohen et &l. 1991) in the context of geology arapbgsics. Although
our chosen parameterizatidn[72) permits a wide varietpetsal shapes, we are of course limiting ourselves by amgiclering isotropic
loading models. In future work, anisotropic spectral sisape the loading terms will be considered.

The second, in Appendix 3.7, is a worked example of how, §ipally, the inclusion or omission of the initial-loading rcelation
coefficient,r, may influence the confidence that we should have in our manifikelihood estimates obtained with or without it. We migh
construct a likelihoodZ(0), as in eq.[(Z00) with all termE{¥6)=(78) present, or insteadnight force the initial-loading correlation to= 0.
This would result in a simpler form that we have calké(:ﬁ) in eq. [101), whereby the parameteis lacking altogether from the vector

6=[D f* o vpl", (148)

to be compared with the expression éin eq. [72). Sincé C 6, both models are ‘nested’: the less complicated model carbtzned by
imposing constraints on the more complicated model, sottieasimpler model is a special case of the more complicatedlarthat case
the likelihood-ratio test (Cox & Hinkley 1974; Severini 2)hat we describe in Appendix .7 is applicable. It is inampiate to compare
models using likelihood ratios if they are not nested, e¥aspeécial exceptions exist to that rule (see, €.0.. Vuon@1B8n et al. 2001).

What we have not done is incorporate the effect of downwantiiceation in eq.[(35) into the analysis. The ‘data’ that wikk generate
and analyze in our synthetic experiments will have beerféptly’ downward continued to the single ‘appropriate’arface at depth, from
‘noise-free’ gravity observations, which remains a vergalized situation. Some problems anticipated with nuraéstability might be
remediated through dedicated robust deconvolution msthimat more generally, giving up this level of idealizatiar feal-world data
analysis will cause complications that require speciattreents. Absent these, our theoretical error estimatdsbaiminimum bounds.
Keeping in mind that the complications of this kind are sHdrg other gravity-based methods, we feel justified in notestively discussing
all of our options here. Nevertheless, we can look aheaddneasing the downward continuation of the gravity field witihe framework of
our maximum-likelihood method by considering what woulgben if we took the surface topography and the gravity angamathe primary
observables, rather than the surface and (deconvolvedldabe topography as we now have, in €q] (43). We wouldnéalig, continue
to carry the factors¢(k) from eq. [35) throughout the development. In the applicatibthe blurred data analysis {89) those factors would
appear inside the convolutional integrals, to appear ineldi<[9.8, of the kind(236), and their appearance theredvoaldoubt regularize
the gravity deconvolution by stabilizing the inverse (Ramy its derivatived (238) as actually used by the optinvragilgorithm. However,
the variance expressions for the maximum-likelihood esté®, which we derive based on the unblurred likelihoodsildvpresumably be
farther from their blurred equivalents once the deconvaituis also part of the estimation in this way, and it woulduieg much detailed
work to arrive at a complete understanding of such a proeeditrthe end of the day, we would still not have remediatedgéngphysical
problems of measurement and data-reduction noise in abtaihe Bouguer gravity anomalies, nor handled possibladepes from the
two-layer model that may exist in the form of internal depsihomalies. The list of caveats is long but again shared grotiver gravity-
based methods, over which the maximum-likelihood methadehelear advantage, as we have seen, theoretically, abavara about to
show, via simulation, in what follows.

6 NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

Numerical experiments are straightforward. We generathsyic data using the procedure established in Sedfighd4L.2.8, and then
employ an iteration scheme along the lines of &gs](108))(B8&rting from an initial guess we proceed through thattensk = 0, ... as

A R CART(] (149)
until convergence. In practice any other numerical schenge by conjugate gradients, can be used, the only objdutivey to maximize (or
minimize the negative) log-likelihoo@ (P7) by whichevegriation path that is expedient, and for which canned rostane readily available.
The important points to note are, first, that we do need toémgint the convolutional blurring stdp [89) in the generatibthe data,
so as to reference them to a particular generation grid vidkedping the flexibility to subsample, section, and tapemtfier analysis as in
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the real-world case. Second, we do need to maximize thegollog-likelihood[[3¥) and not its unblurred relatives (160 (101). The data-
generation grid and the data-inversion grid may be differéthese two stipulations are not met, an “inverse crint€dipio & Somersalo
2005/ 2007; Hansen 2010) will be committed, leading to eitmvarranted optimism, or worse, spectacular failure —hlwatses unfortu-
nately paramount in the literature and easily reproduceexentally.

From the luxury of being able to do synthetic experiments are\erify, as we have, the important relations derived is faiper, e.g.,
the expectation of the Hessian matrices of EQ.}(107), theklision of the scores in ed_(IP8), of the residuals in @45}, of the likelihood
ratios in eq.[(23b) of the forthcoming Appendlix .8, and ofirse virtually all of the analytical expressions listed fie tAppendices. We
can furthermore directly inspect the morphology of thelik@od surface[{97) for individual experiments and witn&es scaled reduction
of the confidence intervals with data size predicted byleffl)1Via eq.[(I4)7) we can compare coherence (and admittanceds with those
derived from perfect knowledge, and contrast them with wiatmight hope to recover from the traditional estimates efalmittance
and coherence. We do stress again that even if we did havecpedtimates of admittance and coherence, the problentinfati®ig the
parameters of interest from those would be fraught with falhe problems, encountered in the literature, that led usitertake our study
in the first place.

Most importantly, we can check how well our theoretical digttions match the outcome of our experiments. After althie real world
we will only have access to one data set per geographic ariedeoést, and will need to decide on the basis of one maxiriketihood
estimate which confidence intervals to place on the solutimd which trade-offs and correlations between the estidhparameters to
expect. We were able to derive the theoretical distribgtionly by neglecting the finite-sample size effects, basimgeapressions on the
‘unblurred’ likelihood of eq.[{100) when using ef. [97) wdllave been appropriate but analytically intractable. rishwve can see how
well we will do under realistic scenarios, and check how mwefare likely to gain by employing our approach in future gtaef terrestrial
and planetary inversions for the effective elastic thigdménitial-loading fraction and load-correlation coeffiat.

Figs[d and’BE5 were themselves outputs of genuine simusatiwhich the reader can refer again for visual guidancee e limit
ourselves to studying the statistics of the results on gfithests with simulated data. In Figd -9 we report on twiteswof simulations:
one under the uncorrelated-loading scenario for two diffedata sizes in Fids Bl-7, and one under correlated loadirtyé different data
sizes in Fig§HJ9. Histograms of the outcomes of our expetisrare presented in the form of diffusion-based non-patréarikernel-density
estimates’|(Botev et &l. 2010), which explains their smagthearance. The distributions of the estimators are furtbee presented in the
form of the quantile-quantile plots as introduced in Eg8)14vhich allows us to identify outlying regions of non-Gaiasity. Figures of the
type of Fig[® should help identify problems with individuases.

For the uncorrelated-loading experiments shown in Eif$téei®e are few meaningful departures between theory andimem. The
predicted distributions match the observed distributieers well, and the parameters of interest can be recover#d gueat precision.
Indeed, Figs shows us that an elastic thickriBss= 43.2 km on a 12661260 kn? grid can be recovered with a standard deviation of
2.9 km, with similarly low relative standard deviations for tb#her parameters. Figl 7, whose data grid is twice the sieadh dimension,
yields standard deviations on the estimated parameterarthhalf as big, in accordance with dq. (142). What is reatalekis that both theory
and experiment, shown in Fig.]10, predict that the flexugitliiy D and the initial-loading rati¢f®> can be recovered without appreciable
correlation between them, and with little trade-off betwé#fgem and the spectral parametefs v andp, even though the trade-off between
the spectral parameters themselves is significant. Thgtpyos “separable” behavior is not at all what the entamgiet of the parameters
through the admittance and coherence curves shown il Figubdvihave led us to believe, and it runs indeed contrary teefperience
with actual data as reported in the literature. The likedith@ontains enough information on each of the parametergafest to make this
happen; the very act of reducing this information to admiteaand coherence curves virtually erases this advantatieelmpllapse of their
sensitivities.

For the correlated-loading experiments shown in Eidd 8e%itireement between theory and experiment is equally &zttisy. The
introduction of the load-correlation coefficientcontributes to making the maximum-likelihood optimizatitvarder’. In our example we
are nevertheless able to estimate an elastic thickRess 17.8 km on a 12661260 kn? grid with a standard deviation of only.7 km, as
shown in Fig[®. In contrast, Figl 8, whose data grid is hadfdtze in each dimension, yields standard deviations onstira@&ed parameters
that are about twice as big, in accordance with[eq.](142)[[Eghows the normalized covariance of the estimators.

In all of our experiments as reported here we implementeditiite-sample size blurring in the data analysis, but madsliptions
based on the unblurred likelihoods, as discussed befoeefigires discussed in this section serve as the ultimaiégasion for the validity
of this approach, with further heuristic details deferr@éppendi¥9.8. When omitting the blurring altogether thesggnent between theory
and practice becomes virtually perfect. As we have argiredigh, in those cases we commit the inverse crime of angythie data on the
same grid on which they have been generated, which is ustiealnd needs to be avoided. We also note that in designaagigal inversion
algorithms, care should be taken in formulating an appad@stopping criterion. The exactness of the computatioosld match the scaling
of the variances with the data size, which we showed gody Asin eq. [128). This is difficult to tune, and some syntheticezipents
might inadvertently trim or ‘winsorize’ the observed dibtrtions by setting too stringent a convergence criterion.

Figs[12 and13, to conclude, show the distribution of estmalf the admittance and coherence for the entire set of iaxpets
about which we have reported here. The maximum-likelihostdreates agree very well with the theoretical curves, aigfothe effect of
varying data size on the spread is understandably notiee@bir initial misgivings about the traditional admittarzcel coherence estimates
(obtained by Fourier transformation and averaging oveiatadavenumber annuli) are well summed up by their behavitiich shows
significant bias and large variance. While the bias can bentahto account in comparing measurements with theoretinales, as it has
been by various authors (Simons et al. 2000; Pérez-Gussingi| 2004, 2007, 2009; Kalnins & Watts 2009; Kirby & Swadi 1), the high
variance remains an issue. Multitaper methads (Simons |208I3;/ Simons & Wan@ 2011) reduce this variance but expaadids. The
estimation of admittance and coherence is subservienetegtimation of the lithospheric and spectral parametertsatte of geophysical
value, and all methods that use admittance and cohereriogatsst, no matter how good, as a point of departure for theranon for the
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Figure 6. Recovery statistics of simulations under uncorrelatediift@pon a 6464 grid with 20 km spacing in each direction. Density inteefs are at

z1 = 0 km, z2 = 35 km, density contrastd; = 2670 kgm—3 andA, = 630 kgm~3. The top row shows the smoothly estimated standardizedapitity
density function of the values recovered in this experinedisample sizeV, on which the theoretical distribution is superimposeddklline). The abscissas
were truncated to withie=3 of the empirical standard deviation; the percentage ofdhges captured by this truncation is listed in the top I&&ach graph.
The ratio of the empirical to theoretical standard deviatioshown listed as/o. The bottom row shows the quantile-quantile plots of the ieng (ordinate)
versus the theoretical (abscissa) distributions. Thesaesr of the recovered valugs f2, o2, v andp are listed at the top of the second row of graphs. The
true parameter value®g, fg, og, vo andpg are listed at the bottom. Assuming Young’s and Poisson moflll = 1.4 x 10'! Pa ands = 0.25, the results
imply a possible recovery of the parameter§as= 43.242.9 km, f2 = 0.8 4£0.025, 02 = (2.540.2) x 1073, v = 240.039, p = (3£0.0967) x 10%,
quoting the true values plus or minus the theoretical stahdeviation of their estimates, which are normally disttésl and asymptotically unbiased.

geophysical parameters, will be deprived of the many bexgfEt a direct maximume-likelihood inversion brings and the have attempted
to illustrate in these pages.
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Figure 7. Recovery statistics of simulations under uncorrelatedifgawith the same lithospheric parameters and shown inahredayout as in Fid.]6 but
now carried out on a 128128 grid. This roughly halves the standard deviation of thteveates, implying a theoretical recovery Bif = 43.2 £ 1.4 km,
f2=0840.013,0%2 = (2.5 +0.1) x 1073, v = 240.029, p = (2 £ 0.0273) x 10%. As in Fig.[8, the experiments fit the theory encouraginglyl.we
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Figure 8. Recovery statistics of simulations under correlated logdin a 3% 32 grid. Density interfaces are at = 0 km, z2 = 35 km, density contrasts
Aq = 2670 kgm—3 and Ay = 630 kgm~3. The top row shows the smoothly estimated standardizedapility density function of the values recovered
in this experiment of sample siz&¥, on which the theoretical distribution is superimposedcdklline). The abscissas were truncated to withi® of the
empirical standard deviation; the percentage of the vatagsured by this truncation is listed in the top left of eacaph. The ratio of the empirical to
theoretical standard deviation is shownsgs. The bottom row shows the quantile-quantile plots of the ieing (ordinate) versus the theoretical (abscissa)
distributions. The averages of the recovered valdeg2, r, 02, v andp are listed at the top of the second row of graphs. The truenetsa valuesDy, fg , 70,

037 vo andpo are listed at the bottom. Assuming Young's and Poisson modul = 1.4 x 10! Pa andv = 0.25, the results imply a possible recovery of
the parameters 8& = 17.84+1.4km, f2 = 0.4£0.017,7 = —0.7540.014, 02 = (2.54£0.3) x 1073, v = 240.121, p = (240.1327) x 104, quoting
the true values plus or minus the theoretical standard tieniaf their estimates, which are very nearly normally ritistted and asymptotically unbiased.
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Figure 9. Recovery statistics of simulations under correlated logaith the same parameters and shown in the same layout &g 8 But now carried out
on a 6464 grid. This roughly halves the standard deviation of thareges, implying a theoretical recovery ®f = 17.8 & 0.7 km, f2 = 0.4 & 0.008,
r = —0.7540.007, 02 = (2.5 £0.2) x 1073, v = 2 £ 0.061, p = (2 £ 0.0672) x 10%. As in Fig.[8, the experiments fit the theory very well.
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7 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have not answered the geophysical quesiihat is the flexural strength of the lithosphere?” but ratherunderlying
statistical question “How can an efficient estimator forftlgural strength of the lithosphere be constructed fronppgsical observations?”.
Our answer was constructive: we derived the properties df sun estimator and then showed how it can be found, by a certiqrl
implementation of theoretical results that also yieldedlgital forms for the variance of such an estimate. We haagesl as close as
possible to the problem formulation as laid out in the clzgdaper by Forsyth (1985) but extended it by fully consitecorrelated initial
loads, as suggested by McKenzie (2003). The significant tsdityp of this problem, even in a two-layer case, barred osnficonsidering
initial loads with anisotropic power spectral densitiesver vector-dependent initial-loading fractions and load<elation coefficients,
anisotropic flexural rigidities, or any other elaboratiamsthe classical theory. However, we have suggested mebyoasich the presence
of such additional complexity can be tested through residispection.

The principal steps in our algorithm are as follows. Aftellextting the Fourier-transformed observations| (82) inteetorH, (k) we
form the blurred Whittle likelihood of eq_(97) as the avexayyer theK wavenumbers in the half plane, the Gaussian quadratic form

exp(—HIST H,)
1 — 150
" H det S, ’ ( )

= 1
L=%

wherebyS, is the blurred version, per ef|_{84), of the spectral matiriulated in eq$(76)=(T8). The likelihood depends on thespheric
parameters of interest, namely the flexural rigidity the initial-loading ratiof2, and the load-correlation coefficientand on the spectral
parameters>, v, p of the Matérn form[{7R) that captures the isotropic shagh@power spectral density of the initial loading. Maxintiaa
of eq. [I50) then yields estimates of these six paramete@pfraise their covariance, we turn to the unblurred Wiiktelinood of eq.[(100),

1 exp(—HIST H,)
L= [ml:[ s , (151)
its first derivatives (the score),
oL 1 _
%= T [2mi (k) + S; HE A Ho | =, (152)

k

its second derivatives (the Hessian),

oL 1 Imgr (k) 210811\ a_1prH 1y OAy
— = —— 22— — H Ay H, H, H, | = Fyer, 153
600" ~ K £ { 90 (S“ 0 )S“ @ Ao Ho+ S ( 0 ) o (153)
and their expectation (the Fisher matrix),

oL\ 1 Ome: (k) _10811 T (0Ag _

<aeaer> = _K; {2 2 (st g ) mo 09+ e {LT (S ) Lo} = Fanr (>4
whose inverse relates to the variance of the parameterastmas
VE (8 - 60) ~ N(0,F " (60)) = N(0,T (60)). (155)
With this knowledge we construct 18@v % confidence intervals
) 1/2 o ) 1/2 o
b= 20222 O gy, T O (156)

VK VK

The problem of producing likely values of lithospheric sgth, initial-loading fraction and load correlation for eagraphic region of
interest required positing an appropriate model for thati@mhship between gravity and topography. The gravity freld to be downward
continued (to produce subsurface topography), and thistitat nature of the parameter recovery problem had to keavdedged. There are
many methods to produce estimators, and depending on whdteceeasonably assumed, different estimators will reallltyith different
bias and variance characteristics. In general one wishebtiin unbiased and asymptotically efficient estimatoes, @stimators whose
variance is competitive with any other method for incregsgample sizes. Our goal in this work has been to whittle ddwerassumptions,
while keeping the model both simple and realistic.

If the parametric models that we have proposed are realisit we are assured of good estimation properties. Maxitiketihood
estimators are both asymptotically unbiased and efficigfterf with minimum variance, see, e.g.. Porthoy 1977). 8hwe use another
method, with more parameters, or even non-parametric meesgerms, unless those extra components in the model agegaay, we will
literally waste data points on estimating needless degrefgeedom, and accrue an increased variance. Modelinghttial ispectrum non-
parametrically is such an example, of wasting half of thexgeints on the estimation. Producing the coherence or taimo# estimate as
a starting point for a subsequent estimation of the lithesphparameters of interest is also highly suboptimal, andHe same reason.
If the parametric models that we have assumed are not iedhisin we will be able to diagnose this problem from the naslis, and this
will be a check on the methods we apply. Hence, if the parametodels stand up to tests of this kind, then because of theepties of
maximume-likelihood estimators, asymptotically, no otkestimator will be able to compete in terms of variance. Int taase the confidence
intervals that we have produced in this paper are the bestoliéd be produced.
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We restate eq§ (56)=(68) or efsl(76)F(78), without any eefss to the dependence on wave vector or wavenumber, as

T, =T+ AT, (157)
. 2
T &+ f2014,° —A10; '€~ AT Ao (158)
“AATE - AT ATAYT + fPATA YT ) \ A+ AxE)
COAIATYE AZAS[pE + 1] A )’
AT = ot 2 172 s — | . 159
rf <A%A2 oe 1] —2010.% )\ Bt Az (159)
The Cholesky decompositioh {[79) @f, evaluates to
(A1 + 42671 AZE% + fPAT —2rfA1A2E 0
o = —17A2 2 A2 2 2 211/2 | - (160)
VAZE 4 [PAZ Z2rfALAzE \ AR [AZEF fRATY +rfAT[GE + 1] AT —1][1 — 1]
For general reference we note the Cayley-Hamilton theoEmhlen & Baig 2002) for an invertiblex22 matrix A,
-1 (trA)I-A
A= detA (161)
The determinants and inverses®Bf, T and AT are given by
detT = fPAT(AL+228) (€ —1)7, (162)
-1 o AT A [ T PATARY  ATTAE+ AN (163)
PeE—17  \ATMAE+ AN APPARE + f2 '
det AT = —r?detT, (164)
_ ATIAGH(AL + Ag¢)? 2¢ ATTA [ +1]
AT = =2 _ 12 : 165
rf (g€ —1)2 ATTA, [p€ + 1] 2A7°A3E (165)
From these relationships we conclude that
detTo = fPAT(A1I+228) (06 —1)°(1 —7?) = (1 —r°)det T = det T + det AT, (166)
TN = (1-r)" (T =r’AT ). (167)

9.2 The scorey in the lithospheric parameters D, f2 and r

The first derivative of the log-likelihood functioh (ZJ00)déven by the expressioh (I110). The elements of the scorditung,, for a generic

“lithospheric” parametef;, € 8, = [D f? r]” are

1 O1n(det T,) 1pemf OTS? 1 1e:H
WL:_EZI(:[TJFS“ H T | Ho :—gg[ngL(k)—&-Su Hi'Ap, Ho) .

L

(168)

We obtain these via ed_(1l11), seeing that we will need thivatares of the (logarithm of the) determinant and the iseeof T.,. We
compute these from their defining expressions or via thetiilesfor symmetric invertible matrices (Strang 1991; ifegk et all 1997)

= —A’la—AA’l.

Oln(det A) ,laA) OA~!
=t (A 20) 9 5 90

00
We will thus also write that

(169)



Maximume-likelihood estimation of flexural rigidity 37

T _ 26177 T4+ f2PAIA? + FPA A E — 1] AT A+ ¢/2 — 2+ AN+ LPE— 1] (170)
oD FPD \ AT Ao +9/2— 5+ fPA07 + 526 - 1] PPHATAL+ AT A [g — 1],
0T AT*(A1+ Ax¢)? 1 ATTAE 1
- _ B . -V, 171
of flee—17  \Ar'Ae APA3e fr (a71)
OAT™  26-1)7° (2AA;" +€-1 1+ ¢/2+¢/2 (172)
oD rfD T+¢/24+E6/2 2A7'Ay+¢—1)°
From the above we then find that the expressions required .(fL&f) to calculate the score in the lithospheric pararsetes
_ _ L foTt OAT
EH AT 4+ ATY Ap = (1-r)"" ( —r? > (176)
mp = -1 T2 ) 173 oD oD )’
g 6E— 1) 4 o
1 _ _2y-1 (0T a1
mp = Y2 (174) Ap = (1-79) ( aF2 + 372 AT ) , a77)
- 2
o= —. 175 _ 2r -1 147 -1

Since the score vanishes at the estimate, in the uncodalase we can solve efj. (168) for the estianétdirectly. Using eqd(174) and (1177)
for the case where = 0, we can thus write, with the help of the matik defined in eq.[{111), an expression for the estimate

72 = %ZS;JH?VHO. (179)
k

In principle this would allow us to define a profile likeliho¢Bawitain 2001), but such a procedure and its propertiesinenuigside of the
scope of this text.

9.3 The scorey in the spectral parameterso?, v and p

The elements of the score functigp, for a generic “spectral” parametés € 8s = [0 v p]” are

1 0511 - - 1
Vs = T (5111 905 ) (2-Su'HIT H ) = ——

= [2mas () + S1, " He Agg Ho | . (180)

To compute these via ed. (112) we need the derivatives of ditémd form. Thus, directly from ed.(I72), we obtain in pzutar,

M2 = iQ (181) A,: = -m,To',  (184)
g
—1
_ v+1 4v v+1 4v 2 4v 2 A — —m.T- 1 185
m, = ——+ln <W2p2> 4<W2p2) <7r2p2 +k) In (szz +k ) (182) o, (189
—1
v viv+l1 4v 2 1
m, = —2;4—8; <W2p2> <W2p2 +k> . (183) A, = —-m,T;". (186)

As above in eq[{I79), we pick up one direct solution, namely

Sll H —1
o2 2KZ( ) HY TS HL, (187)

where it is to be noted from ed.([72) the11 /o) is indeed no longer dependent eA. With eq. [I79) this would enable us to conduct a
profile-likelihood estimation in a reduced parameter sgeavitah 2001), but once again the details are omitted here.

9.4 The HessiarF and the Fisher matrix F

The Hessian or second derivative of the log-likelihood fiorc(100), and its negative expectation or the Fisher infition matrix, are given
by the expressionE (1B2) and (133), respectively. Bothaxfatrontain the termis (173)=(178) dnd (181)-(186) that wesjhat derived, which
renders them eminently calculable analytically. In its favm eq. [I38) does not provide much insight, but in Sedfi@hwe also introduced
special formulations for elements of the Fisher matrix thablve at least one spectral variable, in which case theesgions[(131)[({134)
and [I35) forFy, ¢, Fo, 0 andF, 000 respectively, are of a common form. We do not foresee ngetimexpressions for the Hessian: while
optimization procedures might benefit from those, even in{B£8) the Fisher matrix could be substituted (Cox & Hinki&74).

We are thus left with determining the entries of the Flshetrmdfe o when only lithospheric variables are present. The diagonal
termsFy, o, are obtained via ed._{1B0), which we repeat here specnflﬁxﬂ@ns case as

Fun = e S D5 00)" D 0]} where 57, =i (A0, ). ()
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Only to obtain the cross terms involving different lithospia parameters do we need the full expression](133). Evisrcése simplifies
since, owing to eq[[{(Z72§)y, S11 = 0, thereby yielding the expression

amg/ T aAgl
91,% K { T o0, + o [L < oor, ) LO} } ’ (189)

where we recall from eg[(111) thag, Ay = 0o, 89/ T, . Whenér, # 6}, as is seen from eqs (DI73=(175), the first té}mngl =

Whend, = 0;,, eqs[(I8B)+(189) are exactly each others equivalent, #nereexpression can be used. We will not really need thenavnjees
of the quadratic forms: their sums of squares (in[eg] 188uorss(in eq[[189) suffice to calculate the elements of the Fistadrix. The
specific eigenvalues are only required if we should abandendormal approximations and develop an interest in cdlogléhe distributions

of eq. [IIT) exactly.
Beginning with the flexural rigidity, we obtain

2A2 2 72f 5 5
Fop = K 1—7«2 —)e (2f A1 As[f —3r%f —rf? — 1]
+ A2+ 2= 2rf]+ AL+ 22 =22 2rf]) (190)
For the loading ratio, we obtain for the sum of squares of therwalues
2 — 2
Finally, for the load-correlation coefficient we conclutiat
C2(1+7?)
Frr = m (192)
For the cross terms that remain, we find, at last,
1 E*ATTAG? 2 2
Fop = 2 zk: O =T) (2 A2 — P f[A1 + Ao] — rf2 A1 +7A) (193)
Z 2K A 1A7 (F2A1 + Az — rf[A + As)) (194)
Dr K gf 1_ 7_2 ) 1 2 1 2 5
Frop = (195)
f2r = 21— Tz)‘

9.5 Properties of admittance and coherence estimates — an€famér-Rao lite” for the maximum-likelihood estimate

Let us consider how the uncertainty on the paramefleestimated via the maximum-likelihood method propagatesstamates of the

coherence and the admittanc,Aé,and/Q\o, should we desire to construct those. Since SeEfidn 4.7 welreown that our estimat®, which
is based on the likelihoo@ (D7) and thus ultimately on the#ht(k), is centered on the truy as per

0=00+Y, and (0) = 6o. (196)

We know the distributional properties &f as having a mean of zero and a variance that is proportiorthktmverse of the Fourier-domain
sample sizd<. Taking the Bouguer-topography coherence as an exampleamagain use the delta method to write for its estimate

72(0) =+2(60) + [V12(80)] Y, (197)
from which easily follows that

(12(6)) = ~2(60), (198)
var(12(6)} = [V~2(60)] var{Y}[V+2(60)]. (199)

at identical wavenumbers, and a statement similar in form to ef. (199) for the covasaaof the coherence estimate between different
wavenumberg andk’. With these we know the relevant statistics of maximumliilaod-based admittance and coherence estimates.
The “traditional” methods use estimates of coherence andttahce to derive estimates of the parametrRegardless of how the
former are computed (via parameterized maximum-likelthtechniques as in this paper, or non-parametrically usintjitaper or other
spectral techniques), we know one important thing abolit gtatistics. No alternative estimate for the parameteasis unbiased will beat
the variance of our maximum-likelihood estimate.
Let us imagine defining another unbiased estimator whichidvoe given by another function of the data, generically terit

t, where (f) =6y, (200)



Maximume-likelihood estimation of flexural rigidity 39

and let us study the covariance of this hypothetical esémaith the zero-mean score of the maximum-likelihdod (9&jireed in eq[(110):

0
cov{i, v} = (i) = <Zw ) = = / / ( . pg;‘“) (HpHo<kf)dHo<k’)> (201)
Kk’

= % / / E% <HpHo(k) dHo(k)> %90 / / HpHO(k) dH,(k (202)
———" k

10 - 1 0 1

I ETACR i 209
To obtain eq.[(201) we followed an argument as in €gs|(1L3%)(While continuing to assume the independence of the Eoooiefficients
and using Leibniz’ product rule of differentiation. We nowdw from Cauchy-Schwartz that

1
var{yo var{i} > (cov{~p,})” = 7 (204)
and thus, combining ed._(204) with efs (1128) dnd [139), wetfiatl
—1
var{i} > L1 Tw _ var{f}. (205)

K?2var{v} K
The maximume-likelihood estimate is asymptotically effitieno other unbiased estimate has a lower variance.

9.6 Retrieval of spectral parameters

Were we to observe a single random figldx), distributed as an isotropic Matérn random field with theapzeter® = 05, we would have

*rq./ / / U+14U 4v 2 !
(dH(k)dH (k")) = S(k)dkdk' é(k, k') = S(k)dk = P (W2—/)2 +k ) dk. (206)
Its parameters could also be estimated using maximumiHibedl estimation. Following the developments in Sediidthe blurred log-
likelihood of observing the data under the model{206) wdaddvritten under the assumption of independence as

<oy _ 1 exp(=S'(k)[HK)[*) | _ 1 2
Ls(0s) = 4 1n];[ 50 =% [InS(k) +S (k)| H(k)*] - (207)

When the spectral blurring is being neglected, the likelthbecomes, more simply,

Ls(()s):ll( In Hexp 'H( ) :_%Z [0 S(k) + S~ (k) [H(K)] . (208)
a k
The scores in thls likelihood are then
o = =g S mag () [1 = STWHAOF], where mag () = 570 2, (209)
k

which is only slightly different from the forms that they tom the multivariable case, eds (110) ahd (112). In deritimgvariance of the
score in the multivariate flexural case, dq. (127), we négtethe complications of spectral blurring, as we do herd,va@ also neglected
the slight correlation between wavenumbers, as we havedigoe The simple form of eg {2D9) allows us to re-examineetfect that
wavenumber correlations will have on the score by bypadsieglevelopment outlined in eds (116)=(117) and writinggiad that

cov] (15)0,. (1) } = g5 3 3 e, (0 (k) S2UELOL UL, (210)
k k/

Previously we wrote expressions for the covariance of theeflength spectral observation vector that took into aotdhe blurring
but not the correlation, e.g. in approximating €q. (9) by(@8), which we restate here for the univariate case as

cov{H (k), H(k')} = / Wi (k — K" ) Wi (kK — k") S(K") dk” ~ S(k) d(k, k). (211)
We shall now approximate this under slow variation of thectipen, relative to the decay of the window functioinsy, as
cov{H (k), H(k')} ~ S(k) / Wik (k — k") Wik’ — k") dk” = S(k) c(k, k). (212)

Using Isserlis’ theorem (Issellis 1916; Percival & Wald&93;/Walden et al. 19!94) we then have for the covarianceeopériodograms

cov{ |H(k)|?, |H(K')[*} = |cov{H (k) y + |cov{H (k) }] Ak, k), (213)
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since the first term, the pseudocovariance or relation rmagmishes in the half-plane for the complex-proper GausBiaurier coeffi-
cients (Miller[ 1969| Thomson 197[7; Neeser & Massey 1993kaf-valued stationary variables. We may thus concludettizatovariance
of the scores suffers mildly from wavenumber correlation,

cou] ()0, (15)ag } = g 2 3 o, (k) mag () ). (214)

However, for very large observation windows or custom-giesd tapering procedures, we may write
1
cov{ (v5)og (’YS)%} =% E mo, (k) me: (k). (215)
k

From eq.[(12B) we then also recover the entries of the Fislagrixfor this problem as exactly half the size of the multisge equivalent
that we obtained in ed_(IB5), as expected,

(Fs)og0r, = ng ) (k (216)

which are to be used in the construction of confidence interfea the parameters?, p and v of the isotropic Matérn distribution as
determined by this procedure. The expressionsrigr were listed in Appendik9]3. Refer again also to Tdble 2, Whie have only now
completed filling.

9.7 Testing correlation via the likelihood-ratio test
We seek to evaluate the null and alternative hypotheses
HH: r=0 versus s4: r#0. (217)

Our definition of the log-likelihoodZ(8) in eq. [100) included the correlation coefficiertbetween initial-loading topographies as a param-
eter to be estimated from the data. In contrast, the loditiged £(8) = £(]#7 0]T) of eq. [I01) did not. The Hessian gfis F and that
of £ is F, and from eq.[{I09) we know th#t converges in probability to the negative Fisher matrisE and, similarly,F* converges to the
constant—F. This gives us the elements to evaluate the different simar

Should we evaluate “uncorrelated data” using a “correlatediel’, we need a significance test for the addition of theretation
parameter. Since the hypothedes {217) refer to nested spfdmintaining some of the same entrieasee eqd (14)=(Y5), otherwise put

0=1[6" r", (218)
standard likelihood-ratio theory (Cox & Hinkley 1974) aiggl. Let the truth unde#%, be given by the parameter vector
60=[65 0", (219)

and let us consider having found two maximume-likelihoodreates,

6 = argmaxfl(9) = [éT 77, (220)

0, = argmaxl(8) # 6. (221)

Note that£(8) < L£(6 ) and and that the estimates of ‘everything-but-the-catiteiecoefficient’ are different from the full estimates de-
pending on whether the correlation coefficient is included parameter to be estimated or not. We now define the maxilogriikelihood
ratio statistic from the evaluated likelihoods

X = 2K[£(0) — £(6.)] = 2K [£(8) — £(8.) + L(80) — L(80)] = X1 — X, (222)
whereby we have used that, evaluated at the truth usi@ethe likelihood values{f((;o) = L(0y), and defined the auxiliary quantities
X1 = 2K [£(B) — £(60)], and Xz = 2K [£(8.) — £(60)]. (223)
By Taylor expansion of the log-likelihoods around the truthsecond order and with the first-order derivatives vangshwe then have
X1 55 —VE[6-60) " F(60)[6 - 0] VE and Xo < —VEK|[6. — 60" F(80)[6. — 60| VE, (224)

where we have used the limiting behaviar (1L09). For more iggityg we consider maximum-likelihood problems with attizned parameter
vector

=167 61", (225)

whereby@,, may contain any number of extra parametéss = [r] being the case under consideration. Introducing notasomeago along,
the Fisher matrix for such problems partitions into fourdid® (see also Kennett et al. 1998) such that we can write,

[ F  F
f_(]__z 7—'0)‘ (226)
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The submatricesFx andF, contain the negative expectations of the second derigat¥¢he likelihoodL, with respect to at least one of
the ‘extra’ parameter8, € 6y, suitably arranged with the mnemonic subscriptando. The corner matriceB' andF contain the second
derivatives of the likelihood: in only the ‘simpler’ subset of parametets= 6. The inverse of the Fisher matrix is given by

—1 1 _
(T A7), @
thereby defining the auxiliary matrices, and, via the Woaodlidentity, their inverses, as

Feo = F-FF'F] and Fl=F '+ F FFIFIF (228)
Fo = Fo-FLF Fo and Fil =F '+ FFIFLFF (229)
This yields the variances of the vectors partitions. Raupfrom eq. [14D) that

VE (0 - 60) ~ N(0,F " (60)), (230)
we may use eq§ (ZR7)=(228) to express the marginal distibof the partitiond,, under the null hypothesis,

VE G, ~ N(0,F5(60). (231

In this general framework we rewrite likelihood-ratio s$it (222) with the help of eq§ (2P4)=(225) as

cenonel(3)-(G)] (2 2)[(2)-(3))

In order to figure out the properties of the likelihood-ratiést we now need to understand the properties of the differéetween the
‘correlated’ and ‘uncorrelated’ estimatés- 0 of eqs[(220)-£(221). We may note directly from Cox & Hinkle@74) that

0.—=0+F 'F. b, (233)
Inserting this relation into ed._(2B2) the limiting behavid the likelihood-ratio test statistics becomes

~ VK6 (_arzﬁ*fx n To) 6.VE = VKO For 0.VE, (234)

where we have used ef. (229). From €g.[231) then followsttigatlistribution ofX is the sum of squared zero-mean Gaussian variates
divided by their variance, i.e., chi-squared with as margreles of freedom as the difference in number of parameténseba the alternative
models described b§ and@, a conclusion first reached by Wilks (1938). For a derivatimsted in the geometry of contours of the likelihood
surface, see Fan et/al. (2000).

In our particular case, the only complementary variableéscorrelation between the two initial-loading terms, and the likelihaatio
test statistic of eq[[{222) becomes

X = 2K[£(0) - £(8.)] ~ 3, (235)

which is how we may test the alternative hypotheses of irlitiad correlation and absence thereof.

9.8 A posteriori justification for the behavior of the synthetic tests

We owe the reader a short theoretical justification of whygishe unblurred likelihood£ of eq. [100) for the variance calculations (the
black curves in Fig$1639) accurately predicts the outcohesjmeriments (the grey-shaded histograms) conductedeonasis of the blurred
likelihoods £ of eq. [3T). The blurring enters through the spectral terhiicivis S, instead ofS, as we recall from eq[{84), and it affects
the likelihood [[9Y) through its determinant and inversatéad of the purely numerical evaluation of the convolgiofithe type[(8B) and
conducting all subsequent operations on the result, wisittow we construct in the numerical experiments, in principle, in the notation
suggested by egs (¥5)={46), we could attempt to explicitiuate, though this would be cumbersome,

det 8o (k /// |W(k -k ka k”\ [So11(K)So22(K") — So12(k)So21 (k)| dk’dk”, (236)

for the determinant. For the inverse (seeeql 161), we maghttate

e 2 [ Seml) ~Senal) |
So ()= 305009 // [ ]dk’ 0

—8o01 (k') So11(K")
and construct derivatives of the kind

a8 (k) 1 ddet So(k) s_1
a0 __dets_o(k)( a0 ° //

Of course, should the spectral windows be delta functiogs,[236)-{(Z3l7) would reduce 7, det T, andS;;'T5* (see eq5 186=167),
as expected on the basis of €q.1(76). With these expressi@nspuld proceed to forming the first and second derivatifebe blurred
likelihood (see eds 16B=169). For example, for the scorkérbturred likelihood we would then have

09So29 (k/) —898012(](’) ,
|: —808021(1(/) 898011(k') :| dk ) : (238)
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oL 1 Oln(detSo) | pom (085" 1 =108, a( z-1080 z-1
%R ] {T+HO 55— | Ho 7—sz: tr (S5 ) +HE (-85 28 | Ho | (239)
and then the derivatives of ef. (239) would be needed tomaterthe variance of the maximum-blurred-likelihood estienin a manner
analogous to eq§ (1P8) ad (139).

In short, a full analytical treatment would be very involyeshd a purely numerical solution would not give us very muadight.
How then can we understand that we can approximate the eeriaiour maximum-blurred-likelihood estimator by reptagithe second

derivatives of the blurred likelihood with those of its uabred form? We can follow Percival & Walden (1993) and regduel blurring as
introducing a bias given by, to second order in the Taylolesjon,

So(k) — So(k)

//|WK(k—k’)|2 [So(K') — 8o (k)] dk’://\wK(k’)f [So(k + k') — So(k)] dk’ (240)
: / / W) [* [ v VTS|, x| dk’—tr{%[VVTSo‘k} / (W) [k dk’} (241)

tr{%/ Wi (k)

where we have used the hermiticity and periodicity of bot#hgpectral densitys, and the spectral windoW/I/K|2, and the evenness and
energy normalization of the latter. For more general (eog-radially symmetric or non-separable) windows the equatwill change, but
not the conclusions. The first factor in eg._(242) is a meastitke bandwidth of the spectral window, which we shall gfl(1¥), and the
second is a measure of the spectral variability via the ¢ureaof the spectral matrix. Thus the blurred spectral masrithe sum of the
unblurred spectral matrix and a second term which decay#$ fiaster with wavenumber than the first:

So(k) = So(k) + BZ(W)VVTS, (k). (243)

The matter that concerns us here is how the blurring affbéetslerivatives of the blurred spectrum and thus the devesibf the blurred
likelihood. What transpires is that the differentiationtlwrespect to the parametefsdoes not change the relative order of the terms in
eq. [243), in the sense that the correction terms are onlgiitapt at low values of the wavenumber

Since the mean score is zero, by virtue of €g.1114), the ctioreterm becomes important, which leads to a bias of tHemast. But
since the variance of the score is not zero, sed_eql (12&othection term is dwarfed by the contribution from the wmted term. Hence we
should, as we have, use the blurred likelihdod (97) to conduimerical maximume-likelihood experiments on finite dagécpes, but we can,
as we have shown, predict the variance of the resulting astim using the analytical expressions based on the uetllikelihood [10D).

2 [k’k’T} dk’} tr [vaso ]k} , (242)
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