Changes in seismicity in a volcanically active region, on the eastern side of Izu Peninsula, Japan
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Highlights

e We study seismicity during 2005-2020 in a volcanic region of Izu Peninsula, Japan

e  Result showed seismic quiescence with its starting point falling in period 2009-2013

e  This result was common between ordinary earthquakes and low-frequency earthquakes
e  Seismic quiescence occurred without a significant uplift during the studied period

e  Magma source causing an uplift implies a transition phase to be an inactive state



Abstract

The Izu-Tobu region, on the eastern side of Izu Peninsula, in Japan, is volcanically and seismically
active. In this region, earthquake swarms of ordinary earthquakes frequently occur at shallow depths,
which is considered to be associated with magma intrusion. Beneath ordinary earthquakes,
low-frequency earthquakes (LFEs) are infrequently observed. We conducted a timeseries analysis of
both types of earthquakes during the time period 2005-2020, using a variant of the Epidemic-Type
Aftershock Sequence model. For this analysis, we used the Japan Meteorological Agency catalog of
ordinary earthquakes and the catalog of LFEs produced using the matched filter method. The
observed result, which was common to both types of earthquakes, showed a significant change in
seismicity, which became quiet, with the inflection point falling sometime between late 2009 and
mid-2013, during which two out of three pronounced earthquake swarms occurred. We associated
this seismic quiescence with changes in background rate to be low, where background rate, by
removing the triggering effect of aftershocks, was interpreted as having been caused directly by the
magma source, which can vary with time. We used surface displacement data obtained from the
Geospatial Information Authority of Japan, and observed that the uplift due to magma intrusion was
significant during the 1970s-1990s whereas it was in abatement or unobservable during the studied
period (2005-2020). We also found that the seismic quiescence occurred without significant crustal
movement during the studied period. Our implication from this finding is that magma source, which
caused magma intrusion into the Izu-Tobu region, is in a transition phase, becoming less active,
compared with the magma source during the 1970s-1990s. We pointed out that this implication is
consistent with the history of repeated uplift events obtained from morphological and stratigraphic

survey conducted in and around the Izu-Tobu region.
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1. Introduction

The Izu Peninsula in central Japan is in the northern most part of the Izu Bonin Marian (IBM) Arc
and is located in the collision zone with Honshu Island, where crustal deformation is active (Fig. 1).
This Peninsula is volcanically and seismically active (Aramaki and Hamuno, 1977). The eastern side
of the Izu Peninsula is a monogenic volcano field where volcanoes are included in the Izu-Tobu
Volcano Group (Koyama and Umino, 1991). This Volcano Group is listed as an active volcano
where the Japan Meteorological Agency (JMA) operates 24-hours monitoring in a real-time nanner.
In the 1920s-1930s and 1970s-1990s, earthquake swarms, which consist of seismicity that lacks an
obvious mainshock-aftershock sequence, and crustal deformation actively occurred, associated with
magmatic activities (Geospatial Information Authority of Japan, 2016; Shishikura et al., 2023),
where the Geospatial Information Authority of Japan is hereinafter referred to as GSI. Ishida (1984)
applied the volcanic model of Hill (1977) to interpret a 1980 earthquake swarm. Shimazaki (1988)
suggested a dyke intrusion mechanism as a possible source of persistent swarms in the region east of
the Izu Peninsula. Furthermore, associated with swarm activity in 1988, Tada and Hashimoto (1989)
proposed a model of tensile fault to account for the horizontal and vertical displacement fields
around the eastern Izu Peninsula.

In 1989, an eruption occurred off the east coast of the Izu Peninsula after the start of earthquake
swarms, and then formed the Teishi Knoll (e.g., Yamamoto et al., 1991; Nagamune et al., 1992), one
of the members of the Izu-Tobu Volcano Group. Geodetic and seismic data have been analyzed to
explain the swarms on the basis of the dike intrusion process (Okada and Yamamoto, 1991; Okada et
al., 2000; Hayashi and Morita, 2003; Morita et al., 2006; Miyamura et al., 2010). Okada and
Yamamoto (1991) proposed a model consisting of two tensile faults corresponding to a series of

magma intrusions, and a right-lateral reverse fault representing an earthquake of magnitude (M) 5.5,



corresponding to the largest event in this swarm. From their model, Okada and Yamamoto (1991)
concluded that the intersection of the right-lateral reverse fault with one of the tensile faults caused
magma to rise into soft sedimentary layers at the sea-bottom, creating a lava dome, i.e., the Teishi

Knoll. Later, instability brought about a magma-phreatic explosion.

The swarm activity in 1998 was also accompanied by crustal deformation, and was well modelled
by the dyke opening process (Okada et al. 2000). The swarm’s hypocenters in 1998, which were
precisely defined, were mainly aligned on a thin vertical plane (Hayashi and Morita, 2003; Morita et
al., 2006). The normal direction to the plane coincided well with the direction of tectonic extensional
stress around the hypocentral area (Ukawa, 1991). At the beginning of activity, a small fraction of
the events occurred at a greater depth, where hypocenters aligned on a vertical line and migrated
upward. After one day from the beginning, hypocenters reflected an expansion downward and
upward of the dyke from the center of the swarm by excess magma pressure on the inside (Hayashi
and Morita, 2003; Morita et al., 2006).

Miyamura et al. (2010) found that the duration of earthquake swarms in the Izu region was
associated with the largest variation in the volumetric strain records at the Higashi-Izu JMA station
within 24 hours from the early stages of the swarms. Consequently, in 2010 the Japan governmental
Earthquake Research Committee (ERC) investigated the statistical relationships between the
volumetric strain records and seismicity to forecast the magnitudes of swarm activities (ERC, 2010).
Kumazawa et al. (2016) used the ETAS (Epidemic-Type Aftershock Sequence) model (Ogata, 1988)
on eight swarms after mid-1980 to explore their relationship with the volumetric strain recorded by the
Higashi-Izu station. They proposed that the ETAS model may be helpful in monitoring magma
intrusions that drive the changes in stress.

While swarms occur at a depth range of <20 km (black symbols in Fig. 1), earthquakes during
non-swarm periods also occur with the same depth range. These are high-frequency and ordinary
earthquakes while low-frequency earthquakes (LFEs) occur at a depth range of 30-40 km (red
symbols in Fig. 1). The characteristics of ordinary earthquakes (including not only swarm
earthquakes but also non-swarm earthquakes) and LFEs are still uncertain. The primary purpose of
this study was to examine whether the ETAS model is applicable to both types of earthquakes as a
first step to clarify their characteristics. Knowing this might allow us to better understand whether
magma source can vary with time. Our study region, which included the main seismic activity in
2005-2020 is indicated by a black rectangle shown in Figs. 1b and 2b, and referred in this paper as

the Izu-Tobu region, where the LFEs are located almost immediately below ordinary earthquakes



(Fig. 1).

Using the earthquake catalog maintained by JMA, more than 10,000 ordinary earthquakes
occurred during 2005-2020, and there were swarms in 2006, 2009 and 2011 (Fig. 2). On the other
hand, LFEs were observed 47 times during the same period. JMA, which employed conventional
event-detection methods, might have had difficulty in detecting LFEs that are easily buried in noise
due to their low signal-to-noise ratios. To resolve this difficulty, we produced a LFE catalog using
the matched-filter (MF) method, which cross-correlated a template to continuous seismic signals
(Yukutake, 2017; Yukutake et al., 2019). Our resultant catalog included 895 LFEs during the period
2005-2020. This is about 19 times more than the number of earthquakes (47) reported by IMA
during the same period. This means that LFEs occurred more frequently than were previously
thought.

We conducted the ETAS analysis of ordinary earthquakes and LFEs to detect changes in
seismicity rate for both types of earthquakes. We showed that changes in seismicity rate became low
(called seismic quiescence) for both types of earthquakes during the analyzed period (2005-2020).
Our result coincides with the geodetic observation that indicates that uplift was in abatement and

unobservable in the 2000s and later.

2. Data
2.1. Ordinary earthquakes, LFEs, and the study region

The JMA catalog includes ordinary earthquakes and LFEs in Japan. Although ordinary
earthquakes are distributed all over Japan, LFEs tend to concentrate beneath active volcanoes, along
the boundary between the Philippine Sea Plate and the continental plate in western Japan (Obara,
2002), and as several isolated clusters in the intraplate regions (Aso et al., 2013). Each event in the
JMA catalog is classified based on subsidiary information: natural (ordinary) earthquake, LFE,
artificial event, etc.

Ordinary earthquakes in the Izu-Tobu region during 2005-2020 show that the three seismic
swarms started in 2006, 2009, and 2011 (Fig. 2) and their the respective periods of main activities
were Mar. 1-Apr. 30, 2006, Dec. 17-21, 2009, and Jul. 17-18, 2011 (GSI, 2016). Locations of these
swarms overlapped or were close to each other. Their depths ranged from 0 to 20 km (Fig. 1c). This
is consistent with a previous swarm that started in 1989 (Hayashi and Morita, 2003; Morita et al.,
2006). LFEs in the Izu-Tobu region were separated from those in other regions (Fig. la). LFEs
occurred at depth of 30-40 km beneath ordinary earthquakes (Fig. 1). We defined the box
(139.02-139.23°E, 34.87-35.0°N, and depth of 0-40 km) as the study region called the Izu-Tobu



region (Figs. 1a and 2b). The region includes LFEs and the main activities of the three swarms of
ordinary earthquakes.

The number of ordinary earthquakes with M>-1within the study region in 2005-2020 is more than
10,000, while the number of LFEs with M>-1 is 47. We used these ordinary earthquakes in the JIMA
catalog for further analysis. On the other hand, given that the number of LFEs is small, we thought
that the characteristics of LFEs could not be fully understood. Given that LFEs in the Izu-Tobu
region were deeper than ordinary earthquakes, and due to the low signal-to-noise ratios of LFEs, it is

likely difficult to detect LFEs with conventional event-detection methods employed by JMA.

2.2. The MF method

To resolve the difficulty in detecting LFEs by conventional event-detection methods, we produced
a catalog of LFEs using the MF method (Peng and Zhao 2009; Shelly et al., 2007; Kato et al., 2012;
Yukutake, 2017; Ross et al., 2019; Yukutake et al., 2019). In this method, which considers a
continuum of seismic signals, an LFE is identified when the timing of a seismic signal and the
timing of a template signal overlap. In this study, the MF system used for detecting LFEs beneath the
Hakone volcano, Japan (Yukutake, 2017; Yukutake et al., 2019) was modified so that it was
applicable to the Izu-Tobu region.

Waveforms of continuous signals that were used in this study covered the Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020
period, as recorded by 20 seismic stations (Fig. 3a) with a three-component velocity seismometer in
and around the Izu-Tobu region. These data were obtained from the Earthquake Research Institute
(ERI) at the University of Tokyo.

To prepare template LFEs, we used the JMA catalog to select events classified as LFEs in the
Izu-Tobu region. This study relied on statistical analyses of the LFE catalog covering the studied
time interval. It should be noted that the catalog may be controlled by the selection of template
earthquakes in the MF analysis. Large LFEs with M>0.2 were selected in order to allow template
waveforms to include more information on signals than on noise. Then, among them, LFEs that were
recorded by six stations with a minimum signal-to-noise-ratio of 2, were selected (Yukutake et al.,
2019).

The MF procedure to identify LFEs, briefly described in this paragraph, is the same as that of
Yukutake et al. (2019) (also see Yukutake, 2017). Three-component waveform records for each
template LFE were used, applying a six-second time window beginning two seconds before the
onset time of the theoretical S-wave arrivals. Both templates and continuous waveforms were

bandpass-filtered for 1-6 Hz and decimated at 20 Hz to reduce the calculation cost. This band was



selected according to Yukutake (2017) and Yukutake et al. (2019), although other studies used a
slightly narrower band such as 1-4 Hz by Kurihara and Obara (2021). The correlation coefficients
(CC) between a template and continuous waveform at each sampling time for every component at
each station were calculated. After subtracting the hypocenter-to-station travel time of the theoretical
S-wave, the time sequences of the correlation function throughout all channels were stacked. When
the peak of the stacked correlation function exceeded a threshold level of nine times the median
absolute deviation, an event was identified as a candidate LFE. After removing multiple counts, the
location of the candidate was assigned to the hypocenter of the matched template LFE determined by
JMA. Magnitude was determined as the mean of the maximum amplitude ratios of the template with
respect to the candidate. The MF procedure described above was applied to all waveform records in
the time period Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020, and a preliminary catalog, including candidate LFEs, was
created, although LFEs identified by five or less stations were not included in this catalog (Yukutake,

2017; Yukutake et al., 2019).

2.3. Finalized catalog of LFEs

Less reliable LFEs were removed from the preliminary catalog to create a finalized catalog, as
follows. Among candidate LFEs, false detection occasionally occurred due to contamination by
other seismic signals such as teleseismic earthquakes. This contamination led to the detection of
LFEs with a large M, so we visually inspected whether each template LFE was used to detect many
candidate LFEs with M>1.5, a magnitude above which LFEs have never been recorded by JMA in
the Izu-Tobu region since 2005. We considered that such template LFEs had a feature similar to
teleseismic earthquakes and decided to eliminate them from the list of template LFEs. Thus,
candidate LFEs detected by using the eliminated template LFEs were removed from the preliminary
catalog, resulting in the finalized catalog that included about 2502 LFEs. Despite this quality test, an
additional test was conducted, as described in the next paragraphs.

The CC-values of LFEs in the intermediate catalog (Fig. 3b) ranged between 0.1 (poor correlation
with a template LFE) and 1 (strong correlation with, and identical to, the corresponding template
LFE). Setting the minimum CC to a low value implies the use of an incomplete catalog influenced
by the nature of low signal-to-noise ratios of LFEs. The minimum threshold for CC (CCy), above
which LFEs were used for our analysis, should be above the upper noise limit. Histograms of
CC-values in Fig. 3b show an asymmetric distribution with a tall peak at CC~0.15. We followed
previous studies (Green and Neuberg, 2006; Petersen 2007; Lamb et al. 2015), in which the

distribution of lower CC-values was modeled by a normally distributed curve that would be



expected for random correlations between signals and noise, while the upper tail was considered to
represent the presence of well-correlated LFEs. Visual inspection shows that frequencies at and
below CC~0.15 are in good agreement with the left-hand side of the normally distributed curve
where the mean is 0.155 and its standard deviation is 0.02 (Fig. 3b). We selected CC,=0.25, which is
larger than the mean plus three standard deviations. The histogram for A>0 is also displayed because
our analysis basically did not include LFEs with M<0. A total of 35 template LFEs were used for the
intermediate catalog.

The scope of this study did not permit us to reveal repeating LFEs, nor cyclic activities and cluster
characteristic, as were studied by Lamb et al. (2015). Rather, this study’s objective was to resolve the
difficulty in detecting smaller LFEs. Our future research will conduct in-depth analyses of repeating
LFEs for each cluster in the Izu-Tobu region, referring to Lamb et al. (2015), and using a
sophisticated MF method that can locate detected LFEs to appreciate whether they occurred in the
same cluster as the template LFE used to find them.

The number of LFEs (894) in our finalized catalog of CCy,=0.25 (Fig. 3c) is about 19 times larger
than in the JMA catalog, which lists 47 LFEs detected in 2005-2020 by a conventional method that

is not based on CC.

3. Methods
3.1. ETAS model and change point analysis

The ETAS model (Ogata, 1988) was originally introduced for ordinary earthquakes, but we
assumed that the model can be extended and applied for both ordinary earthquakes and LFEs in the
Izu-Tobu region. In this section, when the word “earthquake” is used, the reader should understand
that it includes both ordinary earthquakes and LFEs.

The ETAS model is a point-process model that represents the activity of earthquakes of a
minimum magnitude (M) and above in a certain region during a specified time interval. Seismic
activity includes the background activity at a constant occurrence rate u (Poisson process). The
model assumes that each earthquake (including the aftershock of another earthquake) is followed by
aftershocks. Aftershock activity is represented by the Omori-Utsu formula (Utsu, 1961) in the time
domain. The rate of an aftershock occurrence at time ¢ following the i-th earthquake (time # and
magnitude M;) is given by vi(f)=Koexp{o(M;-Mun)}(t-ti+c)? for £>t;, where Ko, o, ¢, and p are
constants, which are common to each target aftershock sequence in a region. The rate of occurrence
of the whole earthquake series at ¢ becomes A(t|H.) = u + Ys<t,<tvi(t). The summation is

performed for all i satisfying #<t. Here, H; represents the history of occurrence times with associated



magnitudes from the data {(#;, M;)} before time ¢. The parameter set 6=(, Ko, o, ¢, p) represents the
characteristics of seismic activity. The units of the parameters are day'l, day‘l, no unit, day, and no
unit, respectively. For the case of Ko=0, the ETAS model reduces to the Poisson model. We
estimated these parameters using the maximum-likelihood estimate (MLE). Because Ko differs
depending on reference magnitude M- (Ogata, 2006), we followed Ogata (2006) and implemented
the largest magnitude as the reference magnitude: namely, we implemented M.=1.5 for LFEs and
M:=5.8 for ordinary earthquakes throughout this study.

Using the MLE, it is possible to visualize how well or poorly the model fits an earthquake
sequence by comparing the cumulative number of earthquakes with the rate calculated by the model.
If the model presents a good approximation of observed seismicity, an overlap with each other is
expected.

A FORTRAN program package (SASeis2006) associated with a manual for the ETAS analysis
was used to calculate MLEs and also to visualize model performance (Ogata, 2006). This was
extended to the program package XETAS (Ogata and Tsuruoka, 2016) using a graphical user
interface.

When the stationary ETAS model does not fit a dataset well, the simplest alternative model is a
two-stage ETAS model (e.g., Kumazawa et al., 2010, 2017, 2019; Nanjo et al., 2023) that considers
different parameter values in subperiods before and after a particular time, referred to as
change-point 7¢. The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) is used to test whether or not the changes
in seismicity pattern at 7Tt is statistically significant (Akaike, 1974). In this procedure, we separately
fitted the ETAS models for each divided period and then compared their total goodness-of-fit values
against the one-fit value over the whole period using the principle of minimum AIC. AIC was
calculated from the maximum log-likelihood and number of adjusted parameters.

If T. is hypothetically prefixed based on some information other than the occurrence data, such as
a notable geophysical event or a notable outside large earthquake, AlCqingle (AIC for the model fitted
over the whole period) can be compared with AICastaee (AIC for the 2-stage model fitted on divided
periods) to select the model with the smaller value that performs a better fit to the data in the entire
target period. Here, AlC24age=AIC1+AIC, (AIC; and AIC; for fitting to the 1°* and 2™ subperiods,
respectively). If T¢ is searched from the target data, the 2-stage model becomes harder to accept.
Namely, AlCastage plus the penalty term 2q is compared with AlCingie to select the model. Here g is
the degree of freedom to search for the best candidate 7. from the data. ¢ depends on sample size
(number of earthquakes in the target period) (Ogata, 1992; Kumazawa et al., 2010), and increases

with sample size.



One may also be interested in the error range of 7. (e.g., Kumazawa et al., 2010). Although the
standard theory for the MLE error is not applicable to the change-point problem, confidence
intervals in terms of the AIC differences can be provided as noted below. We considered the
likelihood of the models with different change-point candidates 7o in terms of AIC (e.g., Akaike,
1978a, 1978b), given by exp[-{AlCasuag(T0)+2¢q}/2]. The normalization of these likelihoods
regarding all Ty values assigns a probability mass around the MLE, providing error bounds. Unlike
the ordinary MLE, the likelihood can be multimodal, which provides longer error bars. In this study,

we provided a 68% confidence interval.

3.3. Choice of M,

Analyses of the ETAS model of LFEs during a specified time interval are critically dependent on
the choice of the My, value. To select it, we referred to estimates of completeness magnitude (M) of
the processed data of LFEs. Above M., all LFEs are considered to be detected. A too-low value of
M, compared to estimates of M., leads to an unreliable ETAS fitting. Details of M. are provided in
the “Computation of M.” section.

M. for LFEs was about 0.2~0.4, based on precut catalogs covering three time periods: 2005-2009,
2010-2014, and 2015-2020 (Fig. 4). We chose My,=0.3 (M>0.3) for analyses of the ETAS model of
LFEs. We also considered Mun=0.4 (M>0.4) to suggest a generally stable feature.

Similar to the LFEs, we estimated M. values for ordinary earthquakes. A single value of M. over
the entire catalog was not considered, but timeseries of M., obtained from taking a moving window
approach, was considered, where the window covered 100 ordinary earthquakes. The reason for
adopting this moving window approach was to calculate the local properties of an input data stream
and an output M. variation. M. values were generally about 1, except for the timings of the swarms
in 2006 and 2009 where M. values were above 1 (Fig. 4). We chose Mw=1 (M>1) for analyses of the
ETAS model of ordinary earthquakes. We also considered another value (Muy=1.5) for the same

reason as that described for LFEs.

3.4. Computation of M.

To compute M. for a given time interval, we used the Gutenberg-Richter (GR) relation (Gutenberg
and Richter, 1944), given by logioN=a-bM, where N is the number of earthquakes with a magnitude
larger than or equal to M in the given time window, and @ and b are constants. b is used to describe
the relative occurrence of large and small events in the given time window (i.e., a high b-value

indicates a larger proportion of small earthquakes, and vice versa). We assumed that the GR relation
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was applicable to ordinary earthquakes and LFEs (e.g., Wiemer, 2001; Schorlemmer et al., 2003;
Woessner and Wiemer, 2005; Nanjo and Yoshida, 2018; Nanjo, 2020; Nanjo et al., 2023). In this
section, the word “earthquake” includes both ordinary earthquakes and LFEs.

We employed the Entire-Magnitude-Range (EMR) technique (Woessner and Wiemer, 2005),
which simultaneously calculates the a-, b- and M.-values. Among existing techniques, the EMR
method shows superior performance when applied to synthetic test cases or real data from regional
and global catalogs (Woessner and Wiemer, 2005). The software package ZMAP (Wiemer, 2001)
was used to facilitate the computation of a, b, and M. based on the EMR method. Fig. 4a shows a
good fit of the GR relation to observations in the present cases. We also used a tool facilitated in
ZMAP to computate uncertainty in b and M. based on a bootstrapping technique (Schorlemmer et al.,

2003).

4. Results
4.1. First-order timeseries analysis

We conducted a first-order timeseries analysis using the ETAS model, based on the entire period
Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020. We compared AIC for a single (standard) ETAS fitting, AlCqingle, with AIC for
a two-stage ETAS fitting, AlCasage, to select the model with the smaller value. AAIC
(=AIC;ingle-AlCostage) of ordinary earthquakes with M>1, as a function of 7. (blue data in Fig. 5a),
shows that the two-stage ETAS model was much better than the single ETAS model during
T=480-4050 days. In this range of 7., where AAIC was above the horizontal dashed line in blue,
which represents a hurdle to the selection of the two-stage ETAS model, we observed three
pronounced peaks in AAIC at the timings of the three swarms. The change point’s confidence
interval of 68% (horizontal solid bars in blue) indicates that the most significant 7c-values were in
1820-2420 days (interval from late 2009 to mid-2011), during which the 2009 and 2011 swarms
occurred (vertical blue and orange lines). A similar feature was observed for M>1.5 (red data in Fig.
5a). The same analysis was conducted for LFEs (Fig. 5b). The most significant 7c-values were in
2730-3090 days for M>0.3 and 2550-3080 days for M>0.4. This indicates that a change point’s
confidence interval was likely from late 2011 to mid-2013 or after the 2011 swarm (vertical orange
line). A comparison between the two types of earthquakes shows that the most significant 7c-values
for ordinary earthquakes were earlier than those for LFEs.

When ordinary earthquakes with M>1 until 7.=1820 days (one of the most significant 7c-values)
was fitted by ETAS, the occurrence rates (black) were smaller than the extrapolated rates (red) after

T=1820 days (Fig. 6a). This indicates the relative quiescence of seismic activity. LFEs with //>0.3
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until 7c=2740 days (one of the most significant Tc-values) fitted by ETAS shows relative quiescence
(Fig. 6b), a similar feature to ordinary earthquakes (Fig. 6a).

The above result is not induced by inclusion of a period around the timing of the first swarm in
2006 into the studied period (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020). Namely, we examined whether seismic
quiescence starting around the timings of the second and third swarms in 2009 and 2011 appeared to
remain stable without a period around the timing of the first swarm in 2006 (Fig. 7). To examine this,
we conducted an ETAS analysis of ordinary earthquakes and LFEs during the subperiod Jan.
2008-Dec. 2020. Results show that the general AAIC-T. patterns (Fig. 7) for both types of
earthquakes were similar to those during the corresponding period in Fig. 5. The change point’s
confidence interval coincided with the timing of the 2009 swarm for ordinary earthquakes, but it
emerged after the 2011 swarm for LFEs. Similar to the analysis for the entire period (Fig. 5), the

most significant 7c-values for ordinary earthquakes were earlier than those for LFEs.

4.3. Second-order timeseries analysis

We conducted a second-order timeseries analysis using the ETAS model, based on the subperiods
Jan. 2005-Dec. 2008 for ordinary earthquakes and Jan. 2005-Dec. 2010 for LFEs (Fig. 8). We
considered these subperiods, including a pronounced peak in AAIC before the change point’s
confidence intervals seen in the results for the entire period, namely the confidence interval from late
2009 to mid-2011 for ordinary earthquakes (Fig. 5a) and the confidence interval from late 2011 to
mid-2013 for LFEs (Fig. 5b). The results of ordinary earthquakes with My=1 and 1.5 in Fig. 8a show
that the change points’ confidence intervals were limited to the timing of the 2006 swarm (vertical
yellow bar). In contrast, the results of LFEs with M1,=0.3 and 0.4 in Fig. 8b show that the confidence
intervals were not limited to it. Rather, the confidence intervals for LFEs were after the timing of the
2006 swarm. AAIC for LFEs with My=0.4 (red data in Fig. 8b) showed a better but insignificant
outcome when the two-stage ETAS model, rather than the single ETAS model, was used. Namely,
AAIC was higher than 0 (AAIC>0), but it was below the horizontal dashed line, which is a hurdle to
the selection of the two-stage ETAS model. We interpreted this insignificant outcome as an
indication that the number of LFEs with />0.4 was not enough to achieve the desired conclusion.
Visual inspection of 7. for AAIC, indicated by green circles in Fig. 8, shows relative quiescence of
both types of earthquakes (Fig. 9).

Opverall, the first-order observation is that seismic quiescence for both types of earthquakes started
during the period from late 2009 to mid-2013 when the 2009 and 2011 swarms occurred. The start of

seismic quiescence was earlier for ordinary earthquakes than for LFEs. Beyond that, we concluded
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that the second-order seismic quiescence occurred before the start of the first-order seismic
quiescence. The second-order seismic quiescence started around the timing of the 2006 swarm. A
second-order timeseries analysis showed the earlier start of seismic quiescence for ordinary

earthquakes than for LFEs, a similar feature to the first-order timeseries analysis.

4.4. Background rate

A challenge in exploring the reason for the changes in the occurrence rate (seismic quiescence) of
the two types of earthquakes (Figs. 5-9) is that the magma source, which is underground and directly
unobservable, results in heterogeneous occurrence times of both earthquakes. To tackle this problem,
we took a reductionism approach, decomposing all earthquakes into primary earthquakes and
secondary-triggered earthquakes. Measuring the occurrence rate of the former primary earthquakes
(indicative of Poisson background activity), separated by the latter secondary-triggered earthquakes
(indicative of aftershock activity), allows the magma source to be inferred (Kumazawa et al., 2016).
In this context, the term “background rate” means the occurrence rate of a primary earthquake that is
directly caused by either tectonic or magma sources that can vary with time (Kumazawa et al., 2016).
Past studies (Hainzl and Ogata, 2005, Llenos et al., 2009, Llenos and McGuire, 2011, Brodsky and
Lajoie, 2013) indicated that variation in stress affect the background rate.

Although a sophisticated nonstationary model is available (e.g., Kumazawa and Ogata, 2013;
Kumazawa et al., 2017), a simple approach was adopted to capture essential aspects of the
time-dependent background activities. This involves taking a time-window approach. We considered
the results obtained from the first-order timeseries analysis (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020), and compared the
background rate (p) between the periods before and after the 7c-value for AAIC, as indicated by the
green circle in Fig. 5. The results of ordinary earthquakes (Fig. 6a) showed that u=0.019 for the
period before 7.=1820 days was larger than p=0.003 after it. Similarly, the results of LFEs (Fig. 6b)
showed a larger p-value for the period before 7.=2740 days (n=0.046) (Fig. 6b) than for the period
after it (u=0.022). We adopted the same comparison in p for the second-order timeseries analysis of
ordinary earthquakes (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2008) and LFEs (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2010). The results of
pn=0.024 before 7.=480 days and pu=0.010 after it for ordinary earthquakes (Fig. 9a) and p=0.069
before 7c=620 days and p=0.029 after it for LFEs (Fig. 9b) showed a similar feature to that for the
first-order timeseries analysis.

We associated the seismic quiescence observed in the first- and second-order timeseries analysis
with a decrease in p. Similar to previous studies (Hainzl and Ogata, 2005; Llenos et al., 2009;

Llenos and McGuire, 2011; Brodsky and Lajoie, 2013; Kumazawa et al., 2016), the changes in p
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were attributed to variation in stress caused by the magma source.

5. Discussion and conclusions

We considered crustal movement data from a leveling survey by GSI and station coordinates
derived from the Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) maintained by GSI to show that
seismicity became quiet when there was no significant uplift in the Izu-Tobu region.

A leveling survey along the eastern coast of the Izu Peninsula since 1904 until 2015 (Fig. 10)
showed a secular variation of the four benchmarks (9335, 9336, 9337, 9338) referred to as
benchmark 9328 (GSI, 2016). The former four benchmarks were located in the Izu-Tobu region
while the latter reference benchmark was located outside of the northern periphery of this region.
The upward and downward crustal movement of the four benchmarks relative to the reference
benchmark is interpreted as an indication of uplift and subsidence of the Izu-Tobu region,
respectively. A brief summary of crustal movement in the Izu-Tobu region is given as follows. The
uplift progressed during the 1920s-1930s, where the 1923 M7.9 Kanto earthquake and the 1930
M7.3 Kita Izu earthquake occurred outside the Izu-Tobu region, while the 1930 swarm occurred
inside the region. Until the early 1970s, pronounced crustal movement was not observed. Around the
timing of the 1974 Izu Hanto-oki earthquake, the uplift started to make noticeably progress. It
continued until the late 1990s, after which the uplift was in abatement. After the 2009 swarm ended,
the uplift was not observed.

Graphs of relative height of the four stations, numbered 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the reference station
ODAWARA in Fig. 11a and the reference station HATSUSHIMA in Fig. 11b, show that the no uplift
was observed even after 2015, which is the last year of the leveling survey shown in Fig. 10. We
selected the four stations and the two reference stations to consider the baselines, because we tried to
mimic the configuration of the benchmarks used for the leveling survey (inset of Fig. 10). To create
Fig. 11, we used station coordinates derived from the GNSS Earth Observation Network System
(GEONET) (Muramatsu et al., 2021; Takamatsu et al., 2023). The product in the current GEONET
analysis strategy is called the F5 solution while that in the previous strategy is called the F3 solution.
Blue and red data in Fig. 11 were based on the F5 and F3 solutions, respectively. The F5 solution
was used for the period Oct. 2013-Dec. 2020, because data in the most recent 10-year period were
obtained (see Data availability). To complement data since Jan. 2005 (start of our study period), the
F3 solution was used for the period Jan. 2005-May 2016. Note that the periods for which the F3 and
F5 solutions were used overlapped, covering the same period Oct. 2013-May 2016, providing

justification for the consistency between these solutions (Fig. 11). Similarly, Fig. 12 was created for
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the reference station YUGAWARA-A, which was in operation since the end of Mar. 2017.

For all the baselines, fluctuations in relative height were observed, and some of them were
associated with antenna replacement of stations (triangle) and tree trimming around stations (arrow).
We also observed an increase in the order of a few centimeters in relative height around the timing of
the 2006 swarm in panel 4 of Fig. 11 (baselines ITOUYAHATANO-ODAWARA and
ITOUYAHATANO-HATSUSHIMA), as seen in the leveling survey for benchmark 9338 (red curve
in Fig. 10). However, the tendency that relative heights remained unchanged over time (no
increasing nor decreasing trend in relative height) for all the baselines was generally observed.
Combining the results of the leveling survey (Fig. 10) and those of baseline changes (Figs. 11 and
12) revealed no significant uplift in the studied period (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020).

In volcanic or geothermal regions, earthquake swarms are common phenomena. These have been
attributed to stress perturbations by magma intrusions (Einarsson and Brandsdottir, 1980; Dieterich
et al., 2000; Okada et al., 2000; Toda et al., 2002; Waite and Smith, 2002; Feuillet et al., 2004; Smith
et al., 2004) or fluid injections (Hainzl and Ogata, 2005; Lei et al., 2008; Terakawa et al., 2013;
Terakawa, 2014). On the other hand, they can also be triggered by creep or slow-slip events (Ozawa
et al., 2003; Delahaye et al., 2009; Segall et al., 2006). Thus, a swarm is thought to be driven by
aseismic events that temporarily modify the stress state within the crust.

Kumazawa et al. (2016) used the ETAS model (Ogata, 1988) of eight swarms of ordinary
earthquakes after mid-1980 to associate p with volumetric strain recorded by the strainmeter located
at the Higashi-Izu JMA station (139.0508°E, 34.8025°N), at the southern end of the Izu-Tobu region.
Given that the pattern of strain variation at this station depends on magma intrusion (ERC, 2010),
they proposed that the ETAS model may help in monitoring magma intrusions that drive the stress
changes. In the Izu-Tobu region, some ordinary earthquakes consist of swarms whereas others are
non-swarm ordinary earthquakes. Moreover, below ordinary earthquakes, LFEs occur (Fig. 1).

We conducted a timeseries analysis of the two types of earthquakes during Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020,
using the standard single ETAS model and an alternative two-stage ETAS model considering
different parameter values in subperiods before and after 7¢. Our primary result supported successful
modeling of the two types of earthquakes using the ETAS models. Detailed results are summarized
next. The latter two-stage model was significantly better than the former single model, when the
Te-value fell in the period between late 2009 and mid-2013, when the 2009 and 2011 swarms
occurred (Fig. 5). The seismicity rate before this 7c-value was larger than that after it (Fig. 6),
indicating that seismic quiescence started around the 7c-value. We associated this seismic quiescence

with a change in p, and interpreted it to be directly caused by the magma source, which can vary
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with time. These results were common to shallow ordinary earthquakes and deep LFEs.

We obtained similar results, conducting the same timeseries analysis during subperiods in which
only the 2006 swarm was included (Figs. 8 and 9), using short catalogs: Jan. 2005-Dec. 2008 for
ordinary earthquakes and Jan. 2005-Dec. 2010 for LFEs. Results showed that seismic quiescence
started at 7¢ around the timing of the 2006 swarm.

For a comparison with subsurface seismicity in the Izu-Tobu region, surface vertical displacement
data obtained from a leveling survey and the GEONET were used (Figs. 10-12). We observed that
the uplift due to magma intrusion was significant during the 1970s-1990s while it was in abatement
or unobservable in the 2000s and later. Thus, we found that the seismic quiescence observed in Figs.
5-9 occurred with no significant crustal movement during the studied period (Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020)
in the Izu-Tobu region. Our finding based on seismicity and crustal deformation can be explained by
the fact that the magma source, which transported magma that intruded into the Izu-Tobu region,
was in a transition phase becoming inactive, after having been active during the 1970s-1990s.

Our observation is not the only or first evidence to indicate changes in seismicity without
detectable crustal deformation at an active volcano area. A study on the active volcano Mt. Fuji
(Nanjo et al., 2023) showed how LFEs in the deep part of the volcano revealed unrecognized
activation after the Mar. 15, 2011 M5.9 Shizuoka earthquake at the foot of the volcano. Their
analyses also showed that seismicity rate and p of LFEs did not return to pre-earthquake levels,
indicating a change in the magma system. No deformation of the crust around the volcano was
reported during the M5.9 event.

The history of uplifts, obtained from a study based on morphology, stratigraphy, and fossil
assemblages in the eastern side of the Izu Peninsula, revealed three events during 1500 years, each
with an about 1-m uplift: a 1.05-m uplift in 595-715, a 1.33-m uplift in 1356-1666, and a 0.82-m
uplift after 1830 (Shishikura et al., 2023). The repeated uplift events were caused by the activity of a
monogenic volcano field or related seismo-tectonic processes (Shishikura et al., 2023). The
cumulative uplift of 0.6-0.9 m since 1904, shown in Fig. 10, plus an uplift of about 0.1-0.2 m in
1868 or 1870 (Koyama, 1999) before the start of instrument measurement, roughly coincided with
the most recent uplift of 0.82 m after 1830 (Shishikura et al., 2023). Given that the most recent uplift
(0.82 m or 0.6-0.9 plus 0.1-0.2 m) is comparative to the two previous uplifts, the most recent uplift is
thought to be in the final stage. Thus, our implication that magma source was in a transition phase to
becoming inactive is not surprising, and is consistent with the history of uplift events (Shishikura et
al., 2023).

A question regarding our finding of the changes in seismicity rate was that the 7c-value for
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shallow ordinary earthquakes was earlier than that for deep LFEs. Namely, the timing of the 7c-value
for both types of earthquakes remains unexplained. Being able to answer this question would allow
us to move toward a better understanding of how magma source changes with time as well as
offering a better prediction regarding whether the seismicity continues quietly or is activated

with/without the occurrence of a swarm. Our future work will be directed at answering this question.
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Fig. 1| Seismicity in and around the study region. a, Central Japan including the region (black
rectangle) of b. Gray curves indicate trough axes. IBM Arc: [zu-Bonin-Mariana Arc. b, Map showing
ordinary earthquakes with M>1 (black circle) and LFEs with A2>0.1 (red cross) at depths 0-40 km
during the period Jan. 2005-Dec. 2020. To plot these earthquakes, the JMA catalog was used. Red
triangle indicates the Teishi Knoll. Black rectangle indicates the study region called the Izu-Tobu

region. ¢, Cross-sectional view of ordinary earthquakes and LFEs.
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indicated by a black rectangle in b. These earthquakes were obtained from the JMA catalog.
Overlapped is the cumulative number of ordinary earthquakes as a function of time (y-axis on the right
side). Three abrupt increases of the cumulative number of ordinary earthquakes indicate three
earthquake swarms. Based on GSI (2016), earthquakes in the periods Mar. 1-Apr. 30, 2006 (orange),
Dec. 17-21, 2009 (blue), and Jul. 17-18, 2011 (pink) were considered as the 2006, 2009, and 2011
swarms, respectively. Vertical line indicates the moment of the Mar. 11, 2011 M9 Tohoku earthquake.
Bottom panel: same as the top panel for LFEs. Orange, blue, and pink vertical lines indicate the 2006,
2009, and 2011 swarms, respectively. b, Map showing ordinary earthquakes (circle) and LFEs (cross)
in and around the study region (black rectangle). Earthquakes with AM>1 (depths of 0-40 km) in orange,
blue, and pink, are the 2006, 2009, and 2011 swarms, respectively. Other ordinary earthquakes are

indicated by grey circles. Triangle indicates the Teishi Knoll.

28



35.2°

35°

sagef

160

140

Frequency

CC=0.25

I
[_Jall M: 2502LFEs
[CJ0<M: 1637LFEs

T

- L | N Y

3 0: MF (CC>0.25)

0.4 0.6

CcC
/ Tohoku eq.

0.8

X XxX

x®& 400

x
| x
N
o
o

—1800
—600

Cum Number

2010

2015
Time [year]

2020

Fig. 3| LFEs detected by the MF method. a, Stations that recorded waveforms used in this study. b,

Multiple histograms of CC-values for all magnitudes (white) and M>0 (pink). Also included is the

normally distributed curve (mean of 0.155 and standard deviation of 0.02). Vertical line indicates
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ETAS fitting (red curve) in the target interval from Jan. 2005 (first vertical line) until immediately
before T.=1820 days (second vertical line) (green circle in Fig. 5a), and then extrapolated until Dec.
2020. Right panel: As in the left panel except that the target is the later time interval after 7.=1820
days. Below these panels, the same M-time diagram is shown. 6=(u, Ko, ¢, o, p)=(0.019, 0.032, 0.001,
0.058, 1.40) for the left panel and (0.003, 0.024, 0.001, 0.000, 1.27) for the right panel. b, As in a
except for LFEs (M>0.3) and 7c=2740 days (green circle in Fig. 5b). 6=(0.046, 0.00035, 0.001, 0.00,
1.80) for the left panel and (0.023, 0.00000, 0.001, 0.00, 1.58) for the right panel.
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Fig. 8| Same as Fig. 5 for the second-order timeseries analysis.
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Fig. 9| Same as Fig. 6 for second-order timeseries analysis. a, Left panel: Cumulative function

of M>1.0 for ordinary earthquakes (black curve) is plotted against ordinary time, showing the ETAS
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fitting (red curve) in the target interval from Jan. 2005 (first vertical dashed line) until immediately
before 7.=480 days (second vertical dashed line) (green circle in Fig. 8a), and then extrapolated until
Dec. 2008. Right panel: As in the left panel except that the target is the later time interval after 7.=480
days. 6=(n, Ko, ¢, o, p)=(0.024, 0.03, 0.001, 0.14, 1.47) for the left panel and (0.010, 0.07, 0.001, 0.34,
1.12) for the right panel. b, As in a except for LFEs with >0.3. The ETAS model was fitted to the
target interval from Jan. 2005 until immediately before 7.=620 days (green circle in Fig. 8b), and then
extrapolated until Dec. 2010. 6=(0.069, 0.00014, 0.001, 0.00, 1.91) for the left panel and (0.029,
0.00000, 0.001, 5.69, 4.51) for the right panel.
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Fig. 10| Timeseries of vertical crustal movement. The leveling survey refers to benchmark 9328.
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benchmarks 9335, 9336, 9337, and 9338, whose locations are mapped in the inset. Data points and

arrows in the figure were reproduced from GSI (2016). Inset shows the locations of the benchmarks.
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Fig. 11| Baseline changes. a, left panel: map showing stations (triangle) and baselines (segment).

Reference station is ODAWARA, and stations 1, 2, 3, and 4 are USAMI, ITOU-A,
HIEKAWATOUGE, and ITOUYAHATANO-A, respectively. Middle top panel: relative heights of
station 1 (USAMI) to the reference station (ODAWARA) as a function of time. Red and blue dots are
F3 and F5 solutions, respectively. Grey vertical line indicates the moment of the Tohoku earthquake.
Orange, blue, and pink vertical lines indicate the moment of 2006, 2009, 2011 swarms, respectively.
Right top panel: same as the middle top panel for ITOU-A. Middle bottom panel: same as the middle
top panel for HIEKAWATOUGE. Right bottom panel: same as the middle top panel for
ITOUYAHATANO-A. b, Same as a for reference station HATSUSHIMA. Major maintenance:
triangle indicates antenna replacement of stations 1-4 (black) and the reference station (grey), and

arrow indicates tree trimming around stations 1-4 (black) and the reference station (grey).
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Fig. 12| Same as Fig. 11 for reference station YUGAWARA-A.
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