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induced vertical oscillations throughout the 0.1-
to 3-bar range and enhanced condensation at the
cool peaks of the wave, extending east from the
central vortex.

Thermal imaging of this intense northern
springtime disturbance revealed strong coupling
between the tropospheric outburst [possibly moist
convection initiated within water clouds at 9 to
12 bar (18)] and the atmospheric structure be-
tween 1 mbar and 3 bar (vertically separated by
350 km) over an enormous area of Saturn’s north-
ern mid-latitudes. The increased insolation after
the spring equinox (August 2009, Ls = 0°) may
permit convective outbursts to penetrate to
higher altitudes than during other seasons, where
they become accessible to infrared remote
sensing; but the initial instability presumably
occurred at deep levels where solar insolation
has no influence. The large amplitude of the
stratospheric perturbations, which continue to
dominate Saturn’s infrared emission at the time
of writing, suggests a strong atmospheric re-
sponse to the storm cells below and implies
vertical coupling over hundreds of kilometers
between the convective deep atmosphere and the
radiatively cooled upper atmosphere. Such large
perturbations substantially altered atmospheric
circulation, transporting energy and material
vertically over great distances, perturbing strato-
spheric zonal jets, exciting wave activity, and
disrupting the slow seasonal evolution of Saturn’s
atmosphere. The newly formed oval and the
aftermath of this planetary disturbance could

affect Saturn’s northern hemisphere for years to
come.
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The 2010 Mw 8.8 Maule Megathrust
Earthquake of Central Chile,
Monitored by GPS
C. Vigny,1* A. Socquet,2 S. Peyrat,3 J.-C. Ruegg,2 M. Métois,1,2 R. Madariaga,1 S. Morvan,1

M. Lancieri,1 R. Lacassin,2 J. Campos,3 D. Carrizo,4 M. Bejar-Pizarro,2 S. Barrientos,3,5 R. Armijo,2

C. Aranda,5† M.-C. Valderas-Bermejo,5† I. Ortega,5† F. Bondoux,6‡ S. Baize,7‡ H. Lyon-Caen,1‡
A. Pavez,3‡ J. P. Vilotte,2‡ M. Bevis,8§ B. Brooks,9§ R. Smalley,10§ H. Parra,11§ J.-C. Baez,12§
M. Blanco,13§ S. Cimbaro,14§ E. Kendrick8§

Large earthquakes produce crustal deformation that can be quantified by geodetic measurements,
allowing for the determination of the slip distribution on the fault. We used data from Global
Positioning System (GPS) networks in Central Chile to infer the static deformation and the
kinematics of the 2010 moment magnitude (Mw) 8.8 Maule megathrust earthquake. From elastic
modeling, we found a total rupture length of ~500 kilometers where slip (up to 15 meters)
concentrated on two main asperities situated on both sides of the epicenter. We found that rupture
reached shallow depths, probably extending up to the trench. Resolvable afterslip occurred in
regions of low coseismic slip. The low-frequency hypocenter is relocated 40 kilometers southwest
of initial estimates. Rupture propagated bilaterally at about 3.1 kilometers per second, with
possible but not fully resolved velocity variations.

High-resolution geodetic data describing
the static and dynamic rupture of a giant
[moment magnitude (Mw) ≥ 8.5] earth-

quake have been recorded only a few times. Even

in these few cases, monitoring deformation in the
near field—at distances comparable to the size of
the earthquake—is a major challenge. For exam-
ple, it is still unclear why and how the rupture of

the 2004 Mw 9.2 Sumatra earthquake extended
beyond its original 400-km length, breaking
through a plate boundary and becoming a giant
earthquake at this instant (1, 2). TheMw 8.8Maule
megathrust earthquake of 27 February 2010 oc-
curred in the previously identified Concepción-
Constitución seismic gap in central Chile. This
gap had been defined from the size of the 1835
Mw 8.5 earthquake inferred from descriptions
by Darwin and Fitzroy (3, 4) (Fig. 1). Long-term
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forecasts of large earthquakes in this zone were
made using the seismic gap concept and histor-
ical seismicity (5–8); several mature gaps were
identified with this method (9). Over the past
decade, an array of geodetic markers were epi-

sodically resurveyed and more than 20 continu-
ous Global Positioning System (cGPS) stations
were deployed in the region between 37°S and
28°S. During the 10 years that preceded the
2010 event, the subduction interface in the

Concepción-Constitución gap was fully coupled.
If we extend this complete coupling to the past
175 years, a slip deficit of ~12 m had been
accumulated because of plate convergence at
~7 cm/year (10), rendering the occurrence of

Fig. 1. Coseismic static displacement field derived
from cGPS sites. Bold numbers next to arrowheads
give the displacement in millimeters, except for the
>1-m displacements in the continental scale inset
(given in meters). Ellipses depict the 99% confi-
dence level of formal uncertainties. Thin black lines
depict plate boundaries. Stars depict hypocenter
locations: NEIC (white), SSN (black), this study (red).
Small yellow dots plot the locations of 1 month of
aftershocks (NEIC). Color stripes along the trench de-
pict past earthquake rupture zones (6–12). ETOPO-5
and GTOPO-30 Digital Elevation Models were used
to generate the background topography and bathym-
etry. Color-coded curves next to displacement arrows
at selected sites (left column) depict the path followed
by these stations during the earthquake (1 position
per second).

Fig. 2. Coseismic static displacement field for survey sites (red arrows) and cGPS
sites (green arrows) in the epicentral area (A) horizontal component and (B)
vertical component. Bold numbers next to arrowheads give the displacement in
centimeters. Ellipses depict the 99% confidence level of formal uncertainties.
Blue, yellow, and white lines along the coastline highlight uplift and subsidence
areas constrained by field observations. Blue lines mark zones with subsidence
larger than ~50 cm, and yellow lines similarly show values of uplift. White lines
mark zones where vertical movement is difficult to evaluate because it is close to zero (T several tens of cm); dashed lines indicate where data are scarce or
lacking. Sites discussed in SOM text are marked by numbered diamonds. The lower box (C) plots a cross section of land-level changes as a function of distance to
the trench. Data are sorted by latitude: near Constitucion latitude (35.5°S to 36°S) (red circles), near Arauco-Concepcion latitude (37°S to 37.5°S) (green circles),
and intermediate latitudes (white circles). The solid line shows the general trend, including all latitudes.
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an earthquake of magnitude Mw ≥ 8 possible
(11–13).

We analyzed cGPS and survey GPS data from
before, during, and after the Maule event to de-
termine the deformation of Earth’s surface close
to the earthquake rupture (14). From these data,
we identified the main asperities, quantified the
spatial extent of the rupture, and determinedwheth-
er rupture propagated up to the trench. We at-
tempted to identify those features of the rupture
propagation that explain why the Maule event
became a megathrust earthquake.

Far-field cGPS stations more than 3000 km
away from the epicenter, in Brazil, FrenchGuyana,
South Patagonia, and Galapagos, were unaffected
by the earthquake. They provide a fixed reference
frame together with several stations on the Brazil-
ian craton that recorded displacements smaller
than 1 cm (Fig. 1 and table S1). Closer to the hy-
pocenter, in Argentina from 25°S to 45°S, the
displacement field points in a concentric way
toward the area of the epicenter and shows two
distinct directions pointing to two main patches
of deformation, south and north of the epicenter
originally located at 36°S and 73°W. In Chile,
this pattern becomes even more apparent, and
campaign data confirm this trend (Fig. 2 and
table S2). Themaximum horizontal displacement
of 5 mwas observed both at the tip of the Arauco
peninsula [Llico (LLI)/Rumena (RUM), ~80 km
from the trench] and near Constitucion (CONS/
CO1) [Laguna LlauLlau (CO2), Putu (PTU),
~120 km from the trench]. This is an indication

that slip was larger in front of Constitucion than
close to Concepcion (CONZ), contradicting some
initial models that assigned little slip to this area
(14). The relatively small displacement (70 cm)
at San Antonio (RCSD) (33.5°S) indicates that
even if some slip occurred there, the bulk of the
rupture did not reach this latitude.

Vertical displacements reach 1.8 m of uplift
at the tip of the Arauco peninsula, the land point
closest to the trench (Fig. 2 and table S2). GPS
markers along the coast show uplift, converting
to subsidence 15 km south ofConstitucion (+16 cm
at CO3, –6 cm at CO2) and northward, where the
coastline moves away from the trench. Along the
coast, natural and anthropogenic markers also
recorded the coseismic vertical displacements of
the crust relative to sea level (Fig. 2). The pattern
of subsidence and uplift deduced from such ob-
servations at five sites is compatible and comple-
mentary with GPS measurements if we take into
account an uncertainty of several tens of cm (14).
In the central valley, subsidence prevails (–30 to
–70 cm), and small but resolvable uplift is ob-
served in the Andes [+10 cm at Laguna de Laja
(LLA) and Paso del Maule (CT8)]. Uplift and
subsidence regions are roughly parallel to the
trench (like the interseismic elastic pattern),
regardless of the distribution of slip. Therefore,
markers at different latitudes lay on the same
cross section, revealing that the hinge line (the
neutral line of vertical deformation of the
upper plate) is located ~120 km from the trench
(Fig. 2C).

Postseismic deformation results from a com-
bination of different phenomena, each of which
has a characteristic time scale. Deformation oc-
curring over a typical time scale of amonthmostly
represents immediate afterslip due to either
aseismic slip in the poorly consolidated sedi-
mentary layer overlying the fault, coseismic slip
produced by the aftershock sequence, or silent
slow-slip events that could have been triggered
by changes in stress and friction produced by the
main shock. Postseismic deformation started im-
mediately after the earthquake (fig. S2 and table
S3). Along the coastline, displacements of up to
15 cm were detected at CONZ over a 12-day pe-
riod after the earthquake. There is less afterslip
at CONS, with only 7 cm during the same pe-
riod of time, although coseismic slip was larger
there (5 m versus 3 m). On the other hand, after-
slip is as large at RCSD (6 cm), although almost
no coseismic slip occurred there. This may be
an indication of a triggered slow-slip event at
this latitude and may explain the large number
of aftershocks generated in this area. In addi-
tion, the direction of postseismic deformations
(almost westward) is not parallel to coseismic
displacements. Thus, postseismic slip may be
occurring on different patches and/or with a dif-
ferent direction than the coseismic slip. Finally,
postseismic deformation inland is large: Colbun
(MAUL) (200 km inland)moved evenmore than
CONS, with 10 cm of displacement. This is an
indication of the depth and long reach of the
postseismic process that affects the region
below the seismogenic zone.

To better constrain the earthquake slip dis-
tribution, we combined our data with published
land-level changes, several additional GPS dis-
placements, andWide SwathAlos fringes provided
by the Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agen-
cy (JAXA) and the National Research Institute
for Earth Science and Disaster Prevention
(NIED) (15, 16). The surface deformation fields
associated with the coseismic and postseismic
phases were modeled using Okada’s formulation
of the elastic field due to a rectangular dislocation
buried in an elastic half-space (14). The earthquake
broke a ~500-km-long portion of the subduction
interface (~450 km with slip larger than 2 m),
extending along strike from 38.2°S to 34°S and
from 5-km to 45-km depth (Fig. 3). The area that
ruptured corresponds very closely with the highly
coupled zone detected by interseismic GPS mea-
surements (13, 17). With a shear modulus of 3.3
1010 Pa, our slip distribution yields an equivalent
geodetic moment of 1.76 1022 N·m (Mw 8.76), in
agreement with seismological estimates (Mw =
8.8). The coseismic slip is distributed into two
main patches of slip, reaching a maximum of 15
m. The patches are separated by a zone of re-
duced slip (<4 m) near latitude 36.5°S; this is the
same area where we relocated the epicenter using
the high-rate cGPS data. The northern patch of
slip accounts for 62% of the geodetic moment
(1.09 1022 N·m,Mw 8.62), and the southern patch
of slip accounts for the other 38%.

Fig. 3. Coseismic and afterslip source
models. Red colors show the extent
and the amount of coseismic slip
(scale from 0 to 20 m). Dark red ar-
rows depict the amount and direc-
tion of slip on the fault plane. Blue
contour lines show the 12-day post-
seismic afterslip (contour level every
10 cm). Dots show locations and data
type used in the inversion (black dots
for GPS data: small for survey mark-
ers and large for cGPS stations; open
dots for land-level data from natural
or anthropogenicmarker). Stars show
hypocenter locations: NEIC (white),
SSN (black), this study (red). The two
dashed lines depict the profiles of
fig. S1.
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Our dense near-field data, in particular the
large values of horizontal versus vertical displace-
ment along the coast, require that ~60%of the slip
(equivalent to anMw 8.6 event) occur at shallow
depths (<25 km and close to the trench). Such
shallow slip was detected by earlier models based
on seismological data (18) but was not found in
models using far-field data only and/or interfero-
metric synthetic aperture radar (16, 19, 20). The
comparison of the surface displacements predicted
by published models against our data shows that
they systematically underestimate the static hor-
izontal displacements (14). The shallower part
of the subduction zone is usually considered as
an area of stable sliding characterized by rate-
strengthening behavior (21). Thus, the fact that the
rupture broke all theway up to the sea-bottom at the
trench may be surprising. However, shallow slip
is consistent with the generation of a powerful tsu-
nami and the presence of numerous aftershocks
located near the trench (Fig. 1). At greater depths,
slip decreases smoothly and vanishes at about
45-km depth everywhere along the coast; this is
consistent with the hinge line localization 120 km
away from the trench (Fig. 2C). With a dip angle
of 17° to 20°, the down-dip end of the rupture is
located at the bottom of the seismogenic zone.

Postseismic motions during the 12 days after
the earthquake can be modeled as afterslip on the

subduction interface, accounting for 4% of the
coseismic moment. Several centimeters (5 to 10)
of westward motion may have occurred on some
near-field coastal stations during the half day
after the earthquake (fig. S3). This is also consist-
ent with a logarithmic decrease with time of post-
seismic displacements shown by our 12-day time
series (fig. S2). However, these displacements are
too small to support the occurrence of an intense
rapid afterslip up to 20% of the coseismic slip
suggested from normal modes excitation (22).

Our near-field data are sparse, so some var-
iability in the models exists. We observe the fol-
lowing features: (i) deep slip (30 to 60 cm) between
40-km and 65-km depth that accounts for 56%
of the 12-day afterslip; (ii) 10 to 20 cm of slip
(23% of the 12-day afterslip) near the northern
edge of the rupture, close to Pichilemu (34.5°S),
where a large aftershock occurred on 11 March
2010 on a shallow normal fault; (ii) 30 to 40 cm
of localized slip (21% of the 12-day afterslip)
occurring at seismogenic depths, near 36.5°S,
close to the epicenter where coseismic slip had
a minimum between the two main asperities.
Coseismic and postseismic distributions of slip
complement each other (Fig. 3), suggesting an
interlacing of “velocity strengthening” areas
(prone to stable slip) and “velocity weakening”
areas (where stick-slip occurs). The equivalent

magnitude of our postseismic model (Mw 7.8) is
larger than the cumulated moment of the after-
shocks (~Mw 7) in the same 12-day period after
the main shock, implying that most (~90%) of
the postseismic deformation was released by
aseismic slip on the subduction interface. Ad-
ditionally, 56% of the afterslip occurred below
35-km depth. Considering that viscous relax-
ation in the mantle cannot occur in this short
time scale of only a few days, we conclude that
aseismic slip occurred on the deep subduction
interface.

In addition to a 24-hour average position, it is
also possible to compute each station position at
the sampling rate of the GPS signal (1 s at most
stations) (14). We refer to these GPS records as
“motograms,” which are actually low-frequency
seismograms with two important differences: (i)
they directly measure ground displacement, elim-
inating the unstable double integration of accel-
erograms; (ii) they do not saturate, whatever the
amplitude of the ground displacement. In the case
of a megathrust earthquake, aliasing due to the
low sampling rate of cGPS (1Hz) is not a problem
(14). S waves on near-field motograms could be
clearly identified, as is demonstrated by the com-
parison with collocated accelerograms at station
El Roble in central Chile (see ROBL in fig. S4). P
waves were more difficult to read because stations
in central Chile lie close to a nodal plane of the
earthquake. The need for relocation of the epi-
center is obvious from the motograms recorded at
CONSandCONZ (Fig. 4).Swaves arrive atCONZ
about 20 s before they arrive at CONS. Using S
wavesmeasured in themotograms [mainlyCONZ,
CONS, San Javier (SJAV), MAUL, RCSD, and
ROBL], we determined a low-frequency epicentral
location at 36.41°S and 73.18°W. This epicenter
is different from those reported by seismological
services. It is located 15 km south of the epicenter
by the Servicio Sismologico Nacional (SSN) of
the University of Chile that located it at 36.29°S,
73.24°W and is almost 40 km southwest of the
epicenter reported by the National Earthquake In-
formationCenter (NEIC) in its weekly Earthquake
Data Report (36.12°S, 72.89°W).

With a relocated epicenter, we found that the
displacement at the four GPS stations in the near
field is dominated by the static field (final static
offsets are 10 times as large as dynamic displace-
ments) (Fig. 4). All the near-field stations (CONS
to RCSD) resemble the displacement expected
near a large crack propagating at high subshear
speed (Figs. 1 and 4). We tested several source
models with rupture starting from the epicenter
and propagating at constant speed. Stations located
in the north, RCSD and ROBL, are the most sen-
sitive to rupture speed because of directivity. As
expected from dynamic fault modeling, CONS
and CONZ, located practically on top of the
fault, are dominated by slip near the stations.
We found that rupture speeds between 2.8 and
3.1 km/s produce good fit between synthetics and
observed motograms (Fig. 4). The displacement
functions observed at CONS and CONZ are very

Fig. 4. Observed motograms at eight cGPS stations in central Chile and Western Argentina (red lines)
compared with synthetics (black lines) computed using the slip distribution shown in Fig. 3. Displacement
scale is in meters; elapsed time is in seconds. In this model, rupture starts from the low-frequency epicenter
located at 36.41°S, 73.18°W, determined from the S wave arrivals at motograms and accelerograms in
central Chile. Rupture propagated radially away from the epicenter at a speed of 3.1 km/s, and the rise time
was uniform on the fault and equal to 20 s.
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similar to those of a simple shear fault propa-
gating along the seismogenic zone. The rise time
at both stations is close to 20 s, so that we can
approximate the width of the fault as twice (be-
cause of upward and downward propagation)
the product of this time multiplied by the rup-
ture speed. We obtain a fault width of ~120 km,
which is in agreement with our static modeling.
Somemotograms (especially SJAV) also reveal
an arrival (or “kink”) that may be due to a pos-
sible rupture velocity variation as rupture reaches
the northern asperity (fig. S4). We attribute this
arrival to the triggering of rupture in the north-
ern asperity (the largest one), ~60 s after the
initiation of the rupture. This arrival would mark
the instant when theMaule event became amega-
thrust earthquake.

Comparing the 2010Maule megathrust earth-
quake rupture with earlier events is important for
seismic hazard assessment, but the lack of precise
information about some past events requires cau-
tion. The 2010 rupture broke well beyond the pre-
viously identified gap left by the 1835 earthquake,
which appears to have had a shorter rupture
length of about 350 km and a smaller magnitude.
The shorter rupture of 1835 corresponds roughly
to the length attained by the 2010 rupture at the
critical instant captured at 60 s in the motograms.
This is before rupture of the main northern as-
perity, which may have reached the trench, thus
contributing strongly to generation of the tsunami
that struck the coast of Constitución (~5 m of
minimum inundation over a large latitudinal ex-
tent). The absence of large tsunami at Constitu-
ción in 1835 (4) is consistent with lack of rupture
of the northern asperity during that event. The
2010 rupture covered the Mw 7.6 Talca earth-

quake of 1928, which may have been an event
located near the transition zone similar to the 2007
Mw 7.7 Tocopilla earthquake (7, 23) in Northern
Chile. The ~500-km-long 2010 rupture overlaps
laterally (over ~100 km) also with the ruptures
of three earthquakes that occurred earlier on its
southern and northern edges: to the south, the
21 May 1960 Concepcion event (Mw 8.3) and
the Valdivia earthquake of 22May 1960 (Mw 9.5);
to the north, the rupture zone of the 1906Mw 8.5
Valparaíso earthquake. This suggests interleaved
tapering of coseismic slip in those overlapping
regions, probably involving, over the long term,
accommodation of deformation by both seismic
and aseismic processes.
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The 2011 Magnitude 9.0 Tohoku-Oki
Earthquake: Mosaicking the
Megathrust from Seconds to Centuries
Mark Simons,1* Sarah E. Minson,1 Anthony Sladen,1,2 Francisco Ortega,1 Junle Jiang,1

Susan E. Owen,3 Lingsen Meng,1 Jean-Paul Ampuero,1 Shengji Wei,1 Risheng Chu,1

Donald V. Helmberger,1 Hiroo Kanamori,1 Eric Hetland,4 Angelyn W. Moore,3 Frank H. Webb3

Geophysical observations from the 2011 moment magnitude (Mw) 9.0 Tohoku-Oki, Japan earthquake
allow exploration of a rare large event along a subduction megathrust. Models for this event indicate that
the distribution of coseismic fault slip exceeded 50 meters in places. Sources of high-frequency seismic
waves delineate the edges of the deepest portions of coseismic slip and do not simply correlate with
the locations of peak slip. Relative to the Mw 8.8 2010 Maule, Chile earthquake, the Tohoku-Oki
earthquake was deficient in high-frequency seismic radiation—a difference that we attribute to its
relatively shallow depth. Estimates of total fault slip and surface secular strain accumulation on millennial
time scales suggest the need to consider the potential for a future large earthquake just south of this event.

The 2011 Tohoku-Oki earthquake occurred
on the megathrust where the Pacific Plate
subducts below Japan at an average rate of

about 8 to 8.5 cm/year (Fig. 1) (1). Historically,
many moment magnitude (Mw) 7 toMw 8 earth-

quakes have occurred on the Japan Trench mega-
thrust (2). Geodetic observations of crustal strain
during the interseismic period have been used to
infer spatial variations in the degree of plate cou-
pling (i.e., regions of the megathrust expected to

produce large earthquakes) for this section of
the Japan Trench (3). Generally, these models
infer high coupling in regions where earthquakes
were known to have already occurred (Fig. 1 and
fig. S1), with only partial or even no coupling
from the trench to a point approximately midway
between the trench and the coastline—precisely
the region where the 2011 Tohoku-Oki earth-
quake occurred. It is fundamentally difficult to
use land-based data to assess the state of cou-
pling on distant portions of a megathrust. The
Jogan earthquake of 13 July 869 may be the only
documented event to have occurred with a pos-
sible magnitude and location similar to that of the
2011 earthquake (4).

Observations of the 2011 Tohoku-Oki earth-
quake from a dense regional geodetic network
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