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Untangling slab geometry's influences on the megathrust earthquake cycle
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Method & earthquake cycle simulation code: tandem httpsi/github.com/TEAR-ERC/tandem  (Uphof etal, 2022) |

-Planar models host uniform, large, periodic events that rupture the entire seis-
mogenic zone, which remains strongly locked interseismically
-Curved models host a wider spectrum of slow-to-fast slip events with more
variable slip behaviors & recurrence (e.g., slow-slip events, bimodal earthquakes)
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a1 2016, leading to more frequent smaller partial ruptures

rupture characteristics, but curved faults host more frequent and more variable
ruptures with less total slip and slower peak slip rates

-We suggest that the downdip seismogenic width (which scales with avg. slab dip)
determines the ‘maximum’rupture a given megathrust can host, but slab curvature
modulates rupture variability and limits how often this ‘maximum magnitude’is
achieved by increasing interseismic strength & stress variability on the fault g, seteryet
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