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Abstract. One of the main goals of volcano geodesy is to improve the understanding of how an increase

in pressure related to magma accumulation causes ground deformation in order to evaluate volcanic unrest.

The inversion methods used for this purpose rely on a parametrization of the shape of the crustal volume
in which pressure changes due to magma inflow/outflow (the magma domain), to search for the optimal

parameters that minimize the difference between model predicted and measured ground displacements.
However, these methods assume a predefined shape of the magma domain, which limits their applicability.

Here, we propose a new shape optimization framework that can invert these sources without such prior,

formulating a reconstruction problem to infer the complete shape of the magma domain. First, we validate
this approach using a synthetic test case and then apply it to observations of the Svartsengi volcanic system

in Iceland.

plain language summary. Volcanic magma domains contain pressurized magma that can feed eruptions

when it breaks through. Volcanologists use measurements of the displacement of the surface of the Earth
caused by increased pressure in magma domains to determine their location, shape, and pressure, which is

crucial for evaluating eruption likelihood. They use methods in which they assume a physical model based

on the domain’s shape and pressure parameters, and then determine the set of parameters for which their
model best predicts the measured displacements. However, these methods have a drawback in that they

rely on the prior identification of relevant parameters for the shape of the magma domain, which is assumed

to be “simple” (e.g., a sphere defined by its radius and center). This article introduces a new method for
reconstructing the complex shape of a magma domain without first assuming a simple shape. The method

is based on shape optimization, a widely used engineering framework for improving the design of mechanical
parts with respect to requirements such as rigidity, vibration, etc. We validate our method using synthetic

ground motion data and then apply it to real data from the Svartsengi volcanic system in Iceland.
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1. Introduction

The accumulation of magma in volcano roots prior to eruptions may take place in diverse structures such
as isolated magma chambers, reservoirs, and lenses, forming complex magmatic systems. We here refer to
these crustal volumes as magma domains, that may consist of magma mush, liquid magma and hot rock.
Improving understanding of the shape of magma domains where pressure increases is a major task in volcano
geodesy.

Using volcano geodesy, the shape of a magma domain is often inferred from the resolution of an inverse
problem, based on measurements of the ground deformation, obtained by Global Navigation Satellite System
(GNSS) point positioning or Interferometric analysis of Synthetic Aperture Radar satellite images (InSAR).
The source of deformation to be identified is commonly modeled by a vector m of d free parameters, which
can be its spatial position, given by the three-dimensional (3D) coordinates of its center, its volume, the
pressure inside, or other shape parameters. See e.g. [27, 43] and [40]. An m-dependent “forward model” is
then introduced to predict the deformation of the ground surface caused by such a source. The formulation
of the latter may be analytic, assuming that the cavity has a “simple” shape, such as a point, spherical or
elliptical source [27, 26, 46] embedded in a homogeneous elastic half-space. See also [30] for the situation of a
rectangular plane with opening, reproducing the formation of magmatic sheets – dikes and sills. More general
and complex types of cavities and constitutive laws of the crust have to be addressed by rather expensive
numerical models based e.g. on the Finite Element Method (FEM). In any case, the shape parameters
m are found by minimizing an objective function J(m) measuring the misfit between a collection of real
measurements of the displacement of the ground and the prediction of the model. Various mathematical
optimization strategies are available to achieve this goal: global optimization methods, based on analytic
[13] or numerical models [24, 14], Bayesian inference [6, 43], or genetic algorithms [45]. The aforementioned
methods require an a priori parametrization of the shape of the source, and their reconstruction capabilities
are intrinsically limited to the relevance of the chosen parameters: for instance, a method based on the
identification of the radius of a spherical cavity cannot retrieve more complex shapes.

We here propose an alternative approach, combining a Finite Element forward model with a “free-form”
shape optimization algorithm. Contrary to the aforementioned practice of parametric inversion, shape
optimization deals with problems where the optimization variable is the shape of an object as a whole,
that is, a 3D domain without the need for a parametrization [1, 3, 5, 9, 35]. Such level of abstraction
involves advanced mathematical concepts, notably that of shape derivatives, as well as intricate numerical
methods: “shape gradient” algorithms and the Level Set Method for tracking the motion of shapes, among
others. On the other hand, it allows for an unprecedented freedom in the shape of the reconstructed magma
domain, independent of an a priori parametrization. Shape and topology optimization is a popular practice
in engineering, where one typically wishes to improve the design of an object to optimally meet a physical
criterion. It spans various applications such as structural mechanics, where one often aims to improve the
stiffness of a solid structure [8], fluid mechanics, where it is applied to the design of pipes, heat exchangers
or flying obstacles [19], and even in electromagnetism [25], at both academic and industrial levels.

Multiple numerical frameworks are available for shape and topology optimization, see e.g. the review by
[39]. Here, we use a method developed by [2], combining a so-called shape gradient optimization with a
Level Set representation of shapes and a remeshing algorithm. We first present the method, then apply it
to a test case and we eventually demonstrate its performance using real observational data.

2. Method

This section describes the proposed shape optimization formulation for the reconstruction of a magma domain
and provides some details about our numerical implementation.
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2.1. Physical Model

The Earth is modeled as a homogeneous and isotropic elastic medium, enclosing the magma domain whose
shape is to be reconstructed. The boundary of the latter is subjected to a pressure change caused by
the inflow of new magma; the elastic crust deforms instantaneously as a result and a new equilibrium is
established. In particular, this phenomenon induces a deformation of the surface that can be measured.

This situation is formalized as follows, see Fig. 1a for an illustration. The geographical region of interest
is represented by a fixed 3D domain D bounded by its boundary ∂D. D is made of two complementary
subdomains Ωm and Ωc. The inner domain Ωm represents the magma domain. Its boundary Γ = ∂Ωm is
subject to the force ∆Pnm induced by the variation of pressure ∆P caused by the inflow/outflow of magma;
this force is aligned with the unit normal vector nm to Γ pointing outward from Ωm. The complementary
subdomain Ωc represents a portion of the surrounding Earth’s crust. The displacement of the bottom side
Γb of ∂D is set to zero and the other boundaries of D are free of stress. For convenience, we denote Ω = Ωm,
and n = nm = −nc is the unit normal vector to Γ, pointing outward Ωm. See Table S1 in Supporting
Information for a list of symbols and nomenclature.

The displacement of the crust in these circumstances is denoted by uΩ, where the subscript Ω hints at its
dependence on the shape Ω of the magma domain. It is the solution to the system of linearized elasticity:

(2.1)





−div(AE(uΩ)) = 0 in Ωc,
uΩ = 0 on Γb,

AE(uΩ)nc = −∆P nc on Γ,
AE(uΩ)n = 0 on ∂D \ Γb,

where E(u) = 1
2 (∇u +∇uT ) is the strain tensor associated with a displacement field u and A is the Hooke’s

tensor of the crust material. For an isotropic medium, we have:

AE = 2µE + λtr(E)I,

where I is the identity matrix and λ = Eν
(1+ν)(1−2ν) and µ = E

2(1+ν) , are the Lamé coefficients, depending on

the Young’s modulus E and Poisson’s ratio ν.

2.2. Shape Optimization for the Reconstruction of the Magma Body

The shape Ω of the magma domain is unknown, and we aim to reconstruct it by minimizing the least-square
discrepancy JLS(Ω) between the displacement field uΩ of the upper surface of the Earth Γu, as predicted by
the mechanical model (2.1), and uobs observed by using e.g. InSAR and/or GNSS geodesy. Formally, we
seek Ω as the solution to the following shape optimization problem:

(2.2) min
Ω⊂D

JLS(Ω), where JLS(Ω) =

∫

Γu

|uΩ − uobs|2 ds.

2.3. Shape Derivatives

The treatment of Problem (2.2) calls for a notion of derivative for a function J(Ω) of the domain Ω. In this
work, we rely on the boundary variation method of Hadamard [1, 3, 23, 28, 42]. It hinges on perturbations
Ωθ of a reference configuration Ω of the magma domain by a “small” vector fields θ: each point xθ in Ωθ is
obtained as the perturbed version of its counterpart x in Ω, as (see Fig. 1b):

(2.3) xθ = x + θ(x).

The shape derivative J ′(Ω)(θ) of a function J(Ω) at Ω in a direction θ is the derivative of the mapping
θ 7→ J(Ωθ), so that the following Taylor approximation holds true:

(2.4) J(Ωθ) ≈ J(Ω) + J ′(Ω)(θ).

In practice, J ′(Ω)(θ) is used to identify a descent direction θd, i.e. a vector field such that J ′(Ω)(θd) < 0.
This property guarantees that, for a “small” step τ > 0, we have:

(2.5) J(Ωτθd
) ≈ J(Ω) + τJ ′(Ω)(θd) < J(Ω),

in other words, the perturbed shape Ωτθd
performs “better” than Ω in terms of the function J(Ω).
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Figure 1. (a) Sketch of the physical model, see the main text for the explanation. (b)
Variation Ωθ of Ω, according to the boundary variation method of Hadamard. (c) Graph
of a level set function φ for the magma domain Ω. (d) Mesh of the geographical region D,
comprising a mesh of Ω (in red) as a submesh.

The identification of a descent direction for the functional JLS(Ω) in (2.2) requires the explicit expression
of its shape derivative. This calculation is a tedious, but classical issue in mathematics that can be realized
thanks to the adjoint method, see e.g. [12, 37] and [4] in our particular mathematical context. It holds:

(2.6) J ′LS(Ω)(θ) =

∫

Γ

vΩ (θ · n) ds, where vΩ = −AE(uΩ) : E(pΩ)−∆P div(pΩ).

Here the so-called adjoint state pΩ is the vector field characterized by:

(2.7)





−div(AE(pΩ)) = 0 in Ωc,
pΩ = 0 on Γb,

AE(pΩ)nc = 0 on Γ,
AE(pΩ)n = 0 on ∂D \ (Γu ∪ Γb),

AE(pΩ)n = −2(uΩ − uobs) on Γu.

The adjoint state pΩ depends on the governing physics of the problem – linear elasticity – and on the quantity
to be minimized JLS(Ω). Intuitively, it behaves as a motion in the direction of a decrease of JLS(Ω), but it
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is above all a mathematical contrivance to endow the shape derivative J ′LS(Ω) with a convenient expression.
See Supporting Information Text S1 for the derivation of Equation (2.7).

A descent direction for JLS(Ω) is found from Equation (2.6) by choosing θd = −vΩ n:

(2.8) J ′(Ω)(θd) = −
∫

Γ

v2
Ω ds < 0.

The above concepts pave the way to a shape gradient algorithm: starting from an initial shape Ω0 of the
magma domain, the least-square discrepancy JLS(Ω) is minimized through a series of iterations n = 0, . . .
where each shape Ωn is updated as

(2.9) Ωn+1 = Ωnτnθd
n =

{
x + τnθd

n(x), x ∈ Ωn
}
,

where τn > 0 is a “small” step and θd
n is the descent direction in (2.8), see Fig. 2.

2.4. Description of the Numerical Implementation

2.4.1. Level Set Representation of the Shape

The numerical realization of our shape gradient strategy raises the need for an efficient approach to represent
the shape and its updates via the operation (2.9). To achieve this, we rely on the Level Set Method, pioneered
in [32]. See also [31] and [38] for extensive presentations and [4] for its introduction in the field of shape
optimization.

At each stage of the process, the magma domain Ω is described as the negative region of a scalar field φ,
referred to as a “level set” function, with the following properties:

(2.10) For every point x in D,





φ(x) < 0 if x ∈ Ωm = Ω,
φ(x) = 0 if x ∈ Γ,
φ(x) > 0 if x ∈ Ωc = D \ Ω,

see Fig. 1c for a 2D illustration.
The evolution of Ω between two consecutive shapes Ωn and Ωn+1, described by the respective Level Set

functions φn, φn+1, under the velocity field θd
n(x) over the (pseudo-time) period t ∈ (0, τn) is captured by

the following advection equation:

(2.11) φn+1(x) = ψ(τn,x), where

{
∂ψ

∂t
(t,x) + θd

n(x) · ∇ψ(t,x) = 0 for t ∈ (0, τn), x ∈ D,
ψ(t = 0,x) = φn(x) for x ∈ D.

Intuitively, this equation from fluid mechanics captures the transport of a quantity (such as a chemical) by
a fluid.

2.4.2. Coupling with a Remeshing Algorithm

Our practical implementation leverages a recent variant of the Level Set method, introduced by [2], an
open-source implementation of which is proposed in [16]. This method includes an additional ingredient: at
each iteration n ≥ 0 of the optimization process, a remeshing operation is conducted to create a meshed
representation of the configuration, i.e. the magma and crust domains Ωnm and Ωnc are discretized as com-
plementary submeshes of the total mesh T n of D, see Fig. 1d. Note that this operation can be conducted
so that the mesh T n features a fine resolution where needed (notably, in the neighborhood of the shape Ωn)
and a coarse size elsewhere. This practice makes it possible to efficiently solve the numerical resolution of
the state and adjoint equations (2.1) and (2.7) with a standard Finite Element software.

2.4.3. Overview of the Algorithm

Our numerical workflow is sketched in Fig. 2. Briefly, at each iteration n, the computational domain D is
discretized by a mesh T n which encloses a discretization of the actual shape Ωn of the magma domain as a
submesh. The initial mesh T 0 is here created with the open-source software Gmsh [21], and the remeshing
library mmg [7, 15] is used to remesh at the subsequent iterations. The elasticity and adjoint systems (2.1)
and (2.7) for uΩn and pΩn are solved on this exact mesh by the open-source Finite Element library FreeFem

[22]. A descent direction θd
n is then obtained via the formula (2.8). The update (2.9) of the shape is carried

out according to the Level Set Method: a level set function φn for Ωn is generated by the library mshdist
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[17] and the advection equation (2.11) is solved for φn+1 by using the open-source library Advect [10]. More
details are provided in Supporting Text S2 about practical aspects of this numerical implementation. The
associated code magmaOpt and a short documentation are available online [34].
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u⌦n and p⌦n
<latexit sha1_base64="UVxRdbKfPRhRZhZfBaYF5Nt9Zos="></latexit>

(Finite Element Method on mesh T n)

<latexit sha1_base64="yMndkvMBT8eavjet3cRnaCy8M+w=">AAACAnicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqitxEyxCV2VGpLosuHEjVLAPaIeSSTNtaCYZkjtiGYobf8WNC0Xc+hXu/BvTdhbaeuByD+fcS3JPEAtuwHW/ndzK6tr6Rn6zsLW9s7tX3D9oGpVoyhpUCaXbATFMcMkawEGwdqwZiQLBWsHoauq37pk2XMk7GMfMj8hA8pBTAlbqFY+6wB4gCNNZT28Il1goFU8mvWLJrbgz4GXiZaSEMtR7xa9uX9EkYhKoIMZ0PDcGPyUaOBVsUugmhsWEjsiAdSyVJGLGT2cnTPCpVfo4VNqWBDxTf2+kJDJmHAV2MiIwNIveVPzP6yQQXvopl3ECTNL5Q2EiMCg8zQP3uWYUxNgSQjW3f8V0SDShYFMr2BC8xZOXSfOs4lUr1dvzUq2cxZFHx+gElZGHLlANXaM6aiCKHtEzekVvzpPz4rw7H/PRnJPtHKI/cD5/AEi1l+8=</latexit>

Main loop

<latexit sha1_base64="wKPO5Yf/9j6OUIJhglGDDR3MQ2c=">AAACBXicbVC7SgNBFJ31GeMraqnFYhBShV2RaGcgjWUE84BkCbOTu8mQ2dll5q4YljQ2/oqNhSK2/oOdf+Mk2UITLwxzOOdcZs7xY8E1Os63tbK6tr6xmdvKb+/s7u0XDg6bOkoUgwaLRKTaPtUguIQGchTQjhXQ0BfQ8ke1qd66B6V5JO9wHIMX0oHkAWcUDdUrnHQRHtAP0tmd1iJp3AOQDK4nk16h6JSd2djLwM1AkWRT7xW+uv2IJSFIZIJq3XGdGL2UKuRMwCTfTTTElI3oADoGShqC9tJZiol9Zpi+HUTKHIn2jP29kdJQ63HoG2dIcagXtSn5n9ZJMLjyUi7jBE2w+UNBImyM7Gkldp8rYCjGBlCmuPmrzYZUUYamuLwpwV2MvAya52W3Uq7cXhSrpayOHDkmp6REXHJJquSG1EmDMPJInskrebOerBfr3fqYW1esbOeI/Bnr8wfWUJlc</latexit>

Convergence?

<latexit sha1_base64="w4P3lwMSLm1KV8bkuSnZ2iZ2M84=">AAAB/HicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUV7dJNsAhdlUSkuiy4cVnBPqQNZTK9aYdOHszciCHUX3HjQhG3fog7/8ZpmoW2Hrjcwzn3MneOFwuu0La/jbX1jc2t7dJOeXdv/+DQPDruqCiRDNosEpHseVSB4CG0kaOAXiyBBp6Arje9nvvdB5CKR+EdpjG4AR2H3OeMopaGZmWA8Iien+U9uwc1mw3Nql23c1irxClIlRRoDc2vwShiSQAhMkGV6jt2jG5GJXImYFYeJApiyqZ0DH1NQxqAcrP8+Jl1ppWR5UdSV4hWrv7eyGigVBp4ejKgOFHL3lz8z+sn6F+5GQ/jBCFki4f8RFgYWfMkrBGXwFCkmlAmub7VYhMqKUOdV1mH4Cx/eZV0zutOo964vag2a0UcJXJCTkmNOOSSNMkNaZE2YSQlz+SVvBlPxovxbnwsRteMYqdC/sD4/AHnqZWF</latexit>

Yes

<latexit sha1_base64="ygUU5DDpQVWv2lg1UMOd0xgvAoQ=">AAAB+XicbVBNSwMxEM3Wr1q/Vj16CRahIJRdkeqx4MVjBfsB7VKy6Wwbmk2WJFspS/+JFw+KePWfePPfmLZ70NYHA4/3ZpiZFyacaeN5305hY3Nre6e4W9rbPzg8co9PWlqmikKTSi5VJyQaOBPQNMxw6CQKSBxyaIfju7nfnoDSTIpHM00giMlQsIhRYqzUd12BexwiQ5SST1hc+n237FW9BfA68XNSRjkafferN5A0jUEYyonWXd9LTJARZRjlMCv1Ug0JoWMyhK6lgsSgg2xx+QxfWGWAI6lsCYMX6u+JjMRaT+PQdsbEjPSqNxf/87qpiW6DjIkkNSDoclGUcmwknseAB0wBNXxqCaGK2VsxHRFFqLFhlWwI/urL66R1VfVr1drDdbleyeMoojN0jirIRzeoju5RAzURRRP0jF7Rm5M5L86787FsLTj5zCn6A+fzB5D9kuY=</latexit>

n n + 1

<latexit sha1_base64="HKN7+Qabeuz+X9nsG9+PCK4WPvE=">AAACB3icbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1KMgi0XoqSQi1WPBi94q2A9oQ9lsN+3SzSbsTsQaevPiX/HiQRGv/gVv/hu3aQ7a+mCYx3szDPP8WHANjvNtLS2vrK6tFzaKm1vbO7v23n5TR4mirEEjEam2TzQTXLIGcBCsHStGQl+wlj+6nPqtO6Y0j+QtjGPmhWQgecApASP17KMusHvwgzTr6bXkwIngD5k9mfTsklNxMuBF4uakhHLUe/ZXtx/RJGQSqCBad1wnBi8lCjgVbFLsJprFhI7IgHUMlSRk2kuzPyb4xCh9HETKlAScqb83UhJqPQ59MxkSGOp5byr+53USCC68lMs4ASbp7FCQCAwRnoaC+1wxCmJsCKHKREAxHRJFKJjoiiYEd/7lRdI8rbjVSvXmrFQr53EU0CE6RmXkonNUQ1eojhqIokf0jF7Rm/VkvVjv1sdsdMnKdw7QH1ifP+TMmoo=</latexit>

Initialization
<latexit sha1_base64="P1Cfuxy9h0EvvzgdPqOOZpadlag=">AAACB3icbZA7SwNBFIVn4yvGV9RSkMEgpAq7ItEyYKOVEcwDkhhmJzfJkNnZZeauGJZ0Nv4VGwtFbP0Ldv4bJ49CEw8MfJxzL8M9fiSFQdf9dlJLyyura+n1zMbm1vZOdnevasJYc6jwUIa67jMDUiiooEAJ9UgDC3wJNX9wMc5r96CNCNUtDiNoBaynRFdwhtZqZw+bCA+YXCmBgknai8EYOqLN6wB67M5tZ3NuwZ2ILoI3gxyZqdzOfjU7IY8DUMglM6bhuRG2EqZRcAmjTDM2EDE+YD1oWFQsANNKJneM6LF1OrQbavsU0on7eyNhgTHDwLeTAcO+mc/G5n9ZI8bueSsRKooRFJ9+1I0lxZCOS6EdoYGjHFpgXNsqOOV9phlHW13GluDNn7wI1ZOCVywUb05zpfysjjQ5IEckTzxyRkrkkpRJhXDySJ7JK3lznpwX5935mI6mnNnOPvkj5/MHi5eZBQ==</latexit>

Initial guess ⌦0
<latexit sha1_base64="su99/UQZPx3kaGYAqGBVJlvYLFs=">AAACGHicbVDLTgIxFO3gC/GFunTTiCa4GWcAR5YkblxiwiuBkXRKgYZOZ9J2jGQyn+HGX3HjQmPcsvNvLA+NiidpcnLOuem9xwsZlcqyPozUyura+kZ6M7O1vbO7l90/aMggEpjUccAC0fKQJIxyUldUMdIKBUG+x0jTG11N/eYdEZIGvKbGIXF9NOC0TzFSWupmzzuK3Ou5OD8jsU/kECYJjDs+UkOMGKwlt9ZX6CzpZnOWWSo6TqkINXEKZesC2qY1wzfJgQWq3eyk0wtw5BOuMENStm0rVG6MhKKYkSTTiSQJER6hAWlrypHewI1nhyXwVCs92A+EflzBmfpzIka+lGPf08npuvKvNxX/89qR6pfdmPIwUoTj+Uf9iEEVwGlLsEcFwYqNNUFYUL0rxEMkEFa6y4wuYenkZdIomLZjOjelXOVkUUcaHIFjkAc2uAQVcA2qoA4weABP4AW8Go/Gs/FmvM+jKWMxcwh+wZh8AkKgoRU=</latexit>

(mesh T 0)

<latexit sha1_base64="3xsb3qGXoX4Q4vCe/NwRztolrHY="></latexit>

Creation of a mesh T n+1for ⌦n+1

<latexit sha1_base64="C2VuSJ/X6YvyOC7u6DpjyujFgBA="></latexit>

Construction of a Level Set function �n for ⌦n

<latexit sha1_base64="sm1ThykC4re6cV1FCGYSiQlkqIA=">AAACCnicbVA9SwNBFNzzM8avqKXNahSsjrsQoqWQxlLBqJCLsrd5lyzZuz1234nhSG3jX7GxUMTWX2Dnv3ETE1DjwMIwM4+3b8JUCoOe9+nMzM7NLywWlorLK6tr66WNzQujMs2hwZVU+ipkBqRIoIECJVylGlgcSrgMe/Whf3kL2giVnGM/hVbMOomIBGdopZvSToBwh2GU17tKcKAqoowahJQOaIAsu7aZsud6I1DPrVSPKn6N+hNlQspkjNOb0kfQVjyLIUEumTFN30uxlTONgksYFIPMQMp4j3WgaWnCYjCtfHTKgO5bpU0jpe1LkI7UnxM5i43px6FNxgy75q83FP/zmhlGR61cJGmGkPDvRVEmKSo67IW2hQaOsm8J41rYv1LeZZpxtO0VbQlTJ0+Ti4rr19zaWbV8vDeuo0C2yS45ID45JMfkhJySBuHknjySZ/LiPDhPzqvz9h2dccYzW+QXnPcvqaeaKg==</latexit>

Choice of a step ⌧n

<latexit sha1_base64="d3H+yRo1r1K+E9DxXLFx3zSEMp4=">AAACFnicbZBNSwMxEIazftb6VfXoJVgFL5bdUmqPBS8eVawKbSnZdLYNZjdrMlssS3+FF/+KFw+KeBVv/hvTtYJaXwi8PDPDZF4/lsKg6344M7Nz8wuLuaX88srq2nphY/PCqERzaHAllb7ymQEpImigQAlXsQYW+hIu/eujcf1yANoIFZ3jMIZ2yHqRCARnaFGncNBCuEU/SM/AKJmMIVUBxT5Q1h0AzwDcJFn7qFMouiU3E3VL5Uqt7FWp902+TZFMdNIpvLe6iichRMglM6bpuTG2U6ZRcAmjfCsxEDN+zXrQtDZiIZh2mp01onuWdGmgtH0R0oz+nEhZaMww9G1nyLBv/tbG8L9aM8Gg1k5FFCcIEf9aFCSSoqLjjGhXaHu5HFrDuBb2r5T3mWYcbZJ5G8LUydPmolzyqqXqaaVY353EkSPbZIfsE48ckjo5JiekQTi5Iw/kiTw7986j8+K8frXOOJOZLfJLztsnrlugQA==</latexit>

Resolution of the advection equation
<latexit sha1_base64="GTpWlg/vbvlWh0q2UHhJT1vtRTs=">AAACHHicbVDLSgNBEJz1GeMr6tHLYBQiStiNEnMMePEYwTwgm4TZyWwyODuz7PSKYcmHePFXvHhQxIsHwb9x8gI11qmoqqa7ywsF12DbX9bC4tLyympqLb2+sbm1ndnZrWkVR5RVqRIqanhEM8ElqwIHwRphxEjgCVb3bi9Hfv2ORZoreQODkLUC0pPc55SAkTqZMxfYPXh+okwKD3HOPnWBxG15jGcO9tXIccM+byfyxBl2Mlk7b4+B7XzhvFRwitiZKTOSRVNUOpkPt6toHDAJVBCtm44dQishEXAq2DDtxpqFhN6SHmsaKknAdCsZPzfER0bpjm/wlQQ8Vn9OJCTQehB4JhkQ6Ou/3kj8z2vG4JdaCZdhDEzSySI/FhgUHjWFuzxiFMTAEEIjbm7FtE8iQsH0mTYlzL08T2qFvFPMF6/Ps+XDaR0ptI8OUA456AKV0RWqoCqi6AE9oRf0aj1az9ab9T6JLljTmT30C9bnN7eaoQ8=</latexit>

over (0, ⌧n) for �n+1

<latexit sha1_base64="mv6yihsoqPmlWtyLU38Dnz4p0EU=">AAACInicdVDLSgNBEJz1bXxFPXoZjIIihN0gUUFQ8CIiqGhUSGKYnXSSwdnZZaZXDMt+ixd/xYsHRT0JfoyTGMFnQUNR1U13lx9JYdB1X52+/oHBoeGR0czY+MTkVHZ65tSEseZQ4qEM9bnPDEihoIQCJZxHGljgSzjzL3c6/tkVaCNCdYLtCKoBayrREJyhlWrZjb1aUkG4xmT/OE2XKgcBNNlFola8dJlu0n9c623Vsjk373ZB3Xxhdb3gFan3qXySHOnhsJZ9rtRDHgegkEtmTNlzI6wmTKPgEtJMJTYQMX7JmlC2VLEATDXpvpjSRavUaSPUthTSrvp1ImGBMe3At50Bw5b56XXEv7xyjI31aiJUFCMo/rGoEUuKIe3kRetCA0fZtoRxLeytlLeYZhxtqhkbwq+Xf5PTQt4r5otHq7nthV4cI2SOzJMl4pE1sk12ySEpEU5uyB15II/OrXPvPDkvH619Tm9mlnyD8/YOdoyjhw==</latexit>

JLS(⌦n+1) < JLS(⌦n)?

<latexit sha1_base64="2OwKRYIJiRvzt7mYhQ05ijyoJSo=">AAAB83icbVDJSgNBEO1xjXGLevTSGAVPYSaEmGPAi8cIZpHMEHo6NUmTnoXuGjEM+Q0vHhTx6s9482/sbKDGBwWP96qoqucnUmi07S9rbX1jc2s7t5Pf3ds/OCwcHbd0nCoOTR7LWHV8pkGKCJooUEInUcBCX0LbH11P/fYDKC3i6A7HCXghG0QiEJyhkVwX4RH9ILsHPekVinbJnoHapXKlVnaq1FkqS1IkCzR6hU+3H/M0hAi5ZFp3HTtBL2MKBZcwybuphoTxERtA19CIhaC9bHbzhF4YpU+DWJmKkM7UnxMZC7Ueh77pDBkO9V9vKv7ndVMMal4moiRFiPh8UZBKijGdBkD7QgFHOTaEcSXMrZQPmWIcTUx5E8LKy6ukVS451VL1tlKsny/iyJFTckYuiUOuSJ3ckAZpEk4S8kReyKuVWs/Wm/U+b12zFjMn5Besj2+vFpIJ</latexit>

Yes

<latexit sha1_base64="pTPkR+kXnaPKi71oYigPQ2ZIeQ0=">AAACBHicbVC7SgNBFJ2NrxhfUcs0g1GwCrshxJQBLSwjmAckMcxO7iZDZh/M3BXDksLGX7GxUMTWj7Dzb5w8BDUeGDiccw937nEjKTTa9qeVWlldW99Ib2a2tnd297L7Bw0dxopDnYcyVC2XaZAigDoKlNCKFDDfldB0R+dTv3kLSoswuMZxBF2fDQLhCc7QSL1sroNwh66XXAA3OQ009Oikgyy+MW7eLtgzULtQLFWKTpk638o3yZMFar3sR6cf8tiHALlkWrcdO8JuwhQKLmGS6cQaIsZHbABtQwPmg+4msyMm9MQofeqFyrwA6Uz9mUiYr/XYd82kz3Co/3pT8T+vHaNX6SYiiGKEgM8XebGkGNJpI7QvFHCUY0MYV8L8lfIhU4yj6S1jSlg6eZk0igWnXChflfLV40UdaZIjR+SUOOSMVMklqZE64eSePJJn8mI9WE/Wq/U2H01Zi8wh+QXr/QsEfJhC</latexit>

Decrease of ⌧n

<latexit sha1_base64="STEsfuJeoWRmF+FS8vuHyEa8xqs=">AAAB8nicbVDLSgNBEJz1GeMr6tHLYBQ8LbshxBwDXjxJBPOAZAmzk9lkyOzMMtMrhiWf4cWDIl79Gm/+jZMXqLGgoajqprsrTAQ34Hlfztr6xubWdm4nv7u3f3BYODpuGpVqyhpUCaXbITFMcMkawEGwdqIZiUPBWuHoeuq3Hpg2XMl7GCcsiMlA8ohTAlbqdIE9Qhhlt2rSKxQ915sBe26pXC35FewvlSUpogXqvcJnt69oGjMJVBBjOr6XQJARDZwKNsl3U8MSQkdkwDqWShIzE2Szkyf4wip9HCltSwKeqT8nMhIbM45D2xkTGJq/3lT8z+ukEFWDjMskBSbpfFGUCgwKT//Hfa4ZBTG2hFDN7a2YDokmFGxKeRvCysurpFly/YpbuSsXa+eLOHLoFJ2hS+SjK1RDN6iOGogihZ7QC3p1wHl23pz3eeuas5g5Qb/gfHwD1Z6Riw==</latexit>

No

<latexit sha1_base64="CDnbjf4g/Rpir0TnAXvoomO9q/E=">AAAB8nicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1aOXYBF6KolI9Vjw4kkq2A9oQ9lsJ+3SzW7YnYgl9Gd48aCIV3+NN/+N2zYHbX0w8Hhvhpl5YSK4Qc/7dtbWNza3tgs7xd29/YPD0tFxy6hUM2gyJZTuhNSA4BKayFFAJ9FA41BAOxzfzPz2I2jDlXzASQJBTIeSR5xRtFK3h/CEYZTdqWm/VPaq3hzuKvFzUiY5Gv3SV2+gWBqDRCaoMV3fSzDIqEbOBEyLvdRAQtmYDqFrqaQxmCCbnzx1z60ycCOlbUl05+rviYzGxkzi0HbGFEdm2ZuJ/3ndFKPrIOMySREkWyyKUuGicmf/uwOugaGYWEKZ5vZWl42opgxtSkUbgr/88ippXVT9WrV2f1muV/I4CuSUnJEK8ckVqZNb0iBNwogiz+SVvDnovDjvzseidc3JZ07IHzifP7QdkXc=</latexit>

No

Figure 2. Overview of the shape optimization algorithm; the parts in blue provide further
information about some operations.

3. Results

3.1. Validation Using Synthetic Data

In a first validation example, an artificial surface displacement of the field is generated from a known
spherical source Ω∗ with radius 1 km, centered at (2, 2,−2) km. The initial guess Ω0 is an ellipsoid centered
at (−3, 0,−3)km, with semi-axes rx=1 km, ry=rz=2 km. The mechanical parameters are E=10 GPa, ν=0.25
and ∆P=2 MPa. The results of the computations are displayed in Fig. 3, and Supporting Movie S1 contains
more details about the iterative process.

The iteratively modified shape Ωn converges to the objective Ω∗ after 1044 iterations, with an error of
1.1 m4, corresponding to an average discrepancy

√
JLS(Ω)/A(Γu) (A(Γu) being the area of the boundary

Γu) between the predicted and objective displacement fields at the surface of the Earth of approximately 0.1
mm, to be compared with a maximum displacement of the ground surface of 78 mm (see Supporting Figure
S1). Note that the solution process features quite unexpected intermediate shapes: at iteration 240, the
shape splits into two parts, which merge at iteration 550. The step size τn, featured in (2.9) and (2.11) is
large when the descent direction θd

n allows for a firm decrease of JLS(Ω) (which is the case at the beginning
of the procedure), while on error plateaus, where only small modifications of the shape are possible (as after
iteration ∼ 1000), the step size stagnates around its minimum value, fixed at 0.01.
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Figure 3. Convergence history of the synthetic reconstruction test case of Section 3.1. The
value of the objective JLS(Ωn) is displayed in logarithmic scale (blue); the step size τn is
shown with red curve, the distance between the centroids of Ωn and Ω∗ is the orange curve,
and the green dashed line represents the ratio between the volumes of Ωn and Ω∗. The lower
panels display top views of a few intermediate shapes Ωn of the magma domain (in red),
while the target shape Ω∗ is the blue sphere.

Like any gradient-based optimization strategy, the present method is likely to fall into a local minimum
of the objective function JLS(Ω). To try and mitigate this effect, insofar as possible, we do not require a
strict decrease of the value of the objective function for setting the step τn, which explains for the slight
increases in the error that occasionally occur. Additional discussions about the behavior of the optimization
and tuning strategies are included in Section 4 and in Supporting Information Text S3. See also Supporting
Figure S2 for the outcome of a different test case featuring a shape Ω∗ made of two disconnected bodies.
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With respect to the computational effort of the procedure, the Finite Element resolutions of the state and
adjoint systems (2.1) and (2.7) are the most computationally intensive steps. The remeshing and advection
operations are less demanding. Depending on the mesh size, one iteration can take a few seconds to several
minutes; on this example, the CPU time stays lower than 10 seconds per iteration on a consumer grade
laptop, for meshes containing about 105 − 106 elements.

3.2. Test Case: Magma Recharge at Svartsengi, 2022

This second example illustrates the use of our reconstruction methodology with real data, spanning the
ground inflation observed at Svartsengi (Iceland) from 21 April to 14 June, 2022. This event, analyzed by
[40], was one of the five inflation episodes that preceded the initial diking event at the Sundhnúkur crater
row on 10-12 November 2023, resulting in the partial destruction of the town of Grindav́ık.

The observational data are 6 ascending and descending unwrapped InSAR line-of-sight (LOS) displace-
ment maps of the area, obtained from the COSMO-SkyMed, TerraSAR-X and Sentinel-1 satellites and made
available by [33] and [40]. These data are downsampled and interpolated on the computational domain D
– a cube with 20 km sides – meshed with an nominal edge size of 500 m. To accommodate these InSAR
data, we use a slightly modified version J los

LS (Ω) of the objective function in (2.2), see Supporting Text S4
for details. For the physical parameters, the elastic moduli in the crust are assumed to be homogeneous,
with values E = 25 GPa and ν = 0.26 [40]. Although uncertain, a pressure change of ∆P = 3 MPa is here
assumed on the magma domain boundary Γ, in line with the argumentation of [41] who put bounds on the
total pre-diking pressure increase prior to the 10-12 November event.

The initial guess Ω0 about the magma domain shape is a sphere of 2 km radius located at the local
origin (see Fig. 4) at 5 km depth. The application of our methodology leads to the results shown in
Fig. 4 and Supporting Movie S2. After 200 iterations, during which the error decreases sharply, only
minor modifications are observed, corresponding to a small step size τn. The optimization process was
stopped few hundred iterations after the best shape is found (iteration 772) without improvements. The
associated value of the objective function equals 1.36× 104 m4, corresponding to an average discrepancy in
the LOS displacement field of 6 mm on the surface. The total volume of the domain equals 34 km3, and
the corresponding volume change is ∆V =

∫
Γ

uΩds = 12× 106 m3 at the assumed pressure change ∆P . In
broad terms, the optimized magma domain is a thin East-West elongated, tilted body, 9.3 km long in the
East-West direction, 3.8 km long in the North-South direction, with thickness ranging from 1 to 1.7 km,
dipping approximately 32◦ towards South, with a barycenter located at (0.7, 0.8,−7.5) km. This shape is
made of 2 lobes, the eastern one being roughly spherical, while the western one is more elongated.

This complex optimized shape can be compared with the inversion results based on the same data pre-
sented in [40] and [33]. In these studies, a rectangular sill is reconstructed which is 6.3 km long and 0.6 km
wide, with 92 cm opening, at a depth of 4.3 km, dipping 7.3◦ with a strike of N56◦E. A volume change
about 3 times smaller than in our study was found. Moreover, our magma domain is located deeper; it has
a more elongated shape, with a higher dip. Following [27] and [26], it is known that the maximum uplift
umax
z generated by a spherical cavity scales as umax

z ∝ C = ∆V/z2, where z is the depth of the center of the
sphere. Reasoning at first order, i.e. approximating our magma domain shape by a McTigue-like solution, we
obtain a ratio of CΩ = 0.21, while for the previous aforementioned studies, this quantity equals Csill = 0.18.
These values are comparable, suggesting that both models predict a ground surface displacement with similar
amplitude, ours featuring a magma domain at a greater depth, with a greater volume change.

The assumed pressure ∆P has a significant influence on the optimal shape, as illustrated in Supporting
Figures S3 and S4. These depict the results of the same inversion procedure, based on the same data, but
with the different values, ∆P = 1 MPa and 6 MPa. For the 6 MPa case, the reconstructed magma domain
features approximately the same barycenter depth and volume change as in the 3 MPa case, whereas the
overall magma domain volume is about twice as small (at equal depth, a higher pressure requires a lesser
area of the magma domain boundary to produce similar surface deformation). The 1 MPa optimized shape
is much more voluminous, and its proximity with the boundaries of the geographical region D may influence
the reconstructed morphology. Nevertheless, the same trend is observed: a volume change of the same order
(20 × 106 m3) as the other test cases for a much larger volume. The resulting shapes are similar to those
shown in Fig. 4 (East-West elongation, South dipping), but they have unequally complex outlooks. The
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Figure 4. Inversion of the shape of a magma domain based on the data from the Svarstengi
2022 inflation event. (a, b) Input LOS data, model LOS displacements for the optimized
shape and residuals of the LOS displacements for the Sentinel-1 T16 (ascending, a) and T155
(descending, b) tracks. The black arrows indicate the satellite heading and look directions.
Coordinates are in ISN16 Cartesian projection [44], centered at a local origin (25.3× 105E,
1.79× 105 N). See Supporting Figure S3 for the plots associated to the other tracks used in
the inversion. (c) Convergence history, using identical symbols to those in in Fig. 3. (d, e,
f) 3D views of the optimized shape (+X direction is East, +Y is North and −Z is Depth).
(d) Magnitude of the displacement on the magma domain boundary. Top view (e) of the
magma domain and 3D view (f), with the full computational domain outlined in red.

higher the pressure change ∆P , the simpler the shape: because less volume is needed to produce similar
displacements, less freedom is left to the optimization algorithm to explore for complex shapes.

4. Discussion

This work illustrates a new class of methods for magma domain inversion which can reconstruct arbitrarily
complex shapes without the need for an a priori parametrization. The promising, albeit preliminary results
suggest several directions for further improvement.

First, in the present study, the pressure difference ∆P at the boundary of the magma domain is specified,
although the results of multiple inversions associated to different pressure values can be compared. See
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Supporting Information Figures S4-S5 about the influence of this parameter on the final shape. In more
general situations, ∆P is unknown and should be reconstructed from the observational data, along with the
shape Ω of the magma domain. A relatively simple adaptation of our reconstruction problem (2.2) and of
the solution methodology exposed thereafter would allow to achieve this goal.

Another drawback of the proposed method, actually plaguing all gradient-based inversion strategies, lies
in its trend to fall into one of the (many) local minima of the problem (2.2). The optimization path, and
the resulting shape of the magma domain, is influenced by the choice of the numerical parameters, such as
the mesh size, the optimization parameters, etc, see Supporting Text S3. Crucially, it also depends strongly
on the initial guess Ω0. Hence, the method presented here could advantageously be combined with classical
analytical inversion methods, producing “simple”, relevant initial regular shapes, to be further refined.

As for any inversion method, the quality of the reconstruction would benefit from the input of additional
measurements, and more generally from the incorporation of different prior information about the shape, for
instance under the form of constraints in the formulation (2.2), guided e.g. by estimates of the volume of the
source, or about its depth, known from seismic or geochemical observations. See e.g. [18] for a constrained
optimization algorithm to handle such treatment. On a different note, the “simple” linear elasticity model
used in this work could be refined by taking into account the presence of external loads (such as tectonic
stress), complex topographic geometries and a more elaborated and realistic mechanical behavior of the crust
(such as depth varying values of elastic parameters or viscoelastic rheology).

From the software viewpoint, an obvious lead for improvement consists in increasing the resolution of
the problem, e.g. by using a larger computational domain D (to reduce edge effects) and finer meshes, in
combination with parallel FEM resolutions of the elasticity and adjoint systems, to keep a reasonable CPU
cost.

5. Conclusion

We illustrate the application of shape optimization techniques to infer plausible scenarios about the ge-
ometry of a magma domain from measurements of the ground surface displacement field. The presented
inversion result based on synthetic data is representative of the expected diversity and complexity faced
by the algorithm in more realistic situations; it underlines the intrinsic non-uniqueness of solutions to the
reconstruction problem, and shows that the method delivers consistent results when used with a suitable
initial guess. The test on real data from the Svarstengi 2022 inflation inferred a complex shape capable of
explaining well observations from six InSAR tracks. We here propose a new, free-form inversion method for
volcano geodesy that can be further improved. The method has potential for general applications, and may
contribute to better understanding of magmatic processes and forecasting of volcanic eruptions.
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Appendix A. Supplementary material

This Supporting Information document describes a few technical details about our numerical algorithm for
magma domain inversion, and it provides additional results. It contains text, figures, and supplementary
movie files.

Table S1 provides a nomenclature summarizing all mathematical notations used in the main text.
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Texts S1 to S4 aim to provide a better understanding of the method; they respectively deal with the
precise technique used to extract a descent direction from the shape derivative of the objective function,
additional ingredients of the shape optimization process, a description of possible descent behaviors, and a
modified expression of the error functional for InSAR data.

Figures S1 to S4 complement the test cases presented in the main text with additional views of the results
discussed in there, and illustrations of complementary results.

Finally, the movies illustrate how the method works by showing the successive shapes found by the
algorithm during the descent procedure.

Table S1. Nomenclature and definitions

Symbol Nature Description

Geometric entities

D ⊂ R3 Total region of interest, including crust and magma domains

∂D ⊂ R3 Boundary of D

Ω = Ωm ⊂ D Magma domain

Ωc = D \ Ωm Crust surrounding the magma domain

Γ = ∂Ωm 3D surface of the magma body

Γu ⊂ ∂Ωc Upper boundary of the crust (ground surface)

Γb ⊂ ∂Ωc Bottom boundary of the crust

n = nm Γ→ R3 Unit normal vector to Γ pointing outward Ωm

nc = −nm Γ→ R3 Unit normal vector to Γ pointing inward Ωm

System of linearized elasticity

uΩ Ωc → R3 Displacement field of the crust when the actual shape of the magma domain
is Ω

E(u) = 1
2 (∇u +∇uT ) Linearized strain tensor induced by a displacement u

AE = 2µE + λtr(E)I Stress tensor within the isotropic material induced by a strain E
∆P ∈ R Pressure difference at the boundary of the magma domain

Optimization procedure

uobs Γu → R3 Observed displacement of the ground surface

JLS(Ω) ∈ R Least-square discrepancy between the prediction uΩ and the observation
uobs on Γu

θ Γ→ R3 ”Small” vector field used to modify a shape Ω

Ωθ Perturbation of a shape Ω by a “small” vector field θ

J ′(Ω)(θ) Shape derivative of a function J at Ω, in a direction θ

θd Γ→ R3 Descent direction allowing for a decrease of J(Ω)

pΩ Ωc → R3 Adjoint displacement field

φ D → R Level Set function used in the numerical method to track the changes in the
boundary Γ

τ ∈ R Step size of the gradient descent

T Mesh corresponding to the numerical discretization of D

11



Text S1. Calculation of the shape derivative of JLS(Ω) using Cea’s method

For completeness, we provide a formal outline of the calculation of the shape derivative (2.8) of the function
JLS(Ω) in (2.2). We essentially reproduce the argument from [4], based on Céa’s method [12].

Let us first recall a classical result, which is often referred to as the Reynolds transport theorem in the
physics literature, see e.g. [23].

Proposition A.1. Let f : R3 → R be a smooth function, and let F (Ω) be defined by:

F (Ω) :=

∫

Ω

f dx.

The shape derivative of the functional F (Ω) then reads:

F ′(Ω)(θ) =

∫

Γ

f(θ · n) ds,

where we recall that n is the unit normal vector to Γ, pointing outward Ω.

We now turn the proof of the formula (2.6), properly speaking. Let V be the space of vector-valued
functions u : R3 → R vanishing on the region Γb, and let L(Ωc, ·, ·) : V × V → R be defined by:

(A.1) L(Ω,u,p) =

∫

Γu

|u− uobs|2 ds+

∫

Ωc

AE(u) : E(p) dx + ∆P

∫

Γ

p · nc ds.

Intuitively, L(Ω,u,p) is the Lagrangian associated to the minimization problem (2.2), in the equivalent
formulation where the elasticity problem (2.1) for the displacement uΩ of the underground is seen as a
constraint and p is the associated Lagrange multiplier, that is:

(A.2) min
Ω,u

∫

Γu

|u− uobs|2 ds s.t.





−div(AE(u)) = 0 in Ωc,
u = 0 on Γb,

AE(u)nc = −∆P nc on Γ,
AE(u)n = 0 on ∂D \ Γb,

By construction, it holds:

(A.3) ∀p ∈ V, JLS(Ω) = L(Ω,uΩ,p).

Introducing a smooth function χ : R3 → R, which equals 1 on Ω and 0 on ∂D, and applying the Green’s
formula, we may rewrite the last term in (A.1) as an integral over the domain Ωc:

(A.4) L(Ω,u,p) =

∫

Γu

|u− uobs|2 ds+

∫

Ωc

AE(u) : e(p) dx + ∆P

∫

Ωc

div(χp) dx.

For a given shape Ω, u attains the minimum in (A.2) if there exists p ∈ V such that (u,p) ∈ V × V is
a saddle point of the function L(Ω, ·, ·). We then search for these saddle points. To achieve this, we equate
the partial derivatives of L(Ω, ·, ·) to 0. This yields:

(A.5) ∀p̂ ∈ V, ∂L
∂p

(Ω,u,p)(p̂) =

∫

Ωc

AE(u) : E(p̂) dx + ∆P

∫

Γ

p̂ · nc ds = 0,

and

(A.6) ∀û ∈ V, ∂L
∂u

(Ω,u,p)(û) = 2

∫

Γu

(u− uobs) · û ds+

∫

Ωc

AE(û) : E(p) dx = 0.

It immediately follows from the first relation (A.5) that u is the unique solution uΩ to the state equation
(2.1). From the second relation (A.6), we see that p is the solution pΩ to the adjoint system (2.7).

Let us now return to the equation (A.3). Taking derivatives with respect to the shape Ω in both sides,
the chain rule yields:

(A.7) ∀p ∈ V, J ′LS(Ω)(θ) =
∂L
∂Ω

(Ω,uΩ,p)(θ) +
∂L
∂u

(Ω,uΩ,p)(u′Ω(θ)).

The first partial derivative in the above right-hand side is the derivative of the mapping Ω 7→ L(Ω,u,p) (for
fixed u, p ∈ V ), which is eventually evaluated at u = uΩ and p. This quantity is easily computed thanks to

12



Proposition A.1. The function u′Ω(θ) appearing in the second term is the so-called “Eulerian derivative” of
the mapping Ω 7→ uΩ, i.e.

For all x ∈ Ωc, u′Ω(θ)(x) is the derivative of θ 7→ uΩθ
(x).

Although the latter can be characterized by a boundary value problem, we wish to eliminate this difficult
contribution. To achieve this, we now select p = pΩ in (A.7), so that the second term in the right-hand side
of (A.7) vanishes, see (A.6). We are thus left with:

J ′LS(Ω)(θ) =
∂L
∂Ω

(Ω,uΩ,pΩ)(θ).

A simple calculation based on Proposition A.1 now yields:

J ′LS(Ω)(θ) = −
∫

Γ

AE(uΩ) : E(pΩ)(θ · n) ds−∆P

∫

Γ

div(pΩ)(θ · n) ds,

where the sign comes from the fact that the integrals featured in the expression (A.4) of the Lagrangian
involve the domain Ωc, while n points in the opposite direction as nc. This is the desired formula.

Text S2. Additional details about the method

This section describes a few specific ingredients of our shape optimization workflow.

Extension-regularization of the descent direction. Let us place ourselves at a given iteration n of the
optimization process, omitting the reference to the latter for simplicity. The tempting choice θd = −vΩn of a
descent direction for the objective function JLS(Ω), suggested by the expression (2.6) of the shape derivative
J ′LS(Ω)(θ), is actually awkward in practice: on the one hand, it is only defined on the boundary Γ of the
magma domain Ω, while the practice of the Level Set Method requires this field to be defined on the whole
computational domain D. On the other hand, this expression often lacks smoothness and thus tends to
create unwanted numerical artifacts on the boundaries of the successively updated shapes Ωn [36].

To circumvent both difficulties, we rely on the so-called Hilbertian method, about which we refer to e.g.
[3, 11]. Let us introduce the following bilinear form, acting on scalar fields u, v : D → R:

a(u, v) = α2

∫

D

∇u · ∇ dx +

∫

D

uvdx,

where α is a regularization length scale, typically of the order of a few times the mesh element size. We then
search for vext

Ω as the solution to the following variational problem

Search for vext
Ω s.t. for all w, a(vext

Ω , w) =

∫

Γ

vΩw ds.

This task is easily carried out thanks to a standard Finite Element solver. We eventually define the vector
field

θd
ext = −vext

Ω next,

involving an extension next : D → R3 of the normal vector field to Γ on the whole computational domain D.
The vector field θd

ext is a regularized descent direction for JLS(Ω) defined on the whole domain D. Loosely
speaking, it is a smeared version of the “natural” descent direction θd, over a layer around Γ with thickness
α.

Line search procedure. At a given optimization iteration, the selection of a suitable step τ scaling the
update (2.9) of Ω according to the descent direction θd

ext is carried out thanks to a classical line search
strategy, see e.g. [29]. This procedure ensures that τ is neither “too large” – in which case the Taylor
expansion (2.5) would not be valid and the decrease of the objective would not be guaranteed – nor “too
small”, which would slow down the optimization.

At first, the descent direction θd
ext resulting from the previous extension-regularization procedure is

multiplied by the factor h
||θd

ext||L∞ θd
ext, with h the average element length, and ||·||L∞ the supremum norm.

Thus, the resulting vector field imposes a maximum perturbation with magnitude equal to the mesh size h.
13



An internal loop is then triggered. It starts from an initial value τ for the descent step; because of the
aforementioned normalization, the maximum discrepancy between Ω and the updated shape Ωτθd

ext is equal
to τ times the mesh size h. We then evaluate the performance JLS(Ωτθd

ext) of this new shape. If

JLS(Ωτθd
ext) < (1 + tol)JLS(Ω),

i.e. Ωτθd
ext is better than Ω, up to a small tolerance tol (typically, tol = 0.01), the step is accepted, and

the value of τ is slightly increased in preparation for the line search to be conducted at the next iteration
n+ 1. Otherwise, we go back to the beginning of the internal loop after decreasing the value of τ .

Intuitively, when new shapes tend to be better than the previous ones, the step size increases to accelerate
the process; on the contrary, it is decreased along “bad” branches of the optimization flow.

Termination criterion. Multiple strategies could be implemented to decide termination of the optimization
process: one could for instance rely on the behavior of the minimized objective function J(Ω), which ceases
to decrease and eventually stalls after a certain number of iterations. In this preliminary work, for simplicity,
this rationale was applied by a manual monitoring of the values of J(Ω).

Text S3. Additional comments about the convergence behavior of the method

This section broaches the four general behaviors adopted by our numerical algorithm in the course of the
optimization process.

Oftentimes, the first iterations n = 0, . . . feature a “good” descent direction θd
n: the shape Ωn changes

significantly, and the corresponding values of the objective function JLS(Ωn) show fast decrease; according
to the the line search strategy strategy described in Supplementary Text S2, the step size τn grows rapidly.
See for instance Fig. 4c.

After this initial phase of fast progress, the algorithm tends to stagnate: the updates of the shape Ωn

entail less and less significant modifications, and the values of the objective function JLS(Ωn) and of the step
size τn plateau, possibly until termination of the method, where a local minimum is attained. See iterations
100 to 1, 000 in Fig. 4c.

The shape may run into a “bad” local minimum of JLS(Ω) during optimization. The algorithm may then
either have difficulties escaping this trap, or it may downright stay stuck. This behavior is exemplified by
iterations 250 and 500 on Fig. 3a. There, the values of the objective function JLS(Ωn) show successive
bumps: they slightly increase, as the step size τn decreases, until a shape with a good descent direction
is eventually obtained; then, a more efficient optimization stage begins, during which the objective values
drop, until the next local minimum is attained.

Last but not least, let us report on a somewhat undesirable behavior. In some peculiar, “hard” problems,
the algorithm may not find a convenient decrease direction for the objective function, and then cause the
shape to shrink until vanishing – the empty shape being a “bad” local minimum of the optimization process.
To circumvent this behavior, we may compare the initial value JLS(Ω0) of the objective with that JLS(∅) =∫

Γu
|uobs|2ds associated to the empty shape ∅ (inducing 0 displacement): if JLS(Ω0) > JLS(∅), the undesirable

vanishing phenomenon may occur, as a valid way to minimize the objective. This indicates that a more
relevant initial guess Ω0, closer to the sought shape of the magma domain, should be chosen. Unfortunately,
this difficulty may arise not only at the initial stage, but also in the course of the optimization process,
when no “satisfactory” descent direction is found, notably when a too coarse mesh prevents refinement and
improvement of the shape. An example of such situation is illustrated in figure 6, where after successfully
dividing the shape in two disconnected bodies, the descent stays stuck and the shape shrinks.

In order to help handling the algorithm, and notably tuning the aforementioned behaviors, a tutorial is
available alongside the source code at [34], where the main parameters of the method are described and their
influence on the optimization process is explained.

Text S4. Definition of the modified objective function J los
LS (Ω) used in the treatment of InSAR

data
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As mentioned in the main text, the comparison of the predicted displacement uΩ of the crust via the
numerical resolution of the elasticity system (2.1) to the input InSAR data demands a slight modification of
the least-square error JLS(Ω) used as the objective function of the problem (2.2). Indeed, the InSAR data is
a collection of line-of-sight (LOS) displacements: we only observe the projection of the displacement on the
LOS vector of the satellite

l = − cos(α) sin(θ)ee + sin(α) sin(θ)en + cos(θ)eu,

where α is the heading angle between the projected satellite flight path and the north direction, θ is the
inclination angle between the vertical direction and the satellite flight path, and ee, en, eu are the unit
vectors oriented respectively in the East, North and vertical directions [20]. Hence, we define the LOS
least-square error by:

(A.8) J los
LS (Ω) =

∫

Γu

∑

i∈tck
wiki(uΩ · li − dobs

i )2 ds

where

tck =
{
S1-T16, S1-T155, CSK-A33, CSK-D44, TSX-T26, TSX-T19

}

is the list of the N = 6 used tracks. For each i = 1, . . . , N , wi = 1/N is the weight of the ith track, ki is
a function defined on Γu, taking the value 1 in regions where the data coverage is deemed sufficient and 0
where the track has no data (typically on water and glaciers), li is the LOS unit vector of the track, and
dobs
i is the observed displacement in the direction li.

The shape derivative of this new objective function has a similar structure to that of the function JLS(Ω)
in (2.6). Arguing as in Supplementary Text S1, we indeed show that:

J los
LS

′
(Ω)(θ) = −

∫

Γ

(
AE(uΩ) : E(pΩ) + ∆P div(pΩ)

)
(θ · n) ds,

where the adjoint state pΩ is now the solution to the following system:




−div(AE(pΩ)) = 0 in Ωc,
pΩ = 0 on Γb,

AE(pΩ)nc = 0 on Γ,
AE(pΩ)n = 0 on ∂D \ (Γu ∪ Γb),

AE(pΩ)n = −2
∑

i∈tck
liwiki(uΩ · li − dobs

i ) on Γu.
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Figures S1 to S5. Additional views for the test cases presented in the main text and additional
test cases.

00

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 5. Maps of the upper surface displacement fields for the test case of Section 3.1 in
the main text. The width of the geographical region D equals 10 km. Panels (a,b,c) depict
the X, Y, Z components of the displacement field, respectively. (d) shows the values of the
error |uΩ0 − uΩ∗|2 at the initial stage (n = 0): this error takes large values in two regions:
over the initial shape Ω0, shaped as an ellipsoid on the left (see Fig. 3) (here, edge effects
are expected to be significant), and over the left side of the objective shape Ω∗, because this
is were the discrepancy is maximum: in there, Ω0 induces displacements oriented towards
+X while Ω∗ induces displacement oriented towards -X.
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Figure 6. Additional synthetic reconstruction test case; for an explanation of the panels,
see Fig. 3 in the main text. Here the target shape Ω∗ is made of two disconnected bodies,
an ellipsoid (with radii rx=rz=1 km, ry=2 km) located North-East at 3 km depth, and a
thick disk (radices rx=ry=2 km, rz=1.5 km) centered South-East at 5 km depth. The initial
shape Ω0 is a sphere with 2 km radius centered at 4 km depth. The best shape is obtained at
iteration 517; thereafter, no good direction is found and the volume shrinks. The procedure
is stopped after 15 iterations without improvement of the values of the objective function,
indicating that the descent process is trapped in a local minima.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 7. Additional tracks for the InSAR data inversion experiment presented in main
text. The columns from left to right correspond to data, models and residuals, respectively.
The tracks COSMO-Skymed ascending A33 and descending D44 are depicted in rows a) and
b), and TerraSAR-X ascending T26 and descending T19 are depicted in rows c) and d).
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Figure 8. Optimal shape of a magma domain based on the data from the Svarstengi 2022
inflation event, assuming a pressure change of ∆P = 1 MPa. The represented panels are
the same as in Fig. 4, except for the convergence history which shows similar trends. Here,
the total volume of the optimal shape equals 179 km3 (≈ 5 times larger than in the example
of Fig. 4), producing a volume change of ∆V = 20×106 (about the same as in Fig. 4). The
shape is centered at (−0.1, 0.2, −7.7) km; it is 17 km elongated in the East-West direction,
ranging from 3 km to 12 km depth. It features 3 lobes from 1 to 3 km thick. The proximity
of the edges of the computational domain with the magma domain in this case certainly
influences the results.
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Figure 9. Optimal shape of a magma domain based on the data from the Svarstengi 2022
inflation event, assuming a pressure change of ∆P = 6 MPa. The total volume of the
optimized shape equals 16 km3 (about twice as small than that in Fig. 4), and the latter
causes a volume change of ∆V = 11 × 106 (about the same as in Fig. 4). The shape is
centered at (0.7, 0.8, −7.3) km. It is 7.5 km elongated in the East-West direction, ranges
from 3 km to 12 km depth, is about 0.9− 1.5 km thick, dipping south of about 36◦.
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Movie S1. Evolution of the shape during the optimization for the synthetic test case (Section
3.1.)

The left panel depicts a 3D view of the current shape Ωn in red while the target shape Ω∗ is the transparent
blue sphere. The computational domain D is outlined with gray lines. The lower right panel is a top view
of the situation. The upper right panel contains the convergence history of the computation: the values of
the objective JLS(Ωn) are represented by the red curve, the curve for the step size is in blue and the current
iteration is indicated with the dashed orange line. During the optimization, the step size τn resulting from
the line search procedure is oscillating because of the occasional difficulty to find a suitably small value,
which accordingly causes small oscillations of the volume of the shape .

Movie S2. Evolution of the shape during the optimization for the real data test case (Section
3.2).

The panels are the same as for Movie S1.
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