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Abstract

Earthquake swarms are clusters of seismic events occurring in a localized area over a short time 
span, without a dominant mainshock. Unlike typical mainshock‑aftershock sequences, seismic 
swarms feature earthquakes of similar magnitude and unpredictable temporal patterns. Their 
occurrence can be put in relation with crustal heterogeneity, fluid migration, and volcanic activity, 
including related geothermal processes. The concept of earthquake swarm emerged in the late 
19th century, with the early key contribution from Josef Knett in Europe. In Japan, renewed interest 
in the mid‑20th century – especially following the development of modern recording techniques 
and the Matsushiro swarm (1965‑1967) – led to major advancements made by researchers like Kiyoo 
Mogi and Takeo Utsu, who contributed two complementary approaches to swarm classification: 
quantitative and statistical, respectively. Parallel developments occurred in the United States and 
Europe, gradually shaping earthquake swarms as a distinct seismological phenomenon. By providing 
a historical perspective on the concept of seismic swarms, this work establishes a context for our 
future research, which will focus on the application of statistical models, such as the Epidemic Type 
Aftershock Sequence (ETAS) model.
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1. Introduction

Earthquake swarms are known as sequences of seismic events occurring in a localized area over a limited period, 
without a clearly dominant mainshock (e.g., Hainzl, 2002; Horálek et al., 2015; Yellowstone Volcano Observatory,  
2019, and references therein).

Unlike the more familiar mainshock‑aftershock patterns, which center around a large earthquake – possibly 
preceded by foreshocks – followed by minor seismic activity, swarms consist of multiple earthquakes of similar 
magnitude and often lack a discernible temporal hierarchy. This distinction has important implications for 
both scientific understanding and risk communication, as swarms occur in tectonically active areas, but also in 
anthropogenically influenced settings, such as during forced fluid injection for the exploitation of petroleum 
and geothermal resources (e.g., Deichman and Giardini,  2009; Majer  et  al.,  2012; Ellsworth, 2013; Kim, 2013; 



Rodolfo Console and Giuliana Mele

2

Keranen et al., 2014; Zbinden et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2024). Swarms may pose challenges for forecasting and hazard 
assessment due to their unpredictable duration and potential evolution into stronger events, still lacking clearly 
identifiable mainshocks. As such, the study of swarms occupies a unique and necessary space at the intersection of 
seismology and public safety.

Earthquake swarms have attracted interest since the late 19th  century. Early macroseismic observations of 
earthquakes were reported in Europe by Knett (1899) who laid the groundwork for distinguishing these atypical seismic 
patterns. After a gap of about half a century, improvements in seismographic technology and data analysis contributed 
to a more nuanced understanding of swarm phenomena (e.g., Mogi, 1963; Yamakawa, 1966; Utsu, 1969).

Earthquake swarms have been modeled as a result of crustal stress heterogeneity and fluid migration in the Earth’s 
lithosphere, observed in volcanic and geothermal regions (e.g., Kárník, 1963; Mogi, 1963; Yoshihoka et al., 1970; 
Geissler, 2005; Fischer et al., 2014). This article traces the historical trajectory of the earthquake swarm concept – 
from its earliest formulations to the refined interpretations emerging by the early 2000s – highlighting the frequent 
misuse of the term “swarm” in both scientific and public discourse and advocating for its consistent and accurate 
use in seismology.

Our attempt to frame the evolution and meaning of the term seismic swarm, including its use in the scientific 
community and civil society, is necessarily limited to the review of the main works, which serve as primary 
bibliographic references for our community.

2. �Earliest Observations and Terminology  
(late 19th Century – early 20th Century)

In 1899, Josef Knett published a pioneering German‑language work in which the term “earthquake swarm”  
(Erdbebenschwarm) was introduced for the first time. The author describes two sequences of earthquakes that occurred 
in the 19th century in the Erzgebirge Mountain range, part of the Bohemian historical region then known as Egerland.

Knett  (1899) reports that the oldest event, which occurred in 1824, had already been studied by Stanislav 
Hallaschka  (1824) and Karl von Hoff  (1824, 1825). Based on the information collected by those authors, 
he provides a detailed day‑by‑day chronology of the earthquakes from January 1 to February 5, 1824. The records 
include origin times, affected locations, and perceived intensities. Some earthquakes were strong enough to dislodge 
lime from ceilings, force miners to evacuate tunnels, and produce underground noises like thunder. The author 
estimated a seismic impact of the strongest shocks that today would be classified as the VI‑degree intensity on 
the Mercalli scale, not yet formulated at the time: Knett referred to the earthquake as “starke” (strong) and “sehr 
starke” (very strong). The affected area included the towns of Hartenberg, Prünles, Graslitz, Eger (now known by 
its Czech name, Cheb), Wunsiedel, and surrounding villages. The zone of maximum intensity was an ellipse of 
approximately 12 × 17 km, centered on Hartenberg and Prünles. The author describes several remarkable effects 
of the seismic activity, including springs that had suddenly dried up and then resumed their flow, and the Zwodau 
River breaking through the ice despite very low temperatures. As a folkloric note, he reports that the population 
organized religious processions to seek protection.

Knett  (1899) compares the swarm that occurred in 1824 with the one in 1897, noting great similarities in 
duration  (36‑37 days), temporal distribution, and the pattern of shocks. With a modern scientific view, 
he hypothesizes that the phenomenon was linked to faults transverse to the Eger Graben. Finally, he argues that 
the Erzgebirge swarms represent a “characteristic seismic type” of the region, with phases of calm, resumption, 
and major shocks. He also emphasizes the importance of communicating accurate information to the population 
to reduce panic during such events.

Around the turn of the 20th century, Omori (1894, 1910) and Inamura (1913, 1915) conducted important studies 
of Japanese earthquake sequences involving foreshocks and aftershocks. Subsequently, Kishita (1938) and Ishimoto 
and Iida (1939) published their studies on the observation and analysis of seismic sequences in Japan. In particular, 
the latter study includes a statistical assessment of earthquake size distribution, conceptually consistent with the 
later and better‑known Gutenberg‑Richter (G‑R) law (Gutenberg and Richter, 1944). Additionally, Matsuzawa (1939) 
reported on the spatial patterns of seismic sequences occurring in the United States, namely the 1932 sequence 
in Nevada and the 1934 sequence near Parkfield, in California. Although these studies did not specifically address 
earthquake swarms, they provided the scientific foundation for the further development of the swarm concept, 
which began five decades after the pioneering work of Knett (1899).
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3. The Seismic Swarm Concept in Japan

In the 1950s, the advancement of recording devices of high sensitivity allowed the collection of low‑magnitude 
seismic data which contributed to renewed interest in swarm phenomena. It is in this context that a report 
titled “On the Earthquake Swarm near Niijima Island” was published by the Seismological Section of the Japan 
Meteorological Agency and the Niijima Weather Station (1958). In the following years, several studies on seismic 
swarms, regarded as a distinct type of earthquake cluster, especially in volcanic areas, were published in Japanese 
journals (e.g., Yukutake and Tanaoka, 1960; Minakami, 1962; Hagiwara et al., 1963). Among the Japanese papers, 
we highlight with particular interest those of Mogi (1963) and Utsu (1969, 1970).

Mogi (1963) conducted comprehensive studies of earthquake sequences in Japan, helping to establish the term 
“earthquake swarm” in global seismological literature. Assuming that the concepts of foreshocks, mainshocks and 
aftershocks had already been sufficiently consolidated in seismology, even if lacking a rigorous definition, Mogi (1963) 
classified earthquake sequences in three types:
1)	 sequences with mainshock and aftershocks
2)	 sequences with foreshocks, mainshock, and aftershocks
3)	 earthquake swarms.

Mogi (1963) analyzed approximately 1,500 earthquakes from the Catalog of Major Earthquakes (Japan Meteorological 
Agency, 1958), selecting as principal events those with a minimum magnitude of 4.0 for inland earthquakes and 4.5 
for offshore earthquakes, provided that “they were not foreshocks or aftershocks of another larger earthquakes, or 
members of earthquake swarms”. Given that, at the time, the average spacing between seismic stations in Japan 
was about 80 km, Mogi considered foreshocks and aftershocks only earthquakes with magnitudes larger than 3.0.

Regarding the third type of earthquake pattern, i.e., earthquake swarms, Mogi (1963), in addition to the implicit 
assumption that a “principal earthquake” is not identified, introduced a supplementary quantitative selection based 
on two conditions:

(i)	 the total number of earthquakes in a sequence exceeds 10
(ii)	

where 𝑛𝑚 is the maximum daily number of earthquakes and 𝑡 is the duration, in days, of the earthquakes sequence.
Mogi (1963) correlated the three main earthquake patterns with the material structure and the distribution of 

external stress (Fig. 1a), providing examples of the three types of earthquake sequences observed in Japan (Fig. 1b).
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An ideal natural laboratory for studying earthquake swarm behavior was the Matsushiro area in central Japan, 
which has historically experienced frequent low‑ to moderate‑magnitude earthquakes. The Matsushiro swarm 
occurred from 1965 to 1967 with more than one million recorded earthquakes, attracting the attention of numerous 
researchers (Yamakawa, 1966; Ichikawa, 1967; Japan Meteorological Agency, 1968; Yamakawa, 1968; Kasahara, 1969; 
Yoshihoka et al., 1970). In parallel, observations of other earthquake swarms as a distinct type of seismic sequence 
were reported by Sasaki and Motoya (1964), Kishimoto and Hashizume (1966), and Nishi (1968).

Utsu  (1969,  1970) expanded Mogi’s  (1963) simple three‑type sequence classification by proposing a more 
detailed, though still qualitative, system that included twenty distinct earthquake patterns (Fig. 2). With this work, 
Utsu pioneered an approach beyond the rigid distinction of “foreshock”, “mainshock”, and “aftershock”, terms that 
are still widely used today despite the lack of universally accepted definitions.

(a)

(b)

Figure 1. �(a) Diagram illustrating the three types of earthquake sequences classified by Mogi (1963) in relation to material 
structure and external stress distribution; (b) examples of the three sequences observed in Japan (arrow indicates 
the occurrence of a principal earthquake).
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In the diagram of Fig. 2, Utsu classifies sequences into columns A, B, and C according to the number of mainshocks, 
ranging from one to at least three. Subgroups B0, B1 and B2 represent cases in which the two mainshocks are “close” 
in time (B0) or not, with the first mainshock having either larger (B1) or smaller (B2) magnitude. Rows 0 to 2 indicate 
sequences with progressively greater numbers of secondary events, i.e., foreshocks and aftershocks, while row 3 
illustrates cases where the mainshocks are not sufficiently dominant to be distinguished from secondary events, 
as occurs in seismic swarms. Utsu’s diagrams, lacking both a time scale and magnitude information, do not provide 
quantitative criteria for differentiating among the various sequence types presented in Fig. 2; his classification is, 
therefore, overall qualitative.

It is noteworthy that Utsu (1970) does not assign a specific label to sequences containing more than two large 
mainshocks (and their aftershocks), i.e., panels C1 and C2, marked with the symbol #, suggesting the existence of 
a progressive – and subjective – transition between the concept of a “swarm” (C3) and that of a “multiplet” (C0). 
A sharp distinction between “swarm” and “multiplet” is provided by the definition of a swarm given by Evison and 
Rhoades (1993), who used it to test the hypothesis that swarms are long‑term precursors of major earthquakes. 
As for C1 and C2, Utsu specifies that “if one of the mainshocks has an exceedingly large magnitude, the sequence 
is no longer termed a swarm”. Consequently, we argue that the subjective, and possibly ambiguous, distinction 
between types  C1, C2, and  C3 calls for a broader interpretation of earthquake sequences, viewing them as 
a self‑organized critical process (e.g., Hainzl, 2002).

Figure 2. �Earthquake sequences classified by Utsu (1970). Curves show earthquake frequency versus time. The length of 
the vertical bars represents the size of the mainshocks; they are absent in swarms (row 3). With respect to A, 
columns B and C correspond to sequences with more than one mainshock (doublet and multiplet, respectively). 
In the lower panel, * marks cases where only events above the detection threshold (dashed line in row 0) are 
observed; # marks cases in which, according to the author, “if the mainshock has exceedingly large magnitude, 
the sequence is no more called a swarm”.
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4. Parallel Developments in the United States and Europe

In the United States, Gutenberg and Richter (1944) developed methods to classify earthquake sequences based 
on an empirical relationship, which shows that earthquake frequency decreases exponentially with increasing  
magnitude, although they noted some limitations in its application. It is remarkable that Gutenberg and  
Richter (1944), describing the seismicity of California, did not explicitly distinguish between mainshock‑aftershock 
sequences and swarms, defining a swarm as “small earthquakes that always occur as aftershocks following a major 
event”. Even in their later, widely known book The Seismicity of the Earth and Related Phenomena (Gutenberg and 
Richter, 1954), they classify seismic events exclusively by hypocentral depth. In their book, the term “swarm” appears 
only once, on page 80, in reference to the September 1929 seismic activity in Hawaii.

It is significant that Gutenberg and Richter, the most renowned U.S. seismologists of the mid‑20th  century, 
paid little attention to the classification of seismic swarms as a separate type of seismic sequence. In those 
same years, Pierre Saint‑Amand, the U.S. geologist who identified and named Alaska’s most famous Denali fault, 
published a paper titled “The Central Alaska earthquake swarm of October 1947”  (St. Amand, 1948). Similarly to 
Gutenberg and Richter (1944), St. Amand also applied the term “swarm” to a sequence of foreshocks, mainshock and  
aftershocks.

Other researchers in Europe and the United States began reporting observations of seismic swarms, which 
gradually came to be recognized as a distinct seismic phenomenon deserving specialized study and classification 
(e.g., Kárník, 1963; Smith et al., 1968; Sykes, 1970; Hill, 1977; Kárník et al., 1987; Hainzl, 2002; Geissler, 2005).

In parallel, technological advances contributed to theoretical debates on the mechanisms driving earthquake 
swarms, the validity of which we do not address in this study.

Without explicitly referring to swarms, Console et  al.  (1993) attempted a quantitative classification of the 
seismicity that would fall into Utsu types 0 to 2. Their study showed that various regions of Italy exhibit distinct 
types of seismicity. For example, northern Italy, including the Po Plain, typically exhibits seismic sequences with 
one or two mainshocks and a low number of aftershocks, while the Apennines – especially in central Italy – are 
characterized by long‑lasting sequences with foreshocks and many aftershocks.

5. Discussion

In our work, we observed that the term “swarm” has long appeared in seismological literature without a uniform 
and objective definition. Furthermore, the term has not always referred to a series of multiple earthquakes lacking 
a clearly identifiable mainshock, as it is most understood today.

In a study of swarms as long‑term precursors of mainshock events in New Zealand, Evison and Rhoades (1993) 
defined a “multiple event” as a group of at least four earthquakes of magnitude M or greater, including at least three 
within 1.0 days, with the duration of a multiple event extending forward and backward until a vacant period of at least 
50.0 days was reached. They provided magnitude and area criteria to classify each multiple event as either a swarm, 
a multiplet, or a mainshock event. For mainshock events: M ≥ 3.6, M1‑M3 ≥ 0.9, or M1‑M3 = 0.8 and M1‑M4 ≥ 1.0; 
for swarms and multiplets: M ≥ 3.3, M1‑M3 ≤ 0.7, or M1‑M3 = 0.8 and M1‑M4 ≤ 0.9, where M is the magnitude of any 
earthquake, M1 is the largest, M2 the second largest, and so on. For swarms, A ≥ A(MP); for multiplets, A < A(MP), 
where A (km2) is the area of the smallest convex polygon circumscribing the epicentres, and log10(MP) = 0.5 MP + 0.4, 
where MP = (M1 + M2 + M3)/3. Applying these criteria, Evison and Rhoades (1993) identified 70 multiple events in the 
New Zealand earthquake catalogue from 1962‑1990, including 11 mainshock events, 24 swarms, and 35 multiplets. 
A similar classification exercise had previously been carried out by Evison (1981, 1982) for the Japan earthquake 
catalogue in order to test the precursory swarm hypothesis in Japan.

A widely held – yet unproven – assumption is the unquestioned validity of the Gutenberg‑Richter  (1944) 
frequency‑magnitude distribution, which fits a straight line to the logarithm of the cumulative number of earthquakes 
versus their magnitude. This belief is so firmly established that deviations from the G‑R law are frequently attributed – 
even by specialists in statistical seismology – to observational errors rather than to the genuine behavior of seismicity.

In addition to the G‑R law, seismologists recognize Bath’s law (Bath, 1965), which states that the mainshock 
magnitude is, on average, about 1.2 units larger than that of the largest aftershock. Given that the G‑R law predicts 
a difference of roughly 0.4 units between the two strongest events in a random sample, Utsu (1969) interpreted 
this discrepancy as evidence that mainshocks belong to a separate class of events. Accordingly, in the context of 
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seismic swarms, the magnitude of swarms and multiplets – whose largest events differ by only a few tenths of 
a magnitude unit – cannot be considered to follow Bath’s law.

Vere‑Jones (1969) offered a simpler alternative explanation to the apparent discrepancy between the Bath’s and 
G‑R laws: he argued that a correct statistical analysis of the observations suggests that earthquake magnitude within 
a mainshock‑aftershock sequence do not substantially deviate from the exponential distribution predicted by the 
Gutenberg‑Richter law. This idea was later confirmed by Console et al. (2003b), Helmstetter and Sornette (2003), and 
Lombardi (2009), who demonstrated that the apparent 1.2‑unit magnitude difference primarily reflects subjective 
and different choices of magnitude threshold for selecting mainshocks and aftershocks (e.g., M7+ for mainshocks, 
M5+ for aftershocks)1.

The ambiguity associated with strict classification schemes for earthquake sequences can be addressed using 
a more general statistical approach, such as the Epidemic‑Type Aftershock Sequence (ETAS) model (e.g., Ogata, 1998; 
Console and Murru, 2001; Console et al., 2003a), with an appropriate choice of free parameters. Unlike traditional 
schemes, the ETAS model does not require classification of individual earthquakes. Instead, it is simply based on the 
assumption that each earthquake has a probability of generating subsequent events. This probability is modeled, for 
the offspring of each parent event, by assuming the validity of the G‑R magnitude distribution, an inverse power‑law 
for the temporal distribution, and a spatial distribution consistent with elastic stress transfer. This model can be 
applied in real time to a modern seismic observation system equipped with a telemetered network and electronic 
processing capabilities.

Continuing our investigation into the statistical modeling of seismicity, we have developed and are currently 
testing a novel code. This code generates synthetic seismic sequences based on the ETAS model, incorporating 
a complete randomness in the magnitude of each event, constrained only by minimum and maximum limits set 
by the user. A key feature of this development is the absence of any subjective constraints on the type of sequence 
generated. The aim is to demonstrate that a uniform random magnitude model can produce diverse seismic  
sequences, including swarms. For purely demonstrative and heuristic purposes, we are exploring methods – including 
the application of artificial intelligence techniques – to associate each simulated sequence with one of the 20 Utsu 
types. This same procedure could be readily applied to real‑world seismic catalogs.

6. Conclusions

From its initial formulation in the late 19th century to its current understanding and use, the concept of earthquake 
swarm has not really evolved, continuing to describe a distinct class of seismicity compared to mainshock‑aftershock 
sequences. Early descriptive efforts by Knett (1899) prepared the ground for subsequent advances, particularly in 
Japan, where enhanced monitoring tools and statistical approaches have facilitated a more thorough comprehension 
of earthquake swarm behavior. The classification schemes introduced by Mogi  (1963) and Utsu  (1969) remain 
foundational, offering frameworks that continue to guide both theoretical models and practical applications.

At the same time, the increasing recognition of swarms in tectonically active areas and in anthropogenically 
influenced environments has expanded their relevance for hazard assessment and public communication.

Our review emphasizes that a quantitative and universally accepted definition of “swarm” has not yet been 
agreed upon within the seismological community. Furthermore, traditional seismology often assigns rigid labels – 
foreshock, mainshock, aftershock, seismic swarm – to seismic events. This long‑standing practice imposes constraints 
that limit a more flexible, general understanding of observed seismicity. Modeling earthquake sequences as 
self‑organized critical processes, such as within the framework of the ETAS model, highlights the inherent complexity 
and variability of seismic processes, not excluding seismic swarms.

While achieving a seismic swarm perspective free from qualitative or arbitrary definitions is possible, 
a quantitative definition remains necessary to bridge conceptual gaps inherited from traditional seismology. However, 
it is crucial to recognize that any such quantitative definition will inherently incorporate some subjective criteria  
and parameters.

1 The significance of threshold selection, on which Bath’s law ultimately rests, can be clarified with a simple analogy. Imagine 
estimating the average difference between the tallest individual and the second tallest in a residential building. If the buildings 
are chosen at random, the result will be a few centimeters. But if we only examine buildings where a professional basketball 
player – at least two meters tall – resides, the average gap will be artificially inflated. In our view, this is the kind of bias Utsu (1969) 
assumed to exist between mainshocks and aftershocks: they are drawn from two inherently different populations of events.
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Note of the authors. Italy has recently experienced several earthquake sequences, including the damaging events 
at Nocera Umbra-Colfiorito  (1997), L’Aquila  (2009), Reggio‑Emilia  (2012), and Amatrice‑Norcia  (2016). At the time 
of preparing this manuscript, the geothermal area of Pozzuoli, in Naples, is experiencing moderate seismic activity 
in the form of a long‑lasting seismic swarm raising serious concerns among authorities and the local population. 
Despite efforts to define and apply the concept of an earthquake swarm, in Italy this term — “sciame” – is often used 
by mass media, favoring conventional or sensational terminology over scientific accuracy, and sometimes even by 
scientific and governmental organizations to refer to some earthquake clusters. In our view, many of these short‑lived 
episodes, lasting only a few days, if containing an identifiable principal event, would be more accurately regarded as 
mainshock‑aftershock sequences.

Acknowledgements. We sincerely thank the editor and the two anonymous reviewers for their constructive and insightful 
comments, which helped to refine the manuscript and enhance its clarity.

References

Bath, M. (1965). Lateral inhomogeneities of the upper mantle, Tectonophysics, 2, 6, 483‑514, doi:10.1016/0040-
1951(65)90003-X.

Console, R., M. Murru and B. Alessandrini (1993). Foreshock statistics and their possible relationship to earthquake 
prediction in the Italian region, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., 83, 4, 1248‑1263, doi:10.1785/BSSA0830041248.

Console, R. and M. Murru (2001). A simple and testable model for earthquake clustering, J. Geophys. Res., 106. B5, 
8699‑8711, doi:10.1029/2000JB900269.

Console, R., M. Murru and A. M. Lombardi (2003a). Refining earthquake clustering models, J. Geophys. Res., 108, 
B10, 2468, doi:10.1029/2002JB002130.

Console, R., A. M. Lombardi, M. Murru and D. Rhoades (2003b). Bath’s law and the self‑similarity of earthquakes, 
J. Geophys. Res., 108, B2, 2128, doi:10.1029/2001JB001651.

Deichmann, N. and D. Giardini (2009). Earthquakes induced by the stimulation of an enhanced geothermal system 
below Basel (Switzerland), Seismol. Res. Lett., 80, 5, 784‑798, doi:10.1785/gssrl.80.5.784.

Ellsworth, W. L. (2013). Injection‑induced earthquakes, Science, 341, 6142, doi:10.1126/science.1225942.
Evison, F. F. (1981). Multiple earthquake events at moderate‑to‑large magnitudes in Japan, J. Phys. Earth, 29, 4, 

327‑339, doi:10.4294/jpe1952.29.327.
Evison, F. F. (1982). Generalised precursory swarm hypothesis, J. Phys. Earth, 30, 2, 155‑170, doi:10.4294/

jpe1952.30.155.
Evison, F. F. and D. A. Rhoades (1993). The precursory earthquake swarm in New Zealand: hypothesis tests, N. Z. J. 

Geol. Geophys, 36, 51‑60, doi:10.1080/00288306.1993.9514553.
Fischer, T., J. Horálek, P. Hrubcová, V. Vavryčuk et al. (2014). Intra‑continental earthquake swarms in West‑Bohemia 

and Vogtland: A review, Tectonophysics, 611, 1‑27, doi:10.1016/j.tecto.2013.11.001.
Geissler, W. H. (2005). Seismic and Petrological Investigations of the Lithosphere in the Swarm‑Earthquake and 

CO2 Degassing Region Vogtland/NW‑Bohemia, Scientific Technical Report STR05/06, GeoforschundsZentrum 
Potsdam, Potsdam.

Gutenberg, B. and C. F. Richter (1944). Frequency of Earthquakes in California, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., 34, 185‑188.
Gutenberg, B. and C. F. Richter (1954). Seismicity of the Earth and Associated Phenomena (2nd ed.), Princeton 

University Press, Princeton, NJ.
Hagiwara, T., I. Karakama, I. Kayano and K. Kaminuma (1963). Foreshocks, Aftershocks and an Earthquake Swarm 

Detected by the Micro‑earthquake Observation, Bull. Earthq. Res. Inst., 41, 3, 659‑680, doi:10.15083/0000033717.
Hainzl, S. (2002). Self‑organization of earthquake swarms, J. Geodyn., 35, 1‑2, 157‑172, doi:10.1016/S0264-

3707(02)00060-1.
Kastner, K. W. G. (ed.) (1824). Archiv für die gesammte Naturlehre, Johann Leonhard Schrag, Nürnberg, 1, 320, 

ISSN:0365‑5083.
Helmstetter, A. and D. Sornette (2003). Bath’s law Derived from the Gutenberg‑Richter law and from Aftershock 

Properties, Geophys. Res. Lett., 30, 20, 2069, doi:10.1029/2003GL018186.
Hill, D. P. (1977). A model for earthquake swarms, J. Geophys. Res., 82, 8, 1247‑1353, doi:10.1029/JB082i008p01347.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(65)90003-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(65)90003-X
https://doi.org/10.1785/BSSA0830041248
https://doi.org/10.1029/2000JB900269
http://doi.org/10.1029/2002JB002130
http://doi.org/10.1029/2001JB001651
http://doi.org/10.1785/gssrl.80.5.784
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1225942
http://doi.org/10.4294/jpe1952.29.327
http://doi.org/10.4294/jpe1952.30.155
http://doi.org/10.4294/jpe1952.30.155
http://doi.org/10.1080/00288306.1993.9514553
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tecto.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.15083/0000033717
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-3707(02)00060-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-3707(02)00060-1
http://doi.org/10.1029/2003GL018186
http://doi.org/10.1029/JB082i008p01347


Seismic Swarms: Historical and Critical Review

9

von Hoff, K. E. A. (1824). Geschichte der durch Überlieferung nachgewiesenen natürlichen Veränderungen der 
Erdoberfläche, 2, Geschichte der Vulcane und der Erdbeben, Justus Perthes, Gotha, 560.

von Hoff, K. E. A. (1825). Geognostische Bemerkungen über Karlsbad, Justus Perthes, Gotha, 99.
Horálek, J., T. Fischer, P. Einarsson and S. S. Jakobsdóttir (2015). Earthquake Swarms, Encyclopedia of earthquake 

Engineering, Springer, doi:10.1007/978-3-642-36197-5_294-1.
Ichikawa, M. (1967). Statistical study of the focal mechanism of Matsushiro earthquake swarm, Zisin, J. Seismol. 

Soc. Jpn., 2nd Ser., 20, 2, 116‑127, doi:10.4294/zisin1948.20.2_116.
Inamura, A. (1913). Seismic intensity distributions in Tokyo and Osaka, Rep. Imp. Earthq. Invest. Comm., 77, 1‑87.
Inamura, A. (1915). Seismic intensity distributions in Japan, Rep. Imp. Earthq. Invest. Comm., 82, 1‑30.
Ishimoto, M. and K. Iida (1939). Observations of earthquakes registered with the microseismograph constructed 

recently, Bull. Earthq. Res. Inst., 17, 433‑478.
Japan Meteorological Agency, Seismological Section and Niijima Weather Station (1958). On the Earthquake Swarm 

near Niijima Island in November, 1957, Quarterly Journal of Seismology, 23, 1, 15.
Japan Meteorological Agency (1958). Catalogue of major earthquakes which occurred in and near Japan (1926‑1956), 

The Seismological Bulletin of the Japan Meteorological Agency, Suppl. 1. Tokyo, 91.
Japan Meteorological Agency (1968). Report on the Matsushiro earthquake swarm, August 1965‑December 1967, 

Technical Report, Japan Meteorological Agency, Tokyo.
Kárník, V. (1963). Earthquake swarm in the region of Kraslice in 1962, Stud. Geophys. Geod., 7, 288‑296, doi:10.1007/

BF02607094.
Kárník, V., V. Schenk and Z. Schenkova (1987). Earthquake swarm in Western Bohemia 1985/1986: Some characteristics, 

Ann. Geophys. 5B, 6, 691‑700.
Kasahara, K., (1969). The source region of the Matsushiro swarm earthquakes, Bull. Earthq. Res. Inst., 50, 5, 390, 

doi:10.1029/EO050i005p00390-01.
Keranen, K. M., M. Weingarten, G. A. Abers, B. A. Bekins et al. (2014). Sharp increase in central Oklahoma seismicity 

since 2008 induced by massive wastewater injection, Science 345, 6195, 448‑451, doi:10.1126/science.1255802.
Kim, W. Y. (2013). Induced seismicity associated with fluid injection into a deep well in Youngstown, Ohio, J. Geophys. 

Res. 118, 7, 3506‑3518, doi:10.1002/jgrb.50247.
Kishimoto, Y. and M. Hashizume (1966). On the mechanism of earthquake swarm at Hamasaka, Bull. Disaster Prev. 

Res. Inst., 16, 41‑55, http://hdl.handle.net/2433/124715.
Kishita, J. (1938). Statistical Study of Earthquakes on the Western Side of the Kji Peninsula, J. Seismol. Soc. Jpn., 4, 129.
Knett, J. (1899). Das Erdbebenphänomen im Egerlande in den Jahren 1897 bis 1898, mit besonderer Berücksichtigung 

der Erdbebenschwärme, Kaiserliche Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna.
Lombardi, A. M. (2009). Probabilistic interpretation of Bath’s Law, Ann. Geophys. 45, 3‑4, doi:10.4401/ag-3520.
Majer, E. L., J. Nelson, A. Robertson‑Tait, J. Savy and I. Wong (2012). Protocol for addressing induced seismicity 

associated with Enhanced Geothermal Systems, U.S., Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory, DOE/EE‑0662, doi:10.2172/1219482.

Matsuzawa, T. (1939). Epicenter distribution of aftershocks, J. Seismol. Soc. Jpn., 2nd ser., 11, 124.
Minakami, T. (1962). Report on volcanic activity in Japan for the period from 1959 to 1961, Bull. Volcanol. Soc. Jpn., 

7, 1, 1‑25.
Mogi, K. (1963). Some discussions on aftershocks, foreshocks, and earthquake swarms, Bull. Earthq. Res. Inst., 

41,615‑658.
Nishi, N. (1968). On earthquake swarms as a phenomenon distinct from aftershock sequences, Bull. Earthq. Res. 

Inst., 46, 1007‑1023.
Ogata, Y. (1998). Space‑time point‑process models for earthquake occurrences, Ann. Inst. Stat. Math., 50, 379‑402.
Omori, F. (1894). On the Aftershocks of Earthquakes, J. Coll. Sci., Imp. Univ. Tokyo, 7, 111‑200.
Omori, F. (1910). On the foreshocks of great earthquakes, Rep. Imp. Earthq. Invest. Comm., 68A, 31‑38.
Sasaki, Y. and Y. Motoya (1964). Rausu swarm earthquakes in January, Geophys. Bull. Hokkaido Univ., 12, 69‑80.
Smith, W. E. T., K. Whitham and V. T. Piché (1968). A micro earthquake swarm in 1965 near Mould Bay, N.W.T., 

Canada, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., 58, 1991‑2011.
St. Amand, P. (1948). The Central Alaska earthquake swarm of October 1947, Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, 29, 613‑623.
Sykes, L. R. (1970). Earthquake swarms and sea‑floor spreading, J. Geophys. Res., 75, 32, 6598‑6611, doi:10.1029/

JB075i032p06598.

http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-36197-5_294-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.4294/zisin1948.20.2_116
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02607094
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02607094
http://doi.org/10.1029/EO050i005p00390-01
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1255802
http://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50247
http://hdl.handle.net/2433/124715
http://doi.org/10.4401/ag-3520
https://doi.org/10.2172/1219482
http://doi.org/10.1029/JB075i032p06598
http://doi.org/10.1029/JB075i032p06598


Rodolfo Console and Giuliana Mele

10

Utsu, T. (1969). Aftershocks and earthquake statistics (3): analyses of the earthquake swarm, J. Fac. Sci. Hokkaido 
Univ., Ser. VII (Geophys.), 3, 379‑441.

Utsu, T. (1970). Aftershocks and earthquake statistics (II): further investigation of aftershocks and other earthquake 
sequences based on a new classification of earthquake sequences, J. Fac. Sci. Hokkaido Univ., Ser. VII (Geophys.), 
3, 197‑266.

Yamakawa, N. (1966). Foreshocks, aftershocks and earthquake swarms (I): a definition of foreshocks, aftershocks and 
earthquake swarms and its application to seismicity, Pap. Met. Geophys., 17, 3, 157‑189, https://gbank.gsj.jp/ 
ld/resource/geolis/196601801.

Yamakawa, N. (1968). Foreshocks, aftershocks, and earthquake swarms with special reference to normal seismic 
activity in and near the Japanese Islands, in The crust and upper mantle of the Pacific area, Geophys. Monogr., 
12, American Geophysical Union, 51‑59.

Yellowstone Volcano Observatory (2019). What is an earthquake swarm? U.S. Geological Survey, https://www.usgs.gov/ 
news/what-earthquake-swarm. Accessed 8 October 2025.

Yoshioka, R., S. Okuda and Y. Kitano (1970). Calcium chloride type water from the Matsushiro area in connection 
with swarm earthquakes, Geochem. J., 4, 2, 61‑74, doi:10.2343/geochemj.4.61.

Yukutake, T. and I. Tanaoka (1960). Magnetic survey on Hakone Volcano by use of a proton magnetometer, Bull. 
Earthq. Res. Inst., 38, 41‑54.

Zbinden, D., T. Kraft, T. Diehl and S. Wiemer (2020). Potential influence of overpressurized gas on the induced 
seismicity in St. Gallen, Switzerland, Solid Earth, 11, 2, 627‑653, doi:10.5194/se-11-627-2020.

Zhou, W., F. Lanza, I. Grigoratos, R. Schultz et al. (2024). Managing induced seismicity risks from enhanced geothermal 
systems: a good practice guideline, Rev. Geophys., 62, e2024RG000849, doi:10.1029/2024RG000849.

*CORRESPONDING AUTHOR: Giuliana MELE,

Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia, Rome, Italy

e-mail: giuliana.mele@ingv.it.

© 2025 the Author(s). All rights reserved.

Open Access. This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International

https://gbank.gsj.jp/ld/resource/geolis/196601801
https://gbank.gsj.jp/ld/resource/geolis/196601801
https://www.usgs.gov/news/what-earthquake-swarm
https://www.usgs.gov/news/what-earthquake-swarm
http://doi.org/10.2343/geochemj.4.61
http://doi.org/10.5194/se-11-627-2020
http://doi.org/10.1029/2024RG000849
mailto:giuliana.mele@ingv.it

