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The principle of Zohdy’s (1989) algorithm has been applied by Hobbs and
Dumitrescu (1997) to magnetotelluric (MT) data, yielding a layered resistivity
model with the number of layers corresponding to the number of discretely measured
frequencies. A similar approach was used earlier by Xu and Liu (1995). Both Hobbs
and Dumitrescu (1997) and Xu and Liu (1995) expand the concept of Zohdy’s (1989)
algorithm into the MT inverse problem, and use the same resistivity refinement
formulae to adjust the model parameters, namely equation (23) of Hobbs and
Dumitrescu (1997) and equation (8) of Xu and Liu (1995). The advantages of their
procedures are obvious, as mentioned by Hobbs and Dumitrescu (1997), i.e. that no
extraneous information has to be provided and that this scheme produces a gradation
of resistivity with depth, differing from the smooth model of Occam’s inversion
(Constable, Parker and Constable 1987). When applying Zohdy’s (1989) method to
magnetotelluric data, a transformation from the conventional frequency scale to a
length scale is a prerequisite. Hobbs and Dumitrescu (1997), as well as Xu and Liu
(1995), suggested using the Bostick (1977) or the Schmucker (1970) transformations
to construct suitable initial model depths and resistivities in their procedures. After
constructing an initial model, the depth scale is first changed by a multiplicative factor,
through minimization of the x2 misfit. However, we do not believe that it is always true
that these transformations produce the appropriate depths of the model. We present an
example where these transformations provide a misleading estimation of model depths,
and where a model with an unsatisfactory fit is produced by these procedures. Hence
this scheme does not provide a high enough confidence in the inverse model
parameters.

The COPROD data (Fig. 1) from an MT site in Scotland obtained by Jones and
Hutton (1979) were widely distributed for the purpose of comparing one-dimensional
inversions (e.g. Constable, Parker and Constable 1987; Parker and Booker 1996;
Zhang and Paulson 1997). A significant feature of the COPROD MT data is the
upward bias from 458 in the phase at the five early periods. Although the large error
bars in the phase show a great uncertainty at 28.5 and 38.5 s, the extrapolated phase
values of these two periods from the three later phase data, i.e. at the periods of 52.1,
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70.5 and 95.5 s, remain above 458. Thus, this feature indicates that a resistive thin layer,
associated with the shortest measured period of 28.5 s, exists in the near-surface. Using
several examples, Hobbs and Dumitrescu (1997) demonstrated that their proposed
algorithm is quite capable of properly inverting the subsurface structure, starting from
the ‘complete’ data. Here the so-called ‘complete’ data usually have a phase value of 458

at the shortest measured period. It is well known that the phase at the shortest measured
period is 458 and the apparent resistivity is equal to the resistivity of the shallowest layer
if the exploration depth for the first period is less than the thickness of the shallowest
layer. On the other hand, a deviation from 458 at the first period indicates that the
measured period is so long that the apparent resistivity is a combination of the apparent
resistivities of the first layer and deeper layers. Thus the discretely measured data are
‘incomplete’ and observations in that period do not give the resistivity of the shallowest
layer. Then, with ‘incomplete’ data such as the COPROD MT data, could Hobbs and
Dumitrescu’s (1997) or Xu and Liu’s (1995) procedures provide a stable iterative
process and a geologically plausible model?
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Figure 1. The COPROD MT data (open circles with error bars) together with three MT
responses of the iterative results inverted by Xu and Liu’s (1995) program. The thick solid,
dashed and dotted lines represent the depth-refinement factors of 1.0, 0.6 and 0.3, respectively.
Also shown is the smooth version of the real field data (thin solid lines). A detailed explanation
can be found in the text.



To evaluate the ability of their procedures to process the ‘incomplete’ MT data, we
have inverted the COPROD data using Xu and Liu’s (1995) program. Figure 1 shows
the MT responses, with the thick solid, dashed and dotted lines indicating three
inverted models with different depth-refinement factors correcting the Bostick (1977)
transformation. While the depth-refining multiplicative factor of 1.0 represents no
corrections to the model depths of Bostick’s (1977) transformation, a factor of 0.3
represents a large amount of depth refinement which reduces each layer thickness by
70% of the initial thickness given by the Bostick (1977) transformation. Figure 1 also
shows the smooth version of the field data (the thin solid lines), which was used to
construct a starting model. It can be seen that the high phase values at early periods
were not usually fitted when a small amount of depth refinement, such as that obtained
with the factors 0.6 or 1.0, was applied. As described above, it is easy to understand that
a surficial resistive thin layer is required for fitting the early high phase data. However,
the calculated thickness, obtained using the Bostick (1977) transformation which relies
solely on the resistivity data, of the first layer would be too thick for this surficial ‘thin’
one. Could we fit the COPROD data by applying a small multiplicative factor for depth
refinement? A factor of 0.3, corresponding to 11 scale changes in the depth-refining
stage of Hobbs and Dumitrescu’s (1997) procedure, might be appropriate for fitting
the early high phase data. Unfortunately, owing to the reduction of the overall inverse
depth, a misfit will affect the phase and resistivity data at the longer periods. Then, is it
possible to improve the iterative results? It might be possible to achieve this by different
transformations of apparent resistivity accompanied with phase data to depth, such as
Schmucker’s (1970) transformation or the recently frequency-normalized impedance
function proposed by Basokur, Kaya and Ulugergerli (1997).

We conclude that, when applying Zohdy’s (1989) method to MT data, the
appropriate transformation of frequency scale to depth scale is an important step.
Optimizing it will reduce the calculation time and will improve the iterative result to
provide a more reliable model. In particular, the Bostick (1977) transformation might
need to be replaced by other transformations in order to evaluate the model depths.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Professor P. Valla for helpful suggestions on an earlier version of this
manuscript. This work is supported by the National Science Council of Republic of
China under grant NSC 88-2116-M-008-017.

References

Basokur A.T., Kaya C. and Ulugergerli E.U. 1997. Direct interpretation of magnetotelluric
sounding data based on the frequency-normalized impedance function. Geophysical
Prospecting 45, 21–37.

Bostick F.X. 1977. A simple almost exact method of MT analysis. Workshop on Electrical
Methods in Geothermal Exploration. US Geological Survey, Contract no. 14080001-8-359.

Comment 605

q 1999 European Association of Geoscientists & Engineers, Geophysical Prospecting, 47, 603–606



Constable S.C., Parker R.L. and Constable C.G. 1987. Occam’s inversion: a practical algorithm
for generating smooth models from electromagnetic sounding data. Geophysics 52, 289–300.

Hobbs B.A. and Dumitrescu C.C. 1997. One-dimensional magnetotelluric inversion using an
adaptation of Zohdy’s resistivity method. Geophysical Prospecting 45, 1027–1044.

Jones A.G. and Hutton R. 1979. A multistation magnetotelluric study in southern Scotland – II.
Monte-Carlo inversion of the data and its geophysical and tectonic implications. Geophysical
Journal of the Royal Astronomical Society 56, 351–368.

Parker R.L. and Booker J.R. 1996. Optimal one-dimensional inversion and bounding of
magnetotelluric apparent resistivity and phase measurements. Physics of the Earth and
Planetary Interiors 98, 269–282.

Schmucker U. 1970. Anomalies of geomagnetic variations in the south-western United States.
Bulletin of the Scripps Institute of Oceanography 13. University of California Press.

Xu S. and Liu B. 1995. The curve comparison method of MT inversion for one-dimensional
continuous medium. Acta Geophysica Sinica 38, 676–682.

Zhang Y. and Paulson K.V. 1997. Magnetotelluric inversion using regularized Hopfield neural
networks. Geophysical Prospecting 45, 725–743.

Zohdy A.A.R. 1989. A new method for the interpretation of Schlumberger and Wenner
sounding curves. Geophysics 54, 245–253.

606 C.-c. Chen and S.-z. Xu

q 1999 European Association of Geoscientists & Engineers, Geophysical Prospecting, 47, 603–606


