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Abstract
The breaking apart of magma into fragments is intimately related to the eruptive style and thus the nature and footprint of 
volcanic hazards. The size and shape distributions of the fragments, in turn, affect the efficiency of heat transfer within pyro-
clastic plumes and currents and the settling velocity, and so the residence time, of particles in the atmosphere. Fundamental 
work relating the glass transition to the fragmentation of magmas remains at the heart of conceptual and numerical models 
of volcanic eruptions. Current fragmentation criteria, however, do not predict the sizes and shapes of the resulting fragments, 
or fully account for the multiphase nature of magmas or ways in which magma can break in a fluidal manner or by thermal 
stress. The pulsatory, non-steady state nature of some eruptions, and related interactions with these fragmentation criteria, 
also requires further investigation. Here, we briefly review some recent advances in the field of magma fragmentation and 
provide a perspective on how integrated field, experimental and numerical modelling studies can address key outstanding 
challenges.
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Introduction

The fragmentation of melts and magmas is one of the most 
fundamental topics in volcanology. The conditions under 
which high-temperature melts and multiphase magmas frag-
ment control the eruptive style (effusive versus explosive), 
while the extent of fragmentation determines the eruption 

type (e.g. Hawaiian versus Plinian) and, ultimately, the haz-
ard footprint. Previous reviews (Wohletz et al. 2013; Cash-
man and Scheu 2015; Gonnermann 2015; Zimanowski et al. 
2015) summarise comprehensively the decades of work on 
magma fragmentation and explosive magma-water interac-
tion. For this reason, we do not replicate these reviews but 
instead provide our own perspectives on several emerging 
topics, particularly those where recent observations or tech-
nological advances raise new lines of investigation.

Fragmenting magma as a multiphase 
material

Primary fragmentation during explosive magmatic eruptions 
of all styles and magma compositions involves the breaking 
apart of a multiphase magma composed of melt, bubbles and, 
in many cases, also crystals. In low-crystallinity basalt, bub-
bles expand readily in response to decompression and the 
resulting pyroclasts are generally much larger than the pre-
dominant bubble sizes (Porritt et al. 2012; Holt et al. 2019). In 
higher viscosity silicic magmas, resistance to bubble expan-
sion can increase bubble overpressure and, if gas escape by 
permeable flow is insufficient, overpressurised bubbles can 
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force the magma apart. For this reason, tephra produced by 
silicic Plinian eruptions contain abundant pumiceous clasts 
and fine glassy ash composed of bubble wall remnants (Rust 
and Cashman 2011). A corollary is that permeability het-
erogeneities may modulate particle size distributions when 
fragmentation is driven by gas overpressure. Substantial 
progress has been made in understanding porosity–perme-
ability hysteresis in vesiculating versus outgassing magma 
(Rust and Cashman 2004; Gonnermann et al. 2017), the evo-
lution of pore connectivity (Colombier et al. 2017) and the 
role of decompression-induced crystallisation in modifying 
degassing efficiency during vesiculation (Lindoo et al. 2017; 
Colombier et al. 2020). However, permeable networks are not 
homogeneously distributed at either small (Wright and Wein-
berg 2009) or large scale, for example, in pumice populations 
containing both near-spherical and elongate vesicles. The 
conduit-scale models used to explain permeability variations 
invoke horizontal velocity gradients (Ohashi et al. 2021) but 
cannot explain observed sample-scale heterogeneities.

Crystals can affect fragmentation both indirectly through 
their influence on bubble nucleation, expansion and coa-
lescence, and directly by localising stress and modulating 
magma rheology and mechanical properties (Shea 2017; 
Cáceres et al. 2020). Groundmass crystals may form during 
temporary magma arrest prior to eruption or syn-eruptively 
if growth rates are sufficiently high relative to decompres-
sion rates. The latter is most likely in hydrous mafic magmas 
where high diffusivities (relative to more silicic magmas) 
allow rapid crystallisation, as illustrated by observed rela-
tionships between ascent rate and groundmass crystallinity 
(Wright et al. 2012; Preece et al. 2016). Recent experiments 
and numerical models (Moitra et al. 2018; Arzilli et al. 2019) 
show that rapid microlite crystallisation (and the associated 
viscosity increase) driven by large undercooling is sufficient 
to promote efficient, fine fragmentation in basaltic Plinian 
eruptions and can promote transitions in eruption style 
(Mujin and Nakamura 2014). Even a few volume percent 
nanolites can increase the magma viscosity to a critical value 
for explosive fragmentation of mafic magma (Di Genova 
et al. 2020). A deeper understanding of nanolite formation 
during both syn-eruptive decompression and post-fragmen-
tation cooling is required to put into context their rheological 
effects as well as their potential for increasing explosivity 
through acting as effective bubble nucleation sites (Cáceres 
et al. 2020). Experiments on crystal-rich silicic melt sys-
tems have documented the role of crystals in forming per-
meable pathways (Lindoo et al. 2017) and parameterised 
the brittle-ductile transition and associated fracture-induced 
degassing (Cordonnier et al. 2012; Wadsworth et al. 2018); 
the latter studies show that crystals induce brittle failure at 
lower stresses and strain rates than observed for crystal-free 
magmas and that fractures often initiate in the melt. Under-
standing fracture characteristics of crystal-melt mixtures 

is also important for modelling magma and fluid ascent in 
mush-dominated sub-volcanic magmatic systems and, by 
extension, interpretations of seismic gaps under potentially 
active volcanoes (Illsley-Kemp et al. 2021).

Pulsatory eruptions

Although numerical models of eruptions generally assume 
steady state conditions, most eruptive activity is unsteady; 
examples include Vulcanian and sub-Plinian eruption 
styles, as well as lateral blasts, mafic paroxysms and violent 
Strombolian activity. Eruptions can be unsteady, or pulsa-
tory, on timescales of seconds, minutes, hours or days, with 
that unsteadiness manifested as oscillating column heights, 
intermittent column collapse or repeated explosions sepa-
rated by short periods of repose. This unsteadiness may 
occur in response to changes in the magma transport path-
way, magma textures, source pressure and vent exit condi-
tions, for example. Although models (Ramos 1995; Melnik 
and Sparks 2002; Dufek and Bergantz 2005) have started to 
incorporate unsteady behaviour, the relationship to fragmen-
tation remains poorly understood. Unsteady behaviour can 
cause fragmentation (e.g. changes in strain-rate) or, at least 
in part, be a consequence of changing fragmentation condi-
tions (e.g. changes in magma texture), which manifest as 
pyroclasts with variable grain sizes (a measure of fragmen-
tation efficiency; Rust and Cashman 2011) and porosities.

The frequency and repetitive nature of Vulcanian activ-
ity has made this eruption type, and related lateral blast 
eruptions, the target of numerous detailed studies (e.g. 
Druitt et al. 2002; Belousov et al. 2007; Wright et al. 2007; 
Clarke et al. 2015). Vulcanian activity is most common in 
intermediate magma compositions and is characterised by 
short durations (10 to 100 s of seconds) and high initial 
mass discharge rates. Eruptions occur when magma pres-
sure beneath a dense plug is sufficient to overcome a frag-
mentation threshold; subsequent downward propagation of a 
decompression wave initiating fragmentation yields a range 
of pyroclast sizes and densities (Fig. 1). Most iconic are 
breadcrusted or cauliflower bombs, although additional pro-
duction of abundant fine ash attests to the range of fragmen-
tation efficiencies in this eruption type. Vulcanian eruptions 
may transition to sub-Plinian activity if the magma supply 
from below (partially) balances the rate of magma with-
drawal by fragmentation. Resulting pyroclasts have higher 
porosities (Fig. 1) and smaller maximum clast sizes than 
Vulcanian eruptions; the combination of high and moderate 
porosity clasts for sub-Plinian pyroclasts also increases the 
susceptibility to secondary fragmentation within volcanic 
conduits.

Unsteady behaviour at mafic volcanoes produces activ-
ity described as Strombolian, violent Strombolian and 
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paroxysmal. Small Strombolian eruptions are caused by 
emission of either single Taylor bubbles or bubble clus-
ters (Taddeucci et al. 2015; Del Bello et al. 2012; Capponi 
et al. 2016); here, fragmentation is predominantly ductile 
and driven by gas expansion. Paroxysms associated with 
Strombolian activity show similarities to Vulcanian activ-
ity, including short energetic eruptions and fragmentation 
that produces a wide range of pyroclast sizes and densities 
(Giordano and De Astis 2021). Violent Strombolian activity 
is protracted, characterised by strongly oscillating eruption 
columns that can contain large amounts of fine ash (Fries Jr 
1953) and may include simultaneous lava effusion (absence 
of fragmentation).

A common attribute of unsteady eruptive behaviours is 
a rapid change in eruption column height that may reflect 
variations in the conduit structure or the magma proper-
ties within the conduit. Whether individual eruptions are 
driven by shallow or deep processes is a point of discussion 
and likely varies between volcanoes and specific eruptions. 
Variability in constituent pyroclasts records a range of pre-
eruptive decompression-driven crystallisation, vesicula-
tion and subsequent densification and impact conditions of 
fragmentation. Shock tube experiments (Spieler et al. 2004) 

show that fragmentation conditions are intimately linked to 
magma porosity and permeability (Fig. 1) while tephra ejec-
tion rate is inversely related to the energy expended on frag-
mentation (Alatorre-Ibargüengoitia et al. 2011). The frag-
mentation efficiency of eruptive pulses affects the behaviour 
of volcanic plumes (via heat transfer efficiency). The short 
durations, small erupted volumes and variable grain sizes 
also complicate assessment of eruption parameters (magni-
tude, intensity) commonly used for eruption classification.

Ductile magma fragmentation

Brittle fragmentation of melts and magmas has dominated 
fragmentation research in the decades since the seminal 
work of Dingwell and Webb (1989) introduced the concept 
of the glass transition to volcanology. For a viscoelastic 
material such as silicate melt, the glass transition represents 
the unique temperature and deformation rate at which the 
mode of deformation changes from viscous to elastic. Low 
strain rates promote recoverable elastic deformation whereas 
high strain rates promote brittle failure. Specifically, this 
transition occurs at a critical strain-rate of ∼ 10

−2∕�
r
 where 

�
r
= �

r
∕G is the structural relaxation timescale of the melt, 

�
r
 is the melt viscosity at low strain-rates and G is the shear 

modulus (Webb and Dingwell 1990; Papale 1999). G shows 
little variation across silicate melt compositions; typically, 
a constant value of ≈ 10 GPa is assumed (Dingwell and 
Webb 1989). For silicic melts, strain rates as low as  10−2  s−1 
can be sufficient to cause brittle behaviour. However, a typi-
cal basaltic melt with a viscosity of  103 Pa s requires strain 
rates ≳  105  s−1 to cross the glass transition and cause brittle 
fragmentation. Explosive basaltic eruptions do not reach the 
high strain rates required for brittle fragmentation, indicating 
that a different mechanism is causing the fragmentation of 
basaltic and other low viscosity melts (e.g. kimberlite, car-
bonatite, basanite, nephelinite) in a non-brittle, ductile man-
ner. However, when these basaltic melts are transformed into 
a higher viscosity magma, by syn-eruptive crystallisation or 
by rapid adiabatic cooling, for example, fragmentation can 
occur in the brittle regime (Moitra et al. 2018; Arzilli et al. 
2019; Namiki et al. 2021).

Ductile, or inertial, fragmentation is governed by fluid 
dynamics (Namiki and Manga 2008; Jones et al. 2019), 
where the magma is stretched and pulled apart in response 
to inertial forces (extension and shearing). Comparatively 
little work has been done on this fragmentation mechanism, 
although many parallels exist with the fundamental fluid 
dynamic literature (Eggers and Villermaux 2008; Pioli and 
Harris 2019). Shock-tube experiments on low-viscosity bub-
bly liquids have, however, shown that the onset of fragmenta-
tion is determined by a critical Reynolds number ~ 1 (Namiki 
and Manga 2008) and filament extension experiments on 

Fig. 1  Cumulative porosity distributions for silicic eruptions clas-
sified as Plinian, sub-Plinian, Vulcanian and direct blasts. Here, 
magma is considered silicic if the groundmass glass is ≳ 70%  SiO2 
and porosities are measured for clasts ≳ 10 mm diameter. Also shown 
by the solid blue line is the fragmentation threshold (in MPa) for vis-
cous magmas defined as ΔP = �∕� , where � is the effective tensile 
strength of the magma (Spieler et  al. 2004; Koyaguchi et  al. 2008). 
The dashed blue line shows how the fragmentation thresholds are 
increased upon increasing magma permeability (Mueller et al. 2008). 
Note that these thresholds apply to connected porosity while most 
sample measurements are reported as bulk porosity and thus repre-
sent maximum estimates of connected porosity. Sample data from 
Arce et al. (2005); Adams et al. (2006); Belousov et al. (2007); Muel-
ler et al. (2011); Alfano et al. (2012); Bernard et al. (2015); Boudon 
et al. (2015)
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pure melt analogues define a critical deformation timescale 
that promotes fragmentation via fluid dynamic instabili-
ties (Jones et al. 2019). Applications include fragmentation 
within lava fountains, splashing of spatter clasts (Sumner 
et al. 2005) and melt stripping from pyroclast surfaces (Moss 
and Russell 2011; Jones et al. 2022). Importantly, these 
results must now be extended to multicomponent mixtures; 
most promising is combining both numerical models and 
experimentally derived fragmentation criteria (La Spina 
et al. 2021).

Secondary fragmentation

Secondary fragmentation processes modify the primary 
grain size distributions of erupted pyroclasts; resolving these 
processes from that of primary fragmentation is crucial to 
the robust interpretation of field deposits and the definition 
of eruption source parameters. Size-reduction processes 
also have important implications for hazard assessment as 
finer particles have a greater surface area for heat exchange 
or chemical reactions, enhanced potential for triboelectric 
charging, longer atmospheric residence times and there-
fore greater dispersal distances, and are small enough to be 
inhaled, ingested into aircraft engines, or to disrupt ground-
based infrastructure. In  situ generation of fines within 
pyroclastic density currents (PDCs) promotes greater flow 
mobility and therefore extends runout distances and adds 
fine material to volcanic plumes.

Secondary fragmentation processes are widespread and 
are relevant to explosive eruptions of all magma composi-
tions, promoting smaller grain sizes, modified grain shapes 
(often rounding) and increasing the fractal dimension of 
the grain size distribution produced (Kaminski and Jaupart 
1998). These processes operate within the conduit (Dufek 
et al. 2012; Campbell et al. 2013), the jet region of plumes 
(Jones and Russell 2017), lava fountains (Jones et al. 2019; 
Namiki et al. 2021) and PDCs (Freundt and Schmincke 
1992; Kueppers et al. 2012; Mueller et al. 2015). Proposed 
mechanisms for secondary fragmentation attempt to explain 
the roundness of particles in the PDC deposits compared to 
fall deposits from the same eruption (Calder et al. 2000), the 
bimodal grain size distributions of pyroclastic deposits from 
PDC-producing eruptions (Engwell and Eychenne 2016) 
and the abundant ash produced by lava fountaining events 
despite predominantly ductile fragmentation processes.

Most studies to date have focused on secondary frag-
mentation during large explosive eruptions, and particu-
larly those associated with PDCs. Early experimental and 
numerical studies demonstrate that secondary fragmentation 
can reproduce many of the characteristics of natural samples 
and that rounding in PDCs occurs rapidly, close to the vent 
(Dufek and Manga 2008; Manga et al. 2011). More recent 

experimental studies have emphasised the importance of 
the starting material—size, texture and component assem-
blage—on secondary fragmentation mechanisms. Bubble 
and crystal content as well as texture influence the material 
properties of pyroclasts and therefore their susceptibility 
to secondary processes. Whilst increasing vesicularity is 
generally associated with more efficient size reduction and 
rounding, increasing crystal content can either enhance or 
suppress further fragmentation depending on crystal size 
and shape (Jones et al. 2016). Large phenocrysts can pro-
vide planes of weakness; groundmass microlites, however, 
increase resistance to milling and impose a lower limit to 
particle size (Buckland et al. 2018; Hornby et al. 2019). Het-
erogeneity in size and/or density in the (multi-component) 
starting assemblage—for example, the presence of lithic 
material—accelerates size-reduction processes (Bernard and 
Le Pennec 2016) and can be further amplified by irregular 
conduit geometries causing constrictions (Paredes-Mariño 
et al. 2019).

Secondary fragmentation processes during fountaining 
of low viscosity, crystal-poor mafic magmas are less well 
studied. Here, primary magma fragmentation is predomi-
nantly ductile and further ductile fragmentation can occur 
in-flight (Jones et al. 2019, 2022; Edwards et al. 2020; 
Thivet et al. 2020). Recent field observations and numeri-
cal models have shown, however, that under conditions of 
high gas flux, rapid adiabatic cooling of the exsolved gas 
phase can quench the surface of molten pyroclasts fast 
enough to prevent development of permeability (Namiki 
et al. 2021). Under these conditions, continued expansion 
can cause sequential brittle fragmentation of the originally 
fluidal pyroclasts, as observed during the 2018 eruption of 
Kīlauea, Hawai’i (Namiki et al. 2021), for example. Many 
parallels exist with mechanisms of turbulent shedding and 
disintegration by thermal stresses proposed to explain fine 
ash generation in mafic hydromagmatic eruptions (Mastin 
2007; Liu et al. 2017).

Vesicular magma water interaction

Magma frequently interacts with water in its liquid state 
as ground-, hydrothermal, sea or lake water or in its solid 
state as glacial ice; these interactions produce a great vari-
ety of eruption styles and products. Such eruptions are 
termed “hydromagmatic”, “hydrovolcanic” or “phreato-
magmatic”, with the terms often considered interchange-
able, although more recently “phreatomagmatic” has been 
used more specifically for explosive magma-water inter-
action and implied a fragmentation mechanism of molten 
fuel coolant interaction (MCFI) (Németh and Kósik 2020). 
During MFCI, rapid heat transfer across the magma-water 
interface and the resulting vaporisation causes magma 
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fragmentation by hydraulic forcing (Sheridan and Wohletz 
1981; Wohletz 1986; Wohletz et al. 2013). Experiments to 
simulate MFCI have, however, mostly used single-phase 
low viscosity melt; resulting fragments are poorly to non-
vesicular and (moderately) fine-grained due to efficient 
energy conversion and have been used to suggest that 
dense magma could erupt explosively only by external 
water interaction. These observations have, in turn, invited 
the concept that the lack of vesicularity is a diagnostic 
property of hydromagmatic deposits. This is not always 
the case and must be revisited.

Over the past decade, various studies have highlighted the 
importance of vesicular magma-water interaction for a vari-
ety of hydrovolcanic settings including Surtseyan eruptions 
(Colombier et al. 2019), Phreatoplinian eruptions such as the 
silicic Askja 1875 eruption (Carey et al. 2009) and basaltic 
fissure eruptions such as the Hverfjall Fires (Liu et al. 2017) 
and the tenth century Eldgjá eruption (Moreland et al. 2019; 
Hajimirza et al. 2022). In cases where simultaneous mag-
matic and hydromagmatic explosive activity occurs, the wet 
eruption products are substantially finer-grained than their 
dry counterparts, yet the vesicularity and bubble textures of 
the dry and wet phases are often comparable (Liu et al. 2017; 
Houghton and Carey 2019). Therefore, it is unlikely that 
water interaction caused primary magma fragmentation but 
rather modulated it to varying degrees—further fragmenting 
vesicular pyroclasts originally produced by decompression.

Granulation in response to thermal stresses caused by 
rapid cooling of the magma is an efficient mechanism for 
producing abundant fine particles that are either liberated 
into the plume or remain in place, coating their parental 
clasts to form accretionary lapilli (Kokelaar 1986; Liu et al. 
2015; van Otterloo et al. 2015; Colombier et al. 2019). Ther-
mal granulation has been identified as important in Surt-
seyan eruptions and is likely a key process during vesicular 
magma interaction with water (Fig. 2). Contrary to MFCI, 
thermal granulation may not contribute significantly to the 
explosivity of an eruption via volumetric expansion but 
can affect plume dynamics through grain size reduction. 
While MFCI appears key for hydrovolcanic fragmentation 
of dense or poorly-vesicular magma, it is arguable if, and 
under what conditions, it occurs during vesicular magma-
water interaction.

There persists a need to untangle the interplay between 
purely magmatic and magma-water-driven processes, espe-
cially for variably vesicular magma, rather than pure melts. 
Constraining the extent to which pyroclast characteristics 
(e.g., grain size and texture), across the full range of size 
fractions, may be diagnostic of particular fragmentation 
mechanisms is key to the use of deposits to infer erup-
tive processes (White and Valentine 2016). Additionally, 
there is an urgent need to clarify magma-water interac-
tion terminology, particularly the broad use of the term 

“phreatomagmatic” and, at the same time, the genetic asso-
ciation of the term and MFCI as the driving mechanism.

Looking backward and forward

Despite decades of work on magma fragmentation with 
major achievements, key knowledge gaps remain, especially 
related to heterogeneity. The multiphase nature of magma 
affects fragmentation criteria (e.g. porosity-dependant 
thresholds; Fig. 1) and fragmentation style (e.g. brittle ver-
sus ductile or MFCI versus thermal granulation). Heteroge-
neities in the crystal and bubble content of magmas intro-
duce additional complexity that may modify fragmentation 
processes further. Textural properties that vary between 
pyroclasts can affect their relative competence and, for 
example, their susceptibility to secondary fragmentation. 
Spatial variations in magma properties also occur through-
out the magmatic feeding system, with an obvious example 
coming from the diverse pyroclast characteristics of Vulcan-
ian eruptions that record a relatively dense and impermeable 
magma cap overlying variably vesicular magma (Melnik and 
Sparks 2002; Scheu et al. 2006; Wright et al. 2007). Spatial 
changes in texture and fragmentation style affect the range of 
model criteria appropriate for a single eruption or eruptive 
episode. Temporal heterogeneity introduced during magma 
ascent, where associated degassing, and possibly cooling, 
cause nano/microlite crystallisation, may further modify 
fragmentation style and enhance fragmentation efficiency.

Fig. 2  Fragmentation of vesicular magma. BSE images of vesicular 
clasts from 2014 to 2015 Surtseayan eruption of Hunga Tonga-Hunga 
Ha’apai showing jigsaw-fit textures typical for thermal granulation at 
margins of the clasts, interacting with vesicles
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In this perspective, we emphasise that the fragmentation 
of bubble and/or crystal bearing magmas, rather than pure 
melts, remains a prime target for future investigation. This 
is particularly true for the topics of ductile magma fragmen-
tation and magma-water interaction, where most (experi-
mental) work to date has focused on bubble- and crystal-
free melts; there are clear research opportunities to extend 
experiments to more realistic, texturally heterogenous mag-
mas. Although experiments using natural samples highlight 
the importance of heterogeneous material properties during 
secondary fragmentation, experimental results have yet to 
be fully incorporated into numerical models of conduit or 
pyroclastic flow processes. Full integration of experimen-
tal data and probabilistic numerical models would fulfil a 
long-term goal in volcanology and contribute to refining our 
interpretations of eruption deposits as indicators of eruptive 
(fragmentation) processes. Also fundamental are the tem-
poral and spatial heterogeneity of magma and the common 
manifestation of these heterogeneities as unsteady or pulsa-
tory eruptive behaviour. Incorporating temporal and spatial 
heterogeneity into both experimental studies and numerical 
models of unsteady eruptive activity presents a realistic goal 
for the next decade.

From a broader perspective, we suggest that advanced 
numerical models of magma ascent and eruption coupled 
with rapidly developing X-ray tomography techniques will 
substantially advance future fragmentation research. The 
possibility to image and measure textural and rheological 
changes in magma in 3D, and increasingly 4D, during defor-
mation is especially promising (Colombier et al. 2020; Dob-
son et al. 2020) and will allow examination of the combined 
roles of deformation and magma heterogeneity on fragmen-
tation. Additionally, our increasing ability to observe erup-
tive activity in real-time, using high-speed video (Taddeucci 
et al. 2021), sensors on unoccupied aerial systems (James 
et al. 2020) and advanced geophysical techniques, offers 
new opportunities to constrain elusive dynamic eruptive 
parameters (e.g. strain-rate within the conduit, differential 
pyroclast-gas velocity), at least for lower energy eruptions. 
However, challenges remain in finding ways to “reverse engi-
neer” geophysical, geochemical and physical volcanological 
observations to infer conduit processes and eruption dynam-
ics (including syn-eruptive energy balances). For example, 
commonly assumed diagnostic features of pyroclasts may be 
non-unique and forecasts of unsteady behaviour and abrupt 
transitions in eruption regime, although well documented, 
remain difficult to anticipate in real time. These challenges 
require improved models of fragmentation that fully account 
for the multiphase material properties of magma and both 
incorporate and inform geophysical observations of conduit 
processes.

Acknowledgements We thank Mathieu Colombier for the BSE images 
in Fig. 2. Two anonymous reviewers are thanked for their comments 
that improved this work.

Funding This work was supported by a Royal Society research grant 
(RGS\R1\211015) awarded to TJJ, and by an AXA Research Fund 
professorship (to KVC). BS acknowledges funding by DFG through 
projects number 628578 and 364653263 – TRR 235.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Adams NK, Houghton BF, Hildreth W (2006) Abrupt transitions dur-
ing sustained explosive eruptions: examples from the 1912 erup-
tion of Novarupta, Alaska. Bull Volcanol 69:189–206

Alatorre-Ibargüengoitia MA, Scheu B, Dingwell DB (2011) Influence 
of the fragmentation process on the dynamics of Vulcanian erup-
tions: an experimental approach. Earth Planet Sci Lett 302:51–59

Alfano F, Bonadonna C, Gurioli L (2012) Insights into eruption 
dynamics from textural analysis: the case of the May, 2008, Chai-
tén eruption. Bull Volcanol 74:2095–2108

Arce JL, Cervantes KE, Macías JL, Mora JC (2005) The 12.1 ka 
Middle Toluca Pumice: a dacitic Plinian–subplinian eruption of 
Nevado de Toluca in central Mexico. J Volcanol Geotherm Res 
147:125–143

Arzilli F, La Spina G, Burton MR et al (2019) Magma fragmentation 
in highly explosive basaltic eruptions induced by rapid crystal-
lization. Nat Geosci 12:1023–1028

Belousov A, Voight B, Belousova M (2007) Directed blasts and blast-
generated pyroclastic density currents: a comparison of the Bezy-
mianny 1956, Mount St Helens 1980, and Soufrière Hills, Mont-
serrat 1997 eruptions and deposits. Bull Volcanol 69:701–740

Bernard B, Küppers U, Ortiz H (2015) Revisiting the statistical analysis 
of pyroclast density and porosity data. Solid Earth 6:869–879

Bernard J, Le Pennec J-L (2016) The milling factory: componentry-
dependent fragmentation and fines production in pyroclastic flows. 
Geology 44:907–910

Boudon G, Balcone-Boissard H, Villemant B, Morgan DJ (2015) What 
factors control superficial lava dome explosivity? Sci Rep 5:1–14

Buckland HM, Eychenne J, Rust AC, Cashman KV (2018) Relating 
the physical properties of volcanic rocks to the characteristics of 
ash generated by experimental abrasion. J Volcanol Geotherm 
Res 349:335–350

Cáceres F, Wadsworth FB, Scheu B et al (2020) Can nanolites enhance 
eruption explosivity? Geology 48:997–1001

Calder ES, Sparks RSJ, Gardeweg MC (2000) Erosion, transport 
and segregation of pumice and lithic clasts in pyroclastic flows 
inferred from ignimbrite at Lascar Volcano, Chile. J Volcanol 
Geotherm Res 104:201–235

45   Page 6 of 8 Bulletin of Volcanology (2022) 84: 45

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


1 3

Campbell ME, Russell JK, Porritt LA (2013) Thermomechanical mill-
ing of accessory lithics in volcanic conduits. Earth Planet Sci Lett 
377:276–286

Capponi A, James MR, Lane SJ (2016) Gas slug ascent in a strati-
fied magma: implications of flow organisation and instability for 
Strombolian eruption dynamics. Earth Planet Sci Lett 435:159–
170. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. epsl. 2015. 12. 028

Carey RJ, Houghton BF, Thordarson T (2009) Abrupt shifts between 
wet and dry phases of the 1875 eruption of Askja Volcano: micro-
scopic evidence for macroscopic dynamics. J Volcanol Geotherm 
Res 184:256–270

Cashman K V, Scheu B (2015) Magmatic fragmentation. In: The Ency-
clopedia of Volcanoes (Second Edition). Elsevier, 459–471

Clarke AB, Ongaro TE, Belousov A (2015) Vulcanian eruptions. In: 
The encyclopedia of volcanoes. Elsevier, 505–518

Colombier M, Ruthensteiner B, Dobson KJ et al (2019) In situ granu-
lation by thermal stress during subaqueous volcanic eruptions. 
Geology 47:179–182. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1130/ g45503.1

Colombier M, Wadsworth FB, Gurioli L et al (2017) The evolution 
of pore connectivity in volcanic rocks. Earth Planet Sci Lett 
462:99–109

Colombier M, Wadsworth FB, Scheu B et al (2020) In situ observation 
of the percolation threshold in multiphase magma analogues. Bull 
Volcanol 82:1–15

Cordonnier B, Caricchi L, Pistone M et al (2012) The viscous-brittle 
transition of crystal-bearing silicic melt: direct observation of 
magma rupture and healing. Geology 40:611–614

Del Bello E, Llewellin EW, Taddeucci J, Scarlato P, Lane SJ (2012) 
An analytical model for gas overpressure in slug-driven explo-
sions: insights into Strombolian volcanic eruptions. J Geophys 
Res 117(B2). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1029/ 2011J B0087 47

Di Genova D, Brooker RA, Mader HM et al (2020) In situ observa-
tion of nanolite growth in volcanic melt: a driving force for 
explosive eruptions. Sci Adv 6:eabb0413

Dingwell DB, Webb SL (1989) Structural relaxation in silicate melts 
and non-Newtonian melt rheology in geologic processes. Phys 
Chem Miner 16:508–516

Dobson KJ, Allabar A, Bretagne E et al (2020) Quantifying micro-
structural evolution in moving magma. Front Earth Sci 8:287

Druitt TH, Young SR, Baptie B et al (2002) Episodes of cyclic Vul-
canian explosive activity with fountain collapse at Soufrière 
Hills Volcano, Montserrat. Mem Geol Soc London 21:281–306

Dufek J, Bergantz GW (2005) Transient two-dimensional dynamics 
in the upper conduit of a rhyolitic eruption: a comparison of 
closure models for the granular stress. J Volcanol Geotherm 
Res 143:113–132

Dufek J, Manga M (2008) In situ production of ash in pyroclastic 
flows. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 113:2156–2202. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1029/ 2007J B0055 55

Dufek J, Manga M, Patel A (2012) Granular disruption during explo-
sive volcanic eruptions. Nat Geosci 5:561–564

Edwards MJ, Pioli L, Harris AJL et al (2020) Magma fragmentation 
and particle size distributions in low intensity mafic explosions: 
the July/August 2015 Piton de la Fournaise eruption. Sci Rep 
10:1–14

Eggers J, Villermaux E (2008) Physics of liquid jets. Reports Prog 
Phys 71:36601

Engwell S, Eychenne J (2016) Chapter 4. Contribution of fine ash to 
the atmosphere from plumes associated with pyroclastic density 
currents, 1st edn. Elsevier

Freundt A, Schmincke H-U (1992) Abrasion in Pyroclastic Flows. 
Geol Rundschau 81:383–389

Fries C Jr (1953) Volumes and weights of pyroclastic material, lava, 
and water erupted by Paricutin volcano, Michoacan, Mexico. 
Eos, Trans Am Geophys Union 34:603–616

Giordano G, De Astis G (2021) The summer 2019 basaltic Vulcan-
ian eruptions (paroxysms) of Stromboli. Bull Volcanol 83:1–27

Gonnermann HM (2015) Magma fragmentation. Annu Rev Earth 
Planet Sci 43:431–458

Gonnermann HM, Giachetti T, Fliedner C et al (2017) Permeability 
during magma expansion and compaction. J Geophys Res Solid 
Earth 122:9825–9848

Hajimirza S, Jones TJ, Moreland WM, Gonnermann HM, Thordar-
son T (2022) Quantifying the water-to-melt mass ratio and its 
impact on eruption plumes during explosive hydromagmatic 
eruptions. Geochem Geophys Geosyst. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1029/ 
2021G C0101 60

Holt SJ, Carey RJ, Houghton BF et al (2019) Eruption and fountain-
ing dynamics of selected 1985–1986 high fountaining episodes 
at Kilauea volcano, Hawai’i, from quantitative vesicle microtex-
ture analysis. J Volcanol Geotherm Res 369:21–34

Hornby AJ, Lavallée Y, Kendrick JE et al (2019) Phase partitioning 
during fragmentation revealed by QEMSCAN Particle Miner-
alogical Analysis of volcanic ash. Sci Rep 9:1–12

Houghton BF, Carey RJ (2019) Physical constraints for effective 
magma-water interaction along volcanic conduits during silicic 
explosive eruptions: COMMENT. Geology 47:e461–e461

Illsley-Kemp F, Barker SJ, Wilson CJN, et al (2021) Volcanic unrest 
at Taupo volcano in 2019: causes, mechanisms and implica-
tions. Geochemistry, Geophys Geosystems e2021GC009803

James MR, Carr B, D’Arcy F et al (2020) Volcanological appli-
cations of unoccupied aircraft systems (UAS): developments, 
strategies, and future challenges. Volcanica 3:67–114

Jones TJ, Russell JK (2017) Ash production by attrition in volcanic 
conduits and plumes. Sci Rep 7:5538. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 
s41598- 017- 05450-6

Jones TJ, McNamara K, Eychenne J et al (2016) Primary and second-
ary fragmentation of crystal-bearing intermediate magma. J Vol-
canol Geotherm Res 327:70–83. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jvolg 
eores. 2016. 06. 022

Jones TJ, Reynolds CD, Boothroyd SC (2019) Fluid dynamic induced 
break-up during volcanic eruptions. Nat Commun 10:3828. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41467- 019- 11750-4

Jones TJ, Russell JK, Brown RJ et al (2022) Melt stripping and agglu-
tination of pyroclasts during the explosive eruption of low vis-
cosity magmas. Nat Commun 13:992. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 
s41467- 022- 28633-w

Kaminski E, Jaupart C (1998) The size distribution of pyroclasts and 
the fragmentation sequence in explosive volcanic eruptions. J 
Geophys Res Solid Earth 103:29759–29779

Kokelaar P (1986) Magma-water interactions in subaqueous and emer-
gent basaltic. Bull Volcanol 48:275–289. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
BF010 81756

Koyaguchi T, Scheu B, Mitani NK, Melnik O (2008) A fragmentation 
criterion for highly viscous bubbly magmas estimated from shock 
tube experiments. J Volcanol Geotherm Res 178:58–71

Kueppers U, Putz C, Spieler O, Dingwell DB (2012) Abrasion in pyro-
clastic density currents: insights from tumbling experiments. Phys 
Chem Earth, Parts a/b/c 45:33–39

La Spina G, Arzilli F, Llewellin EW et al (2021) Explosivity of basaltic 
lava fountains is controlled by magma rheology, ascent rate and 
outgassing. Earth Planet Sci Lett 553:116658ss

Lindoo A, Larsen JF, Cashman KV, Oppenheimer J (2017) Crystal 
controls on permeability development and degassing in basaltic 
andesite magma. Geology 45:831–834

Liu EJ, Cashman KV, Rust AC, Gislason SR (2015) The role of bubbles 
in generating fine ash during hydromagmatic eruptions. Geology 
43:239–242

Liu EJ, Cashman KV, Rust AC, Höskuldsson A (2017) Contrasting 
mechanisms of magma fragmentation during coeval magmatic 

Page 7 of 8    45Bulletin of Volcanology (2022) 84: 45

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.12.028
https://doi.org/10.1130/g45503.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JB008747
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007JB005555
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007JB005555
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021GC010160
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021GC010160
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-05450-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-05450-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2016.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2016.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-11750-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28633-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28633-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01081756
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01081756


1 3

and hydromagmatic activity: the Hverfjall Fires fissure eruption. 
Iceland Bull Volcanol 79:68

Manga M, Patel A, Dufek J (2011) Rounding of pumice clasts during 
transport: field measurements and laboratory studies. Bull Vol-
canol 73:321–333

Mastin LG (2007) Generation of fine hydromagmatic ash by growth 
and disintegration of glassy rinds. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 
112:1–17. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1029/ 2005J B0038 83

Melnik O, Sparks RSJ (2002) Modelling of conduit flow dynamics 
during explosive activity at Soufrière Hills Volcano, Montserrat. 
Geol Soc London, Mem 21:307–317

Moitra P, Gonnermann HM, Houghton BF, Tiwary CS (2018) Frag-
mentation and Plinian eruption of crystallizing basaltic magma. 
Earth Planet Sci Lett 500:97–104

Moreland WM, Thordarson T, Houghton BF, Larsen G (2019) Driv-
ing mechanisms of subaerial and subglacial explosive episodes 
during the 10th century Eldgjá fissure eruption, southern Iceland. 
Volcanica 2:129–150

Moss S, Russell JK (2011) Fragmentation in kimberlite: products and 
intensity of explosive eruption. Bull Volcanol 73:983–1003

Mueller S, Scheu B, Spieler O, Dingwell DB (2008) Permeability con-
trol on magma fragmentation. Geology 36:399–402

Mueller S, Scheu B, Kueppers U et al (2011) The porosity of pyroclasts 
as an indicator of volcanic explosivity. J Volcanol Geotherm Res 
203:168–174

Mueller SB, Lane SJ, Kueppers U (2015) Lab-scale ash production by 
abrasion and collision experiments of porous volcanic samples. J 
Volcanol Geotherm Res 302:163–172. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
jvolg eores. 2015. 07. 013

Mujin M, Nakamura M (2014) A nanolite record of eruption style 
transition. Geology 42:611–614

Namiki A, Manga M (2008) Transition between fragmentation and 
permeable outgassing of low viscosity magmas. J Volcanol Geo-
therm Res 169:48–60

Namiki A, Patrick MR, Manga M, Houghton BF (2021) Brittle frag-
mentation by rapid gas separation in a Hawaiian fountain. Nat 
Geosci 14:1–6

Németh K, Kósik S (2020) Review of explosive hydrovolcanism. Geo-
sciences 10:44

Ohashi M, Ichihara M, Kennedy B, Gravley D (2021) Comparison of 
bubble shape model results with textural analysis: implications 
for the velocity profile across a volcanic conduit. J Geophys Res 
Solid Earth e2021JB021841

Papale P (1999) Strain-induced magma fragmentation in explosive 
eruptions. Nature 397:425

Paredes-Mariño J, Scheu B, Montanaro C et al (2019) Volcanic ash 
generation: effects of componentry, particle size and conduit 
geometry on size-reduction processes. Earth Planet Sci Lett 
514:13–27

Pioli L, Harris AJL (2019) Real-time geophysical monitoring of par-
ticle size distribution during volcanic explosions at Stromboli 
Volcano (Italy). Front Earth Sci 7:52

Porritt LA, Russell JK, Quane SL (2012) Pele’s tears and spheres: 
examples from Kilauea Iki. Earth Planet Sci Lett 333:171–180

Preece K, Gertisser R, Barclay J et al (2016) Transitions between 
explosive and effusive phases during the cataclysmic 2010 erup-
tion of Merapi volcano, Java, Indonesia. Bull Volcanol 78:1–16

Ramos JI (1995) One-dimensional, time-dependent, homogeneous, 
two-phase flow in volcanic conduits. Int J Numer Methods Fluids 
21:253–278

Rust AC, Cashman K V (2011) Permeability controls on expansion and 
size distributions of pyroclasts. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 116:

Rust AC, Cashman KV (2004) Permeability of vesicular silicic magma: 
inertial and hysteresis effects. Earth Planet Sci Lett 228:93–107

Scheu B, Spieler O, Dingwell DB (2006) Dynamics of explosive vol-
canism at Unzen volcano: an experimental contribution. Bull 
Volcanol 69:175–187

Shea T (2017) Bubble nucleation in magmas: a dominantly heterogene-
ous process? J Volcanol Geotherm Res 343:155–170

Sheridan MF, Wohletz KH (1981) Hydrovolcanic explosions: the 
systematics of water-pyroclast equilibration. Science (80-) 
212:1387–1389

Spieler O, Kennedy B, Kueppers U et al (2004) The fragmentation 
threshold of pyroclastic rocks. Earth Planet Sci Lett 226:139–148. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. epsl. 2004. 07. 016

Sumner JM, Blake S, Matela RJ, Wolff JA (2005) Spatter. J Volcanol 
Geotherm Res 142:49–65

Taddeucci J, Edmonds M, Houghton B, et al (2015) Hawaiian and 
Strombolian eruptions. In: The Encyclopedia of Volcanoes (Sec-
ond Edition). Elsevier, 485–503

Taddeucci J, Scarlato P, Del Bello E, et al (2021) The dynamics of 
explosive mafic eruptions: new insights from multiparametric 
observations. In: Forecasting and Planning for Volcanic Hazards, 
Risks, and Disasters. Elsevier, 379–411

Thivet S, Gurioli L, Di Muro A et al (2020) Variability of ash deposits 
at Piton de la Fournaise (La Reunion Island): insights into frag-
mentation processes at basaltic shield volcanoes. Bull Volcanol 
82:1–20

van Otterloo J, Cas RAF, Scutter CR (2015) The fracture behaviour 
of volcanic glass and relevance to quench fragmentation during 
formation of hyaloclastite and phreatomagmatism. Earth-Science 
Rev 151:79–116. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. earsc irev. 2015. 10. 003

Wadsworth FB, Witcher T, Vossen CEJ et al (2018) Combined effu-
sive-explosive silicic volcanism straddles the multiphase viscous-
to-brittle transition. Nat Commun 9:1–8

Webb SL, Dingwell DB (1990) Non-Newtonian rheology of igneous 
melts at high stresses and strain rates: experimental results for 
rhyolite, andesite, basalt, and nephelinite. J Geophys Res Solid 
Earth 95:15695–15701

White JDL, Valentine GA (2016) Magmatic versus phreatomagmatic 
fragmentation: absence of evidence is not evidence of absence. 
Geosphere 12:1478–1488

Wohletz K, Zimanowski B, Büttner R (2013) Magma-water interac-
tions. Model Volcan Process Cambridge Univ Press New York 
230–257

Wohletz KH (1986) Explosive magma-water interactions: thermody-
namics, explosion mechanisms, and field studies. Bull Volcanol 
48:245–264

Wright HMN, Cashman KV, Mothes PA et al (2012) Estimating rates 
of decompression from textures of erupted ash particles produced 
by 1999–2006 eruptions of Tungurahua volcano, Ecuador. Geol-
ogy 40:619–622

Wright HMN, Cashman KV, Rosi M, Cioni R (2007) Breadcrust bombs 
as indicators of Vulcanian eruption dynamics at Guagua Pichincha 
volcano, Ecuador. Bull Volcanol 69:281–300

Wright HMN, Weinberg RF (2009) Strain localization in vesicular 
magma: implications for rheology and fragmentation. Geology 
37:1023–1026

Zimanowski B, Büttner R, Dellino P, et al (2015) Magma-water interac-
tion and phreatomagmatic fragmentation. In: The encyclopedia of 
volcanoes. Elsevier, 473–484

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

45   Page 8 of 8 Bulletin of Volcanology (2022) 84: 45

https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JB003883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2015.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2015.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2004.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2015.10.003

	Magma fragmentation: a perspective on emerging topics and future directions
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Fragmenting magma as a multiphase material
	Pulsatory eruptions
	Ductile magma fragmentation
	Secondary fragmentation
	Vesicular magma water interaction
	Looking backward and forward
	Acknowledgements 
	References


