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Nucleation of frictional slip: A yielding or a fracture process?

Miguel Castellano, Flavio Lorez, David S. Kammer

• Depending on heterogeneity, nucleation can be dominated by yielding or frac-
ture.

• The transition from yielding to fracture can produce frictional instabilities.

• Magnitude increases with correlation length and decreases with amplitude of
strength.

• High heterogeneity favors stability and delays the onset of dynamic friction.
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Nucleation of frictional slip: A yielding or a fracture process?

Miguel Castellanoa, Flavio Loreza, David S. Kammera,∗

aInstitute for Building Materials, ETH Zurich, Switzerland

Abstract

The onset of frictional sliding between contacting bodies under shear load is nucle-
ated by the quasi-static growth of localized slip patches. After reaching a certain
critical size, known as the nucleation length, these patches become unstable and con-
tinue growing dynamically, eventually causing the sliding of the entire interface. Two
different theories have been used to compute the nucleation length of such patches
depending on the dominant process driving their growth. If it is only the yielding
of contact asperities (large-scale yielding), a stress criterion is applied, based on lin-
ear stability analysis, whereas if fracture dominates (small-scale yielding), an energy
criterion is applied (Griffith’s criterion), based on fracture mechanics and classical
nucleation theory. Both approaches contain important underlying assumptions that
are well-suited to describe either one situation or the other. However, what hap-
pens in-between is not captured by any of them. In this work, we use numerical
simulations to study what is the dominant underlying process driving nucleation for
different conditions of heterogeneity in the frictional strength of the interface and
what are the implications for nucleation dynamics and the onset of frictional sliding.
We show that large frictional heterogeneities enable a transition from a yielding-
driven nucleation phase to a fracture-driven one. This transition occurs only above
a certain level of heterogeneity and can either be quasi-static (stable) or dynamic
(unstable), depending on the correlation length of frictional strength along the inter-
face and the difference in strength between the strongest and the weakest point (the
amplitude). Unstable transitions generate localized dynamic slip events, whose mag-
nitude increases with higher correlation length and decreases with larger amplitude.
Our work sheds new light on the role of heterogeneity and fracture in the nucle-
ation of frictional slip, bridging the gap between the two main governing theories for
nucleation.

∗Corresponding author
Email address: dkammer@ethz.ch (David S. Kammer )
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1. Introduction

A system of two bodies in frictional contact, subject to shear loading, accumulates
stress on the contact asperities that form the interface. Typically, when loaded over
their strength limit, these asperities start weakening, releasing some of the accumu-
lated stress inelastically through the nucleation of frictional slip [1], and eventually
break (or fracture), reaching a residual frictional strength. Collectively, the stress
released by weakening asperities is transferred to stronger neighboring ones start-
ing a chain reaction [2]. As a result, frictional slip nucleates locally and extends
to neighboring areas creating sets of slip-patches. When these patches attain their
critical size, either separately or by coalescence [3], they become unstable and grow
dynamically until arrest. The post-nucleation processes have been shown to be well
described by Linear Elastic Fracture Mechanics (LEFM). For instance, LEFM has
proven very successful in determining the conditions for propagation and arrest of
rupture fronts mediating the onset of dynamic frictional motion [4–6], including the
stress fields near the front-tip [7–10] or the propagation velocity of such fronts [11, 12].
However, it remains unclear whether or not LEFM can describe the nucleation of
frictional sliding.

The nucleation process, characterized by the stable quasi-static growth of slip-
patches along the frictional interface, can typically undergo two different phases [13–
19]; a yielding phase, characterized by the weakening of frictional strength with
slip, and a fracture phase, where the strength remains relatively constant with slip
(residual friction). Depending on the governing phase driving the growth of the
nucleating patch, LEFM will or will not be applicable. This is because one of the
central assumptions of LEFM is small-scale yielding, which means that the length-
scale associated to yielding should be small compared to the overall size of the slip
patch [20–22].

Previous numerical works on nucleation of frictional sliding have mostly focused
on the yielding phase, either because residual friction is disregarded [20] or simply
because it is not triggered during nucleation [23, 24]. Other works that do trig-
ger residual friction concentrate mainly on the effect of background stress and pore
pressure [25–28], while some others explore the role of heterogeneity but are still
limited to a single source [29–31] or focus exclusively on the quasi-static features of
nucleation [16, 32], missing out on the rich dynamics of late nucleation mechanisms
triggered by the onset of fracture. However, there is experimental [17, 33–35] and
numerical evidence [36–38] suggesting that these mechanisms are actually decisive
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in determining the onset of frictional motion. For instance, recent experiments by
Gvirtzman and Fineberg [39] show that slow nucleation fronts prepare the stage for
the onset of rapid dynamic rupture in laboratory frictional interfaces, while similar
ones by McLaskey [19] show the importance of foreshock activity during nucleation.

Here, we study the effect of heterogeneity on the stability of both nucleation
phases for both single-patch and stochastic nucleation set-ups. Using elastostatic
solutions and dynamic simulations, we show that the correlation length and the
amplitude of the frictional strength along the interface control the onset of the frac-
ture phase stability, producing three different nucleation regimes characterized by
the relative dominance between the yielding and the fracture phase. These regimes
are observed for both slip-weakening and rate-and-state friction laws. Our observa-
tions are in good agreement with a range of phenomena described in the literature,
both in simulations and experiments [39–43], and provide a unifying framework for
nucleation of frictional sliding.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce theoretical concepts
regarding the nucleation of frictional slip. In section 3, we study the nucleation
mechanisms of a single nucleation patch and in section 4, we extend our analysis to
stochastic frictional interfaces.

2. Theory for the nucleation of frictional slip

2.1. Elastic equations

Frictional slip is controlled by the shear stress dynamics along the interface, which
can be described by a set of governing elastodynamic equations. In particular, the
fully-dynamic formulation of these equations accounts for all dynamic effects, includ-
ing the wave-mediated stress transfers. These are computed through a convolution
integral over the causality cone of distant points [44] and introduce long-range inter-
actions into the system, which may have an important effect on stability, as observed
for the dynamics of elastic depinning [2, 45, 46]. This formulation is given as follows:

τ0(x, t) + f(x, t) = τf(x, t) +
µ′

2cs
V (x, t), (1)

where µ′ = µ/(1 − ν) for modes I and II, µ being the shear modulus, ν is the
Poisson’s ratio, cs the shear wave speed and V the slip rate. Here, τf(x, t) is the
frictional strength, described by a constitutive law, τ0(x, t) the external load, f(x, t)
is a convolution integral containing both the quasi-static and wave-mediated stress
transfers and the last term is the radiation damping term, which accounts for the
local dynamic release of stress.
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Quasi-static models ignore inertial effects and describe only the static equilibrium,
given by

τf(x, t) = τ0(x, t)− µ′

2π

∫ `+(t)

`−(t)

∂δ(ξ, t)/∂ξ

x− ξ
dξ, (2)

where the last term, valid for plane-strain conditions [47], accounts for the quasi-
static stress transfer due to the weakening of asperities over a given slip-patch going
from x = `−(t) to x = `+(t), the length of the patch is given by `(t) = `+(t)− `−(t)
and slip is δ(ξ, t).

The effect of slip δ on the frictional strength τf(x, t) is captured by the constitutive
law, which can take many forms and plays a major role in controlling the stability
of the interface.

2.2. Constitutive laws
In our work, we use two different constitutive models, which are among the most

frequently used in the literature: A simple linear slip-weakening friction law [48],
which is instrumental for a better understanding of the underlying mechanics of the
system, and a regularized version of the more realistic rate-and-state law [49].

According to the linear slip-weakening law, frictional strength τf(x) is modelled
as

τf(δ, x) =

{
τp(x)−Wδ(x), if δ(x) < δc(x)

τr, if δ(x) ≥ δc(x)
, (3)

where W = (τp(x)− τr)/δc(x) is the weakening rate, τp(x) is the local peak strength,
τr the residual strength, δ(x) the slip computed as the local relative tangential dis-
placement at the interface, and δc(x) is its critical value. Here, the toughness is
coupled to the strength, which is a realistic assumption for friction, assuming depen-
dence on normal stress [5].

The rate-and-state dependent model, in contrast, is a regularized version [49] of
the original one proposed by Dieterich [50] and Ruina [51], which writes

τf(V, θ) = aσ arcsinh

[
V

2V ∗
exp

(
Ψ

a

)]
, (4)

where Ψ = f ∗ + b ln(V ∗θ/Dc), V = δ̇, σ is the contact pressure, f∗ and V ∗ are
reference values for the friction coefficient and slip velocity, Dc a characteristic slip
distance (distinct from δc), a and b two constitutive parameters and θ is the state
variable, which represents the local contact area of asperities, expressed in time-units
as a proxy for the asperity ’life-span’. It follows an aging law evolution, given by

θ̇ = 1− V θ

Dc

. (5)
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With the elastic equation and the constitutive law for the frictional strength, we
can compute the nucleation length, which is the maximum size that a slipping patch
can reach before becoming unstable.

2.3. Theoretical nucleation length

We consider two independent approaches for the nucleation length `c. First, we
summarize a stress-based criterion, which is relevant for situations where the small-
scale yielding assumption of LEFM is not satisfied. Then, we present an energetic
approach, based on LEFM, which is applicable to interfaces containing slip patches
characterized mainly by residual friction [52].

2.3.1. Stress criterion

Linear stability analysis (LSA) provides a powerful tool to compute the maximum
length of a stable slip-patch in a given frictional interface. Using LSA, a stability
criterion can be established for rate-and-state friction [51], which sets the critical
stiffness of a spring-block slider to be Kc = σ(b− a)/Dc. According to this criterion,
the nucleation length is

`c ≡ `RSτ = C
µ′Dc

σ(b− a)
, (6)

also referred to as Lb−a in the literature, where C is a dimensionless shape factor [16,
35].

Similarly, for slip-weakening friction, we can use LSA to compute the universal
nucleation length for any non-uniform loading condition [3, 20, 22–24]. Uenishi and
Rice [20] showed that starting from the equation for quasi-static elastic equilibrium
(Eq. 2) and assuming a constant weakening rate W , one can derive an eigenvalue
equation that is used to find the smallest positive eigenvalue, which satisfies the
condition for instability. This leads to the nucleation length

`c ≡ `SWτ = 1.158
µ′

W
, (7)

which depends only on the weakening rate W and assumes that no asperity within the
yielding patch has reached its critical slip. Hence, it cannot be applied to interfaces
containing patches of residual strength. In such cases, an energy criterion is applied.

2.3.2. Energy criterion (Griffith’s criterion for nucleation)

Classical nucleation theory (CNT) states that a phase will grow whenever this
growth introduces a reduction of its free energy. Under the assumption of small-scale
yielding, fracture mechanics uses CNT to introduce a stability criterion based on an
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energy balance to determine the nucleation size of a crack. This criterion establishes
that a crack will become unstable whenever the energy release rate G, which is the
strain energy released per unit of crack growth, will match locally the fracture energy
Γ of the interface (G = Γ).

For an existing shear crack of length `, the static energy release rate under small-
scale yielding conditions is given by

Gs(`) =
KII(`)

2

E ′
, (8)

where E ′ = E/(1− ν2). KII(`) = ∆τ0r

√
π(`−Xc)/2 represents the stress intensity

factor of a central mode-II (shear) crack subject to a remote and uniform shear load
τ0, where ∆τ0r = τ0 − τr is the stress-drop and Xc is the size of the cohesive zone.
This approach directly considers a cohesive crack, i.e., a crack with a cohesive zone,
but it converges to the singular crack for Xc → 0.

The fracture energy, instead, is often a fixed property of the interface accounting
for the energy that needs to be invested for an existing crack to grow, and for linear-
slip weakening friction, it is given by

Γ =
∆τ 2

pr

2W
, (9)

where ∆τpr = τp − τr is the peak-to-residual stress-drop.
However, in the case of an intact interface, without pre-existing cracks, the frac-

ture energy is replaced by the more general crack-growth resistance Rc to account
for the build-up of the cohesive zone, which depends on the crack length ` as

Rc(`, t) =

∫ `

`−Xc

τ(x, t)
∂δ(x, t)

∂x
dx, (10)

which is applicable to any constitute friction law. Most materials have a rising R-
curve, meaning that Rc grows with crack length until reaching its steady state value,
which is equal to the fracture energy Γ. In such cases, the process zone or cohesive
zone that forms at the crack-tip provides further stability to the crack and adds an
extra condition for instability, which depends on the rate at which Gs and Rc evolve.
Therefore, the nucleation length `c for a cohesive crack growing in an intact interface
is given by two conditions, which are

Gs(`c) = Rc(`c) (11a)
∂Gs(`)

∂`

∣∣∣∣
`=`c

=
∂Rc(`)

∂`

∣∣∣∣
`=`c

(11b)
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It is worth mentioning that closed-form solutions for `c are often missing when
Γ(x) and/or ∆τ0r(x, t) are non-uniform. This is particularly true when Γ = Rc,
which is often not known a priori. For this reason, the textbook Griffith’s length,
which assumes uniform Γ and ∆τ0r, is often used as reference. For slip-weakening
friction, this solution is given by

`c ≡ `SWG =
4µ′Γ

π∆τ 2
0r

. (12)

and the equivalent solution for rate-and-state friction with aging, which is also re-
ferred to as L∞, is given by

`c ≡ `RSG =
1

π

(
b

b− a

)2

Lb (13)

where b ∼ ∆τpr, (b − a) ∼ ∆τ0r, a/b > 0.5 and Lb = µ′Dc/bσ. The ratio a/b
determines whether Eq. 6 or Eq. 13 is relevant for nucleation in a given system [16].

In summary, we have reviewed the elastodynamic equations governing the inter-
face, the constitutive laws that model the frictional response of asperities and the
different criteria for the nucleation length of slip patches, which depend on the gov-
erning phase driving their growth (yielding or fracture). However, it is still unclear
what happens during nucleation when both phases become relevant. For this reason,
we first study the nucleation of a single patch over different interface configurations
and eventually consider a more realistic stochastic scenario.

3. Single patch nucleation

In a first step, we consider the nucleation of a single slip patch from an isolated
weak zone embedded in a stronger domain. We describe this non-uniformity using
an inverted Gaussian function

q(x) = qmax
[
1− A exp(

−x2

2η2
)

]
, (14)

where qmax is the maximum value of q(x), A represents the amplitude of the het-
erogeneity and η = λ/2

√
2 ln 2, where λ denotes the Full Width at Half Maximum

(FWHM) of the Gaussian, a surrogate for the correlation length of the profile. This
setup allows us to study the nucleation process in isolation, avoiding coalescence and
other potential interactions between neighboring patches [3].
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Figure 1: Simulations of the onset of frictional sliding for a single nucleation patch governed by
linear slip-weakening friction. a) Illustration of the simulation set-up. τ0 is the applied shear
load, L the total length of the interface and τf(δ, x) the frictional strength along the interface. b)
Linear slip-weakening constitutive law. c) Distribution of peak-strength. d) Integrated macroscopic
frictional stress over time. The critical nucleation time tc is determined as the point of limiting
friction, where the stress drops abruptly. e) Shear stress distribution at the critical nucleation time.
The nucleation lengths measured from the blue and green simulations `simc are indicated by black
double-arrows. f) Slip accumulated along the interface at critical nucleation time. The colored area
marks the onset of residual friction (δ > δc(x)) for each system. g,h) Slip evolution in space and
time. ` is the length of the nucleation patch. Dashed white lines indicate `simc . All sub-figures show
data from the same two simulations. Number 1 (shown in blue and in g) showcases the large-scale
yielding regime, with A = 0.5 and λ/`SWτ = 0.7 and number 2 (green and in f), the small-scale
yielding regime (static), with A = 0.75 and λ/`SWτ = 0.7.
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3.1. Slip-weakening friction

We consider an interface between two semi-infinite elastic half-spaces of length
L, as depicted in Fig. 1a (parameter values for simulation are provided in Appendix
B). The interface is governed by linear slip-weakening friction (see Fig. 1b and Eq. 3)
with a non-uniform strength profile τp(x) = q(x). Two representative examples are
shown in Fig. 1c with different amplitudes A. The interface is loaded with a uniform
load τ0(t) that increases quasi-statically over time. Simulations are run using the
Spectral Boundary Integral (SBI) Method [44, 53, 54], which solves the fully dynamic
formulation of the elastodynamic equations in the spectral domain.

In our simulations, we observe the following behavior. When the load level reaches
the peak-strength of asperities in the central weaker zone, these start yielding, nu-
cleating a slowly growing area of local slip of size `(t) (see Fig. 1g). As they weaken,
excess stress is transferred to surrounding asperities on the edge of the growing
patch, pushing it to grow, while slip accumulates inside. At a critical time t = tc, the
macroscopic frictional strength of the interface drops drastically, indicating that the
interface has failed (Fig. 1d). This is due to the slip patch reaching the nucleation
length `sim

c , becoming unstable and propagating rapidly along the interface (see yel-
low area at the very top in Fig. 1g). In both shown examples (blue and green in
Fig. 1c) this process looks relatively similar. However, there are crucial differences.

Considering first the configuration with lower amplitude (blue in Fig. 1c), we
note that at t = tc, no asperity has reached its critical slip (Fig. 1f), and therefore
the residual strength has not been reached (Fig. 1e). This means that the nucleation
has not yet entered the fracture phase and can be described by the stress criterion.
Below we will show that `SWτ describes quantitatively well the nucleation length `sim

c

obtained from the simulations. Considering now the case of the interface with higher
amplitude (green in Fig. 1c), we note that the asperities in the weak zone, which
are much weaker than their neighbors, reach their critical slip δc(x) (Fig. 1f) and
break, i.e., τf(x) = τr), (Figs 1e) at t < tc. Yet, this does not trigger any instabil-
ity, since the stronger neighboring asperities continue to bear the stress released by
broken asperities, containing the propagation of fracture. Instead, a stable cohesive
shear-crack is formed, which continues to grow quasi-statically as the interface is
loaded until it reaches its nucleation length described by the energy criterion. This
transition from a yielding patch to a stable cohesive crack is quasi-static but can still
be perceived on Fig. 1h as a little kink in the growth of the slip patch (see white
arrows).

The nucleation process is best illustrated on Fig. 2a (see gray curves), where we
compute the elastostatic solutions (Eq. 2) of the load increment as a function of the
slip patch length ∆τ s0 (`) for three different cases using the piece-wise constant slip
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Figure 2: Nucleation regimes for a single nucleation patch governed by slip-weakening friction. a)
Normalized load increment applied on the interface ∆τ0 = τ0(t) − τminp , where τminp = τp(x0), as
a function of the normalized slip-patch length. Gray curves are the elastostatic solutions ∆τs0 (`),
where the small-scale yielding parts are dash-dotted. Colored lines are drawn from dynamic simu-
lations where dashed segments represent unstable patch growth. The ’×’ signs mark the onset of
residual friction, and the triangles, the ultimate failure point, defining `simc . The vertical blue dotted
line represents the nucleation length as computed with Eq. 7. The vertical orange and green dotted
lines are computed from an approximate energy-criterion based on Eq. 11 and 15. b) Phase diagram
showing the resulting nucleation regimes for every interface configuration (λ,A). The colored dots
indicate the parameters of the simulations shown in ’a)’, with A = 0.5 (blue), A = 0.6 (orange) and
A = 0.75 (green), and λ/`SWτ = 0.85. The gray dashed-dotted line is a linear extrapolation of the
boundary. c,d) R-curve Rc(`) (solid gray), Γ(x) (dashed gray) and Gs(`) (in color) for the green
and orange cases, respectively, displayed in ’a)’. The dotted gray tangent lines are the approximate
G̃s(`) given by Eq. 15 that satisfy Eqs. 11 and hence set the nucleation length, marked in ’a)’ as
vertical dotted lines. e) Normalized critical length, computed from the elastostatic solutions, as a
function of A for λ/`SWτ = 0.85. Colored triangles refer to the simulations in ’a)’.
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method from Garagash and Germanovich, 2012 [26] (see also Appendix A). Addi-
tionally, we plot the dynamic solutions ∆τ d0 (`) obtained from our SBI simulations (see
colored curves). These solutions can be divided into a large-scale yielding part (be-
fore the ’×’ on Fig. 2a, which marks the onset of fracture) and a small-scale yielding
part (after the ’×’, where fracture takes over). First, we consider simulation 1 from
Fig. 1 (shown in blue). In Fig. 2a, we observe that the patch grows quasi-statically
(following the static solution perfectly) until reaching `SWτ , where ∆τ s0 (`) reaches
its maximum. From this point on, the slip patch becomes unstable and propagates
dynamically (indicated by a dashed line). Since the dynamic simulations are load-
controlled through quasi-static loading, the load can only increase, and therefore,
only the increasing parts of ∆τ s0 (`) are actually stable, which explains the onset of
instability. Hence, simulation 1 is, quantitatively well described by the stress-based
criterion and therefore, `sim

c = `SWτ (in Fig. 2a compare blue triangle indicating `sim
c

with dashed line corresponding to `SWτ ). As the final point of instability is given by
the maximum of the large-scale yielding part of ∆τ s0 (`), we call this the large-scale
yielding regime (l.s.y.).

Simulation 2 from Fig. 1 (shown in green), however, presents stable quasi-static
crack growth far beyond `SWτ (see Fig. 2a). This is because the slip patch reaches
the fracture phase at ` < `SWτ (marked by ’×’ on Fig. 2a) and continues growing
as a stable cohesive crack. Past this point, as discussed in Sec. 1, crack growth is
governed by an energy balance given by Eq. 11a (see Fig. 2c), which assumes small-
scale yielding conditions. Eventually, the crack becomes unstable when Rc(`) >
Gs(`) (marked by vertical tick in Fig. 2c), which appears to be in good quantitative
comparison with the small-scale yielding part of the elastostatic solution (see triangle
in Fig. 2a). Accordingly, this is the small-scale yielding regime (s.s.y.) with static
transition (s.t.), to account for the quasi-static transition from the yielding to the
fracture phase (below we will discuss also a different type of transition).

These results have demonstrated that slip patch growth in the s.s.y. regime is
well described by the energy balance. However, a specific nucleation criterion remains
missing. As discussed in Sec. 2.3, Griffith’s solution (Eq. 12) is not directly applicable
because the critical stress level is unknown. However, if we relax the assumption of
uniform Γ and use the actual Rc(`), and approximate the energy release rate given
by Eq. 8 as

G̃s(`,∆τ0r) ≈
π∆τ 2

0r`

2E ′
, (15)

which assumes uniform ∆τ0r and Xc = 0 (see dotted line in Fig. 2c), we can solve
Eqs. 11 and find a quantitatively good prediction of the nucleation length (see vertical
dotted line in Fig. 2a). Finally, we should note that if we had entirely neglected the
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cohesive zone and used Γ(`) instead of Rc(`), the prediction for the critical nucleation
length would be considerably worse (imagine a Gs(`) ∼ ` tangent to Γ(`) in Fig. 2c).

So far, our results have demonstrated that the stress-based and energy-based
nucleation criteria work well in describing the instability onset of quasi-static slip
patches in distinct parts of the parameter space (width and depth) of a simple weak
zone. Our simulations, however, unveiled a third nucleation regime. In this case
(denoted simulation 3), similar to simulation 1, the slip patch first grows slowly
until it reaches `SWτ , when it becomes unstable and starts growing dynamically (see
orange in Fig. 2a). However, shortly after becoming unstable, it turns into a cohesive
crack (marked by ’×’ in Fig. 2a), and finds a new static solution (the small-scale
yielding one), which leads to arrest of the slip patch. Beyond this point, additional
loading will lead to further stable crack growth until the energy criterion is satisfied
(Fig. 2d). Although the eventual (and final) failure is governed by the same criterion
as simulation 2 (green), for simulation 3 the transition from yielding to fracture is
unstable and, therefore, dynamic. For that reason, we name this the small-scale
yielding regime (s.s.y.) with dynamic transition (d.t.), to differentiate it from the
previous.

Next, we explore the parametric space of the three nucleation regimes for fric-
tional sliding at a simple weak patch (see Fig. 2b). First, we observe that strength
profiles with amplitudes below a critical value A <≈ 0.5 always lead to a large-scale
yielding nucleation independent of the spatial characteristics of the profile. Above
this limit, however, all three nucleation regimes exist and occupy different parts of
the parametric space. For λ/`SWτ → 0, nucleation tends to be dominated solely by
the large-scale yielding regime independent of A, and for λ/`SWτ � 1 nucleation
mainly occurs either through an l.s.y. or an s.s.y. (d.t.) regime for small and large
A, respectively. Accordingly, the s.s.y (s.t.) regime occurs only for intermediate
λ/`SWτ ∼ 1 at very high amplitude A. Finally, we note that the existence of different
nucleation regimes leads to varying critical nucleation length (see Fig. 2e). At low A,
the critical length is constant for varying A, and is given by `c = `SWτ . At the point
of change in nucleation regime, `c presents a discontinuity and beyond that grows as
a function of A (at constant ζ), i.e., `c = `c(A).

3.2. Rate-and-state friction

We further consider the case of an interface governed by rate-and-state friction.
Here, the frictional strength τf depends on the slip rate and behaves differently
for different values of the rate-and-state constitutive parameter a. Specifically, the
interface is velocity strengthening at all velocities in steady state (θ̇ = 0) for a > b
(see Fig. 3a), and velocity-weakening at V > V0 for a < b. The under-stress or
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Figure 3: Simulations of the onset of frictional sliding for a single nucleation patch governed by
rate-and-state friction. a) Rate-and-state constitutive law for different values of a in steady state
(θ̇ = 0). b) Local shear stress evolution as a function of slip at x = x0. ∆τ0p : Under-stress
(difference between yielding and applied stress). ∆τ0r : applied-to-residual stress-drop. ∆τpr :
peak-to-residual stress-drop. c) Initial configuration of rate-and-state constitutive parameters a
and b. The colored area marks the velocity-weakening (VW) patch, where a > b. d) Integrated
macroscopic frictional stress over time. tc is defined as the τ(t = tc) = τmax. e) Shear stress
distribution at the critical time. The measured nucleation length `simc is indicated by double black
arrows. f) Slip distribution at the critical time. Shaded area represents δ(x) > δc(x). δc(x) is
approximated as δ such that τf(δ) ≈ τr. g,h) Slip-rate evolution in space and time. Dashed lines
mark the critical time. Arrows indicate the localized phase and the expansion of the patch (h).
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Figure 4: Nucleation regimes for a single nucleation patch governed by rate-and-state friction. a)
Normalized load increment applied to the interface as a function of the normalized slip-patch length
in log-scale. Colored triangles mark the critical point of instability. Vertical dotted lines indicate
the analytical nucleation lengths as computed with Eq. 6 (in blue) and Eq. 13 (in green), where
a = amin + (b− amin)×A. b) Phase diagram showing the boundaries between the large-scale and
small-scale yielding nucleation regimes for rate-and-state friction (black line). Dashed gray lines
mark the values of λ/`RSτ for which the boundary values of A were computed to draw the black line.
Colored dots represent the maximal slip velocity of self-arrested dynamic events in the small-scale
yielding regime δ̇p. Blue ’×’ and green circles refer to the simulations in ’a)’. c) Slip-rate as a
function of time at the weakest point of the interface, where slip nucleates, for A = 0.65 and six
different values of λ/`RSτ . Velocity peaks δ̇p are marked with ’×’. d) Same as in ’c)’ for λ/`RSτ = 0.7
and six different values of A.
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difference between the yielding and the applied stress ∆τ0p(x) = τp(x)−τ0, indicated
on Fig. 3b, is related to a through ∆τ0p(x) = a log(V/V0) [55]. For this reason, we
can create a weak nucleation patch by imposing a profile in a(x) = q(x), similar
to the τp(x) profile in the slip-weakening case. Specifically, this leads to a velocity-
weakening patch where b−a(x) > 0 within a velocity-strengthening interface. We fix
the minimum amin = 0.6× b and maintain b constant. Hence, the velocity weakening
patch shrinks when the amplitude of the profile increases (see Fig. 3c), which will
have an effect on stability during nucleation. We then apply a slowly increasing load
and observe the behavior of the frictional interface.

The overall behavior is similar to the slip-weakening case. The average interface
traction increases until it suddenly fails at time t = tc (see Fig. 3d). As previously
observed, the failure occurs through a slowly growing yielding patch, which develops
around the weak region (see Fig. 3g), and eventually reaches a critical length and
propagates dynamically across the interface.

We consider two interfaces with strength profiles of different amplitude (see
Fig. 3c). The two cases present important qualitative differences at the time of
instability (t = tc). The blue case with lower amplitude fails as slip is still confined
in the velocity-weakening patch, which leads to a stress profile at t = tc (see Fig. 3e)
similar to the large-scale yielding regime in the slip-weakening case, and slip remains
δ(x) < δc(x) at any point (see Fig. 3f; note that δc(x) varies weakly in space, so
only its average is reported in the figure). Therefore, the nucleation length can be
approximated by Eq.6 and therefore, `sim

c ≈ `RSτ , as seen on Fig. 4a, where C = 0.77
in Eq. 6 is taken from the experiments of McLaskey 2019 [19], while a = amin .

The green case with larger amplitude becomes unstable when slip already extends
far into the velocity-strengthening zone. The stress profile at t = tc, hence, presents
an elongated area of relatively constant stress inside the slip patch (see Fig. 3e) and
δ(x) > δc(x) in most parts of it (see Fig. 3f). This nucleation is similar to the small-
scale regime in the slip-weakening case, and it can be described by `c ≈ `RSG (Eq. 13),
where a = amin + (b − amin) × A to account for the effect of the amplitude A. We
note that `simc ≈ `RSG � `RSτ , as expected [16].

As already mentioned, the key difference between the two cases is that the pre-
instability acceleration of slip is localized in the velocity-weakening patch for the
low-amplitude case, and extends far beyond that for the high-amplitude case. In
fact, the low-amplitude case becomes very abruptly unstable, whereas the high-
amplitude case presents first a localized stage, which then evolves into a slowly
accelerating crack that ultimately triggers the instability of the entire interface (in-
dicated by curved-arrows in Fig. 3h). These two phases of slip localization as opposed
to crack-like expansion have been reported previously in similar numerical studies
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on nucleation [16, 37] as well as in laboratory experiments [15, 19], corroborating the
existence of two nucleation phases.

Finally, we explore again the parametric space for nucleation along a rate-and-
state interface with a single weak patch. The overall properties are similar to those
of the slip-weakening case. However, we only observe two qualitatively different
nucleation regimes. There is the equivalent of the large-scale yielding regime, where
the interface becomes unstable while still localizing (see blue case in Fig. 4a); and, in
addition, there is the regime with two phases (see two green cases in Fig. 4a), where
the patch transitions from a localized yielding area to an expanding crack until it
fails. Unlike in the slip-weakening case, there is no qualitative difference between
static and dynamic transition – the transition is smooth but with varying degree of
intensity. Considering the slip rate at x = x0 (see Figs. 4c&d), we note a temporary
acceleration. The maximal slip rate during this transition decreases with decreasing
λ and increasing A.

Exploring the full parametric space, we observe that the different nucleation
regimes occupy similar parts to those in the slip-weakening case (compare Fig. 4b
with Fig. 2b). While we cannot quantitatively distinguish between static and dy-
namic transition for the small-scale yielding regimes in the rate-and-state case, we do
note that higher transitional velocity peaks δ̇p (see yellow region in Fig. 4b), which
point towards a more dynamic transition, occur where there was a dynamic transi-
tion in the slip-weakening case. Therefore, we can conclude that the slip-weakening
and rate-and-state cases are fundamentally similar with differences in the abruptness
of the static-vs-dynamic transition.

4. Nucleation on stochastic interfaces

In the previous section, we studied the nucleation of frictional slip along interfaces
with a simple weak patch. While this allowed us to observe and study different
nucleation regimes, it is a simplistic system. Natural systems are more commonly
characterized by multiple and random heterogeneities created by surface roughness
and material microstructures, which is expected and observed [3, 19] to lead to richer
dynamics during nucleation. Here, we aim to translate our findings from single weak-
patches to more realistic stochastic frictional interfaces.

We use a rate-and-state interface where we impose a distribution of a(x) that we
generate using the algorithm from Albertini et. al. 2021 [23], which allows to define
the under-stress ∆τ0p(x) along the interface with a given amplitude A = amax−amin
and a correlation length ζ (see Fig. 5a&c). We choose the value of b to be above the
minimum of a(x) (amin = 0.6 × b) to ensure a few velocity-weakening patches. A
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Figure 5: Nucleation on a random interface. a,c) Spatial distribution of frictional parameters
’a’ (color) and ’b’ (gray dashed). Velocity-weakening areas are shaded in color. b,d) Evolution
of slip-rate in space-time for rate-and-state simulations of a stochastic interface with ζ/`RSτ = 2.2
and two different values of A. Dashed lines mark the failure of the first (white) and the last (dark)
point. e) Averaged slip-rate over the interface as a function of time for an average amplitude of
A = 0.6 and six different values of correlation length ζ/`RSτ . f) Same as in ’e)’ for ζ/`RSτ = 2.2 and
six different values of A.
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higher b-value would lead to many velocity weakening patches, making the interface
too unstable, whereas a value of b below amin would hinder nucleation. We then
apply a uniform quasi-statically increasing load to the interface, which leads to the
nucleation of multiple slip patches along the weakest points of the interface (compare
Figs. 5a&e to 5b&d, respectively). These slip patches continuously grow – in some
cases occasionally accelerating and decelerating – until the entire interface accelerates
and produces global sliding.

Can we observe the same nucleation regimes as in the single weak-patch con-
figuration? The first representative case shown in Fig. 5a&b, clearly resembles the
large-scale yielding regime (l.s.y.) of the single patch configuration (see Sec. 3.2) as
the entire interface fails almost simultaneously. This is confirmed by the slip rate
that grows instantaneously and rapidly (see case A = 0.2 in Fig. 5f). The second
representative case (see Fig. 5c&d), however, presents a failure mechanism that is
considerably slower (see dashed lines in Fig. 5b&d), and that is more similar to the
small-scale yielding regime (s.s.y.). In this case, the interface first breaks at the
weaker points, triggering localized slip events of higher slip rate (see yellow parts in
Fig. 5d), and then fails through the coalescence of multiple slowly growing cracks.
These local slip events are created by the transition from yielding to fracture around
the weakest points, which, for rate-and-state stochastic interfaces, is usually dynamic
and causes peaks in slip rate δ̇p (see Fig. 5e and f for A > 0.3). We observe that δ̇p
increases with longer ζ and decrease with larger A (see Figs. 5e&f).

Lastly, comparing the size of the velocity-weakening patches in both cases (shaded
regions in Figs. 5a&c), it seems that it could be an important factor contributing to
the abruptness of instability in the large-scale yielding regime.

All in all, these results show that both nucleation regimes, i.e., large-scale yielding
and small-scale yielding, exist at stochastic frictional interfaces, and that smaller
amplitudes in the heterogeneity favor the large-scale yielding failure regime.

5. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the implications of our findings for various applications
involving frictional interfaces. For instance, foreshock activity is often considered
to be the cause and/or result of the earthquake nucleation process along natural
faults [17, 56–58]. Our results suggest that some of these foreshocks and other pre-
cursory events could be the frictional instabilities resulting from unstable transitions
between nucleation phases (from yielding to fracture). In fact, a recent study [59]
suggests that low-frequency earthquakes (LFEs) are slow self-arresting ruptures gen-
erated by the failure of small brittle asperities within stronger and more ductile
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environments of the kind found at the deeper end of the subduction zone, where
these events are registered [60]. According to our model, this can be approximated
by a system with low correlation length (small asperities) and large amplitude, where
unstable transitions from yielding to fracture would indeed produce relatively slow
but dynamic self-arresting events, matching the signature of LFEs.

Other works have studied LFEs in the context of slow-slip events (SSEs) [61, 62],
which are long-lived events that can span several kilometers along subduction zones.
According to these works, LFEs very often accumulate on the down-dip edge of slow
slipping patches [63, 64], suggesting that conditions at the boundary of these patches
are particularly favorable for LFEs. In our model, large-scale asperities lead to large
areas of slow slip (being already in the fracture phase) with localized yielding along
the boundary (see small-scale yielding regime in rate-and-state case). Within this
localized area, sub-asperities undergo a transition from yielding to fracture, which
may generate seismic activity in the form of tremor or swarms [60]. Hence, our
model provides an explanation for the localization of seismicity at the boundary of
slow slipping areas.

Nucleation of frictional sliding is often studied in large-scale laboratory experi-
ments. Recent work by Gvirtzman and Fineberg, 2021 [39] showed that nucleation in
their experiments is governed by a Griffith’s type of critical length (i.e., small-scale
yielding regime), which is in contrast to the often made assumption of a large-scale
yielding regime nucleation in earthquake mechanics studies [65]. Our work provides
a possible explanation for this discrepancy. In the experiments [39], the stress state
at the point of nucleation is highly concentrated1, i.e., high amplitude and small
correlation length, which, according to our findings (see Fig. 2b), corresponds to
the small-scale yielding regime likely with static transition. Natural faults, however,
might be considerably smoother – this remains to be proven – with lower ampli-
tude and larger correlation length, which would suggest that the large-scale yielding
regime is more relevant for earthquakes.

Lastly, our results are also relevant for frictional interfaces in engineering appli-
cations (i.e., at lower scales). For instance, in the field of topologically interlocked
materials and structures [66]. These structures are formed by the geometrical inter-
locking of building elements without any adhesive components but simply through
friction. Therefore, their strength relies heavily on the bearing capacity of frictional
interfaces. Recent work [67] has shown that sliding has a crucial impact onto the
performance of such structures and hence, understanding and predicting the nu-

1It is the result of an arrested crack and hence corresponds to the near-tip stress concentra-
tion/singularity.

19



cleation of slip along these interfaces is key to better design approaches. Our work
provides the necessary fundamental understanding for such future developments. For
example, tuning the frictional heterogeneity of these interfaces would allow to build
structures that fail gradually instead of abruptly, which would make them safer.

6. Conclusion

We have demonstrated that the collective statistical features of friction along a
given interface play a decisive role in determining the nucleation mechanism of fric-
tional instabilities. In particular, we have shown that large frictional heterogeneities
unlock the onset of residual friction during nucleation, which can have a significant
impact on the nucleation dynamics of slip. We were able to identify three different
nucleation regimes, whose occurrence depends on the correlation length and the am-
plitude of frictional heterogeneities. These nucleation regimes rely on the stability of
two different phases and the interplay between them; A yielding phase, driven by the
weakening of asperities inside the slip-patch, and a fracture phase, governed by resid-
ual friction. Moreover, we found a mechanism responsible for local dynamic events
during nucleation as a result of unstable transitions between these two phases. Our
work shows the importance of local failure mechanisms in the nucleation of collec-
tive events and stresses the role of heterogeneity through amplitude and correlation
length in the failure dynamics of frictional interfaces, which can help us to better
understand the nature of seismic activity in natural faults but also to design better
structures.
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Appendix A. Piece-wise Constant Slip Method

This method, which was adapted from Garagash and Germanovich, 2012 [26] by
removing the terms coming from pore-pressure, is used to solve the static equilibrium
equation (Eq. 2) over a discrete domain, allowing us to compute the equilibrium
values of the external load (τ0) for any given size of the slip-patch (2d = |`+ − `−|).
To do this, we discretize the slip-patch domain into 2N+1 uniformly spaced elements
(∆X = 1/N) with midpoints Xj = j∆X(j = −N, ..., 0, ..., N), such that X = (x −
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x0)/d ∈ [−1, 1] is the normalized coordinate along the slip-patch. This discretization
turns Eq. 2 into

τf(i∆X) = τ0 −
µ′

d

∑
j

Kijδ(j∆X) (A.1)

where Kij = −1/(2π∆X[(i − j)2 − 1/4]) and δ(±N∆X) = 0, which leaves us with
a total of 2N + 1 equations for 2N + 1 slip unknowns (δ(j∆X)) plus the external
load τ0. Therefore, we need an extra equation, which we draw from the finiteness
conditions, stating

`+∫
`−

τf(x)− τ0√
d2 − x2

dx = 0,

`+∫
`−

τf(x)− τ0√
d2 − x2

xdx = 0 (A.2)

The second equation is automatically satisfied by symmetry of the slip-patch,
and the discretization of the first one yields

τ0 =
∑
j

kjτf(j∆X) (A.3)

where

kj =
1

π

min{+1,(j+0.5)∆X}∫
max{−1,(j−0.5)∆X}

dX√
1−X2

. (A.4)

With this last equation, we have 2N + 2 equations for 2N + 2 unknowns so we can
solve the linear system for any given half-length d. For the static solutions displayed
on Fig. 2a of the manuscript, we used N = 30. However, for the solutions used to
calculate the critical lengths in Fig 2d, N = 80 was used.
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Appendix B. Simulation parameters

The parameters applied in our simulations are summarized in Table B.1.

Elastic
Description Parameter Value

Poisson’s ratio ν 0.33
Density ρ 1170 kg/m3

Young’s modulus E 2.65 GPa
Rate-and-state

Description Parameter Value

Contact pressure σ −1 MPa
Characteristic slip Dc 5× 10−7 m
Reference velocity V ∗ 10−7 m/s

Constitutive parameter b 0.05
Constitutive parameter amin 0.03

Reference friction coefficient f∗ 0.2
Shape factor C 0.77

Slip-weakening
Description Parameter Value

Peak-strength τmaxp 1 MPa
Weakening rate W 106 MPa/m

Residual strength τr 0 Pa

Table B.1: Fixed parameters for rate-and-state and slip-weakening simulations.
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[11] I. Svetlizky, D. P. Muñoz, M. Radiguet, D. S. Kammer, J.-F. Molinari,
J. Fineberg, Properties of the shear stress peak radiated ahead of rapidly accel-
erating rupture fronts that mediate frictional slip, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 113 (3) (2016) 542–547. doi:10.1073/pnas.1517545113.

[12] I. Svetlizky, D. S. Kammer, E. Bayart, G. Cohen, J. Fineberg, Brittle Fracture
Theory Predicts the Equation of Motion of Frictional Rupture Fronts, Physi-
cal Review Letters 118 (12) (2017) 125501. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.

125501.

23

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsolstr.2021.111059
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11249-014-0451-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3539
https://doi.org/10.1002/2018JB015509
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2019.103826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2019.103826
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4045715
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4046634
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1517545113
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.125501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.125501


[13] J. H. Dieterich, Preseismic fault slip and earthquake prediction, Journal of
Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 83 (B8) (1978) 3940–3948. doi:10.1029/

JB083iB08p03940.

[14] M. Ohnaka, Y. Kuwahara, Characteristic features of local breakdown near
a crack-tip in the transition zone from nucleation to unstable rupture dur-
ing stick-slip shear failure, Tectonophysics 175 (1) (1990) 197–220. doi:

10.1016/0040-1951(90)90138-X.

[15] M. Ohnaka, L.-f. Shen, Scaling of the shear rupture process from nucleation
to dynamic propagation: Implications of geometric irregularity of the rupturing
surfaces, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 104 (B1) (1999) 817–844.
doi:10.1029/1998JB900007.

[16] A. M. Rubin, J.-P. Ampuero, Earthquake nucleation on (aging) rate and state
faults, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 110 (B11) (2005). doi:

10.1029/2005JB003686.

[17] G. C. McLaskey, B. D. Kilgore, Foreshocks during the nucleation of stick-slip
instability, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 118 (6) (2013) 2982–
2997. doi:10.1002/jgrb.50232.

[18] Y. Kaneko, S. B. Nielsen, B. M. Carpenter, The onset of laboratory earthquakes
explained by nucleating rupture on a rate-and-state fault, Journal of Geophysical
Research: Solid Earth 121 (8) (2016) 6071–6091. doi:10.1002/2016JB013143.

[19] G. C. McLaskey, Earthquake Initiation From Laboratory Observations and Im-
plications for Foreshocks, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 124 (12)
(2019) 12882–12904. doi:10.1029/2019JB018363.

[20] K. Uenishi, J. R. Rice, Universal nucleation length for slip-weakening rupture
instability under nonuniform fault loading, Journal of Geophysical Research:
Solid Earth 108 (B1) (2003). doi:10.1029/2001JB001681.

[21] J. H. Dieterich, Earthquake nucleation on faults with rate-and state-dependent
strength, Tectonophysics 211 (1) (1992) 115–134. doi:10.1016/0040-1951(92)
90055-B.

[22] M. Campillo, I. R. Ionescu, Initiation of antiplane shear instability under slip de-
pendent friction, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 102 (B9) (1997)
20363–20371. doi:10.1029/97JB01508.

24

https://doi.org/10.1029/JB083iB08p03940
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB083iB08p03940
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(90)90138-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(90)90138-X
https://doi.org/10.1029/1998JB900007
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JB003686
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JB003686
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50232
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JB013143
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JB018363
https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JB001681
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90055-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90055-B
https://doi.org/10.1029/97JB01508


[23] G. Albertini, S. Karrer, M. D. Grigoriu, D. S. Kammer, Stochastic properties
of static friction, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 147 (2021)
104242. doi:10.1016/j.jmps.2020.104242.

[24] M. Lebihain, T. Roch, M. Violay, J.-F. Molinari, Earthquake Nucleation Along
Faults With Heterogeneous Weakening Rate, Geophysical Research Letters
48 (21) (2021) e2021GL094901. doi:10.1029/2021GL094901.

[25] R. C. Viesca, J. R. Rice, Nucleation of slip-weakening rupture instability in land-
slides by localized increase of pore pressure, Journal of Geophysical Research:
Solid Earth 117 (B3) (2012). doi:10.1029/2011JB008866.

[26] D. I. Garagash, L. N. Germanovich, Nucleation and arrest of dynamic slip on
a pressurized fault, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 117 (B10)
(2012). doi:10.1029/2012JB009209.

[27] N. Brantut, R. C. Viesca, Earthquake nucleation in intact or healed rocks,
Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 120 (1) (2015) 191–209. doi:

10.1002/2014JB011518.

[28] M. Azad, D. I. Garagash, M. Satish, Nucleation of dynamic slip on a hydrauli-
cally fractured fault, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 122 (4)
(2017) 2812–2830. doi:10.1002/2016JB013835.

[29] J.-P. Ampuero, J. Ripperger, P. M. Mai, Properties of dynamic earthquake
ruptures with heterogeneous stress drop, in: R. Abercrombie, A. McGarr,
H. Kanamori, G. Di Toro (Eds.), Geophysical Monograph Series, Vol. 170,
American Geophysical Union, Washington, D. C., 2006, pp. 255–261. doi:

10.1029/170GM25.

[30] J. Ripperger, J.-P. Ampuero, P. M. Mai, D. Giardini, Earthquake source
characteristics from dynamic rupture with constrained stochastic fault stress:
DYNAMIC RUPTURE WITH STOCHASTIC FAULT STRESS, Journal of
Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 112 (B4) (Apr. 2007). doi:10.1029/

2006JB004515.

[31] G. Hillers, P. M. Mai, Y. Ben-Zion, J.-P. Ampuero, Statistical properties of seis-
micity of fault zones at different evolutionary stages, Geophysical Journal Inter-
national 169 (2) (2007) 515–533. doi:10.1111/j.1365-246X.2006.03275.x.

25

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2020.104242
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021GL094901
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JB008866
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012JB009209
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JB011518
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JB011518
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JB013835
https://doi.org/10.1029/170GM25
https://doi.org/10.1029/170GM25
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JB004515
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JB004515
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2006.03275.x


[32] J.-P. Ampuero, A. M. Rubin, Earthquake nucleation on rate and state faults
– Aging and slip laws, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 113 (B1)
(2008). doi:10.1029/2007JB005082.

[33] M. Ohnaka, Earthquake source nucleation: A physical model for short-term pre-
cursors, Tectonophysics 211 (1) (1992) 149–178. doi:10.1016/0040-1951(92)
90057-D.

[34] S. Latour, A. Schubnel, S. Nielsen, R. Madariaga, S. Vinciguerra, Characteriza-
tion of nucleation during laboratory earthquakes, Geophysical Research Letters
40 (19) (2013) 5064–5069. doi:10.1002/grl.50974.

[35] C. W. Harbord, S. B. Nielsen, N. De Paola, R. E. Holdsworth, Earthquake
nucleation on rough faults, Geology 45 (10) (2017) 931–934. doi:10.1130/

G39181.1.

[36] Y. Bar-Sinai, R. Spatschek, E. A. Brener, E. Bouchbinder, Instabilities at fric-
tional interfaces: Creep patches, nucleation, and rupture fronts, Physical Review
E 88 (6) (2013) 060403. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.88.060403.

[37] P. Dublanchet, The dynamics of earthquake precursors controlled by effective
friction, Geophysical Journal International 212 (2) (2018) 853–871. doi:10.

1093/gji/ggx438.

[38] C. Cattania, P. Segall, Precursory Slow Slip and Foreshocks on Rough Faults,
Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 126 (4) (2021) e2020JB020430.
doi:10.1029/2020JB020430.

[39] S. Gvirtzman, J. Fineberg, Nucleation fronts ignite the interface rupture
that initiates frictional motion, Nature Physics (2021) 1–6doi:10.1038/
s41567-021-01299-9.

[40] S. M. Rubinstein, G. Cohen, J. Fineberg, Detachment fronts and the on-
set of dynamic friction, Nature 430 (7003) (2004) 1005–1009. doi:10.1038/

nature02830.

[41] O. Ben-David, S. M. Rubinstein, J. Fineberg, Slip-stick and the evolution of fric-
tional strength, Nature 463 (7277) (2010) 76–79. doi:10.1038/nature08676.

[42] J. K. Trømborg, H. A. Sveinsson, J. Scheibert, K. Thøgersen, D. S. Amundsen,
A. Malthe-Sørenssen, Slow slip and the transition from fast to slow fronts in the

26

https://doi.org/10.1029/2007JB005082
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90057-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90057-D
https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50974
https://doi.org/10.1130/G39181.1
https://doi.org/10.1130/G39181.1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.88.060403
https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggx438
https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggx438
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020JB020430
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01299-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01299-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02830
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02830
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08676


rupture of frictional interfaces, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
111 (24) (2014) 8764–8769. doi:10.1073/pnas.1321752111.

[43] S. B. Cebry, C.-Y. Ke, G. McLaskey, The Role of Background Stress State in
Fluid-Induced Aseismic Slip and Dynamic Rupture on a 3-meter Laboratory
Fault, Preprint, Geophysics (Mar. 2022). doi:10.1002/essoar.10510828.1.

[44] P. H. Geubelle, J. R. Rice, A spectral method for three-dimensional elastody-
namic fracture problems, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 43 (11)
(1995) 1791–1824. doi:10.1016/0022-5096(95)00043-I.

[45] A. Tanguy, M. Gounelle, S. Roux, From individual to collective pinning: Effect
of long-range elastic interactions, Physical Review E 58 (2) (1998) 1577–1590.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.58.1577.

[46] T. W. J. de Geus, M. Wyart, Scaling theory for the statistics of slip at frictional
interfaces, arXiv:2204.02795 [cond-mat] (Apr. 2022). arXiv:2204.02795.

[47] B. Bilby, J. Eshelby, Dislocations and the theory of fracture, in: H. Liebowitz
(Ed.), Fracture, an advanced treatise, Vol. 1, Academic Press, 1968, Ch. 2, pp.
100–178.

[48] Y. Ida, Cohesive force across the tip of a longitudinal-shear crack and Griffith’s
specific surface energy, Journal of Geophysical Research (1896-1977) 77 (20)
(1972) 3796–3805. doi:10.1029/JB077i020p03796.

[49] J. R. Rice, Y. Ben-Zion, Slip complexity in earthquake fault models, Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences 93 (9) (1996) 3811–3818. doi:10.1073/

pnas.93.9.3811.

[50] J. H. Dieterich, Modeling of rock friction: 1. Experimental results and consti-
tutive equations, Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 84 (B5) (1979)
2161–2168. doi:10.1029/JB084iB05p02161.

[51] A. Ruina, Slip instability and state variable friction laws, Journal of Geo-
physical Research: Solid Earth 88 (B12) (1983) 10359–10370. doi:10.1029/

JB088iB12p10359.

[52] P. Cornetti, N. Pugno, A. Carpinteri, D. Taylor, Finite fracture mechanics:
A coupled stress and energy failure criterion, Engineering Fracture Mechanics
73 (14) (2006) 2021–2033. doi:10.1016/j.engfracmech.2006.03.010.

27

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1321752111
https://doi.org/10.1002/essoar.10510828.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-5096(95)00043-I
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.58.1577
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.02795
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB077i020p03796
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.93.9.3811
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.93.9.3811
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB084iB05p02161
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB088iB12p10359
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB088iB12p10359
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.2006.03.010


[53] M. S. Breitenfeld, P. H. Geubelle, Numerical analysis of dynamic debonding
under 2D in-plane and 3D loading, International Journal of Fracture 93 (1)
(1998) 13–38. doi:10.1023/A:1007535703095.

[54] D. S. Kammer, G. Albertini, C.-Y. Ke, UGUCA: A spectral-boundary-integral
method for modeling fracture and friction, SoftwareX 15 (2021) 100785. doi:

10.1016/j.softx.2021.100785.

[55] J. Chen, A. R. Niemeijer, C. J. Spiers, Microphysically Derived Expressions
for Rate-and-State Friction Parameters, a, b, and Dc, Journal of Geophysical
Research: Solid Earth 122 (12) (2017) 9627–9657. doi:10.1002/2017JB014226.

[56] S. M. Rubinstein, G. Cohen, J. Fineberg, Dynamics of Precursors to Fric-
tional Sliding, Physical Review Letters 98 (22) (2007) 226103. doi:10.1103/

PhysRevLett.98.226103.

[57] V. Popov, B. Grzemba, J. Starcevic, C. Fabry, Accelerated creep as a precursor
of friction instability and earthquake prediction, Physical Mesomechanics 13 (5-
6) (2010) 283–291. doi:10.1016/j.physme.2010.11.009.

[58] G. Costagliola, F. Bosia, N. M. Pugno, Correlation between slip precursors and
topological length scales at the onset of frictional sliding, International Journal
of Solids and Structures (2022) 111525doi:10.1016/j.ijsolstr.2022.111525.

[59] X. Wei, J. Xu, Y. Liu, X. Chen, The slow self-arresting nature of low-
frequency earthquakes, Nature Communications 12 (1) (2021) 5464. doi:

10.1038/s41467-021-25823-w.

[60] L. Passarelli, P. A. Selvadurai, E. Rivalta, S. Jónsson, The source scaling and
seismic productivity of slow slip transients, Science Advances 7 (32) (2021)
eabg9718. doi:10.1126/sciadv.abg9718.

[61] W. B. Frank, Slow slip hidden in the noise: The intermittence of tectonic
release, Geophysical Research Letters 43 (19) (2016) 10,125–10,133. doi:

10.1002/2016GL069537.

[62] W. B. Frank, E. E. Brodsky, Daily measurement of slow slip from low-frequency
earthquakes is consistent with ordinary earthquake scaling, Science Advances
5 (10) (2019) eaaw9386. doi:10.1126/sciadv.aaw9386.

28

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007535703095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.softx.2021.100785
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.softx.2021.100785
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JB014226
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.226103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.226103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physme.2010.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsolstr.2022.111525
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25823-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25823-w
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abg9718
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL069537
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL069537
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaw9386


[63] Z. Liu, A. W. Moore, S. Owen, Recurrent slow slip event reveals the interaction
with seismic slow earthquakes and disruption from large earthquake, Geophysi-
cal Journal International 202 (3) (2015) 1555–1565. doi:10.1093/gji/ggv238.

[64] S. R. Chestler, K. C. Creager, A Model for Low-Frequency Earthquake Slip, Geo-
chemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems 18 (12) (2017) 4690–4708. doi:10.1002/

2017GC007253.

[65] C. Tape, S. Holtkamp, V. Silwal, J. Hawthorne, Y. Kaneko, J. P. Ampuero,
C. Ji, N. Ruppert, K. Smith, M. E. West, Earthquake nucleation and fault slip
complexity in the lower crust of central Alaska, Nature Geoscience 11 (7) (2018)
536–541. doi:10.1038/s41561-018-0144-2.

[66] M. Mirkhalaf, T. Zhou, Francois Barthelat, Simultaneous improvements of
strength and toughness in topologically interlocked ceramics, Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences 115 (37) (2018) 9128–9133. arXiv:

https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.1807272115, doi:10.1073/

pnas.1807272115.

[67] I. Koureas, M. Pundir, S. Feldfogel, D. S. Kammer, On the failure of beam-
like topologically interlocked structures (Sep. 2022). arXiv:2207.01688, doi:
10.48550/arXiv.2207.01688.

29

https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggv238
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GC007253
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GC007253
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-018-0144-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.1807272115
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.1807272115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1807272115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1807272115
http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.01688
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2207.01688
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2207.01688

	1 Introduction
	2 Theory for the nucleation of frictional slip
	2.1 Elastic equations
	2.2 Constitutive laws
	2.3 Theoretical nucleation length
	2.3.1 Stress criterion
	2.3.2 Energy criterion (Griffith's criterion for nucleation)


	3 Single patch nucleation
	3.1 Slip-weakening friction
	3.2 Rate-and-state friction

	4 Nucleation on stochastic interfaces
	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	Appendix  A Piece-wise Constant Slip Method
	Appendix  B Simulation parameters

