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Nearly all frictional interfaces strengthen as the logarithm of time
when sliding at ultra-low speeds. Observations of also logarithmic-
in-time growth of interfacial contact area under such conditions has
led to constitutive models which assume that this frictional strength-
ening results from purely time-dependent, and slip-insensitive, con-
tact area growth. The main laboratory support for such strengthen-
ing has traditionally been derived from increases in friction during
‘load-point hold’ experiments, wherein a sliding interface is allowed
to gradually self-relax down to sub-nanometric slip rates. In con-
trast, following step decreases in the shear loading rate, friction is
widely reported to increase over a characteristic slip scale, indepen-
dent of the magnitude of the slip-rate decrease – a signature of slip-
dependent strengthening. To investigate this apparent contradiction,
we subjected granite samples to a series of step decreases in shear
rate of up to 3.5 orders of magnitude, and load-point holds of up
to 10,000 s, such that both protocols accessed the phenomenologi-
cal regime traditionally inferred to demonstrate time-dependent fric-
tional strengthening. When modeling the resultant data, which probe
interfacial slip rates ranging from 3 µms−1 to less than 10−5µms−1,
we found that constitutive models where low slip-rate friction evo-
lution mimics log-time contact area growth require parameters that
differ by orders of magnitude across the different experiments. In
contrast, an alternative constitutive model in which friction evolves
only with interfacial slip fits most of the data well with nearly identi-
cal parameters. This leads to the surprising conclusion that frictional
strengthening is dominantly slip dependent even at sub-nanometric
slip rates.
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Frictional surfaces across a wide range of materials are1

known to strengthen at low sliding rates. In the laboratory,2

this strengthening is often explored through slide-hold-reslide3

experiments, where a sample previously driven at a constant4

sliding speed is perturbed by abruptly holding the external5

load at fixed displacement or a fixed, low, stress level (1–8).6

In the former protocol, which we call a load-point hold, slip7

along the frictional interface continues at an ever-decreasing8

rate as the mechanical system (testing machine plus sample)9

elastically unloads and the shear stress on the frictional inter-10

face decreases. For hold durations longer than a few seconds,11

the static friction peak observed upon resliding at the pre-hold12

rate has been shown to increase as the logarithm of the hold13

duration, across a wide range of materials including rocks14

(1, 4, 5, 8, 9) (Figure S1).15

In providing a physical explanation for these observations16

of frictional strengthening, reference has often been made to17

the similarly logarithmic-in-time growth of interfacial contact18

area (in transparent polymer glasses and plastics) during peri- 19

ods of little to no slip (10, 11). The connection of frictional 20

strength to contact area dates back to Bowden and Tabor (12), 21

who imagined frictional strength of an interface (τf ) as the 22

product of an average velocity dependent contact strength (τc) 23

(6) and the ratio of the real contact area to the total contact 24

area (Σr): τf = τcΣr. Logarithmic growth of contact area is 25

expected if contacts deform via thermally-activated creep at 26

normal stresses close to the indentation hardness of the sample 27

(6, 8, 13). In the Bowden and Tabor view, this contact area 28

growth then leads to a logarithmic-in-time increase in friction 29

measured relative to the steady-state pre- and post-hold slid- 30

ing rate. One consequence of this view is that the strength 31

increase during the hold portion of slide-hold-reslides should 32

be predictable from the hold duration alone, and be insensitive 33

to the small amount of interfacial slip that accumulates during 34

the hold (4). 35

The largely empirical rate-state friction (RSF) equations are 36

widely used to model such time-varying friction phenomenology 37

in rock (4, 5, 14) and a diverse set of industrial materials (6, 15– 38

19). However, the two most widely used versions offer opposing 39

views of the importance of slip for friction evolution. The 40

more commonly used Aging formulation (1, 14) predicts that 41

frictional strengthening loses all sensitivity to slip whenever the 42
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interface is subjected to a sufficiently large and rapid decrease43

in slip rate. In the limit of a truly stationary interface, it44

implies strengthening as the logarithm of time, even in the45

absence of slip. When viewed in conjunction with the evidence46

for log-time growth of contact-area across stationary interfaces,47

this is consistent with the Bowden and Tabor view of contact48

area being the primary determinant of macroscopic strength.49

Its more empirical alternative – the Slip formulation – instead50

predicts no strengthening in the absence of sliding, and retains51

slip-sensitivity at all slip rates (20).52

Over the last three decades, phenomenological details of53

frictional strengthening derived from laboratory slide-hold-54

reslide experiments have been widely interpreted as support-55

ing the Aging formulation view – that frictional strengthening56

loses sensitivity to slip under the extreme slip-rate reduc-57

tions imposed during load-point holds (3–7, 21). In contrast,58

friction evolution in response to less extreme, but still 1–259

orders of magnitude, velocity step decreases in the laboratory60

demonstrates strengthening over a characteristic slip distance61

independent of the final slip rate, a feature consistent with the62

slip dependence of friction predicted by the Slip formulation63

(22, 23). Therefore, somewhat paradoxically, while load-point64

holds and large velocity-step decreases both probe the evo-65

lution of friction following large reductions in slip rate, the66

traditional interpretations of these two protocols seem to pro-67

vide entirely contradicting versions of the processes underlying68

frictional strengthening.69

One resolution to this paradox is to hypothesize a rate-70

sensitive transition from slip- to time-dependent strengthening71

that is hidden within the orders-of-magnitude gap in the slip72

rates typically probed by these two sliding protocols (24). To73

test this hypothesis, and to eliminate any effects of differ-74

ences in samples or experimental conditions, we ran a suite75

of extremely large velocity step decreases (0.5 to 3.5 orders of76

magnitude between 3µms−1 and 0.001µms−1) and load-point77

holds (of durations 10 − 104 s) on an initially bare granite78

sample, all during the same experimental run. For our experi-79

mental conditions, these extreme velocity step decreases reach80

slip rates as low as those accessed during hold durations of81

a few 100 s – durations comfortably larger than those above82

which time-dependent strengthening has been widely inferred83

(4, 5, 11). Crucially, this means that the data from either84

the velocity-step or slide-hold protocols are independently85

sufficient to test for a rate-sensitive transition from slip- to86

time-dependent strengthening with decreasing slip speed.87

Contrary to conventional wisdom, we find that data derived88

from both sliding protocols support dominantly slip depen-89

dent strength evolution, even for nearly stationary surfaces90

(minimum estimated slip speeds < 10−5µm/s). In particular,91

we find that the Slip equation describes most of the data quite92

well using nearly identical parameters, even across these many93

orders-of-magnitude variations in slip rate. In contrast, the94

Aging equation produces worse fits to the data while also95

requiring orders-of-magnitude variations in the inferred RSF96

parameters across the diverse sliding conditions. We trace97

these failures of the Aging equation back to one central flaw –98

its prediction that strength increases primarily with time and99

not slip following large, rapid decreases in slip rate.100

Rate-State friction and probing strengthening with ve- 101

locity steps and holds 102

Within the RSF framework (1, 5, 9, 20, 25), the friction coeffi- 103

cient is expressed as a function of the sliding rate (V ) and the 104

‘state variable’ (θ) describing the state of the sliding surface. 105

In its simplest form the friction equation is: 106

µ = τf

σ
= µ∗ + a ln

(
V

V∗

)
+ b ln

(
V∗θ

Dc

)
, [1] 107

where µ is the friction coefficient, τf is the shear stress during 108

sliding, σ is the normal stress, and the parameters a and b deter- 109

mine the amplitude of the log velocity and log state dependence 110

of friction. µ∗ is the steady-state friction value at an aribtrary 111

reference sliding speed V∗. At moderate temperatures a and b 112

are of order 0.01 (26), much smaller than the nominal friction 113

value µ∗ of ∼ 0.6 − 0.8. Despite being small, the rate- and 114

state-dependence of friction is important; it determines, for 115

example, whether surfaces slide stably at the applied loading 116

rate (a > b, referred to as “velocity-strengthening”), or poten- 117

tially undergo stick-slip motion (a < b, “velocity-weakening”). 118

The velocity dependence is universally positive (a > 0) and 119

is generally interpreted to result from a thermally-activated 120

Arrhenius process associated with breaking chemical bonds 121

between asperities that bridge the sliding surface (27, 28). The 122

source of the state-dependence is poorly understood. Despite 123

apparent similarities in the phenomenology of state evolution 124

among many classes of solids, including rock, glass, metal, 125

paperboard, wood, plastics and rubber (6, 8, 10, 16, 18), it is 126

not at all obvious that the physical and chemical processes 127

underlying this evolution are shared. 128

It is commonly assumed that the time derivative of the 129

state variable, θ̇, can be written as functions of the current 130

values of V and θ only, although this assumption might be 131

somewhat restrictive (20). For decades the most widely used 132

forms of the state evolution equations have been: 133

Aging (Dieterich) Equation : θ̇ = 1− V θ

Dc
[2a]

Slip (Ruina) Equation : θ̇ = −V θ
Dc

ln
(
V θ

Dc

)
[2b]

where Dc is a characteristic slip scale, often associated with 134

the size of contacting asperities on the interface (2, 20). State 135

here has units of time. 136

At steady-state sliding (θ̇ = 0), both equations yield 137

V θ/Dc = 1, or θ = Dc/V , consistent with the interpreta- 138

tion that at steady-state θ reflects ‘contact age’. For both 139

equations, V θ/Dc < 1 leads to θ̇ > 0. We refer to this as 140

being ‘below steady state’. The increase in friction resulting 141

from the below-steady-state increase in θ is what we mean by 142

frictional strengthening. 143

The Aging and Slip formulations differ in their predictions 144

for strengthening when V θ/Dc drops to values much smaller 145

than 1. Given that neither equation allows for instantaneous 146

changes in state, such ‘far below steady state’ regimes can 147

be attained via sufficiently large and rapid reductions in slip 148

rate from steady-state sliding. In response, state evolution 149

under the Aging formulation loses all sensitivity to slip rate, 150

as Eq. (2a) reduces to θ̇ ∼ 1. State then evolves purely 151

as a function of time, and again invites the interpretation 152

that state is contact age. Note that cessation of slip is not 153
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required to satisfy θ̇ ∼ 1; it is sufficient that θ � Dc/V . In154

contrast, under the Slip formulation the rate of state evolution155

decreases to progressively smaller values as the size of the156

velocity reduction increases, with no strengthening in the157

limit V → 0. Nevertheless, in practice, due to the finite158

compliance of testing machines, slip speed never decays to159

zero. Under these circumstances, both formulations predict160

an approximately logarithmic-in-time increase in frictional161

strength during long-duration load-point holds (strictly so162

under the Aging formulation, as θ̇ ∼ 1) (20, 23).163

Therefore, that frictional strength increases nearly logarith-164

mically with hold duration in slide-hold-slide experiments does165

not by itself distinguish between evolution of friction with slip166

or with elapsed time.167

The slip sensitivity of strengthening was explored by Beeler168

et al. (4) in an experiment consisting of the same sequence of169

holds at two very different machine stiffnesses. They showed170

that the rate of increase in peak friction with log hold du-171

ration was independent of the adopted stiffness, and hence172

independent of the very different amounts of slip that ac-173

crued during the holds. Beeler et al. interpreted these data174

as supporting time-dependent strengthening during holds. To-175

gether with the discovery of logarithmic-in-time contact area176

growth (10, 11), and the correpsondence between Aging-law-177

style time-dependent strengthening and contact area growth178

when viewed within the Bowden-Tabor picture (8, 13), the179

experiments of Beeler et al (4) have been cited as evidence180

in support of time-dependent contact-area growth leading to181

frictional strengthening during holds.182

The strongest evidence against this viewpoint, and for the183

importance of slip in determining friction evolution far below184

steady state, comes from velocity step experiments as men-185

tioned before. The Slip formulation, in fact, was introduced186

because it matches so well the results of laboratory velocity-187

step experiments, where friction is observed to approach its188

future steady-state value as roughly a decaying exponential189

over a characteristic slip distance (Dc), independent of the190

final slip speed as well as the magnitude and sign of the ve-191

locity step (20). For velocity step decreases this clearly calls192

into question the universality of the hypothesis that frictional193

strengthening far below steady state depends upon time rather194

than slip.195

Recently, Bhattacharya et al. (23) resolved some of this co-196

nundrum by reinterpreting the slide-hold-reslide experiments197

of Beeler et al. Bhattacharya et al. showed that the Slip for-198

mulation can model the stiffness-independence of the healing199

rate inferred from the peak friction data as well as the Aging200

formulation, albeit over a narrower range of parameter values.201

Moreover, the holds preceding these peak friction values ex-202

hibit strongly stiffness-dependent stress relaxation rates which,203

with constant RSF parameters, cannot be captured by the Ag-204

ing formulation but are well modeled by the Slip formulation.205

However, this does not rule out the possibility that this appar-206

ent failure of the Aging formulation has nothing to do with the207

prescription of state evolution, and is, instead, just an artifact208

of the assumption of velocity-independent RSF parameters.209

To explore the latter possibility, it is necessary to increase the210

size of the velocity-step decreases, and drop the target velocity211

into the range accessed by moderately long holds. This will212

effectively allow any rate-dependence of the RSF parameters213

to be detected by the rate steps alone. The Tullis rotary shear214

apparatus at Brown University (25, 29, 30) is uniquely suited 215

to our purpose given that it can be servo-controlled using 216

a resolver near the sliding interface to artificially stiffen the 217

machine to around 30-40 times its natural stiffness (4, 23). 218

All the experiments reported in this paper make use of this 219

stiffened setting. Increasing the apparatus stiffness ensures 220

that a large velocity step imposed at the load point is trans- 221

lated to the sample with greater fidelity. This maximizes the 222

departure from steady state for a given velocity step decrease 223

at the load point (31), which facilitates distinguishing slip- 224

from time-dependence when inverting the resulting friction 225

data. 226

As we will show, the dataset generated from the experiments 227

described herein provide sufficient diagnostic power to join a 228

growing body of work, referenced later, suggesting that (1) 229

frictional “state” is not synonymous with contact area, and 230

(2) slip is essential to frictional strengthening as observed in 231

the laboratory. 232

Large velocity-step decreases on a stiff apparatus. The veloc- 233

ity steps were carried out at 25 MPa normal stress on a hollow, 234

cylindrical sample of Westerly granite with outer and inner 235

diameters of 54 and 44 mm (for details of the apparatus and 236

sample see SI Appendix and Figures S2 and S3). The sample 237

was initially ground flat and then roughened at a fine scale 238

using 60 grit grinding compound. We report experimental 239

results only after about 120 mm of slip. At these large values, 240

the sample reached a stable, quasi-constant, steady-state ve- 241

locity weakening value of a−b ≈ −0.003 (Figure S6). Previous 242

studies on the same apparatus under similar conditions have 243

shown that, during the accumulation of ∼ 40 − 100 mm of 244

slip, a 70-100 µm thick layer of gouge develops on Westerly 245

granite samples, with the total shear being accommodated in 246

a narrow (20-30 µm wide), quasi-planar, shear zone within 247

this gouge (29). 248

To estimate the slip velocity from the displacement mea- 249

sured by the resolver (what we term the ‘load point’), we 250

must correct for elastic deformation of the intervening mate- 251

rial (about 5 mm of rock plus a thin layer of glue). The elastic 252

stiffness k (expressed as friction change per differential slip 253

distance between the surface and the load point) was deter- 254

mined to be 0.065 µm−1 (see Materials and Methods and SI 255

Appendix, Figure S4). Assuming homogeneous shear stress and 256

slip distribution on the sliding interface, the elastic relation 257

between the measured shear traction on the sample (τ), the 258

load-point displacement (δlp), and the surface slip (δ), is 259

τ = kσ(δlp − δ), [3] 260

Taking the time-derivative enables us to estimate the slip 261

speed V in terms of the servo-controlled load-point velocity 262

Vlp and the time-derivative of the shear load: 263

V = Vlp −
τ̇

kσ
. [4] 264

Because the surface is always sliding, even at the end of the 265

longest load-point holds (V = 0.02± 5% nm s−1 at the end 266

of our 10000s holds; see SI Appendix Figure S5 ), and because 267

slip speeds and accelerations are small enough that inertia is 268

negligible, we can relate changes in friction to changes in shear 269

load throughout these experiments via ∆µ = ∆τ/σ. 270

Figure 1A shows friction data from a large number of 271

velocity-step decreases and increases. In these tests, the sample 272
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Fig. 1. (A) Large velocity-step decreases and in-
creases on initially bare granite. Beyond 120 mm of
total slip, 16 velocity-step decreases and 13 increases
were carried out spanning 0.5-3.5 orders of magnitude.
This plot shows 15 of these step decreases and 4 of
the increases; the remainder are shown in Figure S18.
The legend shows log10(Vf/Vi) values coded by
color; in parentheses are the final slip speeds Vf in
µm/s. The slip is set to zero at the stress minimum
(or maximum for the step increases). The data are
smoothed over 0.2µm for the step downs and over
0.4µm for the step ups. The main panel shows the
friction normalized by its change between 0 and 4µm
of slip. (B) and (C) show the evolution of friction for
the range of step increases and decreases shown in A
(colors denote step-sizes as in A) for the Aging and Slip
formulations respectively. The changes in friction are
measured from its value at 4µm and are normalized by
the maximum amplitude of this change, as in (A). The
parameters used for the Aging and Slip simulations are
derived from fitting the velocity-step decreases (see
SI Appendix and Table 1). The modeled time series
is smoothed identically to the data. In (A), the friction
values for the two largest step decreases begin well
above zero because of the normalization scheme (the
friction by 4 µm of slip remains well below its future
steady state value; see Figure 2).

is initially run to steady state at a velocity Vlp = Vi, and then273

Vlp is changed to Vf over ∼0.02 s. When servo-controlling off274

the near-fault resolver we are able to impose sliding rates of 3275

to 0.001µms−1, allowing velocity jumps of up to 3.5 orders of276

magnitude. Previously published jumps have been limited to277

2 orders of magnitude.278

Each friction curve in Figure 1A has been normalized by279

the amplitude of its total change from its extremum to its280

value measured at 4µm of slip, with slip defined as zero at the281

extremum. Over this initial 4µm post-minimum slip, the plot282

clearly shows that frictional strength evolves over a length283

scale that is independent of both the step size and final slip284

speed Vf .285

For comparison, we have plotted numerical simulations286

of velocity-step decreases using both the Aging formulation287

(Figure 1B) and the Slip formulation (Figure 1C). These sim-288

ulations were run with the appropriate stiffness and a, b and289

Dc values derived by fitting the first 3 µm of the post-step290

friction evolution from a subset of the velocity steps shown291

in Figure 1A (see Materials and Methods and SI Appendix,292

Figures S6, S7 and S8).293

Note, that in both the observations and the simulations,294

after a step decrease in Vlp, the stress first decreases to a295

minimum before increasing to its future steady-state value296

at V = Vf . In the simulations, the steep stress decay prior297

to the minimum is dominated by changes in the a ln(V/V∗)298

term in (1) (a rapid velocity drop at relatively constant state),299

whereas the subsequent steep stress increase is dominated by300

changes in the b ln(V∗θ/Dc) term (state increases at nearly301

constant V = Vf ; see SI Appendix, Figure S7). Therefore,302

across the many order-of-magnitude slip rate variations in303

Figure 1A, friction evolution for the first 4 µm of slip follow-304

ing the stress minimum represents frictional strengthening305

over elapsed times that vary by more than three orders of306

magnitude. This suggests that the collapse (for these short307

slip distances) of the whole suite of post-minimum velocity308

step data onto nearly the same curve implies the primacy of309

interfacial slip accumulation over time elapsed in determining310

this strengthening. The Slip formulation inherently captures 311

this phenomenology, given its prediction that friction evolves 312

to steady state over a characteristic slip scale, independent of 313

the step size and Vf (20) (Figure 1C). 314

On the other hand, following a large velocity-step decrease, 315

the Aging formulation predicts strengthening over length 316

scales that decrease dramatically as the size of the velocity 317

step increases (note this feature in the progression of colors 318

subsequent to the stress minimum in Figure 1B). For veloc- 319

ity decreases that push the interface far below steady state 320

(V θ/Dc � 1), the rate of friction change with slip dµ/dδ in- 321

creases almost as rapidly with increasing velocity reduction as 322

the velocity ratio Vi/Vf (SI Appendix and Figure S12). This 323

is in clear contradiction with the data. 324

The velocity step data from Figure 1 are shown again as 325

non-normalized friction versus slip in Figure 2A, with the 326

changes in friction referenced to the pre-step steady-state level. 327

The corresponding simulation results using the Aging and Slip 328

formulations are shown in Figures 2D and 2E. Notably, for 329

the experimental data the amplitude of the stress minimum 330

∆µmin increases linearly with the logarithm of the size of the 331

velocity step (inset in Figure 2A), with a slope of around 332

−0.01. Using parameters derived from fits to the velocity-step 333

decreases (Table 1), Slip formulation simulations also show a 334

linear growth in ∆µmin with log step size with a slope ∼ −0.009 335

(Figure 2C). The data also show (Figure 2A and Figure S13 336

in SI Appendix) that the slip accumulated between the start 337

of the velocity step and the friction minimum increases quasi- 338

linearly with the log of the step size, again consistent with the 339

Slip formulation simulations (Figure 2E). 340

The Aging formulation, on the other hand, predicts a non- 341

linear relationship between ∆µmin and log step size with the 342

rate of increase in ∆µmin decreasing systematically with larger 343

steps (Figure 2B). In general, any increase in state (strength- 344

ening) between the onset of the velocity step and the friction 345

minimum reduces the eventual amplitude of ∆µmin. For large 346

velocity step decreases (Vf/Vi � 1), V θ/Dc � 1 prior to 347

the friction minimum. Under an Aging-style formulation this 348
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D
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Fig. 2. (A) Same set of velocity step decreases as in Figure 1 color coded identically according to log10(Vf/Vi), but plotted as non-normalized friction versus slip. The
numbers in the legend show Vf in µms−1. Slip is set to zero at minimum stress and shear stress is set to zero at the pre-step level. The data are smoothed as in Figure 1.
Inset shows the evolution of the stress minimum (∆Frictionmin) with log step size. (B) Stress minima following velocity-step decreases as a function of log step size, from the
(smoothed) finite stiffness simulations in Figure 1B for the Aging formulation. (C) Same as (B) but for the Slip formulation. Note that the Slip formulation predicts linear evolution
of the stress minima with log step size, while the Aging formulation predicts that the stress minima deviate to significantly shallower values from the initial linear trend as step
size increases, due to increased state evolution. The black dashed lines in (B) and (C) have the slope of a = 0.0144 for the Aging and a = 0.013 for the Slip formulation. The
trend of the stress minima from the data in (A) is linear, as predicted by the Slip formulation. (D) and (E) show the evolution of friction for the Aging and Slip simulations of
Figures 1B and 1C, respectively, but referenced to the pre-step steady value as in 2A. (F)-(L) show Slip formulation fits to one step of each size. These fits are allowed to use
different a and Dc (a− b for each is fixed at−0.003), and are a subset of the fits to all the step decreases in Figure S8. Note the similarity in inferred a and Dc values across
the steps and the excellent fit to the data.

leads to θ̇ ∼ 1 and a much larger increase in θ prior to the349

friction minimum than for the Slip formulation. This leads to350

considerable shallowing of the curve of ∆µmin with decreasing351

Vf/Vi.352

Figures 2F-L show Slip formulation fits to the first 3 µm353

of post-step friction evolution of one each of the different step354

sizes in our experimental suite (all steps are fit in Figure S9).355

Unlike the fits used to infer the RSF parameters for the simula-356

tions in Figures 1C, 2C and 2E, the fits in Figures 2F-L allow357

different values of a and Dc (while fixing a− b = −0.003) for358

every velocity step shown in Figure 1A. These fits reveal that359

the Slip formulation requires almost no variation in a, and Dc360

variations of less than a factor of 2, to fit the whole suite of361

velocity step decreases equally well. To the extent that the362

larger values of Dc for the two largest velocity steps might363

be statistically meaningful, note that this would imply an364

even slower rate of fault strengthening with slip for the largest365

velocity reductions, whereas time-dependent strengthening366

requires the opposite. However, the 95% confidence intervals367

shown in Figure S11 seem to allow the possibility that any368

trends in Dc with step size are not significant.369

While we have thus far focused on state evolution in re-370

sponse to velocity-step decreases, for completeness we point371

out that the velocity-step increases in Figure 1A also show372

systematic support for the Slip formulation. The data ex-373

hibit a quasi-characteristic length scale for stress evolution374

following the friction peak, independent of the sign as well as375

the size of the velocity step – a feature consistent with the 376

Slip formulation (Figure 1C) (28, 32–34). The Aging formula- 377

tion, in contrast, predicts linear slip weakening post-peak for 378

velocity-step increases that push the sliding surface far above 379

steady state (V θ/Dc � 1) (28, 35) (see Fig. 1B). Further, 380

since the amplitude of the friction peak increases with step 381

size, a constant rate of weakening implies that steady state 382

friction is attained over slip distances that also increase with 383

step size – opposite to the trend predicted for step decreases. 384

It is well established that such asymmetry in the frictional 385

response between large velocity step increases and decreases 386

is not supported by experiments (20, 22, 25, 28, 32, 36) and 387

neither is it seen in our data. 388

Before concluding this section, we point out that most of 389

our velocity step increases and decreases show a long-term 390

evolution in stress over slip distances much larger than the Dc 391

derived by fitting the first few microns of slip following the 392

step. Neither the Aging nor the Slip formulation can capture 393

this feature with a single state variable (20, 25). This is the 394

main reason we avoid fitting more than the first 3 microns 395

of slip following the step with our one state variable models 396

(see Materials and Methods). Note that in obtaining the value 397

a− b = −0.003 (supplementary Figure S6), we use the steady 398

state values at more than 50µm of slip following our velocity 399

steps. This value of a − b probably corresponds better to 400

a two state variable picture (25). But, on the other hand, 401

the joint fit to the velocity steps in supplementary Figure S7, 402
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Fig. 3. Changes in friction, referenced to the prior steady-state value at slip speed Vi, for velocity-step decreases (solid colored lines) and holds (gray lines and dashed red
line). Solid colored lines in (A) show the same finite stiffness simulations for the Aging formulation as in Figure 1B, now plotted vs. the logarithm of scaled time Vit. The dashed
red curve shows the stress relaxation trajectories of a 3000s hold with Vi = 3µms−1 and the same a, b and Dc as the velocity steps. The gray curves are for the same
parameters as the red dashed curve except for the different indicated Vi. (B) is the same as (A), but for the Slip formulation with its corresponding velocity-step-derived RSF
parameters. (C) shows that the friction evolution during laboratory holds of 3163 s at 3 different initial slip speeds from 0.03 to 1 µm/s collapse onto nearly the same trajectory
when plotted vs. log scaled time Vit. (D) shows the same data when plotted as function of time. (E) shows the same hold data and all the velocity step-decrease data of
Figures (1) and (2), using the same scaling of time and color scheme as panels (A) and (B).

using the Slip formulation with a single state variable, requires403

a− b = −0.003 without any a priori constraints. Given this,404

and for its analytical simplicity, we have restricted ourselves405

to the one-state-variable picture.406

In summary, the fact that the data from far below steady407

state – both the pre-minimum stress decrease and the post-408

minimum increase – are so consistent with the Slip formulation409

over the first few microns of slip, where (for all but the largest410

step) most of the post-minimum stress increase occurs, indi-411

cates that slip-dependent strengthening is responsible for most412

of the state evolution observed in these data. And, even when413

the data deviate from single-state-variable Slip formulation414

predictions, as do the two largest step decreases, they do so415

by strengthening less rapidly with slip than predicted (see416

also Figure S6). This is still inconsistent with time-dependent417

strengthening, which predicts more rapid strengthening with418

slip in response to larger step decreases (see SI appendix).419

Comparing holds to the large velocity-step decreases. Our420

study stands apart from previous work in that it analyzes421

velocity step decreases and holds within a unified framework.422

For this reason it is useful to examine the extent to which our423

largest velocity step decreases and holds access similar sliding424

conditions. In Figure 3 we compare the stress evolution in425

laboratory and simulated velocity-step decreases (solid colored426

lines) to that in holds (gray lines). Figures 3A-B show numer-427

ical simulations comparing the shear stress relaxation during428

∼3000s holds from the different laboratory pre-hold driving429

rates we used (Vi = 1, 0.3 and 0.03 µms−1), to the shear stress430

evolution following the different laboratory velocity step sizes.431

In Figures 3C-E we show corresponding laboratory hold 432

and velocity-step data with Figure 3E being the analog of 433

Figures 3A and B. 434

The simulations show that most of the stress decrease 435

between the onset of the velocity steps and the subsequent 436

friction minimum follows the stress relaxation trajectory of the 437

different load point holds, when the data are plotted against 438

rescaled time Vit. This scaling removes any dependence of 439

friction evolution on Vi, within the traditional RSF framework 440

(i.e., constant a, b and Dc with no intrinsic velocity scale; 441

see Materials and Methods) (37, 38). Figure 3C applies the 442

same scaling to data from three ∼ 3000s holds initiated at 443

different Vi (Figure 3D), and Figure 3E adds to this to all the 444

velocity steps from Figure 1A. Note that the measured stress 445

relaxations across the entire suite of holds (gray curves) also 446

collapse to a single trajectory in Figures 3C and 3D. This is a 447

significant result, as it provides no evidence for the hypothesis 448

that the RSF parameters values change substantially at sliding 449

velocities intermediate between Vi and the velocities reached 450

by the ends of the holds (see Materials and Methods). 451

Figures 3B and E show that the velocity steps and holds 452

share friction phenomenology down to slip rates as low as 453

that of the largest velocity step decreases (∼ 10−3µms−1). 454

The longest holds then extend the slip rates accessed to values 455

below 10−5µms−1. We show in the following section that these 456

holds are fit well by the Slip formulation, using parameters very 457

similar to those inferred from the velocity steps. Figure S15A 458

shows that, for the Slip formulation, the largest velocity steps 459

in our experiments access the same slip rates as holds of a 460

few hundred seconds in duration irrespective of their pre-hold 461
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sliding rates. This shows the utility of the large velocity-462

step decreases in our experiments – they clearly exhibit slip-463

dependent healing at the same sliding velocities achieved in464

holds long enough to clearly show logarithmic-in-time growth465

of both peak friction (4, 5) and contact area (10, 11).466

Slide-hold experiments. Fits to our hold data (shown in Fig-467

ure 4) are all constrained with a− b = −0.003, as determined468

from the steady-state friction value as a function of sliding469

speed (SI Appendix Figure S6). Holds of all durations from470

a particular Vi were fit jointly. The only exception are those471

with with Vi = 1µms−1 (Figures 4C and F), where we do not472

fit the two longest holds. For unknown reasons, and unlike473

the holds with Vi ∼ 0.3 and 0.03 µms−1in the other panels,474

the longer holds with Vi = 1µms−1 do not track the trajecto-475

ries of the nominally identical shorter holds over their shared476

duration. Figures 4A-C show fits using the Aging formulation.477

Although the fits up to modest values of Vit (.102) appear478

not too bad, they require values of Dc orders of magnitude479

larger than those inferred from the velocity steps (Table 1). To480

rationalize this feature of the fits, we note that under an Aging481

formulation with a < b, the rate of shear stress relaxation482

in response to a load point hold, dτ/d log(t), decreases with483

time, ultimately vanishing in the limit Vit� Dc (23). This is484

a direct implication of time-dependent strengthening (θ̇ ∼ 1485

far below steady state), and can be viewed as the ‘infinitely486

large step’ limit of the pronounced shallowing of the friction487

minima with increasing step size already seen in Figure 2B.488

For a− b = −0.003, the Aging formulation predicts that the489

shear stress decay during holds begins to significantly shallow490

for Vit/Dc & 2, or Vit & 20 for Dc ∼ 10µm (Figure 3A). The491

hold data, however, show nearly log-linear stress relaxation for492

hold durations orders of magnitude larger than this. Therefore,493

an Aging formulation with a < b can produce good fits to494

these hold sequences only by requiring that Dc be not much495

smaller than the values of Vit accessed during these holds.496

The inset in Figure 4A shows the distribution of Dc values497

estimated using a Monte Carlo inversion method (see Methods498

and Materials), obtained by fitting each of the three holds in499

the sequence individually. The inferred values of Dc increase500

with hold duration thold, as expected to satisfy the requirement501

that Vithold not be much larger than Dc. For the same reason,502

the inferred values of Dc increase with Vi when fitting holds503

of the same duration in Figures 4A–C (Table 1; the only504

exception to the latter statement is a second set of holds with505

Vi = 0.316µms−1 shown in Figures S16B and C).506

To further evaluate the suitability of the Aging formulation507

to model these data, we utilize the velocity-weakening fit to508

the velocity steps obtained from the Aging formulation to509

numerically predict the stress relaxation during the longest510

hold in each panel (dashed orange lines in Figures 4A-C).511

These numerical predictions significantly underestimate the512

shear stress decrease observed during the longer holds. This513

is expected, given the velocity steps are equivalent to hold514

durations much shorter than the longest holds at each Vi (for515

relevant Aging equation predictions see Figure S14A).516

In contrast to the Aging formulation, the Slip formulation517

fits these holds very well (Figures 4D-F) with parameters nearly518

identical to those inferred from the velocity steps (Table 1).519

For the sets of holds in Figures 4D-E, these Slip equation fits520

capture the observed stress relaxation across the whole range521

of hold durations equally well with the same set of parameters.522

This is formally shown in the inset of Figure 4D, where it can be 523

seen that, in contrast to the Aging formulation, the distribution 524

of acceptable values of Dc inferred by fitting each of the three 525

holds in the sequence individually are statistically equivalent. 526

For the set of holds in Figure 4F, as noted previously only 527

the three shortest holds were fit. The Dc inferred from this 528

set of holds is about twice as large as those in panels D and 529

E, within the range of variation in Dc inferred when all the 530

velocity steps are fit independently. 531

So, overall, and consistent with the findings of (23), the Slip 532

equation fits to the internally consistent holds in Figures 4D-E 533

capture the stress relaxation at the longest hold times better 534

than the corresponding Aging equation fits. The good Slip 535

equation fit to the shear stress data at such low slip rates 536

(as low as 0.02 nms−1; see Figure S5) implies, remarkably, 537

that state evolution in these experiments is controlled by slip 538

rather than elapsed time even at rates more than an order of 539

magnitude below plate tectonic rates. 540

Before finishing this discussion, we point out that, unlike 541

the holds, the corresponding reslides are not well modeled by 542

either the Slip or the Aging formulation (Figures S17 and S18). 543

For example, the Slip equation fits to the holds in Figures 4D-F 544

both under-predict the static friction peaks upon resliding, and 545

fail to capture the post-peak strength evolution (red curves 546

in Figures S17 A-D). Therefore, neither of these widely used 547

empirical formulations fit the entire range of laboratory data 548

equally well. 549

Discussion 550

The main goal of this work was to determine whether the fric- 551

tional strengthening of surfaces sliding at conditions far below 552

steady state is dominantly slip-dependent or time-dependent. 553

For both velocity step decreases and slide-hold laboratory pro- 554

tocols we have established that the surface strengthens (that is, 555

state increases) primarily with slip. In doing so, we have also 556

demonstrated that the conventional (but self-contradictory) 557

wisdom that state evolution in response to velocity-step de- 558

creases is slip-dependent, while that in response to load-point 559

holds is time-dependent, is incorrect. Instead, by treating 560

holds as the limit of increasingly large velocity step decreases, 561

we have shown that the phenomenology of frictional healing is 562

not only slip-dependent but is well explained by the standard 563

Slip formulation to within a few tens of percent of variation 564

in the RSF parameters. This consistency is observed across 565

more than 5 orders of magnitude in slip rates, from 3µms−1
566

to < 10−5µms−1. 567

In contrast, we have shown that any formulation in which 568

the state contribution to friction increases as log time, anal- 569

ogously to the log-time contact area growth observed at low 570

slip rates, makes the interface too strong to match the stress 571

relaxation observed during both load-point holds and, prior 572

to their stress minima, step velocity decreases. The Aging 573

equation is a particular example of such a formulation. 574

In this context, it is worth remembering that log-time 575

growth of contact area is not only well established in obser- 576

vations in transparent materials (10, 11), it also has a well- 577

accepted theoretical basis (39). In rock, the same log-time 578

growth of contact area has been inferred from proxy measure- 579

ments of fault-normal displacement and acoustic transmissivity 580

during load-point holds (31, 40) or from log-time compaction 581

of granular wear material accumulated on initially bare rock in- 582
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A B C

D E F

Vi = 0.316 mms-1 Vi = 0.0316 mms-1 Vi = 1.0 mms-1

Fig. 4. Fits to the hold portions of the slide-hold-slide tests carried out during the same experimental run as the velocity steps in Figure 1. The data are represented in various
shades of blue with lighter colors representing longer holds. The joint fits to all holds in each sequence are shown in the respective panels in colors other than blue. The friction
change from the prior steady state is plotted as a function of scaled time Vit as in Figure 3. (A)-(C) Fits using the Aging formulation; note that these require unreasonably
large values of Dc (Table 1). Dashed orange lines are predictions for the longest hold in the panel that was fit, using Aging parameters inferred from the velocity steps (see
Table 1). (D)-(F) Fits to the same holds but now using the Slip formulation. The values of a and Dc required by the fits in (D) and (E) are nearly identical to those required to fit
the velocity steps (Table 1 and Figure S3). The fit in (F) requires a Dc 65 % larger than that required to fit the velocity steps. The insets in (A) and (D) show the posterior
distributions of Dc inferred from Monte Carlo inversions that fit the holds of different durations separately. Note that the Aging formulation requires progressively larger values of
Dc for longer holds, while Dc inferred for the Slip formulation is statistically invariant across the range of hold durations. In Figures 4C and F (Vi = 1.0 µms−1) we did not fit
the two longest holds because they showed very atypical behavior – concave-down friction vs. log time curves at long hold times, and static friction peaks that decrease for hold
durations longer than 103s (Figures 4F and S15).

Table 1. Rate-State parameters from fitting the friction data

Type Vi EE TH a b Dc Fig#
Steps a – A – 0.014 – 10.05 S4
Steps – A – 0.022 0.018 0.99 S4
Holds a 0.032 A 10000s 0.012 – 84.85 4B
Holds a 0.32 A 1000s 0.013 – 103.40 4A
Holds a 0.32 A 3163s 0.012 – 3055.33 S16
Holds a 1.0 A 1000s 0.013 – 663.66 4C
Steps – S – 0.013 0.016 2.07 S7
Holds a 0.032 S 10000s 0.014 – 1.99 4E
Holds a 0.32 S 1000s 0.015 – 2.10 4D
Holds a 0.32 S 3163s 0.014 – 4.63 S16
Holds a 1.0 S 1000s 0.015 – 3.43 4F

EE denotes choice of evolution equation – A for Aging, S for Slip.
TH denotes the longest hold duration fit as part of this series.
Fig# denotes the figure number for the listed fits.
Vi values in µms−1, Dc in µm.
a denotes a− b = −0.003 constraint imposed on these fits.

terfaces (41). Therefore, it is quite remarkable how poorly the 583

Aging formulation performs in reproducing friction evolution 584

during holds, even though it mimics very well the observed 585

phenomenology of contact area growth under similar condi- 586

tions. Our results, thus, add to a growing body of evidence 587

that the evolution of ‘state’ embodies more than just changes 588

in contact area (42–45). 589

The bigger surprise is the extreme slip-sensitivity of fric- 590

tion at even sub-nanometric slip rates. Several underlying 591

mechanisms could give rise to slip-dependent state evolution. 592

Asperities might retain a memory of the velocity(ies) at which 593

they formed, in which case reaching a new steady state might 594

require swapping out the old contacts for the new, regardless 595

of how long that takes (46). Additionally, contact area might 596

grow during holds or normal stress increases, but that new 597

contact area might have to undergo some strain-hardening 598

(via slip) before reaching its steady-state strength (44). Al- 599

though these ideas have been explored numerically (46, 47), 600

no formulation developed thus far does better than the Slip 601

formulation in describing lab friction data. 602

However, recent Discrete Element Method (DEM) simula- 603

tions of a granular gouge layer sheared between two parallel 604

plates, as a model for fault friction, behaved very similar to 605

the Slip formulation with nearly constant RSF parameters 606

during velocity-step and slide-hold protocols, consistent with 607

laboratory experiments (48). The model gouge also under- 608

went log-time compaction during the holds, meaning that the 609
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DEM simulations share with lab experiments the property610

that although the interface normal displacements are seem-611

ingly consistent with the conventional understanding of the612

Aging formulation, the simulated shear stress decay follows613

the Slip formulation. Although these simulation results appear614

quite promising, the microscopic mechanisms giving rise to the615

macroscopically lab-like behavior remain unknown. However,616

granular systems are known to exhibit the same slow dynamics617

of other disordered systems near the ‘glass transition temper-618

ature’, behavior that has previously been invoked to explain619

non-monotonic contact area changes in PMMA at times of620

constant normal load (49).621

It is possible, even likely, that at slip rates even lower than622

those accessed in our experiments, some additional process623

operates that involves time-dependent healing and also con-624

tributes to frictional strengthening. For example, it is known625

that interfaces continue to strengthen even when held truly626

stationary by unloading to zero shear stress (3, 6, 21, 50). It627

is also important to note that while the Slip formulation fits628

our velocity steps and holds with nearly identical parameters,629

it cannot fit well the peak friction upon resliding after the630

holds. This might indicate that the interface undergoes some631

additional physical change during the stress increase between632

the minimum at the end of the hold and the subsequent stress633

peak that is not captured by any existing state evolution634

formulation.635

What also remains to be examined is the extent to which636

this phenomenology of rock friction extends to other materi-637

als. The clearest evidence for log-time contact area growth638

comes from transparent acrylic (PMMA), but PMMA sam-639

ples have yet to be subjected to as exhaustive a set of sliding640

conditions as reported in this manuscript. This wide range of641

conditions has proven to be necessary to distinguish between642

time-dependent and slip-dependent strengthening for surfaces643

far below steady state. A comprehensive study of the universal-644

ity of friction phenomenology among other important natural645

and industrial material is necessary, particularly given the646

diversity of materials and purposes across which RSF is used –647

elastomers to plastics/acrylics to metals to soft materials and648

micromachines (6, 15, 16, 51, 52).649

Given that ‘state’ must in general depend upon both con-650

tact area and the quality of chemical bonding across those651

contacts (42, 43, 53, 54), it would be surprising if friction652

could be accurately described by a single state variable. It is653

thus remarkable that the empirical Slip formulation for state654

evolution does as well as it does, fitting velocity steps of both655

signs and load point holds with near identical parameters.656

This suggests that it is a good starting point for developing657

a state evolution formulation to better fit the reslides after658

holds. This is in contrast to earlier attempts at revising state659

evolution equations which considered time-dependent strength-660

ening as embodied by the Aging formulation to be a desirable661

property of state evolution at low slip rates (24, 31). Our662

results, instead, show that this is the portion of the parameter663

space where time-dependent strengthening descriptions such664

as the Aging formulation are least compatible with laboratory665

friction data.666

Materials and Methods667

668

Estimating stiffness and a− b from independent constraints. Our ex- 669

periments were carried out on the Tullis rotary shear apparatus 670

at Brown University, which was artificially stiffened using servo 671

feedback from a near-fault transducer. To obtain an estimate of 672

this higher stiffness, we used the initial loading curve of the reslides 673

following a sequence of long holds carried out during the same 674

experimental run. At the end of long holds, the block is sliding at 675

rates orders of magnitude smaller than the pre-hold steady sliding 676

rate Vi. Therefore, following the reslide, also at the rate Vi, there 677

is an initial time window over which the slip rate of the block con- 678

tinues to satisfy V � Vi. During this initial portion of the reload, 679

assuming quasi-static force balance between the driving shear stress 680

and friction, we have 681

∆µ = k(δlp − δ) = kδlp

(
1 −

δ

δlp

)
≈ kδlp, [5] 682

where δ and δlp are surface and load point displacements since the 683

reslide respectively, and initially δ/δlp � 1 for reslides following 684

long holds. Note that k is the stiffness normalized by normal stress 685

and ∆µ is the change in friction. A linear fit to the ∆µ vs. δlp plot 686

over this initial portion following the reslide gives k as the slope 687

(Figure S4). We use the reslides following a sequence of 3000 s and 688

10000 s holds carried out at three different values of Vi spanning 689

more than an order of magnitude – 1, 0.3162 and 0.03162 µms−1. 690

For the linear fit, we chose one-seventh of the total number of points 691

between the onset of the reslide and eventual peak strength to 692

evaluate k. This fraction was chosen based on trial-and-error such 693

that the spread in the estimated value of k was the least between 694

our six chosen reslides. We found k ∼ 0.065µm−1 to be the mean 695

stiffness from our fits. 696

For constant RSF parameters, the slope of the curve of steady- 697

state friction vs. ln(V ) is equal to (a − b). In Figure S6 we show 698

the estimation of a− b from all the 0.5 to 2.0 order velocity steps 699

in Figure 1A. The post-step steady state is chosen for all steps at 700

45 µm of post-minimum slip (brown stars in each panel). We did 701

not use larger steps for a− b estimation because of the prominent 702

post-minimum transients present at 45 µm slip distance for these 703

steps. We find that a− b ∼ −0.003 explains the data well from the 704

3µms−1 to 0.03µms−1 slip rates covered between these steps. 705

Estimating a and Dc by fitting the velocity-step decreases. To con- 706

strain a and Dc, we fit either a representative size range of the 707

velocity-step decreases (3.5-1 orders of magnitude) or all of the ve- 708

locity steps in Figure 1A with the Slip equation. The forward model 709

is simulated by equating the time derivative of ∆µ in Eq. (5) (using 710

the load point displacement history recorded during the experiment 711

and k = 0.065µm−1) with that in the friction law (Eq. (1)), with 712

the Slip equation being used for state evolution (Eq. (2b)). All data 713

are sampled uniformly at 50 Hz in these experiments. We fit the 714

velocity step decreases in two ways – (i) parameters a, b and Dc 715

are simultaneously and jointly inferred from all the velocity-step 716

decreases shown in Figures S6 A-E, and (ii) parameters a and Dc are 717

inferred independently by fitting all the velocity steps individually 718

with the constraint that a− b = −0.003 (Figures S9 A-O). For the 719

fits of type (i), we weight the misfit for each velocity step by the 720

inverse of the total number of data samples in the fitting window to 721

ensure that the data from all the velocity steps contribute equally to 722

the aggregate misfit. For the inversion, we use an adaptive proposal, 723

small-world, Markov chain Monte Carlo code. The algorithm and 724

the general inversion procedure are described in the Supplementary 725

materials accompanying (22). We minimize the weighted square 726

root misfit between the modeled time series and the data at every 727

time sample in the data. We model the evolution of friction only 728

over the first 3 µm of slip after the onset of the velocity step. This 729

avoids fitting secondary long term transients in the evolution of 730

friction present in the data. For completeness, we carry out a set 731

of Aging equation fits for all the velocity steps in Figure 1 jointly 732

with the same a and Dc (see SI Appendix and Figure S8 for details). 733

The inferred a and Dc values are reported in Table 1. 734

Scaling of friction response of holds and steps from different initial 735

velocities under single-state variable RSF. Rate-state friction with 736

constant parameter values and no intrinsic velocity scale predicts 737

that friction evolution is independent of the pre-step or pre-hold 738
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sliding rate Vi, when time is rescaled as Vit. To show this, we begin739

by generalizing equation (1) to two state variables, and use Vi for740

the arbitrary reference velocity V∗:741

µ =
τf

σ
= µ∗ + a ln

(
V

Vi

)
+ b1 ln

(
Viθ1

D1

)
+ b2 ln

(
Viθ2

D2

)
[6]742

(extension to additional state variables is straightforward). We743

assume, as in equations (2), that the evolution equation for each744

θn can be expressed as a function of the dimensionless parameter745

V θn/Dn:746

dθ1

dt
= F

(
V θ1

D1

)
;
dθ2

dt
= F

(
V θ2

D2

)
. [7]747

To obtain an evolution equation for V following a velocity step or748

hold, dividing (3) by σ, equating this to the right hand side of (6),749

and taking the time derivative yields750

dV

dt
= V

b1

a

[
k

b1

(
Vf − V

)
−
θ̇1

θ1
−
b2

b1

θ̇2

θ2

]
, [8]751

where Vf is the post-step load-point velocity (zero for a hold). Next,752

we make (7) and (8) dimensionless by normalizing velocities by Vi753

and time (as well as θ1 and θ2) by D1/Vi:754

dθ̃1

dt̃
= F

(
Ṽ θ̃1

)
;
dθ̃2

dt̃
= F

(
Ṽ θ̃2

D1

D2

)
; [9]755

756

dṼ

dt̃
= Ṽ

b1

a

[
kD1

b1

(
Vf

Vi
− Ṽ

)
−
dθ̃1/dt̃

θ̃1
−
b2

b1

dθ̃2/dt̃

θ̃2

]
; [10]757

where tildes represent dimensionless variables. Assuming steady-758

state sliding before the step/hold, the initial conditions on θ at the759

time of the step are760

θ̃1
∣∣
t̃=0

= 1 ; θ̃2
∣∣
t̃=0

=
D2

D1
. [11]761

Equations (9)–(11) show that, provided the RSF parameters a,762

bn, and Dn are independent of sliding speed, Ṽ (t̃) and θ̃n(t̃) depend763

upon Vf/Vi (term in parentheses in (10)), but do not depend on Vi764

independently. Furthermore, taking the time-derivative of equation765

(3) and equating µ with τ/σ,766

dµ

d(Vit)
= k

(
Vf

Vi
− Ṽ

)
. [12]767

As both terms within the parentheses on the right side of (12) depend768

only upon Vf/Vi, again provided the RSF parameters are constant,769

plots of the friction change during holds should be independent770

of Vi when plotted vs. scaled time Vit. In addition, velocity step771

decreases should be indistinguishable from holds as long as V � Vf .772

Thus, the generally clean overlap of the stress relaxation trajectories773

during the holds in Figure 3C is consistent with the RSF parameters774

being nearly constant across the > 5 orders of magnitude range of775

velocities accessed in these experiments.776
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