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In this study, it is demonstrated that Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs), specifically those
utilizing Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) architecture, possess the capability to learn the com-
plex dynamics of rate-and-state friction laws from synthetic data. The data employed for
training the network is generated through the application of traditional rate-and-state fric-
tion equations coupled with either the aging law or the for state evolution. A novel aspect of
our approach is the formulation of a loss function that explicitly accounts for the direct effect
by means of automatic differentiation. It is found that the RNN, with its GRU architecture,
effectively learns to predict changes in the friction coefficient resulting from velocity jumps
(with and without noise in the target data), thereby showcasing the potential of machine
learning models in capturing and simulating the physics of frictional processes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the dynamics of friction is paramount
across several disciplines, including mechanical engineer-
ing, civil engineering, and geophysics1,2. In mechan-
ical and civil engineering, precise knowledge of fric-
tional forces is crucial for the design and analysis of
machines, structures, and materials under varying op-
erational conditions3–6. In geophysics, friction dynamics
play a critical role in earthquake mechanics, influencing
the initiation, propagation, and arrest of seismic slips
along faults7.

Numerous models have been proposed to describe
frictional behavior, from classical laws like Amontons-
Coulomb friction2, which simplifies friction as a constant
proportion of the normal load, to much more complex
ones. However, these models often fall short in capturing
the full range of observed behaviors7,8.

Rate-and-state friction (RSF) laws stand out by explic-
itly addressing the velocity and time-dependent effects,
thereby providing a more comprehensive framework for
understanding the seismic cycle9. A customary expres-
sion of this law is7:

µ = µ0 + a ln

(
V

Vref

)
+ b ln

(
Vrefθ

Dc

)
, (1)

where µ is the friction coefficient, µ0 is the friction co-
efficient at a reference velocity Vref , V is the sliding ve-
locity, and a is a positive constant representing the direct
effect’s sensitivity to velocity changes10, b is a constant
that, along with a, determines the frictional response to
changes in sliding velocity and state evolution11.

Friction modeling12,13 aims to capture essential fea-
tures observed in experimental settings14, notably the
direct effect and healing2.

Healing, also referred to as state evolution effect, il-
lustrates the time-dependent increase in frictional resis-
tance during stationary contact, attributed to the contact
area’s growth at asperity contacts or chemical bonding at
the interface2. This process is often modeled by the evo-
lution of an internal variable θ (termed “state”), with the
simplests form being the “aging law” and the “slip law”:

θ̇ =
dθ

dt
= 1− θV

Dc
, (2a)

θ̇ =
dθ

dt
= −θV

Dc
log

(
θV

Dc

)
, (2b)

where t is time and Dc is a critical slip distance over
which the state variable evolves significantly15. In the
aging law, the state is interpreted as a measure of ef-
fective age of contacts between the asperities of the op-
posed surfaces10,16, a logical position given that contact
area between two rough surfaces is also to grow loga-
rithmically over time during periods of rest or very slow
sliding5,17. Notwithstanding this intuitive inference, the
slip law offers a picture that may be better backed by
experiments18,19, in which the sensitivity to sliding does
not ever disappear, not even at tiny sliding rates19.
Despite their advantages, RSF laws are not without

limitations. Identifying the parameters a, b, and Dc from
experimental data poses significant challenges due to the
complex interplay between different physical processes at
the frictional interface7.
Criticism has been levied against the use of the “state”

variable in RSF laws for its lack of a clear physical ba-
sis, leading to calls for models that include more ex-
plicit physical mechanisms20,21. For example, the pa-
rameters that appear in eq. (1) are assumed to be con-
stants, and they may not22–26. Furthermore, the need
to regularize these laws to address numerical instabilities
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Fig. 1 Artistic representation of the magnified rough interface be-
tween two plates in sliding contact, where asperities grinding give
rise to debris particle formation.

and ensure the physical consistency of simulations has
been highlighted27,28. Recently, laboratory29 and virtual
experiments30,31 have shown the limitations of RSF laws
even in highly controlled interface conditions.

Given these challenges and the limitations of existing
models, there is a clear need to explore new methodolo-
gies for understanding friction dynamics. This necessity
is particularly acute for modeling phenomena that span
multiple scales of time and space32. Herein lies the po-
tential of novel data-driven approaches, such as Recur-
rent Neural Networks (RNNs)33, to offer new insights and
overcome the limitations of traditional friction laws.

Neural networks have revolutionized the field of ma-
chine learning, offering powerful tools for modeling com-
plex, non-linear relationships in data across a myriad of
disciplines34. At their core, neural networks are com-
posed of layers of interconnected nodes or“neurons”, each
capable of performing simple computations. Through the
process of training, these networks adjust their internal
parameters to minimize the difference between their out-
put and the desired outcome, effectively learning to map
inputs to outputs35.

Among the various architectures of neural networks,
Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) stand out for their
ability to process sequential data. Unlike feedforward
neural networks, RNNs possess a form of memory that
allows them to incorporate information from previous in-
puts into the current processing step36. This character-
istic makes RNNs particularly suited for tasks involving
time series data or any context where the sequence of
data points is crucial.

Two notable advancements in RNN architecture are
the Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) and Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) networks. Both GRU and LSTM ad-
dress a fundamental limitation of basic RNNs known as
the vanishing gradient problem associated to recurrent
connections33, which makes it difficult for RNNs to learn
dependencies between events that occur at long intervals
in the input data35,37. GRUs simplify the LSTM archi-
tecture while retaining its ability to capture long-term

dependencies, making it both efficient and powerful for a
wide range of tasks36.
The application of RNNs, GRUs, and LSTMs has been

widespread and transformative across many fields, in-
cluding physics38. Particularly, their success in mod-
eling path-dependent plasticity of materials highlights
their potential39–46. Path-dependent plasticity is a criti-
cal aspect in the study of materials science, where the his-
tory of material deformation affects its current and future
state. RNNs have been shown to effectively model these
complex relationships, capturing the history-dependent
nature of material behavior47,48.
This success in modeling path-dependent phenomena

provides a strong foundation for the belief that simi-
lar methodologies can be applied to the study of fric-
tion. Friction, much like material plasticity, is inher-
ently dependent on history, in its case of contact and
slip between surfaces. The capability of RNNs to cap-
ture and learn from sequential, history-dependent data
makes them promising candidates for advancing model-
ing of friction dynamics.
The goal of this short communication is to show that

RNNs, based on GRUs, can perform at least as well
as RSF laws based on either the aging law, eq. (2a),
or the slip law eq. (2b). This approach is essentially
different from the one used recently by Ishiyama and
collaborators49, who used machine learning (random
forest50) to improve the estimation of RSF parame-
ters eq. (1); herein, machine learning is not deployed
to improve an empirical approximate law, but to re-
place it altogether; down the road, we envision neural-
network frictional models being embedded in larger-scale
simulations21,51,52. It also differs from the use made
by Rouet-Leduc et al53 and Hulbert et al54, among
others55,56, who used machine learning techniques to de-
vise impending rupture predictions based on acoustic
emissions recorded in lab settings. To the best of my
knowledge, the closest work to ours may be the one by
Wang and Sun57, which focused on interfacial traction-
opening laws, and the recent one by Cravero and K.
Bhattacharya58, who studied interface adhesion. Herein,
we assume a virtual interface that is perfectly modeled by
a customary aging and slip laws, eqs. (1), (2a) and (2b),
for which data for training and verification can be gen-
erated easily from those equations. We use those data
to train a GRU network with a custom loss function to
learns the dynamics without explicitly defining internal
variables47, since the state is not a physical quantity that
can be measured experimentally, cf. work by Kumar and
collaborators59,60. In reality, the complexities of inter-
face physics61 are such that probably no single internal
variable can be defined as long as one aims at capturing
any ambitious degree of complexity. We presume im-
plicitly that sliding amount and sliding rate are the sole
driving forces of the phenomenon, and whatever internal
variables there may be can be internally codified in the
hidden states of the net. The figure of merit will not be
the dynamic friction coefficient itself, but variations in



RNN-based RSF 3

the friction coefficient due to sliding. This decision is
motivated by the practical inability to surmise the time
evolution of the friction coefficient except if proper initial
conditions are supplied. Hence, when using the trained
network to make predictions, one should picture an on-
going experiment that has reached a certain steady-state
friction level: that information and the subsequent ve-
locity protocol are passed to the network, which outputs
a prediction for the friction evolution for the rest of the
experiment.

The structure of the paper is as follows: the methods
section (II) introduces the GRU architecture (emphasiz-
ing how it encodes internal variable evolution), describes
the generation of synthetic data for training and verifi-
cation, and explains the choice of training hyperparam-
eters, including the physics-informed loss function. The
next section (III) describes the outcome of the training
process, which details performance evaluation, and IV
then assesses the model’s predictive accuracy on inde-
pendent datasets. The discussion section (V) analyzes
the findings and their implications. The final remarks
section (VI) summarizes the study’s contributions and
suggests future research directions.

II. METHODS

II.A. Neural networks for sequences: gated recurrent
units

RNNs are engineered to handle sequential data thanks
to their ability to maintain a memory of previous inputs
by feeding the output of a neuron back onto itself33. This
recursive nature allows making predictions based on the
information accumulated from prior inputs. However,
standard RNNs often struggle with long-term dependen-
cies due to the vanishing gradient problem35, where back-
propagation gradients become too small or too large (over
successive passings through a loop) for the network to
learn effectively over many time steps33.
Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) are an evolution of the

traditional RNN architecture, designed to mitigate the
vanishing gradient problem and improve the network’s
ability to learn from long sequences. GRUs introduce
gated units that control the flow of information. These
gates “decide” which information is relevant to keep or
discard as the sequence progresses, enabling the network
to maintain a longer memory, which will be useful here
to handle evolution of internal variables.

The GRU mechanism is articulated mathematically
through36 the following variables:

rt = σ(Wirxt + bir +Whrht−1 + bhr) (3a)

zt = σ(Wizxt + biz +Whzht−1 + bhz) (3b)

nt = tanh(Winxt + bin + rt ⊙ (Whnht−1 + bhn)) (3c)

ht = (1− zt)⊙ nt + zt ⊙ ht−1 , (3d)

where:

• ht is the hidden state at time t, playing a role anal-
ogous to θ(t),

• xt is the input at time t (in our case corresponds
to V (t)),

• ht−1 is the hidden state of the layer at time t − 1
(the loop should play the role of solving eq. (1)),

• rt, zt, nt are the reset, update, and new gates, re-
spectively,

• σ is the sigmoid function, and

• ⊙ is the Hadamard product.

II.B. Synthetic data generation

It is assumed that the state θ will not be needed by
the neural network that is to replace the traditional RSF
law; the internal interface evolution will be handled by
ht. This means that there will not be vectors of values
of θ being used during training, but it does not imply
that eqs. (2a) and (2b) are not being used during the
datasets’ generation. Let us reiterate that we assume
the hypothetical interface that is perfectly described by
eq. (1), but this fact would be hidden to us if we were
to analyze experimental data coming out of that inter-
face. Having access directly to the friction coefficient is
common to gouge experiments, yet not so much in other
settings (e.g., PMMA friction experiments) which display
more complex dynamics as stick-slip. The latter will be
addressed in future work.

So, to generate the dataset for training and verifying
our model, we start by defining a traditional RSF model
with specific parameter values, grounded in the funda-
mental equations presented earlier, with particular pa-
rameter values set as follows:

• Friction coefficient, µ0 = 0.5 (unitless)

• Rate-state parameter, b = 0.015 (unitless)

• Direct effect parameter, a = 0.005 (unitless)

• Reference velocity, Vref = 1.0 · 10−4 m/s

• Characteristic slip distance, Dc = 2.0 · 10−4 m

Using these values, we simulate 13000 random se-
quences to reflect diverse frictional sliding scenarios. The
prior experiences with material plasticity learning39,42,44

suggested that using random forcing to generate the
datasets is advisable. Each sequence is designed to simu-
late a total sliding distance of 30Dc and is completed
within 0.013 seconds. The number of velocity jumps
within each sequence is randomly determined, drawing
from a uniform distribution with values 2, 3, 4, 5. It
is assumed that each sequence initiates from a non-zero
velocity, with the initial state of the interface correspond-
ing to the steady state for that velocity, as defined by the
RSF laws: θss = Dc/V (t = 0).
Velocity jumps within these sequences occur at random

intervals, determined by sampling times from a uniform
distribution across the interval 0, 1, with 0 marking the
start and 1 the end of the sliding protocol. Each sequence
incorporates a hold period where the velocity drops to
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zero, simulating intervals where sliding stops until the
subsequent jump. To avoid issues associated to dividing
by zero or trying to compute the logarithm of either zero
or negative numbers, a small yet finite velocity is assigned
to the hold for computations (2 · 10−9 m/s for aging law,
2 · 10−3 m/s for slip law).
To compute the velocities between jumps, we divide

the total sliding distance by the time spans between these
jumps, ensuring that the velocities remain constant in
these intervals. Thus, we define the “velocity protocol”
for each sequence / virtual experiment.

Having the velocity protocol, we proceed to calculate
the evolution of the state variable θ using either eq. (2a)
or eq. (2b), and initial conditions V (t = 0) = V0 and
θ(t = 0) = θss. With the velocity protocol and the
evolving state variable at hand, we can then compute
the friction coefficient’s evolution over time, as described
by the RSF models (eq. (1)).

The dataset comprises pairs of “features” and “tar-
gets”. Features represent the velocity protocol sampled
at 100 equally-spaced instants during the duration of
each virtual experiment, while targets correspond to vari-
ations with respect to the initial value of the friction co-
efficient sequence at these same instants. The reason for
working with variations and not with the actual values of
friction coefficient is that there is no way to predict the
initial values of friction based on these datasets, they
have to be provided as initial conditions over which the
variations are later superimposed. There is the implicit
assumption (borne by empirical observations) that the
variations depend on sliding velocity, but not on the in-
stantaneous magnitude of the friction coefficient.

For training, we normalize using the following char-
acteristic values: δµch = 0.01 for the friction coefficient
change and Vch = 0.3 m/s for the velocities. 10% of the
sequences are put aside to test the network once it is
trained.

When it comes to adding noise to the targets δµch, we
choose Gaussian noise with standard deviation 0.005 and
zero mean.

II.C. Network details

The pyTorch python neural networks package62 has been
used.

II.C.1. Architecture

The main net, which is aimed at replacing eq. (1) and
whose parameters must be learned via training, is made
up by a single GRUNet, followed by a folded Linear layer
to transforms the output of the GRU through a linear
transformation.

II.C.2. Training parameters

We employ the ADAM optimization method63. A
learning rate of 0.001 is chosen as it is generally con-

sidered a good default and has been proven effective
across a wide range of tasks. We choose to initially
use a batch size of 32 when using most of the data for
training, then batch sizes of 10 or just 1 sequence were
used, respectively, when training with only 1000 or 100
sequences. Finally, during training we use a maximum of
1000 epochs combined with early stopping (the training
is terminated if the loss does not improve after 20 epochs,
for larger datasets, or 50 epochs, for smaller ones), com-
bined with gradient clipping to avoid erratic exploration
of the loss landscape (maximum magnitude 1), and sav-
ing the weights yielding the minimum loss to be the ones
used later in inference mode.

II.C.3. Loss function

The aphorism “the Law is a teacher” is often attributed
to Saint Augustine of Hippo64,65, an early Christian
philosopher. In the case of neural networks, “the loss
is the teacher”. Inspired by physics-informed neural net-
works (PINNs)38, we devise a loss function that takes ad-
vantage of automatic differentiation66 and reflects physi-
cal principles to guide the optimization of the parameters
of the network.
Let δµ and δµ̂ represent the vector of normalized pre-

dictions and targets (respectively) for a given vector of
features (velocity protocol) V , i.e., δµ = NN(V /Vch).
See that δµ, δµ̂, V ∈ RN (and N = 100 in this case).
The first part of the loss is the mean-absolute error
(MAE):

loss1 =
||δµ− δµ̂||

N
, (4)

where || · || represents the L1 norm of the vector. This
term leads the parameter adjustment during training to
follow the available data as closely as possible. The extra
loss terms are aimed to choose among the many ways that
there are to minimize this average error.
The second part of the loss represents the difference

between the initial values of predictions and targets,

loss2 = |δµ1 − δµ̂1| , (5)

where the sub-index 1 refers to the first element of every
sequence. This term will be useful to stabilize the first
predictions, but will be deactivated if there is noise in
the target data.
To further stabilize the initial prediction, we also en-

force the initial gradient to be zero:

loss3 =
∂(δµ1)

∂V
, (6)

since the velocity should not change in the first step.
The conditions that experimental evidence impose over
the friction coefficient are the direct effect, i.e., logarith-
mic dependence of velocity magnitude, and healing, i.e.,
logarithmic increase of the static friction coefficient with
time (during holds)

∂µ

∂ log V
= c1 ,

∂µs

∂ log t
= c2 , (7)
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where µs is the static friction coefficient, c1 and c2 are
interface-dependent constants. According to eq. (1), the
direct effect is controlled by a and healing by (a − b),
but we are assuming we do not know that the interface
is modeled by these parameters, so shall impose that the
change of these relative variations is constant, not that
the variations themselves are of a given magnitude.

The third term of the loss is meant to enforce the di-
rect effect: a sudden peak in friction induced by a jump
in leading velocity (which, moreover, is known to be pro-
portional to the logarithm of the ratio of velocities before
and after the jump, see section I). First, we note that the
logarithmic dependence implicit in eq. (7) is equivalent
to

∆

[
V

∂µ

∂V

]
t1,t2

=

([
V

∂µ

∂V

]
t1

−
[
V

∂µ

∂V

]
t2

)
= 0 , (8)

for any two successive instants t1 and t2, the derivatives
at either time can be efficiently computed using the auto-
matic differentiation capabilities of pyTorch. Assuming
that the training data has enough resolution to capture
every velocity jump, we can safely choose t1 and t2 to be
any two consecutive points, and we must have that the
logarithmic increment to be zero to ensure that the vari-
ations of the friction coefficient with respect to velocity
happens in logarithmic fashion. Since that should be the
case for every two successive data points, the loss term
for direct effect must be

loss4 =

N−1∑
i=1

∆

[
V
∂(δµ)

∂V

]
ti,ti+1

. (9)

The terms corresponding to holds should not enter the
previous sum, as there the dominant phenomenon is not
the direct effect but healing. Conveniently, the fact that
V ≈ 0 during holds automatically acts as a “mask”33,
effectively removing those terms from the loss.

Finally, let us adress healing. Since none of the two
laws feature exactly logarithmic evolution and they as-
sign different values of static friction, it was decided (af-
ter some tests, see appendix A) that it works better to
leave the network to learn this behavior directly from the
minimization of the average error. Future work will be
occupied with tailoring the architecture, the training or
both to deal with this phenomenon.

The overall loss term that guides the optimization of
weights and biases during the training process is:

loss = λ1loss1 + λ2loss2 + λ3loss3 + λ4loss4 , (10)

α, β, γ ∈ R. It has been found that λ1 = 1, λ2 = λ3 =
0.1 (λ2 = 0 whenever noise is present) and λ4 = 0.01 yield
satisfactory results. When dealing with noisy data, an
extra L2-regularization term is added, with λreg = 10−4.

III. TRAINING RESULTS

For illustration purposes, the overall training proce-
dure is depicted in fig. 2 and the final losses are consigned

aging [50]
slip [50]
aging [5000]
slip [5000]

100 101 102 103

100

epochs

lo
s
s

Fig. 2 Loss during training: aging and slip laws, for 50 training
experiments and 5000.

in table I only for the noiseless data. The same loss func-
tion was used, but the batch size was changed: 32 for
10000 sequences, 10 for 1000 and 1 for both 100 and 10.
This just means that the weights and biases were updated
more often the smaller the dataset. For each dataset size,
the loss can be reduced to the same final value by tun-
ing this parameter. Similar trends are observed for the
noisy data, both for the slip and aging laws. Remark-
ably, to attain that loss level with noisy data one was to
train for many more epochs (∼ 1000) and the early-stop
parameter (“patience”) has to be increased to 50.

Table I Using the aging law and noiseless data: final loss value
and validation error for different training dataset sizes.

Training Dataset Size 101 102 103 104

Minimal Loss 0.17 0.11 0.08 0.11
Average Error (%) 4.6 1.2 0.62 0.67

Table II Average validation error (%) for different training
dataset sizes (test dataset corresponds to sequences generated with
the aging law): comparison aging and slip laws (same architecture
and training hyperparameters).

Training Dataset Size 101 102 103 104

Aging 7.2 1.9 2.2 1.0
Slip 4.42 2.9 3.7 2.5

IV. TEST

Once the training is complete, we take out the main
net, which is our ready-to-use NN function that is to
model the interface evolution. We test it using the 3000
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sequences, generated with the aging law eq. (2a), that no
net saw during training. For each sequence, the percent
error is computed as

error(%) = 100
||NN(V /Vch)− δµ̂/δµch||2

||δµ̂/δµch||2
, (11)

the underlying truth is considered to be the noiseless data
(this also helps to verify the lack of overfitting).

The mean test error (averaged over the 3000 sequences)
is consigned in table I for noiseless data (only aging law)
and in table II for noisy data (both aging and slip laws).
For noiseless data, the error is approximately 50% smaller

V. DISCUSSION

As hinted by the test results presented in tables I
and II, figs. 3 to 5 clearly showcase that the GRU-based
networks are able of closely reproducing the friction dy-
namics encapsulated in the datasets generated with a cus-
tomary rate-and-state phenomenological law. Remark-
ably, the aforementioned tables and plots evince that
reasonable amounts of training data (∼ 100 experiments)
are enough for the network to learn the dynamics. This
is a promising result, since the next step in this research
effort is to learn from laboratory experiments, which are
much more limited in number.

Clearly, the loss term associated to logarithmic veloc-
ity dependence, eq. (9), is doing its part in concentrating
gradients where the sudden changes in velocity magni-
tude are detected without compromising the transient
evolution after velocity steps.

Nevertheless, there still are obvious limitations. First,
fig. 3 reveals that the network trained with slip-law data
struggles to capture the direct effect right after the hold,
no matter how much training data is available. Con-
versely, the network whose parameters were adjusted
with aging-law datasets performs much better, see fig. 4.
Their different performance is also illustrated by fig. 5.
Therein, for the same amounts of training data (just 100
sequences) the aging-trained model captures better the
drop in friction when hold starts and the peak after re-
sliding. This behavior could be explained by the fact
that the slip-law training data assigns the same value to
the static coefficient when the hold starts regardless of
the prior dynamic magnitude19, while this value changes
as a function of that magnitude in the case of the ag-
ing law. Hence, this may build extra flexibility in the
aging-trained net.

The previous discussion highlights the need to develop
more tailored loss functions to better account for healing.

VI. FINAL REMARKS

This study has demonstrated that recurrent neural net-
works based on Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) possess
the capability to accurately model slide-hold protocols in
the context of rate-and-state friction laws, provided that
the networks are supplied with adequate data and the loss
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Fig. 3 Test example #1: light right axis for loading velocity, dark
right axis for friction coefficient evolution. Emphasis on capacities
of neural network based on slip-law datasets (100, 1000 and 10000
sequences). The dashed background line represents the velocity
protocol.

function is tuned accordingly. These findings affirm the
potential of recurrent neural networks as a promising tool
for understanding complex frictional behavior, showcas-
ing their ability to learn from and predict the dynamics
of friction with high fidelity. This success highlights the
ability of deep learning approaches to replace customary
phenomenological laws for dynamic friction, additionally
avoiding the need to explicitly define internal variables.
Another reason to be optimistic is that there are still im-
provements to be explored when it comes to tailor both
the architecture (going beyond “off-the-self” GRU cells)
and the training procedure.

However, our investigation also identified limitations.
Particularly, we observed a potential conflict between op-
timizing for healing and for the direct effect within the
training process, indicating an area for further refinement
in how these fundamental aspects of frictional behavior
are integrated into the learning scheme. Moreover, even
though I considered both noiseless and noisy data, the
levels of synthetic noise may not be representative of the
intrinsic variability that one may expect in laboratory
settings.

This document contains but an exploratory approach
to modeling frictional interface via deep learning. Look-
ing forward, there are several avenues for enhancing
the predictive power and generalizability of recurrent
neural networks for dynamic friction. Improvement
could be sought through the addition of more nuanced
physics-informed loss functions predicated on thermody-
namic principles43,46 and exploration of alternative or ad
hoc39,47 RNN architectures). Further parametric studies
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Fig. 4 Test example #2: light right axis for loading velocity, dark
right axis for friction coefficient evolution. Emphasis on capacities
of neural network based on aging-law datasets (100, 1000 and 10000
sequences). The dashed background line represents the velocity
protocol.
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Fig. 5 Test example #3: light right axis for loading velocity, dark
right axis for friction coefficient evolution. Emphasis on comparing
network trained in slip-law dataset and aging-law dataset for the
same amount of training sequences (100). The dashed background
line represents the velocity protocol. Protocol with relevant hold.

in terms of network hyperparameters are also warranted,
in particular in terms of network depth (e.g., stacking
GRUs in different ways39 to make each focus on captur-
ing different phenomena).

Unlike cheap synthetic data, experimental data re-
mains relatively scarce; hence it is worth exploring how

new techniques67,68, aimed at improving data economy
in the context of constitutive modeling with neural net-
works, can help in this case. It is reassuring for the future
steps to know that just dozens of experiments (in lieu of
hundreds or thousands of them) may be enough to learn
interface dynamics. These volumes of information can
be generated by isolated laboratories, without requiring
large-scale multi-group collaborations. Notwithsatnding
that, we venture the possibility of coordination between
experimentalists to generate richer datasets that can con-
fidently be used to train models for particular interface
conditions.

Incorporating spring-block dynamics and stick-slip2

into the model will be another step for learning from real
laboratory data beyond gouge experiments, thus consid-
ering other type of interfaces as e.g. those in PMMA
friction.

Moreover, the exploration of advanced machine learn-
ing features such as transformers69 and Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) networks70 could offer additional im-
provements. These technologies might provide the key
to overcoming some of the technical current limitations
(e.g., having to work with fixed-length sequences). The
promise of deep learning does not stop there. On one
hand, universal models of friction based on minimal state
cells47 could allow modeling different material interfaces
with a single numerical tool; on the other hand, one can
foresee that an approach based on neural operators71 may
help also with discretization dependence, having different
data sampling frequencies, and with the problem of gen-
eralizing friction from lab conditions to crustal ones.

The end goal is to evolve from traditional phe-
nomenological friction models towards more accurate
representations that are likewise derived from the data
already used for parameter fitting. This evolution
does not entail giving up on a deeper understanding of
friction dynamics. Rather, it calls for a complementary
integration of solid physical principles with the deep-
learning paradigm. The rationale for adopting these
deep-learning models shall be their demonstrable ability
to accurately capture complex interface physics, which,
in turn, would justify their use in larger-scale numerical
simulations involving those phenomena.
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Finally, this paper not only verses on but also ben-
efited from artificial intelligence: GPT-4 has provided
both help with and input to the text.
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Appendix A: Intial tests

The simpler preliminary studies were performed in
Mathematica72 only for the aging law, eq. (2a). Math-
ematica’s automatic differentiation capacbilities are lim-
ited, so alternative implementations of the loss had to be
explored.

1. Architecture

The main net is made up by a single
GatedRecurrentLayer, followed by a folded
LinearLayer. It is the closest implementation in
Mathematica to the architecture used in pyTorch.

a. Training parameters

We employ the ADAM optimization method63 with
learning rate of 0.001, batch size of 32, and 50 epochs of
training (no early stop, no gradient clipping).

b. Loss function

The first part of the loss is the mean-squared error
(MSE):

loss1 =
||δµ− δµ̂||22

N
, (A1)

where || · ||2 represents the L2 norm of the vector. In
overall graph for training, fig. A.4, this operation is im-
plemented by the neuron labeled MS. This prelimianry
study revealed a better performance of MAE, eq. (4).

The second part of the loss represents the difference
between the initial values of predictions and targets,
eq. (5). The implementation of this operation is depicted
in fig. A.1: it takes the first sequence value of both tar-
gets (Targets) and predictions (Predictions), subtracts
each other and squares the difference.

Predictions
first

Targets
first

difference

Output

〚 〛

〚 〛 -

Fig. A.1 Scheme of sub-net that implements comparison of initial
condition.

The third term of the loss in this case was meant to
enforce the direct effect. Assume that there areNJ jumps
in a given protocol, the term that measures the error
between the one predicted by the network and the real
one is

loss3 =

NJ∑
i=1

{∆(δµ)Ji
−∆(δµ̂)Ji

}2 , (A2)

the symbol i indexes each jump, while Ji refers to the
entry of the vector where the jump begins, hence the
meaning of the notation ∆(δµ)Ji = δµJi+1 − δµJi . The
network depicted in fig. A.2 implements this procedure:
the inputs are the predictions generated by the GRU
net, the indices of the entries where velocity jumps begin
PosBeforeJ and after PosAfterJ, and the real magni-
tude of the friction jump ∆Fdata, the output is the evalu-
ation of eq. (A2). This approach was abandoned in favor
of eq. (9), which does no require preprocessing the data
and whose implementation is more elegant and way less
convoluted.

PosAfterJ

takePos

PosBeforeJ
takePos

ΔFdata compare
Predictions

total

delta

Output
5×

1

5×1

5×1100×1

10
0×1

5×1

5×1

5×
1

5×1

ℝ

Extract

Extract

- ∑

-

Fig. A.2 Sub-net that implements direct effect.

Finally, interface strengthening during hold periods
(a.k.a. healing) is recognized to happen logarithmically
with respect to hold time, i.e., counting from the moment
that the interface ceases to move. Consider that, given a
sequence, the hold period starts at the j-th entry, and it
lasts until (j +Nh)-th entry. We can gather these terms

in a separate vector δµh = {δµi}i=k+Nh

i=k = {δµn}n=Nh

n=1 ,
where the sub-index n has been introduced to index the
values during hold straightforwardly. Recall that the
sampling time step is constant, then we can replace work-
ing with time by working with indices. So the healing
condition can be expressed as:

δµn − δµNh

log
(

n
Nh

) = constant ∀n = 1, . . . , Nh − 1 . (A3)

Thus, the loss term is:

loss4 =

Nh−2∑
n=1

δµn+1 − δµNh

log
(

n+1
Nh

) − δµn − δµNh

log
(

n
Nh

)


2

.

(A4)

This loss term is realized schematically as in fig. A.3.
The first input is again Predictions, coming from the
main network, the second one is Nh, which is the po-
sition of the entry where the hold ends, it is necessary
to extract the predicted value δµNh

. The latter is then
replicated to form a vector that is subtracted to all pre-
dictions. The final input LogTerms weights the healing
values as per eq. (A3) and “masks” the not-healing ones
since it contains zeros that multiply those entries. Once
the vector has been weighted, two copies of it are made,
shifted to compare successive entries and then summed
and squared, yielding as output eq. (A4).
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Nh takeLast
LogTerms

weight

Predictions

delta

compare totaldropFirst

dropLast

replicatescalar
Output

1×1

10
0×1

100×1

100×1

99×1

100×1

99×1

99×1

10
0×1

11×1 ℝ

100×1
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Extract

×-

- ∑Rest

Most

⋮Part

Fig. A.3 Sub-net that implements logarithmic healing during holds.

Features
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PosAfterJ

directEffect

PosBeforeJ

ΔFdata

Nh

healing
LogTerms

Targets

ics

meanError

combine

Loss

100×1
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1
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ℝ
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ℝ
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0
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10
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ME

#

Fig. A.4 Scheme of the global training network

The overall loss term that guides the optimization of
weights and biases during the training process is:

loss = loss1 + αloss2 + βloss3 + γloss4 , (A5)

α, β, γ ∈ R. It was found that α = 1, β = 0.1 and γ =
5 ·10−3 yields satisfactory results, which at the time were
recognized as suboptimal and subsequently improved by
the move to pyTorch.

2. Training and validation results

The training was performed using 12000 random se-
quences corresponding to virtual protocols.

The final losses are consigned in table III.
The complex loss function eq. (A4) was not used at

once, but an incremental approach was explored: first,
the simplest loss (mean squared error, ME) was used to
initialize weights and biases. Second, the network was
retrained adding the initial-condition term (ME+ ics),
which further reduced the loss by 50%. This main part

was again extracted and used into a larger scheme that
included the direct effect loss term (ME+ ics+ de). The
overall precision suffered, but, as it will be shown, this
deterioration of the objective function minimization does
not translate into a substantial deterioration of the over-
all approximation; rather, it seems that this larger value
reflects the struggle to capture the jumps’ magnitude.
Re-training the network from ME+ ics for both direct
effect and healing simultaneously (ME+ ics+ de+ heal)
was tried, to no avail. The addition of the healing phe-
nomenology to the loss further deflects from the opti-
mum, but this could just be a drawback of the RSF model
used to generate the synthetic data.

Table III Final loss value for different loss functions: ME refers to
mean squared error between predictions and targets, ICs refers to
enforcing the first value of predictions to be equal to targets’, DE
does to enforcing friction jumps in target data and predictions to be
of the same magnitude, H refers to enforcing logarithmic healing.

ME ME+ICs ME+ICs+DE73 ME+ICs+DE+H74

0.064 0.033 0.255 0.271

The mean test error (averaged over the 3000 sequences)
is consigned in table IV for the four different architectures
discussed above. It remains fairly constant, always below
5%, the minimum being attained for the loss combining
the averaged square error for the whole vector with the
direct enforcement of zero change at t = 0. Their accu-
racy can be directly grasped in figs. 3 and 4, which will
be commented in the next section.
Finally, fig. A.5 compares the error distribution across

sequences for both the simplest network and the most
complex one. In the latter case, the most current error
is ∼ 3% (19% of tests), while ∼ 2% (16% of tests) in the
former.

Table IV Mean test error (%) for different loss functions (see
table III for labels’ explanation).

ME ME+ICs ME+ICs+DE ME+ICs+DE+H
4.2 3.4 3.7 4.1

First, the inset in fig. A.6 reveals that the enforcement
of the initial condition prevents an initial substantial er-
ror, but it does not prevent oscillations even though the
velocity remains constant.
Second, the absence of the state variable in the dataset
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Fig. A.5 Verification error breakdown: percentage of test cases
that yield a certain percent error.

brings about limitations in reproducing behavior during
holds, despite (or rather, because of) explicitly imple-
menting logarithmic healing in the objective function.
This is evinced in fig. A.7 (see inset). Logarithmic heal-
ing, eq. (7), entails that the increment of static friction
coefficient ∆µs over a timespan ∆t abides by

∆µs ∝
∆t

t
, (A6)

where t is the total time elapsed from the arrest. Con-
versely, if we integrate eq. (2a) and then plug it back into
eq. (1), a term depending on the initial value of the state
variable appears:

∆µs ∝
∆t

θ(t = 0) + t
, (A7)

which can interfere with the scaling, unless θ(t = 0) ≪ t.
The latter condition may be met in real experiments, in
which the holds tend to last for much longer than the
characteristic age of the interface, but it is certainly not
the case here as the holds are always “short”, i.e., of
duration similar to the magnitude of the state variable.

In any case, this is not an insurmountable drawback,
since in laboratory data the behavior during periods of
rest would adjust better to the logarithmic scaling.
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Fig. A.6 Test example #1: light right axis for loading velocity,
dark right axis for friction coefficient evolution. Emphasis on initial
conditions. The dashed background line represents the velocity
protocol. Protocol with hold playing a secondary role.
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Fig. A.7 Test example #2: light right axis for loading velocity,
dark right axis for friction coefficient evolution. Emphasis on short-
comings in healing and direct effect. The dashed background line
represents the velocity protocol. Protocol with relevant hold.


