arXiv:2406.16139v1 [cond-mat.soft] 23 Jun 2024

Brownian friction dynamics: fluctuations in sliding distance

R. Xu,^{1, 2, 3} F. Zhou,^1 and B.N.J. Persson^{1, 2, 3}

1State Key Laboratory of Solid Lubrication, Lanzhou Institute of Chemical Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, 730000 Lanzhou, China

2Peter Grünberg Institute (PGI-1), Forschungszentrum Jülich, 52425, Jülich, Germany

3MultiscaleConsulting, Wolfshovener str. 2, 52428 Jülich, Germany

We have studied the fluctuation (noise) in the position of sliding blocks under constant driving forces on different substrate surfaces. The experimental data are complemented by simulations using a simple spring-block model where the asperity contact regions are modeled by miniblocks connected to the big block by viscoelastic springs. The miniblocks experience forces that fluctuate randomly with the lateral position, simulating the interaction between asperities on the block and the substrate. The theoretical model provides displacement power spectra that agree well with the experimental results.

Introduction–Studies of fluctuations in the position of particles, or in particle densities, are one of the most powerful methods to gain insight into the nature of particle systems. One of the first such studies was by Robert Brown (1827), who used a microscope to observe the motion of pollen grains in water. The phenomenon, later analyzed by Einstein [1], provided convincing evidence for the existence of atoms and molecules.

In this paper, we will investigate fluctuations in systems out of equilibrium, specifically in the position of a solid block sliding on a nominally flat surface under a constant driving force. We employ both experiments and simulations to examine this scenario. In this setup, the center of mass of the block moves with an average velocity v, but its actual position fluctuates around vt, i.e., the sliding distance is expressed as s = vt + ξ(t), where ξ(t) is a random variable with the time (or ensemble) average ⟨ξ⟩ = 0, akin to the fluctuations observed in Brownian motion. From the obtained ξ(t), we calculate the power spectra.

The surfaces of all solids exhibit surface roughness extending over many decades in length scale [2–4]. When two solids are brought into contact, they generally touch only a small fraction of the nominal contact area, whereas asperities make contact [5–11]. During sliding, asperity contact regions may undergo stick-slip motion, which may be correlated due to elastic coupling between different regions [12–16]. The fluctuation ξ(t) in the sliding distance arises from the stick-slip motion of the asperities, which is influenced by the nearly random nature of surface roughness.

Fluctuation (noise) in frictional sliding has been studied previously using two different methods. One method involves driving the slider at a constant speed and analyzing fluctuations in the driving force. However, accurately measuring these forces is challenging, making this method suitable only for systems with relatively large force fluctuations. In this study, we consider the case where the driving force is constant and study the fluctuations in the lateral position of the block. Distances can be measured accurately using various methods, with one extreme example being the laser displacement sensors used for studying gravitational waves, capable of measuring changes in distances down to ∼ 10^{−4} of the width of a proton [17]. A second method involves detecting and analyzing the sound waves emitted from the sliding junction [18, 19]. However, correlating the sound wave frequency spectra to the motion of the block or the friction force acting on the block is not straightforward.

In this study, we use rubber blocks loaded with a constant normal force, sliding on different surfaces under a constant driving force. The substrates used are a (rough) concrete block and a (smooth) window glass surface. Since the glass surface is very smooth, a rubber asperity that contacts the glass surface at time t = 0 will remain in contact with the glass for all times t > 0. In contrast, the concrete surface, which is rougher than the rubber surface, causes the contact regions between the rubber and the concrete to change over time. Despite this qualitative difference, we find that for a given velocity v, the ξ(t) power spectra are very similar but shifted along the frequency axis depending on the average sliding speed.

This study may have implications for earthquake dynamics [20, 21]. The phenomenological approach to earthquake dynamics uses rate-and-state friction models, which have their microscopic origin in the formation and breaking of asperity contact regions[21, 22]. The formation and breaking of asperity contact regions are also important in sliding electric contacts (e.g., in electric contact systems for trains) [23–25] and acoustic (acoustical noise) applications [18, 19, 26]. Another related application is the dynamics of sand piles as a function of the tilt angle, which exhibits power-law power spectra [27].

Simulation model and results–We consider the simple model shown in Fig. 1, which is similar to the Burridge

FIG. 1. A block-spring model. (a) The sliding block interacts with the substrate in N asperity contact regions randomly distributed at the interface. The asperities experience randomly fluctuating forces from the substrate. (b) The model in (a) is replaced by a big block (mass M) connected to N miniblocks with viscoelastic springs (spring constant k0 and damping η0). The miniblocks are coupled viscoelastically (spring constant k1 and damping η1) and experience randomly fluctuating (in time and space) forces from the substrate. (c) Real surfaces have roughness on many length scales, and the miniblocks in (b) are connected to smaller blocks (here denoted as microblocks), which will experience fluctuating forces from the interaction with the counter surface.

FIG. 2. The sliding distance power spectrum Cx(ω) as a function of the frequency. The reference case is for N = 30 miniblocks and v = 0.5 mm/s , and with a = 1 mm, F_{drive} = 10 N, F_{kin} = 5 N, M = 1 kg, m = 10^{−5} kg, k0 = 10^4 Nm, k1 = 10^2 Nm and η0 = 0.25 √ (k1/m1). The other cases are the same as the reference case but with v = 5 mm/s (green curve), a = 0.1 mm (red curve), and N = 100 miniblocks (yellow curve).

and Knopoff model used in earthquake modeling [20, 28]. Fig. 1(a) shows a block sliding on a randomly rough substrate, interacting with the substrate in N asperity contact regions. The asperities experience randomly fluctu-

FIG. 3. The sliding distance power spectrum Cx(ω) as a function of the frequency. The results are for 30 miniblocks for several values of the friction noise parameter α = 0.1, 0.5, and 1. The other parameters are the same as for the reference case (see Fig. 2).

ating forces from the substrate. We replace the model in (a) with the model in (b) where a big block (mass M) is connected to N miniblocks with viscoelastic springs (spring constant k_0 and damping η_0). The miniblocks are coupled to nearby miniblocks viscoelastically (spring constant k_1 and damping η_1) and experience randomly fluctuating (in time and space) forces from the substrate.

Let x(t) be the position of the large block and x_i(t) the positions of the miniblocks (i = 1, ..., N). The velocity of the large block is ẋ = dx/dt. The equation of motion for the large block is

Mẍ = F_{drive} + F

where F is the force from the miniblocks

F = −k_0 ∑_i (x − x_i) − mη_0 ∑_i (ẋ − ẋ_i)

The miniblocks obey the equations of motion

mẍ_i =k_1(x_{i+1} + x_{i−1} − 2x_i) + k_0(x − x_i)

− mη_1ẋ_i − mη_0(ẋ_i − ẋ) − f_{kin} − f_i

Here, f_i(t) are randomly fluctuating forces with a time average ⟨f_i⟩ = 0, and f_{kin} is the time-averaged kinetic friction force acting on each miniblock. We assume that f_i(t) changes randomly with the sliding distance at an average rate denoted as 1/a. If the large block moves from x to x + a during the time period Δt, the force on a miniblock (coordinate x_i) changes randomly between t and t + Δt from its old value to

f_i = αf_{kin}(r_i − 0.5)

where r_i is a random number uniformly distributed between 0 and 1, and α is a parameter expected to be of order 1. These random fluctuations in f_i are interpreted as resulting from changes in the contact between the asperities on the block and the substrate. We define the position power spectrum as

C_x(ω) = 1 2π ∫ ∞ −∞ dt ⟨ξ(t)ξ(0)⟩e^{iωt} In the simulations presented below, we assume F_{drive} = 10 N and F_{kin} = Nf_{kin} = 5 N, where N is the total number of miniblocks. The spring constant k_0 ≈ ED, where D is the diameter of an asperity contact region. Using a rubber slider with E ≈ 10^7 Pa and assuming a typical diameter D ≈ 1 mm, we get k_0 = 10^4 N/m. The mass of the large block is M = 1 kg and the mass of a miniblock is assumed to be a few times ρD^3 ≈ 10^{−6} kg; we use m = 10^{−5} kg. The lateral coupling between the miniblocks depends on the separation between macroasperity contact regions. Assuming a separation of order D, we get k_1 ≈ k_0, but as the separation is likely larger, we take k_1 = 10^2 N/m. However, simulations show that displacement power spectra are nearly the same for all 0 < k_1 < k_0, so the exact value of k_1 is not critical for this study. The damping η_0 is chosen such that the vibrational motion of a contact region, if free, would be nearly overdamped, giving η_0 ≈ √ (k_0/m); we use η_0 = 0.8 × 10^4 s^{−1}. The damping η_1 determines the increase in friction force with increasing sliding speed. We compare the theory to experimental data obtained for an average speed of v = 0.5 mm/s, choosing η_1 so that the friction force equals F_{drive} at this speed. The sliding distance needed to renew the contact regions is set to D, so a = 1 mm. The parameters above with α = 1 and N = 30 are used as the “standard” or “reference” case. When parameters differ from this case, we will specify only the differing parameters.

The average frequency of fluctuations of the (random) force f_i is v/a. For a = 1 mm and v = 0.5 mm/s, this frequency is 0.5 s^{−1}. Another important frequency is the vibration frequency of the large block with miniblocks in fixed positions relative to the substrate, given by ω_c = √ (Nk_0/M), which equals 548 s^{−1} using our standard parameters (N = 30, k_0 = 10^4 N/m, and M = 1 kg). From the equation above one can show that for v/a ≪ ω ≪ ω_c, we get [29]

C_x(ω) ≈ α^2 ω^4 v^3 12πNa (1) Fig. 2 shows the sliding distance power spectrum C_x(ω) as a function of frequency. The violet curve represents C_x(ω) for the “reference case” with N = 30 miniblocks and v = 0.5 mm/s, using the parameters described above and in the figure caption. The other curves are for v = 5 mm/s (green curve), a = 0.1 mm (red curve), and N = 100 miniblocks (yellow curve). Note that in all cases, there is a large frequency range where C_x(ω) ∼ ω^{−4}.

Fig. 3 shows the sliding distance power spectrum C_x(ω) as a function of the frequency for several values of the friction noise-strength parameter α = 0.1, 0.5, and 1. The other parameters are the same as for the reference case (see Fig. 2). The power spectra for ω < ω_c exhibit the scaling with a, N, v, and α as expected from the analytical result (1).

In Fig. 2 and 3, the sharp peak at log_{10}ω ≈ 2.7 or ω ≈ 500 s^{−1} is due to the big block vibrating against the substrate with the miniblocks at fixed positions. This resonance frequency is given by ω_c = √ (Nk_0/M). Using k_0 = 10^4 Nm, M = 1 kg, and N = 30 gives ω_c = 548 s^{−1} in good agreement with the simulation results. For N = 100, one gets ω_c = 1000 s^{−1} which also agrees with the simulations (see Fig. 2).

The broader peak starting at log_{10}ω ≈ 4.6 or ω ≈ 4 × 10^4 s^{−1} is due to a band of vibrations of the miniblocks against the substrate and the block. The resonance frequency of a single miniblock without friction is √ (k_0/m) ≈ 3 × 10^4 s^{−1}, but the miniblocks are coupled and experience friction towards the substrate and the block which influence and broaden the resonance.

FIG. 4. A simple friction slider (schematic) measures the sliding distance x(t) via a displacement sensor.

Experiments and comparison with theory–The experimental data were obtained using the setup shown in Fig. 4. The slider consists of two rubber blocks glued to a wood plate, with one block positioned at the front and the other at the back. The nominal contact area is A_0 ≈ 10 cm^2. The normal force F_N is determined by the total mass M of lead blocks placed on top of the wood plate. Similarly, the driving force is determined by the total mass M^′ of lead blocks and the container (the mass of the ropes is neglected).

The sliding distance x(t) as a function of time t is measured using a Sony DK50NR5 displacement sensor with a resolution of 0.5 μm. This simple friction slider setup can also be used to calculate the friction coefficient μ = M^′/M as a function of sliding velocity and nominal contact pressure p = Mg/A_0.

FIG. 5. The sliding distance power spectrum Cx(ω) as a function of the frequency for rubber blocks (compound A) sliding on (a) a rough concrete block and (b) a smooth silica glass plate, at different sliding speeds indicated.

We have measured the sliding distance x(t) for rubber blocks sliding on a concrete block and on a (smooth) silica glass surface using different normal loads and driving forces.

Fig. 5 shows the sliding distance power spectrum C_x(ω) as a function of frequency for a rubber block sliding on (a) the concrete block and (b) the silica glass plate at different sliding speeds, as indicated. Note that the slope of the curves for the concrete surface is about −4, so the low-frequency power spectra are approximately proportional to ω^{−4}. For the glass surface at high sliding speeds, the power spectrum displacement exponent is approximately −4.75, while at low sliding speeds, it is the same as for the concrete surface. Additional measurements on the smooth glass surface using another rubber compound (compound B, result not shown) revealed a displacement exponent of approximately −5. This indicates that different interfacial processes may occur on the glass surface compared to the concrete surface, possibly related to the influence of contamination or rubber wear particles on the sliding motion.

Fig. 6 shows the sliding distance power spectrum C_x(ω)

FIG. 6. The sliding distance power spectrum Cx(ω) as a function of the frequency. The experimental result is for a rubber block sliding on a concrete surface, the theory result is for the reference case with N = 30 miniblocks and for v = 0.5 mm/s, a = 1 mm and α = 0.4.

as a function of frequency for a sliding speed of v = 0.5 mm/s. The experimental result is for a rubber block sliding on a concrete surface. The theoretical results (green and gray curves) are for the reference case with N = 30 miniblocks, v = 0.5 mm/s, a = 1 mm, and α = 0.4. Note that the experimental data exhibit the same ∼ ω^{−4} scaling as the theoretical curve.

In the simulation, a high-frequency roll-off region occurs due to the damped motion of the miniblocks. No such region is observed in the experiments, but this may be due to the limit in the frequency region we can probe with the present experimental setup.

In an earlier study, the fluctuation in the friction force for metal-metal contacts was measured using a pin-on-disc setup (pin from aluminum and steel disc) [30]. The sliding speed was constant at v = 1 cm/s, and the friction force was studied as a function of time. The force power spectra exhibited approximately a ∼ ω^{−1} frequency dependency in a low-frequency interval, differing from our result for concrete where the position coordinates fluctuate with a ∼ ω^{−4} power spectrum and the force (which is proportional to ω^4C_x(ω)) with a ∼ ω^0 power spectrum. However, the authors in Ref. [30] attributed the friction force fluctuations to wear particles. When the wear particles were removed, the force power spectrum became close to ∼ ω^0, consistent with our findings. Additional tests using another rubber compound (compound B, result not shown) showed a ∼ ω^{−5} displacement power spectrum and a ∼ ω^{−1} force power spectrum which we believe is due to surface contamination or wear, also aligning with the conclusions of the study in Ref. [30].

Conclusions and outlook–During the sliding of a solid block on a substrate, asperity contact regions form and disappear in a nearly random manner. Even if the timeaveraged friction force remains constant during constant speed sliding, the friction force will exhibit fluctuations around its time-averaged value. Consequently, if the applied driving force is constant, the sliding velocity will fluctuate around its time-averaged value. We have experimentally studied these fluctuations for rubber blocks sliding on concrete and glass surfaces. For sliding on concrete the power spectrum of the fluctuations in the position of the sliding block exhibits a ω^{−4} frequency dependency. We can reproduce this ω^{−4} frequency dependency using a simple block-spring model with fluctuating forces associated with the breaking and formation of asperity contact regions. For sliding on smooth glass surfaces the displacement exponent is either -4 or close to -5 depending on the rubber compound and the experimental conditions; we associate these fluctuations in the displacement exponent to wear particles and contamination films at the sliding interfaces.

We plan to measure the sliding distance with a displacement sensor that has a much higher resolution. This would allow us to probe the block position at much higher frequencies than is possible with our current instrument. With such a setup, it could also be possible to obtain information about the onset of sliding, involving the transition from static friction to kinetic friction, which is of great interest for earthquake dynamics. To model this, it may be necessary to extend the model to include the hierarchical nature of real surface roughness, with smaller asperities on top of larger asperities. We plan to study this using a hierarchical distribution of sliding blocks, with smaller blocks attached to larger blocks, and so on (see Fig. 1).

[1] A. Einstein, Über die von der molekularkinetischen Theorie der Wärme geforderte Bewegung von in ruhenden Flüssigkeiten suspendierten Teilchen, Annalen der physik, 4 (1905).

[2] B.N.J. Persson, On the fractal dimension of rough surfaces, Tribology Letters 54, 99 (2014).

[3] P.R. Nayak, Random process model of rough surfaces, J.

Lubr. Technol. 93, 398 (1971).

[4] R. Aghababaei, E.E. Brodsky, J.F. Molinari, S. Chandrasekar, How roughness emerges on natural and engineered surfaces, MRS Bull. 47, 12 (2022) [5] B.N.J. Persson, Sliding Friction: Physical Principles and Applications, Springer, Heidelberg (2000).

[6] E. Gnecco and E. Meyer, Elements of Friction Theory and Nanotribology, Cambridge University Press (2015).

[7] J.N. Israelachvili, Intermolecular and Surface Forces, (Academic, London), 3rd Ed. (2011).

[8] J.R. Barber, Contact Mechanics (Solid Mechanics and Its Applications), Springer (2018).

[9] B.N.J. Persson, Contact mechanics for randomly rough surfaces, Surface Science Reports 61, 201 (2006).

[10] B.N.J. Persson, Theory of rubber friction and contact mechanics, Journal of Chemical Physics, 115, 3840 (2001).

[11] B.N.J. Persson, O. Albohr, U. Tartaglino, A.I. Volokitin and E. Tosatti, On the nature of surface roughness with application to contact mechanics, sealing, rubber friction and adhesion, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 17, R1 (2005) [12] M. G. Rozman, M. Urbakh and J. Klafter, Origin of stick-slip motion in a driven two-wave potential, Phys. Rev. E 54, 6485 (1996).

[13] C. Yan, H.Y. Chen, P.Y. Lai and P. Tong, Statistical laws of stick-slip friction at mesoscale, Nature Communications 14, 6221 (2023).

[14] M.H. Müser, How static is static friction?, Proc. Natl.

Acad. Sci. 105, 13187 (2008).

[15] M.H. Müser, Velocity dependence of kinetic friction in the Prandtl-Tomlinson model, Physical Review B 84, 125419 (2011).

[16] S. Shi, M. Wang, Y. Poles and J. Fineberg, How frictional slip evolves, Nature Communications 14, 8291 (2023).

[17] See LIGO home page [https://www.ligo.caltech.edu]: At its most sensitive state, LIGO can detect a change in distance between its mirrors 1/10,000th the width of a proton! This is equivalent to measuring the distance to the nearest star (some 4.2 light years away) to an accuracy smaller than the width of a human hair.

[18] Mohamed Abdel-Salam Mohamed, G. Ahmadi and F.T.C. Loo, A Study on the Mechanics of Fatigue- Dominated Friction Noise, Journal of Vibration and Acoustics 112, 222 (1990).

[19] A.L. Bot, Noise of sliding rough contact IOP Conf. Series:

Journal of Physics: Conf. Series 797, 012006 (2017). [20] J. M. Carlson and J. S. Langer, Mechanical model of an earthquake fault, Phys. Rev. A 40, 6470 (1989).

[21] J.H. Dieterich, Modeling of rock friction: 1. Experimental results and constitutive equations, J. Geophys. Res. 84, 2161 (1979).

[22] A. Ruina, Slip instability and state variable friction laws, J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 88, 359 (1983).

[23] G. Wu, K. Dong, Z. Xu, S. Xiao, W. Wei, H. Chen, J. Li, Z. Huang, J. Li, G. Gao, G. Kang, C. Tu and X. Huang Pantograph–catenary electrical contact system of high-speed railways: recent progress, challenges, and outlooks, Railway Engineering Science 30, 437 (2022) [24] M. Taniguchi, T. Inoue and K. Mano, The frequency spectrum of electrical sliding contact noise and its waveform model, IEEE Transactions on Components, hybrids, and manufacturing technology, Vol. CHMT-8, No. 3, (1985).

[25] K. Tsuchiya and T. Tamai, Fluctuations of contact resistance in sliding contact, Wear 16, 337 (1970).

[26] R.T. Spurr, The ringing of wine glasses, Wear 4, 150 (1961) [27] J.P. Bouchaud, M.E. Cates, J.R. Prakash and S.F. Edwards, A model for the dynamics of sandpile surfaces, Journal de Physique I 4, 1383 (1994).

[28] B.N.J. Persson Theory of friction: Stress domains, relaxation, and creep Physical Review B 51, 13568 (1995).

[29] To be published by the authors.

[30] M. Duarte, I. Vragovic, J. M. Molina, R. Prieto, J. Narciso and E. Louis, 1/f Noise in Sliding Friction under Wear Conditions: The Role of Debris, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 045501 (2009).