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Abstract Three-Stage Mo-A Scaling and Stress Drop
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area is a fundamental issue to understand circular-crack model (2.3 MPh? --> 5.7 MPa)
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Mo-A Scaling from Dynamic Rupture Simulations Validation of Stress Drop
It is very important to quantify stress drop for the stages of the scaling. We 5 e S | Eﬁﬁ;@fcggﬁuﬁoﬂg Hlation vs.
performed a series of dynamic rupture simulations for strike-slip faulting using
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