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Abstract
Droplet impacts are fundamental to fluid-structure interactions, shaping processes from ero-

sion to bioprinting. While previous scaling laws have provided insights into droplet dynamics,
force scaling laws remain insufficiently understood, particularly for soft substrates where both
the droplet and substrate deform significantly. Here, we show that droplet impacts on elastic
substrates exhibit a scaling crossover in maximum impact force, transitioning from inertial force
scaling, typical for rigid substrates under high inertia, to Hertzian impact scaling, characteristic
of rigid spheres on elastic substrates. Using high-speed photoelastic tomography, we captured
high-resolution dynamic stress fields and identified a similarity parameter governing the interplay
between droplet inertia, substrate elasticity, and deformation time scales. Our findings redefine
how substrate properties influence impact forces, demonstrating that droplets under high iner-
tia—long thought to follow inertial force scaling—can instead follow Hertzian impact scaling on
soft substrates. This framework provides practical insights for designing soft, impact-resistant
materials.
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The behaviour of droplets impacting solid surfaces affects the quality and efficiency of many industrial
processes, such as inkjet printing [1] and spray cooling [2, 3]. The ubiquity and importance of droplet impact
make it one of the most extensive areas of research in the fluid mechanics field [4, 5, 6] over a period of about 150
years, starting since Worthington’s pioneering work [7, 8]. While research has frequently concentrated on the
morphology of droplets at the moment of impact [9, 10], it has been demonstrated that scaling laws are crucial
in explaining these complex phenomena. Scaling laws for droplet contact time [11, 12] and maximum spreading
diameter [13, 14] have provided valuable insights into droplet dynamics. Despite the importance of forces and
stresses generated during droplet collisions, their dynamics remain poorly understood. The impact force and
stress produced by droplet impact are essential in various industrial technologies, such as aircraft erosion by
raindrops [15], cutting techniques such as water cutters [16], and next-generation printing, such as bioprinting
[17]. In particular, the maximum impact force is an essential parameter for many impact-related processes,
and its quantitative prediction is required. There has been extensive research on the factors determining the
maximum impact force Fmax [18, 19, 20]. Soto et al. [21] experimentally demonstrated that Fmax is proportional
to the inertial force of the droplet in the high-Reynolds-number regime (Re = ρV R/η, where ρ, η, V , and R
are the density, viscosity, impact velocity, and initial radius of the impacting droplet, respectively), i.e.

Fmax ∝ ρV 2R2. (1)

This indicates that the dimensionless maximum impact force, F̃max = Fmax/(ρV 2R2), is constant in the high-
Re limit, which is called inertial force scaling in the review by Cheng et al. [22]. On the other hand, when the
viscosity of the droplet increases, the fluid collides with the substrate with smaller spreads, but the normal force
is significant, i.e. Fmax increases with decreasing droplet viscosity in the low-Re regime [19]. The variation of
Fmax with respect to Re was formulated by Gordillo et al. [23]. However, the data for Fmax deviate from their
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predictions at Re ≲ 1, and they mentioned that Re is no longer a suitable dimensionless number for scaling
F̃max in this region. Additionally, if the substrate is elastic, it can be supposed that the substrate deformation
also becomes significant as viscosity increases. Therefore, it is suggested that the substrate elasticity should
be considered when the droplet viscosity is significantly high. In this situation, Fmax is expected to exhibit
Hertzian impact scaling, i.e.

Fmax ∝ ρ3/5V 6/5R2E2/5, (2)
as observed when a rigid sphere impacts an elastic substrate with an elastic modulus of E [24, 25]. However,
the transition process of scaling law has never been observed, and the effect of the substrate elasticity on the
maximum impact force is not clarified.

Investigating the stress field in the substrate, which changes in spatial distribution depending on the
impacting droplet behaviour, is also crucial for understanding such a phenomenon involving fluid-structure
interaction. Nonetheless, experimental measurement of the stress field in the substrate during droplet impact
was not achieved until very recently due to the requirement for high spatio-temporal resolution. Sun et al. [26]
were the first to successfully measure the stress field in the elastic substrate during droplet impact using digital
image correlation. However, their experimental conditions were limited, and the effect of the substrate elasticity
on the maximum impact force remains unclear. Their contribution has enabled quantitative investigation of
the stress field, opening up new possibilities for research on such a dynamic fluid-structure interaction problem.
However, to understand the impact force and stress in a wider parameter space, it is necessary to develop new
stress measurement methods in addition to the above technique, as indicated in the latest review [22].

Here, we applied our novel optical stress measurement technology called “high-speed photoelastic tomog-
raphy” [25] to quantify the stress field in the elastic substrate during droplet impact. We clarified for the
first time that as the droplet’s viscosity increases, the scaling law of the maximum impact force Fmax shows
a crossover from inertial force scaling to Hertzian impact scaling based on the stress field visualization. To
explain the physics behind this crossover and how the substrate elasticity E is involved in the process, we
explored the combination of similarity parameters bridging two asymptotics by the data-driven algorithm.

In the experiment, we recorded the behaviour of the impactor (a rigid sphere or silicone oil droplets with dif-
ferent viscosity) and the transparent elastic substrate (a polyurethane gel) by using the high-speed polarization
camera. The polarization camera can access the polarization state, which is called photoelastic parameters, of
the light passing through the stressed substrate. The polarization state is used for the stress reconstruction
based on photoelastic tomography (see Method for details). Figure 1 shows the sequence of greyscale images
of the impactor (top), the photoelastic parameters (∆ and ϕ, bottom left), and the reconstructed axial stress
(σzz, bottom right). The time at which the impactor touches the substrate is defined as t = 0 s. Greyscale
images show that, after impact, the highly viscous droplets do not spread much due to the viscous dissipation
[27], whereas the low-viscosity droplets spread significantly. When impacted by the rigid sphere, the substrate
deforms up to approximately 40% of the sphere radius. The substrate deformation during droplet impact is so
slight that it cannot be clearly observed with the current spatial resolution of the image.

The retardation ∆, which corresponds to the integration of secondary principal stress difference within
the substrate, is larger for sphere impact than for droplet impact, as shown by the difference in the colour
bar in figure 1. This means that the stress induced by the sphere impact is much larger than that of the
droplet impact. In the case of droplets, the maximum retardation, i.e. maximum stress, increases with the
droplet viscosity. The orientation ϕ (white arrows), which is related to the direction of secondary principal
stress within the substrate, is directed downwards overall in the area below the droplet-substrate contact. In
response to this, it is directed upwards in the outer region of the area. This behaviour means that the substrate
is deforming as an elastic-half space rather than as a simple Winkler elastic foundation, which does not have
the interaction between the adjacent elements in a horizontal direction [24].

In the bottom-left panels of figure 1, along the r-axis of σzz at t ≃ 0.1 ms, in the region near the contact area,
σzz is positive, whereas in the outer region, σzz is negative. Positive values of σzz indicate that the substrate
is compressed in the z-axis, and negative values indicate tensile deformation in the z-axis. Immediately after
impact, the boundary between positive and negative stresses follows the rim of the contact area. It then
propagates in the r-direction beyond the contact area. The maximum stress of σzz appears approximately 0.2
ms after impact, and its value increases with increasing droplet viscosity. At t = 1.0 ms, the highly viscous
droplets, e.g., 104 cSt silicone oil, produce negative values of σzz even below the droplet–substrate contact
area. This is because the substrate, which has been slightly deformed downwards by droplet impact, deforms
upwards to return to its original position due to its elasticity. This negative stress is more pronounced in the
sphere case and is barely noticeable in low-viscosity droplets, which produce little deformation of the substrate.

Figure 2(a) shows the change in axial stress distribution on the substrate surface over time. In the case of
the sphere, the stress region near the centre remains narrow because the sphere cannot spread. The 104 cSt
silicone oil droplet exhibits a similar behaviour due to its high viscosity, which prevents rapid spreading along
the r-axis. In contrast, the 100 cSt silicone oil droplet shows a wider propagation of stress distribution along
the r-axis because of the faster spreading of the droplet. However, it does not show the non-central stress peak,
which is predicted by many theoretical and numerical works [28, 29, 30, 15, 31] and experimentally observed
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Figure 1: Dynamic behaviours of the impactors and the substrate response. Spatio-temporal
distribution of the stress field (bottom-left panels) photoelastic parameters, ∆ and ϕ, and (bottom-
right panels) reconstructed axial stress σzz when a sphere and droplet impact on an elastic substrate
with V ≃ 2.8 ± 0.1 m/s. In the bottom-left panels, the colourmap indicates the retardation ∆ and
white arrows indicate the orientation ϕ.
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Figure 2: Stress and force acting on the elastic substrate. (a) Temporal evolution of the axial
stress distribution acting on the substrate surface when Cauchy number, Ca = ρV 2/E, is approx-
imately 0.02. (b) Temporal evolution of the impact force with different impact velocities during a
sphere or droplet impact. The shaded regions represent one standard deviation for three experiments.

by Sun et al. [26]. Sun et al. [26] indicated that if the substrate is elastic, the peak position of σzz becomes
closer to the centre, r = 0, which is not expected that the substrate is infinitely rigid. Therefore, since the
substrate we use is much softer than that used in their work, the non-central stress peak may merge with the
stressed region around the centre.

As shown in figure 2(b), for each droplet impact, the maximum value of the impact force, Fmax, increases
with increasing impact velocity V , i.e. droplet inertia, and droplet viscosity η. For the sphere case, F (t)
is symmetric with respect to the time when Fmax appears if V is sufficiently high. This is expected under
Hertzian impact theory [24]. F (t) is also symmetric for the high-viscosity droplets. However, for low-viscosity
droplets, F (t) exhibits an asymmetric shape. These tendencies are similar to the results of previous studies
[19, 23], although this earlier work used non-deformable rigid substrates, whereas the present experiment uses
a deformable elastic substrate.

Next, we discuss the scaling of our problem, i.e., how the maximum impact force is influenced by the physical
quantities, especially the droplet viscosity and the substrate elasticity. The physical parameters of interest are
Fmax, ρ, V, R, η, and E. Let Fmax be described as a function, Fmax = g (ρ, V, R, η, E). We introduce the following
nondimensionalization. By selecting ρ, E, R as physical parameters with independent dimensions [32], we
naturally obtain the relationship between the dimensionless numbers, Π = f(θ, Ca), where Π = Fmax/(ER2),
Ca = ρV 2/E, and θ = η/

√
ρER2. This combination of dimensionless numbers effectively separates V and η

[33], which are varied in the experiment. The relationships between them and the dimensionless numbers F̃max
and Re are Π = F̃maxCa and θ =

√
Ca/Re.

Figure 3(a) shows the scaling relations between Π and Ca, illustrating the different power-law behaviours
depending on θ, and two distinct behaviours can be found. The first is Hertzian impact scaling [24], where
Π ∝ Ca3/5 for large θ; see also Eq. (2). The second is inertial force scaling [22], where Π ∝ Ca for small θ; see
also Eq. (1). This interpretation is consistent pictures with the observation on the stress and force shown in
figures 1 and 2. Furthermore, as the plots do not collapse under these dimensionless numbers, the problem is
likely to fall into the self-similarity of the second kind, for which the self-similarity cannot be captured solely
through dimensional analysis (see Method for the detailed explanation about the self-similarity).

As the scaling behaviour changes depending on θ, including η, θ is a driving parameter that governs the
crossover of scaling law. In the limit of larger θ (or larger Ca), the scaling follows the Hertzian impact scaling.
Therefore, the function, f , must satisfy the following behaviour in this limit, f(θ, Ca) ∝ Ca3/5. To consider the
self-similar solution that governs the crossover, we define the following dimensionless number and the function,
H = Π/Ca3/5 and Φ (θ, Ca) = f (θ, Ca) /Ca3/5, according to the framework of Maruoka [33]. In the Hertzian
impact scaling as large θ, Φ must satisfy

Φ (θ, Ca) ∝ const. (θ ≫ 1) . (3)
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Figure 3: Self-similar structure of the maximum impact force. (a) Π vs. Ca. The grey square
markers represent the data of the sphere case. The inset of (a) represents Π vs. θ. (b) H vs. Z = θαCa
with α = 0.28. The red solid line indicates Hertzian impact scaling of the form of (3) and the blue
solid line indicates inertial force scaling of the form of (4). The inset of (b) shows I vs. α. The error
bars represent one standard deviation over three impacts.

On the other hand, the inertia force scaling (Π ∝ Ca) is recovered in small θ. Thus Φ follows

Φ (θ, Ca) ∝ Ca2/5 (θ ≪ 1) . (4)

Φ should satisfy these two asymptotic behaviours while Φ is still indeterminate. However, assuming that
Φ belongs to the similarity of the second kind, Φ has the potential to have the following form: Φ (θ, Ca) =
Φ (θαCa). Using the prayer beads algorithm (see Method section) in which the power exponent of the similarity
parameter, α, was optimized so that the sum of the distance of each data plots I (α) is minimized, α was
estimated as α ≃ 0.28 while the optimized values should be located around 0.15–0.35, as shown in the inset of
figure 3(b). Plotting the data points using the similarity parameters H and Z = θαCa as figure 3(b), the plot
reveals seemingly good data collapse, and the asymptotic behaviour follows the condition for the crossover of
scaling laws, i.e. (3) and (4).

At present, the theoretical interpretation of α is an open question. However, we can consider the physical
meaning of the optimized dimensionless number Z = θαCa, which provides the data collapse for H. Z can be

decomposed as follows: θαCa =
(

η/E
R/V

)α (
ρV 2

E

)1− 1
2 α

=
(

Relaxation time
Contact time

)α (
Inertial force
Elastic force

)1− 1
2 α. Here, we consider

η/E as the relaxation time associated with the droplet and substrate surface deformation and R/V as the time
duration in which a droplet spreads on the substrate, namely the contact time. The time scale ratio can also be
expressed using the Deborah number. Therefore, this combination of dimensionless numbers reflects the ratio
between the contact time of the droplet and the relaxation time of droplet–substrate deformation, as well as
the ratio of substrate elastic force to droplet inertial force. When an increase in droplet viscosity suppresses the
spreading of the droplet, the relaxation time becomes significantly longer than the contact time, resulting in the
scaling law approaching Hertzian impact scaling. Conversely, when a decrease in droplet viscosity accelerates
the droplet spreading, the relaxation time becomes shorter than the contact time, leading to a deviation from
Hertzian impact scaling and resulting in inertial force scaling. This is potentially considered a key mechanism
for determining the maximum impact force of droplets on elastic substrates. Note that we have defined the
relaxation time as the ratio of droplet viscosity to substrate elastic modulus, η/E, although this quantity is
normally expressed using the properties of the same material. The reason for this choice is that the droplet
and substrate are always in contact until the maximum impact force appears.

Based on our findings, earlier research has demonstrated that the scaling law for the maximum impact
force with a rigid substrate is predominantly governed by Re, which reflects the balance between inertia and
viscosity. This approaches Π ∝ Ca if the inertia is much greater than the viscosity and is named “inertial
force scaling” [22]. In contrast, with an elastic substrate, increasing the inertia resulting in an increase in Z,
shifts the scaling law from inertial force scaling to Hertzian impact scaling, even if the droplet viscosity is low.
This is because the scaling is influenced by the interplay between inertial and elastic forces and the comparison
between relaxation time and contact time. Thus, under this condition, i.e. with an elastic substrate, it would
be misleading to continue referring to the scaling law Π ∝ Ca as “inertial force scaling”.
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In this paper, we successfully observed the transition of the dynamic behaviour of the impacting droplet
depending on the droplet viscosity and the substrate elasticity through the measurement of stress and impact
force acting on the elastic substrate using the photoelastic tomography technique. We confirmed that this
transition is from inertial force scaling to Hertzian impact scaling based on observing the stress distributions
and the maximum impact force. Our findings introduce a new insight for predicting the behaviour of droplets
upon impact with substrates, revealing understandings crucial for both fundamental and applied science.
Based on our results—particularly figure 3(b)—we can possibly anticipate whether a droplet will behave like a
rigid sphere or remain more fluidic upon impact based on parameters such as viscosity, inertia, and substrate
elasticity. This predictive capability has significant implications for applications where impact forces dictate
material response. In turbine erosion or water-cutting, low-viscosity water droplets exhibit like solid spheres
under high inertia, allowing them to erode or cut hard surfaces, including metals. This finding challenges
conventional models, emphasizing the need to consider substrate elasticity to accurately predict the droplet
impact force. Furthermore, we believe that these insights have impacted the applications of soft materials. For
instance, our ability to assess droplet impact behaviour enables more precise control in applications like 3D
bioprinting, where impact stress affects the fidelity and viability of printed structures. This study thus marks
a step forward in comprehending fluid-structure interactions under high-speed impacts, bridging theoretical
advances with practical application across diverse fields.

Method
Experiment
The experimental setup is shown in figure 4. Droplets of silicone oil (Shin-Etsu, KF-96) with kinetic viscosities
of 100, 101, 102, 103, 104 cSt were used. The oil density ρ was successively set to 815.5, 932.2, 962.1, 967.1,
and 972.1 kg/m3. The average droplet radius R was 1.27 mm. The rigid sphere was made of plastic and had
a radius of R = 2.98 mm and a density of ρ = 1064 kg/m3. A gel block (Exseal Co., Ltd., polyurethane
gel phantom, 50 × 50 × 50 mm3) with an elastic modulus E of 47.4 kPa was used as an elastic substrate.
The droplet or sphere impacted the substrate after falling freely. The impact velocity V was varied from
approximately 0.3–3.0 m/s by adjusting the falling height from 1-50 cm. To measure the impact force and
stress within the substrate, photoelastic tomography was employed using the high-speed polarization camera
(Photron, CRYSTA PI-1P, 20,000 fps) and the light source producing circularly polarized light (Thorlabs,
SOLIOS-525C, typical wavelength of λ = 520 nm). The measurements were repeated three times for each
height. The data for each height were averaged and plotted with their standard deviation in the following
figures.

The photoelastic method measures the state of the polarized light passing through the stressed material.
This allows the stress field to be evaluated from the optical anisotropy (birefringence) caused by stress loading
[34]. When circularly polarized light enters a stressed material, it is modulated as elliptically polarized light
with photoelastic parameters (retardation ∆ and orientation ϕ) relating to the stress state. ∆ and ϕ can
be measured by a polarization camera based on the four-step phase-shifting method [35, 36]. Four linear
micro-polarizers were installed in neighbouring pixels of the camera’s image sensor. The angles of the linear
polarizers were set to 0◦, 45◦, 90◦, and 135◦, and the corresponding camera sensor measures the light intensity
through these linear polarizers, denoted by I0◦ , I45◦ , I90◦ , and I135◦ , respectively. ∆ and ϕ can be obtained

from the four intensity values as follows: ∆ = λ
2π

sin−1

√
(I90◦ −I0◦ )2+(I45◦ −I135◦ )2

(I0◦ +I45◦ +I90◦ +I135◦ )/2 , ϕ = 1
2 tan−1 I90◦ −I0◦

I45◦ −I135◦
. A

typical image of ∆ and ϕ during droplet impact is shown on the right-hand side of figure 4. The relationship
between the stress field and photoelastic parameters is called the stress-optic law [34]. ∆ is proportional to
the integration of the secondary principal stress difference along the camera’s optical axis, and ϕ is related to
the direction of the secondary principal stress [34]. This relationship can be expressed as follows: ∆ cos 2ϕ =
C

∫ ∞
−∞ (σxx − σzz) dy, ∆ sin 2ϕ = 2C

∫ ∞
−∞ σxzdy, where C is the stress-optic coefficient, which is 1.14 × 10−9

Pa−1 for the substrate material used in this study [25]. The stress components in Cartesian coordinates are
σxx, σzz, and σxz, with the y-axis as the camera’s optical axis, as shown in figure 4. From ∆ and ϕ, the
dynamic stress field in the substrate can be reconstructed using our recently developed high-speed photoelastic
tomography technique. The impact force F was estimated by integrating the reconstructed σzz acting on the
substrate’s surface, i.e. F (t) = 2π

∫ ∞
0 σzzrdr.

Prayer beads algorithm for data collapse
To identify the self-similar solution to describe the crossover of scaling law [33, 37], here we briefly review an
algorithm to get data collapse.

Suppose that there are physical parameters u, q, T and a function u = f (q, T ). Here, we think about the
operation to change the scale of parameters preserving the similarity; it is called scale-transformation, e.g.,
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Figure 4: Stress field measurement using high-speed photoelastic tomography. Schematic of
the experimental setup for measuring the stress field in an elastic substrate during a sphere or droplet
impact. The right panel shows a typical image of the photoelastic parameters (retardation ∆ and
orientation ϕ) during the droplet impact. The colour indicates ∆ and the white arrows indicate ϕ.

(u′, q′, T ′) = (Au, Aβq, AγT ) where A is a factor and β, γ are power exponents. We can deduce invariant
functions of the scale-transformation, which is the form of the function such that does not vary by the scale-
transformation. It was known that invariant functions of scale-transformation are always power-law monomials
[32, 38], e.g. q/uβ , T/uγ . Therefore, when the parameters of the function are replaced by the invariant form
such as q/uβ = Φ (T/uγ) where Φ is called a scaling function, and q/uβ and T/uγ are called similarity
parameter, the function Φ does not change by the scale-transformation as well. It means that replotting the
data points by using similarity parameters renormalizes the difference of the scale of the parameters to all the
data points converge to a single line described by Φ; it is data collapse, which is the expression exploiting the
self-similarity and offering the fundamental insight about the problem.

This insight suggests that the condition of data collapse can be realized by identifying the power exponents
of similarity parameters. Dimensional analysis is a powerful method to get power exponents, which is called
similarity of the first kind, though it is only applicable to special cases. Because the problems belong to self-
similarity parameters of the second kind, in which the dimensional analysis cannot deduce the power exponents.
In such a case, the data collapse relation can be obtained by optimizing an appropriate evaluation function of
the power exponents, I (β, γ)

Here, we propose a method to determine β and γ using the data-driven “prayer beads algorithm”. When
β and γ are selected appropriately, all the scattering data points converge to a single curve described by the
self-similar function Φ. At this time, the total distance between neighbouring data points is minimized. Based
on this observation, we define the evaluation function as the distance to each data point. Here, either β or γ
must be fixed to prevent data points from concentrating on a single point. This picture corresponds to pulling
the rope of relaxed prayer beads. Supposing an exponent of one similarity parameter β is known a priori to
be β∗, the evaluation function I that optimizes γ using N data points can be written as follows:

I (γ) =
N∑
i

√
(log(qi+1/uβ∗

i+1) − log(qi/uβ∗
i ))2 + (log(Ti+1/uγ

i+1) − log(Ti/uγ
i ))2. (5)

The optimized γ∗ is obtained when I (γ∗) = min I (γ). In this study, the evaluation function of the problem
was I (α) =

∑N

i

√
(log(Hi+1/Hi))2 + (log(Zi+1/Zi))2, where H = Π/Ca3/5 and Z = θαCa.
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