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Abstract
Since Hertz’s pioneering work in 1882, contact mechanics traditionally grounds on linear elastic-

ity, assuming small strains and displacements. However, recent experiments clearly highlighted lin-

ear elasticity limitations in accurately predicting the contact behaviour of rubbers and elastomers,

particularly during frictional slip, which is governed by geometric and material nonlinearity.

In this study, we investigate the basic scenario involving normal approach-retraction contact

cycles between a wavy rigid indenter and a flat, deformable substrate. Both frictionless and fric-

tional interfacial conditions are examined, considering finite strains, displacements, and nonlinear

rheology. We developed a finite element model for this purpose and compared our numerical results

with Westergaard’s linear theory.

Our findings show that, even in frictionless conditions, the contact response is significantly in-

fluenced by geometric and material nonlinearity, particularly for wavy indenters with high aspect

ratios, where normal-tangential stresses and displacements coupling emerges. More importantly,

interfacial friction in nonlinear elasticity leads to contact hysteresis (i.e., frictional energy dissi-

pation) during normal loading-unloading cycles. This behavior cannot be explained in a linear

framework; therefore, most of the experiments reporting hysteresis are typically explained invok-

ing other interfacial phenomena (e.g., adhesion, plasticity, or viscoelasticity). Here we present an

additional suitable explanation relying on finite strains/displacements with detailed peculiarities,

such as vanishing pull-off force. Moreover, we also report an increase of hysteretic losses as for

confined systems, stemming from the enhanced normal-tangential nonlinear coupling.

Keywords: nonlinear contact mechanics, friction, hysteresis, hyperelasticity, large deformations, finite ele-

ment method
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I. INTRODUCTION

Contact mechanics is one of the fundamental branches of tribology that examines the
distribution of stresses, displacements, and gaps at the interface between deformable bod-
ies [1–4]. For several decades, the main contact mechanics studies have been based on the
assumptions of small displacements and linear constitutive laws, with the aim of understand-
ing the fundamental mechanisms governing the contact behaviour of solids. This approach
has led to the development of very impacting theories [5–12] and numerical methods [13–
21] that have shed light on some effects such as surface roughness and interfacial adhesion.
These insights extend to complex cases, including thin [22] and coated [23] solids, as well as
anisotropic surfaces [24].

Many studies indicate that linear theory approximation provides results aligning with
experimental tests conducted on systems characterized by low aspect ratio and frictionless
conditions [25–27].

The presence of interfacial friction complicates the problem, even within the framework
of linear theory, unless we assume (as is done in most classical contact mechanics studies)
uncoupled normal and tangential elastic fields. This assumption implicitly requires similar
materials (with a negligible second Dundurs’ constant, β [28]) and semi-infinite (half-space)
bodies. However, under more practical conditions, these assumptions often do not hold, and
friction becomes a critical factor. Since the late 1970s, it has been shown that local frictional
slip alters the contact response between bodies of different materials, even in the simple case
of Hertzian geometry [29–31], leading to a stiffer contact. Further solutions for partial slip
problems can be found in [32]. Additionally, thin coatings applied to stiffer substrates
(such as functional coatings and oxidation layers on metals) exhibit distinct responses under
frictional sliding [33–35], often resulting in significantly larger contact areas and an enhanced
frictional response, known as ’geometric’ friction.

Surfaces in many real-world applications are not ”nominally” flat, as is common in nu-
merous tribological interactions [36]. In such cases, large deformations and displacements
introduce significant geometric nonlinearities. Furthermore, materials often exhibit non-
linear behaviour as seen in rolling tires [37] or human skin [38]. At high loads and large
deformations, the linear regime no longer applies, leading to plastic [39] and/or hyperelastic
[40, 41] deformations.

Wriggers and colleagues have developed finite element (FE) methodologies that incorpo-
rate finite deformations into contact problems, including impact phenomena [42], as well as
frictionless [43] and frictional interfaces [44]. While the integration of finite deformations
into computational contact mechanics has largely remained a theoretical exercise for special-
ists in the field [14, 45–47], some studies have also investigated interfacial mechanisms such
as the peeling of tapes/membranes within a finite deformation framework [48, 49]. How-
ever, these studies have shown only quantitative differences compared to linear formulations
[50, 51], particularly in the case of thin deformable substrates [52].

Recent attention has shifted towards understanding how geometric and material nonlin-
earity affects contact mechanics. For example, experiments have shown that the contact area
between an elastomeric sphere and a plane evolves from a circular shape under pure nor-
mal loading to a smaller, ellipsoidal area during macroscopic sliding [53–55], contradicting
formal linear theory predictions [56, 57]. Emerging hypotheses suggest that shear-induced
reduction in the contact area is driven by the nonlinear, finite-deformation behaviour of the
elastomer [58–61], rather than being solely attributable to adhesion modulation [53, 62].
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Another fascinating example is the phenomenon of Schallamach waves, first captured by
Schallamach [63] in photographs of friction experiments involving rubber and glass. These
waves arise from stick-slip instabilities on soft surfaces, appearing as cycles of wrinkles that
propagate across the contact area in a wave-like motion. Their formation and movement are
primarily driven by large deformation of rubber-like materials, involving frictional energy
dissipation [64, 65].

Even in the normal contact problem between a rigid indenter and a deformable rubber-
like material, energy dissipation is commonly observed in approach-retraction experiments.
This phenomenon, known as contact hysteresis, is characterized by a mismatch between the
approach and retraction paths and is typically attributed to adhesion [66, 67], viscoelasticity
[68–70], or plasticity [71].

In principle, contact hysteresis could arise also from interfacial friction, even in the ab-
sence of adhesive-viscoelastic phenomena or plastic deformations, when a certain degree of
coupling exists between normal and tangential displacements. In linear theory, this coupling
occurs only in the case of compressible materials[31, 72] and/or thin layers[33–35], while
most elastomer contacts are considered incompressible and sufficiently thick to neglect such
coupling. However, the role of geometric and material nonlinearity on approach-retraction
hysteresis in these conditions has not been yet addressed.

To investigate the latter scenario, we address the long-standing problem of approach-
retraction cycle of a wavy indenter into a deformable solid. We develop a finite element
(FE) model able to simulate the contact behavior including nonlinear effects arising from
geometric factors, material properties, and interfacial friction characteristics. To assess
and highlight the role of nonlinearity, contact calculations are performed both in linear and
nonlinear framework. Specifically, in the former case we adopt the well-known Westergaard’s
analytical solution [6], both for frictionless and frictional contacts (uncoupled normal and
tangential displacements); in the latter one, we assume finite strains/displacements with
neo-Hookean hyperelastic behaviour, also introducing Coulomb-Orowan interfacial friction
[73], which is typical of polymer contacts [74, 75].

The results indicate that, even in the simplest case of frictionless contact, geometric and
material nonlinearity lead to a contact response which differs from the linear theory pre-
dictions. As expected, the discrepancy increases as the aspect ratio of the wavy indenter
increases and, in turn, small-displacement and small-strain approximations are violated.
Furthermore, accounting for friction and the real shape of the indenter (i.e., finite displace-
ments - geometric effects) results in non-negligible contact hysteresis during loading and
unloading cycles, both for semi-infinite deformable solids and, even more so, for thin layers.

Overall, our study provides new insights into the field of contact mechanics, highlighting
the crucial role of contact nonlinearity. This also explains why theoretical models based on
linear theory often fail to accurately capture experimental results, especially in the presence
of friction.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The contact problem under investigation is illustrated in Fig. 1A deformable solid S in
contact with a rigid sinusoidal surface of amplitude ∆ and wavelength λ. A remote uniform
pressure p̄ is applied on the upper rigid slab bonded to the solid, leading to a contact mean
penetration δ and a contact semi-width a.figure.caption.3, where a flat deformable solid S
of thickness H backed by a rigid slab is pressed, with a mean remote pressure p̄, against a

3



S

FIG. 1: A deformable solid S in contact with a rigid sinusoidal surface of amplitude ∆ and
wavelength λ. A remote uniform pressure p̄ is applied on the upper rigid slab bonded to

the solid, leading to a contact mean penetration δ and a contact semi-width a.

rigid sinusoidal indenter of wavelength λ and amplitude ∆.

A. Finite displacement framework

To account for geometric nonlinearity, our simulations are performed within a finite dis-
placement framework, and contact quantities are defined relative to the current deformed
configuration. Referring to Fig. 2FE mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric frame-
work used in the analysis. Specifically, s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on the
contact boundary of the solid S in the deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal and
vertical unit vectors in the undeformed configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit vectors
tangent and normal to the indenter surface, respectively (with local indenter slope m). In
the deformed configuration, the generic interfacial element, with undeformed length ∆L, is
stretched to the length ∆L′, is rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise), and
is displaced in the horizontal and vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, respec-
tively.figure.caption.6, we define (x, y) as the undeformed reference frame, centered on the

crest of the rigid sinusoidal indenter, with (̂i, ĵ) as horizontal and vertical unit vectors,
and indenter shape given as r(x) = ∆ cos(2πx/λ) −∆. Displacement fields are always de-
fined with reference to (x, y). Consequently, for a generic point on the contact surface (i.e.
y = 0), the coordinates (x′, y′) in the current deformed configuration at a generic time t are
determined by

x′(x, t) = x+ Ux(x, t)andy′(x, t) = Uy(x, t) (1)

where, Ux and Uy are the horizontal and vertical displacements fields, respectively. We
also define the contact penetration δ as the mean normal displacement of the deformed
surface calculated in the deformed configuration, i.e.,

δ =
1

λ

∫ λ/2

−λ/2
Uy(x)

dx′

dx
dx (2)
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where, according to Eq. (1equation.2.1), dx′/dx is the horizontal stretch of the local ele-
mental length.

Additionally, we define the local slope of the sinusoid m(x) as

m(x) = tanφ(x) = −2π∆

λ
sin(2πx/λ) (3)

where the local rotation φ is assumed to be positive when counterclockwise (as shown in
Fig. 2FE mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric framework used in the analysis.
Specifically, s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on the contact boundary of the solid
S in the deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal and vertical unit vectors in the
undeformed configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit vectors tangent and normal to the
indenter surface, respectively (with local indenter slope m). In the deformed configuration,
the generic interfacial element, with undeformed length ∆L, is stretched to the length ∆L′,
is rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise), and is displaced in the horizontal
and vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, respectively.figure.caption.6), and the
local unit tangential and normal vectors (t̂, n̂) , respectively, as[

t̂
n̂

]
=

[
cosφ sinφ
− sinφ cosφ

] [
î

ĵ

]
(4)

Therefore, in the finite displacement scenario, the contact stress vector s, corresponding to
the Cauchy stress, can be locally decomposed into the normal and tangential shear stresses,
respectively

p = s · n̂andτ = s · t̂ (5)

Similarly, to simplify the comparison between results under small and finite displacements
conditions, we define the vertical sy and horizontal sx stresses as the projections of the (finite
displacements) stress vector s. Hence

sx(x
′) = (s · î)

√
1 +m2andsy(x

′) = (s · ĵ)
√

1 +m2 (6)

where the term
√

1 +m2 = dL′/dx′ takes into account the increase in the local elemental
length due to finite rotations (see Fig. 2FE mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric
framework used in the analysis. Specifically, s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on
the contact boundary of the solid S in the deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal
and vertical unit vectors in the undeformed configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit
vectors tangent and normal to the indenter surface, respectively (with local indenter slope
m). In the deformed configuration, the generic interfacial element, with undeformed length
∆L, is stretched to the length ∆L′, is rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise),
and is displaced in the horizontal and vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, re-
spectively.figure.caption.6). Therefore, the remote mean pressure p̄ applied to balance the
contact stresses is given by,

p̄ =
1

λ

∫ λ/2

−λ/2
sydx

′ (7)

B. Material and interfacial properties

The solid S is assumed to be nearly incompressible, with a Poisson’s ratio ν = 0.49. To
highlight the effect of material nonlinearity, simulations are performed either for linear elas-
tic and hyperelastic solids. In the latter case, neo-Hookean rheology is assumed; therefore,
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given the deformation gradient tensor F, with J = det(F), and the right Cauchy-Green
deformation tensor C = FTF, the Neo-Hookean constitutive behaviour in nearly incom-
pressible solids (i.e., ν ≈ 0.5 and J ≈ 1) is described by the strain energy density function
[76]

W =
µ

2
(Ī1 − 3) +

κ

2
(J − 1)2 (8)

where Ī1 = tr(C̄) is the first invariant of the distortional (isochoric) right Cauchy-Green
deformation tensor C̄ = C/J2/3, and µ and κ are the shear and bulk moduli, respectively.
For consistency with the linear elastic model, we set µ = E/[2(1+ν)] and κ = E/[3(1−2ν)],
where E is Young’s modulus and ν the Poisson’s ratio. Moreover, since in finite displace-
ments analysis the equilibrium equations refer to the current configuration, the Cauchy stress
tensor σ is required (i.e., local stresses in the current configuration). This can be calculated
as

σ =
2

J
F · ∂W

∂C
· FT (9)

With reference to Fig.2FE mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric framework used in
the analysis. Specifically, s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on the contact boundary
of the solid S in the deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal and vertical unit vectors
in the undeformed configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit vectors tangent and normal
to the indenter surface, respectively (with local indenter slope m). In the deformed con-
figuration, the generic interfacial element, with undeformed length ∆L, is stretched to the
length ∆L′, is rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise), and is displaced in the
horizontal and vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, respectively.figure.caption.6,
the contact interface is assumed adhesiveless, i.e., p ≥ 0 in Eq. (5equation.2.5). In the
tangential direction t̂, both frictionless and frictional conditions are considered, in order to
investigate how the finite strains/displacements may trigger frictional dissipation in nom-
inally uncoupled conditions, eventually affecting the overall contact behaviour. Based on
experimental results, which indicate a minor effect of contact pressure on frictional shear
stresses in polymers contacts [74, 77], we assume a velocity-independent Coulomb-Orowan
friction law [73, 75] with the threshold shear stress τsl for interfacial slip given by

τsl =

{
µp, for µp < τmax

τmax, for µp ≥ τmax
(10)

where µ is the Coulomb friction coefficient, and τmax represents the characteristic (or nom-
inal) interface shear stress. Notably, the Coulomb-Orowan friction model also helps avoid
convergence issues, which are likely to occur using a Tresca model (i.e., τsl = τmax for any
value of the normal pressure p) due to the possible shear stresses discontinuity at the contact
edges [60].

Additionally, being vsl = vslt̂ the interfacial slip velocity, namely the local relative veloc-
ity between the solid surface and the indenter profile in the contact region, the frictional
dissipation per unit time is given by

ẆF =

∫
∂S
vslτslds (11)

where ∂S is the contact interface in deformed conditions.
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FIG. 2: FE mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric framework used in the analysis.
Specifically, s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on the contact boundary of the solid
S in the deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal and vertical unit vectors in the

undeformed configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit vectors tangent and normal to the
indenter surface, respectively (with local indenter slope m). In the deformed configuration,
the generic interfacial element, with undeformed length ∆L, is stretched to the length ∆L′,
is rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise), and is displaced in the horizontal

and vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, respectively.

C. Finite Element Model

The contact problem depicted in Fig. 1A deformable solid S in contact with a rigid
sinusoidal surface of amplitude ∆ and wavelength λ. A remote uniform pressure p̄ is applied
on the upper rigid slab bonded to the solid, leading to a contact mean penetration δ and
a contact semi-width a.figure.caption.3 is solved with the aid of the commercial software
SIMULIA Abaqus. Due to the symmetry and periodicity of the problem, the analysis is
restricted to half of a single sinusoid. Consequently, horizontal displacements are assumed
to vanish at the boundaries x = 0 and x = λ/2, as shown in the right panel of Fig.2FE
mesh and details of the nonlinear geometric framework used in the analysis. Specifically,
s is the local Cauchy stress vector acting on the contact boundary of the solid S in the
deformed configuration, (̂i, ĵ) are the horizontal and vertical unit vectors in the undeformed
configuration, while (t̂, n̂) are the local unit vectors tangent and normal to the indenter
surface, respectively (with local indenter slope m). In the deformed configuration, the
generic interfacial element, with undeformed length ∆L, is stretched to the length ∆L′, is
rotated by the angle φ (positive if counterclockwise), and is displaced in the horizontal and
vertical directions by the quantities Ux and Uy, respectively.figure.caption.6.

In classical contact mechanics, the half-plane assumption is often utilized to address
contact problems, assuming that the contact area is small compared to the dimensions of
the contacting bodies. To simulate this scenario, the height H of the deformable solid S
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is taken to be sufficiently larger than the wavelength λ. Specifically, we verified that the
half-plane approximation holds when H & 3λ. Lower values of H/λ are also considered in
the second part of the paper to investigate the effects of finite thickness and mechanical
confinement.

The solid S is meshed using linear plane strain quadrilateral elements with the reduced
integration scheme to prevent shear locking, along with a hybrid formulation to accurately
capture the nearly incompressible material behaviour. A regular mapped mesh is employed,
featuring finer discretization at the contact interface where the element size is ∆x = λ/729,
and a coarser mesh in the upper part of the solid. This approach optimizes computational
efficiency. A preliminary mesh convergence test has been conducted. The rigid indenter
is modeled using an analytical rigid surface, where displacement and force can be assigned
to a single master node. Simulations are conducted on sinusoidal profiles with an aspect
ratio in the range 0.1 ≤ ∆/λ ≤ 0.5, since in most engineering surfaces, the asperity width
is considerably larger than its height [78]. Normal contact is modeled using a hard con-
tact pressure-overclosure relationship, and the augmented Lagrangian method is adopted
to enforce the contact constraints. A penalty formulation is adopted to solve the frictional
contact problem; therefore, the slope of the frictional stress versus total slip relationship
(often referred to as the sticking stiffness) is finite even when sticking occurs, and the total
slip is composed of an allowable “elastic” slip and an “inelastic” slip. Only the latter term
corresponds to the actual slip locally occurring where τ = τsl and, in turn, is associated
with frictional dissipation, i.e. the term vsl in Eq. (11equation.2.11). Indentation tests are
performed as static analysis, under normal force-controlled conditions. The contact between
the bodies is enforced by applying a uniform pressure p̄ on the rigid slab bonded to the
upper boundary of the solid S. During a loading-unloading cycle, the pressure p̄ gradually
ramps from zero to the target value p̄max and then back to zero.

Finally, to address instabilities common in nonlinear static problems, we employ a nu-
merical stabilization methodology based on the addition of volume-proportional damping.
The stabilization parameters are adjusted following preliminary tests to ensure model con-
vergence and avoid inaccurate results. In more detail, by evaluating the impact of the
stabilization in terms of dissipated energy, we find that it remains below 10−7% of the in-
ternal elastic energy and below 10−4% of the frictional energy dissipation throughout the
entire process.

D. The Westergaard’s model

The contact problem described above has been extensively approached in a fully linear
framework by means of analytical and numerical tools. In 1939, Westergaard [6] derived an
analytical closed-form solution for the frictionless contact problem of a linear elastic half-
plane (i.e., H/λ→∞) and a wavy rigid surface. He found that the applied mean pressure
p̄ can be related to the contact size 2a by

p̄ =
E∗λ

4πR
sin2 ψa, (12)

where ψa = πa/λ, E∗ = E/(1 − ν2), and R = λ2/(4π2∆) is the radius of curvature at the
wave crest.
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The pressure distribution within the contact area is instead given by

p(x) =
E∗λ

2πR
cosψ

√
sin2 ψa − sin2 ψ (13)

with ψ = πx/λ.
The above relations hold true in the small displacements approximation, namely when

the indenter slope is sufficiently small to assume that the normal pressure p(x) is vertical,

i.e. n̂ = ĵ along the whole contact interface.

III. RESULTS

Contact between a rigid wavy 
indenter and a deformable solid

Theoretical Linear (L) model
(Westergaard, 1939) 
• Linear elastic material
• Small strains and displacements
• Frictionless Interface
• Half-plane approximation

Finite Elements Nonlinear (NL) model
• Nonlinear hyperelastic material
• Large strains and displacements

Thin Slab
Frictionless

Half-plane
Frictionless

Half-plane
Frictional

Thin Slab
Frictional

FIG. 3: The models used to solve the contact problem: the Westergaard’s linear model
(L), derived within the framework of linear elasticity, and the finite elements nonlinear

model (NL), which incorporates finite strains/displacements formulation for a hyperelastic
noe-Hookean material. The key assumptions and features of each model are summarized in

the chart.

The scope of this study is to investigate the nonlinear effects arising in both friction-
less and frictional normal contacts between a deformable rubber-like solid and a rigid wavy
countersurface. According to the chart reported in Fig. 3The models used to solve the
contact problem: the Westergaard’s linear model (L), derived within the framework of
linear elasticity, and the finite elements nonlinear model (NL), which incorporates finite
strains/displacements formulation for a hyperelastic noe-Hookean material. The key as-
sumptions and features of each model are summarized in the chart.figure.caption.10, as a
reference linear solution for semi-infinite solids (half-plane), we adopt the Westergaard’s an-
alytical solution [6], referred to as the linear (L) model. Importantly, since linear elasticity
predicts that contacts of incompressible half-planes exhibit uncoupled normal and tangential
elastic fields, Westergaard’s solution still holds true for frictional contacts under pure normal
loading.

To overcome the limitations of the L model, we developed a finite element model able
to account for the geometric and material nonlinearity, and the finite dimensions of the
deformable solid. Indeed, the NL model incorporates finite strains/displacements and the
hyperelastic neo-Hookean rheology given in Eq. (8equation.2.8). In what follows, we perform
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a systematic comparison between the results of L and NL models in order to highlight the
role of nonlinearity in the contact response. This eventually results in an effective coupling
between normal and tangential elastic fields, even under frictionless conditions. Since friction
is ineffective for the L model, higher discrepancy is expected in frictional conditions, also
involving frictional energy dissipation and hysteresis in normal loading-unloading cycles for
the NL model.

The results are presented for E = 1 MPa, ν = 0.49, λ = 5 mm, ∆/λ = 0.1, 0.18, 0.3, 0.5.
The half-plane approximation is simulated by assuming H/λ = 5, while finite thickness
scenarios are explored for 0.25 ≤ H/λ ≤ 5.

The effect of friction is also investigated. Since in Coulomb-Orowan friction regime, the
overall friction mainly depends on the value of τmax due to shear stresses saturation in the
contact, simulations are carried out for different values of τmax, varying in the range 0.01÷0.2
MPa. Conversely, calculations have shown that reducing µ by an order of magnitude results
in less than a 1% variation in both the contact area and frictional dissipation; therefore, we
only focus on the realistic case of µ = 1.

In presenting the results, we shall refer to the following dimensionless quantities: contact
radius a/λ, contact pressure p/E∗, characteristic shear stress τmax/E

∗, shear stress τ/τsl,
frictional dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2), contact profile coordinates x/λ and y/∆, penetration δ/∆,
displacements U/∆. The results are organized into three subsections: first, geometric and
material nonlinear effects are examined for the half-plane approximation under frictionless
interface conditions; next, the influence of friction on contact quantities is analysed, both
for a simple loading (approach) phase and for a full loading-unloading cycle; finally, finite-
size effects in the NL model due to ’thin’ solids confinement are investigated under both
frictionless and frictional conditions.

A. Frictionless contacts

In this section, we compare the results of the linear elastic theory (L - black dashed lines)
and the nonlinear finite element model (NL - blue lines) assuming a frictionless behavior at
the solid-indenter interface. Specifically, Figure 4The normal loading phase in frictionless
interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L)
solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact
semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach)
phase, for different values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement
Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution sy/E

∗, and (d)
horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗, for different values of the dimensionless applied pressure
p̄/E∗. figure.caption.12a shows the dimensionless contact area a/λ as a function of the
dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗, for different values of the indenter aspect ratio
∆/λ. As expected, in the limit of nominally smooth indenters with ∆/λ � 1, the linear
and nonlinear results overlap up to full-contact. Increasing the value of ∆/λ, the linear
prediction is still in qualitative agreement with NL results only at relatively low values of
p̄/E∗. More in detail, the higher the aspect ratio, the lower the pressure threshold for linear
prediction failure.

Indeed, Westergaard’s predictions (L) overestimate the contact area at high applied pres-
sures compared to nonlinear calculations (NL), suggesting that nonlinearity entails an overall
stiffening of the contact. A possible explanation is that, at large pressures, most of the solid
experiences compressive stresses which, in neo-Hookean rheology, are associated to a stiffer
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(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 4: The normal loading phase in frictionless interfacial conditions for the nonlinear
(NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in

dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus
dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different
values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement Ux/∆ (circles

indicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution sy/E
∗, and (d) horizontal stress

distribution sx/E
∗, for different values of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗.

response than the corresponding linear material. As a result, higher loads are required to
achieve full contact in the NL model compared to the linear solution.

This is also clearly shown in Figs. 4The normal loading phase in frictionless interfa-
cial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L) so-
lution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact
semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach)
phase, for different values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement
Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution sy/E

∗, and (d) hor-
izontal stress distribution sx/E

∗, for different values of the dimensionless applied pressure
p̄/E∗. figure.caption.12c and 4The normal loading phase in frictionless interfacial conditions
for the nonlinear (NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard)
is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus
dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different
values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement Ux/∆ (circles in-
dicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution sy/E

∗, and (d) horizontal stress
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distribution sx/E
∗, for different values of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. fig-

ure.caption.12d, where the vertical sy/E
∗ (Fig. 4The normal loading phase in frictionless

interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L)
solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact
semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach)
phase, for different values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement
Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution sy/E

∗, and (d) hor-
izontal stress distribution sx/E

∗, for different values of the dimensionless applied pressure
p̄/E∗. figure.caption.12c) and the horizontal sx/E

∗ (Fig. 4The normal loading phase in
frictionless interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model (blue curves). Analytical
linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimension-
less contact semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless mean applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading
(approach) phase, for different values of the aspect ratio ∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizon-
tal displacement Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edge), (c) vertical stresses distribution
sy/E

∗, and (d) horizontal stress distribution sx/E
∗, for different values of the dimensionless

applied pressure p̄/E∗. figure.caption.12d) stress components are plotted for different values
of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗, according to Eq.(6equation.2.6). We note the
classical antisymmetric distribution of sx/E

∗ and, more importantly, the higher peak value
in the vertical stress component sy observed for the NL model at relatively high mean pres-
sure values (i.e., p̄/E∗ ' 0.2), due to the stiffer compressive response of the Neo-Hookean
material.

A remarkable effect of finite displacements (i.e., geometric nonlinearity) is the occurrence
of non-vanishing values of sx, even in frictionless conditions. This is related to the finite
local contact slope m(x). Indeed, combining Eqs. (4equation.2.4,6equation.2.6) we locally
have sx/sy = −m and, since the maximum slope is mmax = −2π∆/λ, it follows that sx/sy
can locally approach the unit value, for ∆/λ ≈ 0.1. However, while the latter aspect ratio
value is typically admitted in linear analysis, the corresponding (L) frictionless prediction
(sy = |s| and sx = 0) is far from reality. This discrepancy also applies to the horizontal dis-
placement field Ux, which are expected to vanish under frictionless linear conditions, unless
other sources of in-plane/out-of-plane coupling exist (e.g., material compressibility and/or
solid confinement, none of which are considered in this case). Conversely, since geometric
nonlinearity is accounted for in the NL model, coupling between normal and tangential dis-
placements arises leading to non-zero horizontal displacements Ux, as clearly shown in Fig.
4The normal loading phase in frictionless interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE
model (blue curves). Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black
for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless mean ap-
plied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different values of the aspect ratio
∆/λ; dimensionless (b) horizontal displacement Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edge), (c)
vertical stresses distribution sy/E

∗, and (d) horizontal stress distribution sx/E
∗, for different

values of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. figure.caption.12b.

B. Frictional contacts

Since finite strains/displacements formulation show significant discrepancies in contact
response compared to linear predictions even in the simpler case of frictionless interfaces,
here we extend the study to the frictional case. Indeed, we expect the observed coupling
between normal and tangential displacements to be exacerbated by frictional shear stresses,
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which are modelled according to the Coulomb-Orowan friction law [73, 75], as described in
Eq. (10equation.2.10). Firstly, we focus on a simple loading phase, then we consider a full
loading-unloading cycle. As discussed at the start of Sec. IIIsection*.9, Westergaard’s linear
solution (L) still applies to frictional conditions under purely normal loading and is reported
for comparison.

(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 5: The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue curves) and frictional (red curves)
interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model. Analytical linear (L) solution

(Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact
semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach)
phase, for different values of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between frictionless and

frictional contact is proposed; (b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at the contact
interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for different applied pressure p̄/E∗; (c)

Dimensionless vertical stress distribution sy/E
∗, decomposed in the pressure (py) and

shear stress (τy) contributions; (d) Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E
∗

decomposed in the pressure (px) and shear stress (τx) contributions.

Figures 5The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue curves) and frictional (red curves)
interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model. Analytical linear (L) solution (West-
ergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ
versus dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different
values of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between frictionless and frictional contact is
proposed; (b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles
indicate the contact edges) for different applied pressure p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical
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stress distribution sy/E
∗, decomposed in the pressure (py) and shear stress (τy) contribu-

tions; (d) Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E
∗ decomposed in the pressure

(px) and shear stress (τx) contributions. figure.caption.14 refer to the case of a simple in-
dentation between the sinusoidal indenter and the deformable solid. More in detail, Fig.
5The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue curves) and frictional (red curves) interfacial
conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model. Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard)
is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus
dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different values
of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between frictionless and frictional contact is proposed;
(b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate
the contact edges) for different applied pressure p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical stress dis-
tribution sy/E

∗, decomposed in the pressure (py) and shear stress (τy) contributions; (d)
Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗ decomposed in the pressure (px) and
shear stress (τx) contributions. figure.caption.14a shows a straightforward comparison be-
tween NL frictionless and frictional results showing that, in the latter case, frictional shear
stresses opposing the relative interfacial slip stiffen the contact response. Indeed, especially
at relatively high values of p̄/E∗, the contact area in frictional conditions is smaller com-
pared to the frictionless case. Moreover, as long as friction prevents interfacial tangential
slip (i.e., at relatively low mean pressure), the horizontal displacements Ux are inward due
to finite rotation of the adhering surface elements, as shown in figure 5The normal load-
ing phase in frictionless (blue curves) and frictional (red curves) interfacial conditions for
the nonlinear (NL) FE model. Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in
dashed black for comparison. (a) Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus dimension-
less applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading (approach) phase, for different values of aspect
ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between frictionless and frictional contact is proposed; (b) Dimen-
sionless horizontal displacement at the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact
edges) for different applied pressure p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical stress distribution
sy/E

∗, decomposed in the pressure (py) and shear stress (τy) contributions; (d) Dimension-
less horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗ decomposed in the pressure (px) and shear stress
(τx) contributions. figure.caption.14b, in contrast to what is observed in frictionless con-
ditions (Ux pointing outward in the contact area). Increasing the applied mean pressure
leads to outward slip in a portion of the contact area, and outward values of Ux can also be
locally observed (as for p̄/E∗ = 0.38 in Fig. 5The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue
curves) and frictional (red curves) interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model.
Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a)
Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during
loading (approach) phase, for different values of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between
frictionless and frictional contact is proposed; (b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at
the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for different applied pressure
p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical stress distribution sy/E

∗, decomposed in the pressure (py)
and shear stress (τy) contributions; (d) Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗

decomposed in the pressure (px) and shear stress (τx) contributions. figure.caption.14b).
These arguments indicate that inward frictional shear stresses are expected during load-
ing, as indeed confirmed in Fig. 5The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue curves)
and frictional (red curves) interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model. An-
alytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a)
Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during
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loading (approach) phase, for different values of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between
frictionless and frictional contact is proposed; (b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at
the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for different applied pressure
p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical stress distribution sy/E

∗, decomposed in the pressure (py)
and shear stress (τy) contributions; (d) Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗

decomposed in the pressure (px) and shear stress (τx) contributions. figure.caption.14d
where, combining Eqs. (5equation.2.5,6equation.2.6), the horizontal projection sx of the
stress vector is decomposed into pressure and frictional shear stress contribution, px and τx
respectively. Furthermore, this also helps in qualitatively explaining the stiffer response of
frictional contacts; indeed, as shown in Fig. 5The normal loading phase in frictionless (blue
curves) and frictional (red curves) interfacial conditions for the nonlinear (NL) FE model.
Analytical linear (L) solution (Westergaard) is shown in dashed black for comparison. (a)
Dimensionless contact semi-width a/λ versus dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during
loading (approach) phase, for different values of aspect ratio ∆/λ. A comparison between
frictionless and frictional contact is proposed; (b) Dimensionless horizontal displacement at
the contact interface Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for different applied pressure
p̄/E∗; (c) Dimensionless vertical stress distribution sy/E

∗, decomposed in the pressure (py)
and shear stress (τy) contributions; (d) Dimensionless horizontal stress distribution sx/E

∗

decomposed in the pressure (px) and shear stress (τx) contributions. figure.caption.14c, due
to finite displacements, the vertical component τy of frictional shear stresses contributes to
sy and, in turn, to balance the applied normal pressure p̄ (see Eq. (7equation.2.7)). Since
in frictionless conditions τy = 0, we have sy = py and a softer contact response.

The high local contact stresses and large deformations near the asperity crests in frictional
conditions led to solver instability, causing the curve to truncate at very high pressures and
aspect ratios. The results within the range shown, however, are valid and support the overall
conclusions.

Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-
l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours
refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized
contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes
corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ =

1.5 figure.caption.15 shows the deformed profile during a complete loading-unloading cycle
(Figs. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-
l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours
refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized
contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes
corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5

figure.caption.15a-l) and the corresponding distribution of the contact shear stress τ/τsl
within the contact area (Figs. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear
model (NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading
(a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red
and green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76
and p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15m,n). Red and green colours indicate contact regions in
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FIG. 6: The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-l)

cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours refer

to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized contact
shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes

corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E
∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5

stuck and slip conditions, respectively. Let us first focus on the loading phase. At sufficiently
low values of p̄/E∗ (Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model
(NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e)
- unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and
green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and
p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15a), no slip occurs within the contact zone, as the interfacial
shear stresses do not exceed the critical value τsl across the entire contact area (|τ |/τsl ≤ 1).
As the pressure increases, outward slip begins at the interface, initially in a narrow region
at the center of the contact semi-width (Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for
the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape
during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure
p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip
conditions, respectively. The normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during
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the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to
∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15b), and then expands

over a wider zone (Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model
(NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e)
- unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and
green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and
p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15c) until full contact is achieved (Fig. 6The normal loading-
unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless
contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target
mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck
and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl
during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results
refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15d). The onset of

outward slip at the center of the contact semi-width, as shown in Fig. 6b, occurs due to the
increased local slope and curvature of the indenter in this region. Indeed, in the framework
of geometric nonlinearity, since equilibrium depends on the deformed interface geometry,
the tangential stresses increase rapidly (eventually causing slip) where the indenter’s slope
is steeper, as they partially contribute to balance the (vertical) remote load. This is a non-
trivial result strictly related to nonlinear analysis, while linear elasticity partial slip problems
usually predict slip initiation at the contact edges due to shear stresses concentration and
successive propagation toward the inner contact regions [30]. Interestingly, since the material
is nearly-incompressible (ν = 0.49), once full contact is achieved (Fig. 6The normal loading-
unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless
contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target
mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck
and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl
during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer
to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15d), a further increase

in the applied pressure still causes a displacement of the upper boundary of the solid (i.e.,
the rigid slab), resulting in changes in the overall displacements fields and additional slip
at the interface (Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model
(NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e)
- unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and
green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and
p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15e).
Now, consider the unloading process. In the initial phase, the applied pressure decreases

across the entire contact zone while full contact is maintained, and no slip occurs, unlike
during the loading phase (Fig. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear
model (NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading
(a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red
and green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and
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p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15f).

As the contact area recedes, slip initiates at the edge of the contact zone. In this case,
as the externally applied pressure decreases, the overall contact pressure reduces, but the
corresponding reduction in the contact area leads to a local concentration of contact stresses
near the edge, resulting in τ > τsl in this region.

As the applied pressure decreases further, shear stress near the contact edge also de-
creases, eventually falling below τsl, leading to a recession of the contact without slip (Fig.
6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional condi-
tions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e) - unloading (f-l) cycle with
dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and green colours refer to contact
area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The normalized contact shear stresses
distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading (n) processes corresponding to Figs.
a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and p̄max/E
∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15h). As

the unloading process continues, the contact shear stress reverses and concentrates at the
contact edge. At this point, slip occurs inward, i.e., in the opposite direction compared to
the loading process (Figs. 6The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model
(NL) in frictional conditions. The dimensionless contact shape during a full loading (a-e)
- unloading (f-l) cycle with dimensionless target mean pressure p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5. Red and
green colours refer to contact area regions in stuck and slip conditions, respectively. The
normalized contact shear stresses distribution τ/τsl during the loading (m) and unloading
(n) processes corresponding to Figs. a-l. Results refer to ∆/λ = 0.18, τmax/E

∗ = 0.76 and
p̄max/E

∗ = 1.5 figure.caption.15i,l).

(a) (b)

FIG. 7: The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. (a) The dimensionless frictional energy dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2) as a function of
the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading-unloading cycles. Notably, the
effect of different values of dimensionless target applied pressure p̄max/E

∗ is shown. (b)

The total dimensionless energy dissipated in a full cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of the

dimensionless remote target pressure p̄max/E. Results are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18 and
τmax/E

∗ = 0.76.

Figure 7The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. (a) The dimensionless frictional energy dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2) as a function of
the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading-unloading cycles. Notably, the ef-
fect of different values of dimensionless target applied pressure p̄max/E

∗ is shown. (b) The
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total dimensionless energy dissipated in a full cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of the

dimensionless remote target pressure p̄max/E. Results are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18 and
τmax/E

∗ = 0.76.figure.caption.16a illustrates the dimensionless energy dissipated in fric-
tional relative slip, WF/(E

∗λ2), during the loading-unloading cycle path, plotted against
the actual applied pressure, p̄/E∗. The results are presented for indentations performed
at different remote target mean pressures, p̄max/E

∗. Similarly, Fig. 7The normal loading-
unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional conditions. (a) The dimen-
sionless frictional energy dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2) as a function of the dimensionless applied
pressure p̄/E∗ during loading-unloading cycles. Notably, the effect of different values of
dimensionless target applied pressure p̄max/E

∗ is shown. (b) The total dimensionless energy

dissipated in a full cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of the dimensionless remote target pres-

sure p̄max/E. Results are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18 and τmax/E
∗ = 0.76.figure.caption.16b

shows the dimensionless total energy dissipated over the whole cycle, W cycle
F /(E∗λ2). W cycle

F

is obtained by integrating Eq. (11equation.2.11) over the complete cycle. Alternatively, it
can be calculated as the work done during loading-unloading by the applied remote pres-
sure p̄, namely W cycle

F =
∫
cycle

p̄dutop, where utop is the normal displacement of the rigid

slab bonded to the upper solid boundary. Both figures clearly show that increasing the
pressure beyond the full-contact threshold leads to greater energy dissipation, consistently
with the displacement rearrangements discussed earlier. More specifically, Fig. 7The normal
loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional conditions. (a) The
dimensionless frictional energy dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2) as a function of the dimensionless ap-
plied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading-unloading cycles. Notably, the effect of different values of
dimensionless target applied pressure p̄max/E

∗ is shown. (b) The total dimensionless energy

dissipated in a full cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of the dimensionless remote target pres-

sure p̄max/E. Results are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18 and τmax/E
∗ = 0.76.figure.caption.16a

clearly shows that dissipation primarily occurs during the loading phase, and the amount of
energy dissipated during slip under full-contact conditions increases linearly with the applied
pressure. Consequently, once full contact is established, the total energy dissipated over a
complete cycle becomes almost linearly dependent on the target applied pressure, as shown
in Fig. 7The normal loading-unloading cycle for the FE nonlinear model (NL) in frictional
conditions. (a) The dimensionless frictional energy dissipation WF/(E

∗λ2) as a function
of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ during loading-unloading cycles. Notably, the
effect of different values of dimensionless target applied pressure p̄max/E

∗ is shown. (b)

The total dimensionless energy dissipated in a full cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of the

dimensionless remote target pressure p̄max/E. Results are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18 and
τmax/E

∗ = 0.76.figure.caption.16b.
Figure 8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different

geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as
a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and di-
mensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissi-

pated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red
line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17a
shows the influence of the indenter aspect ratio on the load-displacement curves during a
loading-unloading cycle in the presence of friction, while Fig. 8Frictional loading-unloading
behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different geometric and frictional parameters.
Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless pen-
etration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimensionless characteristic interface

19



(a)

(c)

(b)
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FIG. 8: Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different
geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗

as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a),
and dimensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless

energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and

τmax/E
∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.

shear stress τmax/E
∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle

W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading
contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17b illustrates the dimensionless
total energy dissipated over a complete cycle as a function of the aspect ratio ∆/λ. The
results are presented referring to a dimensionless target mean pressure of p̄max/E

∗ = 0.46.
Smooth indenters (i.e., low values of ∆/λ) do not induce significant finite strain or dis-

placement effects, and the loading and unloading curves follow the same path. In this case,
frictional dissipation vanishes as the whole contact is in stuck conditions, making the loading
process fully reversible. As ∆/λ increases, frictional hysteresis appears. Specifically, Fig.
8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different geometric
and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function
of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimensionless
characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissipated in a

full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red line);
loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17a shows
that, for a given contact penetration, the applied pressure during the unloading phase is
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lower than that during the loading phase, due to the need to overcome residual friction.
As shown in Fig. 8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for
different geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pres-
sure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios
∆/λ (a), and dimensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimen-

sionless energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ

(b) and τmax/E
∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also

shown.figure.caption.17b, energy dissipation increases with the indenter aspect ratio, driven
by large deformations and finite displacements that trigger frictional slip.

Notably, loading-unloading hysteresis is typically attributed to different interfacial phe-
nomena, such as elastic adhesion in smooth (chemically activated) contacts [66] and rough
contacts [67], viscoelastic adhesion [68–70, 79, 80], and/or plasticity [71], none of which are
included in the present model. However, while adhesion-related phenomena generally lead
to a jump out of contact with a finite contact area and pull-off force, we find that frictional
hysteresis triggered by finite strains and displacements results in a smooth reduction of the
contact area to zero, with a vanishing pull-off force.

Figures 8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for differ-
ent geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure
p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ
(a), and dimensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimension-

less energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b)

and τmax/E
∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also

shown.figure.caption.17c and 8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model
(NL) for different geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless ap-
plied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity
ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The di-

mensionless energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ

(b) and τmax/E
∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also

shown.figure.caption.17d focus on the effect of the characteristic shear stress τmax. Figure
8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different geometric
and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function
of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimension-
less characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissipated

in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red
line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17c
presents the load-displacement curves for different values of τmax/E

∗, while Fig. 8Frictional
loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different geometric and fric-
tional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of
the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimensionless
characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissipated in a

full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red line);
loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17d shows

the dimensionless total energy dissipated over a complete cycle, W cycle
F /(E∗λ2), as a function

of τmax/E
∗.

As τmax/E
∗ increases, higher stresses develop within the solid, which, combined with

nonlinear rheology, result in a stiffer contact response, as seen in Fig. 8Frictional loading-
unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for different geometric and frictional pa-
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rameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimen-
sionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios ∆/λ (a), and dimensionless charac-
teristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimensionless energy dissipated in a full

indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ (b) and τmax/E

∗ (d) (red line); load-
ing and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also shown.figure.caption.17c. On the
other hand, Fig. 8Frictional loading-unloading behaviour of the nonlinear model (NL) for
different geometric and frictional parameters. Specifically, the dimensionless applied pres-
sure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ for different asperity ratios
∆/λ (a), and dimensionless characteristic interface shear stress τmax/E

∗ (c). The dimen-

sionless energy dissipated in a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of ∆/λ

(b) and τmax/E
∗ (d) (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dotted lines) are also

shown.figure.caption.17d reveals the presence of a value of τmax/E
∗ that corresponds to a

maximum in frictional energy dissipation per cycle. At low shear stress levels, although local
slip begins at lower pressures and affects a larger portion of the contact area, the overall
contribution to energy dissipation remains minimal. In contrast, at high shear stress lev-
els, only a small portion of the contact area experiences slip, again leading to low-energy
dissipation.

Our findings on hysteresis and energy dissipation, driven by geometric and material non-
linearity, have practical relevance in systems involving relatively soft elastomeric contacts.
For example, understanding these mechanisms can enhance the functionality (energy dissi-
pation) and the durability (wear) of tires, seals, and soft robotic grippers whose interfaces
typically experience high friction and deformations, due to the aspect ratio of typical coun-
tersurfaces such as road asphalt [81].

C. Finite-size effects in confined contact

As known, the half-plane approximation is no longer appropriate when the size of the
contact area approaches the thickness of the contacting bodies, especially in compliant solids
undergoing large deformations [82]. Recent studies have shown that contact confinement
can result in a degree of coupling between normal and tangential displacement fields, even
within the framework of linear elasticity [33–35]. Since previously discussed results showed
that such a kind of coupling is significantly affected by finite strains/displacements even
in nominally uncoupled conditions (i.e., incompressible half-plane with H/λ � 1), in this
section we focus on thin solids (H/λ� 1) to explore the role of nonlinearity on the contact
behavior and frictional dissipation.

Fig. 9The effect of the layer thickness on the loading phase in frictionless interfacial con-
dition for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimensionless contact area a/λ as
a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless horizontal dis-
placement Ux/∆ versus the dimensionless contact position x/λ (circles indicate the contact
edges). Results are given for dimensionless external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.07, 0.15, 0.25.
Curves refer to H/λ = 5 and 0.25 corresponding to unconfined and confined contact con-
ditions, respectively, and are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.19 shows the effect
of the mechanical confinement on the frictionless normal indentation in the framework
of the nonlinear model (NL). In Fig. 9The effect of the layer thickness on the loading
phase in frictionless interfacial condition for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a)
The dimensionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure
p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless horizontal displacement Ux/∆ versus the dimensionless con-
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(a) (b)

FIG. 9: The effect of the layer thickness on the loading phase in frictionless interfacial
condition for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimensionless contact area
a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless
horizontal displacement Ux/∆ versus the dimensionless contact position x/λ (circles

indicate the contact edges). Results are given for dimensionless external pressure values
p̄/E∗ = 0.07, 0.15, 0.25. Curves refer to H/λ = 5 and 0.25 corresponding to unconfined and

confined contact conditions, respectively, and are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18.

tact position x/λ (circles indicate the contact edges). Results are given for dimensionless
external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.07, 0.15, 0.25. Curves refer to H/λ = 5 and 0.25 cor-
responding to unconfined and confined contact conditions, respectively, and are obtained
for ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.19a, the dimensionless contact area a/λ is plotted against
the dimensionless applied mean pressure p̄/E∗, while Fig. 9The effect of the layer thick-
ness on the loading phase in frictionless interfacial condition for the FE nonlinear contact
model (NL). (a) The dimensionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless
applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless horizontal displacement Ux/∆ versus the di-
mensionless contact position x/λ (circles indicate the contact edges). Results are given for
dimensionless external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.07, 0.15, 0.25. Curves refer to H/λ = 5
and 0.25 corresponding to unconfined and confined contact conditions, respectively, and
are obtained for ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.19b shows the horizontal displacement field on
the solid surface. Results are given for two values of the layer thickness H/λ = 5, 0.25,
corresponding to the half-plane and confined finite thickness conditions, respectively. Me-
chanical confinement leads to a stiffening of the contact behaviour, resulting in a smaller
contact area for a given external pressure compared to the unconfined case, as qualitatively
expected even in linear elastic approximation [22, 83]. More importantly, confinement am-
plifies horizontal displacements and modifies the nonlinear coupling between in-plane and
out-of-plane displacements. Indeed, as depicted in Fig. 9The effect of the layer thickness
on the loading phase in frictionless interfacial condition for the FE nonlinear contact model
(NL). (a) The dimensionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pres-
sure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless horizontal displacement Ux/∆ versus the dimensionless
contact position x/λ (circles indicate the contact edges). Results are given for dimensionless
external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.07, 0.15, 0.25. Curves refer to H/λ = 5 and 0.25 corre-
sponding to unconfined and confined contact conditions, respectively, and are obtained for
∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.19b, confinement causes outward (positive) horizontal displace-
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ments to extend across the entire solid interface.

(c) (d)

(a) (b)

FIG. 10: The effect of the layer thickness on the normal loading-unloading cycle in
frictional interfacial conditions for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The

dimensionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗.
(b) The dimensionless horizontal displacement field Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact

edges) for dimensionless external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.75. (c) The
dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆

(d) The dimensionless energy dissipated during a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a

function of H/λ (red line); loading and unloading contributions (dashed lines) are also
shown. Results refer to p̄max/E

∗ = 0.75, τmax/E
∗ = 0.076, and ∆/λ = 0.18.

Finally, Fig. 10The effect of the layer thickness on the normal loading-unloading cycle
in frictional interfacial conditions for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimen-
sionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The
dimensionless horizontal displacement field Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for di-
mensionless external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.75. (c) The dimensionless applied
pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ (d) The dimensionless

energy dissipated during a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of H/λ (red

line); loading and unloading contributions (dashed lines) are also shown. Results refer to
p̄max/E

∗ = 0.75, τmax/E
∗ = 0.076, and ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.20 illustrates the com-

bined effect of friction and confinement on the contact response for the nonlinear model
(NL). Figures 10The effect of the layer thickness on the normal loading-unloading cycle in
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frictional interfacial conditions for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimen-
sionless contact area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The
dimensionless horizontal displacement field Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for di-
mensionless external pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.75. (c) The dimensionless applied
pressure p̄/E∗ as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ (d) The dimensionless

energy dissipated during a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of H/λ (red

line); loading and unloading contributions (dashed lines) are also shown. Results refer to
p̄max/E

∗ = 0.75, τmax/E
∗ = 0.076, and ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.20a and 10The effect

of the layer thickness on the normal loading-unloading cycle in frictional interfacial condi-
tions for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimensionless contact area a/λ as
a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless horizontal
displacement field Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for dimensionless external pres-
sure values p̄/E∗ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.75. (c) The dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ as a function
of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ (d) The dimensionless energy dissipated during a full

indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of H/λ (red line); loading and unloading con-

tributions (dashed lines) are also shown. Results refer to p̄max/E
∗ = 0.75, τmax/E

∗ = 0.076,
and ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.20b show the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗ and the
dimensionless contact area a/λ as functions of the dimensionless penetration depth δ/∆
and p̄/E∗, respectively, for different values of the dimensionless layer thickness H/λ. Figure
10The effect of the layer thickness on the normal loading-unloading cycle in frictional inter-
facial conditions for the FE nonlinear contact model (NL). (a) The dimensionless contact
area a/λ as a function of the dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗. (b) The dimensionless
horizontal displacement field Ux/∆ (circles indicate the contact edges) for dimensionless ex-
ternal pressure values p̄/E∗ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.75. (c) The dimensionless applied pressure p̄/E∗

as a function of the dimensionless penetration δ/∆ (d) The dimensionless energy dissipated

during a full indentation cycle W cycle
F /(E∗λ2) as a function of H/λ (red line); loading and

unloading contributions (dashed lines) are also shown. Results refer to p̄max/E
∗ = 0.75,

τmax/E
∗ = 0.076, and ∆/λ = 0.18.figure.caption.20c, on the other hand, plots the frictional

energy dissipation as a function of the ratio H/λ, highlighting the contribution of each phase.
Confined contact is associated with higher frictional dissipation. Although a thinner layer
results in a stiffer behaviour and a reduced contact area, slip affects a wider region com-
pared to half-plane scenario due to the significantly enhanced normal-tangential coupling.
Notably, a plateau in the dissipated energy is observed for H ≥ λ. This outcome agrees
with linear theory results, which predict that the solid is perturbed within a region with a
principal dimension comparable to the contact area. In our case, since under full contact
condition 2a = λ, the effect of confinement becomes negligible as long as H ≥ λ.

The amplification of nonlinear coupling between normal and tangential local actions in
confined systems, as observed in our simulations, is particularly relevant for designing soft
materials used in biomedical devices. For example, thin elastomeric tactile sensors have
shown thickness-dependent performances [84] whose optimization can benefit from a deeper
understanding of how nonlinearity affects confined contact behaviour. Similarly, transdermal
drug delivery systems based on reusable adhesive thin patches might benefit from enhanced
toughness induced by loading-unloading hysteresis loop [85].
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

This study focuses on the effects of geometric and material nonlinearity on the contact
mechanics between a wavy rigid indenter and a flat deformable substrate, using a finite
element model developed in the framework of finite strains/displacements and neo-Hookean
hyperelasticity. The analysis of the contact response aims at highlighting the difference
with respect to the commonly adopted linear elastic case; for this reason, and to align with
real-world contact conditions, we also include interfacial friction between the indenter and
the deformable solid. The finite slope of the deformed contact interface leads to an over-
all stiffer contact response (i.e., lower contact area under given normal load) compared to
classical linear elasticity predictions, especially for high values of the indenter aspect ratio.
The discrepancy between real nonlinear case and theoretical linear predictions is exacer-
bated in the presence of interfacial friction (as in most of practical application); indeed, in
nonlinear analysis, frictional shear stresses at the interface also affect the overall normal con-
tact behavior, introducing a nonlinear coupling between normal and tangential elastic fields
mostly related to geometric nonlinearity. As a consequence, focusing on loading-unloading
cycles, our analysis indicates that frictional interfacial slips occur even for incompressible
semi-infinite solids, ultimately resulting in hysteresis and energy dissipation within the cy-
cle. This result strongly differs from classical predictions (no hysteresis), showing that linear
elasticity cannot be straightforwardly applied in the design of functional interfaces in real
engineering systems, from elastomeric seals and tires [81] to biomedical devices [85] and tac-
tile sensors [84], where high friction levels, finite size and/or surface morphology may trigger
nonlinear effects. Indeed, while loading-unloading hysteresis in linear analysis can occur
only due to additional phenomena (e.g., adhesion, viscoelasticity, plasticity), we show that
geometric and material nonlinearity might explain it in real frictional contact, especially
when the pull-off force vanishes. Moreover, our analysis indicates that mechanical con-
finement of thin solids (e.g., coating) enhances nonlinear effects, stiffening the contact and
inducing higher hysteretic losses due to increased nonlinear coupling between normal and
tangential actions. This challenges the applicability of the common half-plane assumption,
further highlighting the importance of considering the finite dimensions and nonlinearity
of real-world materials. Overall, our findings emphasize the need to incorporate nonlinear
effects in theoretical and computational studies to improve the accuracy of contact predic-
tions, enhance the understanding of experimental observations, and develop specific design
methodologies for cutting-edge applications.
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