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Physics of suction cups in air and in water
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We present experimental results for the dependency of the pull-off time (failure time) on the
pull-off force for suction cups in the air and in water. The results are analyzed using a theory we
have developed for the contact between suction cups and randomly rough surfaces. The theory
predicts the dependency of the pull-off time (failure time) on the pull-off force, and is tested with
measurements performed on suction cups made from a soft polyvinyl chloride (PVC). As substrates
we used sandblasted poly(methyl methacrylate) (PMMA). The theory is in good agreement with
the experiments in air, except for surfaces with the root-mean-square (rms) roughness below ≈ 1 µm,
where we observed lifetimes much longer than predicted by the theory. We show that this is due
to out-diffusion of plasticizer from the soft PVC, which block the critical constrictions along the
air flow channels. In water some deviation between theory and experiments is observed which may
be due to capillary forces. We discuss the role of cavitation for the failure time of suction cups in
water.

1 Introduction

All solids have surface roughness which has a huge in-
fluence on a large number of physical phenomena such
as adhesion, friction, contact mechanics and the leak-
age of seals[1–13]. Thus when two solids with nominally
flat surfaces are squeezed into contact, unless the applied
squeezing pressure is high enough, or the elastic modulus
of at least one of the solids low enough, a non-contact re-
gion will occur at the interface. If the non-contact region
percolate there will be open channels extending from one
side of the nominal contact region to the other side. This
will allow fluid to flow at the interface from a high fluid
pressure region to a low pressure region.

For elastic solids with randomly rough surfaces the
contact area percolate when the relative contact area
A/A0 ≈ 0.42 (see [14]), where A0 is the nominal con-
tact area and A the area of real contact (projected on
the xy-plane). When the contact area percolate there is
no open (non-contact) channel at the interface extending
across the nominal contact region, and no fluid can flow
between the two sides of the nominal contact.

The discussion above is fundamental for the leakage
of static seals[15–18]. Here we are interested in rubber
suction cups. In this application, the contact between
the suction cup and the counter surface (which form an
annulus) must be so tight that negligible fluid can flow
from outside the suction cup to inside it.

Suction cups find ubiquitous usage in our everyday ac-
tivities such as hanging of items to smooth surfaces in our
houses and cars, and for technologically demanding appli-
cations such as lifting fragile and heavy objects safely in a
controlled manner using suction cups employing vacuum
pumps. Suction cups are increasingly used in robotic ap-
plications, such as robots which can climb walls and clean
windows. The biomimetic design of suction cups based
on octopus vulgaris, remora (sucker fish), limpets and
Northern Clingfish is an area of current scientific inves-
tigations whose main objectives is to manufacture suc-
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FIG. 1: Schematic picture of the suction cup pull-off experi-
ment used in the present study. The container with the suc-
tion cup is either empty or filled with distilled water.

tion cups exhibiting adhesion under water and on sur-
faces with varying degree of surface roughness[19, 20].
Recently Iwasaki et. al. have presented the concept
of magnet embedded suction cups for in-vivo medical
applications[21].

2 Theory: gas leakage

The suction cups we study below can be approximated
as a truncated cone with the diameter 2r1. The angle α

and the upper plate radius r0 are defined in Fig. 1. When
a suction cup is pressed in contact with a flat surface the
rubber cone will make apparent contact with the sub-
strate in an annular region, but the contact pressure will
be largest in a smaller annular region of width l(t) formed
close to the inner edge of the nominal contact area (see
Fig. 1). We will assume that the rubber-substrate con-
tact pressure in this region of space is constant, p = p(t),
and zero elsewhere.

If we define h0 = r0tanα the volume of gas inside the
suction cup is

V = πr2
1

3
(h + h0) − πr

2
0

1

3
h0
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Since

r

r0
= 1 +

h

h0

(1)

we get

V = V0 [( r
r0
)3 − 1] (2)

where V0 = πr
2
0h0/3. The elastic deformation of the rub-

ber film (cone) needed to make contact with the substrate
require a normal force F0(h), which we will refer to as
the cup (non-linear) spring-force. This force result from
the bending of the film and to the (in-plane) stretching
and compression of the film needed to deform (part of)
the conical surface into a flat circular disc or annulus.
The function F0(h) can be easily measured experimen-
tally (see below).

We assume that the rubber cup is in repulsive contact
with the substrate over a region of width l(t). Since
the thickness of the suction cup material decreases as r

increases, we expect that l decreases as r increases. From
optical pictures of the contact we have found that to a
good approximation

l ≈ l0 + la (1 − r

r0
) = l0 − la h

h0

(3)
where la = (l1 − l0)/(1 − r1/r0) where l1 is the width of
the contact region when r = r1, and l0 the width of the
contact region when r = r0. The contact pressure p = p(t)
in the circular contact strip is assumed to be constant

p ≈
F0(h)
2πrl

+ β(pa − pb) (4)
where β is a number between 0 and 1, which takes into
account that the gas pressure (in the non-contact region)
in the strip l(t) changes from pa for r > r(t) + l(t) to pb
for r < r(t), while the outside pressure is pa.

Assume that the pull-force F1 act on the suction cup
(see Fig. 1). The sum of F1 and the cup spring-force F0

must equal the force resulting from the pressure differ-
ence between outside and inside the suction cup, i.e.

F0 + F1 = πr
2 (pa − pb) (5)

We assume that the air can be treated as an ideal gas so
that

pbVb =NbkBT. (6)
The number of molecules per unit time entering the

suction cup, Ṅb(t), is given by

Ṅb = f(p, pa, pb)Ly

Lx

(7)

Here Lx and Ly are the lengths of the sealing region along
and orthogonal to the gas leakage direction, respectively.
In the present case

Ly

Lx

=
2πr

l

The (square-unit) leak-rate function f(p, pa, pb) will be
discussed below.
The equations (1)-(7) constitute 7 equations from

which the following 7 quantities can be obtained: h(t),
r(t), l(t), V (t), pb(t), p(t) and Nb(t). The equations
(1)-(7) can be easily solved by numerical integration.
The suction cup stiffness force F0(h) depends on the

speed with which the suction cup is compressed (or de-
compressed). The reason for this is the viscoelastic na-
ture of the suction cup material. To take this effect into
account we define the contact time state variable φ(t)
as[1, 22, 23]:

φ̇ = 1 − ṙφ/l (8)
with φ(0) = 0. For stationary contact, ṙ = 0, this equation
gives just the time t of stationary contact, φ(t) = t. When
the ratio ṙ/l is non-zero but constant (8) gives

φ(t) = (1 − e−t/τ) τ,
where τ = l/ṙ. Thus for t >> τ we get φ(t) = φ0 = τ , which
is the time a particular point on the suction cup surface
stay in the rubber-substrate contact region of width l(t).
It is only in this part of the rubber-substrate nominal
contact region where a strong (repulsive) interaction oc-
cur between the rubber film and the substrate, and it
is region of space which is most important for the gas
sealing process.
From dimensional arguments we expect that F0(h) is

proportional to the effective elastic modulus of the cup
material. We have measured F0(h) at a constant indenta-
tion speed ḣ, corresponding to a constant radial velocity
ṙ = ḣ(r0/h0) (see (1)). In this case the effective elastic
modulus is determined by the relaxation modulus Eeff(t)
calculated for the contact time φ0 = l/ṙ. However, in
general ṙ may be strongly time-dependent. We can take
that into account by replacing the measured F0(h) by
the function F0(h)Eeff(φ(t))/Eeff(φ0).
2.1 Diffusive and ballistic gas leakage
The gas leakage result from the open (non-contact)

channels at the interface between the rubber film and
the substrate. Most of the leakage occur in the biggest
open flow channels. The most narrow constriction in the
biggest open channels are denoted as the critical con-
strictions. Most of the gas pressure drop occur over the
critical constrictions, which therefore determine the leak-
rate to a good approximation. The surface separation in
the critical constrictions is denoted by uc. Theory shows
that the lateral size of the critical constrictions is much



3

diffusive atom
motion

ballistic atom
motion

λ << uc

λ >> uc

(a)

(b)

uc

atom mean free path (in the gas) = λ

FIG. 2: Diffusive (a) and ballistic (b) motion of the gas atoms
in the critical junction. In case (a) the gas mean free path λ

is much smaller than the gap width uc and the gas molecules
makes many collisions with other gas molecules before a colli-
sion with the solid walls. In the opposite limit, when λ >> uc

the gas molecules makes many collisions with the solid wall
before colliding with another gas molecule. In the first case
(a) the gas can be treated as a (compressible) fluid, but this
is not the case in (b).

larger than the surface separation uc (typically by a fac-
tor of ∼ 100)[15–17].
In the theory for suction cups enters the leak-rate func-

tion f(p, pa, pb) (see (7)). This function can be easily
calculated when the gas flow through the critical con-
strictions occur in the diffusive and ballistic limits (see
Fig. 2). Here we present an interpolation formula which
is (approximately) valid independent of the ratio between
the gas mean free path and the surface separation at the
critical constrictions:

Ṅb =
1

24

Ly

Lx

(p2a − p2b)
kBT

u3
c

η
(1 + 12 ηv̄

(pa + pb)uc

) (9)
Here η is the gas viscosity and kBT the thermal en-
ergy. The gas leakage equation (9) is in good agreement
with treatment using the Boltzmann equation, and with
experiments[24, 25]. To calculate uc we need the rela-
tion between the interfacial separation u and the contact
pressure p. For this we have used the Persson contact
mechanics theory[13, 26, 27].

3 Experimental
We carried out the leakage experiments in air and wa-

ter using two suction cups, denoted A and B, made from
soft PVC. These suction cups have different geometrical
designs, which has a influence on the suction cup stiff-
ness and failure time, as discussed in section 3.2 and 4.1
respectively.

3.1 Viscoelastic modulus of PVC
Viscoelastic modulus measurements of the suction cups

A and B where carried out in oscillatory tension mode
using a Q800 DMA instrument produced by TA In-
struments. Fig. 3 shows (a) the temperature depen-
dency of the low strain (ǫ = 0.0004) modulus E, and (b)

Temperature (oC)
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FIG. 3: The dependency of the low strain (ǫ = 0.0004) vis-
coelastic modulus (a), and tanδ = ImE/ReE (b), on the tem-
perature for the frequency f = 1 Hz. For the soft PVC of
suction cup A (red) and B (green).

tanδ = ImE/ReE, for the frequency f = 1 Hz. Results
are shown for the soft PVC of suction cup A (red lines)
and B (green lines). Note that both materials exhibit
very similar viscoelastic modulus. If we define the glass
transition temperature as the temperature where tanδ is
maximal (for the frequency f = 1 Hz) then Tg ≈ 0

○C.

3.2 Suction cup stiffness force F0

We have measured the relation between the normal
force F0 and the normal displacement of the top of a
suction cup. In the experiments we increase the displace-
ment of the top plate (see Fig. 1) at a constant speed
and measure the resulting force. We show results for two
different suction cups, denoted A and B.

We have measured the force F0 for the suction cups
squeezed against a smooth glass plate lubricated by soap
water. The glass plate has a hole below the top of the
suction cup; this allowed the air to leave the suction cup
without any change in the pressure inside the suction cup
(i.e. pb = pa is equal to the atmospheric pressure). Fig.
4 shows the stiffness force F0(h) (in N) as a function of
the squeezing (or compression) distance (in mm) for the
suction cups A (red) and B (blue).

The suction cups A and B are both made from similar
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FIG. 4: The stiffness force F0(h) (in N) as a function of the
squeezing (or compression) distance (in mm) for the suction
cups A (red) and B (blue). The suction cups are squeezed
against a smooth glass plate with a hole in the center through
which the air can leave so the air pressure inside the rubber
suction cup is the same as outside (atmospheric pressure).
The glass plate is lubricated with soap-water.

sandblasted
PMMA

suction cup pull off in air and water

Mass
mass
load

container filled
with air or water

FIG. 5: Schematic picture of the experimental set-up for mea-
suring the pull-off force in the air and in water.

type of soft PVC and both have the diameter ≈ 4 cm.
However, for suction cup B the angle α = 21○ in contrast
to α = 33○ for suction cup A, and the PVC film is thicker
for the cup A. This difference in the angle α and the
film thickness influence the suction cup stiffness force as
shown in Fig. 4. Note that before the strong increase
in the F0(h) curve which result when the suction cup is
squeezed into complete contact with the counter surface
the suction cup A has a stiffness nearly twice as high as
that of the suction cup B.

4 Experiment: Failure of suction cup in air

We have studied how the failure time of a suction cup
depends on the pull-off force (vertical load) and the sub-
strate surface roughness (see Fig. 5). The suction cup
was always attached to the lower side of a horizontal sur-
face and a mass-load was attached to the suction cup.
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FIG. 6: The dependency of the pull-off time (failure time) on
the applied (pulling) force. The soft PVC suction cups A and
B are in contact with a sandblasted PMMA surface with the
rms roughness 1.89 µm. All surfaces were cleaned with soap
water before the experiments.

We varied the mass-load from 0.25 kg to 8 kg. If full vac-
uum would prevail inside the suction cup, the maximum
possible pull-off force would be πr21pa. Using r1 = 19 mm
and pa = 100 kPa we get Fmax = 113 N or about 11 kg
mass load. However, the maximum load possible in our
experiments for a smooth substrate surface is about 9 kg,
indicating that no complete vacuum was obtained. This
may, in least in part, be due to problems to fully remove
the air inside the suction cup in the initial state. In ad-
dition we have found that for mass loads above 8 kg the
pull-off is very sensitive to instabilities in the macroscopic
deformations of the suction cup, probably resulting from
small deviations away from the vertical direction of the
applied loading force.

4.1 The dependency of the failure time on the
pull-off force
Fig. 6 shows the dependency of the pull-off time (fail-

ure time) on the applied pulling force. The results are
for the soft PVC suction cups A (red) and B (green) in
contact with a sandblasted PMMA surface with the rms-
roughness 1.89 µm. Before the measurement, all surfaces
were cleaned with soap water. The solid lines are the
theory predictions, using as input the surface roughness
power spectrum of the PMMA surface, and the measured
stiffness of the suction cup, the latter corrected for vis-
coelastic time-relaxation as described above. Note the
good agreement between the theory and the experiments
in spite of the simple nature of the theory.
Fig. 7(a) shows the calculated time dependency of the

radius of the non-contact region, and (b) the gas pressure
in the suction cup. We show results for several pull-off
forces from F1 = 5 N in steps of 5 N to 80 N.
The smaller angle α for suction cup B than for cup

A imply that if the same amount of gas would leak into
the suction cups the gas pressure pb inside the suction
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FIG. 7: The calculated dependency time dependency of the
(a) radius of the non-contact region and (b) the pressure in
the suction cup, for several pull-off forces (from F1 = 5 N in
steps of 5 N to 80 N). The soft PVC suction cup is in contact
with a sandblasted PMMA surface with the rms roughness
1.89 µm.

cup will be highest for the suction cup B. This will tend
to reduce the lifetime of cup B. Similarly, the smaller
stiffness of the cup B result in smaller contact pressure
p, which will increase the leakage rate and reduce the
lifetime. Hence both effects will make the lifetime of the
suction cup B smaller than that of the cup A.

4.2 The dependency of the failure time on the
surface roughness

Fig. 8 shows the dependency of the pull-off time (fail-
ure time) on the substrate surface roughness. The re-
sults are for the type A soft PVC suction cups in con-
tact with sandblasted PMMA surfaces with different rms
roughness, and a table surface. Note that for “large”
roughness the predicted failure time is in good agree-
ment with the measured data, but for rms roughness be-
low ≈ 1 µm the measured failure times are much larger
than the theory prediction. In addition, the dependency
of the radius r(t) of the non-contact region on time is
very different in the two cases: For roughness larger than
≈ 1 µm the radius increases continuously with time as
also expected from theory (see Fig. 7(a)). For rough-
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FIG. 8: The dependency of the pull-off time (failure time) on
the substrate surface roughness. For soft PVC suction cups in
contact with sandblasted PMMA surfaces with different rms-
roughness, and a table surface. The pull-off force F1 = 10 N.
All surfaces were cleaned with soap water before the experi-
ments, and a new suction cup was used for each experiment.

ness below ≈ 1 µm the boundary line r(t) stopped to
move a short time after applying the pull-off force, and
remained fixed until the detachment occurred by a rapid
increase in r(t) (catastrophic event). We attribute this
discrepancy between theory and experiments to transfer
of plasticizer from the soft PVC to the PVC-PMMA in-
terface; this (high viscosity) fluid will fill-up the critical
constrictions and hence stop, or strongly reduce, the flow
of air into the suction cup. This is consistent with many
studies[28] of the transfer of plasticizer from soft PVC to
various contacting materials. These studies show typical
transfer rates (at room temperature) corresponding to a
∼ 1−10 µm thick film of plasticizer after one week waiting
time. Optical pictures of the rough PMMA surface after
long contact with the suction cup A also showed dark-
ened (and sticky) annular regions indicating transfer of
material from the PVC to the PMMA surface.

5 Theory: liquid (water) leakage
Assuming that the water can be treated as an incom-

pressible Newtonian liquid, and assuming laminar flow,
the volume of liquid flowing per unit time into the suction
cup is given by

V̇b =
1

12η

Ly

Lx

u3
c (pa − pb) . (10)

This equation replaces (9), which is valid for gas flow,
but all the other equations are unchanged.
In the experiments reported on below, the suction cup

is squeezed vertically into contact with the counter sur-
face (here a PMMA sheet). Even if no gas (air) can be
detected inside the suction cup before squeezing it in con-
tact with the PMMA surface, after removing the squeez-
ing force we always observe a gas filled region at the top of
the suction cup (see Fig. 9). We believe this result from
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(a) Destilled but not degased water

(b) Destilled and degased water

8 mm

FIG. 9: Optical pictures of the center region of a suction cup
after squeezing it against a smooth glass plate in (a) distilled
but not degassed water, and (b) distilled and degassed (at 0.2
atmosphere pressure) water. In (a) we squeezed the cup with
about 15 N against the glass plate, and then pulled it with a
similar force for 10 s and then removed the pulling force and
waited ∼ 5 minutes before taking the picture shown. In (b) we
did the same but using a bigger squeezing and pulling force,
about 60 N. In both cases cavitation has occurred, and we
observed a slow evolution in time of the gas covered region.
The central (or top) part of the suction cup is a flat circular
metal disc (diameter 8 mm) covered by a PVC film. The mag-
nification in (b) is higher than in (a). Note the condensation
of small water droplets on the glass surface in the cavity re-
gion in (b). These droplets was growing with increasing time
while the size of the gas bubble decreased slowly.

the spring force generating a reduced pressure inside the
suction cup, which result in cavitation. When loaded
with a pull-off force this gas region expand and result
in a pressure inside the suction cup which is somewhere
between atmospheric pressure and perfect vacuum (zero
pressure). If all the air would have been removed, the
pressure in the water could, at least initially, be negative
(below vacuum), where the liquid is under mechanical
tension. In fact, pressures as low as pb ≈ −20 MPa has
been observed for water at short times[29]. However, this
state is only metastable and after long enough time one
would expect the nucleation of a gas bubble in the liq-
uid, and the liquid pressure would increase above zero.
In fact, water in thermal (or kinetic) equilibrium with
the normal atmosphere will have dissolved air molecules
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FIG. 10: The surface roughness power spectrum of sand-
blasted PMMA. Sandblasting was carried out for 10 min at a
pressure of 8 bars. The root mean square roughness is 3.8 µm.

(the volume ratio of dissolved gas (at atmospheric pres-
sure) to water is about 0.04 at room temperature), and
is unstable against cavitation whenever the pressure falls
below the atmospheric pressure. Thus, the problem of
determining the pressure in the fluid occurring inside the
suction cup is nontrivial, and depend on trapped air bub-
bles and on how long time the reduced (compared to the
atmospheric pressure) pressure prevail.
When a suction cup is used in water, when the pull-off

force F1 → 0, at pull-off the suction cup contains water
of atmospheric pressure. When a suction cup is used in
the normal atmosphere the suction cup is instead filled
with air of atmospheric pressure. Assuming an ideal gas
the volume of air of atmospheric pressure flowing per unit
time into the suction cup is determined by paV̇ = ṄbkBT .
Using (9) this gives

V̇ =
1

24

Ly

Lx

(p2a − p2b)
pa

u3
c

η
(1 + 12 ηv̄

(pa + pb)uc

)

=
1

12η

Ly

Lx

u3
c (pa − pb)Q (11)

where

Q =
pa + pb
2pa

(1 + 12 ηv̄

(pa + pb)uc

) (12)
Thus the gas leakage rate differ from the liquid leak-rate
by a factor Q, which is a product of a factor (pa+pb)/2pa,
derived from the fact that the gas is a compressible fluid,
and another factor arising from ballistic air flow. The
latter factor does not exist in the liquid case because of
the short molecule mean free path in the liquid.

6 Experiment: Failure of suction cup in water
We have studied the failure time for suction cup A

immersed in distilled water. The experimental set up
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FIG. 11: The average surface separation ū, and the separation
uc at the critical constriction, as a function of the nominal
contact pressure in units of the modulus E. For the surface
with the power spectrum given in Fig. 10.
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FIG. 12: Squares: The dependency of the failure time (time to
pull-off) on the applied (pulling) force for the (soft PVC) suc-
tion cup in contact with a sandblasted PMMA surface (with
the rms roughness 3.8 µm) in water. The red and green solid
lines are the theory predictions assuming that in the initial
state, before applying the pull-off force, there is some trapped
water (but no air), or trapped air (but no water) inside the
suction cup, so the initial radius of the detached region for no
external load is about 10 mm. When only water occur, if the
applied pull-force is big enough, a negative pressure (mechan-
ical tension) develop in the water which will pull the surfaces
further together in the contact strip l(t). This reduces the
water leakage and increases the failure time. When air occur
in the suction cup the pressure is always positive, but below
the atmospheric pressure.

is shown in Fig. 5. Here, the suction cup is squeezed
against the rough PMMA countersurface under water.
The water level is at least 20cm above the contacting
interface. Fig. 10 shows the surface roughness power
spectrum of the sandblasted PMMA surface used in wa-
ter. The surface has the rms roughness amplitude 3.8 µm
and the rms slope 0.3.
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FIG. 13: Squares: The dependency of the logarithm of the
failure time (time to pull-off) on the applied (pulling) force
for the (soft PVC) suction cup in contact with a sandblasted
PMMA surface (with the rms roughness 3.8 µm) in water
(green) and in the air (blue). The green and blue solid lines
are the theory predictions assuming that in the initial state,
before applying the pull-off force, there is trapped air inside
the suction cup, giving an initial radius of the detached region
for no external load of ≈ 10 mm as observed experimentally.
The black dashed line is a fit-line to the experimental data in
water.

Using the power spectrum in Fig. 10 and the Persson
contact mechanics theory, in Fig. 11 we show the cal-
culated average surface separation ū, and the separation
uc at the critical constriction, as a function of the nom-
inal contact pressure in units of the modulus E (with
the Poisson ratio ν = 0.5). The Young’s modulus of the
suction cup (soft PVC) is of order (depending on the re-
laxation time) 2− 4 MPa, and since the contact pressure
is of order ≈ 0.1 MPa, we are interested in p/E below 0.1
and the separation at the critical constriction in most
cases is of order a few µm.

At the start of a pull-off experiment the suction cup
was squeezed against the PMMA surface with maximum
possible hand-force (about 100 N). The squares in Fig.
12 shows the dependency of the failure time (time to
pull-off) in water on the applied (pulling) force. It is re-
markable that, on the average, the failure time increases
with increasing pull-off force for F1 between ≈ 30 N and
≈ 60 N (see also dashed line in Fig. 13).

The solid lines in Fig. 12 are the theory predictions
assuming that in the initial state, before applying the
pull-off force, there is only trapped water (but no air) (red
line), or trapped air (water with an air bubble) (green
line) inside the suction cup. When only water occur, if
the applied pull-force is big enough, a negative pressure
(mechanical tension) develop in the water which will pull
the surfaces further together in the contact strip of width
l(t) (see last term in (4)). This reduces the water leakage
and increases the failure time. When air occur in the
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FIG. 14: The pressure pb in the water inside the suction cup
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off (t = 0) to detachment (t = tpull−off). The red lines assumes
only water inside the suction cup while the green lines assumes
a small air bubble trapped in the initial state. In the latter
case the water (and air) pressure inside the suction cup is
always above the vacuum pressure p = 0, while in the first
case, when the pull-off force is bigger than ≈ 15 N, the water
pressure is negative for some initial time period.
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FIG. 15: The separation at the critical junction, uc, as a func-
tion of the applied pulling force. The vertical lines give the
critical separation as the time changes from start of pull-off
(t = 0) to detachment (t = tpull−off). The red lines assumes
only water inside the suction cup, while the green lines as-
sumes a small air bubble trapped in the initial state. The
critical separation for short contact times is smaller in the
former case owing to the lower fluid pressure in the suction
cup, which pull the surfaces in the nominal contact strip l(t)
closer together (see last term in (4)).

suction cup the pressure is always positive, but below
the atmospheric pressure.

In the present experiments we have used distilled but
not degassed water. We observed that even if no air
bubbles can be detected inside the suction cup when im-
mersed in the water, after squeezing it in contact with
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FIG. 16: A schematic picture illustrating the influence of cav-
itation on the failure time. For small applied pulling force the
pressure in the water in the suction cup is not low enough to
induce cavitation, but for large enough pulling-force cavita-
tion occur. In this case, since cavitation is a stochastic pro-
cess involving thermally activated nucleation of an air bubble,
when the experiment is repeated many times large fluctua-
tions in the failure time may occur (dotted region).

the counter surface and removing the applied squeezing
force, we always observed a cavity region (gas bubble)
at the top of the suction cup. That is, for water with
dissolved air cavitation always occurred inside the suc-
tion cup due to the reduced pressure resulting from the
spring force. We observed this even for a smooth glass
substrate where no trapped micro or nano bubbles of
gas is expected before application of the suction cup.
(For the sandblasted PMMA, gas (air) may be trapped
in roughness cavities.) Consequently, some air is always
trapped inside the suction cup before application of the
pull-off force F1. Thus, the experimental results should
be compared to the green line which assumes trapped
air. The deviation between theory and experiments, ob-
served mainly for applied forces above 30 N, may be due
to capillary forces.

Fig. 13 shows the dependency of the logarithm of the
failure time (time to pull-off) on the applied (pulling)
force in water (green squares, from Fig. 12) and in the
air (blue squares). The green and blue solid lines are
the theory predictions assuming that in the initial state,
before applying the pull-off force, there is some air inside
the suction cup. The black dashed line is a fit-line to the
experimental data in water.

In the air the failure time decreased from ≈ 10 s for the
pull-off F1 = 1.4 N to ≈ 5 s for F1 = 10 N. In water the
failure time was typically ≈ 100 times longer (see Fig. 13).
This is also predicted by the theory (solid lines in 13) and
is mainly due to the change in the viscosity which amount
to a factor of ≈ 56 (η ≈ 1.0×10−3 Pas for water and ≈ 1.8×
10−5 Pas for air). The factor Q, which is due to the finite
compressibility of air and to ballistic air flow, is close
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to unity in the present case. Since the rubber-substrate
contact time is longer in water, and since the relaxation
modulus decreases with increasing time (see Ref. [25]),
in water the surfaces approach each other more closely
in the contact strip l(t) then in air, which also tend to
increase the failure time in water as compared to in air.

To get a deeper understanding of the failure process,
in Fig. 14 we show the pressure pb in the water inside the
suction cup as a function of the applied pulling force. The
vertical lines give the water pressure as the time changes
from start of pull-off (t = 0) to detachment (t = tpull−off).
The red lines assumes only water inside the suction cup,
while the green lines assumes a small air bubble trapped
in the initial state. In the latter case the water (and
air) pressure inside the suction cup is always above the
vacuum pressure p = 0, while in the first case, when the
pull-off force is bigger than ≈ 15 N the water pressure
becomes negative for some initial time period.

Fig. 15 shows the separation at the critical junction,
uc, as a function of the applied pulling force. The vertical
lines give the critical separation as the time changes from
start of pull-off (t = 0) to detachment (t = tpull−off). Again
the red lines assumes only water inside the suction cup,
while the green lines assumes a small air bubble trapped
in the initial state. The critical separation for short con-
tact times is smaller in the former case owing to the lower
fluid pressure in the suction cup, which pull the surfaces
in the nominal contact strip l(t) closer together (see last
term in (4)).

Fig. 16 shows a schematic picture illustrating the in-
fluence of cavitation on the failure time. For small ap-
plied pulling force the pressure in the water in the suction
cup is not low enough to induce cavitation, but for large
enough pulling-force cavitation occur. In this case, since
cavitation is a stochastic process involving thermally ac-
tivated nucleation of an air bubble, when the experiment
is repeated many times large fluctuations in the failure
time may occur (dotted region).

7 Discussion

Many animals have developed suction cups to adhere
to different surfaces in water, e.g., the octopus[30–33]
or northern clingfish[34]. Studies have shown that these
animals can adhere to much rougher surfaces then man-
made suction cups. This is due to the very low elastic
modulus of the material covering the suction cup sur-
faces. Thus, while most man-made suction cups are made
from rubber-like materials with a Young’s modulus of or-
der a few MPa, the suction cups of the octopus and the
northern clingfish are covered by very soft materials with
an effective modulus of order 10 kPa.

When a block of a very soft material is squeezed against
a counter surface in water it tends to trap islands of wa-
ter which reduces the contact area and the friction[35–
37]. For this reason the surfaces of the soft adhesive discs
in the octopus and the northern clingfish have channels

which allow the water to get removed faster during the
approach of the suction cup to the counter surface. How-
ever, due to the low elastic modulus of the suction cup
material, the channels are “flattened-out” when the suc-
tion cup is in adhesive contact with the counter surface,
and negligible fluid leakage is expected to result from
these surface structures.

There are two ways to attach a suction cup to a counter
surface. Either a squeezing force is applied, or a pump
must be used to lower the fluid (gas or liquid) pressure
inside the suction cup. The latter is used in some engi-
neering applications. However, it is not always easy for
the octopus to apply a large normal force when attaching
a suction cup to a counter surface, in particular before
any arm is attached, and when the animal cannot wind
the arm around the counter surface as may be the case in
some accounts with sperm whale. Similarly, the northern
clingfish cannot apply a large normal force to squeeze the
adhesive disk in contact with a counter surface. So how
can they attach the suction cups? We believe it may
be due to changes in the suction cup volume involving
muscle contraction as discussed in Ref. [25].

For adhesion to very rough surfaces, the part of the
suction cup in contact with the substrate must be made
from an elastically very soft material. However, using a
very soft material everywhere result in a very small suc-
tion cup stiffness. We have shown (see in Ref. [25]) that
a long lifetime require a large enough suction cup stiff-
ness. Only in this case will the contact pressure p be large
enough to reduce the water leak-rate to small enough val-
ues. Based on this, we have proposed a biomimetic design
of an artificial suction cup having a elastically stiff mem-
brane covered with a soft layer with a potential to stick
to very rough surfaces under water, see ref. [25] for more
details.
Recently two groups [19, 20], working on manufactur-

ing of suction cups inspired from Northern clingfish, were
successful in attaining high pull-off forces for rough sur-
faces in water. These devices utilize a relatively stiff ma-
terial for the suction cup chamber, and a soft layer at
the disc rim (with and without hierarchical structures),
which increases the contact area with rough surfaces, and
reduce the leakage of the fluid into the suction cups. San-
doval et. al.[20] also varied the design of suction cups,
which included radial slits to remove water from the con-
tact. It was suggested[19] that the use soft layer increases
the friction on a rough substrate, and that this helps in
reducing leakage. However, we believe that friction in
itself is not very important, but the elastically soft layer
reduces the surface separation and the leakage across the
interface.

For suction cups used in the air the lowest possible
pressure inside the suction cup is pb = 0, corresponding
to perfect vacuum. In reality it is usually much larger,
pb ≈ 30 − 90 kPa. For suction cups in water the pres-
sure inside the suction cup could be negative where the
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liquid is under mechanical tension. This state is only
metastable, and negative pressures have been observed
for short times[29]. For water in equilibrium with the
normal atmosphere one expect cavitation to occur for
any pressure below the atmospheric pressure, but the
nucleation of cavities may take long time, and depends
strongly on impurities and imperfections. For example,
crack-like surface defects in hydrophobic materials may
trap small (micrometer or nanometer) air bubbles which
could expand to macroscopic size when the pressure is
reduced below the atmospheric pressure.

Negative pressures have been observed inside the suc-
tion cups of octopus. Thus, in one study[38] it was found
that most suction cups have pressures above zero, but
some suction cups showed pressures as low as ≈ −650 kPa.
We find this observation remarkable because for the suc-
tion cups we studied cavitation is always observed and
the water pressure is therefore always positive.

Trapped air bubbles could influence the water flow into
the suction cup by blocking flow channels. For not de-
gassed water, whenever the fluid pressure falls below the
atmospheric pressure cavitation can occur, and gas bub-
bles could form in the flow channels and block the fluid
flow due to the Laplace pressure effect. For the suction
cups studied above, in the initial state the Laplace pres-
sure is likely to be smaller than the fluid pressure differ-
ence between inside and outside the suction cup, in which
case the gas bubbles would get removed, but at a later
stage in the detachment process this may no longer be
true. This is similar to observations in earlier model stud-
ies of the water leakage of rubber seals, where strongly
reduced leakage rates was observed for hydrophobic sur-
faces when the water pressure difference between inside
and outside the seal become small enough[18].

8 Summary and conclusion

We have studied the leakage of suction cups both in air
and water. The experimental results were analyzed using
a newly developed theory of fluid leakage valid in diffu-
sive and ballistic limits combined with Persson contact
mechanics theory. In these experiments the suction cups
(made of soft PVC) were pressed against sandblasted
PMMA sheets. We found that the measured failure times
of suction cups in air to be in good agreement with
the theory, except for surfaces with rms-roughness be-
low ≈ 1 µm, where diffusion of plasticizer occurred, from
the PVC to the PMMA counterface resulting in block-
ing of critical constrictions. For experiments in water,
we found that the failure times of suction cup were ≈100
times longer than in air, and this could be attributed
mainly to the different viscosity of air and water.
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