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Abstract 

The load-area relation of rough surfaces is of great interest in tribology. For elastic-

plastic solids with strain hardening, an incremental model is adopted to analyze the 

contact of rough surfaces, in which the contact is modeled by 

accumulation of equivalent circular contacts with varying radius. For three typical 

rough surfaces with various material properties, comparisons with direct finite element 

calculations demonstrate the efficiency of this incremental contact model. An 

approximate linear relation between load and contact area is predicted by both methods 

up to a contact fraction of 15%. The influence of yield stress and strain hardening index 

on the load-area proportionality is presented. This work gives a simple while effective 

method to calculate the load-area relation for rough contact of strain hardening 

materials. 
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1. Introduction 

The contact between rough solids is quite common in practice, for example, 

pistons against tubes [1], bolts against nuts [2], and tires against road surfaces [3]. Due 

to the existence of surface roughness, the real area in contact is often a small fraction 

of the projected area of the contact interface [4-6]. It has a close relationship with 

physical processes occur on the contact interface, such as friction, wear, lubrication, 

electrical conductivity and heat transfer [7-10]. Therefore, the determination of real 

contact area is one of the paramount issues in contact mechanics and tribology.  

To make fair predictions of the rough contact process, extensive research has been 

conducted based on various assumptions and underlying mathematical frameworks, and 

the core of the approaches is the description of the surface morphology [11]. The elastic 

contact between rough surfaces was first modelled by Archard [12] in 1957. Regarding 

rough surfaces as protuberances superposed with smaller and smaller ones and applying 

spherical Hertzian solution for each of these protuberances, a power-law relation 

between normal load and the real contact area was predicted. Later, a multi-asperity 

contact model was developed by Greenwood and Williamson (GW) [13], in which 

rough surfaces are recognized as nominally flat surfaces covered with spherical 

asperities of equal radii and varying heights following a statistical distribution. Bush, 

Gibson and Thomas (BGT) [14] further treated the asperities as elliptical paraboloids 

with varying principal curvatures, and found that the normal load increases nearly 

proportional to the contact area. Using different sized spherical asperities to 

approximate such paraboloids, Greenwood [15] reproduced the BGT model in a 



simplified manner. For regular patterned rough surfaces, Li et al. [16] analyzed the 

contact stiffness considering the interactions among asperities. Other than the 

abovementioned multi-asperity theories, another approach was proposed by Persson [6]. 

The pressure distribution and subsequently the contact area under any normal load were 

derived from the power spectral density (PSD) of rough surface, regardless of the 

specific surface morphology. Interestingly, for elastic rough contact at low load, both 

multi-asperity contact models and Persson’s theory predict linearity of the load-area 

relation [17]. 

For realistic surfaces, plastic deformation is usually inevitable during contact due 

to the existence of surface roughness. For fully plastic contact, Bowden and Tabor [18] 

assumed a constant flow pressure within the contact regions, which leads to the 

proportionality between applied load and contact area. Based on the volume 

conservation [19, 20], physical quantity continuity [21, 22] and direct finite element 

simulation [23, 24] of the elastic-plastic deformation of single asperity, extensions of 

the seminal GW model have been conducted for the elastic-plastic deformation of rough 

contact surfaces. Uniquely, Majumdar and Bhushan [25] developed a contact model 

regarding rough profile as the superposition of cosinoidal waves, in which the relation 

between load and real contact area depends on both fractal dimension and characteristic 

length of the rough profiles. Besides, through introducing the yield stress as the upper 

limit of the contact pressure distribution, Persson [3] studied the rough contact problem 

considering both elastic and plastic deformation. Megalingam and Mayuram [26] 

carried out the finite element simulation of rough contact and compared the results with 



statistical contact model. However, the effect of strain hardening behavior was not 

considered in the above studies. 

For isotropic bilinear hardening solids, Sahoo and Ghosh [27] studied the effect of 

roughness on the relation between real contact area and normal load through finite 

element methods. Gao et al. [28] simulated the contact between a rigid sphere and a 

rough solid with strain hardening for both loading and unloading processes. Through 

finite element calculation, Pei et al. [29] addressed the influence of plastic properties 

on the elastic-plastic contact between a rigid plane and a self-affine fractal surface, in 

which the mean pressure is evidently enlarged as the strain hardening exponent 

increases. Considering strain hardening effect and interaction among asperities, 

Belhadiamor et al. [30] examined the influence of skewness and kurtosis on the rough 

contact for non-Gaussian random surfaces. Using the truncation method, Zhai et al. [31] 

investigated the relation between contact stiffness and surface roughness. By adopting 

the mechanism-based strain gradient plasticity theory, Song et al. [32] analyzed the 

contact between a rigid plane and an elastic-plastic solid with a rough surface. For the 

contact experiment between a rough polystyrene sphere and a flat glass [33], only if 

hardening effect was considered, could the experimental result be explained. 

Nonetheless, there are few theoretical models well-established for the rough contact of 

strain hardening solids. 

Recently, Wang et al. [34, 35] proposed an incremental model for rough contact of 

both elastic and elastic-perfectly plastic materials, which gives accurate predictions of 

contact responses. In this work, we extend the incremental contact model to strain 



hardening solids. Section 2 briefly describes the incremental equivalent contact model 

for rough surfaces. The contact stiffness of the strain hardening substrate is studied by 

the indentation of a flat-ended cylindrical punch in Section 3. The finite element models 

of contact between rough surfaces and a rigid plane are presented in Section 4. In 

Section 5, the comparisons of load-area relations between our incremental model and 

finite element simulations are presented for various surface topographies and material 

properties. The effect of strain hardening on mean contact pressure is discussed in 

details. 

 

2. The incremental equivalent contact model 

Recently, an incremental equivalent model was advanced to deal with the contact 

of rough surfaces [32, 33], which shows good agreement with direct finite element 

simulation. In this model, the contact of rough surfaces is modeled by 

accumulation of equivalent circular contacts with its radius obtained by geometrical 

analysis. In this work, the incremental contact model is employed to deal with the 

elastic-plastic solids with strain hardening. 

The contact between the strain hardening substrate with rough surface and a rigid 

plane is illustrated in Fig. 1(a). The strain hardening behavior of the substrate follows 

the power-law hardening model, which relates the stress s to strain e as 

   (1) 

where E is the elastic modulus, sy is the yield stress, e0 is the yield strain, and n is the 

strain hardening exponent. When n=0, the material exhibits an elastic-perfectly plastic 
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behavior. As for the case n approaching 1, the stress-strain relation acts more like linear 

elasticity. For common metals, the hardening exponent n varies from 0 to 0.5. 

The distance between the rigid plane and the mean plane of the rough surface is 

donated as separation z, and the corresponding external load is P. At a separation z, the 

real contact area Ac(z) and the number of contact patches N(z) are achieved through 

truncating the rough surface by a virtual plane. The projection of the contact regions is 

schematically plotted in Fig. 1(b). The projected contact patches with various sizes and 

shapes can be further simplified by circular regions with an identical radius R as shown 

in Fig. 1(c). With a total area of Ac(z), the equivalent radius is calculated as 

  (2) 

With a decrease of surface separation dz, the increment of load dP can be obtained 

through the contact stiffness dP/dz. For strain hardening substrate and neglecting the 

interaction between different contact patches, the contact stiffness of N circular contacts 

of radius R can be expressed by [35] 

  (3) 

where g is a dimensionless function which will be discussed later in Section 3, and E* 

is the combined elastic modulus determined by the Young’s modulus E and Poisson’s 

ratio n as E*=E/(1–v2).  

    By combining Eqs. (2) and (3), we achieve 

  (4) 

When the value of separation z approaches infinity, the initial load P equals to zero. The 
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total load can be achieved through numerically solving the differential Eq. (4) by the 

fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. More details about the application of this explicit 

iteration methods can be seen in our previous paper [35]. 

3. Contact stiffness of strain hardening solids 

To achieve the contact stiffness of a circular contact in Eq. (3), the indentation of 

a flat-ended cylinder on strain hardening substrate is simulated through commercial 

finite element software, ABAQUS. The finite element model is illustrated in Fig. 2, 

which is comprised of an elastic-plastic deformable substrate and a rigid flat-ended 

cylindrical indenter with a radius R. An external load L is applied on the indenter and 

results in an indent depth d. 

The radius of the indenter is 0.1mm. The size of the substrate is modeled to be 

120R×120R to exclude the boundary effect. The Young’s modulus E of elastic-plastic 

substrate is 91GPa, Poisson’s ratio n is set as 0.3, and the modulus E*=1/(1-n2) is 

calculated as 100GPa. For different values of yield stress (sy=100MPa, 400MPa, 

700MPa and 1000MPa), various strain hardening exponents n=0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 

0.5 are considered in the simulations, which covers the mechanical properties of 

common metals. 

Four-node bilinear axisymmetric quadrilateral reduced integration elements 

(CAX4R) are used to discretize the substrate, and the mesh is refined near the contact 

region. To reduce the stress concentration, the fillet is adopted at the edge of the indenter. 

The radius of the fillet is selected as 0.01R to eliminate the effect of fillet on the overall 

response. The z-axial displacement is restricted at the bottom of the bulk and on the 



boundary r=0, the symmetric boundary condition is applied. The contact between the 

indenter and the bulk is set to be frictionless. The accuracy of simulation results has 

been guaranteed through convergence tests. 

Similar to the flat-ended cylindrical indentation on elastic-perfectly plastic 

material in previous work [35], the mechanical response of indentation on strain 

hardening substrate can be described by the following formula 

  (5) 

Through fitting the simulation results plotted in Fig. 3(a), the function f(x, n) is given 

by a unified form 

  (6) 

It can be seen that before the mean contact pressure reaches the yield strength, which 

corresponds to the regime L/(pR2sy)<1, the relation between normalized load and 

normalized depth is linear and Eq. (5) reduces to Sneddon’s solution [36]. Due to the 

accumulation of the plastic deformation, the normalized load deviates from the 

Sneddon’s prediction as the indentation increases. With the occurrence of strain 

hardening, the curves approach the linear elastic relation. The larger the exponent is, 

the closer the curve is to the elastic case. 

    The contact stiffness of the flat-ended cylindrical indentation on a strain hardening 

material can be derived by differentiating Eq. (5) as 

  (7) 

For the analysis in the next section, the function g(y, n) is simplified in an explicit form 
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as 

  (8) 

The dependences of an, bn and cn on the exponent n are shown in Fig. 3(b) and fitted by 

  (9) 

4. Finite element model of contact between flat plane and rough surfaces 

To verify the efficiency of our model, the contact between rough surfaces and a 

smooth plane is simulated through ABAQUS. As shown in Fig.4, the rough surface has 

a square projection with length l, and is discretized by 256×256 nodes with identical 

spacing. The height of the bulk is modeled to be l/4. Both ten-node quadratic tetrahedral 

(C3D10) elements and eight-node linear hexahedral (C3D8I) elements are adopted to 

discretize the substrate and the total number of the elements is 668630. The bottom of 

the substrate is fixed in all directions. The plane is modeled to be a rigid body and the 

contact property between the plane and the bulk is set as frictionless. The mechanical 

properties of elastic-plastic substrate are E*=100GPa and n=0.3. Various values of 

yield stress (sy=100MPa, 400MPa, 700MPa and 1000MPa) and strain hardening 

exponents (n=0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5) are adopted in the simulations. 

Three different types of rough surfaces are adopted in our simulations, and their 

morphologies are shown in Fig .5(a)-(c). Both surfaces A and B are isotropic and the 

heights of their nodes are artificially generated by an open-source code in MATLAB. 

Surface A is self-affine fractal on all length scales, while surface B remains fractal only 
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in a high-frequency span, as shown in Fig. 5(d). The power spectra of both surfaces are 

axisymmetric and the Hurst exponents are 0.5 and 0.8 for surfaces A and B, respectively. 

Surface C is obtained from a ground metallic surface measured by a white light 

interferometer (NanoMap-1000WLI, AEP). It has an anisotropic characteristic and the 

PSDs perpendicular and parallel to the grinding direction are shown in Fig. 5(d). The 

lengths of surfaces A, B and C are 200 mm, 200 mm and 52.2 mm, and the root-mean-

square roughness for each surface is 0.500 mm, 1.00 mm and 0.103 mm, respectively. 

 

5. Results and discussions 

According to our numerical method presented in Section. 2, the calculation of the 

load requires both the contact fraction Ac/A0 and the number of contact patches N, which 

are illustrated in Fig. 6. With the decrease of separation, the contact fraction remains 

increasing while the number of contact patches fluctuates, due to the coalescence of the 

asperities at small separation. Both the proposed contact model in section 2 and finite 

element simulation in section 4 are carried out to calculate the load-area relations of 

these rough surfaces.  

The variation of normalized load with respect to the contact fraction for surfaces 

A, B and C are shown in Figs. (7-9), respectively. Among these figures, the numerical 

results calculated from our model are displayed by lines, and the FEM results are plotted 

by scatters. It can be seen that our proposed model agrees well with the finite element 

simulations, which verifies the accuracy of our method. For three different rough 

surfaces, the relations between contact load and contact area hold an approximately 

linear trend for not only elastic materials (solid lines) and elastic-perfectly plastic 



materials (n=0, dashed lines), but strain hardening materials as well.  

For materials with a specific hardening exponent n and different values of yield 

stress, the load-area relations of three rough surfaces are shown in Figs. 7(a), 8(a) and 

9(a). At a given external load, the contact area of strain hardening materials is larger 

than that of elastic materials because of the plastic deformation, but less than that of 

elastic-perfectly plastic materials due to the strain hardening effect. With the increase 

of yield stress, the contact fraction becomes smaller. In Figs. 7(b), 8(b) and 9(b), the 

relations between normalized load and contact fraction for materials with different 

hardening exponents are displayed. For all rough surfaces, the load corresponding to a 

certain contact area increases as the hardening exponent increases, which indicates that 

substrate with a larger hardening exponent has a higher capacity of bearing normal load. 

Then the influence of strain hardening on mean pressure within the contact region 

is investigated for three rough surfaces. The relations between mean pressure 

normalized by yield stress and contact fraction for sy/E*=0.001 and sy/E*=0.007 are 

displayed in Fig. 10. For contact fraction larger than 1%, the mean contact pressure 

stays almost constant until 15% of the total contact area, which is consistent with the 

proportionality between load and area demonstrated in Figs. (7-9). As shown in Fig. 10, 

the difference of mean contact pressure among three surfaces for elastic-perfectly 

plastic materials (n=0) can be neglected compared with strain hardening materials. As 

the hardening exponent increases, the discrepancy of mean pressure among three 

surfaces becomes larger for both sy/E*=0.001 and sy/E*=0.007. However, for a given 

hardening exponent, the mean pressure of material with sy/E*=0.007 is smaller than 



that of material with sy/E*=0.001. These indicate that at the plastic limit (i.e. small 

hardening exponents), mean pressure is significantly affected by material properties 

and the influence of surface morphology becomes reasonably weak. With the increase 

of hardening exponent, the morphology of the surface becomes increasingly important. 

Furthermore, the distribution of mean pressure for n varying from 0 to 0.5 is narrower 

for material with sy/E*=0.007 when compared with the case of sy/E*=0.001. At small 

contact fractions (Ac/A0<0.01), statistical fluctuations can be observed since the number 

of contact patches is quite small and the area is highly related to the specific surface. 

In Fig. 11, the variations of mean contact pressure with hardening exponent 

ranging from 0 to 0.5 are evaluated for five different rough surfaces. The yield stress is 

fixed as sy=0.01E*, and the mean pressure at Ac/A0=0.05 is demonstrated here. When 

n=0, the mean contact pressure approaches the elastic-perfectly plastic case, as 

discussed before [35]. For surfaces A, B and C, the value of mean pressure rises 

approximately linearly with the increase of the hardening exponent but with different 

slope. Similar trend can be observed for two fractal rough surfaces from the results in 

Ref. [29]. Such discrepancies of slopes among these surfaces can be attributed to the 

varying surface morphologies. 

For varying values of yield stress, the mean contact pressure is plotted in Fig. 12(a) 

for three surfaces at a particular contact area (Ac/A0=0.05). As the yield stress increases 

sufficiently high, the mean pressure of surfaces with identical morphology converges 

to the same value irrespective of the specific hardening exponents. It can be seen that 

the mean pressure strongly depends on surface morphology when elastic deformation 



dominates. As for small yield stress when plastic deformation is dominant, the contact 

pressure is determined by both the surface morphology and strain hardening effect. It 

is noteworthy that the influence of surface morphology on the exact mean pressure 

becomes prominent as the hardening exponent increases and gradually fades out as n 

shrinks. For a certain range of material properties (sy/E*<0.01), the dependence of mean 

pressure on yield stress follows a power-law relation as P/(E*Ac) µ (sy/E*)k for all 

surfaces. Within this regime, surfaces with identical hardening exponent can be 

described with the same value of parameter k despite their different topography. This 

indicates that the slope only relates to the hardening exponent. To investigate the effect 

of strain hardening, the variation of slope with respect to hardening exponent is 

displayed in Fig. 12(b). The value of k decreases monotonically with the increase of the 

hardening index, and the relation between them can be described by a linear function 

as 

  (10) 

When n equals to 0, the relation can be applicable for elastic-perfectly plastic solids and 

the slope k becomes 0.876, which coincides with the finite element results from Ref. 

[29]. 

 

4. Conclusions 

This paper presents an incremental model to predict the relation between load and 

contact area for strain hardening materials with rough surfaces. For three typical rough 

surfaces of solids with various material properties, numerical results from our proposed 

0.963 0.876k n= - +



model show great agreement with finite element simulations. The relations between 

load and contact area stay approximately linear for contact fraction up to 0.15. During 

the compression process, the mean contact pressure, which corresponds to the slope of 

the load-area relation, firstly fluctuates and then holds almost constant. For a given 

value of sy/E*, as the hardening exponent increases, the mean pressure and 

subsequently the load also increase for any specific contact area, which indicates that a 

larger hardening exponent corresponds to a higher capacity of bearing normal load. As 

the ratio sy/E* approaches 0.1, the mean pressure is determined by the surface 

morphology. When the ratio sy/E* varies below 0.01, the mean pressure depends on 

both surface topography and strain hardening behavior. Within this regime, the relation 

between pressure and sy/E* can be described by a power-law function with an exponent 

only relating to strain hardening exponent. The presented results provide an effective 

and convenient method to predict the load-area relation for rough contact of strain 

hardening materials.  
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Figure captions: 
 

Fig. 1. Schematic of the equivalent circular contact model. 

 

Fig. 2. Finite element model of the flat-ended cylindrical indentation. 

 

Fig. 3. (a) The dependence of normalized load on the dimensionless indent depth. (b) 

The relations between fitting parameters and the hardening exponent. 

 

Fig. 4. Finite element model of a substrate with a rough surface compressed by a rigid 

plane. 

 

Fig. 5. The morphologies of three rough surfaces: (a) surface A, (b) surface B and (c) 

surface C, and (d) their power spectral density functions. 

 

Fig. 6. The dependence of (a) contact area and (b) the number of contact patches on 

separation. 

 

Fig. 7. Variation of normalized load with respect to the contact fraction for surface A 

with (a) n=0.1 and different values of sy, and (b) sy= 700MPa and different values of 

n. 

 

Fig. 8. Variation of normalized load with respect to the contact fraction for surface B 

with (a) n=0.3 and different values of sy, and (b) sy= 400MPa and different values of 

n. 

 

Fig. 9. Variation of normalized load with respect to the contact fraction for surface C 

with (a) n=0.5 and different values of sy, and (b) sy= 1000MPa and different values of 

n. 

 



Fig. 10. The dimensionless mean contact pressure versus contact fraction for solids with  

sy/E*=0.001 and sy/E*=0.007. 

 

Fig. 11. The variation of normalized mean contact pressure with respect to the 

hardening exponent. 

 

Fig. 12. (a) The variation of normalized mean contact pressure with respect to the 

normalized yield stress. (b) The relations between the slope and hardening exponent. 
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