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To investigate the role of long-range van der Waals interactions in static friction, we derive an
analytic expression for the coefficient of static friction µs between two thin layers of polarizable ma-
terials under zero load. For simplicity, we model the surface roughness with sinusoidal corrugations
and calculate the interaction energy perturbatively up to the second order in corrugation amplitude.
The ratio of corresponding maximum lateral Casimir force to normal Casimir force is defined as the
coefficient of static friction, which is found to be independent of the dielectric properties of the
materials. It depends on the geometric properties, like interlayer separation, corrugation amplitude,
and wavelength of the corrugation. As a proof of concept, our predicted values of µs for the 2D
van der Waals materials graphene and hexagonal boron nitride are in reasonable agreement with
previously reported values in the literature. This simplistic model could be generalized by incor-
porating other forces, such as the frequency-dependent contributions of van der Waals interactions
and electrostatic interactions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ubiquity of static friction, the force resisting the
tendency of motion of contacting surfaces at rest, in
macroscopic and nanoscopic regimes alike has resulted
in numerous attempts to investigate its fundamental na-
ture. The earliest works of Guillaume Amontons and
Charles-Augustin de Coulomb describe three fundamen-
tal tenets of friction forces, two of which apply to static
friction. The first tenet states that the maximum static
friction force is in direct proportion to the normal force
between two surfaces, while the second states that the
maximum static friction force is independent of contact
area (Ref. [1] and references therein).

Arthur Jules Morin coined the term coefficient of fric-
tion to describe the proportionality constant not only
between the maximum static friction force and the nor-
mal force between two surfaces but also to refer to the
corresponding quantity when the two surfaces are sliding
past each other (the case of kinetic friction) (Ref. [2] and
references therein). Morin was the first to extensively
tabulate coefficients of friction for material pairs, which
was a significant contribution not only to scientists in
the emerging field of tribology but also to engineers [2].
The coefficient of friction would prove to be a valuable
concept for understanding friction and applying it to ev-
eryday situations [3].

Coulomb experimentally observed that static friction
was independent of contact area, but he also found that
static friction depended on contact time (Ref. [1] and
references therein). These results were counterintuitive
at the time and warranted further investigation. Hein-
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rich Hertz was the first to formally study the effects of
external mechanical load on the contact and deforma-
tion of a sphere and a plane, with his results indicat-
ing that contact area vanished in zero-load conditions
(Ref. [4] and references therein). Several authors, includ-
ing Binder, Pedersen, Bowden, and Tabor, building on
the work of Hertz, demonstrated that there was a distinc-
tion between the apparent contact area, the macroscopic
area at which two surfaces appeared to touch, and the
real contact area, the smaller, microscopic area at which
two surfaces were very close together (Ref. [4] and refer-
ences therein). While the force of static friction did not
depend on the apparent contact area, as given by Amon-
tons’ second tenet, it did depend on the real contact area
[5]. These results led to further investigation of the fac-
tors that influenced the real contact area, and models
such as the DMT (Derjaguin-Muller-Toporov) and JKR
(Johnson-Kendall-Roberts) theories were proposed to in-
vestigate the effects of molecular adhesive interactions
on asperity contacts. While these models used differ-
ent approaches to calculate these interactions, they both
showed that adhesive forces play a role in forming contact
even in the absence of external load [6, 7]. In addition,
Tabor demonstrated the importance of adhesion to the
force of friction, as adhesive forces contributed to the real
area of contact even in zero-load conditions. He further
showed that molecular interactions such as electrostatic
and van der Waals forces contribute to surface adhesion
between two interacting surfaces [5, 8].

Despite these advances in understanding the nature
of adhesive forces and their contributions to static fric-
tion, the atomic-level properties of materials that affect
the coefficient of static friction µs have not been well
understood. Current recorded values of µs for different
material pairs, such as those found in friction coefficient
tables, are empirical values determined using methods
ranging from well-known incline experiments to more so-
phisticated tribometer experiments. These empirical ta-
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bles of friction coefficients are effective for engineering
in the regime of macroscopic contact between conven-
tional materials, allowing engineers to select materials
that minimize or maximize µs [3]. However, at the micro-
scale level, the dependence of µs on surface features pro-
duces varying results due to differences in experimental
conditions. Predicting µs for multiple systems of novel
or modified materials may thus be tedious, requiring re-
peated experimentation for each pair of surfaces. For
example, determining the coefficient of static friction for
heterojunctions, which are of interest in the field of na-
noelectronics, currently is only done via experimental or
computational methods [9]. A theoretical expression for
µs would not only be a valuable tool for predicting the
coefficient of static friction for novel material pairs but
would also shed light on the atomic-level properties of
materials that influence µs.

Recently, a few authors have derived expressions for µs
and showed that the coefficient of static friction depends
on factors such as surface periodicity, surface stiffness,
and mean surface separation even in the zero-load case
[10, 11]. However, these works have not substantially
addressed the contributions of fundamental interactions
to µs.

In our work, we seek to derive an analytic expression
for µs using a first-principles approach that considers the
contributions of fundamental interactions. As a first at-
tempt to derive this equation, we would like to use a
simplistic case in which only a single fundamental force
is considered. One such case is interlayer static friction
in clean, dry van der Waals materials [12]. In an undis-
turbed, static system of two layers within a van der Waals
material, van der Waals interactions should predominate
over electrostatic and permanent dipole-dipole interac-
tions, as charge transfer has not occurred, and the sur-
faces are clean. As a result, van der Waals materials
provide a unique test case for understanding the con-
tributions of only van der Waals interactions to static
friction.

Although we seek to perform first-principles calcula-
tions of the van der Waals forces between two surfaces,
calculating these forces using a complete Lifshitz theory
approach would be tedious, particularly due to the inte-
grals over the frequencies [13, 14]. In order to simplify our
calculations, we consider retarded van der Waals interac-
tions, referred to as Casimir-Polder interactions or long-
range van der Waals interactions, in which only the zero-
frequency polarizability values contribute to the interac-
tion energy. A notable difference between non-retarded
van der Waals interactions and Casimir-Polder interac-
tions is the dependence of the interaction energy on the
separation distance r: the incorporation of retardation
effects gives the Casimir-Polder interaction energy an
r−7 dependence as opposed to the standard r−6 depen-
dence of the van der Waals interaction energy [14]. The
effects of relativistic retardation on static friction have
not been investigated in depth, as non-retarded van der
Waals interactions are considered to predominate over

retarded van der Waals interactions at distances of less
than 100 Å [4]. While our incorporation of retardation
effects may prevent us from capturing the full van der
Waals interaction energy between the surfaces, it leads
to significant simplification in our calculations.

In our model of van der Waals materials, the two lay-
ers, modeled as sinusoidally corrugated thin plates, ex-
perience both normal and lateral forces due to Casimir-
Polder interactions. We consider a zero-load case in
which the normal component of the Casimir force is the
only normal force acting on the surfaces, and we hypothe-
size that the lateral component of the Casimir force shall
be the predominant source of static friction. Further-
more, we propose that an expression for µs may be de-
rived by taking the ratio of the maximum lateral Casimir
force with respect to the normal Casimir force.

The paper is structured as follows: in Section II,
we establish our corrugated-plates model and derive the
Casimir interaction energy of the system using a second-
order perturbative approximation. In Section III, we use
the interaction energy expression to derive the lateral and
normal forces acting between the plates, from which we
derive µs as the ratio of the maximum lateral force to
the normal force. In Section IV, we test our derived ex-
pression for a few van der Waals materials by calculating
a theoretical value of µs and comparing it to previously
reported values. A discussion of our findings is presented
in Section V, and summary and conclusions of our results
are given in Section VI.

II. INTERACTION ENERGY BETWEEN
CORRUGATED PLATES

The coefficient of static friction between two surfaces,
according to the Coulomb model, is the ratio of the max-
imum static friction force to the normal force. In our
proposal, we attribute the origin of these forces to the
long-range van der Waals interactions. To obtain these
forces, we first find the Casimir interaction energy be-
tween the two surfaces. Then, the variation of the inter-
action energy with respect to the lateral shift will yield
the lateral Casimir force, which we can relate with the
static friction force, and the variation of the interaction
energy with respect to the separation distance between
the two surfaces will give the normal Casimir force, which
corresponds to the normal force.

The interaction energy between polarizable materials
is described by the Lifshitz theory [13, 14]. For simplicity,
we use the long-range van der Waals interaction energy
between two polarizable atoms, given in Ref. [15], which
is

U = −23α1α2h̄c

(4π)3r7
, (1)

where α1 and α2 are the polarizabilities of the two point-
sized atoms, and r is the separation distance between the
two atoms. A 15% difference between the non-retarded
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and retarded van der Waals interaction energy at dis-
tance less than 51 nm has been observed [16].

In our configuration, we model the two interacting sur-
faces as infinitesimally-thin layers of polarizable materi-
als with corrugations as shown in Fig. 1. The plates ex-
tend to infinity in the x and y directions. We assume the
dielectric functions of these materials to be homogeneous
and isotropic. To derive the total interaction energy of
this system, we first write the interaction energy between
two infinitesimal point-like differential area elements on
each surface using Eq. (1), and then integrate it over
the entire surface. The relation between the dielectric
function ε(r;ω)and polarizability α of a point element
at position r [17], is

ε(r;ω)

ε0
− 1 = 4πα(ω)δ(r− r0) (2)

where ε0 is the vacuum permittivity. In the Casimir-
Polder limit, it is sufficient to use only the static contri-
bution for the frequency. Furthermore, we will consider
the materials to be homogeneous and isotropic. Thus,
we will use the equation,

4πα =

(
ε

ε0
− 1

)
dxdydz. (3)

Since the materials have negligible thickness, we shall
define the two-dimensional polarizability-densities σi,
where i = 1, 2, which are related to their respective po-
larizabilities by

αi = σidxdy, (4)

such that

4πσ =

(
ε

ε0
− 1

)
dz. (5)

A. Surface Corrugations Model of van der Waals
Interactions

To model the surface roughness, we use a sinusoidal
corrugation for simplicity. The position of each surface
in the z-direction is defined as

z1 = h1 cos(ky′), (6a)

z2 = a+ h2 cos(k(y′′ − y)), (6b)

where we choose the same wavenumber k = 2π/λ for
each surface. The amplitudes of the corrugations are h1
and h2, and y represents the lateral shift between the two
surfaces, such that the vertical distance between elements
in the two layers is

rz = a− h1 cos(ky′) + h2 cos(k(y′′ − y)). (7)

Our corrugated plates model is shown in Fig. 1.

y

z

x

a

y

λ = 2π
k

h1

h2

FIG. 1. Sinusoidally corrugated plates of wavelength λ, sepa-
rated by distance a, with corrugation heights h1 and h2 for the
bottom and top plates respectively, and the top plate shifted
by distance y. The corrugations are along the y-axis, and the
plates extend along the x-axis as well.

B. Interaction Energy

The interaction energy dU between differential point
elements on the two surfaces is

dU = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3
dx′dx′′dy′dy′′

r7
. (8)

where we define,

r2 = (x′′ − x′)2 + (y′′ − y′)2 + r2z . (9)

The total interaction energy between the two plates may
be obtained as

U = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
dx′dx′′dy′dy′′

r7
, (10)

where the integration is over the entire area of both
plates. We shall evaluate our integral using the pertur-
bative expansion as done in Ref. [18]. The resulting in-
teraction energy may be grouped into six terms, clubbed
by their powers in h1 and h2,

U = U (0,0) + U (1,0) + U (0,1) + U (2,0) + U (0,2) + U (1,1),
(11)

where the first and second terms in the superscript refer
to the order of the perturbative parameters h1/a and
h2/a of the two plates, respectively. The leading order
contributions are

U (0,0) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
1

r70

]
, (12a)

U (1,0) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
7h1a cos(ky′)

r90

]
, (12b)

U (0,1) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
−7h2a cos(k(y′′ − y))

r90

]
,

(12c)

and the next-to-leading contributions are
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U (2,0) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
−7h21 cos2(ky′)

2r90
+

63h21a
2 cos2(ky′)

2r110

]
, (12d)

U (0,2) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
−7h22 cos2(k(y′′ − y))

2r90
+

63h22a
2 cos2(k(y′′ − y))

2r110

]
, (12e)

U (1,1) = −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3

∫
d4(x, y)

[
7h1h2 cos(ky′) cos(k(y′′ − y))

r90
− 63h1h2a

2 cos(ky′) cos(k(y′′ − y))

r110

]
, (12f)

where we have defined

r20 = (x′′ − x′)2 + (y′′ − y′)2 + a2 (13)

and

d4(x, y) = dx′dx′′dy′dy′′ (14)

for brevity.
One could alternatively set up this problem with two

thin flat plates of sinusoidally varying surface polarizabil-
ities. In that setup, U (1,0), U (0,1), U (2,0), and U (0,2) could
be thought of as arising from the interaction energies be-
tween two flat plates, one in which the polarizability is
constant across the surface, and another where the sur-
face polarizability varies sinusoidally in the y-direction.
U (1,1) may similarly be considered as arising from the
interaction energies between two plates, both of which
have their polarizabilities varying sinusoidally in the y-
direction.

The general integral of d4(x, y)/rn0 converges for n > 1
as ∫

d4(x, y)

(x′′ − x′)2 + (y′′ − y′)2 + a2)n
=

LxLyπ

(n− 1)a2(n−1)
,

(15)
where Lx and Ly are the extracted infinite lengths
from the integrals over dx′ and dy′, respectively. Us-
ing Eq. (15), we can solve the different pieces of the total
interaction energies in Eq. (12).

Solving for U (0,0) in Eq. (12a), we have

U (0,0)

LxLy
= −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3a5
2π

5
, (16)

where we use the substitution n = 7/2 in Eq. (15). Note
that this is the interaction energy of two flat plates with
the same values of σ1, σ2 and a. Further results for pieces
of the interaction energy shall be written as this expres-
sion multiplied by a dimensionless factor. The interac-
tion energy associated with the first-order term in h1 in
Eq. (12b),

U (1,0) = 0. (17)

This result is due to the isolated cos(ky′) integral, which
may be broken into discrete pieces of one complete pe-
riod,∫ ∞

−∞
cos(kx)dx =

∞∑
n=−∞

k

2π

∫ 2π
k

0

cos(kx)dx = 0. (18)

Likewise,

U (0,1) = 0. (19)

The four integrals of the interaction energies associated
with the second-order terms in h1 and h2 may each be
broken up into isolated square-of-cosine integrals and
1/rn0 integrals. The results for U (2,0) and U (0,2) are thus

U (2,0)

LxLy
= −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3a5
15

2
π
h21
a2
, (20)

U (0,2)

LxLy
= −23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3a5
15

2
π
h22
a2
. (21)

The two terms of U (1,1) may be solved with the substitu-
tion y′′′ = y′−y′′, isolating the y′′ cosine terms and giving
only cos(ky′′′) in the numerator of the dy′′′ integral due
to cancellation of the odd sine integrals. The resulting
integrands of the dy′′′ integral may be solved using the
following integration formulae in succession [19],∫ ∞

0

x2m cos(kx)dx

(x2 + a2)n+
1
2

=
(−1)m

√
π

2nanΓ(n+ 1
2 )
· d

2m

dk2m
[knKn(ka)] , (22)∫ ∞

0

Kν(α
√
x2 + z2)x2µ+1dx√
(x2 + z2)ν

=
2µΓ(µ+ 1)Kν−µ−1(αz)

αµ+1zν−µ−1
, (23)

where Kn is the modified Bessel function of the second
kind. This gives

U (1,1)

LxLy
=

23σ1σ2h̄c

(4π)3a5
e−kaπ cos(ky)

15

h1
a

h2
a

(24)

×
[
(ka)4 + 9(ka)3 + 39(ka)2 + 90(ka) + 90

]
.

III. COEFFICIENT OF STATIC FRICTION

Using the expressions from the previous sections, the
total Casimir interaction energy per unit area between
two sinusoidally corrugated plates up to the second-order
in the perturbative parameters hi/a,

U

A
= −23σ1σ2h̄cπ

(4π)3a5
2

5

×
[
1 +

15

2

h21 + h22
a2

− e−ka cos(ky)

6

h1
a

h2
a
P (ka)

]
, (25)
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where A = LxLy is the area and we have defined the
dimensionless polynomial quantity

P (ka) = (ka)4 + 9(ka)3 + 39(ka)2 + 90(ka) + 90 (26)

for brevity.
The lateral force between the plates is the negative

partial derivative of the interaction energy with respect
to the lateral displacement y. Similarly, the normal force
between the two plates is the negative partial derivative
of the same interaction energy with respect to the vertical
displacement a. The lateral force per unit area is,

FL
A

=
23σ1σ2h̄cπ

(4π)3a6
e−ka sin(ky)

15

h1
a

h2
a

(ka)P (ka). (27)

The maximum lateral force is given by the maximum
value of this sine function, which is

FL,max

A
=

23σ1σ2h̄cπ

(4π)3a6
e−ka

15

h1
a

h2
a

(ka)P (ka). (28)

Similarly, the normal force between the two plates is the
negative partial derivative of the same interaction energy
with respect to the vertical displacement a. The normal
force per unit area is thus,

FN
A

= −46σ1σ2πh̄c

(4π)3a6

[
1 +O

(
h2

a2

)]
. (29)

The exact expression for the normal force contributions
of second order in h/a, represented by the second term in
the square brackets of Eq. (29), may be found in Eq. (A1).

We define the coefficient of static friction µs as µs =
|FL,max/FN |. The concept of using the maximum value
of the lateral force as the maximum value of the static
friction force has been proposed previously in the regime
of atomic-scale friction [20]. In addition, our model shows
that the lateral force is a sine function with respect to
the lateral displacement y. Thus, when a constant force
is applied to the plates that is less than or equal to the
maximum lateral force, there will be some value of y for
which the lateral force is equal in magnitude and op-
posite in direction to the applied force. Therefore, the
maximum lateral force is the threshold force that must
be applied for sliding to occur, which is used to define
the coefficient of static friction. The magnitude of the
coefficient of static friction up to the second order in h/a
is obtained by keeping the first term of Eq. (29),

µs =
h1
a

h2
a

e−ka

30
(ka)P (ka). (30)

Note that the area dependence, along with dielectric de-
pendence of σ1, σ2, vanishes in the equation for µs re-
gardless of whether the normal force is approximated to
the first term of Eq. (29) or not. On the other hand,
while Eq. (30) appears to show that µs is independent of
y, this independence only holds when Eq. (29) is approx-
imated to the dominant contribution. The expression
for µs given by Eq. (30) depends on three dimensionless

0 2.93
0

0.206

0.322
0.368
0.422

0.736

ka

µ
s

FIG. 2. From bottom to top (color online): plots of µs with
respect to ka for h1/a = h2/a = 1/5 (black), h1/a = h2/a =
1/4 (green), h1/a = h2/a = 0.267 (red), h1/a = 0.277 and
h2/a = 0.295 (brown), and h1/a = h2/a = 0.378 (blue).
The maximum of each curve is marked on the vertical axis.
The values of h1/a and h2/a for the black and green curves
are arbitrarily chosen for comparison. The red, brown, and
blue curves correspond to the calculated values of h1/a and
h2/a for graphene, h-BN, and black phosphorene, respec-
tively, which are the materials discussed in Section IV. For
each material, the vertical dotted line from the x-axis to
a point on the curve represents µs based on the calculated
value of ka for these materials. Note that µs is maximized for
ka ≈ 2.93 independently of h1 and h2.

parameters: h1/a, h2/a and ka. A plot of this µs ex-
pression with respect to ka is shown with corresponding
values of h1/a and h2/a for the three materials discussed
in Section IV, as well as two arbitrarily chosen values
h1 = h2 = a/5 and h1 = h2 = a/4, in Fig. 2.

These plots show that µs is maximized for ka ≈ 2.93
regardless of h1 and h2. In addition, µs decays as ka→ 0
or ka→∞.

With respect to each of h1/a and h2/a, µs exhibits
linear scaling and clearly approaches 0 as either h1 → 0
or h2 → 0. While µs is always maximized for ka =
2.93, the value of this maximum is also determined by
h1/a and h2/a as demonstrated by the different curves
of Fig. 2. Assuming the conservative bound h1 ≤ a/2 and
h2 ≤ a/2, which ensures that the corrugated plates do
not intersect for any value of the lateral shift y, Eq. (30)
implies an upper bound of 1.29 for the coefficient of static
friction.

These results seem to suggest that the corrugation
wavelength λ can be considered as an approximation pa-
rameter, as µs may also be written as a function of the
dimensionless parameters h1/λ, h2/λ, and a/λ.
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IV. µs FOR VAN DER WAALS MATERIALS

Using the analytic expressions derived in the previ-
ous section, we calculate the Casimir interaction energy,
lateral force, normal force, and coefficient of static fric-
tion between layers of graphene, boron nitride, and black
phosphorene. Our use of the Casimir-Polder limit results
in the interaction energy per unit area defined in Eq. (25)
scaling with a−5 as opposed to the a−4 scaling charac-
teristic of the van der Waals interaction energy. Consid-
ering that we have used the perturbative approximation
in hi/a and the normal force approximation to the dom-
inant term in addition to the Casimir-Polder limit, we
suspect that our results for the interaction energy may
have an error margin of 15 to 20 percent.

A. Graphene

We begin with the graphene-graphene interaction. Fig-
ures 3 and 4 illustrate the values of a, λ, and h used in
our calculations for two graphene layers.

λ = 2.46 Å

a = 3.42 Å

z

yx
C

C

CC

C
C

C

C C

CC
C

b = 1.42 Å

λ = 2.46 Å

FIG. 3. The structure of AA-stacked graphene, with the cor-
rugation path being along the short diagonal.

h1 = 0.914 Å
a = 3.42 Å

λ = 2.46 Å 

C

C C C

C C
z

yx

h2 = 0.914 Å

FIG. 4. A cross sectional slice showing the short diagonal
periodicity, which is treated as a sinusoidal corrugation in the
graphene interaction. The carbon atoms’ radii are used as the
corrugation heights.

For our calculations, we use a polarizability per unit
cell of 0.949 Å 3 [21] and a bond length of 1.42 Å [22],
which gives polarizability per unit area σ = 0.181 Å.

Depending on the methodology used, different values
have been obtained in the literature for the interlayer dis-
tance, a, between graphene layers. For our calculations

of U/A and µs only, we used the value of a = 3.42 Å,
which is the average of 3.35 Å [23] and 3.495 Å [24], up
to three significant digits.

To obtain the wavenumber k, we choose one peri-
odic path along the short diagonals of adjacent hexagons
within the graphene layer, which we set as the y-axis, as
displayed in Fig. 3. However, this choice of the y-axis
produces a double periodicity along the x-axis, which
we do not address in our simplistic approximations of
the graphene surface. Using the bond length of 1.42 Å,
the short diagonal length is λ = 2.46 Å [22]. This gives
k = 2π/(2.46Å) = 2.55 Å−1.

For graphene, the corrugation heights h1 = h2 = h are
associated with the atomic radii along the periodic path
of corrugation, giving h as the radius of a carbon atom,
which is 0.914 Å [25].

Another factor that must be taken into account is the
stacking of the graphene layers, with the layer shift being
incorporated via the variable y. In the interest of sim-
plicity, for calculating the interaction energy we consider
the AA-stacked graphene configuration, corresponding to
y = 0. It is important to note that the change in inter-
action energy with respect to y is negligible in our model
due to the dominance of the first three interaction energy
terms in Eq. (25).

Using these values, we calculated the interaction en-
ergy, maximum lateral force, normal force, and coefficient
of static friction between two graphene layers as,

U

A
= −10.8

meV

atom
, (31)

FL,max

A
= 6.46× 10−13

N

atom
, (32)

FN
A

= −1.23× 10−11
N

atom
, (33)

µs = 0.053. (34)

B. Hexagonal Boron Nitride

Hexagonal boron nitride (h-BN) has a similar hexag-
onal structure to graphene, with the fundamental dif-
ference being the alternation of adjacent atoms between
nitrogen and boron. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the values
of a, h1, h2, and λ in the structure of AA′-stacked h-BN.

The polarizability per unit cell of boron nitride is re-
ported as 0.894 Å 3 [21]. Using the unit cell area of 5.46
Å 2 [26], the polarizability per unit area σ, will be 0.164
Å.

For the interlayer distance a, we use a = 3.32 Å, which
is the average of the two values a = 3.30 Å [27] and
a = 3.33 Å [28] reported in the literature, up to three
significant digits.

We use the radius of a boron atom for h1 and the ra-
dius of a nitrogen atom for h2. As there is both boron
and nitrogen in each layer, this would approximate the
interaction between two layers of h-BN to the interaction
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λ = 2.51 Å

a = 3.32 Å

z

yx
B

N

NB

B
N

N

N B

BN
B

b = 1.45 Å

λ = 2.51 Å

FIG. 5. Hexagonal boron nitride, with the corrugation path
being along the short diagonal. Note that atoms along a short
diagonal will be the same, and atoms directly above each other
in AA′-stacked boron nitride will be opposite.

h1 = 0.98 Å
a = 3.32 Å

λ = 2.51 Å 

N

B B B

N N
z

yx

h1 = 0.92 Å

FIG. 6. Interacting atoms along two vertically adjacent short
diagonal paths, in AA′-stacked h-BN. The atomic radii are
treated as the corrugation heights.

between a layer of boron and a layer of nitrogen. How-
ever, vertically adjacent atoms in AA′-stacked boron ni-
tride must alternate, and thus the interaction between
alternate atoms should dominate. This approximation
does not address the presence of both boron and nitrogen
atoms within a single layer, and an improved treatment
of such structures may be used in future iterations of this
work. We have h1 = 0.98 Å and h2 = 0.92 Å [25].

The corrugation wavelength, λ, of an h-BN surface is
once again the short diagonal length. So, λ = 2.51 Å,
and k = 2π

λ = 2.50 Å−1.

For calculating the interaction energy, we use the AA′-
stacking configuration of h-BN in the interest of simplic-
ity, with y = 0 Å.

Using these values, we calculate the interaction energy,
maximum lateral force, normal force, and coefficient of
static friction between h-BN layers. Summarized, our
results for hexagonal boron nitride are

U

A
= −11.4

meV

atom
, (35)

FL,max

A
= 9.72× 10−13

N

atom
, (36)

FN
A

= −1.27× 10−11
N

atom
, (37)

µs = 0.076. (38)

C. Black Phosphorene

Black phosphorene exhibits anisotropy with an arm-
chair direction, which features a jagged periodic profile,
and a zigzag direction, which is perpendicular to the arm-
chair direction. We set the y-axis along the armchair
direction. Figure 7 demonstrates the black phosphorene
corrugation structure in this direction.

FIG. 7. Profile of black phosphorene layer interaction. The
height of the corrugation is now associated with the change
in height over the long bond, which incorporates the atomic
radius as well. The dotted lines through the center of each
layer represent the midlines of corrugation.

A rectangular unit cell of black phosphorene, contain-
ing 4 atoms, has dimensions of 4.43 Å× 3.28 Å [29]. The
area per atom therefore is (4.43Å)(3.28Å)/4 = 3.63 Å 2.
As there is no value in the literature for the polarizabil-
ity (α) of phosphorene, we instead calculate σ using the
dielectric constant and Eq. (5).

The relative permittivity (ε/ε0) of monolayer black
phosphorus is reported as 5.65 (Ref. [30] and reference
therein). As shown by the diagram, the total thickness
of the layer will be dz = 2.15 Å + 2(1.00 Å) = 4.15 Å
[31, 32]. From this, we calculate σ = 1.54 Å.

We use an interlayer distance of a = 5.48 Å, which is
the average of a = 5.46 Å and a = 5.49 Å, found in the
literature [32], up to three significant digits.

The corrugation heights h1 = h2 = h are equal to half
of the vertical distance between the centers of adjacent
phosphorus atoms connected by a long bond, added to
the radius of a phosphorus atom. Using the bond length,
2.205 Å, and the bond angle, 103.69◦ [32], we obtain 2.15
Å for the vertical distance of the bond length, giving
1.07 Å + 1 Å = 2.07 Å for h [31].

For black phosphorene, the corrugation wavelength λ
is 4.43 Å, so k = 2π/(4.43 Å) = 1.42 Å−1 [32]. The values
of a, h, and λ are visually represented in Fig. 7. We con-
sider the AA-stacking configuration with y = 0 Å in the
interest of simplicity. Our results for the black phospho-
rene interaction energy, maximum lateral force, normal
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force, and coefficient of static friction are summarized as,

U

A
= −152

meV

atom
, (39)

FL,max

A
= 1.26× 10−11

N

atom
, (40)

FN
A

= −7.32× 10−11
N

atom
, (41)

µs = 0.171. (42)

A summary of our results is shown in Table I, with com-
parison to literature values:

V. DISCUSSION

Previous works have sought to understand the force
of static friction in a more fundamental way, primarily
through the approaches of contact mechanics and asper-
ity adhesion [5–7]. In this work, we seek to address this
problem with the hypothesis that the macroscopic static
friction force originates from fundamental forces. In a
simple test case of van der Waals materials, we attribute
the static friction force acting between two layers to the
long-range van der Waals forces existing between the lay-
ers. Additionally, we used several approximations in-
cluding the simplistic sinusoidal corrugations model, the
Casimir-Polder limit of the van der Waals interaction,
and the perturbative expansion in hi/a for the calcu-
lation of the interaction energy. These approximations
were made primarily in the interest of simplifying our
calculations and could be more rigorously treated in fur-
ther iterations of this research. In the expression for total
interaction energy per unit area, given in Eq. (25), the
first-order terms U (1,0) and U (0,1) evaluate to zero and
do not contribute to the total interaction energy. The re-
maining contribution to the interaction energy between
corrugated plates is thus entirely composed of zeroth and
second order terms in hi/a. The perturbative interaction
energy between uniformly charged corrugated plates will
show similar behavior. The expression for µs is the ratio
of the maximum lateral force to the normal force, both of
which are derived by taking the partial derivatives of the
interaction energy given by Eq. (25). In Table I Columns
2, 3, we show comparisons of calculated and reported the-
oretical values of the interaction energies between layers
of graphene, h-BN, and black phosphorene.

For graphene, we determined the interaction energy
between two AA-stacked layers to be −10.8 meV/atom.
Two theoretical studies, the first using quantum Monte
Carlo simulations and the second using van der Waals
density functional calculations, have computed the inter-
layer binding energy of bilayer graphene to be 11.5± 0.9
meV/atom [24] and 10.4 meV/atom [23], respectively.
Our value of −10.8 meV/atom is in good agreement with
these results. Through experimental measurement of the
elastic deformation energy of graphite flakes, Liu et al.

found the binding energy of highly oriented pyrolytic
graphite stacks to be 31±2 meV/atom [38]. The binding
energy of bulk graphite is considerably larger than the in-
terlayer energy of bilayer graphene, as the bulk binding
energy incorporates interactions between a second adja-
cent layer and additional layers at further distances [12].

In the case of h-BN, we calculated the interac-
tion energy between two AA′-stacked layers as −11.4
meV/atom. Using density functional methods, a range
of about 14 to 38 meV/atom for the binding energy of bi-
layer h-BN for interlayer distances ranging from 3.3 Å to
3.6 Å has been obtained. [12, 33, 34] Our result of −11.4
meV/atom is of the same order as these theoretical val-
ues, and to the best of our knowledge, the interaction
energy between two h-BN layers has not yet been exper-
imentally determined.

While graphene and h-BN have different geometric
(hi, a, k) and dielectric parameters (σi), we observe that
our calculated interaction energies for these materials are
close (−10.8 meV/atom and −11.4 meV/atom, respec-
tively, see Table I Column 2). This could be attributed to
the greater atomic polarizability of graphene being offset
by its greater interlayer distance, making the interlayer
interaction energies similar. Further, while graphene and
h-BN both have hexagonal structures with similar bond
lengths, the surface interactions between layers of these
materials differ due to the polar covalent B-N bond, re-
sulting in partial charges near the boron and nitrogen
atomic centers [26]. This results in additional electro-
static interactions between h-BN layers which are not
present in the interaction between graphene layers [26].
However, Hod calculated the electrostatic interaction en-
ergy between AA′-stacked layers of h-BN and found the
contributions of electrostatic effects to be negligible [26].

The interaction energy between two layers of black
phosphorene determined using our expression is −152
meV/atom. Using density functional theoretical calcu-
lations, Sansone et al. determined the exfoliation en-
ergy of black phosphorus to be 151 meV/atom. Our re-
sult of −152 meV/atom is in good agreement with this
theoretical value [36]. Dong et al. performed van der
Waals density functional (vdW DF) calculations using
several different methods and determined the interlayer
coupling of black phosphorus to be in the range of 83 to
127 meV/atom, which is of the same order as our result
[37].

Our research shows that the coefficient of static fric-
tion µs is completely determined by geometric properties
of a van der Waals material, particularly the interlayer
distance and the amplitude and wavelength of the cor-
rugations. In addition, the coefficient of static friction is
explicitly independent of dielectric properties regardless
of whether the normal force is approximated to the dom-
inant term of Eq. (29) or not. It should however be noted
that in van der Waals materials, the interlayer distance a
is mediated by the strength of the van der Waals interac-
tion, which in turn is dependent on dielectric properties
[12]. The theoretical expression for µs may be calculated
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Material Calculated Interaction Energy a Reported Interaction Energy Calculated µs Reported µs

Graphene (AA) −10.8 meV/atom
−11.5 ± 0.9 meV/atom [24]

−10.4 meV/atom [23]
0.053

0.07
[9]

Boron Nitride (AA′) −11.4 meV/atom −14 to −38 meV/atom [12, 33, 34] 0.076
0.07
[35]

Black Phosphorene
(AA)

−152 meV/atom
−151 meV/atom [36]

−83 to −127 meV/atom [37]
0.171 -

aThese values have an associated error of 15 to 20 percent as discussed in Section. II.

TABLE I. Comparison of calculated values to values given in the literature.

for van der Waals materials using only the lattice con-
stants of the material and the corrugation height. We
used the atomic radii as the corrugation heights; how-
ever, alternative approaches to determining the corru-
gation heights of the layers may be considered. Based
on our expression, µs appears to be independent of the
stacking configurations of van der Waals materials, which
are incorporated into our model via the lateral shift y.
However, this independence only holds when the normal
force is approximated to the dominant contribution; if
the cos(ky) term of the normal force was incorporated,
µs would be dependent on the lateral shift and conse-
quently the stacking configuration. Note that the domi-
nance of the first three normal force terms implies that µs
would not vary significantly with respect to y if additional
normal force terms were incorporated into Eq. (30). In
addition, Eq. (30) and Fig. (2) demonstrate that µs ap-
proaches zero as ka → 0 or ka → ∞, where k = 2π/λ.
This suggests a role of “smoothness” in minimizing µs,
with λ � a implying a nearly flat surface and λ � a
implying a surface with small enough corrugation wave-
length to imitate a flat surface with only the adjacent
corrugation peaks. Considering Eq. (30), if one assumes
the conservative bound of h1 ≤ a/2 and h2 ≤ a/2, the
coefficient of static friction would have a maximum value
of 1.29. Previously reported µs values for several van der
Waals materials, including those discussed in this work,
have not exceeded 1.29 [9, 35, 39, 40]. Thus, under the
assumption that layers in van der Waals materials do not
geometrically lock into each other like fingers in a glove
(h1 ≤ a/2 and h2 ≤ a/2), we can predict a theoretical
bound of 1.29 for the coefficient of static friction between
the layers.

Our expression for µs predicts the coefficient of static
friction of van der Waals materials to be in reason-
able agreement with previous results. Using this ex-
pression for µs, the coefficient of static friction between
two graphene layers is 0.053. Mandelli et al. performed
molecular dynamics simulations to determine the coeffi-
cient of static friction between two graphene layers, cal-
culating µs to be 0.06 for small flake sizes and 0.07 in the
limit of large flake sizes [9]. Assuming that our model of
plates extending to infinity is closer to the limit of large
flake size, we find reasonable agreement between our the-
oretical value and the reported computational value (see
Table I Columns 4, 5). The value of µs between h-BN
layers is found to be 0.076. Using a pins-on-rings tri-

bometer experiment, Gangopadhyay et al. determined
the coefficient of static friction between h-BN layers to be
0.07 [35], which is in good agreement with the calculated
value. In the case of black phosphorus, we determined
the value of µs between layers of black phosphorene to be
0.171. As the study of black phosphorene is an emerging
field of research, we were unable to find a value for the
coefficient of static friction between two black phospho-
rene layers in the literature. The value we have derived
using our expression may be of use for verification in fu-
ture experiments involving static friction between layers
of black phosphorene.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

It is remarkable that our simplistic model, with the
various assumptions described above, is able to determine
the coefficient of static friction in reasonable agreement
with previous results for these test cases of van der Waals
materials. In addition, our predicted maximum of 1.29
for the coefficient of static of friction between van der
Waals material layers appears to be supported by the lit-
erature. However, the approximations that we used may
produce limitations of the model that could be overcome
in future work. For example, we modeled the infinite
plates as having one-dimensional y-direction sinusoidal
corrugations to model the in the interest of simplicity.
More complex surface roughness profiles could be better
represented with a Fourier series involving both x- and
y-direction cosine terms instead of just y-direction terms
for the surface corrugations, as defined in Eq. (7). It
should be noted that other authors have developed theo-
retical frameworks for treating surface roughness profiles
in the context of Casimir interaction energy calculations
[41, 42].

Although our current model was developed for calcu-
lating µs using Casimir-Polder interactions, it could be
generalized to include the frequency-dependent contri-
butions of van der Waals interactions and electrostatic
interactions. A generalized model would elucidate the
contributions of various fundamental interactions to the
static friction force between two surfaces, while also de-
scribing the role of atomic-level properties in determining
µs.

Our results may have potential uses in nanoengineer-
ing, because our analytic expression for µs could serve
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as a guide in the manipulation of static friction between
van der Waals material layers. For example, the intro-
duction of monolayer coatings in microelectromechanical
systems has been proposed in order to reduce static fric-
tion at surface contacts [43]. As shown by Eq. (30) and
Fig. 2, the coefficient of static friction between two layers
is reduced for h1 � a, h2 � a, and for either a � λ/2π
or a� λ/2π. Our expression for µs would thus be useful
in engineering such coatings to minimize µs.
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Normal Force

The normal force between corrugated plates, with the
complete second-order terms in h/a along with the zeroth
order term given in Eq. (29), is

FN
A

= −46σ1σ2h̄cπ

(4π)3a6

[
1 +

21

2

h21 + h22
a2

+
h1
a

h2
a

e−ka

30
Q(ka)

]
(A1)

where for brevity we have defined

Q(ka) = (ka)5 + 12(ka)4 + 75(ka)3

+ 285(ka)2 + 630(ka) + 630. (A2)
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