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The effect of temperature and 
humidity on adhesion of a gecko-
inspired adhesive: implications for 
the natural system
Alyssa Y. Stark1, Mena R. Klittich2, Metin Sitti3,4, Peter H. Niewiarowski1 & Ali Dhinojwala2

The adhesive system of geckos has inspired hundreds of synthetic adhesives. While this system has 
been used relentlessly as a source of inspiration, less work has been done in reverse, where synthetics 
are used to test questions and hypotheses about the natural system. Here we take such an approach. 
We tested shear adhesion of a mushroom-tipped synthetic gecko adhesive under conditions that 
produced perplexing results in the natural adhesive system. Synthetic samples were tested at two 
temperatures (12 °C and 32 °C) and four different humidity levels (30%, 55%, 70%, and 80% RH). 
Surprisingly, adhesive performance of the synthetic samples matched that of living geckos, suggesting 
that uncontrolled parameters in the natural system, such as surface chemistry and material changes, 
may not be as influential in whole-animal performance as previously thought. There was one difference, 
however, when comparing natural and synthetic adhesive performance. At 12 °C and 80% RH, adhesion 
of the synthetic structures was lower than expected based on the natural system’s performance. 
Our approach highlights a unique opportunity for both biologists and material scientists, where new 
questions and hypotheses can be fueled by joint comparisons of the natural and synthetic systems, 
ultimately improving knowledge of both.

The gecko adhesive system has received considerable interest due to its bio-inspired design applications. 
Principally known for strong, reversible, and dry adhesion1,2, geckos have become a focal species for synthetic 
design. Geckos use small microscopic hair-like structures (setae) on the bottom of their toes to provide close con-
tact with the substrate they cling to3–5. It is these microscopic projections that have inspired hundreds of synthetic 
micro/nanostructures, which range from polymer pillars to carbon nanotubes and other hierarchically patterned 
structures6–17. Yet despite great enthusiasm towards building a better synthetic adhesive, much work has to be 
done on the natural system itself. For instance, somewhat surprisingly, we do not know the full composition or 
material organization of the setae, the very structures most often mimicked by these bio-inspired designs (see 
Jain et al.18 for a setal structure hypothesis). Furthermore, new properties of the natural system, such as adhesion 
to wet substrates and self-drying, are still being discovered and clarified19–24. Finally, although the mechanism 
behind gecko adhesion has been defined as mainly van der Waals-based25, the roles of capillary adhesion, electro-
static charging and material charge, and nanobubbles in the presence of water20,26–30, has called our attention to 
adhesion under the non-ideal conditions that geckos encounter on a routine basis.

One major challenge to fully resolving how geckos stick is also the most obvious: geckos are biological organ-
isms and thus have inherent variability and complexity. Specifically, the biological adhesive system is likely 
adapted to work in multiple contexts and under a variety of circumstances, which may in turn mean that the 
system is not optimized to work maximally in any one condition. This versatility can be a useful property for 
synthetic adhesives, but can also be a central problem when designing tests to better elucidate the properties of 
the natural adhesive system. Take the case of capillary adhesion. The role of capillary adhesion has surfaced in 
the literature multiple times. In 2002, Autumn and colleagues dispelled the idea that capillary adhesion could 
be playing a significant role in gecko adhesion by showing that geckos were able to stick to both hydrophobic 
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and hydrophilic substrates equally well during shear sliding25. In 2005, however, two separate studies found that 
the normal pull-off force of a single flattened pad (spatula), which forms the tips of the setae, was dependent on 
humidity, and thus on capillary adhesion in some form27,30. Up until this point, no groups had directly tested the 
effect of humidity on live animals. In response, Niewiarowski et al. tested whole animal shear adhesion of live 
geckos at two temperatures and a series of humidity levels31. Supporting the work on gecko spatulae, they found 
that adhesion was humidity dependent but, surprisingly, this was only the case at low temperature31. At high tem-
perature humidity had no affect on adhesion. Further investigation of humidity effects on setal adhesion showed 
that normal adhesive force at 100% RH increased as load increased32, although very high loads and high sliding 
velocity negated this improvement33. The former study proposed that one mechanism for enhanced adhesion may 
be rearrangement of surface chemical groups in the presence of water32. Surface group rearrangement was later 
confirmed through surface sensitive techniques34. Finally, the dominant hypothesis explaining the increase in 
adhesion in the presence of high humidity (> 80% RH) is that setal modulus is reduced and thus increases contact 
area and adhesive performance35,36. Recently capillary adhesion has again come up in the context of adhesion 
to wet substrates, where small nanobubbles may cause capillary bridging, allowing for the underwater adhesion 
experimentally measured in whole animal studies20,21. Currently however, there are no hypotheses which can 
sufficiently explain why adhesion of live geckos depends both on humidity and temperature, and this debate has 
been relatively quiet for years.

Using the capillary adhesion example, it is quite clear that the context in which adhesion occurs is critical. 
Load, sliding velocity, level of humidity, temperature, presence of water, dynamic surface groups, and other 
parameters can impact adhesion. Furthermore, whole animal studies are consistently different than those testing 
single spatula, setae, and setal arrays1, making it difficult to compare across studies. Thus, a challenging question 
arises: how do we separate all of these dynamic and complex components of the natural gecko adhesive system 
to decipher the system’s intrinsic fundamental properties? We propose a non-traditional approach to answer 
this question. Instead of testing the natural system, we take advantage of the controlled parameters of a previ-
ously designed gecko-inspired synthetic to probe the basic properties innate to the natural system. By using this 
approach, factors such as modulus change and surface group reorganization can be controlled or eliminated, 
allowing us to directly compare and contrast synthetic trials with the previous whole animal results. While this 
approach is not novel37–41, we believe it is highly underutilized, particularly in the field of gecko adhesion.

In this study, we tested shear adhesion of a high performing mushroom-tipped gecko-inspired synthetic and 
used it to probe the effect of humidity and temperature on a dry fibrillar adhesive. We replicated the conditions 
Niewiarowski et al. used for whole animal experiments, which consisted of measuring maximum shear adhesion 
of live geckos on a glass plate at two temperatures (12 °C and 32 °C) and four different humidity levels (30%, 55%, 
70% and 80% RH)31. Our aim for this comparison was to probe the complex interaction between temperature 
and humidity on adhesion at the whole animal scale. We believe that fundamental adhesion properties related to 
humidity and temperature will be replicated in this test, and that differences between the natural adhesive system 
and the synthetic will help to direct future work on the natural adhesive system. Thus, this work not only tests 
the performance of synthetic mimics which can adhere at varying temperature and humidity jointly, but is also 
a valuable source of information for future experiments of the natural system, pushing the field forward and in 
directions we may not have been able to identify without this controlled comparative design.

Results
Maximum Shear Adhesion of Gecko-inspired Synthetic Microfibers. There was a significant 
effect of temperature and humidity on shear adhesion of the gecko-inspired synthetic microfibers (F8,39 =  11.47, 
p <  0.0001; Table 1). When investigating all pairs, we found that at low temperatures (12 °C), samples tested at 
70% and 55% RH did not differ from one another and were significantly higher than samples tested at these same 
humidity levels at 32 °C. Samples tested at 30% RH and 80% RH did not differ from one another in each temper-
ature group (Fig. 1).

Adhesion Behavior of Gecko-inspired Synthetic Microfibers. We defined three adhesion behavior 
types from the experimental force profiles. First, some force profiles exhibited a “U” shape (U), where maximum 
adhesion occurred at some point in a smooth “U” shaped curve. This profile suggests that sliding friction is greater 
than static friction. Second, some force profiles exhibited a “V” shape (V), where maximum adhesion occurred at 
the apex of the “V”. This profile implies static friction is stronger than sliding friction. Finally, the third type of force 
profile was “Stick-Slip” (SS), where maximum adhesion occurred during periodic stick-slip events. In this profile 
static and sliding fiction are intermittent and dynamic, where in periods of stick, static friction is dominant, and 
in periods of slip, sliding friction is dominant. Some samples showed multiple behaviors in one test, thus behavior 

Source DF SS F Ratio p-value

Temperature 1 19.3342 56.1254 < 0.0001* 

Humidity 3 1.0476 1.0137 0.3970

Temperature X Humidity 3 10.2127 9.8822 < 0.0001* 

Area 1 0.0048 0.0139 0.9066

Table 1. Analysis of covariance of the effect of temperature, humidity, and their interaction on shear 
adhesion of synthetic gecko tape. Area is used as a covariate. Values marked with an asterisk signify statistical 
significance (p < 0.05).
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was assigned based on where the maximum force value occurred. Examples of all three force profiles are shown in 
Fig. 2. We found that there was no difference in force profile behavior when temperature and humidity were con-
sidered jointly, though this was marginal (Person χ 2 =  22.05, p =  0.0775). When investigating temperature and 
humidity independently, we found that the two temperatures tested had significantly different behavior (Person  
χ 2 =  8.35, p =  0.0154), where samples tested at 32 °C had all three behavior types (U, V, and SS) and those tested 
at 12 °C only had two (SS and V). Humidity had no significant effect on adhesion behavior when considered inde-
pendently (Person χ 2 =  8.05, p =  0.2348).

Discussion
Our work represents one of very few examples using a gecko-inspired synthetic microfiber array to probe ques-
tions about the natural gecko adhesive system. Results from both the natural system and the synthetic system 
are strikingly similar: adhesion only increases with increasing humidity at cool temperatures. In the biological 
system several hypotheses have been proposed, but not yet resolved, for the effect of humidity on adhesion. First, 
the reduction of setal modulus increases available contact area by allowing the setae to become more compli-
ant and flexible, thus adhesion increases at high humidity (> 80% RH). Second, surface restructuring causes an 
increase in adhesion in the presence of water (i.e., deposited surface water layers due to high humidity). Finally, 
non-independent from the change in modulus hypothesis, material swelling may occur (in addition to material 
softening), causing an increase in contact area and therefore adhesion. Unfortunately, none of these hypotheses 
can be completely independently tested in the natural system (but see Badge et al.19 for an example of controlled 
surface chemistry). In this study however, we found that the synthetic system can be used as a good proxy for the 
natural, thus we can use the synthetic system to directly test these three hypotheses to elucidate the mechanism 
behind the natural system’s behavior.

The first, and most dominant hypothesis, is the reduction of setal modulus in high humidity (> 80%)35,36,42,43. 
To investigate the interaction of temperature and humidity on the modulus of synthetic samples, we measured the 
modulus of plain sheets of the synthetic material (550 μ m thick) under four of the eight test conditions (12 °C and 
32 °C at ~40% RH and 80% RH). Tensile tests were done following ASTM D638-10. The samples were placed in 
the controlled environment for 1 hour prior to testing. A minimum of 4 samples per condition were tested using 
a 210 Universal Test Machine (TestResources, Inc, Shakopee, MN) at the rate of 5 mm/min. We found that there 
was a significant difference in modulus (Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), F3,22 =  7.00, p =  0.0018), where temper-
ature was the only significant effect driving this difference (p =  0.0007). Modulus at the 12 °C temperature set 
point was significantly higher than the modulus measured at 32 °C (2.97 ±  0.20 MPa at 12 °C; 1.87 ±  0.14 MPa at 
32 °C). This means that overall, temperature influences the synthetic modulus but humidity does not, suggesting 
that the temperature by humidity interaction observed in adhesion tests of the synthetic is not driven by changes 
in modulus. Furthermore, given the increase in modulus at 12 °C, we would expect the opposite adhesion results, 
where shear adhesion would reduce at cold temperatures rather than improve. It is important to note the modulus 
of gecko setae is higher than the synthetic (~2 GPa)44 and that modulus may decrease on the surface of the poly-
mer pillars (< 40 nm), as discovered in thin films45. Interestingly, despite differences in bulk modulus, potential 
surface-layer changes and material changes of the synthetic due to temperature alone, shear adhesion behavior 
of the synthetic was similar to that of the animal across the ranges of temperature and humidity tested (with the 
exception of 12 °C and 80% RH).

Similar to the first hypothesis, we expected the second and third hypotheses (surface group restructuring and 
swelling) to have no major effect on adhesive performance of the synthetic. To test this, we again utilized the syn-
thetic and investigated changes in contact angle and weight in high humidity to confirm that the synthetic mate-
rial was stable during adhesion tests. To test the second hypothesis, we measured the contact angle of water on the 
smooth backing material in four of the eight treatments used in adhesion tests (12 °C and 32 °C at ~35% RH and 
80% RH). Contact angle was averaged over three measurements per sample using ImageJ to analyze images from 
a custom goniometer. At least 10 samples were used per treatment and all were held in the test environment for at 
least 1 hour. We found no significant change in water contact angle across the treatments (ANOVA, F3,45 =  0.35, 

Figure 1. Average force per unit area of synthetic gecko tape. Samples were tested in two temperatures (12 °C 
black bars; 32 °C grey bars) at four different humidity settings. Bars with an asterisk above signify a statistically 
significance difference between the two groups (p <  0.05). Error is reported as mean ±  1 s.e.m.
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p =  0.7929), suggesting that no significant surface restructuring occurred in the synthetic adhesive. Contact angle 
for a smooth sheet of the fiber material yields a contact angle of 78.5 ±  1.4° at room temperature and humidity, 
which is within the range of what is expected for the natural system based on measurements and theoretical cal-
culations (70–90°)19,46. To test the final hypothesis, we used a Cahn 25 Automatic Electrobalance under 85% RH 
conditions and measured change in mass over a 2 hour period. We found only a 0.23 ±  0.05% increase in mass in 
four samples tested. This is in contrast to β -keratin, one of the primary material components of gecko setae. Taylor 
et al.47 observed a 2.4-fold difference in wet mass of bird feather β -keratin between 50% and 100% RH. Despite 
the clear differences in the synthetic and natural systems with regards to surface restructuring and swelling, our 
results with the synthetic show that it is unlikely these two properties of the natural system contribute to adhesive 
performance in variable temperature and humidity environments (though see our discussion below on adhesion 
at 12 °C and 80% RH).

Because it is unlikely that a reduction of modulus, surface group restructuring, or material swelling related 
to the interaction of temperature and humidity occurs to a significant degree in the synthetic system under our 
experimental conditions, we suggest these mechanisms are not important in explaining variation in the natural 
system under the same conditions (but see the discussion below on where the two systems differ). One alternative 
may be to reconsider the influence of adsorbed water on shear adhesion. Water can influence shear adhesion by 
two main mechanisms. First, adsorbed water layers may lubricate the contact interface and reduce shear adhesion 
and friction. Secondly, capillary bridges may form between the contact elements and the substrate and increase 
normal adhesion. Both mechanisms can change as humidity increases, however, why increased shear adhesion of 
the natural and synthetic systems occurs only at cool temperatures is not explained completely by either mecha-
nism. In whole animal experiments surface water on a hydrophilic glass surface, like the one used here, produced 
significantly reduced adhesion at room temperature21. Interestingly, thin water layers on a hydrophilic sapphire 
prism were successfully expelled by the gecko toe at room temperature34. Similar findings, including water pock-
ets between contacting surfaces, air pockets between hierarchal structures, and lubricating layers of water have 
been determined in synthetic materials and other biological adhesive systems48–51. Thus, it is possible that a com-
bination of capillary adhesion and expulsion of water from the contact interface is controlling the trends observed 
in this study. Observationally, we noticed that at low temperatures, strong stick-slip or stick events dominated 
adhesion behavior of the synthetic system. This supports our hypothesis that the pillars are making dry contact 
in the cool temperature but not in the warm. It is important to keep in mind however, that synthetic samples 
showed no difference in adhesion behavior related to humidity, suggesting that temperature, and perhaps the 
reduction of modulus of the synthetic material at 32 °C, drives our observation of stick-slip or stick events, rather 
than water layers. We suggest a detailed investigation of the thickness of water layers deposited on the surface of 
glass at varying temperature and humidity regimes to confirm our water layer hypothesis, and a more thorough 
investigation of the temperature effect on material properties of the pillars to determine the source of the adhe-
sion behavior profiles.

While there are startling similarities between the natural and the synthetic systems, is also important to inves-
tigate where these two systems differ. One clear difference between the synthetic and natural system adhesion 
results is at 12 °C and 80% RH. In the natural system, adhesion was almost twice as high at 12 °C and 80% RH as 
compared to the low humidity trials at 12 °C and 35% RH31. Interestingly, this was not the case in the synthetic 
system, where there was no difference between these two treatment groups (Student’s t-test, t =  0.93, df =  9.5, 
p =  0.3736). The difference in whole animal adhesion and synthetic adhesion suggests that the two systems 
behave differently in this particular environment. Keeping in mind the dynamics of the natural system, it is pos-
sible that in this condition the natural system changes to maintain adhesion in ways the synthetic system cannot. 
This includes surface restructuring (i.e., change from methyl to methylene34), decrease in setal modulus at > 80% 

Figure 2. Typical force profiles of each behavior observed during experimental trials. These behaviors were 
characterized as a “U” shaped curve (a), a “V” shaped curve (b), and a “Stick-Slip” curve (c). Arrows denote 
maximum shear adhesion values where maximum shear adhesion is reached during sliding (a,c) or when 
maximum shear adhesion is reached first, then sliding occurs (b).
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RH, swelling, or viscous dissipation35. The discrepancy at this particular environmental condition is interesting 
and has produced several specific hypotheses that can be tested in the future.

Finally, this experiment also highlights the ability of a synthetic gecko-inspired mushroom-tipped adhesive 
to adhere in a variety of environmental conditions. Specifically, while temperature effects on pressure sensitive 
adhesives (PSAs) have been investigated previously52, this study focuses on the joint effect of two common envi-
ronmental parameters (i.e., temperature and humidity). For instance, high humidity can be a challenge for tra-
ditional PSAs that struggle to adhere in the presence of a surface water layer53,54, but how this effect is further 
compounded by temperature is unknown. In these experiments, we see that adhesion of the synthetic at 80% RH 
and 30% RH does not differ across either temperature range, and can even be improved at intermediate humidity 
levels and cool temperature. In addition, the resilience of this gecko-inspired synthetic adhesive to shear adhesion 
was quite impressive. Unlike the natural system, high shear did not remove or detach pillars, and sample images 
taken prior to testing and after testing looked very similar. Despite this, we believe that the synthetic adhesive 
has specific room for improvement where it differs from the natural system at 12 °C and 80% RH. We believe that 
investigations of the natural system will help inform changes in design that can improve adhesion in this environ-
mental condition and others.

In summary, by comparing the natural and synthetic systems’ performance and adhesion behavior, we are able 
to offer a new perspective on experiments focusing on gecko adhesion at the whole animal scale. First, we found 
that several of the prevailing hypotheses about how geckos stick in humid environments may not be viable. Our 
results once again call into question the roles of capillary adhesion and interfacial water layers in the gecko adhe-
sive system. Secondly, by investigating the particular temperature and humidity regime where the systems differ, 
our understanding of the natural adhesive system will improve, as well as produce ideas for design parameters 
that can increase synthetic performance in conditions where the natural system has higher performance. Thirdly, 
the stability of this adhesive in challenging environmental conditions, such as high temperature and humidity, 
has several applications to real-world adhesive use and commercialization. Finally, we hope our work inspires 
further investigations into how synthetic designs can improve the type of questions we ask about the natural 
adhesive system, creating an “idea feedback loop” between the natural and synthetic system, both of which have 
been generally tested independently.

Materials and Methods
A polyurethane elastomer mushroom-tipped synthetic gecko-inspired adhesive was obtained from Carnegie 
Mellon University. Samples were manufactured using methods similar to those outlined by Murphy et al.55. Base 
pillars were 100 μ m high and 50 μ m in diameter with enlarged mushroom tips. Six samples were tested per tem-
perature and humidity condition. Samples were cut into squares with an average area of 19.1 ±  0.6 mm2. Each 
sample was imaged independently both before and after experimental trials to check for defects and experimental 
damage. Samples were attached to a glass slide with mushroom caps facing upward using a cyanoacrylate gel 
adhesive that was slightly cured prior to attachment, making sure the gel adhesive did not cover the sample. A 
controlled weight (174.5 g) was placed on the sample before a protective backing layer was removed from the 
pillar caps. This pre-weight was used to ensure that the samples had been fully pressed into the glue and were 
horizontally level. No sample was used more than once and samples that had premature loading (prior to testing 
or during testing in a non-controlled way) were discarded.

Each sample slide was placed in a test arena as described in Badge et al.19. Slides were attached to the bottom 
of the arena with double sided tape. A weighted (~46 g) glass slide was tethered via a nylon string to a force sensor 
mounted on a motorized track (see Badge et al. for a schematic). The weighted glass side was pulled across the 
sample in the shear direction for about 4 cm at a controlled rate. The glass slide was cleaned with ethanol and 
water after each sample and dried with a Kimwipe. Force was recorded over time and maximum force was deter-
mined from the force curve post-experiment. Adhesion behavior was also characterized post-experiment using 
the force curves. All experiments were conducted in an environmentally controlled walk-in chamber set to either 
12 °C or 32 °C and all experiments were conducted within ± 2 °C of this range. Humidity was controlled within 
± 2% of the following set points: 30%, 55%, 70% and 80% RH. Each of the four humidity set points were tested at 
the two temperature settings, totaling eight different treatments. All samples were equilibrated to the treatment 
temperature and humidity for at least 1 hour prior to experiments.

Samples were tested semi-randomly. The effect of temperature, humidity, and their interaction on shear adhe-
sion was tested using an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) where area was used as a covariate. Individual com-
parisons across groups were done using a Tukey HSD test to control for multiple tests. To compare adhesion 
behavior across temperature and humidity we used a Pearson Chi-square test. Means are reported mean ± 1 s.e.m.

Data availability. The raw data are provided in the supplementary information.

References
1. Autumn, K. How gecko toes stick - The powerful, fantastic adhesive used by geckos is made of nanoscale hairs that engage tiny 

forces, inspiring envy among human imitators. Am Sci 94, 124–132 (2006).
2. Autumn, K. et al. Adhesive force of a single gecko foot-hair. Nature 405, 681–685 (2000).
3. Maderson, P. Keratinized epidermal derivatives as an aid to climbing in gekkonid lizards. Nature 203, 780–781 (1964).
4. Ruibal, R. & Ernst, V. The structure of the digital setae of lizards. J Morphol 117, 271–293 (1965).
5. Williams, E. & Peterson, J. Convergent and alternative designs in the digital adhesive pads of scincid lizards. Science 215, 1509–1511 

(1982).
6. Chen, B. et al. Adhesive Properties of Gecko-Inspired Mimetic via Micropatterned Carbon Nanotube Forests. J Phys Chem C 116, 

20047–20053 (2012).
7. Ge, L., Sethi, S., Ci, L., Ajayan, P. M. & Dhinojwala, A. Carbon nanotube-based synthetic gecko tapes. P Natl Acad Sci USA 104, 

10792–10795 (2007).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

6Scientific RepoRts | 6:30936 | DOI: 10.1038/srep30936

8. Jeong, H. E., Lee, J.-K., Kim, H. N., Moon, S. H. & Suh, K. Y. A nontransferring dry adhesive with hierarchical polymer nanohairs.  
P Natl Acad Sci USA 106, 5639–5644 (2009).

9. Kim, S. & Sitti, M. Biologically inspired polymer microfibers with spatulate tips as repeatable fibrillar adhesives. Appl Phys Lett 89, 
261911 (2006).

10. Kim, T.-i., Jeong, H. E., Suh, K. Y. & Lee, H. H. Stooped Nanohairs: Geometry-Controllable, Unidirectional, Reversible, and Robust 
Gecko-like Dry Adhesive. Adv Mater 21, 2276–2281 (2009).

11. Li, Y., Sameoto, D. & Menon, C. Enhanced Compliant Adhesive Design and Fabrication with Dual-Level Hierarchical Structure. J 
Bionic Eng 7, 228–234 (2010).

12. Murphy, M. P., Aksak, B. & Sitti, M. Gecko-Inspired Directional and Controllable Adhesion. Small 5, 170–175 (2009).
13. Murphy, M. P., Kim, S. & Sitti, M. Enhanced Adhesion by Gecko-Inspired Hierarchical Fibrillar Adhesives. Acs Appl Mater Inter 1, 

849–855 (2009).
14. Northen, M. T., Greiner, C., Arzt, E. & Turner, K. L. A Gecko-Inspired Reversible Adhesive. Adv Mater 20, 3905–3909 (2008).
15. Parness, A. et al. A microfabricated wedge-shaped adhesive array displaying gecko-like dynamic adhesion, directionality and long 

lifetime. J R Soc Interface 6, 1223–1232 (2009).
16. Walid Bin, K. & Sameoto, D. Anisotropic dry adhesive via cap defects. Bioinspir Biomim 8, 044002 (2013).
17. Yurdumakan, B., Raravikar, N. R., Ajayan, P. M. & Dhinojwala, A. Synthetic gecko foot-hairs from multiwalled carbon nanotubes. 

Chem Commun, 3799–3801 (2005).
18. Jain, D., Stark, A. Y., Niewiarowski, P. H., Miyoshi, T. & Dhinojwala, A. NMR spectroscopy reveals the presence and association of 

lipids and keratin in adhesive gecko setae. Sci Rep 5, (2015).
19. Badge, I., Stark, A. Y., Paoloni, E. L., Niewiarowski, P. H. & Dhinojwala, A. The Role of Surface Chemistry in Adhesion and Wetting 

of Gecko Toe Pads. Sci. Rep. 4 (2014).
20. Peng, Z., Wang, C. & Chen, S. Effects of surface wettability on gecko adhesion underwater. Colloid Surface B 122, 662–668 (2014).
21. Stark, A. Y. et al. Surface wettability plays a significant role in gecko adhesion underwater. P Natl Acad Sci USA 110, 6340–6345 (2013).
22. Stark, A. Y., McClung, B., Niewiarowski, P. H. & Dhinojwala, A. Reduction of Water Surface Tension Significantly Impacts Gecko 

Adhesion Underwater. Integr Comp Biol 54, 1026–1033 (2014).
23. Stark, A. Y., Sullivan, T. W. & Niewiarowski, P. H. The effect of surface water and wetting on gecko adhesion. J Exp Biol 215, 

3080–3086 (2012).
24. Stark, A. Y., Wucinich, N. A., Paoloni, E. L., Niewiarowski, P. H. & Dhinojwala, A. Self-Drying: A Gecko’s Innate Ability to Remove 

Water from Wet Toe Pads. Plos One 9 (2014).
25. Autumn, K. et al. Evidence for van der Waals adhesion in gecko setae. P Natl Acad Sci USA 99, 12252–12256 (2002).
26. Alibardi, L. Immunolocalization of specific keratin associated beta-proteins (beta-keratins) in the adhesive setae of Gekko gecko. 

Tissue Cell 45, 231–240 (2013).
27. Huber, G. et al. Evidence for capillarity contributions to gecko adhesion from single spatula nanomechanical measurements. P Natl 

Acad Sci USA 102, 16293–16296 (2005).
28. Izadi, H., Stewart, K. M. & Penlidis, A. Role of contact electrification and electrostatic interactions in gecko adhesion. J R Soc 

Interface 11, 20140371 (2014).
29. Kim, T. W. & Bhushan, B. The adhesion model considering capillarity for gecko attachment system. J R Soc Interface 5, 319–327 (2008).
30. Sun, W., Neuzil, P., Kustandi, T. S., Oh, S. & Samper, V. D. The Nature of the Gecko Lizard Adhesive Force. Biophys J 89, L14–L17 (2005).
31. Niewiarowski, P. H., Lopez, S., Ge, L., Hagan, E. & Dhinojwala, A. Sticky Gecko Feet: The Role of Temperature and Humidity. Plos 

One 3 (2008).
32. Pesika, N. S. et al. Gecko adhesion pad: a smart surface? J Phys-Condens Mat 21 (2009).
33. Tao, D. et al. Adhesion and friction of an isolated gecko setal array: The effects of substrates and relative humidity. Biosurface and 

Biotribology 1, 42–49 (2015).
34. Hsu, P. Y. et al. Direct evidence of phospholipids in gecko footprints and spatula-substrate contact interface detected using surface-

sensitive spectroscopy. J R Soc Interface 9, 657–664 (2012).
35. Prowse, M. S., Wilkinson, M., Puthoff, J. B., Mayer, G. & Autumn, K. Effects of humidity on the mechanical properties of gecko setae. 

Acta Biomater 7, 733–738 (2011).
36. Puthoff, J. B., Prowse, M. S., Wilkinson, M. & Autumn, K. Changes in materials properties explain the effects of humidity on gecko 

adhesion. J Exp Biol 213, 3699–3704 (2010).
37. Vincent, J. F. Biomimetic modelling. Philos T Roy Soc B 358, 1597–1603 (2003).
38. Cutkosky, M. R. Climbing with adhesion: from bioinspiration to biounderstanding. Interface Focus 5 (2015).
39. Csete, M. E. & Doyle, J. C. Reverse engineering of biological complexity. Science 295, 1664–1669 (2002).
40. Fratzl, P. Biomimetic materials research: what can we really learn from nature’s structural materials? J R Soc Interface 4, 637–642 (2007).
41. Russell, A. P., Johnson, M. K. & Delannoy, S. M. Insights from studies of gecko-inspired adhesion and their impact on our 

understanding of the evolution of the gekkotan adhesive system. J Adhes Sci Technol 21, 1119–1143 (2007).
42. Huber, G. et al. Mechanical properties of a single gecko seta. Int J Mater Res 99, 1113–1118 (2008).
43. Peattie, A. M., Majidi, C., Corder, A. & Full, R. J. Ancestrally high elastic modulus of gecko setal beta-keratin. J R Soc Interface 4, 

1071–1076 (2007).
44. Autumn, K., Majidi, C., Groff, R. E., Dittmore, A. & Fearing, R. Effective elastic modulus of isolated gecko setal arrays. J Exp Biol 

209, 3558–3568 (2006).
45. Stafford, C. M., Vogt, B. D., Harrison, C., Julthongpiput, D. & Huang, R. Elastic moduli of ultrathin amorphous polymer films. 

Macromolecules 39, 5095–5099 (2006).
46. Autumn, K. & Hansen, W. Ultrahydrophobicity indicates a non-adhesive default state in gecko setae. J Comp Physiol A 192, 

1205–1212 (2006).
47. Taylor, A., Bonser, R. & Farrent, J. The influence of hydration on the tensile and compressive properties of avian keratinous tissues. 

J Mater Sci 39, 939–942 (2004).
48. Wolff, J. O. & Gorb, S. N. The influence of humidity on the attachment ability of the spider Philodromus dispar (Araneae, 

Philodromidae). P R Soc B, 20110505 (2011).
49. Heepe, L., Kovalev, A. E. & Gorb, S. N. Direct observation of microcavitation in underwater adhesion of mushroom-shaped adhesive 

microstructure. Beilstein Journal of Nanotechnology 5, 903–909 (2014).
50. Defante, A. P., Burai, T. N., Becker, M. L. & Dhinojwala, A. Consequences of Water between Two Hydrophobic Surfaces on Adhesion 

and Wetting. Langmuir 31, 2398–2406 (2015).
51. Hosoda, N. & Gorb, S. N. Underwater locomotion in a terrestrial beetle: combination of surface de-wetting and capillary forces. P R 

Soc B 279, 4236–4242 (2012).
52. Henrey, M., Téllez, J. P. D., Wormnes, K., Pambaguian, L. & Menon, C. Towards the use of mushroom-capped dry adhesives in outer 

space: Effects of low pressure and temperature on adhesion strength. Aerosp Sci Technol 29, 185–190 (2013).
53. Lee, J. & Fearing, R. S. Wet Self-Cleaning of Superhydrophobic Microfiber Adhesives Formed from High Density Polyethylene. 

Langmuir 28, 15372–15377 (2012).
54. Persson, B. N. J. Biological adhesion for locomotion on rough surfaces: Basic principles and a theorist’s view. Mrs Bull 32, 486–490 (2007).
55. Murphy, M. P., Aksak, B. & Sitti, M. Adhesion and anisotropic friction enhancements of angled heterogeneous micro-fiber arrays 

with spherical and spatula tips. J Adhes Sci Technol 21, 1281–1296 (2007).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7Scientific RepoRts | 6:30936 | DOI: 10.1038/srep30936

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Sharon Kaffen for her help with sample imaging and testing, Dharamdeep Jain 
and Gaurav Amarpuri for help weighing the waterlogged samples and imaging, and Paul Glass for providing the 
synthetic adhesive samples and many helpful insights.

Author Contributions
M.S. provided material for the experiments. A.Y.S. and M.K. performed the experiments. A.Y.S., M.K., P.H.N. 
and A.D. analyzed the data. A.Y.S., M.K., P.H.N. and A.D. wrote the paper. All authors helped conceive of the 
experiments, discussed the results and commented on the paper.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Stark, A. Y. et al. The effect of temperature and humidity on adhesion of a gecko-
inspired adhesive: implications for the natural system. Sci. Rep. 6, 30936; doi: 10.1038/srep30936 (2016).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2016

http://www.nature.com/srep
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	The effect of temperature and humidity on adhesion of a gecko-inspired adhesive: implications for the natural system
	Results
	Maximum Shear Adhesion of Gecko-inspired Synthetic Microfibers. 
	Adhesion Behavior of Gecko-inspired Synthetic Microfibers. 

	Discussion
	Materials and Methods
	Data availability. 

	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	Figure 1.  Average force per unit area of synthetic gecko tape.
	Figure 2.  Typical force profiles of each behavior observed during experimental trials.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                The effect of temperature and humidity on adhesion of a gecko-inspired adhesive: implications for the natural system
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep30936
            
         
          
             
                Alyssa Y. Stark
                Mena R. Klittich
                Metin Sitti
                Peter H. Niewiarowski
                Ali Dhinojwala
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep30936
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep30936
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep30936
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep30936
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep30936
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




