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The flow behavior of granular matter is significantly influenced by the shape of constituent par-
ticles. This effect is particularly pronounced for very concave particles, which exhibit unique flow
characteristics such as higher porosity and sharper phase transitions between jamming and unjam-
ming states. Despite the richness and ubiquitousness of these systems, our understanding of their
intricate flow behavior and the local mechanisms driving these behaviors remains incomplete. In
this work, we investigate the effect of particle shape, ranging from spherical to highly concave, on
steady flows in a rotating drum - a system that facilitates a continuous phase transition from a
jamming state at greater depths to an unjamming state at shallower regions. We develop an ana-
lytical model to elucidate granular behavior within the rotating drum: (i) Firstly, by decomposing
the shear stress, we reconcile the discrepancy between simulation data and theoretical predictions,
establishing a relationship with the angle of repose. (ii)Secondly, we extend the generalized Bagnold
scaling , coupled with a non-local fluidity relation based on packing fraction, providing a framework
for a correlation between shear stress, shear rate, and packing fraction. Additionally, we introduce
a characteristic length to quantify the influence of particle shape and drum speed. This analytical
model offers explicit functional forms for physical quantity profiles, which are validated experimen-
tally in a thin rotating drum and numerically in a two-dimensional rotating drum. Our results
demonstrate that this model accurately describes the change of velocity due to the phase transition
of granular flow within a rotating drum. Moreover, for different shapes of particle and drum speeds,
the characteristic length captures the interplay between shear stress, shear rate, and the variation
of packing fraction.

I. STATE OF THE ART

A. Introduction: flow within a rotating drum as a
textbook case

Granular matter is ubiquitous in both natural and
industrial environments, with more or less complexly
shaped particles. Systems composed of these materi-
als are commonly observed and studied both at the
macroscopic and microscopic scales. One of their main
characteristics is their ability to exhibit both solid-like
(jammed) and fluid-like (unjammed) behavior [1–3]. Still
in this latter state, they are far from evolving as a well-
behaved Newtonian fluid. Indeed, in contrast to the
deep-rooted constitutive relationships like the Navier-
Stokes equations that aptly describe liquid flow, no
unique analytical model describes the evolution of any
flowing granular system. In other words, the rheological
behavior in granular flows diverges from that of tradi-
tional fluids, representing an active area of intense inves-
tigation in several fields for decades [2–6].

Maybe one of the most complicated situations for this
kind of flow is when at least one surface of the system
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is not constrained and is free to move as the one ob-
served at the top of a rotating drum. In this latter
case, there exist distinct flow modes that can simulta-
neously cohabit within the system. More specifically, in
the so-called “rolling regime” (i.e., a flow governed by
inertial effects with a well-defined dynamics [2, 7–9]), we
observe a solid-like behavior close to the walls and deep
in bulk, where the particle motion is slow and consid-
ered as static. In contrast, in the upper part, a liquid-
like behavior develops, characterized by layers of grains
with different degrees of inertia. In these layers, the flow
evolves from a quasi-static regime just above the solid-
like zone to inertial in the layers close to the free surface
with an almost exponential increase in grain velocity. In
this last layer, the flow is characterized by a nearly linear
increase of grain velocity [2, 8–12]. Finally, a collisional
behavior is observed at the free surface (the liquid-like
regime being just below) where particles mainly interact
via binary shocks [8, 9]. The transitions between each of
these regimes, within a single system, are still a matter
of debate [2, 8, 13, 14]: At what depth do they occur?
How thick they are? How do these thicknesses vary as
a function of the drum speed and size? What about the
properties of the grains?

This set of seemingly simple questions reveals a com-
plex and still open problem: There is no well-posed con-
stitutive law accounting for (i) the phase-flow transition
and (ii) local effects allowing to predict the stress and ve-
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locity fields. This is still true in one of the simplest and
most common flow geometry: the rotating drum. To ad-
dress these issues, and more generally to provide a more
scientific description of multi-directional granular flows
in rotating drums, several paths may be explored.

B. Scaling law approach

First, scaling laws have been formulated to relate some
macroscopic observables to microscopic features of the
flows. These laws are most of the time established heuris-
tically or empirically. For instance, in the Govender’s
comprehensive review [15], it is shown that the mean flow
velocity ⟨v⟩ scales with the liquid-like flow thickness h as
⟨v⟩ ∝ hm, where m varies from 1 to 3 depending on the
different observations [2, 10, 16–18]. The dynamic angle
of repose ⟨θ⟩ is also found to vary as a power-law of angu-
lar speed Ω with exponent between 1 and 2.6 depending
on the system properties [18–20].

Richer scaling laws have also been proposed, combin-
ing the Froude number with other system parameters to
describe the flow rates [21–23] or the dynamic angle of
repose [23].

Still, despite these long-lasting efforts to raise a state
equation ruling these systems, no consensus has emerged
yet. Building a single equation that encompasses all the
different flow scenarios is actually extremely challenging
given the multitude of system parameters at play and the
inherent flow diversity.

C. The µ(I)-rheology and its limitation in
multi-phase flows

To analytically describe the evolution of a granular
flow, a second way actively pursued consisted of building
constitutive laws that better capture the main features
of the flow rheology. After decades of efforts, compil-
ing experimental and numerical data on flows in multiple
configurations, a consensus has emerged in the form of
the so-called “µ(I)-rheology” [2]. This law empirically
stated that the apparent macroscopic friction coefficient,
µ = τ/P , and the packing fraction, ϕ, both depend on
the so-called “Inertial number”, I, [24–26], with τ being
the shear stress and P the confining pressure. This lat-
ter state parameter, I, is defined as the ratio of the shear
time, γ̇−1, imposed by the flow rate, γ̇, over the parti-
cle relaxation time, (ρd/P )1/2, for a particle of density,
ρ, and equivalent diameter, d [2]. It is shown that the
shear stress is proportional to the pressure, through the
effective friction coefficient as τ = µ(I)P , and the volume
fraction, ϕ, is a function of I as ϕ = ϕ(I). In general, a
linear dependence is obtained for small values of I both
for µ(I) and ϕ(I) [24]. More advanced functions have also
been proposed to consider larger values of I [3, 16, 17] or
values depending on the geometry [13, 25, 27].

FIG. 1. (a): Typical shear stress profile τ(z) as a function
of depth measured in drum geometry (red line). The gray
zone represents the deviation of τ(z) from τ0 (gray dashed
line) the shear stress given by Eq.(2). The blue line represent
the shear stress τdrum assumed inherent of the drum geometry
(See discussion in Sec.II B). (b): Typical velocity profile vx(z)
as a function of depth measured in drum geometry (red line).
The gray zone represents the deviation of vx(z) from v0 (gray
dashed line) the typical Bagnold-like profile for a free surface
flow as in inclined plane geometry. The blue line represent
the velocity profile imposed by the drum vdrum(z) (See also
Eq.(II B)).

It is remarkable that this model agrees with Bagnold’s
theory. Indeed, assuming that the momentum transfer
between particles in adjacent layers results from instan-
taneous binary collisions during flow, [6, 28, 29] proposed:

τ = f1(ϕ)ρd
2γ̇2 (a)

P = f2(ϕ)ρd
2γ̇2 (b)

, (1)

where f1 and f2 are functions depending only on ϕ such
that: f1(ϕ) = µ(I(ϕ))/I2(ϕ) and f2 = I−2(ϕ). We note
that Eq.(1) has been recovered using dimensional analy-
sis [28] and shown to be valid for all shear rates [30].

The strength of the µ(I) model relies on the fact
that when combined with a continuous approach (for the
stress field) it correctly predicts the velocity fields in var-
ious homogeneous flow geometries [3, 26]. Nevertheless,
despite this success, a number of limitations still remain
[2, 3, 31]. Indeed, for instance, this model manages to
characterize the rheology of the flow in the bulk mate-
rial but fails near the walls, or for finite-size flows where
boundary effects dominate [32, 33]. In the inclined plane
flow, for example, the bottom and free surfaces are close
and the angle at which the flowing layer comes to rest
is determined by the layer thickness independently from
the µ(I) prediction [2, 34]. Similarly, this model cannot
accurately describe the transitions both, from the quasi-
static to the static regime and from the inertial to the
collisional one [3].

This latter point is particularly critical when dealing
with the flow in a rotating drum since these different
regimes coexist at the same time. In this flowing geom-
etry, the collinearity between the deviatoric shear stress
and strain tensor is not verified which avoids the defini-
tion of a general tensorial form of the constitutive law
as in a unidirectional flow [3, 35]. Still, the scalar form
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of the µ(I) relationship is verified in the whole drum
[13, 36, 37]. However, as evidenced in a lot of studies
[13, 22, 36, 37], this does not mean that the stress and
velocity fields can be predicted by a continuum approach
with a Bagnold-like profile as classically done for free-
surface flow.

Another approach is still possible. By assuming a per-
manent flow, momentum balance equations along and
normal to the flow direction yield a linear stress distri-
bution across the depth as [2]:{

τ(z) = ρg(H − z) sin⟨θ⟩ (a)
P (z) = ρg(H − z) cos⟨θ⟩, (b)

(2)

where g is the gravitational acceleration and H is the
height of the free surface along the z-direction (see Fig.
1). These relations are verified for flows down to an in-
clined plane [2, 3] and even for heap flows [2]. However
Eq.(2)a fails in the case of flow within a rotating drum
[13, 14], while Eq.(2)b continues to be valid.

In Fig. 1(a) we present a sketch of the shear stress
profile measured in the stationary rolling regime (full red
curve) and its prediction from Eq.(2)(a) (grey dashed
line). This latter, although acceptable in the first in-
ertial layers, differs from the measurement deep in the
quasi-static and static layers. In these layers, it tends to
become independent of depth. It is often argued that the
discrepancy between measurement and predictions comes
from the fact that the flow is not perfectly homogeneous.
As a major consequence, the effective coefficient of fric-
tion, µ, also varies in depth, and thus cannot be directly
related to free surface angle, ⟨θ⟩ [3, 13, 14]. Then, a con-
stitutive law for the shear stress within a rotating drum
is still missing.

Moreover, the streamwise velocity profile sketched in
Fig.1(b), shows a logarithmic-like decrease as it extends
further from the inertial-flow zone deep into the static
bulk zone. It moves away from the Bagnolian-like profile
deduced from the µ(I)-rheology [3, 14]. Consequently,
the µ(I) law does not apply to the drum case, requiring
a non-local extension of the Bagnold scaling.

D. Non-local rheology and high order fluidity
parameter

1. Generalities

For some flow geometries, the previous observations
emphasize the need to consider the non-local nature of
the granular flow. To put it simply, what occurs at a
given point in the flow is inherently influenced by what
diffuses from its immediate vicinity. To implement this
in a coherent manner, a characteristic length scale, lm,
related to the grain diameter has been introduced. For
each grain, it defines a range of interactions that is vir-
tually smaller or larger than its actual geometry. Thus,
a coefficient α is introduced such that lm = αd. This is

assumed to account for the occurrence of collective mo-
tion of some clusters at different scales [2, 12, 31, 38–40]
and location within the flow. Then, following [2] Bagnold
Eq.(1) is modified as:

τ(z) = l2m(z)ργ̇2(z), (3)

In the case of the rotating drum, it has been shown that
this coherent length scale, lm goes to zero at the free sur-
face. Then it progressively extends as it approaches the
transition into the static phase leading to a divergence
close to the walls. This behavior drastically differs from
other homogeneous-like flows where lm remains most of
the time relatively constant into the bulk [2]. The chal-
lenge therefore lies in finding the “right” physical model
to best describe how this coherent length scale originates
and evolves as a function of the flow conditions.
As explained in the extensive reviews presented by

Bouzid et al. [41] and Kamrin [42], a fruitful way to
overcome this challenge has consisted of building an ex-
tra parameter describing the local state of the system.
This is known as the concept of “fluidity”. It relies on the
introduction of an order parameter, f , describing the dy-
namical transition from solid-like to fluid-like behavior.
This latter can be understood as a field of phase-change
process that quantifies the degree of fluidity displayed by
a given region of a granular system. This parameter, f ,
satisfies a partial Ginzburg-Landau-like phenomenolog-
ical equation based on a given diffusion process of the
form [43–45]:

T
Df

Dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
evolution, material derivative

= l2∇2f︸ ︷︷ ︸
diffusive term

+ I(f)︸︷︷︸
source term

, (4)

where T and l are characteristic time and length scales,
respectively. I(f) is a “source term” designed to switch
the stability of the phase f from solid-like to liquid-like
behaviors. Under this framework, Eq.(3) is often rewrit-
ten in a more general form as f = F(τ, γ̇, P, I...). Then,
the main issue consists of finding the control parameters
and the source function, I(f), that fit with the system
dynamics.
One of the earliest approaches is the so-called “Par-

tially Fluidized Theory” (PFT), where f is assumed to
vary from 1, for solid-like behavior, to 0 for fluid-like
behavior. The characteristic length scale, l, is taken as
the mean grain diameter [43, 46, 47]. The PFT man-
ages to go further than the traditional µ(I) model and
captures the solid-to-fluid phase transition, particularly
concerning the initial and stopping heights in inclined
plane [43, 46] or some specific flow patterns [48, 49].
Then, the “Non Local Granular Fluidity” (NGF) ap-

proach has emerged as a powerful tool for quantitatively
predicting various non-local phenomena in various load-
ing geometries [5, 45, 50]. The NGF can be seen as an
extension of the work of Goyon et al. [4] and Bocquet
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et al. [51] where the fluidity is assumed to be the in-
verse of the viscosity: f = γ̇/µ. Also, the source term,
I(f), is chosen to vanish when f tends to a local fluidity
floc that depends on µ. The characteristic length scale,
l, represents long-range interactions diverging as the flow
approaches the solid phase and going to 0 in the fluidized
zone. More recently, Zhang and Kamrin [52] have for-
mulated a microscopic interpretation that has then been
verified experimentally [53] and found to be equivalent
to the macroscopic form (under given boundary condi-
tions) by Poon and colleagues [54]. It turns out that the
fluidity originates in the spatial fluctuations of the indi-
vidual particle velocities. Nevertheless, the NGF is based
on an explicit formulation of the µ(I) law which makes
its applicability quite tricky in the drum geometry where
stress information is missing. Moreover, both µ(z) and
I(z) are non-uniformly distributed in the whole drum.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that other strategies
have been imagined, for instance, by assuming that the
fluidity is only defined from the inertial number (i.e., f =
I together with an expansion of the µ(I) law) [41, 44].

2. Discussion: the case of the rotating drum

The development of non-local models for the flow in
the rotating drum geometry (in particular to predict the
stress and velocity fields) is still largely an open question.
Nevertheless, it is fair to mention that some promising
successes have been achieved (at least for the “rolling”
regime) with the PFT approach. For instance, Horpe and
Khakhar showed that the PFT (as developed initially by
Arranson and Tsimring [43, 46]) reproduces the velocity
field within a rotating drum [14], although they do not
perfectly fit the numerical/experimental data. Nonethe-
less, their model relies on four ad-hoc adjustable param-
eters, together with a preliminary fit of the shear stress
τ , in the absence of a predefined stress model. We also
note that their velocity model does not follow a Bagno-
lian profile.

In the same time as Aranson and Tsimring [43],
Bonamy and Mills [55] developed their own non-local
model. In this latter, the flowing granular medium is
assumed to behave like a network of granular chains em-
bedded in a Newtonian viscous-like fluid. By decompos-
ing the total stress as a linear combination of Coulombic
friction stresses, viscous stresses and stresses due to im-
mersed chains, they propose a simple equation based on
solely two parameters (the shear rate and a characteristic
length linked to the particle diameter). Their equation
fits the data well in the liquid flow region, but does not
describe the region near the free surface and fails to re-
produce the transition to the solid region, particularly at
high rotation speeds. At the same time, Bonamy revis-
ited the PFT approach, and modified the original model
by forcing the viscosity to follow a Bagnold’s law [56]. He
obtained a model that fits the experimental data much
better than the earlier version, but the justification for

maintaining a Bagnolian approach is missing.

E. Grain shape effects

It is worth noting that most of the results discussed in
the previous sections have been obtained for model gran-
ular materials, i.e. materials composed of discs (2D) or
spheres (3D). Whether they are minimalist like the µ(I)
model, or more sophisticated as the “fluidity” concept,
most of the models are all able to explain complex col-
lective phenomena, but they mainly ignore the fact that
the complexity can arise from the materials itself. The
intrinsic properties of the grains composing the system
can dramatically change its rheology [57–64].
For example, in the quasi-static limit (i.e. I << 1),

the shear strength µ increases with the grain angularity.
But for larger grain angularities it may saturate towards
a maximum value [65, 66] or even decrease toward values
close to that of an assembly of discs, depending on the
contact friction value [67]. Numerous systematic studies
have also highlighted non-linear variations in the solid
fraction with grain elongation [57, 58] or grain shape non-
convexity [58, 59, 61, 68, 69]. In the case of homogeneous
flows, it appears that the µ(I)-rheology is still well ob-
served, at least for convex [70] or slightly concave [68, 71]
grains. This leads to a simple translation of the trends.
However, for the same thickness, the avalanche ini-

tiation angle is greater for non-spherical grain packing
[70, 71], demonstrating that the shape of the grains mod-
ifies the local properties. In silo-like geometries, faster
discharges were observed for elongated particles than for
rounded particles [72]. In contrast, grain discharges slow
down with increasingly angular grains [73]. This again
reveals non-local effects where elongated grains mani-
fest nematic ordering [74, 75], facilitating their ejection,
whereas increasingly pronounced arching effects occur
with angular grains induced by face-to-face contact [65].
In drum geometry two distinct flow regimes were ob-
served depending on rotation speed and grain shape [76]:
(i) at high rotation speeds irregularly shaped grains led
to a higher dynamic angle of repose caused by the gran-
ular packing expansion, (ii) at low rotation speeds, on
the contrary, the angle is more related to the packing
fraction. For elongated/flat particles, differences in the
velocity profile measured in the active layer were reported
as the aspect ratio increases [77]. Similarly, non-spherical
particles showed less axial dispersion than glass beads
[78].
Among all the possible grain shapes, concave grains are

of particular interest. Indeed, highly concave particles
demonstrate steep transitions between different dynamic
states [62]. They can even maintain stability and load-
ing without any external confinement through their in-
terlocking capability and long-range correlation [79–82].
At the same time, and contradictorily, they exhibit very
low packing fraction [59, 69]. For instance, the column
stability of concave U-shaped particles shows that the
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decrease in particle packing fraction offsets the increase
in entanglement with concavity, these two trends con-
spire to generate a maximum of resistance to separation
in collections of nonconvex particles of intermediate as-
pect ratio [60]. Very recently, it has also been reported
that sheared hexapods develop a secondary flow profile
that is completely opposite to that of convex grains in
the same geometry [83]. This makes the systems com-
posed of these particles an ideal system for exploring the
fundamental principles governing phase transitions from
grain shape properties.

The task is very challenging. In addition to theoret-
ical aspects aimed at generalizing rheological and non-
local models, systematic studies need to be developed
to continuously assess the effect of grain shape change
(from convex to highly concave) on rheological proper-
ties. From an experimental point of view, a fundamen-
tal challenge is to design a sufficient number of parti-
cles while systematically controlling their shapes and me-
chanical properties. In addition, accounting for parti-
cle shape in numerical simulations using discrete element
methods presents a number of technical hurdles that are
both geometrically and computationally complex. For
example, one of these challenges relates to the detection
of contacts and the calculation of forces between parti-
cles of arbitrary shape, particularly concave ones, which
can have a prohibitive number of contacts.

F. Objectives and outline of the paper

In this work, we investigate the effect of grain shape
non-convexity on the intrinsic rheology of a “rolling”
steady-state flow within a rotating drum. To this end,
we design 2D numerical studies and 3D experiments in
which the grain shape is systematically varied from circu-
lar (and spherical, respectively) to cross-shaped particles
with very thin arms. The drum speed is also system-
atically varied to explore different rolling regimes. Ul-
timately, we aim to develop a non-local model for pre-
dicting the stress and velocity fields. This model has to
be sufficiently general to capture the effects that grain
shape can have on the different flow regimes (depth and
thickness) observed in the drum geometry. As mentioned
above, the geometry of the rotating drum is chosen to
serve as an essential experimental device to study the in-
fluence of highly concave particles, in particular in con-
tinuous phase transitions.

In Section II, we develop a stress distribution model
for the drum and extend the Bagnold scaling using a
non-local fluidity parameter model, which enables us to
describe the velocity profile of particle flow in the drum.
In particular, we show that the fluidity parameter is fully
determined by the variation of the packing fraction across
the drum. Consequently, we develop an equation for the
flow velocity that is fully determined by well-defined pa-
rameters linked to the thickness of the different layers in
the flow of the drum. In Section III, we test the results

of 2D simulations that validate the stress, velocity, and
fluidity profiles obtained with our model. We also inves-
tigate the effect of the particle shape on the granular flow
behavior. In Section IV, we present experimental results
that also validate the velocity profile and investigate the
influence of particle shape on 3D granular flows. Finally,
we conclude in Section V and draw some perspectives.

II. ANALYTICAL MODEL

A. Notations and main assumptions

In the rotating drum shown in fig.2, we define the ref-
erence frameR0 = (eeex, eeez), where eeex (resp. eeez) is parallel
(resp. perpendicular) to the free surface. This latter is
inclined of an angle θ with the horizon. In the reference
frame, the flow can be considered as quasi-homogeneous
at the center of the drum, within a thin elementary slice
Σ (red area in fig.2), parallel to eeez and located around
x = 0. The slice can be divided into elementary horizon-
tal layers (green area in fig.2) stacked on top of each other
and parallel to the flow. The value of a given continuum
quantity q(z) (packing fraction, velocity, stress, etc.) at
depth z is then defined as the average of the correspond-
ing quantity given at the grain scale for all the particles
in all the frames of the sequence whose center of mass is
inside the layer. We assume that the flow is sufficiently
steady and quasi-homogeneous across the flowing layer
within the slice Σ, so that:{

∂q(z)
∂t ≃ 0

∂q(z)
∂x ≃ 0

(5)

We also assume the packing fraction to be a global
variable, ϕ, in the granular flow. We define it as the
ratio of the volume of the particles to the volume of the
packing, ϕ = Vgrain/Vpacking.
Finally, the drum depth, W , is assumed to be wide

enough with respect to the apparent diameter of the
grains, d, to prevent side effects induced by lateral walls.

B. Stress profile

Starting from the Cauchy momentum equation that
describes the non-relativistic momentum transport in any
continuum so in granular flow, we state that [84]:

∂v

∂t
+ (v · ∇)v︸ ︷︷ ︸

material derivative, Dvvv/Dt

=
1

ρ
(∇ · τ −∇P )︸ ︷︷ ︸

∇·σσσ

+g (6)

where v is the velocity vector field of the flow (depending
on time, t, and space, (x, z)), ρ is the material density, g
is the gravitational acceleration, and σσσ is the stress tensor
that we can decompose into P the hydrostatic pressure
and τ the deviatoric stress tensor.
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the set-up. A granular system is flow-
ing in a half-filled rotating drum of radius, H, and depth, W .
The unit vector eeex oriented with an angle θ from the horizon-
tal is parallel to the free surface and eeez is perpendicular to
it. Σ (in red) is a narrow area in which the flow is considered
invariant along x in the steady state regime. q(z) represents
the value of any system observable, averaged in space and
time in the green area.)

When studying the drum geometry, it is quite classi-
cal to decompose the velocity v into two distinct sources
using the superposition principle [2, 13, 14, 35]: one lin-
ear component following the same profile as the rotat-
ing drum, vd, (blue curve in fig.1(b)), and another, non-
linear, representing the velocity relative to the drum, vr.
This gives:

v = vr + vd (7)

According to the first principle of special relativity,
stating that all physical laws take their simplest form
in an inertial frame and that there exist multiple iner-
tial frames interrelated by uniform translation [85], we
postulate that the same holds true for the stress tensor
leading to the following decomposition:

σ = σr + σd (8)

where σr, is the stress tensor relative to the drum, and
σd the stresses resulting from the rotation induced by
the drum. However, while in Eq.(7) at least vd is well
defined, in Eq.(8) neither σd nor σr are known a priori.
As a first approximation, in the drum reference frame

(R0), the flow can be considered similar to the flow
on a heap (assuming no lateral wall effects [16, 86]).
This analogy can be invoked thanks to the so-called self-
similarity of the velocity profiles in these two configura-
tions [2, 86, 87]. Thus, according to our main assump-
tions (see eq.(5)), plugging σr and vr within Eq.6 in the
reference frame R0 leads naturally to the following equa-
tions (see also Eq.2 in the State of the Art section):{

τr(z) = ρg(H − z) sin⟨θ⟩ (a)
Pr(z) = ρg(H − z) cos⟨θ⟩, (b)

(9)

Where τr(z) and Pr(z) are the average shear and normal
stresses components of σr, respectively. It should be

noted that Eq.9 is always verified in heap flow geometry
from the free surface deep into the static bulk [88]. Thus,
since the repose angle ⟨θ⟩ remains constant, on average,
within R0, the relative effective coefficient of friction µr

remains constant too and writes as:

µr =
τr(z)

Pr(z)
= tan⟨θ⟩. (10)

Moreover, it is also reported in the literature that
Eq.9(b) fits correctly the normal stress distribution in
the rotating drum geometry [13]. Thus, it can be stated
that P (z) = Pr(z), where P (z) is the hydrostatic com-
ponent of σ. This implies that σd carries only the shear
stress τd.
Therefore, we can define a “basal” friction coefficient

µd. This latter is transmitted only by the drum and
results from wall effects that propagate through the ma-
terial [89]. Accordingly, it can be written as:

τd(z) = −µdP (z) (11)

The negative sign comes from the fact that the orien-
tation of τdrum(z) must correspond with the outer layer
drag speed. Identifying the basal friction law is a com-
plex task and has led to different strategies depending on
the studied geometry [89–91].
In our case, we formulate a set of statements. (i) First,

by construction, µ + µd = µr = tan⟨θ⟩, where µ = τ/P ,
with τ the shear stress extracted from σ Since it is known
that µ = µ(z) evolves linearly with z in the drum geom-
etry [36] (See also Appendix A), then µd = µd(z). More
accurately µd is linear with z. (ii) Second, µd is assumed
to vanish at the free surface for a sufficiently large sys-
tem, meaning that: µd|z=H = 0. (iii) Third, near the
bottom wall µd|z=0 = µw, with µw ∈]0, tan⟨θ⟩[ an effec-
tive coefficient of friction between the flowing layer and
the bottom. All these conditions lead to the following:

µd(z) = µw
H − z

H
. (12)

Consequently, plugging this expression of µd in Eq.11
gives:

τd(z) = −µwP (z)
H − z

H
(13)

Interestingly, Eq.13 is reminiscent of the shear stress pro-
files induced by the walls in vertical-chute flows [2, 92–
94]. This implies a non-trivial analogy where, at least for
stresses, the flow within a rotating drum can be viewed
as an intricated combination of heap flow and pipe flow.
Finally, noting that the basal conditions near the wall are
necessarily the same for µ and µd (i.e., µ|z=0 = µd|z=0),
we get that µw = 1

2 tan⟨θ⟩. Thus, plugging this last ex-
pression into Eq.13, together with Eq.9b (recalling that
P (z) = Pr(z)), we get an explicit formulation of τdrum of
the form:

τd(z) = −ρg
(H − z)2

2H
cos⟨θ⟩ (14)
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A sketch of the evolution of τdrum(z) is shown in blue
in Fig.1a. Then, combining Eq.14 and Eq.9 together
with Eq.8, the shear stress component τ within a rotating
drum writes as:

τ(z) = ρg
H2 − z2

2H
sin⟨θ⟩ (15)

Finally, we define the granular flow density at coordi-
nate z, ρ(z), using the packing fraction of the assembly,
ϕ(z), and the grain density ρ0: ρ(z) = ρ0ϕ(z). We are
then able to scale the shear and normal stresses to state
their theoretical expression within a rotating drum as
follows:

τ(z)

ρ0gd
= ϕ(z)

H2 − z2

2Hd
sin⟨θ⟩ (16)

P (z)

ρ0gd
= ϕ(z)

H − z

d
cos⟨θ⟩. (17)

C. Velocity profile: a non-local model based on the
packing fraction

In this section, based on recent work using the PFT ap-
proach, we develop a non-local velocity model that is (i)
compatible with Bagnold’s scaling law and (ii) accounts
for the effect of the grain shape.

1. Preliminary step: equivalence between fluidity and
packing fraction profiles

We start from the Ginzburg-Landau-like phenomeno-
logical equation 4 presented in Sec.4. Following Aran-
son and Tsimring [43], the source term can be chosen as
I(f) = f(1 − f)(f − δ), where δ is a function living be-
tween 0 and 1 defined as: δ = (µ− µdyn)/(µsta − µdyn).
It is built from µsta and µdyn the dynamic and static fric-
tion coefficient respectively, i.e., the friction coefficient of
a given granular material measured at small and high in-
ertial number, respectively. This choice is motivated by
the simple fact that the source terms must have extrema
both at f = 0 (fluid-like) and f = 1 (solid-like). The
parameter δ is introduced to control the range in which
both, static and dynamic phases coexist. In practice, δ
is set to 0.5. Under the hypothesis of a steady and fully
developed flow given in Eq. 5, and the definition of the
source term given just above, an explicit expression for
f can be derived in the form [43]:

f(z) =
1

2
{1− tanh(

z − z0√
8l

)}, (18)

where z0 is such that f(z0) = 1
2 . This corresponds ap-

proximately, with the depth at the transition between
the quasi-static and the inertial flow regimes (see Fig.3).
Note that, unlike Aranson and Tsimring [43], we do not

FIG. 3. Illustration of the packing fraction profile, ϕ(z), as
expressed by Eq.19, where zs, z0 and zc are the depths at
the transition from solid, to quasi-static and finally collisional
states respectively. λ = z0 − zs is the thickness of the quasi-
static flow zone.

assume that the characteristic length l is related to the
mean diameter d of the grains. On the contrary, we as-
sume that l is a critical length depending on the shape
of the grains. Therefore this length scale is considered as
a free parameter in our approach.
It is also well documented in the literature that the

evolution of the packing fraction ϕ(z) within a rotating
drum follows a relatively simple trend as a function of z,
as depicted in Fig. 3 [35, 86]. In this figure, ϕ is constant
and equals to ϕs in the solid phase of the drum. Then,
it decreases linearly with z in the liquid phase from ϕs

at z = zs (i.e. at the transition from the static to the
liquid regime) to ϕc at z = zc (i.e. at the transition from
the liquid to the collisional regime). Finally, it diverges
at the surface, for z > zc. Since z0 is assumed to be
the depth at the transition between the quasi-static and
inertial regimes, we define λ = z0−zs the thickness of the
quasi-static flow zone (see Fig.3). From these definitions,
it is easy to obtain the following expression that gives the
evolution of the packing fraction in depth:

ϕ0 − ϕ(z)

ϕs − ϕ0
=

z − z0
λ

, (19)

where ϕ0 = ϕ(z0). Now, multiplying the left- and right-

hand side of Eq.19 by ξ = λ/(
√
8l) and plugging it into

Eq.18 we obtain a definition of the fluidity, f , where the
dependence on z appears only through ϕ(z). This per-
mits to define a functional F depending only on ϕ:

F (ϕ) =
1

2
{1− tanh(ξ

ϕ0 − ϕ

ϕs − ϕ0
)} ≡ f(ϕ(z)) (20)

Thus, we see that the fluidity parameter can only be de-
scribed in terms of the packing fraction ϕ considering
the functional, F , through the global parameter ξ. This
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latter allows to linking of two, a priori, unknowns pa-
rameters that both depend on the grain properties (i.e.
shapes, sizes...): the thickness of the quasi-static flow, λ,
and the characteristic length parameter, l. It should be
noted that, considering that F (ϕ) → 1 when ϕ → ϕs,
together with a quick look at the form of the tanh(ξ)
function, this suggests that ξ can be chosen to be greater
than at least 2, but in the same time cannot tend to the
infinity since λ < zc − zs. Thus, ξ is a fitting parame-
ter that has to be determined numerically by adjusting
Eq.20 on Eq.18, and, contrary to λ and l, it is not ex-
pected to depend on the grain properties. We will note
it as an “universal” parameter.

2. Velocity profile built from the fluidity

Now we aim to generalize the Bagnold scaling by cou-
pling it with the fluidity function. Settled on the works
mentioned in the State of the Art Section (Sec.I), two
remarks can be made.

On the one hand, it appears that in its general Bag-
nolian form, the shear stress is related to the flow rate
through a function f1(ϕ) that depends on the packing
fraction (see Eq.1a). Actually, several studies have ev-
idenced that the function f1 exhibits a divergence as
the packing fraction ϕ approaches its maximum value
ϕs. More precisely, there is evidence that it is neces-
sary for f1(ϕ) to scale with (ϕs − ϕ)−2 in the vicinity
of ϕs [6, 29]. Thus, incorporating the concept of fluidity
into Eq.1a together with the aforementioned conditions
on f1(ϕ) a natural expression of f1(ϕ) is:

f1(ϕ) =
k2

(1− F (ϕ))2
, (21)

where k is a dimensionless constant that does not de-
pend, a priori, on the grain properties that are naturally
captured by ϕ. k can be considered as a second “univer-
sal” parameter. Note that, the square form of k in this
equation will be justified.

On the other hand, and as already discussed, several
authors have proposed to modify the Bagnolian equation
by introducing a characteristic length scaling, through a
parameter α, with the particle diameter: lm(z) = α(z)d.
This scaling depends, a priori, on the flow depth z (see
Eq.3). Thus, by assuming that this description relies
essentially on the same physical mechanisms as those of
Eq.1a, we can assume that α2(z) = f1(ϕ(z)), and thus
we get:

α(z) =
k

1− F (ϕ(z))
=

k

1− f(z)
, (22)

Therefore, we can generalize the Bagnold scaling from
Eq.3 and Eq.22, which elucidates the intricated interplay
between shear stress, shear rate, and packing fraction in
the form:

(1− f(z))2τ(z) = ρ(kd)2(
∂vx(z)

∂z
)
2

(23)

Finally, putting both, the expression of the shear stress
(Eq.16) and the expression of the fluidity (Eq.18) into

Eq.23, and reminding that λ = z0−zs = ξ
√
8l, we obtain

the following expression for the derivative of the velocity
profile:

∂vx(z)

∂z
=

1

2kd

√
g
H2 − z2

2H
sin⟨θ⟩

(
1+

tanh(ξ
z − zs

λ
− ξ)

)
− Ω

(24)

Thus, we are able to state a theoretical expression for
the velocity field of the flow within a rotating drum. The
above equation is based on a total of four parameters
that must be adjusted. Two of them – k and ξ – are
presumed to be independent of the grain properties. On
the contrary, the two others – zs and λ – depend on the
grain shape and describe the different thicknesses/depths
of the flow zones. For instance, zs can be easily deter-
mined from the packing fraction profile. To determin the
three other parameters, we can rely on the relationship
between f(z) and F (ϕ) evidenced by Eq.20 since we see
that Eq. 18 can be simply rewritten as a function of ξ
and λ only.

III. NUMERICAL VALIDATION

A. Discrete element modeling, system parameters,
and steady state

Two-dimensional simulations were carried out using
the Contact Dynamics (CD) method [95]. The CD
method is a Discrete-Element Method (DEM) in which
small-scale effects are considered into non-regularized
contact laws together with a non-smooth formulation of
the particle dynamics. In other words, contrary to the
strategy adopted by the Molecular Dynamic approaches
(also called soft-DEM) [96], no elastic repulsive poten-
tial nor smoothing of the Coulomb friction law is used
to determine contact forces. The unknown variables
are the particle velocities and contact forces simultane-
ously found using a (parallelized [97]) iterative algorithm
based on a nonlinear Gauss-Seidel scheme. Finally, the
equations of motion are integrated by an implicit time-
stepping scheme. This method is numerically uncondi-
tionally stable and particularly well adapted for simu-
lations of a large assembly of frictional particles. This
is especially true for particles of complex shapes with a
potentially important number of contacts. It has been
extensively employed for the simulations of granular ma-
terials in two and three dimensions For a detailed descrip-
tion of the CD method, see [95]. For our simulations, we
used the simulation platform LMGC90 developed in our
lab [98, 99].
In this study, we consider cross-shaped particles with

rounded-cap ends on each branch extremities as illus-
trated in Fig.4(a). Such shapes can be easily described
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using a “concavity” parameter [58] defined as:

η =
r − r0

r
(25)

where r is the radius of the circumscribed disk and 2r0
is the branch thickness. For technical reasons, we con-
sider two ways of modeling particles. In the cases where
η ≤ 0.5, the grains are modeled as four overlapped disks
of radius r0 whose centers lay at the corners of a square
of edge r0

√
(2). In the cases where η > 0.5, the grains

are built with two rectangles of length L = 2(r− r0) and
four disks of radius r0 laying at the ends of the rectan-
gles. We note that the contacts between two cross-shaped
grains can be reduced to a combination of contacts be-
tween disks for η ≤ 0.5. In contrast, for η > 0.5 three
situations may arise: cap-to-cap, cap-to-line, and line-
to-line contacts. Cap-to-cap and cap-to-line contacts are
considered as one contact point (i.e., disk-disk or disk-
polygon contacts, respectively). In the framework of the
CD method, it is common to represent line-to-line con-
tacts as two contact points. This is what is done here
by considering two cap-to-line contacts. The implemen-
tation of line-to-line contacts in the framework of the CD
method is described in detail in Ref. [65]. In the follow-
ing, the concavity parameter η is varied from 0 (disk) to
0.9 in steps of 0.1.
Np randomly oriented grains of radius r are first laid

under the action of the gravity within a drum of radius
150r (see Fig.4(b)). The number, Np, of grains ranges
from 9104 for η = 0, to 20707 for η = 0.9 so that the
drum is half-filled whatever η. Note that a small particle
size distribution is introduced around the mean radius r̄
to avoid crystallization. Typically, the smallest particles
have a radius of r = 1.6 mm while the largest have r =
2.4 mm. The friction between grains is set to 0.2 while
the friction between the grains and the drum is set to 0.9.
This prevents slipping at the boundaries. Finally, the
particle mass is kept constant by adjusting the material
density, ρ0, for each η.
Then, a constant angular velocity Ω is applied to the

drum. Ω is varied in [2, 4, 6, 8, 10] rpm for each values of
η. For every configuration, we make sure that a perma-
nent steady state regime is reached. Practically, when Ω
is applied, all systems slightly dilate. The free surface is
then no longer parallel to the reference frame but inclined
with an angle θ as illustrated in Fig. 4(b,c). Figure 5(a)
shows the evolution of θ for Ω = 2 rpm (Ω = 10 rpm
in the inset) as a function of the number of revolutions
and for different values of η. As it can be seen, for each
pair (η,Ω), on average, θ remains constant. This evi-
dences that the flow remains in a steady state regime,
also called the “rolling” flow regime. For every simula-
tion, this steady state is maintained for approximately 5
revolutions before stopping the simulations. Moreover,
Fig.5(b) shows that ⟨θ⟩ (i.e., the value of θ averaged be-
tween revolution 1 and 5) is an increasing, but non-linear,
function of η that seems to saturate for η > 0.7, for all
Ω.

FIG. 4. (a) Example of 2D star-shaped particles with varying
concavities (η). (b) Snapshot of the rotating drum in the
permanent rolling flow regime. The red zone shows the area
Σ in which the averages are calculated. c) Zoom within the
rotating sample for η = 0.9. The arrows show the velocity
field.

In the following sub-sections, the data we present are
averaged over time in the steady state regime. We recall
that these averaged profiles are computed within the Σ
zone at the drum center whose thickness is fixed to 40r
(see Fig. 4(b)). This zone is then vertically divided into
layers of thickness equal to δz = 1.5r. This choice is mo-
tivated by a preliminary sensitivity study of the profiles
not presented here. Averages are taken over 480 states
saved between the first and the last revolution in the
steady state regime.

B. Stress profile prediction

In this section we aim to validate the predictions of
σzz(z) and σxz(z) given by Eq.17 and Eq.16, respectively.
To do so, we first need to evaluate the evolution of the
granular stress tensor and the packing fraction as a func-
tion of z.
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. (a) Evolution of the free surface angle, θ, as a func-
tion of the number of revolutions for a drum speed Ω = 2 rpm
(Ω = 10 rpm inset) and different particle shapes.(b) ⟨θ⟩, the
value of θ averaged between revolution 1 and 5, as a function
of η after one revolution at drum speeds Ω = 2, 6, 10 rpm.
The histogram of θ values is also shown vertically for drum
speeds Ω = 2 and 10 rpm.

1. Definitions

In granular systems, the stress tensor σ is the sum
of three contributions: σ = σc + σk + σr, where each
element of this sum refer to the contact, kinetic, and ro-
tational components of the stress, respectively [13]. In
the dense flow regime, σk and σr are always found to
be negligible compared to σc. We note that this point is
verified for all our simulations. Therefore, it can be as-
sumed that σ = σc. Firstly, for each particle p, we build
the internal moment tensor Mp

ij =
∑

c∈p F
c
i r

c
j [89], where

F c
i is the ith component of the force applied on particle p

at contact c; and rcj is the jth component of the position
vector of the same contact. The sum runs over all con-
tacts c of a particle p. Secondly, a Voronoi tesselation,
paving the volume (area in 2D) occupied by the grains
(see appendix D), is used to measure an effective volume
V p
v occupied by a particle p. Finally, the components of

the granular stress tensor σ(z) at an altitude z is given
by [89]:

σc(z) =
1

Vz

∑
p∈[z,z+δz]

Mp, (26)

FIG. 6. Packing fraction profile, ϕ(z), for different particle
convexity η, for Ω = 2 (dashed line) and Ω = 10 (plain line).

where the sum run over all the particles, p, having their
center of mass within [z, z+ δz]; and Vz is the sum of the
local volumes V p

v of the corresponding particles. Finally,
along the same line, the packing fraction profile ϕ(z) is
built using the Voronoi tesselation as:

ϕ(z) =
1

Vz

∑
p∈[z,z+δz]

V p, (27)

where V p is the volume (area in 2D) of a particle p whose
center of mass belong to the slice [z, z + δz].

2. Profiles

Figure 6 shows the packing fraction profiles, ϕ(z), for
the slowest and fastest angular velocities simulated in this
study, for different η. As a general observation, the vari-
ation of ϕ(z) is in good agreement with the description
given in Sec. II C. Indeed, ϕ(z) is nearly uniform in the
bulk and equal to ϕs until it declines nearly linearly in
the flowing layers, from ϕs at zs to ϕc at zc and diverges
close to the free surface, i.e., for z > zc. Yet, close to the
drum boundaries, the packing fraction is also found to di-
verge within a small region one or two grains diameters
thick. These profiles also evidence an expansion of the
assemblies at large η-values – ϕ declines as η increases.
An expansion is also noticeable with Ω but only in the
flowing zone.
Figure 7(a) shows the variation of zs as a function of η

for the different rotation speed Ω. This quantity is mea-
sured from a linear fit of the packing fraction profiles as
explained in Sec.II C and illustrated in Fig.3. We recall
that it is a characteristic depth of the system that feeds
the equation of velocity profile (Eq.24). As a general ob-
servation, zs evolves non-linearly with η: it first increases
and, beyond η = 0.4, remains relatively constant. Mean-
while, zs declines as Ω increases but conserves its trend
as a function of η. Figure 7(b) shows the variation of
both quantities ϕs and ϕ̄ as functions of η for Ω = 2
and 10 rpm. We recall that ϕs is the packing fraction
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 7. (a) Evolution of zs (the transition depth between
static and quasi-static zones) as a function of the shape pa-
rameter η. (b) Evolution of ϕs (the packing fraction averaged
in the solid-like zone) and ϕ̄ (the packing fraction averaged in
the liquid zone, between zs and zc) as functions of the shape
parameter η for Ω = 2 (dashed line) and Ω = 10 (plain line).

averaged in the solid-like zone, while ϕ̄ is the packing
fraction averaged in the liquid zone between zs and zc.
Both quantities fairly coincide regardless of the rotation
speed, Ω. Interestingly, these packing fractions slightly
increase with η, reach a maximum for η = 0.5, and then
quickly decline as η further increases. It is worth noting
that a similar non-monotonous behavior has been ob-
served in previous works with elongated [58, 100], angu-
lar [58, 59, 68] or slightly non-convex [59, 65, 68] grains in
both two and three dimensions. This enlights a generic
feature also valid for highly non-convex grains when the
shape deviates continuously from a circular shape.

Then, Fig. 8 displays the normal stress σzz(z) (a) and
shear stress σxz(z) (b) profiles for different values of η,
and for different loading speed Ω = 2 and 10 rpm. We ob-
serve that σzz(z) decreases linearly with z and decreases
with η but more complexly. On the contrary, from the
top layer, σxz(z) first decreases with depth, and then
saturates close to the drum border on a distance com-
prised between 0.2H and 0.3H depending on η. When
increasing this latter parameter, the shear stress first in-
creases (in absolute value), but beyond η = 0.5 it goes
back to values slightly lower than that of disk assemblies,
for η = 0.9. This non-monotonous variation of the shear
stress with η recalls that of the packing fraction observed

(a)

(b)

FIG. 8. Normal stress profile σzz (a) and The shear stress
profile σxz (b) for different values of η and for Ω = 2 rpm and
Ω = 10 rpm (inset). The simulation data are presented as
symbols and the model predictions (Eq.17 and Eq.16, respec-
tively) by dashed lines.

just above and will be discussed below.
The stress profiles σzz(z) are outstandingly well ap-

proximated by Eq.17 for all pairs (η,Ω) used in this study.
The prediction of σxz(z) given by Eq.16 also nicely re-
produces the main variations of the shear stress profiles
across the drum for all pairs (η,Ω), from the free surface
up to deep in the solid-like phase. It correctly captures
the constant shear stress profile observed close to the
border. The minor mismatch with the numerical data
mainly comes from the fact we impose σxx = σzz to
write Eq.16. This is well verified in bulk, but not nec-
essarily close to the border, consistently with previous
works [13, 101]. For conciseness and clarity, a punctual
discussion is added in appendix C on this specific aspect.
Finally, following of Eqs. 16 the non-monotonous vari-

ation of σxz as a function η can be better understood
from the combined contributions of the evolution of ϕ̄
and ⟨θ⟩ with this same parameter, η. Indeed, for small
η-values both sin⟨θ⟩ and ϕ̄ increase, which explains the
increase of σxz. On the contrary, for η > 0.5 the rapid
decrease of ϕ̄ with η induces a decrease of σxz. As a
result, the product ϕ̄ sin⟨θ⟩ increases first with η but de-
clines from η = 0.5 up to values lower than that of disk
packings (see Fig.9). The same holds for the variation of
σzz with η. In this latter case, the small increases of ϕ̄ at
small η is compensated by the decrease of cos⟨θ⟩. On the
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FIG. 9. Evolution of the slopes ϕ̄ cos⟨θ⟩ (dashed line) and
ϕ̄ sin⟨θ⟩ (full line) of the corresponding normal (Eq. 17) and
shear (Eq.16) stress profiles, as functions of η, for Ω = 2 rpm
(circle) and Ω = 10 rpm (squares)

contrary, at larger η, both ϕ̄ and cos⟨θ⟩ decline, so that
their product continuously declines with η (see Fig.9).

C. Velocity profile prediction and fluidity

In this section, we test the predictions of velocity pro-
files given by Eq.24. We discuss the effect that both, the
grain shape, η, and the rotation speed, Ω, have on the
thickness, λ, of the inertial flow zone.
Fig.10 displays the x-velocity profiles, vx, averaged

in the slice Σ, for η ∈ [0, 0.5, 0.9] and at drum speeds
Ω = 2 rpm (a) and Ω = 10 rpm (b). Symbols are di-
rect measurements of the numerical simulations while the
plain lines are the predictions given by Eq.24. We observe
that for every shape and drum speed, a solid-like behav-
ior is displayed deep in the packing. This corresponds
with the speed profile following the straight blue dashed
lines in Fig. 10. Then, in the upper layers, the velocity
profiles increase and split from the drum velocity when
both, η and Ω increase.

The prediction of the relative velocity profile, given by
Eq. 24, is shown in plain lines in Fig. 10 by fitting the
free parameters (k, ξ, λ). We remember that zs is fixed
from the packing fraction profiles curves (see Fig.6). We
see that the theoretical prediction is outstanding for ev-
ery η and Ω. The way the fitting is carried out is first
by fitting the “universal” constant k by minimizing the
sum of residuals for all the fits, corresponding with all the
simulations. We get k = 10. Then, the two unknowns ξ
and λ are solved using the two equations Eq.24 (for the
velocity profile) and Eq.20 (for the fluidity profile) simul-
taneously. Doing so, we find that ξ = 2, independently
of η and Ω (see also Fig.17 in Appendix B). On the con-
trary, as shown in Fig.11(a), λ varies significantly with η
and in a lower proportion with Ω. More precisely, λ first
decreases with η and then plateau from η = 0.4 while it
continuously increases with Ω. From λ we can then com-
pute the transition depth between the quasistatic and in-

FIG. 10. Velocity profiles measured in the numerical simula-
tions along the ex direction at drum speed Ω = 2 rpm (a) and
Ω = 10 rpm (b) for different η. In both cases (a) and (b), the
plain line represents the velocity profile of the model (Eq.24),
and, the blue dashed line represents the velocity profiles of
the drum. The simulation data are shown as scatter plots.

ertial flow, z0, Interestingly, as shown in Fig.11(b), this
latter remains independent of η but decreases with Ω.
The strength of the model we propose in this paper lies

not only in the correct modeling of the velocity, density,
and stress profiles for any grain shape and loading speed
but also in the ability to predict the thickness of the
different flow layers and their depth.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

In this section, we develop a series of grain flow ex-
periments in a rotating drum. We used molded rigid
cross-shaped 3D grains with different levels of convexity
to test our theoretical velocity model experimentally.

A. Experimental set-up

We use The rotating drum shown in Fig.12(a). It is a
homemade device with an inside diameter of 28 cm and
a depth of 5 cm. It is filled with monodisperse particles
of shape varied from spherical to highly concave as pre-
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FIG. 11. Variations of the scaled characteristic thickness of
the inertial zone, λ/H (a), and of the scaled critical depth,
z0/H (b) plotted as functions of the concavity, η, for different
drum speeds, Ω.

sented in fig.12(b). All the particles are circumscribed in
a sphere of diameter d = 12 mm. The concave ones con-
sist of 3 spherocylinders that extend toward the direction
of the faces of a regular cube. The radius of the sphero-
cylinders, r0, gradually increases from 0.75 mm to 6 mm
(sphere). These particles are made by injection molding
of high-density polyethylene (HDPE). A dedicated mold
producing clusters of 20 particles has been custom made
[102]. This material’s friction coefficient is very low, close
to 0.1, and its Young modulus is quite high, around
1 GPa. This makes the particles rigid and slippery.
The concavity parameter η (see Eq.25) is varied such
η ∈ [0, 0.33, 0.5, 0.58, 0.67, 0.71, 0.75, 0.79, 0.83, 0.875].

The drum has smooth transparent glass on both ax-
ial sides, and the inner radial side is regularly raised to
prevent sliding. A constant volume of 900 mL of parti-
cles is loaded into the drum for each experiment. The
drum is illuminated with LED light, and a camera [103]
is positioned perpendicular to the front glass to image
the system at a high frequency (60 frames per second).
The rotation speed of the drum is controlled by tuning
the speed of two synchronized stepper motors below it
(see fig.12(a)). We tested three angular velocities for the
drum speed: Ω ∈ [1.93, 2.91, 4.83] rpm. For each cou-
ple (η,Ω) the drum is first rolled during 2 min to be
sure to reach the steady state. Then, image recording is
launched during 5 min.

The mean behavior for each set of parameters η
and Ω is obtained by averaging over three indepen-
dent data sets. This means that each experiment
is repeated 3 times, so in total 33 experiments are
performed. Image analysis shows that the flows stay in
the rolling regime for these pairs of parameters: (η,Ω) ∈
{([0, .., 0.58], 1.93) ; ([0, .., 0.67], 2.91) ; ([0, .., 0.79], 4.83)}.
In the following, only these data sets are used.

Figure 13 shows ⟨θ⟩ as a function of η for the three ro-
tation speed Ω. Consistently with the numerical simula-
tions (see Fig.5(b) for recall), ⟨θ⟩ is an increasing function
of both η and Ω.

B. Velocity profile

From the images, we deduce the instantaneous velocity
field, vvv, using Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV) as shown
in fig.12(c). Then, we decompose this velocity field into
directions parallel (eeex) and perpendicular (eeez) to the free
surface. The so obtained x-velocity component, vx, is
averaged in time within the slice Σ to obtain the velocity
profiles vx(z) (see Fig.14). We recall that the blue dashed
line shows the linear evolution of the drum velocity as a
function of the depth. The plain black line is the velocity
profile fitted by the analytical model (see Eq. 24).
As we can see, it is clear that the velocity profiles ob-

tained experimentally follow the same trends as those ob-
tained numerically. It should be noted that, from exper-
iments, we cannot measure the evolution of the packing
fraction. So we cannot determine the parameter zs a pri-
ori, and Eq.20 cannot be used based on the evolution of
the solid fraction. Thus, contrary to the numerical case,
Eq.24 is therefore based on 4 parameters that have to be
determined. Nevertheless, based on the numerical simu-
lations we can fix ξ = 2 since we have seen that this pa-
rameter, a threshold value to ensure that f(z) = F (ϕ(z)),
is independent of both, Ω and α. Then, k is fixed to 1
using the same strategy as in the numerical case, i.e.,
by first minimizing the sum of all residuals for all fits.
Once k and ξ are determined, the two last parameters
are fitted for each experiment.

Figure 15 displays the variations of the scaled char-
acteristic thickness of the inertial zone, λ/H (a), and
of the scaled critical depth, z0/H (b). Both are plot-
ted as functions of the concavity, η, for different drum
speeds, Ω. Consistently with the numerical results, the
critical depth, z0, decreases when the rotating speed, Ω,
increases. Yet, for a given Ω, it is almost constant as long
as η is low enough, and increases (faster as in the 2D nu-
merical simulations) with this latter parameter for values
above 0.5. The thickness of the inertial zone flow, λ/H,
is quite independent of the rotation speed Ω, as already
observed numerically. On the contrary, its variation as a
function of η in the experiments slightly differs from the
simulations. Specifically, λ/H decreases less steeply than
in the numerical simulations. We also observe an increase
for the highest η values, whereas it tends to plateau in
the simulations. Finally, in addition to the very similar
trends observed in the variation of these parameters as a
function of η and Ω, we note that similar (or at least very
close) values are obtained in particular for the η = 0 case,
which is the most “comparable” between the numerical
and experimental data. In this latter case for example,
for Ω = 2 rpm, λ/H is close to 0.3 in the 3D experiments
and close to 0.35 in the 2D simulations. The same holds
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FIG. 12. (a) Picture of the experimental setup: A camera, B drum, C stepper motors, D lighting. (b) Particles with varying
shapes, ranging from spherical (η = 0%) to highly concave (η = 87.5%). When the concavity, η, increases, the spherocylinder
diameter gradually decreases from 12 mm to 1.5 mm. (c) Velocity field obtained from Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV) on
top of flow picture for particles with concavity η = 79%. The dark blue dotted line represents the study slice Σ, which has a
width of 6 particle diameters (7.2 cm).

FIG. 13. Variation of the time-average free surface an-
gle ⟨θ⟩ as a function of η and for different drum speed
Ω ∈ [1.93, 2.91, 4.83] rpm. The vertical histogram represents
the distribution of the surface angles for a rotational speed
Ω = 4.83 rpm.

for z0/H close to 0.90 in both approaches.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have presented an analytical model
to describe the evolution of the steady granular flow in a
rotating drum. Our approach relates the shear stress τ to
the angle of repose of the free surface θ and introduces the
shear rate γ̇ and packing fraction ϕ into the generalized
Bagnold equation through the “fluidity”, f . We have
found f to depend only on the packing fraction ϕ.

To test our model, we designed a series of 2D numerical
simulations (based on a discrete element method) and 3D
experiments involving grain flow in a rotating drum. In
addition, to test the robustness of the theoretical model,
we went as far as considering the case of granular systems
made of very non-convex grains. Grains with a very non-
convex shape have the peculiarity of being entangled and
thus present flow patterns that can be radically different
from those of convex grains. Thus they constitute a fas-
cinating extreme validation case.

Our numerical and experimental results confirm the
validity of the model for steady granular flows and its
ability to accurately describe the velocity profile, regard-
less of the grain shapes. Furthermore, our simulations
confirm the model’s efficacy in predicting stress and pack-
ing fraction evolutions within the assembly. The combi-
nation of experiments and simulations compared to the
model demonstrates the power of an approach introduc-
ing the concept of “fluidity” in the analytical study. Ad-
ditionally, we provide an explicit form for this fluidity
function (F (ϕ(z))) for cross-validation.

In our analytical model, the “fluidity” can be viewed as
an approximate solution to the diffusion equation based
on Landau’s theory. To avoid the artificial building of a
source term in the diffusion equation, we introduce a con-
stant k into the “fluidity”. This “fluidity” is then incor-
porated into the Bagnold scaling with the Prandtl mixing
length scale to correct the mixing length. The success-
ful combination of Landau theory and Prandtl mixing
length in a macroscopic system primarily governed by
inertia provides us with a more intuitive understanding
of phase transitions and fluid mechanisms. This hyper-
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FIG. 14. Velocity profiles measured experimentally along
the ex direction at drum speed Ω = 1.93 rpm (a) and
Ω = 4.83 rpm (b) for different η. In both cases (a) and (b), the
plain line represents the velocity profile of the model (Eq.24),
and, the blue dashed line represents the velocity profiles of
the drum. The experimental data are shown as scatter plots.

FIG. 15. Variations of the scaled characteristic thickness
of the inertial zone, λ/H (a), and the scaled critical depth,
z0/H (b), plotted as functions of the concavity, η, for different
drum speeds, Ω in the experiments.

bolic logistic function appears in many statistical prob-
lems related to phase transitions and provides a highly
approximate solution to bridge the different states of the
order parameter. It is widely used not only in physical
phase transitions but also in ecological [104], epidemi-
ologic [105], and chemical [106] phase transitions. We
apply a hyperbolic tangent function to the order param-
eter “fluidity” in granular flow, and the results of our fit

exceed expectations. This approach may have potential
applications in similar rheological systems of amorphous
glassy materials, such as concentrated emulsions, pastes,
and molecular glasses.
In addition, our analytical framework incorporates

most of the key physical quantities in particle flow. In
particular, we evidenced a critical height zs, which marks
the transition between the solid and fluid regimes, and a
critical thickness λ characterizing the inertial flow zone.
But even more remarkably, our approach, through the
concept of fluidity, highlights a characteristic length scale
specific to the grain shape, l, which is explicitly linked
to the critical thickness by the relationship we establish
λ = ξ

√
8l. In other words, our model explicitly incorpo-

rates the grain shape through this intrinsic grain length
scale, l.
In this article, we have focused on the modeling of the

macroscopic flow. However, a lot of work remains to
be done to characterize the microscopic properties, par-
ticularly in the presence of very non-convex grains. As
mentioned above, these grains can become entangled and
most likely form complex clusters connected by multiple
contacts. Such a description, with a view to future mod-
eling, remains an open research topic and will be the
subject of a detailed study in forthcoming publications.
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Appendix A: Macroscopic friction profile

Figure 16 shows the variation of the macroscopic fric-
tion profile µ(z) as a function of z. As we can see, µ(z)
evolves approximately linearly with z in our numerical
simulations (as also reported in [36]).

(a)

(b)

FIG. 16. Effective friction coefficient, µ. (a) µ is plotted for
different values of η and for Ω = 2 rpm. (b) µ is plotted for
different values of η and for Ω = 10 rpm

Appendix B: Numerical approximation for solving
Eq.20

Figure 17 show the evolution of both f(z) (plain lines)
and F (ϕ(z)) (symbols) for η = 0 (a) and η = 0.9 rpm
(b). As we can see, the data always collapses when ξ is
chosen equal to ξ = 2 and λ given in Fig.11a.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 17. Fluidity profile f(z) (plain line) and the specific
form of fluidity profile as a function of the packing fraction,
F (ϕ(z)) (scatter plot) for η = 0 (a) and η = 0.9 (b).

Appendix C: Rewriting Eq.16 without neglecting
extra terms

When developing Eq.16 we assumed that the stresses
σxx and σzz were equal. This assumption is well veri-
fied in the bulk but may be too strong near the walls,
more precisely at the bottom of the drum. Although the
approximation proposed by Eq. 16 reproduces the shear
stress profiles very well, for all shapes and drum angular
speed, it can be significantly improved without the pre-
vious assumption. In this case, the shear stress model
reads as:

τ(z)

ρ0gd
= ϕ(z)

H2 − z2

2Hd
sin⟨θ⟩+

√
|σ2

xx(z)− σ2
zz(z)|

σzz(z)
. (C1)

Figure 18 shows the evolution of the normalized shear
stress profile τ for all shapes at Ω = 2 rpm (a) and Ω =
10 rpm (b). It also shows the approximation proposed
by Eq.C1, where σxx(z) and σzz(z) are measured directly
from the simulations. As we can see, the approximation
is more accurate than that given by Eq. 16 in the region
close to the drum border.
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 18. Corrected shear stress, for different values of η
and for Ω = 2 rpm (a) and for different values of η and for
Ω = 10 rpm (b).

Appendix D: Voronoi tessellation

To compute the packing fraction and stress, we used
Voronoi tessellation to partition and determine the pack-
ing volume of each particle. Figure 19 shows a zoom
illustrating the Voronoi meshing for highly non-convex
grains.

(a) (b)

FIG. 19. Voronoi tessellation in a snapshot of simulation. (a):
For concave particles with η = 0.5. (b): For highly concave
particles with η = 0.9
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