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Abstract

We compare two widely used Lagrangian approaches for modeling granular materials: the
Discrete Element Method (DEM) and Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH). DEM
models individual particle interactions, while SPH treats granular materials as a contin-
uum using constitutive rheological models. In particular, we employ the Drucker–Prager
viscoplastic model for SPH. By examining key parameters unique to each method—such as
the coefficient of restitution in DEM and the dilatancy angle in SPH—we assess their influ-
ence on two-dimensional soil collapse predictions against experimental results. While DEM
requires computationally expensive parameter calibration, SPH benefits from a continuum-
scale rheological model, allowing most parameters to be directly determined from labora-
tory measurements and requiring significantly fewer particles. However, despite its compu-
tational efficiency, viscoplastic SPH struggles to capture complex granular flow behaviors
observed in DEM, particularly in rotating drum simulations. In contrast, DEM offers greater
versatility, accommodating a broader range of flow patterns while maintaining a relatively
simple model formulation. These findings provide valuable insights into the strengths and
limitations of each method, aiding the selection of appropriate modeling techniques for
granular flow simulations.

1 Background and introduction

Granular materials such as sand, gravel, rice, and sugar, are everywhere in our daily lives. The systems
of granular materials show a variety of behaviors. They are strong enough to support medium. At the same
time, when the granular medium is densely packed, it can flow apparently like a liquid. This is called dense
granular flow. Such a granular medium is characterized by a collection of macroscopic particles of which
size being typically greater than 100 µm. This size limitation restricts the types of interactions between par-
ticles; in a granular medium, the particles are non-Brownian and interact only through contact interactions
such as friction and collisions. While research in modeling and predicting the mechanical behaviors of gran-
ular medium is motivated by its wide range of applications, from designing processing units like silos and
rotating drums in industrial processes to predicting natural hazards such as landslides and rock avalanches
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in geophysics, the discrete nature of the particles introduces complexities into the flow that are not yet fully
understood.

One of the most successful theoretical frameworks for modeling behavior of dense granular matters is the
Discrete Element Method (DEM) developed by Cundall and Strack [1]. Under the DEM framework, gran-
ular material is treated as an assembled system of distinct interacting particles, which have mass, velocity,
position. Then, contact-force models, which relate the pairwise interaction forces between paired particles
to their geometric relationship, are used to track the positions of individual particles using Newton’s second
law. With rapidly increasing computational power, the DEM method has recently entered a new era, where a
vast amount of research supports large-scale DEM simulations comparable to actual physical scales. While
some parameters of DEM contact models are grounded in macroscopic parameters (e.g., Young’s modulus
and Poisson’s ratio), others still remain ambiguous, and reliable guidelines for calibrating them have yet to
be clearly established [2, 3].

On the contrary, another perspective for granular flow considers the granular medium as a continuum
with internal friction and plasticity. In this approach, the counterpart of the contact models in DEM is the
constitutive rheological models, which relate the stress within the continuum medium to the deformation
and its rate. Parameters of these constitutive models remain macroscopic material properties, hence rela-
tively easy to calibrate. However, the rheological model form often becomes extremely complicated, as the
granular material can exist in different states under various mechanical environments. Moreover, implement-
ing such rheological models in numerical studies is a non-trivial task. This is because many flow scenarios
of granular materials involve both large deformations and free surfaces, which are detrimental to maintain-
ing a high-quality grid in conventional numerical methods such as the finite element method. On the other
hand, the Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) [4], a gridless scheme initially developed for astrophys-
ical problems, offers a promising technique to implementing the continuum perspective. Onwards, we will
use the term SPH approach not only to refer to the numerical techniques but also to imply the continuum
perspective of granular materials.

Of course, all models are approximate descriptions of underlying phenomena, and such model-form
errors are always present in model-based predictions of granular flows. For example, conventional material
properties handled in DEM and SPH approaches are summarized in Fig. 1. As illustrated, some parameters
are exclusively present in one approach but not in the other. While the parameters of DEM contact models are
based on the macroscopic properties of granular materials (e.g., Young’s modulus, Poisson’s ratio, etc.), they
do not cover all properties. Typical contact models of the DEM approach do not include any parameter that
can be directly related to the dilatant behavior of granular materials during shear deformation. In contrast,
although such dilatant behavior can be readily incorporated in the continuum approach of SPH method,
it does not account for all microscopic characteristics; the effects of the coefficient of restitution for two
colliding granular particles as well as the effect of individual particle shapes and sizes are ignored in this
method.

In this regard, the goal of the present work is to investigate two different modeling approaches in partic-
ular flow scenarios of granular materials. Our aim is beyond a simple prediction comparison between two
approaches, but to infer useful physical insight in each. To this end, we focus specifically on parameters that
are exclusively present in each: the coefficient of restitution in the DEM approach and the dilatancy angle
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Figure 1: Parameters for the granular models in the DEM and SPH approaches. Note that some parameters are exclusively present
in one approach but not in the other.

in the SPH method. In other words, this study investigates the exclusive role of these parameters in different
flow scenarios and thus evaluate the capability of each approach.

Specifically, the first flow scenario involves large deformation and post-failure behaviors observed in
the two-dimensional collapse of granular materials. Experimental observations in the literature [5] of this
benchmark flow will enable us to calibrate both DEM and SPH models to actual granular material behavior.
Next, we extend our study to granular flows within a rotating drum. The granular flow in a rotating drum is of
great interest to researchers and finds widespread use across industries such as pharmaceuticals, mining, food
processing, and chemical engineering. Typical applications include the mixing, coating, grinding, and drying
of granular materials. The key difference in this flow scenario is the presence of a dynamic equilibrium at
the free surface. Neither DEM nor SPH particles reach a true steady state; individual particles keep moving
while the system maintains a stable free surface at a larger scale.

The rest of paper is structured as follow. Section 2 provides an overview of the two modeling approaches
and details their implementation in the present numerical studies. Section 3 focuses on calibrating the pa-
rameters of the DEM contact model and the SPH rheological model using experimental data from two-
dimensional collapse of rods in the literature. In Section 4, the analysis is extended to granular flows in a
rotating drum. Finally, Section 5 presents a discussion of the comparison studies and summarizes the main
conclusions.

2 Method

2.1 The discrete element method for granular materials

DEM,introduced by Cundall and Strack [1], adopts the Lagrangian approach in which the particles are
treated as individual discrete entities. The forces on the particles are computed using contact models at
each time step through an explicit method, and the particles are tracked, with Newton’s laws of motion

3



Figure 2: Scheme of particle–particle contact for DEM approach. The contact point Xc and the overlap direction nij define the
contact line.

determining their velocity and position.
miẍi = Ftotal

i , (2.1)

where mi and xtotal
i are the mass and position of a particle center, and Fi is the total force acting on a

particle i resulting from particle-particle contact forces FCij and external body forces FBi (e.g., gravity). The
angular motions of particles are considered

Iiω̇i = Mtotal
i (2.2)

where Ii moment of inertia, ω angular velocity, and Mtotal
i is the total torque acting on the particle.

The contact force FCij between i-j pair is composed of normal Fnij and tangential forces Ftij of the
particles coming into contact with each other. Fig. 2 shows a schematic of particle-particle contact. The
boundary of each particle is defined by a general shape function fi(x = (x, y, z)) = 0. Note that the contact
point Xc and the overlap direction on,ij define the contact line.

If the particles are non-spherical in shape, a contact detection algorithm should be formulated in terms
of the optimization problem

minimize fi(x) + fj(x)

subject to fi(x) = fj(x),
(2.3)

Applying the Lagrange multiplier approaches to Eq. (2.3) results in a system of 4 equations with 4 un-
knowns [6] that can be solved at each DEM time step for each pair of particles. For particles with a strongly
asymmetrical shape, this requires computationally expensive iterative methods (i.e. Newton’s method). The
contact point xc and the plane of overlap on,ij are determined as the solution of the optimization problem.

Next, we describe the contact friction force between two granular ij−particles, consisting of a set of
homogeneous particles, of which i-particle has the Young’s modulus Ei, Poisson ratio νi. Also, e denotes
the coefficient of restitution between the particles. The contact force FCij generated by particle collisions is
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Symbol Parameter Equation

R∗ Equivalent effective radius 1
R∗ = 1

Ri
+ 1

Rj

m∗ Equivalent mass 1
m∗ = 1

mi
+ 1

mj

E∗ Equivalent Young’s mass 1
E∗ =

1−ν2i
Ei

+
1−ν2j
Ej

G∗ Equivalent shear modulus 1
G∗ = 2(2+νi)(1−νi)

Ei
+

2(2+νj)(1−νj)
Ej

Kn Normal stiffness coefficient Kn = 4
3E

∗√R∗on,ij

Kt Tangential stiffness coefficient Kt = 8G∗√R∗on,ij

Cn Normal damping coefficient 2
√

5
6

ln(e)√
ln2(e)+π2

√
2
3Knm∗

Ct Tangential damping coefficient 2
√

5
6

ln(e)√
ln2(e)+π2

√
Ktm∗

Kr Rolling stiffness coefficient Kr = 2.25Knµ
2
rR

2

Cr The damping coefficient 2ηr
√
IrKr

ηr The rolling viscous damping ratio 0.3 [7]

Ir The equivalent moment of inertia Ir =

[
1

Ii+miR2
i
+ 1

Ij+mjR2
j

]−1

Table 1: List of DEM microscopic material properties. A set of fundamental material parameters is Θ⃗DEM =
{ρ,E, ν, µs, µr, e, c, R, l}. The effective radius Ri of a general shape material is determined by the reciprocal of the mean lo-
cal curvature calculated at the nearest intersection point between the contact line and particle’s surface. The rest parameters are
derived quantities as a function of the normal overlap on,ij of the contact plane.

determined based on the extent of normal overlap on,ij and tangential overlap ot,ij . In this work, Hertz’s
theory [8] is used to determine the normal force, while Mindlin’s model [9] calculates the tangential force.
This is written as

FCij =

{
Fnij + Ftij , if on,ij ≥ 0

0, if on,ij < 0,
(2.4)

with
Fnij = −Knon,ij + Cnv

rel
n

and
Ftij = min{| −Ktot,ij + Ctv

rel
n |, µsFnij}. (2.5)

In the above expressions, Kn is the normal spring stiffness coefficient; Cn is the normal damping coef-
ficient; vreln is the normal relative velocities. The variables with the subscript t denote tangential part of the
corresponding quantities, while µs is the static coefficient of friction.

Furthermore, the equation of angular motion in Eq. (2.2) is solved considering rolling resistances, which
serves two primary roles: (i) dissipating energy during relative rotation in dynamic flow and (ii) providing
packing support to maintain stability in the static phase. Using the EPSD model, the total torque Mtotal of
particle is written as

Mtotal =
∑
j

Mij +Mr, (2.6)
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where Mij = (xi − xj) × Ftij is the torque acting on particle i due to particle j, while M r is the clipped
torque due to rolling friction which is described as

M r =Mk +Md.

First, the spring torque Mk is implemented in an incremental manner

∆Mk = −Kr∆θr, (2.7)

where ∆θr is the incremental relative rotation between particles and Kr is the rolling stiffness. The spring
torque at time t+∆t is found as

min{|Mk
t |+∆Mk, µrR

∗Fn}.

On the other hand, the viscous damping torque Md is implemented as

Md
t+∆t = −Crθ̇r, (2.8)

where Cr is the damping coefficient.
Table 1 presents the expressions for the DEM microscopic material properties in terms of the fundamen-

tal model parameter Θ⃗DEM = {ρ,E, ν, µs, µr, e, c, R, l}. It should be noted that µs and µr are microscopic
parameters that need to be fitted to reproduce experimental trends of granular flow, which has a bulk friction
angle ϕ at the continuum scale. Additionally, some parameters, such as e, may require specialized experi-
ments for accurate measurement [3].

For time integration of DEM, the Verlet algorithm is commonly used [10].

2.2 A continuum approach using the SPH

In this section, we describe a continuum approach for granular flows, of which implementation relies
on SPH. We begin by introducing the former, and its numerical implementation follows. For illustration,
throughout this section, we adopt Einstein notation, using Greek-letter superscripts to denote the components
of vectors and tensors. Here, we also remark the list of fundamental SPH model parameters Θ⃗SPH =

{ρ,E, ν, ϕ, ψ, c}, where ρ is the density, ϕ is the friction angle, ψ is the dilatancy angle and c is the cohesion.
Other parameters which will be introduced below are derived quantities from Θ⃗SPH .

2.2.1 The constitutive model

A densely packed granular medium can either flow or resist movement, depending on the magnitude of
the external force. An appropriate class of constitutive models for such behavior is the viscoplastic models
in plasticity theory. Below, we briefly summarize the theory of plasticity, explaining how the Cauchy stress
tensor σ of the material should be expressed in terms of strain rate. Following this, we present the specific
expression of σ for granular materials using the non-associated Drucker–Prager model. The main content of
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this section is adapted and reorganized from Ref. [2] to suit the purpose of the present paper.
The total strain rate tensor ϵ̇ for an elastic–perfectly plastic model is often divided into two parts: one

part of elastic strain rate tensor ϵ̇e and the other part of plastic strain rate tensor ϵ̇p

ϵ̇ = ϵ̇e + ϵ̇p. (2.9)

The generalized Hooke’s law can be used to calculate the elastic strain rate tensor ϵ̇e

ϵ̇αβe =
ṡαβ

2G
+

1− 2ν

3E
σ̇γγδαβ, (2.10)

where ˙sαβ = σ̇αβ − (1/3)σ̇γγδαβ is the deviatoric stress rate tensor and δαβ is Kronecker’s delta. Note
that in Eq. (2.10) the superscripts α, β are free indexes that designate each component of tensors and γ is a
repeated index of Einstein notation, i.e. σ̇γγ = σ̇xx + σ̇yy + σ̇zz .

The plastic strain rate tensor is determined by applying the plastic flow rule

ϵ̇αβp = λ̇
∂G
∂σαβ

(2.11)

where λ̇ represents the rate of change of the plastic multiplier λ, which depends on the stress state and
load history. Moreover, G is the plastic potential, which is assumed to be perpendicular to the plastic strain
increment in stress space. In other words, G characterizes the relationship between the stress state and plastic
strain in the material.

It is assumed that yielding occurs when a certain combination of the stress components reaches a critical
value, indicating the existence of a yield criterion F(σ)−k = 0, where k is some constant. Defined in stress
space, F limits the elastic regime of material and thus called the yield surface. Then, the value of λ can be
calculated based on the fact that plastic deformation proceeds as long as the stress state remains on the yield
surface

dF =
∂F
∂σαβ

dσαβ = 0, (2.12)

which is known as the consistency condition. In general, the plastic multiplier λ is zero during elastic loading
(F ≤ 0) and plastic unloading (dF < 0), while λ > 0 during plastic deformation (F = 0 and dF = 0).

Substituting Eqs. (2.10) and (2.11) to Eq. (2.9), following the procedures in Appendix A.1, we obtain
the following explicit form of σαβ

σ̇αβ = 2Gėαβ +Kϵ̇γγδαβ − λ̇

[(
K − 2

3
G

)
∂G
∂σmn

δmnδαβ + 2G
∂G
∂σαβ

]
, (2.13)

where
K =

E

3(1− 2ν)
(2.14)

and
G =

E

2(1 + ν)
. (2.15)
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In Eq. (2.13), ėαβ denotes the deviatoric strain rate tensor ėαβ = ϵ̇αβ − ϵ̇γγδαβ/3

Once the yield function F and plastic potential function G are defined for a specific material, and the
total strain rate tensor ϵ̇ is provided, using the consistency condition in Eq. (2.12), λ̇ can be determined

λ̇ =
2Gϵ̇pq ∂F

∂σpq +
(
K − 2G

3

)
ϵ̇γγ ∂F

∂σpq δpq

2G ∂F
∂σpq

∂G
∂σpq +

(
K − 2G

3

)
∂F
∂σmn δmn

∂G
∂σpq δpq

, (2.16)

where m,n, p and q are dummy indexes.
In this work, we employ the non-associated Drucker–Prager model that F as

FDP (I1, J2) =
√
J2 + αϕI1 − kc = 0, (2.17)

where I1 is the first invariant of σ
I1 = σxx + σyy + σzz,

and J2 is the second invariant of the deviatoric part of s

J2 =
1

2
sαβsαβ,

while αϕ and kc are material constants determined by the friction angle ϕ,

αϕ =
tanϕ√

9 + 12 tan2 ϕ
,

kc =
3c√

9 + 12 tan2 ϕ
.

Secondly, we consider the following non-associated plastic potential GN

GN (I1, J2) =
√
J2 + 3I1 sinψ, (2.18)

where ψ is the dilatancy angle of granular materials.
Substituting Eqs. (2.17) and (2.18) into Eq. (2.13), and introducing the Jaumann stress rate

σ̂αβ = σ̇αβ − σαγω̇βγ − σγβω̇αγ (2.19)

in the place of σ, the final form the stress-strain relationship for an elastic–perfectly plastic material is
derived as follow

σ̇αβ − σαγω̇βγ − σγβω̇αγ = 2Gėαβ +Kϵ̇γγδαβ − λ̇

[
3Kαψδ

αβ +
G√
J2
sαβ
]
, (2.20)

in which αψ is material constants determined by the dilatancy angle angle ψ.
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In Eqs. (2.19) and (2.20), ω̇αβ is spin rate tensor

ω̇αβ =
1

2

(
∂vα

∂xβ
− ∂vβ

∂xα

)
Note that the Jaumann stress rate in Eq. (2.19) was introduced to construct a stress rate that is invariant
with respect to rigid-body rotation upon a large deformation. Similar approaches are also widely applied in
constitutive models of viscoelastic materials [11, 12]. Moreover, substituting Eqs. (2.17) and (2.18) into Eq.
(2.16), the rate of change of plastic multiplier λ̇ is written as

λ̇ =
3αϕKϵ̇

γγ + (G/
√
J2)s

αβ ϵ̇αβ

27αϕK sinψ +G
. (2.21)

2.2.2 The SPH scheme

The application of viscoplastic models, particularly in scenarios involving large deformations and post-
failure, poses significant challenges to grid-based methods such as the finite element method [13, 14] and the
finite volume method [15]. In contrast, the SPH method, one of the longest-established meshless numerical
techniques, has proven efficient for implementing viscoplastic models. Due to its Lagrangian and adaptive
nature, SPH handles large deformations and post-failure behavior more effectively than grid-based methods.
In the following, we briefly outline the SPH methodology used in this work, which has been implemented
with an in-house code and tested in earlier works for various applications, including heat transfer [16] and
free surface flows [17, 18].

In SPH, the partial differential equations for the continuum mechanics are first converted into equations
of motion of particles, which carry field variables (such as mass, density, stress tensor, etc) and their motions
are updated with the material velocity. For instance, the SPH framework uses Lagrangian formulation of
mass and momentum conservation:

Dρ

Dt
= −1

ρ

∂vα

∂xα
(2.22)

Dvα

Dt
=

1

ρ

∂σαβ

∂xβ
+ gα (2.23)

where gα of Eq. (2.23) is the component of gravitational acceleration. Note that the plastic flow of granular
materials can be explicitly simulated using the evolution equations of Cauchy stress σ of Eq. (2.20) and the
plastic multiplier λ of Eq. (2.21).

The key idea of SPH framework during this process is to approximate a field function f(x) defined
on domain Ω using a finite number N of interpolating particles. These particles carry material properties
(such as velocity, density, and stress and move with the material velocity), which are calculated through
the use of an interpolation process over its neighboring particles. The interpolation is based on the integral
representation of f and its gradient:

f(x) ∼=
∫
Ω
f(x′)W (x− x′, h) dV ′, (2.24)
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∇f(x) ∼= −
∫
Ω
f(x′)∇W (x− x′, h) dV ′, (2.25)

where dV ′ represents the differential volume, W a kernel function, and h the smoothing length that defines
the influence domain of W . As depicted in Fig. 3, the radius of the support domain for W is determined by
κh, where κ is a parameter dependent on the choice of kernel function. In this work, we use the Wendland
kernel function

Wwend(q) =

(1− q

2
)4(1 + 2q), 0 ≤ q ≤ 2

0, 2 < q
(2.26)

resulting in κ = 2 [19]. For a choice of even fucntion forW , the integral representations are of second-order
accuracy [20]. Next, the continuous integral representations, i.e. Eqs. (2.24) and (2.25) are discretized as a
summation over particles in the support domain

f(xi) ≈
N∑
j=1

f(xj)Wij
mj

ρj
, (2.27)

∇f(xi) ≈
N∑
j=1

f(xj) [∇iWij ]
mj

ρj
, (2.28)

with
Wij =W (xi − xj , h) and ∇iWij =

∂Wij

∂xi
=

(
xi − xj

r

)
∂Wij

∂r
. (2.29)

In Eq. (2.29), r = |xi−xj | denote the relative distance between particles. From Eq. (2.24) to Eq. (2.29), the
gradient operation results vary depending on the type of field function. Therefore, the more general Gibbs
notation is used for convenience.

For example, using Eq. (2.28) and gradient of unity, the velocity gradient, which is an ingredient for
evaluating strain rate ϵ̇ and spin rate ω̇, can be calculated using the symmetrized form

∂vαi
∂xβ

=
N∑
j=1

mj

ρj
(vαj − vαi ) ·

∂Wij

∂xβi
, (2.30)

to ensure that the gradients of a constant velocity field vanish.
As used in recent SPH literature [21], the conservations of mass in Eq. (2.22) and momentum in Eq.

(2.23) are evaluated using discretized forms

Dρi
Dt

=
N∑
j=1

mj(v
α
i − vαj ) ·

∂Wij

∂xαi
, (2.31)

and
Dvαi
Dt

=
N∑
j=1

mj

(
σαβi
ρ2i

+
σαβj
ρ2i

)
∂Wij

∂xβ
+ bα. (2.32)

10



x

y

WKernel function

Support domain
x

y

Support domain

WKernel function

(a) (b)

Figure 3: Schematic configuration for SPH approximation: (a) kernel approximation and (b) particle approximation.

Eq. (2.32) arises from the chain-rule of derivatives

1

ρi

∂σαβi
∂xβ

=
∂

∂xβ

(
σαβi
ρi

)
+
σαβi
ρ2i

∂ρi
∂xβ

,

which is devised to effectively evaluate the divergence of stress. Discretizations of soil constitutive equation
in Eq. (2.20) in the SPH framework are also straightforward

Dσαβi
Dt

= σαγi ω̇βγi + σγβi ω̇αγi + 2Gėαβi +Kϵ̇γγi δ
αβ
i − λ̇i

[
3Kαϕδ

αβ
i +

G√
J2
sαβi

]
, (2.33)

and
Dλi
Dt

=
3αϕKϵ̇

γγ
i + (G/

√
J2)s

αβ
i ϵ̇αβi

9αϕK +G
. (2.34)

While the momentum conservation in Eq. (2.32) must be stabilized to avoid numerical oscillation and
tensile instabilities in actual implmentation of SPH scheme [22, 23], we leave more details on such numerical
techniques in Appendix (A.2).

For time integration, predictor-corrector schemes [24] are used.

3 Collapse of granular columns

The first benchmark flow is large deformation and post-failure of non-cohesive soil in a rectangular chan-
nel, which is also referred to as dam break phenomena. The problem domain is illustrated in the schematic
shown in Fig. 4. The phenomenon has been extensively studied to gain a deeper understanding of dense
granular flow.
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Name Values reported in the experiment In DEM In SPH

Density ρ 20.4 [kN/m3] O O

Young’s modulus E 5.84 [MPa] O O

Poisson’s ratio ν 0.3 O O

Bulk Friction Angle ϕ 21.9◦ X O

Dilation Angle ψ 5-7◦ X O

The static coefficient of friction µs Not Available O X

The rolling coefficient of friction µr Not Available O X

The coefficient or restitution e Not Available O X

Cohesion c 0 [kPa] O O

Size R 1.6 to 3.0 [mm] O X

Rod length l 50 [mm] O X

Table 2: Material properties for the quasi-2D soil model used in the granular column collapse experiment by Nguyen et al. [5]. The
third and fourth columns indicate whether each parameter is implemented in the respective numerical schemes.

One important goal of this test is to calibrate parameters of numerical models. In particular, we adopted
data available in Ref. [5]. In their work, the shape of 2D granular column collapses is investigated using
50 mm long aluminum rods with two diameters: 1.6 mm and 3.0 mm, mixed at a weight ratio of 3:2. Note
that the large aspect ratios of the rods, 31.25 and 16.67 (length to diameter), ensure the validity of the two-
dimensional assumption. The properties of 2D soil model considered in the experiment [5] are summarized
in Table 2. Here, the density ρ of granular bulk is measured using the total weight divided by initial volume.
Fig. 5, generated using digitized data points from photographs taken during the experiment, demonstrates
the transient free surface during the collapse. In the figure, the x-direction is defined as the runout direction
and the y-direction as the height of the initial rectangle.

3.1 The DEM simulation

The DEM approach for modeling the evolution of free surface is implemented using an open-source
software LIGGGHTS [25]. In particular, to simulate plane strain (i.e., quasi-2D) of the experiment, the DEM
simulations were conducted in 3D but with large aspect ratio, 12:1. To this end, we employed superquadric
particles in the DEM simulation. The general shape equation of a superquadric object, with the coordinate
origin defined at particle center, is given as

f(x, y, z) =
(∣∣∣x
a

∣∣∣n2

+
∣∣∣y
b

∣∣∣n2
)n1/n2

+
∣∣∣z
c

∣∣∣n1

− 1 = 0,

where a, b, and c are the half-length of the particles along its principal axes, and n1 and n2 are blockiness
parameters. The superquadric shape is understood as an extension of spheres and ellipsoids [26]. A cylinder
is obtained if n1 = 2 and n2 ≫ 2. In general, it is reported that the numerical stability of DEM simulation
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Figure 4: Domain description for granular column collapse problem.
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Figure 5: The collapse free surface of the granular column as observed in experiments of Ref. [5]. The initial shape has a height of
100 mm and a width of 200 mm.

using superquadratic particles decreases with increase of blockiness parameters n1 and n2 [27]. In our work,
we used n1 = 2 and n2 = 20.

The list of DEM parameters are Θ⃗DEM = {ρ,E, ν, µs, µr, e, c, R, l}. Among them Φ⃗DEM = {µs, µr, e}
are highly uncertain, while rest of parameters Θ⃗DEM − Φ⃗DEM = {ρ,E, ν, c, R, l} can be selected based
on the experimentally reported values, as shown in Table 2, assuming the system consists of homogeneous
particles. Additionally, it should be noted that the DEM model formulation does not allow for the straight-
forward incorporation of the material’s dilatancy behavior, as there exists no DEM parameter that explicitly
corresponds to the dilatancy angle ψ.

The initial configuration of densely packed granular system in the DEM simulation, prior to collapse,
is prepared using the following procedures. First, five solid wall boundaries are constructed in the shape of
cuboids, leaving the top surface open. Then, a total of N initial rod particles, comprising a mixture of rods
with diameters of 1.6 mm and 3.0 mm, are aligned 15 cm above the cuboid and mixed at a weight ratio of
3:2 to match the experimental conditions. A small artificial gravity, g∗ = 0.1 m/s2, is applied to all particles
to settle them into the cuboid. Once the particles fill the cuboid, an artificial wall, with its normal in the
y-direction, is used to compress the system, creating a densely packed granular configuration. Finally, the
system is allowed to relax over 0.1 s. The total particle number, N = 6, 300, was iteratively determined
to match the initial height of h = 100 mm in the experiment after relaxation. The initial configuration is
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Figure 6: Evolution of free surface during collapse for different values of e. In the simulation {µs, µr} is fixed as {0.4, 0.0}. The
results show that both transient and final free surface shapes are not significantly affected by the value of e.

14



0 10 20 30 40 50
x [cm]

0

5

10

15

y 
[c

m
]

t=0.35s
7r=0.0
7r=0.05

7r=0.10
7r=0.20
EXP

Figure 7: Comparison of the final free surface between the experiment and the DEM prediction for different values of µr . As µr

increases, less material flows outward.

shown in Fig. 4. Finally, the system is subjected to the true gravitational acceleration g = 9.81 m/s2 and the
side wall located at x = 20 cm is suddenly removed, triggering the collapse of the densely packed system.
Throughout the DEM simulation, time step size is fixed ∆t = 1.25× 10−5 s, after verifying that the results
remain consistent for smaller values of ∆t. Using 16 cores, the DEM simulation takes 12 hours to complete,
including the relaxation phase before the collapse begins.

The calibration steps for the DEM parameter is known to be a challenging and non-unique process [28].
In this work, we calibrated the unknown DEM parameters Φ⃗DEM using the following procedures. First, we
initialize Φ⃗DEM = {µs, µr, e} = {0.4, 0.0, 0.12}. Then, we investigate the influence of e by increasing its
value. Fig. 6 demonstrates the transient free surface of granular collapse for different values of e. As noted
reported in Ref. [29], it is observed that both the final and transient surface shapes exhibit little sensitivity
to this parameter. In other words, the collapse flow is not useful for calibrating e of the DEM parameters.
Therefore, we fix e = 0.12 for the following analyses and focus on µs and µr. While a general rule of thumb
for choosing these parameters is to reproduce experimental observations corresponding to the measured bulk
friction angle ϕ, multiple combinations of {µs, µr} have been reported to achieve this [28]. This lead us to
fix µs = 0.4 and iteratively adjust µr to find the optimal combination that best matches the final shape of
the experimental surface. Fig. 7 compares the evolution of the free surface between the experiment and the
DEM prediction with µr while e and µs are fixed as 0.12 and 0.4, respectively. We observed that as µr
increases, more volume accumulates near the fixed wall, while less material flows outward.

To quantitatively assess the degree of free surface agreement, we consider the following integral:∫ ∞

0
|SEXP (x)− SDEM (x)|dx, (3.1)

where SEXP and SDEM denote the free surfaces of the final collapsed shape observed in the experiment
and DEM simulation, respectively. Numerical interpolation and integration are used evaluate Eq. (3.1) and
the values are summarized in Table 3. With this, we determined Φ⃗DEM = {µs, µr, e} = {0.4, 0.05, 0.12},
and the final transient free surface plots are compared with the experiment in Fig. 8. We conclude that the
overall transient shapes show good agreement after the parameter calibration.
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Figure 8: Free surface comparison between experimental observation and the DEM prediction with calibrated parameters Φ⃗DEM =
{µs, µr, e} = {0.4, 0.05, 0.12} during collapse. The overall transient shapes show good agreement.
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µr [-] Discrepancy (3.1) [cm2]

0.0 28.17

0.05 20.60

0.1 22.49

0.2 26.10

Table 3: Discrepancy in the free surface profile between the experiment SEXP and the DEM simulation SDEM . The metric used
is Eq. (3.1). The parameters e and µs are fixed at 0.12 and 0.4, respectively, while µr=0.05 shows the best match.
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Figure 9: The final free surface for different values of the dilatancy angle ψ in SPH simulations. The final volume increases with
an increase in ψ.

3.2 The SPH simulation

Next, we revisit the same problem using the viscoplastic constitutive model at the continuum scale and
the SPH numerical scheme. Assuming a perfectly plane strain condition, the two-dimensional SPH scheme
is implemented using an in-house code. Recall that the large aspect ratio in the experiments (at least 16.67)
enables a direct comparison with the two-dimensional SPH scheme.

Based on classical plasticity theory, the SPH model assumes continuous material properties, and, there-
fore, most of SPH model parameters Θ⃗SPH = {ρ,E, ν, ϕ, ψ, c} can be explicitly determined from the ma-
terial properties reported in the experiment. The only exception is the particle sizeR, which is not accounted
for in the SPH constitutive model.

In a similar vein, intricate packing procedures, as required in the DEM configuration, are unnecessary
for SPH. Since SPH particles are not physical entities but merely represent the properties of the surrounding
medium, simply distributing a sufficient number of particles in this work—in a structured manner is suffi-
cient. In our case, we set N = 1, 326, resulting in an approximately 4.75-to-1 mapping between the DEM
particles and SPH interpolating particles. Using only a single-core, the SPH simulation completes in just
220 minutes. This represents a significant reduction in computation time compared to the DEM simulation.

In the SPH test, we begin by examining the role of the dilatancy angle ψ. Recall that the parameter
is reported as ψ = 5 to 7◦ in the experiment, whereas it was not possible to incorporate it into the DEM
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Figure 10: Free surface comparison between experimental observation and the SPH prediction with ψ = 5◦ during collapse. While
the overall transient shapes show good agreement, the SPH predicts less lateral flow and a longer runout distance.
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ψ [◦] Volume per unit depth [cm2] Discrepancy [cm2]

0 193.93 8.74

5 214.61 18.4

10 224.78 27.0

20 230.13 27.9

Table 4: Volume per unit depth (area underneath the curves) of the final shape shown in Fig. 9.
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Figure 11: Domain description for rotary drum problem.

simulation. The final free surface shapes for different values of the dilatancy angle ψ in SPH simulations are
shown in Fig. 9. From the plot, it is observed that the final volume increases with an increase in ψ, which
can be attributed to the more pronounced dilatant behavior of granular materials during shear. Such dilatant
behavior is more quantitatively confirmed using the volume per unit depth of the final shapes, calculated
as the area underneath the curves in Fig. 9 and summarized in Table 4. The discrepancy in the final free
surface compared to the experiment is also reported in the same table. While the results suggest that the
SPH simulation best matches the experimental data when ψ = 0◦, Fig. 9 shows that this case significantly
underestimates the run-out distance (≈ 38 cm), whereas the experimental value is nearly ≈ 42 cm. In con-
trasts, the case ψ = 5◦ accurately predicts the runnout distance, and the overall discrepancy 18.4 cm2 in the
free surface is smaller than in all previous DEM simulations (> 20 cm2). Thus, we conclude to fix ψ = 5◦,
as reported in Table 2.

In Fig. 10, we compare the transient evolution of the free surface predicted by the SPH scheme with
experimental observations. At all times, the two results show stronger agreement compared to the previously
presented DEM prediction. This suggests that the material’s dilatancy is a significant factor in accurate free
surface predictions, whereas particle size is not a crucial parameter.
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Figure 12: DEM simulation snapshots for a rotary drum with an angular velocity wz = 2π rad/s and the coefficient of restitution
e = 0.12. (a) A 3D representation of the superquadric element used in this study. (b) Velocity distribution projected onto the z = 0
plane.

4 Another case: granular flows in rotating drum

As the second example, we analyze granular flow in a rotating drum. The flow scenario is illustrated with
a schematic overview of the problem provided in Fig. 11. In this study, we retain the quasi-two-dimensional
setting. The flow configuration is as follow: A drum, which has a radius of 0.125 m, is partially filled with
granular particles and rotates with a fixed angular velocity ωz = 2π rad/s around its central axis. As the drum
rotates, the particles in contact with the inner wall experience frictional forces that cause them to move with
the drum. However, once the gravitational force exceeds the frictional resistance, the particles start to detach
and slide down along the free surface. Consequently, the shape profile is determined by the two competing
effects of these forces. The competing effects are often characterized by the Froude number [30, 31]

Fr =

√
ω2
zD

2g

where D is the drum diameter. It is reported that different flow regimes manifest according to Fr [32].
According to the choice of D and ωz , the Fr is estimated as 0.71.

In this numerical experiment, we fixed the set of model parameters Θ⃗DEM and Θ⃗SPH as in the previous
collapse test, since, unfortunately, we do not have experimental results for directly calibrating the DEM
parameters. Instead, we focus on investigating the respective role of coefficient of restitution e of DEM and
dilatancy angle ψ of SPH, which distinguish the different capabilities of two approaches for the granular
flow in a rotating drum.

First, the DEM simulation is set up as follows: similar to the previous case, a total of 3,200 rod particles
are generated around the center of the static drum and allowed to fall onto the drum’s wall boundaries. This
setup fills approximately 1/5 of the drum’s volume. After the system reaches a relaxed state, the drum wall
begins to rotate at a constant angular velocity of ωz = 2π rad/s. It is observed that the system achieves a
dynamic equilibrium at the free surface within t = 3.5 s. A snapshot of the DEM simulation at t = 3.7 s
is shown in Fig. 12, along with the velocity distribution projected onto the z = 0 plane. On the other hand,
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Figure 13: SPH simulation snapshots for rotary drum with angular velocity wz = 2π rad/s and comparison of the free surface
according to the dilatancy angle ψ. The velocity distribution is plotted for the case ψ = 0◦.
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Figure 14: Distribution of DEM particles in the drum rotating counterclockwise at wz = 2π rad/s for different values of the
coefficient of restitution e. The red dashed line represents the SPH free surfaces at ψ = 20◦, plotted as a reference.
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ψ [◦] Volume per unit depth [mm2]

0 4044.80

5 6405.90

10 7078.40

20 7343.47

Table 5: For the rotary drum problem, volume per unit depth at equilibrium states for different values of ψ.

while initial SPH configuration is prepared in a similar manner, it only requires N = 2, 601 SPH particles
to fill a comparable volume in the drum.

The snapshot of the SPH scheme and the velocity distribution for the case ψ = 0◦ is shown in Fig. 13.
The velocity distributions of both schemes exhibit similar trends: maximum velocities are observed near the
free surface or close to the drum wall, while the inner region shows minimal velocities. This pattern aligns
with findings from studies on granular flow in rotating drums, where higher velocities are typically found at
the surface layer due to active particle movement, and lower velocities prevail in the core region.

In Fig. 13, the influence of the dilatancy angle ψ in the SPH scheme on the volume per unit depth at
equilibrium states is also compared. A more quantitative analysis is summarized in Table 5. As observed in
the previous case, the equilibrium volume increases with ψ, as the material expands more under shear. On the
other hand, Fig. 14 compares the distribution of the free surface in the DEM simulation at equilibrium states
for different values of e. Here, because characterizing a dynamically maintained surface is more challenging
than a static one, the free surface of the DEM is plotted with uncertainties. The uncertainties are estimated
using the standard deviation of the free surface location at three different time points after the system reaches
equilibrium.

Overall, the free surface profile aligns best with the SPH results when e is at its minimum value of 0.12.
As e increases, the profile deviates differently compared to the effect of ψ in the SPH scheme; DEM particles
begin to accumulate in certain areas, resulting in an uneven free surface. We explain such trends with respect
to e at both micro and macro scales as follows: First, from a microscopic perspective, as e increases, more
kinetic energy from the drum wall is transferred to the upper layers through frictional forces, as illustrated in
the following process. When the drum wall rotates, granular particles attached to the wall begin to move with
it, gaining kinetic energy through frictional interactions. As these particles move along the wall, they collide
with stationary particles in the upper layer, transferring kinetic energy upward. Consequently, at larger e,
the influence of wall friction forces on the overall shape becomes more pronounced. This contrasts with the
downward gravitational body force, which acts uniformly on all particles without requiring collisions. While
gravity tends to flatten the free surface, its effect remains independent of e. From a macroscopic view, as e
increases, the elasticity of the granular medium as a bulk increases. As a result, a more energy can be stored
in the granular medium, contributing to the accumulation of granular particles and leading to an uneven free
surface profile. Such elastic effects cannot be captured by the viscoplastic rheological models of the SPH
scheme.
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In conclusion, the numerical experiments suggest that the dilatancy angle ψ of the SPH scheme and the
coefficient of restitution e of the DEM scheme plays unique role within its own framework, which cannot
be reproduced by the other scheme.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we compared two common Lagrangian approaches for modeling granular materials: the
Discrete Element Method (DEM), which models individual particle interactions, and Smoothed Particle
Hydrodynamics (SPH), which treats the material as a continuum using plasticity theory.

By examining key parameters unique to each method —such as the coefficient of restitution in DEM and
the dilatancy angle in SPH— we first examined their impact on two-dimensional soil collapse predictions
against experimental results. Since the model parameters of DEM are not macroscopic quantities typically
used to characterize experimental results, they must be re-calibrated to fit observations. However, DEM
simulations require a large number of particles, matching those in the actual system. This leads to significant
computational costs. Consequently, model calibration becomes a time-consuming task. On the other hand,
SPH schemes employ continuum-scale rheological models, allowing most model parameters to be directly
determined from laboratory-measured quantities. Additionally, because SPH requires far fewer particles
than DEM, it may offer significant computational advantages.

However, these differences do not imply that one method is universally superior to the other. As demon-
strated in granular flow simulations of a rotating drum, the SPH scheme within the viscoplastic regime fails
to capture the diverse flow patterns observed in DEM simulations. Of course, there exists more sophisticated
rheological model in continuum scales [11, 14, 33] which can be potentially implemented using the SPH
scheme. Whether elastoviscoplastic (EVSP) models can reproduce such patterns remains an open question.
However, their implementation is challenging due to the complexity of their rheological structure. In con-
trast, DEM can reproduce various flow patterns without sacrificing its relatively simple model formulation,
as it provides more adjustable parameters to fit a wide range of scenarios. Nevertheless, our SPH scheme
demonstrated at least same accuracy in reproducing the experimental observations.

Finally, we argue that direct model comparison is challenging, as each model has its own unique ad-
vantages. Some prioritize accuracy, others emphasize ease of implementation, and some provide intuitive
insights or versatility. The DEM approach has significant advantages, especially in the last three perspec-
tives. In this regard, the present work highlights the strengths and limitations of each approach, offering
valuable guidance for selecting appropriate modeling techniques in granular flow simulations.
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A Appendix

A.1 Derivation of the form of explicit Cauchy stress from an elastic-perfectly plastic model

In this section, we provide details on how to derive Eq. (2.13). The procedures mostly involve tedious
but direct mathematical manipulation, while a few key steps are summarized below.

First, substituting Eqs. (2.10) and (2.11) to Eq. (2.9),

ϵ̇αβ =
ṡαβ

2G
+

1− 2ν

3E
σ̇γγδαβ + λ̇

∂g

∂σαβ
. (A.1)

Replacing ṡαβ with σ̇αβ − (1/3)σ̇γγδαβ , rearranging the equation in terms of σ̇αβ , and introducing K and
G, we have

σ̇αβ = 2Gε̇αβ +

(
3K − 2G

9K

)
σ̇γγδαβ − 2Gλ̇

∂g

∂σαβ
, (A.2)

where K and G are the constants defined in Eqs.(2.14) and (2.15), respectively.
Next, we will eliminate σγγ in Eq. (A.2). To this end, we multiply Eq. (A.1) by δαβ

(
ϵ̇αβ
)
δαβ =

(
ṡαβ

2G
+

1− 2ν

3E
σ̇γγδαβ + λ̇

∂g

∂σαβ

)
δαβ,

which reduces to
ϵ̇γγ =

1− 2ν

3E
σ̇γγ(3) + λ̇

∂g

∂σαβ
δαβ =

1

3K
σ̇γγ + λ̇

∂g

∂σαβ
δαβ (A.3)

using the fact that the diagonal sum of the deviatoric stress is zero, i.e. ṡγγ = 0. Rearranging Eq. (A.3) in
terms of σ̇γγ , and substituting the result back into Eq. (A.2), one arrives at

σ̇αβ = 2Gϵ̇αβ +

(
3K − 2G

9K

)
3K

[
ϵ̇γγ − λ̇

∂g

∂σmn
δmn

]
δαβ − 2Gλ̇

∂g

∂σαβ
(A.4)

Now, the remaining steps to derive Eq. (2.13) from Eq. (A.4) are straightforward.
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A.2 Stabilization of SPH

The SPH version of the momentum conservation in Eq. (2.32) is often stabilized to avoid numerical
oscillation and tensile instabilities. In this section, we brief the associated numerical techniques to address
such issues. The stabilized version of the discretized momentum conservation in Eq. (2.32) can be written
as

Dvαi
Dt

=
N∑
j=1

mj

(
σαβi
ρ2i

+
σαβj
ρ2i

− Πijδ
αβ + fnij(R

αβ
i +Rαβj )

)
∂Wij

∂xβ
+ bα (A.5)

where the boxed terms in Eq. (2.32) highlight the stabilizing terms. The first boxed term is the artificial
viscosity [34], which is written as

Πij =


−αΠcϕij + βΠϕ

2

0.5(ρi + ρj)
, if (vi − vj) · (xi − xj) < 0

0, otherwise.

where
ϕij =

h(vi − vj) · (xi − xj)

|xi − xj |2 + 0.01h2

and c is the maximum sound speed in soil and calculated by c =
√
E/ρ in the present study. The values

of αΠ and βΠ should be chosen according to particular applications. Here, αΠ and βΠ are set to 0.1 and 0,
respectively.

The second boxed term is a small repulsive force

fij =
Wij

Wc
,

where Wc is a constant that depends on initial particle spacing ∆d and smoothing length h.
The repulsive force mimics inter-atomic repulsion and prevents neighboring particles from getting closer

when in a state of tensile stress [35]. For example, this artificial repulsive term only takes effect when
particles clump, rij < ∆d. In our study, ∆d varies depending on the particle resolution of the problem and
the exponent n = 2.55. The components of the artificial stress tensor Rαβi for particle i in the reference
coordinate system (x, y) is evaluated in the following way:

1. Take components of stress tensor of particle i in the reference frame: σxxi , σyyi , σ
xy
i .

2. Calculate the diagonal σp,xxi , σp,yyi components of stress tensor in the principal coordinate:

σp,xxi = σxxi cos2 θi + 2σxyi cos θi sin θi + σyyi sin2 θi

σp,yyi = σxxi sin2 θi − 2σxyi cos θi sin θi + σyyi cos2 θi

where the angle θi is defined by

tan 2θi =
2σxyi

σxxi − σyyi
.
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3. Evaluate the diagonal components of the artificial stress tensor

Rp,xxi =


− ϵ

σp,xxi

ρ2i
, if σp,xxi > 0

0, otherwise.

4. Finally, compute the each component Rαβi as

Rxxi = Rp,xxi cos2 θi +Rp,yy sin2 θi

Ryyi = Rp,xxi sin2 θi +Rp,xx cos2 θi

Rxyi = (Rp,xxi −Rp,yyi ) sin θi cos θi

It is known that above artificial stress terms introduce only negligible errors into the calculation re-
sults [35, 36].
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