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The granular contact force probability density functions (PDFs) are obtained from first principles
in an ensemble analysis. The results are in excellent agreement with the experimental and simulation
data. The derivation assumes Edwards’ flat measure, a density of states (DOS) that is uniform within
the metastable regions of phase space. The enabling assumption, supported by physical arguments
and empirical evidence, is that correlative information is not significantly recursive. Maximizing
a state-counting entropy results in a transport equation that can be solved numerically. For the
present this has been done using the “Mean Structure Approximation,” projecting the DOS across
all angular coordinates to more clearly identify its predominant non-uniformities. These features are:
(1) the Grain Factor Ψ related to grain stability and strong correlation between the contact forces on
the same grain, and (2) the Structure Factor Υ related to Newton’s third law and strong correlation
between neighboring grains. It is argued that this frictionless case is the more fundamental one to
elucidate the organization of granular packings.

PACS numbers: 45.70.Cc, 05.20.Gg, 05.10.Ln, 05.65.+b

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Deriving the Contact Force Distribution

There have been several attempts to derive the gran-
ular contact force probability density function (PDF)
for static granular packings, PF (F ), by using analo-
gies from the thermal statistical mechanics [1, 2, 3, 4].
The interest arises in part because the empirical PF (F )
[5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18] has an
exponential tail, reminiscent of the momentum and en-
ergy distributions of thermal systems. This implies that
in some sense it is maximally entropic, that a statisti-
cal relaxation has occurred despite the fact that static
packings are not thermal and have a relatively small par-
ticle count. The overall form of PF (F ) is not found in
thermal systems, generally having a peak or plateau near
the average force and a non-zero value at zero force as
illustrated in Fig. (1). These features have been ob-
served experimentally with frictional grains [6, 7] and
with frictionless emulsions [19], and in numerical simula-
tions with frictional grains [5, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14] or purely
frictionless grains [10, 15, 16, 17], and in molecular dy-
namics using Lennard-Jones potentials quenched beneath
the glass transition [9], and in adaptive network simula-
tions [20]. The variety of models and conditions shows
that the PDF’s features are not associated with a specific
type of model or the (non)existence of friction, but arise
from the fundamental physics of a non-cohesive, static
granular packing. Just as the density of states (DOS) for
ideal Bose and Fermi gases are organized differently than
the classical dilute gas and produce their own unique en-
ergy distributions, so the DOS of granular packings must
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FIG. 1: Linear plot of the PDF Pf (f) of the normalized vec-
tor magnitudes of the granular contact forces resulting from
Monte Carlo solution of the Mean Structure Transport Equa-
tion. It has a non-zero probability density for zero force, a
peak just below f = 1, and an exponential tail with decay
constant β = 1.6. The smooth curve is a fit to Eq. (61). The
log-log inset shows the behavior below f = 1. The dashed
line is a power law of exponent α = 0.3. These features are
consistent with experimental and simulation data.

be organized in some unique way to produce this distinc-
tive PDF. Its explanation may therefore lie in another
generalization of statistical mechanics.

Such a generalization has been taking shape [21,
22], beginning with Edwards’ hypothesis [23] that all
metastable packings are equally probable in the statisti-
cal ensemble, known as Edwards’ flat measure. Another
line of progress is based on the concept of directed force
chain networks [24], while others aim to understand the
distribution of forces beneath a localized perturbation or
more generally the stress response function [25], and the
phenomena related to jamming and unjamming [26, 27].
This paper focuses more narrowly upon those models or
hypotheses which predict a PDF by making assumptions
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about the DOS in the ensemble, including those mod-
els which take a random walk in an assumed phase space
(e.g., the q model) or in a PDF space (i.e., the Boltzmann
transport equation variety), and those which directly as-
sume the form of an entropy or other thermodynamic
functional. These are of interest here because they are
immediately testable against the empirical PDF data and
because they are directly comparable to the DOS that
was assumed in Edwards’ hypothesis.

Random walk models include the q model [28, 29], be-
cause the set of forces in each layer of the lattice describe
a locus in the phase space while the random redistribu-
tion of those forces from one layer to the next (controlled
by the stochastic q variables) represents a random walk
through that space. This introduced a new way to think
about granular media: the statistical relaxation does not
occur dynamically through the time dimension as it does
in thermal systems; rather it is a necessary feature of the
internal, layer-by-layer static equilibrium relationships,
where the spatial dimensions play the role of the time for
each corresponding set of Cartesian components of force.
This produces a PDF having the exponential tail. The
PDF is monotonically decreasing, but it should be noted
that the forces in the q model are the vertical Carte-
sian components of the contact forces, not the contact
force magnitudes. There exists a conversion [30] between
the Cartesian component PDF, PX(Fx), and the contact
force magnitude PDF, PF (F ), and it can be shown using
this transform that the PF (F ) resulting from certain q
distributions will demonstrate all the correct features in-
cluding the peak or plateau and the finite PF (0) > 0. The
main problem with the q model is simply that it does not
include the physics to predict the q distribution. Several
generalizations of the q model and other lattice-based
models have been developed [22, 31, 32, 33]. Some of
these are similarly random walks in a non-dynamic phase
space, but others include explicitly dynamic features to
recursively achieve organization in the percolating force
network. In a future publication it will be explained why
non-dynamic lattice-based models cannot achieve the or-
ganization needed to predict the PDF. This paper will
lay the groundwork for that explanation.

Other models that make direct assumptions about the
DOS include a Boltzmann type equation presented by
Edwards and Grinev [2, 19]. It is analytically solvable
and produces a PF (F ) that has a peak and exponential
tail. However, it predicts PF (F ) → 0 as F → 0, contra-
dicting the empirical data. Several entropy maximization
or functional minimization concepts have also been pro-
posed [1, 3, 4], and these produce elements of the PDF
but not all of its features as discussed in App. A.

This paper analyzes the DOS in a modified version
of the Edwards ensemble [23]. The dynamical behaviors
of granular media have been completely avoided so that
Edwards’ hypothesis alone shapes the DOS, and this is
analogous to the avoidance of molecular dynamics in a
pure, statistical mechanics theory. It is found that the
DOS is highly self-organized and very sparse. Its form

depends upon the form of PF (F ) and vice versa so that
recursion is necessary to solve for either. Maximizing a
state counting entropy in this phase space produces the
recursion equation which is analogous to the Boltzman
transport equation. To elucidate the organization of the
DOS, it is projected across all angular coordinates before
solving numerically. The results demonstrate the success
of Edwards’ hypothesis in that it predicts the correct
forms of the PDFs.
The success of this analysis supports the growing con-

viction that granular phenomena should be explainable
within the purview of a generalized statistical mechanics.
It also thereby identifies the essential organizing princi-
ples in static granular packings and provides an expla-
nation why other analytical methods have not worked:
in most cases the implied DOS is too uniform, not be-
ing constrained onto the surfaces where every grain is
individually stable and where neighboring grains satisfy
Newton’s third law. These simple constraints require the
packing to achieve an extremely high degree of organiza-
tion before its dynamics will cease, and this produces the
very sparsely distributed DOS that shapes the PDF.

B. The Form of the Contact Force Distribution

There is some variability in the form of PF (F ) depend-
ing upon the conditions of the packing. It has been sug-
gested theoretically [33] and demonstrated empirically
[4, 33, 34] that with increasing stress (and therefore in-
creasing grain deformation) the tail may evolve from an
exponential form ∼ exp(−βf) to a more rapidly decay-
ing form such as a compressed exponential ∼ exp(−βfα)
with α > 1, or perhaps a Gaussian (α = 2), although
this result has not been observed in all cases [7].
Also the degree of stress and fabric anisotropy during

biaxial shearing has been shown to affect the PDF in the
region of weak forces, causing it to evolve from having
a peak to having a plateau to being a monotonically de-
creasing function with only a sudden change of slope near
the average value of force [5, 17]; further shearing then
reverses the evolution part way until it has a small peak
again [5]. Some numerical simulations of frictional grains
have seen peaks and others have seen plateaus, but the
stress and fabric anisotropies are not usually reported.
The formation of a peak has also been connected to the

jamming transition as kinetic energy is removed [9] while
the packing fraction is sufficiently large [10]. Friction
also affects somewhat the shape of PF (F ) in the region
of weak forces [14], and it is probable that this effect is
history-dependent due to the hyperstaticity of frictional
packings.
This analysis is concerned with the idealized case with

rigid, completely static, frictionless grains, and the sub-
sequent numerical results focus specifically on isotropic
conditions. The weight of the evidence indicates that in
these idealizations the tail should be exponential and the
PDF should have a small peak. The expected features of
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the PDF are discussed in more detail in App. A.

C. Overview

In this paper, Sec. II analyzes the DOS in the modi-
fied Edwards ensemble and develops the transport equa-
tion, including a simplified version (projected across the
angle coordinates) using the Mean Structure Approxi-
mation. Sec. III presents the numerical solution of the
Mean Structure Transport Equation. Sec. IV discusses
the validity and relevance of the approach and identifies
the essential organizational principles of static granular
physics. Sec. V summarizes the findings and points to
several unanswered problems and several generalizations
that are needed.

II. MODIFIED EDWARDS ENSEMBLE

ANALYSIS

A. Description of the Particular Ensemble

The original paper in which Edwards’ hypothesis
was presented was concerned with powders—which are
frictional— and for the sake of clarity avoided the compli-
cations of anisotropic compaction [23]. Subsequent stud-
ies have often relied upon the influence of gravity as the
source of stress, and the packings are made to explore the
phase space by tapping the container [35]. This ensemble
will be generalized in two ways and idealized in several
other ways.

1. Generalizations of the Ensemble

First, to eliminate an unnecessary asymmetry from the
packings and to render the organizational features of the
physics more clear, the source of stress in these packings
will be a mechanical application of force at the bound-
aries. There will be no body forces such as gravity. As a
result, the sum of the forces perpendicular to any cross-
sectional sample of grains that spans the packing will
be conserved layer-by-layer for any progression of layers
at the fixed orientation. The use of externally-applied
stresses also allows for more generalized stress states and
contact geometry fabrics than what occur in packings
under the influence of gravity alone.
Second, when anisotropic stress states are applied,

then anisotropic compaction may occur. This cannot be
ignored because the form of PF (F ) is known to evolve
with that anisotropy. Therefore a more general descrip-
tor of the internal state of the packing is needed in place
of scalar compaction. The fabric tensor F or the proba-
bility distribution Pθ(θ) are the most common descriptors
of fabric. However, this study will use a more informative
joint probability density function (JPDF) P4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4)
studied in Ref.36 to correlate the contact angles that

share the same grain. This can be collapsed to Pθ(θ),

Pθ(θ) =
1

4

4∑

j=1

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ J4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4) δ(θ − θj). (1)

The use of the JPDF is deemed necessary because the
physics of fragile media are grain-centered and the intra-
grain correlations turn out to be the heart of the statis-
tical physics, as shall be shown here. This JPDF is not
completely sufficient, however, because it tells nothing of
the number and size of voids created by the arrangement
of neighboring grain configurations, which is an impor-
tant aspect of Edwards’ hypothesis and its ability to pre-
dict the evolution of scalar compaction. For the present
study, the voids will be quantified simply by assuming
a number of grains per unit distance in a cross-section
of the 2D packing in each orthogonal direction. These
quantities along with the JPDF will be specified in the
ensemble rather than predicted. Evolution of the internal
state of the packing is beyond the present study.
These generalizations are necessary because there are

as many independent force conservation laws as there are
spatial dimensions of the packing, and each conservation
of an extensive quantity is taken with respect to its own
conjugate spatial dimension, orthogonal to each of the
other conservation laws. This is in contrast to thermal
systems wherein every conservation law is taken with re-
spect to the single, common time dimension. Hence, the
analog of the scalar temperature becomes a second-order
tensor in granular matter—the stress tensor. Some of the
ramifications of this tensorial generalization are discussed
in Sec. IV.D.

2. Idealizations of the Ensemble

This analysis focuses upon the thermodynamic limit
of 2D, amorphous packings of cohesionless, frictionless,
rigid, round grains which have four contacts each. This
is a good starting point because 2D packings of cohe-
sionless, round grains that are perfectly rigid [11, 12, 13]
and/or frictionless [9, 10, 14, 16, 17, 19, 27] are known
to have force distributions with the same qualitative fea-
tures as the more generalized packings and hence must
be subject to the same organizational constraints in the
statistics. Therefore they are sufficient to elucidate the
origin of those constraints in the physics. There are sev-
eral important arguments that the true, underlying struc-
ture in granular physics will be found in the frictionless
case whereas frictional degrees of freedom are a pertur-
bation to that underlying structure. The same can be
said for non-cohesion, rigidity, and roundness. These ar-
guments will be presented in the discussion in Sec. IV.B.
The use of exactly four contacts per grain, however, is

more idealized than has been achieved in typical numer-
ical simulations. Nevertheless, it is acceptable because
that is the average coordination number for 2D friction-
less packings of round rigid grains which are isostatic
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[22, 37], and it will be shown herein that the same qual-
itative and quantitative features of PF (F ) arise as they
do in the more realistic simulations. One ramification of
this idealization is that the effects of large polydisper-
sity are probably neglected here, because coordination
number is probably highly correlated with grain diame-
ter. (Otherwise, the dispersity of grain diameters is not
a consideration in the analysis.) Using four contacts per
grain localizes the isostacy to the individual grains, sig-
nificantly simplifying the analysis. It may not be too
hard to extend the transport equation to include delo-
calized isostacy in which some grains have five contacts
and some have three.
Working in the thermodynamic limit allows us to ig-

nore the statistics of the highly-organized boundary layer
as contributing insignificantly to the statistics in bulk. It
also allows us to simplify the analysis at several points.
The thermodynamic limit statistics of amorphous pack-
ings are important to develop a rheological theory for
typical granulars found in nature and industry.

B. The Phase Space

The locus in phase space of a classical dilute
monatomic gas completely defines its state. We wish
to define a phase space for granular packings which is
similarly complete. A 2D frictionless granular packing of
N round, rigid grains is isostatic and therefore contains
2N contacts. The phase space therefore requires at least
4N phase space axes, half of which define the force on
each contact and half of which define the contact angles,
{Fk, θk | k = 1, . . . , 2N}. This space is labeled S1. It is
possible to define the ordering of the axes so that it is
understood which four contacts correspond to the same
grain and therefore which grains contact one another. It
will not prove necessary to do so explicitly, although this
ordering is implicitly assumed to exist. Therefore, the
contact force magnitude Fk at contact angle θk repre-
sents the jth force vector pointing inwardly on the ith

grain, ~Fij (i = 1, . . . , N ; j = 1, . . . , 4), and it also repre-
sents the equal and opposite force vector on the contacted
grain.
In the thermodynamic limit N → ∞ this ensemble has

Edwards’ flat measure, meaning that every metastable
state is equally probable,

ρ(1) {Fk, θk | k = 1, . . . , 2N} =

ρ(1){Fk, θk} =





1 where the five metastability
constraints are satisfied
(listed below)

0 elsewhere
(2)

Other coordinate systems could be used to represent the
same information, and since the Jacobian of transforma-
tion between the various coordinate systems is not gen-

erally unity the question should be asked why Edwards’
flat measure would apply in this space and not one of the
others. Plausibility arguments for the flat measure in S1

shall be given in the discussion section.
The five constraints which define the accessible regions

of phase space are described below.
1. Newton’s second law (N2L) for static equilibrium

must be satisfied at each grain individually,

∑

j

~Fij = 0 ∀ i. (3)

2. No tensile forces are permitted anywhere in the
packing,

Fk > 0 ∀ k, (4)

which restricts the DOS to the first “quadrant” of the
force axes.
3. (and 4.) The sum of the x component (y compo-

nent) forces is specified for any one layer of grains nor-
mal to the x axis (y axis). For simplicity, this sum will
actually be written as a sum over all grains in the pack-
ing, whereas it should be taken only over a subset com-
prising a single layer. However, in the thermodynamic
limit of amorphous packings the layers all approach the
same number of grains per unit length and so the average
Cartesian load per grain or average Cartesian component
of force per contact can be calculated equivalently per
layer or per packing. The per-packing method is chosen
because it does not require us to identify the actual layers
in the phase space. Hence,

N∑

i=1

wxi = Wx,
N∑

i=1

wyi = Wy, (5)

where the Cartesian loads on each grain are defined by,

wxi =
1

2

4∑

j=1

Fij | cos θij |, wyi =
1

2

4∑

j=1

Fij | sin θij |, (6)

and for simplicity these will often be called the “sup-
ported loads” or simply the “loads” [41]. The relation-
ship to the stress tensor is Wx/N = 〈wxi〉 = σxx/nx,
where 〈wxi〉 is the average Cartesian load per grain in
the x direction, σxx is the diagonal element in the stress
tensor corresponding to the x direction, and nx is the
number of grains per linear distance, averaged in a cross-
sectional layer oriented normal to the x axis.
5. The JPDF for the fabric is specified,

{θk} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4), (7)

meaning that the set of angle coordinates {θk} are dis-
tributed according to the JPDF P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4). Actu-
ally, there should be a statement relating the continuum
P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) with the discretized distribution of an-
gles at finite N , µklmn(θ1k, . . . , θ4n), but the meaning is
nonetheless clear.
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In addition to these six constraints, two missing con-
straints should be noted:
1. The above ensemble does not enforce the shear

stresses but relies on the fact that their ensemble av-
erage is zero and in the thermodynamic limit the frac-
tion of packings in which the shear deviates from zero
by more than some arbitrarily small amount will van-
ish. The Cartesian axes of the packings are taken to
be aligned with the principle stress axes so that the off-
diagonal (shear) elements of the stress tensor should in-
deed be zero.
2. There is one other important omission in the con-

straints of this ensemble in that the contact angles in a
cluster of real grains must form closed loops so that no
two grains overlap one another. This intentional omis-
sion is of great importance and shall be called the As-
sumption of Non-recursive Correlation (ANC) because it
asserts that only negligible correlative information trav-
els all the way around closed loops of grains in the en-
semble average. In other words, the DOS is adequately
characterized for the present purposes by the two-point
(intra-grain) force correlations and the resulting correla-
tion of loads in neighboring grains. Therefore, the closure
of force loops can be ignored when deriving the statistics
of single-grain states. There are important arguments
supporting the ANC and they will be presented in the
discussion section.

C. Phase Space Operations to Quantify the

Non-Uniformity

Although Edwards’ flat measure is uniform across the
regions of accessible phase space, the volume of those re-
gions is not uniformly distributed across the coordinates.
The program is to change coordinates in a way that
eliminates the constraints from the far right-hand side
of Eq. (2), moving a non-uniform set of constraints into
a non-uniform DOS. When only the conservation quan-
tities remain in the list of constraints, then the method
of the most probable distribution may be used, relying
on the method of Lagrange multipliers to conserve those
quantities.

1. Newton’s Third Law

Newton’s third law (N3L) is automatically satisfied in
the phase space, since each contact is represented by only
one force and one angle axis. However, enforcing N2L will
prove simpler if redundant axes are created to account for
each contact force twice, one time with each grain that
shares the contact, {Fij , θij | i = 1, . . . , N ; j = 1, . . . , 4},
where i subscripts the grain and j subscripts the con-
tact on the grain. This space is labeled S2. In this new
space it will be necessary to enforce N3L. It is possible
to define the ordering of the axes so that it is understood
which contacts are redundant to one another and there-

fore which grains are contacting neighbors. It will not
be necessary to do so explicitly, although this ordering is
implicitly assumed to exist.
In this context the term “grain configuration” refers

not only to a grain’s contact geometry but also to the set
of forces upon those contacts as defined by the locus in
phase space. The form of S2 itself does not require neigh-
boring grains to satisfy N3L, and so the vast majority of
loci include neighboring grain configurations with physi-
cally unrealizable forces. This mathematical abstraction
enables the analysis.
The DOS in S2 is,

ρ(2) {Fij , θij | i = 1, . . . , N ; j = 1, . . . , 4} =

ρ(2){Fij , θij} =






1 if
∑

j
~Fij = 0 ∀ i,

Fij > 0 ∀ (i, j),∑
i wxi = Wx,∑
i wyi = Wy, and

{θij} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4),
~Fij = − ~Fkl (shared contacts)

0 elsewhere
(8)

The constraints are the same five included in S1, plus
a new, sixth constraint: N3L must be satisfied at each
contact between grains,

~Fij = − ~Fkl, (9)

where grains i and k are contacting neighbors and the
jth contact on grain i corresponds to the lth contact on
grain k.
If we wished to neglect N3L then we could proceed with

the remainder of the analysis, obtaining the hypothetical
DOS for regions of this space having stable, cohesionless
grains, write the state-counting entropy and then maxi-
mize it subject to the conservation of total loads and fab-
ric. This would produce the most probable distribution
for all possible permutations of N stable grain configu-
rations where the grains are mechanically independent.
However, it turns out that N3L is not negligible: by
considering instead all the possible combinations (rather
than all possible permutations) of N stable, independent
grain configurations, we note that some of these com-
binations can be mechanically connected into a greater
number permutations satisfying N3L than can other com-
binations. Hence, those combinations are the more en-
tropic ones, the ones which represent the greater number
of metastable packings in the phase space. Therefore, to
find the most entropic combination of stable, indepen-
dent grain configurations, we will map S2 → S3, a space
where the axes are the same as in S2 except that they
are not sequenced to represent a particular permutation
of the grains. Whereas a locus in S2 represents a single
state (a single packing permutation of a set of grain con-
figurations), a locus in S3 represents a set of mechanically
disconnected grain configurations that may or may not
be permutable into some number of stable states. We
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shall call the latter an “assembly space” to distinguish it
from a phase space that identifies every grain’s location
in the packing. The fraction of permutations that satisfy
N3L will be quantified in this mapping process.
To verify that a particular permutation of a given

combination of stable grains {Fij , θij} satisfies N3L, it
is necessary to check every contact in the permutation.
All permutations of this combination must have the
same JPDF of forces and contact angles, PFθ(F, θ) =
PFθ(F, θ | {Fij , θij}), whatever its form may be. Ran-
domly choosing one contact from the set of these per-
mutations, a contact force F1 at angle θ1 has the prob-
ability PFθ(F1, θ1)dFdθ that it will satisfy N3L with its
neighbor. (The two differentials reflect the fact that
N3L reduces the solution space by two dimensions per
contact, thereby taking out the extra dimensions intro-
duced in S1 → S2.) The probability that an entire
grain configuration drawn from this set of permutations
will satisfy N3L with its four neighbors will be called
Υ2(F1, . . . , F4, θ1, . . . , θ4) d

4F d4θ, written for compact-
ness as Υ2(Fj , θj) d

4F d4θ [42]. The reason for introduc-
ing the square exponent in Υ2 will become clear momen-
tarily. It may be written as a functional of PFθ,

Υ2(Fj , θj) =

4∏

j=1

PFθ (Fj , θj) . (10)

This expression treats the contacts on the neighboring
grains as if they are uncorrelated because this is a pack-
ing that was drawn randomly from the set of all possi-
ble permutations, including the ones which are physically
unrealizable. Therefore there are no a priori correlations
between neighboring grains; such correlations arise a pos-

teriori by selecting the subset of packings that satisfy
N3L.
Because of this statistical independence, the fraction of

packings that satisfy N3L for all of its grains is likewise
simply the product over the probabilities that each of
the individual grains will satisfy N3L with its own local
neighbors. (The ANC appears implicitly in this state-
ment.) However, the product of Υ2 over every grain
accounts for every contact in the packing twice, once
with each grain sharing the contact. For the cases where
N3L is in fact satisfied, the double accounting of con-
tacts will appear as pairs of PFθ factors having identi-
cal arguments. Hence, the probability that the entire
packing will satisfy N3L is the square root of that prod-
uct. This is why the the square exponent was written in
Eq. (10). The fraction of permutations that satisfy N3L
shall be called ΦN3L(F11, . . . , FN4, θ11, . . . , θN4), written
as ΦN3L{Fij , θij} for compactness.

ΦN3L{Fij , θij} =

N∏

i=1

Υ(Fij , θij) d
2NF d2Nθ. (11)

This calculation does not handle the boundaries of the
packing (unless they are periodic), but we are concerned

with the statistics in the bulk in the thermodynamic limit
where the boundaries are pushed out toward infinity.
Now we may map the DOS from the phase space to

the assembly space, S2 → S3. Showing the functional
dependence upon PFθ explicitly, the DOS in S3 is,

ρ̃(3){Fij , θij} =

=






N !
∏

i Υ(Fij , θij)
[
PFθ

(
Fij , θij | {Fij , θij}

)]
,

× d2NF d2Nθ

if
∑

j
~Fij = 0 ∀ i,

Fij > 0 ∀ (i, j),∑
iwxi = Wx,∑
iwyi = Wy, and

{θij} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4)

0 elsewhere.

(12)
The tilde on ρ̃ indicates that this density is in an assembly
space.

2. Newton’s Second Law

To quantify the effects of N2L, note that Eq. (6) is a
many-to-one mapping from S2 to a space {wxi, wyi, θij |
i = 1, . . . , N ; j = 1, . . . , 4}. Thus, the mapping reduces
the dimensionality of the space by two per grain, just
as N2L reduces the dimensionality of the solution space
by two per grain. However, the reverse mapping is one-
to-one because the localized isostacy of the grains deter-
mines the four contact forces when the supported loads
and four contact angles are specified. Thus, of all the
points in S2 that map to the same point in {wxi, wyi, θij},
at most only one represents a stable packing and is oc-
cupied, the one which is specified in the return direction
by

~F = A−1 ~W, (13)

where

~F =





F11

F12

...
FN4





,

~W =





wx1

wx1

wy1

wy1

wx2

wx2

...
wyN

wyN





, (14)
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and where A is block diagonal with 4 × 4 blocks A(i) =
A(i) (θi1, . . . , θi4) that are superscripted by the grain in-

dex (i = 1, . . . , N). The elements of A(i) are a
(i)
kj in the

kth row and jth column,

a
(i)
1j = Rij cos θi1,

a
(i)
2j = −Lij cos θi2,

a
(i)
3j = Tij sin θi3,

a
(i)
4j = −Bij sin θi4. (15)

The operatorRij multiplies the expression by 1 if−π/2 ≤
θij < π/2 meaning the jth contact is on the right half of
the grain, else it multiplies it by 0. Likewise Lij , Tij and
Bij test for contacts on the left, top and bottom side of
the grain, respectively. This matrix is nonsingular except
for some precise alignments of contacts on a grain which
we can ignore, so each point in the new space corresponds
to a single stable point in S2.
While it is straightforward to write down the ex-

pression for generalized fabrics using these R, L, T ,
and B operators, the expressions often become cumber-
some. For the sake of simplicity in the expressions, we
shall introduce the idea of “quartered” fabric in which
P4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4) is zero everywhere except where the jth

contact is on the jth quadrant of every grain in the pack-
ing. The orientation of the jth quadrant is defined the
usual way as (j − 1)π/2 < θ < jπ/2 in S2. As in the
case of non-quartered fabric, J4θ enforces steric exclusion.
For the specific case of “quartered isotropy,” collapsing
the quartered fabric by Eq. (1) produces Pθ(θ) = 1/2π.
This mimics true isotropy but the anisotropic quarter-
ing is nevertheless apparent in the JPDF P4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4).
To achieve quartered isotropy with steric exclusion in a
Monte Carlo process it is necessary to weight the dis-
tribution of attempted angles to emphasize the regions
close to the edges of each quadrant. Otherwise, steric
exclusion would cause notches to appear in Pθ(θ) near
the boundary of each quadrant. The use of quartered
fabric in this analysis is only for illustrative simplicity, so
that the meaning of the expressions may be intuitively
grasped. It is always possible to write and numerically
solve the expressions in a form that represents more gen-
eral fabric.
For the illustrative case of quartered fabric,

A(i) =




cos θi1 0 0 cos θi4
0 cos θi2 cos θi3 0

sin θi1 sin θi2 0 0
0 0 sin θi3 sin θi4


 . (16)

We will use the mapping of Eq. (6) to go from
S3 → S4, which will have coordinates {wxi, wyi, θij}
and is another assembly space, representing combina-
tions of mechanically-independent grain configurations.
By changing to the new S4 coordinates we have automat-
ically enforced N2L, eliminating all the loci in S3 where
N2L is not satisfied. The Jacobian of transformation for

S3 → S4 is J34 =
∏

i | detA
(i)|−1 (dF )−2N , so the DOS

in this space is,

ρ̃(4){wxi, wyi, θij} =

=






N ! d2Nθ
∏

i | detA(i)|−1

×Υ(Fij , θij)
[
PFθ

(
F, θ | {Fij , θij}

)]
,

if Fij > 0 ∀ (i, j),∑
i wxi = Wx,∑
i wyi = Wy , and

{θij} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4)

0 elsewhere
(17)

where Fij = Fij(wxi, wyi, θi1, . . . , θi4). Or, using delta
functions to produce the Jacobian, it may be written,

ρ̃(4){wxi, wyi, θij} =

=






N ! d2Nθ ×
∏

i Υw(wxi, wyi, θij)
[
PFθ

(
F, θ | {wxi, wyi, θij}

)]
,

if Fij > 0 ∀ (i, j),∑
i wxi = Wx,∑
i wyi = Wy , and

{θij} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4)

0 elsewhere
(18)

where, in the special case of quartered isotropy,

Υ2
w(wx, wy, θj) =

∫∫∫∫ ∞

o

d4F
4∏

j=1

PFθ (Fj , θj)

× δ (wx − F1 cos θ1 − F4 cos θ4)

× δ (wx + F2 cos θ2 + F3 cos θ3)

× δ (wy − F1 sin θ1 − F2 sin θ2)

× δ (wy + F3 sin θ3 + F4 sin θ4) .

(19)

3. Cohesionless Grains

While S3 → S4 eliminated all unstable grain config-
urations, not every point in S4 maps to the first quad-
rant of the force axes in S3 because some combinations
of (wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4) require one or two tensile contacts
for stability. These, too, are unstable grain configura-
tions for cohesionless packings. If we enforce the condi-
tion that PFθ(F, θ) = 0 for F < 0, then the form of Υ in
Eq. (19) will automatically enforce the cohesionless con-
straint. However, it will prove convenient to express the
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non-tensile constraint explicitly,

ρ̃(4){wxi, wyi, θij} =

=






N ! d2Nθ
∏

i Ψ(wxi, wyi, θij)

×Υw(wxi, wyi, θij)
[
PFθ

(
F, θ | {Fij , θij}

)]
,

if
∑

iwxi = Wx,∑
iwyi = Wy, and

{θij} → P4θ(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4)

0 elsewhere
(20)

where Ψ(wxi, wyi) =
∏4

j=1 Θ(Fij) with Θ being the

Helmholtz (unit step) function, whose arguments Fij =
Fij(wxi, wyi, θij).

D. State-Counting Entropy and Its Maximum

Randomly drawing packings from the regions of S4 that
have the correct fabric and specified PFθ(F, θ) and spec-
ified P2w4θ(wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4), the fraction of packings in
which all grains will satisfy N2L without cohesion and

satisfy N3L with its neighbors is therefore,

Φ{wxi, wyi, θij} [PFθ] =

=
∏

i Υw(wxi, wyi, θij) [PFθ] ·Ψ(wxi, wyi, θij) d
2Nθ

=
∏

i · · ·
∏

n

[
Υw(wxi, wyj , θ1k, . . . , θ4n) [PFθ]

×Ψ(wxi, wyj , θ1k, . . . , θ4n)
]νijklmn

d2Nθ

(21)
where νijklmn(wxi, wyj , θ1k, . . . , θ4n) is the discretized
version of the distribution P2w4θ(wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4), nor-
malized such that

∑
i · · ·

∑
n νijklmn = N . It was ob-

tained by discretizing the (wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4) space into
bins of volume (∆wx ·∆wy ·∆θ1 · · ·∆θ4) = (∆w)2(∆θ)4.
Note that in Eq. (21), the sum in the first line is over
the grains whereas the sums in the second line are over
the discretized intervals of each of the variables wx, wy,
θ1, . . . , θ4. For compactness we will write,

Φ{wxi, wyi, θij} [PFθ] =
∏

i

· · ·
∏

n

[
Υi...n ·Ψi...n

]νi...n
d2Nθ.

(22)

To find the most probable P2w4θ(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)
that results from the non-uniform DOS of Eq. (18), we
likewise discretize S4 into cells of volume (δwx · δwy ·
δθ1 · · · δθ4)

N where (δw)2(δθ)4 = (∆w)2(∆θ)4/S, where
S is a large integer and S >> νi...n∀ (i, . . . , n). The num-
ber of cells in S4 which map to a particular set {νi...n}

can be estimated by explicit counting,

ω{νi...n} =
∏

i

· · ·
∏

n

[
(S − 1 + νi...n)!

(S − 1)! (νi...n)!

]

×

(
∑

i

· · ·
∑

n

νi...n

)
! (23)

and in the limit as S → ∞ the estimate becomes ex-
act. However, because S4 is an assembly space, the axes
can be relabeled N ! different ways to represent the same
combination of grains. Removing this physically mean-
ingless repetition, we omit the factorial of the sums in
the second line of Eq. (23),

ω̃{νi...n} =
∏

i

· · ·
∏

n

[
(S − 1 + νi...n)!

(S − 1)! (νi...n)!

]
, (24)

where the tilde on ω̃ indicates that this is the “correct
Boltzmann counting” for an assembly space, in which the
grains are indistinguishable.
The number of states Ω in the ensemble mapping to

the distribution {νi...n} is therefore ω̃{νi...n} times the
DOS in those cells of S4,

Ω{νi...n} =
∏

i

· · ·
∏

n

[
(S − 1 + νi...n)!

(S − 1)! (νi...n)!

]

× N ! [Υi...nΨi...n]
νi...n d2Nθ (25)

where we have used the notation of Eq. (22) to ex-
press the DOS. Taking the logarithm, it may be max-
imized with respect to νp...u. If we discretize the
JPDF of fabric P4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4) → µklmn(θk, . . . , θn)
such that

∑
k · · ·

∑
n µklmn = N , then each value of

µklmn∀k, l,m, n is a conserved quantity according to the
definition of the ensemble in which fabric is specified.
The conservation of Wx, Wy and µklmn are enforced via
Lagrange multipliers ξx, ξy and γklmn respectively.

∂

∂νp...u

[
lnΩ{νi...n} − ξx

(
∑

i

· · ·
∑

n

νi...nwxi

)

−ξy

(
∑

i

· · ·
∑

n

νi...nwyj

)

−
∑

k

· · ·
∑

n

γk...n



∑

i

∑

j

νi...n




 = 0

(26)

The calculus is performed using Stirling’s approxima-
tion and an expansion of the logarithm in a Taylor series
of νi...n where necessary. Taking the limit for S → ∞
while conserving N and then taking the continuum limit
obtains

P2w4θ(wx, wy, θj) = Υw (wx, wy , θj)Ψ (wx, wy, θj)

×G(θj) e
−ξxwx−ξywy (27)
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where G(θj) = G(θ1, . . . , θ4) derives from exp(−γp...u) in
the continuum limit.
Note that ξx and ξy should not be confused with the

decay constants of the exponential tails in the empirical
PDFs. Most (if not all) of the exponential behavior in
Eq. (27) is contained in the form of Υw because it is a
functional of PFθ(F, θ). It will be shown in a numeri-
cal solution of the isotropic case using an approximation
method (later in this paper) that the value of ξx = ξy is
approximately zero. This should not be the case in gen-
eral, however because these two parameters provide the
only information about stress anistropy in the equation.

E. The Fabric Partition Factor

The Fabric Partition Factor G, along with Υ and Ψ,
determines the partition of fabric between the (wx, wy)
“modes”. Integrating Eq. (27) over wx and wy

P4θ(θj) = G(θj)

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w ΥwΨe−ξxwx−ξywy

= G(θj) H(θj). (28)

Using the definitions of Ψ and Υw for the case of quar-
tered fabric,

H(θ1, . . . , θ4) =

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w e−ξxwx−ξywy

×

{∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4
4∏

j=1

PFθ(Fj , θj)

× δ (wx − F1 cos θ1 − F4 cos θ4)

× δ (wx + F2 cos θ2 + F3 cos θ3)

× δ (wy − F1 sin θ1 − F2 sin θ2)

× δ (wy + F3 sin θ3 + F4 sin θ4)

} 1

2

×






4∏

j=1

Θ
[
Fj(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]





(29)

For the case of quartered fabric, Eq. (19), some ma-
nipulation obtains

H(θ1, . . . , θ4) =

[
4∏

j=1

∫ ∞

0

dFj PFθ(Fj , θj)

×e−(ξx| cos θj|+ξy| sin θj |)Fj

] 1

2

, (30)

where each term of the product is a Laplace transform

L [PFθ(F, θ);u] = P̃Fθ(u, θ) with the transform variable
uj = uj(θj) = ξx| cos θj |+ ξy | sin θj |. Therefore, the Fab-
ric Partition Factor is,

G(θ1, . . . , θ4) = P4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4)

4∏

j=1

P̃
− 1

2

Fθ

(
u(θj), θj

)
. (31)

Assuming the standard result of statistical mechanics,
one form of PFθ will be found in the overwhelming ma-
jority of the occupied phase space, and so in the thermo-
dynamic limit we may treat fabric as if it is partitioned

by G with a fixed form of P̃Fθ in all of phase space. This
factor is not a function of wx or wy. However, the par-
tition is not an equipartition because of the influence of
Υ and Ψ. The former is variable over the range of an-
gle configurations within each mode, and the second is a
truncating factor which limits the range of angle config-
urations within each mode.

F. The Recursive “Transport” Equation

The JPDF P2w4θ can be collapsed,

PFθ(F, θ) =
1

4

4∑

j=1

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ δ(θ − θj)

×δ [f − fj(wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4)]

×P2w4θ(wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4). (32)

Inserting Eq. (27) into Eq. (32) results in a recursion of
PFθ,

PFθ(F, θ) =
1

4

4∑

j=1

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w e−ξxwx−ξywy

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ δ(θ − θj) δ [f − fj(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)]

× G(θ1, . . . , θ4)

4∏

j=1

Θ [Fij(wx, wy , θ1, . . . , θ4)]

∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4F ′
4∏

k=1

[PFθ (F
′
k, θk)]

1

2 (33)

× δ
[
wx − wright

x (F ′
1, θ1, . . . , F

′
4, θ4)

]
δ
[
wx − wleft

x ( · )
]
δ
[
wy − wtop

y ( · )
]
δ
[
wy − wbott.

y ( · )
]

This can be simplified by taking advantage of symmetries
in the ensemble. For example, in the case in which fab-

ric is not quartered so that every contact (j = 1, . . . , 4)
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is statistically similar, then the summation may be re-
moved.
The dependency of Υ upon the form of PFθ(F, θ) =

PFθ(F, θ | {wxi, wyi, θij}) reveals that the DOS in a
granular ensemble is self-organized (accomplished by the
packing in its dynamic state as it sought a stable locus
in phase space) and cannot be given a simplistic a priori

characterization in a way that is analogous to the a pri-

ori uniform characterization of a thermal DOS. The form
of PFθ(F, θ) derives from the DOS non-uniformity and
vice versa. Hence, without additional knowledge of the
DOS, only the recursion equation method can be used to
solve PFθ(F, θ). In principle, this recursion is the unique
solution. However, it should be remembered that this
assumes that correlative information is non-recursive in
the ensemble average and that Edwards’ flat measure is
correct.

G. The Mean Structure Approximation

The recursion equation can be solved using Monte
Carlo integration. Efforts are underway to obtain the
numerical solution, which shall be presented in a future
publication. For the present an approximation will be
introduced, simplifying the recursion equation while yet
providing sufficient accuracy to demonstrate the principle
organizational features of the ensemble. The approxima-
tion has value in its own right because it will isolate and
identify those organizational features.
The approximation is obtained by projecting the DOS

in S4 → S5, where the latter is the subspace {wxi, wyi}.
This projection is performed by integrating the DOS
across all the angle axes. For a given pair of val-
ues (wx1, wy1), the evaluation of Υw(wx1, wy1, θij) 6=
Υw(wx1, wy1, θkj) for {θj}i 6= {θj}k in general. That
is, certain contact angle configurations {θj} will yield a
greater probability that the grain will be consistent with
their neighbors than will other contact angle configura-
tions. Therefore, information is lost in the projection
into the S5 subspace. Nevertheless, this loss of infor-
mation may not be so great that it blurs the principle
organization of the DOS. Arguments can be advanced
to show that, over the distribution of all contact angle
configurations where the grain is stable,

Υw(wx1, wy1, θij) ≈ Υ(wx1, wy1) (34)

for most stable grain configurations. Whereas Ψ is a
truncating factor in the DOS, defining the region where
individual grains are stable, Υ is a scaling factor in the
DOS, indicating how often particular grain configura-
tions will occur in the ensemble based upon the prob-
ability that they can satisfy N3L with their neighbors.
Eq. (34) claims that this scaling is strongly dependent
upon the values of wx and wy; but when varying the
contact angles it does not vary too much over the major-
ity of that configuration space. This allows the S4 → S5

projection to be simplified.

              
 
 

                 F1 ,θ1 

F2 ,θ2 

F3 ,θ3 
F4 ,θ4 

wy
bott.

 

Region where set of 
permuted neighbors 

attempts wy
top 

Stable Region, 
assumed flat Uw(wx,wy) 

wx
left

 

wx
right

 

FIG. 2: Iconic diagram of 8-dimensional space to illustrate
the Mean Structure Approximation (MSA). The MSA as-
sumes that the probability for a grain to satisfy Newton’s
third law with its neighbors does not vary over any of the con-
figurations of the grain having fixed Cartesian loads. In fact,
the exact probability does not vary too widely for the vast
majority of those grain configurations. Therefore, the MSA
should produce a distribution of grain configurations that is a
good representatation of the exact ensemble. The individual
circles represent the region where random grains configura-
tions, taken to be neighbors for the grain in question, would
attempt to apply a particular load on each hemisphere of that
grain. The intersection is the stable region where the MSA
applies.

The approximation shall be called the “Mean Struc-
ture Approximation,” or MSA, and it is illustrated in
Fig. 2. It is important to distinguish this from the Mean
Field Approximation (or MFA), which is useful for ther-
mal systems but not acceptable for granular packings.
The reason that the MSA may be adequate where the
MFA fails is because it preserves the exact intra-grain
correlation of contact forces by N2L and also the approx-
imate inter-grain correlations of (wxi, wyi) by N3L, both
of which are lost in the MFA. The validity of the MSA
shall be evaluated in the discussion section.

The most probable P2w(wx, wy) to occur in the S5 sub-
space can be obtained directly by integrating Eq. (27)
over all angles,

P2w(wx, wy) = e−ξxwx−ξywy

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ G(θj)

×Ψ(wx, wy, θj) Υw (wx, wy, θj)

(35)
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We wish to simplify this in the MSA. Re-writing Eq. (19),

Υw(wx, wy, θj) =

{∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4w

∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4F

× δ
(
wRight

x − F1 cos θ1 − F4 cos θ4
)

× δ
(
wLeft

x + F2 cos θ2 + F3 cos θ3
)

× δ
(
wTop

y − F1 sin θ1 − F2 sin θ2
)

× δ
(
wBottom

y + F3 cos θ3 + F4 cos θ4
)

× δ
(
wx − wright

x

)
δ
(
wy − wtop

y

)

× δ
(
wx − wleft

x

)
δ
(
wy − wbottom

y

)

×
4∏

j=1

PFθ (Fj , θj)

}1/2

,

(36)

evaluating the four inner integrals, and commuting the
square root with the delta function integrals,

Υw(wx, wy , θj) =

∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4w
[
P ⋆
4w4θ(w

α
ξ , θj)

] 1

2

× δ
(
wx − wright

x

)
δ
(
wy − wtop

y

)

× δ
(
wx − wleft

x

)
δ
(
wy − wbott.

y

)

(37)

where,

P ⋆
4w4θ(w

α
ξ , θj) = P ⋆

4w4θ(w
right
x , . . . , wbott.

y , θj)

=

∫∫∫∫ ∞

0

d4F
4∏

j=1

PFθ (Fj , θj)

× δ
(
wright

x − F1 cos θ1 − F4 cos θ4
)

× δ
(
wleft

x + F2 cos θ2 + F3 cos θ3
)

× δ
(
wtop

y − F1 sin θ1 − F2 sin θ2
)

× δ
(
wbott.

y + F3 sin θ3 + F4 sin θ4
)
.

(38)

This can be interpreted as the JPDF of attempted loads
and contact angles that the set of all possible packing per-
mutations (with the specified PFθ) attempts to place on
any one grain. The star indicates that this is only a con-
ceptual distribution, not found in stable packings. It can
be viewed as a mean-field calculation, where the incoming
forces have been drawn randomly from the entire set of
grains in the packing permutations. Its domain is there-
fore not restricted to the set of forces that would make
a grain stable. Because of this, the pair (wright

x , wtop
y )

should not be too strongly correlated to (wleft
x , wbott.

x ) af-
ter integrating out the angular dependence,

P ⋆
4w(w

right
x , wtop

y , wleft
x , wbott.

y ) ≈

P ⋆
2w(w

right
x , wtop

y )P ⋆
2w(w

left
x , wbott.

y ).
(39)

All the angular content of Υw is in P ⋆
4w4θ(w

α
ξ , θj), so

we make the mean structure approximation,

P ⋆
4w4θ(w

α
ξ , θj) ≈ P ⋆

4w(w
α
ξ )/16π

4 (40)

for most stable grain configurations, so that by Eq. (37),

Υ(wx, wy , θj) ≈ [P ⋆
4w(wx, wx, wy , wy)]

1

2 /4π2 (41)

for most {wx, wy, θj}. Using Eqs. (34), (39), and (41) we
define

Υ(wx, wy) = P ⋆
2w(wx, wy)/4π

2. (42)

P ⋆
2w(wx, wy) may be viewed as a mean-field calculation

of attempted loads (for packing permutations having the
specified PFθ), which the half-space of the ensemble at-
tempts to place on the corresponding hemisphere of a
grain (for each of the two Cartesian loads), and where
the mean field includes the unstable regions of the phase
space. However, it must be emphasized that this is not
a mean-field calculation of loads actually placed on the
grains, but rather it is the approximate scale measuring
how often particular modes will satisfy N3L and therefore
occur in the ensemble. The validity of the approximation
depends on the relative weakness of Υ’s dependency on
the contact angles for most stable grain configurations.
Using the MSA in Eq. (35),

P2w(wx, wy) = e−ξxwx−ξywy Υ(wx, wy)

×

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ G(θj) Ψ (wx, wy , θj)

(43)

Defining,

Ψ(wx, wy) =

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ G(θj)

×
4∏

k=1

Θ
[
Fk(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]
. (44)

we may write,

P2w(wx, wy) = e−ξxwx−ξywy Υ(wx, wy) Ψ (wx, wy)
(45)

Writing the DOS in the {wx, wy} subspace, another
assembly space labeled S5,

ρ̃(5){wxi, wyi} =

=





N !
∏

i Υ(wxi, wyi) Ψ(wxi, wyi),

if
∑

iwxi = Wx,∑
iwyi = Wy, and

0 elsewhere

(46)
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We identify Ψ(wx, wy) as the “Grain Factor” and

Υ(wx, wy) as the “Structure Factor.” These are the pri-

mary features of non-uniformity in the DOS. Whereas Ψ
derives from the configuration space of individual grains
(cohesionless N2L), Υ derives from the configuration
space of grains connecting together to form a packing
structure (N3L). These two factors were so-named be-
cause their separability (in the MSA) and their roles
may be considered somewhat analogous to the separa-
bility and roles of the atomic form factor and structure
factor of x-ray crystalography.
The meaning of the Ψ can be illustrated easily through

a change a variables. We notice that for rigid, cohe-
sionless grains there is no inherent force scale and hence
stability must be independent of the overall scale of the
forces. Thus it is convenient to change variables,

si =
wxi − wyi

wxi + wyi
, ti = wxi + wyi. (47)

The stability of the ith grain is therefore a function of
si and the four contact angles, {θj}i, only. With the
Jacobian J = t, Eq. (35) can also be written,

Pst(s, t) = Υst(s, t)Ψs(s)e
−(ξx+ξy)t/2−(ξx−ξy)st/2 (48)

where the notation has been introduced,

Υst(s, t) = t Υ
[
(1 + s)t/2, (1− s)t/2

]

= (wx + wy) Υ(wx, wy), (49)

and,

Ψs(s) = Ψ
[
(1 + s)t/2, (1− s)t/2

]

= Ψ(wx, wy). (50)

Note that Θ in Eq. (44) is insensitive to the scale of Fk

and cares only whether it is positive or negative, and
hence the t does not appear as an argument of Ψs(s).
In these coordinates Eq. (44) may be solved very effi-

ciently by Monte Carlo integration. This has been per-
formed for the case of quartered isotropy. In the MSA, Υ
does not affect the fabric partition, and hence it is easy
to find the fabric partition factor. The product of the
weighting for the quartering bias with the weighting for
the fabric partition was obtained empirically by adjusting
as required in a Fourier decomposition to achieve approx-
imate isotropy Pθ(θ) ≈ 1/2π. The numerical result for
that case is fit well by a Gaussian,

Ψs(s) =
√
c/π e−cs2 , |s| ≤ 1 (51)

with c = 7.9. It is shown in Fig. (3) with the fit as the
dashed curve. This indicates that in the isotropic case the
volume of a grain’s stability space is a Gaussian function
of the individual grain’s load-anisotropy, s.
The form of Υ depends upon PFθ and hence can only

be found by solving the transport equation.
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FIG. 3: Grain factor fit to Eq. (51).

H. The Mean Structure Transport Equation

Just as Eq. (27) can be solved recursively, giving us
the recursive “transport” equation, so can Eq. (45) be
solved recursively, giving us the “Mean Structure Trans-
port Equation” or MSTE.

To develop the MSTE, we convert the load distribution
of Eq. (45) into a contact force distribution. This cannot
be done simply by collapsing P2w since it does not con-
tain sufficient information. However, the variables may
be changed if we first obtain the joint conditional PDF
CFθ (F, θ | wx, wy), so that,

PFθ(F, θ) =

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w CFθ(F, θ | wx, wy) P2w(wx, wy).

(52)
This CPDF can be obtained easily through the same
change of variables introduced previously, (wx, wy) →
(s, t), because CFθ (F, θ | s, t) = t · CFθ (tF, θ | s, 1) and
the conditional dependency is reducible to the s variable,
alone. This may obtained by straightforward integration,

CFθ (F, θ | s, 1) =
1

4

4∑

i=1

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ G(θj) δ(θ − θi)

×δ
[
F − Fi(s, 1, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]

×

4∏

k=1

Θ
[
Fk(s, 1, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]
(53)

where only one term of the sum is needed in many
cases due to the symmetries of the ensemble. This re-
flects the MSA because it assumes that all grains in the
same (s, t) mode contribute to the integral according to
the same weight. It can be found by very easy Monte
Carlo integration, and the result for the case of isotropy,
CFθ(F, θ) | s, 1) = CF (F | s, 1)/2π, is shown in Fig. (4).

Combining this CPDF with Eq. (45) and the defini-
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tions of CFθ, Ψ and Υ,

PFθ(F, θ) =
1

16π2

4∑

i=1

∫∫ ∞

0

d2w

∫∫∫∫ 2π

0

d4θ G(θj)

× δ(θ − θi) δ
[
F − Fi(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]

×

4∏

k=1

Θ
[
Fk(wx, wy, θ1, . . . , θ4)

]

× e−βxwx−βywy P ⋆
2w(wx, wy).

(54)

P ⋆
2w(wx, wy) used in this equation may be obtained a

number of ways that should be equivalent within the ac-
curacy of the MSA. Two of these have been used in the
numerical results and were shown indeed to produce iden-
tical results to within the statistical precision of the data.
The first is purely consistent with the MSA, assuming no
necessity for a priori correlation between the loads and
the contact angles. Furthermore, it assumes no a priori

correlation between wx and wy. Correlations arise only
after throwing out unstable grain configurations. That
is, it assumes a fixed Υ over the union of the two ovals
in Fig. (2), not just their intersection (the gray region).
Imposing Ψ then throws out grain configurations outside
of the central gray region. This method is,

wx = F1 cos θ1 + F2 cos θ2,

wy = F3 sin θ3 + F4 sin θ4 (55)

(note that all four contacts are treated as if distinctly
different despite the fact that an x-hemisphere and a y-
hemisphere overlap in one quadrant), and

P ⋆
2w(wx, wy) = P ⋆

wx(wx)P
⋆
wy(wy), (56)

where

P ⋆
wx(wx) =

∫∫ ∞

0

d2F

∫∫ 2π

0

d2θ

2∏

i=1

PFθ (Fi, θi)

× δ(wx − F1 cos θ1 − F2 cos θ2),

(57)

P ⋆
wy(wy) =

∫∫ ∞

0

d2F

∫∫ 2π

0

d2θ
4∏

i=3

PFθ (Fi, θi)

× δ(wy − F3 sin θ3 − F4 sin θ4).

(58)

The second method, which will be used in a Monte
Carlo solution of the PDFs, attempts greater fidelity to
the micromechanics by imposing a priori correlation be-
tween wx, wy and {θj}. If the MSA is valid, then im-
posing these correlations should be largely superfluous.
Comparing the results of these two methods will therefore
test the MSA in Sec. IV.A. The second method, which
for simplicity is expressed here for the case of quartered
fabric, is

wx = F1 cos θ1 + F2 cos θ2,

wy = F2 sin θ2 + F3 sin θ3 (59)

(note the shared contact ~F2), and

P ⋆
2w3θ(wx, wy, θj) =

∫∫∫ ∞

0

d3F

3∏

i=1

PFθ (Fi, θi)

× δ(wx − F1 cos θ1 − F2 cos θ2)

× δ(wy − F2 sin θ2 − F3 sin θ3).

(60)

Inserting either of these forms of P ⋆
2w into Eq. (54)

produces an MSA recursion equation in PFθ, which is
the MSTE. It can be simplified by taking advantage of
the various symmetries of the ensemble.
The two different forms of P ⋆

2w produce two different
forms of the MSTE. This is striking because one form of
P ⋆
2w contains (PFθ)

3 whereas the other contains (PFθ)
4.

The ability of these two very different transport equations
to produce the same PFθ depends upon the validity of the
MSA.

III. RESULTS

Here, the following nomenclature is used. The vector
magnitude of the contact forces are denoted by F , their
distribution is PF (F ), and their mean is 〈F 〉. The cor-
responding normalized force magnitudes are f = F/ 〈F 〉,
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which have a distribution Pf (f) = 〈F 〉PF (f 〈F 〉). The
Cartesian force components in the x direction are de-
noted by Fx, their distribution is PX(Fx), and their
mean is 〈Fx〉. The corresponding normalized Carte-
sian forces are fx = Fx/ 〈Fx〉, which have a distribution
Px(fx) = 〈Fx〉PX(fx 〈Fx〉).

The MSTE in the previous section was solved in a
Monte Carlo process for the case of isotropic stress and
fabric, with one further simplification. It was found that
ξx and ξy were not exactly zero in the MSA, although
they were very tiny ∼ 0.01 so that the exponential fac-
tors were not exactly unity but were nevertheless negli-
gible. Therefore, rather than implementing the exponen-
tial weighting exactly, the forces were simply rescaped
with a flat factor in each iteration to prevent incremental
growth. This approach is reasonable because the phase
space for rigid grains has no inherent force scale, the
growth was very small, and the growth was balanced in
the x and y components. Hence, the form of the DOS
should not be greately affected by this flat rescaling.

The MSTE was shown to converge efficiently to the
same stationary state after beginning from several dif-
ferent initial distributions. The original work was per-
formed with Mathematica R© solving for approximately
5, 500 grains. These results are presented in this paper.
Ongoing efforts with Fortran demonstrate that converged
solutions can be found for a million contacts in about 1
minute on a desktop computer. It is quite easy to ob-
tain data sets of 1010 grains or greater, making it possi-
ble to study joint or conditional distributions of three
or more variables with smooth statistics using only a
desktop computer. For some applications this provides a
tremendous computational advantage over the fully dy-
namic simulations.

The Pf (f) resulting from the transport method was
shown earlier in Fig. (1). It has all the key characteris-
tics of granular contact force PDFs. A fit, shown as the
smooth curve in Fig. (1), was obtained with the form pro-
posed for the data from the carbon-paper experimental
method [6],

Pf (f) = a
(
1− be−cf2

)
e−df . (61)

Using the values a = 3.28, b = 0.85, c = 1.56, and d =
1.56, the fit is excellent and is in quantitative agreement
with the range of values reported from both experiments
and numerical simulations. It should be noted that here,
as in most of the empirical distributions [6, 12, 14], d is
suspiciously close to π/2. A plausible reason why this
value arises under isotropic conditions is provided in the
discussion section.

For the special case of true isotropy in which

PFθ(F, θ) = PF (F )Pθ(θ)

= PF (F )/2π, (62)

changing variables to Cartesian components Fx = F cos θ
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FIG. 5: Semi-logarithmic plot of the PDF Px (fx) of the
normalized x-components of the granular contact forces fx =
Fx/ 〈Fx〉. The smooth curve was obtained from Eq. (64). The
semi logarithmic inset shows the behavior below fx = 1.

is effected in probability theory by the straightforward

PX (Fx) =

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dF
PF (F )

2π
δ (Fx − F cos θ) , (63)

or by evaluating the inner integral and expressing as nor-
malized forces,

Px (fx) =
2

π

〈F 〉

〈Fx〉

∫ π
2

0

dθ Pf (fx sec θ) sec θ, (64)

where the symmetries of isotropy were used to reduce the
range of integration in θ. Numerically integrating this
[16] with the Pf (f) of Eq. (61) yields the smooth line in
Fig. (5). It fits the numerical Cartesian component data
from the transport algorithm (shown in the same figure)
over the entire range. It has a singularity at fx = 0 and is
monotonically decreasing as demonstrated in numerical
simulations [15, 16]. It is not purely exponential, the
two knees being indicative of a summation of nth order
Modified Bessel Functions of the Second Kind, Kn(βxfx),
functions which result naturally when exponential forms
are used for Pf (f) in Eq. (64).
The only problem with the fit shown in Fig. (1) occurs

in the region of very small forces, f . 0.2. This is the
same region in which the form of Eq. (61) could not be
experimentally verified due to calibration limits. There-
fore it is not known whether this is the correct empirical
form in that region [43]. A better fit can be obtained
using another form so that it fits excellently over the en-
tire range including f << 1. This will be accomplished
starting with the observation noted above, that the two
knees in Fig. (5) are indicative of Kn(βxfx). These two
knees appear very dramatically in a rotation of the co-
ordinates, a rotation which is most easily understood if
performed manually by lifting the edge of the page to-
ward the eye and rotating it so that the line of sight is
parallel to the segments of the graph in Fig. (5). The
fit to Pf (f) will therefore be accomplished by fitting the
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FIG. 6: (Top) The normalized Cartesian force components fx
from the Mean Structure Transport Method fitted to Eq. (65),
which appears to be the natural form. The inset shows the
behavior below fx = 1. (Bottom) The force magnitudes f
from the Mean Structure Transport Method fitted to Eq. (68).
The inset shows the behavior below f = 2. These two fits
analytically transform to one another through Eq. (64) and
Eq. (67).

natural forms to Px (fx) and then mathematically invert-
ing the transformation of Eq. (64). The simplest fit to
within the statistical accuracy of this data set appears to
be of the form,

Px (fx) = C1

3∑

n=1

anf
n
xKn (βxfx) (65)

with a0 = 6.5, a1 = −12, a2 = 35, a3 = −1 and
βx = π/2, and where C1 is for normalization. The fit is
excellent over the entire range, displaying all the correct
knees and piecewise slopes as shown in Fig. (6)(top). The
shape of the knee closest to fx = 0 could be obtained only
by including a K0 term. This term has infinite probabil-
ity density for fx = 0, but the singularity is very narrow
and hence cannot usually be seen in a finite set of em-
pirical data that has been aggregated into bins of finite
width [44].

The transformation integral which is the inverse of
Eq. (64) cannot be deduced by probability theory because
fx and θ are not statistically independent. Therefore, in-
verting the change of variables to go from (fx, θ) → (f, θ)
is not trivial, even in this isotropic case. Nevertheless,
the exact relationship can be derived using an approach
which is equivalent to the mathematics of X-Ray Tomog-
raphy [30]. The result is,

PF (F ) =
1

F

∫ π
2

0

dθ PX (F sec θ) csc2 θ, (66)

or, in normalized forces,

Pf (f) =
〈Fx〉

〈F 〉

1

f

∫ π
2

0

dθ Px (f sec θ) csc2 θ. (67)

This relationship is fascinating because we know that
Fx = F cos θ and therefore Fx ≤ F for all θ; however,
this relationship computes F in terms of Fx = F sec θ so
that Fx ≥ F for all θ. This says that the probability of
finding a contact force magnitude F is a weighted sum
over the probabilities for all the Cartesian components
Fx that are too large to be relevant. Nevertheless it is
mathematically correct.
Using Eq. (65) in Eq. (67), we obtain,

Pf (f) =
πC2

2
e−βf

3∑

n=0

bn 〈F 〉
n
fn (68)

with C2 = C1, b0 = a0, b1 = a1 + a2 + a3, b2 = a2 + 3a3,
b3 = −a3, and β = βx 〈F 〉 / 〈Fx〉 ≈ (π/2)2. This result
fits the numerical data from the MSTE excellently over
the entire range of f as shown in Fig. (6)(bottom). It
exactly matches the finite and nonzero value of PF (0) =
π
2C1a0 that occurred in the numerical data, so we see
that the a0 term that made Px (fx → 0) infinite is the
same b0 term that makes Pf (0) nonzero and finite. The
linear plots of Eqs. (65) and (68) are shown in Fig. (7)
in order to show that the curve fits are truly good in the
region of weak forces, even without the compression of a
logarithmic axis.
Fig. (8) shows semi-logarithmically the Cartesian Load

PDF Pw(w) produced by the MSTE, computed for sev-
eral different rotations of the Cartesian axes. These
distributions have an exponential tail and a peak near
w ≈ 1. The near similarity of the rotated plots indi-
cates approximate rotational symmetry for this nearly
isotropic model, despite its quartered fabric. The vari-
ation in the region of weak loads is the result of that
quartering. In the unrotated axes, wherein the grains
have exactly two contacts on each hemisphere, we find
Pw(w) → 0 as w → 0. We may fit Pw(w) in these unro-
tated axes to an exponential with a power law prefactor,

Pw (wx) =

(
wx

〈wx〉

)α

e−βwx/〈wx〉. (69)
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If the distribution of Fx had been purely exponential and
if there had been no correlation between adjacent values
of Fx on the same grain, then this should have had values
of α = 1.0 and β = 1.0 as in the uniform q model. We do
find an excellent fit over the entire curve using this form,
but with the parameters α = 3 and β = 4.
By comparison, when the Cartesian axes are rotated

the grains in this model may have 1, 2 or 3 contacts on
the sampled hemisphere instead of the strict 2 contacts
per hemisphere (1 contact per quadrant) that was defined
for the unrotated axes. The Pw(w) for these rotated axes
are also shown in Fig. (8). They begin with a finite prob-
ability density for zero force instead of beginning at zero,
and the finite value is maximized when the rotation is
π/4 radians because this is where we obtain the maxi-
mum fraction of grains having something other than 2
contacts on the hemisphere. It was found in numerical
simulations [15, 16] that when the grains in the bulk are
segregated into separate populations having one, two, or
three contacts on one side of the grain, respectively, then
the Cartesian weight on the grains which support two or
three others has a Pw(w) which does go to zero proba-
bility for w → 0. It is the population which supports
only one contact which has a nonzero Pw(w) because the
load in that case is closely related to Pf (f), which itself
is nonzero at zero force. Thus, the MSTE results are
in agreement with this aspect of the simulation data, as
well.
The distribution of s and t variables resulting from the

transport method are fit excellently by

Pst(s, t) = A cos
(π
2
s
)( t

〈t〉

)4

e−5t/〈t〉e−7.9s2 . (70)

Thus, by comparing Eqs. (51) and (48) with ξx = ξy = 0,
the structure factor can be identified,

Υst(s, t) = cos
(π
2
s
)( t

〈t〉

)4

e−5t/〈t〉

= Υs(s) Υt(t). (71)

Υt and Υs resulting from the transport method are shown
in Fig. (9) with smooth curves from Eq. (71).

IV. DISCUSSION

The following topics shall be discussed: (1) the validity
of the approximations, (2) the relevance of this analysis
to the more general cases, the claim being that the fric-
tionless, rigid, round case provides a clearer view into the
underlying mathematical structure common to all gran-
ular packings, (3) insights that these results provide into
the underlying structure of the physics, and (4) several
other features of the ensemble which should be noted.

A. Validity of the Approximations

The two approximations which enabled this ensemble
analysis are the Assumption of Non-recursive Correlation
(ANC) and the Mean Structure Approximation (MSA).
Ultimately, the quantitative validation of these requires
a careful comparison with numerical simulation data for
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particular states of the stress, fabric, and rheological his-
tory, and this has not yet been performed. Meanwhile,
the quantitative validity of the approximations is already
evident to some degree, as discussed below.

1. Validity of the ANC

If correct, the validity and usefulness of the ANC is
the most important and fundamental piece of new physics
presented in this paper because it provides a way to solve
some relevant aspects of the statistical mechanics of static
granular packings.

Note that beside the constraints which defined the en-
semble’s DOS in Eq. (2) or (8), another geometric con-
straint is needed to ensure closure of every “loop” of
grains in a packing. Without this closure, the chains
of contacting grains are allowed to branch out ever in-
creasingly in all directions and overlap into one another’s
space. Geometrically, then, omitting this constraint does
not produce a good approximation to a packing. How-
ever, it should be an excellent approximation as far as
the statistics of single-grain states are concerned.
It has been shown [14] that contact forces on the

same grain are strongly correlated with one another.
There is anti-correlation for contacts closer together than
∆θ ≈ 0.4π radians of angular separation, and a positive
correlation when the angular separation is greater than
that. The correlation continues to increase as the con-
tacts are increasingly distant from one another but still
on the same grain. The correlation dramatically drops
immediately thereafter when the distance between con-
tacts becomes greater than one grain diameter.
The strong intra-grain relationships make sense due

to the requirements of static equilibrium of the individ-
ual grains. Contacts on the same quadrant compete for
a share of the same load and hence are anti-correlated.
Contacts opposite one another transmit load through one

another and hence are correlated. Simlistically we could
expect ∆θ = π/2 to be the crossover point of no corre-
lation as illustrated in Fig. (10). This is approximately
correct, and the error is probably attributable to the ex-
istence of three-grain loops, history-dependent frictional
effects, and so on.

Likewise, the sudden drop in correlation after one grain
diameter of separation is also understandable in terms of
the local mechanics. It is true that neighboring grains
share a common contact so that contacts on adjacent
grains are just two sequential two-point correlations away
from one another. This induces correlations between
them. However, these inter-grain correlations should be
primarily the result of the information contained in the
sequential two-point intra-grain correlations because the
lack of cohesion makes the grains otherwise (largely) in-
dependent. Additional constraints are not found in the
packing until entirely closed loops of grains are consid-
ered so that the sequential two-point correlations come
all the way around the loop back to the original grain,
again. In 2D the typical closed loop consists of four
grains, each grain being a vertex between a pair of con-
tacts that form the loop. The four-point correlation con-
structed as three sequential two-point correlations going
the long way around a loop would undoubtedly be very
weak compared to the single two-point correlation go-
ing the short way around the same loop, since the short
way is intra-grain. Fig. (10) illustrates this statement.
Hence, the extra correlation information imposed going
the long-way around the loop must be very weak com-
pared to the information already present intra-grain. It
should therefore be an excellent approximation to ne-
glect this additional information and consider only the
intra-grain relationships in defining the DOS. This is the
“Assumption of Non-recursive Correlation,” or ANC.

This is not a rigorous argument because we should con-
sider the sum of information from all the loops in the
packing that contain the grain in question, and it is con-



18

 

FIG. 10: Contacts that are approximately π/2 radians away
from one another on the same grain are only weakly correlated
as illustrated by the closed loop of four grains that allows any
combination of weak and strong force chains to pass through
it. If the angles were precisely π/2, then the four force chains
in this figure would be completely independent.

ceivable that the sum of very many weak contributions
may be strong. However, due to the randomness of the
packing, and the large number of amorphous packings
that may exist in the configuration space, it is expected
that the contributions from increasingly larger loops of
grains will be increasingly decoherent and largely can-
cel one another. Hence, there is good reason to assume
that only the intra-grain contribution to the correlations
is significant in agreement with the ANC.
If correct, the ANC is an important statement of the

physics because it fundamentally characterizes the DOS
and provides deep insight into the organization of the
physics. In contrast to thermal systems, with granular
packings it would be completely unsatisfactory to use a
mean-field approximation because this would throw away
the structure resulting from the strong two-point correla-
tions (remembering that these have been observed empir-
ically). However, by including only this next higher level
in the approximation, that is, only the two-point correla-
tions (and assuming that higher correlations exist strictly
as a sequence of two-point correlations) the maximiza-
tion of a state-counting entropy and the solution of the
resulting transport equation produces excellent results as
shown in the previous Sec. III. The two-point correlations
therefore appear to be the essence of the physics. Further
work is needed to carefully test this hypothesis.

2. Validity of the MSA

The MSA is important because, if correct, it char-
acterizes the structure factor as being a functional of
P ⋆
2w(wx, wy) rather than PFθ(F, θ), and this offers the

possibility to decouple the fabric from the force distribu-
tions in a way that will help the development of a full
theory of rheology. In the meantime, pending rigorous
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(solid), 1/6 (dashed), 1/5 (solid), 1/4 (dashed), 1/3 (solid),
1/2 (dashed), and 1 (solid).

testing of the MSA, the following three considerations
are presented to help justify it.

First, the results produced by the MSA appear to be in
excellent agreement with the numerical simulation data.
A focused effort is needed to further test the limits of
the quantitative agreement for specific cases of stress and
fabric.

Second, the values of Υ have been calculated accord-
ing to Eq. (10) for the data obtained in the MSTE. The
CPDF PΥ(Υ | s, t) was calculated for various fixed values
of s and t and these are presented in Figs. (11) and (12)
for s = 0 and s = 0.6, respectively. For some val-
ues of s and t, the ratio Υ(max)/Υ is as high as 3 (or
greater) and Υ(min)/Υ is as small as 1/3 (or lower). This
means that some grain configurations {si, ti, θij} will oc-
cur three times too often or only 1/3 often enough in the
MSA ensemble compared to the exact Edwards ensem-
ble. This effect is most pronounced when t is high and s
is low. However, high values of t are rare to begin with.
Furthermore, the distribution for each pair of values for
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FIG. 12: Distribution of values of Υ(s, t, θj) for fixed value
s = 0.6 and several fixed values of t. (Top) From left to right,
t = 8 (dashed), 7 (solid), 6 (dashed), 5 (solid), 4 (dashed), 3
(solid), and 2 (dashed). (Bottom) From left to right, t = 1/10
(dashed), 1/9 (solid), 1/8 (dashed), 1/7 (solid), 1/6 (dashed),
1/5 (solid), 1/4 (dashed), 1/3 (solid), 1/2 (dashed), and 1
(solid).

(s, t) is localized with a clear peak and so the major-
ity of grain configurations will have a value of Υ that is
relatively not very far from Υ while being distinctly sep-
arate from the Υ for other values of (s, t). These latter
considerations imply that the MSA does characterize the
organization in the DOS qualitatively, but more effort is
needed to show whether it is quantitatively sufficient.

Third, two different sampling schemes were imple-
mented as presented in Eqs. (58) and (60). The results
were identical to within the statistical precision of the
data, as shown in Fig. (13). This supports the MSA
because it shows that the resulting distributions are in-
sensistive to the existence or non-existence of correlations
between the Cartesian loads and the contact angles, and
this is the essence of the MSA.
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FIG. 13: Comparison of the Pf (f) (large plot) and Px(fx)
(inset) that resulted from the mean structure transport
method using two different sampling methods. In each plot
the solid line uses sampling as Eq. (58) with quartered fab-
ric, whereas the dashed line used sampling as in Eq. (60)
but with non-quartered fabric. The results are statistically
indistinguishable, lending credence to the mean structure ap-
proximation.

B. The Priority of the Frictionless Ensemble

The empirical data show that the PDF of contact force
magnitudes (or normal components) have the same qual-
itative form in frictional and in frictionless packings. In
their physical and mathematical structure, however, it
appears that frictionless packings are the more funda-
mental case and therefore serve better to elucidate the
organization of the physics. There are several reasons to
make this claim, including considerations of phase space,
imposed correlations, contact nonlinearity, isostacy, and
perturbational relationships. These are not five indepen-
dent arguments, but overlap one another and in the final
analysis will probably be known as different ways of say-
ing the same thing. Nevertheless, since the complete un-
derstanding of granular matter has yet to emerge, they
are presented as five snapshots to help build the argu-
ment.

1. Heirarchy of Phase Space Axes

This paper has shown that Edwards’ flat measure
with frictionless grains produces the correct forms of the
PDFs. By way of contrast, Kruyt and Rothenburg have
presented an entropy maximization approach to frictional
granular materials which implicitly assumes that the ac-
cessible region of the phase space is uniformly occupied
for all sets of contact forces, both normal and frictional
forces at each contact, without enforcing N2L at the in-
dividual grains [3]. The chief difficulty to the method
is that it omits the physics that would have produced
the grain and structure factors. Nevertheless, it provides
important insights including one critical observation re-
garding the nature of frictional forces. It assumes that
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the accessible region of phase space is shaped (in part)
by the Coulomb friction law. That is, the normal and
tangential force components at each contact, Fn and Ft

respectively, obey the Coulomb friction law |Ft| ≤ µFn,
where µ is the static coefficient of friction. This causes
the projection of the accessible region of phase space onto
the (Fni, Fti) plane (representing the ith contact) to take
the shape of a wedge centered on the Fn axis with its
vertex on the origin and having a half-angle of arctanµ.
As a result, the accessible volume of phase space vanishes
for Fn → 0 for this or any other contact. Therefore, if
the DOS is subject to Coulomb friction with a flat mea-
sure then by necessity PF (F → 0) → 0, which indeed
the method predicted. This, however, contradicts the
empirical evidence both in experiments and in numerical
simulations.
This demonstrates that Edward’s hypothesis cannot

be taken to mean that every metastable force state is
equally probable. Rather, it can only mean that every
metastable geometry is equally probable. Otherwise, the
observed PF (0) > 0 in simulations with friction would
invalidate the hypothesis. Hence, it is necessary to im-
pose a heirarchy among the phase space axes. The DOS
may be uniform across the accessible region of the normal

force axes (which therefore play the more fundamental
role), but the DOS cannot be uniform across the acces-
sible region of the frictional force axes (which therefore
play a secondary role). Therefore, it is of first importance
to understand the distribution of states across the nor-
mal axes, being the more fundamental and applicable to
both the frictional and the frictionless packings. Later it
will be important to understand the perturbations that
result when the frictional degrees of freedom are joined
onto the phase space.

2. Heirarchy of Imposed Correlations

The force conservation laws are a primary organiza-
tional feature of the ensemble, and the extension of lay-
ers corresponding to each of these conservation laws is
orthogonal to each of the others so that they intersect
in just a single grain, usually just a single contact. The
way that the several Cartesian components are related to
one another at the individual contacts is therefore what
determines how the orthogonal conservation laws inter-
act and affect one another. This means of interaction
between the conservation laws is a uniquely granular fea-
ture. In other types of solids, or when granular physics
has been coarse-grained to identify the macroscopic prop-
erties, the interactions are described by solid continuum
mechanics and are of a completely different character.
Therefore, it is fundamentally important to examine the
relationship of Cartesian components at the individual
contacts.
In all cases the Cartesian components are correlated

through the contact angle, and the degree of correlation
is dependent upon the degree of friction and cohesion.

Cohesionless, frictionless packings are the most correlat-
ing because a force vector can lie only in the contact
direction pointing inwardly. Coulomb friction spreads
that ray into a cone, and perfect friction opens the cone
to encompass the entire hemisphere. Imperfect cohesion
further reduces the organization because the force vectors
can point anywhere in the entire sphere, but asymmet-
rically with respect to the tensile and compressive hemi-
spheres. Finally, perfect cohesion with perfect friction
produces the least organization of all because it removes
all correlation between the Cartesian components, and
thus it is no longer a granular packing.

The essence of granular packings is the fragility, which
organizes the force state so that the Cartesian compo-
nents are correlated through the contact angles, thereby
resulting in the uniquely granular interaction of orthogo-
nal conservation laws. By contrast with the non-granular
case, the “most purely granular” system, the one at the
top of this friction/cohesion heirarchy, is the cohesionless,
frictionless case. Friction tends to obscure the things that
are inherently granular.

3. Contact Nonlinearity

In a packing of cohesionless grains there is an inherent
non-linearity associated with normal force vectorss be-
cause when perturbed they cannot reverse direction from
compression to tension. This non-linearity does not ex-
ist with tangential (frictional) force vectors because they
can reverse direction smoothly when perturbed. Hence,
the distribution of normal forces is one-sided and dis-
continuous at F = 0 (the famous PF (0) > 0), whereas
the distribution of frictional forces is two-sided and con-
tinuous. The normal force non-linearity produces the
grains’ ability to tip and form new contacts, and this is
the quintessential fragility that makes granular materials
granular [28]. Thus once again, the normal components
are fundamentally related to the essential behaviors and
the frictional forces are not.

4. Isostacy

Frictionless packings are isostatic whereas frictional
packings are hyperstatic [22, 37]. Therefore, the contact
nonlinearity described above functions in a frictionless
packing to self-organize the contact network, maintaining
exactly the same number of contact forces (unknowns) as
there are mechanical degrees of freedom (equations). In
frictional packings, on the other hand, this special behav-
ior is lost and the number of contacts becomes variable.
In this light, the presence of friction can be seen as a
spoiling influence that obstructs the self-organizing be-
havior. In order to explain how the spoiling occurs it is
necessary to understand the more fundamental behavior
that is being spoiled.
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5. Perturbational Relationships

Finally, in some cases (at least) the frictional degrees
of freedom can be understood as a perturbation frozen
into an underlying frictionless solution. Starting with a
static frictionless packing, the rigid grain contact law of
a frictionless packing can be replaced by springs which
can support compression but pull away from the grains
instead of providing tension. Vibrations induced into
the network can be frozen into the packing by suddenly
“turning on” friction. This picture makes several pre-
dictions that appear to be in good agreement with the
empirical data. If the frictional case is indeed a pertur-
bation of the frictionless case, then it is obvious that the
frictionless case must be studied and explained first be-
cause it is the more fundamental.

6. Summary: Relevance of the Idealized Ensemble

Most granular media in nature, such as sand, are highly
frictional. However, the frictionless case is important for
two reasons. First, some important static “granular pack-
ings” are indeed frictionless. These include emulsions
[19], monatomic liquids quenched beneath the glass tran-
sition [9], and (approximately frictionless) smooth balls
in some industrial applications. Second, and more im-
portantly, it serves to elucidate the underlying and more
fundamental organization that exists even in frictional
granular packings as discussed above. The present anal-
ysis considers the inclusion of friction to be an important
but necessarily future generalization, and so for now pri-
ority is given to frictionless packings.

Likewise, perfectly cohesionless grains represent the
more idealized case because the opposite—when there is
perfect cohesion—is no longer a case of granular physics
at all. The use of non-round grains is in one way sim-
ilar to the use of frictional grains because it provides a
mechanism for torques to appear on the grains, intro-
ducing N rotational degrees of freedom to the packing of
N grains. Perfect grain rigidity is also the more ideal-
ized case because it renders the form of the contact work
function irrelevant so that Pf (f) takes on the universal
form [38]. Also, imperfect rigidity induces non-roundness
which enables the torquing of grains. Keeping with the
idealized frictionless case, then, this analysis focused on
the related round and rigid idealizations in order to elu-
cidate the physics without those degrees of freedom. All
these idealizations have been shown in numerical simu-
lations to produce the same qualitative features as the
more generalized cases and hence the ensemble is not too
idealized to explain the fundamentals of their statistical
physics.

C. Insights into the Physics

1. Exponential Tail

The exponential tail reflects maximum entropy in the
presence of a conservation law, as usual. In fact there are
two conservation laws in a 2D packing, but in friction-
less packings each contact can compete for a quantity
of the force that is conserved in the sequence of layers
that is normal to itself; it cannot compete for any part
of the force that is conserved in the sequence of layers
orthogonal to itself. Therefore, rotating the stress ten-
sor into the direction of each individual contact scales
the conservation law relative to that particular contact.
The distribution Pf (f) represents the accumulation of
data from all orientations, but in the case of isotropy all
orientations are similar so all contacts form the same sta-
tistical mode with the same decay constant, which turns
out to be β ≈ 〈F 〉 / 〈Fx〉 ≈ π/2.
This value for β is reasonable because the magnitude

of each normal force ~F competes for a share of the total
force contained in whatever layer of grains is normal to
its own contact orientation whereas most of the other
contacts supporting that same layer are not normal to the
layer. That is, a contact does not compete against other
vector magnitudes for a share of the available loads; it
competes against Cartesian components that are parallel
to itself.
For example, if we assume that the Cartesian com-

ponents in that orientation have a distribution that is
approximately Canonical,

PX(Fx) ≈ β−1
x e−βxFx , (72)

where β−1
x = 〈Fx〉, then by Eq. (67) we find

PF (F ) ≈ 〈Fx〉
−2

F K0 (F/ 〈Fx〉) , (73)

where K0 is the zeroth-order Modified Bessel Function of
the Second Kind. The mean value of force is therefore

〈F 〉 ≈ 〈Fx〉
−2
∫ ∞

0

F 2K0 (F/ 〈Fx〉) dF

=
π

2
〈Fx〉 , (74)

so that,

Pf (f) ≈ fK0

(π
2
f
)
. (75)

The asymptotic behavior of this function for large f is

Pf (f) ∼ e−(π/2)f ≈ e−1.6 f , (76)

which is in excellent agreement with the simulation
and experiment data. Indeed, Px(fx) is approximately
Canonical over the region of experimental interest as seen
in Fig. (5) in which the data stay very close to a straight
line of slope −βx = −1.
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The decay constant obtained with the form Eq. (68)
was quite different than the one obtained using the form
Eq. (61), (π/2)2 versus π/2, although both forms provide
a good fit to the tail over the range of experimental in-
terest 3 < f < 6. It turns out that the asymptotic slope
of Eq. (68) does not appear on a semi-logarithmic plot
until approx f > 11. It would take on the order of 1013

grains to obtain a flat-line fit over the range 11 < f < 15.
Therefore, slopes fitted to the range of experimental in-
terest are not the true asymptotic slope and may be ex-
pected to vary signficantly from one simulation study to
the next depending upon the form in the region of weak
forces, which varies strongly with the stress and fabric
anisotropy. This may explain some of the variability of
the exponential decay constant in the published studies.

2. Bessel versus Exponential Forms

It turns out that Px(fx) is not truly Canonical, but
only approximately so over the range of experimental
interest. According to the transform pair Eqs. (64)
and (67), if Px(fx) has an exponential form, then Pf (f)
must have a Modified Bessel form, and vice versa. So the
question is, which one of these distributions has an ex-
ponential form (predicted by the binomial counting of an
entropy maximization approach), if either of them? The
transport method indicates that it is Pf (f) that has the
exponential term (with a polynomial prefactor), whereas
Px(fx) is a summation of Modified Bessel Functions of
the Second Kind. Thus it appears that the more uniform
DOS occurs in a phase space defined by the normal com-
ponents, not by the Cartesian components. This makes
sense physically because the individual Cartesian com-
ponents cannot respond independently to the resevoirs
of force contained in the sequence of layers normal to
themselves, but instead must remain correlated through
the contact angle to the other Cartesian components at
the same contact. For the case of frictionless grains this
correlation is absolute. For grains with Coulomb or an-
other imperfect friction law the correlation is weakened
but still present. In either case, the Cartesian phase
space must be populated according to these correlations
which prevent uniformity in the DOS. The normal force
phase space does not have this additional constraint on
its DOS. Any change in force at the contact is simply
seen as the normal force responding to the resevoir con-
tained in the sequence of layers normal that one contact,
whatever that orientation may be. Hence, Px(fx) has
the Modified Bessel form and Pf (f) has the exponential
form with a prefactor.

3. Bias Against Weak Forces

The two items above indicate that Pf (f) would have
been Canonical (no prefactor) had the resevoir of force
been a truly thermal resevoir. However Pf (f) is not

a monotonically decreasing form, but has a peak near
the average force and a less-than-exponential probability
density for forces below the average force. In other words,
the DOS discriminates against weak normal forces. It is
tempting to compare this to the MB velocity distribution
which also has a peak and an increasing power law for
weak particle velocities. However, this would not be cor-
rect as the velocity distribution depends upon the inde-
pendence of the Cartesian components, an independence
which is absent here. Instead, the simple explanation
is that the force resevoir is not thermal but instead has
strong, localized structure in the immediate vicinity of
each contact. This structure is of course the grain itself.
Each contact must share a grain with a small, nearly
predictable number of other contacts, distributed fairly
evenly on the grain due to steric exclusion, and together
these contacts must satisfy detailed balance in each spa-
tial dimension. This results in correlations between the
neighboring contacts. Thus, weak forces find fewer ways
to exist on a stable grain than do the stronger forces be-
cause they are closer to the non-linear “cliff” (the non-
allowance of tensile forces) and it does not take as much
perturbation of the local correlative structure to push
them over that cliff. Hence, there is a reduced volume
of stable configuration space for grains which have one
or more weak forces. This was proven analytically for a
special illustrative case in Ref. (38).
Referring again to the analogy with a dilute classical

gas, the time which the particles spend in collisions is
small and is usually ignored, and it is usually assumed
that the DOS in the accessible region of phase space is
uniform as motivated by several considerations. This is
in contrast to granular packings in which every “parti-
cle” (i.e., grain contact) has its entire existence shared
by two “collisions” (grains) with no trajectory between
them. Thus, the DOS is entirely defined by the set of
allowable collisions. The peak in Pf (f) is the result of
the dynamic process before the ensemble of metastable
states came into existence. In that process stable grain
configurations are kept and unstable configurations are
dynamically rejected until a highly-ordered stable config-
uration is achieved, thus denuding an otherwise canonical
distribution in the region of its weaker forces. Therefore
these features do not result from the maximization of
the entropy per se, but due to the self-organization that
keeps entropy small.

4. The Importance of Edwards’ Hypothesis

This analysis has shown that Edwards hypothesis, the
assumption that every metastable state is equally prob-
able, is sufficient to produce the correct forms for the
PDFs. We did not know beforehand whether this would
be the case. It is possible that the configuration space
is not equally accessed by the dynamic process that self-
organizes the packing. The final DOS might have dis-
played dominant features that are attributable to the
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dynamics rather than to the topology of the space and
then the form of the PDF would have reflected those fea-
tures. However, this analysis has shown that Edwards’
flat measure alone produces the correct PDFs. (Edwards’
hypothesis has also been tested dynamically in regard to
the fluctuation dissipation theorem [39].) Further test-
ing is needed to determine whether the dynamics may
be completely decoupled from all the relevant statistics
in quasi-static rheology. If so, then it may be possible
to develop a quasi-static rheological theory using a small
set of simplistic assumptions based on Edwards’ hypoth-
esis. This would be analogous to the case of classical
thermal systems near equilibrium, where the kinetic the-
ory has been decoupled from the statistical mechanics to
excellent approximation by using a small set of simplistic
assumptions.

5. Temperature as a Second-Order Tensor

An interesting observation arises in the analogy to
thermal systems. While thermal systems possess sev-
eral conserved quantities, only one of them—energy—is
conserved with respect to its own conjugate dimension—
time. (The linear and angular momenta are not conju-
gate to time.) Temperature is the intensive scalar cor-
responding to that unique conservation, scaling the ex-
ponential decay of the energy distribution. In 3D gran-
ular packings there are three extensive quantities each
conserved with respect to its own conjugate dimension.
The stress tensor is the corresponding intensive object:
it scales the several conservation laws and also defines
the orientation of their conjugate spatial dimensions.
(This use of the stress tensor as a second-order tensorial
temperature first appeared in Kruyt and Rothenburg’s
method [3] in the form of a Lagrange multiplier.) Thus,
granular statistical mechanics might be viewed as a ten-
sorial generalization of scalar statistitical mechanics.
Because of this generalization, PF (F ) is not a suf-

ficiently general analogy to the energy distributions of
thermal systems. Sufficient expressions for 2D friction-
less packings include P2ξ(Fx, Fy), which is the JPDF of
Cartesian components aligned along the principle stress
axes, or CF (F | θ) which is the CPDF of contact force
magnitudes as a function of their corresponding contact
directions. By the strength of the tensorial analogy we
can expect that the two principle elements of the stress
tensor (in 2D) will scale the exponential decay of either
of these PDFs in the corresponding two principle direc-
tions. Except for the isotropic case, collapsing these to
PF (F ) represents a loss of information and obscures the
organization of the physics.

6. Choice of the Phase Space

In the absence of tangential forces or cohesion, it is the
set of normal forces grouped for individual grain stabil-

ities that become the relevant descriptor of the physics.
However, one might argue that a Cartesian phase space
may be equally relevant because: (1) in a homogeneous
test cell the stress tensor is translationally invariant (van-
ishing fluctuations in a volumetric average in the thermo-
dynamic limit) when expressed in Cartesian coordinates,
(2) corresponding to this fact, the extensive version of
the force conservation laws are organized in Cartesian
layers, and (3) the stress tensor is diagonalizable for a
particular rotation of the axes thus implying a preferred
orientation of those Cartesian layers. However, the frag-
ile granularity of the medium wherein those conservation
laws interact makes them tensorially-related instead of
of independent from one another. Rotation of the tensor
describes the quantity of force competetively available to
each contact. The frictionless contact law ensures that
shear in a particular rotation of the tensor is irrelevant
to the individual contact. The individual grains have no
knowledge whether such an orientation of the tensor is
diagonalized. Thus, all the physics is localized to the in-
dividual grain in its own polar coordinates. This argues
the plausibility of Edwards’ flat measure in S2 as opposed
to S3 where the non-flat Jacobian was included.

7. Fabric Evolution and Chemical Potential

The ultimate goal is to develop a first-principles the-
ory that predicts the rheological evolution of the fabric
(including the compactivity) under incremental changes
of the externally-applied stress state. It can be expected
that the most probable fabric to occur in an ensemble un-
dergoing quasi-static rheology should represent the vast
majority of packings in the ensemble when the number
of grains is extremely large, and in that sense it becomes
statistically deterministic in all of its relevant features.
In the much simpler, present analysis of static packings
(no rheology), we hope to lay the groundwork for a quasi-
static theory. Hence, relying upon the statistically deter-
ministic relationship with fabric in the thermodynamic
limit, it is meaningful to decouple the evolution of fab-
ric from the distribution of forces and simply specify the
fabric instead, in the same way that scalar compactivity
may be specified in Edwards’ ensemble. The fabric dis-
tribution J4θ(θ1, . . . , θ4) is therefore used to specify the
regions of phase space that are uniformly populated.
It should be noted, however, that anisotropic com-

paction plays a role that may be analogous to chemical
potential rather than to temperature. The set of all con-
tacts existing at a specified orientation may be considered
a distinct thermodynamic “mode” (similar to the concept
in Ref. 3). The isostacy of frictionless packings requires
that as one mode loses particles then other modes must
gain them, so the total number of particles is conserved.
Most of these modes exchange “energy” (total force) with
one another, too, because they are not orthogonal. Devel-
oping a static theory of granular packings into a rheolog-
ical theory might therefore be analagous to the general-
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ization from Canonical to Grand Canonical. The present
analysis aims to explain how forces distribute among the
modes when the distribution of particles is specified; a
rheological theory would explain how both the forces and
particles distribute among the modes. The fabric tensor
or some form of generalized compactivity may therefore
play the role of chemical potential, regulating the prob-
ability of particle exchange between modes during the
rheology.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This analysis has identified the ANC as a physically-
meaningful statement of the behavior of forces in static
granular media. Further testing is needed to validate
that statement. The use of the ANC makes it possible
to solve the DOS based upon Edwards’ flat measure in a
frictionless granular packing with localized isostacy. This
produces a tranport equation that can be solved (at least
numerically). It was argued that the frictionless case is
the one which presents the uniquely granular organiza-
tion of the physics in its pure form. Solution of this
transport equation in the MSA was shown to produce
the correct features for the contact force distributions.
This success tends to validate Edwards’ hypothesis:

the DOS appears to be dominated by features inher-
ent to the static phase space, depending soley upon the
packing’s present fabric and the stress tensor. That is,
the DOS may not be shaped too significantly during
the physics of the dynamic regime before the packings
achieve static equilibrium. If this is confirmed in other
tests, then the importance of it could hardly be over-
stated: it would statistically decouple the statics from
the dynamics and thereby offer the potential to develop
a statistical mechanics theory of rheology.
The need for further work is apparent. First, the two

approximations have not been adequately validated. The
quantitative results should be compared against dynamic
simulations of rigid, frictionless grains with carefully con-
trolled stress states and carefully measured fabric, some-
thing that has not yet been performed because most stud-
ies have either included gravity or not reported the stress
state or fabric.
Second, the analysis should be extended and numeri-

cal results presented for more general cases. If success-
ful, the case with anisotropic stresses and fabric should
demonstrate the qualitative evolution of the PDFs under
shearing. This work has begun, and the initial results are
hopeful. Extending the analysis to the isostatic 3D case
should be relatively easy and after doing so the quali-
tative differences between 2D and 3D packings should
be compared against those noted in the published litera-
ture. Also, extension to delocalized isostacy may not be
too hard, examining units of greater than one grain at a
time or by using other techniques. The effects of delocal-
ized isostacy can also be studied in numerical simulation
by segregating the grains into populations having differ-

ent coordination numbers and comparing the PDFs and
other statistics for each population. This sort of numer-
ical study would also be crucial to guiding the general-
ization of the method into delocalized isostacy.
Third, the forms of the functions that fit the numerical

data for Pst(s, t) are tantalizingly simple and imply the
existence of a more basic structure in the physics than
has been exposed thus far. This strongly hints at a sim-
ple, underlying structure and implies that a more elegant
explanation of the physics should be possible. In fact, if
the cause of this structure can be identified then a com-
pletely analytical solution to the entire problem should
be possible (at least to within the ANC and MSA with
localized isostacy).
Fourth, solution of the transport equation without the

MSA is being developed. Those results compared against
the present study will be an important test of the MSA.
Finally, the idea that quasi-static fabric evolution may

be predictable through the use of a generalized chemical
potential deserves further exploration.
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APPENDIX A: THE SHAPE OF THE

DISTRIBUTION

1. Peak Near the Average Value of Force

The small peak near the average value of force F = 〈F 〉
has been questioned because some studies show instead a
plateau at weak forces or even a monotonically decreas-
ing form of PF (F ) with only a sudden change in slope
near F = 〈F 〉. However, it has been shown that these
form variants smoothly evolve from one to another as a
function of the anisotropy of the stress state and fabric
[5, 17]. Also, residual kinetic energy can produce a simi-
lar evolution of forms [9], and it is possible that frictional
grains may behave somewhat differently than frictionless
ones in the region of weak forces [14] depending upon
the friction law and history of construction or rheology.
These considerations are sufficient to explain all the pub-
lished variations in the form of PF (F ) and in many cases
to qualitatively predict the form.

2. Non-zero Probability Density at Zero Force

The Simplest Model of Edwards and Grinev [2] pro-
duces PF (F ) → 0 as F → 0, but with a very steeply rising
power law to the peak. The slope PF ′(F ) is so large that
statistically aggregating the predicted PF (F ) into bins
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Fi = (i−1/2)∆F of width ∆F , as is done in the empirical
studies, would put the numerical value of the bin closest
to zero force at a value ∼ (dPF (F )/dF ) · ∆F/2, which
may be significantly greater than zero. This would give
the false appearance of PF (0) > 0 for the unaggregated
data, which seems to explain the observed non-zero value
at zero force as a numerical artifact. This explanation,
however, would not be correct. First, the form of PF (F )
smoothly evolves under increasing anisotropy to become
a monotonically decreasing function [5, 17], and this evo-
lution cannot be plausibly explained unless the non-zero
value is real. Second, Edwards and Grinev’s model un-
realistically implies that every contact on a grain will re-
ceive non-negative contributions of force from each of the
other contacts so that no contact tends to lift the grain
up and away from any of the others. Thus the model
has no provision for grain tipping, which explains the
predicted shortage of contacts carrying nearly zero force
at the threshold of tipping. Third, the present analysis
explains that the non-zero value at zero force is a neces-
sary characteristic of the accessible region of phase space,
predicted by Edward’s flat measure.
As discussed in this paper, the method by Kruyt and

Rothenburg [3] also produces a PF (F ) → 0 as F → 0, but
in that case it is due to the inclusion of frictional axes in
the phase space. This provides the valuable insight about
the heirarchy of phase space axes. Also, the method by
Bagi [1] is equivalent to the uniform q model because the
use of Shannon’s entropy assumes a uniform DOS in the
Cartesian phase space, producing the purely exponential
PX(Fx). Converting this to PF (F ) via Eq. (67) predicts
PF (F ) → 0 as F → 0. However, the method is a good
approximation over most of the region of experimental
interest, and this indicates the importance of the layer-
by-layer force conservation.
The method by Ngan [40] produces good correspon-

dence with the empirical data in the region of weak forces,
and so it predicts quite well the DOS non-uniformities in
regard to weak forces without resorting to N2L or N3L.
The reason for the correspondence is not yet clear, be-
cause the method is based on the energy stored in grain
contacts, whereas energy stored in the packing should

not be a consideration after the non-conserving (and self-
organizing) transition from the dynamic to the static
regime. The explanation of this correspondence may pro-
vide an interesting alternative view of that organization.

3. Exponential Tail

This existence of the exponential tail been recently re-
argued in Ref. (38). The exponential region of the dis-
tribution typically extends over f > 3 for 2D packings
and f > 2 for 3D packings. This is seen, for example, in
the qualitative difference between the 2D and 3D cases in
Ref. (13). The only two cases identified thus far wherein
the tail may be non-exponential over those regions are (1)
packings with very few grains such that every grain is in
the boundary layer [17], and (2) cases of very large grain
deformation [34]. In the latter the tail ∼ exp(−βfα)
has been shown to evolve with increasing grain deforma-
tion from having an exponential form (α = 1) to a more
rapidly decaying form such as a compressed exponential
(α > 1), or perhaps a Gaussian (α = 2). The analysis
here is concerned with the rigid grain limit where the tail
is exponential.

The methods by Bagi and by Kruyt and Rothenburg
produce exponential tails, reflecting the fact that they
maximize an entropy subject to conservation laws. The
method by Ngan produces a non-exponential tail, the
form of which is dependent upon the work function at
the grain contacts. This does not seem correct because,
in the limit of perfect rigidity with frictionless grains,
packings are isostatic (so that the forces can be solved
algebraically) and the geometry of the contact network
becomes independent of the work function. Hence, all
work functions ought to approach the same set of forces
and hence the same form of the tail in the limit of perfect
rigidity without friction [45]. Nevertheless, it is possible
that Ngan’s method with only minor adjustment might
predict the correct form of the tail not only in the limit of
perfect rigidity but also in the case of large deformation.
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