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We study a homogeneously driven granular gas of inelastid particles with rough surfaces subject to
Coulomb friction. The stationary state as well as the fuliayic evolution of the translational and rotational
granular temperatures are investigated as a function ahtlee parameters of the friction model. Four levels
of approximation to the (velocity-dependent) tangengatitution are introduced and used to calculate transla-
tional and rotational temperatures in a mean field theoryem\omparing these theoretical results to numerical
simulations of a randomly driven mono-layer of particlebjeat to Coulomb friction, we find that already
the simplest model leads to qualitative agreement, but th@yfull Coulomb friction model is able to repro-
duce/predict the simulation results quantitatively fomaagnitudes of friction. In addition, the theory predicts
two relaxation times for the decay to the stationary statee @f them corresponds to the equilibration between
the translational and rotational degrees of freedom. Theraine, which is slower in most cases, is the inverse
of the common relaxation rate of translational and rotai®e@mperatures.

. INTRODUCTION

Granular media are collections of macroscopic particlas warbitrary shape, rough surfaces, and dissipative ictierss
[, 2,13 [4]. Many phenomenona are well reproduced by modelgar media, where spheres are used instead of otherbjyossi
more realistic shapes. In order to study such model systeimetic theories[l4ll5.1d] 7] 8] &, 110,111 12] I3, i4, (15, 16] an
numerical simulations [4, 15, 7,118, P1l, 22, 23] Hasen applied for special boundary conditions and a variéty o
interesting experiments have been performed, see for deaf@d, [25,25] 271 28]. The dynamics of the system is usually
assumed to be dominated by instantaneous two-particlisiool. These collisions are dissipative and frictionatj aonserve
linear and angular momentum while energy is not conservadhéd simplest model, one describes inelastic collisions by
normal restitution coefficient only. However, surface roughness and friction are impaffeh (1320 21 27, 29], since they
allow for an exchange of translational and rotational epengd influence the overall dissipation. In the standard @gogr
[B,[10,[2%], surface roughness is accounted for by a constagential restitution coefficient, which is defined in analogy to
in the tangential direction. A more realistic friction lamvblves the Coulomb friction coefficiept [17,[30,[31[32], so that the
tangential restitutiom; () depends on the impact anglei.e. the angle between the contact normal and the relagileeity of
the contact points.

Recently, Jenkins and Zharlg[14] proposed a kinetic themririctional, nearly elastic spheres in the limit of smaitfion
coefficientu. They introduced an effective coefficient of normal resiiin by approximately relating the rotational temperature
to the translational one. Thereby the kinetic theory fagtdly frictional, nearly elastic spheres has the same stra@s that
for frictionless spheres. Also for small Goldhirsch et all[16] showed that an infinite number of sp@pendent densities is
needed to describe the dynamics of frictional spheres atdhk distribution of rotational velocities is non-GaassiA mean
field theory for three dimensional cooling systems of rougtiples with Coulomb friction was proposed [n][13] and fdtn
be in very good agreement with computer simulations for sewihge of parameters. A systematic theoretical study wédri
systems over the whole range of dissipation and frictiomupeters is not available to our knowledge.

In the following, we propose a mean-field (MF) theory of horoegously driven rough particles that accounts for Coulomb
friction (i.e. a non-constant,) on different levels of refinement. The most accurate dpsori parallels the three-dimensional
(3D) results [1B] for freely cooling systems. In additione wresent different levels of approximation to the full mioaied
discuss their shortcomings in MF theory. The homogeneaumdrused here is the same as in other recent studies ofrdrive
systemsl[14, 29].

To test our analytical results we have performed numerinallgitions of a randomly driven mono-layer of spheres, gisin
Event Driven (ED) algorithm [21, 22, B,133]. One key ressithat, viar,(v), all parameters of the collision model affect the
evolution of the translational and rotational degreese¢ffom (temperatures) of the system. Only the full MF thesgbie to
guantitatively predict the system behavior for the wholeapgeter range.
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The model system is introduced in sectldn Il. The distrimutdf impact angles, as affected by translational and mtati
degrees of freedom, is computed in secfioh Ill. The standpptoach with constant tangential restitution is brieflieaed,
before we introduce three levels of approximation and thleM& theory in sectio IV. In sectiofv we discuss the staton
state and and in secti@nlVI the dynamic evolution towardssthgonary state. In both sections we compare the predtid
full MF theory and its approximations to simulations. Figale present a summary and conclusions in se¢fich VII.

IIl. MODEL

The model system containé three-dimensional spheres of diameter massmn, and moment of inertid interacting via a
hard-core potential. The particles are confined to a twoedsional (2D) square with periodic boundary conditionse Tiear
box size isL and the area (volumé) = L2. The moment of inertia can be expressed using the shape facto

1= —s. &
ma

For spheres with a homogeneous mass distributien2/5. Inelasticity and roughness are described by a coefficiembional
restitutionr, the Coulomb friction law with coefficient of friction, and a coefficient of tangential restitutionwhich depends
onr, i, and the impact angle for sliding contacts, or on a maximum tangential restituti¢® for sticking contacts, when
some “tangential elasticity” becomes important. In a s@h of two particles = 1 and2 with positionsr;, contact normal
n = (r; — r2)/(2a), angular velocitiesv; and relative translational velocity;» = v, — vo (see Fig[L), their velocities
after the collision are related to the velocities beforedbkision, through a collision matriﬂébﬂ%] which igidved from
the conservation laws for linear and angular momentum ggvgissipation balance, and Coulomb’s law. This three patar
model is able to reproduce the experimental measurememsliiding spheres of various materials|[30} 35].
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FIG. 1: Schematic drawing of two-particle contact in theteemf mass reference frame. Shown are the relative velgciij the contact
points, the impact angle of the contact points, and the angle, between the relative translational velocity of the pagichnd their contact
normal.

A. Collision rules

The collision rules are most transparent when written imseof the relative velocity of the contact point in the cefdemass
reference frame

g:ful—vQ—a(wl—i—wg)xn. (2)

We decomposg = g,, + g, into its normal and tangential components with respeet,tg,, = (g - n)n andg, = g — g,,- The
change of normal momentum of particle 1, denoted\d™ is the same as for smooth particles

AP™ = —(m/2)(1+1)g, . (3)



The change of tangential momentum

AP® = 1 4
g, (4)
is, in general, a function of the impact angle Coulomb friction can be expresséd|[34] in terms of a coefficbf tangential
restitution

ri(y) = min [ (7),7"] (®)

which is a function of the impact anglebetweerg andn. Herer;" is the coefficient of maximum tangential restitution, with
—1 <7 <1 to ensure that energy is not created. The quantfityy) is determined using Coulomb’s law

qg+1
re(y) =—1- g ML) coty (6)

with the impact angler/2 < v < & so thatcosy = g - n/|g| is always negativd [20, B0,132]. Here, we have simplified the
tangential contacts in the sense that exclusively eitheld®ab friction applies, i.eAP® = AP, or constant tangential
restitution with the maximum tangential restitution cagéntr}*. Coulomb friction is effective when the relative tangehtia
velocity is large, whereas tangential restitution appisedow tangential velocities.

Note that in the general casg,; = —a(w1 + w2) x n # 0, so that the angle;» between the contact normaland the
relative translational velocity,2 = v; — v3 is different from the impact angle of the contact points, see Fi§$. 1 diid 2. In the
following we will refer toy when we talk about the impact angle.
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FIG. 2: Tangential restitution; as function of the impact angtefor different values of the coefficient of frictiogn.

B. Driving model

The driving of a granular material can be realized by movirdisy see Ref[]1] and references therein, correspondimg to
local heating 8], or the system can alternativelgiiven by a global homogeneous, random energy sourcefaretit
variations [111| 112 29, 89, 4D, 141.]142]. We choose homogentranslational driving here and modify the velocity of jeti
at each time of agitatiohsuch that

vi(t) = vi(t) + var &(t) ()

where the prime on the left hand side indicates the value tiféedriving event. Measuring masses in units of the partichss
m, the driving velocityvg, sets the time (velocity) scale and defines the driving teatpeeT,, := mv3.. The components of
the vectorg, (¢), & . (t) andg; ,(t), are uncorrelated Gaussian random numbers with zero eredvariance

(& x() §a(t) (ey = dijomd(t —t'), (8)
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whered,;; anddy,; are Kronecker deltas ardt — ¢') is the Dirac delta function. The stochastic driving rule p ) leads to an
average rate of change of temperature

AT/At = Hyy , with Hay = farTay , ©)

after every driving time-step\t = fd‘rl.

C. Simulations

We have performed simulations of a randomly driven mon@fi@§ spheres, using an Event Driven (ED) algorithm [20, 21,
[29,[43], and compared the results with the MF predictions aseo Refs[[11, 13 P 42]. Every simulation is eqtalied
without driving with~ = 1 and in the smooth surface limif* = —1. Then inelasticity, friction and driving are switched on,
according to the rules defined above. The problem of thestieleollapse characteristic of the ED algorltlﬁ@, 45handled
by using normal restitution coefficients dependent on the &lapsed since the last evéni [46,[47, 48]. The frequendshohg
is chosen such that it is larger than or comparable to the&ypollision frequency per particle, both initially andsteady state.
Varying the driving frequency to much larger values did niféct the simulation results, whereas the use of a much small
driving rate caused different results due to the slow infenergy.

Ill.  IMPACT-ANGLE PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION

In the following we shall discuss various levels of approation to the collision rules given in EqE] (5) afill (6). Onegiluitity
to simplify the collision rules is to consider tangentiatiution averaged over all impact angtgghereby reducing the problem
to one with a constant coefficient of tangential restitutiBor that purpose we need to know the probability distridoutf impact
angles.

The assumption of “molecular chaos” implies a homogenedsishlition of the collision parametér= 2a sin ;2 which
is simply related to the anglg;» between the relative translational velocity> and the contact normat according to
cosy12 = w12 - n/|vi2|, see Figll. Hence the probability distributionsdf v, is constantP/,(sinv12) = 1. (The “prime”
indicates probability functions of the sine or the cosinéhef angle.) A uniform probability®” implies for the distribution of
the angleP2(v12) = — cosy12, SO that grazing contacts appear less probable than cealiialons when a fixed intervaly,
is considered. The uniform,, (sin v12) is in agreement with our numerical data, see Hig. 3.
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------- R=0.55 ------- R=0.40
v rm=-0.9 + p=0.001
1k o rm=10.0 - 1 =

X rm= 1.0
0.8 0.8
= =
& 06 & 06
0.4 0.4
Yo(1=0.01)
0.2 . 0.2
7 Vo(rm=0.0) yo(rm=1.0) ) =1.0) Yo(k=0.1) 1’
0¥ ’ | l | l | | 0 I | | 1
0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
y/m y/m

FIG. 3: Plots of the probability distribution affrom simulations (symbols) and from EfJ12) wihvalues from the simulations. The arrows
indicate the corresponding, while the parameters are (&)= 0.95, . = 0.5 and variable-", and (b)r = 0.95, ri* = 0.4 and variable..

In general, the impact angtebetween the relative velocity of the contact pagjréind the contact normai is differentfrom
the angley;, between the relative translational velocity, and the contact normad, as displayed in Figd1. The two angles
are identical only in the case of smooth particles or in thetlof vanishingly small rotational velocities. In the gealecase we
computeP’ (cos v) by averaging over all binary collisions

P'(cosy) = <6 (cosw - M)> ) (10)
|g| coll
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This average can only be computed approximately. We assoat¢hte translational and rotational velocities of theidaig
particles are distributed according to Gaussians with gegatureTy, for the translational and a temperatdfg, for the
rotational velocities. Within this approximation the akawerage is given explicitly by

COS 7Yy — gn
P/(COSV) _ J (5( Jz/l) gl )) (11)

with the phase space integral
J(X) = /drldFQ ('U12 n) 6(—'012 . TL) 5(|’I’12| — 2(1) X,

whereX = X (I'1,I'2), and the phase space element
dr'y, = d2r;€d2@kdwke_m”i/(2T")e‘lwi/(QTmt)

fork=1,2.
The remaining integrals can be computed analyticallydyiej the following expression for the impact angle disttibn
(1+ R/q)cos~y

(14 [R/q) cos? )

P(y) = - (12)

Here we have introduced the ratio of rotational and traiwsiat temperature® := 7). /T, and recally = I/(ma?). The
probability distributionP(v) is compared to the results of our simulations in Elg. 3; reably good agreement is observed.
With increasing rotational velocities, contacts with kg (small ) become more and more frequent due to the increasing
rotational contribution. On the other hand, collisionshmtanishingg, (large~) become less probable, since the rotational
contribution leads to a net increasegpf

IV. DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS IN MEAN FIELD THEORY APPROXIMAT  IONS

In the following we present different approximations facfional particles, referred to as models A-E. Model A is il
known model using constant coefficients of normal and tafigleestitution, cf., e.g.[]5. 10]. Model E implements Gomb
friction as introduced by Waltof [17]. While model A is the amefield solution for rough particles with a constant coedfiti
of tangential restitution, model E is the mean field solution particles with Coulomb friction. Models B through D are
approximations to model E that may be simpler to deal withhawe significant shortcomings.

The starting point of our mean-field approach is the theoriRef. [10] for a freely cooling gas of rough particles with a
constant coefficient of tangential restitution (= const., corresponding to the limit. — o0). The theory is based on a
pseudo-Liouville—operator formalism and on the assumgifdi) a homogeneous state, (ii) independent Gaussiarapitity
distributions of all degrees of freedom, i.e. all composefitthe translational and the rotational velocities, aiigtfie assump-
tion of “molecular chaos”, i.e. subsequent collisions anearrelated. The agreement with simulations is very goddrag as
the above assumptions are validl[21].

The main outcome of this approach is a set of coupled timeu&wol equations for the translational and rotational MF
temperature§}, and 7} [L0] which can be extended to also describe arbitrary enieqyt (driving) [15[2b[42]. Given the
random driving temperatufg;, and an energy input rat&,, as defined above, one just has to add the positive rate ofjetan
translational energyl,,, see Eq.[I9), to the system of equatidns [29].

A. Model A: Constant tangential restitution r; = r;"

We recall the results of the mean field theory for the modehwitconstant coefficient of tangential restitution which is
obtained from the general case in the limit> oo (see Egs. (14) in Ref_[21]). The system of coupled equatieads in 2D:

AT (t) = Ha+ G|-ATY?+ BT/ ZTM} :

(13)
AT(t) = 2 | B'T? —CTtlr/Qth} .

r

Note the choice of signs which lead to positive coefficierBased on more physical argumentsguantifies the dissipation
of translational energy3 and B’ correspond to the interchange of energy between the ttarshand rotational degrees of



freedom, and”' describes the dissipation of rotational energy. The caeffids sets the time-scale of the system, i.e. the
collision rate (per particley ! = (1/2)GTt1r/2, with

8
= avmm e

Here g, (v) denotes the pair correlation function at contact. In ther@ximation proposed by Hendersah [5] 49, 54,[51, 52],
g2a(v) = (1-7v/16)/(1—v)?, it depends only on the 2D volume fraction of the granulangasma®N/V. The four constants
A, B, B" andC read in this limit

G

¥) . (14)

2
A=A+ Ay, A = 147" , (15)
Ay = B (1=m), (16)
2
B'=B=B,, = 727—; , and 17)
Mo To
C = C 0 = — 1 e . 18
! 2q ( Q) (18)
It is useful to define a function
q(1+1) q
== < < —<1 19
T](Tt) 2(q+ 1) , 1or O = 77(7’15) = q + 1 < ) ( )

which has to be evaluated at constant tangential restitutie= ;" in the limit . — oo

my _ a1 +7")
= =" 20
no == n(r{") 20+ (20)
B. Model B: Simplified mean tangential restitutionr; = (r¢)12
A first step beyond the above theory with a consignt n(r}"), is the replacement af.(v) by its average
(re) = [ dyP(y)re(7). (21)

/2

The integral overy from 7 /2 to 7, has to be split into two parts, one corresponding to theeaiig < v < ~y, for which there is
Coulomb sliding withr; given by Eq.[[B), and a second part corresponding to the rangey < =, for which there is sticking
with constant, = i (see Fig[R). The critical angtg is given by
q(1+r")
mlg+ 1)1 +7)

To simplify the computation, we use the approximatidfy) ~ Pi2(v) = — cos (v), such that

c:= —cotyy = >0. (22)

(re)12 :—1—1—%(1—1—7’)# In(c+ f) . (23)
with the abbreviation
f=vV1+c2. (24)

The averaged coefficient of tangential restitutien);» must be inserted intg in Eq. (I3). Thus we obtain the same set of
coefficients as in Eqd_{JL5)=(18) witjy replaced by

m = (i) = (e ) (25)

In this approach, only the average valuerpfis considered and fluctuations of with v are neglected. Furthermore the
difference between and~;2 has been ignored in the averaging procedure. In contrasbtehA this is the simplest model to
incorporate the coefficient of Coulomb frictien (r:)12 = (r¢)12(u).



C. Model C: Mean tangential restitution 7. = (r¢) (R)

In model C we again replage(~) by its average but use the correct impact angle probabiltyildution functionP(~y) from
Eqg. [I2) in the averaging procedure. The result ifatependent averaged coefficient of tangential restitution

() (B) = —1+ L2 26)
B(f — o2 (a] ~ [ +oB)
In = —
(af =5 = BP(af +  — o)
with
P = (R) =1+ RJg, @

f= f(R) =1+ 222, (28)
and f defined in Eq.[[24). Note thatis an implicit function of time througtk. For R — 0 (x — 1) Eq. [28) reduces to Eq.
23) — as expected. F@t — oo (x — oo) there is no friction andr;)(R) — —1.

We formally get the same differential equatiohs](13) buhwibn-constant coefficienté = A(R), B’ = B = B(R), and

C = C(R) which are obtained by replacing by n({r;)(R)) in Eqgs. [I5){IB). These coefficients are implicitly timedadent
via R.

1. Constant tangential restitution limit

In the limit 4 — oo, ¢ — 0. In that case model C reduces to model A.

2. Weak friction limit

Foru — 0, ¢ — oo we recover smooth spheres withh) — —1. A series expansion to lowest ordenir{equivalent to lowest
order inc~!) of Eq. [ZB) reads

x

In ( 210 )} + O3, (29)

1+7r

(r)(R) = —1+ %(1 +7’)M{|ln(u)| +1n (2)+

expressed in terms of and.
As long ase stays finite (which is the case for a driven system) the lgpdider is thug:|In (1)| for smallp. Forz — 1, Eq.
3) yields the same result as HgJ(23) in leading orderin

3. Comparison of model B and model C

Due to the implicit nature of model C it is rather difficult toovk out its predictions, e.g., for the ratio of temperatures
Therefore, we present here the mean tangential restitfitton models A, B, and C in Fidd4. Note that,;) for model C
depends not only explicitly op but also implicitly throughR. To keep the discussion simple, we present results onlyoimes
constant, representative valuesiaf The mean restitution for largk is smaller (or equivalently, the correspondijmgs larger)
than for smallR. Models B and C become indistinguishable in the liRit> 0, as expected.
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FIG. 4: Expected mean tangential restitution,), as function of the friction coefficient for models A, B, and C. The parameters used are
r = 0.95, r{" = 1.0 (for A, B) and differentR = 1.0, 0.40, and0.15 (model C: solid lines from right to left).

D. Model D: Variable (simplified) tangential restitution r:(y12)

In this section and in the following one, we discuss a coefficof tangential restitution which dependspnModel D is
defined by approximating ~ ~,2, which is strictly true only forR — 0 or x — 0 (or equivalently-;* — —1). We again obtain
the same differential equatiois113) fB,, andT;, with the coefficients

A=A, = A +[A, + 47/, (30)
B :Bu = [BU0+B*]/fa
B' =B, = [By,+B"]/f?,

O :C# == [Ong+c*]/f7

and f defined in Eq.[I2K). The terms that originate from Coulomdbiistj are denoted by an asterisk and are given explicitly by

x o¢
TS &)

B* = (2f + 1)B*,
A* noc®/2 —qB* , and
C* = (mf—mn—2B")/(29),

expressed in terms gf [cf. Eq. Z4)],mo [cf. Eq. 20)],m: [cf. Eq. (ZB)], andg [cf. Eq. @)]. The termsB* and B’* are strictly

positive, while the dissipation correction term$ andC*, in principle, can change sign. Note also tlizit and B’* are not

identical here. All coefficients depend on the system patars@nly. They are constants in time — in contrast to modelr@ (
E as will be shown later).

1. Constant tangential restitution limit

In the limit © — oo, one has: — 0, i.e. f — 1, and all correction term§A*, B*, B™*,C*} — 0 so that one obtains Egs.
(I3)-(IB). Note in particular that the coefficiers and B, are equal only in the limit, — oo [ad.



2. Weak friction limit

In the limit x — 0 (¢ — oo, f — ¢), the lowest order expansion im! leads to an approximation of the coefficients in Egs.
@30), where we have used/c = u(1+1)/2:

Mo 1+7’

B, = =2 2 32
1 +r
B = -
" q( 2 >
Ay = Ar+ e ( )
4
O 4o \ oMo
Cr = g amn (1m + 1 (72 ) — o)
+(9(u2).

From Egs.[(3R), we learn th&t), is second order in, whereass,, is first order iny, reflecting arasymmetryn the energy
transfer rates. On the other hantl, ~ A, is almost constant, where&$, depends o logarithmically which is an artifact of
our approximationy;> ~ ~, see Eq.[(35) below.

E. Model E: Variable (exact) tangential restitution r¢(~y)

The final step of refinement of the MF theory is to usgy), instead of-;(y12), to compute the coefficients. This is the full
mean field theory. The calculation is similar to the one foriB[iLd] and is presented in appendk A. We obtain the follayvin
coefficients, to be inserted into Eqs.X(13),

A=A, (R) = A+ |4y, + X [ (33)
B =Bu(R) = |By+B'| [
B =Bl(R) = [By, +B"] /F°
C =CulR) = [Cp+C"] [ 2,

with f, 2 andc defined in Eqs [[A8[{27) anf{22), respectively. The newention terms are in detail:

B* = —noc®/(2q), (34)
S 2F 4 )0mer)?
2q(f +1)?
A = —q (E*—l—é'*) , and
c* = —ng*,

with ¢ andz as introduced in Eqd](1) anldq27). Interestingly, we find muegative§* together with positive coefficients’*
andC*; only A* can be both positive and negative. Like in model C but in @sitto models A, B, and D, here the coefficients
are implicit functions of time, again.

In conclusion, models D and E appear similar in shape buethes several striking differences: (i) The division pynd
f3 in model D is in contrast with the division b§? in model E, (ii) the termB* in model D is always positive, whil&* in
model E is always negative, (iii)the sign 6f in model D is not determined a-priori, while the tefi is always positive, (iv)
among the correction terms of model E, oy is independent of?, and (v) the more refined theory appears in a simpler form,
especially the ternd™.

1. Constant tangential restitution limit

The limit of constant tangential restitution can be readtyethking the limit, — oo. In this case: — 0, f — 1 and thus all
additional coefficientst*, B*, B"*, andC* vanish such that Eq{_{119)-{18) are recovered.
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2. Weak friction limit

In the limit x — 0 (¢ — oo, f — x¢) an expansion to the lowest order/ineads to an approximation of the coefficients in
Egs. [3B) when we remember that/c = (1 + r)pu/2:

~ 1 147

Bu(R) = T2 TH"‘O(HB) ) (35)
2
B = +(F57) w06,

Au(R) = Ar = (Bu(®) + BL(R)) +0 (") .

Cu(R) = —a?Bu(R)+ O (1°) .

Sincex = z(R) approaches one in the weak friction limit, boﬁ;(R) and@u(R) are proportional tq: in leading order. To
lowest order ir, Eq. [33) predictsi,,(R) = A, + O(u), i.e. proportional tq:°, while By, (R) is proportional tqu?.
Foru < 1, Egs. [IB) with[[(3b) simplify to

d 3/2 (1-r2
S Tult) = Ha: — GT (1T +0(u)) , (36)

which means that in the limit of low friction the differenttiequations forT;, and7;,, decouple. In the non-driven case this
leads to surviving rotational energy (not show), similaRefs. [13[16].

V. STEADY STATE

Before discussing the approach to the stationary stateciméixt chapter, we first elucidate the stationary state anghace
results of our simulations to various levels of refinemerthefmean field theory.

A. Analytical results

By imposing & T5%* =0 and 4 T3t2t = 0 one gets the steady state values of the rotational and theldtmnal temperatures.
For models A, B and D, the coefficients in the differential &tipn do not depend oR (or x). Therefore the solution is simply

stat stat pstat stat Hg, 2/
Trbo: = Rh * Ttbrd ’ and Ttbrd = (GI> ’ (37)
with
R = B'/C, and T = A — BR*"™" (38)
as discussed in more detail for all models in the following.
1. Model A
For model A, the steady state ratio of rotational to traistet! energies is
Rstat _ qTo (39)
q—"o
and the energy dissipation factor is
1—r2 1o U
7= ——(1—=mn9) — 40

Note here again that model A does not contain any dependentbe @oefficient of friction..
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2. Model B

Model B evolves from model A, by just replacimg by 7; (1) = (n0/c¢) In (¢ + f) from Eq. [Z5) in the above two Eq§{39)
and [4D), so that, e.g.,

petat _ _4m__qOo/c)m(c+ f)
g—m q—(no/c)ln(c+f)

In the limit of smally < 1, the leading order terms afé'®* ~ (1 + r)p|1In p|/2 andZ ~ 1—4T2 + O(pu|1In p)).

3. Model D

From model D, the following, more complex terms are obtained

B [B,, + B*] 1
Rstat — _Hr _ 1o  ~ 1 1
W Cl, [Cpo + C*] f2 n<1 (T +7)ulIn p

0

and

sta 11—
I, = A, — B,R} t,5<1 T oW,

so that, asymptotically fon < 1, model D leads to behavior similar to that of model B.

4. Model E

Formally, we can write down Eq4{37) for model E, too. Indte&using Eqgs.[[38)25*** must be extracted (numerically)
from Eq. [A22) where the left hand side vanishes in the statipcase. It can be show analytically that there is alwaysgue
solution — in contrast to the freely cooling cakel [13]. Whik solution forkstat at hand, EqZAT9) (with a vanishing left hand

side) can be written in the forfistt = (%)2/3 again whereZ is a nonlinear function of*** whose particular form can be
easily seen from EqL{AL9).

5. Models C and E for small

For models C and E the coefficients in the differential equrstdo depend onR, so that the steady state values have to be
computed numerically for a general choice of parameteralyical results can only be achieved in the limitk 1, where we
can use the expansions of the coefficients introduced inossflVJ and IV E.

For model C we obtain to lowest order ify the dissipation factdf ~ A, and, usingjs = (10/2) Ine,

2
(te 212 72 2 rm2\? 1+
e 2 () 2t Ly (@)
p<l ¢ +(cq) +q c/) p<l 2 o (p)]

For model E we find agaifi ~ A, and

2
L 219 70 2 /mo\?
R~ 2= 14 (= ——) ~ (1 42
= +(0q) +2 (") @, (42)
very similar in shape to the result from model C, besides digadithmin ¢ that is hidden in the definition of.. This leads
to the qualitative difference in asymptotic behavior betwenodels C and E: The correct asymptotic behavior for smél
Rt o 1. Note again that the more refined model E leads to a simpléytaosd result than the approximated model C.
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6. Discussion

The expansions for small < 1 show that the result fakRs*?* based on model E, see EG.X42), disagrees with all other model
In model E we find thaRs*?* vanishes linearly ag — 0, whereas models A-D predict a slower decrease, encoded jrj th ;|
dependence. Models A and B have the same analytical fori¥6t if expressed in terms af, for model A and in terms ofj;
for model B. Similarly, models C and E have the same functidependence on, if 7 is used for model C ang, for model
E. The comparison of the models for arbitrary valueg @fill be given in the next subsection, where we also presentebults
of our simulations and compare them to the predictions oféli®us mean field models.

B. Comparison with simulations

In this subsection, the steady state predictions from owtatsoare confronted with the numerical simulation resultete
that we present results for rather high densities and dissip, where our assumptions about homogeneity of thersyatel the
Gaussian shape of the velocity distributions is not syrittie anymore. However, we want to stress the point that tesemt
theory is astonishingly close to the numerical simulatiagthvexperimentally relevant parameters even when the masitb
assumptions are somewhat questionable.

1. Variation ofr;®

In Figs.[% (a-c), the stationary rotational and translatldeamperatures and their ratidare compared for = 0.95, . = 0.5
and different values of;"*; note that the data in (a) and (b) are scaled with the exgme$si . = 0. The symbols correspond
to simulation data, with the error bars showing the standaxdation from the mean values. The lines correspond terifft
refinements of the theoretical approaches, i.e. models B, Bnd E.

Forr® ~ —1, the simulations agree with all theoretical predictioms;f" ~ 1, large discrepancies are evident. The more
refined a model used, the better the quality of agreementguiaktative behavior of the data is best captured by modah#,
we relate the remaining quantitative deviations to the tlaat the simulations involve rather high densitand comparatively
strong dissipatiom.

2. \Variation ofy — translational temperature

In Fig.[d we plot the translational temperature in the samgagain Fig[b(a), but now, we keep the valu¢s= 0.4 (a) and
ri* = 1.0 (b) fixed and vary:. Furthermore, we compare data fo= 0.99 andr = 0.95 in one plot and observe satisfactory
agreement between simulation results and the full meantfielory, model E. (The predictions from models A and B are only
shown forr = 0.99.)

For (realistic) values of;* = 0.4, see Fig[l(a), one obtains a transition from the- 0 limit to the © — oo value of the
kinetic energy, over three orders of magnitudejrwhereas for!* = 1.0, see Fig[b(b), the kinetic energy first decays with
but then increases again to the stationary state temperatsmooth particles, since no energy is dissipated duengetsial
friction for ;o — oo andr}* = 1.0.

Here, we remark that model A, with = = and the limity — oo is inadequate to model the-dependency of the data,
it only gives theu — oo limit, as expected. Approach B only shows qualitative agreet with our simulation data, whereas
theory D shows good quantitative agreement for smallhe agreement seems better for weak normal dissipatior®.99, as
compared to the cases with= 0.95. The deviations between simulations and model D in theimégliate range of are due
to values ofR of the order of unity, for which the assumptigmn, = v is nottrue, as pointed out above.

For weaker normal dissipation one obtains a stronger reduction of the translational &xatpre in the range of strongest
total dissipation (around = 0.4). This is due to the comparatively stronger contributiotaeofgential dissipation. However, as
in the previous subsection, the agreement between simngasind model E is satisfactory, especiallyifor 1.

3. Variation of. — rotational temperature

In Fig.[d we plot the ratio of rotational and translationahfgerature in the same way as in H1jy. 5(c), but now, like inBjg.
we keep the valueg™ = 0.4 (a) andr]® = 1.0 (b) fixed and vary.. Also here, we compare data for= 0.99 andr = 0.95in
one plot. For the values ef* examined (see Fifll 7) one observes a smooth transitiéhoser about three orders of magnitude
in i, from the valueR = 0 (in the limit 4 = 0) to the valueR = r}" (in the limit © — oc). Note that the observatiok = r}"
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FIG. 5: Simulation results (symbols) and theory (lines)tfe parameters = 0.34, N = 11025, » = 0.95, andu = 0.5, plotted against the
maximum tangential restitutior{”. (a) Translational temperatufi&**, and (b) rotational temperatuf&’?*, plotted against;", and scaled
by 755 (1 = 0), the mean field value for smooth particles. (c) Ratio of iotatl and translational temperatue plotted against;™.

is coincidence, since the correct asymptotic result faydaris R = 2(1 + r}*)/(9 — 5r}*). Again, the agreement between
simulations and model E is impressive.

All models agree qualitatively in the largelimit, even though the quantitative agreement with sirtiafes is again best
caught by model E, as can be seen in Hg. 8.

The remaining question is the asymptotic behavior for vemglé;:, as can be viewed in Fifll 9, and as discussed theoretically
in subsectiol V. The quantitative behavior®ffor small . is tested by a power law fit of the numerical values, accortbing
an expressio® = bu“. The fit givesae = 1.00(4), for r = 0.99, rI* = 0.4, 1.0 anda = 0.99(4), for r = 0.95, 7™ = 0.4, 1.0.

Thus the asymptotic behavior is proportionalitpin excellent qualitativeind quantitative agreement with the prediction of
model E.
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FIG. 6: Translational temperatui& ** scaled by the mean field value for smooth parti@lgs® (1. = 0), plotted against, for the parameters
as in Fig[d. The tangential restitution coefficients aredit@(a)r;” = 0.4, and (b)r;” = 1.0. Data with normal restitution = 0.99 (solid
symbols and thick lines) and= 0.95 (open symbols and thin lines) are compared.

VI. APPROACH TO STEADY STATE
A. Close to steady state

Provided the system is sufficiently close to steady state;amdinearize the set of EqE{13) arouR** and 75, This is
particularly simple for models A, B, and D, where the coeéids in the differential equation do not dependdand hence can
be solved analytically for the stationary state. WeBett) = T3 (1 + 6T, (t)) andTyo (1) = 15525 (1 + 6Th01(t)) and obtain
the linearized dynamic equations

d s [ (3, BB BB’
%5Ttr = GTtr { (514 + T) 5Ttr + T(STrot )

%mot = 2GOTE™ (6T — 0Tvor} - (43)

This set of linear equations is easily solved to yield twaxation rates\; and \,. In a stable stationary state they must be
positive and they are. We present here only results for thelsist model (A) and postpone the general discussion todke n
paragraph, where the full dynamic evolution towards stestde will be examined.

In Fig.[I0, we plot the two relaxation rates as a functiomdffor a fixed value ofr = 0.95. In the limit of smooth spheres
one of the rates vanishes because the rotational energpseeed in that limit. For]* ~ —0.84 the two rates are equal and
for increasing-}” the difference between the two rates increases monotbnigih »;*, such that for perfectly rough spheres
the larger rate is about fourteen times the smaller one. Sychnounced separation of time scales is familiar from tadieg
dynamics of the same model, skel [13]. There it was shownhbasgtio of translational to rotational enerdg, relaxes fast to its
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FIG. 7: R plotted against:, for the same parameters as in I[Elh. 6. The tangential réstitooefficients are again fixed to (8" = 0.4, and
(b) r* = 1.0.
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FIG. 8: Deviation from equipartition] — R, plotted against the inverse friction coefficiept, !, for simulations from Figd6(b). Note the
double-logarithmic scale of this plot.

stationary value, whereas both the translational as wétl@sotational energy decay on the same, much longer tinte. Stiais
point will be discussed in a more general setting (model Erafekation from an arbitrary initial condition) in the seogient
paragraph.

B. Full Dynamic Evolution

In Fig.[11, the full dynamic evolution of the translationakerotational temperatures with time is shown for two sirtiatss
with N = 11025, v = 0.0866, » = 0.95, r}’* = 1.0, and different values for the coefficient of friction. In batituations, the
agreement between simulations and the numerical solutiothé full MF theory, model E, is good — not only concerning th
limiting values and the asymptotes, but also the time depecelduring the two regimes (i) equilibration betw@enandT,t,
and (ii) approach to final steady state.
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FIG. 9: Ratio of rotational and translational temperatuitgplotted against:, for some simulations from Fifll 6(b). Note the double-ldityanic
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FIG. 10: Relaxation rates, o, close to steady state for= 0.95 as a function of{".

VIl. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In summary, a dynamic MF theory for the full time evolutiontb& translational and rotational temperatures of a homoge-
neously driven two-dimensional granular gas has been ptegeParticle collisions were modeled using the Walton eh{idi],
i.e. with normal dissipation, tangential restitution¢ktng) and Coulomb friction (sliding). The Walton model damformulated
in terms of a coefficient of tangential restitution, whigbpend®on the impact angle. Using a Pseudo-Liouville operator we
have computed the distribution of impact angles as well asrtban field dynamics and steady state values of the trarsti
and rotational temperatures.

In addition to the complete mean field theory of the Walton ei¢thmodel E”), we discussed three levels of approximation
in order to simplify the differential equations of the timeotution. The crudest approximations including Coulomibtfon
(“model B” and “model C") assume that an effective constamigential restitution exists and can be computed by avegagi
over the angular distribution of impact angles. For modehiS averaged coefficient depends on the current values of the
translational and rotational temperatures and thus on. tiBven simpler is model B where the rotational contributioritte
impact angle is neglected, leading to a coefficient of tatigkrestitution that only depends on global system paramsefThe
closest approximation (“model D”) to the full mean field thhg@¢‘model E”) keeps the dependencerfy) on the impact angle
~ but, like for model B, the contribution of the rotation of tharticles to the impact angle is neglected.

The predictions of the increasingly refined models of fointl dissipation as well as the full MF theory have been caega
to simulations of a randomly driven mono-layer of spheraagian Event Driven algorithm. Emphasis has been put on the
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FIG. 11: Evolution of temperatures with rescaled time, with' = (1/2)GT.(0)'/2, for simulations withN' = 11025, v = 0.0866,
r=10.95, r{" = 1.0, and (a)u = oo, (b) © = 0.5.

stationary state which is characterized by two temperatlige and 7., one for the translational and one for the rotational
degrees of freedom. Guided by the MF approach we discoverath ghenomenology like a non-trivial dependence of the
stationary state temperatures on the model parameterex&onple, the translational temperature is non-monot@edanction

of maximal tangential restitutior}” and also non-monotonic as a function of Coulomb frictigrprovidedr}™ is sufficiently
large.

All models predict steady state values of the translatiamal rotational temperatures, which are considerably inrgu@s
compared to the model without friction (“model A"), whichsagnes constant tangential restitution (see Hibs. €Chnd #). A
approximations A-E agree in the limit of large friction, whehe tangential restitution becomes independent of tipaatrangle
(see Fig[R). Qualitative agreement between models B-D iamalations is achieved also for intermediate valueg.oflowever
in the limit © — 0 all approximations break down and only the complete mead §elution (“model E”) is in agreement with
the simulations (see Fifill 9). In particular model E prediutslinear dependence of the ratio of temperatuRes, Tyot/Ttr, ON
the friction coefficient: that is observed in the simulations and was used in Ref. fldgtive an approximate kinetic theory of
frictional particles.

Sticking contacts become more important relative to sjdinntacts for fixed. and decreasing;”. In this regime models
B and D seem reasonable, but lead to poor quantitative agreasr;* approaches. The full mean field theory (“model E”)
leads to reasonable agreement for all valueg;of For weak dissipatior;, — 1, the agreement is very good — for stronger
dissipation, we relate the deviations to the failure of bibith homogeneity assumption and the molecular chaos assumpt
made.

Linearizing the dynamic MF equations around the steady $aids to an eigenvalue problem with two relaxation rates, o
of them being related to the equilibration between the tedgionial and the rotational degrees of freedom, while theobne
controls the approach of the system to its steady state.tforgscoupling, the former process is much faster, so trettls a
clear separation of time scales, which has been discussatiglfor a freely cooling system in the absence of driving.
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In conclusion, realistic Coulomb friction turned out to beubtle problem as only the full mean field theory of the Walton
model predicts the effects of friction for all values;oandr}”. All simplifications are both qualitatively and quantitesly wrong
in some parameter range. Our studies can easily be exteodleree dimensional systems or more complex ones, like e.g. a
polydisperse mixture of frictional particles with differematerial properties. Other driving mechanisms couldrbpleyed as
well.
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION OF THE DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS FORMO DELE

The details of the derivation of the coefficients in EGS] @) [3%) for model E in SeETME will be shown. The calculasion
are performed using a Pseudo-Liouville operator forma[s#21 [5B]. They are very similar to the ones in three diri@Ts
[13]. First, we briefly recall the Pseudo-Liouville openaformalism.

Let the vectors of position, translational and rotationglbeity of a particlek, in a two-dimensional planez(y) with only
vertical spin ¢), be defined as, = (ri 4, 7%,y,0), Vx = (Vk,z, Vk,y, 0), andwy, = (0,0, wy) .

The time evolution of a dynamic variablgt) that depends on time only through the positions and ve&scdi NV particles,
can be determined by means of a pseudo-Liouville operatdior ¢ > 0

A(t) = exp(il4t)A(0) . (A1)

The pseudo-Liouville operatd. consists of three parts,. = Ly + E; + ﬁf. The last partﬁf, describes the homogeneous
driving, the first oneL, describes the free streaming of particles

N
Lo=—iY vp-Vp, (A2)
k=1

and the second ong,, = ", Tt describes hard-core collisions of two particles
T = i(vg - Prt) O (=gt - Pra)O(|7pt]| — 2a) (B — 1), (A3)

The operatob’' replaces the linear and angular momenta of the two partickesd! before collision by the corresponding
ones after collision, according to EqBl (3) ahH (4)(x) is the Heaviside step—function, and we have introduced titation
Ty = T —1 andry = 7y, /|| Equation[[AB) has the following interpretation: The factg; - 74; gives the flux of incoming
particles, while th&- andd-functions specify the conditions for a collision to takag®. A collision between particlésand!
happens only if the two particles are approaching each eth&h is ensured b (—wy,; - 7). At the instant of a collision the
distance between the two particles has to vanish when tviizleartouch, which is expressed bffry,;| — 2a). Finally, (X' — 1)
generates the change of linear and angular momenta acgaoditys. [B) and{4).

The ensemble averagg..);, of a dynamic variable4, is defined by

) = [ drp)A® = [ arpe)a) »
_ / [T (@red?ordeor) p(t)A(O)

Herep(t) = exp (—Z[Lt) p(0) is the N-particle distribution function, whose time developmengoverned by the adjoirlﬂF
of the time evolution operatat , . Differentiating equatior.{A4) with respect to time yields

G = [aro0Gam = [ arowyic, )
= /dI‘p(O)exp (iLyt)ily A0) (A5)

_ / dTp(1)ily A(0) = (iL, A); .



20

The observables of interest are the averaged energies pgmlggeor, more specifically, the granular temperaturastiie
two-dimensional system

N
By 1 m 9
Twi= 77 = 2_ g [vl
k=1
N
1 1 I
_Tro = Ero = o 2 A6
5 Lrot 6 Nk§712|‘*’k| (A6)

and the total kinetic energhf = Ei, + F,ot. TO make the temperatures dimensionless we may choose guregaass in units
of the particle mass, and velocities in units of the driviegpeity vy defined in Eq.[7).
Assuming a homogeneous density distribution and Gaussianity distributions theV-particle distribution function is given

by

0 [T0lm - 2exn |- (75 + 772 )] (A7)

k<l

where the product of Heaviside functions accounts for th@uebed volume. Hence we get two coupled differential eauneti
for the time evolution of the translational and rotationa¢egies

d d . A
dtTtr( ) dt <Etr> = <'L£+Etr>t = Hg, + <'L£+Etr>t
1d d ) o
§ETrot(t) :%<Erot>t - <Z£+Erot>t - <Z£+Erot>t . (A8)

The averages on the right hand sides can be calculated aw$olThese calculations are almost identical for the tediwsial
and rotational energies, so we will show in detail the timewagive of 71, (¢) only.

A 1 .
<2£+Etr>t = <§ ZZTJI:lEtr>t

k;él
=5y ZZ /Hdzrjd vidw;p(r,v,w)x (A9)
k=11=1

inl(|vk|2 + [vi|?)

We have used that the binary collision opera‘tbfl yields zero acting on any variable other than the ones ofutieeparticles
involved in the collision. Defining

N
= H d*r;d*vidw; H O(|rji] — 2a)x

j=1 I#j

P < 3 Z 2T ’“|2>

k=1

(A10)

and using the definition off'}? we can write

N -1 .
W /dF (’1“12 "1)12) 5(|’l"12| — 2a)><

R R m
O(—P12 - D12) (b — 1)§(|vl|2 + |va|?)

<i£/+Etr>t - —

The change of energhE;, := Z(b1? — 1)(Jv1|* + |v2|?) that results from a collision of particle 1 and 2 depends amly
the phase space variables of particle 1 and 2. Since we asspatial homogeneity this change of energy can only depend
on the relative distance vectei, := r; — r» as well as the relative translational and rotational vélesiv,s := v — v9
andwis = wi + wo. Further, we assume instantaneous collisions. Thereffierehange of energy can only depend on the
direction of the distance vect@i, = "’1 ”2‘ Now we can perform the integrations over those particlasdhe not involved
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in the collision. The integrals ovefvs . . . d>vy andd’ws . . . d?wy are simple Gaussians. To integrate a¥@rs . .. d°ry we
introduce two more two-dimensional integrals

/d2R1d2R252(R1 — T1)§2(R2 — 'PQ) 5

over two-dimensional functions 6 (r) := §(r,,)d(r, ), Using the definition of the pair correlation function

g(|R1 — Ry|)
V2 n

N
S II @r; TT ©(|rji| — 2a)6*(Ry — 71)6* (R — 72)
j=1 l#j

)

N
J 11 @2rj IT O(|rju| — 2a)
j=1 I#j
whereV is the area of the system, we obtain

(L' Eyw)y = — J\;‘;zl <2w£(t) > 2 (%Tit (t) )

/ d? Ry d? Ryd* vy d*vad?widws g(|Rial) %

(g2 + |vg)2 lw2+w2
wp( G (w1l + [0:) gl +wnP))

Ttr (t) Trot (t)
(Ruz - v12) 6(|Ria| — 2a)O(—Rya - 112) AF,.

Since the change of energyF’;, depends only o> := R; — Rs, v12, andw;2, we introduce the variables

r:=R; — Ro, v:z%, w::%
V1 + V2 w1 — w2
R =R,, V:= , Q= . All
1 7 7 (A1)

The Jacobian of this transformationlis The expression to integrate over is independerf@afuch that integration ovet’ R
yields the ared’. We writer in polar coordinateér, ¢) and can integrate ovelr. Then, we choose the coordinate system for
integrations oved?v such that the unit vectar points in they-direction. That means we can replacby the unit vector in the
y-directione, and integrate ovef$ which simply yields2w. For readability, we use now the unit vectorinstead ofe,. The
integrals overl?V anddf) are Gaussians, so that we obtain

(L', Bu)y = —27V2 a ng g(2a) (%g‘r (t)> (%TL 0 ) : x

G B 1 i
dviduvad 2 2
/ V1 dV2 wexp( Ttr(f) + th(t) X

() O(~7 - &) B,

with the number density, := (N —1)/V ~ N/V.
To solve the integrals above we need to take a look at the ehafrenergy

2
—ABy = (b = 1)(|v1]* + [vaf*)

= (01" + [v3f*) = (lor* + [v2]?)

BB 40— )l - (r-v)?)

— (1 =) (n-v)* + (2an)? |0 x w|?
+4an(2n—1) (N X w) - v

(A12)
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with 1 andr; () given by Eqs.[[lI9) and16). Keep in mind thaandw have been defined as:= v;2/v/2 andw := wy2/v/2.
The difference in calculation for models D and E comes intty @t this steffFor model D, at this point of the calculation, we
would expres® in polar coordinategv, v12) and inserty = n(y12) instead ofy = 7n(v) “assuming” thaty ~ ~15. That way
all integrals become Gaussians and can easily be solvedatticplar, the integrals over the last term in EG_{A12) vsimi,
however, we will now go on with model E. To perform the inteas overv andw we substitute

wi =V2 (R xw)=(V2w,0,0)
g:=V2(w+amxw)), (A13)

thus introducing the relative velocity of the contact pajres defined in Eq02). The vecter, points in thez-direction (due to

our choice of coordinates) an@, | = |wi2|, SO thatw,.t = aw . The Jacobian of this transformatiorgis? . In terms of these
new variable\ F;, reads

9 .
—ABy =2(n—1) (lg]” - (7 9)*)
- (A14)
- (h-g)?+2ang-w, ,

and we get

2B =~z amaat2a) (7 ) (4@1@)); )

/d2 dwy (h-g) O(—n-§) exp | — gma’ wi]?) x A15

gdwy g g) exp oo () (A15)
m[lg]? —2ag - wi +a?|w|?]

exp <— ATo(D) AFE;, .

Next, we expresg in polar coordinategg, v) where~ is not the usual angle betwegnandé, but instead — as needed for
incorporating Coulomb friction — the angle betwegandn (i.e. the angle betweeg andé,, i.e.,g = (—gsin~, g cos~)).
Expression[[ATH) reads now

1—72

2
—AEy; = 2n(n—1)g°sin® y — g% cos®y
m

2 (Al6)
— 2angw sin+y ,

(note that) = n(cot ) in the Coulomb friction case) and

L B == am g(20 (uf@)) <4Tri<t>>% g

™ 0o 0o

2,2
/dv/dg / dw, g*cosy exp <—%) X
0

— 00

i

R

m .
exp <— Tl [g2 + 2agw, sinvy + azwi]> AEy, .

Now we defined := [ma?/4][1/Ti(t) + q/Trot(t)], B := masin/[4AT:.(t)] and substitute := v/ A (w, + Bg) for w, .

This leads to Gaussian integrals opeandg. Usingz? := 1 + qTﬁtgg , we obtain

. 3 /m 3
(il Ey) = —31 / p 2a ng g(2a) T2 (t) x*x

o % (A17)
14+ (22 —1)cos?y)2

m\:\:‘

d
B

L. o 2 2
(417 [n—;} sin®y — (1 — r*) cos 7) .
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Up to this point we haveot specified, whether we are going to use constant coefficiémesttution or Coulomb friction. All
this is hidden inm which is either a constant or a function®f Since we are interested in the Coulomb friction case, we use

n = n(y). We introduce the notation = 11~ ;s min {| cot yo[, | cot v|} = min {ng, = | cot 7|}, and obtain

v 3 [« 3 21— 2
<Z£+Etr>t = —5 E 2a ng Q(QG)T‘; (t) z* {_

3 ¢

Y
cos~y
d X
+/ 7(1 + (22 — 1) cos? 7)5/2

™

2 (A18)

1
<2u _ZT siny cosy + p?(1 +r)? cos® 7>
x

1 7 cosysin® y
4 - — d
0 (770 x2> / 7(1 + (22 — 1) cos? )5/2

o

After performing the last integration the result can be teritin the form

%Ttr(t) — Ha - GTY? (A, (A19)

n 0 1— 170902 +170 x2 cot? Yo
2 (14 a2cot?v9)3/2 2 (1 + 22 cot?p)3/2

14322 cot® vo
(14 22 cot? ~g)3/2 ’

— 1 tan® o (1 -

whereG = 8,/ ang g(2a), which is the same as E.{14), add = 1*7’”2. Similarly T}, can be calculated using, instead of
AFEy,, the change of rotational energy at collision,

2
FAEoy = (0} = ) (w1 + |waf?)

= (Jwi* + |wi]?) = (lwn]* + [wal*)

3.8 49* . n(n R A20
= a2—(12|n><v|2+45 5_1 (|w|2—(n-w)2) (A20)
_4_77<2ﬁ_1> (N xv) w,
aq q
which can be reformulated as
2 on? .
EAErot = % (|.9|2 —(n- 9)2) —2ang-w,, (A21)

using the notation introduced in EGE{A11) ahd(A13). Thewation for the rotational temperature is identical te tine for
the translational temperature just shown until EQ_{A1&) imhich we inserA E,; from Eq. [AZ1) instead oA E,. Performing
the integrals yields

1d o 3/2
§%Tmt(t) = GTy,

1
X
(1 + 22 cot? ~p)3/2

(A22)
2,.2

Mox” 2 o 2 .2

(—2(] (= =1) 5 (14 z* cot ’yo))

N ng tan? o ) 14322 cot® yo
q (14 22 cot? p)3/2

Finally, from Eqs.[[AIP) and(A22) the conversant reader megyyoduce the transformation to the more convenient cosifie
in Egs. [3B).
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For comparison, we quote the equivalent results in threedgions([113]:

3d 3/2 no 1 —mox?
CUT(t) = Hay — GapT¥? A, 4 02— TOT
2 dt () d Dt 2 1+ 22 cot? g
LMo arctan (x cot ) 1
2 2 cotyg 1+ 22 cot? g ’

and

1—(1—m)x2
N 97

3d 3/2
——Toit(t) = G3pT,
2 dt (1) sbte YO e o2 Yo
—@(a:Q _ arctan (z cotyo) 1
2 x cot Yo 14+ 22cot? ’

whereGsp = 32,/Z a® ng g3p(2a) andgsp(2a) ~ (11 UV/)% [54].
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