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A bstract. W e study the tapping dynam ics ofa one dim ensionalIsing m odelwith

sym m etrickineticconstraints.W ede�neand testa variantoftheEdwardshypothesis

that one m ay build a therm odynam ics for the steady state by using a at m easure

over the m etastable states with severalm acroscopic quantities �xed. Various types

oftapping are com pared and the accuracy ofthism easure becom esquickly excellent

when thenum berofquantities�xed on averageincreases,independently oftheway the

system isexcited.W e attributethe validity ofthenaiveatm easureatweak tapping

to the spatialseparation ofdensity defects.

PACS num bers:05.20-y,81.05.Rm

1. Introduction

The physical properties of granular m aterials have been extensively studied during

the last few decades because oftheir wide presence in industry and their interest for

fundam entalstatisticalm echanics. In particular,since the com paction experim ents of

theChicago group [1],therehavebeen m any attem ptsto understand them echanism of

com paction ofdense powders under weak tapping and their steady state behaviour.

In these system s, energy is com pletely dissipated after each tap and the therm al

 uctuations are negligible com pared to the gravitationalenergies involved. Such a

system evolves from one blocked state to anotherdue to the externaldriving without

obvious detailed balance and the usual tools of statistical m echanics have to be

generalized. Edwards and coworkers m ade the assum ption that in this context it

is possible to build a \therm odynam ics" by using a  at m easure over the blocked

states in the steady state,the m ain ingredient being that allblocked,or m etastable,

con� gurationsare equiprobable in the steady state [2]. Thisisthe sim plestand m ost

natural� rstassum ption.Thisergodicityin thesteadystatecould conceivablyarisefrom

the extensive,non localnature ofthe tapping dynam ics. Itseem sto be a ratherhard

task tode� neand com putetheentropy ofblocked statesin arealisticgranularm edium ,

forexam ple an assem bly ofgrainsin a box [3]. Hence the Edwardsm easure hasbeen

recently putto the teston a wide variety ofsim ple m odels. Itwasfound in the three

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0202376v2
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dim ensionalKob-Andersen [4]and Tetrism odels[4,5]thatthe  atnessassum ption is

good fordense system s,and also in the contextofpartially analytically tractable one

dim ensionalm odels[6,7]and spin m odelson random graphs[8,9].Recentsim ulations

on threedim ensionalsheared packing ofspheres[10]haveapplied theEdwardsm easure

to a realistic m odeland opened up the possibility oftesting Edwards’hypothesis on

physicalsystem s. M oreover,a tapping m echanism has been introduced on spin glass

m odels and the Edwards m easure was shown to be very e� cient in describing phase

transitionsin thesteady state[11].AstheEdwardsm easureseem ed to givevery good

results on the therm odynam ics ofthe tapped Ising chain [6],it has also been tested

on one dim ensionalkinetically constrained m odels [12]. Variantsofthese m odelshad

been studied to testthe Stillingerand W eberidea [13,14],which isto decom pose the

space ofcon� gurations into valleys,to project each valley onto its m inim um (called

inherentstructure)and toreducethedynam icsofthesystem toadynam icson inherent

structures. Ising m odelswith kinetic constraintsallow one to testthisdecom position

in thefollowing way [14]:two m odelsdi� eronly in theconstraintsofthedynam icsand

share the sam e localenergy m inim a. Asthe low tem perature dynam ics are di� erent,

the dynam ics cannotbe reduced to a sim ple sam pling ofinherentstructures. Forthe

sam e reason,the Edwards m easure was expected to fail. Berg etal. [12]subm itted

these m odelsto two kindsoftapping,which they called \therm al" and \random " and

found thattheEdwardsm easurefails,asdem onstrated by DeSm edtetal.in thelim it

oflargetapping[15].M oreover,they argued thatthevalidity ofthe atnessassum ption

depends on the tapping m echanism ,that is to say the way energy is injected in the

system . In this paper,we show how the basic Edwards m easure can be generalized

to build the therm odynam ics ofthe asym ptotic regim e and that the validity ofthis

m easure isindependentofthe tapping m echanism .W e shallattributethe deviation of

them easuresam pled duringtappingsim ulationsfrom theEdwardsonetoshortdistance

correlationsin the m etastable states and try to explain why the basic  atm easure is

e� cientatvery weak tapping.

2. T he generalized Edw ards m easure

Edwards’hypothesisconsistsofassum ing thatthesteady statedynam icsisergodic,i.e.

theresulting m easureoverblocked con� gurationsis at.In addition,ifsom equantities

areconserved on average,them easurem ustberestricted to theblocked con� gurations

having these average quantities,asitisthe case in ordinary statisticalphysics. Other

quantities, which are not conserved,  uctuate around a value which m axim izes the

Edwardsentropy.Theoriginalidea ofEdwardsand coworkers[2]wasthatan assem bly

ofgrainsin a gently vibrated box isfully characterized by itsdensity (orvolum e\V"),

which istheonly quantity to � x on averagein thesteady state.Hencethey introduced,

asa Lagrangem ultiplier,a \com pactivity":

X
�1

E dw
=
@SE dw

@V
(1)
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Howeverthereisno evidence thatonly onequantity such asthedensity (ortheenergy

forspin system s) has a non zero Lagrange m ultiplier and,as already m entioned [12],

atleasttwo quantitiesshould be� xed on average in orderto describe thesteady state

with a  atm easure.

Let us then build a generalized Edwards m easure and im agine a granular like

system subm itted to externalforcing whose e� ect is to m ove the system from one

blocked con� guration to another. Let us assum e that the balance between forcing

and relaxation is such that in the asym ptotic stationary regim e exactly m quantities

X k (k = 1;� � � ;m )areconserved on average.Forinstance,foram ixtureofhard spheres

ofdi� erent diam eters d1 and d2,one can consider X 1 = h1 and X 2 = h2 the m ean

heightsofeach kind ofsphere[16].W eintroducecorresponding Lagrangem ultipliers�k

and com putethegrand canonicalpartition function:

Z(f�kg)=

Z
Y

k

dX ke
�
P

k
�kX k+ S(fX kg) (2)

where S(fX kg)isthe entropy ofthe blocked con� gurationsrestricted to thatofgiven

fX kg. In the lim itofa large volum e ornum ber ofparticles,the integrand issharply

peaked around onevaluefX �
k
g which m axim izes�

P

k �kX k + S(fX kg).TheLagrange

m ultipliersaregiven asin usualstatisticalm echanicsby:

�k =
@S

@X k

(3)

and theaverageofX k is:

hX ki= �
@logZ

@�k
= X

�

k
(4)

2.1.The m odel

The m odelwe shallconsider in this paper is a variant ofthe Fredrickson-Anderson

(FA) m odel,which willbe refered in what follows as the sym m etrically constrained

Ising m odel(SCIM ).In the originalFA m odel[17], particles are deposed on a one

dim ensional lattice. At each site i is associated its occupation num ber ni = 0;1.

The total energy is �
P

ini and the dynam ics is constrained, that is the usual

m etropolis probability fora spin to  ip is weighted by an acceptence ratio: W (ni !

1 � ni) = 1

2
(2� ni�1 � ni+ 1)m in

�

1;e��� E
�

. In this m odel, equilibration proceeds

through elim ination ofisolated holesby coalescence,which isslowerand sloweratlow

tem perature,as these defects are very separated,and the dynam ics and the system

undergoesadynam icalglasstransition [17].Thism odelhasbeen studied in thecontext

ofgranularcom paction [7]. Itwasshown to have very slow dynam ics consistentwith

the inverse logarithm ic law found in experim ents [1],followed by a steady state well

described by a  atm easureovertheblocked states.Here,thekineticconstraintwillbe

changed a little:in any singlem ovestep,a particlecan beadded to orrem oved from a

siteonlyifatleastoneoftheneighbouringsitesisem pty.Ithasbeenrecentlyshown that

a basic application ofthe Edwardsm easure isunable to describe the therm odynam ics

ofthesteady stateoftheSCIM subm itted to two typesoftapping [12]:
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(i) \random ":occupation ofeach siteischanged with probability p2 [0;1=2];

(ii) \therm al": one M onte-Carlo sweep is m ade,with M etropolis probability p(ni !

1� ni)= (1� ni�1 ni+ 1)m in(1;e
��� E ).Thistherm altapping wasintroduced and

studied on spin m odels [9]and lattice m odels [18]ofgranular m atter,after the

analogy between vibration and therm alnoisewaspointed outin [19].

In between taps,thesystem undergoesa zero tem peraturedynam icswhich corresponds

to adding particlesatem pty siteshaving atleastoneem pty neighbour,untilbecom ing

blocked in a m etastable state. This dynam ics can however be seen as the zero

tem perature Glauber dynam ics ofa m odel(without kinetic constrains) with energy

persiteE = 1

N

P

i((1� ni)(1� ni�1 ni+ 1)� ni�1 ni+ 1),where only m oveswhich strictly

lower the energy are allowed. W ith this de� nition, the m etastable states are now

energetically m etastable.Thecontributionsofsiteito thisenergy is:

� �1,ifsitei� 1 and i+ 1 areoccupied;

� 0,ifsiteiisoccupied and eithersitei� 1 orsitei+ 1 isem pty;

� 1 ,ifsiteiisem pty and eithersitei� 1 orsitei+ 1 isem pty.

In addition,in the following,the average occupation � = 1

N

P

ini,which involves no

interactions,willbecalled \density".Thispointisfundam ental,aswehaveto keep in

m ind thattheblocked statesarereached by \gradient"descentin theenergy landscape.

Hence,asthebasinsofattraction ofthem etastablestatesarenotapriorithesam e,the

assum ption thatthelatteraresam pled in a  atm annerisa strong one.

Asin granularm edia the com plexity em ergesfrom the kinetic constraintsdue to

hard-corerepulsion and collisions,thism odelisthusa sim pleonedim ensionalgranular

m edium subm itted to tapping,with an energy E driving the \falling" ofthe particles

andadensity� characterizingthecom pacity.Thede� nition oftheentropyofm etastable

statesisexactly thatofEdwardsand onecan apply Edwards’hypothesisin itsoriginal

spirit.

The zero tem perature dynam ics stops when allem pty sites are isolated. This

gives a sim ple characterization ofany m etastable states as a sequence ofdom ains of

neighbouring occupied sites, separated by one em pty site and allows one to predict

easily theentropy orthedistribution P(l)ofdom ain sizesam ongthem etastablestates.

Our goalis then to com pute as m any characteristics ofthe steady state as possible,

with a m inim alsetofquantitiesobtained by m easurem ent,and ifpossibleto � nd som e

circum stanceswherethesim plestEdwardsm easureisa good approxim ation.

The description ofthe steady state regim e by the Edwards m easure fails in the

regim e oflow density,where the average length ofthe dom ainsissm all. On the other

hand,it seem s to be fairly accurate in the high density regim e,where large dom ains

dom inate.M oreover,the zero tem perature dynam icsinvolvesshortrange interactions,

soweexpectthat,intheblocked statessam pled bythetappingdynam ics,correlationsat

longdistancesareinduced bycorrelationsatshortdistances.InthecontextoftheSCIM ,

Edwards’hypothesisim pliesthatallcorrelationsareobtained from theaveragedom ain
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length.Ifonewantsto im prove them easure by introducing new Lagrangem ultipliers,

onecan add som ewhich � x theaveragevalueofshortlength scalecharacteristics,such

asthenum berofdom ainsoflength oneortwo.

Forsim plicity,and asthedensity � and theenergy persiteE arenaturalquantities

ofthe m odel,we have com puted the entropy and the distribution ofdom ain lengths

in the Edwardsensem ble forgiven valuesof�,E and the probability P(l< 3)thata

dom ain has length sm aller than 3,which are linear com binations of�,P(l= 1) and

P(l= 2),so shortlength scalesare� xed on average,asexplained above.To keep only

two quantities,wem axim izetheEdwardsentropy with respectto � = P(l< 3)with �

and E � xed.M axim izing again with respectto E givesthesim plestEdwardsm easure.

Theresultsaregiven in theappendix.

3. N um ericalsim ulations

Here,we shallcom pare the accuracy ofdi� erentgeneralizationsofthe  atm easure in

num ericalsim ulationsoftapping,aswellasthein uenceofthetapping m echanism .In

orderto clarify how di� erentexcitations can lead to di� erent regim esofdensity,itis

im portantto separatetheingredientsofthetapping (ii),thatisthekineticconstraints

and thetherm alcondition.In addition,wecan com binethekineticconstraintswith the

random tapping (i).So wede� ne fourtapping m echanism s,depending whether,under

tapping,thekineticconstraintsarerespected and whetherthetapping israndom :

(RU) \Random Unconstrained": occupation of each site is changed with probability

p 2 [0;1]. Notice thatthere isno reversalsym m etry asin �1 Ising spin system s,

so p can begreaterthan 1=2;

(RC) \Random Constrained": one M onte-Carlo sweep is m ade during which the

occupation ofeach chosen site is changed random ly with probability p 2 [0;1]

ifithasan em pty neighbouring site;

(TU) \Therm al Unconstrained": one M onte-Carlo sweep is m ade with M etropolis

probability p(ni ! 1 � ni) = m in(1;eN � �=T�),T� being the tunable intensity of

tapping and � � = 1�2n i

N
thevariation ofthedensity during theM etropolisstep;

(TC) \Therm al Constrained": one M onte-Carlo sweep is m ade with M etropolis

probability p(ni! 1� ni)= (1� ni�1 ni+ 1)m in(1;e
N � �=T�);

In the two lattercases,we use � instead ofE in orderto com pare with the resultsof

Bergetal.[12](so(RU)correspondsto(i)and (TC)correspondsto(ii))(However,this

isequivalent in the (TC) case and the results are notqualitatively changed ifwe use

E instead of� in (TU)).W e have carried outsim ulationsforeach ofthe fourtapping

m echanism sabove.Thesystem shad N = 105 and N = 106 spinsand severalquantities

havebeen recorded during 106 tapsoncethesteady statereached:

� theenergy E and thedensity �;

� thedistribution ofthedom ain sizesP(l)= Probability(size= l);
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� the uctuationsofE and �:

cE = N (hE 2
i� hE i

2
) (5)

c� = N (h�2i� h�i
2
) (6)

Asexpected,E doesnotm axim izetheentropy when � only rem ains� xed,and a sm all

butsigni� cantdependenceofthecurveofE vs� on thetappingm echanism isobserved.

In ordertoputtothetesttheapplicabilityofthecanonicalensem blewith threenon

zeroLagrangem ultipliers,weshallcom parethedistribution P(l)ofdom ain lengthsand

the  uctuationsof� and E recorded during the sim ulations,with theircorresponding

valuesin the Edwardsensem ble restricted to the con� gurationswhere energy,density

and probabilityfordom ain length tobeatm ostthree,areequaltothatm easured during

thesim ulations.In thefollowing,weshallreferthecorresponding m easureasM 3.The

sam eprocedureiscarried outfortwo and onenon zero Lagrangem ultipliers,wherethe

ensem ble wasrestricted to energy and density,ordensity only,with thecorresponding

m easuresreferred asM 2 and M 1 respectively.

Let us rem ark that ifone assum es that the distributions ofthe lengths oftwo

neighbouring dom ains are independent, P(l) is enough to com pute all correlation

functionsinvolving a � nitenum berofsites,so m easuring c� and cE m ay beredundant.

However,these  uctuationsinvolve a large num berofterm s,and so are very sensitive

to the deviationsto the exactm easure sam pled during thesim ulation.Aswe shallsee

below,thecom parisonsbetween thedi� erentgeneralized m easuresand thenum erically

generated one are m uch m ore convincing when com paring the  uctuationsthan when

com paring thedistributionsofdom ain lengths.

In � gure (1) and � gure (2),the com putation ofthe  uctuations ofthe density

obtained from thetappingsim ulationsaredisplayed and com pared totheonesexpected

from m easuresM 1,M 2 and M 3,asa function ofthesteady-statedensity.Asexplained

in thenextsection,di� erentkindsoftapping coverdi� erentenergy and density ranges,

sowecan testthegeneralized Edwardsm easureon awiderangeofenergiesordensities.

Asisalready known [12],ifonly � is� xed,thism easureisaccurateonly athigh density.

W e have veri� ed that the m easure with only E � xed works only at low energy too.

Fixing both � and E gives quite good results,but there is stilla di� erence between

thetapping sim ulationsand thevalueexpected from thegeneralized Edwardsm easure.

Thedistribution ofdom ain lengthsP(l)obtained with (TC)with T� = 1:3 isshown in

� gure (3)and with (RU)with p = 0:4 in � gure(4).The non exponentialbehaviourof

P(l)atshortlengthsindicatesthatwe have to � x atleasttwo quantitieson average.

The com putation ofP(l) using the m easure M 2 is better than that using M 1,but a

di� erencewith thesim ulationsrem ainsatlow density,asshown in � gure(3).However,

P(l)becom esexponentialassoon asl� 3,which indicatesthatthelargescaledegrees

ofliberty m axim ize the entropy,so that only three param eters should be enough to

describe the whole distribution P(l). So,the com putation using the m easure M 3 is

expected to predict with accuracy the  uctuations ofdensity and the distribution of

dom ain lengths,asitisthecasein � gure(1),� gure(2)and � gure(3).In addition,we
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Figure 1. Fluctuations ofthe density versus density for the m echanism s (RU) and

(RC):num ericalcom putation in the steady state (a), com putation by using a at

m easurewith onequantity �xed (b),two quantities�xed (c)and threequantities�xed

(d). The left partof(a),(c) and (d) has been obtained by using the values ofE ,�

and � recorded during (RU)and the rightpartduring (RC).
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Figure 2. Fluctuations ofthe density versusdensity for the m echanism s (TU) and

(TC):num ericalcom putation in the steady state (a), com putation by using a at

m easurewith onequantity �xed (b),two quantities�xed (c)and threequantities�xed

(d). The left partof(a),(c) and (d) has been obtained by using the values ofE ,�

and � recorded during (TU)and the rightpartduring (TC).



Edwardsm easure 8

0 2 4 6 8 10

l

0

0.1

0.2

P
(l
)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 3. Distribution ofthe dom ain lengthsobtained with (TC)forT� = 1:3.The

num ericalcom putation in the steady state (a) is indistinguishable ofthe analytical

calculation using the Edwardsm easure with two quantities�xed (b)butdi�ersfrom

the analyticalcalculation with only � �xed (c).

rem ark thatthe localm inim isation ofenergy involves three consecutive sites,so that

thee� ectiveinteraction length duetothekineticconstraintsisthree.Soonecan expect

thatifthe zero tem perature dynam icsinvolvesfourconsecutive sites,the m easure M 4

willbeneeded.

In such m odels,where energy isinjected in the system by externalforcing,there

is no conservation law to insure thatany given quantity m ust be � xed on average as

a resultoftheequilibration between theinternalrelaxation into m etastablestatesand

theexternaldriving.However,asexpected,thegeneralized Edwardsm easureconverges

to the m easure sam pled during the tapping when the num berofLagrange m ultipliers

increases.M oreover,theconvergenceto theoriginalEdwardsm easureism orerapid as

thetappingintensity islowered and nearthem axim um ofdensity,thesim plestm easure

givesaverygoodapproxim ation.Atlow tapping,ifweconsiderthetappingm echanism s

(TC)and (RC),which allow oneto reach thisregim eofhigh density (seenextsection),

theaveragedom ain sizeislargeand thedynam icsisdom inated by thedi� usion ofsm all

sequences ofshort dom ains,separated by long dom ains. In the language ofgranular

m edia,them obile particlesarelocalized in regionsofweak density,which arefarform

oneanotherathighdensityandthen di� useindependently.Thisisrem iniscentofsim ilar

resultsin the contextofthe Kob-Andersen m odel,forwhich Edwards’hypothesiswas

found toapply athigh density.In thesem odels,aswellasin granularm edia,in thevery

com pactregim e,the m ajority ofparticlesare unable to m ove during the tapsbecause

ofthehard coreconstraints.
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Figure 4. Distribution ofthe dom ain lengthsobtained with (RU)forp = 0:4. The

num ericalcom putation in the steady state (a) is indistinguishable ofthe analytical

calculation using the Edwardsm easure when three quantitiesare�xed (b)and starts

to di�ersfrom itwhen two (c)orone (d)only are�xed.

Hence,weconjecturethatthisscenario ism oregeneral:letusconsidera granular

like system , that is an assem bly ofhard \heavy" particles, evolving am ong blocked

con� gurationsthankstoam acroscopicforcing.Ifthedriving excitation isweak enough

so thatin thesteady statethedefects(regionswherethedensity islow)aredistantone

from each others,the dynam icalm easure over the blocked con� gurations is  at. On

thecontrary,ifthesystem isneartherandom loosepacking,itisvery heterogeneousin

spaceand a m ajority ofparticlesareallowed to m ove,contributing to largeavalanches

which break theergodicity.

4. C om paring di�erent tapping m echanism s

Ithasbeen arguedthroughthetappingm echanism s(i)and(ii)that\therm al"tappingis

m uch m oree� cientin sam plingthecon� gurationsin the atm annerthan the\random "

tapping. M oreover,itwas added[12]thatthe form erallows the system to reach high

densities,whereas the latter was con� ned below �� = 3=4. Here we shallclarify this

issueby separating thein uenceofthe\therm al" or\random " natureoftheexcitation

and the presence or absence ofa kinetic constraint during the tap by com paring the

resultsofthesim ulationswith them echanism s(TC),(RC),(TU)and (RU).

Indeed,ifthe sam e kinetic constraint as that ofthe zero tem perature dynam ics

isnotim posed during the tap,dom ainscan splitorcoalesce asthe system isexcited,

whereasthenum berofdom ainschangesduring therelaxation only through nucleation.

Thuslargedom ainsareunstablewith respectto(TU)and (RU)and stablewith respect
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to(TC)and (RC).Thisrem ark allowsonetocom putethem axim alsteady statedensity

accessibleto(TU)and (RU),obtained in thelim itofzeroexcitation intensity.Todoso,

weassum ethatthetapping isso weak thatin a given sequenceofsites,only onesiteis

changed.Neglecting thecorrelationsofthelengthsofconsecutivedom ains,wefocuson

three consecutive dom ains,where atm ostonechange occursin thecentralone (which

size ishli=
P

l lP(l))oratitsfrontierduring a tap. The average density isgiven by

� = hli=(hli+ 1)and itsvariation afteronetap (e.g.in thenextm etastablestate)is:

N � � = ((N � + 1)p(a)+ N �p(b)+ (N � � 1)p(c))� N � (7)

where

p(a)=
1

hli+ 1
(8)

p(b)=
2

hli+ 1

p(c)=
hli� 2

hli+ 1

and p(a),p(b)and p(c)are the probability ofthe contributions to the variation ofthe

density displayed on � gure(5).Gathering thesethreeterm sgives:

N � � =
3� hli

1+ hli
(9)

Here, because any em pty site is shared by two dom ains in a m etastable state,

we do notadd a particle in the em pty site atthe leftofthe centraldom ain to avoid

redundanciesand then thedenom inatorin Eq.(9)isjustthenum berofpossiblem oves.

This gives �� = 3=4 in the large tim e lim it,even ifthe system is prepared in a high

density state.

... ...

... ...

... ...

... ...

...

... ...

...

... ...

... ...

... ...

... ...

... ...

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 5. Variation ofthe density when one particle is added or rem oved at each

tap. Here hli = 6. Black particles are those which are added or rem oved and the

arrows indicate the other possible choices which give the sam e density in the �nal

con�guration.Theleftsequencesrepresenta pieceofthecon�guration beforethetap

and therightrepresentallthepossiblem etastablecon�gurationsreached afterthetap

and the following zero tem peraturedynam ics.

On thecontrary,ifthedynam icsisconstrained,thezero tapping lim itcorresponds

to m oving dom ain walls and then slowly elim inating sm all dom ains as in the zero
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tem peratureevolution oftheonedim ensionalIsing m odel[20].Hence,them ean length

ofthe dom ain wallsgrowthsuntilitisofthe orderofthe size ofthe system ,and the

density approachesvery slowly them axim um valuepossible.

Now,itisclearfrom � gure(1)and� gure(2)that(TU)and (RU)on onehand,(TC)

and (RC)on theotherhand lead to com parabledeviationsofthethem easuresM 1 and

M 2from thedynam icalone.So,thevalidityofEdwards’hypothesisisindependentofthe

way thesystem istapped.Thisisnotsurprising,sinceallcon� gurationsareconnected

by theunconstrained partofthefourtapping m echanism s(therm alorrandom )so that

the ergodicity isbroken by the kinetic constraintand the zero tem perature dynam ics.

Hence,theonlyrelevantdi� erencebetween thefourtappingm echanism introduced here

iswhetherornotthekineticconstraintisrespected during theexcitation.However,the

only in uenceofthisconstrainton theaccuracy oftheEdwardsm easureisthrough the

rangeofdensitiesaccessible.

Even ifthe m easuresM 1,M 2,orM 3 are insensitive to the kind ofexcitation,we

can use the results ofthe tapping sim ulations with m echanism s (TC) and (RC),or

(TU)and (RU)to � nd whether the m easure M 1 isaccurate ornot,withoutknowing

a priorithe Edwards entropy. Indeed,as far as lattice m odels as the SCIM involved

here,theEdwardsm easureM 1 can becom puted atleastnum erically and com pared to

one obtained dynam ically. However,as farasrealistic granularm edia are concerned,

thisisno longerpossible.Ifwecom parethevaluesoftheobservablesm easured during

the tapping sim ulationswith (TC)and (RC),the  uctuationsofdensity forinstance,

we� nd som esm alldi� erences,in theregim eofdensity whereM 1 doesnotapply.One

can explain thesedi� erencesby considering them easureM 2.Indeed,ifforinstancethe

density and theenergy are� xed,thevalueoftheentropy in thesteady state,when the

tappingintensitydecreases,isapathonatwodim ensionalsurface,which dependsonthe

tapping m echanism : asthe energy isinjected in the system in two di� erentm anners,

the Lagrange m ultipliers are not expected to be the sam e for the sam e value ofthe

density.On thecontrary,asM 1 involvesonly thedensity,characteristicsofthesteady

state,such asdensity  uctuations,should notdepend on theexcitation m echanism for

a given valueofthesteady statedensity,ifM 1 applies.So onecan try to im aginehow

theEdwardsm easurecan beputto thetestexperim entally.Letusassum ethata given

steady state packing fraction � ofthe sam e grainscan be obtained by severalforcing

m echanism s,likeshearand vibration forinstance.Iftheam plitudeofthe uctuationsof

thepackingfraction di� erfordi� erentkindsofexcitation,� cannotbetheonly relevant

m acroscopicquantity.

5. C onclusion

In thispaper,wehaveaddressed thepossibility ofdescribingthesteadystateregim eofa

sim plem odelofgranularm atterby usinga atm easure.In thehigh density regim e,the

knowledgeofthem ean length ofdom ainswasenough togiveaqualitativedescription of

globalquantities,likethe uctuationsof�.However,Lagrangem ultiplierscorresponding
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toshortestlength scaleshavebeen introduced in ordertocom putewith accuracy allthe

quantitiesofinterestforallthedensitiesaccessible.W ehaveshown thatby introducing

asm allnum ber(relatedtothelengthscaleofthee� ectiveinteractioninvolved inthezero

tem perature dynam ics)ofm ultipliers,one m ay characterize the system in caseswhere

thebasic atm easurefails.M oreover,wehavegiven a m oregeneralcontextwherethe

latterapplies.Itssuccessin theweak tappinglim itwasattributed tothedi� usion ofthe

regionswhere the density islow,wellseparated in space. W e then com pared di� erent

tapping m echanism sand showed thatthe Edwardsm easure wasindi� erentto the way

the system was excited. In addition,we have proposed a way oftesting the original

Edwards m easure without any a prioriinform ation about the entropy ofm etastable

states,by applying di� erentkindsoftapping.
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A ppendix

Theentropy sand thedistribution P(l)ofdom ain sizesin di� erentgeneralized Edwards

ensem bles can be obtained by sim ple com binatorial argum ents. Especially, if one

im posesthata given dom ain hassize land countsthe num berofpossible m etastable

stateswhich ful� llthisconstraint(with � orE or� � xed),the leading term giveseN s

and theterm oforder1 givesP(l).

Appendix A.1.The originalm easure (M 1)

Theentropy ofm etastablestatespersiteis:

s(�)= ��log
2� � 1

�
+ (1� �)log

2� � 1

1� �
(A.1)

and thedistribution ofdom ain lengthsisexponential:

P(l)=
1� �

�

 

2� � 1

�

!
l�1

�(l� 1) (A.2)

where� istheHeavisidestep function.

Appendix A.2.Fixing two quantities(M 2)

Theentropy ofm etastablestatespersiteis:

s(�;E ) = (1� �)log(1� �)+ (2� � 1)log(2� � 1)� 2(� + E )log(� + E ) (A.3)

� (1� 2� � E )log(1� 2� � E )� (� � 1� E )log(� � 1� E )
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and thedistribution ofdom ain lengthsisexponentialonly forl� 2:

P(l)=

 

1� 2� � E

� + E

! ��(l�2)
1� 2� � E

1� �

� � 1� E

� + E

 

� � 1� E

2� � 1

!
l

�(l� 1) (A.4)

Ifonem axim izestheentropy with respecttoE ,then E = �
(1�2�)2

�
and thecalculations

with only � � xed isrecovered.

Appendix A.3.Fixing three quantities(M 3)

Theentropy ofm etastablestatespersiteis

s(�;E ;�) = (� � 1� E )log(� � 1� E )+ (1� �)log(1� �) (A.5)

� (� � 2� E + �)log(� � 2� E + �)� 2(1� �)log(1� �)

� (� + E � 1+ �)log(� + E � 1+ �)

and thedistribution ofdom ain lengthsisexponentialonly forl� 3:

P(l) =
� + E � 1+ �

(1� �)(1� 2� � E )

"

(� � 1� E )(� + E � 1+ �)

(� � 2� E + �)(1� 2� � E )

#
�(l�2)

(A.6)

�

"

(1� �)
2

(� + E � 1+ �)(� � 2� E + �)

#�(l�3)"

� � 2� E + �

� � 1� E

#
l

�(l� 1)

Here again,the value of� which m axim izes the entropy is � = 1�
(��1�E )(�+ E )

2��1
and

with thisvaluethecalculationswith � and E � xed arerecovered.
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