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C ohesion induced deepening transition of avalanches

Chun-Chung Chen
D epartm ent of P hysics, University of W ashington, Seattle, W ashington 98195
D ated: M arch 22, 2024)

A directed avalanche m odel w th a control param eter is Introduced to describe the transition
betw een cohesive and noncohesive granularm aterial. T he underlying dynam ics ofthe process can be
m apped to Interface grow th m odel. In that representation, a continuous phase transition separates
the rough phase and the at phase. In the avalanche form ulation, this corresponds to a transition
from deep to shallow avalanches. The scaling exponents of the avalanches indeed follow those of
the underlying interface growth in both phases and at the transition point. However, the m ass
hyperscaling relation isbroken at the transition point due to the fractal nature of the avalanche and
a hierarchy of critical directed percolation processes.

PACS numbers: 45.70Ht, 05.65+ b, 05.70Np, 4754+ ¢

I. NTRODUCTION

G ranular avalanches have received much attention
since sandpile m odels are used as paradigm s of so-called
selforganized criticaliy rg:]. However, observations of
criticaltype distributions of avalanches in real physical
system s are still rare, w ith as a notabl exception the
recent rice pilke experin ents by Frette et al {_2:]. Tt was
suggested by Christensen et al i_&’] that the anisotropy
In the rice grains allow s m ore stable packing con gura—
tions in a granularpilk, and that this could be responsible
for the successfill observation of criticality. Som e of the
recent attention has been drawn to avalanches in cohe—
sive granular m aterials w ith the prem ise that cohesion
w illalso allow the sand m ore packing con gurationsand
thus Increase the likelhood of observing critical scaling
behavior. W hilk the goalof nding criticality in cohesive
sandpiles rem ainsto be fi1l lled even after the experin en—
talwork by Quintanilla et al. 4], the e ect of cohesion
In granular avalanches represents an interesting direction
for a theoretical study.

In this article, we'll use the discrete-height version of
the sandbox D HSB) m odeljnttoduoed in Ref. E] for an
unloading sandbox F ig. -L) to understand the e ects of
cohesion in directed avalanche system s. In the follow ing
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FIG.1: The rectangular box is lled

A sandbox system .
w ith sand. O ne of the retaining wall can be lowered slow Iy to
Jet out the sand in a sporadic way form ing distinct avalanche
events.

section, we'll discuss how we can m odel cohesiveness in
avalanche system s. In Sec. -]:Ii we'll review the DHSB

m odeland introduce a cohesion param eter. P revious re—
sults in Refs. E :é ] represent a goecial case of the m odel
where the system is In the deep avalanche phase w ith
the oohesion parameter p = 1=2. In Sec. -M, we de-
scribbe the step— ow random -deposition (SEFRD ) Interface
grow th m odelw hich underlies the D HSB m odeland the
directed percolation (D P) roughening transition of the
SFRD model. In Sec. -V' we focus on the two determm in—
istic lim its of the m odel and present the exact solution
In one of these lim its. In Sec. i/i num erical results for
the avalanches in the at phase of the interface m odel
are presented. In Sec. 'V ]I w e investigate the scaling be—
havior at the transition point w here the interface rough—
ness increases logarithm ically In tine. W e show that
the avalanchescarred sand surface, while being rougher
than nonscarred ones, retains the sam e scaling exponent
of the roughness In the them odynam ic lim it. H owever,
we'll also show that at the transition point, the viola—
tion ofm ass hyperscaling relation spoils the reduction to
tw o independent exponents established in Ref. [6 W ell

sum m arize our results in Sec.\V II}.

II. TUNABLE PARAMETER FOR COHESION

O ne Interesting characters of cohesion in sand isthat it
possesses hysteresis behavior. Consider building a sand
castle on a beach. It's comm on sense that we’llneed to
add w aterto the sand beforew e can shape it into a stand—
ng castle. H owever, w thout disturbance, the sand castle
can som ehow m aintain its shape even after it dries out
[7'] T hem oisture in sand increases the cohesion betw een
the sand particles Eé] and allow s one to m anipulate the
sand into a stable shape that, while not as attainabl, is
m ore or lss an equally valid stable shape for dry sand.

In accounting for this standing-sand-castle e ect, we’ll
use the sam e stability condition for allcohesiveness ofthe
sandbox. W hilk, In reality, the space of possble stable
con gurations forwet and dry sand should not be exactly
dentical, in this article, we shall ignore this distinction
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lowering wall

FIG .2: The lattice structure ofthe tw o-dim ensionaldiscrete—
height sandbox m odel. It corresponds to a top view of the
sandbox w ith the lowering wall located at the bottom .

to avoid com plicating the rules too much.

On the other hand, the way an unstable sand surface
topples surely depends on the cohesiveness. In the D H SB
m odel discussed below , there are only two possble nal
stable states for any toppling site. W €’1l call them the
m Inin alstable state and them axin alstable state. T hese
two states are sim ilar to the angle of repose and m axi-
m alstable angle in a realsandpilke. H owever, In sandbox
m odel, these states are m icroscopic w hile the \angles" of
a real sandpile are m acroscopic. W e'll use a param eter
p, which isa realnumber between 0 and 1, to represent
the strength of cohesion. In the m odel, p is the proba—
bility for a toppling site of the sandpile to settle into the
m axin alstable state instead ofthem inin alone. Forwet
sand, the p is lJarge, and for dry sand, the p is sm all.

ITII. DISCRETE-HEIGHT SANDBOX MODEL

W ith the discussion of the previous section In m ind,
Et'sreview the dynam ic rules ofthe discrete-height sand-
box model. The surface of a sandbox (see Fig. -'14') is
represented by an integer height variable h de ned on
a two-dim ensional square lattice which is tilted at 45
w ith respect to the lowering wallas ilustrated in Fig.3.
T his is equivalent to considering only the lattice points
whose integer x and y coordinates satisfy the condition
that x + y is an even number. The lowering wall that
drives the system by creating unstable sites is located at
they = 0 row and the activities in the system propagate
only in the positive y direction. In our num erical sin ula—
tions, the system is periodic in the x direction, which is
parallelto the driving wall. T he sizesofthe system in the
x and y directions are denoted by the num bers of sites
Ly In each row and the num ber of row s L, respectively.

As In most sandpilke processes, the dynam ics of the
sandbox m odel is de ned by a stability condition, a top—
pling rule, and a driving m ethod. They are as follow s.
T he stability condition of the D H SB is given by

h x;y)

wih s. =

minh& Ljy 1);h&+ l;y 1]+ s 1)

1, which represents the localm axin al stable

FIG.3: A typicalcon guration of the discrete-height sand—
box m odel before (left) and after (right) a system spanning
avalanche. Sites participated In the avalanche are shaded
darker. The system size Ly Ly is32 64.

slope. The unstable sites in the system topple wih the
rule
hjy) ! minhx 1;y 1hx+ Ly DI+ ; @)
where = 0 wih probabiliy 1 pand = 1 wih
probability p. (In the earlier studies i_'ﬂ, :§], the value ofp
isalways1=2 .) Thisisthe only place in the dynam ics of
the D H SB that the cohesion param eterp com es into play.
T he low ing wallwhich drives the system is im plem ented
In them odelby random ly picking one ofthe highest sites
(¢1;0) on they= 0 row and by reducing its height by 1:
h®;;0) ! h&i;0) 1; 3)
where i1 isthe M onte Carlo tin e, which also serves as an
age index for the avalanches.

A typicalcon guration ofthe DHSB before and after
an avalanche is shown in Fig. 3 Since the toppling of a
site on a given row y only a ects the stability ofthe two
sites Inm ediately above it at the y+ 1 row, we choose
to update the system in a row-by-row fashion. For each
avalanche, the entire system is stabilized by such a single
sweep of topplings from y= Otoy= Ly.

Iv. UNDERLYING INTERFACE DYNAM ICS

The underlying interface dynam ics of the sandbox
models is given by the step- ow random deposition
(SFRD) models with a two-step growth rnule E, 6] as
ilustrated in Fjg.:ff. T he m apping between the sandbox
system and the Interface grow th m odel involves identify—
Ing the y coordinate ofthe sandbox m odelw ith the tin e
t of the Interface growth. Each stable sandbox surface
thus can be viewed as a spacetim e world-sheet con g-—
uration of the Interface growth. M odels sin ilar to this
generally belong to the K ardarP arisiZhang KPZ) uni-
versality class [_E}] w ith the critical exponents = 1=2,

= 1=3, and z = = = 3=2 which characterize the
scaling of interface roughness

W2 @& h)?: @)
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FIG.4: Twostep growth of the discrete-height step— ow
random -deposition Interface growth m odel; (@) Steps ow by
one unit to the right (left) when its size h is negative (os—
itive); (o) Each site increases by one uni w ith a probability
p.

Starting from a at interfaceatt= 0, the interface grow s
rougher w ih
W t o ®)

And, after a characteristic tine t.
w ill saturate w ith a value

L?, the roughness

W L 6)

depending on the system size L. .
From them apping introduced In Ref. Ej], the avalanche
exponents are given by

1
1= —————=2; (7)
z
5
w = Z = 5; 8)
and
1 z
= — =4 )
for the distribution functions, P;(1) 1!, P, W) w *,

and P () , of avalanche length 1, width w, and
depth . Asde ned in Ref. fté:], the avalanche length 1
(w idth w) representsm axin um y (x) distance ofthe top—
pling sites from the triggering point whilke the avalanche
depth  is the m axinum height change of the toppling
sites. The 1In these expressionswaselin nated w ith the
m ass hyperscaling relation

=2+ z+ 2 : 10)

obtained from the com pactness ofthe avalanche clusters,
ie., assum lngm Iw

FIG .5: Scar (edge lines ofavalanche clusters) con gurations
ofD H SB avalanches at the tw o determ inistic lim its; (@) p= 0;
b)p=1.

However, the discreteheight version of the SFRD
m odel undergoes a DP roughening transition at p =
Pc 0294515 sim ilar to those studied by K ertesz and
W olf fi0]also Alon etal [1]. The KP Z scaling behavior
only applies when the value ofthe controlparam eterp is
greater than the critical value p.. Below this transition
point the interface is in a trivial at state, where, or a
stationary interface (nterface tiney ! 1 ), the density
ofsitesat thebottom h = hy layeris nite. T he interface
is thus pinned at this level and is grow th rate becom es
Zero.

At the transition pointp = p.,we nd the roughnessof
the SFRD interface diverges only logarithm ically n tim e

W2 @b ; 11)

w ith the exponent 1 sim ilar to that of the K ertesz
and W olf’sm odel as well as the restricted version of the
modelsby A lon et al.

V. DETERM INISTIC LIM ITS

In the two linis, p = 1 and p = 0, the toppling
process of the avalanches becom es determm inistic and the
sand surface topples down layer by layer. The only ran—
dom ness in the process com es from the driving m ethod
@'_3), ie., that we random Iy lower one of the highest sites
at the y = 0 row to trigger an avalanche. The typi-
calavalanche scar con gurations at these two lim its are
shown in F J'g.:'_:q' . These are the edges of avalanche clusters
kft on the surface, som e ofwhich are partially erased by
new er avalanches.
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FIG.6: Thedomainsofodd (shaded region) and even (light
region) sites on a DHSB surface at p = 0, separating them
are dom ain walls that no avalanche w ill penetrate at this de—
term inistic lim it.

A. Domain wallsatp= 0

Thep= 0 Iim i runs Into the com plication that in the
buk ofthe system (v > 0) the sand surface goes dow n by
2unitsatatine.Sihce h hE;y) mihhx 1y
1);h&+ 1;y  1)]= 1 is stabl according to the stabil-
iy condition @'), and the siteson they = 0 row always
goes down by 1 unit each tim e according to the driving
m ethod @), the siteson the y = 1 row willonly topple
when their heights are 2 units higher than the trigger-
Ing sites and they alway go down by 2 unis to the sam e
height ofthe triggering site according to the toppling rule
@) . A1l the sites at higher row s w ill be locked into the
sam e even-oddness as the sites triggering their toppling.
T herefore, after all sites have participated in at least one
avalanche, their even-oddness w illbe xed for all subse—
quent topplings. This m eans the even-oddness of a site
is preserved by the toppling process, and that the lines
separating the even and odd sites thus form in penetra—
ble dom ain walls fr the avalanches (see Fig.i4). This
hinders the applicability of the sam e type of analysis as
presented below for the p= 1 Im it. However, the nu—
m erical results in Sec. W Iw M show that the sam e scaling
exponents as those ofp = 1 case controlthis Ilim i, too.

B . Exact solution atp= 1

Thep= 1 lim i has a nice solution. Since the sites in
thebulk topplk from h= 2to h= 1, the sand surface
Indeed goes down only one layer at a tin e w ithout the
com plications as the p = 0 case. An exact solution can
be obtained by considering the avalanches taking place
In such one single lyer. For a brand-new layer, the two

boundaries of the rst avalanche open up linearly until
the avalanche spans the system in the x direction and
Jeaves tw o scar lines on the surface. T he two boundaries
of the second avalanche expand until they m eet the scar
lines created by the st avalanche. T hen, they tum and
follow those scar linesuntilthey m est w ith each otherand
term nate the avalanche. Subsequent avalanches follow
the sam e scenario. Them axin um distance an avalanche
cluster can expand from its triggering point to each side
In the x direction is exactly half the distance from the
nearest triggering point of the previous avalanches in the
sam e layer on that side. A s the triggering points are
chosen In an uncorrelated m anner, the m axin um w idth
w ofan avalanche should ollow the P oisson distribution

w

Py W)= 1z)

w!
if isthe average distance betw een the triggering points
of the previous avalanches in the sam e layer in the sta—
tionary state. T he avalanche under consideration could
be any one ofthe avalancheshappening in the sam e layer.
T hus, we need to average over the num ber of avalanches
n taking place before this one In the sam e layer. For a
system of transverse size Ly, n = Ly= , the Integral can
be carried out explicitly and gives
23
d- = S ow % a3)

1= w = 2: 14)

T he sam e resuls can also be derived from Eq. H) and
(8) by assum ing z= 1 and = 0. Since the avalanches
are com pact, the hyperscahng relation ClO) and other
exponent relations (’2){ QQ) from Ref. [E: hold.

VI. SHALLOW -AVALANCHE PHASE

Below the transition point, the underlying interface
model is in a at phase where the bottom Jlayer perco—
lateswith nite density. A llthe Infom ation ofthe initial
con guration ofthe Interface (the y = 0 row next to the
wall) is wiped out at a tin e scale proportional to the
sizes of the islands higher than the bottom layer in the
Initial state. W ithout deposition, the sizes of these is-
lands decrease lnearly in time.) W hilke the underlying
Interfacem odelis in a trivialphase, m uch lke the uncor-
related stationary state in D har and Ram aswam y’s di-
rected sandpilem odel [[2], the avalanche distributions of
the system m ay still exhbi powerdaw scaling. T he nu—
m erical values of the scaling exponents shown in Fig. -"2
con m the power-daw scaling of the distrbutions and
they are sin ilar to those values found at thep= 1 xed
point Pllowing z = 1 and = 0. W hilk an exact so—
lution is not available in this phase, we can understand
the scaling exponent z = 1 from the perspective that the
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FIG .7: Finitesize scaling (F'SS) estin ates of the scaling ex—
ponents versus nverse w idth (1=w) of avalanche clusters for
the DH SB avalanches in the shallow -avalanche phase mea—
sured at p= 0:). They are consistent with = 0Oand z= 1.

DP clisterstriggered from single seeds In the percolating
phase open up linearly 1 w; and also that roughness ex—
ponent = 0 comes from that the nterface is at. How—
ever, a di erence isthat while p < p. representsan entire
phase of shallow avalanches which should be controlled
by an attractive xed point, thep= 1 =xed point isun-—
stable In the sense that the scaling behavior allsback to
the KP Z universality class for any sm allde ciency in the
cohesiveness p from the value 1.

VII. DP ROUGHENING TRANSITION

At the transition point p = p., the interface roughness
diverges logarithm ically thusthe and exponents, de—
ned by Egs. ("§) and @), areboth zero. N onetheless, the
dynam ic exponent z has a nontrivial value zpp 1582
origihating from the DP nature of the bottom -layer dy—
nam ics. M oreover, at the transition point, the ava]anche
clusters lose their com pact shapes (see Fig. 8) and we
should not expect the exponent relations (-"/){ {16), nor
the calculation in Ref. [é for the corrections to scaling
to rem ain valid. In this section we w ill dem onstrate the
break down ofm ass hyperscaling relation Z;Ld) and how
the avalanches a ect the roughness of the sand surface.

A . Breakdown ofm ass hyperscaling

At the transition point, the bottom layer of an
avalanche cluster follows the critical DP dynam ics.

FIG .8: Typicallarge avalanche cluster for DHSB (a) at the
DP transition point; (o) in the deep avalanche phase ( =

0:5), triggered at lowering wallboundary at the bottom . The
length land width w ofeach avalanche are as labelled. B Jack
area In the cluster of (a) is of sites that topple to the lowest
height ho of the bottom layer. It shows the percolation of
the bottom layer. O ne sees that the avalanche m aintains a
com pact structure in the deep avalanche phase whilke becom es
m ore fractal-like at the transition point.

T herefore, we should expect from the fractal DP clus—
ter shape that the densiy of sites at the lowest h = hy
Jevel goes to zero in the them odynam ic lim i for large
avalanches. However, the overall shape of an avalanche
consists, n addition, of sitesat hg + 1;hg + 2; ::: levels.
T he higherJevelsites that participate in theavalanche 11
Into the holes and voids next to the bottom layer cluster
and m ore or less bring the avalanche cluster back to a
com pact shape. W e can verify this com pactness of the
avalanche cluster by a direct m easurem ent of the ratio
a=(w ), with a being the area of (or, the num ber of sites
participating in) an avalanche. The resul is shown as
the solid line in Fig. -§ The approach to a nie value
on the vertical axis dem onstrates the com pactness of the
avalanche clustersby the existence ofa nite area density

02 in thetherm odynam ic lim it. TheF SS estin atesare
pltted against 1=y instead of 1=y since the roughness
of the surface diverges only logarithm ically in y, which
w illbe elaborated later.

Contrary to a nite area densiy, as also shown in
Fig. n'_ﬁ, the m ass density m =(w ) (the dashed line) goes
to zero in the them odynam ic lin it. The absence of a

nite m ass density breaks the scaling

m  Iwd; 15)

which lead, n Ref. E], to the m ass hyperscaling relation
ClO T he plot of the com bined exponent z 2 In

F1ig.'10 shows the violation of Eq. {10) as the F'SS esti-
mates approach 1772 which ismuch lower than the ex-
pected value 2 for com pact avalanches obeying Eq. {_15) .
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FIG.9: TheFSS plt ofthe area density a=(Iw ) (solid line)
and them assdensity m =(w ) (dashed line) versus inverse the
length logarithm (1=In1) for the avalanche clusters at theD P
transition point. W hile the area density converges to a nite
value at the them odynam ic 1im it, them ass density converges
to 0.
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FIG. 10: FSS estin ates of the scaling exponents derived

from the avalanche exponents 1, », frthediscrete-height
sandbox m odelversus the inversew idth (1=w ) attheD P tran—
sition point. T he z exponent is consistent w ith dynam ic expo—
nent of DP universality class zpp ’ 1:582. The com bination

z 2_ < 2 indicates a violation of m ass hyperscaling
relation C_l(_)‘) .

A lso shown in FJg:_l-(_i are the plots forthe , z, and
exponents. They are consistent wih z = zpp and more
orlsswih = 0.Thiscon m sthat the scaling behav-
ior ofthe avalanches follow s those ofthe SFRD interface.
The slow convergence of is to be expected from the
logarithm ic divergence of the interface roughness.
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FIG. 11: (@) The roughness of a stationary DHSB sur—

face (dotted line) com pared w ith the roughness of the SFRD
m odel (solid line) versus the double logarithm oftim e t at the
DP transition point. The iterated avalanche process m akes
the surface rougher. The dashed line show s the di erence
w2 WDZHSB W SZFRD between the roughness of the two.
) FSS ofthe exponents of the logarithm ic scaling for the
SFRD roughnessW SZFRD (solid Iine) and the di erence W 2
(dashed line), both assum ed to have the scaling form (Int) ,
versus the inverse of the logarithm oftime. In thet ! 1
lmi, W ° scals with a smaller exponent than that of
W .

B . Interface roughness

T he rem aining question ishow the scaling behavior of
the roughness is changed by the iterated avalanche pro—
cess. W e approach this by looking at the change of the
globalsurface roughness itself and by com paring the scal-
Ing of this change to the scaling of the original interface
roughness. T he sam e analysis was perform ed in Ref. t_é]
which concems only the p= 1=2 case ofthe DHSB, and
it was found that the change in the global roughness by
the avalanche process only represents large corrections
to the KP Z scaling behavior of the surface. H owever, at
the DP transition point, the interface roughness diverges
only logarithm ically. T his m akes the scaling of nterface
roughness m ore lkely to be overw helm ed by the change
In the roughness due to the avalanche process, and we
generally would not expect the values of the scaling ex—
ponents to rem ain the sam e. In the follow ing, we’ll show
the scaling ofthe interface does follow the sam e logarith—
m ic divergence.

W e perform a direct m easurem ent of the global inter—
face roughness at the transition point. The results are
shown in Fig.1l(@). As in thep= 1=2 case, the surface
ism ade rougher by the iterated avalanches. T he Increase



In the roughness W 2 scaleas (Int) with the exponent

0:4 which is shown as the dashed lihe in Fig.1l1 b).
Since the Interface roughness ttself scalesasW 2 (Int)
w ith 1 which jsshownastheso]jd]jnejnFjg.:ll:b),
the change In the roughness is irrelevant com paring to
the interface scaling. W e can thus conclude that in the
them odynam ics 1 it, the stationary surfaces of D H SB
have the same exponent as the SFRD interfaces. Just
as the in the deep phase = 1=2) of the the avalanche,
the iterated avalanche process only gives rise to sizable
corrections to the interface scaling behavior.

V III. SUM M ARY

In this article, we Introduced the D H SB asam odel for
avalanches in granular m aterials w ith variable cohesive—
ness. This model exhibits a despening transition from
a shallow -avalanche phase w here avalanches only Involve
a coupl of surface layers of the granular m aterial, into
a deep-avalanche phase where the depths of avalanches
Increase as power laws in their lengths or widths. In
the deep-avalanche phase, the scaling behavior of the
avalanches belongs to the KPZ universality class: The
avalanche clusters scale anisotropically with 1 w372
and depth increase as w!™ . In the at phase, the
avalanche clusters scale isotropically 1 w wih nite
depths. _

In both phases, the m ass hyperscaling relation l_lQ')
based on com pactness {_ig;) of the avalanches holds. On

the other hand, at the transition point, the hierarchical
DP structure, pointed out by T auberet al [_lj], for each
height levelbreaks this scaling in a subtle way. W hile the
m ass density m =(w ) of the avalanche clusters goes to
zero In the therm odynam ic lin i, the area density a= (Iw )

rem ains nie. H owever, the exact scaling behaviorofthe
system s at this DP roughening transition point rem ains
unclar even w ithout the iterated avalanche in the D H SB

m odel (4,13, 4.

W hile we are not aw are of any experim ental study on
how the avalanche behavior of a system will vary with
a gradual change in the cohesiveness of the grains, the
cohesiveness In granular system is known to vary wih
m oisture [g] and grain sizes EI, :_1-]'] W e thus expect ex—
perin ental studies in this direction to be feasble. The
D HSB m odel represents a system with a layered struc—
ture w here the heights are discrete, and the D P nature of
the degpening transition relies heavily on a wellde ned
bottom layer orm Inim al stable con guration of the sys—
tem . Ik thus wouldn't be a surprise if exact DP scaling
were not to be observed In the avalanches of m ost ex—
perin ental sandpiles. N onetheless, the breakdown ofthe
m ass hyperscaling relation i_l-g) com es from the fractal
aspect of the hierarchical DP clusters and is a m ore fun-
dam ental property. It would serve as a hallm ark of such
a transition if it’s to be cbserved experin entally.
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