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Debris flows often exhibit coherent wave structures—shock-like roll waves on steeper slopes and
weaker, more sinusoidal dispersive pulses on gentler slopes. Coarse-rich heads raise basal resistance,
whereas fines-rich tails lower it; in gentle reaches, small-amplitude pulses can locally transport mo-
mentum across low-resistance segments. We focus on this gentle-slope, long-wave, low-amplitude
regime, where the base-flow Froude number is order unity. In this limit, we obtain a Korteweg–de
Vries (KdV) reduction from depth-averaged balances with frictional (Coulomb) and viscous–plastic
basal options, using a curvature-type internal normal-stress closure in the long-wave small-k regime.
Multiple-scale analysis yields effective nonlinear and dispersive coefficients. We also introduce a prac-
tical nonlinearity diagnostic that can be computed from observed crest speeds and flow thicknesses.
When laboratory-frame crest celerity is available, we estimate an effective quadratic coefficient from
the KdV speed–amplitude relation and report its ratio to the shallow-water reference. When only a
depth-averaged first-surge speed and thickness are available, we use the same construction to form a
velocity-based proxy and note its bias near zero. A Froude–slope diagram organizes published cases
into a steep-slope roll-wave domain and a gentle-slope corridor where KdV pulses are admissible.
Numerical solutions of the full depth-averaged model produce cnoidal and solitary waves that agree
with the reduced KdV predictions within this corridor. We regard dispersive pulses as a regime-
specific complement to roll-wave dynamics, offering a condition-dependent contribution to mobility
on gentle reaches rather than a universal explanation for long runout.

I. INTRODUCTION

Debris flows are high-velocity mixtures of water, soil,
and rock capable of damaging infrastructure and reshap-
ing landscapes. Their strongly nonlinear behavior arises
from non-Newtonian rheology (e.g., yield stress, nonlin-
ear viscosity), frictional effects, and grain–fluid interac-
tions [1, 2]. These processes produce abrupt wave pulses
and other features not captured by simple Newtonian
shallow-water models [3–5].

Steep-fronted surge trains in debris flows are classically
described by roll-wave models that neglect dispersion and
allow large amplitudes, beginning with Dressler [6] and
extended in related depth-averaged formulations, includ-
ing boundary-layer regularizations [7]. These models suc-
cessfully capture shock-like waves on steeper slopes.

Field and laboratory studies also show that gravity-
driven mass flows can organize into coherent wave struc-
tures, including shock-like roll waves on steep slopes
and weaker, more sinusoidal dispersive pulses on gentler
slopes [7, 8]. In the roll-wave regime, nonlinear steepen-
ing is balanced primarily by basal drag, whereas in the
dispersive-pulse regime curvature-related normal stresses
can balance weak nonlinearity. Which regime emerges
depends on slope, the local Froude number, and effective
dissipation.

We focus on gentle-slope reaches where fines-rich,
low-resistance tails can sustain small-amplitude, long-
wavelength pulses with a base-flow Froude number near
unity. In this regime, a weakly nonlinear balance
with curvature-related dispersion is admissible, and a
Korteweg–de Vries (KdV) reduction applies. These

pulses complement roll-wave surges and can contribute
to momentum transport on gentle reaches, but they are
not a universal explanation for long runout. In what fol-
lows we emphasize the long-wave small-k setting in which
the dispersive closure is intended to apply.

This paper proceeds as follows. We derive a depth-
averaged model for gravity-driven mass flows and its
KdV reduction, with effective coefficients that depend
on frictional (Coulomb) and viscous–plastic parame-
ters. We compile field constraints and map events onto
a Froude–slope diagram to delineate roll-wave versus
dispersive-pulse regime domains. We then validate the
KdV description against numerical solutions of the full
depth-averaged system. Definitions and derivations are
presented in the Theory section, and notation is summa-
rized in § Notation and base state and Appendix. For
cross-referencing: Theory is § II; the list of symbols is in
Appendix A.

II. THEORY

A. Notation and base state

We use a one-dimensional downstream coordinate x
along the channel and the flow time t. The flow depth
is h(x, t) and the depth-averaged streamwise velocity is
u(x, t). The uniform base state is (h0, u0, θ), where h0

and u0 are constants and θ is the bed angle. The bed
slope is S = tan θ. Gravitational acceleration is g, and
ρ is the bulk density. For geometric summaries (e.g.,
distal-work budgets) we use S = tan θ, whereas in the
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momentum equation below we retain gh sin θ explicitly
so that the Coulomb base balance is exact; on gentle
slopes sin θ ≈ S and cos θ ≈ 1.

Perturbations about the base state are defined for the
flow depth and velocity as follows:

ζ(x, t) = h(x, t)− h0, (1)

u′(x, t) = u(x, t)− u0. (2)

The dimensionless free-surface perturbation is

η =
ζ

h0
. (3)

The linear shallow-water (long-wave) speed on the base
state (h0, u0) is

c0 =
√

gh0. (4)

When convenient, we scale the velocity perturbation by
the base-state long-wave speed c0 and write the dimen-
sionless velocity perturbation

û =
u′

c0
. (5)

The event-scale Froude number, based on the depth-
averaged speed u and instantaneous depth h, is

Fr =
u√
gh

, (6)

and the base-flow Froude number is

Fr0 =
u0√
gh0

. (7)

Weak nonlinearity and long waves are measured by the
amplitude ratio

ϵ =
a

h0
, (8)

where a is a characteristic free-surface elevation ampli-
tude (e.g., a soliton amplitude or the crest elevation of a
cnoidal wave) and a ≪ h0. The long-wave condition is

kh0 ≪ 1, (9)

where k is the wavenumber and λ = 2π/k is the periodic
wavelength for cnoidal solutions. For solitary pulses, an
analogous width Ls is used; both are represented by the
horizontal wave scale Lw ≫ h0. The geometric reach
length of the modeled channel used in distal-work bud-
gets is L and the channel width is Wb; these are distinct
from the wave scale Lw (or λ).

In the depth-averaged formulation, rheology enters
through basal and internal stresses. The internal (dis-
persive) component is modeled explicitly as follows. In-
ternal (dispersive) normal stress is denoted τxx. In the
long-wave closure used here it is modeled as

τxx = γρgh2
0ζxx, (10)

where γ is a dimensionless curvature–stiffness factor. For
brevity, we refer to Eq. (10) as the curvature closure
and cite it at subsequent uses rather than re-stating the
model. This closure is intended for the small-k long-wave
regime (kh0 ≪ 1) and does not regularize high-k behav-
ior.

Basal shear stress is denoted τb. We use two standard
closures: a viscous–plastic (Bingham) form (with depth-
averaged effective viscosity µeff = η3D/h) and a Coulomb
form. Details, notation, and assumptions for both clo-
sures are given in § Rheological Equations (Sec. II D).
For distal-work diagnostics we use the tail-averaged fric-
tion µtail where Eq. (16) is introduced; we do not repeat
formulas here.

We first collect the canonical shallow-water coefficients
and governing relations for small-amplitude, long-wave
free-surface gravity waves about a uniform base state. In
the KdV model, the quadratic nonlinearity coefficient α0

and the dispersive coefficient β0 are

α0 =
3c0
2h0

, β0 =
c0h

2
0

6
. (11)

When depth-averaged rheology and the curvature closure
(10) are included for gravity-driven mass flows, the coef-
ficients are renormalized to αeff and βeff , with

βeff = β0 γ =
c0h

2
0

6
γ. (12)

For a standard solitary wave (elevation) the KdV solution
is

η(x, t) = A sech2
(
x− V t

Ls

)
, (13)

where A is the amplitude (for field surges, one may take
A = h1s − h0, with h1s the peak flow depth of the first
surge at the observation site), Ls is the soliton width
(when the standard KdV symbol ∆ appears elsewhere,
interpret ∆ ≡ Ls), and V is the crest speed in the lab-
oratory frame. For periodic solutions we use the Jacobi
elliptic cosine cn(· | m) with modulus m ∈ (0, 1); K(m)
and E(m) are the complete elliptic integrals of the first
and second kinds. The cnoidal wavenumber is κ and the
wavelength is

Λ =
2K(m)

κ
. (14)

(Details are summarized in § II D 3.)
Symbols used in distal-work diagnostics include the tail

depth htail, the resisting stress τr, the safety factor SF ,
and the work magnitude W ; their definitions are given
where first introduced in the text. All spatial and tem-
poral derivatives are partial derivatives with respect to
x and t. A compact list of symbols is provided in Ap-
pendix A.
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B. Debris-flow compilation

Legros compiled a data set of 203 long-runout land-
slides and debris flows that summarizes geometry and
scaling across environments (Figure 1) [9]. The com-
pilation spans subaerial volcanic and non-volcanic land-
slides, submarine landslides, Martian landslides, and de-
bris flows from hillslope to megascale. We retain a
trimmed set (debris-flow and subaerial entries) to pro-
vide a quantitative benchmark for the runouts considered
here. The upper envelope in the (Hmax, Lmax) plane mo-
tivates a distal energy-budget test presented later in the
paper.

The compilation shows clear correlations among max-
imum runout distance Lmax, volume, and deposit area
(Figure 1). Legros interpreted those trends as evidence
that spreading is governed chiefly by volume rather than
by maximum fall height Hmax [9]. Submarine landslides
and debris flows systematically outrun subaerial events
of comparable volume, usually attributed to fluid sup-
port that lowers effective friction and hence the ratio
Hmax/Lmax. Scatter about the trend reflects additional
controls such as grain size, water versus ice content, slope
geometry, and trigger type [1, 9]. What remains to be ex-
plained is how coherent wave pulses are sustained once
the slope flattens; we evaluate whether weak dispersive
pulses can help maintain momentum over distal, low-
slope reaches.

To evaluate this possibility, we introduce two diagnos-
tic quantities used throughout the paper: the safety fac-
tor, defined as the ratio between resisting stress τr and
driving stress τd in the tail portion of the flow,

SF =
τr
τd

, (15)

and the distal work magnitude W . From depth-averaged
balances, these are

τd = ρghtailS, τr = µtailρghtail,

SF =
τr
τd

, W = |τd − τr|WbL
2, (16)

where htail is the mean tail thickness (flow depth), S is
the mean bed slope, L is the reach length, Wb is the chan-
nel width, and µtail is the tail-averaged Coulomb basal
friction coefficient. We plot |W | because on very gentle
slopes τr can exceed τd for realistic µtail. Equivalently,

W = ρghtailWbL
2|S − µtail|. (17)

Here S denotes the bed slope (approximately tan θ), and
in the parameter sweep, we take µtail ≡ µs. On gentle
slopes, sin θ ≈ tan θ and cos θ ≈ 1. Under these approxi-
mations, the driving stress becomes τd ≈ ρghtailS, while
the resisting stress is τr ≈ µtailρghtail. The net stress is
therefore τd − τr ≈ ρghtail(S−µtail). This is force × dis-
tance: (ρghtail|S−µtail|) [Pa] × (WbL) [m2] × L [m] = J.
Thus, for fixed htail, Wb, S, and µtail, one has W ∝ L2.

Equation (16) is a bulk, path-independent estimate
that assumes slowly varying tail properties; in reality h
and µtail are modulated by the wave train. We therefore
use |W | as a conservative diagnostic for distal energetics
(upper bound when the tail thins along the reach, lower
bound when it thickens), not as an exact path integral.

For the parameter sweep supporting Figure 2, we set
ρ = 2000 kgm−3 and g = 9.81 m s−2; varied htail over
0.5–2.0 m in 0.3 m steps; and explored µs in the range
0.2–0.4 (with lower effective values tested for sensitivity).
Using event-specific inputs (S = 0.003 for all three cases)
and the paired reach–width values

(L,Wb) ∈ {(1350 m, 7 m), (1600 m, 9 m), (1800 m, 12 m)},
(18)

these choices generate a grid of (SF,W ) values that pop-
ulate the contour and stacked–bar panels of Figure 2.
The work is evaluated using Eq. (16),

W = ρghtailWbL
2|S − µs|, (19)

which scales linearly with htail and quadratically with L,
and provides the starting point for the subsequent KdV
analysis. Figure 2 highlights why long, low-slope reaches
(large L, small S) dominate the distal work: |W | ∝ L2,
and the budget is most sensitive when S ≈ µtail.

Because the distal work depends on both material and
geometric properties, we briefly summarize the rheolog-
ical parameters that enter it. Debris flows exhibit com-
plicated rheological behavior governed by solid volume
fraction, grain-size distribution, and sediment composi-
tion [1, 10–13]. These factors set the bulk density ρ,
yield stress τy, and intrinsic (3D) dynamic viscosity η3D.
As indicated in Table I, field measurements, laboratory
experiments, and model simulations indicate densities
ρ ≈ 1600–2200 kgm−3, yield stresses τy ≈ 10–4000Pa,
and η3D ≈ 0.1–6000Pa · s [11].

Increasing solids fraction tends to raise both yield
strength and viscosity because of added particle contacts
and frictional interactions [10, 14]. Grain-size distribu-
tions also matter [15, 16]. Field observations and flume
experiments show that coarse grains concentrate at the
flow head, which increases basal resistance; finer, water-
rich material migrates rearward and creates a lower-
resistance tail where small-amplitude dispersive pulses
can propagate [1, 17, 18].

In the remainder of this paper, we compute SF and
W for the Illgraben and Moscardo events, show that a
train of weak solitary pulses can offset this work, and
compare the resulting runouts with the upper envelope
in Figure 1, returning to the regime context in Sec. II F.

C. Wave-Like Phenomena in Gravity-Driven Mass
Flows

Field and laboratory studies show that gravity-driven
mass flows can organize into coherent wave structures —
most often appearing as roll-wave trains on steeper slopes
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FIG. 1. Relationships among (a) apparent coefficient of friction (Hmax/Lmax), (b) runout distance (Lmax), (c) deposit area
(A), and event volume (V ) for 203 landslides and debris flows compiled by Legros [9]. Only debris-flow and subaerial cases are
used in the quantitative analysis of Sec. III D; submarine and planetary cases are shown for completeness. Symbols distinguish
subaerial non-volcanic landslides (nv), subaerial volcanic landslides (v), submarine landslides, Martian landslides, and debris
flows. Some entries lack estimates for one or more parameters. Each panel uses the subset of points with available data for the
plotted quantities. The dataset is from Legros [9], supplemented with values from Iverson [1].
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2 |S − µtail| and the parameter grid described in the
text. Take-home: |W | scales linearly with htail and quadratically with L; near S ≈ µtail, small changes in µtail cause large
relative changes in |W |.

or as weaker, longer-wavelength pulses on gentler slopes
— that influence runout and velocity [4, 19–22]. Two ide-
alized limits are often invoked in interpreting such pat-
terns: shock-like roll waves, long studied in shallow-water
theory, and weakly nonlinear dispersive waves describ-
able by a KdV-type balance between nonlinear steepen-
ing and surface-curvature dispersion [6, 7]. Experimen-
tal studies on dense granular flows down rough inclines
by Forterre & Pouliquen [23] documented long-surface-
wave instabilities whose threshold and dispersion rela-
tions are well captured by depth-averaged Saint–Venant-
type models, reinforcing the plausibility of dispersive be-
havior in non-Newtonian, granular mass flows. The wave
regime realized in a given reach depends primarily on

slope, local Froude number, and effective dissipation:
roll-wave dynamics tend to dominate at high slopes and
inertial forcing, while dispersive-pulse dynamics become
more relevant on moderate slopes where dispersive effects
are comparable to nonlinear steepening.

Additional evidence comes from controlled impulse-
wave experiments and observations of localized solitary
pulses in related geophysical and granular systems [24–
29], as well as recent seismic monitoring that can resolve
coherent wave signatures in natural debris flows [30, 31].
Laboratory studies in other shallow-flow contexts also re-
port clear regime transitions. For example, Plumerault
et al. [8] documented a “pulse-waves” regime at lower
Reynolds numbers coexisting with a “roll-waves” regime
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at higher values, while Forterre & Pouliquen [23] identi-
fied a long-wave instability in dense granular flows with a
well-defined threshold and dispersion relation, both con-
sistent with depth-averaged stability theory. Together,
these results support a regime view in which shock-
dominated roll waves and dispersive pulses occupy dif-
ferent regions of parameter space and may coexist along
a single event’s path.

In this study, we: (i) derive a depth-averaged, weakly
nonlinear long-wave reduction leading to a KdV-type
model with rheology-dependent coefficients; (ii) compile
field constraints and place events on a Froude–slope di-
agram to relate roll-wave and dispersive-pulse regimes;
and (iii) validate the reduced description against numer-
ical solutions of the full rheological system. With this
context, we next set down the governing depth-averaged
equations that support these wave processes.

D. Rheological Equations

Debris flows often depart from the ideal shallow-
water description and exhibit yield stress and nonlin-
ear viscosity. We therefore use depth-averaged balances
in which rheology enters through basal and internal
stresses [1, 2, 13, 36].

Mass conservation is given by

∂h

∂t
+

∂

∂x
(hu) = 0, (20)

where h(x, t) is the local flow depth and u(x, t) denotes
the depth-averaged horizontal velocity.

Under a hydrostatic pressure approximation and a
nearly uniform base state, the depth-averaged stream-
wise momentum balance with explicit slope forcing is

∂(hu)

∂t
+

∂

∂x

(
hu2 +

gh2

2

)
= gh sin θ−h

ρ

∂τxx
∂x

− τb
ρ
, (21)

where g is gravitational acceleration, ρ is the bulk density,
τxx is an internal (dispersive) normal stress, τb is the
basal shear stress, and S = tan θ is the geometric bed
slope (used elsewhere for distal-work diagnostics). The
uniform base state (h0, u0, θ) satisfies the steady balance

ρgh0 sin θ = τb(h0, u0). (22)

Using the definitions given in § II A, we write h = h0 + ζ
and u = u0 + u′ and linearize (21) about (h0, u0). The
explicit slope term gh sin θ then cancels with the basal
contribution via (22) at leading order. The perturba-
tion dynamics therefore omit an explicit slope forcing. A
small mismatch between slope and basal resistance (for
example sin θ − µs cos θ, which reduces to S − µs when
cos θ ≃ 1) produces only a weak KdV–Burgers-type dif-
fusive correction at higher order.

In a full three-dimensional description, a Bingham
plastic obeys

τ = τy + η3D
∂u

∂y
, (23)

where τ is shear stress, τy is yield stress, η3D is the in-
trinsic dynamic viscosity (Pa·s), and ∂u/∂y is the shear
rate. In a depth-averaged closure we approximate

∂u

∂y
≈ u

h
, (24)

which motivates the effective basal relation

τb ≈ τy + µeffu, µeff =
η3D
h

, (25)

with symbols summarized in Appendix A. Motion initi-
ates when the applied shear exceeds τy; once mobilized,
this provides a simple viscous–plastic law for the basal
resistance.

For the Coulomb basal option (cf. § IID 1),

τb = µsρgh cos θ sgn(u), (26)

where µs is a dimensionless basal friction coefficient. For
distal-work diagnostics we use the tail-averaged coeffi-
cient µtail where Eq. (16) is introduced; detailed expres-
sions are not repeated here.

The flux term ∂x(hu
2) introduces a nonlinear interac-

tion between h and u, and the term ∂x(gh
2/2) contributes

the hydrostatic pressure gradient. Together with basal
and internal stresses, these terms set the balance between
nonlinear steepening and dispersive spreading. Although
τy may not appear explicitly in the leading-order wave
equation once the flow is mobilized, it controls onset and
therefore influences which waveforms can arise. The in-
fluence of τy, µeff , µs, and h0 on admissible solitary and
cnoidal regimes is quantified later (Fig. 2; Secs. II G, III);
here we note only that these parameters modulate the
weak-nonlinear, long-wave balance [37].

1. Frictional basal law at leading order

Field-scale debris flows are commonly friction-
dominated: basal shear is approximately proportional
to normal pressure, and laboratory yield-stress measure-
ments are often small compared to frictional stresses un-
der natural overburden [20]. Accordingly, we use the
Coulomb basal law given in Eq. (26), where µs is a di-
mensionless basal friction coefficient. Combining Eq. (26)
with the base-state balance in Eq. (22) yields tan θ = µs,
hence S = µs.

Using the notation of § II A and the slope–basal can-
cellation established by (21) and (22), the Coulomb term
contributes no O(ϵ) forcing to the weakly nonlinear, long-
wave perturbation dynamics about a sign-definite base
flow. Eliminating the velocity perturbation by the linear
Saint–Venant slaving then yields the same KdV core as
in the viscous–plastic variant,

ηt + (u0 + c0)ηx + αeffηηx + βeffηxxx = 0, (27)

with c0 as defined in § II A, αeff ≈ α0, and βeff = β0γ,
where γ > 0 is the curvature–stiffness factor from the
curvature closure in Eq. (10).
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TABLE I. Rheological parameters reported in the cited sources (intrinsic, 3D).

Location Rheological parameters (intrinsic 3D) Ref.

Jiangjia Ravine, China ηB = 0.4–15 Pa · s [32]
τB = 10–300 Pa [32]

Wrightwood Canyon, USA ρ = 1620–2130 kgm−3 [33]
ηB = 40–100 Pa · s [33]
ηN = 10–6000 Pa · s [33]
ηN = 210–600 Pa · s [34]

Miryang debris flow, South Korea ρ = 2000 kgm−3 [35]
ηB,L = 0.8–6.2 Pa · s [35]
τB,L = 63–2200 Pa [35]

Rossiga Valley, Italy ηB = 108–135 Pa · s [14]
τB = 3800–4200 Pa [14]
ηB,L = 0.6–27.9 Pa · s [14]
τB,L = 3.5–577 Pa [14]

Notes: τB = Bingham yield strength; ηB = Bingham viscosity; ηN = Newtonian viscosity. Units are standardized to SI and
reported as intrinsic (3D); ranges use en dashes. The depth-averaged effective viscosity is defined as µeff = η3D/h (units

Pa·s/m) and is distinct from the dimensionless Coulomb coefficient µs. The subscript L denotes measurements on
field-collected material tested in the laboratory (see cited sources).

Small departures from exact base balance or slow spa-
tial variability (for example, a small mismatch sin θ −
µs cos θ, reducing to S − µs when cos θ ≃ 1, or gentle
variations of h and µs) produce a standard weak dissipa-
tive correction. At the reduced level, this appears as a
KdV–Burgers term,

ηt + (u0 + c0)ηx + αeffηηx

+ βeffηxxx = δηxx + higher-order terms, 0 < δ ≪ 1,
(28)

where δ is an effective small diffusivity summarizing the
near-balance mismatch and gentle inhomogeneities. In
our simulations, we include basal work directly in the full-
order equations; at the reduced level, we do not introduce
ad hoc damping beyond noting that such a weak diffusive
term is expected outside perfect balance.

The dominance of friction at field scale can be summa-
rized by a yield number

Yu ≡ τy
ρgh0 sin θ

, (29)

which is typically Yu ≪ 1 for natural events (meters-
thick flows and S = O(10−2–10−1)), implying that Bing-
ham/Herschel–Bulkley parameters chiefly affect onset or
weak damping rather than the leading-order KdV bal-
ance. This rationale explains why the KdV core (27) is
unchanged when the basal resistance is frictional.

2. KdV Equation and Its Wave Solutions

Under the ordering summarized in § Non-
Dimensionalization and Scaling Analysis (weak nonlin-
earity and long waves), with Lw the wave scale distinct

from the reach length L used in Eq. (16), we expand
about a uniform base state and introduce slow variables
that capture the modulation of right-running waves.
Write

h(x, t) = h0 + ϵη(x, t), u(x, t) = u0 +O(ϵ), (30)

Equation (31) follows from the depth-averaged mass and
momentum balances (see Theory) under the ordering in
§ Non-Dimensionalization and Scaling Analysis, together
with the curvature closure in Eq. (10); detailed multiple-
scale steps are given in § Derivation of the KdV Equation
from Depth-Averaged Equations. Then, at leading order,
the free-surface perturbation satisfies the KdV equation

ηt + cηx + αηηx + βηxxx = 0, (31)

where c is the linear convective speed on the base state
(laboratory frame c = u0 + c0, or in a frame translating
with the base flow c = c0, with c0 as defined in § IIA),
and α and β are the effective coefficients governing weak
nonlinearity and dispersion, respectively.

In the Newtonian shallow-water limit (no yield stress
and no internal dispersion beyond hydrostatic pressure)
with no background shear, we use the canonical coeffi-
cients c0, α0, and β0 as defined in § II A. With a uniform
base current u0, one may either write a convected KdV
by replacing ∂t with ∂t+u0∂x, or apply a Galilean change
of variables x 7→ x − u0t, in which case the coefficients
above remain unchanged.

For the depth-averaged momentum equation (21),
alternative third-order, layer-averaged dispersive clo-
sures (e.g., Boussinesq/Serre–Green–Naghdi–type) re-
duce, under shallow-slope/long-wave assumptions, to the
same leading-order KdV dispersion (small-k expansion of
cph(k)) as obtained with the curvature closure (10); hence
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using the curvature term for τxx is illustrative rather than
restrictive [7]. Non-Newtonian effects—such as a yield
stress τy, a depth-averaged effective viscosity µeff , and
curvature-related internal stresses—renormalize the KdV
coefficients. To avoid overloading symbols, we reserve
γ for the curvature (dispersive) prefactor that appears
in the internal normal-stress model (see Sec. II D 8); the
slow modulation in the multiple-scale expansion is en-
coded by the small parameter ϵ and the stretched vari-
ables, not by γ.

The curvature closure is intended for the long-wave
branch, where kh0 ≪ 1. Here k is the spatial wavenum-
ber (rad m−1), so this condition is equivalent to a wave-
length λ = 2π/k satisfying λ ≫ 2πh0. We impose
γ > 0, which gives βeff > 0 and the small-k phase speed
in the laboratory frame cph(k) = u0 + c0 − βeffk

2 +
O(k4) (equivalently, in a frame translating with u0,
cph,rel(k) = c0 − βeffk

2 + O(k4)) that decreases with k;
the long-wave branch is then well posed in this limit.
At shorter waves, third-order truncations can show spu-
rious high-k behavior; alternative regularizations (e.g.,
Boussinesq/Serre–Green–Naghdi or boundary-layer for-
mulations as in Balmforth & Mandre [7]) preserve the
same small-k limit (i.e., reproduce the same leading-order
dispersive coefficient βeff in Eq. (12)) and can improve
short-wave spectra when their coefficient constraints are
met. All simulations are configured so that the resolved
spectra remain in the kh0 ≪ 1 window where the closure
is asymptotically valid.

Accordingly, we write

α = αeff(h0, u0; τy, µeff , µs), β = βeff(h0; γ), (32)

with γ entering βeff through the curvature (normal-
stress) closure. Once the flow is mobilized, τy and µeff

chiefly renormalize αeff ; at KdV order βeff depends on
γ (and h0 via c0) but not on τy or µeff , with any such
influence deferred to higher-order corrections.

For the remainder of the asymptotic development, we
use Lw exclusively for the horizontal wavelength or pulse
width in the KdV scaling (typically ≫ h0), and reserve
L for the geometric reach length in the distal-work calcu-
lation of Eq. (16). This separation avoids conflating the
L2 scaling in the energy budget with the O(L−2

w ) scaling
in the KdV ordering.

In the co-moving (Galilean) coordinate ξ = x−ct with
c = u0+c0 (derivatives taken at fixed ξ), the free-surface
perturbation satisfies

ηt + αηηξ + βηξξξ = 0, (33)

where α and β are the effective nonlinear and disper-
sive coefficients defined above. In the laboratory frame,
the linear advection term (u0 + c0)ηx is restored. The
quadratic term αηηx represents nonlinear advection that
steepens wave crests, while the cubic derivative term
βηxxx represents dispersion that spreads them. When
nonlinear steepening and dispersion are of the same
asymptotic order, the KdV equation supports stable

traveling-wave solutions, including solitary pulses and pe-
riodic cnoidal waves. For debris flows with small relative
amplitude (ϵ ≪ 1) and long wavelength (Lw ≫ h0), this
reduced equation provides a tractable description of co-
herent free-surface structures. In the sections that follow,
we determine αeff and βeff from the chosen rheology and
internal-stress closure, and verify that cnoidal and soli-
ton solutions of the KdV model persist in simulations of
the full depth-averaged equations.

3. Cnoidal Waves and the Soliton Limit

Traveling-wave solutions of (31) arise by seeking pro-
files that are stationary in a moving frame, i.e., set
η(x, t) = η(ξ) with the traveling-wave coordinate ξ ≡
x − V t (so ∂x = ∂ξ and ∂t = −V ∂ξ). Integrating once
yields a cubic potential in η(ξ). Writing the three real
roots as η1 ≤ η2 ≤ η3, the periodic cnoidal family can be
expressed as

η(ξ) = η2 +
(
η3 − η2

)
cn2
(
κξ | m

)
. (34)

Here cn denotes the Jacobi elliptic cosine with modulus
m; K and E denote the complete elliptic integrals of the
first and second kinds, respectively. Standard references
for these formulas are [38, 39]. The elliptic modulus m
and wavenumber κ are

m =
η3 − η2
η3 − η1

, κ =

√
α(η3 − η1)

12β
, (35)

and the phase speed satisfies

V = c+
α

3

(
η1 + η2 + η3

)
. (36)

The amplitude is A = η3−η2, the lower (minimum) level
is η2, and the wavelength is

Λ =
2K(m)

κ
. (37)

The mean over one wavelength is

η̄ = η2 +
(
η3 − η2

)E(m)

K(m)
. (38)

As m → 0, cn(· | m) → cos(·) and the wave is nearly
sinusoidal; as m → 1−, K(m) → ∞ so Λ = 2K(m)/κ →
∞ and the cnoid limits to the solitary pulse.

For completeness we record a minimal derivation of the
solitary-pulse relations. In the traveling coordinate ξ =
x−V t, the KdV equation (31) gives −V η′+ cη′+αηη′+
βη′′′ = 0. Integrating once with the solitary boundary
conditions (η, η′ → 0 as |ξ| → ∞) yields

βη′′ = (V − c)η − α

2
η2. (39)

The decaying solution is the sech2 pulse

η(ξ) = A sech2
(

ξ

Ls

)
, (40)



8

which, upon substitution, enforces the relations

L2
s =

12β

αA
, V − c =

αA

3
. (41)

In the soliton limit (m → 1, η1 → η2), the profile reduces
to the form above, with laboratory- and co-moving-frame
speeds

Vlab = u0 + c0 +
αA

3
, Vrel = c0 +

αA

3
, (42)

where c0 is as defined in § II A. Here Ls denotes the
soliton (pulse) width, defined by L2

s = 12β/(αA). For
fixed α and β, larger |A| implies a narrower pulse (Ls ∝
|A|−1/2 via the preceding relation). A real width requires
(αA)/β > 0; in particular, elevation solitons (A > 0)
require αβ > 0, whereas depression solitons (A < 0)
require αβ < 0.

Using the curvature closure summarized in Eq. (12),
the observed (A,Ls, V ) of an elevation soliton determine
the dispersive stiffness via

γ =
αAL2

s

2c0h2
0

=
3L2

s

(
V − u0 − c0

)
2c0h2

0

. (43)

4. Stability Analysis of Soliton Solutions

Linearizing (31) about the solitary wave in the co-
moving coordinate ξ = x− V t gives

wt = −∂ξ

[
(c− V )w + αηs(ξ)w + βwξξ

]
, (44)

where ηs(ξ) = A sech2
(
ξ/Ls

)
and w(ξ, t) is the perturba-

tion. Here Ls denotes the soliton (pulse) width; when the
classical KdV symbol ∆ appears, interpret ∆ ≡ Ls. The
width is given by L2

s = 12β/(αA). This can be written
in Hamiltonian form wt = JLw with J = −∂ξ (skew-
adjoint) and L = β∂2

ξ + (c− V ) +αηs (self-adjoint). The
spectrum has a simple eigenvalue at zero due to transla-
tion symmetry (w ∝ ηs,ξ) and no spectrum with positive
real part. Hence the KdV soliton is spectrally stable and,
in fact, is orbitally stable in H1 in the sense of Benjamin
[40]: small perturbations remain close (modulo phase) for
all time. This property supports the use of solitary pulses
as robust carriers of momentum and energy in weakly
nonlinear, long-wave debris-flow regimes.

5. Derivation of the KdV Equation from Depth-Averaged
Equations

We derive the reduced equation starting from the
depth-averaged continuity and momentum balances
stated in Theory. For completeness, we write the con-
tinuity equation

∂h

∂t
+

∂

∂x

(
hu
)
= 0, (45)

and refer to the momentum equation in its explicit slope
form as Eq. (21). The base-state balance Eq. (22) im-
plies slope–basal cancellation at leading order in the per-
turbation. The hydrostatic term ∂x(gh

2/2) supplies the
leading pressure contribution.

We seek a KdV reduction under the weakly non-
linear, long-wave ordering summarized in § Non-
Dimensionalization and Scaling Analysis and employ
the curvature closure in Eq. (10). Linearization about
(h0, u0), elimination of the velocity perturbation via the
right-running Saint–Venant slaving, and retention of the
lowest-order nonlinear and dispersive terms then yield
the KdV balance quoted in § KdV Equation and Its Wave
Solutions.

6. Non-Dimensionalization and Scaling Analysis

To isolate the primary balance, let Lw be the charac-
teristic wave horizontal scale and define

x̃ =
x

Lw
, t̃ =

c0t

Lw
. (46)

Here c0 is as defined in § II A; it is not redefined. We
reserve Lw for the wave scale used in the asymptotics;
the geometric reach length L appears only in the distal-
work budget of Eq. (16). Then,

∂

∂x
=

1

Lw

∂

∂x̃
,

∂

∂t
=

c0
Lw

∂

∂t̃
. (47)

We adopt the weakly nonlinear, long-wave ordering ϵ ∼
(h0/Lw)

2, which balances quadratic nonlinearity with
third-order dispersion. We expand the fields about a uni-
form base state (h0, u0):

h(x, t) = h0

[
1 + ϵη(x̃, t̃)

]
, u(x, t) = u0 + ϵc0û(x̃, t̃),

(48)
using û = u′/c0 from § II A to avoid introducing a new
variable δu. A Galilean shift x 7→ x−u0t removes uniform
advection; equivalently one may keep u0 and interpret c
as a convected wave speed. With the curvature closure
in Eq. (10), the internal-stress gradient produces a third
derivative of η with coefficient scaling β = O(c0h

2
0), con-

sistent with the ordering stated in this subsection, and
matching the nonlinear term at order O(ϵ).

Substituting the scaled fields into the governing bal-
ances (see § II) and retaining O(ϵ) terms identifies the
same leading mechanisms already summarized: nonlinear
advection via hu2, curvature-induced dispersion through
τxx, and basal resistance through the chosen closure.
Consistent with Eq. (32) (and the curvature closure in
Eq. (10)), we therefore take α and β as in Eq. (32) with-
out repeating the intermediate algebra.

Higher-order corrections (e.g., fifth-order dispersion
or quadratic nonlinearity) and three-dimensional effects
are deferred to later sections, while the present focus is
the O(ϵ) KdV balance that admits cnoidal and solitary
waves.
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7. Expansion of the Continuity and Momentum Equations

We use the small-amplitude (ϵ = a/h0 ≪ 1) and
long-wave (Lw ≫ h0) scaling with the KdV ordering
ϵ ∼ (h0/Lw)

2 so that weak nonlinearity and weak disper-
sion enter at the same order. Working from the dimen-
sional forms of Eqs. (45) and (21), and using the base-
state slope–basal cancellation established earlier, we ex-
pand each equation in powers of ϵ and retain O(ϵ) terms.

Starting with

∂h

∂t
+

∂

∂x

(
hu
)
= 0, (49)

we substitute

h(x, t) = h0

[
1 + ϵη(x, t)

]
, u(x, t) = u0 + ϵc0û(x, t),

(50)
which is the same small-amplitude expansion as Eq. (48),
here written without tildes for brevity (the order-one
fields η and û are those of the scaled variables). Then

∂h

∂t
= h0ϵηt, hu = h0u0

[
1+ϵη

]
+h0ϵc0û+O(ϵ2), (51)

and hence

∂(hu)

∂x
= h0u0ϵηx + h0ϵc0ûx +O(ϵ2). (52)

Substituting into (49) gives

ηt + u0ηx + c0ûx = O(ϵ). (53)

At leading order we therefore have a single kinematic re-
lation linking the free-surface and velocity perturbations.

Starting from the momentum balance in Eq. (21), sub-
stituting the small-amplitude expansions of Eq. (48), and
using the base-state balance Eq. (22) to cancel the ex-
plicit slope at leading order, the O(ϵ) terms give

h0u0ϵηt + h0ϵc0ût + h0u
2
0ϵηx + 2h0ϵu0c0ûx + gh2

0ϵηx

= −h0

ρ
∂xτ

(1)
xx −

τ
(1)
b

ρ
+O(ϵ2). (54)

Here τ
(1)
xx and τ

(1)
b denote O(ϵ) perturbations. For mo-

bilized flow, yield stress primarily affects onset; at KdV
order we neglect τ

(1)
b and retain the curvature contribu-

tion via Eq. (10).
We now close the linear part. For long, shallow waves

about a uniform base state (h0, u0), the dimensional
right-going Saint–Venant mode satisfies

u′ ≈ c0
h0

ζ, u′ = u− u0, ζ = h− h0. (55)

Here c0 is as defined in § II A. This corresponds to the
linearization of the right-running Saint–Venant Riemann
invariant R+ = u + 2

√
gh about (h0, u0), yielding u′ −

(c0/h0)ζ = 0 along dx/dt = u0 + c0.

In a co-moving (Galilean) frame, linearizing the right-
running Saint–Venant invariant about (h0, u0) gives the
dimensional relation u′ ≈ (c0/h0)ζ (see § IIA for u′ and
ζ). Adopting the frame-robust scaling

û ≡ u′

c0
, η ≡ ζ

h0
, (56)

yields the slaving

û ≈ η, (57)

which we use henceforth. In particular, û replaces any
auxiliary δu variable throughout.

Substituting (57) into (53) and (54), eliminating û and
ût, and retaining the curvature contribution

−h

ρ
∂xτxx ⇝ βηxxx with β = O(c0h

2
0), (58)

one obtains a unidirectional evolution equation of KdV
type for the free-surface perturbation,

ηt + cηx + αηηx + βηxxx = 0, (59)

where c is the linear convected speed (equal to u0 + c0
in the laboratory frame or c0 in a frame moving with
u0), and the effective coefficients α and β encode the
weakly nonlinear and dispersive corrections implied by
the rheology and by the chosen curvature closure for τxx.
The basal-drag and yield-stress terms first modify α at
higher order or through weak damping; those effects are
deferred to later sections.

The weakly nonlinear, long-wave expansion together
with the linear slaving (57) isolates the leading interplay
between advective steepening and curvature-induced dis-
persion, yielding the KdV balance in (59).

8. Isolation of Dispersive Effects

We represent curvature-induced normal stresses in
terms of the dimensional free-surface perturbation
ζ(x, t) = h(x, t)− h0 and write

τxx = γρgh2
0ζxx, (60)

with γ a dimensionless curvature–stiffness parameter.
This is the same curvature closure referenced elsewhere
(cf. Eq. (10)). Since ζxx has units 1/m, the product
ρgh2

0ζxx has units of pressure; substituting this closure
into the momentum balance supplies the third derivative
needed for KdV-type dispersion.

Under the long-wave, multiple-scale expansion, elim-
inating the velocity perturbation via the right-running
Saint–Venant slaving yields the leading dispersive co-
efficient as in Eq. (12). Equivalently, linearizing the
depth-averaged balances about (h0, u0) with a plane-
wave ansatz ζ, u′ ∝ ei(kx−ωt) and using the curvature
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closure (Eq. (10)) gives the small-wavenumber dispersion
relation

(ω − ku0)
2 = gh0k

2
[
1− γ

3
(kh0)

2
]
+O

(
(kh0)

4
)
. (61)

By “small-k dispersion curve” we mean the laboratory-
frame phase-speed expansion cph(k) = ω/k for kh0 ≪ 1,
which here is

cph(k) = u0 + c0 − βeffk
2 +O(k4), (62)

recovering the same leading-order βeff as in Eq. (12). In
what follows we take

γ > 0, (63)

so that βeff > 0; with α > 0 this admits elevation solitons
(αβeff > 0). Taking γ < 0 would simply reverse the
dispersion sign and favor depression solitons.

The factor γ sets the scale of the small-k dispersion
and is generally site dependent, so it is not uniquely de-
termined by a single pulse. If a small-k dispersion curve
cph(k) is available,

γ ≈ − 6

c0h2
0

∂

∂(k2)

[
cph(k)− (u0 + c0)

]∣∣∣∣
k→0

. (64)

Alternatively, for an elevation soliton one may infer γ
from the observed (A,Ls, V ) via the solitary-wave rela-
tion given earlier in § II D 3, avoiding repetition here.

At shorter waves, third-order truncations can exhibit
spurious high-k behavior; alternative regularizations
(e.g., Boussinesq/Serre–Green–Naghdi or boundary-layer
regularizations as in Balmforth & Mandre [7]) match
the same long-wave coefficient βeff of Eq. (12) and can
improve short-wave spectra when their coefficient con-
straints are satisfied. All simulations are configured so
that resolved spectra remain in the kh0 ≪ 1 window
where this closure is asymptotically valid.

9. Derivation of the Nonlinear Contribution

The quadratic nonlinearity in the reduced equation
arises from the advective fluxes in the depth-averaged
Saint–Venant system, not from an imposed slow-time
ansatz. In the weakly nonlinear, long-wave limit the ex-
pansion produces a term proportional to ηηx with a co-
efficient set by the base depth and the linear wave speed.

Using the small-amplitude expansions of Eq. (50) (with
η and û order-one fields in the scaled variables) and the
notation of § II A, the right-running Saint–Venant slav-
ing gives û ≈ η at leading order. To isolate intrinsic
wave propagation, we evaluate the balance in a frame
translating with the base flow so that the linear advec-
tion speed in the KdV term is c ≈ c0. Retaining terms
through O(ϵ) in the mass and momentum equations and
eliminating û via the slaving yields the standard weakly
nonlinear balance

ηt + cηx + α0ηηx = dispersive and higher-order terms,
(65)

where the leading quadratic coefficient is α0 as defined in
§ II A. Thus the steepening strength is set by hydrostatic
nonlinearity and momentum advection, and scales like
c/h0.

Rheology can renormalize this coefficient without
changing its scaling. We write

α = Φnlα0, (66)

where Φnl depends smoothly on parameters such as ef-
fective viscosity, yield or Coulomb friction, and base-flow
Froude number. For the parameter ranges considered
here, Φnl remains near unity, so the admissibility and
regime inferences based on α0 are unchanged to leading
order.

10. Final Formulation of the KdV Equation

Collecting the balances summarized in § Non-
Dimensionalization and Scaling Analysis and § II D 8, and
using the slaving (57), the KdV form obtained in Eq. (59)
applies with the effective coefficients of Eq. (32). In the
co-moving frame,

ηt + αeffηηx + βeffηxxx = 0, (67)

and the laboratory-frame form restores uniform linear
advection by the base current and gravity wave speed,

ηt + (u0 + c0)ηx + αeffηηx + βeffηxxx = 0. (68)

The canonical coefficients c0, α0, and β0 are as defined
in § II A, and the renormalized values follow Eq. (32)
with the curvature closure Eq. (10) (cf. Eq. (12)). A
Galilean shift does not alter α or β; it removes or restores
(u0 + c0)ηx depending on the frame. Basal resistance
depends on absolute slip, so frame shifts do not strictly
preserve dissipation; departures from exact base balance
appear as a weak KdV–Burgers correction (diffusive ηxx),
small in the regime considered and handled in the full-
order numerics. We adopt the dispersion-polarity choice
(63) for admissible parameter sets.

E. Assumptions and Validity of the KdV Model

Formulating a KdV equation for debris flows neces-
sitates several simplifying assumptions that delimit the
parameter space in which coherent wave structures (e.g.,
cnoidal waves or solitons) can form. It is important to
emphasize that the present formulation is most applica-
ble to water-rich, fluidized debris flows where surge front
waves emerge as localized, high-energy pulses. In this
context, the soliton or cnoidal wave represents a local-
ized wavefront that enhances mass transport rather than
explaining long runout solely based on large volume or
dry conditions.

We make the standard weakly nonlinear, long-wave as-
sumptions: small relative free-surface amplitude a/h0 =
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FIG. 3. Froude–slope (Fr, S) regime diagram for the compiled cases. The solid curve Srw = 0.07/Fr2 is a guide to the eye
for this dataset—an empirical organizer, not a universal threshold nor a direct consequence of linear Saint–Venant roll-wave
theory. Boundaries can shift with rheology, bed roughness, channel geometry, and boundary conditions. The horizontal dashed
line at S = 0.03 marks the lower bound of the “dispersive-pulse corridor” used here to contextualize gentle reaches; it is
likewise dataset-specific. Symbols: solid circles = head-reach field points; open circles = distal field points; solid triangles
= laboratory flume runs (see legend). Numerical ranges and sources for all symbols are listed in Table II. Here Fr is the
event-scale Froude number computed from published u–h pairs; Fr0 is reserved for the base-flow value used in the asymptotics
and in the nonlinearity proxy α̃norm (Figure 4). Interpretation note: this panel provides regime context; “KdV-admissible” in
the text additionally requires the dispersion-polarity choice βeff > 0 and a positive estimated nonlinearity αlab

eff > 0 (or proxy
sign when V is unavailable). Heterogeneous measurement methods preclude uniform error bars, so points should be viewed as
representative rather than precise thresholds.

ϵ ≪ 1 and a large wavelength-to-depth ratio Lw/h0 ≫ 1.
These constraints ensure that the leading balance be-
tween nonlinear steepening and curvature-induced dis-
persion is captured by a KdV-type reduction of the
depth-averaged equations.

One of the key approximations used in our calcula-
tion is that the internal (normal) stress varies linearly
with the free-surface curvature, i.e., τ̃xx = γηxx, where
τ̃xx is a dimensionless measure of stress, η(x, t) is the
free-surface perturbation, and γ scales an effective elas-
tic or dispersive response. This linearization holds for (i)
a ≪ h0, i.e., the wave amplitude is small relative to the
mean flow depth h0, and (ii) Lw ≫ h0, i.e., the char-
acteristic wavelength Lw is much larger than h0. Under
these conditions, higher-order stress–strain effects can be
omitted, and the flow remains shallow over long distances
(e.g., runout zones with low slopes or near horizontal or
fluidized debris flows). Consequently, the dominant dis-
persive term in the momentum equation is of the type
β∂3

xη, and steeper gradients or shorter wavelengths are
omitted. This ensures that the leading-order balance be-
tween nonlinear steepening and dispersion is tractable
within the KdV model.

The quadratic coefficient α is not fixed by a single con-

stitutive closure. When crest-celerity data are available,
we estimate an effective laboratory-frame coefficient from
the amplitude–celerity relation V = u0 + c0 + (αlab

eff A)/3
(with A = h1s−h0 and c0 as defined in § II A), and com-
pare it to the shallow-water baseline αlab

0 = 3c0/(2h0)
via αnorm = αlab

eff /αlab
0 . When only depth-averaged surge

velocities are available, we also report a velocity-based
proxy α̃lab

eff = 3(u1s −u0 − c0)/A and its normalized form
α̃norm = α̃lab

eff /αlab
0 for descriptive plotting; because u1s is

not the crest speed, this proxy can under-estimate |αlab
eff |

and may misclassify signs near zero, so celerity-based val-
ues are preferred when V is known. With the dispersion
polarity used here (βeff > 0), elevation-soliton admissibil-
ity corresponds to αlab

eff > 0; negative values are consistent
with depression-like/roll-wave behavior. This estimation
strategy avoids ad hoc slow-time scalings and is consis-
tent with the weakly nonlinear ordering adopted in the
derivation.

We adopt a thresholded basal resistance consistent
with a depth-averaged Bingham closure: once the ap-
plied shear exceeds the yield stress τy, the basal stress
is modeled as τb = τy + µeffu with µeff = η3D/h. In
the weakly nonlinear, long-wave derivation this mobiliza-
tion renders the leading KdV balance independent of τy;
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TABLE II. Compilation of slope S and Froude number Fr used in this study. Reach classes: head (Smid > 0.07), distal
(Smid ≤ 0.07), lab = flume. For rows A1–E4, Fr was derived from the u–h data listed in Table IV of Rickenmann [41] using
the formula Fr = u/

√
gh with g = 9.81 m s−2.

ID Site / Event Reach S (as-published) Fr (derived or as-published) Reference

A1 T. Moscardo (Italy) Head 0.110± 0.000 0.77± 0.57 Arattano et al 1996 [41]
A2 Kamikamihori (Japan) Head 0.090± 0.000 0.79± 0.49 Okuda & Suwa 1981 [41]
A3 Mt St Helens - Shoestring (US) Head 0.260± 0.140 0.70± 2.95 Pierson 1986 [41]
B Jiangjia Gully (China) Distal 0.061± 0.012 1.69± 4.29 Jakob & Wang (p.c.) [41]
C Swiss Alps (multiple) Head 0.300± 0.230 1.19± 0.84 VAW 1992, Zimmermann 1996 [41]
D1 Mt St Helens - Pine C./Muddy R. Head 0.077± 0.074 1.28± 1.07 Pierson 1985 [41]
D2 Nevado del Ruiz (Colombia) Head 0.090± 0.081 1.04± 0.72 Pierson et al 1990 [41]
E1 Flume - Jiangjia (CN) Lab 0.121± 0.069 1.49± 2.54 Wang & Zhang 1990 [41]
E2 Flume - New Zealand (NZ) Lab 0.190± 0.080 0.46± 0.37 Davies 1994 [41]
E3 Flume - Conveyor belt (NZ) Lab 0.255± 0.085 1.34± 0.60 Davies 1990 [41]
E4 Flume - Garcia Aragon (US) Lab 0.395± 0.025 4.33± 1.97 Garcia Aragon 1996 [41]

R1 Rio Reventado (CR) Head 0.110± 0.064 0.65± 0.43 Waldron 1967 [42]
R2 Hunshui Gully (CN) - (slope missing) 1.84± 0.49 Li & Luo 1981 [42]
R3 Bullock Creek (NZ) Head 0.105± 0.000 1.20± 0.40 Pierson 1981 [42]
R4 Pine Creek (WA, US) Head 0.195± 0.125 7.27± 12.47 Fink et al 1981 [42]
R5 Mt St Helens - Morton/Campbell (US) Head 0.200± 0.110 0.70± 0.51 Morton & Campbell 1974 [42]
R6 Wrightwood Canyon (CA, US) Head 0.200± 0.110 0.82± 0.47 Sharp & Nobles 1953 [42]
R7 Lesser Almatinka (KZ) Head 0.140± 0.040 0.99± 1.04 Niyazov & Degovets 1975 [42]
R8 Matanuska Glacier (AK, US) Head 0.245± 0.225 0.21± 2.08 Lawson 1982 [42]
R9 Nojiri River (Japan) Head 0.075± 0.017 2.68± 0.06 Watanabe & Ikeya 1981 [42]
R10 Mayflower Gulch (CO, US) Head 0.270± 0.000 0.65± 0.00 Curry 1966 [42]
R11 Dragon Creek (AZ, US) Distal 0.059± 0.000 0.93± 0.00 Cooley et al 1977 [42]

B1 Illgraben 21 Jun 2019 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 1.19± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B2 Illgraben 02 Jul 2019 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.93± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B3 Illgraben 26 Jul 2019 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 2.35± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B4 Illgraben 11 Aug 2019 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 1.65± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B5 Illgraben 20 Aug 2019 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.27± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B6 Illgraben 24 Jun 2021 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 1.69± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B7 Illgraben 06 Jul 2021 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 1.75± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B8 Illgraben 16 Jul 2021 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.58± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B9 Illgraben 07 Aug 2021 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.47± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B10 Illgraben 19 Sep 2021 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.38± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B11 Illgraben 05 Jun 2022 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.75± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B12 Illgraben 04 Jul 2022 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 1.66± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]
B13 Illgraben 08 Sep 2022 (CH) Head 0.08 (0.07-0.18) 0.44± 0.65 Table 1 of Bolliger [43]

G1 OR Beach (lab rill, US) Distal 0.015 (0.012-0.018) 1.0 (0.7-1.3) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G2 Pasig-Potrero (PH) Distal 0.012 1.1 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G3 Govers rill (unpubl.) Distal 0.051 (0.01-0.09) 0.95 (0.8-1.25) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G4 Inbar & Schick 1979 (IL) Distal 0.031 (0.029-0.035) 0.75 (0.45-1.5) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G5 Fahnestock 1963 (US) Distal 0.024 1.05 (0.65-1.55) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G6 Grimm & Leupold 1939 (DE) Distal 0.019 1.05 (0.86-1.31) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G7 Milhous 1973 (US) Distal 0.010 0.75 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G8 Laronne et al. 1986 (IL) Distal 0.009 0.98 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G9 Pitlick 1992 (US) Distal 0.0085 (0.007-0.012) 0.98 (0.65-1.1) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G10 Ritter 1967 (US) Distal 0.008 0.58 (0.4-0.7) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G11 Dinehart 1992 (US) Distal 0.004 0.60 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G12 Pierson & Scott 1985 (US) Distal 0.004 1.0 (0.9-1.1) Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G13 Butler 1977 (US) Distal 0.003 0.54 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G14 Emmett 1976 (US) Distal 0.002 0.41 Fig 4 of Grant [44]
G15 Burrows et al. 1979 (US) Distal 0.001 0.32 Fig 4 of Grant [44]

τy influences onset (and weak damping) rather than the
O(ϵ) coefficients. Many debris-flow materials are better
represented by Herschel–Bulkley or related laws; such

refinements renormalize the effective coefficients (α, β)
but leave the basic balance between weak nonlinearity
and dispersion, and thus the admissibility of KdV-type
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pulses, intact.
Granular friction can depend on depth and shear rate,

µ = µ(h, u, γ̇, . . .); see [45]. In this setting the basal shear
may be written

τb = µ(h,Fr)ρgh cos θ sgn(u), Fr =
|u|√
gh

. (69)

The base balance changes from S = µs to

S = µ(h0,Fr0) (70)

where S ≡ tan θ by definition; on gentle slopes sin θ ≃ S
and cos θ ≃ 1. Small perturbations introduce sensitivi-
ties µh = ∂µ/∂h and µFr = ∂µ/∂Fr that vary slowly on
the wave scale. Under the weakly nonlinear, long-wave
ordering (kh0 ≪ 1), the KdV core persists with disper-
sion fixed by the curvature closure, while the linear speed
c and the quadratic nonlinearity α become slowly vary-
ing. A weak KdV–Burgers correction appears when the
base is not exactly balanced:

ηt + c(x, t)ηx + α(x, t)ηηx + βeffηxxx = ∂x
[
D(x, t)ηx

]
+ higher-order terms. (71)

Here βeff is unaffected by the friction law (it follows from
the curvature closure), whereas c and α inherit slow vari-
ability through µ(h,Fr), and D summarizes the near-
balance mismatch. Provided µ varies slowly on the wave
scale and Fr0 lies within the empirical calibration range,
solitary and cnoidal pulses remain admissible with the
same dispersion polarity (βeff > 0).

Finally, assuming ϵ ≪ 1 allows us to truncate higher-
order (O(ϵ2) and beyond) terms. This isolates the
leading-order balance between nonlinearity and disper-
sion, yielding a KdV-type equation. While our formu-
lation suits fluidized, water-rich debris flows with surge-
front dynamics, large dry landslides or flows on steep
slopes may invoke strong shocks, additional yield stresses,
or other processes not captured by this approach. Hence,
the present KdV-based model should be viewed as a
heuristic for surge fronts in relatively fluidized debris
flows, rather than a comprehensive solution for all long-
runout landslide phenomena.

In Appendix C 1, we show that when basal resistance
follows a Coulomb law the weakly nonlinear, long-wave
multiple-scale expansion produces the same leading-order
KdV balance: α and β at O(ϵ) are unchanged and
Coulomb friction enters only as a higher-order weak
damping. Within the ranges considered, this leaves the
admissibility criterion and regime map unchanged at
leading order.

To keep the observational context close to the model-
ing assumptions, we next juxtapose the regime analysis
with the compiled field and laboratory measurements.
The (Fr, S) diagram and Table II are therefore discussed
immediately in the following subsection. Here the event-
scale Froude number is defined as

Fr =
u√
gh

, (72)

where u is the depth-averaged velocity (m s−1), h is the
flow thickness (m), and g is gravitational acceleration
(9.81 m s−2). These (u, h) pairs are extracted from pub-
lished field or laboratory measurements. We reserve Fr0
for the uniform base-flow Froude number used in the
asymptotic derivation and in defining αnorm.

F. Roll–wave versus dispersive–pulse regimes

Roll waves, first analyzed in the context of shallow
open-channel flow by Dressler [6], arise when inertial
steepening is balanced primarily by basal drag with-
out the need to invoke surface-curvature dispersion. In
debris-flow settings, depth-averaged momentum-integral
models reproduce these strongly nonlinear, shock-like
surge fronts on sufficiently steep reaches, and connect
their stability to the local Froude number and slope [7].

Field monitoring at instrumented torrents shows that
individual events often comprise multiple surges with
structured fronts; high-cadence 3-D LiDAR and other
sensors at Illgraben resolve these trains clearly in down-
stream reaches where the bed slope decreases relative to
the head channel [30, 31, 46–48]. Similarly, velocity-
profiling measurements in the Moscardo system docu-
ment depth-resolved surge kinematics, but do not by
themselves establish a precise low-slope threshold for
pulse amplitudes [49]. To avoid over-interpretation, we
therefore refer to these downstream segments as “gentler”
or “moderate-slope” reaches rather than assigning a single
numerical cutoff.

On such gentler segments, curvature-related normal
stresses can enter the leading-order balance alongside
nonlinear advection, so that a KdV-type description with
weakly dispersive pulses becomes appropriate; on steeper
head reaches, classic roll-wave behavior remains the cor-
rect description. In this sense, roll waves and dispersive
pulses are complementary, regime-selective mechanisms
within the same event, with the active balance set by
local Fr and bed slope (quantified in Figure 3).

The regime map introduced below aggregates pub-
lished field points and laboratory runs into the (Fr, S)
plane to illustrate this partition: a shock-dominated do-
main consistent with roll-wave theory at higher slopes
and a corridor on gentler terrain where dispersive pulses
are admissible under the depth-averaged KdV reduction.
We emphasize that the corridor bounds reflect consis-
tency across data sets and theory rather than a universal
site-independent threshold; site geometry, material prop-
erties, and pore-fluid effects can shift these bounds within
the same regime map.

Accordingly, in Figure 3 we plot an empirical guide
Srw(Fr) ≡ 0.07/Fr2, where the subscript “rw” denotes
“roll-wave.” The coefficient 0.07 was chosen to pass
through the steep-slope/roll-wave cluster in our compi-
lation and serves only as an organizer for this dataset;
it is not a universal threshold and not a direct result
of linear Saint–Venant roll-wave theory (cf. Dressler [6]).
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Classical linear stability usually states onset in terms of
a critical Froude number (often O(2)) rather than the
specific inverse-quadratic Srw(Fr) form, and site-specific
friction and geometry can shift any apparent boundary.

G. Nonlinearity versus Base-Flow Froude Number:
Two Regimes in Debris-Flow Surge Dynamics

Here, we examine how an effective quadratic nonlinear-
ity scales with base flow. In the KdV model (Eq. (68)),
the laboratory-frame speed–amplitude relation is

V ≈ u0 + c0 +
αlab
eff A

3
, A = h1s − h0. (73)

Here A is the elevation amplitude and c0 is as defined in
§ II A. Estimating αlab

eff ideally requires the crest celerity
V . Many records lack a reliable V . To place all events on
a common axis, a velocity-based proxy is used in which
V is replaced by the first-surge depth-averaged velocity
u1s (with A = h1s − h0):

α̃lab
eff =

3(u1s − u0 − c0)

A
, αlab

0 =
3c0
2h0

, α̃norm =
α̃lab
eff

αlab
0

.

(74)
Because u1s is a depth-averaged speed rather than the
crest speed, one typically has u1s ≲ V for elevation
surges; the proxy therefore tends to underestimate αlab

eff ,
and small negative values can arise from this substitu-
tion and measurement noise. The proxy is descriptive
only; the KdV derivation, dispersion-sign choice, distal-
work budget, and numerical solutions do not depend on
it. Where V is available, one may compute

αlab
eff =

3(V − u0 − c0)

A
, αnorm =

αlab
eff

αlab
0

, (75)

and compare with the proxy-based values.
We note that where crest celerity V is unavailable we

use the velocity-based proxy α̃lab
eff and its normalized form

α̃norm; because u1s ≲ V , this proxy tends to underesti-
mate αlab

eff and can flip sign near zero. For admissibility
and trend fits we treat |αnorm| < 10−3 or |α̃norm| < 10−3

as near-zero/indeterminate and report such entries in sci-
entific notation (e.g., 1× 10−4) rather than as 0.00.

Figure 4 plots log10
∣∣α̃norm

∣∣ versus the base-flow Froude
number Fr0 = u0/

√
gh0 (semilog: linear x, logarithmic y)

based on the available data for debris flows with multiple
surge events (Table III, recalculated using compiled data
from [19]). Marker fill encodes the sign of α̃lab

eff (filled for
< 0, open for > 0); the ordinate shows the magnitude via
|·|, so sign information is conveyed only by the marker fill.
Two straight lines derived from semi-log linear regression
summarize the apparent trends:∣∣α̃norm

∣∣ ∼10−2.9Fr0 (Fr0 < 1),∣∣α̃norm

∣∣ ∼100.3Fr0 (Fr0 > 1). (76)

In the subcritical regime (Fr0 < 1) the proxy decreases
strongly with Fr0; in the supercritical regime (Fr0 > 1)
it varies weakly. Filled markers (negative proxy) typ-
ically occur when u1s < u0 + c0 for A > 0, consis-
tent with depression-like behavior or roll-wave domi-
nance, but small negative proxy values can also arise
because the proxy substitutes the depth-averaged speed
u1s for the crest speed V and thus tends to underesti-
mate αlab

eff . The lines are descriptive only, not universal
scalings. KdV-admissibility is judged from the broader
context (slope/Froude corridor, amplitude range, disper-
sion sign) and, where available, the celerity-based αnorm

rather than from the proxy sign alone. Very small mag-
nitudes are reported in scientific notation (e.g., 10−4)
rather than as 0.00 in the Table III. One sample from
Rio Moscardo (20 Jul 1993) was excluded from the analy-
sis above because its magnitude is indistinguishable from
zero within uncertainty.

The diagnostic is evaluated in the laboratory frame.
Within the inviscid KdV core, the coefficients α and β
are invariant under Galilean shifts; weak dissipation is
treated as a small KdV–Burgers correction and handled
in the full-order numerics (Sec. II D 10). For field-based
soliton tagging we use a pragmatic weak-nonlinearity
window 0.05 ≤ ϵ = (h1s − h0)/h0 ≤ 0.30 and require
elevation polarity, αlab

eff > 0 (equivalently αnorm > 0); the
dispersion polarity βeff > 0 is enforced via the curvature-
closure choice γ > 0 (Sec. II D 8). In the numerical tests,
to minimize higher-order contamination we use smaller
initial amplitudes, 0.05 ≤ ϵ ≤ 0.15 (see Methodology,
“Initial conditions”). Values with |αnorm| < 10−3 are
treated as near-zero/indeterminate and excluded from
admissibility and trend fits; in the tables we report such
cases in scientific notation (e.g., 1× 10−4) rather than as
0.00.

III. NUMERICAL VALIDATION OF CNOIDAL
WAVES AND SOLITONS

We test the KdV reduction by solving the full depth-
averaged rheological system in the weak-amplitude, long-
wave regime and asking whether it supports the same
families of traveling waves (cnoidal trains and solitary
pulses) with the speeds and widths predicted by the KdV
model. The target flows are water-rich, fluidized debris
surges for which the amplitude ratio ϵ = a/h0 is small
and the dominant wavelength greatly exceeds h0.

Numerical scheme, boundary conditions, initializa-
tion, and coefficient choices are detailed in the following
Methodology subsection (§ III A); throughout, we enforce
the dispersion-polarity choice γ > 0 (Eq. (63)) and mon-
itor discrete mass and depth-averaged momentum bud-
gets, which remain closed to truncation error. We com-
pare predicted and measured pulse speeds and quantify
agreement using phase-speed error, amplitude error, and
a shape-misfit metric; grid-convergence checks confirm
the expected orders.
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TABLE III. Available data for debris flows with multiple surge events from [19]. Columns include event duration (TE), base
depth h0, base velocity u0, first-surge depth h1s, first-surge depth-averaged velocity u1s, advection distance (Dist.), base-flow
Froude Fr0 = u0/

√
gh0, and the dimensionless amplitude ϵ = (h1s − h0)/h0. The nonlinearity columns use a velocity-based

proxy: the entry labeled α1s corresponds to α̃lab
eff = 3(u1s − u0 − c0)/A, with αlab

0 = 3c0/(2h0) and α̃norm = α̃lab
eff /αlab

0 , where
A = h1s − h0 and c0 is as defined in § IIA. All quantities are evaluated in the laboratory frame.

Notes: TE = event duration; h0, u0 = base-flow depth and velocity; h1s, u1s = first-surge depth and depth-averaged velocity.
Dist. ≈ u0TE (advection distance at the base speed; approximate). Nonlinearity diagnostic (velocity-based proxy): The column α1s lists
α̃lab
eff = 3(u1s − u0 − c0)/(h1s − h0), with A = h1s − h0 (taken > 0 for elevation surges) and c0 is as defined in § IIA. The shallow-water

reference is αlab
0 ≡ α0 = 3c0/(2h0), and the column α̃norm reports the normalized proxy α̃lab

eff /αlab
0 . Where A ≤ 0, the proxy is not

reported. Very small magnitudes are shown in scientific notation (e.g., 10−3) rather than as 0.00. Because the proxy substitutes u1s for
the crest speed V , it can underestimate αlab

eff ; celerity-based estimates are preferred when V is available.

Field Site Date TE (s) h0 (m) u0 (m/s) h1s (m) u1s (m/s) Dist. (m) Fr0 ϵ α1s α0 α̃norm Comments

Illgraben, Switzerland 28-Jun-01 3600 0.58 5.763 1.6 6.3 20747 2.42 1.76 -5.44 6.17 -0.881 muddy, >30 surges
Illgraben, Switzerland 28-Jun-00 3600 0.51 4.08 2.9 4.1 14688 1.82 4.69 -2.78 6.58 -0.423 granular, 17 surges
Acquabona, Italy 17-Aug-98 2280 0.52 5.058 1.7 6.7 11532 2.24 2.27 -1.57 6.52 -0.241 20 surges
Acquabona, Italy 27-Jul-98 420 1.40 0.765 1.5 1.0 321 0.21 0.07 -104.13 3.97 -26.224 single surge
Rio Moscardo, Italy 08-Jul-96 900 1.68 2.142 3.0 4.0 1928 0.53 0.79 -5.00 3.62 -1.380 roll waves
Rio Moscardo, Italy 22-Jun-96 900 0.36 2.805 2.5 3.2 2525 1.49 5.94 -2.08 7.83 -0.266 3 surges
Rio Moscardo, Italy 14-Sep-93 2940 0.95 1.088 1.0 2.5 3199 0.36 0.05 -98.45 4.82 -20.424 roll waves
Rio Moscardo, Italy 20-Jul-93 1680 0.35 2.448 2.3 4.3 4113 1.32 5.57 −1.5 × 10−3 7.94 −1.9 × 10−4 3 surges and roll waves
Rio Moscardo, Italy 11-Jul-93 2280 0.51 1.998 2.0 3.0 4555 0.89 2.92 -2.49 6.58 -0.378 2 surges and roll waves
Rio Moscardo, Italy 30-Sep-91 1560 1.05 1.513 2.2 1.9 2360 0.47 1.10 -7.36 4.58 -1.606 roll waves
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FIG. 4. Semilog plot of log10 |α̃norm| versus base-flow Froude
number Fr0 = u0/

√
gh0. The plotted quantity is a velocity-

based proxy with α̃lab
eff = 3(u1s−u0−c0)/A, αlab

0 = 3c0/(2h0),
and α̃norm = α̃lab

eff /αlab
0 , where A = h1s − h0 and c0 as

defined in § IIA. Markers show |α̃norm|; filled markers in-
dicate α̃lab

eff < 0. Straight-line guides summarize apparent
trends: for Fr0 < 1, log10 |α̃norm| ≈ −2.9Fr0; for Fr0 > 1,
log10 |α̃norm| ≈ 0.3Fr0. These lines are derived from semi-
log linear regressions between log10 |α̃norm| and Fr0. Nega-
tive proxy values commonly occur when u1s < u0 + c0 for
A > 0; because the proxy substitutes u1s for the crest speed
V , it can underestimate αlab

eff , so proxy sign alone is not used
as a KdV-admissibility criterion (celerity-based estimates are
preferred where available). One sample from Rio Moscardo
(20 Jul 1993) is not included in the analysis due to a very
small magnitude close to zero (e.g., < 10−3).

To remain within the domain of validity of the asymp-

totics, all runs satisfy ϵ ≪ 1, base-flow Froude numbers
Fr0 and slopes consistent with the regime map, and (α, β)
computed from the same constitutive parameters used in
the solver. Where field-derived slopes are moderately
steep, we restrict attention to reaches and parameter
sets where the dispersive–nonlinear balance is admissi-
ble; outside that set, roll-wave models are more appro-
priate and the KdV reduction is not invoked. Within
its envelope of assumptions, the full equations reproduce
KdV-type cnoidal trains and solitary pulses with small
phase and shape errors, supporting the use of the KdV
model as a predictive description of surge-front propaga-
tion.

A. Methodology

We solve the full depth-averaged debris-flow sys-
tem in one horizontal dimension with a conserva-
tive finite-volume scheme (second-order MUSCL recon-
struction) and a strong-stability-preserving third-order
Runge–Kutta time integrator. The dispersive normal-
stress contribution is discretized as a centered, fourth-
order finite-difference operator for the third spatial
derivative, and a very weak Kreiss–Oliger filter damps
grid-scale noise without altering resolved phase speeds.
Basal resistance follows the same closure used in the
asymptotic development (Bingham: τb = τy + µeffu with
a C1 regularization near u = 0); sensitivity runs with a
Coulomb option τb = µsρgh confirm that leading-order
wave properties are unchanged within the parameter
ranges analyzed. At every step we enforce the dispersion-
polarity choice γ > 0 (see Eq. (63)).

Boundary conditions are matched to the waveform un-
der test. For cnoidal waves we use a periodic domain to
preserve spectral purity; for solitary pulses we apply ra-
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diation (Sommerfeld/characteristic) outflow with a short
sponge layer to prevent spurious reflections.

Unless otherwise noted, the computational domain has
length Ldom = 100 m with Nx = 1000 cells (∆x = 0.1 m)
and total simulated time T = 100 s advanced with a
time step ∆t = 0.01 s. Here ∆x and ∆t denote the nu-
merical grid spacing and the time-step size, respectively.
The Courant number remains in the range 0.3–0.5 to
ensure stability. Grid-refinement studies verify second-
order convergence of the hyperbolic core and fourth-order
convergence of the dispersive operator in isolation (halv-
ing ∆x and ∆t).

For solitary pulses we initialize a KdV-consistent pro-
file

η(x, 0) = A sech2
(x− x0

Ls

)
, Ls =

√
12β

|α|A
. (77)

We use small amplitudes A = ϵh0 with ϵ ∈ [0.05, 0.15]
to remain in the weakly nonlinear regime (ϵ ≪ 1). The
predicted lab-frame phase speed is Vlab = u0+ c0+αA/3
with c0 defined in § IIA, and the polarity is chosen so
that αA/β > 0 for the faster-than-u0 branch. (Note.
For field/regime classification we allow a broader win-
dow 0.05 ≤ ϵ ≤ 0.30 when tagging admissible cases in
the compilation; the lower bound avoids noise-level am-
plitudes in measurements, while the upper bound marks
where weak-nonlinearity ordering starts to degrade. The
0.05–0.15 band here is a conservative subset used only for
numerical initialization to minimize higher-order contam-
ination.)

For cnoidal waves, we initialize the exact KdV cnoid
constructed from the same (α, β) used by the solver, with
wavelength Λ chosen so that an integer number of periods
fits the domain; periodic boundaries then maintain the
waveform with minimal numerical dispersion.

The effective coefficients α and β are computed from
the same depth-averaged rheology and curvature-stress
closure used in the derivation, and the dispersion-polarity
choice is imposed throughout (see Eq. (63)). To remain
consistent with the regime map, simulations target pa-
rameter sets corresponding to fluidized, water-rich surges
on low-to-moderate slopes where a dispersive balance is
admissible; on steeper reaches where roll-wave dynamics
dominate, the KdV reduction is not invoked.

We quantify fidelity via (i) phase-speed error Ec =
|cnum − cKdV|/|cKdV|, (ii) amplitude drift EA = |Anum −
A|/A, and (iii) shape misfit

Esh = min
δx

∥ηnum(·, t)− ηKdV(· − δx, t)∥2
∥ηKdV(·, t)∥2

. (78)

Here the subscript num denotes quantities measured
from the full rheological numerical solution (e.g., crest-
tracked speed cnum, measured amplitude Anum, and free-
surface field ηnum(x, t)). The subscript KdV denotes
the matched ideal KdV reference (cnoid or soliton) con-
structed with the same (h0, u0, α, β) and target ampli-
tude A; its phase speed cKdV follows the KdV model

(e.g., u0 + c0 for the linear carrier, or u0 + c0 +αA/3 for
a soliton), and ηKdV(x, t) is the corresponding analytic
waveform. The L2 norm ∥ · ∥2 is over the computational
domain, and δx is a continuous phase shift used to align
the profiles (not the numerical grid spacing ∆x defined
in the methodology). In addition, we monitor discrete
mass and depth-averaged momentum budgets from the
governing equations; departures remain at truncation-
error levels in all reported runs. These diagnostics are
accumulated over many wave periods (cnoids) or over 10–
20 pulse widths (solitons) after initial spin-up to ensure
asymptotic propagation.

B. Results

Figures 5 and 6 compare the numerically simulated
waveforms (left panels) with the corresponding ideal KdV
solutions (right panels) for cnoidal and soliton waves, re-
spectively. The numerical solutions were obtained with
the conservative finite-volume solver described above and
assessed with phase-speed, amplitude-drift, and shape-
misfit diagnostics; across all runs shown, these diagnos-
tics remain small over many wave periods, consistent
with weakly nonlinear, long-wave propagation.

Rheological Cnoidal Wave Solution
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FIG. 5. Cnoidal wave propagation under the full rheologi-
cal model (left) compared to the ideal cnoidal wave solution
(right). The reference waveform is constructed using the same
effective coefficients and wavelength as in the simulation, en-
abling a like-for-like comparison. The sustained periodicity
and stable waveform confirm that under weakly nonlinear,
long-wavelength conditions, cnoidal waves closely match their
KdV counterparts.

For the cnoidal cases, the simulated waveform retains
its period and crest-to-trough structure over the full in-
tegration; slight amplitude relaxation and a gentle phase
downshift are attributable to basal dissipation and the
regularized Bingham closure, not to dispersive error. The
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Soliton Under Rheological Conditions
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FIG. 6. Soliton wave propagation under rheological condi-
tions (left) compared to the ideal KdV soliton (right). After a
brief spin-up, the pulse translates with nearly constant speed
and width, and the early transient radiation remains weak.
The soliton maintains its localized shape and speed, demon-
strating robust agreement with the KdV prediction.

KdV reference provides an accurate envelope for the re-
solved wave over many periods.

For the solitary-pulse cases, the misfit quickly plateaus
after the initial adjustment and remains nearly constant
thereafter, indicating asymptotic propagation with min-
imal deformation.

Together, these comparisons support the applicability
of a KdV balance for fluidized debris-flow surges within
the admissible corridor identified earlier; outside that cor-
ridor, such as steep reaches where roll-wave dynamics
dominate, the KdV model is not invoked.

C. Energy and Momentum Evolution of Cnoidal
Waves

Throughout, when quoting or plotting mechanical en-
ergy E and horizontal momentum P for a single, steadily
translating pulse, we enforce the mechanical consistency
E = 1

2Pc, with c the tracked crest speed. To quan-
tify persistence under the full rheology, we track depth-
integrated mechanical energy E(t) and horizontal mo-
mentum P (t) computed consistently with the finite-
volume fluxes and source terms. For cnoidal runs, the
time series exhibit a slow, monotonic drift due to basal
work, superposed on small oscillations at the fundamen-
tal and first harmonic that reflect periodic steepening and
relaxation. This behavior is expected for weakly nonlin-
ear waves propagating in a weakly dissipative medium
and aligns with the small phase-speed and shape-misfit
errors reported by the diagnostics. Surge-front waves
with steep, quickly moving leading edges of high friction
and locally high coarse-material concentration [1, 12] can

possess periodic structures like cnoidal waves under cer-
tain circumstances. Figure 7 shows that E(t) and P (t)
decrease gradually while exhibiting periodic oscillations,
reflecting dissipative dynamics rather than a loss of co-
herence.
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FIG. 7. Temporal evolution of energy (E) and momentum
(P ) for a cnoidal wave under rheological conditions. Both
quantities decrease over time, with oscillations indicating in-
ternal energy redistribution rather than purely monotonic de-
cay, consistent with dissipative surge-front behavior. Curves
are domain-integrated diagnostics computed consistently with
the numerical fluxes under periodic boundaries; the gentle
secular decline reflects basal work and rheological dissipation,
while the small oscillations at the fundamental and first har-
monic indicate periodic steepening and relaxation rather than
numerical leakage.

In our simulations, the initial energy is approximately
2.4× 105J and decreases to about 1.0× 105J at t = 100s.
This corresponds to a reduction of roughly 58%, com-
puted from (2.4 − 1.0)/2.4 ≈ 0.58. The decline re-
flects basal work and rheological dissipation (viscous
losses and yielding) rather than numerical leakage, which
aligns with frictional losses expected for fluidized debris
flows. The oscillatory trend is indicative of internal en-
ergy redistribution—a feature of nonlinear systems—and
shows that coherence degrades gradually without exter-
nal forcing, even though the carrier waveform remains
recognizable over many periods.

Similarly, the momentum P (t) decreases from roughly
7.5 × 104kg · m/s to about 5.0 × 104kg · m/s over the
same period, with a peak-to-peak variation of nearly 2.5×
104kg · m/s. This is an ≈ 33% net reduction, with the
superposed oscillations indicating front-tail exchanges of
momentum typical of weakly dispersive, weakly nonlinear
trains.

The mass/impulse proxy is

P =

∫ ∞

−∞
η(x, Texit)dx, (79)
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where Texit is the diagnostic time: for solitary-pulse runs
it is chosen just before the crest reaches the outflow
boundary (at least one pulse width upstream), and for
periodic cnoids it is an integer number of wave periods
after spin-up. In practice the integral is evaluated over
the numerical domain with a composite-trapezoid rule.
The subscripts “rheo” and “ideal” denote the value com-
puted from the full rheological simulation and from the
matched ideal KdV waveform (constructed with the same
(h0, u0, α, β) and amplitude), respectively.

The normalized score is

Mp = max

(
0, 1− |Prheo − Pideal|

|Pideal|+ ϵtol

)
. (80)

Here ϵtol = 10−6 is a small numerical tolerance (distinct
from the asymptotic small parameter ϵ) that prevents
division by zero and sets a floor. With this choice, the
invariant-based scores Ep and Mp both lie in [0, 1]. These
proxies are invariants only for inviscid KdV; in the full
rheological model they serve solely as fidelity diagnostics,
and we compute them for both solitons and cnoids.

D. Energy and Momentum Evolution of Soliton
Waves

We next examine how a solitary wave’s energy E(t) and
momentum P (t) evolve under the full depth-averaged
rheological model, interpreting these results in the con-
text of surge front waves—the steep, fast-moving lead-
ing edges of debris flows [1, 50]. In the simulations,
the soliton is initialized with a sech2-type profile and
allowed to propagate freely through the computational
domain, mimicking the concentrated energy and momen-
tum transfer typically observed in surge fronts. Figure 8
illustrates the temporal evolution of E and P . Here E
and P denote the channel-integrated kinetic energy and
streamwise momentum of the excess thickness η = h−h0

(units J and kg·m/s); for a steadily translating pulse with
crest speed V one has E ≈ 1

2PV , so these quantities are
directly comparable to the distal work |W | (J).

Consistent with the weakly dissipative setting, the time
series show slow, nearly monotonic decay of both energy
and momentum while the waveform preserves its local-
ized envelope and translational speed to within numer-
ical tolerance. Small, superposed oscillations arise from
weak radiation shed during spin-up and reversible ex-
changes between the core of the pulse and its dispersive
tail, rather than from numerical leakage.

Relative to the cnoidal case, the soliton exhibits
markedly smaller attenuation over the same window,
which we attribute to its compact structure and reduced
interior shear. In the conservative KdV limit, E and
P would be invariants; here, departures from constancy
are expected because finite yield stress τy and depth-
averaged viscous dissipation µeff inject physical damp-
ing absent from the inviscid theory. This behavior sup-
ports the use of solitary pulses as efficient carriers of mo-

mentum through low-slope reaches, provided the weak-
amplitude and long-wave assumptions hold.

To connect with the macroscopic budget, we inter-
pret the instantaneous loss rate −dE/dt of a propagating
pulse as the mechanical power expended against basal
resistance along the reach. For an upper-bound, energy-
based admissibility test we compare the energy available
from a pulse (or a train of pulses) with the distal work
magnitude |W | defined in Eq. (16). Because Eq. (16)
uses |τd − τr|, all benchmarks are made against |W |, so
cases with τr > τd on very gentle slopes are handled con-
sistently.

The parameter map in Fig. 2 reports |W | only; it does
not assume any particular number of pulses. Here N
denotes the number of pulses in the train. We deem a
train energetically sufficient if

NEsoliton ≳ |W |, Esoliton = 1
2PsolitonV, (81)

for a representative pulse with crest speed V . An equiv-
alent power view integrates the loss rate −dE/dt over a
traverse time T ≈ L/V to give the same benchmark.

Across the ranges used in Fig. 2, the simulated loss
rates and representative pulse energies imply N within
the observed range, indicating that soliton trains can
plausibly offset the distal basal work over distances com-
parable to the field cases. This mechanism is regime-
selective: it is most effective for small ϵ = a/h0, mod-
erate base Froude number, and slopes within or below
the dispersive corridor, and it need not occur in every
debris-flow setting.

During the early phase the soliton maintains nearly
constant total energy and momentum. Using the repre-
sentative pulse speed in these runs (c ≈ 10 m s−1), we
find E ≈ 2.0 × 106 J and P ≈ 4.0 × 105 kg · m/s, which
satisfy E = 1

2Pc. These values indicate that the pulse
preserves the balance between nonlinear steepening and
dispersive spreading characteristic of surge fronts. Sub-
sequently both E and P decrease as the pulse leaves the
domain through the downstream free-exit boundary; this
drop reflects boundary flux rather than intrinsic dissipa-
tion, implying that a soliton-like surge front can propa-
gate effectively until it encounters external boundaries or
additional loss mechanisms.

This sustained plateau in energy and momentum un-
derscores the robustness of the solitary pulse even in
the presence of depth-averaged viscosity µeff and mod-
est nonlinear steepening. Here, nonlinear steepening is
quantified by αA via the KdV speed–amplitude relation
V = u0 + c0 + (αA)/3 (see Sec. II G); distinct from
this, γnl is the dimensionful (s−1) nonlinearity param-
eter used only in the numerical fidelity survey (see the
subsection III E, “Fidelity of Propagating Soliton” and
Fig. 9). Under suitable conditions—weak nonlinearity,
long wavelengths, and moderate slopes—the pulse trans-
ports energy and momentum over appreciable distances,
supporting its use as an idealized model for momentum-
carrying surge fronts in debris flows.
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FIG. 8. Temporal evolution of energy E and momentum P for
the soliton under the full depth-averaged rheological model.
While the pulse remains within the computational domain,
both quantities vary only weakly; once it exits through the
downstream free-exit boundary they rapidly approach zero,
illustrating its role as a momentum-carrying solitary pulse.
Small oscillations superposed on the plateaus reflect weak ra-
diation and reversible exchange with the dispersive tail rather
than numerical leakage.

The close agreement between the theoretical bench-
marks and the numerically tracked E(t) and P (t) sup-
ports the use of KdV model as a first-order description
of surge-front dynamics in fluidized debris flows while
emphasizing that applicability depends on the stated
asymptotic and slope constraints.

E. Fidelity of Propagating Soliton

To quantify agreement between the numerically sim-
ulated solitary pulse and an ideal KdV pulse, we use
a composite fidelity that combines waveform similarity
with two conservation proxies based on KdV invariants.
The proxies use the squared-amplitude integral and the
area under the free surface; they are dimensionless and
are not the mechanical energy and momentum used for
runout energetics.

The waveform score Ws is a normalized L2 discrepancy
at the exit time Texit:

Ws = max

(
0, 1−

∥∥ηrheo(·, Texit)− ηideal(·, Texit)
∥∥
2∥∥ηideal(·, Texit)

∥∥
2
+ ϵ

)
,

(82)
which ensures 0 ≤ Ws ≤ 1 and reduces sensitivity to ab-
solute amplitude. In practice, norms are evaluated with
a composite-trapezoid rule on the numerical grid.

The quadratic invariant is

E =

∫ ∞

−∞
η2(x, Texit)dx, (83)

and its score is

Ep = max
(
0, 1−

∣∣Erheo − Eideal
∣∣

Eideal + ϵtol

)
. (84)

The mass/impulse proxy Mp is defined in Eq. (80) us-
ing P =

∫
η(x, Texit)dx from Eq. (79).

The overall fidelity is the unweighted mean

F =
Ws + Ep +Mp

3
, F ∈ [0, 1], (85)

which summarizes the proximity of the rheological solu-
tion to the ideal KdV pulse at Texit.

We surveyed two solver controls: a nonlinearity pa-
rameter γnl (s−1) and a bulk kinematic viscosity ν
(m2 s−1). Here γnl multiplies the quadratic nonlinearity
in the numerical model and sets an effective nonlinearity
timescale; it is not the curvature–stiffness factor γ used
in Sec. II D 8 to set dispersion (there βeff = (c0h

2
0/6)γ

with γ dimensionless). In the survey, we held γ > 0 (and
thus βeff) fixed and varied 0.005 ≤ γnl ≤ 0.5 s−1 and
0.04 ≤ ν ≤ 1.0 m2 s−1[51]. For each pair, we computed
F and contoured F = 0.95, 0.90, 0.80 (Figure 9).

High F occurs for small ν and modest γnl. Fidelity de-
creases as either parameter increases. Within the plotted
range, nonlinearity degrades F more rapidly than viscos-
ity. These patterns are consistent with weakly nonlinear,
weakly dissipative propagation of solitary pulses in the
long-wave regime.
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FIG. 9. Fidelity F ∈ [0, 1] as a function of the nonlinear-
ity parameter γnl (s−1) and the bulk kinematic viscosity ν
(m2 s−1). Contours mark F = 0.95, 0.90, and 0.80. High
fidelity occurs for small ν and γnl; fidelity decreases as either
parameter increases. Here ν is the survey’s bulk kinematic
viscosity, distinct from the depth-averaged effective viscosity
µeff (Pa·s/m) and the Coulomb friction coefficient µs (dimen-
sionless).

High fidelity (F > 0.95) is obtained only when both
γnl and ν are small, indicating weak nonlinearity and
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low dissipation. As γnl increases, F decreases sharply.
Across most of the grid, the F = 0.8 contour lies near
γnl ≈ 0.3 s−1, which suggests that nonlinearity degrades
soliton persistence more than viscosity within the ex-
plored ranges. These patterns are consistent with prior
analyses [13, 52].

The composite metric F is therefore a compact diag-
nostic for soliton persistence under parameter variation.
In field settings with heterogeneity, three-dimensional ge-
ometry, and time-dependent rheology, the admissible re-
gion in the (γnl, ν) plane is expected to be narrower. Ad-
ditional processes such as entrainment and pore-pressure
evolution will likely shift the contours toward lower F ;
quantifying these shifts requires site-specific constraints.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Soliton Fidelity and Normalized Nonlinearity

We show that depth-averaged debris-flow equations
augmented with non-Newtonian rheology can admit trav-
eling waves that closely resemble KdV solutions under
weak-nonlinearity, long-wavelength conditions. In water-
saturated, fluidized debris flows these coherent waves
provide a simplified surrogate for surge fronts that con-
vey energy and momentum over distance. By contrast,
for large and mainly dry landslides, other mechanisms
(lubrication, air cushioning, dynamic fragmentation) are
likely to dominate, so a KdV description becomes less
appropriate.

A key outcome is the fidelity metric F that quanti-
fies how closely numerically simulated solitons track their
ideal KdV counterparts. High fidelity occurs only when
dissipation and the nonlinearity parameter remain mod-
est, consistent with soliton-like surge fronts in fluid-rich
flows. In contrast, cnoidal waves exhibit greater dissipa-
tion and reduced persistence in our full rheological sim-
ulations.

We also use a normalized nonlinearity measure to or-
ganize regimes by base-flow Froude number and to iden-
tify parameter windows in which KdV-type assumptions
plausibly hold. Taken together, the fidelity metric and
the normalized nonlinearity provide complementary diag-
nostics for when solitary-pulse transport is dynamically
admissible.

B. Model Limitations and Future Outlook

The shallow, weakly nonlinear, long-wave reduction is
most credible in tail reaches or other low-to-moderate
slopes where fluidization persists and curvature-induced
normal stresses contribute dispersion. Many documented
events descend steeper terrain before entering runout
zones; mean fan gradients in our compilation frequently
exceed ten percent, with local gentler segments possible
along portions of the path. Accordingly, KdV-type pulses

should be interpreted as a conditional pathway—not a
universal outcome—activated where fluid support, mod-
erate slopes, and weak nonlinearity coexist.

Additional physics—pore-pressure transients, entrain-
ment, turbulence, and strong grain-size segregation—can
add dissipation beyond the present closure. Extending
the model to include these processes may improve runout
and impact predictions while retaining solitary pulses as
computationally efficient surrogates for surge fronts.

Future work should address higher-order asymp-
totics, two- and three-dimensional geometries, and time-
dependent rheology. Systematic use of the normalized
nonlinearity together with the base-flow Froude number
can guide experiment and field campaigns toward condi-
tions where coherent pulses are most likely, and where
the KdV approximation can be tested rigorously.

C. Next-Order Corrections to the KdV Equation

As shown in Figure 9, the leading-order KdV approx-
imation has a finite domain of validity. Consider the
one-dimensional depth-averaged system

∂h

∂t
+

∂

∂x
(hu) = 0, (86)

∂(hu)

∂t
+

∂

∂x

(
hu2 + 1

2gh
2
)
= −τb −

∂τxx
∂x

,

where h = h(x, t) is the flow depth, u = u(x, t) the depth-
averaged velocity, g gravitational acceleration, τb basal
resistance, and τxx an internal stress that supplies dis-
persion. Suppose

h(x, t) = h0 + ϵh1(x, t) + ϵ2h2(x, t) + · · · ,
u(x, t) = u0 + ϵu1(x, t) + ϵ2u2(x, t) + · · · , (87)

with ϵ ≪ 1 measuring weak nonlinearity (a/h0) and scale
separation (h0/L). At O(ϵ) one recovers the KdV balance

ηt + cηx + αηηx + βηxxx = 0, (88)

where η ∝ h1, and c is the linear wave speed (c = u0+ c0
in the laboratory frame or c = c0 in a frame moving with
u0, with c0 as defined in § II A); α and β depend on the
chosen closure for τb and τxx.

For more energetic waves or shorter length scales, the
O(ϵ2) terms cannot be neglected. Retaining second-order
contributions from hu2, (g/2)h2, ∂xτxx, and the rheology
yields a solvability condition that augments KdV with
cubic nonlinearity and higher-order dispersion:

ηt + cηx + αηηx + βηxxx + γ2η
2ηx + β2ηxxxxx = 0. (89)

Here the coefficients depend on the second-order struc-
ture of the momentum flux and normal stresses; the cubic
term modifies steepening at larger amplitudes, whereas
the fifth derivative controls short-wavelength dispersion
and front structure. These corrections help bridge the
gap between high-fidelity solitary pulses and regimes
where the leading-order approximation begins to fail.
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V. CONCLUSION

Under weak nonlinearity and long wavelengths, a
depth-integrated debris-flow model with non-Newtonian
rheology reduces to a KdV-type description that admits
both periodic (cnoidal) and solitary (soliton) waves. In
water-rich, fluidized debris flows, these coherent struc-
tures represent dispersive pulses in the fines-rich tail;
solitons act as localized carriers of energy and momen-
tum that can modulate motion on gentle reaches, not the
debris-flow front itself.

Natural surges also exhibit a high-friction head and
a more fluid, viscous tail, and processes such as entrain-
ment and pore-pressure transients can add dissipation be-
yond the present closure, so our results should be viewed
as a conditional description rather than a full predictive
model. The fidelity metric quantifies when simulated soli-
tary pulses remain close to their ideal KdV counterparts,
highlighting that stability is sustained only when dissi-
pation and effective nonlinearity are modest. A velocity-
based nonlinearity proxy, α̃norm, plotted against the base-
flow Froude number Fr0, provides a practical regime diag-
nostic that separates subcritical from supercritical con-
ditions and indicates where KdV-type assumptions are
most plausible; where crest celerity is available we com-
pare with αnorm.

Future extensions should incorporate higher-
dimensional geometry, time-dependent rheology, and
entrainment, and should be tested against targeted
laboratory and field measurements to confirm the oc-
currence and persistence of soliton-like dispersive pulses
in fines-rich tails under natural conditions. By coupling
classical nonlinear-wave theory with depth-averaged
rheological modeling, this study clarifies when a balance
of nonlinearity and dispersion can sustain coherent
pulses and indicates how such pulses may contribute to
momentum transport across gentle reaches over long
distances.

Appendix A: Nomenclature (List of symbols)

Appendix B: Energy and Momentum of a Soliton in
a 3D Debris Flow

This appendix derives depth-integrated expressions for
the kinetic energy and streamwise momentum carried by
a solitary elevation (soliton) in a debris flow, treating the
wave as a shallow free-surface pulse of excess thickness
η(x, t) that spans an along-crest planform width w (for
channel-filling pulses, w ≈ Wb, the channel width used
in the main text). The results quantify the transport ca-
pacity of a coherent pulse under the weakly nonlinear,
long-wave assumptions used in the main text, and ne-
glect potential-energy changes and internal strain-energy
corrections.

TABLE IV. List of symbols used in this work.

Symbol Units Meaning

h(x, t) m Flow depth; h0 base depth
u(x, t) m/s Depth-averaged velocity; u0 base ve-

locity
ζ = h− h0 m Dimensional free-surface perturba-

tion
η = ζ/h0 – Dimensionless free-surface perturba-

tion
u′ = u− u0 m/s Velocity perturbation; û = u′/c0
c0 =

√
gh0 m/s Linear shallow-water speed

α0 = 3c0/(2h0) s−1 Canonical quadratic nonlinearity
β0 = c0h

2
0/6 m3/s Canonical dispersion coefficient

α, β s−1, m3/s Effective KdV coefficients
γ – Curvature–stiffness factor in τxx clo-

sure
τxx Pa Internal normal (dispersive) stress
τb Pa Basal shear stress (Coulomb or vis-

cous–plastic)
µs – Coulomb friction coefficient (tail:

µtail)
η3D Pa·s Intrinsic dynamic viscosity (3D)
µeff = η3D/h Pa·s/m Depth-averaged effective viscosity
S = tan θ – Bed slope
Fr = u/

√
gh – Froude number; base value Fr0

A m Wave amplitude (h1s − h0)
V m/s Crest celerity (lab frame)
Lw m Wave horizontal scale (wavelength or

soliton width)
L m Geometric reach length (for work

budget)
W J Distal work magnitude =

ρghtailWbL
2|S − µtail|

w m Along-crest (flow) width
Wb m Channel width used in distal-work

budget
Acs m2 Cross-sectional area (parameter esti-

mate)

1. Derivation of Energy and Momentum

We assume the soliton is described by the canonical
profile

η(x, t) = A sech2
[
κ(x− ct)

]
, (B1)

where A (m) is the amplitude, κ (m−1) is the inverse
characteristic length scale Ls = κ−1 (half-width at half-
maximum = 0.881Ls), and c (m s−1) is the constant
propagation speed (here c denotes the crest speed V ).
Let ρ (kg m−3) denote bulk density and w (m) the along-
crest flow width.

Under a shallow, depth-averaged description, the ex-
cess mass per unit streamwise length associated with the
pulse is ρwη(x, t). We define the kinetic energy E and
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streamwise momentum P of this soliton as

E =
1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
ρwη(x, t)c2dx,

P =

∫ ∞

−∞
ρwη(x, t)cdx.

(B2)

Here E is the mechanical kinetic energy of the excess
mass translating at speed c (neglecting base KE and po-
tential/strain terms), distinct from the KdV invariant∫
η2dx ∼ 4A2

3κ for elevation. Assuming ρ and w are con-
stant along the soliton, these simplify to

E =
1

2
ρwc2

∫ ∞

−∞
η(x, t)dx, P = ρwc

∫ ∞

−∞
η(x, t)dx.

(B3)
Substituting the soliton profile into E and P gives

E =
1

2
ρwc2A

∫ ∞

−∞
sech2

[
κ(x− ct)

]
dx,

P =ρwcA

∫ ∞

−∞
sech2

[
κ(x− ct)

]
dx. (B4)

Using u = κ(x − ct) with dx = du/κ and∫∞
−∞ sech2(u)du = 2, we find

E =
ρwAc2

κ
, P =

2ρwAc

κ
. (B5)

Equivalently, the soliton’s excess mass and the implied
energy and momentum are

Mη = ρw

∫
η(x, t)dx =

2ρwA

κ
,

P = Mηc, E =
1

2
Mηc

2,

(B6)

which confirms dimensional and mechanical consistency.

2. Estimating Soliton Energy and Momentum in
Debris Flows

As an order-of-magnitude illustration, take the fol-
lowing representative values for debris-flow material and
wave parameters:

ρ = 2000 kg m−3, w = 10 m, c = 10 m s−1,

A = 5 m, κ = 1
5 m−1.

(B7)

(so the characteristic length is Ls = κ−1; the half-width
at half-maximum is arcosh(

√
2)Ls ≈ 0.881Ls)

Ls = κ−1 = 5 m. (B8)

From the soliton energy formula we obtain

E =
ρwAc2

κ
=

2000× 10× 5× 102

1/5
= 5× 107 J. (B9)

Similarly, from the momentum expression

P =
2ρwAc

κ
=

2× 2000× 10× 5× 10

1/5
= 1×107 kg·m/s.

(B10)
These satisfy E = 1

2Pc as required. In applications, c
should be taken as the observed surge (or pulse) speed,
and the formulas applied to the elevation component
η ≥ 0; departures from the sech2 shape, vertical struc-
ture, or lateral variability can be accommodated via the
measured

∫
ηdx.

Appendix C: Estimating the Resistive Forces
Opposing Soliton-Driven Propulsion of the Debris

Flow Wavefront

The forward motion of a debris flow is primarily driven
by the component of gravity acting downslope, Mg sin θ.
Nonetheless, several resistive forces can significantly di-
minish the net downslope momentum, including basal
friction, cohesive yield stress, internal shear, and pore-
pressure effects [3, 12, 53–56]. Among these, basal
friction often dominates, especially in surge fronts—the
steep, fast-moving leading edges distinguished by high
friction and a coarse grain composition [1, 12, 50].

1. Coulomb basal-friction variant

Field observations show that basal resistance is often
dominated by Coulomb friction rather than a pressure-
independent yield stress [1, 50]. We model the basal shear
as

τb = µsρgh cos θ sgn(u), (C1)

with constant friction coefficient µs. For a uniform base
state with u0 > 0, the steady downslope balance is
ρg sin θ = µsρg cos θ, i.e. tan θ = µs. Under the weakly
nonlinear, long-wave ordering ϵ ∼ (h0/Lw)

2 ≪ 1 used
throughout, the multiple-scale expansion about this bal-
anced base has the following consequence: because τb in
(C1) is rate-independent and sgn(u) does not change for
small perturbations around u0 > 0, the Coulomb term
cancels with the slope at leading order and does not ap-
pear in the O(ϵ) reduced dynamics.

Eliminating the velocity perturbation with the linear
slaving relation, the laboratory-frame elevation obeys, to
O(ϵ),

ηt + (u0 + c0)ηx + αeffηηx + βeffηxxx = 0, (C2)

where c0 is as defined in § II A, with the same αeff and βeff

as in the viscous-plastic baseline. In particular, Coulomb
friction does not renormalize the quadratic nonlinearity
at this order (no factor of the form α 7→ αΞ(µs) in the
leading KdV balance).
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Basal Coulomb work is nevertheless accounted for in
the full-order solver via its standard mechanical power,

Ėb = −
∫

τbudx = −ρgµs cos θ

∫
hudx, (C3)

which contributes to attenuation in the fully resolved en-
ergetics. Under the asymptotic assumptions above (bal-
anced base, no sign change), this basal term produces no
O(ϵ) correction to (C2); any Coulomb influence appears
only beyond leading order (e.g., through departures from
exact base balance or local sign changes), and is treated
numerically rather than by introducing ad hoc damping
in the analytical KdV model.

The leading-order cancellation requires a steady, sign-
definite base current u0 > 0 and tan θ = µs; local re-
versals, spatial variability of µs, or base-state mismatch
break the cancellation and yield a small dissipative cor-
rection beyond the leading-order KdV balance.

2. Parameter Estimation

We provide an order-of-magnitude estimate of the re-
sistive forces that a solitary surge front must overcome
under representative field conditions. Adopt the fol-
lowing nominal values (chosen to reflect coarse, surge-
front material): yield stress τy, cross-sectional area Acs,
basal friction coefficient µs (Coulomb), density ρ, grav-
ity g, slope angle θ, control-volume length L, and channel
width w:

τy = 500 Pa, Acs = 10 m2, µs = 0.30,

ρ = 2000 kg m−3, g = 9.81 m s−2, θ = 5◦,

L = 10 m, w = 10 m.

The mass of a segment of length L is

M = ρAcsL = 2000× 10× 10 = 2.0× 105 kg. (C4)

The cohesive (yield) contribution acts over the basal
(planform) area Abasal = wL rather than the cross-
sectional area. Taking w = 10 m gives Abasal = 10×10 =
100 m2, so

Fyield = τyAbasal = 500× 100 = 5.0× 104 N. (C5)

The Coulomb basal-friction contribution is

Ffriction = µsMg cos θ

= 0.30×
(
2.0× 105

)
× 9.81× cos 5◦,

≈ 5.86× 105 N. (C6)

Hence the total resistive force is

Ftotal = Fyield + Ffriction

≈ (5.0× 104) + (5.86× 105)

≈ 6.36× 105 N. (C7)

For context, the downslope driving component on the
same control volume is

Fdrive = Mg sin θ =
(
2.0× 105

)
× 9.81× sin 5◦,

≈ 1.71× 105 N. (C8)

At these representative values, the resistive demand
exceeds the downslope driving by a factor of about
Ftotal/Fdrive ≈ 6.36 × 105/(1.71 × 105) ≈ 3.7, imply-
ing that a solitary front would decelerate unless basal
resistance is reduced (e.g., by elevated pore pressure, lu-
brication, or diminished coarse packing).

Comparing Ftotal with the energy and momentum car-
ried by the soliton (see Sec. IIID) helps assess whether
the wave can maintain its surge-front character over
meaningful distances. These numbers are illustrative and
can be updated straightforwardly with site-specific pa-
rameters to refine the assessment.

3. Soliton Energy and Momentum Analysis

We estimate the soliton momentum as

Psoliton ≈ 4× 105 kg · m/s, (C9)

which imparts a velocity increment to a debris segment
of mass M = 2× 105 kg:

δv =
Psoliton

M
=

4× 105

2× 105
≈ 2 m s−1. (C10)

Here δv denotes a velocity change (not a grid spacing).
This O(1–2) m s−1 boost is consistent with surge fronts
exceeding the mean base-flow speed.

For comparison with resistive demands, recall from the
previous subsection that the total basal resistance for the
control volume is

Ftotal ≈ 6.36× 105 N. (C11)

Using a one-meter displacement as a convenient bench-
mark,

Ediss(d=1 m) = Ftotald ≈ 6.36× 105 J. (C12)

Taking a representative soliton speed c ≈ 10m s−1, the
corresponding energy (enforcing E = 1

2Psolitonc) is

Esoliton = 1
2Psolitonc =

1
2 (4× 105)× 10 = 2.0× 106 J.

(C13)
Therefore,

Esoliton

Ediss
≈ 2.0× 106

6.36× 105
≈ 3.14. (C14)

Thus, per meter of advance, the solitary pulse carries a
factor of ≈ 3.1 more energy than the local basal work at
these nominal values; sustained long runout still requires



24

favorable conditions (e.g., reduced effective friction, tran-
sient pore-pressure support) and/or gravitational input
along the reach.

In short, the illustrative magnitudes Esoliton ∼ 2×106 J
and Psoliton ∼ 4 × 105 kg · m/s (with c ≈ 10 m s−1)
satisfy E = 1

2Pc and indicate that solitary pulses can
plausibly sustain surge-front motion against basal friction
and cohesion locally, while acknowledging that additional

dissipation (internal shear, turbulence, entrainment) will
erode this budget over distance.
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