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Multi-Species Cohesion: Humans, machinery, AI and beyond

Frank Yingjie Huo, Pedro D. Manrique, and Neil F. Johnson
Physics Department, George Washington University, Washington, DC 20052, U.S.A.
(Dated: February 1, 2024)

What large-scale cohesive behaviors — desirable or dangerous — can suddenly emerge from systems
with interacting humans, machinery and software including AI? When will they emerge? How will
they evolve and be controlled? Here we offer some answers to these urgent questions by introducing

an aggregation model that accounts for entities’ inter- and intra-species diversities.

It yields a

novel multi-dimensional generalization of existing aggregation physics. We derive exact analytic
solutions for the time-to-cohesion and growth-of-cohesion for two species, and some generalizations
for an arbitrary number of species. These solutions reproduce — and offer a microscopic explanation
for — an anomalous nonlinear growth feature observed in related real-world systems, e.g. Hamas-
Hezbollah online support, human-machine team interactions, Al-determined topic coherence. A key
takeaway is that good and bad ‘surprises’ will appear increasingly quickly as humans-machinery-AI
etc. mix more — but the theory offers a rigorous approach for understanding and controlling this.

Each of us will soon become — or are already — part
of some large-scale, decentralized system comprising dif-
ferent types of interacting humans, different types of
technological machinery including sensors and actuators,
and/or different types of AI and other smart software
[IH4]. In addition to Al-enabled human-bot social media
systems post-GPT, and the looming Metaverse, there is a
race toward Al-assisted, large-scale human-machine sys-
tems in everything from commerce, medicine and defense
through to space exploration [IH4]. For situations involv-
ing machine-learning and Al, the interacting entities will
include different categories of informational data tokens
or topics extracted from some unstructured multimodal
dataset of text, images, audio, video etc. [BHI3Z]. In all
cases, these diverse entities’ interactions will be largely
remote, online or in some more abstract space. Physical
separations are essentially irrelevant.

This raises key questions for both Society and funda-
mental science around what large-scale cohesive behav-
iors may suddenly appear from out-of-nowhere in such
mixed systems? When? How will they evolve and be
controlled? And what novel insights can Physics add to
address these questions? The spontaneous, bottom-up
emergence of system-level cohesion may be desirable (e.g.
emergence of cooperation and coordination in a human-
Al-robot surgical team or space mission). But it may
be undesirable and even highly dangerous, particularly
if such systems belong to adversaries (e.g. emergence of
Al-assisted online extremism) [I4], [I5]. Our use of the
term ‘cohesion’ here is consistent with the huge body of
existing physics on polymers, networks etc. [I6H27], i.e.
we take it to mean the sudden, spontaneous emergence
and growth of some macroscopic unit (‘cohesive unit’)
containing a non-negligible fraction of the entire multi-
species population. In more traditional physics settings
with identical entities, this ‘cohesive unit’ represents the
well-known gel, or giant connected component (GCC),
or it could be a cartoon of some dynamically emerging
coherent many-body state [T9H26] 28].

Here we offer some answers to these questions by intro-
ducing a simple physics model that permits some exact
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FIG. 1. Sudden emergence and growth of a cohesive unit (G(t)
and its derivative) in several existing real-world systems that
mix humans, machinery and/or Al (a) Our theory’s predicted
growth features for D = 2 species. Additional kinks appear
for D > 2. (b), (c): Emergence of Hamas and Hezbollah
online support from interacting humans, bots, social media
machinery, surrounding 2023 Israel attack [29]. (d) Emer-
gence of anti-U.S. jihadi online support from interacting hu-
mans, bots, social media. (e) Emergence of team-level activity
in mixed human-machinery-software system during aerospace
missions [I]. Derivative is calculated for a smoothed G(t).
(f) Emergence of topic coherence (a well-known AI measure
capturing ‘meaning’ [5l [6]) in machine learning-Al analysis
of tokens’ embeddings from human-machine multimodal data
[EL 6]. Ref. [7] shows strikingly similar growth curves also
arise for the sudden emergence of Al abilities.

analytic solutions, and that reproduces the sudden ap-
pearance and anomalous growth feature observed in sev-
eral related real-world systems (see Fig. 1)), each of will
probably feature in future human-machinery-Al super-
systems. The novelty of the new theory and model lies
in allowing different species of entity and diversity within
each species, and for any number of species D. We use
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FIG. 2. (a) Schematic of our theory at a given timestep for
N = 13 interacting entities drawn from across D = 2 species
(i.e. circles and squares). The spectra of colors for an entity
of each species represents its intra-species traits. (b) Our the-
ory’s output in the absence of cross-species aggregation (i.e.
off-diagonal F elements all zero). Adding cross-species aggre-
gation (some or all F elements non-zero) leads to the sudden
emergence of anywhere between 1 and D cohesive units along
different (mixed) directions, each with their own onset time
and each with its own mixed-species composition.

the classification term ‘species’ to represent some major
difference between entities that is relevant to the overall
system dynamics. Remaining differences between enti-
ties are represented as intra-species heterogeneity. Dif-
ferent species could be different types of humans, ma-
chinery, Al, or any mix of these. Hence our study ex-
pands formal physics understanding by showing how ex-
isting dynamical equations for interacting identical parti-
cles/nodes [30H35] generalize to new application domains
(e.g., human-machinery-Al) involving D > 1 species of
objects and within-species diversity.

Figure[l|shows that even the simple two-species limit of
this new theory, captures the anomalous kink-like growth
feature observed in the example systems — and offers a mi-
croscopic interpretation. To explain this, we first lay out
the theory, deferring step-by-step mathematical deriva-
tions to the Supplementary Material (SM). Numerical
simulations show that our exact and approximate ana-
lytic results in this paper are accurate (see SM).

We start with a general system containing N =
25:1 N, indivisible entities of D major types (species)
where the species label « denotes a dominant charac-
teristic of each entity that does not change significantly
over time. Different species could represent different
types of humans or machines, or the same type of ma-

chines (software/Al) from different manufacturers (devel-
opers); or different categories of tokens or topics within
Al/Large Language Models like GPT, DALL-E. Each en-
tity p within a given species o can have an arbitrary
number of additional intra-species traits which could in
principle change over time, denoted as ¢, (t) where each
component (trait value) lies between 0 and 1 following
Refs. [22] 36H43].

Similar to embedding in machine learning and Al, each
entity is hence a vector in some high dimensional space.
Certain dimensions denote major characteristic differ-
ences (i.e. species label «) while others represent the
diversity within each species (Fig. . As a result of
interactions, some entities may find themselves at any
time either coordinated, correlated or just interrelated
in some way, hence forming effective clusters that can
change in size, composition and total number over time
(Fig. P[a)). The cluster size profile for each cluster at
a given timestep is k = (k1, ko, ... kp) where k, is the
number of species-a entities. Each cluster’s total size is
k= Zle ko. The number of clusters with the same size
profile k is ng. Since N, > 1, we take N, = N/D for
simplicity. If all cross-species interactions are zero, we
would see up to D separate cohesive units (and hence up
to D good or bad ‘surprises’) emerge spontaneously over
time, each of which contains just a single species of entity
(Fig. B{b)).

References [36], [44H46] showed that the aggrega-
tion mechanism in various human/machine(bots)/online-
communications systems has an approximate product
kernel form which we therefore adopt, though this can be
easily generalized (see SM Sec. B). Specifically, two
randomly chosen entities fuse together at each timestep
— and if they are already part of a cluster, their entire
clusters fuse together. We add here the additional feature
that the fusion probability is some general function of the
pair’s similarity Sog(¥1.q, ¥2:8,t) (€8, |J1:a(t) — F2;5(¢)])
since cross-species and intra-species aggregation will gen-
erally occur at different rates. A D-dimensional fusion
probability matrix F can be calculated by averaging the
pair similarity function S,s(¥1.a,%2,8,t) over the pop-
ulation distribution (see SM). Even if some ., terms
vary quickly in time, the population average quantities
in F will likely not. For non-binary fusion (i.e., multi-
body fusion from coordinated aggregation such as influ-
ence campaigns), F will be a higher-order tensor.

The general form for the cluster fusion dynamics within
this mixed-entity (e.g., humans, machinery, AI) system
then becomes (see SM for detailed derivation):

dl/ki 1 T - T N

% = 3D Z'z Fjvvj—k*F ~ ve+g(k,7) (1)
k=i+j

where the dimensionless quantity v, = (D/N)ng and

T = 2t/N is a rescaled time. A function g(k,T) appears
if higher-order interactions are included, e.g. > 3-body
aggregation processes such as in coordinated influence
campaigns (SM Sec. . As well as generalizing the



Smoluchowski equation [32], Eq. is exactly equivalent
to a D-dimensional generalization of the inviscid Burgers’
equation plus additional shear interactions (see SM using
ca(®,7) = kavie ™ ®):

Oe 1

87: + BFg’y(t’:‘g — Lﬁ)a,yf—:a — 8a§($,T) =0 . (2)
The constant vector 15 =1V8=1,...,D. g(x,7) is the
Laplace transformation of g(k, 7).

The solution to Eq. at * = 0 gives the time-
dependent growth of the mixed-species cohesive unit(s)
that will emerge: G(7) =1—Y""_ £,(0,7)/D (i.e. G(t)
in Fig. [I). For binary fusion (ie. g(k,7) = 0) and
all-monomer initial condition, Eq. can be solved an-
alytically (see SM):

D
1
G(T) =1- B Z e Eﬁ F‘IBGB(T)T/D7 (3)
a=1

where Gg(1) =1—¢5(0, 7) is the proportion of species-3
entities in the cohesive unit. A given cohesive unit p’s
onset time (i.e. time-to-cohesion) is given by the eigen-
value A, of F where p=1,...,D, i.e., (14), = D/A,. Its
composition is given by the corresponding eigenvector
) ie. k™ such that kW .x() = O - k(") represents
a real-world cohesive unit only if all its components are
non-negative. Up to D such mixed-species cohesive units
could emerge — but any cohesive unit with an infinite or
negative onset time will never appear.

This has a key real-world implication: we can predict
the number of future cohesive units that will emerge —
and hence good or bad ‘surprises’ as in Fig. [I] - and
their onset times, simply by analyzing the properties of
F. (Their growth can then be calculated using Eq. or
more generally Eq. ) Specifically, we organize F into
block-diagonal form: each submatrix Fy, (s = 1,...,d
where d is the number of submatrices) then represents
a separate and generally mixed-species cohesive unit. In
the absence of cross-species aggregation (i.e. diagonal F)
d = D and each cohesive unit comprises a single species
(Fig. [2(b)). For cases where each F, is symmetric and
non-negative, the Perron-Frobenius theorem ensures that
it has an only has one non-negative eigenvector, labelled
as a:l(r;f;)lx, corresponding to the largest eigenvector )\r({f;x.
Hence for each irreducible subsystem F,, there exists ex-
actly one onset of a cohesive unit at Tés) =D/ /\Eﬁgx, with
composition given by the k:r(rf;x Each can be found ex-
actly. This can be understood by imagining gradually
turning on all the cross-species aggregation entries start-
ing from a diagonal F (i.e., off-diagonal entries become
non-zero): hence F finally becomes irreducible which
mathematically has the effect of rotating the principal
axes of F until all but one of the eigenvectors have at least
one negative component — hence only one mixed-species
cohesive unit would emerge. In general, the total num-
ber of emerging cohesive units (future ‘surprises’) will lie
between 1 and D.
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FIG. 3. (a) Our theory’s predicted cohesive unit size G(7)

versus (scaled) time 7 for D = 2 species system (G(1) =
(1/2) 322 _, Ga(7)). Shown for increasing values of the cross-

species aggregation terms with off-diagonal terms in 2 x 2
matrix F all set to € for simplicity. (b) dG(7)/dr. For ¢ = 0,
dashed lines show two discontinuities corresponding to two
separate cohesive unit onsets. But as € increases, the phys-
ically observed onset moves to earlier times, while the lat-
ter becomes virtual. The ‘ghost’ cohesive-unit kink can be
thought of as an alternative what-if future of the system, as-
suming the earlier portion were somehow quashed or removed.

An exact analytical solution can be derived (see SM)
for any number of species D, in the case that all intra-
species terms are identical (i.e. all diagonal entries in F
equal to f) and all inter-species terms are identical (i.e.
all off-diagonal entries equal to €). The Perron-Frobenius
theorem ensures that k(©) = (1,...,1)/v/D is the only
cohesive unit that will emerge, with an exact onset time

7y =D[f +(D-1)g " . (4)

Key practical implications of Eq. are: (i) cohesive
units (and hence good and bad ‘surprises’) will appear
sooner as humans-machinery-Al etc. mix more (i.e. 7,
decreases as € and/or f increase); (ii) as the number of
species increases (D — 00), T, — € !, hence the system
eventually behaves like a renormalized one-species system
in which the intra-species aggregation probability is now
€ instead of f. f becomes irrelevant. Eq. is also
a good approximation when the relevant F entries are
similar but not identical.

Focusing now on the analytically simplest case of D =



2 species, Figs. [3(a)(b) show that the model’s exact so-
lution from Eq. (3) predicts a kink structure in the to-
tal cohesive unit growth (G and dG/dr) as in Fig. 1.
As € increases from 0, the kink (‘ghost’ cohesive unit)
gets smeared out. Higher D will generate more kinks
— but this D = 2 result already mimics Fig. [I[s real-
world growth behavior. It hence offers a plausible mi-
croscopic interpretation for all the diverse examples in
Fig. a subset of entities from across species get in-
volved immediately while the others act collectively as
if they are sitting on-the-fence, even though there is no
such individual-level mechanism in the model. We hope
this motivates deeper social science analysis beyond this
paper’s necessarily limited scope.
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FIG. 4. (a) Left: cohesive unit onset time (i.e. time-to-
cohesion) as a function of inter-species interaction e. When
e = 0, both onsets occur separately; but as € increases, the co-
hesive unit will appear earlier, while the ‘ghost’ appears later
and eventually disappears. This means that increasing the
cross-species aggregation in future mixed systems will make
good and bad ‘surprises’ appear earlier. Right plot depicts
the separate contributions to G(7) at ¢ = 0. (b) Propor-
tions of the two species in the cohesive unit as a function of
o = (f1 — f2)/e: larger o values denote increasing relative
asymmetry in the intra-species aggregation probabilities and
hence higher asymmetry in the cohesive unit’s composition.

To understand more deeply the general nature of this
kink in the growth (Figs. 1(a) and 3), we consider D = 2

with non-identical diagonal F elements f1, fo. The 2 x 2
F matrix has two roots:
(1,2) _ 2 2 21—1

o U =i+ f)FV(r— )P4l fif2 =€ . (5)
Fig. a) shows that the variation of these two roots with
€ is strikingly similar to the hybridization in a 2-band
model from solid state physics [47]. When ¢ = 0, the
two species form separate single-species cohesive units at
times 7';1’2) = 2/ f1,2. Turning on the cross-species inter-

action (i.e. € > 0) there is a transition such that only one

. . . . 1
mixed-species cohesive unit emerges at Tg( ) Ase grows

larger, Tél) becomes smaller hence the mixed-species co-
hesive unit forms earlier in agreement with Fig. (a). By
contrast, the larger root 7};2) increases: but instead of
a real onset, it denotes a ‘virtual’ one driven by the la-

tency of the slower-aggregating species — hence the kink.
7'9(2) then diverges at €2 = f; fo, and for €2 > f, fo there
is only one positive root and the kink disappears. An
analytic solution for the cohesive unit’s composition just
after onset, comes from either Taylor expanding Eq.
or calculating k() (see SM Sec. . The composition
of species « in this cohesive unit 7,, depends solely on

o = (f1 — f2)/€ (plotted in Fig. ff(b)):

mzz[cﬂ+4—a+ﬂfl (6)
77221—77122{\/0274-44-0—1-2}71 : (7)

The cohesive unit’s composition is hence highly sensitive
to small asymmetries in the two intra-species aggrega-
tions (i.e. ). This has a key real-world implication: too
much symmetry in different species’ internal aggregation
probabilities will make the cohesive unit’s composition
unstable, and hence taking for granted that system be-
haviors have a particular composition is risky.

Beyond the Physics, this work offers a takeaway for
Society: good and bad ‘surprises’ (i.e., sudden emer-
gence of cohesive units) will appear increasingly quickly
as humans-machinery-Al etc. mix more — but a Physics
approach such as this can offer a rigorous understanding
and test-bed for control interventions. Our multi-species
theory is obviously simplistic. However, this makes it
generic enough to apply at many scales and with many
types of entities. We speculate that its focus on entities’
(tokens’) assembly could also help it provide a first mi-
croscopic explanation for how output and ability seem to
suddenly ‘emerge’ [7] in machine learning, Al and even
new Transformer architectures — with the caveat that en-
coding of the sequences of cluster assembly must then be
taken into account via complex temporal terms in F.

This research is supported by U.S. Air Force Of-
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Supplementary Material

I. INTRODUCTION

The multi-species aggregation model that we present in this paper is a direct but highly nontrivial extension of
the one that we previously reported [36]. This Supplementary Material (SM) constructs a systematic multi-species
theory from generalizing the results in [36] as well as first principles, and the key results have been presented in the
main paper. This SM is organized into the following Sections: in Section [[T we construct the formalism of the theory.
This is followed by a detailed discussion for the general D-species model in Section [[TI} and Sections [[V] and [V] derive
key analytic results for D = 2 and 3 respectively. Section [VI] then discusses a specific class of the multi-species model
which illustrates its convergence to the mean-field theory [36] at very large D values, and lastly in Section we
further outline potential extensions of this theory.

II. MULTI-DIMENSIONAL AGGREGATION MODEL

Our D-dimensional aggregation model assumes that there are D different species of particles in the system, each
undergoing aggregation both within its own species (just like the 1-dimensional model in [36]) and with different
species. Moreover, the rates of aggregation are potentially different for these different combinations, as they could
obey different mechanisms, and hence different mean-field parameters for aggregation rates. We begin with defining
key quantities of the theory. As in the main paper, we denote the total number of particles in the system as N,
and the number of particles in a particular species a (¢ = 1,2,...,D) is N,. Together they can be written into a
vector N = (Ny, Na, ..., Np). By definition N = 25:1 N,. Since N, > 1, we take N, = N/D for simplicity in the
upcoming analytics. To denote the constituents of a cluster compactly, we employ a vectorial notation of cluster size
k= (ki,ka,...,kp), where k, is the number of particles of species « in this cluster. k then represents the size profile
of a specific cluster. It can be seen straightforwardly that cluster k is a mixed cluster if two or more components of
k are non-zero. As before, functions {ng} are the size distribution of clusters of profile k, i.e. the number of clusters
with a composition k. So

N = Z’an, (8)

where ), is shorthand for Y77 3> - 377

1p=0"

A. DMaster equations and the heterogeneity matrix

We begin by looking at what aggregation terms look like under multi-species aggregation. For single species, binary
aggregation is realized by a simple scalar addition of sizes

k=1i+7j. (9)
As a reference we first write down the generic 1-dimensional Smoluchowski’s coagulation equation [32]
1
ik (t) = 5 Z ‘/i(i,j)nmj - Z ki, k)ning. (10)
k=i+j 7
The vectorial representation of the multi-species system smoothly generalizes aggregation into a vector addition

k=i+j (11)

to allow particles in different species to connect together. It follows that now we can write down the aggregation term
in the master equations almost exactly the same as before:

Z k(2,J)nsng, (12)

k=itj



where x(%, ) is the generic kernel function of aggregation. The summation here accounts for all possible combinations
of 2 and j. It is a shorthand notation of a multiple summation on each of the D species:

ki=i1+j1  k2=ia+j2 kp=ip+jp

Z Z e Z k(T,J)nsn;. (13)

0<i1<k1—1 0<in<ka—1  0<ip<kp-—1
0<j1<hk1—10<j2<ka—1 0<jp<kp—1

Comparing this with the aggregation term in Eq. (10), this extension in dimensionality becomes apparent. Now
the master equations for multiple species can be readily obtained from generalizing Eq. into

k(1) = 3 > k(i g)ming — > k(d k)ning. (14)

k=i+j z

Due to the nice mathematical properties of the special product kernel «(¢, j) = 5 and its close connections to random
graph theory [45] 46] — as well as the fact that a product kernel is consistent with empirical data, as referenced in the
main paper — our previous 1-D model is constructed from a binary aggregation model with product kernel. Indeed,
the product can be interpreted as aggregation rates due to pairwise interactions on particle level, and there are ij
possible interactive pairs. Its natural extension in multi-species models is a dot product:

k(i 5) =14 j. (15)

However, this definition does not satisfy our assumption in that it does not admit cross-species aggregations — for
example, a cluster (2,0) can never merge with another cluster (0,3), and so the system is, at the end of the day, still
a decoupled system of multiple species, and this high-dimensional construction is simply a redundant bundle of D
1-dimensional master equations. Furthermore, if we introduce heterogeneity parameter F'(t) under the “dot product
kernel”, since it is just a scalar multiplier, this means that all the species have to adhere to the same underlying
interaction mechanism. In other words, there is no heterogeneity between species.

Fixing these issues only requires some simple tweaks. Since we want cross-species interactions to be possible and
that each pair of species should be able to obey different heterogeneous parameters, we simply insert a metric tensor
between the two vectors:

k(,5) =i Fj. (16)

Due to the symmetric assumption of aggregation, that cluster A aggregating upon B is identical to the opposite, the
tensor F is naturally symmetric. Each non-zero entry F,g indicates an existing pair of interactive species v and f3,
and its value is simply the mean-field heterogeneous parameter. We call F the heterogeneous matrix. It measures the
collective chemistry of the aggregating system.

Not only does it satisfy the mathematical formalism at meso-scale, F can also be motivated and defined just like
its 1-D counterpart as in Ref. [36]. We assume that a token p of species & = 1,..., D has an arbitrary number of
microscopic traits represented with vector gp. (t), which defines its heterogeneous attributes. We call it the character
of the particle. Since we are studying aggregation, we hope to quantify how heterogeneity affects fusion rates.
Mathematically, this means defining species-dependent functions Sug(¥1.a, ¥2:8,t), named similarity, which serves as
a multiplier of the aggregation rate of particles 4., and ga,5. The form of S, 5(¥1.q, Y23, t) determines the “chemistry”
of aggregation: homophily (similar particles are more likely to aggregate), heterophily (similar particles are less likely
to aggregate), or neutral, in which case S, is constant, among other, more complex choices. We further define
the system-wide character distribution ¢(¢,t) — note that it can be time-dependent in principle. Averaging over the
system then defines F,p5(t):

Fos(t) = / / St (Frs0s Fosr D0 (Frs0s D (G £) A1z A (17)
Y10 €Va Y ¥2;,8€E Vs

where V, s is respectively the vector space of the character vectors i1.,q,2,3, i.e. the range of all possible characters.
This resultant matrix F is free from microscopic dependence on any particle, and is thus a valid macroscopic variable
suitable for our theory.

It follows that we can extend the 1-dimensional master equation

. F(t .. 2F(t .
ng(t) = ]\52) Z ijning — N(Q)k:mek (18)
k=i+j i




into the following form:

dn 1 T 2
ditk =z Z i Fjning — kaFNnk- (19)
k=i+j

In order to simplify the calculations, we rescale the quantities into dimensionless form:

D 2t

Ve = STk T = (20)
The rescaled master equation then reads
de 1 . . N
< ~3p k_ZH_j ZTF]U.iVj —Kk'F <N> Vk. (21)

Adding a generic term g(k, 7) that represents other existent interactions, e.g. multi (3 and above)-body aggregation
and fission, gives Eq. in the main paper. The D x D matrix F is a D-dimensional extension of the mean-field
heterogeneous parameter F'(t) in [36]. Its entries Fi, 5 represent the heterogeneity of aggregation between species-a
and [ particles, and therefore each entry can be obtained by the same mean-field method as in the 1-dimensional
theory. As before, our theory permits dynamic N, (¢) and F(¢), but our main paper focuses on the intriguing physics
with them being held constant.

B. Generating functions, moment tensors & generative PDEs

After extending the two important variables k and ng for multi-species aggregation, we follow by defining the
multi-species equivalence of the generating functions. The first generating function D is defined by

D(x,7) = anefk'm. (22)
k

This defines a Laplace transformation between D(x,t) and ng(t). Note that the reciprocal space of size profile k,
where « lives, is now also a D-dimensional vector space as well, similar to k-space. The duality between the generating
function and ng(t) found in 1-species systems still holds. However, the second generating function is now vectorial:

E(x,t) = -VD(x,t) = Z knge *®. (23)
k

By taking & = 0 we can obtain the first moment, also a vector:

M, =£(0,t)=) kng=N. (24)
k

It still measures the number of particles — only now its components correspond to different species. Generally for
higher orders of moment functions, they all become tensorial, as we can see below using suffix notation:

(My)ay..an, = (—1)"04y - . 00, D(zq,t), 1. n=12,...,D. (25)

We will take a closer look at the second moment tensor and its dynamics later — as in 1-dimensional systems it governs
the dynamics of cohesive unit formation. In this Section we focus on the generating functions and their corresponding
generative PDEs. We further define the rescaled generating functions

Bga(w, T) (26)

oz, 1) = %'D(wﬂ'), Ealx,T) = v

as direct Laplace transformations of vg(7) and k,vk(7) respectively, such that

Oz, 7) = kae*k'w, ealx,T) = Zkayke*k'm = —0a0(x, 7). (27)
k

k
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The generative equation then follows from Laplace transforming Eq. :

loly) 1
E = EFaﬁ(Ea — 2L(¥)€B7 (28)
where we define constant vector
lto =1Va=1,...,D. (29)
One more partial derivative in z, yields
Oe 1
87: + BF/HW(?@ —18)0agy = 0. (30)

This is a direct D-dimensional generalization of the inviscid Burgers’ equation with shear interactions added. Since
by definition,

Ony = Z@akvuke_k'm = — Zkakvyke_k'm = 0yEq, (31)
K k
Eq. can be rewritten exactly as:
Oeg 1
a—: + 5 F3y(es = 18)0y8a = 0. (32)

As in Eq. , adding in the transformed term of g(k, 7)k gives the general form of the generative equation (Eq. )
in the main paper.

Eq. is analytically solvable with the characteristics method, just like its 1-D prototype. We can write down
the characteristic equations:

dl‘a FOCB

= 20 (e — ), (33)

where we use the fact that Fi,5 is symmetric. For analyticity we assume F,g to be time-independent. This can then
be solved by

Fup

2a(r) = =L (e = )7 + fale), (34)

where f, is to be determined by initial condition. With an all-monomer initial condition

eq(x,7=0) = e ", (35)
we have
2o(0) = —lne, = fa, (36)
and the implicit yet exact solution to Eq. is
Fa
Ine, = Tﬁ(sg —18)T — Za (37)
Finally, we take x, = 0 to look at behaviors of cohesive unit formation. It follows that
Fy
75(55 —18)T —Ilney =0
= g, = ¢ 2pFas(l=eg)T/D (38)

where in the last equality we abandon the summation convention. This is Eq. in the main paper after substituting
Guo(1) =1 —£4(0,7). For reference we right down the solution to cohesive unit formation for 1-species systems, the
derivations of which can be found in [36]:

g =e T, (39)

We can see that Eq. is a direct generalization of Eq. — each cross-species interaction simply corresponds
to an additional multiplicative factor e Fes(1=¢8)7/D  The denominator D accounts for the fact that the number of
particles in each species is now 1/D of the total particles.



C. Dynamics of the second moment tensor

11

In 1-D systems we know that divergence of the second moment M, corresponds to onset of cohesive unit. However,
for multi-species systems, the second moment is elevated into a rank-2 tensor. Fortunately, its dynamics is still rather

straightforward, as we will see below. We first take one more partial derivative wrt x, on Eq. to obtain
F.s
0-0gea + - [0pe~y0s€a + (€4 — t4)0p0se4] = 0.
Then we set xo, =0, YVaa=1,..., D, and by rescaling My the same way as rescaling the generating functions
(M2)ap = —0atp = —0pEas

we can obtain its governing ODE:

—de—im Fm
dr D * %

This is a matrix Riccati equation. To solve it we start by left-multiplying the inverse matrix m,~! to obtain

dm 1
—1 2
—2__F
2 ar D m2
Since
d _,dm dms
—(m3'my) =mj! d7—2 d2 my = 0,
we have
dmy?!
— = —F
ar 2T pm
and thus

As usual we consider the all-monomer initial condition:
mg_l(O) =1
It follows that

1
my !t =1- 5

What follows immediately is the time-to-cohesion 7,4, at which point the determinant of my diverges, i.e.

det(mgfl(Tg)) =0,

(40)

(41)

(45)

(46)

(49)

a D’th order polynomial equation. Solutions for D = 2 are straightforward and will be presented shortly in Section
[Vl Analytic solutions for D = 3 exist but are highly complicated — some interesting results that can be obtained

analytically will be discussed in Section [V] For D > 3 solutions are generally numerical only.

III. AGGREGATION THEORY FOR GENERAL MULTI-SPECIES SYSTEMS

In this Section we formulate the exact mathematics describing the onsets of cohesive units. We begin with writing

down the inverse of second moment, m; L explicitly:

1—F117‘/D —FlgT/D —FlDT/D
—F217'/D 1—F227'/D —FQDT/D

—FDlT/D —FDQT/D 1—FDD7'/D

(50)
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We extract a common factor —7/D out of the matrix bulk:

F11—D/7' Fiy Fip
Fyy Fopo—DJ7T --- Fp
myt=—— . . . (51)
Fpy Fps -~ Fpp—D/t
and define the new matrix as
Fi—-D/r Fio Fip
Fy Fyy —D/7 --- Fap D
w = . . . . =——m;". (52)
: : " : T
Fpy Fpo -+ Fpp—D/t
Note that w can be written as
D
W(Tg) =F-—IL (53)
Tg

From Eq. we can deduce that
D\ P
det(w(ry)) = <) det(m; " (1)) = 0. (54)
Tg
By combining Eqgs. , we can see that Eq. is in fact the characteristics equation of the symmetric matrix

F, written out explicitly as

|

Tg

‘ Dyl o, (55)

and A\, = D/(7,), are its eigenvalues. In other words, solutions to time-to-cohesion are the inverses of the eigenvalues
of F. But we stress that this does not mean that all solutions are guaranteed to be physical. For 1-species systems,
we know that the onset time is the inverse of scalar F'. This significant D-dimensional result is its natural extension.

The above result also means that the multi-species fusion problem is essentially a diagonalization problem of the F
matrix. We define the diagonalization of matrix F as

A =diag(\1,...,Ap), (56)
and denote the corresponding eigenvector of A, as (). They satisfy
(F— Dz =o. (57)

Because F is symmetric, the eigenvectors are mutually orthogonal, i.e. (¥ . () = 0. Consequently, {x(W} form
an orthonormal basis that spans the D-dimensional abstract space of . Moreover, the basis vectors of its dual space
of size profile {k(*)} must satisfy, by definition,
kW . p0) — e (58)
These {k(“)} basis vectors are physically significant — their components represent the relative compositions of
each species at the onset of cohesive unit, and thus we call them the eigendirections for cohesive unit formation.
For convenience we sometimes call (")’s as eigendirections also, since they are related to k(*) simply by an inverse.
In order to show why they represent cohesive unit compositions, we return to Eq. . Obviously the generative
equation is frame-independent since all the terms in Eq. are scalars. Hence, we are free to transform it into the
eigenbasis of F. In the rotated frame, Eq. , i.e. the generalized Burgers’ equation, now reads

%% LNS e — 0 59
E_FE; V(€V_LV) l/gu_a ( )

where in this shorthand notation, 0, = 8/899;, L= Zi):l LLk(”) and € = Zle E;Lk:(“). Now that the diagonal

matrix A is the heterogeneity rate matrix under this frame, it means that these D linear combinations of species,
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i.e. the “bundled” species k(")’s, are completely decoupled. This in turn means that as long as the initial condition
contains only these “bundled-up” clusters and their aggregates, i.e. < k(") (equivalent to “pure” clusters under this
rotated frame), then we always have d,¢), = 0 if 1 # v, and hence, (no sum)

oel, A
87: + ﬁ(sit —1,,)0ug,, = 0. (60)

Physically this means that cohesive unit formation must retain these species bundles, i.e. occuring along these eigendi-
rections. Therefore, the (inverses of) eigenvectors of F do indeed yield the cohesive unit composition at onset!

However, there remains the problem of physicality — all of {k:(“)} are not necessarily physical eigendirections,
since in principle there can be negative components in k(*), while we obviously do not allow for negative number
of particles in a physical cluster. Fortunately, this is resolved by the Perron-Frobenius theorem, which states that
for an irreducible non-negative matrix, its largest eigenvalue corresponds to an eigenvector whose components are all
positive. By assumption, all entries of F represent aggregation rates (Fnz > 0), so it must be non-negative. In order
to apply the theorem to F we need to first investigate the conditions for its irreducibility.

To begin with, we recall the definition of matrix irreducibility. A matrix M is reducible if there exists a permutation
matriz P such that matrix PMP ™! is block upper triangular, i.e. it can be written into the form

PMP~! = (ﬁ E) (61)

for some A, B, C. However, a more straightforward definition to apply to our system is the following graphical one.
Consider the matrix M as a graph representation. If the graph is connected, M is irreducible. For an asymmetric M,
it represents a directed graph, and the connection requirement is such that starting from every vertex on the graph,
it is possible to reach all the others. In other words, there cannot be sinks or sources. For symmetric matrices like F,
on the contrary, the condition is more straightforward — since it represents an undirected graph, simple connection of
all vertices suffices. Therefore, we are able to draw the two following conclusions from this graphical perspective:

1. There must be at least 2(D — 1) non-zero F,g values for the D x D matrix F to be irreducible.

2. F is reducible iff it is block diagonal (or can be permutated into a block diagonal form).

The second point above is very important — it follows that, after relabelling the species appropriately, we must be
able to write any reducible F into the following form:

F, 0
0 Fe O
F= ; (62)

O Fici O

0 Fa

for some 2 < d < D, where all F;,Vs = 1,2,...,d are irreducible. By doing this we have split the system into d
decoupled subsystems, each of which irreducible, i.e. fully coupled. We can further extend the range of d to include
the trivial case d = 1 — it simply represents a fully-coupled system in its own right.

Now we are ready to apply the Perron-Frobenius theorem to all F,’s. Each of these matrices must have a maximum

eigenvalue, which we can freely relabel as )\gs), and its corresponding eigenvector wgs) must have all its components

positive. Consequently, its dual vector kgs) is a physical eigendirection. Since :cgs) is orthogonal to all the other
eigenvectors due to symmetric matrix Fg, we can further deduce that all the other eigenvectors must contain at least
one negative components (they cannot all be negative of course), and thus unphysical for cohesive unit formation.

We can conclude that for each irreducible submatrix F;, there exists and only exists 1 physical eigendirection for
cohesive unit formation, k:gs). Its corresponding physical onset time Tg(s), on the other hand, is given by the largest
eigenvalue of F;, as

D
>‘1

For the whole D-species system, there are then d separate and independent onsets of cohesive units, and their respective

(s
Tg

onset times are D/ )\gs). This exactly agrees with our lower-dimensional results, where decoupled systems aggregate
separately. Moreover, this successfully explains why turning on inter-species aggregation instanteously makes larger
roots of 7, unphysical — it is really that their corresponding eigendirections rotate into unphysical (negative) realms.

In the next few Sections we will focus our discussions on the 2-species and 3-species scenarios to see how the
complexity increases as the number of species D increases.
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IV. SCENARIO 1: 2-SPECIES AGGREGATION AND COHESIVE UNIT FORMATION

For 2-species aggregation, we take D = 2 and the solutions of €1 5 can be obtained from Eq. to be
fo =€ o=t Fas(1=ea)7/2 1 9 (64)
In this Section, we shall discuss in depth the cohesion behaviors on and after onset from the dynamics of €, and ms,

the aforementioned second moment tensor.

A. Time-to-cohesion

We begin with some notational convention: we write the diagonal entries of F as f, and the off-diagonal entries
€ag. For D = 2, since the only two off-diagonal elements are identical, we further denote that €;2 = €27 = €. Then,
from Eq. , we have

_ 1/1-fit/2 —er/2
m =g ( —67/2/ 1- f2/7/2> (65)

and
det(my™) = (1= f17/2) (1 — for/2) — 7% /4
:i(f1f2—62)7'2—%(f1+f2)7'—|—1. (66)
Therefore, the time-to-cohesion 7, satisfies the following quadratic equation

(fifo = €)(19/2)* = (fi + fo)(14/2) + 1 =0, (67)

and its two roots are

L(12) i+ fo) F Vi~ f2)? + 4

(ifa—) (68)

This appears in the main paper as Eq. .

Now let’s look into the properties of 7, and my, especially their dependence on the parameters f; » and € and their
underlying physical implications. First, we note that the two roots of Eq. @, as shown in Eq. , are always real.
Within this 3-D parameter space, it is physically intriguing and mathematically elementary to inspect the relative
value of cross-species interaction e against the intra-species interactions fi . For this matter we fix fi 2. A changing
€ only alters the quadratic coefficient of det(mg_l)(T) — more specifically, Tg(l’z) is determined by e compared with
v f1f2, i.e. the geometric average of f; and fa. For small € < /f1f2, both roots are positive. As € increases, the
smaller root Tg(l) contracts while the larger one 79(2) diverges. Just at the geometric average € = / fi f2, the quadratic
coeflicient cancels, det(mg_l)(T) becomes linear in 7, and there is one sole root, positive. For relatively stronger

inter-species interaction € > \/f1 f2 only the larger root 7'52) is now positive, i.e. the physical solution, and it decreases
further as e continues increasing. As € — oo, the onset time 7, — 0. The trend above is illustrated in Fig. a) in the
main paper, where 751’2) are plotted against e with f; o fixed at 1.2 and 0.4, respectively. Meanwhile, Fig. |5| below
plots the shapes of the quadratics det(mg_l) (1) at different e values and the same fixed values of fi 2.

Now that the math is clear, we return to Section [[T]] for its physical interpretation. At e = 0, F is diagonal, and
hence trivially reducible into two decoupled and independent 1-D subsystems. In this case, the two roots Tg(l’Q) are
both physical, corresponding to the two separate onsets of cohesive units. From Eq. we know that Tg(l) =2/f1 and

7'9(2) =2/f2, and 2/ Tg(l’Q) are exactly the two eigenvalues (i.e. diagonal entries) of F. Furthermore, the two eigenvectors
of F(e = 0) are trivially (1,0) and (0, 1), exactly the two physical eigendirections (two separate pure cohesive units).
This verifies our general theory. Once we turn on € > 0, the smallest positive root (Tél) for € < v/ f1fe and 7'_(52) for
€ > +/f1f2) always corresponds to the largest eigenvalue of F, and hence the sole physical onset. When € < v/f1 f2,
the other positive root 7';2) is not physically observed in the system, hence virtual. Its increasing value against €, as
shown in Fig. a), however, exhibits a latency of the slower-aggregating species due to the increasing tendency of
these particles to participate the mixed onset, precisely due to the increasing inter-species interaction e. We shall
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FIG. 5. det(m2~")(7) at 6 different € values, with f1 2 fixed at 0.9 and 0.4, respectively.

Iy E Simulations
2.5¢ —— Theory

FIG. 6. Time-to-cohesion versus the parameter €, which shows the very good agreement between our analytic solutions and
full simulation results.

further examine our theory in the next Section as we solve for the exact cohesive unit composition at onset time for
2 species — there we shall see that the corresponding eigendirection to 7'9(2) does indeed contain exactly 1 negative
component, hence virtual. Lastly, at € = 1/ f1 fo the larger root becomes divergent, and € > +/f1 fo there is only one
positive root — the negative one is unphysical. This is due to the fact that under these conditions, particles are more
likely to aggregate across species instead of within.

Our analytical results are also compared with simulations and Fig. [6] shows very good agreement.
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B. Composition of the cohesive unit at onset

After looking at the determinant of my, we now turn to its components. Qualitatively, the second moment near
the onset time of cohesion should provide a measurement of cohesive unit composition around the onset, i.e. the
proportions of two species in the cohesive unit. This is not hard to see qualitatively — due to its quadratic nature, the
contribution from the largest cluster (the “quasi-cohesive unit”) becomes dominant near onset time. Consequently,
it should be a reasonable approximation that, near onset time,

K? KK,
mo ~ A (KlKg K22 5 (69)

where K7, K5 are the respective proportions of type-1,2 particles in the “quasi-cohesive unit”, and A is a very large
factor (~ O(N)) that accounts for the almost-divergent magnitude of ms.

It turns out that Eq. is more than an approximation. It is possible to derive it directly from the matrix
components at onset time. But they are all singular then — so how can we extract any other useful information than
divergence? Our way around this is to extract out a common factor 1/A. The denominator A = det(mg_l), ie. the
cause of divergence. We can then define a divergence-free matrix

w= (V). (™

such that

1

NG (71)

ma

Now we examine the entries of p at onset and compare them with Eq. . For fify # €2, at onset time, we plug in
Tél) found in Eq. and obtain

(fi + f2) = V(i = f2)? + 4e?

an _q_
ho Lk 2(f1fe — €)

(12) — e(fl + f2) =/ (f1 — f2)? + 4€?
o 2(f1fa —€2)

(22) _ 1 _ (fi+ f2) = V(i = f2)? + 4é?
h toh 2(f1f2 —€) )

Note that these expressions are homogeneous in terms of f; 2 and €, so we can actually write them in terms of two
variables only:

P1="—, P2 ="—". (72)

This indicates that when cohesive unit composition is determined by the relative values of these three parameters
only. As discussed earlier, their exact values only determine how soon a cohesive unit is formed. The three entries
are reduced into

P1p2 — 2 — ¢% 4+ Por/(P1 — ¢2)? +/4

(11)

o™ 2(¢102 — 1) 7 (73)
(2) _ (#1+¢2) — (91 — $2)* +4

D (i
(22) _ Gra — 2 — 2+ P1+/ (1 — P2)2 + 4

o™ 2(p1¢2 — 1) ' (75)

In order to find their relations, instead of using brute force by working directly on their algebrae, we turn to Eq.
and note that the inverse of the second moment at onset time of cohesion can simply be written as

(22) (12)

my *(14) = ( Mj(m) _M(i]l) ) ; (76)
Mg

g9
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and since det(m; (7)) = 0, we must have

2
Mgzz) (1) _ Mgm) (77)

However, if we return to the definition of the second moment, we have

/j,( D (22 ZZZ N(i,5) szzn(ivj) :ZZZJ n(lj

=0 j=0 =0 j=0 =0 j=0
2

o0 o0 9
SO ignayy | = ul?, (78)

i=0 j=0

where equality can only be reached iff there exists only one cluster profile kg = (io, jo) throughout the system, such
that there are no cross terms in the perfect square after the inequality. In the aggregation system, this occurs only at
or near cohesion onset, where a giant cluster, i.e. the (quasi-)cohesive unit, dominates the system. In reality, at this
point there may well be other smaller clusters in the system, but their contribution to the second moment is negligible
compared to the (quasi-)cohesive unit, due to the vast difference in size. Thus, Eq. leads to the following:

py't ~ KR, (79)
ult? ~ K1 Ko, (80)
ul? ~ K3. (81)

These expressions confirm our earlier guess, and further specify that u,(]ll) and 1/ u_,(,22) indeed measure the cohe-

sive unit composition. The off-diagonal component uém) does not provide extra information apart from being the

product K K5. This naturally makes sense, since our mesoscopic model does not distinguish connections by types of
aggregating species (intra or inter).

So far we have understood that the proportions of both species, 71 2, within the cohesive unit around onset time
are given by

W )
/ /Mgzz

/i . (83)
e \/Mg”

Substituting in Eqs. (79h81)), we can now express this pair of quantities in terms of parameters ¢; 3:

—1
(22)
g
(D
)

_ 1+\/¢1¢22¢%+¢1 (01— 022 +4)
12 — 2 — 3 + P2/ (d1 — ¢2)? + 4

m= {1+
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We can yet simplify this further. Substituting once more with o = ¢; — ¢2, we have
[ 2 td—o)-2|
m= |1+ ?1 ( )
¢ (Vo2 +4+0)—2

_ _1+\/(¢2+0)( 0 +4-0) =2
¢2 (Vo2 +4+0) -2

VoZ+4—o0—2¢
gbg \/02 +U)—2

_ 3 _ 0244 —0—2¢
_-1—&—\/1—&-0( 0?2 +4 U)4¢22(/02+40)1

- _1+\/1—g( 02+4—a)]1

-1

1 -t 2
- 1+7( a2+4—a>} = 84

2 o2 4+4—0+2 (84)
2

:1— =,
2 n Vot d+o+2

where in the fourth equality we multiply on both the numerator and the denominator of the fraction inside the square
root by (\/ 02 +4— 0), and in the sixth equality we find that the expression inside the square root is actually a perfect
square. Curiously enough, 7, 2 are monotonic functions in a simple one-parameter space. In other words, the cohesive
unit composition at onset depends monotonically on one specific combination of the parameters in the form

_hi-f

€

(85)

(86)

The detailed relations are plotted in Fig. b) in the main paper. They are nicely symmetric, and can also be
neatly interpreted: a large f,, corresponds to strong intra-species aggregation for species «, and hence more species-a
particles in the cohesive unit, whereas a large € represents strong tendency of inter-species aggregation, and it follows
that 0 — 0 and therefore comparable number of both species in the cohesive unit.

In the remainder of this section, we will derive the cohesive unit composition at onset using the other two approaches
as mentioned in the paper, namely (1). expansion of growth-of-cohesion solution (Eq. ) and (2). calculation of
the eigendirections. Our goal is to first verify the correctness of Eqgs. and , and second verify the physical
interpretation of eigendirections as cohesive unit compositions.

1. Cohesive unit composition via expansion of growth-of-cohesion solution

We begin with writing out explicitly Eq. as
g1 = e—[fl(1—":‘1)+e(1—52)]7'/27 (87)
gy = e [€(1=e)+fa(l-e2)]7/2 (88)

As a reminder they are solutions of Eq. (32)) at z = 0 for D = 2, and thus describe dynamics of cohesive unit formation
for species 1 and 2. The plots of G(7) = 1 — (g1 + £2)/2 are shown in Fig. [§|(a) of the main paper. Taking logarithms
gives

11161

27 fAl—e)+e(l—ey) =
T Ines
5 6(1—81)—|—f2(1—€2). (90)
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Note that G4 (7) = (1 —4(0, 7)) represent the proportions of species-« particles within cohesive unit. Here we denote

€a(0,7) simply as g, for convenience. Hence, we have

E: 1—61
72 1—52.

We equate Eqgs. and , obtaining
(Ine))[e(1 —e1) + fo(l —e2)] = (Ineg)[f1(1 —e1) + €(1 — &2)].
Around onset of cohesive units, 1 — e, < 1, so we linearize the logarithms and get
—(1—e)[e(l—e1) + fo(1 —e2)] = —(1 = e2)[fr(1 —&1) + (1 — £2)].
Tidying up the equation,

e[l1—e2)’—(1—e1)’]=(fi— f2)(1—e1)(1—e2)
l-e1 l-e  fH-fo_

- - )

1—52_1—51 €

2
(m) +a<m) ~1=0.
2 2

m _Vol4d—o

i.e.

The solution of this quadratic equation is

72 2 ’
where we discarded the negative root. Now we check this expression against Egs. :
2 2

MmN o td-ot2 P VR tdtot2

which give

m _ Vold+d—o+2
m VoZtdto+2
(Vo2 +4d—o0+2) (Vo2 +4+0—2)
(Vo2 +4+0+2)(Vol+4d+0—2)
o2 +4—(0—2)2
(Vo2 +4+0)2—4
_ 4o _ 2 _Vot+d—o
202+ 2002 +4  o+Vo2P+4d 2 ’

whihc is indeed identical to the result in Eq. .

2. Cohesive unit composition as an etgendirection

We finish off this Section by diagonalizing the 2 x 2 symmetric matrix

_ f1 €
F_(E f2>.

(91)

(92)

(93)

(94)

(96)

(98)

According to the general theory in Section [[TI] this should yield onset time and composition of the cohesive unit. We
denote, as before, the eigenvalues of F as A; 5 and their corresponding eigenvectors (12 Tt is not hard to find that

A\ (i f) £V (L f2)? 4 4e?
12 = ,

(99)
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and that
1) =

2e,v/(fi = o)’ +4€ = (f1 — 12)) (100)
~2¢, /(i = )7 + 4@ + (i - f2) (101)

8
©
)
Il
—~

(not normalized). We can easily verify that

1. from Eq. (68), onset time

o ith) =V -+ 2 o) 2

I (fifz —¢€?) MY A2
This verifies that the time instants of onset are indeed given by the eigenvalues of F, and that the first onset
correspond exactly to the larger eigenvalue.

(102)

2. Both components of (1) are positive, and the ratio

ﬁ: 1/ VN -RPA4e—(A-f) _m (103)
R x "

according to Eq. . This verifies that k(1) indeed gives the eigendirection of cohesive unit formation, as stated
in Section [[TIl

3. On the contrary, (2 precisely has 1 negative component, and it is indeed orthogonal to (). This is therefore

an unphysical, or virtual, eigendirection, and 7552) is thus also virtual.

This concludes our analytic description of a 2-species aggregation system. It serves as a good heuristic example of
our general theory.

V. SCENARIO 2: 3-D AGGREGATION AND COHESIVE UNIT FORMATION

In this Section we explore the analytics for 3 species. We again write down m; * explicitly:

1-— flT/3 —6127’/3 —6137‘/3
m2_1 = | —€127/3 1— for/3 —€237/3 |. (104)
—613’7’/3 —6237’/3 1-— ng/3
Now we denote v = 7/3 and A = det(mg’l) again, and write down the determinants of the three 2-D submatrices

1= fay €aBY
= 0a3- 105
cap? 1= fay ? (105)

Then, taking the inverse of m3 L gives

023 (€237)(€137) + (€127)(1 — f37) (e127)(€23) + (e137)(1 — f27)
p= | (e237)(e137) + (€127)(1 — f37) 013 (€137)(e127y) + (e237)(1 = f1v) |, (106)
(€127)(€237) + (e137)(1 = f2v) (e137)(€127y) + (€237)(1 — f1y) 012
where
mg = %M. (107)

Since 7,4 is now a root of the cubic equation
A(ry) =0 (108)

and hence harder to solve, so we do not here pursue an exact evaluation. Nevertheless, we can still check that the
diagonal entries, i.e. d,8 here, still measure the composition at onset of cohesion via

J23013 = [(e237) (e137) + (e127)(1 = f37)]° (109)
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ete, just like Eq. in 2-D. To write out more explicitly, the proportions of the three species in the cohesive unit
are

V023 V013 V012
V023 4 /013 -I-\/(5127 Va3 + V013 + \/512’ V023 + 013 + \/512,

respectively, evaluated at onset time.

(110)

A. Evaluating onset time

The cubic nature of Eq. makes its analytic solutions highly complicated, so a numerical evaluation of time-
to-cohesion may be a more convenient choice. There are nonetheless some useful analytic results on a cubic equation
that we can do without too much sweat, and it turns out that the number of positive roots, and hence the physical
roots corresponding to time-to-cohesions, has a not-too-complicated dependency on the relative strengths of the
cross-species aggregation rates €,g’s.

First, we write down the explicit form of Eq. :

(fr€53+ fa€s + fa€ls — fLfafs — 2e10€13€23)7" + (frfo+ frfs+ fafs —€la— €13 —€53)7" — (fr+ fo+ f3)y+1 = 0. (111)
We start by defining three relative quantities

g 6%3 é- 6%3 § 6%2 (112)
1= y §2 — y &3 = .

faf3 fifs fif2
Clearly they measure the relative strengths of the three possible paires of cross-species aggregation between compared
with their respective intra-species aggregations. Then, we can express the cubic and quadratic coefficients A, B in
terms of f,’s and &, ’s:

A= fifafs (51 + &+ & — 2V &168 — 1) (113)
B = fifo(1 =&)+ fifs(1 = &) + fofs(1 —&1). (114)

Using Vieta theorem we can discuss the distribution of all three roots, and hence the number of positive roots, as the
coefficients takes different signs. Since the linear coefficient —(f1 + f2 + f3) is always negative and the constant term
1 always positive, we deduce that the number of positive roots depends solely on the signs of A and B, as shown in
the following table.

A —T+[+[=
B +=[+]-
Nos. of positive roots|3 2|21

TABLE I. The number of positive roots dependent upon A and B.

Since by definition f; 2.3 > 0, the signs of A, B depend purely on £,’s. With the use of some simple inequalities we
can then find some exact criteria on £, values that determine the number of positive roots. A detailed discussion and
quantitative results will soon follow, but first we give a qualitative summary. The general trend is that, as £,’s are
tuned up, i.e. as we tune up cross-species aggregation rates, the number of positive roots gradually reduces from 3 to
1. This aligns with what we expect from the 2-D counterpart and shouldn’t be too hard to make sense of.

Now comes the lengthy part. The critical value for &, = e%ﬂ/ /(fsfy)is 1 —it decides whether inter-species aggregation
takes over (£, > 1) between species 3,~. Hence, we discuss the values of A, B for different values of £, relative to 1.
Since &1, &9, &3 are completely symmetric, we hereby assume that £ < & < &5 wlog.

1. When &1,& < 1 and &3 > 1, the value of B looks arbitrary, as its sign depends on &,’s as well as f,’s. However,
the value of A is constrained:

A=+ 6486 -2V/0685G -1
> 266 — 2616063 + &5 — 1
=2/66(01 - V&) + (VG +1)(VEs — 1)
= (V& +1-2Va6) (Ve - 1). (115)
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Since &3 > 1, &1, & < 1, we have that v/& > 1, and 2v/£ & < 2, and therefore,

VE&+1-266>0, V& —1>0. (116)

Thus,

A> (V& +1-2/66)(Va—1) > 0. (117)

According to Table [[} this corresponds exactly to 2 positive roots. Hence, when there is only one &, above 1
and two below, there are 2 positive roots for 7.

2. When &; < 1 and &,&3 > 1, B still takes arbitrary values. Similar to above, it can be shown that A > 0 also.
Again, this corresponds exactly to 2 positive roots. Hence, when there are only two £,’s above 1 and one below,
there are also 2 positive roots for 7.

The other two scenarios are a bit more involved.

3. When &1,&,&3 < 1, B > 0. The value of A is, however, undetermined, so there can be 3 or 2 positive roots.
The exact value depends on the function A. Since &1, &5, &3 are completely symmetric in A, we for now regard
£2,&3 as parameters and &; as the sole variable, in order to determine the condition between &; and &> 3 such
that A becomes positive/negative. Then A can be seen as a quadratic function with respect to y; = v/&;. We
rewrite A as

Alyr) = y7 — 2¢/&alsyn — (1 — & — &). (118)
Clearly A(y;) has its minimum at y; = v/£3€3 < 1, being
A(V&&s) =6+ & —1 - &&= —(1-§)(1-&) <0. (119)

This implies that there must exist a range for y;, and thus &;, in which A < 0 and there are in turn three
positive roots. On the other hand, to decide whether A can ever become positive in this scenario, we need to
first check the boundary values A(0) and A(+/&2) (since & < & by assumption). We can see that

A0) =&+ & -1 (120)

depends on the exact values of £ + £3, whereas

AVE) = (26 -1- V&) (1- V&) <0, (121)

since by definition 3 < 1 and by assumption & < & < +/&. This means that for & + &3 < 1, A < 0 for
certain, while for & + & > 1, A(y;) has a zero (the smaller one) within the range 0 < y; < /&. This zero is
given by

ygo) =V&EG - V(I -&)(1-&). (122)
For 0 <y < y§0>, A >0, and as y%o) <y < V&, A< 0. Thus, we conclude that,

(a) For & + & < 1, there are three positive roots.
(b) For & + &3 > 1, there are three positive roots when /& > /&& — /(1 — &)(1 — &3), and two when
V& < V&G — /(1 -&)(1-&).

4. When &1,&2,63 > 1, B < 0. This is the opposite scenario to the one above, and there can be 2 or 1 positive
roots. We adopt a similar approach as above and are able to conclude that there are two positive roots when

1 < V& < VEE — /(&2 —1)(&3 — 1), and one only when /& > /&3 — /(&2 — 1)(& — 1).

To summarize, we can describe a qualitative trend of the number of positive roots of 7, in terms of the relative
strength €, of inter-species aggregations. In general, the number decrease as €,g’s are turned up against f, g, from
3 roots to 1. Meanwhile, the smallest positive root, i.e. the physical one, shifts towards 7 = 0, corresponding to a
speeding-up of time-to-cohesion following the increase in aggregation rate, while the other roots shift towards 7 — oo.
During this shift of roots, when one of the relative interaction strength &, = 6%7 /(fsfy) is much smaller or larger
than the other two, this scenario always corresponds to two positive roots.

In short, there is a close connection between the number of positive roots and the relative inter/intra-aggregation
strengths. When all ,’s are small — 3 positive roots; when one or two &,’s are significantly larger than the rest — 2
positive roots; when all £,’s are large — 1 positive root.

Finally, we include (Fig. @ a numerical 3-D plot of time-to-cohesion, i.e. the smallest positive root, as a function
of two of the six parameters, &1, 2. As mentioned above, it does indeed decreases as &; 2 increase.
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FIG. 7. Time-to-cohesion as a function of £1,&2. The rest of the parameters are set at f1 = fo =1, f3 = 0.25,¢12 = 0.1.
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FIG. 8. The cohesive unit compositions against parameters x1, x2, whilst holding fi = f» = 0.33 and z3 = 0.33. The left graph
has f3 = 0.2 and the right f3 = 0.33. Here we set the aggregation parameters for both species 1 (blue) and 2 (orange) to be
identical, and that the coupling between species 1 and 2 is constant, hence the symmetry. The increased proportionality of
species 3 (green) on the right is the result of increased f3 and manifests the general trend mentioned above.

B. Cohesive Unit’s composition

By substituting the numerically-found time-to-cohesion from the previous Section into the expressions of cohesive
unit composition in Eq. , we are able to obtain the 3-species compositions at onset and study how they depend
on the parameters. Generally speaking, larger f, and e, should correspond to a larger proportion of species a in
the cohesive unit. Nonetheless, there exist many nuances due to the high complexity as a result of no less than 6
independent parameters. They are captured in the plots of cohesive unit composition against part of the parameter
space.

In the discussions below we mainly look at the behaviors of species 1 wlog — due to symmetry, and how changing
parameters shift the behaviors. The following results follow:

1. In both plots of Fig.|8] at €13 = €23 = 0 species 3 is decoupled from the rest of the system, whereas species 1 and
2 dominate the cohesive unit evenly. As we turn on €13 while keeping €23 small, a dip in the proportion of the
leading component, i.e. species 1, can be observed, even though increasing €13 also increases the aggregation rate
of species 1. In other words, turning on cross-species aggregation between two species suppresses the leading
species in the cohesive unit upon cohesive unit formation, until the interaction becomes strong enough. As eo3
increases, the dip gradually disappears and species 1 in the cohesive unit becomes monotonically increasing with
€13 — this is shown in the 2-D cross-sectional diagrams in Fig. [0
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FIG. 9. Three 2-D cross-sections of cohesive unit compositions against /&2 x €13, with fi = fo = f3 = 0.33 and &3 = 0.33.
The &; values of the three plots are taken to be 0,0.1,0.2 from left to right, respectively. This shows the disappearance of the
dip as €23 increases.
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FIG. 10. Proportions of species 1 against /&1, /€2 with fa3 = &5 = 0.33, and 3 different f; values of 0.1, 0.33 and 0.75 from
left to right. Note how the dip grows with larger fi.

2. Larger values of fi and €12 both push this dip to grow deeper and larger along €;135. This qualitatively means
that if we have a species 1 that dominates the cohesive unit composition, introducing cross-species interaction
with a new species (in this case 3) weakens this domination — and the degree of suppression is positively relevant
to the level of domination. See Figs. [T0] and

VI. EFFECTIVE FUSION THEORY FOR MULTI-SPECIES AGGREGATION

In Section [[TI} we have established that for a D-species aggregation system, physical cohesive unit onsets occur at
(1g) = D/A, if the corresponding eigenvector x(*) has no negative components. Recalling the scalar heterogeneous
aggregation parameter F' for 1-D systems, here we can define similar effective parameters

) _ M
Fg = D (123)
These effective parameters may seem rather redundant, but they become useful when dimensionality D is very high
and aggregation parameters €,3’s and f,’s are respectively of very similar values. For such a system there exists only
one physical Feg, i.e. there is only one onset at 1/Fog. A good approximation of the growth-of-cohesion curve can

then be written as
e cff(]-*f'—‘)T, (124)

cf Eq. . To interpret this, we can take a coarse-grained perspective and perceive it as an effective 1-D aggregation
— remember that the 1-D parameter F is in its nature a mean-field heterogeneity parameter itself. This construction
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FIG. 11. Proportions of species 1 against /&1, /&2 with f123 = 0.33, and 3 different &3 values of 0.33, 2.2 and 4.4 from left to
right. Note how the dip grows with larger &3, i.e. larger €;2.

shows that when D is Very large, a coarse-grained model suffices and F.g averages over all platforms (species) involved.
This is shown in Fig. |1 Wthh shows that the coarse-grained model (Eq. - plotted in orange) agrees well with
the exact growth curve (Eq. (38]), plotted in blue).

Functions s1(t), s2(t), s3(t), s4(t) against time Gel size against time

L0 1 — total gel size
— 1-d mft

L0 — s1)
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| — =m
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FIG. 12. For a 4-species system with similar f.’s and eng’s values, the left graph plots growth-of-cohesion curves of each
species, and the right graph compares the total growth curve (sum of the left 4) against the 1-D mean-field growth curve of

cohesion, where the heterogeneous parameter is taken to be the smallest of Fe(‘?. The two curves highly coincide.

In order to quantitatively explore the effective fusion theory, we work under the assumption e,3 = € and f, = f
for all «, B’s. We then have

foe -
w R 6 f L (125)
; ; L f
By inspection, we can easily find that the normalized vector
1
1 |1
v = ﬁ : (126)
1

is an eigenvector of w with its corresponding eigenvalue being
A=f+(D-1e (127)
Perron-Frobenius theorem ensures that v is the only physical eigendirection for cohesive unit formation, and thus

there is only one onset, at time 7, = D/[f + (D — 1)¢], and correspondingly,

Fup = w. (128)
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This gives directly the result stated in the main paper (Eq. ) When D — oo, Feg = €, we can see that Feg ~ € —in
other words, multi-species aggregation recovers to a cross-platform interaction process. Moreover, from Eq. we
can further deduce that in this scenario, the growth-of-cohesion curves for all D species satisfy the following equation:

o = e MU= Fedpn(U=eallr/D — 1 D. (129)

These D equations are identical, so all of the D species must reach cohesion simultaneously (as we concluded earlier)
and their growth curves must also be identical. Hence, the combined growth curves for the whole system must retain
the simple shape of a 1-D one.

VII. SUMMARY OF OUR NOTATION AND POTENTIAL ADDITIONS TO THE THEORY
A. Our notation in the main paper

First we summarize the suffix notations we have used throughout the paper and SM for clarification purpose.

1. The subsystems i.e. coupled species that are decoupled from the rest of the fusion system are labelled as s.
Matrix F can be written as block diagonal form of d irreducible submatrices F.

2. Species are labelled with Greek letters. In particular, physical species (species 1,2,..., D) are labelled as «, §3,
etc. e.g. the components of the heterogeneity matrix F,,g and the vector component of size profile k,. The

mixed composition of a cohesive unit, are labelled by p, v, such as in the eigenvectors (*) and eigenvalues A
of matrix F. They all take values from 1 to D.

3. Cluster sizes are labelled with 4, j, k etc. — for D-dimensional systems they are vectors ¢, 7, k etc.. Components
iq,jg, €tc. represent numbers of entities with species type «, 3 etc. within cluster ¢, j etc..

4. Entities are labelled with p, g, etc., so vector %,., represents the trait of an o species entity labelled as p. These
two parameters together label the entities.

B. Potential additions to the theory
This theory is easily extended to include other online mechanisms. Here we summarize some of them:

(1) Introducing an exponential decay e~® (¥1+k2) to the product kernel in Eq. adds a non-local term e(x + a,t)

to Eq. .

(2) Adding a multi-community (x > 2) product kernel [[¥ _, kq,., 1 < oy < D to Eq. to mimic a coordinated
campaign [48], together with a rank-y heterogeneity mean-field tensor Fy,. .o, , adds Fy,. .a, €a, (1) ... q, (%, 1) to
Eq. . For the Burgers-like equation Eq. , this corresponds to Fl,. .o, €a; - - - Eay_; Oay Ea-

(3) Any reversed process of aggregation that reduces cohesion can be mimicked by fragmentation terms akin to that
in Ref. [30].

(4) Shifts in background population mood and influxes of new particles in response to external events, can be mimicked
by changes in F(¢) and N, (t) [32].

(5) Entities’ individual loss of ‘interest’ can be mimicked by adding monomer fragmentation terms.
(6) The presence of influencers can be mimicked by making the aggregation favor their particular ¢, (t) values.

(7) The influence of external actors can be mimicked by biasing subsets of §,.,(t) over time, as can the influence of
so-called digital inoculation schemes.

(8) Much research has also focused on the spreading of harmful content including mis(dis)information: this could
be mimicked by adding a viral process (e.g. SIR [2]) into the generative equation. However, until the correct viral



27

process is established for online material, it makes more sense to focus on the total number of links available since
this is ultimately what amplifies the traffic and encourages further growth of anti-X communities: adding |k|?vg(t) to
Eq. (which for large |k| measures links within each and every species for all aggregates of size k) adds a diffusive
term VZe(z,t) to Eq.
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