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In this paper, I outline the correspondence of vector partitions with the combinatorics of dynamical
systems whose states are partitions of multisets. I use the notion of a limiting shape of vector
partitions to determine properties of the equilibrium distribution for these systems. I investigate
prebiotic systems as ergodic series of chemical reactions as an example. I determine under what
conditions long polymers of RNA are favorable at equilibrium using the limit shape of the vector
partitions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synthesis refers to the process of combining simpler
substances or elements to form a more complex product.
This includes processes such as nucleosynthesis of the ele-
ments, prebiotic synthesis, phonetic synthesis, and many
more. Synthesis is the natural process by which complex-
ity emerges in our universe. The mathematical models
used in this paper describe the combinatorics and ther-
modynamics of synthesis—the aggregation of simple ele-
ments into complex products. This aggregation is driven
by changes in indistinguishability. The loss of indistin-
guishability during aggregation increases entropy, which
drives the synthetic process. In this paper, we will specif-
ically apply this model to prebiotic synthesis. However,
this theory can be applied to any situation where indis-
tinguishable elements combine to form complex ones in
an ergodic way. The results from this paper are a pre-
liminary outline of what can be deduced from current re-
search into integer partitions and their limit shapes. This
paper represents the first step towards this goal and can
be summarized into this simple statement:

Entropy drives simple indistinguishable elements to
form complex aggregates.

This represents a philosophical deviation from the
norm. It is common-sense intuition that diffuse systems
of particles represent high entropy states [1]. However,
these states only consider the multiplicity of configura-
tions of unbound particle in space. Over long enough
time scales, all particles interact; even atoms fuse and
decay into differently sized elements. Scaling time can be
viewed as an effective increase in temperature, allowing
the system to surpass higher activation energy barriers
over longer timescales[2]. This is due to the fact that
improbable reactions become more likely over extended
periods, as described by Poisson statistics, which can be
interpreted as analogous to a higher temperature in the
Arrhenius equation. When we actually look for the max-
imum entropy in the ergodic case, we find a tendency
for an increase in complexity. That complexity is not an
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accident but a thermodynamic imperative. An entropic
aggregation force arises much like the case of elastomers
or self organizing lattices [3–5]. I do not claim that this is
the fundamental drive for complexity; for example, nat-
ural selection, the tendency of systems that copy them-
selves well to exist for longer times, is a completely dif-
ferent process [6]. Neither is this theory applicable to the
details of how these complex systems behave. This the-
ory applies to systems of aggregation, with such chaotic
and varied dynamics, that they represent a random walk
through configuration space. It provides tools for mak-
ing long-time scale, ensemble predictions [7]. To provide
motivation for this concept we will look at the origins of
life.

It is a commonly held belief that life exists as a result
of improbable events. However, there is a growing con-
sensus among the academic community that this is not
the case [8, 9]. Abiogenesis refers to the natural process
of life arising from non-living matter, such as simple or-
ganic compounds. Can we find a physical theoretical jus-
tification for this process? Under what conditions does
it exist, and what is its strength? Abiogenesis can be
broken down into two steps: a cascade of random reac-
tions that form larger compounds from smaller elements
or molecules, and the subsequent proliferation of self-
replicating molecules. The first process is known as pre-
biotic synthesis, while the second is self-replication. Both
of these principles have been demonstrated experimen-
tally. The famous Miller-Urey experiment demonstrated
that complex organic molecules spontaneously form un-
der simulated conditions believed to resemble the early
Earth [10, 11]. Sidney Altman and Thomas Cech demon-
strated in their work the ability of RNA to catalyze re-
actions and self-replicate [12–14]. While we now have
some understanding about how abiogenesis may have
happened, we are still lacking a complete physical model.
For example, it is still unclear how long strands of RNA
could spontaneously form, as it is not stable in water
[15, 16].

The vast majority of research in this field concerns it-
self with determining the particular pathways by which
abiogenesis can occur [8, 9]. I will be taking a far more
coarsely grained approach. I will look at, in the most
general case, what drives synthesis to occur in general
and specifically apply it to prebiotic synthesis. Recently,
it has been demonstrated that the distribution of types
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of molecules in prebiotic conditions, such as the Miller-
Urey experiment or the Murchison meteorite, general-
izes to the distribution of all organic molecules that have
been recorded [17, 18]. This distribution is governed by
the combinatorics of integer vectors whose indices corre-
spond to atomic masses present and values correspond to
the number of masses or atoms [17, 18]. These studies are
limited in that they only consider the number of different
compounds, but they do not consider the multiplicity of
these different molecules [17, 18]. I will include this mul-
tiplicity and demonstrate in the ergodic case that there
is a thermodynamic incentive to produce long strands,
given a sufficient concentration of precursors.

In particular, we will be looking at the combinatorics
of turning simple compounds into complex molecules.
We will consider the case where particles are just as
likely to break up as they are to aggregate so that
we can apply our combinatoric model. The general
time-dependent case is governed by the Smoluchowski
coagulation-fragmentation equation, which is an infinite
set of nonlinear differential equations [19, 20]. We will
get around the task of solving such a set by assuming
the system is ergodic. We can then simply look at the
distribution of states in the phase space or their entropy.

Usually, it is assumed that the aggregation proceeds ir-
reversibly, which gives a steady-state solution known as
the Flory-Schulz distribution [21]. This distribution is es-
sentially a Poisson distribution over aggregate sizes. This
distribution models well the dynamics of polymerization
over short time scales when polymers do not break down.
For example, RNA synthesis reactions that occur rapidly
over the course of days [14, 15]. However, over long time
scales, any type of reaction that can happen will happen.
RNA will break down in water due to hydrolysis, and
under the best-case scenario, is stable for a few months
[22]. The evolution of prebiotic compounds is concerned
with hundreds of millions of years [9]. Additionally, at
these time scales, the climate of the Earth is a chaotic
system that will expose these molecules to extreme per-
turbations across every degree of freedom: temperature,
pressure, pH, solvent selection, etc. The combination
of these effects will drive our system to occupy every
state in its phase space. One of the difficulties of under-
standing prebiotic synthesis is the varied environments
these molecules face, from extreme cold to meteor im-
pacts [11, 23]. In our model, we take advantage of this
variety by invoking ergodicity, assuming their effects are
strong, varied, and chaotic. This is equivalent to the as-
sumption that over long time periods, the system will be
at equilibrium. In addition to ergodicity, we will need to
assume molecules are to some extent indistinguishable.

It is well known that molecules of the same type, par-
ticularly simple ones, behave as if they are indistinguish-
able [1]. This somewhat surprising fact means that the
states of the system are the same under the exchange
of any two particles. This is known as exchange sym-
metry. Materials that do not have exchange symmetry
will have non-extensive material properties, particularly

entropy, i.e., not additive [1]. This is due to an addi-
tional N ! amount of states that must be counted. For
example, doubling the volume of an ideal gas of distin-
guishable particles would increase its entropy by 2 ln(2).
This paradox, that particles must be indistinguishable,
was discovered in 1875 by Josiah Gibbs. In the modern
viewpoint, it is not so much that the particles cannot be
distinguished through any means; rather, it is that the
dynamics of the system do not distinguish the particles.
It is therefore a perfectly valid assumption that these
simple interacting compounds be indistinguishable.

II. MATHEMATICAL FRAMEWORK

The probability of an event occurring is determined
by its change in entropy. This principle, known as the
fluctuation theorem, essentially restates the second law
of thermodynamics [24].

P (A → B)

P (B → A)
= e∆SAB/kB (1)

The probability of transition from A to B is exponentially
more likely than its reverse as entropy increases [24]. To
calculate the entropy of a state, we need to count the
multiplicity of the macro-states [1]. In this model, we
will have simple indistinguishable compounds that can
bind to form new, more complex compounds which are
distinguishable. We will start with only one type of in-
distinguishable compound. Consider a system of 4 indis-
tinguishable particles which can bind. We will label the
indistinguishable particles as 1 and group two particles
by 2, and so on. Let us list all possible configurations;
for now, we will ignore the order and the empty spaces
the particles may occupy.

{1, 1, 1, 1}, {2, 1, 1}, {2, 2}, {3, 1}, {4} (2)

Figure 1 illustrates this process for n particles aggregat-
ing from the atomic state to a random partition [25].
These represent all the possible ways to add integers to
obtain 4, also known as the integer partitions of 4. Fig-
ure 1 depicts two partitions of 10 and how they can be
arranged into a Young diagram. The field of integer par-
titions is a rich and well-studied area of mathematics,
intimately related to the statistics of particles [26–28].
Integer partitions have a special property: a random par-
tition of a large integer generally has the same distribu-
tion [25]. This property is known as the limit shape.
The limiting shape of the integer partitions, F (x), was
originally determined by Vershik [29].

e
−πx√

6 + e
−πy√

6 = 1 (3)

ρ(x) = −F ′(x) =
1

e
πx√

6 − 1
(4)
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Where Eq. 3 is the limiting shape of a normalized
young diagram, and Eq. 4 is its corresponding prob-
ability distribution. The derivation and definitions are
in Appendix VIIB. Unsurprisingly, the statistics of in-
distinguishable elements follow boson statistics [25, 29].
Taking a power series expansion around zero, we find

p(x) ≈
√
6

π

1

x
− 1

2
+

πx

12
√
6
+ . . . (5)

Which is dominated near 0 by the powers series x−1.
This power law, commonly known as Zipf’s Law or the
Zipf-Mandelbrot Law, is a universal feature in many sys-
tems that consist of partitioning some amount of resource
into subgroups. This includes the distribution of word
frequency in texts, gene frequency in genomes, species
abundance in an ecosystem, marine particle size distri-
bution, etc. [30–34]. Zipf’s Law is a very universal dis-
tribution, and it is unlikely that a single explanation is
responsible for its existence. It is more likely that it is
part of a universality class with many underlying models.

The integer partitions have the property that for large
n nearly all the partitions of n are ”close” to the limit
shape. Figure 1 depicts the limit shape in red along with
a randomly chosen partition of 500 in black. Therefore
the multiplicity of partitions ”close” to the limit shape
will be on the order of the total number of partitions of
the interger n. The number of partitions for an integer
n is given by the Hardy-Ramanujan formula [25].

p(n) ≈ 1

4n
√
3
exp

(
π

√
2n

3

)
(6)

We can split up our system into two macro-states: par-
titions that are ”close” to the limit shape, and those that
are not. A simpler choice would be to use the order-
ing of the partitions, known as the integer compositions
[35]. However, this would result in a non-extensive en-
tropy [36], see appendix VIIC. The entropy of the limit
shape will be S ≈ kB ln(p(n)), the ln of the number of
partitions. The entropy of the other macro-state is just
kB ln(1) ≈ 0. For a more rigorous definition of macro-
state we should use the entropy defined in the variational
derivation in appendix VIIB. Therefore the increase in
entropy of our system is kB ln(p(n)) which is also repre-
sents the system’s maximum entropy. The probability of
transitioning from some particular state A to the limit
shape B is then

P (A → B) = ekB ln(p(n))/kBP (B → A) (7)

The probability of transitioning from B to the limit
shape is just 1/p(n) because it is one state out of p(n)
states.

P (A → B) =
eln(p(n))

p(n)
(8)

[1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1] [3,2,1,1,1]

FIG. 1. An image showing the atomic partition of 10, rep-
resenting 10 unbound simple compounds. A transition into
a random partition of 10 is very likely if final states are cho-
sen at random. Bottom shows the Young diagrams for these
partitions. On the right is a random partition of 500 showing
that it approaches the limit shape.

P (A → B) ≈ 1 (9)

Which of course converges to 1. This is of course a
gross oversimplification, but in the limit of large n these
simplifications are true. The probability of the system
evolving to the limit shape is unity. The rate at which
this probability converges to 1 is on the order of ln(p(n))
or

√
n. It is certainly possible to derive a probability for

a particular n, but this is not a simple task. A measure
of closeness is defined in appendix VIIB. For now we will
limit ourselves to approximating it as unity.
This means that indistinguishability drives aggrega-

tion. The aggregation in this model is completely fic-
titious; it is an emergent entropic force. This entropic
force is in the same universality class as the restoring
force of an elastomer (rubber band)[4, 37]. The origin of
this force does not come from the particles themselves but
from how the environment they exist in coarsely grains
them. This entropic force will be able to overcome energy
barriers on the order of kT ln(p(n)). There always exists
a temperature at which this force will dominate. If we
were to specify that every particle was distinguishable,
we would see no aggregation. This situation is equiva-
lent to Bell statistics, whose limit shape is the indicator
function, i.e., no particles are bound together [25]. Ad-
ditionally, the limit shape will be affected if we require
that molecules are built in an orderly manner; this is the
Plancherel measure [25].
We have, therefore, that the tendency of particles to

form aggregates is driven by entropy. This process con-
verts simple indistinguishable particles into complex dis-
tinguishable ones, thereby producing entropy. The ficti-
tious force of aggregation that particles will experience is
on the order of kBT ln(p(n)). The conditions that favor
the formation of complex molecules from smaller ones are
hot baths of many indistinguishable simple compounds.
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We can additionally provide bounds on the size of the
aggregates in the partitions. The largest particle in the
limit partition is

√
n lnn and and there are very few parti-

cles of this size.[26, 38]. Since the limit shape is symmet-
ric, this is also the number of of total molecules. So, we
can not only roughly predict the conditions under which
more complex molecules will form, but we can also pre-
dict their maximum size. This concludes what I believe
to be the most important points of partition theory in
the context of abiogenesis. Of course, there are many
more principles of the partitions to be applied, but this
is enough for us. To move further, we must move on
to a different type of partition, one that is slightly more
complex.

Usually, we do not have a single indistinguishable com-
pound. For example, RNA is formed of the 4 nucleotides,
which are distinguishable between each other [8, 9]. Con-
sider the situation of hydrocarbons. There are two types
of indistinguishable particles: C and H. For now, we will
ignore the rules of chemistry. Let us look at the possible
ways they can bond. Consider the molecules that could
form from 2H and 2C. We have

(2C, 2H), (2C,H2), (C,H,CH), (H,C2H), (2C,H2)

(C2,H2), (C,CH2), (CH,CH), (C2H2) (10)

I have suggestively labeled these such that some nearly
represent real molecules. This pattern has an exact cor-
respondence to the partition of a integer vector. We
can express this space of possibilities as the partitions of
the multi-set {C,C,H,H} [29, 39]. The partitions of the
multi-set are represented by the vector partitions. These
are the number of ways to express a vector v as a sum of
integer vectors vk. For example the vector partitions of
[2, 2] are

([0, 1], [0, 1], [1, 0], [1, 0]), ([0, 1], [0, 1], [2, 0])

([0, 1], [1, 0], [1, 1]), ([0, 1], [2, 1])

([0, 2], [1, 0], [1, 0]), ([0, 2], [2, 0])

([1, 0], [1, 2]), ([1, 1], [1, 1]), ([2, 2]) (11)

Calculations are performed using SageMath [40]. If we
image the first index counts the number of H and the
second the number of C we can see the correspondence.
for example

(2C,H2) → ([0, 1], [0, 1], [2, 0]) (12)

The vector partitions are slightly more complex than
the integer partitions making the derivation of their limit
shape more difficult. As of yet there is not a complete
derivation of the limit shape of the vector partitions.
Luckily, its general properties are known. The number of
vector partitions of a vector [n, n, n, .., n] with dimension
d is approximately [29, 41, 42]

p(n) ∝ exp
(
n

d
d+1

)
(13)

Similar to the integer partitions case, we can estimate
the largest vector (or molecule) in the limiting distribu-
tion to grow as

nmax ∝ n
1

d+1 (14)

Both these equations are to leading order; the full
equations have been derived for the number of zono-
topes, which correspond to the strict vector partitions,
but the leading order scaling in n is valid [41, 42]. The
statistics of zonotopes are a natural geometric version of
the vector partitions. They are convex polytopes whose
boundaries vectors are described by the the strict par-
titioning of a vector. It should be noted that the rate
at which these partitions grow is far more rapid than
that of the integer partitions. In Appendix VIIA, I nu-
merically estimate these growths a bit more accurately.
Both of these equations are powerful summaries of the
statistics of multiset partitions. For example, we could
predict (roughly) the increase in entropy from the ag-
gregation of a few simple, indistinguishable particles into
larger, more complex ones. Additionally, we can predict
what the largest possible molecule is that could be formed
through aggregation. Many of the molecules listed in
the example do not exist. There are two methods to
elaborate this model. We could identify unstable combi-
nations as metastable states and weight their likelihood
using Boltzmann statistics [25]. Alternatively, we could
calculate the partitions in a completely different geom-
etry, removing those that are impossible configurations
[27]. I think ideally a combination of both is required,
as there are many metastable molecules that must form
for reactions to take place. These molecules additionally
make only a small transition to a stable state, resulting
in a small perturbation to the limit shape.

As the dimension of the vector partition increases, dis-
tinguishability is added to our system. This indistin-
guishability in turn reduces the maximum degree of ag-
gregation that can occur. In the limit of a dimension
equal to the number of particles, the limit shape will
approach that of the Bell measure, i.e., no aggregation
at all. The vector partitions are limited to integer di-
mensions, and these results only apply for vectors where
the number of elements is uniformly distributed over the
dimension. However, we can map a nonuniform distribu-
tion of simple elements to a uniform one using entropy.
Entropy, in information theory, represents the minimum
number of uniformly likely symbols required to encode a
message. If we have a distribution of abundances over
different elements, we can calculate its entropy to see the
minimum number of uniformly likely elements to use.
First, we calculate the entropy over our elements pi and
then we find a system of uniform elements ne with equal
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FIG. 2. in the top is a depiction of the ln maximum ele-
ment size as a function of multiplicity and dimension. This
proportionality is just n1/(d+1). As systems become more dis-
tinguishable they tend to aggregate less. bottom, a depiction
of the maximum length RNA molecule at equilibrium for var-
ious dimensions on a ln ln plot.

entropy.

H = −
m∑
i

pi log2(pi) (15)

H = −ne(1/ne) log2(1/ne) (16)

ne = 2H (17)

Figure 2 depicts the logarithm of the maximum size of
a polymer as a function of Shannon entropy and mul-
tiplicity. As the distinguishability or entropy of the
monomers increases, the incentive to bind into large poly-
mers decreases. At approximately 5 bits, or 32 different
characters, the maximum length polymer for a mole of
monomers becomes less than 10. This plot is applica-
ble to any system that fits the combinatorial problem of
integer partitions. For example, integer partitions solve
the problem of constructing a set of words that encode
the most information, given a finite number of indistin-
guishable characters. If we include the ordering of the
characters, known as integer compositions, the number
of partitions increases greatly, but the limit shape is still
the optimal encoding [35].

An important point is that the degree to which the
partitioning model can be applied is determined by the
coarse-graining applied by the systems they interact
with. When partitioning models can be cascaded, it
will result in larger aggregations than expected. These
processes would be more accurately modeled by higher-

dimensional partitions which include this cascading effect
implicitly [43].

III. CONDITIONS FOR PRE-BIOTIC
SYNTHESIS

Now that we have a simple model for aggregation in
multi-component systems, we can apply it to a real-world
scenario. In particular, we could ask, for example, what
would be the required molarities of elements to possibly
produce a piece of RNA that can self-catalyze? Cur-
rently, Miller-Urey experiments have been able to pro-
duce amino acids and nucleotides but have yet to pro-
duce self-replicating RNA molecules [10, 11]. This would
be approximately 200 base pairs long [44]. An important
prediction of this theory is that the total size of the exper-
iment determines the maximum sized molecules that will
form. These volume dependencies on aggregate size are
not uncommon in nanoparticle chemistry [45]. Therefore,
the limitation of Miller-Urey experiments in producing
complex molecules may only be a matter of scale. Us-
ing the theory explained in this paper, we can calculate
the required number of precursor atoms and the entropy
change produced by the aggregation process. These cal-
culations are shown in Fig. 2. However, an additional
calculation is the time and applied perturbations to the
systems to guarantee the dynamics are ergodic. Addi-
tionally, these estimates only represent a lower bound for
the required number of precursor atoms.
In the worst case scenario, this would require elements

and cofactors for catalysis which roughly corresponds to
a dimension of approximately 7 [8, 9]. Additionally, each
nucleotide consists, on average, of 5 elements. Which is
about 2 mols of each element all interacting with each
other. For a realistic experiment, the concentration of
dissolved carbon in the ocean is 2.3× 10−3 mol/kg [46].
A realistic simulation of this system would then require
approximately a metric ton of solution. Of course, the
concentration is usually greatly enhanced in these exper-
iments over that of sea water. The original experiment
used about .25 mol/kg of methane to water with a total
of 0.2 kg water, more recent experiments used about .2
mol/kg This reduces the required concentration by 10,
still a massive scale compared to current experiments
[10, 11, 47]. The free energy change associated with
aggregation is only about 4 J at 300 Kelvin, minuscule
amount compared to the energies involved in reactions.
The activation energies of these reactions are on the or-
der of tens of kJ/mol [11]. For the purely entropic force
approach 10 kJ/mol we would need approximately 100
mols of each precursor. This would have an equilibrium
maximum length of about 400. It is important to note
that the entropy in this system is not extensive, a physi-
cal phenomena that has yet to be experimentally tested
[36, 48, 49]. Additionally, as the monomers become more
distinguishable the initial entropy of the system will in-
crease reducing the total change.
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The times required for these experiments is usually on
the orders of days [10, 11, 47]. However, increasing the
size of the experiment will increase the times required
in a nonlinear way. Predicting the transient behavior of
these systems is beyond the scope of this paper, as we
have only determined the equilibrium solution through
statistical means. The rate at which the aggregates form
will increase like p(n) due to the convergence of the limit
shape for large n, but the number of reactions required
for a single transition will grow rapidly as well on the
order of nd. Preliminary studies of time dependence are
performed in studies by Kauffman et al. [17].

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we view the process of the formation
of aggregates from simple monomers through the lens of
statistical mechanics. We take advantage of the existence
of strong chaotic drives by making the ergodic assump-
tion that the behavior of these systems will depend only
on the multiplicity of states in the configuration space.
We use the mathematics of integer and vector partitions
to predict the limiting behavior of these systems for large
times and large numbers of monomers. We provide an-
alytic equations for predicting the maximum size aggre-
gate and the entropy change involved. We find that the
strength of aggregation increases non-extensively with
the number of monomers and decreases with the dis-
tinguishability of monomers. These findings recast the
process of the formation of complexity as a thermody-
namic imperative. We then specifically apply these ana-
lytic results to the RNA world hypothesis. We show that
our model justifies the formation of large molecules, such
as strands of RNA, over geological timescales, something
that current geometrically distributed models do not. We
further give rough estimates of the required changes to
current prebiotic experiments to produce more complex-
ity. Specifically, increasing the scale of the experiment
will allow more complexity to emerge. However, the ideal
next step for this line of research is not to scale up the
size of these experiments. First, the predictions of the
limiting distributions of the partition models must be
verified through experiments. In particular, the entropy
of formation of these aggregates must be measured to
determine whether or not it is extensive. This first ex-
periment would require the reaction of monomers that
are metastable, ideally with no energy incentive to bond
and equal probabilities of bonding or breaking up. This
experiment could be used to both measure the entropy
generation and the limiting distribution. Additionally,
modifications of the theory to include time dependence
and the free energy of particular molecules must be in-
cluded. The assumption of ergodicity must also be rig-
orously proven for these systems.
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VII. APPENDICES

A. Numerical simulations of the vector partitions

Simulations of the vector partitions were performed
using SageMath 10.1.0 [40]. The maximum element and
number of elements for vector partitions of different sizes
n and dimensions d were simulated using the random el-
ement function. Twenty random partitons of increasing
sizes were sampled and averaged to produce the figure
3. Each figure corresponds to a different dimension of
partition as labeled by the title. In the original paper
outlining the vector partitions by Vershik the number
of elements scaling is proposed to be n1/(d+1) while the
maximum element scaling is given by nd/(d+1). The situ-
ation is actually the reverse where the maximum element
scales slower than the number of elements. This makes
sense as in the limit of d = n the limit shape will become
atomic, the bell measure.

B. Limit shape derivation

This derivation was inspired by the variational method
of maximizing random walks [43, 50]. The limiting shape
of the integer partitions corresponds to the most likely
partition of a large integer. We can recast this problem
into what is the limiting shape of a random Young dia-
gram.

ϕλ(t) =
γn
n
ϕλ(γnt) (18)

such that
∫∞
0

ϕλ(t)dt = 1. In general this scale factor is

equal to n1/(2+β), where β is the dimensionality of our
integer partition β = (d − 2)/2 for d ≥ 2 [51]. We can
now take the limit of large N and obtain a continuous
curve in the infinite limit (so long as the limit exists).
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FIG. 3. a) a depiction of the number of distinguishable
elements from a partition of an integer N in blue and a de-
pictition of the maximum element size in orange for 20 ran-
dom partitions. A fit corresponding to n1/(1+1). b) a similar
simulation for 2D vector partitions the slower increase of the
maximum element is evident. c) a depiction of the same sim-
ulation for the 3D vector partitions. The random samples
become difficult to calculate at the dimension with a conven-
tional computer.

𝑎

𝑏
𝑠 =

𝑏
𝑎

Random Partition (𝑛 = 1000)

FIG. 4. A depiction of a random parition of 1000 rotated by
45 degrees. The red box depicts a zoom in on the surface of
the partition. It is approximated as a random walk of length
a conditioned on two points

This curve will correspond to the limiting shape of the
partitions of an integer.

We will use a variational approach from [52] to find a
continuous function f(t) which in its neighborhood con-
tains the most curves ϕλ(t). Effectively a curve of maxi-
mum entropy. To do this, we will use the property that
the curve ϕλ(t) is monotonically decreasing, and that for
small intervals corresponds to a random walk of a steps
with a slope of s. For simplicity of calculation, we will
rotate the grid of the random walk by 45 degrees, but
the proof is true in either case. Figure 4 depicts a small
section of the surface of a random partition as a random
walk of length a conditioned on two points generating a
slope s.
Many different random walks connect the lower right

and top right corners of the box in Fig. 4. We can
characterized them by where up steps are chosen. Out
of the a total steps u up steps must be chosen on any
interval. Therefore the number of random walks that

reach the same points in a steps with an average slope of
s is

(
a

u

)
(19)

We can calculate u using the slope and total number
of steps. We know there are b extra steps up, and then
there are (b− a)/2 that get canceled out be down steps.

b+
a− b

2
= u (20)

Using the slope b = sa and simplifying we obtain(
a

(sa+ a)/2

)
(21)

The total Using Stirling’s approximation, we have that

(
a

(sa+ a)/2

)
≈ exp(aH((s+ 1)/2)) (22)

Where H(p) is just the entropy

H(s) = −p ln(p)− (1− p) ln(p) (23)

Therefore, our function must maximize the functional

J [f ] =

∫
σ (s) dt+ c

∫
f(t)dt (24)

subject to the constraint of unit area, where σ (s(t)) =
H((s + 1)/2) and s = f ′(t). Really f ′(t) is the proba-
bility density function of the limit shape, so we are just
maximizing the entropy of the integers distribution.
The Euler equations for this variational problem are

then

c− d

dt

σ(s)

ds
= 0 (25)

Taking the derivative of σ we obtain

c− d

dt

[
ln

(
1

2
− s

)
− ln

(
1

2
+ s

)]
= 0 (26)

Solving this differential equation we obtain

f(t) =
t

2
+ a− ln(1 + ect+b)

c
(27)

or implicitly

y =
x

2
+ a− ln(1 + ecx+b)

c
(28)
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The problem is unique up to scaling, so we can re-scale
x
2 → x. Solving for a simple implicit form we obtain

e−cx − eae−cy = −eb (29)

We require in the limit x → ∞ that y = 0 and vice
versa, so

0− ea(1) = −eb (30)

1 = −eb (31)

The final constant is determined by integrating the
limit shape and normalizing the area. The implicit equa-
tion for the limit shape is then

e
− x

π
√

6 + e
− y

π
√

6 = 1 (32)

This limit shape is the limit shape of the uniform par-
titions [29].

To calculate the limit shape for a particular n, both
axes must be scaled by

√
n [53]. The limit shape of

the partitions actually represents the cumulative distri-
bution function of each group of parts. The probabil-
ity distribution function is then − dy

dx [25]. This can be
seen as the number of distinct parts of a certain size is
(y(i)) − y(i + 1)/((i + 1) − (i)), the length of the row
subtracted by the length of the row above.

C. Entropy of the partitions

One can pick different quantities to define the mi-
crostate, such as the number of distinct summands, or
the number of curves lying close to the limit shape. This
will result in different distributions. In the case of the
uniform measure on the partitions, the number of dis-
tinct parts follows a Gumbel distribution with variance
proportional to ⟨k2⟩ ∝ n−1/2 and mean proportional to
⟨k⟩ ∝

√
n ln(n) [26]. The CDF of this distribution is

p(k) = p(n) exp

−2e
− k−

√
n ln(n)

2
√

n

c

 (33)

where c = π
√
2/3. If we calculate the fraction of par-

titions lying between ⟨k⟩+ ⟨k2⟩ and ⟨k⟩−⟨k2⟩, we obtain
a constant. While if we count the number of partitions
around k = 0 or k = n, we obtain 0 as n approaches infin-
ity. Therefore, the entropy of a partition with

√
n ln(n),

or the limit shape, scales as ln(p(n)). If we include the
multiplicity of the individual partitions according to the
multinomial, for the typical partition we have

( √
n ln(n)

r1, r2, ..., r√n ln(n) = Ω

)
(34)

we obtain the multiplicity of the limit shape as

Ωls = Ωp(n) (35)

which will make the entropy scale as p(n) ln(Ω). The
function Ω is only dependent on n and the limiting distri-
bution of the rks. Therefore, for most of the partitions,
it will be constant. The multiplicity of the typical parti-
tion will be Ω ≈ 2n−1/p(n). Therefore, the entropy will
scale as p(n)(n− 1) ln(2)− ln(p(n)) or, to leading order,
exp (

√
n).

The amount of free energy and force produced from
producing the limit shape is given by [54]

E = kBT∆S = kBT∆(ln p(n)− S0) = kBT∆
(√

n− S0

)
(36)

F = kBT
∂S

∂n
(37)

If the initial state is either a single aggregate of size
n or n distributed particles, then the initial entropy is 0
and we have

E ∝
√
n (38)

F ∝ 1√
n

(39)

In the case of particles in which different configurations
are distinguishable, then we have

E ∝ exp
√
n (40)

F ∝ exp
√
n√

n
(41)

In neither case is the energy extensive, In the first
case the energy per particle decreases with increasing n.
This means if the energy barrier to aggregation increases
with n then no aggregation will occur for large n. In
the second case the energy per particle diverges for large
n. This would imply that for large systems aggregation
is inevitable, no matter what the barrier. It is currently
unclear whether entropy can be non-extensive and means
exists to convert such super-exponential entropy to an
extensive quantity [48, 49].
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