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I present a three-dimensional Discrete Element Method study of self-gravitation and contact
mechanics in cold granular assemblies, with direct Newtonian attraction between every particle pair
and a linear visco-elastic contact law. Particles are modeled as non-cohesive spheres whose normal
force is parameterized to reproduce a prescribed restitution coefficient, and rotations are integrated
via quaternions to avoid singularities. By normalizing the stiffness kn by k∗ = Gm2/R3 and time

by the free-fall time, I perform systematic campaigns over dissipation (γn), stiffness (k̃n = kn/k
∗).

My results reveal three aggregation regimes: for low γn, particles remain largely dispersive; above

a critical γn ≈ 5 × 102, aggregation accelerates until plateaus in Tagg/tff ; and for stiffness k̃n ∼
106, the aggregation time reaches a clear minimum. The cluster count C/Ntot likewise exhibits

a non-monotonic dependence on k̃n, with optimal cohesion at intermediate rigidity and peripheral

isolation at extreme stiffness. Mapping the fractal dimension F across (γn, k̃n) further demonstrates
transitions from compact (F ≈ 3) to ramified (F ≲ 2) structures. These findings quantify how
microscopic contact laws govern both the kinetics and microstructure of gravity-driven aggregation,
providing a predictive framework for planetesimal formation and for calibrating DEMmodels against
laboratory and micro-gravity experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the context of the formation of solid bodies in pro-
toplanetary disks, it is now accepted that the transi-
tion from a diffuse dust cloud to a cohesive aggregate
results from a subtle balance between gravitational at-
traction and contact mechanics [3, 8, 13]. In the early
stages of micron-sized grain aggregation, turbulent agi-
tation dominates the relative dynamics of particles, while
mutual gravity only comes into play in the advanced
stages of planetesimal formation [3, 13]. The formation
of planetesimals begins with the coagulation of micro-
metric dust grains into fluffy, fractal aggregates. Several
studies [3, 10] have shown that these aggregates grow
via Ballistic Cluster–Cluster Aggregation (BCCA) up to
sizes of approximately ∼ 1 mm. Okuzumi et al. [13]
further demonstrated that in collisions between aggre-
gates of similar size, the fractal dimension remains close
to 2, and the internal density decreases significantly. This
fractal growth phase continues until the impact energy
becomes sufficient to compact the aggregates, a process
that plays a critical role in the subsequent formation of
planetesimals.

Only once sufficiently massive clouds of aggregates
have formed does collective gravitational fall become pre-
dominant [9]. Conventional studies are often based on
N-body codes [17] or SPH methods [4, 12, 15] to model
the global collapse of instabilities, or on Discrete El-
ement Method (DEM) simulations to describe granu-
lar dynamics under a uniform gravity field [5]; on the
other hand, little effort has been devoted to integrat-
ing Newtonian particle-to-particle gravity within a three-
dimensional DEM scheme, with a physically parameter-
ized contact law and full rotation tracking.

Recent years have seen progress in applying discrete-
element and non-smooth contact dynamics methods to

self-gravitating granular systems. In particular, several
studies using soft-sphere DEM and non-smooth contact
dynamics (CD) have investigated collisional dynamics,
aggregate formation, and small-body regolith mechanics
(e.g., Sánchez & Scheeres [16] and others). These works
have explored polydispersity, realistic contact models and
self-gravity for applications to asteroidal surfaces and
small-body formation. This work complements these ef-
forts by performing a systematic parametric study of the
influence of normal contact dissipation and contact stiff-
ness on gravitational aggregation, using a spring–dashpot
soft-sphere DEM calibrated on laboratory impact exper-
iments. I position this contribution as an exploration of
how normal dissipation and stiffness map to aggregation
regimes and fractal morphologies, rather than as a claim
of methodological novelty of the underlying DEM formu-
lation.
I propose a model in which each pair of particles in-

teracts according to Newton’s law and, as soon as their
spheres overlap, undergoes a damped linear contact force
:

Fn,ij =

{
kn δij − γn vn,ij if δij > 0,

0 else,

with δij = Ri+Rj−rij and vn,ij the relative normal ve-
locity. The damping coefficient γn is chosen to reproduce
a fixed coefficient of restitution e which, unlike heuris-
tic parameterizations, allows direct control of collision
anelasticity from experimental measurements. Gravity,
meanwhile, is regularized by a softening ε ≪ Rmin, en-
suring a stable numerical transition between long-range
gravitational interaction and contact.
Finally, I complement this formalism with quaternionic

orientation tracking, ensuring that each particle retains
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a unit norm of rotation and that its moments of inertia
remain consistent when tangential friction is added.

By deploying this model in systematic parametric

campaigns - varying γn, the normalized stiffness k̃n =
kn/(Gm2/R3) - I simultaneously address the cluster’s
aggregation rate, final compactness, porosity and frac-
tal structuring. This approach provides a direct link be-
tween laboratory-validated contact laws and planetesi-
mal physics, while offering a comparable framework for
micro-gravity experiments [1, 19], paving the way for
cross-validation between numerical simulation and exper-
imental study.

Following this introduction, Section 2 presents the
complete formalization of this physical model and the
numerical scheme implemented to ensure its accurate res-
olution. Building on this foundation, Section 3 examines
the critical role of dissipation: I quantify its influence on
particle dynamics and demonstrate how it modulates en-
ergy loss during collisions. Leveraging these insights, Sec-
tion 4 explores the different aggregation regimes, high-
lighting the transition between loose assemblies and com-
pact structures depending on interaction strength. I
then continue, in Section 5, with an in-depth study of
the fractal microstructure emerging from these aggrega-
tions, characterizing its fractal exponent and discussing
its physical implications. Finally, Section 6 concludes
this work by synthesizing key findings, emphasizing the
perspectives opened by the results, and proposing direc-
tions for future developments.

II. METHOD

A. Physical Model

1. Geometric and mechanical properties

Consider a set of N rigid particles, each modeled by
a sphere of radius Ri, mass mi and density ρ. In order
to simulate aggregates that may be very heterogeneous
(e.g., a cloud of asteroids or beads of various sizes), I
allow mi ̸= 4

3 π ρR3
i , i.e. each particle has an arbi-

trarily fixed mass mi and radius Ri. I then define an
effective density ρi =

3mi

4π R3
i
. This freedom makes it pos-

sible to modulate the gravitational behavior relative to
the contact: a denser particle (for the same radius) will
undergo more mutual gravitational force in proportion
to mi, while its inertia at the collision does not change
(because Ii ∝ mi R

2
i ).

Each particle possesses
(
ri(t), vi(t), qi(t), ωi(t)

)
,

where ri ∈ R3 and vi = ṙi are position and linear ve-
locity, qi ∈ S3 is the unit quaternion describing orienta-
tion, and ωi is angular velocity. In the following, I will
briefly go over these standard definitions to emphasize
the choices specific to this model coupling mutual gravi-
tation and linear elasto-amortization contact.

2. The law of universal gravitation and its regularization

For numerical stability the Newtonian pairwise gravi-
tational force is regularized by a small softening length
ε. I define Rmin = mink Rk (the smallest particle ra-
dius in the system) and set ε = αRmin with a default
α = 10−3 (this value can be adjusted in the input). The
gravitational magnitude between particles i and j is then
computed as :

F ij
g = G

mi mj(
r2ij + ε2

) (1)

which prevents numerical singularities when center-to-
center distances become small. The softening is a nu-
merical measure and does not replace contact mechanics;
the normal contact repulsion is still computed whenever
overlap occurs.

B. Numerical Scheme

1. Overlap and validity zone of the linear model

Contact detection is performed when rij < Ri + Rj .
For small overlaps, I use a linear elastic-dashpot contact
law; the normal force is

Fn = knδ − γnvn

where δ is the geometric overlap, vn the normal relative
velocity, kn the normal stiffness and γn the normal damp-
ing coefficient. To ensure the small-deformation assump-
tion remains valid I clamp δ with δmax = 0.05Rmin (over-
laps exceeding this threshold are set to δmax and the case
is flagged as numerically extreme). The spring–dashpot
parameters kn and γn are calibrated together to obtain
a desired contact duration tcontact and effective restitu-
tion e for the velocity range of interest (this is a standard
practical approach in DEM [6, 7, 11])

2. Stiffness kn and damping coefficient γn settings

Rather than arbitrarily fixing kn and γn, I relate these
two parameters to the coefficient of restitution eij and
the natural period of the contact oscillator:

m∗ij =
mi mj

mi +mj
,

ω0, ij =

√
kn
m∗ij

,
(2)

γn, ij = 2m∗ij ηij ,

eij = exp
(
− ηij π/

√
1− η2ij

)
,

(3)
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where ηij ∈ (0, 1) is the pair’s dimensionless damping
factor (i, j). In practice, I choose a unique value η for
the whole system, then I deduce :

kn = m∗min ω
2
0

γn = 2m∗min η,
(4)

with m∗min = mini<j m
∗
ij and ω0 = π

tcontact

√
1− η2. The

desired contact time tcontact (typically 10−3 to 10−4s)
fixes ω0. This choice ensures that the most brutal col-
lision (the one involving the smallest reduced mass) is
resolved with coherent damping. For two particles of
greater reduced mass, their ω0, ij will be lower, which
slows the oscillation slightly, but the system remains sta-
ble.

3. Detailed formulation of the normal force

When δij > 0, I define :

nij =
rj − ri
rij

vn, ij = (vj − vi) · nij .

(5)

The modulus of the contact force can then be written as:

Fn, ij = kn δij︸ ︷︷ ︸
elastic

− γn vn, ij︸ ︷︷ ︸
dissipative

. (6)

Assuming contact without tangential friction, the vector
force applied to particle i is

Fcontact, i←j = −Fn, ij nij

Fcontact, j←i = +Fn, ij nij .
(7)

When Fn, ij < 0 (the case where damping prevails and
rapid separation occurs), I impose the non-adhesion con-
dition: I set Fn, ij = 0 if the algebraic expression leads
to an attractive force. A tangential friction term with
modulus Ft = µFn can play a significant role.

4. Time-step selection

I select the integration time-step dt to satisfy the sta-
bility/accuracy criterion

dt ≤ tcontact/20, tcontact ≈ π

√
meff

kn
(8)

where meff is a representative pair reduced mass (I
use the smallest-particle-pair approximation meff ≈
min(mi)/2). Simulations violating this criterion are doc-
umented and a warning is emitted by the code.

5. Friction

In the present study the majority of simulations were
performed with tangential friction coefficient µ = 0 in
order to isolate the influence of normal dissipative mech-
anisms. When µ > 0 is used, tangential forces are
computed using an incremental tangential displacement
model with a Coulomb yield criterion (Ft ≤ µFn), and
history of tangential displacement is maintained for each
contacting pair.

C. Model calibration (MEDEA experiments)

The comparison with the MEDEA drop/impact ex-
periments is used as a calibration step rather than an
absolute validation. Specifically, γn (via the damping
parameter η) and the contact-time setting were adjusted
to reproduce the measured coefficient of restitution for
the impact velocities tested in MEDEA. Only a small set
of parameters (primarily γn) was tuned; all other param-
eters follow experimental grain properties. I quantify the
sensitivity of the calibration in Appendix A (showing ±
variations that still remain compatible with experimental
scatter).
For a comparison based on contact physics, an inter-

esting statistical measure is the ratio of the number of
collisions leading to adhesion to all collision events. The
MEDEA experiment (Weidling et al. [18]) consists of an
agitation mechanism with an eccentric wheel and a glass
vacuum chamber, which is connected to the vacuum sys-
tem. In their work, Weidling et al. [18] track this ratio of
adhesive collisions. I call a collision ”adhesive” when the
particles remain in contact after impact (equivalent to
zero total restitution). In other words, these are impacts
with a restitution coefficient e = 0 (no rebound). The
fraction of adhesive collisions is therefore the number of
these impacts divided by the total number of simulated
collisions. In this model without van der Waals forces,
this fraction simply results from the high damping chosen
for certain cases.
To reproduce the experiment, I use a consistent set of

parameters with 0.5 − 1.5mm polydisperse silica grains
(I choose here the mean size of 1mm and a standard
deviation of 0.25mm) with a density ρ = 2600kg/m3 in
a very high vacuum environment (P ∼ 3Pa) during a
microgravity experiment (free-fall lap, duration ∼ 4 − 5
s) with an observed mean restitution e ≃ 0.28 at v ∼ 8
cm/s. The masses are calculated at constant density ρp
according to mi =

4
3πR

3
i ρp. Thus, the mass distribution

directly follows that of the radii.
With this set of parameters (Table I), I can compare

the contact physics of this model. The simulation (Fig
1) recorded 129 adhesions out of 1867 collision events,
equivalent to a fraction of colliding collisions of ≃ 0.069.
The MEDEA experiment recorded 103 collisions, 7 of
which resulted in adhesion, 95 in rebound and 1 in frag-
mentation. The experiment results in a fraction of col-
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Parameter Symbol Value Unit

Grain radius R 10−3 m

Grain mass m 4
3
πρR3 ≃ 4.6× 10−6 kg

Gravitational constant G 6.674× 10−11 m3.kg−1.s−2

Target restitution coefficient e 0.28 -

Damping factor adim. η ≃ 0.376 (resolution via eq.3) -

Desired contact time tcontact 10−4 s

Contact stiffness kn m∗/ω2
0 = (m/2)× (π/(tcontact

√
1− η2)))2 ≃ 2.6× 103 N/m

Damping γn 2m∗η = 2(m/2)η ≃ 1.7× 10−6

Table I. Set of parameters chosen to maintain the same sticking/rebonding behavior (same e) and contact physics comparable
to the MEDEA experiment.

liding collisions ≃ 0.068. The small difference between
the two results can be explained by the low number of
collisions that the experiment can track.

Figure 1. Initially loose sample of spherical particles designed
to reproduce values produced by Weidling et al. [18]

D. Simulation Protocol

Simulations involve preparing a loose, uniform sample
of frictionless spherical particles inside a R3 cubic do-
main, then letting the laws of attraction guide the par-
ticles (Fig 2). The simulations involve 650 particles of
radius R. Initially, the particles approach each other un-
der the effect of attraction and may form an aggregate.
I carried out 245 simulations for values of the damping

coefficient γn between [10, 105] and the stiffness ratio k̃n
(defined eq.15) in [105, 108]. I set the friction between
particles to zero to eliminate frictional assumptions dur-
ing analysis.

Using the numerical framework detailed above, I an-
alyze in the following section the impact of dissipation
mechanisms on the dynamic behavior of particles.

The values tested for normalized stiffness k̃n and
damping γn were chosen to cover a reasonable range of
stiffnesses and restitutions. For example, γn varies from
0 (no damping, e = 1) to a value producing e = 0 (com-
pletely inelastic impact). In the experiments in Blum et
al. [3], the coefficient of restitution for dust aggregates is
typically in the range of 0.1− 0.3; the parameters there-

Figure 2. An initially loose sample of 650 spherical particles
distributed in a cubic domain of R3.

fore cover this range. Similarly, k̃n is set sufficiently large
to limit recovery, while remaining commensurate with
that used in other DEM studies [14].

III. THE ROLE OF DISSIPATION

The aggregation time Taggr is defined as the smallest
instant (or simulation step) at which the mass fraction
contained in the largest aggregate exceeds a threshold,
typically 90% of the total particle mass. At each step,
clusters are identified by neighborhood search: as soon
as the size of the largest cluster ≥ 0.9Ntot, the corre-
sponding real time Taggr is noted. So I will talk about
aggregation only if I are in a regime where Taggr is de-
fined.

The free-fall time tff gives the cloud’s intrinsic gravi-
tational time scale: first I calculate the initial center of



5

mass, then I measure the maximum radius R of the ini-
tial configuration (a particle’s greatest distance from this
center). If the total mass of the cloud is M , then

tff =

√
R3

GM
(9)

is the order of magnitude of the time required for grav-
itational collapse without internal pressure. The dimen-

sionless quantity
Taggr

tff
therefore indicates whether aggre-

gation occurs faster or slower than simple free fall. For
the parameters in Table 1, tff ≈ 0.5,s.

103 104

n

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

T a
gg

r/t
ff

Figure 3. Normalized aggregation time
Taggr

tff
as a function

of damping coefficient γn in simulations where aggregation is
observed. Opaque circles: average achievements; transparent
circles: individual raw samples.

Figure 3 shows the normalized aggregation time
Taggr

tff
as a function of the damping coefficient γn for tests where
aggregation is observed. Aggregation time decreases with
increasing γn. This behavior can be explained: the higher
the damping coefficient γn, the faster each impact be-
tween particles dissipates relative kinetic energy, and the
less the particles bounce off each other. As a result, on
first contact, a large proportion of their impact energy is
dissipated (modelled by the −γn vn term in the contact
law), gluing them together more effectively and acceler-
ating the formation of a single aggregate. In other words,
for low values of γn, particles bounce for a long time be-
fore losing enough energy to remain bound, resulting in
a long aggregation time Taggr. As γn increases, dissi-
pation is stronger, collisions become quasi-anelastic, and
coalescence takes place in a reduced number of impacts:
Taggr/tff falls. Finally, beyond a certain threshold of γn,
a plateau of reduced time can be observed: dissipation
becomes so efficient that any further increase in γn no
longer significantly improves the speed of aggregation, as
the collision are already practically sticky from the first

impact. This monotonically decreasing evolution of
Taggr

tff
with γn confirms that contact damping is the key param-
eter controlling the speed of aggregate formation under
gravity.

But this curve alone does not tell us whether, by the
time Taggr appears to have been reached, there are still
several sub-aggregates or whether all the particles have
actually merged into a single cluster. I define C as the

number of related components present at a given time in
the simulation, and Ntot as the total number of initial
particles. To determine C, I construct a neighborhood
graph where two particles i and j are connected if their
center-to-center distance dij is less than the sum of their
radii plus a small negligible tolerance. Dividing this num-
ber by Ntot gives the fraction C

Ntot
, which ranges from 1

(no aggregation, each particle isolated) to 1
Ntot

(all par-

ticles forming a single aggregate).

Figure 4. Index C/Ntot as a function of the damping coeffi-
cient γn. On the left, the final state of a simulation of the case
γn = 10 and on the right a simulation with γn = 104. Opaque
circles: average achievements; transparent circles: individual
raw samples.

Figure 4 shows the index C/Ntot as a function of the
damping coefficient γn, together with a visualization of
two typical simulations. For low values of γn, the index
C/Ntot is 0.6, implying that the majority of particles are
isolated. As γn increases, the index C/Ntot logistically
decreases to 0 when large values of γn are reached. As
this figure shows, a zero C/Ntot index implies a dense
aggregate where all particles are bound together. This
underlines the extent to which contact damping drives
granular coalescence under gravity. When γn is low, colli-
sions are highly elastic and particles bounce back without
losing enough energy to remain bound: I then observe an
index C/Ntot ≈ 0.6, i.e. most grains remain isolated or
form only small aggregates. As γn increases, each col-
lision becomes increasingly anelastic and dissipates suf-
ficient relative velocity to bring the particles together;
the curve then adopts a logistic form, reflecting a rapid
transition from a dispersed regime (many clusters) to a
cohesive regime (few clusters). Beyond a certain critical
threshold of γn, all kinetic energy is evacuated on first
contact, and the index C/Ntot falls to zero: all parti-
cles end up in a single dense aggregate. This transition
shows that there is a minimum value of dissipation be-
yond which the system switches abruptly from a granular
gas to a compact cluster.
Despite aggregation, three possibilities are conceivable:

the aggregate reaches a dynamic equilibrium, remains
over-damped or remains too agitated. The evolution
of the normalized index C/Ntot only provides informa-
tion on the dispersion or coalescence of particles, without
saying anything about how kinetic and potential energy

balance within the cluster. Let K̃(t) and P̃ (t) be the
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dimensionless kinetic and potential energies, defined re-
spectively by:

K̃(t) =
Ek(t)

|Ep(0)|

P̃ (t) =
Ep(t)

|Ep(0)|

(10)

where the total kinetic energy and total gravitational po-
tential at time t are written :

Ek(t) =

N∑
i=1

1
2 mi

∥∥vi(t)
∥∥2

Ep(t) = −
∑

1≤i<j≤N

Gmi mj

∥xi(t)− xj(t)∥

(11)

The ratio

K̃(t)

|P̃ (t)|
=

Ek(t)

|Ep(t)|
(12)

is the index that provides real-time information on the
system’s energy balance. I then introduce the normalized
time tnorm = t

tff
where t denotes the actual time elapsed

since the start of the simulation and tff is the gravita-
tional free-fall time characteristic of the initial cloud.
By dividing each observation time t by this tff , I obtain
tnorm, which makes the time curves dimensionless and
comparable from one simulation to the next.

0.000 0.025 0.050 0.075 0.100 0.125 0.150 0.175
tnorm

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

K/
P

n = 10.0
n = 100.0
n = 500.0
n = 1000.0
n = 10000.0

Figure 5. Median evolution of the K̃/P̃ energy ratio over
time for several γn values. The transparent points represent
the raw data for all simulations.

Figure 5 shows the median evolution of the K̃/P̃ en-
ergy ratio over time for several γn values. At the start of
the simulations, for all values of γn, I observe a peak in

K̃/P̃ due to the initial collision. Then, for all values of γn
except the largest γn = 104, a second peak is observed.

After the first peak, the γn = 104 curve falls to K̃/P̃ = 0.
The other cases (with a lower γn) rise again and finally
enter a more stable regime, either slowly decreasing to 0
or remaining constant. This evolution reflects the com-
petition between the injection of kinetic energy during
gravitational collapse and dissipation by collisions. At

the very beginning, the ”first collision” corresponds to
the cold cloud’s transition to rapid collapse: all simula-

tions then show a peak of K̃/P̃ well above the virializa-
tion value (0.5), a sign of an abrupt exchange of kinetic
potential. For the maximum value γn = 104, the normal
damping is so high that, from this first collision, all the

kinetic energy is immediately evacuated: K̃/P̃ falls back
to almost zero and the system remains frozen, with no
subsequent rebound or oscillation.
On the other hand, for γn < 104, the damping is insuf-

ficient to immediately absorb the energy of the initial col-
lision: I then observe the second peak, which corresponds
to a collective rebound or internal reorganization of the
particles (second arm of the dynamics) before dissipa-
tion takes over definitively. Finally, these intermediately-
damped cases gradually enter a more stable regime: ei-

ther their K̃/P̃ slowly decreases towards zero, or it re-
mains suspended at a non-zero level, a sign that the sys-
tem has reached a quasi-viralized state where residual ki-
netic energy remains around a constant fraction of poten-
tial energy. In a purely theoretical framework, if damp-
ing γn regulates the amount of energy dissipated at each

contact, the contact stiffness k̃n determines the duration
and amplitude of these same collisions: a soft particle

(low k̃n) dampens slowly and undergoes strong deforma-

tions, while a rigid particle (high k̃n) returns most of the
kinetic energy in a brief impact. So, to predict not only
at what velocity but also how grains bind or rebound,
it is essential to couple the study of dissipation (via γn)

with that of rigidity (via k̃n). Having highlighted the
role of dissipation, I now explore in section 4 the differ-
ent aggregation regimes which emerge according to the
parameters of rigidity and dissipated energy.

IV. AGGREGATION REGIMES

In this section, the value of γn is set to 5× 102, which
corresponds to the minimum value at which I can speak
of a dense aggregate, according to the previous section.
The stiffness scale chosen is k∗, which reflects the order
of magnitude of the gravitational forces at contact with a
particle of massm and radius R. I start with the estimate

Fgrav ∼ Gm2

R2
(13)

for two identical grains at the point of contact. If I imag-
ine a characteristic deformation δ ∼ R, the equivalent of
a gravitational stiffness is written :

k∗ ≡ Fgrav

δ
∼ Gm2

R3
. (14)

I define the normalized stiffness:

k̃n =
kn
k∗

=
kn R

3

Gm2
(15)
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This dimensionless parameter directly compares the
mechanical contact stiffness kn with the stiffness scale
imposed by gravity between two particles of the same
size.

Figure 6. Index C/Ntot as a function of k̃n. On the left,
center and right, the final states of simulations proposing re-

spectively k̃n = 105, k̃n = 5 × 106 and k̃n = 108. Opaque
circles: average achievements; transparent circles: individual
raw samples.

Figure 6 shows the index C/Ntot as a function of k̃n,
together with a visualization of typical simulations of the

value of k̃n. For low values of k̃n, C/Ntot is very large
(≃ 1), the particles are not aggregated and form a cloud
of distant particles. The index decreases with increasing

k̃n until it reaches a value close to 0. At these values of k̃n,

the particles form a dense cluster. Then, as k̃n increases

further (from k̃n = 107), the C/Ntot index increases again
until it reaches around 0.6. At this stage, the particles
agglomerate, but some particles at the periphery remain
disassembled.

The shape of this curve reveals three distinct physical
regimes:

• Soft regime (k̃n < 106): When the contact stiffness
is extremely low compared to the gravitational

scale (k̃n ≈ 1 or less), particles sink strongly into
each other on contact and experience significant
overlap. The contact forces are then too weak
to counteract the gravitational pressure, so the
particles slide and disperse rather than bind,
resulting in a C/Ntot ≈ 1 index.

• Intermediate regime (106 ≲ k̃n ≲ 107): As stiffness
increases, deformations decrease and contact forces
become strong enough to resist and hold the grains
together. This leads to a cohesive state: C/Ntot

falls towards zero, indicating that a single dense
aggregate is formed. This is the ”sweet-spot”
where contact rigidity is sufficient to consolidate
the cloud without making the collisions excessively
elastic.

• Regime too rigid (k̃n ≳ 107): Beyond a certain
threshold, the contacts become practically inde-
formable and behave like highly elastic collisions:

the particles bounce back instead of locking into
place. In concrete terms, particles close to the sur-
face of the main aggregate can no longer lock into
place and remain isolated. The index C/Ntot then
rises towards ∼ 0.6, reminding us that, despite a
still agglomerated core, a significant fraction of pe-
ripheral grains remain unbound.

From an energetic point of view, the contact stiffness

k̃n controls both the local stability of the bonds (mea-
sured by the index C/Ntot) and the rate at which kinetic
energy is dissipated during collapse. In other words,
a more rigid contact limits deformation and favors the
rapid formation of a dense aggregate, but also risks pro-
longing coalescence processes by elastic rebound.

106 107

kn

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

T a
gg

r/t
ff

Figure 7. Normalized aggregation time
Taggr

tff
as a function of

stiffness k̃n, Opaque circles: average achievements; transpar-
ent circles: individual raw samples.

Figure 7 shows the normalized aggregation time
Taggr

tff

as a function of stiffness k̃n. For low values of k̃n, the ag-
gregation time decreases and then reaches a minimum at

k̃n = 106. After this minimum, the aggregation time only

increases with increasing k̃n. This highlights a stiffness
optimum for the fastest formation of a gravitational ag-

gregate. For k̃n ≪ 106, the contacts are too soft and the
particles push excessively into each other without cre-
ating effective bonds. Collisions last a long time and

produce only weak cohesion, so that
Taggr

tff
remains high.

Around k̃n ≈ 106, contact rigidity reaches the ideal bal-
ance between minimum deformation and sufficient dissi-
pation. In this regime, collisions dissipate just enough en-
ergy to rapidly bond the grains, while being soft enough
to absorb the violence of the impact without exaggerated
rebound. This is why the normalized aggregation time
passes through a minimum: the cluster forms in a mini-
mal number of steps, well below the pure free-fall time.

For k̃n ≫ 106, contacts become quasi-rigid and highly
elastic: each collision is more like a rebound than a
coalescence. The particles, although attracted, strug-
gle to convert their kinetic energy into a lasting bond,

which again lengthens
Taggr

tff
. Successive collisions slow

convergence towards a single aggregate, and the system
takes longer to lose enough energy to bind. This be-
havior highlights the existence of a mechanical optimum
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for the speed of aggregation, but what about the final
microstructure of the cluster? In other words, does the

value of k̃n influence only the aggregation time, or does
it also condition the nature of the internal arrangement?
With too high a stiffness, agglomeration is slower and
more incomplete, so can I expect looser, even fragmented
structures? Only a more detailed geometric analysis (av-
erage coordination, tortuosity, local density, etc.) can
answer this question. The macroscopic characteristics
of the aggregates being established, section 5 focuses on
the detailed study of their fractal microstructure and its
characteristic dimensions.

V. AGGREGATE MICRO-STRUCTURE

The fractal character of aggregates has been exten-
sively studied for aggregate growth in dusty environ-
ments [2, 8]. Classical aggregation models produce open
ramified structures (BCCA) or more compact clusters
(BPCA) depending on the sticking dynamics and rela-
tive velocities. The fractal-dimension results place the
aggregates of the intermediate/soft regimes in a regime
compatible with ramified structures observed experimen-
tally for adhesive dust and with theoretical predictions
for ballistic cluster aggregation. I compare this numerical
fractal exponents to experimental and theoretical values
[2, 8] and discuss the implications for aerodynamic set-
tling and planetesimal accretion. I also stress finite-N
limitations: for significantly larger N the cluster-cluster
aggregation and long-range collective effects may change
the morphology; addressing that requires O(NlogN) or
O(N) gravity solvers for future work.

2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0
log r

1

2

3

4

5

6

lo
gN

(r)

n = 1.0 × 105, kn = 1.5 × 109

n = 1.0 × 106, kn = 4.7 × 106

n = 1.0 × 105, kn = 1.5 × 106

n = 1.0 × 106, kn = 1.5 × 109

n = 1.0 × 105, kn = 4.7 × 106

n = 1.0 × 104, kn = 4.7 × 106

n = 1.0 × 104, kn = 1.5 × 106

n = 1.0 × 106, kn = 1.5 × 106

Figure 8. Curves logN(r) vs log r for few simulations where
N(r) refers to the number of particles located at a distance
less than or equal to r from the center of mass. Each curve
represents a different simulation.

I introduce the fractal dimension F of the cluster,
which I evaluate by plotting logN(r) as a function of
log r and extracting the slope by linear regression. Here,
N(r) denotes the number of particles located at a dis-
tance less than or equal to r from the center of mass.
More precisely, if the cluster develops as an object of
fractal dimension F , then I observe (in Fig 8) :

N(r) ∝ rF ,

and the slope of the straight line logN(r) vs. log r di-
rectly provides the value of F . Physically, this parame-
ter quantifies the density of spatial settlement at differ-
ent scales; F = 3 indicates homogeneous volume growth,
F < 3 reflects the existence of voids and branched struc-
tures, and the further F deviates from 3, the more open
and patchy the assemblage.

Figure 9. Value of fractality F in parametric space (k̃n, γn).

The heatmap (Fig 9) represents the spatial distribu-

tion of F in parameter space (k̃n, γn) in log scale, as well
as the final state of some simulations in transparency.
The map reveals that for a large value of γn, fractality
is close to 3. F ≈ 3 implies dense aggregation. If the
slope of logN(r) vs log r is close to 3, this means that,
by doubling the size of the sphere of radius r, the num-
ber of particles inside grows as r3. The structure fills
three-dimensional space in a volumetric way: we’re get-
ting closer to a dense stack or a roughly homogeneous
object in 3D. In this context, as the simulation reveals,
F ≈ 3 indicates a highly cohesive aggregate, where par-
ticles have few empty spaces between them. This can
be associated with low porosity and a high ϕf volume

fraction. For a low value of k̃n, decreasing γn has the
effect of decreasing fractality down to ∼ 2. 2 ≲ F < 3
implies a partially fractal or porous aggregate. When F
falls between 2 and 3, the growth of N(r) is slower than
r3, indicating the presence of voids or internal channels.
Typically, a value around F ≈ 2.5 means that the cluster
is relatively dense at the center but thins out towards the
periphery, with empty pockets. This intermediate zone
corresponds to structures where the aggregate partially
clings to the volume, but does not fill it completely.
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For a large value of k̃n and a small γn, the fractality
is 0. This means there has been no aggregation. At low

gamma values, increasing k̃n leads to fractality F < 2.
Such a value 1 < F ≲ 2 implies complex tree-like ag-
gregation. If F goes down to 2 or less, the aggregate
adopts a branched behavior. This is akin to an assembly
of branches or filaments. In this case, there are many
voids: the energy dissipated at each contact is too low to
consolidate the cluster, or the stiffness is too low, allow-
ing particles to adhere at first contact and create long,
loosely-packed structures.

VI. CONCLUSION

This campaign of 3D simulations of granular coales-
cence under gravity has revealed a close link between mi-
croscopic contact laws and macroscopic aggregation dy-
namics. I specify that simulations, focused on grains of
the order of a millimeter without van der Waals forces,
apply mainly to the terminal phases of gravitational
aggregation (decimeter- to meter-sized bodies, ”rubble
piles”), and are not intended to reproduce the initial
stages of sub-cm planetesimal growth, where molecu-
lar cohesion dominates. On the one hand, analysis of

the dimensioned aggregation time
Tagg

tff
as a function of

the damping coefficient γn showed a monotonic decrease
followed by a plateau, confirming that too little damp-
ing keeps particles bouncing, while sufficient damping
(γn ≳ 500) effectively accelerates the formation of a sin-
gle aggregate without additional gains beyond a certain
threshold. On the other hand, by normalizing contact
stiffness by the gravitational scale k∗ = Gm2/R3, I iden-

tified a mechanical optimum around k̃n ≈ 106 : below
this point, grains that are too ”soft” slip and don’t bind
(index C/Ntot ≈ 1), and above this point, over-elastic
rebounds still isolate peripheral particles (rise of C/Ntot

towards 0.6). Finally, mapping the fractal dimension F

in (k̃n, γn) space enabled us to link these regimes to mi-
crostructure: from F ≈ 3 for compact aggregates to
F ≲ 2 for branched networks, illustrating the transi-
tion from volumetric to fractal. These results lay the
foundations for a unified understanding of gravitational
aggregation: dissipation and contact rigidity do not act
independently, but combine to determine the rate of for-
mation, the number of final sub-aggregates and the in-
ternal structure of the formed object. This quantified
connection between microscopic parameters and macro-
scopic observables opens the way to fine calibration of
contact laws for planetesimal modeling and, beyond that,
to direct comparison with micro-gravity experiments or
N-body simulations coupled with specialized DEMs.
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