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Collective motion of locally interacting agents is found ubiquitously throughout nature. The
inability to probe individuals has driven longstanding interest in the development of methods for in-
ferring the underlying interactions. In the context of heterogeneous collectives, where the population
consists of individuals driven by different interactions, existing approaches require some knowledge
about the heterogeneities or underlying interactions. Here, we investigate the feasibility of iden-
tifying the identities in a heterogeneous collective without such prior knowledge. We numerically
explore the behavior of a heterogeneous Vicsek model and find sufficiently long trajectories naturally
cluster with dimensionality reduction computed by PCA. We identify how heterogeneities in each
parameter in the model (interaction radius, noise, population proportions) dictate this clustering.
Finally, we show the generality of this phenomenon by finding similar behavior in a heterogeneous
D’Orsogona model. Altogether, our results quantify the ability to disentangle identities in hetero-
geneous collectives in a model agnostic manner.

I. INTRODUCTION

Systems of locally interacting agents that display spa-
tiotemporal collective behaviors beyond the capabilities
of individuals are found ubiquitously throughout the
physical world at a range of scales [1, 2]. Notable ex-
amples include fish schooling [3, 4], birds flocking [5, 6],
insect [7, 8] and bacterial swarming [9, 10], human
crowds [11], cell migration [12, 13], and other subcellular
processes [14, 15].

Most attention has been paid towards investigating ho-
mogeneous collectives, where all agents evolve and in-
teract via the same dynamics. However, real collectives
are richly heterogeneous [16, 17]. Such heterogeneities
arise from bacterial length differences [18]; mixed-species
collectives [19]; leader-follower behaviors in animals [20–
23] or cell migration [24–27]; lane formation in human
crowds [28]. The collective motion of heterogeneous sys-
tems has consequently been investigated extensively and
found to be even richer than that of the homogeneous
variety [29–33].

Alongside the studies of the emergent behavior of col-
lectives, a parallel thread of investigations has developed
and applied methods for the inverse problem of deduc-
ing the underlying interactions from trajectories [34–45].
This quest is of natural scientific interest due to the abil-
ity to observe only the correlated trajectories of the in-
teractive collective, making disentangling individual in-
teractions inherently challenging, especially with hetero-
geneities [24]. Recent advances have broken ground on
the ability to infer interactions in heterogeneous collec-
tives using clever and sophisticated approaches. How-
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ever, these approaches, while powerful and elegant, seem-
ingly share a unifying feature of requiring knowledge of
the collective or its heterogeneities. For instance, meth-
ods that provide flexible non-parametric tests of hetero-
geneities [46], or the ability to infer the interactions [47]
in heterogeneous collectives, both require knowledge of
the particle identities a priori. The work in [48] ad-
dresses this with a mixture model fit alongside sparse
identification of the interactions. While able to identify
the identities, the success of this method hinges on the
ability to correctly specify a library of underlying interac-
tions. Other methods for detecting heterogeneities work
well but are limited to specific contexts such as the detec-
tion of dissenting directions among neighbors [49] or only
leader-follower interactions [50, 51]. In this work, we seek
to address whether particle identities can be detected in
heterogeneous collectives with no prior information about
the collective or the structure of the heterogeneities.

To study disentangling heterogeneities in collectives,
we investigate a heterogeneous variant of the classical
Vicsek model [52]. This model is renowned as the text-
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Figure 1. Schematic of the investigation. Trajectories of
orientations in a heterogeneous collective motion models (Vic-
sek and D’Orsogona) are dimensionally reduced using PCA
(principal component analysis). The identities of the sub-
types cluster in this lower dimensional space corresponding
to principal component scores.
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book minimal example of a collective motion with rich
behavior [53, 54]. Consequently, many variants have
been considered [55], including those with heterogeneities
[56, 57] such as the ones we propose here. We first con-
sider a setup with two populations of Vicsek particles
with different parameters (interaction radii, noise magni-
tude, velocity), but still interacting as a single collective.
After performing dimensionality reduction on the trajec-
tories, we find that in this latent space, the trajectories
cluster into their identities for sufficiently long observa-
tions. In this work, we quantify the parameter-dependent
timescale required for accurate clustering through numer-
ical simulation. Next, we show that this clustering phe-
nomenon persists in a heterogeneous Vicsek model with
more than two species. Lastly, to establish that this is
truly a model-free phenomenon, we consider a hetero-
geneous D’Orsogona model [58] and find similar cluster-
ing behavior. Altogether, our results are summarized in
Fig. 1 and establish the ability to cluster heterogeneous
collectives in a model-free manner with no prior knowl-
edge of the underlying model or heterogeneities.

II. SETUP

A. Classical Vicsek

The classical Vicsek model describes the evolution of
N self-propelled particles moving in 2-dimensional space
at a constant speed ν and with fluctuating direction.
The direction of each particle is governed by two factors:
noise, and local interactions with neighbors. Specifically,
each particle averages the orientations over all neighbors
within a specified radius, R. In symbols, θi,t, the orien-
tation of particle i at frame t, evolves as

θi,t+1 = 〈θj,t(t)〉‖xxxi,t−xxxj,t‖<R + η. (1)

The particle positions are updated with these orienta-
tions

xxxi,t+1 = xxxi,t + ν∆t

(
cos(θi,t)
sin(θi,t)

)
(2)

The noise η is chosen from a uniform distribution gov-
erned by a scalar magnitude 0 ≤ σ ≤ 1, such that
η ∼ unif(−σπ, σπ). The particles are constrained to
an L × L periodic box, where distances are computed
in a manner that respects the periodicity of the domain.
For systems with large N , naive O(N2) comparisons are
prohibitive. We instead employ a standard KD-tree [59]
O(n log n) implementation for computational scalability.
Particles are initialized with uniformly random orienta-
tion and position within the box.

B. Heterogeneous Vicsek and clustering pipeline

We consider a variant on the classical Vicsek model
with M ≥ 2 subpopulations. Specifically, denote φφφ =

(ν, σ,R) as the parameters governing the motion of a par-
ticle in the classical Vicsek model. In the heterogeneous
collective, particles belonging to subpopulation j evolve
via the parameter set φφφj = (νj , σj , Rj). Particles inter-
act regardless of their membership in a subpopulation.
In total, the collective consists of N particles that can be

decomposed into their group membership N =
∑M
j=1Nj ,

where Nj denotes the number of particles in subpopu-
lation j. This model has been considered in previous
studies and is a more general case of some leader-follower
models.

The heterogeneous Vicsek model is straightforward to
simulate and generate trajectories for testing. However,
performing the cluster analysis on the resulting trajecto-
ries in an unsupervised model-agnostic manner is more
subtle. One framing of the problem is that of time-series
clustering, for which there are two standard branches of
approaches [60]. One can assign and cluster based on
an appropriate metric between trajectories, such as Eu-
clidean distance or dynamic time warping[61]. However,
the choice of such a metric for collective motion data is
not obvious to the authors. Therefore, we consider the
second main avenue for clustering time series: dimension-
ality reduction. A zoo of possible linear and nonlinear
approaches for dimensionality reduction of time series
exists. For the sake of discerning the intrinsic separa-
tion of the identities, we opt for the simplest approach of
performing principal component analysis (PCA). While
classical, it is worthwhile to note that PCA can outper-
form nonlinear dimensionality reductions in certain con-
texts [62].

The last technical complication is to decide on the
“data” to be dimensionally reduced. Here, we choose
θi(t), the orientations. While it may not be possible to
directly access these for experimental observations, the
orientations can be estimated by the frame-to-frame dis-

placement e.g., θ̂i,t = atan2(xxxyi,t+1 − xxx
y
i,t,xxx

x
i,t+1 − xxxxi,t),

where xxxx,yi,t correspond to the x, y component of the po-
sitions. Naive PCA does not preserve the structure of
angular data [63], so we transform τi,t := tan θi,t. Alter-
natively, we tested τ̃i,t := [cos θi,t, sin θi,t], which doubles
the trajectory length but may be more generalizable to
3D data, and found no difference in our results. In sum-
mary, for t observations of a collective with N particles,
we perform PCA on the N × t matrix

Tt = tan(Θt) =


tan θ1,0 tan θ1,1 · · · tan θ1,t

tan θ2,0 tan θ2,1 · · · tan θ2,t

...
...

. . .
...

tan θn,0 tan θn,1 · · · tan θn,t

 . (3)

Using the first two principal components (each normal-
ized to have zero mean and unit variance), we then per-
form standard K-means clustering on these scores. For
the heterogeneous Vicsek model, other tested methods
(K-nearest neighbors [64], spectral clustering [65]) pro-
duced identical results.
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III. RESULTS

A. Two subpopulation heterogeneous Vicsek
models cluster over sufficiently long times.

We first demonstrate the dimensionality-reduction
based clustering on a setup with two subpopulations
of particles that differ only in one attribute. Specifi-
cally, we take two types of particles, N1 = 200,N2 =
200 with φφφ1 = (ν1, σ1, R1)= (0.01, 0.1, 0.05) and φφφ2=
(ν2, σ2, R2) = (0.01, 0.3, 0.05). That is, the two particles
differ only in their magnitude of noise. Other simulation
parameters are set to L = 1,∆t = 1. The results of the
simulation over increasingly long times can be seen in
Fig. 2.
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Figure 2. Two subtype Vicsek model simulation and
clustering. ABC: snapshots of the particle positions in a
heterogeneous Vicsek simulation with two types of particles
and display no apparent pattern. DEF: The first two princi-
pal component scores for each trajectory, colored by particle
type. DEF: Results of K-means clustering on PC scores. J:
Clustering accuracy approaches 100% as the trajectories be-
come longer. The two populations differ only in their noise
magnitude σ1 = 0.1, σ2 = 0.3 and otherwise ν = 0.01, R = .05
with L = 1,∆t = 1, and particle countsN1 = 200, N2 = 200.

In panels ABC of Fig. 2, the snapshots of particle po-
sitions show that the collective evolves in a manner that

integrates both subpopulations with no apparent pattern.
The first two principal component scores of each trajec-
tory are shown in panels DEF. At early times, the scores
are not separable by eye. After some time passes, the
scores seem to begin to separate but not to a degree that
can be fully disentangled. Finally, at long times, the
PC scores of the trajectories corresponding to different
types separate into two distinct clusters. Panels GHI
show the result of running K-means clustering on the PC
scores. Initially, the clustering is inaccurate but progres-
sively gains accuracy until eventually stabilizing at 100%
as more data is accumulated on the trajectory (panel J).

B. Time to accurately cluster is dependent on
which parameters are heterogeneous.

The previous result shows that the PC scores in a single
collective with two different noise magnitudes cluster over
sufficiently long times. This leaves the natural question
of what shapes the timescale for accurate clustering. Due
to stochasticity, this timing will differ in each collective.
We perform Nsim = 100 simulations for each parameter
set to evaluate the typical time to cluster accurately for
the corresponding scenario. The results of varying the
heterogeneity in noise σ, the interaction radius R, and
number of particles N1, N2, and the ratio of N1, N2 can
be seen in Fig. 3.

In Fig. 3 panel A, we see the effect of differing lev-
els of noise between the two subpopulations of particles,
ranging from 2.5 to 5.0 “noise fold”, meaning the ratio
of σ2/σ1. Intuitively, as the populations become more
distinct, the ability to distinguish them becomes easier,
manifesting as a smaller timescale until all simulations
reach 100% accuracy. In panel B, a similar effect can be
seen for differing only the interaction radii. However, we
note that the time for clustering with differing radii takes
far longer than clustering noise differences. Next, we in-
vestigate the role of particle density by fixing the ratio
of N1 to N2 in the noise test of the first panels. We then
increase the total number of particles N = N1 +N2 and
investigate the time to cluster accurately, finding that
the time to cluster decreases with N , as seen in panel C.
Lastly, we fix N and vary the ratio of the two subtypes,
seen in panel D. Here, we find that greater asymmetry
produces longer accurate clustering time. In sum, we find
that (i) the more heterogeneous (in parameter values) the
subpopulations,(ii) higher density, and (iii) lower asym-
metry in numbers all decrease the critical timescale for
clustering accurately.

In the previous analysis, accurate clustering emerges
as the trajectories increase in length. However, it is not
immediately clear whether this timescale is shaped by the
increased length itself or the equilibration from the ini-
tialization of the simulations. To investigate this, we re-
turn to the two subpopulation setup with heterogeneous
noise and repeat the clustering for trajectories. Previ-
ously, we had shown the accuracy over the window [0, t],
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Figure 3. Parameter influence on timescale of accu-
rate clustering. A: Median accuracy Nsim = 100 of clus-
tering for a two sub-species heterogenous Vicsek model with
only noise magnitude different. “Noise fold” refers to the ra-
tio of σ2/σ1. B: Median accuracy clustering two sub-species
with only interaction radii different C: Median accuracy clus-
tering with the ratio N1/N2 = 1 fixed but the total number
of particles N1 + N2 = N is increased. D: Median accuracy
clustering with the ratio N1 +N2 = N fixed but ratio of two
groups is varied.

and now in Fig. 4 we also show the accuracy of clus-
tering over [t, 2t]. The accuracy curve is nearly identi-
cal, regardless of the initial configuration of the parti-
cles. This suggests the timescales of accuracy are truly
representative of the timescale required to observe these
populations rather than an artifact of the initialization.

C. More than two subpopulations can be clustered.

The previous examples explore a heterogeneous collec-
tive with only two subpopulations. However, the dimen-
sionality reduction and clustering of these latent repre-
sentations need not be limited to only two populations.
We next consider the variation with three subpopulations
of Vicsek particles, differing again only by the noise mag-
nitude σ1 = 0.1, σ2 = 0.3, σ3 = 0.5. The simulations and
clustering procedure can be seen in Fig. 5. Again, the
collective itself does not seem to display any apparent
pattern in positions (panels ABC), but the PC scores
separate over sufficiently long times (panels DEF). For
long trajectories, the accuracy approaches 100% (panel
J). In practice, the number of clusters must be specified
for K-means or other clustering algorithms but may be
unknown. In the inset of panel J, we plot the silhouette
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Figure 4. Clustering timescale dependence on ini-
tialization. Clustering accuracy for a single simulation of a
heterogeneous Vicsek collective with each subpopulation dif-
fering only by noise magnitude, the same as Fig. 2. In the
red curve, the trajectory window is previously shown [0, t],
and in blue, the trajectory from [t, 2t]. No dependence on
initialization is seen.

score [66], a metric for choosing the number of clusters.
We see that for intermediate times, an incorrect number
of clusters may be inferred (5 clusters is shown as the
maximum), but at sufficiently long times, 3 clusters are
recovered in the silhouette score as the correct number.

D. Model-free clustering is generalizable to a
heterogeneous D’Orsogona model.

Although the Vicsek has historically served as a
testbed for investigations of collective motion, one may
wonder whether our results are specific to heterogeneities
in this model alone. To explore the generality, we next
consider a different, historically important alternative:
the D’Orsogona model [58]. The D’Orsogona model de-
scribes self-propelled particles in 2D, with the position of
the ith particle xxxi evolving as

dxxxi
dt

= vvvi,
dvvvi
dt

= (α− β‖vvvi‖2)vvvi −∇U(xxxi), (4)

where

U(xxxi) =

N∑
i 6=j

[
Cre

−‖xxxi−xxxj‖/λr − Cae−‖xxxi−xxxj‖/λa

]
. (5)

In the model, the parameter α describes the self-
propulsion magnitude and β is the friction magnitude.
The potential Eq.(5) is a Morse-like potential between
all pairs of particles. The two length scales are la and
lr, and represent attraction and repulsion, respectively.
Each of those magnitudes is governed by Ca and Cr.

The D’Orsogona model can display considerably more
complex behavior than the Vicsek counterpart. Depend-
ing on the parameter values chosen, possible behaviors
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Figure 5. Three subtype Vicsek model simulation and
clustering. ABC: snapshots of the particle positions in a
heterogeneous Vicsek simulation with three types of particles
and display no apparent pattern. DEF: The first two princi-
pal component scores for each trajectory, colored by particle
type. DEF: Results of K-means clustering on PC scores. J:
Clustering accuracy approaches 100% as the trajectories be-
come longer. Inset: silhouette scores at long times correctly
identify the number of clusters. The three populations differ
only in their noise magnitude σ1 = 0.1, σ2 = 0.3, σ3 = 0.5 and
otherwise ν = 0.01, R = .05 with L = 1,∆t = 1, and particle
countsN1 = 200, N2 = 200.

range from single mills, double mills, swarms, and es-
capes [42, 58]. Here, we investigate a heterogeneous ver-
sion of the D’Orsogona model with two subpopulations
of particles that each have different parameters. For sim-
plicity, we choose β, the friction, to differ. The interac-
tion potential sums all neighbors, both in and out of the
subtype. One key difference is that the magnitude of the
velocity may change in the D’Dorsogona model, whereas
in Vicsek it is constant. We again use the orientation
alone as the data input to the dimensionality reduction,
with τi,t = atan2(vvvyi,t, vvv

x
i,t) where vvvxi,t and vvvyi,t represent

the x, y component of the velocity observed spaced time
intervals enumerated by t. The ODEs are solved nu-
merically using SciPy’s Dormand-Prince dopri5 method
and then re-sampled via linear interpolation to be equally

spaced observations by ∆t = 1.
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Figure 6. Heterogeneous D’Orsogna model simulation
and clustering. ABC: snapshots of the particle positions in
a heterogeneous D’Orsogona model simulation with two types
of particles and display no apparent pattern. DEF: The first
two principal component scores for each trajectory, colored
by particle type. DEF: Results of spectral clustering on PC
scores. Simulation parameter are N1 = 200, N2 = 200 with
shared parameters: α = 1.50, la = 1.0, lr = 0.9, Ca = 1.0,
Cr = 0.9, but differing β1 = 0.80 and β2 = 0.775.

In Eq. (4) we see the results of the heterogeneous
D’Orsogona simulation and clustering analysis. For the
parameters chosen where attraction is stronger than re-
pulsion, a ring behavior appears with particles moving
both clockwise and counterclockwise (Fig. 6 panels ABC)
but otherwise the identities of each subpopulation do not
seem distinguishable. The PC values shown in DEF do
not initially separate the identities, but as longer tra-
jectories are observed, the PC scores from each subtype
separate into two circles: those in type 1 with a smaller
radius. Due to the shape of the PC scores, K-means ex-
pectedly fails to recover the true identities, but standard
spectral clustering [65] recovers the true identities with
flawless accuracy.

IV. LIMITATIONS ON MULTIPLE DATASETS

We have thus far investigated the ability to interrogate
a single collective at a time and find that we need suffi-
ciently long trajectories for accurate clustering. However,
in practice, experimental constraints limit the ability to
take long observations. Instead, it may be more practi-
cal to obtain replicates of experiments. We therefore in-
vestigate the feasibility of combining data from multiple
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Figure 7. Clustering fails to combine multiple ex-
periments. ABC: PC scores over increasingly long trajecto-
ries with three separate collectives concatenated into a single
dataset. The same setup of two subpopulation Vicsek with
different noises, as in Fig. 2.

distinct observations of the same heterogeneous collec-
tive. Returning to the setup with two subpopulations of
Vicsek particles with differing noise magnitude with run
N1 = 200, N2 = 200, as in Fig. 2, we now run 3 separate
simulations. The three simulations are concatenated into
3×400 trajectories in one data matrix to cluster. The re-
sulting PC values for the concatenated data can be seen
in Fig. 7. At short times, no apparent pattern is seen.
As time progresses (panel B), the PC scores split into 3
groups. This pattern continues at long times (panel C),
and each of the 3 groups splits into 2 subgroups, resulting
in 6 total clusters. However, the 3 predominant groups
correspond to the 3 distinct simulations. Therefore, the
clustering distinguishes different simulations rather than
the same groups between simulations. That is, there does
not appear to be a way to tell from the PC scores that
the 3 observations were from the same heterogeneous col-
lective.

V. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have investigated the ability to per-
form clustering to recover the true identities of particles
in heterogeneous collectives without prior knowledge of
the heterogeneities or underlying model. To do so, we
first investigate a heterogeneous Vicsek model. To clus-
ter, the orientations are transformed to non-angular data
and then dimensionally reduced via PCA. In these latent
dimensions, we find that the trajectories naturally sepa-
rate over sufficiently long timescales. We find that this
timescale is decreased by larger differences in noise mag-
nitudes, larger differences in interaction radii, higher par-
ticle densities, and equal subpopulation numbers. The
method was readily extended to a heterogeneous Vicsek
setup with three types of particles, where the number of
clusters was also recovered via a silhouette score. Finally,
we show that the premise also extends to other models of
collectives, by investigating a heterogeneous D’Orsogona

model. For this model, we find that spectral clustering
was necessary due to the complexity of the PCA scores,
but these scores did also separate distinctly over long
time scales. Ultimately, our results add an important vi-
gnette to the growing literature on inferring interactions
in collectives, especially those with heterogeneities.

We emphasize that the approach is not intended as
an end-all solution to the identification of heterogeneous
collectives, but rather complementary to existing ap-
proaches. That is, it can be seen as a step of exploratory
data analysis to shape the necessary user input to more
sophisticated methods such as [47–49]. One key limi-
tation of our methodology was the inability to identify
whether heterogeneities were the same type across differ-
ent observations. However, the methodology proposed
here could be used to identify the existence of hetero-
geneities that helps steer methods such as [45, 48], which
we anticipate can readily handle learning interactions and
assigning identities across observations.

There are several avenues of future interest stemming
from our work, in both the theory and practice of in-
ferring heterogeneous collectives. It would be interest-
ing to compare the performance of dimensionality reduc-
tion approaches to disentangling heterogeneities to those
based on information-theoretic quantities like transfer en-
tropy [50, 51, 67] or Granger causality [68]. The choice
of PCA for dimensionality reduction was for simplicity,
but future work could also investigate the use of nonlin-
ear approaches such as autoencoders [69] or LSTM ar-
chitectures [70]. Further, our investigation of heteroge-
neous collectives was purely numerical. It is therefore
of clear interest to explore whether powerful analytical
approaches (e.g., Toner-Tu theory [71]) can reveal the
intrinsic lower dimensional structure of these heteroge-
neous collectives. Such lower dimensional structures have
been analytically derived elsewhere for noisy interacting
systems [72], and may reveal further insights about the
nature of intrinsic disentanglement of heterogeneities we
investigate in this work.
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VII. CODE AVAILABILITY

Python code for performing the simulations of the het-
erogeneous collectives and the clustering analysis there-
fore can be found at https://github.com/tanpei0513/
vicsek_trajectory.
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and G. Theraulaz, Deciphering Interactions in Moving Animal
Groups, PLoS Computational Biology 8, e1002678 (2012).

[39] W. M. Lord, J. Sun, N. T. Ouellette, and E. M. Bollt, Inference
of Causal Information Flow in Collective Animal Behavior, IEEE
Transactions on Molecular, Biological and Multi-Scale Communi-
cations 2, 107 (2016).

[40] C. J. Torney, M. Lamont, L. Debell, R. J. Angohiatok, L.-M.
Leclerc, and A. M. Berdahl, Inferring the rules of social interac-
tion in migrating caribou, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society B: Biological Sciences 373, 20170385 (2018).

[41] F. Lu, M. Zhong, S. Tang, and M. Maggioni, Nonparametric in-
ference of interaction laws in systems of agents from trajectory
data, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 116, 14424
(2019).

[42] D. Bhaskar, A. Manhart, J. Milzman, J. T. Nardini, K. M. Storey,
C. M. Topaz, and L. Ziegelmeier, Analyzing collective motion with
machine learning and topology, Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Jour-
nal of Nonlinear Science 29, 123125 (2019).

[43] U. S. Basak, S. Sattari, K. Horikawa, and T. Komatsuzaki, In-
ferring domain of interactions among particles from ensemble of
trajectories, Physical Review E 102, 012404 (2020).

[44] J. LaChance, K. Suh, J. Clausen, and D. J. Cohen, Learning the
rules of collective cell migration using deep attention networks,
PLOS Computational Biology 18, e1009293 (2022).

[45] A. Nabeel, V. Jadhav, D. R. M, C. Sire, G. Theraulaz,
R. Escobedo, S. K. Iyer, and V. Guttal, Data-driven discovery
of stochastic dynamical equations of collective motion (2023),
arXiv:2304.10071 [q-bio.QM].

[46] T. M. Schaerf, J. E. Herbert-Read, and A. J. W. Ward, A statis-
tical method for identifying different rules of interaction between
individuals in moving animal groups, Journal of The Royal Society
Interface 18, rsif.2020.0925, 20200925 (2021).

[47] F. Lu, M. Maggioni, and S. Tang, Learning interaction kernels
in heterogeneous systems of agents from multiple trajectories, J.
Mach. Learn. Res. 22 (2021).

[48] D. A. Messenger, G. E. Wheeler, X. Liu, and D. M. Bortz, Learn-
ing anisotropic interaction rules from individual trajectories in a
heterogeneous cellular population, Journal of The Royal Society
Interface 19, 20220412 (2022).

[49] A. Nabeel and D. R. Masila, Disentangling intrinsic motion from
neighborhood effects in heterogeneous collective motion, Chaos:
An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science 32, 063119
(2022).

[50] S. Butail, V. Mwaffo, and M. Porfiri, Model-free information-

https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2019.0377
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2019.0377
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2003.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0787-y
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1118633109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1118633109
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-019-0891-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-019-0891-5
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1007820
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1007820
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.29.466390
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.29.466390
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1001651107
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1001651107
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.098102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.098102
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0611
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0611
https://doi.org/10.1039/c4ib00115j
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031218-013516
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09312
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11538-021-00985-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93302-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93302-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93302-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.103.032413
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181132
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181132
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2564
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2564
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216798
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216798
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.0998
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.0998
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01769-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cels.2017.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cels.2017.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04539-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04539-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-52480-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-52480-3
https://doi.org/10.1091/mbc.E20-10-0681
https://doi.org/10.1091/mbc.E20-10-0681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2019.03.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2019.03.032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-014-1095-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep31808
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep31808
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0008
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0008
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5099554
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5099554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2019.121550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2019.121550
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1001763107
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1001763107
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0022827
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1109355108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1109355108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1107583108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1107583108
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002678
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMBMC.2016.2632099
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMBMC.2016.2632099
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMBMC.2016.2632099
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0385
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0385
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1822012116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1822012116
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5125493
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5125493
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.102.012404
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1009293
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.10071
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2020.0925
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2020.0925
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0412
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0412
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0093682
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0093682
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0093682


8

theoretic approach to infer leadership in pairs of zebrafish, Physical
Review E 93, 042411 (2016).

[51] V. Mwaffo, S. Butail, and M. Porfiri, Analysis of pairwise interac-
tions in a maximum likelihood sense to identify leaders in a group,
Frontiers in Robotics and AI 4, 35 (2017).
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