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Abstract— In this paper, we consider the problem of a swarm
traveling between two points as fast as possible in an unknown
environment cluttered with obstacles. Potential applications
include search-and-rescue operations where damaged environ-
ments are typical. We present swarm generalizations, called
SwarmCom, SwarmBug1, and SwarmBug2, of the classical path
generation algorithms Com, Bug1, and Bug2. These algorithms
were developed for unknown environments and require low
computational power and memory storage, thereby freeing up
resources for other tasks. We show the upper bound of the
worst-case travel time for the first agent in the swarm to reach
the target point for SwarmBug1. For SwarmBug2, we show that
the algorithm underperforms in terms of worst-case travel time
compared to SwarmBug1. For SwarmCom, we show that there
exists a trivial scene for which the algorithm will not halt, and it
thus has no performance guarantees. Moreover, by comparing
the upper bound of the travel time for SwarmBug1 with a
universal lower bound for any path generation algorithm, it is
shown that in the limit when the number of agents in the swarm
approaches infinity, no other algorithm has strictly better worst-
case performance than SwarmBug1 and the universal lower
bound is tight.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

Swarm robotics has received increasing attention over the
past two decades and is predicted to be disruptive in many
fields [1]. In many swarm robotics applications, the size
of the robots is of critical importance, such as for search
missions in narrow and unknown environments. This en-
forces hardware constraints on the robots, limiting the robots’
computational power and memory storage. The most popu-
lar navigation solutions for unknown environments require
computational power and memory storage that exceeds the
hardware limits for small robots, for example, simultaneous
localization and mapping (SLAM) [2]. Even if it is possible
to run SLAM on small robots such as the Crazyflie platform
[3], it consumes a large portion of the available resources
that are better left available for other tasks. One navigation
solution class, bug algorithms, was developed for single-
robot systems in the ’80s when the hardware capacity was
minimal compared to today. It is thus promising to explore
bug algorithms as navigation solutions for swarm robotics.

B. Related work

The authors in the seminal work [4] and [5] presented the
first bug algorithms. The purpose of bug algorithms is to
generate paths between a start point and a target point by
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simple “bug-like” behaviors such as “wall following” and
moving straight toward the target. Three algorithms, called
Com, Bug1, and Bug2, with different levels of greediness
and memory storage, were presented in [4] and [5]. The
algorithm Com (named after its “common sense” behavior)
is based on traveling straight to the target when possible
and otherwise following the blocking obstacle’s boundary.
The algorithm Bug1 is based on exploring each encountered
obstacle’s complete boundary and leaving the obstacle at the
point with the shortest distance to the target. The algorithm
Bug2 is based on leaving obstacles when the line drawn from
the start point to the target point is crossed. In [4] and [5],
upper bounds of the path lengths generated by the algorithms
Bug1 and Bug2 were given in terms of the sum of perimeters
of the unknown obstacles. The greediest algorithm, Com, is
not guaranteed to reach the target and can enter an infinite
loop. Other variations of Com, Bug1, and Bug2 have been
developed; see, for example, [6]–[11]. The reader is referred
to [12] for an extensive survey of bug algorithms.

The authors in [13] and [14] presented multi-robot exten-
sions of the algorithm Bug1 and focused on their theoretical
characteristics. In [13], the robots are divided into pairs, and
each pair is assigned an elliptic curve in which they travel
toward the target. When a pair encounters an obstacle, the
pair splits, and the robots explore one side of the obstacle
each. The pair leaves the obstacle from the point closest
to the target, similar to Bug1. A worst-case scene was
constructed in [13], in which the path lengths of the proposed
algorithm were compared against that of an optimal off-
line solution with full environmental knowledge. In [14],
for each encountered obstacle, two of the robots explore the
obstacle boundary to identify the point closest to the target,
and until this point is identified, the other robots stand still.
This method has the advantage of minimizing the waiting
robots’ path lengths, which is important in energy-critical
applications. The theoretical evaluation in [14] is based on
comparing the performances of the developed multi-robot
algorithm and Bug1 in environments with one obstacle.

Recently, in [15]–[17], bug algorithms for swarm robotics
were developed and experimentally tested. Under the algo-
rithm in [15], the robots in the swarm travel in different
directions to cover different parts of the environment, which
is helpful in, for example, search-and-rescue applications.
The method in [16] was developed for seeking gas leaks
using a swarm of robots, and the gas intensity is used to
get the search directions of the robots. The algorithm in [17]
was developed for search missions and uses robots equipped
with auditory and olfactory sensors to support cooperation
within the swarm. Performance guarantees were not provided
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in [15]–[17].

C. Contributions

In this paper, we develop swarm extensions of the classical
bug algorithms Com, Bug1, and Bug2 and give performance
guarantees of the developed algorithms. To the best of our
knowledge, the only existing literature providing swarm
extensions of bug algorithms with performance guarantees
are [13] and [14]. In [13] and [14], extensions of the Bug1
algorithm were proposed, similar to this paper, where a new
swarm extension of Bug1 will be provided (together with
extensions of Com and Bug2). The performance guarantees
provided for the algorithms in this paper are in terms of
the time to reach the target and will depend on the sum
of the perimeter lengths of the obstacles. This is similar to
the seminal work [4] and [5], where Com, Bug1, and Bug2
were first proposed, but is different from [13], where the path
lengths are compared against an optimal off-line solution
with full knowledge of the environment and also different
from [14], where the authors only show that their swarm
extension of Bug1 outperforms the original Bug1 in several
aspects.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We derive a universal lower bound of any path genera-

tion algorithm which is suitable for comparison against
any developed swarm path generation algorithm.

• We formulate path generation algorithms SwarmCom,
SwarmBug1, and SwarmBug2, which are swarm ex-
tensions of the classical single-agent path generation
algorithms Com, Bug1, and Bug2.

• We derive an upper bound of the path generation
algorithm SwarmBug1. This upper bound turns out to
coincide with the derived universal lower bound in
the limit when the swarm size approaches infinity. No
other algorithm thus has a strictly better worst-case
performance than SwarmBug1, and the universal lower
bound is tight.

• We derive a lower bound for the path generation algo-
rithm SwarmBug2. The lower bound for SwarmBug2 is
higher than the upper bound for SwarmBug1, indicating
that SwarmBug1 is preferable.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a swarm of n agents whose task is to, as
quickly as possible, get one agent from the swarm’s starting
point to a fixed target point. The task is completed once
one agent in the swarm has arrived at the target point. The
start point and the target point, as well as the movement of
the agents in the swarm, are located in a 2D environment.
Each agent in the swarm knows its coordinates and the start
point’s and target point’s coordinates; hence, it can also know
its direction to the target as well as the line between the start
and target points. The task is challenging as the environment
also includes obstacles unknown to the agents a priori. The
agents only have tactile sensing to make the problem even
more challenging. That is, agents cannot sense obstacles at
a distance. The obstacles are defined by closed curves and

Fig. 1. A swarm of three agents move from a start point (S) to a target
point (T ) while navigating a scene with obstacles in a 2D environment.

are non-overlapping. We also assume a path exists from the
start point to the target point. An example of an environment
with obstacles is illustrated in Fig. 1.

The agents in the swarm can move toward the target in a
straight line (if an obstacle does not block this direction) or
stand still. The agents can also follow the boundary of an
obstacle, either in a clockwise or counterclockwise direction,
when located at one of the obstacle’s boundary points. We
assume that the agents’ speeds are between zero and some
maximum speed. The agents are modeled as points, and
the spacing and collision avoidance between agents are not
addressed in this work.

We introduce some necessary notations before proceeding.
The length between the start point and the target point is
denoted as D. The perimeter of an obstacle indexed with i is
denoted as pi. The time to travel a distance x with maximum
speed is denoted as t(x). The total time to traverse the
perimeters of all obstacles in the environment with maximum
speed is denoted as

∑
t(pi). The time for the first agent in

the swarm to arrive at the target point is denoted as tf , and
the time for the last agent to arrive is denoted as tl.

III. UNIVERSAL LOWER BOUND

In this section, we show a universal lower bound on the
travel time for the first agent in the swarm to reach the target
in a constructed scene. This lower bound applies to any path
generation algorithm and is a fundamental limitation of the
achievable upper bound of the travel time for the first agent
in the swarm to reach the target.

Theorem 1. For any algorithm of path generation for a
swarm of n ≥ 2 agents and any strictly positive δ, there is
a scene such that the travel time for the first agent to reach
the target satisfies

tf ≥ t(D) + 1
2

∑
t(pi)− δ, (1)

where tf , t(D), and
∑

t(pi) are already defined.

Proof. The proof is based on showing that for any path gen-
eration algorithm for a swarm of n ≥ 2 agents, the generated
paths will satisfy (1) for the constructed scene illustrated
in Fig. 2. The constructed scene includes one rectangular
obstacle with width W and length 2L. Since the scene only



Fig. 2. Constructed scene for Theorem 1. Notations in the figure are target
point (T ), start point (S), length of obstacle (2L), width of obstacle (W ),
and the path of an agent in the swarm (arrows).

includes one obstacle,
∑

pi includes only one term. The start
point is located on the midpoint at one of the obstacle’s
boundary sides. The target point has the same x-coordinate
as the start point but is located on the other side of the
obstacle (not necessarily on a boundary point). We neglect
the width of the obstacle in the constructed scene by setting
W := 0. We have

∑
pi = 4L and the time it takes to follow

the shortest path between the start point and the target point
is t(P ∗) = t(L) +

√
t(D)2 + t(L)2. Thus, independent

of the choice of path generation algorithm, the time it takes
for the first agent in the swarm to reach the target obeys
tf ≥ t(P ∗) =

∑
t(pi)/2 − t(L) +

√
t(D)2 + t(L)2. By

setting D and L to satisfy δ ≥ t(D)+t(L)−
√

t(D)2 + t(L)2

or equivalently
√

t(D)2 + t(L)2 ≥ t(D) + t(L) − δ, we
achieve tf ≥ t(D) + 1

2

∑
t(pi)− δ.

Remark 1. The universal lower bound in Theorem 1 should
be compared with the universal lower bound for single agent
path generation algorithms shown in [4] and [5], which is
tf ≥ t(D) +

∑
t(pi)− δ.

Remark 2. The authors in [4] and [5] derived bounds of
the path lengths of their algorithms. These bounds can be
written regarding travel time if the single-agent travels at
full speed along the generated paths.

IV. SWARMCOM

The first path generation algorithm we propose, called
SwarmCom, is inspired by Com in the seminal work [4]
and [5] but extended to suit a swarm of agents instead
of a single agent. The idea of SwarmCom (and of Com)
is to travel towards the target in a straight line if an
obstacle does not block this direction and otherwise follow
the obstacle boundary clockwise or counterclockwise. Each
time an obstacle is encountered, the swarm is divided into
two groups; one group follows the boundary in a clockwise
direction, and the other group follows the boundary in a
counterclockwise direction. If only one agent (due to the
swarm being divided at previous obstacles) encounters an
obstacle, the agent takes either left or right, for example, by
randomizing. The procedure of SwarmCom is as follows, see
also Fig. 3.

Algorithm 1 (SwarmCom). The swarm is initially located
at the start point as one group.
Step 1: Move in a straight line towards the target point until

an obstacle is encountered. Then go to Step 2. If the
target is encountered, the procedure terminates.

Fig. 3. Illustration of the SwarmCom procedure.

Fig. 4. Trivial example scenario where SwarmCom fails to reach the target.

Step 2: Split the group that encountered the obstacle into
two groups. One group follows the boundary in
clockwise direction and the other group in counter-
clockwise direction. Follow the boundary until the
direction straight to the target is not blocked by the
obstacle. Then go to Step 1.

Even though SwarmCom intuitively seems effective, there
is no guarantee that any group of agents in the swarm
will ever reach the target point. To illustrate this, consider
the relatively simple scenario in Fig. 4, including only one
obstacle. The swarm will travel straight from the start point
towards the target until it hits the obstacle. The swarm
will then split into two groups. The group that traveled in
the clockwise direction will end up at point L1 where the
direction straight to the target is not blocked and they will
travel toward the target until they hit the obstacle again,
and the group that traveled in the counterclockwise direction
will have a similar behavior. The swarm will repeat this
behavior indefinitely under SwarmCom and thus never reach
the target.

V. SWARMBUG1

A. Procedure of SwarmBug1

The second path generation algorithm we propose, called
SwarmBug1, is inspired by Bug1 in the seminal work [4]
and [5] but extended to suit a swarm of agents instead of a
single agent. The concept of SwarmBug1 (and of Bug1) is to
extensively explore the complete boundary of each obstacle
that the swarm encounters in the path from the start to the
target point. The first point at obstacle i that an agent in
the swarm hits is denoted as Hi. The swarm leaves each
obstacle i from its boundary point with a minimal distance
to the target point. The point at which the swarm leaves
obstacle i is denoted as Li.



Fig. 5. Five pairs of agents (n = 10) arrive at obstacle i and spread out
over its boundary according to SwarmBug1 with the inter-pair distances
d(n, x) = 2x/n, where x is the distance the explorers have traveled so far
over the obstacle perimeter of obstacle i. The hit point Hi is marked out in
the figure as well as the meet point Mi of the explorer pair and the leave
point Li, which will be identified once the explorers meet.

The fact that the swarm includes many agents is exploited
in two ways. The first is that the agents in the swarm
are divided into pairs. One particular pair (the explorers)
will explore an obstacle i starting at Hi by moving along
its boundary in opposite directions (one will move in a
clockwise direction and the other counterclockwise direction)
and different to the explorer pair, the other pairs will not
split up and instead move unified as illustrated in Fig. 5.
The point at which the explorers meet after traversing half
of the obstacle each is denoted as Mi. The second way
the swarm is exploited is while the explorer agents explore
the boundary of obstacle i, the other pairs will spread out
along the boundary of the obstacle to rapidly leave the
obstacle once the explorers meet and Li is identified. More
precisely, if the swarm of n agents is located at obstacle
i and the explorers together have traversed a distance x
along the obstacle boundary, then the pairs aim to spread
out along the obstacle boundary such that the distance to the
closest neighboring pair (or an explorer) is d(n, x) = 2x/n,
as illustrated in Fig. 5. Note that the distance between
neighboring pairs increases as the explorers move. In this
way, once the explorers meet at Mi, the inter-pair distances
are 2pi/n, and the path of the pair of agents closest to Li

will be less than pi/n. The pair of agents closest to Li will
be assigned the explorers of the next obstacle.

To execute the algorithm SwarmBug1, the explorers have
to communicate and agree on which point along the boundary
that is closest to the target point. Also, the swarm has to
communicate and agree on which pair is closest to Li in
order to assign a new pair as explorers. The procedure of
SwarmBug1 is illustrated in Fig. 6 and explained next.

Algorithm 2 (SwarmBug1). Let us first set L0 = S, the
start point. The agents are divided into pairs and one pair
of agents is set as explorers of the first obstacle.
Step 1: The explorers of obstacle i move toward the target in

a straight line at full speed, starting at point Li−1.
The other agents aim to catch up with the explorers
by taking the shortest already explored path at full

speed from their positions to the explorers. When the
explorers hit an obstacle, the hit point Hi is defined.
Then go to Step 2. If the explorers instead reach
the target point, then the procedure terminates (the
agents who have not yet arrived at T will continue).

Step 2: The explorers of obstacle i move along the boundary
of obstacle i in opposite directions at full speed,
starting at point Hi. The pairs of agents that have
reached point Hi follow the explorers at full speed
and each explorer is followed by every second pair.
The other agents aim to catch up by taking the
shortest already explored path at full speed from
their positions to Hi. When all agents in the swarm
have arrived at obstacle i, the agents aim to spread
out to achieve equal distances between pairs, that
is, distances d(n, x) = 2x/n between the pairs if
the explorers have traveled a distance of x. When
the explorers meet after having traversed half of the
obstacle i’s boundary each, the meeting point Mi

and leave point Li are identified. Then go to Step 3.
Step 3: The pair of agents closest to Li is assigned the roles

of explorers of obstacle i + 1. All agents take the
shortest already explored path from their positions
to Li. When the explorers of obstacle i + 1 reach
Li, go to Step 1.

B. Upper bounds of SwarmBug1

Theorem 2. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug1. Then, the travel time for the first agent to reach the
target satisfies

tf ≤ t(D) + 1
2

∑[
t(pi) + t

(
min(2p̄/n, pi)

)]
, (2)

where p̄ = max{pi} denotes the maximal obstacle perimeter
in the environment. The travel time for the last agent to reach
the target satisfies

tl ≤ tf + 1
2 t(p̄). (3)

Proof. SwarmBug1 will visit the same obstacles as Bug1
and have the same hit and leave points. As Bug1 was shown
in [4] and [5] to visit each obstacle at most once, the same
holds for SwarmBug1. We will therefore omit this part in the
proof. In this proof, we show an upper bound of the total
time to explore the obstacles’ boundaries and to reach the
leave points under SwarmBug1.

Initially, the swarm is at the start point, and all agents
in the swarm arrive at H1 at the same time. The explorers
traverse one side each of the obstacle i at full speed, and
equal distances between the pairs are achieved by the other
pairs traveling with suitable fractions of the full speed. When
the explorers meet at M1, the distance between the pairs is
2p1/n. The pairs will then travel to L1 and in a straight
line towards the target until they hit H2. Once the explorers
reach H2, at least two pairs of agents will arrive at H2 within
each time period of t(2p1/n) time units until all agents have
arrived at H2. This follows from that the pairs approach



(a) Step 1 of SwarmBug1.

(b) Step 2 of SwarmBug1.

(c) Step 3 of SwarmBug1.

Fig. 6. Illustration of the SwarmBug1 procedure. The steps are explained
in Algorithm 2.

L1 from two directions as illustrated in Fig. 6(a) and the
distances between the pairs approaching from each side are
less than or equal to 2p1/n. Every second pair that arrives at
H2 after the explorers will go to the right, and every second
pair will go left as illustrated in Fig. 6(b). All agents travel
at full speed until all agents have arrived at the obstacle, and
note that until then, the distances between neighboring pairs
are less than or equal to 2p1/n as all agents are traveling at
the same speed. Once all agents have arrived at H2, the pairs
aim to achieve equal distances between the pairs. This can,
for example, be achieved, at the latest, when the explorers
traveled a distance of 2p1/n ·n/2, by that all agents, except
for the explorers, first stand still, and each pair starts driving
at full speed when the pair in front is driving and the distance
to the in front driving pair is 2p1/n. Once the distances
between the pairs are equal, the pairs drive with suitable
fractions of the full speed to keep the equal distances. Thus,
if all agents have not arrived at the second obstacle when the
explorers meet, the distances between the pairs are 2p1/n. If
all agents have arrived when the explorers meet, the distances
between pairs are less than or equal to 2p2/n. When the
explorers arrive at M2, the distance between pairs is thus
less than or equal to max(2p1/n, 2p2/n).

The time for the explorers to travel from H2 to M2 is
t(p2/2) as they travel half of the perimeter each. The time for
the closest pair to arrive at the leave point L2 once the explor-
ers meet is less than or equal to t(max(2p1/n, 2p2/n))/2,
but also bounded by t(p2/2) as this is the maximum time
for the explorers to reach the leave point. In this proof, we
focused on obstacle 1 and 2. However, by taking identical
steps, this procedure can be repeated to any obstacle i and
eventually until the agents reach the target point. Thus the
inequality (2) is satisfied.

Let p̄ := max{pi}i. When the explorers arrive at the target
point, the distances between the pairs are less than or equal
to 2p̄/n, and for each period of time length t(2p̄/n), it
will arrive at least two pairs of agents to the target point
until all agents have arrived. This follows from that the
pairs approached the leave point from two directions at the
obstacle when the distance between pairs 2p̄/n was achieved.
The number of periods needed for n agents to arrive is less
than or equal to n/4. Thus, tf − tl ≤ n/4 · t(2p̄/n) or
tf ≤ tl + t(p̄/2). Thus the inequality (3) is satisfied.

Remark 3. The upper bound of SwarmBug1 is strictly lower
than the upper bound of Bug1 shown by the authors in [4]
and [5], which is tf ≤ t(D) + 3/2 ·

∑
t(pi). This follows

from the fact that the upper bound in Theorem 1 is less than
or equal to t(D) +

∑
t(pi), which occurs when the number

of agents in the swarm is two (n = 2).

Corollary 1. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug1. When n → ∞, the travel time for the first agent to
reach the target is

tf ≤ t(D) + 1
2

∑
t(pi). (4)

Proof. Note that 2p̄/n → 0 as n → ∞. The conclusion
follows from Theorem 1.



Remark 4. The upper bound in Corollary 1 coincides with
the universal lower bound in Theorem 1 in the limit δ → 0.
Hence, no path generation algorithm has a better worst-
case performance than SwarmBug1 in the limit case when
the swarm size approaches infinity (n → ∞).

Corollary 2. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug1. When all the obstacles have the same perimeter, the
travel time for the first agent to reach the target satisfies

tf ≤ t(D) +mt(p)

(
1

2
+

1

n

)
,

where m denotes the number of obstacles and p denotes the
perimeter of the obstacles.

Proof. Note that if all obstacles have the same perimeter p,
then p̄ = pi = p. The conclusion follows from Theorem 2.

VI. SWARMBUG2

A. Procedure of SwarmBug2

The last path generation algorithm we propose in this
paper is SwarmBug2, a swarm extension of Bug2 in [4]
and [5]. The concept of SwarmBug2 (and of Bug2), is to
leave obstacles when crossing the line intersecting S and T
and then travel along this line towards T until an obstacle
is encountered, see Fig. 7. The line intersecting S and T is
called the M -line and it is known by the agents as they know
S and T . Moreover, the agents know when they cross the M -
line as they know their positions. The number of intersections
between the M -line and the boundary of obstacle i is denoted
mi. The number mi is even as closed curves define the
obstacles. Due to the logic of SwarmBug2, each point that is
an obstacle boundary intersection with the M -line is either
a leave point, a hit point, or neither. SwarmBug2 is a more
greedy path generation algorithm than SwarmBug1, which
explores the complete boundary of each encountered obstacle
but is less greedy than SwarmCom, which leaves obstacles
as soon as the direction towards the target point is free.
It is worth noting that, different from SwarmBug1, under
SwarmBug2, there might be more than one hit point at each
obstacle. Thus, instead of referring to hit and leave points at
obstacle i, Hi and Li refer to the ith hit and leave the point
in the generated path, respectively.

Swarmbug2 exploits the fact that a swarm includes many
agents through the splitting of a group (initially the whole
swarm) into two when an obstacle is encountered. The two
groups leave the hit point and move around the obstacle
in opposite directions (one group moves clockwise and
one group moves counterclockwise). The implementation of
SwarmBug2 requires that the number of agents n is large
enough such that it allows us to split the swarm into two
groups every time it arrives at a hit point (any group splits
at most once at each hit point). More precisely, we require
the number of agents to satisfy

n ≥ 2
1
2

∑
mi .

The procedure of SwarmBug2 is given next.

Fig. 7. Illustration of the SwarmBug2 procedure.

Algorithm 3 (SwarmBug2). The swarm is initially located
at the start point as one group. Let us first set L0 = S and
n0 = n.
Step 1: The group at Li−1 moves towards the target T along

the M -line until an obstacle is encountered and Hi

is defined. Then go to Step 2. If the group instead
arrives at T , the algorithm terminates.

Step 2: At the hit point Hi, the group splits into two, one
group of size ⌈ni/2⌉ and the other of size ⌊ni/2⌋,
where ni denotes the number of agents in the group
when it arrives at Hi. One of the two groups moves
clockwise around the encountered obstacle and the
other counterclockwise. Each group continues mov-
ing along the obstacle until a point on the M -line
is encountered, say X , with the direction towards T
free and ∥X − T∥ < ∥Hi − T∥. Then set Li = X
and go to Step 1.

The algorithm SwarmBug2 is well-posed in the sense that
it terminates with all agents having reached T after a finite
time. The time of the slowest group is bounded above as

tl ≤ t(D) + 1
2

∑
mit(pi). (5)

To show this, we can modify the algorithm Bug2 in [4] and
[5] such that the direction (clockwise or counterclockwise)
is chosen randomly at each hit point. Then, following the
reasoning in [4] and [5], it is easy to verify that the bound
(5) applies to this version of Bug2 for any realization of
directions. The path of each group in the multi-agent case
corresponds to one realization of the random algorithm.

B. Bounds of SwarmBug2

Proposition 1. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug2. For any strictly positive ε, there is a scene consisting
of a single obstacle such that the travel time for the first
agent to reach the target satisfies

tf ≥ t(D) + (1− ε)t(p). (6)

Proof. Consider the scene in Fig. 8, consisting of one
obstacle with perimeter p and k number of ‘combs’, which
are parts of the obstacle with arbitrarily large lengths. Here,
p is considered to be the inner circumference of the obstacle



since there is no way for the agents to reach the outside.
We construct the scene such that the horizontal path in each
comb has length p/(k + 1) and the rest of the obstacle
also has length p/(k + 1). The vertical part of the combs
are accounted for by the parameter D. This scene design is
possible as we can arbitrarily select the horizontal path length
in each comb and select the number of comb teeth in each
comb and the intermediate distances between the comb teeth
and their widths. For the considered scene, at each hit point
Hj , there is no benefit in going in the direction that avoids
comb j (for example, there is no benefit in going left at H3

in Fig. 8) since this would incur an extra length of at least
p(j−1)/(k+1) for bypassing the jth comb whose length is
p/(k+1). Therefore, the path for the fastest group to reach
the target under SwarmBug2 is S-H1-H2-L2-H3-L3-. . . -Hk-
Lk-T , which only bypasses the first comb as this does not
incur an extra length. The length of the total horizontal path
in combs number 2 to k is p(k − 1)/(k + 1). Hence, the
travel time for the first group to reach the target is

tf ≥ t(D) + t(p)(k − 1)/(k + 1)

= t(D) + (1− 2/(k + 1))t(p),

as the vertical movement is at least D. The parameter k is
set to satisfy ε ≥ 2/(k + 1). Thus, we have tf ≥ t(D) +
(1− ε)t(p) and the conclusion follows.

Remark 5. Consider the scene in Fig. 8. The lower bound
of the time for the first agent in the swarm to reach the
target under SwarmBug2 in the limit ε → 0 is larger than
the upper bound of SwarmBug1 given by (2). Therefore,
SwarmBug1 outperforms SwarmBug2 in terms of worst-case
performance, and we thus do not derive any upper bound
for the fastest group of SwarmBug2.

Next, we give an upper bound of the time for the fastest
group to reach the target when the M -line from S to T
intersects each obstacle at a maximum of 2 points (mi = 2).
This holds, for example, when obstacles are convex.

Proposition 2. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug2. Suppose that the M -line from S to T intersects each
obstacle at a maximum of 2 points. Then, the travel time of
the first group to reach the target satisfies

tf ≤ t(D) + 1
2

∑
t(pi). (7)

Moreover, the travel time of the slowest group satisfies

tl ≤ tf + 1
2

∑
t(pi).

Proof. Under the assumptions, for each obstacle, there can
only be one hit point and one leave point, wherefore, there
cannot be any cycles. The M -line divides the obstacle into
two separate parts. The length of the shortest of the two
resulting paths along the circumference of the obstacle is at
most pi/2. The fastest group will travel along this path for
every obstacle. The longest of the two resulting paths is less
than pi. The slowest group will travel along this path for
every obstacle.

Fig. 8. Constructed scene for Proposition 1. The trajectory (S-H1-
H2-L2-H3-L3-. . . -Hk-Lk-T ) of the group with the shortest path under
SwarmBug2 is marked out.

Remark 6. By comparing the upper bounds in Theorem 2
and Proposition 2, SwarmBug2 has strictly better worst-
case performance than SwarmBug1 for a finite number of
agents in the particular case when the M -line from S to T
intersects each obstacle in a maximum of 2 points. However,
as has already been discussed, SwarmBug1 has a strictly
better worst-case performance than SwarmBug2 in general
cases.

Now we consider the more general case of scenes with
only out-obstacles. An obstacle is called an out-obstacle if
S and T do not belong to its convex hull. An obstacle for
which this does not hold is referred to as an in-obstacle. For
example, an out-obstacle scene could be an outdoor urban
environment where the obstacles are buildings, and an in-
obstacle scene could be an indoor scene with walls enclosing
the S and T points.

Proposition 3. Consider a swarm of n agents using Swarm-
Bug2. Suppose that all obstacles are out-obstacles. Then, the
travel time of the first group to reach the target satisfies

tf ≤ t(D) + 1
2

∑
t(pi).

Proof. Under SwarmBug2, as the groups split at each hit



Fig. 9. Example scene where the travel time for the last group under
SwarmBug2 is the upper bound (5). The slowest group will travel the
path S-H1-L1-H2-L1-H1-L2-T , which is twice along the path H1-L1.
The obstacle can be constructed such that the part H1-L1 consists of
an arbitrarily large proportion of the obstacle perimeter p. Hence, tl ≥
t(D) + 2t(p)− δ = t(D) +mi/2 · t(p)− δ for any δ > 0 as in (5).

point, most groups will sometimes take left and sometimes
take right at hit points. However, one group will always stay
on the left side of the M -line, and another will always stay on
the right side. These two groups will have paths identical to
the paths of Bug2, where the agent either always takes right
or always left at hit points. The authors in [4] and [5] showed
that, for Bug2, in the case of an out-obstacle, the generated
path will lie on one side of the M -line. Let the ith obstacle
be split such that a fraction λi ∈ [0, 1] of the perimeter lies to
the left and 1−λi lies to the right of the M -line. One group
will stay on the shortest side of the ith obstacle every time it
is encountered, and the fraction of the ith obstacle boundary
this group will travel is min{λi, 1− λi} ≤ 1/2.

For the out-obstacle case, we can only apply the bound
(5) for the last group to reach the target. An example scene
where the travel time for the last group is the upper bound
(5) is shown in Fig. 9.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The path generation algorithms SwarmCom, SwarmBug1,
and SwarmBug2 were presented, which are swarm exten-
sions of the classical path generation algorithms Com, Bug1,
and Bug2. As in the literature for the classical algorithms,
we derived bounds for the swarm algorithms’ performance
in terms of the perimeters of the obstacles. We derived a
universal lower bound of the travel time in a constructed
scene which applies to any path generation algorithm and
thus works as a fundamental limitation of what is possible
to achieve in terms of worst-case performance. We also
derived upper bounds of the worst-case performance for the
algorithms SwarmBug1 and SwarmBug2. The worst case for
SwarmCom is unbounded.

We found that swarm bug algorithms perform better in
terms of arrival time at the target point T than single

bug algorithms. Which swarm bug algorithm is best is
not given since the performance varies with the scene.
The more greedy algorithms SwarmCom and SwarmBug2
have better performance for simple scenes, although their
worst-case performance is significantly worse than that of
SwarmBug1. For the greediest algorithm, SwarmCom, the
swarm is not guaranteed to reach T . This indicates that
greediness does not pay off for the problem of navigation in
unknown environments. In future work, we plan to evaluate
the path generation algorithms SwarmCom, SwarmBug1, and
SwarmBug2 in simulations and real-world experiments.
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