
Being heterogeneous is disadvantageous: Brownian non-Gaussian searches

Vittoria Sposini,1, ∗ Sankaran Nampoothiri,2, † Aleksei Chechkin,3, 4, 5, ‡

Enzo Orlandini,6, § Flavio Seno,6, ¶ and Fulvio Baldovin6, ∗∗

1Faculty of Physics, University of Vienna, Kolingasse 14-16, 1090 Vienna, Austria
2Department of Physics, Gandhi Institute of Technology and Management (GITAM) University, Bengaluru-561203 , India

3Faculty of Pure and Applied Mathematics, Hugo Steinhaus Center,
Wroclaw University of Science and Technology, Wyspianskiego Str. 27, 50-370 Wroclaw, Poland

4Institute for Physics & Astronomy, University of Potsdam, 14476 Potsdam-Golm, Germany
5Akhiezer Institute for Theoretical Physics, 61108 Kharkov, Ukraine

6Dipartimento di Fisica e Astronomia ‘G. Galilei’ - DFA, Sezione INFN,
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Diffusing diffusivity models, polymers in the grand canonical ensemble and polydisperse, and con-
tinuous time random walks, all exhibit stages of non-Gaussian diffusion. Is non-Gaussian targeting
more efficient than Gaussian? We address this question, central to, e.g., diffusion-limited reactions
and some biological processes, through a general approach that makes use of Jensen’s inequality
and that encompasses all these systems. In terms of customary mean first passage time, we show
that Gaussian searches are more effective than non-Gaussian ones. A companion paper argues that
non-Gaussianity becomes instead highly more efficient in applications where only a small fraction
of tracers is required to reach the target.

INTRODUCTION

The Brownian non-Gaussian motion refers to the inter-
esting contingency of observing a stochastic process char-
acterized by a mean squared displacement which linearly
increases in time – Brownian or Fickian behavior – con-
comitant with a non-Gaussian probability density func-
tion (PDF) for the displacements. Since its discovery in
a variety of experimental conditions [1–18] and molecular
dynamics simulations [19–21] it was expected [2] that the
excess of probability for rare fluctuations might dominate
first-passage processes. Recent analyses showed however
that typical Gaussian searches turn out to be more ef-
fective than non-Gaussian ones [22–24]. This issue finds
here a general assessment encompassing different exper-
imental situations and theoretical models, including dif-
fusing diffusivities [25], polymers in the grand canonical
ensemble [26–28] and polydisperse [29–31], and continu-
ous time random walks [32–36]. By using the Jensen’s
inequality [37] we first show that the “tail effect” – asso-
ciated with faster diffusion – is in fact accompanied by a
“central effect”, i.e., an excess probability for slower dif-
fusion. The question then comes up about which one is
dominant in first-passage processes. The answer depends
on the threshold for the fraction of tracers reaching the
target which is relevant to the specific application. A
further implementation of Jensen’s inequality allows us
to demonstrate that indeed the typical time scale for one
searcher to reach the target, e.g. the mean first passage
time is shorter in Gaussian than in non-Gaussian diffu-
sion. However, the scenario drastically changes if the
relevant physical time scale is instead related to the first
few successful searches among many: In this case, a com-
panion paper [38] shows that the non-Gaussian behavior

becomes significantly faster than the Gaussian one.
In the next Section, we introduce the general mech-

anism leading to non-Gaussianity in subordination pro-
cesses, highlighting the “tail” and “central” effects. After
presenting various subordination models, we then pro-
ceed to highlight two dynamical regimes, characterized
by different scaling properties of the PDF for the subor-
dinator. Paradigmatic targeting problems are then dis-
cussed within this context, and we finally draw our con-
clusions.

FASTER AND SLOWER DIFFUSION

Let us first recall how Brownian non-Gaussian diffusion
emerges in subordination processes. Consider a situation
in which some source of heterogeneity makes the diffusion
coefficient D of overdamped particles to fluctuate in time
(examples are provided below). Indicating as X(t) the
random location along a certain axis x at time t of the
diffusing particle, we have

dX(t) =
√

2D(t) dB(dt) , (1)

where B(t) is a Wiener process (Brownian motion), and
D(t) describes the stochastic process associated with the
fluctuating diffusion coefficient. We indicate as p∗D the
steady-state distribution density of D(t), which could ei-
ther be a PDF or a probability mass function (PMF) de-
pending on whether D varies continuously or discretely,
and as Dav ≡ E[D] its average value. Technically, it is
convenient to introduce the subordinator process, defined
as

S(t) ≡ 2

∫ t

0

dt′ D(t′) ⇒ dS = 2D(t) dt ; (2)
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in such a way Eq. (1) is reexpressed in the random path
or subordinator parametrization [25–28]:

dX(t) = dB(dS) . (3)

The PDF for the tracer in position x at time t, given
that it was at x0 at time zero is then obtained through
the subordination formula [39, 40]

pX(x, t|x0) =

∫ ∞

0

ds GBG(x, s|x0) pS(s, t) , (4)

where pS(s, t) is the probability for the path parametriza-
tion s at time t, and GBG(x, s|x0) is the Green function
for the Brownian-Gaussian (BG) ordinary diffusion asso-
ciated with the problem’s boundary conditions.

It is remarkable that, given the common subordina-
tion structure, quite different stochastic models share
the same qualitative non-Gaussian features; to introduce
these features, let us first concentrate on free diffusion.
In free diffusion (with natural boundary conditions),

GBG(x, s|x0) =
e−

(x−x0)2

2 s

√
2π s

, (5)

and Eq. (4) already highlights the non-Gaussian nature
of the diffusion, as the tracer’s PDF is a superposition of
Gaussian PDFs. A change of variable in Eq. (4) shows
how the moments of X(t) are linked to those of the sub-
ordinator:

E[(X(t)−x0)m] = G
(m)
BG

∫ ∞

0

ds pS(s, t) s
m
2 = G

(m)
BG E[S

m
2 (t)],

(6)
where

G
(m)
BG ≡

∫ +∞

−∞
dx

e−
(x−x0)2

2

√
2π

(x− x0)m . (7)

In this paper, we focus on equilibrium initial conditions
for D(t), i.e. we assume that D(t) is distributed accord-
ing to the steady-state distribution p∗D so that

E[D(t)] = Dav . (8)

Through Eq. (6) with m = 2 and Eq. (2), this is sufficient
to guarantee the Brownian behavior:

E[(X(t) − x0)2] = E[S(t)] = 2Dav t . (9)

While Gaussian variables have zero excess kurtosis
κX(t) − 3, with the kurtosis defined as

κX(t) ≡ E[(X(t) − x0)4]

(E[(X(t) − x0)2])
2 , (10)

subordination processes are leptokurtic, that is, they are
characterized by a positive excess kurtosis. This is again

ln pX(x, t |x0)

x

Faster diffusion

Slower diffusion

Gaussian
Non Gaussian

x0

Figure 1. Comparison between Gaussian and non-Gaussian
PDFs for subordination processes. The two PDFs share the
same mean and standard deviation but the non-Gaussian one
has an excess probability both in the tails and in the center
part. The non-Gaussian PDF is obtained from the FSP model
with p = 0.99 (See text).

a consequence of Eq. (6): Since G
(4)
BG/(G

(2)
BG)2 = 3, we

have

κX(t) − 3 = 3
E[S2(t)] − (E[S(t)])

2

(E[S(t)])
2 > 0 . (11)

As a result, subordination processes possess an excess of
probability in the tails of the PDF, compared to a Gaus-
sian PDF with equal variance (see Fig. 1). This effect is
triggered by the faster diffusers in p∗D.

On the other hand the Jensen’s inequality [37] says
that for a real-valued µ-measurable function f on a sam-
ple space Ω and a convex function φ on the real numbers
we have ∫

Ω

dµ (φ ◦ f) ≥ φ

(∫
Ω

dµ f

)
, (12)

where the “◦” symbol means a composition of the func-
tions. The inequality becomes strict if φ is strictly con-
vex and the measure µ is not induced by a constant ran-
dom variable. Note now that φ(s) ≡ GBG(x0, s|x0) =
1/
√

2π s is a convex function of s. Taking dµ ≡
ds pS(s, t) and f(s) ≡ s, we thus have that for all time t,

pX(x0, t|x0) =

∫ ∞

0

ds pS(s, t)GBG(x0, s|x0)

> GBG

(
x0,

∫ ∞

0

ds pS(s, t) s

∣∣∣∣x0

)
= GBG(x0,E[S(t)]|x0) . (13)

Since both pX(x, t|x0) and GBG(x, s|x0) are continuous
around x0, there must exist a neighborhood of the cen-
ter x0 in which this inequality remains valid. Thus, the
non-Gaussian PDF also has an excess of probability in
the central part compared to the Gaussian PDF, due to
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slower tracers (again, please refer to Fig. 1). The natural
question to address is which of these effects is dominant
when considering targeting processes.

SUBORDINATION STOCHASTIC MODELS

The subordination class includes a variety of stochastic
models, depending on the details of the subordinator:

(i) Diffusing diffusivity (DD) models [25] are obtained
assuming the diffusion coefficient to be the square
of an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, D(t) ≡ Y 2(t),
with

dY (t) = −Y (t)

τ
dt + σ dBY (dt) . (14)

The dimension of the vector Y (t) is dY ∈ N∗, τ
is the autocorrelation of the process, and σ defines
the intensity of the fluctuations. The steady-state
PDF is given by

p∗D(D) =
DdY /2−1 e−dY D/(2Dav)

(2Dav/dY )dY /2 Γ(dY /2)
, (15)

where Dav = σ2τdY /2 is the average diffusion co-
efficient. Under the name of “stochastic volatil-
ity”, these models are used in finance to correct
the Black-Scholes option pricing for non-Gaussian
effects [41, 42].

Simulation of the DD model can be simply realized
by updating in parallel two Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
processes: The one for Y (t) and the one for X(t).
In the latter, at each update the increment is drawn
from a normal distribution with zero average and
variance 2D(t) = 2Y 2(t). The simulation time can
be expressed in terms of τ and the other two free
parameters are σ and dY .

(ii) A concrete simple example of a subordination pro-
cess is offered by a polymer in a diluted solu-
tion, exchanging monomers with a chemostat: the
Grand canonical polymer (GCP) model [26–28].
Indeed, the center of mass of a polymer in so-
lution is known to diffuse with a coefficient D
which depends on the number of monomers N as
D(N) = D1/N

α [43, 44], with D1 the diffusion
coefficient of a single monomer. The value of α de-
pends on the specific polymer model; for definite-
ness in this paper we adopt the Rouse value α = 1,
but similar results apply to other models, such as
the Zimm or the reptation ones [44]. In the grand
canonical ensemble N fluctuates in time, becoming
a second source of noise besides the solvent colli-
sions responsible for the Brownian motion. N(t)
can be simply modeled in terms of a birth-death
process; in the mean-field limit, both the birth λ

and death µ reaction rates are independent of the
polymer size and their ratio p ≡ λ/µ corresponds
to the ratio between the fugacity of the system and
the critical fugacity [27]: As p → 1−, the average
polymer size becomes infinite and relative size fluc-
tuations diverge. The steady-state size distribution
is

p∗N (n) = (1 − p) pn−1 for n = 1, 2, . . . , (16)

corresponding to the diffusion coefficient PMF

p∗D(Dn) = (1 − p) pD1/Dn−1 , (17)

with Dn = D1/n.

Also for the GCP model simulations are realized
through a parallel update, in this case of the pro-
cesses N(t) and X(t). A simple way to simulate
the birth-death process N(t) is by implementing
the Gillespie algorithm [45] with reaction rates λ,
µ. As reported for instance in Ref. [27], it is pos-
sible to approximate the autocorrelation time τ of
N(t) as

τ =
1 + p

(1 − p)2 µ
, (18)

where p = λ/µ. It is clear from Eq. (18) that τ
diverges as p → 1−, a phenomenon called critical
slowing down. While the ratio p = λ/µ fixes the
steady-state distribution p∗N and how close the sim-
ulation is to critical conditions, the parameter µ can
still independently be fixed to calibrate the simula-
tion time in terms of τ , according to Eq. (18). The
remaining free parameter is the single-monomer dif-
fusion coefficient D1.

(iii) After polymerization terminates in a step-growth
polymerization [31], one is left with a polydisperse
sample of polymers with heterogeneous size N . As-
suming chains with one reaction center in the end,
the size distribution coincides with Eq. (16) and
it is called in this context Flory-Schulz distribu-
tion [31], with p the reaction extent. In this case,
D must be regarded as a static random variable,
D(t) = D ∀t, distributed according to Eq. (17).

To simulate the behavior of the Flory-Schulz poly-
disperse (FSP) model, for each realization one sim-
ply picks a value of Dn with probability p∗D(Dn),
and simulate then the Langevin process X(t) keep-
ing the diffusion coefficient fixed. The statistic of
the process is then obtained by averaging over the
different histories. Free parameters are p and D1.

(iv) In the continuous time random walk (CTRW) [32–
34, 36] with average waiting time τ < ∞, one starts
with a discrete subordinator K(t), with pK(k, t)
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the PMF for K = k ∈ N steps operated at time
t. If X(k) is a simple random walk providing the
location after k steps with PDF pXk

(x, k|x0), then
one gets a discrete analogous of Eq. (4):

pX(x, t|x0) =

∞∑
k=0

pXk
(x, k|x0) pK(k, t) . (19)

For time t ≫ τ the typical number of steps is very
large, and the operational time S(t) ≡

t≫τK(t) can
be taken to be continuous, so that pS(s, t) repre-
sents the probability for the continuous number of
steps s operated at time t. Correspondingly, a typ-
ical random walk X(k) with finite variance tends
to the Gaussian limit, recovering the subordination
equation in the continuous form, Eq. (4).

Simulation of a CTRW simply proceeds as an or-
dinary random walk, once the value of the elapsed
time taken by the update step is drawn from the as-
sumed waiting-time distribution. Free parameters
in the simulations are those defining the waiting-
time distribution, in particular its average value τ ,
and the length L of the random-walk step.

All these examples share the qualitative non-Gaussian
features reported in Fig. 1.

ASYMPTOTIC REGIMES

Before addressing search processes, some details about
the dynamics are needed. Subordination processes may
display two different regimes during which the PDF
pS(s, t) can be approximated in different ways. Accord-
ing to Eq. (11), the excess kurtosis evolves differently
during the two regimes.

• Super-statistics (SS) regime. Consider a situation
in which the diffusion coefficient is almost static,
D(t) ≃ D ∀t, distributed according to p∗D. This
approximation is exact for the FSP model, case
(iii) above, but it is also valid for cases (i) and
(ii) taking a heterogeneous sample of tracers ini-
tially characterized by the distribution p∗D, as long
as we consider time t ≪ τ . Indeed, for times much
smaller than the autocorrelation time each tracer in
the DD and GCP models basically retains its initial
diffusion coefficient. Within this approximation we
have

S(t) = 2D t , (20)

and a change of variable yields

pS(s, t) =
1

2t
p∗D

( s

2t

)
. (21)

From Eq. (11), the excess kurtosis is

κX(t) − 3 = 3
E[D2] − (E[D])

2

(E[D])
2

= const. > 0 (SS regime) . (22)

The SS regime is thus non-Gaussian; the behavior
of the tracers can be characterized by operating an
average of D-dependent quantities, over p∗D. This
“superposition of statistics” has been named in the
literature super-statistics [2, 17, 46, 47], explaining
the origin of the name.

• Large deviation (LD) regime. With t ≫ τ the
subordinators of the DD and GCP models inherit
from the Markovian evolution of D(t) a LD princi-
ple [48]:

pS(s, t) ≍ e−t IS(s/t) . (23)

Here, “≍” stands for “the dominant part as
t → ∞”, and IS is a rate function. Eq. (23) im-
plies a time evolution of the kurtosis κX(t) different
from the previous one. The cumulant generating
function of S(t) is defined as

KS(k, t) ≡ lnE
[
ek S(t)

]
=

∞∑
m=1

K
(m)
S (t)

m!
km , (24)

where K
(m)
S (t) is the cumulant of order m of S(t).

Using Eq. (23) and the Laplace method one has

KS(k, t) = t λS/t(k) , (25)

with the scaled cumulant generating function [48] of
S(t)/t, λS/t, being time-independent. This means
that within the LD approximation all the cumu-

lants of S(t) scale linearly with time, K
(m)
S (t) ∝ t.

As a consequence, from Eq. (11) we obtain

κX(t) − 3 =
K

(2)
S (t)(

K
(1)
S (t)

)2 ∝ 1/t (LD regime) . (26)

Within this regime, the central part of pX(x, t) be-
comes Gaussian (central limit theorem [48]). As
time passes by, the non-Gaussian behavior is rele-
gated to larger and larger (lesser and lesser prob-
able) fluctuations. The probability of the scaled
subordinator S(t)/t concentrates around its aver-
age value, and (apart from large deviations) the
typical behavior is a BG diffusion with coefficient
Dav. Besides characterizing the DD and GCP mod-
els as t ≫ τ [25–28], one can directly calculate that
the CTRW, with an exponential waiting time dis-
tribution satisfies a LD principle [36] and Eq. (26)
(namely, κX(t) − 3 = 3 τ/t), for all time t ≥ 0.
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Figure 2. Time dependence of the excess kurtosis. A con-
stant, positive κX − 3 characterizes the SS regime, whereas
in the LD regime κX(t) − 3 ∼ 1/t (black solid lines). While
for the GCP, DD, and CTRW models the excess kurtosis is
reported as a function of the rescaled time t/τ , for the FSP
model it is plotted vs t. With these arrangements, the ex-
cess kurtosis depends only on the parameters displayed in the
legend. Curves for the DD and the GCP models have been
obtained simulating the models as described in the text; those
for the FSP model and the CTRW with exponential waiting-
time distribution have been exactly calculated.

Fig. 2 displays the time evolution of the excess kurtosis
for the different models, highlighting the two regimes.

NON-GAUSSIAN AND GAUSSIAN TARGETING

Let us now consider two classic targeting problems in
one dimension:

a) Finite interval [0, L] with absorbing boundaries at
the extrema.

b) Semi-infinite domain [0,∞[ with absorbing bound-
ary at x = 0.

For ordinary diffusion, exact expressions [49] are avail-
able for the (cumulative) probability of reaching a target
by time t, given the initial position x0 and the diffusion
coefficient D,

PT (t|x0, D) = 1−ST (t|x0, D) = 1−
∫

dxGBG(x, t|x0, D)

(27)
(ST is the survival probability):

a) For the finite interval,

GBG(x, t|x0, D) =
2

L

∞∑
k=1

sin

(
k π

L
x

)
sin

(
k π

L
x0

)
·

· e−( k π
L )

2
D t , (28)

implying

PT (t|x0, D) = 1− 4

π

∞∑
k=0

sin

(
k π

L
x0

)
e−( k π

L )
2
D t

2k + 1
. (29)

b) For the semi-infinite domain,

GBG(x, t|x0, D) =
1√

4π,D t

[
e−

(x−x0)2

4D t − e−
(x+x0)2

4D t

]
,

(30)
yielding

PT (t|x0, D) = 1 − erf

(
x0√
4D t

)
. (31)

The time derivative of these expressions provides the
PDF for reaching the boundary at time t, pT (t|x0, D) =
∂tPT (t|x0, D), from which one can obtain the character-
istic time for a single particle to reach the target, τT :

a) With the finite domain, τT is naturally given by the
mean first passage time,

τT (x0, D) =

∫ ∞

0

dt t pT (t|x0, D)

=
x0 (L− x0)

2D
. (32)

b) The mean first passage time of the semi-infinite do-
main is infinite; however, a characteristic time can
still be identified as [49]

τT (x0, D) =

[∫ ∞

0

dt tβ pT (t|x0, D)

]1/β
=

[Γ(1/2 − β)]1/β

4π1/(2β)

x2
0

D
, (33)

for β < 1/2.

Given the two dynamical regimes discussed above, it
is meaningful to contemplate the probability associated
with the SS regime,

P SS
T (t|x0) ≡

∫ ∞

0

dDp∗D(D)PT (t|x0, D) (34)

≡
∞∑

n=0

p∗D(Dn)PT (t|x0, Dn) , (35)

and the one corresponding to the LD regime,

PLD
T (t|x0) ≡ PT (t|x0, Dav) . (36)

According to Fig. 2 the behavior of the FSP model is
characterized by the probability P SS

T while the CTRWs
for t ≫ τ are ruled by PLD

T . For the DD model and
the GCPs the actual probability will be close to P SS

T for
t ≪ τ and will tend to PLD

T as t ≫ τ . In Fig. 3 we
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Figure 3. Gaussian and non-Gaussian targeting for the GCP
at p = 0.99. Dashed and dotted lines reproduce P SS

T (t) and
PLD
T (t), respectively. The time axis is rescaled by τav defined

in Eq. (37) so that the plot is independent of x0. Colored
filled symbols are obtained simulating the birth-death poly-
merization process and the consequent polymer diffusion with
the appropriate, time-varying diffusion coefficient; values for
µ in Eq. (18) has been chosen to satisfy the limits reported
in the legend. Inset: magnification of P SS

T (t) and PLD
T (t) for

small time.

highlight the two regimes for the GCP model with the
semi-infinite domain; a similar plot is valid for the DD
model [24]. The abscissa is rescaled by the characteristic
time for the particle with an average diffusion coefficient
to travel over the distance from the target, namely

τav ≡ x2
0

2 Dav
. (37)

As shown above, τT (x0, D) is a convex function of D.
Taking now φ(D) ≡ τT (x0, D), and again f(D) = D, the
Jensen’s inequality[37] conveys the following basic result:

τSST (x0) ≡ E[τT (x0, D)] > τLDT (x0) ≡ τT (x0, Dav) . (38)

Since Jensen’s inequality is valid when averaging on gen-
eral distributions, Eq. (38) applies to the DD and the
GPC models, and also for CTRWs if we compare the
early behavior ruled by the discrete subordination for-
mula, Eq. (19), with the LD Gaussian limit, attained
for t ≫ τ . We thus conclude, consistently with ear-
lier specific findings [22–24], that for a single searcher
within the general class of non-Gaussian diffusion pro-
cesses based on subordination, the characteristic time to
target is larger than in ordinary diffusion. As the charac-
teristic time to target in ordinary diffusion is in general
inversely related to D, this finding extends to general
transient regimes and targeting processes, not necessar-
ily one-dimensional. It is an effect due to the excess of
probability in the central part of the PDF (slower dif-
fusers) (see Fig. 1) and it is somehow at odds with the

general prospect of surprising phenomena triggered by
rare fluctuations [2].

What about the “tail effect” in Fig. 1? By inspecting
P SS
T (t|x0) and PLD

T (t|x0), one finds that typically the lat-
ter is larger than the former, consistently with Eq. (38).
However, a closer look reveals that the “tail effect” dom-
inates at time shorter than τ∗T (Fig. 3, inset), with τ∗T
being the solution of

∞∑
n=1

p∗D(Dn)PT (τ∗T |x0, Dn) = PT (τ∗T |x0, Dav) . (39)

The corresponding fraction PT (τ∗T |x0, Dav) of successful
single-particle searches below which non-Gaussian chases
are more efficient than the BG ones is typically small;
for instance τ∗T ≃ 6.3 × 10−2τav and PT (τ∗T |x0, Dav) ≃
4.6 × 10−2 in Fig. 3. However, this apparently negligible
effect makes a drastic difference in extreme first passage
problems, where a small fraction of the total number of
searchers is required to first reach the target to activate
a certain function. This finding is discussed in details in
the companion paper, Ref. [38].

CONCLUSIONS

Targeting of receptors by ligand particles is a funda-
mental biological mechanism used by cells to activate or
stop specific functions. The mechanism makes use of the
diffusive properties of the ligands and the basic quan-
tity to measure is the characteristic time employed by
a searcher to reach the target, i.e., when it exists fi-
nite, the mean first passage time. Since recent experi-
ments and simulations highlighted heterogeneous condi-
tions in which diffusion becomes Brownian non-Gaussian,
the question arose whether non-Gaussianity enhances or
not searches.

While this issue has already been addressed for specific
models [22–24], here we have provided a general approach
valid for all Brownian non-Gaussian processes based on
subordination. Using Jensen’s inequality and the pos-
itiveness of the variance of the subordinator, we have
demonstrated that the distributions of subordinated dif-
fusive particles display an excess of probability both in
the central part and in the tails, when compared with
Gaussians. The qualitative features appearing in Fig. 1
are independent of the kind of subordinator. At vari-
ance, the dynamical regimes shown in Fig. 2 depend on
the specific definition of the subordinator. The DD and
GCP models display both the SS and the LD regimes.
The FSP model is characterized by the SS regime only,
and the CTRW model with exponential waiting times
possesses exclusively the LD regime.

In agreement with earlier findings, we have shown
on general ground that the “central effect” dominates
the one-particle searching process, making the charac-
teristic time to target larger than in ordinary Gaussian
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diffusion. This conclusion encompasses current models
of Brownian non-Gaussian diffusion and implies that,
for ordinary diffusion-limited-reaction scenarios, non-
Gaussianity weakens reaction rates.

The “tail effect” pertains to the realm of rare events
and control instead, extreme searches, where only a few
among many diffusers are required to reach the target.
In Ref. [38] it is shown that this is the context in which
non-Gaussianity makes a substantial difference.
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