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Decision making is the cognitive process of selecting a course of action among multiple
alternatives. As the decision maker belongs to a complex microenvironment (which
contains multiple decision makers), has to make a decision where multiple options are
present which often leads to a phenomenon known as the "paradox of choices". The
latter refers to the case where too many options can lead to negative outcomes, such as
increased uncertainty, decision paralysis, and frustration. Here, we employ an entropy-
driven mechanism within a statistical physics framework to explain the premises of the
paradox. In turn, we focus on the emergence of a collective "paradox of choice", in the
case of interacting decision-making agents, quantified as the decision synchronization
time. Our findings reveal a trade-off between synchronization time and the sensing radius,
indicating the optimal conditions for information transfer among group members, which
significantly depends the individual sensitivity parameters. Interestingly, when agents
sense their microenvironment in a biased way or their decisions are influenced by their
past choices, then the collective "paradox of choice" does not occur. In a nutshell, our
theory offers a low-dimensional and unified statistical explanation of the "paradox of
choice" at the individual and at the collective level.
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Introduction

Human decision-making is defined as the result of a thorough evaluation of alternative
choices, considering the likelihood and value of the corresponding outcomes [1]. Gen-
erally, decision-making in organisms ranges from individual choices influenced by past
experiences, perception, and knowledge, to collective decisions manifested in collective
dynamics [2]. This spans from the microscopic movements of cells [3] to macroscopic
behaviors observed in flocks of birds and schools of fish [4]. Similarly, human make
individual decisions which by virtue of interaction lead to emergent societal changes [5].
In these processes, individual decision-makers integrate the information produced by
nearby peers, through sensing and interactions [6], demonstrating how individual actions
can aggregate to produce complex collective dynamics.

The presence of extensive information in the local environment introduces a paradoxical
situation, famously known as the “paradox of choice”. Coined by psychologist Barry
Schwartz, this paradox encompasses decision paralysis, dissatisfaction with choices made,
and an overall decrease in the well-being of decision-makers [7]. A critical question arises:
how much information is too much? As environments have finite sizes, determining the
optimal amount of information necessary for effective global decision-making at the group
level becomes crucial. To quantify this situtation, British and American psychologists
William Edmund Hick and Ray Hyman experimented on this and found that there exists
a crucial relationship between the average reaction time of each decision-maker and the
number of choices[8, 9]. This law is known as Hick’s Law and states that the average
reaction time is a logarithmic function of a number of options. the decision-making
process becomes more complex and time-consuming, which can lead to frustration, being
overwhelmed with information, and decreased satisfaction at the personal level. To
understand the “paradox of choice”, we employ the LEUP theory or Least Environmental
Uncertainty Principle [10] , which posits that individual agents or organisms strive to
reduce their microenvironmental entropy over time as they assimilate knowledge from
their surroundings. This principle has been applied to various biological systems such
as cell migration [11], Epithelial-Mesenchymal-Transition [12], and cell differentiation
[13].

In this paper, we first define an internal variable reflecting individual choices, driven
by the entropic gradient within the microenvironment, and hypothesize that discontent
arises as the variance/uncertainty of this variable increases over time. Using mean-field
calculations, we derive a formula quantifying the variance rate relative to the number
of choices, revealing an optimal number of choices that minimizes this rate. We then
analyze decision-making dynamics using a Metropolis-Hastings Monte Carlo method
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within an individual-based model, identifying a trade-off between convergence time and
sensing radius that optimizes information transfer among group members based on
individual sensitivity parameters. Furthermore, we explore weighted decision-making
influenced by the Von-Mises distribution, showing that this approach can accelerate
group decisions depending on weight variance, and investigate trend-setting behaviors
leading to micro-level community formation. Comparing our findings with the Vicsek
Model[14], we show that low weight variance yields similar outcomes, while high variance
offers insights into the paradox of choice.

Mathematical modeling of interacting decision makers

Moving and interacting agents are modeled by a two-dimensional self-propelled particle
model (SPP). In this model, N ∈ N cells move on a two-dimensional space. The n-
th agent is characterized by its position, rn ∈ R2, speed, vn ∈ [0, ∞) ⊂ R, and an
orientation θn ∈ [0, 2π) ⊂ R. Here for simplicity, we assume that all the agents are
moving with the same constant speed with time. The change in orientation of each
agent results from the interaction potential U(rm, θm), which depends on the positions
and orientation of other agents within the interaction radius R ∈ R+. This interaction
potential dictating the dynamics of orientation is specified using the LEUP theory that
states an individual updates its decision in such as way that it minimizes the entropy of
its micro-environment, i.e. S(Θ|θn) where Θ = {θm : ||rm − rn|| ≤ R} the collection of
microenvironmental orientations. Assuming this the rate of change in the orientation
can be expressed as depicted in Eq.(1). The microenvironmental entropy S(Θ|θn) term
acts as interaction potential. Please note that we calculate microenvironmental entropy
numerically using the histogram to obtain the probability distribution of the orientations
of neighbourhood decision makers. The responsiveness of the agent to follow the potential
gradients is regulated by the parameter β ∈ R, called angular sensitivity. This parameter
is associated with the sensed information processing since it leads to decisions that
either decrease (β > 0) or increase (β < 0) microenvironmental entropy. Additionally,
orientation fluctuations occur due to stochastic noise terms ξn(t) where t ∈ R denotes
time. The noise ξn(t) will be assumed to follow a normal distribution, which has the
statistical properties ⟨ξn (t)⟩ = 0 and ⟨ξn (t1) ξm (t2)⟩ = 2Dδ (t1 − t2) δnm, where t1 and
t2 are two-time points.

dθn

dt
= −β

∂S(Θ|θn)
∂θn

+ ξn(t) (1)

Further, we assume that the decision-making process is at a steady state. Accordingly,
the steady-state probability distribution of the orientation of n-th agent is given as,

P (θn) ∝ e−βS(Θ|θn) (2)

The decision-making step for an agent is initialized by randomly choosing an orientation
from its micro-environment and proposing this to be its new orientation state. The
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Metropolis-Hastings algorithm will decide whether to accept or reject this proposed
state. If the choice results in a decrease of the microenvironmental entropy ∆S < 0, the
proposed state is accepted. If the choice results in an increase of the entropy ∆S > 0 then
the proposed state is accepted with probability e−β∆S, where ∆S is the change of the
entropy before and after the update. These steps are repeated and the system is allowed
to reach steady state, after which the properties of the system are measured. Now, Let
us define the normalized complex orientation of the n-th cell, zn ∈ C as zn = eiθn , where
i is the imaginary unit. The k-th moment of the orienation over an area A is given
by ⟨zk⟩A = 1

NA
Σm∈Azkm , where the sum is over all cells in area A, and NA is the total

number of cells in A. The polar order parameter in the area A is given by

SA
1 =| ⟨z⟩A | (3)

Based on the polar order parameter, we define the group level decision making as the
collective orientation. Please note that, we define individual agent’s decision as the
orientation θn. So in the macrocopic level when the order parameter reaches a steady
state we define that a group level decision has been made. When system agents make a
flock then the polar or global order parameter converges to the value 1. We characterise
this value as the maximally learned state as they are ordered and the for the whole system
microenvironmental entropy reaches close to 0 or the information gain is maximum. On
the other hand, for the random or disorder macroscopic state the SA

1 = 0, where the for
the system microenvironmental entropy increases to a particular maximal value or the
information gain is minimum. The decision making time at the group level is defined
by the synchronization time (τ) at which the polar order parameter reaches 0.9 value.
In the next section, we have analyze our model based on the variations two parameters
i.e, (i) polar order parameter and (ii) the synchronization time. Later, we include a finite
memory (i.e., an array of orientations stored of memory capacity m depicted by last m
time steps) for each decision maker to provide further realism in the decision making
process. Finally, we compare our model results to the standard Vicsek model in the zero
noise case where the decision on angles of the n-th decision maker at the next time step
t + ∆t is given by the average angular decision in the microenvironment (i.e., ⟨Θ(t)r⟩) in
the previous time t step [15].

θn(t + ∆t) = ⟨Θ(t)r⟩, (4)

where ⟨Θ(t)r⟩ = tan−1(⟨sin(Θ)⟩/⟨cos(Θ)⟩ and ∆t the corresponding time step.

The “paradox of choice” as a minimum in the decision
uncertainty rate for individual decision-makers

In this section, we attempt to understand why we can observe the “paradox of choice”
in individual decision-making using LEUP dynamics. Here, we model decision-maker’s
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satisfaction with the uncertainty rate of the decision (internal) variable when the number
of choices is fixed.

Let us consider a microenvironment consisting of total N decision-makers, focusing
on the n-th decision-maker at the center. At time t, this decision-maker samples all
microenvironmental decisions in a Gaussian manner, where the mean value of the collected
decisions is defined as µn and the sample variance is denoted as σ2

n. For simplicity we
define the angular decisions lies on the interval (0, 2π). To evaluate the average decision-
making at the group level, we adopt a mean-field approach, utilizing the Central Limit
Theorem (CLT) to obtain the scaling of the quantities of interest with N . Assuming
the Gaussian form of the microenvironmental entropy S(Θ|θn) = 1

2 ln (2πeσ2
n) and using

Eq.(1), we can express the rate of change of decisions as follows:

dθn

dt
= − β

σ2
n

(
θn

N
−
∑N

i ̸=n θi

N2

)
+ ξn(t) = −βf + ξn(t) (5)

where ξn(t) is a noise following Normal distribution N (0, D) and the force term f reads

f = 1
σ2

n

(
θn

N
−
∑N

i ̸=n θi

N2

)
(6)

Now, as we already consider that the decision making occurs inside a local environment
close to the steady state, one can use a mean-field approach to illustrate the temporal
evolution of variance for each average individual. Using the previous dynamical equation
of decisions, one can write the dynamics of variance [16]:

dΣ
dt

= D − 2βΣ ∂f

∂θn

= D − 2βΣR (7)

The macroscopic variance of the random variable has been defined by Σ = N
N+1σ2

n (for
details see SI) and the variance of the Gaussian noise is define by D and the R drift term
reads as

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− θn

N(σ2
n)2

dσ2
n

dθn

+ µn

N(σ2
n)2

dσ2
n

dθn

− θn

(σ2
n)2N2

dσ2
n

dθn

(8)

Using the above expression of df
dθn

, one can find the rate of the change of variance over
time t with respect to number of the agents in the environment N and sensitivity β as
(please see SI for details)

dΣ
dt

= −2βR(Σ, µ, N)Σ (9)

dΣ
dt

= − 2β

(1 + N) + 4β

(1 + N)2 + 8β

N(1 + N)2 = −2β (N2 − N − 4)
N(1 + N)2 (10)

For negative β, the variance will always increase over time as the corresponding rate is
positive, converging to zero. However, for β > 0, the variance rate’s dependence on N is
non-monotonic, exhibiting a minimum. This suggests that the decision-maker experiences
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increased satisfaction with a small increase in the number of options N , but beyond a
certain point, the “paradox of choice” emerges. According to our theory, a low N results
in poor sampling of the microenvironment, leading to unsatisfactory decision-making.
While increasing N initially improves decision-making to an optimal value, surpassing
this point causes the variance to scale increasingly with a larger number of options. In the
following, we will explore the emergence of this paradox during collective migration.

𝑁

𝑑Σ

𝑑𝑡
𝛽 = 1
𝛽 = −1

Figure 1. Mean field result for the rate of change in the variance of decision x in the system
vs number of agents (N) in the microenvironment.

Another manifestation of the “paradox of choice” could be measured via the convergence
time to equilibrium τ , just like in Hick’s law. In particular, we can calculate that the
individual state dynamics follows the eq. (5). The factor next to the drift term denotes
the relaxation rate to equilibrium, implying that

τ ∝ σ2
n

β
.

This suggests that the decision uncertainty increases the relaxation time of the state
variable towards its equilibrium value. The latter observable will be used to assess the
emergence of the collective “paradox of choice”.

The emergence of the collective “paradox of choice”

We postulate that the “paradox of choice” is an environment-driven phenomenon, where
individuals make decisions in response to their surroundings. In this section, we aim
to understand how a system of individual decision-makers can arrive at faster group-
level decisions despite the presence of this paradox. In particular, we will focus on the
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synchronization time where in the mean-field should coincide with the mean orientation
relaxation time. It is expected a minimum synchronization time for an increasing sensing
radius, and fixed sensitivity parameter, will be interpreted as a collective manifestation
of the paradox.

Interplay between interaction radius and the sensitivity in the
dynamics of polar order

Sensing the microenvironment is the first step in decision-making. In a multiagent
microenvironments, agents sense and interact with other agent states within an interaction
radius R. A large interaction radius will provide the agent with a better picture of the
microenvironment, since the number of agents N ∝ Rd where d is the system dimension.
At the same time sampling noise scales with number of agents as ∼

√
N . This raises

the question: does it exist an optimal sensing radius? Once an agent has information
about the microenvironment, the next step is to process that information to make a
decision, i.e., altering its internal state. Here, we assume that the underlying principle for
decision-making is the Least Environmental Uncertainty Principle (LEUP). As discussed
in the methods section, the sensitivity parameter β associated with this decision-making
principle controls the response of a decision-maker and the type of information processing.
For instance, if the sensitivity is β = 0, then decisions are rendered randomly. However,
higher β indicates increased responsiveness of the agent to the environment. Additionally,
one can think of the sensitivity parameter β as a coupling parameter that can help the
total system reach a synchronized or desynchronized state [17].

To this end, we investigated the interplay between interaction radius (R) and sensitivity
(β) on the synchronization of the system for three different cases. The radius R controls
the capacity of the options (agents) number. These cases differ in the level of selection of
one of the states from the microenvironment. In the case of random sampling, an agent will
randomly sample a state from the microenvironment and then, according to the entropy
based Monte Carlo rule, the orientation state will be accepted or rejected. However, in
realistic scenarios, agents do not randomly sample their microenvironment; instead, they
sense it in a weighted manner. Here agents use a biased sampling, where an agent samples
the interaction neighborhood using a Von Mises distribution mean the corresponding
to the average orientation in the microenvironment (for an illustration of the sampling
methods see Fig. (2). We study both cases: (i) random and (ii) biased/weighted sampling.
Later, we investigate the role of trends in group-level decision-making in the (iii) effect
of decision memory on the "paradox of choice".
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Figure 2. Figuring out decisions based on random selection and biased or weighted selection
through a schematic image. In the weighted selection case, the sampling of neighboring agents
is biased by the mean orientation of the interaction neighborhood. Here R is the sensing radius.

Random sampling

As mentioned above, in our work, agent decision-making is governed by the LEUP.
According to Eq. (1), setting β < 0 results in decisions that maximize the microenvi-
ronmental entropy. As expected, maximizing entropy at the mesoscopic scale fails in
leading to global synchronization. Conversely, minimizing entropy at the mesoscopic
scale (i.e., β > 0) leads to synchronization beyond a threshold interaction radius. The
existence of this threshold radius, beyond which synchronization occurs, is consistent
with the previously studied multi-decision-maker model [11]. Agents need a minimum
level of interaction to synchronize their decisions. For a radius below this threshold, the
number of particles in the neighborhood is sparse, causing weak interaction and, hence,
failure to synchronize. So far, we have shown the conditions necessary for the system’s
synchronization. Now, we will investigate the impact of β and R on the synchronization
time τ . Synchronization time is defined as the time taken by the decision-makers in the
system to synchronize their orientation i.e., the global polar order reaches 0.9.

In the Vicsek model, an increase in interaction radius decreases the synchronization time,
as shown in Fig. (3 A). Interestingly, in contrast to the Vicsek model, our model shows
that there is an optimal interaction radius for a given β, at which τ is minimized, as
shown in Fig. (3 A). This phenomenon is counter-intuitive, as we would expect that
increasing the radius enhances interactions, thereby decreasing synchronization time.
This behavior is consistent with the "paradox of choice", where an agent exposed to too
much information becomes paralyzed, leading to deterioration in decision-making.
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Furthermore, we investigate how this decision paradox is affected by sensitivity β. To
understand this, we plotted a phase diagram, shown in Fig. (3B), which represents
the relationship of the synchronization time with respect to β and R. Along the β
axis, the synchronization time always decreases, implying that increasing sensitivity
for a fixed R enhances the system’s decision rate. As shown above, for a fixed β, the
synchronization time first decreases and then increases, indicating that increasing the
amount of information does not necessarily improve decision making. Most importantly,
the synchronization time always decreases along the left-to-right diagonal. Thus, if an
agent acquires more information, it needs to increase its sensitivity as well to maintain
the rate of synchronization.

This finding reveals a trade-off in collective decision-making that strictly depends on
sensitivity and interaction radius. We show that decision making is indeed a complex
process that relies not only on the volume of information available but also on the
individual information processing as quantified by the sensitivity parameter β. When
a certain level of sensitivity is present, an overload of information can impair decision-
making, a phenomenon often referred to as the paradox of choice. This highlights the
importance of balancing information intake and processing to make effective decisions,
as shown in Fig.(2).

Biased sampling

Now we employ the biased or weighted sampling scenario for agent decision-making. We
calculated the weight for each possible decision using the Von-Mises distribution, which
is equivalent to the normal distribution for any wrapped random variables. The mean
of the distribution is set as the average orientation of the agents in the neighborhood,
representing the maximum likelihood estimation of the Von-Mises distribution [18]. The
distribution parameter κ = 1

σ2 where σ is the variance of the sampled neighborhood.

One might wonder how weighted decision-making can impact synchronization. Our
simulation shows that for lower value of κ implying weak bias, the dependence of
synchronization time on interaction radius exhibits similar behavior to the random
selection case. As shown in Fig. (3 C), the synchronization time decreases to R = 2.5,
after which it starts to increase. Therefore, the “paradox of choice” emerges in this
case.

For higher κ, corresponding to strong bias, we observe a markedly different behavior.
As shown in Fig.(3 C), biased agents do not suffer from information overload due to
an increased interaction radius. The excess information does not seem to significantly
change synchronization time. This observation is qualitatively similar to what is seen in
the Vicsek Model. This indicates that entropy-driven decision-making, when combined
with some additional knowledge, reproduces the results of the Vicsek Model. Furthermore,
we demonstrate that the paradox of choice, when presented with numerous options, can
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be mitigated by educating decision-makers with prior knowledge.

Memory effect

So far, we have assumed that agents do not remember any of their past decisions and
hence are memoryless. However, in reality, a decision maker’s choice is influenced by
previous decisions. It is intriguing to study how the implementation of memory alters
synchronization in the system. Does the introduction of memory change the nature of
“paradox of choice”?

We incorporate the function of memory by adjusting decisions based on the surrounding
environment, allowing memory to motivate agents to choose decisions that have been
previously selected. Each agent possesses restricted memory, meaning that they can
only recall their last m decisions with equal intensity. Interestingly, we discovered that
an excess of information does not hinder the agent decision-making process. In fact,
agents become more proficient when they possess memory compared to when they are
devoid of memory(4). This implies that the paradox of choice is hindered in the case of
decision-makers with memory.

Discussion

In this article, we attempted to provide an alternative explanation of the “paradox of
choice” based on statistical mechanics arguments. In particular, we have assumed that
agents are employing the LEUP as a mechanism of decision-making. According to LEUP,
we have defined an internal variable that reflects the choice/state of the individual. The
corresponding dynamics is driven by an entropic gradient of choices found in the respective
microenvironment. In order to explain the “paradox of choice”, we made the assumption
that individual feel discontent when the uncertainty of this internal variable increases
in time. Using a mean-field calculation, we provide a closed formula that quantifies
the rate of variance against the number of choices. Even in this simplifying setting, we
find an optimum for a number number of choices that minimizes the variance rate of
the intrinsic variable. Above the optimal value of N , the decision-maker experiences
the frustration due to the overwhelming amount of choices. On the other hand, when
number of choices are too few, then decisions are almost random since the deterministic
entropic drift is very weak. In turn, we analyzed the microenvironmental entropy of
orientation in decision-makers, using an individualized-based model to study group-level
decision-making dynamics. Our findings reveal a trade-off between synchronization time
and the sensing radius, indicating the optimal conditions for information transfer among
group members, which significantly depends on the individual information processing
(sensitivity parameter). Fig. (5) illustrates the main conclusions of our study.
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Figure 3. Synchronization time vs interaction radius (A) and (C) represent the mean
synchronization time of the system for 20 simulations on varying sensing radius for random
(β = 2) and Von Mises distribution respectively. The comparison of synchronization time with
the Vicsek Model is also shown for each figure. (B) and (D) shows the phase diagram with
synchronization time averaged over 20 simulations, plotted against β and R for random and
Von Mises distributions (κ = 0.1) respectively. Synchronization is defined by achieving a global
polar order greater than 0.9. The red region in the phase diagram corresponds to the regime
where the system fails to synchronize. All the simulations were done for the speed 0.1 unit/sec

In realistic scenarios, decision-makers observe and respond to their local environments
not randomly but in a weighted manner, potentially reinterpreting the “paradox of
choice”. By assigning weightages visualized from the Von-Mises distribution, decision-
makers realistically adapt to the orientations of local agents, leading to shifts in critical
timeframes for decision-making. These shifts suggest that weighted decision-making
processes can accelerate group-level decisions depending on the variance of the assigned
weights. Moreover, we explore the phenomenon of trend-setting among decision-makers,
akin to the Hipsters effect, where anti-conformists seeking uniqueness paradoxically end
up appearing similar [19]. This setup led us to discover the emergence of micro-level
communities based on orientations and delays in group decision-making as memory sizes
increased.

This interpretation of “paradox of choice” might be relevant for Cell Biology. LEUP
theory has been developed in the context of cell decision-making in multicellular systems
[10–12, 20]. Cell fate determination is a cell decision-making mechanism related to cell
differentiation and development. Stem cells differentiated to more specified phenotypes
when they find themselves in well-defined niches [21]. Stem cell niches are composed
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Figure 4. Memory effect on synchronization for agents with memory capacity m =1 and
without memory. The simulation is done for β = 2 and 250 agents moving at the speed 0.1
unit/sec.

Figure 5. A schematic way understand how our theory contributes to the understanding of
the “paradox of choice”. On the left vertical axis, we indicate the relevant observable regarding
individual decision making being the decision uncertainty rate dσ2

dt . On the right, with blue,
we depict the collective variable being the synchronization time τ . The x-axis represents the
number of choices N . More information in the text.

by a specific variety of relevant determinants, such as nutrients, chemical cues, ECM
molecules, biophysical conditions and other cell types, that drive stem cells to acquire a
specific phenotype. Each tissue has a uniquely defined niche. Having to few determinants
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stem cells are not able to initiate proliferation and/or differentiation programs. On
the other hand, having more components has lead to impaired differentiation e.g. by
excessive signaling and oversaturation of receptors, overcrowding of niche cells leading
to low proliferative potential or excess ECM components putting physical barriers to
differentiation processes. Regarding cell fate decisions, we postulate that there is a
trade-off between the information processing capacities of the stem cell and the available
microenvironmental information [22].

In our model, we assumed that each individual decision maker seeks to minimize their
microenvironment entropy, treating it as a cost function that we computed numerically.
It will be interesting to explore how our model can be applied to various systems as a
utility or cost function with different constraint setups, which can be validated using
experimental evidence. In addition, we can observe the behavior of decision makers
under these conditions. This framework is crucial not only for understanding paradoxes,
but also for comprehending the macroscopic phenomena of group-level decision-making
based on local influence. Upon further consideration, we can also evnision the application
of this framework within the context of opinion dynamics or voting dynamics, where
individual agents share their opinions in a closed community, potentially leading to
normative social influence driven by conformity [23]. When the order parameter is close
to 1, it can indicate a unique group-level decision, reflecting a democratic consensus.

In future work, this framework can serve as a benchmark or training model (similar to
the bootstrap method), where individual agents train their sensing radius and sensitivity
based on the local density of microenvironmental agents and neighborhood dynamics.
This trained model can then be applied to new environmental setups, allowing individual
agents, as a group, to enhance decision-making time at the group level based on different
utilities or goals.
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Supporting material

Polar order

𝛽 = 2 𝛽 = 4

simulation time step (t)

< 𝑒𝑖𝜃 >

Figure 6. Polar order of the system averaged over 20 simulations under the random
choice-making strategy.

Analytical proof for the emergence of non-monotonic behavior of the variance of
decisions with respect to synchroniation time and radius

1. Derivation of sample variance in terms of population variance and size of the
sample

In this section, we shall try to understand why we can observe the paradox of choices in
decision-making. Let’s consider the microenvironment consists of N decision makers and
at the center n-th decision maker is collecting all the microenvironmental decision making
in a Gaussian manner at time t where the mean value of every decision collected from
the environment is defined by µn and the variance is defined by σ2

n. Here we assumed
for simplicity that the angular decisions lies on the interval (0, 2π). Furthermore, to
evaluate average decision-making at the group level we assume a mean-field approach
where we use the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) to neglect the correlation among the
population. So, the mean value and standard deviation of decision maker n for each local
environment can be written (using CLT) as

µn = µ + ξ√
N

(11)
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Figure 7. Polar order of the system averaged over 20 simulations under the biased
strategy.
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Figure 8. Optimal Radius vs Number of agents As we talked before there is an optimal
radius at which synchroniation is fastest. As we increase the radius it increases the number of
decision-makers in the neighborhood. Expectedly increasing the density of the agents decreases
the optimal radius.

1
N

N∑
i=1

(µn − θi)2 = 1
N

N∑
i=1

(
µ − θi + ξ√

N

)2

(12)

σ2
n = 1

N

N∑
i=1

(
(µ − θi)2 + ξ2

N
+ 2

N
(µ −

∑
i

θi

N
) ξ√

N

)
(13)

Please note that ξ is the Gaussian noise N (0, Σ) and µ is the population average of all
decision-making in the system. Now, we shall calculate the variance of n-th decision
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maker to do that we shall take the average over the decision-making θ present in the
environment N ,

σ2
n = Σ + Σ

N
= Σ

(
1 + 1

N

)
(14)

where, Σ is the population variance of all decision making in the system.

2. Derivation of the rate of change in the mean value decisions at the popula-
tion level

To calculate the evolution of the mean value at the population level we shall use Eq.(1)
and assume the Gaussian form of the microenvironmental entropy. So, the rate of change
of decisions can be written as

dθn

dt
= β

σ2
n

(
θn

N
−
∑N

i ̸=n θi

N2

)
(15)

dθn

dt
= β

σ2
n

(
θn

N
−
∑N

i ̸=n θi + θn − θn

N2

)
(16)

dθn

dt
= β

σ2
n

(
θn

N
− µn

N
+ θn

N2

)
(17)

here, Sn, and µn are the variance and mean of the sample respectively. Under the central
limit theorem, the mean and variance of the sample can be written in terms of the
population mean and variance.

µn = µ + ξ√
N

& σ2
n = Σ

(
1 + 1

N

)
(18)

Therefore under the mean-field limit the rate of change of one particle represents a change
of the average particle, hence:

dθn

dt
= N

N + 1
β

Σ

θn

N
−

µ + ξ√
N

N
+ θn

N2

 (19)

d⟨θn⟩
dt

= N

N + 1
β

Σ

⟨θn⟩
N

−
µ + ξ√

N

N
+ ⟨θn⟩

N2

 (20)

dµ

dt
= N

N + 1
β

Σ

 µ

N
−

µ + ξ√
N

N
+ µ

N2

 = 1
N + 1

β

Σ

(
µ

N
− ξ√

N

)
(21)

3. Derivation of the rate of change of variance of the orientation of the

18



population

Similarly, we shall calculate the evolution of the variance at the population level using
the mean-field approach. Using the previous dynamical equation of decisions one can
write

dΣ
dt

= D − β
∂

∂θn

(
1
σ2

n

(
θn

N
−
∑N

i ̸=n θi + θn − θn

N2

))
Σ = D + 2RΣ (22)

The variance of the random variable has been defined by Σ the variance of the Gaussian
noise is defined by D and the R term can be seen as

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− θn

N(σ2
n)2

dσ2
n

dθn

+ µn

N(σ2
n)2

dσ2
n

dθn

− θn

(σ2
n)2N2

dσ2
n

dθn

(23)

If we substitute the derivative of variance as dσ2
n

dθn
with 2(θn−µn)

N
it looks as

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− 2θn(θn − µn)

N2(σ2
n)2 + 2µn(θn − µn)

N2(σ2
n)2 − 2θn(θn − µn)

(σ2
n)2N3 (24)

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− 2(θ2

n − θnµn)
N2(σ2

n)2 + 2(θnµn − µ2
n)

N2(σ2
n)2 − 2(θ2

n − µnθn)
(σ2

n)2N3 (25)

Furthermore, we replace the term µn with µ + Σ√
N

(using CLT) which further simplifies
the expression of df

dθn
as

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
−

2(θ2
n − µθn + θn

ξ√
N

)
N2(σ2

n)2 +
2(θnµ + θnξ√

N
− (µ + ξ√

N
)2)

N2(σ2
n)2 −

2(θ2
n − (µθn + θnξ√

N
))

(σ2
n)2N3

(26)
taking an average over the population,

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− 2(⟨θ2

n⟩ − µ2)
N2(σ2

n)2 +
2(µ2 − µ2 − ⟨ξ2⟩

N
)

N2(σ2
n)2 − 2(⟨θ2

n⟩ − µ2)
(σ2

n)2N3 (27)

in the final step we do a population average as ⟨θ2
n⟩ − µ2 = Σ and ⟨ξ2⟩= Σ

df

dθn

= 1
σ2

nN
− 2Σ

N2(σ2
n)2 −

2( Σ
N

)
N2(σ2

n)2 − 2Σ
(σ2

n)2N3 (28)

now, from Eq.(14), finally replace the σ2
n as Σ(1 + 1

N
) we get

df

dθn

= 1
Σ(1 + N) − 2Σ

Σ2(1 + N)2 −
2( Σ

N
)

Σ2(1 + N)2 − 2Σ
Σ2N(1 + N)2 (29)
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and as we know that from the mean-field equation [16] one can compare the above
expression and can write the variance evolution in the equation zero noise case using eq.
dΣ
dt

= −2βR(Σ, µ, N)Σ as

dΣ
dt

= −β

(
2

(1 + N) − 4
(1 + N)2 − 8

N(1 + N)2

)
= −2β (N2 − N − 4)

N(1 + N)2 (30)
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