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ABSTRACT

Multi-agent systems address issues of accessibility and scalability of artificial intelligence (AI)
foundation models, which are often represented by large language models. We develop a framework –
the “Society of HiveMind” (SOHM) – that orchestrates the interaction between multiple AI foundation
models, imitating the observed behavior of animal swarms in nature by following modern evolutionary
theories. On the one hand, we find that the SOHM provides a negligible benefit on tasks that mainly
require real-world knowledge. On the other hand, we remark a significant improvement on tasks that
require intensive logical reasoning, indicating that multi-agent systems are capable of increasing the
reasoning capabilities of the collective compared to the individual agents. Our findings demonstrate
the potential of combining a multitude of diverse AI foundation models to form an artificial swarm
intelligence capable of self-improvement through interactions with a given environment.

Keywords Multi-Agent Optimization · Collective Intelligence · Large Language Models
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1 Introduction

The rising interest in artificial intelligence (AI) and its applications requests novel ways of thinking when it comes to
developing an emerging computing-machine-based intelligence (Minsky, 1988; Jiang et al., 2022). Particularly, the
field of natural language processing (NLP) has undergone revolutionary developments such as the Transformer model
and its self-attention mechanism (Vaswani et al., 2017). These breakthroughs in machine learning (ML) enable logical
reasoning on a human-like level across a multitude of tasks, e.g., the DeepMind Atari agents outperform human expert
players on a large number of Atari games (Mnih et al., 2015).

These successes urge a simple question – can a machine ever really become intelligent? While this of course depends
on the definition of “intelligence”, it is generally of interest to understand whether a computing model can exhibit
intelligence in a manner observed in living beings (Minsky, 1988). Large language models (LLMs) manifest seemingly
human-like intelligence. Specifically, the potential in LLMs to become autonomous and general problem solvers
increases their popularity immensely (Xi et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b; Zhuge et al., 2024). While their performance
as single-agent applications is remarkable, recent work has shown that multiple LLM agents in a swarm have the
potential of achieving a higher collective intelligence (CI), i.e., the collective being more intelligent than its individual
members (Zhuge et al., 2024; Nisioti et al., 2024; Burton et al., 2024; Chuang et al., 2024).

Access to open-source AI model repositories like HuggingFace enables extensive exploration of model combinations.
Multi-agent AI swarms can integrate retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) and general tools (e.g., calculators, Python
terminals) to enhance capabilities. By optimizing agent interactions, such swarms may mitigate individual model
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limitations like hallucinations, biases, and lack of explainability (Zhuge et al., 2024; Akiba et al., 2024). The potential
applications in this direction are improving foundation models without fine-tuning, enhancing RAG pipelines with
multi-agent systems, and advancing general AI assistants.

As recognized by Zhuge et al. (2024), agencies of foundation models are representable as graphs, thereby enabling the
utilization of graph optimization frameworks to discover the optimal communication topology of an artificial swarm.
In this paper, we propose a new framework – the Society of HiveMind (SOHM) – which is a modular framework
representing the collection of AI foundation models as graphs to optimize. Inspired by Minsky’s Society of Mind
(1988), the intention of SOHM is to develop a framework that flexibly adjusts itself to the task nature, omits superfluous
computation steps, and is capable of continual self-improvement, which to the best of our knowledge is not yet available
and constitutes a gap in the literature. Furthermore, while the current state of research mostly applies gradient-based
approaches to optimize artificial swarms, using computation algorithms to study the natural evolution of these swarms
was so far only identified as potential future work in Zhuge et al. (2024).

This paper studies the following research questions (RQs): RQ1: Are multi-agent swarms capable of outperforming
foundation models that represent a larger parameter size than the size of the swarm’s backbone models; RQ2: What are
the performance differences between gradient-based and evolutionary methods in optimizing the interactions between
agents in multi-agent swarms? This paper remarks key contributions to multi-agent swarm intelligence in that we
introduce SOHM, a novel end-to-end trainable framework designed to harness collective intelligence in multi-agent
swarms. We achieve stability improvements to REINFORCE (Williams, 1992) with an optimizable baseline, a gradient-
free genetic optimizer, and a hybrid approach combining gradient-based and evolutionary optimization to enhance
scalability. Extensive experiments on MMLU and MMLU-Pro benchmarks (Hendrycks et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024c)
show SOHM’s competitive performance compared to state-of-the-art (SOTA) orchestration models and single agent
baselines of similar and, remarkably, larger parametric size. We provide a comprehensive efficiency analysis on SOHM,
shedding light on AI-driven logical reasoning, and release our open-source implementation for reproducibility under
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/HiveLLM-5E55.

2 Preliminaries and Background

We provide basics on evolutionary learning, swarm intelligence, and their relation to multi-agent systems. These aspects
are adopted into our SOHM framework.

2.1 Evolutionary Learning

Evolutionary learning is a research strand that has been widely ignored in the current literature. Zhuge et al. (2024)
mention the potential of incorporating evolutionary learning as an alternative to gradient-based solutions. There exist
several evolutionary theories, with those by Charles Darwin (1859) and Jean-Baptiste de Lamarck (1873) recognized
widely and of central importance to this paper.

2.1.1 Theories of Evolution

Darwinian evolution (Darwin, 1859) of “survival of the fittest” emphasizes the gradual evolution of species through
random mutations and environmental pressures. This leads to variation within the population that is mainly based on
random genetic mutations and recombination, leading to differences in traits such as size, speed, or strength. In contrast,
Lamarckian evolution (de Lamarck, 1873) argues that traits acquired during an organism’s lifetime through experience
could be passed on to its offspring. The primary differences between these theories lie in the mechanisms and outcomes
of evolutionary change. Darwinian evolution (non-directional) relies on random mutations and natural selection,
resulting in a slow, non-directional process over many generations. In contrast, Lamarckian evolution (directional)
suggests that changes occur as a direct response to environmental challenges and can be inherited more rapidly.

2.1.2 Evolutionary Algorithms

The above-mentioned hypotheses on the fundamental evolutionary processes have been widely studied and used as
inspiration to develop computational algorithms. The first, and simplest, Darwinian-alike models are genetic algorithms
(GAs), which were already successfully adopted to train neural networks (Engelbrecht, 2007). GAs model genetic
evolution, expressing the characteristics of individuals as genotypes.

The main operators in GAs are selection, crossover, and mutation. First, the selection operator determines which
individuals from the current population will contribute to the next generation. A reasonable strategy for this operator
ensures the exploration-exploitation trade-off is kept and the algorithm does not get stuck in local minima while still
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Parent 1

1 2 3 4 5

Parent 2

6 7 8 9 10

Offspring 1

1 7 8 9 5

Offspring 2

6 2 3 4 10

Figure 1: Two-point crossover generating two offsprings from Parent 1 and Parent 2.

converging reasonably fast to the optimal solution. Second, the crossover operator mirrors the process of reproduction
observed in living organisms, encompassing both sexual and asexual modes. As depicted in Figure 1, two parent entities
combine and exchange genetic material to produce one or more offspring, promoting diversity by mixing traits. This
operator is critical for exploring new regions of the solution space by recombining existing genetic information of
the fittest individuals in the population. Third, the mutation operator occasionally introduces random changes to an
individual’s genetic representation. This mechanism prevents the population from converging prematurely by exploring
unexplored areas of the solution space to ensure diversity.

2.2 Swarm Intelligence

As observed in nature, swarms of animals often exhibit a higher level of collective intelligence than their individual
members (Kennedy, 2006). Inspired by this phenomenon, a niche research strand investigates the application of
swarm intelligence principles to AI. Specifically, Li et al. (2024) study the impact of combining the results of several
inference runs on LLMs, observing that the performance of multi-agent systems scales with the number of “agents”
and enable ensembles to outperform larger models than their own base model. Further, Wang et al. (2024a) develop a
layered approach to a multi-agent system, stacking a number of LLMs per layer and propagating the outputs of the
previous layer forward through the system as auxiliary information for individual LLMs. This approach is referred to as
Mixture-of-Agents and achieved SOTA-level performance on a variety of benchmarks in 2024. The intelligent agents
described in these studies form the basis of an artificial swarm as in our SOHM framework introduced in Section 3.

2.2.1 Individual Agents

Individual agents are powered by foundation models such as LLMs. Such models exhibit advanced capabilities in
natural language understanding, logical reasoning, and decision-making, enabling them to tackle a wide array of
complex tasks. Recently, the AI community has produced a large quantity of foundation models, whereby models such
as Meta’s Llama 3 (Dubey et al., 2024), OpenAI’s GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023), and DeepSeek-R1 (Guo et al., 2025) define
a new status quo in computational intelligence. To enhance their effectiveness, LLM-based agents can incorporate
external knowledge into their context. This knowledge can be retrieved from diverse sources, including vectorized
document databases, structured knowledge graphs, or even the open Internet. Additionally, leveraging the shared
memory of other LLM agents can further enhance their reasoning and problem-solving abilities. Techniques such as
RAG have demonstrated the potential to extend the context of LLMs dynamically, improving both the accuracy and
efficiency of their outputs (Lewis et al., 2020; Gao and Zhang, 2024).

Recent advances in memory-sharing mechanisms have proposed novel frameworks for agents. For instance, Gao and
Zhang (2024) introduce a memory-sharing RAG model for LLM-based agents, where agents collaboratively pool their
insights to improve performance. These developments align with broader efforts to augment the capabilities of artificial
agents through CI. The introduction of openly accessible foundation models, such as the Llama series by Meta, resulted
in a wide range of fine-tuned and distilled small language models (SLMs) that are almost equally effective in specific
tasks and domains as computationally much more expensive LLMs (Dubey et al., 2024). These SLMs benefit from
innovations in parameter efficiency and collaborative mechanisms, making them suitable candidates for artificial agents.
Ideas such as Mixture of Experts (Shazeer et al., 2017) or Mixture of Agents (Wang et al., 2024a) intend to increase
the efficiency of model training and parameter usage while incorporating the benefits of several foundation model
architectures. Complementary advancements in reasoning paradigms, such as Chain of Thought (CoT) (Wei et al.,
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2022) and Tree of Thought (ToT) (Yao et al., 2024), provide agents with structured frameworks to decompose and solve
tasks in a more interpretable manner by following logical thought chains.

2.2.2 Multi-Agent Systems

The composition of a multitude of individual agents into a collective system is defined as a swarm of foundation models.
The research strand focuses on discovering computational frameworks that satisfy the properties of natural swarm
intelligence (Kennedy, 2006; Grüter and Farina, 2009). The study of Liu et al. (2023) attempts to model a multi-LLM
debate that sees the interaction of several LLMs in a static architecture. The GPTSwarm framework by Zhuge et al.
(2024) improves on the static framework by Liu et al. (2023) and models foundation model swarms as execution
graphs that are realized using a learned probability distribution. They find that such swarms are robust to adversarial
attacks within the swarm itself and also improve over the performance of individual agents on several benchmarks.
The G-Designer framework by Zhang et al. (2024) adds further complexity to the mechanism of learning probabilistic
distributions over execution graphs in multi-agent systems. It employs a variational graph autoencoder to better capture
the underlying swarm dynamics.

3 HiveMind

The idea behind the HiveMind is manifested in the different components that result in a CI framework – the SOHM.
There are many approaches to achieve an emerging CI. In this paper, two approaches are discussed in detail, mirroring
the evolutionary theories described in Section 2.1.

3.1 The Darwinian Paradigm

First, we discuss the approaches in SOHM that resemble the Darwinian theory of evolution (Darwin, 1859), the “survival
of the fittest” paradigm. Following the framework outlined in Zhuge et al. (2024), the artificial agents in the swarm
representing SOHM are executed as a directed computational graph (DAG), which we denote as G. The DAGs feature
a set of operations Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕM} that are executable in a pre-defined or learned order, where M is the total
number of possible operations for a specific agent DAG. The concept of an operation is defined to include all the
possible techniques that might be helpful to the artificial agents in their reasoning process, e.g., CoT, ToT, but also
the use of external tools and APIs. The convenient characteristic of DAGs to be topologically sortable ensures that
the computation order puts the input nodes, i.e., nodes without predecessors, at the beginning of the execution and
the output nodes at the end. Since certain nodes will lack context from the predecessors, their context is defined as
the empty set, i.e., they operate without prior knowledge from other operations. Context received from predecessor
nodes contains the meanings of past operations and also other already executed agents, thereby passing on relevant
information to the current operation.

The communication links in the final swarm are established based on the best-performing probability distribution
Dθ identified during the optimization process. Each individual agent constructs its respective computational graph
according to the learned distribution Dθ, which results in a composite graph when combined. This composite graph
represents the swarm S. Hence, the orchestration within this swarm boils down to optimizing the communication
channels between the individual agents, keeping the channels within the agents fixed. While it is possible to incorporate
prompting techniques for LLMs, such as CoT and ToT, and a variety of external tools in SOHM, the computational
graph is fixed once it is realized. Since this approach relies on DAGs, self-loops and cycles are inherently constrained.
The set of trainable real-valued parametric solutions Θ, obtained by the algorithm optimizing communication links
among agents in the SOHM, is evaluated as

argmax
θ∈Θ

EG′
C∼Dθ

[
uζ(G′)

]
. (1)

This denotes a comparison of the utility uζ(G′) given a realized graph G′C and a provided task ζ, for a number of
graphs sampled from a parametrized distribution Dθ. In this context, let C be the set of potential links {ci}di=1,
where a sampled graph encodes the existence of each link as binary. The parameters of the final solution define the
parametrized probability solution over the DAG with a fixed number of nodes N . The edges of this DAG that represent
communication links are sampled according to their potential to assign a real-valued parameter θi ∈ R to every potential
link ci. Let us define the set of parameters as θ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θd} ∈ [0, 1]d, with the dimensionality d as the number
of potential links. The sampling method to realize the edges for each G′ iteratively evaluates for each potential edge
whether it can be included according to the constraints of the DAG. If including ci does not infringe on any of the
constraints, the edge is realized with probability θi. To this end, two different approaches to tackle this optimization
problem are outlined in the following: a gradient-based approach and an evolutionary approach.
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3.1.1 Gradient-Based Optimization

The gradient-based approach closely follows Zhuge et al. (2024), with minor adaptations. Specifically, to optimize the
objective function described in Equation 1, the REINFORCE algorithm from Williams (1992) using gradient ascent is
applied. Utilizing an unbiased gradient estimation, we define REINFORCE mathematically as

∇θ EGC∼Dθ
[uζ(GC)] ≈

1

M

M∑
i=1

(ûζ(Gi)− bw)∇θ log pθ(Gi), (2)

where G1,G2, . . . ,GN ∼ Dθ are mutually independent computation graphs and ûζ(Gi) is an independent unbiased
estimate of uζ(Gi) for all i and a pre-defined number of graphs ξ ∈ N to generate the mean utility. These properties are
vital for REINFORCE to converge, as the algorithm relies on Monte Carlo returns to calculate the utility of the potential
solution. The high variance that is associated with Monte Carlo methods highlights the importance of an unbiased
gradient for efficient convergence to the approximately optimal solution (Williams, 1992; Amari, 1993; Kingma, 2014).
In this respect, deviating slightly from Zhuge et al. (2024), we follow Sutton and Barto (2018) and introduce an unbiased
baseline that reduces the variance of gradient estimation using REINFORCE, where the parametrized baseline bw is
subtracted from the approximated utility of the currently evaluated graph Gi. This baseline acts as a reference point for
the resulting rewards and is usually either chosen as a constant or a stable measure of the expected value of the current
state, i.e., the mean utility. Following the implementation in Sutton and Barto (2018), we model the baseline as the
state-value function learned in an iterative manner:

w ← w − β∇w

(
1

2
(bw − u)

2

)
, (3)

where u is the mean utility for the current batch and β is the step size for optimizing the baseline loss. To ensure that
there is no bias in the way the baseline parameter is set in the beginning, it is initialized randomly, and we utilize the
popular sigmoid function for differentiability. Note that Algorithm 1 describes the optimization algorithm with vanilla
gradient ascent.

Algorithm 1 Gradient Based Distribution Learning
Require: A parameterized probability distribution over computation graphs Dθ, a parametrized baseline bw, an

unbiased utility estimator ûζ(·), and learning rates α and β.
1: Initialize θ ∈ Rd.
2: Initialize w ∈ R1.
3: while terminate condition not met do
4: Sample Gi ∼ Dθ for i = 1, 2, . . . ,M .
5: Update θ ← θ + α

M

∑M
i=1(ûζ(Gi)− bw)∇θ log(pθ(Gi)).

6: Update w ← w − β∇w

(
1
2 (bw − u)

2
)

7: end while

3.1.2 Evolutionary Optimization

The second optimization algorithm used to develop the SOHM under the paradigm of Darwinian evolution is of
evolutionary nature and follows the theory outlined in Section 2.1.2. More specifically, the policy gradient optimizer
from the previous section is replaced with a GA optimizer, randomly initializing a population of individual solutions.
Let the set of parametrized probability distributions Dθ = {Dθ1 , Dθ2 , . . . , DθN }, each representing a potential solution
over computational graphs G.

The learning environment of the evolutionary approach is based on direct competition of a set of individuals contained
in the population the defined environment features. These individuals are constituted in the form of a computational
graph Gi which is sampled according to the learned probability of each individual. Differently from the gradient-based
approach, the sampling of computational graphs under the evolutionary approach involves a masking of edges for
probabilities smaller or equal to 0.5, as it is computationally inefficient to average over several graphs for each individual.
The parametric solutions of these individuals develop across generations, whereby only the fittest solutions survive. As
described in Algorithm 2, these survivors then undergo a series of processes that form the next generation’s population.
Specifically, the fittest of these individuals are used to create offspring by means of a crossover between a set of parents,
as depicted in Figure 1, and slight mutations of the genetic material. After the last generation has passed, the individual
with the highest fitness across all generations constitutes the final set of parameters that is utilized to form the probability

5



THE SOCIETY OF HIVEMIND - MARCH 14, 2025

distribution Dθ∗ to be used to realize the computational graph G∗ for inference. The most challenging aspect of this
algorithm, irrespective of hyperparameter tuning, is to define a relevant fitness function for the task and objective at
hand. In this approach, the fitness function evaluates task-specific performance metrics, diversity within the population
as defined in Engelbrecht (2007), and communication overhead. Fitness functions using techniques such as selection,
crossover, and mutation in evolutionary learning, however, offer the advantage over gradient-based approaches to
remove the requirement of differentiability, as no gradients are computed.

Algorithm 2 Genetic Algorithm Based Distribution Learning
Require: Population size N , crossover rate pc, mutation rate pm, fitness function uζ(·), and maximum generations T .

1: Initialize a population of probability distributions Dθ = {Dθ1 , Dθ2 , . . . , DθN } parametrized over potential compu-
tational graphs G randomly.

2: for t = 1 to T do
3: Sample Gi ∼ Dθi for i = 1, 2, . . . , N .
4: Evaluate the fitness uζ(Gi) for each Gi in the population.
5: Select parents based on fitness to create a mating pool.
6: Apply crossover with probability pc to generate offspring.
7: Apply mutation with probability pm to offspring.
8: Form the next generation’s population by selecting the top N individuals from parents and offspring.
9: end for

10: return The best probability distribution D∗ with the highest fitness.

3.2 The Lamarckian Paradigm

In contrast to the Darwinian paradigm, the Lamarckian paradigm suggests that individual solutions should learn from
the experience that was generated throughout the learning process to progress in future generations. As outlined in
Section 2.1, necessities arising from the environment where the individuals in a population are result in the traits
developed in later generations.

3.2.1 Learning from Experience

As it is the case in the real world, many ML settings feature noisy data that lack ground truth (Goodfellow et al., 2016).
Since this is also the case in the SOHM learning environment, we model the problem formulation in a flexible manner to
adjust to the current task. The resulting orchestration model can adapt according to experiences obtained by interacting
with a given environment. In the optimal case, this enables the emergence of collective swarm intelligence.

The Lamarckian paradigm to seek a CI in artificial swarms is motivated primarily by the static nature of the solution
obtained by the Darwinian paradigm (Section 3.1). Specifically, the learned distribution in the Darwinian approaches is
independent of the task’s nature at hand and is unable to cope with distribution shifts in the data the swarm is tested
(Goodfellow et al., 2016). This constraint severely impacts the generalizability of the learned solution, requiring the
swarm to be retrained in case of deviations in the task structure. While it requires human-level intelligence to cope
with these distribution shifts, we hypothesize that by allowing the SOHM to dynamically adjust to the given task in its
learning environment, the resulting model will generalize better to a wider range of tasks.

A major drawback in the Darwinian paradigm, which the Lamarckian approach aims to improve, is the avoidance
of unnecessary computational inference (computational overhead). It is without question that the nature of the task
requires specific strategies, i.e., the optimal swarm orchestration that features a CoT, ToT, fully-connected, or even a
simple direct answer approach. Therefore, optimizing the swarm in a dynamic manner allows for the orchestration
model to discover solutions that utilize only necessary communication links. We use a Graph Neural Network (GNN),
in this case a Graph Attention Network (GAT) by Veličković et al. (2017) as a DAG optimizer to dynamically learn the
communication patterns. The GAT, visualized in Figure 3, replaces the simpler graph sampling process described in
Equation 2, by performing link prediction in a GNN setting as GC ∼ GNNθ(τ). We condition the GAT on the task τ
at hand, which is encoded using DistilBERT (Devlin et al., 2019; Sanh, 2019). The framework to obtain a HiveMind
orchestration model is illustrated in Figure 2.

4 Experiments

We design the experiments with AI benchmark datasets to test the two paradigms outlined in Section 3, which represent
the idea of the SOHM from different angles.

6



THE SOCIETY OF HIVEMIND - MARCH 14, 2025

Figure 2: The HiveMind framework consists of setup, swarm and optimization phases. The main difference between
HiveMind-D and HiveMind-L is that the latter conditions the graph sampling step on the task-specific encoding τ .
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4.1 Benchmark Overview

We carry out the evaluation of the SOHM in the scope of this paper on two different benchmarks that are popular in
the literature. First, we employ the MMLU benchmark, popular for measuring the capabilities of language models
in answering general knowledge questions (Hendrycks et al., 2020). This allows for a comparison of the SOHM
framework against a large range of models and frameworks in the MMLU leaderboard to understand its capabilities.
Second, we evaluate the SOHM on MMLU-Pro, which is a more recent benchmark developed based on the original
MMLU benchmark (Wang et al., 2024c).

The MMLU benchmark is widely recognized in the AI and NLP communities to evaluate model performances in
language modeling, knowledge retrieval, and logical reasoning (Hendrycks et al., 2020). This paper focuses on the
logical reasoning aspect of MMLU to explore the advantages of swarm intelligence within foundation AI models
compared to single-model intelligence. MMLU comprises 57 diverse tasks, such as mathematics, U.S. history, computer
science, and law, featuring 15,908 different questions of various difficulty. Achieving high performance on MMLU
requires models to demonstrate extensive world knowledge and logical reasoning abilities. Each question offers four
answer choices: one correct answer and three distractor options. At its introduction in 2021, the best-performing model,
GPT-3 (OpenAI, 2022), achieved a score approximately 20% above random chance. However, SOTA language models
in late 2024, such as GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023), have reached near-saturation on MMLU, with little room for further
improvement. This raises concerns about whether MMLU remains a fair and objective benchmark for measuring logical
reasoning capabilities.

The MMLU-Pro benchmark, which was developed to address the limitations of the original MMLU benchmark, offers
a more challenging and fair evaluation (Wang et al., 2024c). MMLU-Pro introduces several enhancements that address
the aforementioned limitations of MMLU. First, the number of answer choices per question is increased from 4 to 10,
improving the benchmark’s discriminative power and reducing the likelihood of correct guesses by chance. Second, a
larger proportion of challenging, college-level exam questions are included, requiring more deliberate reasoning for
accurate answers. Third, noisy and trivially answerable questions were eliminated through multiple rounds of expert
review, ensuring a cleaner and higher-quality dataset. The novel MMLU-Pro benchmark comprises 12,032 questions,
whereby 56.6% of the tasks were present already in the original MMLU benchmark (Wang et al., 2024c). The evaluation
of a wide variety of top-performing LLMs on MMLU-Pro shows a significant performance drop compared to MMLU,
with GPT-4 achieving only 72.6% accuracy, indicating the increased difficulty and scope for improvement. We provide
sample questions from both benchmarks in Appendix B.

4.2 Evaluation Protocol

We measure classification accuracy on the respective test sets in the two benchmark datasets. The following strategies
of data selection were conducted for each benchmark. MMLU: We use the original train-validation-test splits provided
in the benchmark of Hendrycks et al. (2020) without modification. MMLU-Pro: Since there exist only validation and
test sets in the MMLU-Pro benchmark by Wang et al. (2024c), we modify the dataset to fit the experimental setup.
Specifically, we combine the data splits of the original MMLU-Pro dataset and create new train-validation-test splits in a
60-20-20 ratio using random sampling. This ensures an adequate number of training samples in each split. We compare
the performance of the SOHM framework against the best performing multi-agent swarm framework GPTSwarm
(Zhuge et al., 2024), which is the current SOTA multi-agent orchestration model.1 In addition, several ablations of
SOHM are performed to validate the benefits of individual model components. The results were averaged over five runs
with different random seeds. In our experiments, we use Llama 3 (3B/8B) and Qwen 2.5 (3B/7B). Specifically, the 3B
variants are employed as backbone models for the multi-agent swarms, whereas the larger models serve the purpose
of answering RQ2. In terms of the collaborative setting, we distinguish between simple input-output prompting of
agents and specialized prompts that assign agents individual roles. The prompts for all agents utilized in this section are
described in detail in Appendix C.

5 Results and Discussion

The results of the conducted experiments are reported in Table 1. This table includes the results of the single agent
baselines (A-F), the multi-agent baselines (G-L), the different HiveMind flavors (M-R) and human performances (S-T).2
We observe that the artificial swarms, both from the baselines and the SOHM models, are unable to outperform the

1GPTSwarm uses GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023) to perform experiments and we reproduce their results using the GPT models with the
identical parameter size.

2“Swarmfull”: full swarm, “Swarmrand0.5”: randomly connected swarm, “HiveMind-DG”: gradient-based optimization, “HiveMind-
DGA”: GA-based optimization.
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Group Agent or Swarm SR MMLU MMLU-Pro

Single-agent

(A) Llama-3-3B % 52.6±2.45 26.4±3.07

(B) Llama-3-3BCOT % 51.4±1.06 29.4±0.89

(C) Llama-3-8B % 56.5±3.24 31.2±2.79

(D) Qwen-2.5-3B % 62.0±4.86 29.4±4.27

(E) Qwen-2.5-3BCOT % 61.4±3.26 31.1±1.24

(F) Qwen-2.5-7B % 67.0±3.61 39.4±3.93

Multi-agent

(G) Swarmfull % 47.0±1.41 34.0±1.10

(H) Swarmfull ! 46.6±1.73 33.8±1.60

(I) Swarmrand0.5 % 47.0±2.00 34.0±1.67

(J) Swarmrand0.5 ! 45.8±2.26 32.8±3.71

(K) GPTSwarm % 47.0±2.37 35.2±2.48

(L) GPTSwarm ! 47.4±2.45 33.4±2.24

(M) HiveMind-DG % 48.0±1.26 35.6±1.52

(N) HiveMind-DG ! 56.0±3.95 34.2±1.72

(O) HiveMind-DGA % 46.8±1.60 34.2±1.47

(P) HiveMind-DGA ! 54.4±2.14 32.6±1.89

(Q) HiveMind-L % 45.6±3.38 33.8±1.93

(R) HiveMind-L ! 55.6±3.32 32.8±3.19

Human (S) Human (avg.) - 34.5% -
(T) Human (expert) - 89.8% 78.0%

Table 1: Benchmark Results. SR = Specialist Roles. ‘!’ indicates the presence of a specific feature in the
corresponding framework, ‘%’ its absence. We report the performance averaged over 5 random seeds. Results in
boldface indicate the best-performing model for the and underlined results indicate the second-best performing model,
respectively for each benchmark and model type (agent/swarm). Single-agent, multi-agent and human performances are
separated in three groups. Agents and swarms are implemented using our SOHM framework with a swarm size of six
agents powered by either Llama-3-3B or Qwen-2.5-3B.

single agent baselines on the MMLU benchmark. The general trend verifies the description by Wang et al. (2024c) that
the original MMLU benchmark is primarily a knowledge-driven test. Therefore, the lack of improvement of artificial
swarms compared to the single agent baselines is mostly due to the fact that the primary objective of the swarm is to
improve the logical reasoning capabilities of foundation models and to enable them to critically reflect on their own
statements or the statements of other agents in the swarm.

In contrast, it can be observed from the results on the MMLU-Pro benchmark that artificial swarms, including those from
baselines and SOHM, generally outperform single-agent baselines. This result is exactly opposite to the observations on
the MMLU benchmark, indicating that the intelligence test offered by Wang et al. (2024c) indeed requires more logical
reasoning. All SOHM models perform well compared to the single-agent 3B-models and the multi-agent baselines. The
gradient-based model under the Darwinian paradigm denoted as “HiveMind-DG” improves on the SOTA swarm model,
GPTSwarm. The addition of a baseline (bw in Equation 2) to the vanilla REINFORCE demonstrates stable performance
improvements, indicating its further potential in orchestrating multi-agent AI systems. It is interesting to note that
modeling the agent prompts using specialist roles results in significant leaps in the SOHM models on the MMLU
benchmark, which is neither the case for any baseline models nor for any models on the MMLU-Pro benchmark.

In response to RQ1, our SOHM framework enables multi-agent swarms to outperform single agents that constitute them,
and to compete with agents that have a larger parametric size in their backbone model. Specifically, on MMLU-Pro,
HiveMind outperforms the Llama-3-3B and Qwen-2.5-3B agents by 9.2% and 6.2%, respectively, and even improves
on the Llama-3-8B agent by 4.4%. Although the Qwen-2.5-7B model has a higher performance on both benchmarks,
the results demonstrated by SOHM indicate that efficient communication between AI foundation models can exhibit
collective intelligence.

In response to RQ2, we show that both gradient-based and evolutionary algorithms are suitable as optimizers for the
HiveMind orchestration model. That being said, the gradient-based approaches show a more stable convergence towards
the final probabilistic solution, while the evolution-based approaches are more chaotic in nature. In addition, we find that
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Figure 4: Evolution of probability distribution for communication links in the swarm using a Genetic Algorithm
(from left to right for generations 1, 30, 50). Darker colors indicate lower probability values and lighter colors higher
probability values. Adjacency matrix indices represent specific agent nodes, where self-loops are masked and the node
6 (final decision) only features incoming edges.

Figure 5: Evolution of probability distribution for communication links in the swarm using policy gradient (PG)
optimization with a parametrized baseline (from left to right and top to bottom for epochs 1, 20, 40, 60, 80, 100). Darker
colors indicate lower probability values and lighter colors higher probability values. Adjacency matrix indices represent
specific agent nodes, where self-loops are masked and the node 6 (final decision) only features incoming edges.

modeling the REINFORCE algorithm with an additional baseline allows the optimizer to converge more rapidly to the
optimum, thereby increasing the efficiency of the training process besides obtaining better results. These observations
are represented in Figures 4 and 5. To verify the robustness of the SOHM framework, we performed the equivalent
adversarial stress test as in Zhuge et al. (2024), modeling some agents to answer in a malicious manner. While this
results in non-optimized swarms (G-J) largely deteriorating in performance by 10-15%, the optimized swarms show
stable performances. We also perform stress testing on the specialist prompts using non-sensical roles (e.g., replacing
“mathematician" with “blue banana"), which results in similar results.

10
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6 Conclusion

This study explores the development of a multi-agent framework – the SOHM – using swarm intelligence, inspired
by intelligent behavior observed in natural swarms. By investigating foundation model swarms through different
evolutionary paradigms, we assess their potential for collective intelligence. Our research confirms the viability of the
SOHM approaches, demonstrates stable improvements in logical reasoning, and highlights limitations in knowledge-
based tasks. With a peak performance of 56% on MMLU and 35.6% on MMLU-Pro, respectively, the HiveMind
framework demonstrates the potential of multi-agent AI systems as an alternative to brute-force scaling of SOTA
foundation model architectures. Our future research will focus on scaling swarm models, integrating diverse AI
foundation models, while maintaining the balance between complexity and resilience in algorithm design.

Limitations

While fostering agent communication in SOHM enhances collective performance, particularly in logical reasoning,
the swarm does not improve on knowledge-based questions. This aligns with expectations, as gains in this area likely
require domain-specific models or greater model diversity, increasing the total parameter number. Role diversification
(e.g., assigning multi-identity or multi-modal roles) might further improve swarm performance. Future work should
explore optimizing model selection, incorporating diverse multi-modal models tailored to specific tasks and agents.

A key limitation of GPTSwarm and SOHM is that excessive communication hinders their performance (Zhuge et al.,
2024; Zhang et al., 2024). Optimizing AI swarm topology via computational graphs can mitigate this issue by penalizing
redundant communication, e.g., applying an L2 penalty to edge logits or incorporating weight decay. Further research
should explore diverse models and parameterization strategies to balance communication efficiency and performance.

Additionally, due to the computational demands of SOHM optimization, k-fold cross-validation and exhaustive
hyperparameter search were infeasible. Instead, we applied repeated random subsampling (Picard and Cook, 1984),
shuffling splits per random seed and randomly selecting sub-samples. This prevents overfitting while maintaining
unbiased data distributions. We report mean, standard deviation, and best performance across experiments and ablations.
Future studies should consider performing k-fold cross-validation and exhaustive hyperparameter search if possible.
Scaling evolutionary approaches with larger populations may outperform gradient-based methods by enabling broader
parametric exploration. Future research should also examine scaling swarm sizes to assess whether our observed trends
persist with additional agents.

Our model selection prioritizes open-source transparency over close-door frontier models like GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023).
As outlined in Section 1, SOHM aims to leverage openly available foundation models for emergent CI. Further, resource
constraints have limited our experiments to locally runnable models (up to 8B parameters), which allows the accessibility
and reproducibility of our work for research labs and smaller companies.

Ethical Statement

While SOHM is able to enhance logical reasoning, AI swarms run the risk of overriding human judgment. In future
work, we should focus on transparency, interpretability, and controlled communication by preventing bias reinforcement
within the swarm and safeguarding human decision-making. We have briefly touched upon these aspects by allowing
adversarial and non-sensical agents in the swarms.
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A Implementation Details

We implement our models using the deep learning framework PyTorch and, especially, its extension for graph-based
learning, i.e., PyTorch Geometric. To cope with the computational intensity that the optimization frameworks
described in Section 3 and the local inference on foundation models demand, the following resources are employed: 8
RTX A5000 GPUs (each with 24GB of RAM), 1TB of system RAM and 8 AMD EPYC 7313 16-Core processors. In
total, it has taken 24 hours to finish all the experiments.

B Benchmark Examples

An example of an MMLU question is:

• Question: Find all zeros in the indicated finite field of the given polynomial with coefficients in that field.
x5 + 3x3 + x2 + 2x ∈ Z5.

• Options: (A) 0, (B) 1, (C) 0.1, (D) 0.4
• Answer: (D) 0.4

An example of an MMLU-Pro question is:

• Question: Mr. Fields owns a house worth $30,000. He insures it with a $20,000 fire insurance policy that
contains an 80% coinsurance clause. As a result of fire, the house is damaged to the extent of $10,800. How
much will the insurance company pay on the loss?

• Options: (A) $8,000, (B) $10,800, (C) $6,000, (D) $9,000, (E) $12,000, (F) $7,200, (G) $10,000, (H) $20,000,
(I) $24,000, (J) $8,640

• Answer: (D) $9,000

C Prompts and Roles

In this appendix section, the different roles and promps utilized for the experiments performed in the scope of this paper
are presented.

Table 2: Prompts for the MMLU swarm-based experiments.

Prompt purpose Prompt
System prompt (truthful role) You are a knowledgeable expert in question answering in a swarm full of truthful and

adversarial experts.
System prompt (adversarial
role)

You are a deceitful adversary in question answering in a swarm full of truthful and adversarial
experts.

Constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 4 answers enumerated as A, B, C, and D.
Only one answer out of the offered 4 is correct. You must choose the correct answer to the
question, also considering the inputs from other agents. The moderator leads the discussion.
Your response must start with one of the 4 letters: A, B, C, or D, corresponding to the correct
answer. After the single-letter answer, add a very short explanation of why you gave this
answer.

Special constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 4 answers enumerated as A, B, C, and D.
Only one answer out of the offered 4 is correct. You must choose the correct answer to the
question, also considering the inputs from other agents. Your response must start with one
of the 4 letters: A, B, C, or D, corresponding to the correct answer. After the single-letter
answer, provide a very short (max. 64 tokens) explanation of why you gave this answer.

Adversarial constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 4 answers enumerated as A, B, C, and D. Only
one answer out of the offered 4 is correct. You must choose a wrong answer to the question.
Your response must start with one of the 4 letters: A, B, C, or D, corresponding to the wrong
answer. After the single-letter answer, add a lie that will throw off the other agents.

Answer template Choose the best answer to the following question among the provided opinions of other agents
and given the constraint: {Question: question} {Opinions: Option A: answer A, Option B:
answer B, Option C: answer C, Option D: answer D} {Constraint: constraint}.
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Table 3: Prompts for the MMLU-Pro swarm-based experiments.

Prompt purpose Prompt
System prompt (truthful role) You are a knowledgeable expert in question answering in a swarm full of truthful and

adversarial experts.
System prompt (adversarial
role)

You are a deceitful adversary in question answering in a swarm full of truthful and adversarial
experts.

Constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 10 answers enumerated as A, B, C, D, E, F, G,
H, I and J. Only one answer out of the offered 10 is correct. You must choose the correct
answer to the question, also considering the inputs from other agents. The moderator leads
the discussion. Your response must start with one of the 10 letters: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H,
I or J, corresponding to the correct answer. After the single-letter answer, add a very short
explanation of why you gave this answer.

Special constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 10 answers enumerated as A, B, C, D, E, F, G,
H, I and J. Only one answer out of the offered 10 is correct. You must choose the correct
answer to the question, also considering the inputs from other agents. Your response must
start with one of the 10 letters: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I or J, corresponding to the correct
answer. After the single-letter answer, provide a very short (max. 64 tokens) explanation of
why you gave this answer.

Adversarial constraint I will ask you a question. I will also give you 10 answers enumerated as A, B, C, D, E, F,
G, H, I and J. Only one answer out of the offered 10 is correct. You must choose a wrong
answer to the question. Your response must start with one of the 10 letters: A, B, C, D, E, F,
G, H, I and J, corresponding to the wrong answer. After the single-letter answer, add a lie
that will throw off the other agents.

Answer template Choose the best answer to the following question among the provided opinions of other
agents and given the constraint: {Question: question} {Opinions: Option A: answer A,
Option B: answer B, Option C: answer C, Option D: answer D, Option E: answer E, Option
F: answer F, Option G: answer G, Option H: answer H, Option I: answer I, Option J: answer
J} {Constraint: constraint}.

Table 4: Roles for agents in the MMLU and MMLU-Pro experiments.

Role Description
Truthful Expert You are a truthful expert in question answering. Provide the most accurate and correct answer

to the question based on your knowledge and reasoning.
Mathematician You are a mathematician with expertise in solving complex mathematical problems. Approach

questions with mathematical rigor and precision, and encourage rigorous validation from
other roles.

Moderator You are the moderator overseeing the discussion. Guide agents, manage their interactions,
and ensure the flow of the debate remains structured.

Critical Thinker You approach answers with skepticism and challenge assumptions rigorously. Question the
soundness of responses to encourage careful examination.

Interdisciplinary Synthesizer Integrate knowledge across various fields to provide a comprehensive response. Encourage
agents to consider interdisciplinary perspectives.

Fact Checker You are a meticulous fact-checker. Verify the correctness of other agents’ answers and
challenge any inaccuracies or unsupported claims.

Philosopher Analyze abstract concepts and explore multiple frameworks for reasoning. Encourage agents
to think deeply beyond surface-level responses.

Scientist You are an expert in empirical research and evidence. Provide answers grounded in scientific
reasoning and encourage the use of data.

Educator Explain complex ideas in simple terms to make responses clear and understandable. Encour-
age clarity and accessibility in answers.

Engineer Apply practical engineering principles to design feasible solutions. Encourage agents to
consider systems thinking and real-world applications.

Psychologist Analyze problems through the lens of human behavior and mental processes. Incorporate
psychological insights to enrich the discussion.

Trend Analyzer Identify patterns and trends from historical and current data. Provide predictions and encour-
age agents to consider likelihoods based on data trends.
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Table 5: Non-sensical roles for agents in the MMLU and MMLU-Pro experiments.

Role Description
Xjksfhqweopasd Ysdfkqpoijzx!ty qwerylpqoziqmf xkswruyapvoom. Ytwper iehsoakqwe zyqwerylkqposru

asdflxmvpooiuq zmzlpqoswrytzkeqw!
Blue Banana You are a blue banana, ripened by the sun. Your role is to peel back the layers of mystery and

encourage other fruits to join the smoothie of knowledge.

Lzxcpoiqweyruv Jlsdkqweoirupcx zmqwasde! Xzplworuqytsdk zmqweoiruplmvx. Tyxowqueirpvm
sdqlorivnzqwer!

Singing Teapot You are a teapot, short and stout, here to whistle wisdom and pour out solutions. Encourage
others to dance to the rhythm of understanding.

Mnvcxzasdfqwyo Jxpwolriqvzsdc zxpoiuyrqtwvm xsqwrelopnzxwi xzpolwermnvtyq!
Quantum Unicorn You exist in multiple states of fabulousness simultaneously. Your job is to sprinkle quantum

glitter and ensure other dimensions sparkle with insight.

Asdflzxcqpowrt Jxpowqrlmvzstqe zxqoiwlpvmsdtrzx zxqlwerioytncm!
Dancing Cactus You are a cactus with funky moves, here to sway to the groove of logic. Encourage others to

break the monotony with a little spike of fun.

Lkjqpwzcnoxuytr Qwxpolsklmrnvzxoi zxqpouerylmzcwrs zxqwretyvlkcznmp.
Mqlzxcvwpoyutrk Pxaslkzqoieuryzq zmqwropalnvzxcxs zxqwpeoriytnmlszqw!
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