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Abstract. Swarm robotics is a study of simple robots that exhibit com-
plex behaviour only by interacting locally with other robots and their en-
vironment. The control in swarm robotics is mainly distributed whereas
centralised control is widely used in other fields of robotics. Centralised
and decentralised control strategies both pose a unique set of benefits and
drawbacks for the control of multi-robot systems. While decentralised
systems are more scalable and resilient, they are less efficient compared to
the centralised systems and they lead to excessive data transmissions to
the human operators causing cognitive overload. We examine the trade-
offs of each of these approaches in a human-swarm system to perform an
environmental monitoring task and propose a flexible hybrid approach,
which combines elements of hierarchical and decentralised systems. We
find that a flexible hybrid system can outperform a centralised system (in
our environmental monitoring task by 19.2%) while reducing the num-
ber of messages sent to a human operator (here by 23.1%). We conclude
that establishing centralisation for a system is not always optimal for
performance and that utilising aspects of centralised and decentralised
systems can keep the swarm from hindering its performance.

1 Introduction

A swarm system presents a unique opportunity to exploit a huge number of
simple agents and the redundancy that comes with it to complete tasks that
would be impossible to solve by a single agent. Often, a decentralised approach
is proposed as a scalable and resilient method for organising swarms but with
low efficiency [3]. On the contrary, centralised coordination can be efficient (e.g.
in area coverage [7]) but a centralised system is often not scalable and they
rely on central units to control the system which can be points of system fail-
ure (i.e., low resilience). A combination of centralized and decentralized control
could provide a swarm control method that makes use of the benefits of both
approaches. Such a method is an important aspect of the future of robot swarms
[2]. Recently, a method inspired by Mergeable nervous systems [9,18,5] was pro-
posed that enables a swarm system to overcome the drawbacks faced by both
centralised and decentralised systems. In this approach, a swarm is controlled

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

02
60

5v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 5

 A
ug

 2
02

4



through a self-organized hierarchical structure consisting of a brain robot which
can be dynamically selected. A system using this approach is able to vary the
level of decentralisation or centralisation according to mission requirements and
for a given task. The relative advantages of using such an approach have been
examined for varying groups of sizes of robots in both homogeneous [9,18] and
heterogeneous [6,5] systems.

Work considering theoretical foundations of self-organised hierarchical con-
trol frameworks has also been considered by Zhang et al. [16]. Hierarchical swarm
control, despite being a relatively new field within swarm robotics, represents a
promising area of research with important implications for the future of swarms
[2]. The self-organised nervous system for swarms was proposed by Zhu et al.
[17] as a hierarchical control method for swarms, examining the scalability and
stability of such a system. Work in this area, so far has focused on the application
of a mergeable nervous system to distribute and coordinate a swarm based on a
set of network topologies. While the relative performance of a bio-inspired hier-
archical control structure has been studied, the performance of a more generic
hybrid approach and its effect on human operators are not yet explored. When
operating a swarm, the volume and quality of information exchanged with an
operator and within the swarm is a key factor in maintaining situational aware-
ness, and managing multiple tasks or interruptions at once increases the effort
required by an operator to restore their situational awareness [4]. The effect of
communication quality on swarm performance has been explored with communi-
cation aware approaches being proposed for hierarchical [15] and decentralised [8]
swarm control structures. To aid with the operation and situational awareness,
the focus has been placed on developing novel interfaces for visualisation and
control of swarms [10,12,13]. To our knowledge, however, there is a lack of lit-
erature surrounding considerations of situational awareness with solutions that
are tied to the swarm behaviour itself. Abioye et al. [1] studied the effect of
cognitive workload on the overall human-swarm performance and showed that
a higher volume or even quality of information sent to the operator does not
necessarily increase the number of accurately completed tasks and slows down
the operation.

Against this background, our paper aims at understanding how a simple hy-
brid control approach compares to either of the two (central or decentralised)
in the overall system performance, the volume of messages sent to the operator
(associated to cognitive workload) and the number of messages passed within the
swarm. We study the trade-offs in using various levels of centralised coordination
in an environment monitoring application where tasks appear randomly and the
agents must move to the task area as soon as possible. We consider the human-
swarm interaction implications intrinsically within the swarm behaviours. The
hybrid approach is compared against a fully decentralised approach and a hier-
archical approach in which agents act as a decentralised system or a hierarchical
system depending on the state of the environment. Previous literature has ex-
amined the use of communication within a hybrid control approach but, to our
knowledge, never from the perspective of a human swarm system and how such



communications could potentially affect a human in the loop. We use a tree
structure as an example of central control that observes events in the environ-
ment. We extend previous work done using photomorphogenesis for robot self-
assembly [14] by allowing the formations to reconfigure themselves depending
on the environment via the swarm behaviour. A recent study confirms that the
swarm control strategy can be modified to reduce the cognitive workload [11].
We, therefore, apply a dynamic hierarchical control approach and study the
communication and the performance trade-offs that exist in using such a hybrid
centralized and decentralized approach.

We examine the assumption that a centralised approach always achieves the
best performance in a task over a decentralised or hybrid solution. To do this,
we propose a simple generic hybrid approach which combines elements of de-
centralised and centralised control systems. Due to its simple nature, it may be
used for similar studies that wish to build on top of our work to further ex-
amine the costs and benefits of hybrid systems. We show that a hybrid system
may achieve higher performance in some tasks (e.g., in our environmental mon-
itoring task) compared to a centralised and decentralised approach. While this
performance comes with trade-offs in communications, both between a human
operator and within the swarm, we show that these trade-offs can be balanced
with the performance of the system according to end-user requirements while
using our proposed hybrid approach.

2 Hybrid coordination

A simple environmental monitoring task is used to assess each approach. Here,
agents are tasked with observing and completing tasks in the environment. In
order to complete an event, agents must observe the events for a set period of
time, in our experiments this is 200 seconds. In our proposed hierarchical coor-
dination algorithm, agents of the swarm dynamically form a forest of trees. The
tree structure provides the end-user with a hierarchical control architecture for
the swarm. Moreover, the trees are continually reshaped in response to changes
in the operating environment. Both the task and the coordination we propose
are simple in the interest of ensuring our approach is easy to follow and repro-
ducible. We use the idea of tree formations as a basis for a centralised hierarchical
approach. For our algorithm, we define a set of n agents in the environment as
R, with individual agents given as ri ∈ R. Each agent, ri, in a tree keeps track
of its parent, its current level in the tree, ti, and also a list of its followers, Fi,
which is the set of descendants of agent ri. An agent ri, is said to be in a tree
if it is a follower of some other node or a root, ∃j ∈ {1, ..., |R|} ∧ j ̸= i s.t.
ri ∈ Fj ∨ ri ∈ L where L is the set of roots in the environment which is initially
L = ∅. An agent becomes a root when that agent forms a new tree. When this
happens, that agent is not part of any other tree and initially will have no fol-
lowers. Agents share their lists of followers when they are within communication
range of each other, and parents will aggregate these lists to create a list of all
of their descendants, Fj → Fj ∪ Fi where rj is the parent of ri.
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(c) Hybrid δ = 3

Fig. 1: Examples the decentralised approach and early tree formations of the hi-
erarchical and hybrid approaches during the task. The different coloured agents
represent members of a tree at different depths, with root nodes being coloured
blue. The small black circles represent existing incomplete events and the un-
derlying event density distribution is shown.

When an agent, ri, initially joins a tree, Fi = ∅. Each agent also maintains a
set of scores, for each of its descendants, Si = {sj∀rj ∈ Fi}, which could relate
to how well an agent is equipped to complete tasks that are occurring or present
at its current location or to know how well the agent is positioned to maximise
the swarm coverage.

During a mission, when an event occurs at a location (x, y), e
(x,y)
n where

n ∈ {1, ..., |E|}, the event will be added to the set of events currently in the
environment that have not been completed by the swarm, E. Each agent stores
a set of events that have been observed or communicated to them, Ei ⊆ E. This
information is shared between agents when they are in communication range
of each other. An agent also defines the set of all events that occur within the

sensing range of a location, (x, y) as E
(x,y)
i ⊆ Ei.

When an event occurs in the environment and is observed by an agent in a
tree, this information is passed up the tree to the root. This root aggregates all
the information about events that are currently being observed by agents in the
tree and communicates this as a message to an operator.

Our hierarchical coordination algorithm consists of four elements and aims
to form a forest of trees of agents that can act as teams in areas of high activity
and importance within the environment:

– Root Formation: This defines where a tree should be centred and aims to
decide where a tree would be beneficial for the mission.

– Tree Growth: Adding resources to the tree in the form of other agents, to
improve the coverage and detect events in that area.

– Active Recruitment: Reallocating the resources to the most needed areas
and directing the growth of the tree to the most appropriate areas of the
environment.

– Dissolution: The pruning of unnecessary branches of the tree, so the resources
can be put back into the environment for better use.

Each of the four components of our coordination algorithm works as follows:



Root Formation: An agent, ri forms a root node when the density of events
currently occurring within the sensing range of the agent at its current location,

(x, y), exceeds an event density threshold, |E(x,y)
i | ≥ ρ. When this condition is

satisfied, the agent stops moving, declares itself the root node for a new tree
at its current location, such that ri ∈ L. Initially, the set of followers for ri is
empty, Fi = ∅.
Tree Growth: Free agents, ri, are members of the swarm that are not currently
part of any tree, such that ri /∈ Fj ∀j ∈ {1, ..., |R|} ∧ j ̸= i. They move around
the environment by performing a custom random walk where agents move in a
straight line for a uniformly distributed amount of time before turning onto a new
randomly chosen heading. This method of movement was chosen to give agents
towards the periphery of the environment a better chance of moving towards the
area of interest where events were occurring. When a free agent moves within
communication range of another member of the swarm, rj , that is in a tree, such
that |−−→rirj | ≥ dmin so the two agents are at least dmin meters apart, then ri joins
the tree, with rj as its parent and ri ∈ Fj .

Active Recruitment: Periodically, in our experiment once every minute, root
nodes perform active recruitment in order to improve the performance of the tree.
This is done to relocate any agents that are currently part of the tree at locations
where events are not as frequent as other areas of the environment. It also gives
the tree a chance to expand into areas that the root feels are more important
to detect a greater number of events than other areas of the environment. The
root, rj first determines the agent that will be moved in order to improve the
number of events or expected number of events monitored by the tree. This is
done by selecting a leaf node, ri, of the tree which is contributing the least, in
terms of events monitored, to the tree, such that min

si∈Sj

{si|Fi = ∅}.

The root considers all possible locations, (x, y), that agent ri can move to
while remaining within the communication range of at least one of the other
members of the tree, rk, and also satisfying the condition for the tree growth,

|−−→rirk| ≥ dmin. The root assigns a score to each location, a(x,y) = |E(x,y)
j |. The

agent ri then moves to (x, y), changing its parent as appropriate, once the new
location is reached.

Since only leaf nodes are considered for active recruitment, there is never an
issue of breaking apart an existing branch of the tree, disrupting the overall tree.
The aim of the active recruitment is to promote the growth of the tree into areas
that have many events occurring.

Dissolution: Agents that are in a tree maintain a dissolution parameter, γ,

that is set to the maximum value, γmax when an event, e
(x,y)
i , is observed by

the agent at their current location, which acts as a stimulus. This parameter is
decreases linearlly at each timestep. The rate at which γ decreases for a given
agent is proportional to the number of parents above that agent in the tree, ti,
given by γ = γ − ti. When γ = 0 for an agent, ri, the agent disconnects itself
from the tree and becomes a free agent again. As such, agents that are closer to
the periphery of the tree will dissolve quicker than those closer to the root. This



allows the tree to remain more dynamic, reducing the potential for having agents
remain in unnecessary locations where few events are occurring, while allowing
a tree with a well placed agents within the environment to persist. When an
agent disconnects itself from the tree, that information is propagated to the rest
of the tree by ri’s root so each agent in the tree can update their beliefs of the
tree, Fj \ ri∀j ∈ {1, ..., |R|}.

This parameter is used not only to limit the size of trees but also to ensure
that trees are forming in locations where events are occurring with a higher
likelihood. If a tree does not detect any events for a long period, it is not necessary
to maintain a large tree in that area. The algorithm would dissolve the tree and
allow new trees to form in different areas.

Hybrid coordination: The hybrid approach is a combination of the hierarchi-
cal approach and the decentralised approach. This is achieved by having agents
act as a decentralised system or a hierarchical system, in response to the condi-
tions in the environment. The level of centralisation or decentralisation is con-
trolled by the parameter δ which corresponds to the number of events that an
agent must be monitoring in order to switch from a decentralised to a centralised
system.

When an agent, ri observes an event, at (x, y), the robot will perfomr one of
two actions. If the density of events currently occurring within sensing range of

the agent at its current location exceeds the event density threshold, |E(x,y)
i | ≥ δ,

then the agent will act as a hierarchical system and form a root node. If this

condition is not met, |E(x,y)
i | < δ, then the agent will behave as a decentralised

system and will not form a root node but will change its heading to move towards
the event and it will proceed to observe the event.

Baseline coordination algorithm: We compare our hierarchical and hybrid
coordination algorithms against a standard decentralised approach. In the de-
centralised approach, agents explore the environment via a random walk and
exchange information regarding the location and status of events that have been
observed, as in the hierarchical approach. When an agent observes an event, the
agent corrects its heading to move directly towards the event. Once the agent
reaches the location of the event, it stops moving and observes the event until
it is completed, when the agent continues moving randomly in the environment.
The event is considered completed when it has been observed for 200 seconds,
at which point that event is removed from the environment. If another event
occurs within the agent’s sensing range while it is attending to an event, then
the agent will immediately move to the new event, once the original event that
the agent was observing is complete.

If a randomly moving agent, which is not observing an event moves within
communication range of an agent that is observing an event, then the randomly
moving agent will, again, alter its heading to move towards the event and assist
in the observation of the event. Agents also communicate information about
events that they are observing to an operator.



3 Experimental Setup

Agents move at a maximum speed of 1 m/s in a bounded environment, Q ⊆ R
which is discretized into a set of points, (x, y) ∈ Q. For our experiments, we fix
the density of agents in the environment to 0.0025 agents per m2. So for the
experiments with 25 agents, the environment is 100m × 100m with 20 repli-
cates of 9000 seconds. We assume that there exists an unknown density function

ϕ(x, y) : Q → R+ which defines the probability that an event, e
(x,y)
i occurs at

location (x, y). For our experiment, in the base scenario, the distribution takes
the form of a Gaussian distribution, with mean at (50, 50) and covariance of
( 50 0

0 50 ). Events are persistent in the environment, until they have been observed
by agents a set number of times, when they are completed and removed from
the environment. Each distinct agent that observes an event contributes towards
the event’s completion, reducing the number of times an event needs to be ob-
served before it is completed by 1. As such, having multiple agents observe an
event will result in the event being completed more quickly and this increase in
speed is linear in relation to the number of agents observing the event. For our
experiments, we do not consider collision avoidance.

We evaluate the proposed swarm coordination approaches using the follow-
ing metrics: i. Waiting time for events before being observed by a member of
the swarm; this metric shows how responsive the swarm is to changes in the
environment and how well the swarm is able to cover areas where events are
occurring with a high probability; and ii. Number of messages received by a hu-
man operator at each timestep from distinct agents; this gives a measurement for
the cognitive load that an operator may experience while controlling the swarm.
Messages are received when an agent is observing an event if it is operating as
a decentralised agent and from the root of a tree where multiple agents may be
monitoring events within the tree.

4 Results

4.1 Performance of swarm coordination

Figure 2 shows the mean waiting times taken for events to be observed by mem-
bers of a swarm of 25 agents coordinated with the Hierarchical, Hybrid and
Decentralised approaches over 10 separate and independent replicates. The Hi-
erarchical approach improves on the performance in monitoring environmental
events over the decentralised approach with median±IQR of 42.1±4.7 seconds
and 34.0±12.0 seconds for the Decentralised and Hierarchical approaches, re-
spectively. This shows a 19.2% reduction in the waiting time. The hybrid ap-
proach also outperforms both the Hierarchical and Decentralised approaches
with median±IQR waiting time of 26.4±8.8 seconds, a 37% reduction in waiting
time over the decentralised approach and a 22% reduction over the hierarchical
approach. The hybrid approach is able to improve the performance of the swarm
for this task, over that of the hierarchical and decentralised approaches due to
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Fig. 2: Box plot of waiting times for environmental events to be observed by a
swarm of 25 agents coordinated with the Hierarchical, Decentralised and Hybrid
approaches. Event waiting time data was averaged across each replicate, and
aggregated across 20 replicates.

its ability to act as both a centralised and decentralised system. Furthermore,
the value of δ dictates how much time an individual should spend as each of the
approaches. As such, at the beginning of the experiment, agents with a higher δ
value will remain flexible, being more likely to act as a decentralised system and
not commit to forming trees until there is more certainty over the distribution
of events. Alternatively, agents with lower δ values will form trees more quickly
but may form them in sub-optimal locations which will take longer to adjust
with the active recruitment. This can be seen in figure 1(b) and (c) where the
hierarchical approach has initially formed trees away from the centre of the event
density function, while the hybrid approach has trees that have formed closer to
the centre. However, agents that have δ values that are too high and act as a
decentralised system for a large proportion of time will not gain the benefits of
coordination.

4.2 Scalability of coordination algorithms

We examine the scalability of the hybrid approach by considering the number
of agents present in trees over the course of the experiments. This is shown
in Figure 3 for swarm sizes of 25 and 100 agents. In these experiments, the
environment was scaled proportionally to the increase in the size of the swarm
sizes in order to keep the density of agents present in the environment equal.
The event density function and frequency of events were also scaled to account
for the increase in the size of the environment and the swarm size. The swarm of
size 25 quickly converges to having 12 agents present in teams at any time within
the first 1000 timesteps, while the swarm size of 100 converges to 33 agents in
teams at any point in time after 6000 timesteps. This difference in convergence
time is likely due to the increase in the size of the environment and the event
density function, while the sensing of the range of agents remains the same. As a



result, agents spend more time behaving as a decentralised system initially. This
is due to events having a greater chance of occurring over a larger area. This
means that initially, the density of events in the environment do not exceed the
swarm’s δ threshold value. As such, trees do not begin to form for some time.
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Fig. 3: Mean number of agents that are part of trees by swarms of sizes 25 and 100
agents coordinated with the hybrid approach with δ = 3. Data was aggregated
across 20 replicates.

This shows the hybrid coordination algorithm remains stable and predictable
for swarms with different sizes and for larger environments. This is validated
further by considering the coverage of the two swarm sizes. The upper limit of
the possible coverage by teams of size 12 and 33 agents, assuming a sensing range
of 5m and no overlap, is 942m2 and 2591m2 respectively. The actual coverage of
the swarms is less than these totals, with a mean coverage of 672m2 and 1521m2

for a swarm with a team of 12 agents and 33 agents respectively. These totals
exceed the area of the environment where 95% of the events occur. This portion
of the event density function for a swarm of size 25 and 100 is a circular area of
628m2 and 1256m2 centred at the midpoint of the environment. As such, both
swarm sizes are able to converge to teams that have the ability to cover 95% of
the events that occur in the environment.

4.3 Ablation study

Figure 4 compares the performance of the hierarchical approach against the ap-
proach when there is no active recruitment and when there is no dissolution of
the trees. The median±IQR waiting time for the hybrid approach is 26.4±8.8 sec-
onds and we see a 73% increase in the waiting time when the active recruitment



is removed to 45.9±8.8 seconds. Even though the active recruitment only occurs
periodically, it has an important effect on the performance. We also observe a 5%
increase in the waiting time when the dissolution of the trees is removed with a
median±IQR time of 27.6±10.8 seconds. This suggests that both the dissolution
and the active recruitment helps to keep the trees flexible, even when the other
is not present, with the active recruitment affecting the performance more than
the dissolution element which occurs more frequently.
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Fig. 4: Ablation analysis of mean waiting times for events to be observed by a
swarm of 25 hierarchically coordinated agents following the removal of the active
recruitment (AR), and the dissolution elements.

It is clear that the coordination provided by the active recruitment for the
Hierarchical and Hybrid approaches is an important factor in improving the per-
formance over that of the decentralised approach. When there is no active recruit-
ment present, the performance of the hierarchical approach, with a median±IQR
waiting time of 45.9±8.8 seconds, is close to that of the decentralised approach,
with 42.7±5.2 seconds.

4.4 δ Sensitivity analysis

Figure 5 shows the mean number of messages sent to an operator per second
against the number of inter-swarm messages (between members) per second
over the course of 20 runs for a swarm of 25 agents. Here, we vary the levels of
centralisation, these being decentralised, hierarchical and hybrid with δ values
ranging from 3 (more centralised) to 10 (more decentralised). The points for
each of the replicates are shown with ellipses that represent the mean and one
standard deviation from the mean for each of the approaches. We can see that a
Hybrid approach with a low δ value acts close to that of a hierarchical system and
as the delta increases that hybrid system behaves closer to that of a decentralised
system.
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Fig. 5: Mean number of messages sent by different agents in a swarm of size 25
to a human operator against the mean number of messages sent at each timestep
within the swarm.

When we consider the cognitive load, we see that the hybrid δ = 3 and hierar-
chical δ = 2 approaches, with median±IQR of 3.9±0.50 and 4.5±0.42 messages
to an operator per second, reduce the number of messages sent to the opera-
tor by over 50% compared to the decentralised approach, with median±IQR of
9.9±0.38 messages to an operator per second. The lower load on the operator
overseeing the Hierarchical and Hybrid swarms is consequent to the information
sent from the relatively few dynamically formed leaders of the trees has been ag-
gregated; the multiple environmental events spanning the area covered by a tree
do not require the communication of multiple messages as in the decentralised
approach.

We see the best performance of the system for this scenario for δ = 3 and
δ = 4. When a member of a Hybrid system senses events in the environment, it
must check whether the density of events exceeds δ before deciding to behave as
a decentralised system or hierarchical system by forming a root. Smaller values
of delta increase the chance of an agent forming a root node since a lower density
of events is required. This results in multiple trees being formed in sub-optimal
locations within the environment where the density of events is lower than the
maximum density present in the environment. This leads to more leaders being
present in the environment and as a result more messages being sent to the
operator. Larger δ values reduce the probability of a root forming since the
required density of events is much greater. This means fewer trees form and
more agents continue to operate as a decentralised system. If an appropriate



delta value is chosen to reflect the maximum density of events present in the
environment, then we see a minimal number of trees with roots focused near the
points in the environment with the maximum density, allowing for fewer leaders
and therefore fewer messages sent to the operator, along with a well placed tree
to cover the area of interest.

This shows that centralised control does not always provide the best per-
formance for a task. It suggests that a system which is too sensitive to stimuli
that cause it to centralise can get trapped in local minima. In order to overcome
this issue, a more flexible solution is required that refrains from centralisation
too quickly. This would allow time to assess the scenario and adapt accord-
ingly. While this sacrifices performance in the short term, it guarantees a better
performance over time.

5 Conclusions and future work

We have analysed a control structure that gives flexibility over the level of cen-
tralisation or decentralisation for a robot swarm system. The performance of
such a system and the effects the system could have on communication with
a human operator in an environmental monitoring task have been evaluated.
The results suggest that having a swarm system centralise too quickly can be
detrimental to the performance of the swarm and result in the system becoming
stuck in local minima. In order to overcome this, a swarm needs to remain flexible
during its mission, ensuring not to centralise until enough information has been
gathered about the environment. Finding a balance between centralised control
and decentralised control can improve this, but comes at a cost of performance
in the short term. Future work will consider how an aspect of learning could be
added to the hybrid approach that will allow the swarm to adapt the delta value
in response to the task and the environment. This would give the swarm control
over its level of centralisation as needed.

The hierarchical and the hybrid approaches have both been shown to out-
perform the decentralised approach in an environmental monitoring task, while
also reducing the number of messages sent to a human operator, thus providing
a reduction in the noise received by that operator. One drawback to these ap-
proaches is that they come with inter-swarm communication and message size
overheads. However, we have shown that by varying δ for the hybrid approach,
different levels of centralisation can be achieved in order to find an optimal level
of inter-swarm and swarm-to-operator communication for a given mission. These
communication overheads pose another interesting question for future work in
how these approaches might be affected by communication limitations in the
environment. Whether this would affect the overall performance of the hierar-
chical and hybrid approaches could also be explored. Another direction for future
work is to allow the swarm to select its δ value during runtime to adapt to the
changing environment and based on different tasks.
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