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We investigate the role of policy heterogeneity in enhancing the olfactory search capabilities of coop-
erative agent swarms operating in complex, real-world turbulent environments. Using odor fields from
direct numerical simulations of the Navier–Stokes equations, we demonstrate that heterogeneous groups,
with exploratory and exploitative agents, consistently outperform homogeneous swarms where the explo-
ration–exploitation trade-off is managed at the individual level. Our results reveal that policy diversity
enables the group to reach the odor source more efficiently by mitigating the detrimental effects of spatial
correlations in the signal. These findings provide new insights into collective search behavior in bio-
logical systems and offer promising strategies for the design of robust, bioinspired search algorithms in
engineered systems.

Looking for a target is a ubiquitous problem affecting
ordinary life, from insects to humans. In the absence of
any cue, the best searching agents can do is devise an
efficient random search [1–3]. In contrast, when cues
are available, searchers need to optimally interpret them
to find the target quickly. In particular, many biologi-
cal and robotic agents face the challenge of locating an
odor source in turbulent environments [4–7], where inter-
mittent and patchy odor signals make strategies that work
in simpler situations, such as gradient-climbing chemo-
taxis [8], ineffective [9–11] (see also Fig. 1). Living or-
ganisms have evolved remarkable search strategies whose
key to success is the balance between information gather-
ing (exploration) and capitalizing on high-confidence cues
(exploitation) [12, 13]. This has inspired heuristic policies
for individual agents, based on Bayesian inference [14],
that embody the exploration-exploitation trade-off, com-
bining Infotaxis [15], which seeks to maximize informa-
tion gathering thus shifting the balance toward exploration,
with policies biasing the search towards the likely source
location [16, 17]. In particular, Space-Aware Infotaxis
(SAI) [17] refines this trade-off by blending Infotaxis with
a Greedy policy that aims to minimize the expected dis-
tance from the source [18]. The robust performances
achieved by SAI across diverse environments have estab-
lished it as a state-of-the-art baseline for single-agent ol-
factory search [17, 19–21].

In nature, it has been widely observed that individuals
significantly benefit from sharing information with their
conspecifics [22, 23], which inspired multi-agent exten-
sions of heuristic search strategies [24–27], so far mainly
explored in simplified settings. However, understanding
the exploration-exploitation trade-off for multi-agent sys-
tems in real-world turbulent environments is still an open
theoretical problem, crucial to swarm robotics [7, 28] and
applications ranging from environmental monitoring to
rescue operations in harsh environments [29, 30].

Studies on animal behavior, foraging, and navigation
have shown that groups of agents, ranging from small in-
sects to large mammals, generally benefit from a division
of labor, with some agents focusing on exploration, while
others exploit the information collected by the group [31–
34]. In this Letter, inspired by these observations, we intro-
duce policy heterogeneity as a way to balance exploration
and exploitation in a group of cooperating agents search-
ing for an odor source in a turbulent flow. Specifically, we
show that heterogeneous swarms, combining infotactic and
greedy agents, outperform homogeneous groups where all
agents use SAI. Our findings reveal that, under realistic en-
vironmental conditions, an optimal fraction of exploitative
agents systematically speeds up source localization, while
also reducing the probability of being lost, as compared to
homogeneous swarms of SAI agents.

Collective olfactory search. We consider a group of N
agents moving in a grid world Ω of size Lx×Ly×Lz and
lattice spacing ∆. Their goal is to find a source, located
in rs, that sparsely emits odor particles whose trajectories
are evolved with state-of-the-art DNS (see [35] for details)
of the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations under tur-
bulent conditions (Reλ ≃ 150) with a uniform mean wind
U along the −x̂ direction (Fig. 1). The particle trajectories
are coarse-grained within the 3-D arena, thus resulting in
the concentration field c displayed in grayscale in Fig. 1.
Agents have a prescribed sensitivity to the odor and make
binary observations, i.e., a detection occurs only when the
highly fluctuating and intermittent local concentration (see
panels P1-P3 in Fig. 1) exceeds a given threshold cthr.

We ensure that each search episode starts with at least
one agent detecting the odor signal. Then, the remaining
agents are placed in a neighborhood of the first (see top-
left inset in Fig. 1(a) and End Matter for details on the nu-
merical setup). All agents share a probability spatial map
(a “belief”) about the position of the source defined over
Ω, b(r) ≡ Prob(rs = r). Assuming no prior knowledge,
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FIG. 1. (a) Snapshot of the concentration of odor particles (logarithmic grayscale) emitted by the source (yellow star), obtained by the
direct numerical simulations of a turbulent flow as described in End Matter. The blue (red) curves correspond to the typical trajectories
of an infotactic (greedy) agent starting from the region indicated by the green box and cooperating to find the source. Agents are initially
placed close to each other, as depicted in the top-left inset. Three plots (P1-P3) display the intermittent time evolution of the odor signal
at the point indicated by the arrow. In these plots, the dashed black line indicates the concentration threshold cthr = 10 ≈ 2.4c̄ above
which the agents can detect odor particles. Search starts when at least one agent detects an odor signal. Unless otherwise specified,
hereafter, the mean wind strength U with respect to the intensity of the turbulent fluctuations urms is equal to U/urms = 2.4. (b)
Two-dimensional snapshot of the concentration of odor particles within a thin slab parallel to the mean wind U containing the source.
Points P1, P2, and P3 are also reported here using the same color scheme as in the rest of the figure. (c) Two-dimensional cut of the
probability map of making a detection, p(1|r − rs), in the plane parallel to the mean wind U and containing the source. This map,
constituting the environment model the agents use to interpret their observations (empirical likelihood), is obtained by coarse-graining
all the odors’ trajectories, thresholding on the number of detectable particles (cthr = 10), and finally averaging over time.

the belief is initialized to a uniform distribution and set to
zero at the agents’ positions. Within the Bayesian frame-
work, agents must rely on a model of the environment to
interpret their measurements and localize the source, re-
flecting the idea that the agents possess prior knowledge
of the odor signal’s statistical characteristics. We there-
fore assume that each agent i knows its position, ri, and
the likelihood p(h

(t)
i |ri − r) of making an observation,

h
(t)
i ∈ {0, 1}, at time t obtained from the time average of

the coarse-grained DNS data. This model of the environ-
ment (see Fig. 1(c) for a 2-D projection) only captures the
single-time odor statistics, as it neglects the spatiotemporal
correlations exhibited by the odor plume, and is therefore
not “exact.” However, it represents the best tractable model
of the turbulent odor signal generated from the DNS and
will hereafter be referred to as the empirical likelihood.

At each time step, the agents synchronously measure the
odor concentration at their positions and update the shared
belief via Bayes’ rule [14]

b(t)(r) =
1

N

N∏
i=1

p(h
(t)
i |ri − r)b(t−1)(r) , (1)

where N is a normalization factor ensuring the belief in-
tegrates to one over the domain Ω. Notice that to have a
shared belief, agents only need to communicate their po-
sitions and detections (0/1), feasible in swarm robotics by
wireless communication [36]. The cost of communication
is thus greatly reduced with respect to communicating the
entire belief. Upon updating it via (1), at each time step,
each agent chooses an action, that is, to move in one of the
allowed directions {±x̂,±ŷ,±ẑ} by a lattice spacing ∆.

Given the complexity of multi-agent olfactory search, it
is practically impossible to identify an optimal collective
protocol. Thus, in the following, we focus on comparing
heuristics that embody the exploration-exploitation trade-
off of the group of agents in two different ways. In partic-
ular, inspired by the division of labor [33], we consider a
swarm of agents divided into two groups; Group (A) fol-
lows a risk-adverse Infotactic strategy [15], which priori-
tizes exploration by selecting actions that maximize the ex-
pected information gain about the source location; Group
(B) follows a strongly exploitative Greedy policy [18],
meant to reduce the expected Manhattan distance to the
source. Although both strategies perform a one-step plan-
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ning based on the current belief, which summarizes the in-
formation gathered until that time, for greedy agents, the
absence of an exploratory component often results in sub-
optimal trajectories, such as getting trapped in local max-
ima far from the actual source [17]. We shall compare the
performance of our heterogeneous group of N agents made
of different fractions of NA and NB = N − NA play-
ers against the baseline where all agents manage the explo-
ration–exploitation trade-off at the individual level, consid-
ering a homogeneous swarm where each agent adopts the
Space-Aware-Infotaxis (SAI) policy [17, 27], which com-
bines Infotaxis and Greedy policy as described below.

Depending on its state si ≡ (ri, b(r)), defined by its
position and the shared belief, and on its own policy, πi,
the ith agent selects the action that minimizes a policy-
dependent cost function Cπi

:

a∗i = argminaCπi
(si, a) , with (2)

Cπi
(si, a) =


1
2(2

H(si|a) − 1) , if πi = Infotaxis

D(si|a) , if πi = Greedy

CInfotaxis + CGreedy , if πi = SAI ,
(3)

where H(si) ≡ −
∑

r b(r) log2 b(r) is the Shannon en-
tropy of the shared belief, and D(si)≡

∑
r b(r)||ri − r||1

the expected Manhattan distance from the source (see
also [15, 17, 20, 21, 27]). All agents move synchronously,
measure the odor concentration, and update the shared be-
lief again, repeating until one of them satisfies ri = rs,
indicating that the source has been found. If the search ex-
ceeds a predefined time limit (Tmax), the episode ends with
the agents considered lost. Although actions are not coordi-
nated among agents [24, 37], as it would increase computa-
tional complexity exponentially with the number of agents,
cooperation is ensured by sharing the belief [27, 37]. In ad-
dition, an action is forbidden if it brings the agent outside
the domain Ω or makes it overlap with another agent; in
the absence of allowed actions, the agent stands still. See
End Matter for more details on the numerical implementa-
tion of the collective search algorithm and on the heuristic
policies introduced above.

The benefit of policy heterogeneity. Figure 2(a) shows
the cumulative distribution functions (CDF) of the first
agent arrival time to the source conditioned on success-
ful episodes, i.e., those in which agents do not get lost
(T < Tmax=2 · 103), for HET and SAI swarms made up
of N=2 and N=10 agents, respectively. For each N , we
find that an optimal fraction of greedy agents exists in HET
swarms that maximizes the overall search efficiency (see
inset for N=10), making them achieve shorter first arrival
times to the source compared to swarms comprising only
SAI agents. Indeed, as demonstrated in Fig. 2(b), HET
swarms consistently show ≳ 25% improvement in terms
of mean first arrival time with respect to SAI agents and,
remarkably, the performance achieved with 10 SAI agents
can be achieved with a HET group of just 5 agents (NA=3

FIG. 2. (a) Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of first agent
arrival times T normalized with the minimum search time Tmin

(agent’s initial Manhattan distance from the source) when using
two or ten SAI agents (dashed dark blue curves) or heterogeneous
(HET) swarms with the same number of agents (solid light blue
curves). The results of the HET swarms correspond to those ob-
tained with the optimal fraction of greedy agents NB/N , i.e.,
the configuration minimizing the mean arrival time to the source,
as shown in the inset for N = 10 agents. (b) Mean first arrival
times as a function of the number of agents N composing the SAI
swarm (dark blue circles) or the optimal HET configuration (light
blue triangles). The arrival time statistics shown here are condi-
tioned on successful episodes, while the inset shows the fraction
of episodes ϕlost in which the search fails (T > Tmax = 2 ·103).
Note that only the lost fraction for SAI is visible since for HET
swarms ϕlost < 0.01. Data presented here have been obtained
by averaging over 5250 episodes.

and NB=2). Moreover, the latter always manages to reach
the source in a finite time, whereas SAI swarms have a fi-
nite probability of getting lost during the search (inset of
Fig. 2(b)). Consistently, the greedy agents in a HET group
are the most likely to find the source. For instance, in the
optimal HET configuration with N = 10 agents (NA = 8
and NB = 2), despite being only two out of ten in the
group, the greedy agents reach the source first in 63% of
the episodes.

Role of turbulent correlations. A key factor behind the
observed improvement of HET swarms over SAI is how
the two groups manage the presence of spatiotemporal cor-
relations in the odor signal. In realistic turbulent flows,
odor plumes tend to form filaments and puffs (Fig. 1), po-
tentially leading to highly correlated detections between
nearby agents. These events are not included in the model
likelihood (Fig. 1(c)) the agents use to interpret their ob-
servations, as it only accounts for the single-point statis-
tics. To quantify the role of correlations, we measure the
probability of making simultaneous detections across SAI
and HET swarms. Figure 3(a) shows that SAI agents sys-
tematically experience a higher frequency of concurrent
detections compared to their HET counterparts, with such
events mostly happening when the agents are just a few lat-
tice points away from each other, as reported in Fig. 3(b).
Moreover, the two-dimensional (2-D) heatmaps shown in
Fig. 3 qualitatively demonstrate how HET swarms, thanks
to their diversity in the action selection, tend to spread out



4

FIG. 3. (a) Probability, Phtot≥2, that, at any time during the
search, two or more agents simultaneously detect an odor sig-
nal versus the swarm size N . (b) Probability, Pd, of the distance
d between two agents when these make a simultaneous detection.
In both (a) and (b), the probabilities are conditioned on success-
ful episodes. (c)-(d) Heatmaps of the trajectories of ten agents
starting from the region indicated by the green square that find
the source (yellow star) when NA = NB = N/2 (c) or when
they are all using SAI (d). The arrow indicates the mean wind
direction. Such maps have been obtained in the 2-D setup with
agents’ detection threshold cthr = 10 and U/urms = 2.4 (in
units of the intensity of the turbulent fluctuations), and averaging
over 440 episodes. Color gradient indicates the paths’ density.

more, better covering the space than SAI agents (compare
Fig. 3(c) and (d) and see movies in Supplemental Material
(SM) [38] showcasing typical 3-D agents’ trajectories, thus
providing visual evidence of such behavioral differences
between HET and SAI swarms). This analysis reveals that
agents in a homogeneous SAI group are more prone to
clustering, resulting in more likely redundant detections,
due to correlations, and consequently inefficient explo-
ration. Conversely, a mix of greedy and infotactic agents
promotes greater movement diversity, preventing unneces-
sary clustering, thereby enhancing the overall efficiency of
the search. In Fig. S1 of SM [38], we further support these
findings through the statistical analysis of blanks, i.e., the
time intervals between two consecutive odor detections in
a swarm, emphasizing the impact of odor intermittency on
search efficiency. There, we also highlight that when odor
detections are generated directly from the same empirical
likelihood used by the agents to interpret them, the perfor-
mance gap between SAI and HET swarms, as well as the
observed disparity in the correlated detections and average
duration of the blanks, significantly narrows and tends to
vanish as group size increases. This emphasizes the ben-
efit of policy heterogeneity when agents observe a realis-
tic turbulent odor signal and further underscores the role
of correlations and odor intermittency in shaping collective
olfactory search dynamics. It is also consistent with the
already observed quasi-optimality of SAI in both individ-
ual [17] and collective [27] olfactory search in simplified
settings.

FIG. 4. (a) Normalized mean arrival times ⟨T/Tmin⟩ (Tmin be-
ing the initial Manatthan distance from the source) conditioned
on successful episodes as a function of the number of agents N
composing the SAI swarm (circles) or the optimal HET config-
uration (triangles). Colors distinguish the strength of the mean
wind U with respect to the urms of the turbulent flow as in
legend. The dashed black line denotes the theoretical optimum
⟨T/Tmin⟩ = 1. (b) Mean normalized arrival time as a function
of the fraction of greedy agents NB/N in heterogeneous swarms
for N = 10. (c) Fraction of episodes ϕlost in which agents get
lost (i.e. T > Tmax = 1400) for both HET (left) and SAI swarms
(right). Color legends in (b)-(c) are the same as (a). Data have
been averaged over 104 episodes.

Comparison across different environments. To scrutinize
the robustness of our findings against environmental con-
ditions, we investigate how different wind conditions influ-
ence the effectiveness of HET and SAI swarms. We do this
by restricting the search to 2-D, thus allowing the agents to
move within a thin slab containing the source and aligned
with the mean wind direction, when present. The results
obtained under three different wind intensities are summa-
rized in Fig. 4 (Fig. S2 in SM [38] shows the empirical
likelihoods in the three scenarios).

We find that increasing the wind strength simplifies the
search task by providing agents with stronger directional
cues about the source location and restricting the detection
cone. Although this tends to diminish the advantage of pol-
icy heterogeneity, HET swarms still systematically outper-
form SAI ones, managing to find the source in the shortest
possible time Tmin (dashed black line in Fig. 4(a)). In the
absence of a mean wind, correlations are stronger and the
information provided by the model is lower, making the
search task more challenging. In this scenario, the per-
formance gap between HET and SAI swarms further ex-
pands. In fact, deploying more SAI agents reduces neither
the mean arrival time (Fig. 4(a)) nor the probability of get-
ting lost (Fig. 4(c)), which remains constant at ≃ 14%. In
contrast, the mean arrival time of HET swarms improves
by a factor of three when passing from two to ten agents,
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with a vanishing lost fraction ϕlost. This further empha-
sizes the benefit of policy heterogeneity in overcoming the
challenges posed by turbulent odor correlations. In addi-
tion, these results depend only weakly on the sensitivity of
the agents to the odor signal and remain qualitatively un-
changed when varying the detection threshold cthr (Fig. S3
in SM [38]).

Remarkably, we find that the optimal fraction of greedy
agents depends on the complexity of the task. As shown in
Fig. 4(b), more challenging (i.e., less informative) search
scenarios (weaker winds) require fewer greedy agents to
maintain an effective balance between exploration and ex-
ploitation. Still, greedy agents prevalently find the source,
e.g., for N = 10 and no mean wind, the single greedy
agent reaches the source in 28% of the episodes despite
representing 10% of the swarm.

Discussion. Our study reveals that introducing policy
heterogeneity within a swarm of cooperating agents sig-
nificantly improves the efficiency of collective olfactory
search in realistic turbulent environments, both in terms
of search time and robustness. As a key insight, we find
that heterogeneity mitigates the challenges posed by tur-
bulent intermittency and correlations (not included in the
model of the environment used by the agents) of the odor
signal, enabling swarms to balance exploration and ex-
ploitation more effectively than collectively using the same
strategy. Significantly, heterogeneity benefits both the in-
dividual and the entire group by optimizing the mean ar-
rival time of both the first and last agent (see Fig. S4 in
SM [38]), thus enhancing the overall efficiency and coor-
dination of the swarm and ensuring that all agents reach the
source more quickly.

Our results, robust in 2-D/3-D settings with different
environmental conditions and detection sensitivity, align
with biological observations of various search behaviors
displayed by animals, suggesting that policy heterogene-
ity might be a natural optimization mechanism [39–42].
Likewise, these insights could inform the design of arti-
ficial swarm systems for real-world applications such as
environmental monitoring or disaster response [43, 44].

Based on the insights provided by our work, future re-
search could explore adaptive learning mechanisms, allow-
ing agents to develop mixed strategies [45] to dynamically
switch between exploratory and exploitative policies in re-
sponse to real-time environmental feedback. Furthermore,
given the key role played by spatiotemporal correlations
present in the olfactory signal, their incorporation into the
environment model could provide valuable insight into op-
timizing heterogeneous swarms in realistic turbulent set-
tings (see [21] for recent efforts in this direction).

Finally, demonstrating the advantage of policy hetero-
geneity, our results lay the foundations for further im-
provements in collective olfactory search. Indeed, our ap-
proach opens new avenues for mixing additional strategies
to achieve an even sharper exploration–exploitation bal-
ance. Moreover, future work could integrate heterogeneity

into model-free methods [46, 47], allowing for refining and
adapting the swarm behavior dynamically via Multi-Agent
Reinforcement Learning [48]; our results establish a strong
baseline for comparison.
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END MATTER

Details on the numerical simulations

In our numerical simulations, we coarse-grained the con-
centration of odor particles obtained from the DNS (de-
tailed in [21, 35]) within a 3-D volume Ω of size 129∆ ×
99∆ × 99∆, with ∆ ≈ 12η being the lattice spacing and
η the Kolmogorov scale. Time is always expressed in units
of observation time of the agents, which is here set equal to
the Kolmogorov timescale τη of the turbulent flow. The
source is placed in rs = (115, 49, 49), with the mean
wind blowing in the −x̂ direction. At the beginning of
each episode, the initial position of the first agent is drawn
uniformly from any of the points r ∈ Ω where the concen-
tration exceeded the detection threshold cthr = 10 ≈ 2.4c̄
at a randomly selected time ts within the DNS. All the data
presented in the 3-D setup have then been obtained by av-
eraging the results over 5250 episodes.

In the 2-D setup, we coarse-grained the concentration of
particles within a thin slab of thickness ∆ ≈ 12η contain-
ing the source. The resulting 2-D arena has an extension
of 129∆ × 129∆. When in the presence of a mean wind
U (oriented in the −x̂ direction), the source is placed in
rs = (115, 64), otherwise, in the isotropic case (U = 0),
rs = (64, 64). The results obtained in the 2-D setup are
averaged over 104 episodes.

A detailed step-by-step description of the collective ol-
factory search algorithmic procedure is given in Algo-
rithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Collective olfactory search with shared belief
and synchronous update

1: for j = 1 to Nepis do ▷ Loop over episodes.
2: Select random time ts in the DNS.
3: Select random position r0 ∈ Ω s.t. c(r0, ts) > cthr.
4: Place first agent in r0.
5: Arrange remaining agents around the first.
6: Initialize shared belief b(0) to a uniform distribution.
7: Set b(0) to zero in the agents’ positions and renormalize.
8: while found=false and t < Tmax do ▷ Time loop.
9: Agents measure h(t).

10: Update belief via Bayes’ rule [Eq.(1)].
11: Agents pick a∗ based on state and policy [Eqs.(2-3)].
12: Agents move.
13: if ri = rs then ▷ Check if found source.
14: found=true
15: T

(j)
found = t ▷ Output first arrival time of each

episode.
16: end if
17: t → t+ 1
18: end while
19: end for

Details on the heuristic policies

In the main text, we have analyzed three heuristic poli-
cies that determine the agents’ decision-making based on
their model of the environment and the information accu-
mulated in the shared belief, via their binary detections of
the odor plume.

All three policies rely on a simple yet effective opera-
tional rule: at each step, based on its current position and
the shared belief, each agent chooses (independently, yet
synchronously) the action among those allowed (as men-
tioned in the main body we forbid exit from Ω and co-
occupation of the same position by two or more agents)
that minimizes a cost function that depends on the assigned
policy.

We refer the reader to Refs. [15–18, 27] for further de-
tails on the heuristic strategies illustrated below.

Infotaxis [15] — The key principle behind Infotaxis is
to maximize information gathering, i.e., the expected re-
duction in entropy H of the belief b(r), which represents
the probability distribution of the source location over the
search space. Here, the entropy thus quantifies the uncer-
tainty in the target’s position and is defined as

H(si) ≡ −
∑
r

b(r) log2 b(r) , (A1)

where si ≡ (ri, b(r)) is the state of the i−th agent. At each
step, the i−th infotactic agent selects the action a∗i that is
expected to yield the highest information gain, quantified
as the decrease in entropy of the belief distribution, i.e., the
action that minimizes the cost

CI(si, a) = H(si|a)−H(si) . (A2)

Note that minimizing this cost is indeed equivalent to max-
imizing the mutual information between the action a and
the current state si.

Importantly, as originally demonstrated by Vergassola et
al. [15], the entropy of the belief is correlated with the
search time. Indeed, it is possible to show that, given a
belief with entropy H , a lower bound for the time to find
the source would be ∼ exp(H − 1). We may thus rewrite
the infotactic cost so as to highlight such a connection (see
also [17]):

CI(si, a) =
1

2
(2H(si|a) − 1) , (A3)

This is a monotonous function that preserves the ordering
in a, such that actions that minimize the cost (A2) will also
correctly minimize (A3). Furthermore, this formulation
underscores how lower entropy correlates with reduced ex-
ploration time in idealized scenarios.

Following this strategy, the agent will naturally shift,
in the course of time, from exploring areas of high un-
certainty to homing in on the likely source location once
sufficient information has been gathered.

Greedy [18] — The greedy search policy follows a
more straightforward approach by always moving toward
the direction that minimizes the expected Manhattan dis-
tance from the source, which reads

D(si) =
∑
r

b(r)||ri − r||1 . (A4)

Therefore, the cost function that the i−th greedy agent
aims to minimize takes the simple form:

CG(si, a) = D(si|a) . (A5)

This purely exploitative strategy can be effective in
environments where odor cues are strong and reliable.
However, greedy search is prone to failure in turbulent
environments as it does not account for the uncertainty
or potentially misleading nature of odor detections. It
may thus lead the agent into regions not necessarily close
to the actual source, resulting in inefficient or stalled
searches. This already happens when the agent deploys
the correct model of the environment [17], and it gets
even more severe when the model is inexact, as in our case.

Space-Aware Infotaxis [17] — Space-aware Infotaxis
(SAI) extends the standard Infotaxis framework by incor-
porating spatial awareness into the decision-making pro-
cess. While Infotaxis optimizes for informational gain
alone, SAI introduces an additional term that accounts for
the expected Manhattan distance to the target. In other
words, the cost function that the i−th SAI agent aims at
minimizing is the linear combination of the infotactic (A3)
and greedy (A5) one, i.e.,

CSAI(si, a) =
1

2
(2H(si|a) − 1) +D(si|a) . (A6)
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The guiding principle is that when uncertainty about the
source location is high, prioritizing information gain is
beneficial. However, as confidence in the source location
increases, minimizing the distance to the source becomes
more critical. The specific mathematical formulation
of the SAI cost function reflects this trade-off, ensuring
that the agent transitions smoothly from exploration to
exploitation, improving search efficiency of the single
agent without excessive detours.
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mol. 37, 505 (1992).
[5] T. D. Wyatt, Pheromones and Animal Behaviour: Commu-

nication by Smell and Taste (Cambridge University Press,
2003).

[6] K. L. Baker, M. Dickinson, T. M. Findley, D. H. Gire,
M. Louis, M. P. Suver, J. V. Verhagen, K. I. Nagel, and M. C.
Smear, J. Neurosci. 38, 9383 (2018).

[7] A. Francis, S. Li, C. Griffiths, and J. Sienz, J. Field Robot.
39, 1341 (2022).

[8] H. C. Berg, Random walks in biology (Princeton University
Press, 1993).

[9] J. P. Crimaldi and J. R. Koseff, Exp. Fluids 31, 90 (2001).
[10] E. Balkovsky and B. I. Shraiman, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 99,

12589 (2002).
[11] A. Celani, E. Villermaux, and M. Vergassola, Phys. Rev. X

4, 041015 (2014).
[12] C. A. Hernandez-Reyes, S. Fukushima, S. Shigaki,

D. Kurabayashi, T. Sakurai, R. Kanzaki, and H. Sezutsu,
Front. Comput. Neurosci. 15, 10.3389/fncom.2021.629380
(2021).

[13] G. Reddy, V. N. Murthy, and M. Vergassola, Annu. Rev.
Condens. Matter Phys. 13, 191 (2022).

[14] G. E. Box and G. C. Tiao, Bayesian inference in statistical
analysis (John Wiley & Sons, 2011).

[15] M. Vergassola, E. Villermaux, and B. I. Shraiman, Nature
445, 406 (2007).

[16] J.-B. Masson, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 110, 11261 (2013).
[17] A. Loisy and C. Eloy, Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 478, 20220118

(2022).
[18] J. L. Fernández, R. Sanz, R. G. Simmons, and A. R.

Diéguez, J. Heuristics 12, 181 (2006).
[19] A. Loisy and R. A. Heinonen, Eur. Phys. J. E 46, 17 (2023).
[20] R. A. Heinonen, L. Biferale, A. Celani, and M. Vergassola,

Phys. Rev. E 107, 055105 (2023).
[21] R. A. Heinonen, L. Biferale, A. Celani, and M. Vergassola,

Exploring Bayesian olfactory search in realistic turbulent
flows (2025), arXiv:2502.21258 [physics.flu-dyn].

[22] A. M. Berdahl, A. B. Kao, A. Flack, P. A. H. Westley, E. A.
Codling, I. D. Couzin, A. I. Dell, and D. Biro, Philos. Trans.
R. Soc. B 373, 20170009 (2018).
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agent reinforcement learning: Foundations and modern ap-
proaches (MIT Press, 2024).

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nexus.2025.100365
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nexus.2025.100365
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-022-00599-w
https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.102906.2


9

Supplementary movies and figures

Caption of movie 3D HETvsSAI.mp4: The movie
shows the comparison between the trajectories of N = 10
SAI agents (right panel) and N = 10 HET agents with
the optimal fraction of greedy agents (left panel), i.e.,
comprising eight infotactic agents (blue) and two greedy
(red). Both swarms start at the same time and from the
same region indicated by the green box and cooperate
to find the odor source, here denoted with a red sphere.
The concentration of odor particles (shown in logarithmic
grayscale) emitted by the source is the one obtained by
direct numerical simulations of the 3-D Navier-Stokes
equations. Despite initially observing the same signal,
the two groups take different paths according to their
own policy. In fact, this visualization highlights key
behavioral differences: greedy agents (left panel, red)
tend to move directly upwind, immediately exploiting
the information gathered by the group, while infotactic
agents (left panel, blue) are more cautious and therefore

explore more extensively the space moving crosswind.
This partitioning of labor helps the whole group achieve
a better and more robust performance, as they reach
the source systematically faster than homogeneous SAI
swarms. On the other hand, although SAI agents also start
by exploring the environment, they then tend to cluster,
significantly slowing down the search as they become
increasingly influenced by correlations in the odor signal.
Note that consecutive frames are spaced apart by twice
the duration of the agents’ observation, which is equal to
the Kolmogorov timescale τη of the flow. Also, to avoid
clutter, we display only the trail corresponding to the last
ten time steps for each agent.

Caption of movie 3D HETvsSAI hardEpisode.mp4:
Same as movie 3D HETvsSAI.mp4, but in an episode
where the SAI swarm gets lost, while the HET group man-
ages to find the source in a finite time. Legends are the
same as in movie 3D HETvsSAI.mp4.
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FIG. A1. Comparison with the exact model. (a) Mean arrival times in units of the minimum search time Tmin (agent’s initial Man-
hattan distance) as a function of the number of agents N composing the SAI swarm (circles) or the optimal heterogeneous policy
configuration (triangles). Blue shades indicate the results obtained using the DNS signal, while orange shades denote the outcome
achieved when deploying the exact model of the environment, i.e., when the empirical likelihood (EL) is used to generate odor encoun-
ters. That is, at every time step t, each i−th agent makes a detection h

(t)
i = {0, 1} based on a binomial process with success probability

equal to the EL value at its current position. The dashed black line corresponds to the theoretical optimum ⟨T/Tmin⟩ = 1. The fraction
of episodes ϕlost failing to find the source in the allotted time Tmax = 2 · 103 is reported in the inset. Note that only SAI in the DNS
setup (dark blue bars) is visible since all other cases feature ϕlost < 0.01. As it turns out, the performance gap between SAI and HET
swarms significantly narrows when using the exact model and tends to vanish as group size increases. (b) Average duration of blanks
⟨τb⟩, i.e., the time intervals between two consecutive odor detections in a swarm, in units of measurements made by the agents, and (c)
probability Phtot≥2 that, at any time during the search, two or more agents make a detection simultaneously as a function of the swarm
size N . The color legend is the same as in (a). Some observations are in order. First, SAI swarms feature both a larger ⟨τb⟩ and Phtot≥2

than HET ones when observing the realistic signal obtained from the DNS, regardless of the number of agents (compare dark blue with
light blue histograms). This is a double indication that SAI groups are more strongly affected by the sparseness and spatiotemporal
correlations of the odor signal, which is indeed reflected in their poorer performance in the source localization task. On the other hand,
when using the exact model —thus drawing the detections from the empirical likelihood (EL)— such differences between SAI and
HET swarms tend to thin out (compare dark orange with light orange histograms), which is consistent with the observed narrowing of
the arrival time performance gap [see orange symbols in panel (a)]. In particular, the probability of making simultaneous detections,
Phtot≥2, becomes significantly smaller, consistent with the fact that the odor signal is uncorrelated in this case. This further highlights
the benefit of policy heterogeneity when agents observe the actual turbulent odor signal produced by the DNS, underscoring the impor-
tance of spatiotemporal correlations in designing robust collective search strategies. Note that all the data shown here are conditioned
on successful episodes in which the agents do not get lost, i.e., T < Tmax = 2 · 103, and have been averaged over 5250 episodes.

FIG. A2. Empirical likelihoods obtained from the DNS data. Probability maps of making a detection in the 2D scenarios considered
in the main text. They differ in terms of the mean wind intensity, from left to right: U/urms = 0, U/urms = 2.4, and U/urms = 7.4.
These are the models of the environment p the agents use to interpret their observations, also known as empirical likelihood in Bayesian
jargon. They result from the coarse-graining of the odors’ trajectories obtained from the DNS, which have then been thresholded
(cthr = 10), and finally averaged over time.
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FIG. A3. Results at varying agents’ odor sensitivity. Results obtained changing the threshold cthr on the number of odor particles
detectable by the agents in the 2D setup when in absence of a mean wind [panels (a)-(c)] or in presence of it [U/urms = 2.4, panels
(d)-(f)]. (a),(d) Ratio between the mean arrival time of the first agent at the source using the optimal fraction of greedy agents —as
defined, in the case of ten agents, by the minima in panels (b) and (e)— and the one obtained with a SAI swarm, as a function of the
number of agents N . The arrival time statistics shown here are conditioned on successful episodes, while panels (c) and (f) show the
fraction of episodes ϕlost in which the search fails (T > Tmax = 1400). Colors denote three different agents’ detection thresholds
cthr = {5, 10, 50}. Note that the data reported here for cthr = 10 correspond to the ones shown in Fig. 4 of the main text. This
comparison shows that the results qualitatively do not depend on the agents’ detection threshold, and policy heterogeneity is always
beneficial in reaching the odor source faster. Data presented here have been obtained by averaging over 104 episodes.

FIG. A4. Heterogeneity benefits the whole group. Let us assume that once the first agent finds the source, the shared belief collapses
to a delta function in the source position, such that all the other agents can switch to greedy behavior and reach it in a time equal to their
Manhattan distance. This allows us to provide a new measure of performance that accounts for the whole group of agents and not only
the individual’s success. To this end, the results obtained in the same 3-D setup presented in the main text are reported in this figure.
Here, we show the mean arrival time of the last agent as a function of the number of agents N composing the SAI swarm (dark blue
circles) or the optimal HET configuration (light blue triangles). The arrival time statistics shown here are conditioned on successful
episodes, while the inset shows the fraction of episodes ϕlost in which the search fails (T > Tmax = 2 · 103). Note that only SAI is
visible since for HET swarms ϕlost < 0.01. Remarkably, the whole group benefits from a division of labor as the last agent in HET
swarms systematically manages to arrive earlier than the last one among purely SAI agents, especially when the group comprises just
a few agents (N ≤ 5). Data presented here have been obtained by averaging over 5250 episodes.
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