
Physics-Guided Actor-Critic Reinforcement
Learning for Swimming in Turbulence

Christopher Koh, Laurent Pagnier and Michael (Misha) Chertkov
Applied Mathematics & Mathematics, University of Arizona, Tucson,

AZ 85721

Abstract
Turbulent diffusion causes particles placed in proximity to separate. We investigate the
required swimming efforts to maintain a particle close to its passively advected counter-
part. We explore optimally balancing these efforts with the intended goal by developing
and comparing a novel Physics-Informed Reinforcement Learning (PIRL) strategy with
prescribed control (PC) and standard physics-agnostic Reinforcement Learning strategies.
Our PIRL scheme, coined the Actor-Physicist, is an adaptation of the Actor-Critic algo-
rithm in which the Neural Network parameterized Critic is replaced with an analytically
derived physical heuristic function (the physicist). This strategy is then compared with
an analytically computed optimal PC policy derived from a stochastic optimal control
formulation and standard physics-agnostic Actor-Critic type algorithms.

1 Introduction
In this manuscript, we consider a particle in a turbulent flow that swims towards its passive
partner to maintain proximity. The particle is controlled by a Reinforcement Learning (RL)
agent [1], a methodology in Artificial Intelligence (AI) for solving complex decision-making
problems. Unlike other AI methods, RL involves an agent learning through interaction with its
environment, balancing exploration and exploitation. Exploration involves trying new actions
to gain information about the environment (turbulence), while exploitation uses accumulated
knowledge to make optimal decisions. This RL decision-making is linked to the Stochastic
Optimal Control (SOC) challenge, where the agent maximizes expected reward under envi-
ronmental uncertainty. In this study, the reward consists of two competing terms: maintaining
distance between the agent and its partner, and penalizing the effort required.

Among RL strategies, Actor-Critic (AC) methods [2] combine policy-based actors with
reward-based critics. The "actor" suggests actions based on current policy, and the "critic"
evaluates these actions, providing feedback to update the policy and reduce learning variance.
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Contemporary RL practices use Neural Networks (NNs) for both the actor and critic, enabling
the system to learn complex behaviors and decision-making strategies effectively.

1.1 Our Contributions
Standard NN architectures introduce high training costs and produce solutions that are often
uninterpretable. Our investigation seeks to enhance policy convergence for the swimmer’s
actions by leveraging our understanding of the turbulent environment and the physics govern-
ing the swimmer’s displacement. This manuscript explores strategies that integrate physical
principles to improve RL outcomes for swimmers in turbulent flows.

Figure 1: Sample trajectories of passive swimmers/particles (left) placed in a chaotic flow
(specifically in the ABC flow, see Section 6.2 for details). Trajectories originating from the
same point diverge chaotically along different qualitative trajectories. When under control
(right) these trajectories will follow along the trajectory of the single passive particle. These
trajectories diverge and fluctuate (see e.g. Fig. (4)a for the separation statistics) but not as
violently as without control.

This manuscript’s key technical advancement is the development of a Physics-Informed
Reinforcement Learning (PIRL) approach, termed Actor-Critic/Physicist (AC/P), where the
Physicist replaces the Critic in the standard Actor-Critic (AC) RL algorithm. The Physicist
component leverages physical insights on the statistics and control of swimming in chaotic
flows, as elaborated in [3] and further developed here. This approach, derived from our un-
derstanding of Lagrangian separation in turbulent flows, guides the control policies. See
Section 5.3.1 and Section 5.3.2 for more details on the types of chaotic flows and control/RL
algorithms considered in the paper and Figure 2 for illustration of the paper’s main ideas.

The introduced AC/P algorithm incorporates theory of statistical hydrodynamics and the
control of Lagrangian separation, thereby enhancing the effectiveness and interpretability of
the reinforcement learning process. We specifically focus on three types of chaotic flows: the
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Figure 2: The agent/actor interacts with the environment (turbulence) in the increments, ∆, of
time, t, t ∈ [0,T ], where T is duration of the episode. The interaction is expressed via the pol-
icy, πθ (state(t)) where θ are the parameters of a NN representing a probability distribution.
Action of the actor (φ(t)) is sampled from the policy. At every iteration in time the acquired
reward (which is a known function of the state and the action) is augmented with the infor-
mation from critic expressed via reward expected for the remaining interval of time within
the episode, t → T . In our physics-informed approach, standard critic (which would be rep-
resented by a NN) is replaced by the physics (of turbulence) informed Vphys(·). In this work,
the derived Vphys(·) is parameterized by a single parameter φ and is denoted Vφ (·)

Batchelor flow, its Gaussian white-noise counterpart known as the Batchelor-Kraichnan (BK)
flow, and the three-dimensional deterministically chaotic Arnold-Beltrami-Childress (ABC)
flow, as discussed in Sections 5.3.1,5.4.1.

Our primary objective is to compare various control policies for the active swimmer,
including prescribed control (PC) and standard Actor-Critic RL (AC-RL) methods. By in-
tegrating theoretical insights from these models into the AC/P framework, we demonstrate
the superiority of the physics-informed approach over conventional RL methods in control-
ling swimmer dynamics within these complex flow environments. We develop and evaluate
several control policies tailored to the available information about flow statistics, detailed in
Section 5.3.2 and the rest of the Methods.

2 Problem Setup
In this section, we provide the foundational information necessary for the subsequent anal-
ysis, ensuring clarity and self-consistency. We begin by setting up the basic equations for
the stochastic dynamics and the statistics of separation between pairs of swimmers, condi-
tioned on a prescribed control (affine in the separation vector and with a fixed rate) in Section
2.1. These expressions will depend on the finite-time statistics of the largest Lyapunov expo-
nent of the chaotic flow (environment), which is also discussed here. Next, we introduce the

3



Stochastic Optimal Control (SOC) formulation, including the definition of the value function
in Section 2.2. Finally, Section 2.3 presents both Basic and Physics-Informed Reinforcement
Learning (PIRL) methods, which will be discussed in detail in the following sections.

2.1 Swimming in a Chaotic Flow
We consider a spatially smooth, large-scale chaotic velocity field with a zero mean veloc-
ity. This type of flow has been extensively studied in stochastic hydrodynamics (see [4–9],
and the relevant review [10]). Particles or swimmers placed in such a flow separate expo-
nentially fast. Our task is to navigate an active swimmer to control its separation from a
passive swimmer, assuming they were released in almost the same position initially. Let
sα(t) = (sα;i|i = 1, · · · ,d) represent the positions of the two swimmers, α = 1,2, in d-
dimensional flow (where d = 2 or d = 3). The separation vector s= s1−s2 evolves according
to:

ds
dt
−v(t,s1,s2) =−

a(t)+ξ(t)
τ

, (1)

where τ is the friction coefficient (set to unity for simplicity), a(t) = (ai(t)|i = 1, · · · ,d) is
the control velocity (thus a(t)/τ is the control force) exerted by the active swimmer, and ξ(t)
is the difference in thermal forces acting on the active and passive swimmers, modeled as
zero-mean white-Gaussian noise:

∀i, j : E
[
ξi(t)ξ j(t ′)

]
= κiδi jδ (t− t ′).

The relative velocity vector v(t,s1,s2) = v1(t,s1)−v2(t,s2) will be modeled differently
throughout the manuscript. Following standard stochastic hydrodynamics assumptions [10]
for large-scale flows, we approximate v(t,s1,s2) by the leading term in its Taylor expansion
in s:

v(t,s1,s2)≈ σ(t)s, (2)

where σ(t) is a possibly time-dependent velocity gradient matrix.
We consider two models for σ – general and special in Section 5.4. For the general model,

we consider an auxiliary multiplicative dynamics:

d
dt ′

W (t ′; t) = σ(t ′)W (t ′; t), (3)

where W (t ′; t) ∈Rd×d , with W (t; t) = 1, representing the time-ordered exponential of σ(t),
denoted as W (t ′; t) = T exp(

∫ t ′
t dt ′′σ(t ′′)).

2.2 Stochastic Optimal Control and Evaluation of the Value Function
This subsection addresses the formulation and resolution of Stochastic Optimal Control
(SOC) problems applied to the swimer setting. First, we formulate it for a general perspec-
tive of large-scale stochastic flow and then focus on the Batchelor-Kraichnan model, which
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provides analytical expressions crucial for the data-driven contexts of SOC, such as Re-
inforcement Learning (RL) [1]. Additionally, we elaborate on different special cases and
specifications of SOC, including steady-state (infinite horizon), finite horizon, and those
incorporating a discount factor.

We will be working with the value function – also called the expected cost-to-go con-
ditioned on the current state, which we evaluate over a finite horizon from t to T , with the
discount factor ν :

V (t,s(t))= max
a(t→T )

( T∫
t

dt ′e−ν(t ′−t)E
[
r
(
s(t ′);a(t ′)

)])
. (4)

Here, the expectation is over the stochastic process (large-scale velocity, v(t;s)), and
r (s(t ′);a(t ′)) = ∥a(t ′)∥2 +β∥s(t ′)∥2 is the reward function dependent on the current state
(separation vector between the swimmers), s(t ′), and the control (action) vectors, a(t ′). Note
that the reward is split into two terms – one representing the control efforts (first term) and
the other penalizing for larger inter-swimmer distance. Given that without control the swim-
mers diverge, the two terms are in conflict, and the parameter β allows for a weighting of the
separation cost in order to tailor the relative balance of the two terms.

Eq. (4) represents the action-optimized value function. It is also of interest to consider
the value function conditioned on the action, specifically when the action is considered in the
affine form with respect to the separation vector, a(t)→ φs(t), where the rate φ is prescribed
(fixed to a constant). In the case of a large-scale chaotic flow, this value function conditioned
on the control rate φ allows the following analytical expression:

V (t,s(t)|φ) = (β +φ
2)

T∫
t

dt ′e−ν(t ′−t)

(
e−2φ(t ′−t)E

[
Wki(t ′; t)Wk j(t ′; t)

]
sis j (5)

+κ

t ′∫
t

dt ′′e−2φ(t ′−t ′′)E
[
Tr
[
W T (t ′; t ′′)W (t ′; t ′′)

]])
,

where W satisfies Eq. (3); the expectations are over the statistics of σ, which is not yet
specified, and over the white-Gaussian thermal forces. (We utilize standard Einstein notation,
assuming summation over repeated indices.)

As shown in Section 5.5 Eq. (5) for the value function V (t,s(t)|φ) allows an analytic
estimation, which can then provide the physics guidance for the critic in the AC/P RL
algorithm.

2.3 Basic and Physics-Informed Reinforcement Learning
The Stochastic Optimal Control theory discussed in Section 2.2 provides the foundation for
Reinforcement Learning (RL) algorithms, enabling us to address the principal practical prob-
lem posed and resolved in this manuscript. By adapting the general RL approach, we aim to
solve the specific problem of swimmer navigation. This involves setting up a practical frame-
work based on the swimmer’s observations of its passive partner and the surrounding flow.
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In this manuscript, we complete the description of the problem setup by incorporating these
observations, allowing the RL algorithms to effectively guide the swimmer’s navigation.

Pseudo-code for the basic Actor-Critic (AC) algorithm, specifically the Advantage Actor-
Critic (A2C) type [11], is provided in Algorithm 1 of the Methods. In our implementation, θ

and w represent the neural network parameters for the policy πθ and the value function Vw,
respectively. We run the A2C algorithm over multiple [0,T ] episodes, each divided into N
steps. At each time step within an episode, these neural networks are updated based on the
observed reward given the action taken. Specifically, the networks are updated by evaluating
the gradient and taking a step towards the gradient according to the policy gradient and the
gradient of the mean squared advantage [1]. This involves updating thousands of parameters
for each of the two neural networks at each step.

Our modified Actor-Critic/Physicist (AC/P) algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2 of the
Methods. The AC/P algorithm differs from the A2C algorithm in that it replaces the critic
(which evaluates the neural network implementation of the value function) with an analytic
expression for Vφ , detailed in Eq. (16). Vφ , representing the physicist/critic, is parameterized
by a single fixed parameter φ . It is important to note that, while not done in this manuscript,
φ could be updated similarly to w in the physics-agnostic implementation, which would still
be computationally cheaper than updating many more parameters like w. Crucially, the selec-
tion of φ does not depend on a(t), the action taken, as introducing such dependency would
undermine the convergence guarantees of the AC algorithm [1].

3 Results
In this section, we test the AC/P RL algorithm and demonstrate its superiority over the state-
of-the-art basic (physics-agnostic) version, as well as compare it to a prescribed control with
an optimal (or near-optimal) swimming rate. We approach this in two steps. First, in Section
3.1, we calibrate the AC/P approach using the Batchelor-Kraichnan (BK) model. Then, in
Section 3.2, we validate the algorithm’s performance on the ABC flow.

Strategically, we aim to address two main questions. First, how well does our derived
theory match our flow environments? Specifically, to what extent does our theory, based on
guidance from the Batchelor-Kraichnan model, exhibit discrepancies within ABC flows? Sec-
ond, how do our trained agents perform compared to the prescribed fixed solutions in both
the synthetic (BK) and realistic (ABC) flows?

3.1 Calibration on the Batchelor-Kraichnan Model
We calibrate our experiments using the 2D Batchelor-Kraichnan (BK) flow environment
where both the SOC formulation and the value function conditioned on the control rate φ are
analytically tractable.

First, we verify the consistency of the observed stationary distributions with Eq. (11), as
shown in Fig. 3a. Then, we compare the numerically computed average, corresponding to the
discounted return in Eq. (4), with the predicted baseline in Eq. (16). The results are presented
in Fig. 3c.

Next, we test the AC/P RL setting where the actor is modeled by a NN, while the critic’s
estimation of the value function conditioned on φ is substituted with its baseline expression
from Eq. (16). The results, presented in Figure 3d, show that the trained agent matches or
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Figure 3: a) Log-linear plot of the probability distribution of separation in different φ (pre-
scribed control) environments in the BK flows. The dashed lines represent the analytic
formula for the BK fit, illustrating a close approximation for the probability distribution in
the BK flow. b) Average reward over episodes for the physics-informed AC/P algorithm
compared to domain-agnostic (physics-uninformed) A2C and PPO. The general-purpose
algorithms perform significantly worse compared to the physics-informed algorithm. c) Em-
pirical verification of our derived value approximation Eq. (16) in Batchelor flows. The
predictions match very closely. d) RL-trained baselines nearly always outperform the base-
line they were trained on. The exception is when trained on a baseline of 0.574, which is the
theory-estimated φ ∗. (See text for details.) e) RL-trained baselines can outperform the opti-
mal φ ∗ for short time episodes (See text for details).

outperforms the corresponding fixed φ strategies that their baselines imitate except for the
optimal φ 0.574. An interesting result was observed in 3e when training was done over short
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episodes. In this case, the trained agent learns to outperform the respective benchmarks corre-
sponding to the optimal φ selected according to Eq. (15). This is possible because the optimal
φ is derived for the stationary regime, achieved asymptotically in the limit of an infinite
episode, thus allowing AC/P to outperform it in the short-time regime.

Note that the expression in Eq. (16) for V (·, ·|φ) applies only to cases where the statis-
tics of separation stabilize over time, requiring that 2φ > D̃. Moreover, we expect a critical
slowdown effect – when approaching the boundary, i.e., φ = D̃/2+ε and ε→ 0, the time re-
quired to establish the steady distribution of the separation diverges. This means that, given
practical limitations on collecting statistics, Eq. (16) does not apply in the regime of small
positive ε , potentially leading to pathological results. (Note that it is important to distinguish
between a suboptimal baseline and a pathological baseline. A suboptimal baseline accurately
predicts returns following a fixed suboptimal policy, while a pathological baseline does not
accurately predict the return and may diverge to infinity or suggest rewarding bad behavior.
Agents trained on pathological baselines are likely to exhibit instability in training and poor
performance after training.)

3.2 Validation on the ABC Model
We study the ABC flow in the chaotic regime, where trajectories diverge dramatically, largely
in an exponential fashion. However, in this case, the Batchelor model, and especially its
special Batchelor-Kraichnan case, do not provide an exact match and can only serve as a
rough approximation. This is evident in Fig. 4a, which suggests that the statistics of separa-
tion observed through simulations and those predicted by matching asymptotic statistics of
the leading Lyapunov exponent (matching the Cramér function) and using theoretical predic-
tions for the stationary statistics of separation at different φ according to Eq. (11) match only
qualitatively. This is not as precise as observed in the BK model test shown in Fig. 3a.

As in the case of the synthetic BK model, our main results concern the AC/P algorithm,
where the critic is modeled not via a NN, as in a standard AC approach, but with the baseline
Eq. (16) for the value function conditioned on different φ . The results, showing the qual-
ity of the approximation, are summarized in Figure 4d. We observe that the trained agents
tend to match or outperform the corresponding fixed φ strategies suggested by the baseline
estimation. The one exception is for φ = 1.1, which is notably the value closest to the op-
timal φ ∗, estimated by matching the Lyapunov exponent statistics and subsequently using
Eq. (15). However, even for φ = 1.1, examination of the distribution of rewards shown in
Fig. 4e suggests that the lower value of the experimentally observed average (compared to the
respective theory estimate) is due to infrequent large failures linked to atypical/rare events.
The figure also shows that the median performance of the trained agent is still better than the
median performance of the fixed φ agent. This observation implies that for a small number
of episodes, the trained AC/P RL agent is most likely to outperform its counterpart following
the respective fixed φ policy.

In all of our experiments, and especially in the ABC flow experiments, we observe that the
physics-informed AC/P RL algorithms significantly outperform the general-purpose AC RL
algorithms, such as the Advantage Actor-Critic (A2C) algorithm [11] and the Proximal Policy
Optimization (PPO) algorithm [12]. This is particularly evident in Fig. 4e. We attribute this
failure of the standard AC RL algorithms to the fact that, although their performance should
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e)

c)

b)

Figure 4: a) Log-linear plot of the probability distribution of separation in different φ in
ABC flows. The dashed lines are the analytic formulas for the BK fit (based on the estima-
tion of λ̄1), it is a relatively loose approximation in the ABC flow. b) Distribution of sampled
λ1 in the ABC flow (17). The expected value of the leading Lyapunov exponents is used to
calculate D̃, subsequently utilized in Eq. (16). c) Empirical verification of our derived value
approximation Eq. (16) in ABC flows. The predictions match well but the differences between
observed and predicted values are larger than in the synthetic environment. d) RL-trained
baselines nearly always outperform the baseline they were trained on. The exception is when
trained on a baseline of 1.1, which is very close to the theory-estimated φ ∗. (See text for de-
tails.) e) Average reward over episodes for the physics-informed AC/P algorithm compared to
domain-agnostic (physics-uninformed) A2C and PPO. The general-purpose algorithms per-
form significantly worse compared to the physics-informed algorithm.

be optimal asymptotically in theory, the actual implementation is never truly asymptotic, es-
pecially regarding the number of trials needed for training. This leads to one of the main
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conclusions of this manuscript: guiding RL with physics-informed information—specifically,
guiding the critic with a theoretical estimate for the value function—makes a significant
difference in practical scenarios with finite training resources.

We also hypothesize that the dramatic failure of A2C and PPO may be attributed to the
non-standard, fat-tailed statistics in our problem, which show extended algebraic tails, and
the large variability in reward values from one configuration of the flow to another, spanning
orders of magnitude. These cases are known to be problematic for standard AC RL algorithms
[13].

(a) Probability distribution of the final reward
in the special case φ = 1.1, the fixed φ policy
outperforms the AC/P algorithm on average.

(b) Illustrates the performance of the hybrid
algorithm, alternating between AC/P and the
prescribed φ algorithms. See text for details.
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(c) Sample trajectory of typical behavior ob-
served in the special case of φ = 1.1, sampled
from the illustrated distributions in Fig. 5a
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(d) Sample trajectory of atypical behavior ob-
served in the special case of φ = 1.1, sampled
from the tails illustrated in Fig. 5a

Figure 5: Analysis of final reward distributions and the accumulated penalty and separation
throughout typical and atypical samples. Of note in Fig. 5a the fixed φ outperforms AC/P
RL agent on average but not in the median value. A hybrid solution in Fig. 5b is able to out
perform the fixed φ on average and in median value.
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Returning to the special case of φ = 1.1, where according to Figure 4d the fixed policy
outperforms the AC/P RL, Fig. 5a shows the probability distribution of the final reward ac-
cumulated over the entire episode. We observe that the final reward probability distribution
indicates that the AC/P RL agent has better median performance but also shows a higher rate
of extreme cases (in the tail of the probability distribution) where the AC/P RL algorithm in-
curs very large penalties. These "bad" cases lead to a significant degradation of the average
reward (shown in the figure as the vertical line). Furthermore, the AC/P RL agent exhibits
some catastrophic failures—shown as falling off the left side of the figure. Such failures are
detectable using the analytic value approximation and can be mitigated via intervention as
shown in 5b and expanded upon in the following paragraphs.

To further elaborate on the nuances of typical versus atypical flows, Fig. 5c and 5d shows
sample trajectories of the evolution of the separation and the penalty accrued in a typical
trajectory versus an atypical trajectory. In the typical case, the AC/P RL agent is much more
efficient than the agent following the fixed φ policy. In the atypical case, the AC/P RL agent is
overly energy conservative and thus converges to the passive swimmer slowly, even showing
divergence from the passive partner at the start. In this case, the high penalty is accrued due to
the cost of separation. These results imply that the agent could greatly benefit from expanding
the state space since it currently has no way to distinguish this episode from the typical case
shown on the left in Fig. 5c.

The mention of typical versus atypical behavior in the challenging case where the AC/P
RL agent does not perform as well as the fixed φ agent helps us draw useful lessons. We learn
that a major benefit of a physics-informed baseline is the ability to monitor the trained agent’s
performance and identify when the agent may be falling into a regime it cannot handle. In
such regimes, intervention with a naive fixed φ strategy – that is, designing a hybrid policy
that mixes or explores in parallel the RL and fixed φ strategies – can avoid catastrophic
failures and return the agent to a regime where it outperforms the fixed φ policy. Even a
simple hybrid solution that switches to the fixed φ strategy if the average advantage of the
previous n training steps is below a threshold shows improvements. Our results, illustrated in
Fig. 5b, show improvements even with arbitrary choices for n and the threshold, suggesting
that significant further improvement can be achieved through more principled optimization.

4 Discussions
We study the challenging problem of controlling the separation between a swimmer and its
passive partner in chaotic flows using RL. Initially, we observe that state-of-the-art Deep
NN-based RL algorithms of the AC type fail at this task due to their inability to handle
fat-tail statistics, which exhibit extended power – like/algebraic tails. To address this, we pro-
pose a physics-informed approach where the critic utilizes analytic estimations –the average
maximum Lyapunov exponent of the flow.

We demonstrate the practicality of the AC/P approach on the Batchelor-Kraichnan flow
and validate it on the ABC flow. This approach replaces NN approximations of value func-
tions with physics-of-the-flow-control-informed functions, reducing computational burden
and incorporating domain-specific knowledge while maintaining convergence guarantees.
Imperfect physics-informed functions can still improve policy training and provide an
interpretable measure to identify policy failures, serving as an effective alarm mechanism.
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Though focused on a pair of swimmers, this setting can extend to monitoring groups nav-
igating turbulent flows, such as air-drones, flocks of birds, or swarms of aquatic drones. The
underlying multi-agent problem reduces to a two-body problem, offering opportunities for
future exploration of multi-agent control in turbulent environments. We envision maintaining
desired – uniform or stratified – distribution within formations, potentially using mean-field
SOC/RL approaches and exploring distributed interactions between temporal neighbors.

Further improvements of the two-particle algorithm include expanding the observed state
space to incorporate current separation, history of separation, and local flow information.
Additionally, tuning the physics-informed value estimate throughout more elaborate training
could improve performance and generalize well to various types of flow.

5 Methods
Our methodology is built on a diverse body of work combining approaches from statisti-
cal hydrodynamics, stochastic optimal control and reinforcement learning, therefore we will
start the methods section from a brief review of relevant contributions in Section 5.1. Section
5.2 explains the structural relationships between the components of our methodology, in-
cluding the theoretical framework, RL models, and their application to controlling swimmer
separation in chaotic flows. We present a high level description of the chaotic flows and algo-
rithms considered in the paper in Section 5.3. Further details of the Batchelor (general) and
then Batchelor-Kraichnan (special) theory explaining statistics of separation of the swimmers
without control (first), and then under control are given in Section 5.4.

5.1 Relevant Contributions
Posing the swimmer problem as a Stochastic Optimal Control (SOC) problem, as stated in
[3], is appealing because it allows for analytically determining the optimal control. However,
this analytical tractability is limited to cases where the stochastic velocity is large scale and
either the velocity gradient is δ -correlated in time and Gaussian (Batchelor-Kraichnan model)
or, more generally, if the velocity is large-scale (Batchelor type) and the Cramér function
(describing the finite time statistics of the leading Lyapunov exponent) is known. In less con-
strained and more realistic flows, such as the ABC flow used in this paper for validation, the
SOC formulation is impractical. In these scenarios, Reinforcement Learning (RL) becomes
crucial.

Even though the use of RL in fluid mechanics is relatively recent, a substantial body of
work has already accumulated, as reviewed in [14] and [15]. One interesting idea, discussed
in [16, 17], is to use multi-agent reinforcement learning with agents distributed over static
computational grids to devise novel reduced order models of the Large Eddy Simulation type
for complex flows. Multi-agent distributed RL of a mean-field control type was also developed
in [18] to control the advancement of a swarm of many Lagrangian swimmers, which do not
affect the flow but are tasked with accommodating contrasting requirements, such as staying
in a group while avoiding close encounters and limiting energy expenditure for maneuvering.

In another approach, single-agent RL methods were developed for controlling particle (or
solid body) navigation specific for efficient gliding in natural stratified air-flow environments
[19, 20] and for autonomous navigation along an optimal point-to-point path in various com-
plex fluid flows [21–23]. RL with multiple, or at least two, conflicting objectives was also
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extended to a competitive game played by two active swimmers in a turbulent environment,
with one attempting to catch and the other aiming to escape [24]. Finally, in a setting closely
related to the one discussed in this manuscript, the authors of [25] devised a multi-objective
(pareto-seeking) RL approach aimed at controlling separation and minimizing efforts between
two active swimmers by switching in time between a number of prescribed strategies, with
observations of the separation and velocity difference available at all times. Notably, [21] uti-
lized the Actor-Critic (AC) version of RL, which is central to this manuscript, although their
critic is modeled via a neural network in a physics-agnostic (of flow) manner. The RL study
in [25] was complemented by a parallel study by the same authors [? ], which juxtaposed
a stochastic optimal control approach to the problem of a swimmer following a partner in a
turbulent flow with a heuristic strategy that relies on the swimmer’s local observation of the
environment.

Most of the aforementioned RL papers, with the exceptions of [18, 24, 25], utilize RL
in a domain-agnostic, physics-uninformed manner, relying heavily on feature engineering of
the underlying neural networks to achieve satisfactory performance. In contrast, our AC/P-
RL method encodes domain knowledge through value approximation and does not require
enhancements in the modeling of the agents themselves. Additionally, this physics-informed
RL approach helps address the difficulties traditional AC methods face in learning values
across multiple orders of magnitude [13] and serves as an alternative to jump-start or imitation
learning from a warm start [26], which is relevant beyond the context of RL for swimming.

5.2 Integration of Theory and Models in Our Methodology
Our methods’ flowchart is displayed in Fig. 6. On the left-hand side, there are two funda-
mental elements of Reinforcement Learning: the environment and the agent. In the middle,
theory provides a comprehension on which the models can rely. On the right-hand side, we
list the models in a hierarchy, from the most interpretable, which rely on strong assumptions
that may not be satisfied by the environment, at the top, to the least interpretable, in this case
a standard RL agent, at the bottom. Arrows describe the models’ inheritance and how they
acquire information about the environment’s physics.

5.3 Chaotic Flows and Algorithm Considered
5.3.1 Chaotic Flows

We analyze three types of chaotic flows:

1. Stochastic large-scale stationary flows, specifically the general position Batchelor flow [4],
governed by the flow’s largest Lyapunov exponent [6, 7, 9], see also [10].

2. The short-correlated, Gaussian Batchelor-Kraichnan (BK) flow [5]. (Details are provided
in Section 5.4.3.)

3. The three-dimensional Arnold-Beltrami-Childress (ABC) flow [27], illustrated in Fig. (1)
for exponential divergence of particle pairs with and without control.

Analytical analysis is feasible for the first two cases, serving as a foundation for exper-
imental validation in the third case (ABC flow). Insights from cases #1 and #2 inform the
physics-aware critic, enabling the extension of theory to the AC/P algorithm for more realistic
validation in the ABC flow.
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Figure 6: This manuscript discusses and implements various Reinforcement Learning (RL)
algorithms in relation to stochastic flow modeling and Stochastic Optimal Control (SOC)
theory. The General Batchelor theory, along with a surrogate model based on its Batchelor-
Kraichnan (BK) version, is employed to describe the statistics of the separation between pairs
of swimmers (both passive and active/controlled by the rate φ ) in a chaotic flow (see Section
5.4.3 of the Methods). This theoretical framework guides the prescribed control/policy and
the Actor-Critic/Physicist (AC/P) RL algorithm. In this context, the physicist (critic) uses BK
theory to estimate the value function for SOC, while the control policy in the AC/P approach
is approximated by a deep neural network, which is updated based on the approximate value
function estimation. Additionally, we compare the prescribed policy and the AC/P approach
to the more standard Actor-Critic (AC) approach.

5.3.2 Control and Reinforcement Learning Algorithms

Our primary objective is to maintain proximity between passive and active swimmers by
maximizing a time-integrated and averaged reward function. We develop and evaluate sev-
eral control policies for the active swimmer, tailored to the available information about flow
statistics (leading Lyapunov exponent). We compare these policies/controls over discrete time
intervals, [tk, tk+1 = tk +∆],k = 0, · · · , each of short duration ∆. Depending on the setup, we
run either long-term simulations or finite horizon episodes.

• PC – Prescribed Control: The control force a(tk+1) = φs(tk) is applied based on the sep-
aration vector sk = s(tk) at the previous step. The rate φ is fixed, with no RL applied. An
analytically optimal φ ∗ can be found for the BK model.

• AC-RL – Actor-Critic RL: Standard actor critic type approach where the policy is
updated based on the advantage function A(tk) = R(s(tk+1),a(tk+1)) +V (tk,s(tk))−
V (tk+1,s(tk+1), with V (·, ·) parameterized by an NN. The policy/actor NN is optimized to
maximize the advantage, while the value function/critic NN is updated to accurately predict
VNN(·) under the current policy.

• AC/P-RL – Actor-Critic/Physicist RL: This method modifies the AC-RL framework by
using an analytically derived estimate of the value function V (·, ·|φ) instead of VNN(·, ·).
This removes the computational cost of updating VNN(·, ·) and provides an interpretable
measure to gauge policy performance during evaluation. A high-level summary is shown
in Figure 2.
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5.4 Particle/Swimmer Separation in Large Scale Flows
5.4.1 Batchelor Model of Exponential Divergence

According to the Oseledets theorem [10, 28, 29], at sufficiently large times, the matrix
log(W+(t ′; t)W (t ′; t))/(t ′− t) stabilizes, with eigenvectors tending to d fixed orthonormal
eigenvectors, fi, and the eigenvalues λi(t ′; t) = log |W (t ′; t)fi|/(t ′ − t) stabilizing to their
mean values. The finite-time statistics of λi is given by:

general : P(λ1(t ′; t), · · · ,λd(t ′; t)|t ′− t) ∝ exp
(
−(t ′− t)S(λ1(t ′; t), · · · ,λd(t ′; t))

)
, (6)

where S(·), called the Cramér function, is convex, and the Lyapunov exponents are ordered:
λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ ·· · ≥ λd . Of particular interest are the finite-time statistics of the leading Lyapunov
exponent:

P(λ1(t ′; t)|t ′− t) ∝ exp
(
−(t ′− t)S1(λ1(t ′; t))

)
. (7)

This manuscript focuses primarily on the reduced description of the flow associated with
the statistics of the relative separation of two swimmers, allowing us to limit our discussion
to the finite-time statistics of λ1(t ′; t). Computing S1(·) – the Cramér function of λ1(t ′; t)
– analytically is possible only for a limited number of special, idealized flows, such as the
stochastic Batchelor-Kraichnan flow [7, 9, 30]. Therefore, our approach to computing S1(λ1)
in large-scale chaotic flows – such as discussed in Section 6.2 for our running example of the
ABC flow – will be empirical. We extract it from simulations by placing two particles close
to each other initially, tracking their separation over time, and then computing the Crámer
function by building statistics of the log-separation divided by time, accumulated over many
trials, and fitting it to the expression on the right-hand side of Eq. (7).

5.4.2 Separation in a Batchelor Flow under Control

Consider an active swimmer moving towards its passive counterpart governed by a linear-
feedback and time-independent force. This controlled motion can be expressed as

Linear Feedback, Time-Independent: a→ φs. (8)

Here, φ is a constant (time-independent) parameter. Assuming that φ is sufficiently large,
we focus our analysis on the steady state of the probability distribution function representing
distance between the two swimmers. We discuss this scenario under two contexts: first in the
general Batchelor case and then in the special short-time correlated case of the Batchelor-
Kraichnan model.

In the general Batchelor case solution of Eq. (1) for s(t) observed at the time t conditioned
to s(0) = r0, becomes

s(t)=e−φ tW (t)

s0+

t∫
0

dt ′eφ t ′W−1(t ′)ξ(t ′)

 , (9)
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where the time-ordered exponential, W (t), satisfies Eq. (3). We will study the large time
statistics of s(t) = |s(t)|, where the initial separation is forgotten, and thus the first term
within the brackets on the right hand side of Eq. (9) can be dropped. Moreover, one can see,
following the logic of [9] (see also references therein), that in the long-time regime, where the
inter-swimmer separation, s(t) is significantly larger than the so-called diffusive scale, sd :=√

κ/|λ1| and λ1(t) := maxi(λi|i = 1, · · · ,d) is the largest (finite-time) Lyapunov exponent
of the Batchelor flow, the fluctuations of s(t) are mainly due to the Lyapunov exponents,
distributed according to Eq. (6). In other words, in this asymptotic we can approximate the
inter-swimmer distance by

s(t)≈ exp((λ1(t;0)−φ)t)sd . (10)

Substituting λ1(t;0), expressed via s(t) according to Eq. (10), into Eq. (7), and expanding
S1(·) in the Taylor Series around λ̄1, we arrive at the following asymptotic expression for
statistics of s(t) = |s(t)|:

P(s|t) ∝
1
s

exp
(
−tS1

(
t−1 log

(
s
sd

)
+φ

))
→ 1

s
exp

(
−t

(
S1(λ̄1)+

(
1
t

log
(

s
sd

)
+φ−λ̄1

)2

S′′1(λ̄1)

))

→
∣∣∣
t→∞; s≫sd

Pst(s) ∝
1
s

( sd

s

)2(φ−λ̄1)S′′1(λ̄1)
. (11)

Notice, that the stationary version of the last line in Eq. (11) settles if φ > λ̄1, and that it
is fully consistent with Eq. (14), derived for the short δ -correlated velocity gradient, then
S′′1(λ̄1) = 1/((d−1)D) and λ̄1= d(d−1)D/2.

Some observations regarding Eq. (11) are in order:

1. We are motivated to formulate a stochastic optimal control problem guided by the ex-
pression (11) for the target probability distribution function and aimed at achieving a
predetermined value for φ . (While it could align with the model detailed in the next sub-
section, it could also embody broader paradigms such as risk-sensitive or risk-promotive
ones.) This task is addressed in the next Subsection.

2. The right-hand side of Eq. (11) may not be fully applicable, especially when φ < φc. Under
such conditions the stationarity is not achieved, leading to an increase in a typical inter-
particle distance. In this transient scenario, the right-hand side of Eq. (11) solely depicts
the distribution’s left tail, peaking at log(s/sd)∼

√
t.

3. It’s also worth examining the boundary case when φ = λ̄1. This corresponds to an algebraic
growth in inter-particle distance, described as s ∼ tα , akin to the Richardson model of
turbulence where α = 2/3.

5.4.3 The case of the Batchelor-Kraichnan model

Let us also start our analysis with a particular Batchelor-Kraichnan model for the chaotic flow
in d-dimensions described by the following pair-correlation function of the velocity gradient

16



matrix, σ, entering Eq. (1):

∀i, j,k, l = 1, · · · ,d : E
[
σi j(t)σkl(t ′)

]
= D(d +1)δ (t− t ′)

(
δ jlδik−

δi jδkl +δ jkδil

d +1

)
, (12)

where δ (·) and δi j are the δ -function and the Kronecker symbol respectively.
Assuming that φ is sufficiently large we derive from the stochastic ODE (1) the following

Fokker-Planck (FP) equation for the spherically symmetric probability density of s: (see [31]
for details):

L P(s|φ) = 0, L = s1−d d
ds

sd
(

φ +
1
2

(
D(d−1)s+

κ

s

) d
ds

)
, (13)

where s = |s|; and κ stands for covariance of the thermal noise in Eq. (1). Solution of Eq. (13)
is

P(s|φ) = N−1
(

1+
(d−1)Dr2

κ

)−φ/(D(d−1))

, N =

(
πκ

(d−1)D

)d/2
Γ(φ/(D(d−1))−d/2)

dΓ(φ/(D(d−1)))
,

(14)

where N is the normalization coefficient which guarantees that,
∫

∞

0 ΩrdrP(s|φ) = 1, Ωr =

(πd/2/Γ(d/2+ 1))rd−1. The solution is valid, i.e. the normalization integral is bounded, if
φ > (d−1)dD/2.

5.5 Batchelor-Kraichnan Estimation of the Value Function
Here we will be accessing objects of interest assuming that statistics of the velocity gradient
is zero-mean white-Gaussian described by Eq. (12).

5.5.1 Steady State Control. No Discount

Considering the steady state (infinite horizon) and no discount, no finite cost version of
Eqs. (4), and utilizing Eq. (14) while also assuming that φ > φ (s) = D̃/2, where D̃ =
D(d +2)(d−1), we arrive at

φ
∗ = argmin

φ

(
(φ 2 +β )

∫
∞

0
s2P(s|φ)ds

)
= argmin

φ

φ 2 +β

2φ − D̃
=

D̃+
√

4β+D̃2

2
. (15)

5.5.2 Analytic Value Function – Constant Linear Feedback

Let us now present the analytic value function Vφ , introduced in Eq. (5) for a generic large-
scale (Batchelor) flow, in the particular case of our interest here – the Batchelor-Kraichnan
regime. Evaluating expectations in Eq. (5) explicitly – over the Batchelor-Kraichnan σ , de-
scribed by Eq. (12), and over over ξ – we arrive at the following expression for Vφ function
in the BK model evaluated at the time t, dependent on the observation s(t) and conditioned
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to the fixed value of φ :

Vφ (s(t)) = (β +φ
2)

T∫
t

dt ′e−ν(t ′−t)

(
s2e−(2φ−D̃)(t ′−t)+κd

t ′∫
t

dt ′′e−(2φ−D̃)(t ′−t ′′)

)
(16)

= A(t)s2 +B(t), A(t) =
(β +φ 2)

(
1− e−(T−t)(ν+2φ−D̃)

)
ν +2φ − D̃

,

B(t) =
dκ(β +φ 2)

ν(2φ − D̃)

(
1−e−ν(T−t)−ν(1− e−(T−t)(ν+2φ−D̃)

ν +2φ − D̃

)
,

where we take into account that within the Batchelor-Kraichnan model
E
[
Wki(t ′; t)Wk j(t ′; t)

]
= δi j exp(−(t ′− t)D̃), according to Eq. (12).

Some remarks are in order. First, notice that in the infinite horizon, T → ∞, and then no
discount, ν → ∞, limits the surviving, B, part of the final expression in Eq. (16), is fully con-
sistent with yet not optimized over φ part of the steady expression in Eq. (15). Second, note
that even though we emphasize in Eq. (16) the dependence of A and B only on t, the formula
actually provides explicit dependence on all other parameters of the Batchelor-Kraichnan flow
and of the optimization formulation.

Code Availability
Code is available at https://github.com/Cfckoh/RL_swimmers/tree/main

Data Availability
Data is generated from interactions with the environment and no specific data is needed
beyond the code at https://github.com/Cfckoh/RL_swimmers/tree/main.
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6 Supplementary Material

6.1 Actor Critic Algorithms

Algorithm 1 AC-RL

Require: Number of episodes N. Each episode is split into T intervals. Learning rates α,β >
0. Discount factor γ ∈ [0,1].
initialize NN for the policy function πθ (θ is the NN’s vector of parameters)
initialize NN for the value function Vw (w is the NN’s vector of parameters)
Initialize s0
for episode = 1 to N do

for t = 1 to T do
at ∼ πθ (·|st)
Take action at , observe st+1, rt
At ← rt + γVw(st+1)−Vw(st)
θ ← θ + α

t ∑
t
i=0 ∇θ log(πθ (at |st))At

w← w+ β

t ∇w ∑
t
i=0 A2

t
end for

end for

Algorithm 2 AC/P-RL

Require: Number of episodes N. Each episode is split into T intervals. Learning rates α,β >
0. Discount factor γ ∈ [0,1].
initialize NN for the policy function πθ (θ is the NN’s vector of parameters)
initialize NN for the value function Vw (w is the NN’s vector of parameters)
Initialize s0
for episode = 1 to N do

for t = 1 to T do
at ∼ πθ (·|st)
Take action at , observe st+1, rt
At ← rt + γVφ (st+1)−Vφ (st) (Vφ (·) is now an analytically derived function)
θ ← θ + α

t ∑
t
i=0 ∇θ log(πθ (at |st))At

w← w+ β

t ∇w ∑
t
i=0 A2

t
end for

end for

6.2 ABC Flow – Implementation Details
The Arnold–Beltrami–Childress (ABC) flow [27] is a three-dimensional incompressible ve-
locity field which is an exact solution of Euler’s equation. Its representation in Cartesian
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coordinates, augmented with a noise regularization is

vα,x(sα) = Asin(sα,z)+C cos(sα,y)+ξα,x, ξα,x =
√

κ
dwx

dt
(17)

vα,y(sα) = Bsin(sα,x)+Acos(sα,z)+ξα,y, ξα,y =
√

κ
dwy

dt

vα,z(sα) =C sin(sα,y)+Bcos(sα,x)+ξα,z, ξα,z =
√

κ
dwz

dt

where α = 1,2 is the swimmer index and A,B and C are three parameters and dwx,dwy,dwz
are unit variance Wiener processes. With appropriate selection of A,B and C the flows are
chaotic so that if a pair of passive swimmers are placed in the flow their separation grows ex-
ponentially with time in the s≪ 2π regime, as illustrated in Fig. (1). The small regularization
parameter κ is introduced to provide an infinitesimal initial separation for a pair of swimmers
even if their initial positions coincide.

We choose the ABC flow as a simple example of a fluid flow that can have chaotic trajecto-
ries. Moreover, with the proper choice of the A,B,C parameters and as illustrated in Fig. (4b)
through the study of the statistics of the leading Lyapunov exponent, λ̄1, the flow is approx-
imately of the Batchelor type (in the regime where the inter-swimmer/particle separation is
sufficiently small). Specifically, we observe that for A = 1., B = 0.7, C = 0.43 used in our nu-
merical experiments, Lagrangian separation in the ABC flow is of the BK type introduced in
Section 5.4.3. In this case relation between the D̃ parameter, measuring the eddy-diffusivity
strength of the BK flow, and the leading Lyapunov exponent is D̃ = 2λ̄1(1+2/d).
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