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Abstract A swarm-based nature-inspired optimization algorithm, namely, the fruit fly optimization algorithm (FOA), has
a simple structure and is easy to implement. However, FOA has a low success rate and a slow convergence, because FOA
generates new positions around the best location, using a fixed search radius. Several improved FOAs have been proposed.
However, their exploration ability is questionable. To make the search process smooth, transitioning from the exploration
phase to the exploitation phase, this paper proposes a new FOA, constructed from a cooperation of the multileader and the
probabilistic random walk strategies (CPFOA). This involves two population types working together. CPFOAs performance
is evaluated by 18 well-known standard benchmarks. The results showed that CPFOA outperforms both the original FOA
and its variants, in terms of convergence speed and performance accuracy. The results show that CPFOA can achieve a
very promising accuracy, when compared with the well-known competitive algorithms. CPFOA is applied to optimize two
applications: classifying the real datasets with multilayer perceptron and extracting the parameters of a very compact T-S
fuzzy system to model the Box and Jenkins gas furnace data set. CPFOA successfully find parameters with a very high
quality, compared with the best known competitive algorithms.

Keywords Nature-inspired optimization algorithm; Fruit fly optimization algorithm; multileader strategy; random walk;
cooperative algorithm.
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1. Introduction

Over the last few decades, researchers have started to adapt their knowledge of natural phenomena for
the development of optimization techniques. These techniques were successfully applied for chemical process
applications( [1], [2], [3] and [4]). The main concepts of the aptly named, sources of nature-inspired algorithms,
have been observed within the successful biological systems. Accordingly, most nature-inspired algorithms are
biologically inspired, or bio-inspired, and mimic specific behavior in nature. Examples of such popular nature-
inspired algorithms include the particle swarm optimization algorithm(PSO)( [5]),which was inspired by the social
behavior of flocking birds, or schooling fish; the ant colony optimization algorithm (ACO)( [6]),which mimics
an ant colonys behavior in their search for food; the artificial bee colony algorithm (ABC)( [7]),motivated by the
intelligent behavior of a honey bee swarm; the cuckoo search algorithm (CS)( [8]),inspired by the parasitic bio-
interactions of a cuckoo species, which lays their eggs in the nests of other host birds; and the bat-inspired algorithm
(BA)( [9]),which was inspired by the echolocation behavior of bats, to name but a few. However, each nature-
inspired algorithm has different capabilities when it comes to finding solutions, depending on the personal ability
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of the living things in nature. Developing a successful, modern nature-inspired algorithm is a challenging task, even
today, as there is no one particular nature-inspired algorithm capable of solving every scientific problem. Hence, the
continual development of a new algorithm is required. Details of the broadly classified nature-inspired algorithms,
which brought about the development of algorithms in current modern literature, have been provided( [10], [11]).

In 2011, a swarm intelligence method-based stochastic optimization technique, namely, the fruit fly optimization
algorithm (FOA) was proposed by Pan( [12]).It is based on the foraging behavior of fruit flies. FOA is very
user-friendly because of its simplicity and shortness. FOA can be easily understood by most researchers in this
field. This also means that it can be easily implemented into a program code, when compared with other well-
known algorithms, such as differential evolution (DE) ( [13]),the genetic algorithm (GA)( [13]) and particle swarm
optimization (PSO). The FOA has achieved success in several applications, including research into optimization
problems ( [15], [16], [17] and [18]), neural network parameter optimization ( [19], [20], [21]), swarm techniques
for mini autonomous surface vehicles (ASVs) ( [22]), the identification of dynamic protein complexes based on
the fruit fly optimization algorithm ( [23]), support for vector regression using the fruit fly optimization algorithm
for seasonal electricity consumption forecasting ( [24]), efficient truss optimization using the contrast-based fruit
fly optimization algorithm ( [25]) and improving the fruit fly optimization algorithm to apply it to structural
engineering design optimization problems ( [26], [27]), a prediction model for Chinas agricultural output value,
based on the optimization of the neural network ( [28]), and a novel phase angle-encoded fruit fly optimization
algorithm, with a mutation adaptation mechanism applied to UAV path planning ( [29]).

Pans FOA has a good structure and mechanism for finding the solution of optimization problems. However, the
algorithm is prone to trapping into a local extreme and premature convergence, since FOA generates a new fruit fly
swarm around the current best solution by using random uniform distribution, with a fixed radius, especially when
FOA deals with multi-dimensional and complex optimization problems.

The drawback caused by fixed radius updating has motivated many researches into various dynamic radius
updating techniques to improve the FOA, e.g., an improved fruit fly optimization algorithm for solving optimization
problems (LGMS-FOA) ( [15]), an improved fruit fly optimization algorithm for continuous function optimization
problems (IFFO) ( [16]), a novel multi-swarm fruit fly optimization algorithm (MFOA) ( [18]), a novel multi-scale
cooperative mutation fruit fly optimization algorithm (MSFOA) ( [30]), and a novel fruit fly optimization algorithm,
with trend search and co-evolution (CEFOA) ( [31]).

There is one remaining imperfection that is caused by the single leader usage, although the FOA variants showed
that dynamic radius updating can improve the quality of the produced solutions. The single leader usage causes a
lack of diversity in FOA when the search process has to deal with a multi-dimensional or a complex optimization
problem. In this paper, we proposed a novel FOA that uses a multileader, instead a single leader, and probabilistic
random walk radius updating instead of random uniform dynamic radius updating (CPFOA). The details of the
proposed CPFOA are described in Section 3.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the FOA; Section 3 presents the strategies
of CPFOA construction, the multileader, and the probabilistic random walk strategies; Section 4 explains the
evaluation process of algorithms and settings; Section 5 shows the experimental results and discussion; Section
6 shows two applications of CPFOA; and lastly, Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. The Fruit Fly Optimization Algorithm

The drosophila optimized algorithm or fruit fly optimization algorithm (FOA) was developed in 2011 by Pan
( [12]). FOA determines global optimization based on the foraging behavior of fruit flies. Compared to other
species, the fruit fly possesses a keener sense of smell and sight in search of food. Their drosophila olfactory organ
can detect a food source as far as 40 km away, which triggers a flight reaction toward the target location. For the
intelligent sense of fruit flies, the novel FOA optimization algorithm is inspired and established through the simple
behavior of fruit flies search for food.

The FOAs process is similar to that of other swarm optimization algorithms. The first phase of the fruit flies
quest for food is initiated with a random uniform distribution ( [10], [32], [33], [34], [35], [36]), with no specific
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position or direction. In the second phase, the fruit fly with the best sense of smell or the best fitness within the
group, from the first phase, is determined. The fruit fly with the best sense of smell, represented by X _axis® is used
as a center for generating new populations in the next generation. The computational steps of the FOA method are
summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The FOA algorithm

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 6:

Step 7:

Step 8:

Initialize FOA’s parameters: random location (X _axis, Y _axis),size of population (popsize),and maximum
iteration (M ax_iter).

Give the random position and fly direction of an individual fruit fly in search of food.
X; = X _axis + rand()
Y; =Y _axis + rand()

Calculate the distance (Dist) to the food’s origin, as the exact position of the food’s location is not known

at this stage.
Dist; = \/2? + y?

Calculate the smell concentration judgment value(.S;).

1
S; =
DZSL

Calculate the fitness: the smell concentration judgment of the individual fruit fly, obtained from Step
4, is calculated by substituting .S; into the smell concentration judgment function(also called the fitness
function),in order to find the optimal smell.

Smell; = objective_function(S;)
Determine the fruit fly with the optimal smell concentration judgment among the fruit fly group.

[bestSmell, bestIndex] = find_the_best(Smell)

Keep the best (x,y) position and the optimal concentration value, and use this position as the flight center
towards the next location(in Step 2).

Smellbest = bestSmell

X _azis = X (bestIndex)
Y _azis =Y (bestIndex)

Repeat Steps 2-7, and determine whether the smell concentration is better than the previous iterative smell
concentration. If yes, go to Step 7. The process will stop if either the smell concentration no longer changes,
or the iterative number reaches the maximum iteration number(M ax _iter).The outputs are X _axis and
Y _axis.

2.1. An Analysis of the Original FOA and the FOA Variants

2.1.1. Analysis of the Original FOA There are problems with FOA that make the algorithm unsuitable
to dealing with multi-dimensional and complex optimization problems. The problems are investigated in

Stat., Optim. Inf. Comput. Vol. 9, June 2021



462

([15], [16], [18], [30], [31], [37], [38]) and are briefly described as follows.

1. Problems regarding the smell value S;,according to Step 4, cannot appropriately evaluate the “objective
function(S;)” when there are negative numbers in the domain because .S; = #Stl > 0,so that the function cannot
determine .S; as a negative ( [15], [18], [37], [38]).

2. The fixed radius, with random uniform distribution,rand(),within the initial process, limited the convergence of

FOA in the processes of exploration and exploitation ( [15], [16], [18], [30], [31]).

2.1.2. Analysis of the FOA Variants To overcome the disadvantages of the original FOA, researchers have
continuously developed new strategies to improve the FOA for solving high-dimensional function optimization
problems. The recently proposed FOAs can be grouped in the two categories. In the first category, each of
the fruit flies is defined through the random initial base point of X _axis,Y _axis and the positions of X;
and Y;,as in the original FOA, to update the new generation of populations. The other functions, such as the
smell value(S;)and the evaluation of the objective function(S;),are modified, including the extra mechanisms.
In the second category, these the problems are solved by (i) omitting Y;;(ii) defining each of the fruit flies
through X € RV*P where D is the number of decision variables (ordimensions),and N is the population size,
ie.z; = (x}, 2, 22,...,2P) € RP;and (iii) removing the distance Dist; and the smell concentration judgment
function S;.The fitness value is now calculated by substituting z; into the smell concentration judgment function,
with Smell; = objective function(z;).The position of the fruit fly with the minimal concentration value, X _axis,is
the base point for flying towards the next location. A brief summary of the two categories of improved FOAs are
as follows.

The first category is as follows.

* Babalik et al. ( [39]) proposed an improvement of the fruit fly optimization algorithm using sign parameters
(SFOA). The algorithm presents the improvement method by using two sign variables, r and ¢ vectors, in
order to determine a sign for each decision variable of fruit flies.

* CEFOA ( [31]), proposed by Han et al., revealed that the simple structure of FOA limited the search space
and easily trapped the fruit flies in a local minimum. To overcome this drawback, the CEFOA used two
mechanisms: The trend search strategy and the co-evolution mechanism. The trend search enhances the local
search capability of swarm. The co-evolution mechanism is employed to avoid premature convergence and
to improve the global searching ability. However, the key of the CEFOA is the multi-scale equation for
updating the fruit fly swarm. To set the variable capacity of each fruit fly, connected with its food quality, the
CEFOA used the variance of the multi-level evolutionary operator. The search radius is dynamically adjusted
through X;(t) = X;(t — 1) + LR x N(0, §;(t)) and Y;(t) = Y;(t — 1) + LR x N(0, 6;(t)) where d&;(t)
are the multi-scale factors of the i-th fruit fly.

The second category is as follows.

* LGMS-FOA, proposed by Shan et al.( [15]),presented two parameters to tune up the search radius by adding
the weight parameter w,when the radius is changed with respect to time. A new fruit fly location is generated
as x@ = X _axis? + w x rand[0,1), w = wo x at,where wo = 1, a = 0.95,t=iteration index, and X _axis
is the best position obtained during iterations.

e [FFO, proposed by Pan et al.( [16]),introduced a new control parameter to adjust the
search radius adaptively. The search radius is dynamically changed during iterations through
A = Amax X exp(log(%) X ﬁ),where A is the radius variants in each iteration,A\max = %,UB
is the upper bound and LB is the lower bound of domain problems,\ i, = 1075, is the iteration index and
tmax 1S the maximum iteration number (Max _iter).

* MFOA, proposed by Yuan et al.( [18]), presented a multi-swarm fruit fly that employed sub-swarm to

explore the solutions in the search space simultaneously. Moreover, MFOA shrinks the search radius through
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R(t) = (UB — LB) x (Gmax — %) ,where t is the iteration index,UB is the upper bound,LB is the
lower bound,G is the number of sub-swarms and G max 18 the maximum number of sub-swarms.

MSFOA, proposed by Zhang et al.( [30]), presented a strategy to analyze the convergence and
showed that the convergence depends on the initial positions of the swarms. MSFOA used the
Gaussian mutation operator, rather than the uniform random number (more details of which can be
found in ( [30])). For a flying fruit flyy, MSFOA used a linear generation mechanism, through the
equation,xit’j = XJ? + w x rand(Rmin, Rmax),Where w =wg x a®,wg = 1,0 =0.95,t is current
iteration,w is the search coefficient,« is the initial weight and R,pin, Rmax are obtained from the domain
boundary of the problem.

To recap, the improved FOAs, such as SFOA, CEFOA, LGMS-FOA, IFFO, MFOA and MSFOA, were
strategies proposed to enhance the search ability. The search radius was a main point to tackle in several
proposed strategies. However, only the dynamic mechanism of the search radius itself might be insufficiently
efficient to overcome the lack of diversity and premature convergence, because these FOA variants still
use only one leader as the flying base point. The single leader strategy might affect the FOA by easily
trapping a local optimum when optimizing a multi-dimensional optimization problem. In this paper, the
proposed CPFOA is comprised of two strategies. The first strategy focuses on the enhancement of the search
ability based on the multileader fruit fly. The latter is a probabilistic dynamic search radius, with adaptive
normalization. These two mechanisms are different from the existing FOA variants. The details of the
proposed CPFOA are presented in the next section.

3. The Proposed CPFOA

This section presents a cooperation of multileader fruit flies and a probability search of a random walk
for FOA to solve the unconstrained optimization problems (CPFOA). The CPFOA consists of (i) the
cooperation strategies, called the multileader strategies, and (i7) the probabilistic search by a random walk.
The multileader strategy used a main leader and several other leaders as the flying bases. The probabilistic
search by a random walk changes the search radius to control the search spaces of the main leader.

3.1. Multileader Strategy

Contrary to FOA, which uses a single leader fruit fly, the CPFOA uses multileader fruit flies. Suppose that
there is a swarm of fruit flies,X € RV*L where D is the number of decision variables (or dimensions), and N
is the number of fruit flies, i.e.,z; = (z},2',22,...,2P) € RP The generated multileader strategy has four
computational steps, as follows.

Step 1. Sort X in ascending order, based on the individual fitness values, to be:
X ={X,X5,...,Xn}. (1)
Step 2. Divide X into the M disjoint sub-swarms, as in equation (2):

X:{Xl,XQ,...,X%}U{X%+1,X%+27...,X%}U"'U{X(JMX;)N X(M;;)N_i_Q,...,XN} 2)

+10

where M is the total number of sub-swarms (aka, the number of leaders).
Step 3. Compute leadery, . . ., leaderys by equation (3):

MK . ‘ N
leader 4 = < ZX(]E)NH’d,g =12,...,55d=1,...,D (3)
Step 4. Generate M new fruit flies based on leadery, . . . ,leader); by equation (4):
N
M_Cj =B — Xazis ® leader; x rand[0,1),j =1,3,..., i )
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where ® is the Hadamard product.

The multileader strategy generates M new fruit flies from M leaders, i.e., a new fruit fly is generated from
each leader. These fruit flies are generated from the shared information and might result in the improvement
of the exploration ability. Moreover, CPFOA controls the shrinking of the search radius (3) in Step 4 through
the probability of Ps.There are two types of radius: The normal scope (Nycope ) and high scope (Hcope )-The
generation of 3 is controlled by Ps,as follows:

Nscope, if Ps>0.1
B = . (%)
Hycope, otherwise
P ! (6)
§= ——
Max_iter
where M ax_iter is the maximum number of iterations,t is the iteration index, and 0 < t < Max _iter.
Nscope = max(UB) + min(UB) (7
where Ub = upper — bound,and Lb = lower — bound of the domain search problems.
Hscope - max(Xawis) + min(Xam's) (8)

Based on Equation (6), the radius of the fruit fly search is probabilistically large,if Ps is a small value (or t
is at the early phase of the optimization). Otherwise, it is probabilistically a small value, if the iteration is in
the latter phase of the optimization.

3.2. Probabilistic Search Strategy Based on a Random Walk with Adaptive Normalization

As mentioned in Section 2.1.1, FOA uses the random uniform distribution, with a fixed radius of search. In
this paper, CPFOA will employ a random walk generation, which is inspired by the ant lion optimizer ( [40]),
and a probabilistic control of the search radius. The random walk is a mathematical equation process, which
can provide the series of consecutive random steps ( [41], [42]).

The value generated from a random walk at time n > 0 is found by a recursive formula, as follows:

R" = R" 42" 9

where 2™ is a random value extracted from a random number generator, and R° = 0.

Equation (9) shows that the changing state of R™ is attached to the previous state of R"~! and every step,
obtained from current iteration to the next iteration. The details of the random walk in the CPFOA strategy
can be described in this section.

1. The fruit fly with the best fitness (X _azis) is determined after the first generation of the
evaluation.(X _axis) is used as a center for updating the N-M candidate solutions in the next generations.

2. As for the updating step, CPFOA uses the random walk to generate N-M individual fruit flies. The
characteristics of the populations of the random walk movements are described as:

XR' = XR™! + pat (10)

where p is a function that controls the direction of the fruit fly at any changing step, and X R = 0.In the
proposed CPFOA,p is either-1 or 1 and is determined as:

p=2rt -1 (11)

(12)

T =

. {1, if rand > 0.5

0, otherwise
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where ¢ denotes the iteration that the random walk came to a halt,r(t) is a stochastic function, and rand is a
random uniform point in [0, 1). In order to match the values generated from Equation (10) with the boundaries
of the problem and, furthermore, to make the search process smooth, transitioning from the exploration phase
to the exploitation phase, equation (10) is adaptively normalized as follows:

XRE_’d —at

t
PXRl ="

x(d' —c)+cyi=1,...,Nyand d=1,...,D 13)
where a is the minimum of {X R, ..., XR!},b is the maximum of {XR°, ..., XR'},b,c and d are the
minimum and maximum radii at the t-th iteration to control the scope of the search space during the
optimization steps, respectively. The value of ¢ and d are determined through the changing values of L,as
follows:

¢ X _axist + LB, if rand <0.5 (14)
c- X _azxist — LB, otherwise
gt X_azis' + UBY, if rand < 0.5 (15)
| X_azist — UB?, otherwise
where L5
LB! = T (16)
UB!
UB! = 7 (17)

L is a special constant parameter determined from the probability of the Ps variable. The parameter of L and

Ps can be calculated as follows: ;

- Max_iter

where ¢ is the current iteration,Maz_iter is the maximum number of iterations, and L = Ps x 102
when Ps > 0.25, L = Ps x 10 when Ps > 0.5, L = Ps x 10* when Ps > 0.75, L = Ps x 10°,when Ps >
0.8,andL = Ps x 10% when Ps > 0.9.In the proposed CPFOA,L is used to adjust the accuracy level of
exploitation.

Equation (14) through Equation (18) perform the probabilistic control of the search radius for CPFOA, which
is different from the mechanism in FOA variants. The simulation state of the cooperation of FOA’s leader and
CPFOA’s co-leaders is shown in Figure 1. A graph of the search radius generated during CPFOA, optimized
as “Exponential function” (fl in Table 1), is shown in Figure 2 (a), and the example the graph of the search
radius generated by IFFO is shown in Figure 2 (b). We have observed that the search radii in the two figures are
very different. The behavior of the search radius in CPFOA is very similar to that of the chaotic gravitational
constants in the gravitational search algorithm (GSA)( [43]). This kind of behavior should help CPFOA in
smoothly transitioning from the exploration stage to exploitation.

Ps (18)

3.3. The Proposed CPFOA

The structure of the CPFOA is similar to that of the IFFO, in that the function Dist; and the smell
concentration judgment value (S;) are eliminated. The pseudo code of CPFOA is presented in Algorithm 2.

4. The Experiments and Evaluations

There are two groups of competitive algorithms. The first group, shown in Table 2, is the FOA variants,
including FOA, LGMS, IFFO, MFOA, MSFOA, and CEFOA. The second group, shown in Table 3,
comprises CEFOA and six meta-heuristic algorithms: PSO, DE, GSA, HS, BA, and FA.

Stat., Optim. Inf. Comput. Vol. 9, June 2021



466

.0
* ® LN * o *
® o* % ? o0

. ™ . ° ® X_axis (@) >

% 5 . I_HIIS. > ’ ' D ' :

. i S—y )
L ] & . [ ] 4 Q—l L] ' feader 1

Q——'l Iléader 2
! i leader 3
Initial phases Update phases 1jéadli_-: :er 4

Figure 1. The simulation state of the cooperation of FOAs leader and CPFOAs co-leaders.

0.8 1 08k
0.6 (| 1 0.6
04| 1 oaf |\
o2 il 1 0.2
| A \‘\
0 JHIH]JIJ'J"JLL.I“_'m‘:.u Ak ruat P R— 0 T
0

100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 400 500
Iteration Iteration

@) (b)

Radius
Radius

Figure 2. A graph of the search radius generated from the Exponential function, (a) is generated
by CPFOA, and (b) is the example graph of the dynamic search radius generated by IFFO. The
stochastic fluctuation of the radius in (a) make CPFOA smoothly transits from the global search to
the local search

The performance of the proposed algorithm and that of the competitive algorithms are evaluated through 18
scalable functions taken from ( [31]). The definition of the functions and their global optima are listed in

Table 1: f1 — f3 are the uni-modal functions, and f11 — f18 are the multi-modal functions.

The experimental environment is MATLAB 9.2.0 (R2017a), which was run on a personal computer, with a

3.2 GHz CPU and 8 GB RAM. The operating system is Microsoft Windows 7 (64-bit).
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Algorithm 2 CPFOA

Input: popsize. M az_iter.Lb,Ub,dim.benchmark function (Smell)
Output: X _aris(Maz_iter),bestSmell( M ax_iter)

1: Initial random position of an individual fruit fly (X;)

2. Compute S = {Smell(X))},i=1,...,N

3: bestIndex(0) = ArgMin(S,{1,...,N})

4 bestSmell(0) = S(0)pestrndex(0)

5 X_a.us([)) = }{(O)besthldea‘{{))

6: fort =1to Maz_iter do

7: Generate N-M fruit flies (called P_X R*) based on the X _aris using the random walk in equation (13)
8: Sort X* based on S

9: Generate M leaders by Equation (3)
10: Generate M cooperative fruit flies based on M leaders (called M _candidate®) by equation (4)
11 X' = M candidate® U P_X R
12: Compute S = {Smell(X})|i=1,...,N}
13: bestIndex(t) = ArgMin(S,{1,...,N})

14: bestSmell(t) = S(t)bestindex(t)
15: X_GIE'S(T-) :X(t)besthadem{t}
16: If bestSmell(t) > bestSmell(t — 1)

17: bestSmell(t) = bestSmell(t — 1)
18: X _azis(t) = X _axis(t — 1)

19: End if

20: end for

21:  Note: ArgMin(f, X') gives a position X ,;p, at which f is minimized.

4.1. Parameters and Settings

There are two experiments, each of which is as follows:

1. In the first experiment, the proposed CPFOA is compared with the competitive algorithms from the first
group, i.e., CPFOA and the FOA variants are competing. The comparison is conducted on the 18 scalable
functions taken from ( [31]). The dimension of each problem is set to three values: 30, 50, and 1000.

2. In the second experiment, the proposed CPFOA is compared with the competitive algorithms from the
second group, i.e., CPFOA and the original version of some state-of-the-art algorithms are competing. The
comparison is based on the 18 scalable functions taken from ( [31]). The dimension of each problem is set
as those in the first experiment.

The following settings are set to comply with that of the existing CEFOA, the maximum
iteration(Max _iter)of each algorithm is fixed to 500, the population size (popsize) is 30, and the
average (ave) and the standard deviations (std) of the final objective values are computed from 50
replications. The other parameters of each competitive algorithm are set in accordance with their original
literature, which are listed in Tables 2 and 3.

4.2. Performance Criteria

The criteria for performance evaluation of the competing algorithms are the quality, the robustness, the
success rate, and the statistical test, each of which is as follows:

1. The quality of the algorithms is determined by the average value (ave) and standard deviation (std) of
the final objective values. A lower value is better. Moreover, the decision can be supported by the convergence
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graph.

2. The success rate (SR) is determined by the number of successful runs over the total number of
runs. A run is successful if the algorithm finds a feasible solution x, represented by f(x)— f(z*) <
le =5, f(z) — f(z*) < le — 10,within the maximum number of function calls (the terminated condition of
each run (Max yrg),where z is a feasible optimal solution of the function, and «* is the best known solution
of a specific problem f.A higher average SR,,. indicates a better performance. The average success rate
(SRaye) is written as:

number of successful runs

SRave = (19)

total number of runs

A statistical test, to investigate the significance of difference between CPFOA’s outcome and the competitive
algorithm’s outcome, the Wilcoxon signed rank test, with the significance level of 0.05, is conducted to
judge whether the 50 runs of CPFOA are statistically better than that of its competitors. The h values,

9% ¢C 99

signifying the results of the Rank-sum test, are indicated in Tables 6-13 by one of three symbols:“+”,“-” or
“=", where the “+” symbol means that the solutions produced by the competitive algorithm are better than
those of CPFOA, the “=" symbol means the outcomes of the competitive algorithm are comparable to or
similar to those of CPFOA, and the “-” symbol means that the outcomes of the competitive algorithm are
worse than those of CPFOA. To conclude the statistical test, the total h is represented as #1/#2/#3, where #1,

#2, and #3 represent the number of wins, ties, and losses of the algorithm, respectively.

5. Results and Discussion

5.1. Convergence Behavior of CPFOA

This section will provide consistent information about the convergence behavior of CPFOA, when the
problem has an unknown number of local optima. The contours of the Egg holder function ( [55]) and
Schaffer function ( [56]) are plotted in Figures 3 and 4, respectively. In addition, the artificial fruit flies,
appearing at several iterations, are also scattered in the different plots of the two functions. The optimal
points of the two functions are located near the top right corner and at the origin. The starting points are
far from the optimal points. We have observed, from Figures 3 and 4, that CPFOA has the capability of
successfully optimizing the multimodal functions without being trapped in local optima. The experiment
has been repeated for 50 runs, and every run reaches the optimal point. Now, we can conclude that CPFOA
has a good balance between diversification (exploration) and intensification (exploitation), since it has not
been trapped in local optima.
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5.2. Computational Time of CPFOA

The optimization problem should be solved in a short time. Therefore, a good meta-heuristic optimization
should have a short computational time. The average computational time consumed by eights algorithms,
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when they optimized 18 of the scalable functions taken from ( [31]), is shown in Figure 5. From the figure, we
found that CPFOA consumes quite a short computational time, compared to the other algorithms, especially
when the dimension of the problem is 1000. Therefore, CPFOA can be used effectively in optimizing a large-
scale problem.
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Figure 5. Comparison of the average computational time of 50 runs based on 18 benchmark
functions (500 iterations).

5.3. The First Experiment: Comparison of CPFOA and Six FOA Variants

The average (ave) and standard deviation (std) of the final objective values, as well as the h and SR values,
produced by seven algorithms performing 18 benchmark functions, with the dimensions of 30, 50 and 1000,
are shown in Tables 5-7, respectively. To conclude the table, the totals of h and the average of the SR values
are shown in the last two rows. The h values signify the results of the Rank-sum test that are used to compare
the quality between FOA, LGMS, IFFO, MFOA, MSFOA, CEFOA and CPFOA. NA mean that CPFOA was
not compared itself. The total h is represented as #1/#2/#3, where #1, #2, and #3 represent the number of
wins, ties, and losses of the algorithm when it is compared with CPFOA respectively. For example, the total
h in the last row of Table 5, there is only the h value “+” of CEFOA = 1. It meant that from 18 benchmark
functions, CEFOA win CPFOA an only 1 function. Moreover, the h value “-”,“=" of CEFOA = 11 and 6.
It meant that from 18 benchmark functions, CEFOA losses CPFOA 11 and ties CPFOA 6, respectively.
Hence, CPFOA outperforms CEFOA. The SR is the success rate. For each function, the lowest of ave and
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std values, and the highest of SR value, are highlighted in boldface.

As can be seen from Tables 5 and 6, CPFOA has an excellent performance. It outperforms the competitive
algorithms, FOA, LGMS, IFFO, MFOA, MSFOA and CEFOA, in every function except some values of
CEFOA. For the comparison between CEFOA and CPFOA, in the uni-modal functions, f1 — f10, CEFOA
has one win in function f2, and four ties in f1 and f8 — f10. For the multi-modal functions, f11 — f18,
CEFOA has no wins, two ties in functions f16 and f18, and six losses in functions f11 — f15 and f17.
Hence, CPFOA outperforms CEFOA. Moreover, the last rows of Tables 5 and 6 show that CPFOA has the
highest average SR value (0.94).

The results in relation to a large-scale problem are shown in Table 7. CPFOA still shows a very good
performance, outperforming the competitive algorithms, FOA, LGMS, IFFO, MFOA, MSFOA and CEFOA,
in every function except some values of CEFOA. For the comparison between CEFOA and CPFOA,
for the uni-modal functions,f1 — f10,CEFOA has one win in function f2, six ties in f1, f3, f5, and
f8— f10, and three losses in functions f4, f6, and f7. For the multi-modal functions, f11 — f18,
CEFOA has no wins, two ties in functions f16 and f18, and six losses in functions f11 — f15 and f17.
In addition, from the last row of Table 7, it can be found that CPFOA has the highest average S R value (0.83).

To confirm the efficiency of the CPFOA, the convergence graphs of all seven algorithms, when they are
optimizing 18 benchmark test functions, with dimension = 1000, are shown in Figure 6, where the red lines
represent the convergence graph of CPFOA. The graph is plotted in the log — log scale, where the © — azis
is the number of iterations, and the y — axis is the average fitness values, obtained at the corresponding
iterations, of the algorithms. From the graphs, CPFOA can reach the best solution faster than the other six
FOA variants.

5.4. The Second Experiment: Comparison of the CPFOA and Meta-Heuristics Algorithms

This section presents a comparison of the CPFOA and six meta-heuristics algorithms: PSO, DE, GSA, HS,
BA, FA, and CEFOA. The average (ave) and standard deviation (std) of the final objective values, as well as
the h and SR values, produced by the competitive algorithms performing 18 benchmark functions, with the
dimension of 30, 50 and 1000, are shown in Tables 8-10, respectively. To conclude the table, the totals of h
and the average of the SR values are shown in the last rows. The h values signify the results of the Rank-sum
test which are used to compare the quality between PSO, DE, GSA, HS, BA, FA, CEFOA and CPFOA. NA
mean that CPFOA was not compared itself. The total h is represented as #1/#2/#3, where #1, #2, and #3
represent the number of wins, ties, and losses of the algorithm, respectively. For example, the total / in the
last row of Table 8, there is only the A value “+” of CEFOA = 1. It meant that from 18 benchmark functions,
CEFOA win CPFOA an only 1 function. Moreover, the h value “-”,“=" of CEFOA = 11 and 6. It meant that
from 18 benchmark functions, CEFOA losses CPFOA 11 and ties CPFOA 6 respectively. Hence, CPFOA
outperforms CEFOA. The SR is the success rate. For each function, the lowest of ave and std values, and
the highest of SR value, are highlighted in boldface.

As can be seen from Tables 8 and 9, CPFOA has an excellent performance. It outperforms the competitive
algorithms, PSO, DE, GSA, HS, BA, FA, and CEFOA in every function except some values of CEFOA. For
the comparison between CEFOA and CPFOA, in the uni-modal functions, f1 — f10, CEFOA has one win
in function f2, and four ties in f1 and f8 — f10. For the multi-modal functions, f11 — f18, CEFOA has
no wins, two ties in functions f16 and f18, and six losses in functions f11 — f15 and f17. Hence, CPFOA
outperforms CEFOA. Moreover, the last row of both Tables 8 and 9 show that CPFOA has the highest
average SR value (0.94).
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Figure 6. Convergence curves of 18 benchmark functions that compare CPFOA, CEFOA, FOA,
LGMS, IFFO, MFOA and MSFOA. The dimension of the problem is 1000.

The results regarding a large-scale problem are shown in Table 10. CPFOA still shows a very good
performance, outperforming the competitive algorithms, PSO, DE, GSA, HS, BA, FA, and CEFOA, in
every function except some values of CEFOA. For the comparison between CEFOA and CPFOA, for the
uni-modal functions, f1 — f10, CEFOA has one win in function f2, six ties in f1, 3, f5, and f8 — f10,
and three losses in functions f4, f6, and f7. For the multi-modal functions, f11 — f18, CEFOA has no
wins, two ties in functions f16 and f18, and six losses in functions f11 — f15 and f17. Hence, CPFOA
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outperforms CEFOA. In addition, from the last row of Table 8, it can be found that CPFOA has the highest
average SR value (0.83).

6. Applications

In this section, the proposed CPFOA is applied for (i) training the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) to classify
five datasets, and (ii) estimating the T-S fuzzy system parameters. MLPs and T-S fuzzy system method have
been proposed as useful tools to model complex systems for process in chemical applications ( [57], [58],
[59D).

6.1. Bio-Medical Real-Life Classification Problems

The datasets are a synthesis dataset, 3-bits XOR, a small dataset, Iris, and three bio-medical datasets:
Balloon, Breast cancer and Heart. The details of these datasets and parameter settings, including the MLP
structure for solving these datasets, are taken from the literature ( [60], [61]). Brief details of the dataset,
for the implementation and performance comparison of the algorithms, are presented in Table 11. CPFOA
is compared with six meta-heuristic algorithms in Table 4: JADE, BLPSO, CLPSO, GWO, MGWO and
HAGWO ( [61]). HAGWO was successfully tested using these five datasets. It is a hybrid nature-inspired
optimization technique that has been constructed using a hybridization of the Mean Grey Wolf Optimizer
(MGWO) and Whale Optimizer Algorithm (WOA). The parameters of GWO and HAGWO are set as in
( [60], [61]). Each algorithm is coded and run in MATLAB environment. The convergent graphs, based on
five datasets, are shown in Figure 7, where the red line represents the graph of CPFOA. From Figure 7, it
can be found that CPFOA can produce the lowest MSE in every dataset. To confirm our claim, the statistical
results, in which the minimum objective function and maximum objective function values are extracted,
are shown in Table 12. A lower objective function value is better. In addition, the average and the standard
deviation of the classification rate are shown in Table 12. A higher classification rate, with a lower standard
deviation, is better.

The results from Table 12 are as follows:

(i) The XOR dataset contains 8 training and 8 testing samples. Each sample has 3 input attributes and
1 output. The outputs of the XOR dataset are the same as those of the input values. After encoding,
the dimension of a fruit fly is 36. As can be seen in Table 12, the highest accuracy of 100% could be
obtained by GWO, MGWO, HAGWO and CPFOA. However, CPFOA is the best, as it produces the
lowest Best MSE Value (1.97 x 10~%), Worst MSE Value (2.43 x 1074 ), ave (2.59 x 10~°), and std
(5.45 x 1079 ), compared with those of the other algorithms.

(i) The Iris dataset contains 150 samples. Each sample has 4 attributes and 3 classes. The training and
the testing sets are the same. This problem is harder than that of XOR, as it has three output classes.
After encoding, the dimension of a fruit fly is 75. The results show that CPFOA can produce the highest
classification rate (93.733%), which is highlighted in boldface. The second and third best competitors
are two improved versions of GWO, HAGWO and MGWO, which could obtain an accuracy of 93.00%
and 91.334%, respectively. The original GWO ranks forth, with an accuracy of (91.333%). Furthermore,
CPFOA produces the lowest average MSE (5.39 x 1072 ), compared with those of the six competitive
algorithms.

(iii)) The Balloon dataset contains 18 training and 18 testing samples. Each sample has 4 input attributes
and 2 output classes. After encoding, the dimension of a fruit fly is 55. As can obviously be seen from
Table 12, this dataset is quite simple, because the several algorithms can produce the highest accuracy
of 100%, except for CLPSO’s accuracy, which is 89.75%. However, CPFOA produces the lowest Best
MSE Value (1.87 x 10729 ), Worst MSE Value (2.82 x 10~8), ave (1.51 x 1079 ) and std (6.29 x 10~
) of MSE, compared with those of the six competitive algorithms.
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(iv) The Breast cancer dataset contains 599 training and 100 testing samples, each of which has 9 input
attributes and 2 output classes. After encoding, the dimension of a fruit fly is 209. Therefore, the
computational time per iteration is quite long. However, the results confirm that CPFOA can produce
the highest accuracy and the lowest values of Best MSE Value (1.21 x 10~3), Worst MSE Value
(1.70 x 1073), ave (1.67 x 1073) and std (1.19 x 10~3) of the MSE.

(v) The Heart dataset, is the hardest problem among the four classification problems, containing 80 training
and 187 testing samples, each of which has 22 input attributes and 2 classes. After encoding, the
dimension of a fruit fly is 1081. It is a large-scale problem. As can be seen from Table 12, several
algorithms could produce low accuracies. The accuracy of JADE, BLPSO, CLPSO, GWO, MGWO
and HAGWO are 77.50%, 67.20%, 68.125%, 75.00%, 88.375%, respectively. HAGWO produces a
very low accuracy of 47.625%. However, the CPFOA showed a very promising result, as it can reach
the highest accuracy of 90.333%. Therefore, CPFOA outperforms the other algorithms.

To summarize, CPFOA has the ability and is suitable for training the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) in order
to solve real-life classification problems.

6.2. T-S Fuzzy System Parameter Extraction

This T-S fuzzy system parameter estimation has been conducted in several literary works, and seven of the
existing works compare the other algorithms with CPFOA. The dataset is a Box and Jenkins gas furnace data
set ( [62]). It consists of 296 input and output measurements of a gas-furnace process. It is the collection of
recorded data from a combustion process of a methane-air mixture. At each sampling time k, the input x(k)
is the gas flow rate, and the output y(k) is the output CO5 concentration.

To compare CPFOA with the other novel algorithms, we borrow a procedure from the literature, namely, the
“parameter estimation of Takagi-Sugeno’s fuzzy system using a heterogeneous cuckoo search algorithm”
( [63]) by choosing u(k),u(k —1),y(k — 1) and u(k — 2), as the input variables of the model. To prepare
the data, the first 148 input-output data were utilized as training data, and the last 148 were the testing data.
The individual parameter settings of the simulation and the best competitor, HeCoS, are set as in ( [63]),
which is as follows: P, = 0.15,a = 1.3,5 = 1.3, = 0.9, the maximum iteration (Max_iter) = 2000, and
the number of agents (popsize) = 40. CPFOA solve a very compact model as the number of rules in the
model is 2—this is the smallest number of rules. After the encoding, the total number of parameters for a T-S
fuzzy system model is 26.

The training results of CPFOA are visualized in Figure 8, and the testing results are shown in Figure 9. The
blue line is the real data, and the red dashed line is the output of the model, trained by CPFOA. From those
two figures, we have observed that the real data and the output from the model are not very different.

Based on the study in ( [63]), the HeCoS optimizing iTaSuM claimed that it is the best model, with training
and testing MSE values of 0.0271 and 0.138, respectively. We also re-run the HeCoS, and there is no better
solution found. These two training and testing MSE values are not the lowest values, but the number of rules
of the T-S fuzzy system is less than or equal to that of the other six approaches (model no. 1 through no.
6). Regarding CPFOA, from Table 13, it can be found that the training and testing MSEs of CPFOA do not
obviously outperform that of HeCoS, but CPFOA can optimize a more compact model than HeCoS as the
number of rules of the T-S fuzzy system trained by CPFOA is less than that of HeCoS. The parameters of
the identified model are listed in Table 14.
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Figure 7. Convergence curves of XOR, Iris, Balloon, Cancer and Heart datasets that compare JADE,
BLPSO, CLPSO, GWO, MGWO, HAGWO and CPFOA).

7. Conclusions

This paper addresses the problem of the low exploration ability of FOA and its variants. The cooperation of
the multileader and the probabilistic random walk strategies forms the proposed CPFOA algorithm. CPFOA
can smoothly transition from the exploration stage to the intensification stage. The experimental results
show that the performance of CPFOA is improved, compared with the original FOA and the FOA variants,
in finding the optimal solution.

Stat., Optim. Inf. Comput. Vol. 9, June 2021



478

The main characteristics of CPFOA in finding the optimal solution can be summarized as follows:

The CPFOA uses the probabilistic random walk algorithm, with adaptive normalization, as the main
procedure.

The CPFOA uses the multileader strategy to further enhance the exploration ability.

The population with two types of behavior can prevent the search from becoming trapped in a local optimum,
whereas only one population behavior in the existing FOA variants can lead the algorithms to be easily
trapped.

The CPFOA demonstrated its promising performance in solving unconstrained function optimization
problems, especially when the dimension of the problem is high.

We evaluated the CPFOA’s performance in 18 well-known standard benchmark functions. The experimental
results from the benchmark functions clearly illustrated that the CPFOA outperforms both the original FOA
and the FOA variants, in terms of the convergence speed, the success rate, and the solution accuracy, in
finding the optimal solution.

CPFOA is applied for training the MLPs in relation to classified real-life datasets, and the results demonstrate
that it achieves a higher level of accuracy in the classification of the proposed CPFOA trainer than the
competitive algorithms.

Moreover, CPFOA is applied for the T-S fuzzy system parameter extraction of a Box and Jenkins gas
furnace data set. The results demonstrate that CPFOA can achieve a very promising accuracy of the T-S
fuzzy system in modeling, when compared with the best known competitive algorithms.

Future work will involve applying CPFOA to optimize the multi-objective function problems, which are
very challenging problems.
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Table 1. The 18 standard benchmark functions (f1 — f10 are the uni-modal, f11 — f18 are the multi-modal functions).

No. Function T flx)
f1 /(@) = ~exp(-05 Yo zi) (~1,1) -1
12 flx) =30 it + rm?d( 1) (—1.28,1.28) 0
3 flry=%" 1(23 L %i)? (=100, 100) 0
f4 flz) = max(| x; |) (=100, 100) 0
f5 fla) =3 s |+ | @i | (—10,10) 0
/6 J(x) =3, f (—100,100) 0
/7 fl) =30 | | (—1,1) 0
18 fl@) =300 i} (~10,10) 0
19 flz) =" a2 — 450 (—100, 100) —450
f10 flz) =31 l(z x:)% — 450 (100, 100) —450
f11 —exp(—0. 2,/% :;2 z?) — 20P ep(L 37, cos(2ma?)) (—32,32) 0
f12 (x) = Z Ll 313z sm(:c +0. 1T1 | (—10,10) 0
f13 ( = 400 E; 1 L ,cos(%)+l (=600, 600) 0
F14 fz) = — S0 eap(— T t00mT ) cos(4\/a? + a2, | +0.5mw:41) (—5,5) (1-n)
f15 fle)y=3%0" ai— 12 — S @i (—n?,n?) 1—1(n+4‘§(1_?l)
F16 flz) =" (05 + 1+0n;mn) (—100, 100) 0
117 fl) =31, (.T' — 10cos(2mz;) + 10) (—5.12,5.12) 0
f18 fx)=1—cos(2n(\/> i, 22, 1)) + 0.1/ a2, (—100,100) 0

Table 2. The initial parameters of the FOA variants.

Algorithm Strategy Reference

A new Fruit Fly Optimization Algorithm: Taking the financial distress

FOA Pan( [45])
model as an example
LGMS LGMS-FOA: An Improved F_ml.t Fl.y Optimization Algorithm for Solving Shan( [15])
Optimization Problems
IFFO An improved fruit fly optlr.mz.atlo.n algorithm for continuous function Pan( [16])
optimization problems
MFOA On a novel multi-swarm fruit f‘ly optlmlzauon algorithm and its Yuan( [18])
application
MSFOA A novel multi-scale cooperatlve. mutation fruit fly optimization Zhang
algorithm [30]
CEFOA Novel fruit fly optimization algorithm with trend search and Han( [31])

co-evolution
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Algorithm Strategy

Reference

PSO Particle swarm optimization Kennedy( [5])

Differential Evolution-A Simple and Efficient Heuristic for

DE global Optimization over Continuous Spaces Storn([13])
GSA GSA: A Gravitational Search Algorithm Rashedi( [46])
1S A new n}etfl-ht?uristic algorithm for continuous engi‘neering Lee( [47])
optimization: harmony search theory and practice
BA A New Metaheuristic Bat-Inspired Algorithm Yang( [9])
FA A comprehensive review of firefly algorithms Fister( [48])

Table 4. The initial parameters of the six state-of Cthe-art meta-heuristic algorithms.

Algorithm Strategy

Reference

BLPSO Biogeography-based learning particle swarm optimization

Comprehensive learning particle swarm optimizer for global

CLPSO C o . . s
optimization of multimodal functions
Differential Evolution With Composite Trial Vector Generation
CoDE .
Strategies and Control Parameters
JADE: Adaptive Differential Evolution With Optional External
JADE .
Archive
MGWO A Modified Mean Gray Wolf Optimization
MFPA A Modified Flower Pollination Algorithm for Global Optimization

Chen( [49])
Liang( [50])

Wang( [51])

Zhang( [52])

Singh( [53])
Nabil( [54])
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Table 5: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and variant FOAs performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 30).
Function Criteria FOA LGMS O MFOA MSFOA CEFOA CPFOA
ave —a. x B0 x 1 —1. x —=1. s —1. x —1.00 = 10 —1.00 = 10
3.28 x 1073 4.50 x 1072 1.00 x 10° 1.86 x 10 1.00 x 10° o o 1.0 o
I std 1.65 x 1073 1.39 x 1072 1.85 x 107° 1.62 x 10~ ? 1.62 % 10~ 16 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
L SR 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
h . . . h - = NA
ave 3.00 % 102 3.39 % 107 3.14 % 103 3,36 x 1072 1.08 x 101 1.02 x 104 1.00 % 1073
¥ atd 8.92 % 10t 6.99 % 109 1.84 % 1073 1.90 x 1079 3.25 x 102 1.98 x 104 9.21 % 104
2 SR 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
h - - - - - + NA
ave . x "~ .43 x 5 B2 x 315 = -2 N x . ® - N ®
2.42 % 107 1.43 x 107 2.32 x 10} 3.15 x 1072 1.60 % 10% 7.20 x 10714 0.00 x 10°
7. std 1.47 x 10% 3.87 x 10° 3.07 x 10! 2.10 x 1072 3.48 x 10% 1.08 x 10712 0.00 x 10°
4 SR 0 o i 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 9.55 % 10° 1.01 % 107 1.48 x 101 2.14 x 1073 1.64 % 10% 1.98 x 1077 0.00 x 10°
I std 4.51 % 10° 810 x 102 114 x 1074 111 % 1073 6.42 x 107 3.46 % 10°F 0.00 x 10°
4 SR o 0 0 0 o 0 1
h - - . - - - NA
ave . x . . * . > . * - W53 % B * - . =
1.34 x 10°% 1.20 x 10" 1.21 x 10" 4,38 x 1072 1.53 x 10" 2.67 % 1077 0.00 x 10°
s std 1.91 x 10% 1.53 x 10" 6.26 x 107! 2.64 x 1072 2.48 x 107 1.06 x 107" 0.00 x 10°
SR o 0 [ 0 0 [} 1
h . - - - - - NA
ave 082 % 10% 7.88 x 107 4.70 % 107! 1.09 x 10~ * 113 % 1077 195 % 10712 0.00 % 10%
fe std 1.56 % 10% 1.27 % 100 5.35 x 101 122 % 104 2,20 x 107 1% 208 x 10710 0.00 % 10°
SR [ 0 o 0 1 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 2.54 x 10" 3.00 % 10 50 % 107" 864 x 1071 0.00 x 10% 145 x 107 0.00 x 10
s std 5.68 x 107 164 x 10726 197 x 107 183 x 10740 0.00 x 109 1.94 x 10~ 11 0.00 x 10°
SR o 0 1 0 1 1 1
h . . . - - . NA
ave 2.98 % 10° 9.00 % 10 1.08 % 10~ 2,52 % 10~ 3.45 % 10 0.00 % 10 0.00 % 10
3 1 2 6 1 O O
¥ std 6.20 % 10% 8.95 x 10! 1.20 % 1072 2.38 x 1079 5.75 % 10 0.00 x 109 0.00 % 109
s SR o 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
ave .03 % 10% —4.42 x 107 —4.49 % 107 —4.40 x 107 —4.50 x 107 —4.50 x 102 —4.50 x 107
o std 2.33 x 10% 1.31 % 10! 3.78 x 1071 1.78 % 1074 g8 x 1071 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR [ 0 [ 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
awve 4.56 % 10° 8.70 % 107 —4.48 % 102 —4.45 % 107 4.93 x 107 —4.50 = 107 —4.50 x 102
f std 3.96 x 10° 4.90 x 107 4.37 % 10t 2,89 x 1072 3.44 x 107 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
1o SR 0 0 1] 0 o 1 1
h . . . - - = NA
ave 2.05 % 10 3.46 % 10 1.80 % 10~ 1.43 % 10 2.76 % 10 1.60 % 107 8.88 x 10~
1 1 1 0 1 10 16
n std 1.84 % 107! 1.33 % 1071 1.34 % 1071 1.96 % 10” 4.60 % 107 4.01 % 10719 0.00 x 107
SR [ 0 o 0 1 1
h - - - - - NA
ave 6.96 % 101 6.78 % 10! 1.56 % 1072 21 = 10" 7.64 x 107 9.15 x 10714 0.00 x 10°
f1a std 1.20 x 10% 6.26 x 1071 1.15 x 1072 2,70 = 10 2.92 x 10! 1.55 x 10712 0.00 x 10°
SR [ 0 [ 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
awve 8.51 % 10 1.01 % 10 2.27 % 107 1.52 % 107 1.09 % 1072 880 % 107 0.00 x 10
2 1 1 4 2 16 O
¥ std 2.76 x 107 1.98 % 10732 2.57 % 1071 746 % 1077 1.29 % 1072 4.70 x 10719 0.00 = 109
13 SR 0 0 i 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave —3.17 x 10" 1.80 x 10! 2.13 % 10! —2.14 % 10! —8.54 % 10! —2.73 x 10! —2.70 x 10!
P st 1.08 = 10% 1.30 x 10" 8.91 % 10! 2.82 x 104 1.77 x 101 1.05 = 107 2.80 x 102
14 SR o 0 o 0 o 1 !
h - - - - - - NA
ave 6.04 % 10% —5.18 x 107 5.30 x 101 3.06 x 10" 319 % 10# —1.80 x 104 —3.32 x 10%
s std 7.89 x 10% 8.13 x 10! 2.67 x 101 367 x 1071 2.82 x 104 3.60 = 107 6.38 x 101
14 SR 0 0 1] 0 o 0 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 1.33 % 10! 8.40 % 10! 9.12 x 10! 9,51 x 1077 1.23 % 101 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
f std 4.26 % 101 717 x 1071 2.71 % 101 1.89 x 1079 3.84 x 1071 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
e SR o 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
ave 4.10 x 107 4.19 x 10°? 1.17 x 107! 1.05 x 107 1.33 x 10% 1.46 x 10~ % 0.00 x 10°
fir std 5.27 x 10! 2.06 x 10! 1.58 x 107! 1.31 x 107 3.00 x 10’ 4.42 x 10~ % 0.00 x 10°
SR o 0 [ 0 0 [} 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 3.72 % 107 6.60 x 102 181 % 107 999 x 1072 648 x 1014 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
fis std 3,90 % 107 4.97 x 102 2.55 x 101 3.45 x 1077 7.76 x 1011 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
18 SR 0 0 1 1 1
h - - - - = NA
+ 0 0 o 0 0 1 NA
total - 18 18 18 18 18 11 NA
h = o 0 0 0 0 6 NA
AverageSR 0.00 0.00 011 0.00 022 0.72 0.94
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Table 6: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and variant FOAs performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 50).

unction rieria A A A A
ave —5.05 % 107 * 4,17 % 1072 —1.00 x 10 —g9z2x10° ! —100x10° —1.00x 10° —1.00 x 10°
£ std 1.21 x 1077 2.44 % 1079 3.03 x 1077 3.8 % 1077 2.96 x 107° 0.00 x 10" 0.00 x 10%
SR 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
h _ _ - - - = NA
ave 7.69 % 102 1.20 % 107 4.99 % 1072 3.80 x 1073 5.38 % 107! 9.52 x 10°° 1.03 x 1072
fa std 1.09 % 102 1.76 % 10 3.39 x 1079 1.66 % 1077 1,88 x 1071 2.08 x 1074 8.76 x 10 %
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
h - . - - - + NA
ave 1.22 % 10° 6.49 x 10° 412 % 10t 7.52 x 102 5.06 % 10% 1.02 x 1012 0.00 x 10°
fa std 1.03 % 10% 1.68 x 107 4.45 % 101 3.7 % 1077 1.89 x 104 2.10 x 10712 0.00 x 109
: SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 9.69 x 10° 1.07 = 10t 1.95 x 1071 1.26 = 10°° 4.70 % 10} 1.99 % 1077 0.00 x 10°
fa std 2.37 % 107 7.91 % 1072 1.49 x 107! 2,08 x 1074 7.62 x 107 3.50 x 1079 0.00 x 109
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 2.42 » 10% 2.23 x 10t 1.71 % 10% 8.01 x 102 1.64 % 102 1.97 x 10729 0.00 x 10°
s std 1.80 % 10% 1.63 x 101 101 % 10 5.92 x 107 6.57 x 10 1.01 x 107" 0.00 x 107
5 SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - . - - - NA
ave 1.59 % 10° 1.53 = 10t 2.08 x 1071 132 = 10 % 8.76 % 107 % 1.02 x 10712 0.00 x 10°
fo std 1.73 x 10% 1.90 = 10! 2.58 x 1071 114 = 107 4,37 % 107% 1.88 % 10710 0.00 x 10Y
6 SR 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 2.57 x 1071 5.19 % 1075 2091 x 10722 498 %10 0.00 x 10° 1.95 x 10742 0.00 x 109
r std 4,33 x 1071 2,84 x 10752 2,00 x 1072 3.50 x 1074 0.00 x 10° 1.48 % 10711 0.00 x 10Y
SR 0 1 1 0 1 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 9.81 % 10° 2,82 x 10 2.57 % 10 1.38 x 107 6.24 % 10 0.00 % 10 0.00 x 10
3 2 2 5 1 0 (]
e std 3.15 x 10% 2.27 x 10! 1.39 % 1072 1.09 x 1077 4.80 x 10! 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 107
: SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - N - - = NA
ave 1.65 x 10° —4.46 % 10 —4.48 % 10 —4.45 x 10 —4.50 % 10 —4.50 x 10 —4.50 x 10
5 2 2 ? 2 2 2
fo std 1.90 x 10% 5.82 x 1071 2.23 % 107 9,61 % 1077 1.88 x 107 * 0.00 x 10" 0.00 x 107
; SR 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
h - - N - - = NA
ave 3.51 % 10° —2.53 = 107 —2.60 x 10% —4.35 % 102 4.80 % 101 —~4.50E2 —4 BOE2
1o std 2.99 x 10% 3.50 = 102 4.23 % 102 145 = 1071 1.64 x 104 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h . N . . . = NA
ave 2.06 % 107 3.53 » 10! 119 % 1071 2,50 x 103 1.15 % 10! 1.69 x 1010 8.88E - 16
e std 1.68 x 1071 112 % 107! 1.17 % 1071 6,19 x 104 7.12 % 10! 213 x 10710 0.00 x 109
SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
3 . - . B - . NA
ave 1.29 x 102 1.21 % 10t 1.93 x 1072 1,57 = 1073 2.03 % 10} 1.05 % 10718 0.00 x 10°
1o std 1.71 % 10} 9.39 x 1071 1.83 x 1072 7.03 x 1074 5.40 x 10! 1.95 x 10719 0.00 x 109
2 SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 1.37 % 10% 1.04 % 10t 2.01 % 1071 2,47 x 101 3.23 % 102 1.09 x 1017 0.00 x 10°
Faa std 2.77 % 10% 8.73 x 1073 2.05 % 1071 1.17 % 107 1.55 % 1077 870 % 10714 0.00 x 109
: SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave —6.00 x 10° 2.83 x 10! 3.38 % 10! —3.62 % 101 —1.27 % 101 —2.58 x 101 —4.45 x 10'
fra std 1.80 = 10" 1.41 % 10! 1.15 x 10} 3.77 x 107 2.04 x 10! 1.52 x 109 1.56 x 109
SR 0 0 o 0 0 0 1
h - - . - - . NA
ave 873 % 107 1.03 x 107 3.90 x 10% 5.47 x 10! 9.22 x 107 —1.69 x 107 —-8.60 x 107
fis std 2.00 % 107 5.99 x 102 5.16 % 10% 2.60 x 109 4.47 = 10° 2.64 % 107 2.02 x 10%
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 2.30 % 10 1.65 % 10 9.40 % 107 112 % 1079 2.18 % 10 0.00 % 10 0.00 % 10
1 1 1 G 1 0 {e]
fio std 4.12 x 1071 9.15 x 10! 3.19 x 101 1.38 x 1079 5.77 % 107! 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
ave 7.63 % 10% 9.15 x 10° 1.92 x 107! 4.01 % 1072 1.47 x 10 1.06 x 10758 0.00 % 10%
e std 6.98 % 10% 3.24 x 10! 1.95 x 1074 3.32 x 1077 2.21 % 102 2,27 x 108 0.00 x 10%
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - NA 2,14100
ave 2.14 % 10" 3.53 % 1072 1.60 x 107 % 9.99 x 1072 6.47 x 107 M 0.00 x 107 0.00 % 10%
fis std 3.72 » 107 4.68 x 1072 2.51 % 104 2,00 x 109 6.24 % 1014 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10%
SR 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
Average SR 0.00 0.05 0.11 0.00 0.27 0.72 0.94
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Table 7: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and variant FOAs performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 1000).

Function Criteria FOA LGMS FEO MFOA MSFOA CEFOA CPFOA
ave —1.87 % 107 %% 720 %1079 —1.00x10° —sesx10°% —514x10°%% —1.00 x 10° —1.00 x 10
I std 4.74 x 107 3% 8.73 x 1092 1.62 x 101 2.07 % 104 8.37 x 10— 5% 0.00 % 10% 0.00 = 109
L SR 0 0 a 0 o 1 1
k - - - - - = Na
ave 4.01 x 107 104 2.21 x 1072 1.24 x 1072 1.60 x 10° 0.00 x 109 2.53 x 1074
: std 1.85 x 10% 10% 1.28 x 1072 4.92 % 103 5.16 % 10% 0.00 % 109 2.556 % 107
4 SR 0 a 0 o 1 0
) - - - - + Na
ave 1.24 x 107 7.01 x 107 4.96 % 1072 5.33 x 107 3.26 x 107 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 107
Fa st 1.6 % 107 5.02 % 109 % 10% 4.70 = 107 9.74 % 10% 0.00 % 10° 0.00 % 10°
' SR 0 o o 0 o 1 1
13 - - - - - = NA
ave 9.99 x 10 1.36 % 10! 1.49 x 107! 4.71 = 1078 9.71 x 10! 1.80 % 107 0.00 x 109
Fa std 1.090 = 107t 1.47 % 1072 110 % 10—t 191 = 107% 5.75 x 1071 1.06 % 107 % 0.00 % 107
SR ] 0 0 0 i} 0 1
3 - - - - - - NA
ave 4.98 x 100 5.02 x 10% 112 % 10! 4.45 = 107 4.13 x 107% 0.00 x 107 0.00 = 109
s std 5,52 x 107 1.01 % 10 &.06 x 107 4,26 = 107 .01 % 10t 0.00 x 10° 0,00 x 107
SR 0 o o 0 0 1 1
i - - - - - = NA
ave 3.35 x 10% 3.67 % 1072 2.34 % 101 1.98 % 102 2.53 = 10% 1.74 % 1012 0.00 % 109
5 std 7.07 x 10 8.96 x 10! 3.61 x 10" 2.50 % 102 4.64 x 10% 3.28 x 10710 0.00 x 10°
o SR 0 o o 0 o 1 1
e - - - - - - NA
ave 1.92 x 10" 0.00 x 109 0.00 % 107 T.57 % 1071 0.00 x 109 1.16 % 1019 0.00 x 109
5 std 1.11 % 10" 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109 1.88 x 107° 0.00 x 109 172 % 10711 0.00 x 10°
T SR 0 1 1 0 1 1 1
Fe - = = - = - NA
ave 4.46 % 10% 1.41 % 10° 2.97 % 10} 3.66 % 102 3.06 x 10% 0.00 % 107 0.00 x 107
5 atd 813 % 10 2.37 x 10% 3.97 x 101 3.60 = 1072 7.01 x 107 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 109
8 SR 0 o o 0 o 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
ave 3.35 = 10% 74.48 x 102 74.400 = 102 2.52 % 10% 74.50 x 102 74.60 % 102
o st 7.25 x 107 : 2.23 x 107 2.06 % 1072 5.85 x 104 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109
SR 0 0 o 0 [} 1 1
R - - - - - - NA
ave 1.57 x 107 .34 % 107 4.23 % 102 466 =% 107 T.77 % 10% 74.50 x 102 74.650 = 107
atd 272 = 10% 1.14 x 108 22 % 102 4.36 = 107 3.64 x 104 0.00 x 107 0.00 = 109
fio SR 0 0 a 0 o 1 1
Fe - - - - - = NA
ave 2.11 x 10" 3.81 x 10 5.96 x 102 2.86 x 107 2.07 x 10" 7.64 % 10~ 1! 82.88E — 16
¥ std 2.71 = 1072 1.60 x 1072 5.02 x 102 1.59 = 109 2.66 % 1072 2.00 % 1019 0.00 % 109
it SR 0 0 a 0 0 1 1
i - - - - - - NA
ave 2.93 x 107 3.06 x 107 2.00 x 1071 3.01 x 1072 2.18 x 107 115 x 10714 0.00 x 10°
Fa std 4.12 % 100 3.75 % 101 1.58 x 1071 1.41 =% 1072 5.35 % 101 1.51 % 10~ 12 0.00 x 109
1 SR 0 o a 0 o 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 2.96 x 10 1.81 x 10! 176 x 107! 3.16 = 1077 2.26 x 104 2.09 x 10716 0.00 = 10°
Fis std 5.47 % 10% 1.98 x 1077 2.08 % 104 1.40 = 107 * 4.17 % 10% 3.79 % 10 1% 0.00 x 107
0 o a 0 o 1 1
- - - - - - NA
ave ?2.31 x 10! .52 x 107 ?5.29 x 102 —7.37 x 107 —1.11 x 10?2 —2.32 x 10! —9.23E2
Fia std al x 10t &.21 % 10b 6.83 % 107 841 % 1077 1.29 = 10t 1.05 % 10% 6.45
SR 0 o o 0 o o o
3 - - - - - - NA
ave 3.87 x 1014 8.36 % 109 3.90 x 10% 1.00 % 10" 2.23 x 1014 —1.28 x 10% —1.02E8
Fas std 1.20E = 103 3.83 x 10% 5.16 x 10% 3.39 = 107 6.18 x 1012 2.54 % 10% 1.64E3
5 SR 0 0 o 0 o o 0
R - - - - - - NA
ave 4.89 x 102 4.63 = 107 3.25 % 10} 3.86 x 104 4.78 = 102 0.00 % 10° 0.00 = 10°
Fre stdd 1.14 = 107 3.87 x 101 4.74 % 107 702 % 10-% 4.52 = 101 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 109
' SR ] 0 o 0 0 1 1
Fe - - - - - - NA
ave 1.79 x 10% 1.02 % 10t 1.39 % 10! 7.96 x 102 1.47 % 104 1.14 % 107 % 0.00 % 109
I std 3.77 % 102 1.15 x 10? 1.25 x 10* 4.45 x 102 1.61 x 102 3,27 x 1073 0.00 x 10°
w SR 0 0 o 0 0 o 1
Fe - - - - NA
ave 3.93 % 10 4.05 % 107 1.02 x 10~ 4 9.99 x 102 9.33 x 10— ' 0.00 % 107 0.00 % 109
fis std 3.99 x 101 .73 % 1072 9,30 x 1077 1.88 % 1077 9.48 x 10714 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 o o 0 0 1 1
e - - - - - = NA
+ o o o 0 o 1
“’,‘“1 - 18 18 15 18 18 1
N = 0 [} o 0 [} [
Average SR .00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.77 0.83
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Table 8: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and the meta-heuristic algorithms performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 30).

Function Criteria P50 DE GSA HS BA FA CPFOA CPFOA
ave —0.99 % 10" —1.00 x 10°  -1.00 x 10° -9.83E—1 —1.00x10° -899E -1 1.00 x 10° —1.00 x 10°
" std 3,75 x 109 0.00 x 10° 0,00 = 109 4.11E — L51E = 6 6315 — 4 0.00 % 10° 0,00 % 10°
SR 003 073 1 0 1 0 1 1
I3 - = = - = - = NA
ave 7.04 % 1072 212 x 107! 831x 1072 100 x 107! 9.95 x 10" 350 % 1072 102 x 10 1.0DE — 3
fa std 1.07 x 1072 8.06 x 1077 3.02x 1077 5.20x 10772 592 x 10" 186 x 1077 108 x 10 % 9.21E — 4
SR 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0
[ . - - - + NA
ave 8.28 x 10° 6.80 % 10° 9.40 % 107 2.11 % 10% 5.20 % 107 1.16 % 10° 7.20 % 10714 0.00 % 10°
Is std 1.05 % 10° 4.97 % 107 3.11 % 10% 5.78 % 10 2.27 x 10¢ 4.47 x 10% 1.98 x 10712 0.00 % 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
fe - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.59 % 10! 2.65 % 10} 7.15 % 101 2.25 % 10} 5.18 x 10! 8.37 % 1072 198 % 0" 0.00 x 107
™ std 7.79 % 10! 6.47 % 107 2.41 x 10t 2.34 x 10" 7.41 x 10b 1.84 % 1072 3.46 % 1078 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 1] 0 o 0 0 L] 1
i N . . . . - . NA
ave 1.57 % 107 118 % 10% 1.95 x 102 1.81 % 10t 5.41 % 103 1.51 x 10t 2.67 % 107" 0.00 % 10°
s st 1.26 % 102 3.90 % 101 4.77 x 10! 4.22 % 107 2.27 x 103 2.13 x 101 1.06 % 108 0.00 % 107
N SR 0 [} 0 [} 0 0 ] 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.65 x 10° 7.90 % 10} 7.94 % 107% 3.21 % 10% 212 x 108 5.71 % 1079 1.5 % 10712 0.00 x 107
5 std 2,30 x 107 1.98 x 10% 4.35 x 1072 8.92 x 10} 5.47 x 104 243 % 1079 208 x 10710 0.00 x 107
N SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
[ - - . - - . . NA
ave 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 109 1LASE — 12 0.00 x 107
i1 st 0.00 x 10" 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 109 1.94E — 11 0.00 x 107
SR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
h = = = = = = - NA
ave 3.20 % 10" 523 %1070 210x107% 823 x 10! 2.51 x 10° 280107 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 109
s std 552 % 101 1.79 % 104 190 x 1071 1.97 x 10' 1.38 x 102 4,01 x 107! 0.00 % 10° 0,00 x 10°
SR 0 0.03 1 o 0 0 1 1
3 - - N - - - = NA
ave —3.37 x 10° —4.37 % 10° —4.50 % 107 —1.40 % 10° 03 % —4.50 x -4, x —4. x
3.37 x 107 4.37 x 10% 4.50 x 107 140 % 107 1.3 x 107 4.50 x 10% 4.50 x 107 4.50 x 10%
1o std 1.14 x 107 3.08 x 107 317 x 1071 5.78 x 107 7.05 % 10% 2.30 x 1073 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 10°
SR 03 0.96 0 [ 0 0 1 1
k - - - - - = = NA
ave .81 x 10° 2.46 x 107 514 x 10° 2.00 x 10* 6.53 x 104 6.81 % 10° ~4.50 x 107 —4.50 x 10%
o std 7.24 x 107 4.14 x 107 3.39 x 10° 6.05 x 10% .58 x 104 1.32 % 107 .00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h N - - - = NA
ave 4.41 x 10° 2.47 % 10° 3.85 x 1072 5.15 x 10! 1.62 % 10! 411 % 1072 160 x 10710 8.88E — 16
iy std 1.54 x 10! 2.24 x 10° 211 %1078 567k 1070 900 x 107t 1.46 % 1072 401 x 10710 0,00 x 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h . - . - - , - NA
ave 8.51 % 1071 7.52 % 1077 3.25 % 107% 880 x 107! 2.17 x 10t 306 % 1077 915 % 107 0.00 x 10
I std 7.59 % 1071 143 % 1072 2.88 % 107%  2a2x 107" 5.31 x 10t 2,14 % 1072 1.55 x 10712 0.00 x 10°
12 SR 0 [} 0 0 0 ] 1 1
h R . - . - - . NA
ave 1.53 % 10* 3.34 % 101 275 % 10! 3.51 % 10% 2,01 x 10% 359 x10°%  s89x 1010 0.00 % 10°
std 1.07 % 10! 558 % 101 6.78 % 10! 6.52 x 10! 6.38 x 10! 9.05x 1071 470 x 10718 0.00 % 10°
Jis SR 0 i i o 0 0 1 1
b - - - - - - - NA
ave —1.70 x 10t —1.35 x 10! —2.25 x 10 —2.63 x 10 —1.02 x 10° —2.32 x 10! —2.73 x 10% —2.75 x 101
Fia std 2,05 % 10* 3.40 % 10° 1.86 x 10t 5.13 % 101 3.20 % 10 1.47 x 109 1.05 % 109 2,80 x 102
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
3 - - - - - - - N
ave 6.35 % 10 9.45 x 10 8.22 x 107 5.21 x 10 1.63 » 10 ~1.02 % 10° ~1.89 x 10 ~8.12 x 10°
4 13 ? 4 ? 3 4 3
fis std 5.76 x 10 9.75 x 10%% 1.18 x 10% 1.92 % 104 5.80 % 107 2.25 % 109 3.60 x 10% 5.79 x 10t
: SR 0 o 0 0 0 0 ] 1
ke - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.02 x 10! 4.74 % 10} 1.00 x 10" 5.00 % 10} 1.28 x 10! 1.10 % 10! 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 107
e st T.62 % 1071 1.35 x 10! 1.04 x 10! 4.98 x 1071 4.30 % 1071 6.30 x 1071 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 107
SR 0 [} 0 [} 0 0 1 1
k . - - - - - = NA
ave 7.13 % 10" 1.44 x 1012 2.95 x 10 2.11 % 10} 9.26 x 10! 2,78 x 10 146 = 1078 0,00 x 10°
e std 1,99 % 10" 3.41 % 101t 819 x 10! 3.99 x 107 3.40 x 10 813 x 10! 442 % 1078 0,00 x 10°
SR 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 1
fe - - - - - - - NA
ave 6.26 % 10774 0.00 x 107 am2x 107 206k 107 LT3k 107! 346 % 1077 .00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
i std 124 x107°% 0,00 x 10° 851x 107 245k 107 LA x 107! 368 x 1077 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 10°
SR 1 0 0 1 1
h - = - - - = NA
+ 0 o 0 0 0 0 1 NA
x":‘“‘ - 17 16 17 17 17 16 11 NA
= 1 2 1 1 1 2 6 NA
Average SR 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.11 0.72 0.94
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Table 9: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and the meta-heuristic algorithms performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 50).
Function  Criteria P50 DE GSA HS BA FA CPFOA CPFOA
ave —8.91 x 10~} —0.88 x 10" —1.00 x 10° —8.13 x 107! ~1.00 x 107 —4.88 x 10" —1.00 x 107 —1.00 x 107
I std 7.4 % 1072 1.46 x 1072 2.96 % 100 2,74 % 1072 4.27 % 10~° 3.7 % 1077 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 10"
' SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - = NA
ave 4.50 x 107! 413 x 1071 331 x 107! 1.82 x 10" 2.21 = 10" 648 x 1072 9.52 x 107° 1.03 x 107%
™ std 2.0 x 107} 178 x 1077 1.10 x 107! 416 % 1071 9.78 = 101 3.35x 1077 2.08 x 10°% 276 % 1074
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0
ke - - - - - + NA
ave % 10% 6.75 x 10° 3.24 x 107 061 x 10% 1.48 x 10° 5.41 % 10% 102 x 10718 0.00 x 10°
s std % 10% 2.23 x 10° 946 x 107 1.24 x 10% 5.08 x 104 146 % 10% 2,10 % 10712 0.00 x 10
SR 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 3.67 % 10% 5.99 % 10! 1.23 x 10' 4.36 % 10% 5.79 % 101 1.13 % 10! 1.99 % 107" 0.00 x 10%
P std 7.64 % 10° 2,74 % 101 2.31 % 10 2,40 x 10° 9.36 % 10° 6.65 x 1071 3.50 % 1075 0.00 x 10%
4 SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 784 % 10% 5.14 x 10} 3.90 % 10% 1.03 x 107 3.82 % 1070 8.28 % 10! 1.97 x 10720 0.00 x 10°
1 std 212 % 107 6.07 x 10! 3.43 x 10! 1.63 x 100 163 % 10°7 5.11 % 10! 1.01 % 1078 0.00 x 10°
N SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
h - - - - NA
ave 1.71 % 108 1.23 % 102 2.14 % 10% 3.03 x 109 3.32 x 104 4.27 x 1072 1.02 x 1012 0.00 x 10%
P std 108 x 10% 1.14 % 107 1.44 x 107 5.43 x 107 7.92 % 10% LIlx 1072 188 x 10710 0.00 x 10°
6 SR 0 0 i 0 0 0 1 1
k - - - - - - - NA
ave 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10" 0.00 x 10° 0.00 % 109 0.00 x 107 1.95 x 10712 0.00 x 10
f st 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 10% 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 107 1.48 x 1071 0.00 x 107
v SR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
k = = = = = = - NA
ave 1.47 x 102 1.57 % 10' 1.29 x 10¢ 211 x 102 113 x 10% 2,99 x 10! 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
I std 5.35 % 10! 1.89 % 10! 1.26 % 10¢ 3,94 % 107 6.72 x 107 1.21 % 101 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
B SR 0 0 i ] i 0 1 1
h - - - - - - = NA
ave 1.55 x 10% -3.05 x 10 —2,37 x 10° 3.5 % 10° 358 % 10" —4.50 x 10°  —4.50 x 107 -4.50 x 10%
o std 108 x 103 1,37 = 10° 1.77 x 102 7.50 % 107 141 x 101 9.56 % 1077 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
[ - - - - - = = NA
ave 540 x 10% 5.87 x 10° 2.76 x 107 9,60 x 10% 1.57 x 10° 5.78 x 10% ~4.50 x 107 ~4.50 x 107
Fro std 2.70 % 10% 164 x 10° 9.91 x 10% 1.32 x 10* 5.08 x 10% 1.45 x 10% 0.00 x 10 0.00 x 10°
¢ SR 0 il 1 1
h - - - - - - = NA
ave 9.26 % 10" 5.52 x 10! 1.63 x 10 1.05 x 10' 1.67 % 10 130 %1070 160 x 10710 8.88 x 10 !0
' std 2.20 x 107 2.07 x 10" 6.20 x 107! 5.63 % 1071 8.83 % 1071 252 1072 213 x 10710 0.00 x 10°
1 SR 0 0 i 0 0 o 1 1
h - . . . . . NA
ave 7.70 % 10} 3.20 x 1071 208 % 107! 7.14 % 107 4.20 % 10} 206 x 1071 1,05 x 10715 0.00 x 10°
Iy std 3.72 % 10t 279 x 1071 337 x 1077 9.85 x 1071 T.84 % 10t 1.18 x 1071 1.95 x 107 1% 0.00 x 10°
12 SR 0 0 i ] 0 1] 1 1
ke - - - - - - - NA
ave 187 % 10! 3.40 % 10! 1.28 % 10% 3.75 % 10 3.48 % 107 1.28 x 1072 1.09 x 10717 0.00 x 107
' st £.63 % 10 3.85 % 10! 1.43 x 10 5.20 x 10 113 % 107 sazx107?  s70x 107 0.00 x 10
13 SR [ 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
13 . . - - - - - NA
ave 2.40 % 10! —143 %100 —363 x 10! —4.09 % 10* —1.67 x 10* -3.79 % 10! —2.58 x 10% —4.45 x 101
f std 2.72 % 101 2.42 % 10! 2.48 % 10! 1.24 % 100 4.74 % 101 2.33 % 10! 1.52 % 109 1.56 x 107
1 SR 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.95 % 10° 2.99 % 10° 4.62 % 107 2,89 % 10° 2.01 % 107 1.54 % 10% —1.69 % 10 —8.60 x 10%
fis std 542w 100 164 % 100 5.81 % 10° 5.24 % 108 6.01 % 10% 1.72 % 101 2.64 % 10° 2.02 x 10%
15 SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.98 x 10t 9,93 x 10} 171 % 10¢ 1.38 x 10¢ 2.23 % 10 1.97 x 10! 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
I} std 9.25 x 1071 1.07 % 10! 1.46 % 10% 627 x 1071 577 x 1074 6.80 % 1071 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
16 SR 0 1] ] 0 1] 1 1
h - - - - - - = NA
ave 1.72 x 107 3.07 x 10° 6.12 % 10} 8.20 % 10! 1.36 % 10° 5.70 x 10! 1.06 % 1075 0.00 x 10%
fir std 3.34 x 10° 7.58 x 10! 1.15 x 10! 8.57 x 10t 4.96 % 10" 9.44 x 10! 227 x 1078 0.00 x 10
1 SR 0 0 0 il 0 0 a 1
ke - - - - - - - NA
ave r22x 107" owo0x10”  118x107? 2s6x 1070 LTax 107l adarx 1077 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 10"
frs std 2.23 % 107%% 0,00 x 100 425 x 1072 491 x 10714 Ldd x 1071 3.65 % 1077 0.00 x 10° 0.00 x 10°
SR 1 i 1 1
h - = - - - - = NA
+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 NA
tofet - 17 16 17 17 17 16 11 NA
= 1 2 1 1 1 2 6 NA
Average SR 011 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.11 0.72 0.94
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Table 10: Solution quality comparisons of the CPFOA and the meta-heuristic algorithms performing 18 benchmark functions (Dimension = 1000),
~Function  Criteria bSO DE  ©sA  H®Hs  BA  FA  CPFODA  CPFOA
ave —1.36 % 107 #¥ —1.01 % 107 —4.42 x 107 —7.28 x 107 F% —3.33 = 1077 —6.34 x 107 —1.00 x 109 —1.00 x 10"
I stel T.05 % 107 = 6,51 x 1071 Log s 1o 6.62 % 107 #8 144 = 1079 0.00 = 109 0.00 = 10°
+ SR o o o o [} 1 1
h - - - = MNA
ave 5.06 x 10% .45 x 107 5,45 x 107 8.42 x 10 1.35 = 107 0.00 = 107 2.55 x 104
* std 6.61 x 107 6.25 x 10% 5.64 x 107 248 x 107 1.63 x 107 0.00 = 109 2.55 x 10—%
2 SR o o o 0 o 1 ]
h . . - - - + NA
ave B0 % 100 1.44 % 107 6.5 = 108 4.5 % 107 727 x 107 .41 10% 0.00 = 109 0.00 = 109
Fa atel 1.40 % 10% 2.70 % 107 3.01 = 107 .72 x 108 3.54 x 107 5.22 x 107 0.00 = 109 0.00 = 107
* SR o o o 0 0 1 1
h - = NA
ave 5.79 % 10! .96 x 107 .28 % 10! 9.66 % 10 7.78 x 10! 4.55 x 10! 1.80 x 10~ % 0.00 % 107
I atd 1.15 % 10" 1.52 % 107! 1.53 x 109 1.70 = 10! 7.27 x 107 1.69 x 109 1.06 x 10~ % 0.00 % 109
+ SR o o o o 0 o o 1
h - - NA
ave 2.86 = 107 4.08 x 107 5.95 x 10% .21 % 10% 2.31 = 107 9.60 % 107 0.00 = 107 0.00 = 107
¥ atd 7.51 = 107 5.12 x 107 .28 x 107 5.69 x 107 .05 x 107 2.52 x 107 0.00 = 107 0.00 = 107
- SR o o o a a 0 1 1
" - - - - - NA
ave 10% 290 % 100 1.25 = 107 1.73 % 100 791 x 107 150 % 107 1.74 % 10712 0.00 = 109
¥ std 104 7.53 % 107 4.92 = 10% 2.62 = 10% 1.86 x 107 1.21 = 104 .28 x 10710 0.00 = 109
- SR o o 0 0 0 1
h - - - NA
ave 0.00 = 107 0.00 = 109 0.00 % 107 0.00 = 107 0.00 % 10% 0.00 x 107 116 % 107 1% 0.00 = 107
. std 0.00 = 109 0.00 x 10° 0.00 % 109 0.00 x 107 0.00 x 109 0.00 x 109 1.72 % 1071 0.00 = 109
v SR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
" = = = = = = NA
ave 109 1.72 % 10% 1.52 % 10% 2.07 x 10% 8,87 x 10% 181 = 10% 0.00 = 10° 0 % 109
tu atd 10t 1.47 = 10% 1.12 % 10t a.01 x 10t 2.61 % 107 131 x 1ot 0.00 = 10° 0 = 109
SR o o a 0 0 1 1
" - - N - - - NA
ave 108 281 = 100 1.23 x 10% 1.71 = 108 818 = 107 1.51 = 107 —4a B0 x 102 —4.50 « 10%
o atd 10t 8.27 x 107 5.06 % 10% 318 = 10t 217 x 10% 918 x 107 0.00 = 109 0.00 % 109
. SR o 0 0 1 1
h - - N - - - - NA
aue 7.95 % 10% 1.46 % 107 7.66 % 10% 4.71 % 107 5.64 % 107 3.22 % 10% —4.50 = 107 —4.50 = 107
¥ std 1.19 = 10% .66 % 107 3 % 109 5.54 % 10% .04 x 107 5.06 x 10% 0.00 = 109 0.00 = 107
10 SR o o a 0 1 1
" - - - - - - = NA
ave 199 = 10" 1.86 % 107 1.00 % 101 2.03 % 10' 178 x 101 1.28 = 100 7.64 x 10711 888 % 107 1%
¥ atel 9.78 x 1072 7.49 x 1071 169 = 10—t 416 = 1072 7.21 1071 2.59 x 10771 2.00 x 10717 0.00 = 10°
. SR o [ 0 L] 1 1
h - - - - - - - NA
ave 1.59 x 103 2,62 x 102 57 % 10% 1.74 x 107 5,44 x 10% 116 x 1o~ 14 0 % 109
¥ std 7.30 x 101 4,90 x 101 46 x 10! 2.66 x 10! 2,32 x 10! 1.51 % 10712 0 % 109
. SR ] o i} 0 0 1 1
h - - - - - - NA
ave 126 % 104 2.61 % 104 2.05 = 104 1.55 % 10¢ 1.35 = 107 208 % 10718 0.00 = 109
Frn stel 842 % 1072 6.83 % 10% 2.83 x 102 2.82 x 102 7.88 100 3.79 x 10717 0.00 = 107
1 SR o o o 0 0 1 1
h - - NA
ave —1.82 x 107 67 % 10" —5.10 % 107 —1.11 % 107 —1.87 x 107 —4.84 % 107 —2.32 x 10° —0.23 x 107
I atd 1.51 % 107 13 % 10t 1.58 % 10° 5.52 % 10 4.06 x 10° 1.35 x 10° 1.05 x 10° 6.45 % 107
b SR o o o o L o o o
h - - NA
ave 111 107 5.34 x 101% 04 x 10t 187 x 10t s 10t 11z < 10 —1.29 % 10t —1.02 = 10"
Fis ated T06 = 1012 5. 6.30 x 10'F 308 x 1017 231 = 107 #.40 x 1011 2.54 = 10% 1.64 x 107
SR 0 0 o o ]
h - - - Na
ave 479 % 1072 2.79 % 102 4.82 x 102 484 = 102 470 % 102 448 x 102 0.00 % 109 0.00 % 109
¥ atel 5.899 % 10! 1.30 = 101 1.43 = 108 1ag = 10! 7.6 < 10" 3386 % 108 0.00 % 109 0.00 % 109
1 SR 0 o 0 [ 1 1
h - - - - - = NA
ave 114 x 10% £.31 % 10% 6.63 x 107 1.24 x 10% .06 x 107 610 % 10% 114 % 107® 0 % 109
Fir ste 3.50 x 107 3.00 x 10% 1.62 = 10% 1.27 % 107 530 % 107 1,78 % 107 327 % 100 ® 0 = 109
SR o o o 0 o o 1
h - - - - - NA
ave 0.00 x 107 4.99 % 10— F 1.97 = 10 2.27 = 107! 2.88 x 1077 0.00 = 107 0.00 = 107
¥ atd 0.00 x 10° LE4 = 107 2.03 = 10~! 3.19 = 1077 0.00 = 107 0.00 = 107
= SR a 0 1 1
h - = - - - NA
sotal + o o o 0 0 0 1 NA
h 17 16 17 17 17 17 o NA
. 1 2 1 1 1 1 8 NA
Average SR 0.11 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.77 0.83
Table 11. The classification datasets [60,61].
Classification . . Number of
Numbe of Attributes  Number of Training Samples  Number of Test Samples
Datasets classes
3-bits XOR 3 8 8 as training samples 2
Ballon 4 16 6 as training Samples 2
Iris 4 150 150 as training Samples 3
Breast cancer 9 599 100 2
Heart 22 89 187 2
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Table 12. Experimental results of real-life Bio-Medical problems. In the column with the Vsymbol, the lower values are
better, whereas in the column with the Asymbol, the higher values are better. The best value for each measure is highlighted

in boldface.

(i)XOR Dataset Problem
Algorith . v v . o - . . A
m Best MSE Value Worst MSE Value ave MSE Value std MSE Value Classification Rate
JADE 2.03 x 107° 1.61 x 1073 5.04 x 10~ 543 x 174 76.875%
BLPSO 8.81 x 10~ 1.42 x 1072 4.89 x 1073 3.79 x 1073 58.125%
CLPSO 3.17 = 1079 8.71 =% 1072 3.36 % 1072 2,17 x 1072 60.833%
GWO 8.27 % 10°° 1.33 % 10—1 1.56 % 1072 3.75 x 1072 100%
MGWO 5.06 % 10°° 2.16 % 107! 3.48 % 1072 6.34 % 1072 100%
HAGWO4.27 x 1072 2.30 x 1071 2.90 x 1073 4.69 % 1072 100%
CPFOA 1.97 x 10°°? 2.43 x 104 2.59 x 1078 5.45 x 1078 100%
(ii)Iris Dataset Problem
Algorith . v v R v v . . A
m Best MSE Value Worst MSE Value ave MSE Value std MSE Value Classification Rate
JADE 2.02 x 1072 3.70 x 1072 2.52 % 107! 2.89 x 172 75.266%
BLPSO 3.51 x 1072 8.17 x 1072 5.68 x 1072 1.45 % 1072 43%
CLPSO 1.36 = 107! 3.67 x 1071 2.59 % 107! 6.35 x 1072 47.333%
GWO 6.67 % 107! 8.76 % 101 6.71 % 10! 2.49 x 102 91.333%
MGWO 6.67 % 107! 813 % 107! 6.79 % 107! 1.54 % 1072 91.34%
HAGWOG6.67 x 107! 8.81 x 1071 6.73 x 1071 2.81 % 1072 93.00%
CPFOA 1.81 x 102 3.42 x 1072 5.39 x 1072 1.01 x 1072 93.733%
(iii)Balloon Dateset Problem
Algorith , v v . < v . . A
m Best MSE Value Worst MSE Value ave MSE Value std MSE Value Classification Rate
JADE 444 x 10718 3.37 x 107° 2.24 x 1077 7.62 %177 100%
BLPSO 1.42 % 1071 9.61 x 1078 1.37 x 10~% 242 x 1078 100%
CLPSO 7.45 % 1070 3.18 x 1079 9.71 % 107 8.77 x 107* 89.75%
GWO 3.51 x 1017 1.17 x 101 6.40 x 103 2.61 x 102 100%
MGWO 2.25 % 10715 5.56 x 1072 7.10 % 1073 4.38 x 1072 100%
HAGWOL1.64 x 1075 1.80 x 1071 1.43 x 1072 4.38 x 1072 100%
CPFOA 1.87 < 10720 2.82 x 1078 1.51 < 10°° 6.29 x 10° 100%
(iv)Breast Cancer Dataset Problem
Algorith v . v < - v . . A
m Best MSE Value Worst MSE Value ave MSE Value std MSE Value Classification Rate
JADE 3.79 x 1073 7.98 x 1073 6.28 x 1072 1.30 x 177 67.90%
BLPSO 4.56 % 1073 8.34 % 1079 6.63 % 1072 1.07 x 1073 92.40%
CLPSO 2,26 x 1072 3.90 x 1072 3.39 % 1072 3.91 x 1073 60%
GWO 1.40 x 103 4.64 x 1072 6.50 x 103 9.30 x 10°3 99.00%
MGWO 1.70 x 1073 3.87 x 1072 6.60 % 1073 9.60 % 1073 99.11%
HAGWOL1.30 x 10—3 4.64 x 1072 2.60 x 1073 4.20 % 1073 100%
CPFOA 1.21 x 1073 1.70 x 1073 1.67 x 1073 1.19 x 10~4 100%
(v)Heart Dataset Problem
Algorith v . v < - v . . A
m Best MSE Value Worst MSE Value ave MSE Value std MSE Value Classification Rate
JADE 8.49 x 1072 1.13 % 107! 9.86 x 1072 8.35 % 172 77.5%
BLPSO 1.65 x 107! 233 x 1071 2.01 % 107! 2.30 % 1072 67.20%
CLPSO 1.98 x 101 2,48 x 101 2.23 % 107! 1.80 x 102 68.125%
GWO 4.69 x 1072 813 x 10! 6.44 % 107 1.07 x 102 75%
MGWO 4.69 x 1072 7.81 % 1071 5.88 % 1072 8.69 % 1073 88.375%
HAGWO 4.69 x 1072 1.42 x 107! 1.12 x 1071 1.78 x 1072 47.625%
CPFOA 5.63 x 10-2 1.06 x 10~* 4.17 x 102 1.14 x 1072 90.333%
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Table 13. Comparison of different models for the Box-Jenkins system.

NO. Models No. of Rules No. of Parameters Training MSE  Testing MSE
1 Lin et al.( [64]) 4 44 0.0710 0.261
2 Kim et al.( [65]) 2 38 0.0340 0.244
3 Tsekouras( [66]) 7 91 0.220 0.236
4 Lietal.([67]) 3 57 0.0159 0.126
5 Li et al.( [68]) 3 57 0.0150 0.147
6 Cheung et al.( [69]) 3 21 0.590 0.152
7 iTaSuM( [63]) 3 39 0.0271 0.138
8 CPFOA 2 26 0.0364 0.131

Table 14: The parameters in each rule of CPFOA in the Box-Jenkins system.

Rule Parameter Vectors

1 €1 45.2402 47.6302 0.8332 1.5923 o 41.3468 44,0452 41.0143 39.0507 Wy, by 3.9853 2.9633 -4.1245 -5.9999 -5.4895

2 Cy 47.7534 46,5581 -2.5197 28912 o 42.1889 41,7317 36.6326 36.8915 Wa, by 0.0791 -4.8267 3.1219 5.5687 -4.5793
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