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Abstract

Empirical results show that PSO performance may be different if using either chaotic or random
sequences to drive the algorithm’s search dynamics. We analyze the phenomenon by evaluating the per-
formance based on a benchmark of test functions and comparing random and chaotic sequences according
to equality or difference in underlying distribution or density. Our results show that the underlying dis-
tribution is the main influential factor in performance and thus the assumption of general and systematic
performance differences between chaos and random appears not plausible.

1 Introduction

A main driving force of metaheuristic, nature-inspired, population-based optimization methods is random.
This particularly applies for particle swarm optimization (PSO). The most common way for obtaining the
needed random sequences in practical implementations is by employing a pseudo-random number generator
(PRNG) [1,2]. A popular alternative is using the time evolution of chaotic maps as a substitute for PRNGs.
As chaotic dynamics is known to be ergodic, certain maps with appropriate parameters give sequences with
random-like properties comparable to those obtained by PRNGs. Moreover, as chaotic trajectories show a
sensitive dependence on initial conditions, different initial states yield different sequences, but for the same
map and the same parameters they all have the same underlying statistical properties. Thus, they can be
seen as equivalent to realizations of a random process.

During the past decades a multitude of population-based metaheuristic algorithms have been suggested
which use sequences from chaotic maps to drive their search dynamics, see for instance [3–13]. These
works are usually motivated by attempting to identify particularly efficient optimization methods. Thus,
analyzing such algorithms at least implicitly implies discussing the effect of using either random or chaotic
sequences on algorithmic behaviour and performance. Thus, differences and similarities in performance
between chaotic and random sequences are a topic of extensive debate in evolutionary computation and we
frequently have some claims of chaos showing better performance than random, but different results have
also been obtained [4, 8, 9, 11,13–18].

Recently, a forerunner work [19] contributed to approaches explicitly discussing the effect of chaos on
performance of metaheuristic algorithms [5,13]. Particularly, it focused on PSO and used a novel approach
for asking to what extent random and chaotic sequences really cause different PSO performance. In addition
to comparing the performance based on a benchmark of test functions, random and chaotic sequences have
been analyzed according to equality or difference in underlying distribution or density. Such an approach
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allows differentiating between the influence of the underlying distribution and the effects connected to
how the sequences are generated (PRNGs or chaotic maps). In this paper, we present further results
using this approach. In addition to comparing bathtub-shaped distributions (Logistic map and a certain
Beta distribution), we also compare distributions of chaotic and random sequences which are bell-shaped
(Weierstrass map and normal distribution) and constant (Tent map and uniform distribution). Our results
confirm and verify that the underlying distribution is the main influential factor in performance and the
origin of the sequences (PRNGs or chaotic maps) is secondary.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we briefly review generating random and chaotic
sequences, introduce the chaotic maps used and compare their short-term and long-term properties such as
invariant and probability densities as well as the decay of the autocorrelation. The PSO algorithm and the
experimental setup are discussed in Section 3. The results are presented in Section 4 and we close the paper
with a discussion of the results and concluding remarks.

2 Random and chaotic sequences

Consider the Logistic map
z(k + 1) = rz(k)(1− z(k)) (1)

defined on the (state space) interval [0, 1]. For certain parameter values of r and initial states z(0) ∈ R
it yields a chaotic trajectory z = (z(0), z(1), . . . , z(k), z(k + 1)) which can be interpreted as a sequence
of real numbers. Statistical properties of chaotic sequences can be described by the natural invariant
density [20, 21]. The invariant density expresses the distribution of values over the chaotic map’s state
space, which is equivalent to a probability distribution for random sequences over a sample space. For r = 4
and k → ∞, the sequence has the natural invariant density, see [20], p. 33

ϱ(z) =
(
π
√
z(1− z))

)−1
. (2)

Thus, a chaotic sequence z of the Logistic map (1) with r = 4 can be interpreted as being statistically
equivalent to a realization of a random variable with a distribution defined by ϱ(z).

The Beta distribution

B(z, α, β) = zα−1(1− z)β−1

B(α, β)
(3)

constitutes a family of continuous probability distributions. It is defined on the (sample space) interval
[0, 1] and its shape is determined by the Beta function B(α, β) with two positive parameters α and β. For
α = β = 0.5, the Beta function B(0.5, 0.5) = π; consequently, the Beta distribution B(0.5/0.5) and the
natural invariant density of the Logistic map (1) equal as B(z, 0.5, 0.5) = ϱ(z). In other words, chaotic
sequences of the Logistic map with r = 4 and random sequences obtained from realizations of the Beta
distribution with α = β = 0.5 have the same density and are statistically equivalent [21]. This equivalence
opens up comparing the effect of random and chaotic sequences on the performance of PSO.

For studying the effect of such a statistical equivalence also for other shapes, we consider 5 more chaotic
maps. Three of them have natural invariant densities which match frequently used random distributions.
For the other two maps there is no direct random equivalent. The three maps matching are the Chebyshev
map

z(k + 1) = cos (a arccos (z(k)) (4)

(chaotic for a = 6), the Weierstrass map

z(k + 1) =
N∑
i=0

ai cos (biπz(k)) (5)

2



(chaotic for a = 0.999, b = 101 and N = 100), and the Tent map

z(k + 1) = r min (z, 1− z), (6)

which is chaotic for r = 2. The Tent map (6) gives sequences which are statistically equivalent to a uniform
distribution U(0, 1) (and B(1/1)), the Chebyshev map is statistically equivalent to the Logistic map with
r = 4 and thus to B(0.5/0.5), and the Weierstrass map (5) is at least approximately equivalent to a normal
distribution N (µ/σ) [22] (and B(α/β) for large α = β). The two maps remaining are the Cubic map

z(k + 1) = rz(k)(1− z(k)2) (7)

exhibiting chaotic behaviour for r = 2.62 and the Bellows map

z(k + 1) =
rz(k)

1 + z(k)6
, (8)

which is chaotic for r = 2. As we want to use these maps analogously to the previously described Logistic
map for providing chaotic sequences with certain statistical properties, the trajectories are re-scaled to the
(sample space) interval [0, 1].
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Figure 1: Distribution of sequences used in the study. (a) Natural invariant densities of chaotic maps. (b)
Probability density functions of random variables.

To have an illustration of the differences in the statistical properties of the sequences, Fig. 1(a) shows
numerically calculated approximations of the invariant densities for all 6 chaotic maps considered in the
study. The results are averages over 10.000 different initial states and 400 iterations each. We see that the
Logistic map and the Chebyshev map have a bathtub-shaped invariant density, while for the Weierstrass
map we find a bell-shaped curve. The Tent map has a constant distribution over the sample space interval
[0, 1]. By contrast, the Cubic map and the Bellows map have distributions with several peaks, where for
the Cubic map we find symmetry on the sample space interval [0, 1], while for the Bellows map there is an
asymmetric distribution with most peaks for values in the interval [0.6, 0.8].

The random sequences used in this study are generated with a Mersenne Twister PRNG [1]. Starting
with a seed value such a generator produces a sequence as a realization of (or at least an imitation of) a
random variable with prescribed probability distribution. Fig. 1(b) shows the probability density functions
of B(0.5/0.5), B(1/5), B(1/1), B(13/13), U(0/1) and N (0.5/0.1) and thus provides a comparison of the
distributions for the random sequences considered here. The functions of B(0.5/0.5), the Logistic map and
the Chebyshev map, but also the functions of B(1/1), U(0/1) and the Tent map, are the same. Also the
functions of N (0.5/0.1), B(13/13), and the Weierstrass map resemble each other.
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Figure 2: Estimation r(ℓ), Equation (9), of the autocorrelation of the sequences with time lag ℓ. (a) Chaotic
maps. (b) Random variables.

Table 1: Lyapunov exponents and AUC of the autocorrelation of the chaotic maps considered.
Map Equation Lyapunov exponent λ AUC

Logistic map (1) 0.6916 1.0351
Chebyshev map (4) 1.7918 1.0022
Weierstrass map (5) 452.6356 0.9941
Tent map (6) 0.6931 0.9900
Cubic map (7) 0.6915 0.9429
Bellows map (8) 0.3761 2.6926

Apart from differences in the underlying distributions as discussed so far, also the effects of short-term
correlations are of interest. We consider two ways to account for these effects, the Lyapunov exponent of the
chaotic maps and the autocorrelation between successive values. The Lyapunov exponent of a dynamical
system quantifies the degree of separation between sequences starting infinitesimally close to each other, see
e.g. [20], p. 129. Thus, the larger the Lyapunov exponent is the faster sequences diverge on average, which
is one way to capture dependencies between successive values in a sequence. Tab. 1 gives the Lyapunov
exponent λ for the chaotic maps considered. Again, the results are averages over 10.000 different initial
states and 400 iterations each. We see that the Logistic, the Cubic and the Tent map have almost the same
value of λ, while for the Bellows map, it is significantly smaller and for the Chebyshev map it is considerably
larger. For the Weierstrass map, the Lyapunov exponent is dramatically larger.

Finally, for having another measure for differences in short-term correlations between successive values,
we estimate the autocorrelation of a sequence with time lag ℓ by

r(ℓ) =

∑T−ℓ
t=0 (z(t+ 1)− z̄)(z(t+ ℓ)− z̄)∑T−1

t=0 (z(t+ 1)− z̄)2
(9)

with z̄ = 1
T

∑T−1
t=0 z(t+ 1), see e.g [23]. The estimation of the autocorrelation r(ℓ) compares sections of the

sequences and shows how they correlate, see Fig. 2 for results of the same chaotic and random sequences
as in Fig. 1. The results are obtained by averaging 10.000 samples from different initial states or seeds and
T = 400. For ℓ = 1, we compare the same section, thus obtaining r(1) = 1. For ℓ > 1, the correlation
decays rapidly, but the rate of decay differs between the chaotic sequences, but not between the random
sequences obtained by the PRNG. For chaotic sequences, the correlation decays slowest for the Bellows
map, and fastest for the Cubic map, with the Logistic, the Tent, the Chebyshev and the Weierstrass map
between them. By comparing with Fig. 2(b), we see that the short-term correlations of the PRNGs are
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almost identical to the Chebyshev and the Weierstrass map, while for the Logistic and the Tent map, we
find generally a clear similarity, but for ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 there are also small but statistically significant
differences. The Cubic and the Bellows map yield correlation decays markedly different from these maps,
and also from PRNGs. To have a quantification of the rate of decay, we use the area under the curve (AUC),
which is the (numerical) integration of the area bounded by r(ℓ) for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 10. The AUC measures the
rate of correlation decay, with a rapid decay yielding smaller values, while a slower decay gives larger values.
See Tab. 1 for the AUC of the chaotic maps normalized by the AUC of the PRNGs (the AUC of the PRNGs
is 0.9888, which means the results after normalization are not very different from the original AUC).

Comparing the results for the Lyapunov exponent and the autocorrelation we see that to some extend
similar effects are captured. For instance, the low rate of divergence characterized by the low Lyapunov
exponent λ of the Bellows map is mirrored by the large AUC indicating a slow decay of the autocorrelation.
Also, for the Logistic, the Cubic and the Tent map, λ and AUC give consistent results. For the Chebyshev
and the Weierstrass map this is not the case. Although their Lyapunov exponents are (much) larger, the
AUC is comparable to the other maps (except the Bellows map). This underlines that the average divergence
of nearby trajectories underlying a sequence and the autocorrelation between sections of a sequence are not
exclusively accounting for the same effect.

3 Experimental setup

3.1 PSO algorithm

Particle swarm optimization (PSO) is a generational population-based algorithm used for calculating optima
of single- and multidimensional functions. A PSO particle holds 4 variables for each generation t: its position
x(t) ∈ RD and velocity v(t) ∈ RD in search space, its own best position (local best position) plt and the best
position of any particle of the population that occurred during all generations (global best position) pgt . The
particle movement is described by

x(t+ 1) = x(t) + v(t+ 1) (10)

v(t+ 1) = wv(t) + c1r1(p
l
t − x(t)) + c2r2(p

g
t − x(t)). (11)

The parameters w, c1 and c2 are the inertial, cognitive and social weights. The random variables r1, r2
are taken from the sequences produced by either the PRNGs or chaotic maps. At t = 0, each particle i,
i = 1, 2, . . . I, of swarm size I is initialized randomly in position x(0) with velocity v(0). The following steps
are repeated for t > 0 until some stop criterion is fulfilled:

(1) update velocity for each particle by Equation (11)

(2) update position of each particle by Equation (10)

(3) evaluate fitness function for each particle

(4) set new local and global bests, plt and pgt , if needed.

In the simulation we take standard values of PSO parameters frequently used:

w = 0.79 200 generations per run

c1 = 1.49 4000 runs per sample

c2 = 1.49 I = 100 individuals per swarm.
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3.2 Test functions

To compare the impact of chaotic and random sequences on PSO the following test functions f(x) from the
IEEE CEC 2013 test suite [24] and a recent study on benchmarking [25] are employed:

• 1 Equal Maxima (1 dimension)

• 2 Uneven Decreasing Maxima (1 dimension)

• 3 Himmelblau (2 dimension)

• 4 Six-Hump Camel Back (2 dimension)

• 5 Shubert (2 dimension)

• 6 Vincent (2 dimension)

• 7-9 Rastrigin (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 10-12 Rosenbrook (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 13-15 Sphere (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 16-18 Ackley (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 19-21 Griewank (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 22-24 Penalized1 (10, 20 and 30 dimensions)

• 25-27 Penalized2 (10, 20 and 30 dimensions).

The test functions cover a fairly wide range of problem difficulty, with most of the functions being multi-
modal, while the functions 10-12 (Rosenbrock) and 13-15 (Sphere) are uni-modal. Furthermore, while most
of the functions are non-separable, three of the functions are separable (7-9, Rastragin, 13-15, Sphere, and
25-27, Penalized2).

3.3 Distributions

Random sequences with the following distributions (generated by PRNGs) are used:

(a) B(0.5/0.5) (d) U(0/1)

(b) N (0.5/0.1) (e) B(1/1)

(c) B(13/13) (f) B(1/5)

Chaotic sequences from chaotic maps are taken according to Tab. 1.

3.4 Performance evaluation

The performance of PSO runs is quantified by the mean distance error MDE, which is the mean of the
absolute difference in search space between the found best fitness value and the global optimum of the
function f(x). A good performance means a low mean distance of the found best result to the actual
optimum of the fitness function.
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4 Results

The results presented in this section rely upon analyzing performance data of the 27 test functions (see Sec.
3.2) over 6 chaotic and 6 random sequences (see Sec. 3.3) for 4000 runs 1.
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Figure 3: Boxplots of PSP performance with green boxes indicating chaotic maps and orange boxes indicating
random by PRNGs. (a) Rosenbrock, D = 10 (b) Penalized 1, D = 10.

A first step in analyzing the data is by displaying the performance measured by the MDE over 4000 PSO
runs as boxplots. A boxplot gives a graphical representation of the locality, spread and skewness groups of
performance data through their quartiles. In addition, outliers differing significantly from the rest of the
dataset are plotted above of below the whiskers of the boxplot. Thus, a boxplot not only delivers the mean
of the result data 2, but also quartiles and outliers, and gives a more nuanced evaluation of the data. In the
boxplot of Fig. 3, the performance for the 6 chaotic and 6 random sources of sequences are given. Green
boxes indicate chaotic maps as specified by the equation numbers in Tab. 1, while orange boxes indicate
PRNGs by the letters (a),(b),...,(f) as given in Sec. 3.3. The results are grouped according to the shape
of the distributions, with (I) = (1),(a),(4) representing bathtub-shaped, (II) = (b),(c),(5) bell-shaped, and

1The raw data of these 27 × 12 × 4000 = 1.296.000 performance data points can be found at the data repository https:

//github.com/HendrikRichterLeipzig/Random_Chaos_PSO
2This quantity can also be obtained from the data repository.
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(III) = (6),(d),(e) constant distributions over the sample space interval [0, 1]; (IV) = (f),(7),(8) are the
remaining distributions, which are different from each other.

We take two examples which are typical for the test functions considered. The first example is the
D = 10 dimensional Rosenbrock function, see Fig. 3(a). We get for all sequences almost the same mean
(with the exception of the B(1/5), see the boxplot (f) in the group (IV). In other words, if we were just
to use the mean MDE over runs, we might conclude that roughly speaking all sequences (except B(1/5))
perform almost equally. However, the results shown in Fig. 3(a) are more subtle. For instance, the bell-
shaped distributions, group (II), there are no lower outliers indicating rare but occasionally occurring very
good performances, while at the same time upper outlier indicating poor performance are also less frequent.
Moreover, the upper quartile is much higher than for the other distributions (again except B(1/5)), and there
is a difference in the upper quartile for the three sources of bell-shaped distributions (group (II): N (0.5/0.1),
B(13/13), and Weierstrass map), while for the bathtub-shaped and constant distributions (group (I) and
(III)) the quartiles are the same.

Table 2: Performance comparison matrix showing results for all 27 test functions and all 12 distributions of chaotic
and random sequences. For each cell the tuple W[+,−,≈] (using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test) and F[+,−,≈] (using
the Friedman test) indicates for + that the sequences from the distribution in the row performs better, for − that the
sequences from the distribution in the column performs better, while for ≈ there is no difference in performance. The
upper triangle gives W[+,−,≈] and lower triangle shows F[+,−,≈]. Note that the results transpose, that is, if the
cell (i, j) has the result [+,−,≈], then the cell (j, i) has [−,+,≈].

Group (I) (I) (I) (II) (II) (II) (III) (III) (III) (IV) (IV) (IV)

Logistic, (1) B(0.5/0.5), (a) Chebyshev, (4) N (0.5/0.1), (b) B(13/13), (c) Weierstrass, (5) Tent, (6) U(0/1), (d) B(1/1), (e) B(1/5), (f) Cubic, (7) Bellows, (8)

Logistic, (1) W[6,5,16] W[6,2,19] W[14,5,8] W[14,5,8] W[14,4,9] W[9,8,10] W[7,8,12] W[7,6,14] W[10,9,8] W[8,9,10] W[16,2,9]

B(0.5/0.5), (a) F[2,4,21] W[4,1,22] W[12,8,7] W[12,7,8] W[13,6,8] W[9,8,10] W[9,8,10] W[9,8,10] W[12,9,6] W[10,9,8] W[17,1,9]

Chebyshev, (4) F[3,6,18] F[0,4,23] W[7,13,7] W[13,7,7] W[13,5,9] W[11,6,10] W[7,8,12] W[8,7,12] W[11,9,7] W[8,9,10] W[17,1,9]

N (0.5/0.1), (b) F[5,13,9] F[8,12,7] F[6,13,8] W[1,0,26] W[8,3,16] W[4,13,10] W[5,16,6] W[4,15,8] W[4,12,11] W[4,16,7] W[6,9,12]

B(13/13), (c) F[5,12,10] F[7,12,8] F[9,13,5] F[1,1,25] W[4,1,22] W[5,12,10] [4,15,8] W[3,15,9] W[4,13,10] W[3,16,6] W[9,9,9]

Weierstrass, (5) F[4,15,8] F[6,13,8] F[5,14,8] F[3,8,16] F[1,2,24] W[4,16,7] W[3,16,8] W[3,16,8] W[4,15,8] W[4,17,6] W[7,12,8]

Tent, (6) F[6,10,11] F[6,10,11] F[6,12,9] F[13,4,10] F[12,5,10] F[16,3,8] W[6,6,15] W[4,4,19] W[10,10,7] W[2,15,10] W[13,4,10]

U(0/1), (d) F[6,7,14] F[7,9,11] F[7,7,13] F[16,3,8] F[14,4,9] F[16,3,8] F[3,6,18] W[1,0,26] W[10,8,9] W[2,12,13] W[14,4,9]

B(1/1), (e) F[6,7,14] F[8,9,10] F[7,10,10] F[13,3,11] F[13,3,11] F[15,3,9] F[3,3,21] F[0,0,27] W[10,7,10] W[2,1,14] W[15,3,9]

B(1/5), (f) F[9,10,8] F[9,12,6] F[9,11,7] F[12,4,11] F[12,4,11] F[15,4,8] F[9,10,8] F[7,11,9] F[7,10,10] W[6,11,10] W[9,10,8]

Cubic, (7) F[9,8,10] F[9,8,10] F[9,8,10] F[15,3,9] F[16,3,8] F[17,4,6] F[14,2,11] F[11,2,14] F[12,2,13] F[11,6,10] W[17,4,6]

Bellows, (8) F[2,16,9] F[1,18,8] F[1,17,9] F[9,6,12] F[9,8,10] F[12,6,9] F[5,13,9] F[4,13,10] F[3,15,9] F[10,8,9] F[4,17,6]

chaotic
vs.

random

W[58,38,66]
F[53,33,76]

W[58,31,73]
F[55,26,81]

W[53,42,67]
F[54,42,66]

W[34,68,60]
F[32,66,64]

W[33,65,64]
F[32,63,67]

W[20,72,70]
F[20,69,73]

W[53,38,71]
F[50,34,78]

W[54,39,69]
F[47,38,77]

W[50,36,76]
F[48,38,76]

W[58,56,48]
F[56,56,50]

W[75,27,60]
F[74,24,64]

W[36,70,56]
F[36,68,58]

chaotic
vs.

chaotic

W[53,25,57]
F[56,24,55]

W[51,27,57]
F[54,27,54]

W[24,72,39]
F[22,74,39]

W[45,43,47]
F[43,44,48]

W[67,26,42]
F[66,26,43]

W[23,70,42]
F[24,70,41]

random
vs.

random

W[54,40,41]
F[53,40,42]

W[22,55,58]
F[19,54,62]

W[18,56,61]
F[19,52,64]

W[50,26,59]
F[48,23,64]

W[48,24,63]
F[45,21,69]

W[49,40,46]
F[47,41,47]

For the second example, the D = 10 Penalized1 function, the results offer a slightly different evaluation.
Here, we find different mean values for the distribution groups (I), (II) and (III) with sequences from the
bell-shaped distribution performing slightly inferior as compared to bathtub-shaped and constant. Also, the
lower whiskers indicating non-outlier minima are different, both among the groups and within the groups.
However, as for the 10D Rosenbrock function, Fig. 3(a), for each distribution group the mean is the same
and the quartile rather similar. This observation is particularly confirmed by the distribution group (IV),
which are three unequal distributions (B(1/5), Cubic map and Bellows map). For sequences from these
distributions, we find differing means and differing quartiles.

If we take these results for the 10D Rosenbrock and the 10D Penalized1 function in Fig. 3 as a starting
point for formulating assumptions about the effect of chaotic and random sequences on PSO performance, we
may note the following. Depending on the test function, different sequences used for driving a PSO algorithm
can yield different or same performance as measured by averaging over (a sufficiently large number of) runs.
Even if we obtain the same average performance, a more detailed analysis shows differences in quartiles
and/or outliers for varying sequences. In particular, if we compare chaotic and random sequences with the
focus of differences and equality (or at least similarities) in distribution, we notice that generally significant
differences occur when the underlying distributions differ. Furthermore, no real differences in performance
are found between chaotic and random sequences if the distributions agree. However, even for the same
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distribution, some differences can be observed between sequences, namely in the quartile groups, the lower
whiskers and in the outliers. This is an indication that while equivalence in performance corresponds to
a general match in distribution, the subtle differences in performance could be traced to other factors, for
instance differences in short-term correlations. Next, we further formalize our analysis and consider two
nonparametric tests. We employ the two sided Wilcoxon rank-sum test which evaluates the null hypothesis
that two given data samples are samples from continuous distributions with the same median and use a 0.05
significance level. Moreover, we also use the Friedman test, which is similar to parametric two-way ANOVA,
and choose a p-value of 0.05.
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Figure 4: Heat map of the fraction of indistinguishable results over all 27 test functions and 12 distributions.
i.e. ≈

27 ; upper triangle, Wilcoxon test, lower triangle, Friedman test.

Table 2 gives for each comparison between different sequences a tuple with W[+,−,≈] indicating results
for the Wilcoxon test (and F[+,−,≈] for the Friedman test), where

• + is the number of test functions where the PSO driven by the sequence in the row performs better

• − is the number of test functions where the PSO driven by the sequence in the column performs better

• ≈ is the number of test functions where the PSO performances are not distinguishable by the Wilcoxon
rank-sum test (or the Friedman test).

The results confirm that performance differences primarily occur when the used sequences differ in their
underlying probability distributions. For instance, compare the results for the Logistic map (which has a
bathtub-shaped distribution) with the other two bathtub-shaped (B(0.5/0.5) and Chebyshev) and alterna-
tively with the remaining 9 differently shaped distributions. We see that within the distribution group, the
Logistic map has for 16 and 19 (out of 27) test functions a performance indistinguishable from the other two
sources of sequences, while for 6 test functions, we have superior performance and for 5 and 2 test functions,
performance is inferior. Such a strong bias towards indistinguishable performance does not occur for any
other sequence. There are, however, instances where the Logistic map is clearly better, with, for instance,
14 superior results (and 5 inferior and 8 equal results) compared to N (0.5/0.1) and B(13/13). Yet such
results do not necessarily imply that sequences from the Logistic map are generally better suited than other
sequences for obtaining good PSO performance. This can be seen, for instance, by comparing the Logistic
map with sequences from distribution group (III), which has a constant distribution over the sample space
interval [0, 1]. Here, the number of indistinguishable performances is lower (10, 12 and 14), but superior
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performances (9, 7, and 7) stand opposite to a similar number of inferior results (8, 8, and 6). In other
words, the results differ more over test functions, but overall are still rather balanced.

To emphasise the relationships between distribution and indistinguishable performances we visualize the
result given in Tab. 2 as a heatmap, see Fig. 4. As in the table the figure depicts the results for the
Wilcoxon test in the upper triangle, while the lower triangle shows the results for the Friedman test. The
heatmap shows darker, more purple or violet colors for larger fractions ≈

27 . We see that such higher fractions
are obtained almost exclusively for results within a distribution group for the groups (I), (II) and (III).
This indicates that indistinguishable results primary occur if the distribution is the same (or very similar).
Further note that although the exact values of the triple [+,−,≈] slightly vary between the Wilcoxon test
and the Friedman test, both tests give consistent results. This is also visible for the highest fractions of
indistinguishable results, which are obtained for comparing random sequences with the same distribution but
different distribution function, that is for comparing N (0.5/0.1) to B(13/13) as well as comparing U(0/1)
to B(1/1). Similar high amounts of indistinguishable results, but a occasional better or worse performance
can also be seen for re-runs with the same distribution. These results are also supported by considering
the performance in group (IV), which are for sequences with distributions from B(1/5), Cubic map and
Bellows map, and which are different from each other. We obtain a low level of indistinguishable results.
Moreover, while B(1/5) and the Bellows maps perform rather similar (with 9 superior versus 10 inferior
results), performance differences between B(1/5) and the Cubic map, but also between the Cubic map and
the Bellows map, are much stronger.

Another interesting comparison is the overall performance of chaotic sequences vs. random sequences,
see the summation in the last rows of Tab. 2, and relate these results to the overall performance of chaotic
vs. chaotic and random vs. random. With the experimental setup of this paper, comparing chaotic vs.
random can done for each sequence as we examine with respect to 6 different sources of random sequences
(if the sequence is chaotic) or to 6 different sources of chaotic sequences (if the sequence is random), which
gives 6 × 27 = 162 samples. Comparing chaotic vs. chaotic (or random vs. random) can be done for only
5 other sources and thus gives 5 × 27 = 135 samples. With this in mind, take, as an example, again the
Logistic map, (1), in the first column of Tab. 2. According to the Wilcoxon test and for all 27 test functions
and the 6 different random sequences considered, sequences from the chaotic Logistic map perform with 58
superior results, against 38 inferior and 66 indistinguishable. Compared to the other 5 chaotic sequences,
we get 53 superior, 25 inferior and 57 indistinguishable results. In other words, whereas the percentage
of indistinguishable results is rather similar for comparing the Logistic map to other random sequences or
to other chaotic sequences (66/162 ≈ 0.40 and 57/135 ≈ 0.42), the percentage of inferior results is more
different (38/162 ≈ 0.23 and 25/135 ≈ 0.18). This suggests that sequences from the Logistic map perform
better than random sequences, but even better against other chaotic sequences. However, for another
example of chaotic sequences, the Bellows map, (8), last column of Tab. 2, the results are rather reversed.
Here, and again according to the Wilcoxon test, 36 superior, 70 inferior and 56 indistinguishable results have
been obtained against random sequences, while against chaotic sequences, we have 23 superior, 70 inferior
and 42 indistinguishable results. Put differently, chaotic sequences from the Bellows map perform poor
against random sequences, but even poorer against other chaotic sequences. Again, as for the individual
performance comparisons between sequences, the results for the Wilcoxon test and for the Friedman test
are different in detail, but give overall consistent results.

We finally take another look at the performance data and analyse these data with a ranking method
based on chess rating systems. For comparing results of evolutionary computation algorithms, it has been
shown that the Glicko-2 rating provides particularly meaningful evaluations, but to a somewhat lesser de-
gree also the Elo rating can be applied [25–27]. Fig. 5 shows for all 12 chaotic and random sequences the
Glicko-2 rating over the Elo rating. According to the chess rating system, each source of sequences is con-
sidered a player competing with the other sequence-players and getting awarded with a rating depending on
performance, with larger values of Glicko-2 and Elo indicating better performance. The rating is calculated
based on 4000 runs partitioned into 80 games between each sequence and calculated as suggested by Veček
et al. [26, 27]. The Glicko-2 calculation uses for each player an initial rating of R = 1500, an initial rating

10



1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030

ELO

1460

1480

1500

1520

1540

G
LI

C
K

O
-2

(b)

(c)

(5)

(f)

(7)

(8)

(6)

(d)

(e)

(1)

(a)

(4)

(a)

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

ELO

1470

1480

1490

1500

1510

1520

1530

G
LI

C
K

O
-2

(b)

(c)

(5)

(f)

(7)

(8)

(6)

(d)

(e)

(1)

(a)

(4)

(b)

Figure 5: Glicko-2 rating over Elo rating for comparing sequences. Colors indicates distribution groups;
red: (I)=(1),(4),(a), blue: (II)=(c),(b),(5), green: (III)=(e),(d),(6) black: (IV)=(7),(8),(f). (a) All 27 test
functions according to Sec. 3.2. (b) Only the test functions {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15}.

deviation RD = 350, and an initial rating volatility σ = 0.06, while for the Elo calculation the initial rating
is E = 2000 and the K-factor K = 8. Both rating methods use a draw threshold of ϵ = 0.01. In Fig.
5, the distribution groups (I)–(IV) are indicated by different colors, and the circles give the mean rating,
while the error bars give the 95% confidence intervals over the 80 games. Fig. 5(a) shows the ratings over
all 27 test functions. It can be seen that the Glicko-2 rating and the Elo rating evaluate the performance
of sequences similarly. Between both ratings an almost linear relationship can be observed. However, the
confidence intervals for the Elo rating are generally larger than for the Glicko-2 rating. Furthermore, we
see that the ratings cluster according to the distribution groups, with the exception of group (IV), which
contains distributions differing from each other. From the ratings it could be concluded that the bathtub-
shaped distributions (Logistic and Chebyshev map as well as B(0.5/0.5), (1),(4),(a) denoted in red), but
also the Cubic map ((7), denoted in black) perform best, while bell-shaped distributions perform weakest.
However, such a ranking also depends on the test functions. To illustrate this facts, Fig. 5(b) gives the
Glicko-2 rating and the Elo rating evaluating the performance of sequences, but only over a subset of the test
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functions, namely the functions {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15} according to Sec. 3.2. For such a selection of test
functions, the ranking of bathtub-shaped distributions and bell-shaped distributions is reversed. However,
the clustering of distributions with the same shape still applies equally.

5 Conclusions

The analysis given in this paper shows that some chaotic sequences perform better than random, but there
are also some random sequences which perform better than chaos, which agrees with previously reported
result [4, 8, 9, 11, 13–18]. In view of these results it does not appear plausible to assume the presence of
general and systematic differences in performance between chaotic and random sequences irrespective and
independent of taking into account the underlying distribution. For random and chaotic sequences with
the same distribution (Logistic map and B(0.5/0.5), Chebyshev map and B(0.5/0.5), Weierstrass map and
N (0.5/0.1) and B(13/13), Tent map and U(0/1) and B(1/1)), we get the smallest differences in performance,
while for all other combinations of distributions, we get more different performances. These results support
the conclusion that the underlying distribution rather than the origin is the main influential factor in PSO
performance. In this line of argument, it appears to be not particularly meaningful to call a nature-inspired
metaheuristic search algorithm which uses sequences from chaotic maps a “chaotic metaheuristic algorithm”.
Much more relevant would be to indicate which underlying distribution the chaotic sequences used actually
have.

The discussion about the presence and absence of differences in PSO performance relies upon evaluating
benchmark functions. Bearing in mind that only a finite number of such functions can practically be taken
into account in numerical experiments, a sensible question to ask is whether another selection might imply
dramatically different results. For comparing different metaheuristic search algorithms, such a shift in results
depending on the selection of problems has recently been demonstrated [28]. In fact, the results given in
Fig. 5 show such a shift in performance depending on which selection of test functions is actually used. The
conclusions of this paper, however, are different and not affected by such possible shifts in performance.
We do not aim at find definite proof that sequences from any particular distribution generally outperform
sequences from other distributions. We merely show that there are no intrinsic differences between using
chaotic or random sequences irrespective and independent of taking into account the underlying distribution.
If such differences were to exist, they should show generally, no matter what collection of benchmark
functions has been taken as long as it is not completely biased, which the selection of benchmark function
considered, see Sec. 3.2, is arguably not. However, if the selection of test functions used in this paper is
fairly representative, then the results nonetheless illustrate that some distributions might be more promising
than others for obtaining certain good results. It is particularly salient that bathtub-shaped distributions
perform well, incidentally with only small differences between chaotic and random sequences. As the Logistic
map, which is frequently used as a source of chaotic sequences for metaheuristic search, has exactly this
distribution, it might be a reason why some previous works have seen advantages for chaos. Equally
remarkable is the rather poor performance of bell-shaped distributions.

A final remark is about performance differences for same distributions. Although our results show
that the distribution is the main influential factor in PSO performance, there are smaller differences which
should be attributable to other factors such as short-term correlations between successive values. As shown
in Sec. 2, for chaotic sequences, short-term correlations vary considerably, see Fig. 1(a). Successive values
of a realization of a random variable should, in theory, be completely uncorrelated. However, practical
implementations of PRNGs are not completely free of such short-term correlations, but they are small and
mainly constant for varying random distributions (and the same type of PRNG), see Fig. 1(b). Thus, even
for the same (bathtub-like) shape of distribution, we find for comparing two chaotic sequences of different
origin (Logistic and Chebyshev) larger differences in performance than between random and chaos (Logistic
and B(0.5/0.5) or Chebyshev and B(0.5/0.5)). Moreover, low Lyapunov exponents and large AUCs, which
indicate slow decay of the autocorrelation appear to indicate poorer performance, compare Logistic and
Chebyshev. A more detailed study of the relationships between short-term correlations and performance
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might be an interesting topic for future work.

6 Data and source code availability

Source code of the numerical experiments as well as the performance data can be found at the data repository
https://github.com/HendrikRichterLeipzig/Random_Chaos_PSO
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