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Resumo

A Regressao Simbdlica (SR) € um método de regressao que busca descobrir expressdes matemati-
cas que descrevem a relacio entre varidveis, e costuma ser implementado por meio da programagao
genética, uma metédfora para o processo de evolucdo bioldgico. Seu apelo estd em combinar alto
desempenho preditivo com modelos interpretdveis, mas essa promessa € limitada por alguns
desafios existentes hd tempos na literatura da drea: os parametros livres sdo dificeis de otimizar,
a selecao de solugoes candidatas pode afetar a direcao da busca, os modelos frequentemente
crescem de forma desnecessariamente complexa. Além das limitagcdes dos métodos, ha também
limitagdes metodoldgicas na realizacdo e apresentagdo de resultados empiricos quando com-
parando diversos métodos para compreender o panorama geral da area. Esta tese aborda esses
diferentes desafios por meio de uma sequéncia de estudos realizados ao longo do doutorado,
cada um focado em um aspecto importante do processo de busca em SR. Primeiro, a otimizagdo
de parametros € investigada, buscando entender seu papel na diminuicao do erro de predigao,
mostrando compromissos em tempo de execucdo e tamanho das expressoes em troca. Em seguida,
a selecado de solugdes pais € estudada, explorando o e-lexicase para escolher candidatos mais
propensos a gerar novas solu¢des com bom desempenho. Entdo, o foco € direcionado para a
simplificacdo, onde € apresentado um método novo baseado em memoizacdo e hashing sensivel
a localidade, que reduz a redundancia e facilita obtenc¢do de expressdes mais simples e com
mesmo desempenho preditivo. Todas essas contribui¢des sdo implementadas em uma biblioteca
de SR evolutiva multi-objetivo, que alcanca um desempenho de Pareto 6timo em termos de
erro de predi¢do e simplicidade em problemas reais e sintéticos, superando diversas abordagens
contemporaneas alternativas. A tese conclui propondo alteracdes a um famoso benchmark de
regressao simbdlica em larga escala, a fim de avaliar o panorama mais recente da drea e incluir o
trabalho desenvolvido, demonstrando que o um método incorporando as propostas da tese atinge

desempenho de Pareto 6timo.

Palavras-chave: regressdao simbdlica; simplificacio; selecdo e-lexicase; otimizagcdo ndo-linear;

otimizacao multi-objetivo.






Abstract

Symbolic Regression (SR) is a regression method that aims to discover mathematical expressions
that describe the relationship between variables, and it is often implemented through Genetic
Programming, a metaphor for the process of biological evolution. Its appeal lies in combining
predictive accuracy with interpretable models, but its promise is limited by several long-standing
challenges: parameters are difficult to optimize, the selection of solutions can affect the search,
and models often grow unnecessarily complex. In addition, current methods must be constantly
re-evaluated to understand the SR landscape. This thesis addresses these challenges through a
sequence of studies conducted throughout the doctorate, each focusing on an important aspect of
the SR search process. First, I investigate parameter optimization, obtaining insights into its role in
improving predictive accuracy, albeit with trade-offs in runtime and expression size. Next, I study
parent selection, exploring e-lexicase to select parents more likely to generate good performing
offspring. The focus then turns to simplification, where I introduce a novel method based on
memoization and locality-sensitive hashing that reduces redundancy and yields simpler, more
accurate models. All of these contributions are implemented into a multi-objective evolutionary
SR library, which achieves Pareto-optimal performance in terms of accuracy and simplicity
on benchmarks of real-world and synthetic problems, outperforming several contemporary
SR approaches. The thesis concludes by proposing changes to a famous large-scale symbolic
regression benchmark suite, then running the experiments to assess the symbolic regression
landscape, demonstrating that a SR method with the contributions presented in this thesis achieves

Pareto-optimal performance.

Keywords: symbolic regression; simplification; e-lexicase selection; non-linear optimization;

multi-objective optimization.
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Part I

Research Summary






1 Introduction

Symbolic Regression (SR), popularized by Koza (1992), refers to methods that search
for mathematical expressions describing the relationship between variables, balancing predictive
accuracy and interpretability!. This dual optimization enables SR to discover concise and inter-
pretable models that balance predictive accuracy with human-understandable representations
(LA CAVA et al., 2021; DE FRANCA et al., 2024).

Among its many applications, SR has been successfully used in physics (ANGELIS et al.,
2023; REINBOLD et al., 2021; KUBALIK et al., 2021; HRUSKA et al., 2025) and astrophysics
(RUSSEIL et al., 2024), aerospace engineering (LA CAVA et al., 2016b; LA CAVA et al., 2015;
LIU et al., 2024), dynamical systems (SCHMIDT; LIPSON, 2009), and chemical catalysis
(WENG et al., 2020). It has also been applied to recovering physical laws from observational data
(CRANMER, 2023), and to medical informatics (LA CAVA et al., 2023; WILSTRUP; CAVE,
2022; VIRGOLIN et al., 2018).

One of its main interest lies in applications to physics, where SR is viewed as a means
of “automating Kepler” —discovering analytical expressions through trial and error—, and
interpretability plays a major role. This is particularly evident in recent works that use SR to
recover laws directly from experimental data (MAKKE; CHAWLA, 2024), underscoring its
potential as a tool for automated scientific discovery. It has demonstrated the ability to uncover
physical laws purely from data, sometimes using small sample sizes (CRANMER, 2023) — the
same observational data from which known laws, such as Kepler’s laws of planetary motion, were
originally derived. It has also been shown to find equations that fit data from different sources
simultaneously in astrophysics problems where no known correct equation exists yet (RUSSEIL

et al., 2024), yielding promising results for scientific discovery.

Interpretability is essential not only in scientific discovery but also in contexts where
models must justify their recommendations, such as healthcare decision support, e.g., the FDA
guidelines for clinical decision support software (FOOD; ADMINISTRATION, 2022). In medical
informatics, for example, SR applied to electronic health records of patients with different
subtypes of hypertension produced an interpretable scoring equation to predict treatment-resistant
hypertension (LA CAVA et al., 2023).

SR has repeatedly proven to yield human-readable and competitive results, as demon-
strated in interpretability competitions (DE FRANCA et al., 2023) and the annual Human-

' Definitions of interpretability and explainability have been the subject of long-running discussions in the literature.

A comprehensive review of interpretability in the context of symbolic regression was published by Aldeia & de
Franca (2022b). See it for further details.



4 Chapter 1. Introduction

Competitive Results Produced By Genetic And Evolutionary Computation (HUMIES) awards?.
To this day, many algorithms have been published and are readily available for use (LA CAVA et
al., 2021).

In the broader context of machine learning (ML), SR is a supervised learning approach
for the regression task. The main appeal of SR compared to other ML methods is that the returned
mathematical expression can serve as both a prediction function and can be dissected for analytical
study, providing insights into the underlying data or problem — transforming data into knowledge.
SR has the potential to find intrinsically interpretable solutions (AFFENZELLER et al., 2014; DE
FRANCA, 2018; FILHO et al., 2020; FERREIRA et al., 2020; ALDEIA; DE FRANCA, 2022b;
RADWAN et al., 2024), in contrast to many ML methods such as random forests or gradient
boosting machines. Accordingly, many SR algorithms employ multi-objective optimization
techniques to balance predictive performance and expression complexity (CRANMER, 2023;
MAKKE; CHAWLA, 2024; VIRGOLIN et al., 2021).

However, the search for such expressions is computationally difficult. Symbolic regres-
sion is NP-hard (VIRGOLIN; PISSIS, 2022; SONG et al., 2024), meaning that searching for the
best regression model is computationally intractable (unless P=NP is proved). The search space

of SR can be vast, as it can represent any algebraic function.

Many SR algorithms are based on Genetic Programming (GP), following similar con-
cepts to how it was conceived by Koza. GP is a population-based heuristic, meaning it works with
several different candidate solutions in parallel, and this allows it to search in multiple directions
at once. GP evolves candidate programs through variation and selection: a randomly initialized
population is refined over generations, with solutions recombined, perturbed, and selected based
on fitness until termination criteria are met. When a termination criterion is met, the algorithm
stops and returns a final solution, selected from the final population in different ways — such as

the most accurate, the simplest, or a compromise between the two.

More recently, deep learning approaches have emerged, training generative models
to produce expressions (PETERSEN et al., 2021; BIGGIO et al., 2021; KAMIENNY et al.,
2022; SHOJAEE et al., 2023; LANDAJUELA et al., 2022; HOLT et al., 2023). These methods
differ in architecture (recurrent network, transformer), training strategy (reinforcement learning,
input-output-expression tuples), and treatment of floating-point constants. However, transformer-
based models remain constrained by the number of input variables they can handle and the
cost of the pre-training. Hybrid methods that combine GP with deep generative models have
shown promise (LANDAJUELA et al., 2022), though deep learning approaches still generally
underperform when compared to state-of-the-art GP methods (BURLACU et al., 2020; LA CAVA
et al., 2021).

2 <https://www.human-competitive.org/awards>
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1.1 Current challenges

Symbolic regression has a long history as a promising approach for interpretable ML.
Yet many of its celebrated applications —such as rediscovering physical laws— remain proofs of
concept rather than tools routinely adopted by scientists or practitioners. The gap lies not in SR’s
potential but in technical barriers: the interaction between parameter optimization methods used
by different algorithms remains underexplored, with limited knowledge about how they influence
each other; the parent selection mechanism, intended to mix different parts of promising parents,
depends on the selection criteria and can indirectly affect performance, requiring it to promote
diversity while also ensuring that good-performing individuals are selected; models often grow
unnecessarily complex during evolution, incorporating redundant or non-expressed operations
that may affect performance on unseen data, thus benefiting from simplifications to achieve more
interpretable models; and robust, comprehensive benchmarking is needed to assess the current SR
landscape and identify trends and opportunities in the field, though this remains challenging due
to the variety of methods and the need for standardized hardware and postprocessing procedures
for in-depth analyses. This thesis contributes to this effort by tackling four core challenges of SR:

parameter optimization, parent selection, model simplification, and benchmarking.

Identifying optimal parameter values for the SR expression is a challenging task (KOM-
MENDA et al., 2019), also belonging to the NP-hard category (KOTARY et al., 2021). Leaving
this task solely to the evolutionary process —by generating random constants in the expectation
that survival pressure will keep promising ones— makes it harder to find optimal values and
drastically slows down convergence speed (CHEN et al., 2017), since these operators lack the ca-
pability to obtain the global optimum (WANG; WU, 2004). In this context, real-valued parameter
optimization in SR has been partially addressed with local optimization methods, where authors
proposed to use linear combination of terms with linear regression (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA,
2021), linear regression with a regularization term (MCCONAGHY, 2011; LA CAVA et al.,
2019), or non-linear regression iterative methods (WORM; CHIU, 2013; BURLACU et al., 2020),
although the interaction between linear and non-linear optimization remains underexplored. In
this sense, understanding the advantages of using linear or non-linear optimization could help

shed light on this matter, e.g., whether if they should be used separately or in combination.

An essential aspect of any evolutionary algorithm is selecting parent solutions to re-
combine and generate new offspring. The goal of recombination is to merge parts of highly fit
parents, with the expectation that the offspring improves upon them. Effective parent selection
therefore requires parents that perform well across different examples in the dataset. Traditional
methods such as tournament selection (MILLER et al., 1995; BRINDLE, 1980) use aggregate
fitness scores to decide which parents will reproduce. However, evidence shows that selection
based on aggregate fitness ignores relevant cases (KRAWIEC; O’REILLY, 2014). An alternative

is to reward individuals excelling in difficult subsets of cases. This is the idea behind lexicase
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selection (SPECTOR, 2012), later adapted for regression problems (LA CAVA et al., 2016),
which has shown state-of-the-art performance (DING et al., 2023a). The canonical version of
e-lexicase selection uses the median absolute deviation to select an ¢ tolerance threshold, but was
benchmarked with different variants by Hernandez et al. (2021), La Cava et al. (2016), Ding et al.
(2023b) and the best way of defining ¢ is still an open question.

Another challenge investigated is that SR search space includes equivalent mathematical
expressions (BURLACU et al., 2019), introns (parts of the model that do not influence predictions)
(AFFENZELLER et al., 2014), bloat (growth in model size without justified improvements in
loss) (LUKE; PANAIT, 2006), and redundant parameters (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023).
These issues inflate model size, reducing simplicity and interpretability. Several approaches exist
to address this: automatic simplification (HELMUTH et al., 2017), parametric rewriting rules
(KULUNCHAKOV, 2017), Bayesian loss metrics for model selection (BOMARITO et al., 2022),
restricting model structure (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021), or exact simplification methods
such as equality saturation (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023). However, existing techniques
do not always yield simpler or more interpretable models, and may require several rules to be

implemented in order to effectively work, increasing the implementation burden.

The rapid pace of development in the field —with new methods published every year—
raises the need for constant evaluation under standardized frameworks. Such benchmarking is often
expensive, since GP-based methods evolve hundreds or thousands of candidates simultaneously
and still lack strong GPU or parallel computing support. In the SR field, previous surveys
identified benchmarking as a weakness (ORZECHOWSKI et al., 2018). A lack of consensus on
standardizing datasets and methods has already been observed (LA CAVA et al., 2021), with
some works emphasizing the importance of open-source and ease-of-use principles (ZEGKLITZ;
POSIK, 2020). Still, several authors have performed benchmarks using only a small set of
problems or algorithms (ABDALLA et al., 2024; ZEGKLITZ; POSIK, 2020; MATSUBARA
et al., 2024), typically considering up to a dozen methods. Benchmarking remains essential
to measure progress, redefine the state-of-the-art, and gather insights into promising research
directions, ensuring symbolic regression research remains meaningful. However, benchmarking

practices are still fragmented.

1.2 Research gaps

There are dozens of SR algorithms published to date. Rather than proposing a new
method, this thesis focuses on deriving insights into the critical components of SR algorithms.
These opportunities can contribute to the symbolic regression community by improving SR

methods from multiple facets.

First, combining parameter optimization heuristics can help balance predictive accuracy
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and model size. Closed-form methods provide a fast solution for linear parameters, but they
require that parameters appear linearly in the model structure. In contrast, iterative non-linear
optimizers can tune arbitrary parameters and improve predictive performance, yet they converge
to a local minimum and are sensitive to the choice of initialization. Despite their complementary
strengths, the interaction between linear and non-linear optimization remains underexplored, and

a better understanding of how they synergize could yield more accurate expressions.

Second, parent selection mechanisms can be improved by incorporating more informative
selection criteria. e-lexicase relies on the Median Absolute Deviation to compute an € threshold
for filtering candidates. However, this threshold is determined relative to the best individual,
which may focus on near-elite selection. Introducing an information-theoretic threshold offers an

alternative to modify the parent selection behavior.

Third, model simplification remains essential for enhancing interpretability and improv-
ing generalization. Existing simplification strategies —such as random deletions or replacements,
hashing of commutative operations, or algebraic rewriting rules— are often complex to imple-
ment. Since simplification should be both effective and practical, there is a need for data-driven

approaches that reduce unnecessary expression complexity without relying on handcrafted rules.

Lastly, benchmarking is itself also an area with room for improvement. Many new SR
algorithms have emerged, including transformer-based generative approaches, and the community
has suggested several improvements to existing benchmarking practices. Proposing a benchmark

is therefore crucial to reliably assess progress and support the development of future SR methods.

1.3 Objectives

The main objective of this thesis is to improve symbolic regression algorithms by
addressing the challenges outlined above and validating them through robust benchmarking

against alternative approaches. The specific objectives are as follows:

Parameter optimization. To investigate whether separating the optimization of linear and non-
linear parameters improves predictive accuracy and model size, and to assess the trade-
off in runtime when applying iterative non-linear optimization and closed-form linear

optimization.

Parent selection. To use a different criterion based on information theory for e-lexicase and
evaluate its effects on parent selection with a focus on error convergence, as well as to

determine in which problem domains the new criterion enhances overall performance.

Simplification. To develop and assess a new data-driven method for automatic simplification

of symbolic regression expressions, reducing unnecessary complexity while preserving
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predictive accuracy, and to explore whether fast and inexact simplification can reduce

implementation burden without harming performance.

Benchmarking. To perform a comprehensive benchmarking study of contemporary symbolic
regression algorithms, establishing standardized evaluation criteria and clarifying the

broader landscape of SR research.

1.4 Implementations on a single framework

This thesis resulted from multiple research questions investigated during the doctorate.
For roughly three out of the four years of the doctorate development, the student worked on Brush,
a framework initially proposed by William La Cava and Joseph D. Romano for working with
electronic health records. Many functionalities implemented on Brush were derived from, or are

related to, the independent investigations into SR problems presented in this thesis.

Brush —although not the main focus of this thesis— is described in Chapter 2. Thus,
even if experiments were not directly run with Brush, the final implementations were validated

within it, unifying the contributions into a single system and contrasting it to existing literature.

The Chapter 6 presents a large-scale benchmark that includes Brush, among other SR
algorithms, evaluated on different real-world, and observational data. In comparison to many
recently published SR algorithms, Brush was capable of achieving state-of-the-art performance,
balancing accuracy and simplicity in the real-world problems, and returned highly accurate

models on synthetic problems.

1.5 Contributions

The contributions of this thesis are threefold. First, it provides an empirical analysis on
current challenges in symbolic regression, focusing on components that influence both predictive
performance and model complexity. Second, it introduces and evaluates a novel simplification
method based on fast, inexact approximations, which improves predictive accuracy while reducing
model complexity, demonstrating that simplification can simultaneously serve performance
and interpretability. Third, it conducts a comprehensive benchmarking of symbolic regression
algorithms across diverse datasets and multiple state-of-the-art methods, resulting in a clearer

view of the current landscape, providing practical guidance for future research.
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1.6 Text structure

This thesis is organized as follows. The Chapter 2 provides an extensive background for
each problem investigated in this thesis, covering the related literature. After that, each chapter is
based on independent research addressing one of the symbolic regression challenges outlined
in this introduction. This reflects a modern thesis style (GOULD, 2016; THE..., 2016), where

chapters correspond to accepted scientific publications.

This modern thesis style, built upon scientific publications, provides valuable feedback
through peer review, and helps the student establish a presence in the international research
community (BURROUGH-BOENISCH, 2016). A thesis is more than a final product on a
subject — it is part of the process of developing expertise, with a central role in the student’s
education (HULME, 2022). Collaborating with other researchers also strengthens teamwork,

communication, management, and research ethics skills (GOULD, 2016).

Authorship for this thesis is disclosed clearly: the student was first author and made
significant contributions to all included papers. Parts of the chapters were published in peer review
venues, and in this thesis they are expanded with new discussions and aligned to the broader SR
algorithms. Major adjustments were also made to improve readability, such as consolidating the

background and related work in a dedicated chapter.

Each chapter study was conducted with the most appropriate SR framework for that
specific challenge. For example, parameter optimization was investigated in an algorithm highly
dependent on parameter tuning; parent selection was studied in a framework canonically support-
ing e-lexicase; and simplification was developed in a clean experimental environment with few
confounding factors. To overcome this isolation, contributions were implemented in Brush, a C++

symbolic regression library with a Python wrapper.

The contributions are organized as follows. Chapter 2 presents the necessary background
and introduces the unified framework. The Chapters 3 to 5 reports the contributions to the symbolic
regression field, organized in order of publication, with the most recent listed last. Chapter 3
examines linear and non-linear parameter optimization. Chapter 4 studies parent selection in
evolutionary algorithms, focusing on e-lexicase and proposing an information-theoretic variation.
Chapter 5 investigates simplification, proposing an implementable algorithm that relaxes strict
equivalence to achieve simpler forms. The contributions were implemented on a symbolic
regression algorithm, that was benchmarked in Chapter 6, including 25 other algorithms evaluated
under the same environment. Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the contributions and outlines future

perspectives.
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2 Background

Symbolic Regression (SR) is a supervised machine learning (ML) approach that searches
for mathematical expressions, rather than optimizing a black-box structure. Its appeal lies in bal-
ancing predictive accuracy with interpretability, offering insights into the underlying mechanisms

of a system.

This chapter provides the necessary background on SR, covering its history, taxonomy,
and open challenges, while situating this thesis within the field. The chapter also describe how SR
is commonly implemented through Genetic Programming (GP), and review the relevant literature

related to the challenges explored in this work.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.1 provides a historical overview of the
main milestones in SR. Section 2.2 presents the mathematical and computational formulation
of SR, also discussing multi-objective optimization and GP in detail, highlighting its continued
relevance for SR. Section 2.3 reviews the challenges addressed in this thesis, focusing on search
and optimization of expressions. Section 2.4 covers benchmarking practices in SR and their
importance for progress in the field. Section 2.5 introduces the taxonomy of SR methods, the role
of SR in the ML ecosystem, and recent research trends. Section 2.6 presents a unified framework
that integrates several improvements discussed here, which is evaluated in the benchmarking
chapter. Finally, Section 2.7 summarizes the chapter and outlines the key concepts needed for the

remainder of the thesis.

2.1 Historical Background

The roots of SR can be traced back to early work on evolutionary computation, from ini-
tial attempts at automatically discovering systems (LENAT, 1977; LANGLEY, 1977; DZEROSKI;
TODOROVSKI, 1993) to the foundational works of Genetic Algorithms by Holland (1975) and
Genetic Programming by Koza (1992). Deductive problem-solving capabilities and full theory
formation were sought by Lenat (1977) a long time ago, proposing a rule-based system to repre-
sent and manipulate mathematical knowledge. BACON was introduced by Langley (1977) to
identify relationships between variables from data, with the goal of discovering patterns. The
idea of automatically discovering mathematics through machines was explored by DZeroski
& Todorovski (1993), who developed the algorithm LAGRANGE to discover dynamic system
equations. In parallel, genetic algorithms were pioneered by Holland, while Koza established

much of the basis that later shaped the symbolic regression field.
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By the 1960s, Holland formalized the idea of Genetic Algorithms (GA), encoding
candidate solutions as strings that could be manipulated by genetic operators and later decoded
into classifier systems. Many of his contributions helped establish the foundations of GAs. Holland
viewed living organisms as problem solvers, emphasizing that natural selection avoids the need
to specify in advance all features of a problem and the actions required to solve it (HOLLAND,
1975). In later work, Holland (1992) argued that GAs make it possible to explore a wider range
of solutions than conventional programs, the same way organisms evolve based on natural
selection and reproduction. In his paper, individuals are encoded as strings and manipulated
accordingly: crossover and mutation are performed by swapping values between two strings or
flipping individual bits. This encoded representation requires the string to be decoded into a
program before it becomes useful, analogous to how DNA encodes an organism but requires

expression to yield function.

Meanwhile, Koza proposed a different way of representing and manipulating individuals:
instead of evolving string encodings, the representation of programs is done by a hierarchy of
functions applied to each other. Genetic Programming (GP) evolves programs directly, using parse
trees as a data structure to store functions and terminals (KOZA, 1992). The first author to propose
such structure was CRAMER (1985), described as a simple way to reproduce algorithmic language
and making easy for the offspring to remain correct after manipulation by the genetic operators
(BACK et al., 1997). By representing individuals as trees, subtrees can be swapped through
crossover, producing offspring that inherit parts of both parents. Koza also demonstrated that GP
could be used not only for evolving computer programs but also for discovering mathematical
expressions — laying the foundation for SR. One of the key limitations of early GP, however,
was that the constants (i.e., free numerical parameters) were chosen randomly using a process
called Ephemeral Random Constant (ERC), which is limited given that randomly sampling from

an infinite space of possible values is unlikely to work optimally.

It is important to notice that GP and GA are distinct'-2. GP is focused on evolving the
structure, while GA evolves a linear (e.g., a string) encoding used to build solutions by following
construction rules based on each position’s value. GA is also often used for black box parameter
optimization, where the goal is to optimize a set of free parameters (i.e., real values) for a black-
box function when gradient descent is not applicable, since it scales for several variables and

requires minimum interaction with the inner black-box system.

Extensions of these ideas followed. Memetic algorithms (MOSCATO et al., 1989)
incorporated local learning into the representation, arguing that even though our DNA dictates

our characteristics, the environment also influences their expression in ways that can alter the

I Tt is arguable that most of the theoretical work was done under the idea of GA, whereas GP has fewer theoretical

basis and often borrow concepts proven to work well in GA to incorporate within their algorithms, although
without direct equivalence due to non-linear way of encoding programs.

One famous term to refer to optimization and search methods inspired by natural evolution is evolutionary
algorithms (EAs), often used as an umbrella term for GA and GP.
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structure. Nowadays, in the context of SR, this can be interpreted as having parameter tuning within
individuals. The interplay of global and local search yields more successful results (KATOCH et
al., 2020; MOSCATO; COTTA, 2003).

Parent selection is also important, and prior work studied its role in maintaining a
selective pressure (BACK, 1994) in GAs, where parent selection is seen as independent of the
search space, but it impacts the exploration-exploitation trade-off. Bick concluded that only a few

parent selection proposed back at that time, such as the tournament selection, are actually useful.

The genetic operators, i.e., crossover and mutation, were widely accepted at early stages,
but started to be questioned as the field progressed. The effectiveness of crossover is a long-
running discussion in the field, as stated by Ye et al. (2020) in a contemporary paper, when they
analyzed mutation-based algorithms. This is particularly true because swapping two subtrees at
random may produce an individual that performs worse than both parents, especially because
there is no one-to-one correspondence between parts exchanged, as observed by de Franca (2018).
Some methods were proposed by relying solely on mutation (BEYER; SCHWEFEL, 2002)
such as evolutionary strategies, or local search, such as simulated annealing (KIRKPATRICK et
al., 1983), and this discussion continues to this day, with theoretical works attempting to give

mathematical proofs of the benefits of using crossover (DANG et al., 2023).

The “no free lunch” theorem (WOLPERT; MACREADY, 1997) later highlighted that
no optimization algorithm is universally superior, emphasizing the need for problem-specific
insights and benchmarks. The theorem states that when performance is averaged uniformly over all
possible functions, no algorithm can outperform any other, including a blind search (i.e., randomly
selecting the algorithm’s next steps), when it comes to black-box optimization algorithms, such
as GAs. In other words, all algorithms have identical performance when evaluated over the entire
space of possible problems. This also suggests that it is not advisable to compare algorithms by
their performance on few problems, and indicates that it is important to have problem-specific

knowledge into the behavior of the algorithm.

Over time, researchers recognized more limitations of early SR. For example, Keijzer
(2004) noted the importance of scaling data, and proposed a modification by scaling the target
data to improve the evaluation of expressions, which alleviated the need of finding the exact values
for the free parameters, since parameter tuning was not a common approach yet. A benchmark of
different strategies related to linear scaling was published by Chen et al. (2023), comparing four
strategies for relieving genetic programming from the burden of parameter learning by modifying
the fitness measurement. However, their methods only shift the difficulty away from genetic

programming without necessarily addressing the parameter optimization problem.

Meanwhile, specialized systems such as Eureqa (SCHMIDT; LIPSON, 2009) popu-
larized SR by successfully discovering governing equations from experimental data, such as
invariants in the chaotic double pendulum system. Schmidt work helped making SR known

outside its field by originally releasing Eureqa as a free (though closed-source) software, and
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his work also received praise in the press. Their SR method was based on GP, and was designed
to work with noisy experimental data. Schmidt argued that without any additional information,
system models, or theoretical knowledge, the search produced several analytical expressions
that respects known physical laws directly from the data, achieving meaningful and non-trivial

invariantes with connection to natural physics.

The rapid growth of evolutionary computation also gave rise to a proliferation of algo-
rithms inspired by various biological processes. This diversity has helped push the field forward,
but also has made the landscape difficult to assess, with a plethora of new bioinspired algorithms
that somehow resemble the classical ideas discussed above. Some authors argue that most of these
methods reduce to a common set of components, raising the question of whether new biologically
inspired variants contribute real progress or simply repackage existing ideas. Molina et al. (2025)
argue that the field suffers from inadequate benchmarking, problem-specific overfitting, and
redundant proposals motivated primarily by metaphors. They call for methodological guide-
lines, more heterogeneous benchmarks, and higher-quality experimental comparisons, especially
against well-established baselines like GA/GP.

Orzechowski et al. (2018) and the follow-up work La Cava et al. (2021) also helped bring
SR to broader attention by proposing a robust benchmark called SRBench, and by publishing
extensive results in high-profile venues. Cranmer (2023) further contributed to the accessibility
of SR by releasing and promoting a widely used SR library called PySR.

Despite these challenges, GP remains central to many SR methods. Recent systems
such as Operon (BURLACU et al., 2020) integrate non-linear parameter optimization into GP,
and has been widely recognized as the state-of-the-art algorithm by many researchers of the
field since it’s publication. Different heuristics emerged, such as deterministic alternatives like
FFX (MCCONAGHY, 2011) that attempt to avoid the complexity of GP heuristics. Neural
network-based methods, such as EQL (MARTIUS; LAMPERT, 2016), were also introduced to

provide differentiable architectures for equation discovery.

Beyond the algorithms, the SR community has grown into an active but relatively niche
research area, with conferences such as GECCO, EuroGP, EvoStar, and GPTP providing dedicated
workshops.

2.2 Problem formulation

Formally, let D be a dataset consisting of d observed points {(x;, ;) }~,, where x is
an n-dimensional feature vector, and y; is the target value for each observation x;. Let X =
[X1,X2,...,%X4 € R™ denote the feature matrix, and y = [y1,%s,...,vq] € RY the target

values vector.
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Let H denote the search space (or the hypothesis space) of symbolic expressions, and let

each candidate model be denoted by (f,d) where f € #, and 6 € RP? are its tunable parameters.

The goal of symbolic regression is to search through H for a function f and a set of
parameter values 6 such that f (X, é) :R" - R ~ y, with 0 € RP being a p-dimensional vector

of real values for each free parameter in f, that minimizes one or more objective functions.

Unlike traditional regression techniques that assume a fixed model form, SR simulta-
neously searches for both the optimal model structure and its best parameters. The search for f
adds an additional degree of freedom compared to traditional parametric models — which begin
with a fixed function form f and initial parameters 6, that is, f(x, ), and focus only on finding

the optimal g that minimizes a loss function.

2.2.1 Model representation

SR models are commonly represented as trees. Each internal node encodes a mathemati-
cal operator (e.g., +, X, sin), while the leaves contain either input variables or numeric constants

(often referred to as parameters).

Expressions are evaluated recursively from the leaves to the root. This representation
is highly flexible, as virtually any algebraic structure can be encoded, but it also creates a vast

search space. Figure 2.1 illustrates the evaluation of a tree representing the function i +x1 X 0.

Figure 2.1 — Evaluation of a parse tree (left) and a single node (right). The dashed arrows traverse
the tree top-down. Each time a node with children is encountered, its children
are evaluated first (i.e., through recursive calls). Once their values are returned
(continuous arrows), the node’s operator is applied to the children’s returned values.

input:

tput:
x 2 3% output: f(x, 6)

0.33 + 3.0 = 3.33

________ output:

P x,0 £(x,0)

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The choice of representation has a strong impact on the efficiency of SR. Alternatives
include linear representations (e.g., weighted sums of interaction terms (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA,
2021) or smaller expression trees (LA CAVA et al., 2019)), graph-based encodings (RANDALL
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et al., 2022), and grammar-based rules (ESPADA et al., 2022) that restrict the search space.

Representation therefore determines both the expressive power and the tractability of SR methods.

2.2.2 Objective functions

Different metrics can be used in SR as objective functions. Prediction error is commonly
measured with the Mean Squared Error (MSE) between predictions f(X,0) =y and expected
values y (Eq. 2.1):

MSE(y,y)

Q.IF—‘

d
Z 2.1)

Besides MSE and its variants —namely Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), or Mean
Absolute Error (MAE)—, the coefficient of determination ? (Eq. 2.2), which measures the
amount of variance explained by the model, is also commonly used. R? is often prefereable due
to its values having a maximum value of 1, and because it allows a natural interpretation that

values close to zero means the model performs no better than prediting the mean.

d [~ 2
R2—1_ Zidzl (Yi — 3{1)2 7 2.2)
Zz’:l (yi —7)

where 4 is the mean of the observed target values.

Haut et al. (2022) tested correlation-based objectives, first optimizing 1? and then
applying linear scaling. However, correlation rarely outperformed RMSE, and they concluded
RMSE should remain the preferred metric. Correlation is not popular since it captures only
associations and ignores scale, being not directly related to predictive error, often failing in

selecting high performing models.

Another reason to prefer MSE is that parameter optimization requires differentiable loss
functions, and MSE fulfills this requirement, enabling gradient descent or black-box optimization
of parameters. Thus, while optimization is generally performed with respect to MSE, R? remains
convenient when comparing models across datasets with different target values scales, as it is

invariant to rescaling of y, where MSE is not directly comparable.

When it comes to model size (often used as a proxy for interpretability), it is often the
secondary objective aiming to improve expression interpretability. Guidotti et al. (2018) states
the interpretability is often measured as size of expressions, a vague notion that may not yield

good results for some domain-specific problems.

The model size is usually measured as the number of terms in the expression tree,
counting every symbol — operator, constant, features, and multiplicative weights. It is arguable
that there is considerable lack of consensus in the field, as size, complexity, and simplicity are often

used interchangeably, but also often have different calculations. Alternatives to count number of
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terms are the concept of complexity used by La Cava et al. (2019), or parsimony used by Schmidt
& Lipson (2009).

The complexity definition provided by La Cava et al. (2019) calculates the complexity
of a node n with k child nodes as the recursive combination of the complexity of its children

with the complexity of the root operator, as shown in Eq. 2.3:

C(n) =cn- (D) _Cla)), (2.3)

where ¢, is an arbitrary positive value (c,, € Z") defined for each possible operator, representing

the difficulty of understanding its behavior by humans.

The complexity of each feature increases exponentially with depth and tends to be
higher when deeper nodes involve more complex operators. This design discourages the use
of complicated operators, promoting more interpretable models. This penalizes nested, hard-
to-interpret operators more strongly. Note that this approach can also affect simple operators
such as +, which may be nested in linear combinations. To prevent linear models from being
unnecessarily penalized, commutative operators (i.e., + and x) may be allowed higher arity,

reducing the complexity of linear combinations compared to strictly binary trees.

Parsimony (measured as the inverse of number of terms in the expression) was used by
Schmidt & Lipson (2009) to indicate equations with high complexity (small parsimony value) or

simplicity (high parsimony value).

Another approach to balance accuracy and complexity in symbolic regression is the
Description Length (DL) principle, grounded in information theory and widely discussed in
Bartlett et al. (2023). The authors point out that “the best functional representation of a dataset is
the one that compresses the most, requiring the fewest units of information to communicate the
data with the help of the function”. It is calculated as (Eq. 2.4):

L(D) = L(f) + L(DI[), 2.4)

where L denotes codelength, f is the functional hypothesis, and D the dataset. L(D|f) =
—log £(D|6) denotes the optimum encoding of the residuals that best fits the data, and L(f)
denotes the units of information needed to represent it. DL penalizes overly complex hypotheses
while rewarding accurate fits, striking a trade-off between complexity and predictive power. As
the amount of data increase, DL tends to favor more accurate solutions even at the cost of higher
complexity, since the simplicity penalty becomes relatively less influential. This makes DL a
conservative criterion that avoids overfitting on small datasets but leverages richer datasets to

capture more complex structures.

Some other attempts of measuring interpretability of models was proposed by Vladislavl-
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eva et al. (2009), with a polynomial-based complexity measure, though it has not been widely
adopted. They count the minimum degree of an approximation polynomial function to the

expressions.

Due to the large variety of metrics that emphasize different facets of mathematical
expressions generated by SR algorithms, the community does not have a unified consensus
on which metric should be used for predictive accuracy or model interpretability. As a result,
researchers often rely on whichever metric is most suitable for their specific application or

empirical benchmark.

2.2.3 Multi-Objective optimization

SR can optimze both prediction error and model size by being implemented as a multi-
objective optimization problem, or by minimizing prediction error while indirectly controlling

size through hyperparameters or the evolutionary process.

Multi-objective optimization has been widely studied in SR by explicitly minimizing
two or more objectives simultaneously. For instance, Vladislavleva et al. (2009) explored SR in
a multi-objective scenario with different complexity measures as secondary objective. Beyond
error and complexity, alternative objectives have also been proposed, such as Schmidt & Lipson

(2010) considered the age of solutions as an additional objective to encourage diversity.

In an (explicit) multi-objective setting, the fitness of a candidate solution f is defined as

a vector, typically combining one loss function with one penalty for model size or complexity.

Consider the hypothesis space H and m objective functions. Let F' be the fitness vector
whose values are each of the scalar-valued objective functions O;, with i € {1,2,...,m}, where
the first value is called the dominant objective, and the remainder are secondary objectives (Eq.
2.5):

F(f.0) = [O01(£.0), 0s(£.0), ..., On(£.0)], 2.5)

for example, MSE and complexity (Eq. 2.6):

O1(f,0) := MSE(f(X.,0).y),

(2.6)
Os(f,0) := Complexity(f).
The corresponding multi-objective optimization problem is (Eq. 2.7):
min  F(f,0). (2.7)

fEH, OeRP

One common way of including multiple objectives in the GP framework is by using the

non-dominated-sorting approach introduced in the NSGA-II algorithm by Deb et al. (2002), where
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individuals are ranked according to dominance relationships, and non-dominated individuals
are preserved in the population. The NSGA-II uses the definition of Pareto dominance to sort
the entire population based on their fitness vector F, selecting the non-dominated solutions to

survive to the next generation.

The pareto dominance is defined for two objective vectors u,v € R™. Then, u dominates

v (write u < v) if and only if:

Vie{l,....m}: u; <wv; and 3Jj: u; <vyj. (2.8)

In other words, u is at least as good as v in all objectives, and strictly better in at least
one. This relation is a preorder and can be read as “preferred to”. The Table 2.1 shows the different
Pareto dominance relationships two fitness can have, based on Ehrgott (2005), Emmerich &
Deutz (2018).

Table 2.1 — Conditions of Pareto dominance in multi-objective optimization.

Pareto Dominance Condition Description

Strict Dominance Vi, u; < v; A

. Solution u is strictly better than v if it is no worse in all
(u=<vwv) 34, uj < vy

objectives and strictly better in at least one objective.

Weak Dominance . . . . e .
Vi, u; < v; Solution u is weakly dominant if it is no worse than v in

=<
(w=v) all objectives (it may be equal in all of them).
Ecyllll\zlin)ce Vi, u; = v; Both solutions achieve exactly the same performance on

all objectives, meaning neither dominates the other.

Non-dominance

Neither solution dominates the other: one is better in some
Fu<v APv=<u

objectives, but worse in others. Both are part of the Pareto
front.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The Pareto front is the set of all non-dominated individuals in the population, and
represent individuals with different trade-offs between the objectives, without being dominated —
they are superior in at least one objective. These solutions represent the best trade-offs among
the considered objectives. Figure 2.2 illustrates an example of a Pareto front, where the optimal

trade-off curve separates feasible solutions from dominated ones.

The NSGA-II will select the entire Pareto front to compose the next generation, and the
remaining slots —so the next generation has the same size as the previous one— is filled with
the dominated individuals based on their crowding distance to the Pareto front. There is usually a
decision criteria to pick from the final population an individual with a good trade-off between
the objectives, for example the pseudo-weight vector approach (DEB; KALYANMOY, 2001).
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Figure 2.2 — Illustration of a Pareto front (dotted line). The Pareto front consists of the set of non-
dominated individuals in a multi-objective setting. Final solutions are usually chosen
from this set. Dominated individuals are worse on all objectives when compared
with any solution from the Pareto front.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

2.2.4 Genetic programming

Genetic Programming is the primary heuristic for implementing symbolic regression.
Figure 2.3 summarizes these steps in a flowchart, illustrating the iterative loop of evolutionary

algorithms.

It maintains a population of candidate models and iteratively improves them through

selection, variation, and survival steps, aiming to produce high-quality solutions.

Initialization. A randomly initialized population is first created in GP. Common strate-
gies are the grow and ramped half-and-half methods (KOZA, 1992). In the grow method, child
nodes are randomly determined as either functions or terminals. Control is limited to maximum
depth, and the total number of nodes has no fine-grained control. In the ramped half-and-half
method, grow is alternated with the generation of full trees. Unlike grow and ramped half-and-half,
the probabilistic tree creator 2 (PTC?2) published by Luke (2000) is designed to explicitly control
tree size and depth to manage expression complexity, and is still used to generate individuals
within a given maximum size and depth. The initialization of parameters in expressions was
originally proposed through ephemeral random constants (KOZA, 1992) and remains widely
used. However, parameter optimization methods are often applied afterward to improve accuracy,

serving as a form of local learning in modern algorithms.

Evaluation. The evaluation step asserts that every individual have its fitness calculated
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Figure 2.3 — Flowchart of common steps of evolutionary algorithms. Each iteration corresponds
to a generation. Individuals are randomly generated and then iterativally refined
through a process that assemble a random search, but with selection and survival
steps helping guiding the search towards promissing regions of the hypothesis space.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

using the dataset before proceeding to the next step. This step preceeds selection and survival

steps, and can also check for Pareto dominance in multi-objective algorithms.

Selection. The selection step chooses parents to generate offspring through the variation
operators. Selection mechanisms can significantly influence exploration-exploitation balance and
convergence speed. Early approaches, such as roulette selection (HOLLAND, 1975) —proposed
by Holland in the context og GA—, select individuals with probabilities proportional to their

fitness, ensuring even poor solutions have a small chance of selection (Figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4 — Roulette selection, a parent selection mechanism proposed by John Holland, where
probabilities are proportional to fitness. Each parent is selected by spinning the
wheel.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Tournament selection (MILLER et al., 1995; BRINDLE, 1980) is a popular method,



22 Chapter 2. Background

due to its simplicity. In this method, groups of £ > 2 individuals compete as in tournaments, and
the best in each group is selected as a parent (Figure 2.5). Notice that some individuals may never
be selected, in the example, d and g, although variants without replacement between tournaments
exist (GOLDBERG et al., 1989).

Figure 2.5 — Tournament selection, where each parent is selected by winning a tournament of
k individuals. This is the most commonly found parent selection schema today.
Candidates are randomly assigned to the tournament with uniform probabilities, and
the best performing one is selected.

Candidates Random tournaments Parents pool
of size k

OO0 S
GO0 It

©ee—@

Source: Elaborated by the author.

OEE

Variation. Variation introduces diversity and drives the search through the hypothesis
space. Often the variation operators are the crossover and different types of mutation based on
the model representation. Due to the populational aspect of EAs, the random variations helps

explore several directions simultaneously in the hypothesis space.

Crossover recombines parts of two parents to produce offspring, while mutation intro-
duces small perturbations to enable local exploration and novelty (Figure 2.6). Properly designing
variation operators is challenging but critical for search efficiency. Implementing meaningful

crossover operators is considered a hard task.

Survival. The survival step determines which individuals remain in the population, and
it is applied after generating the offspring®. It can be used to balance accuracy and complexity,
e.g., through NSGA-II’s non-dominated sorting (DEB et al., 2002). Tournament-based survival
and elitism are common. Elitism ensures that the best solution found so far is retained for the
next generation, regardless of not being selected in any step during the survival phase. Some
implementations merge parent and offspring populations before survival, while others rely solely

on offspring.
3

Notice that selection and survival are different steps, often performed with different approaches. In this context,
selection will pick individuals to mate, while survival will apply a selective pressure where individuals with
better fitness are more likely to remain in the population.
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Figure 2.6 — Examples of applying the variation operators. The crossover recombines parts of
the two parents, and the mutation performs local changes to one of the parents.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.
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2.3 Search and optimization

Beyond function structure search, symbolic models often require parameter optimization
to fine-tune constants; good selection mechanisms to avoid selecting overfitted, non-generalizable
models; and mechanisms to control bloat and redundancy to avoid overly complex expressions.
This section details the main strategies for optimization and search control that will be explored

in this thesis, also pointing out current limitations of these strategies.

2.3.1 Non-linear parameter optimization

Mathematical expressions may contain numeric parameters that influence model predic-
tions. Optimizing these parameters is non-trivial (KOMMENDA et al., 2019; WORM; CHIU,
2013; KAMIENNY et al., 2022). In early GP, constants were generated as ephemeral random
constants (KOZA, 1992), which often led to poor coverage of the parameter space.

Leaving the parameter optimization task solely to the evolutive process often results in
slow convergence (CHEN et al., 2017; CHEN et al., 2023) and suboptimal constants (WANG;
WU, 2004), since it lacks the capability of obtaining the global optimum. With that in mind, the

practitioner can include parameter optimization steps into the loop.

Later strategies attempted to mitigate the burder of random parameters, such as linear
scaling (KEIJZER, 2003) or enforcing linear models (ARNALDO et al., 2014; DE FRANCA;
ALDEIA, 2021; DE FRANCA, 2022; LA CAVA et al., 2019). When creating linear representa-
tions, it is easy to use the minimum least squares method to find global optimum parameters, but

the function gets restricted in shape and capabilities of modeling any algebraic function does not
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hold.

Modern SR systems frequently combine the search for the function structure with dedi-
cated parameter optimization, often relying on non-linear methods such as Levenberg—Marquardt
(LM) (LEVENBERG, 1944; MARQUARDT, 1963), which has proven effective in many frame-
works (ALDEIA; DE FRANCA, 2022a; KOMMENDA et al., 2019; WORM; CHIU, 2013). When
many parameters are involved, this step can significantly increase the computational cost, as the
optimization methods often relies on iterative steps, having to deal with dataset dimensionality

and number of simultaneous parameters to tune.

Figure 2.7 shows how local parameter optimization can be embedded in the evolutionary

cycle, before the evaluation steps.

Figure 2.7 — Flowchart of evolutionary algorithms, highlighting the extra steps required for
parameter optimization. Parameters must be optimized before selection or survival,
ensuring fitness values reflect tuned parameters before selection and survival.
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Alternative strategies have also been proposed. For instance, some divide expressions
into building blocks optimized locally before assembling the final model with global optimization
(CHEN et al., 2018), while others use specific heuristics like Low Dimensional Simplex Evolution
(LUO; ZHANG, 2012). Deterministic approaches such as FFEX (MCCONAGHY, 2011) employ
regularized regression to directly fit parameters. Reinforcement learning—based SR methods also
rely on numerical solvers to refine constants (KAMIENNY et al., 2022; BIGGIO et al., 2021;
LANDAJUELA et al., 2022; SHOJAEE et al., 2023), showing that parameter optimization is a
universal challenge across paradigms, and cannot be generated in an end-to-end fashion using

transformer architectures.

Benchmark studies such as SRBench (LA CAVA et al., 2021) have highlighted the
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impact of parameter optimization. Operon (BURLACU et al., 2020), ranked among the most
accurate algorithms, systematically associates a parameter with every terminal and optimizes
them using a non-linear optimization method, although this often leads to over-parameterized
expressions (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023). GP-GOMEA (VIRGOLIN et al., 2017;
VIRGOLIN et al., 2021) showed the best trade-off between accuracy and complexity, but still
relies on ERCs without subsequent optimization, indicating it may achieve a higher predictive
power under parameter optimization. Hybrid frameworks such as PS-Tree (ZHANG et al., 2022)
build ensembles of small SR models fitted with least squares, but the resulting structures are

often overly large.

Altogether, these examples illustrate that parameter optimization is a central bottleneck
for SR, and iterative non-linear methods like LM have been successfully applied for parameter
optimization in SR. Still, some methods relies on linear parameter optimization, and the trade-off

between these different approaches are not well studied.

2.3.2 Parent selection with e-lexicase

Selection indirectly optimize the solutions by driving the balance between exploration

and exploitation in GP-based SR, and have minimum interference with other GP parts.

Classical schemes such as roulette wheel and the tournament selection choose parents
based on aggregated fitness values over the training set. While simple and effective, these
methods ignore case-specific performance and can lead to information loss due to aggregation,
often discarding individuals that excel on difficult subsets of the data. Since less information is
available when aggregating fitness values, it tends to underperform selection methods that relies
on case-specific performances (KRAWIEC; O’REILLY, 2014).

To address this, Spector (2012), introduced the lexicase selection, rewarding individuals
that perform well on challenging test cases, assessing performance one case at a time. Figure 2.8

depicts the process of lexicase selection.

In lexicase selection, in order to select one parent, the entire population goes into a
selection pool. In each round, candidate parents are filtered based on performance on a randomly
ordered sequence of test cases. Then, a random test case is selected, and individuals who fail that
test are eliminated from the pool. Randomly selecting the following test case is repeated until the
pool contains only one individual. If the procedure runs out of test cases, a random individual

from the pool is returned with uniform probability.

For regression tasks, e-lexicase extends this idea by allowing tolerance around the best
error per case, originally designed using the Median Absolute Deviation (LA CAVA et al., 2016).
This variant has shown state-of-the-art performance in program synthesis and symbolic regression
(DING et al., 2023a).

The canonical e-lexicase selection introduced multiple variants for threshold calculation,
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Figure 2.8 — Illustration of the lexicase parent selection process. The entire population enters the
selection pool. The test cases are shuffled and chosen one by one, and individuals
failing that test — miss-classifying the sample, in classification problems — are
eliminated from the pool. The process repeats until only one individual remains. If
all test cases are exhausted, a random individual from the remaining pool is selected.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.
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including dynamic or semi-dynamic thresholds, and the properties of this parent selection method

could be further explored, aiming to design variants with a more natural interpretation.

2.3.3 Simplification of symbolic regression expressions

A long-standing challenge in SR is the uncontrolled growth of expressions without
improvements in accuracy, often referred to as bloat. Symbolic simplification can be a key to
mitigating this, as many candidate models are functionally equivalent despite increasing structural

complexity with redundant operations (as depicted in Figure 2.9).

Figure 2.9 — Illustration of several equivalent expressions.

o0

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Several approaches have been proposed to alleviate this through simplification of ex-
pressions. These include automatic simplification during evolution through random deletions
(HELMUTH et al., 2017), algebraic rewrite rules (KULUNCHAKOV, 2017), constrained search
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spaces (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021), Bayesian model selection criteria (BOMARITO et al.,
2022), and equality saturation (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023). Simplification not only
reduces model size but can also improve generalization: Helmuth et al. (2017) showed that GP
programs failing to generalize before simplification often did so afterward, likely due to the
presence of unnecessary code that did not expressed effects in prediction during training, but

failed to handle new test instances.

Interestingly, some researchers argue not all redundancy is harmful. Neutrality —changes
in genotype that leave phenotype and fitness unchanged— may promote broad exploration of
the search space (HU et al., 2025). Recent work argues that neutrality can be a decisive factor
in search success, with linear GP exhibiting structural introns and tree-based GP showing more
implicit neutrality (BANZHAF et al., 2024). From this perspective, what appears as bloating
might actually support effective exploration, suggesting that simplification should not always be

applied since it can harm the neutral space.

Another risk associated to a lack of simplification is overparameterization. For example,
de Franca & Kronberger (2023) argue that models with too many parameters are difficult to
interpret and suffer from ill-conditioning, which slows down the parameter optimization. They
propose simplifying expressions prior to optimization in order to avoid excessive parameterization,
showing that this produces simpler models with fewer parameters, thus motivating the importance

of simplification procedures.

Although all of the different simplification methods have their own benefits they often
require special rules or correspond to simple heuristics, having limitations, mainly the additional
computational cost and the need to manually write the algebraic simplification rules. Also, one
needs to understand the relationships of simplification methods with the neutral space, as whether

early simplification may hinder the search.

2.4 Evaluation and benchmarking

The evaluation of symbolic regression methods has long been a challenge. Bench-
marks are essential for comparing algorithms, understanding their strengths and weaknesses,
and tracking progress in the field. However, running a benchmark requires standardized datasets,
consistent protocols, and clear reporting; without these, comparisons risk being misleading or
even counterproductive. At the same time, Radwan et al. (2024) warned that optimizing methods
for benchmark performance, rather than for broader scientific utility, risks making benchmarks

less useful over time.

Historically, benchmarking in SR has been limited. Early studies often compared new

ideas against a few outdated baselines on small and overly simple problems. Orzechowski et al.
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(2018) surveyed SR papers up to 2018, and acknowledged previous efforts to conduct benchmarks
for SR methods, also highlighting the lack of rigor, showing that most benchmarks relied on
trivial datasets with little standardization. This lack of rigor risked diminishing the credibility
of SR results outside its immediate research community. To address this, they compared four
SR algorithms against a suite of ML methods on over 100 datasets from PMLB (OLSON et al.,
2017; ROMANO et al., 2021), calling for broader and more systematic evaluation.

Building on this, La Cava et al. (2021) introduced SRBench, the first large-scale col-
laborative benchmark for SR, evaluating 14 modern algorithms (GP-based, deterministic, and
deep learning) across hundreds of datasets, and emphasized that benchmarks must remain living
resources, continuously updated to reflect new challenges and use cases. The authors emphasized
that defining a “state of the art” should not be the sole goal of research, but argued that empirical
evidence is nonetheless crucial for guiding future work. Each algorithm was run multiple times
with evaluation budgets defined by function evaluations, though this proved difficult to apply

uniformly across methods with very different runtimes.

The release of SRBench have motivated further work. de Franca et al. (2024) bench-
marked a smaller set of recent algorithms on artificially generated datasets designed to probe
specific capabilities: accuracy, robustness to noise, feature selection, extrapolation, and inter-
pretability. Using runtime limits instead of evaluation counts, they encouraged more efficient

implementations.

Several domain-specific benchmarks have also been proposed. For instance, Zegklitz &
Posik (2020) emphasized open-source principles, benchmarking four SR methods on nine datasets
(five synthetic, four real-world). Similarly, Abdalla et al. (2024) evaluated five SR algorithms in
the context of civil and construction engineering, where equations are often derived via linear
regression. More recently, Thing & Koksbang (2025) developed a unified tool for benchmarking
SR in cosmology, testing 12 methods on 28 datasets, finding that most methods performed poorly
in this domain, highlighting the gap between generic benchmarks (e.g., PMLB) and specialized

scientific applications.

2.4.1 SRBench: the most famous symbolic regression benchmark

The SR community has broadly adopted SRBench as the standard for evaluating and
benchmarking approaches. It enables comparisons with standard ML regression models, enforces

a common API, and provides reproducible pipelines®.

SRBench drew on PMLB and a ground-truth track based on more than 100 physics
equations from the Feynman lectures (FEYNMAN et al., 2006; FEYNMAN et al., 2015), curated
by Udrescu et al. (2020).

Further discussions emerged in top-tier conferences related to SR (such as GECCO),

4 <https://cavalab.org/srbench/>
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with criticisms about aggregated views of the results (DICK, 2022; DE FRANCA, 2022), arguing
that aggregated results obscure important differences between methods. Similarly, Matsubara et
al. (2024) criticized SRBench’s reliance on the Feynman dataset, noting that its uniform sampling
poorly reflected real-world physics. They proposed alternative sampling strategies (normal or

logarithmic) and tested six SR methods under this setup.

Reproducibility has historically been a challenge due to the stochastic nature of evolu-
tionary algorithms and inconsistent experimental protocols. Recent initiatives such as SRBench
provide standardized benchmarks, datasets, and metrics to enable fair comparisons between
methods. Still, new algorithms were released since SRBench publication, and there are improve-
ments recognized by the SR community that can be addressed, providing a next iteration of this

benchmark.

2.5 Recent trends

Recent research has explored neural and transformer-based approaches as alternatives or
complements to GP. Wu et al. (2024) reviewed the intersection of large language models (LLMs)
and Evolutionary Algorithms (EA), highlighting the potential for LLMs to guide intelligent
searches and for EA to provide global optimization in black-box settings. Some arguments in
favor of using LLMs to perform the search is that it can perform sequential changes, better
approximating changes that humans would make, overcoming the GP limitation of exploring
changes by random (LEHMAN et al., 2022).

End-to-end neural approaches, e.g., NeSymRes (BIGGIO et al., 2021), E2E (KAMI-
ENNY et al., 2022), have been explored, but still face limitations in robustness and generalization,
often requiring additional optimization steps such as BFGS or Monte Carlo Tree Search (SHO-
JAEE et al., 2023). Hybrid frameworks, such as uDSR (LANDAJUELA et al., 2022), attempt to

integrate pre-training, transformers, GP, and linear models into a single pipeline.

These hybrid approaches suggest that evolutionary components remain intrinsically
valuable for the types of problems where SR excels, as the most promising transformer-based
alternatives are in fact hybridizations of GPs and transformers. It can be argued that GP retains a
unique advantage: its ability to discover genuinely novel solutions rather than merely reproducing
patterns already present in the training data. This advantage arises from GP’s stochastic exploration
of the search space. While LLM-based models sample according to prior probabilities learned
through token processing —thereby biasing their modifications toward patterns seen during
training— GP can introduce random changes across many individuals, enabling a broader and

more exploratory search.

The rise of LLMs is particularly relevant since program synthesis has become a key
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application area for these models. However, transformer-based approaches still have many limita-
tions familiar from earlier SR work: they often struggle with noise, generalization, and robustness.
Further evidence for this view was provided by Radwan et al. (2024): although recent advances
have attempted to combine neural networks and SR, their study showed that Operon, used off-the-
shelf, still outperformed two recently proposed SR methods based on end-to-end transformers. In
the same line, different pre-trained models for SR were evaluated by Voigt et al. (2025), and it
was found that they did not achieve competitive results and failed to generalize to data outside

the training domain.

Some neural network-based SR methods, such as AlFeynman (UDRESCU; TEGMARK,
2020), require a large amount of data, with the authors using up to one million samples to train the
model. Transformers require a large pre-training step, and the distribution over equations in the
pre-training influences the prior during inference, which can play a negative role in generalization
capabilities (BIGGIO et al., 2021), for example Constantin et al. (2024) noticed bias influencing
the formulas in physics, and sampling from this distribution may perpetuate established patterns
or failing to explore novel formulas. Meanwhile, GP-based SR has proven to learn from few
observations (WILSTRUP; KASAK, 2021), useful in problems where data is not widely available,

rare, or expensive. GPs remain robust, data-efficient, and relatively lightweight.

Despite the rapid emergence of neural and transformer-based methods, GP remains
central to many SR systems. Well-established GP frameworks such as Operon (KOMMENDA
et al., 2019), PySR (CRANMER, 2023), and GP-GOMEA (VIRGOLIN et al., 2021) are still
widely used, particularly because modern implementations increasingly combine GP with pa-
rameter optimization — a step that has become almost indispensable for competitive predictive
performance. Applications of GP-based SR continue to expand in domains such as physics and

healthcare, where the need for interpretable models is especially critical.

2.5.1 Taxonomy of contemporary symbolic regression

A visual summary of these categories is shown in Figure 2.10°. Among popular SR
methods published in the past decade, several of them relies on using GP as the main search
heuristics, such as EPLEX (LA CAVA et al., 2019), Genetic Engine (ESPADA et al., 2022),
GPGOMEA (VIRGOLIN et al., 2021), GPZGD (DICK et al., 2020), Operon (KOMMENDA et
al., 2019), PSTree (ZHANG et al., 2022), PySR (CRANMER, 2023), TIR (DE FRANCA, 2022),
and FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019). GP remains a popular method, likely due to its closeness to
the original idea proposed by Koza, although recent trends have also explored neural networks,
such as EQL (SAHOO et al., 2018), deterministic approaches, such as FFX (MCCONAGHY,
2011) and SymTree (DE FRANCA, 2018), iterative processes, such as RILS-ROLS (KARTELJ;
DIJUKANOVI¢, 2023), transformer architectures, such as E2E (KAMIENNY et al., 2022) and

5

This taxonomy represents the author’s perspective. A different point of view of the taxonomy of SR was presented
by Makke & Chawla (2024), grouping SR methods into regression-based, tree-based, physics inspired, and
mathematically inspired. They group the methods by the model representation and application.
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TPSR (SHOJAEE et al., 2023), and hybrids that combine neural networks with GPs, such as
uDSR (LIU et al., 2024).

Figure 2.10 — Taxonomy of symbolic regression methods, based on their main search strategy.
Bayesian methods use prior distributions to sample nodes. Genetic programming
approaches use population-based heuristics that manipulate programs, commonly
program trees, by mimicking evolutionary variation. Deterministic approaches
return the same model given the same data, using heuristics to reduce the search
space or enumeration. Neural and deep learning methods use neural networks to
sample symbols. There are also hybrid approaches, combining elements of different

paradigms.
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Among the GP variants, the approaches differ in some particularities about their im-
plementation. These differences can be in representation (e.g., TIR uses a different expression
representation), constants optimization (e.g., Operon performs non-linear optimization of param-
eters and assigns weights to all features; GPZGD performs z-score standardization and stochastic
gradient descent for parameter optimization; and PSTree relies on ERC), or selection methods
(e.g., FEAT and EPLEX uses e-lexicase selection).

While GP implementations vary in aspects such as representation, optimization, or
selection strategies, they share the same core principle of evolving symbolic expressions, whereas
neural methods instead attempt to learn symbol distributions directly. For instance, NeSym-
Res (BIGGIO et al., 2021) generates equation skeletons that are later fitted using non-linear
optimization, while E2E (KAMIENNY et al., 2022) predicts full expressions including parame-
ters, optimized with BFGS optimization, but limited to a subsampling up to 1024 data points.
TPSR (SHOJAEE et al., 2023) enhances transformer decoding with Monte Carlo Tree Search,
improving the results at the cost of longer inference. uDSR (LIU et al., 2024) unifies pre-training,

transformers, GP, and linear models into a single modular framework.

Other methods include physics-inspired approaches such as Al Feynman (UDRESCU;
TEGMARK, 2020), which uses a neural network but has shown to generalize poorly outside
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physics (LA CAVA et al., 2021), and Bayesian models such as BSR (JIN et al., 2020), which

sample expressions from learned priors.

The FFX method has a unique property: there are no hyperparameters. Many of the
hyperparameters, such as population size or number of generations, are long-term discussions
in the field as well, and modern methods often have lots of hyperparameters, with few to none
sensitivity analysis performed by their authors, and that may drastically affect the final results,

since they may be problem-dependent.

2.5.2 Role of symbolic regression in the machine learning ecosystem

An alternative to black-box models is the use of white-box models, which are con-
sidered intrinsically interpretable. Many GP papers highlight interpretability as an advantage
(AFFENZELLER et al., 2014; DE FRANCA, 2018; FILHO et al., 2020; FERREIRA et al., 2020;
ALDEIA; DE FRANCA, 2022b; RADWAN et al., 2024).

Angelis et al. (2023) argue that SR reduces the need for domain-specific assumptions,
enabling data-driven discovery in the era of big data. While ML has shown great utility in this
context, a major barrier remains the difficulty of interpreting models, particularly in fields such

as physics.

SR occupies a niche similar to white-box ML models by delivering explicit equations,
but with greater flexibility than other parametric regression methods. Examples of white-box ML
models include linear models, decision trees, and decision rules (RUDIN, 2019). The drawback
of other white-box methods is that they may deliver lower predictive accuracy compared to
black-box approaches (FERNANDEZ-DELGADO et al., 2014), and SR has been proven to
yield better results than common white-box regression methods while keeping the expressions
relativelly small (LA CAVA et al., 2021). The role of SR in the ML ecosystem is then to provide
white-box, flexible models rather than just black-box predictions, and it is often considered a
white- or gray-box method (ALDEIA; DE FRANCA, 2022b).

The assumption that more complex models are inherently more accurate does not always
hold (RUDIN, 2019), and SR is most useful when it yields concise, intelligible expressions.
Indeed, expressions exceeding roughly 10 or 20 nodes may already strain human interpretability,
raising the question of whether SR is worthwhile for problems that can only be approximated by
large expressions. As noted by Radwan et al. (2024), SR holds potential for interpretable models,

but this is not always guaranteed.

Holding potential implies that not all equations found by SR are interpretable, and
without careful search control, GP often converges to overly complex solutions. Methodological
advances are therefore crucial to ensure SR fulfills its promise of producing simple, interpretable
models. Regarding the enumerated challenges mentioned earlier in this chapter for symbolic

regression, parameter optimization is important when it comes to interpretability, as the values
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can be meaningful and help interpreting the model. Guiding the search through parent selection
also plays a major role, as it may hinder the search if not done properly, and can speed up the
convergence otherwise. Finally, it is also important to ensure that the returned expression is as

simple as it could be, although model simplification is hard and often overlooked.

2.5.3 Applications of symbolic regression

SR has found applications in many domains where interpretability is critical. Across
domains, SR is often valued not only for predictive performance but for providing scientific

insight into the data-generating process.

A comprehensive review of SR applied to physics problems (ANGELIS et al., 2023)
identified over 30 SR methods and emphasized that explicit equations reduce the need for domain-
specific assumptions, facilitating data-driven discovery in the era of big data. Reinbold et al.
(2021) proposed incorporating physical constraints to SR (e.g., smoothness, symmetries) to
recover of non-equillibrium systems. Similarly, Kubalik et al. (2021) integrated prior knowledge
to solve three physics problems. Applications also extend to recovering physical laws from
observational data. Cranmer (2023) curated data from famous physics discoveries and measured
how well SR could find the analytical solutions, achieving a high rate of recovery. Kronberger et
al. (2022) proposed shape-constrained models to ensure properties such as monotonicity, showing
better extrapolation behavior. Martinek et al. (2024) proposed shape-constrained penalization to

the parameter optimization step as a way to guide the search more efficiently

SR has also been applied to design new formulas for acoustic transmission (HRUSKA
et al., 2025), helping understanding the underlying principles for sonic cristals — an artificial
structure that modify the transmission of waves in a way that is not achieved by any natural
medium, thus showing how interpretability helped getting new insights into that. SR has been
applied in astrophysics, where a multiview SR uncovered and validated new candidate equations
without known ground-truth (RUSSEIL et al., 2024): the authors found equations that were
validated by analyzing the expression, and the final models helped to grasp some understanding
of the underlying physics by recovering some previous equations from the literature and showing

promissing new ones.

In aerospace engineering, SR has been used for wind turbine modeling, producing
equations that outperformed more complex alternatives in turbulent environments (LA CAVA et
al., 2016b), and for predicting aircraft remaining useful life from sparse data, where structurally
penalized SR achieved lower error than grey-box approaches (LIU et al., 2024). In dynamical
systems, Schmidt and Lipson (SCHMIDT; LIPSON, 2009) famously derived equations for the
double pendulum. In chemical catalysis, SR identified descriptors for oxide perovskites through
multi-objective optimization of predictive error and size, even from small datasets (WENG et al.,
2020).
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In medical informatics, SR has been applied to resistant hypertension phenotyping (LA
CAVA et al., 2023), to discovering nonlinear feature transformations that improve survival
prediction in heart failure patients (WILSTRUP; CAVE, 2022), and to modeling anatomical
dissimilarity in 3D abdominal reconstructions (VIRGOLIN et al., 2018), where SR yielded

interpretable solutions, with a smaller degree of overfit when compared to other ML approaches.

2.6 Building an unified framework

This thesis investigates different open challenges in symbolic regression. During the
last three years of this thesis, the author has been an active contributor to the Brush framework,
continuously integrating his developments into it. During the development of this thesis, this
framework was further extended to include parameter optimization for classification tasks, use
e-lexicase parent selection and Pareto dominance survival, and to perform simplification of
individuals with the inexact simplification method proposed in this thesis. These additions unify

the various facets explored in this research into a cohesive framework.

This section describes the evolutionary backbone of Brush. Brush originally incorporated
parameter optimization inspired by Operon, but introduced a different strategy for managing

toggleable weights.

2.6.1 Evolutionary algorithm

The evolutionary backbone of Brush is a direct derivation of GP algorithms with param-
eter optimization (see Fig. 2.7 for reference). It performs parameter optimization as proposed
by Kommenda et al. (2019), parent selection with e-lexicase as proposed by La Cava et al.
(2016), and uses non-dominated sorting survival (DEB et al., 2002). The variation operators, i.e.,
crossover and mutation, are modified to allow failures and then provide more reliable generation

of variations within pre-defined maximum size and depth of individuals.

The algorithm starts with a randomly initialized population P with S individuals, where
programs have sizes uniformly distributed between 1 and maxg, using the PTC2 algorithm to
create the initial expressions (LUKE, 2000). Then, for a given number of generations G, it repeats
the steps of selection, variation and survival over the individuals on the population. Selection step
is repeated until S individuals are selected as parents P’. After selection, the parents undergo

variation to generate new individuals.

The variation is applied until a new intermediate population Q, so-called offspring,
reaches the same size as the original population. Finally, the original population and the offspring
are merged into R and goes into the survival step based on the non-dominated sorting. The

non-dominated sorting identifies multiple fronts of non-dominated individuals, and returns the
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Figure 2.11 — How individuals are created in Brush. Given a set of pre-defined symbols (a),
Brush uses the Probabilistic Tree-Creation 2 (PTC2) algorithm to create a set of
random individuals to fill the initial population. Then, this population goes through
a selection step, pairing individuals (b) to go together into the variation step. The
variation step can apply one of 7 possible variation operations (c). Crossover
randomly switches two sub-trees between the selected parents. Toggle weight on/off
will enable/disable a learnable weight into a random node. Subtree will replace
one node by a random sub-tree, generated with PTC2. Point replaces one random
node with a new one of same arity. Delefe removes one node, keeping its children.
Insert creates a new node. Best viewed in colors.
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first S best-performing ones to replace the population in P. Figure 2.11 illustrates different
programs that can be constructed using the symbols and tree structures, then, one possible result
for each variation operator implemented. The shadowed area represents a node with its toggleable

weight on.

Brush is implemented to internally split the training data into an smaller training partition,
and a validation partition. The inner training partition is used to tune the parameters and evaluate
the prediction error for each test case in e-lexicase selection. The test partition is not used in
any step to avoid data leakage, and it comes into play only when selecting the final individual,
asserting that the returned expression is not overfitted to the training data. The final model is
picked using a validation fraction vs out of the original data, by choosing the individual with best
prediction performance, although the framework was developed to support custom user-defined
selection criteria based on any of the fitness measures implemented: the error metric on train/test,

size, complexity, depth, or Pareto dominance rank.

Algorithm 2.1 illustrates the evolutionary framework. For convenience, let p.weights
denote the tunable parameters of the individual p from the population. The parameter optimization
relies on training data, as well as the loss function, to find values that minimizes the loss function
on the data used. The loss can be defined different for classification and regression problems:
when solving regression problems, Brush uses the MSE as loss function, whereas it uses the
logistic loss function for classification. The UpdateFitness function will take as argument all
the fitness measures calculated to the individuals, but will update the fitness attribute by selecting

only the metrics specified in the list of concurrent objectives O.
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Algorithm 2.1 Brush’s evolutionary backbone

Require:
GA parameters: problem data points (X, y), population size (5), generations ((z), validation
fraction (vs), list of concurrent objectives (), loss function to compute the errors (L),
tolerance for variation failures (7)
Tree constrains: maximum size (max;) and depth (max,)
Ensure: Best individual in validation partition, or any custom user-defined pick criteria
1: X' y' + (1.0 — vs) fraction of (X, y)
2: XY, y¥ < remaining vs fraction of (X, y)
3: P+ {PTC2(max,, max,) for _ € {1,2,...,5}}
4: for p € P do {Initializing parameters }
5.  p.weights < ParameterOptimization(p, X!, y', L)
6: loss; «+ L(p.evaluate(X?),y")
7: loss, « L(p.evaluate(X"),y")
8: p.fitness < UpdateFitness([loss;, p.size,loss,, p.complexity, p.depth]|, O)
9: for gen € {1,2,...,G} do
10 P’ < Selecte-Lexicase(P,5)
11: Q< () {Initialize offspring}
12 forie {1,3,5,...,|P|—1} do
13: p1,p2 < P'[i], P'[i + 1]
14: 01,09 < Variation(X' y' p1,ps, L, T)
15: Q <+ QU {01, 0.}
16: R+PUQ
17: P < NSGA-II(R,S)
18: return arg min,cp Dist ((p.evaluate(X”),y"), (0,1))

The variation operator work as follows. Individuals goes in pairs to the variation operator,
as crossover requires two individuals, whereas mutation may use only one. The variation to be
applied is selected first. Then, the location in the individual’s tree where the mutation will
occur is determined based on the mutation type. In this way, candidate spots can be preselected,
excluding those where generating a valid individual within depth and size constraints is unlikely.
By choosing the spot according to the variation type, meaningless modifications are also avoided
(e.g., attempting to toggle a weight in an already fully weighted individual). For crossover,
the procedure for selecting candidate spots is also implemented to ensure that size and depth
constraints are not violated. First, a random spot is selected in one parent, provided it is not
located at the maximum depth. Then, in the second parent (the donor tree), all spots that satisfy
the constraints are listed as candidate locations. A final subtree is selected from the second parent
from the candidate pool, and if no valid candidates exist, a new spot is selected in the first parent
and the process is repeated. The 7 defines the number of times the algorithm will tolerate failures
during variation, set by default to 3, and returning a new randomly generated individual in case
it fails. Finally, the procedure returns the new individuals to compose the offspring in the main

loop. Algorithm 2.2 describes this procedure.

By default, the multiple objectives are the loss function and the complexity of expressions
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Algorithm 2.2 Variation

Require: Problem data points (X', y), parents (p;, p2), loss function to compute the errors (L),
and tolerance until returning the original parent (7)
Ensure: Pair of variations over the parents (o1, 07)
1: 01,09 < p1, p2 {Placeholders with the original parents }
2: for (ind, otherInd) € [(01, p2), (02,p1)] do
3:  attempts <0
4:  while attempts < 7 do
5 variationToApply <— SampleVariation()
6: spot < SelectVariationSpot(ind,variationToApply)
7
8
9

¢ < nothing
if variationToApply = crossover then
¢ < crossover(ind, otherInd)

10: else { Mutation requires only one argument }

11: ¢ < mutation(ind, variationToApply)

12: if ¢ # nothing then {Initialize and get reward }

13: c.weights < ParameterOptimization(c, X,y, L)
14: c.fitness + (L(c(X),y),c.size)

15: ind < ¢

16: break

17: attempts < attempts + 1

18: return [0y, 0]

as in Eq. 2.3. The complexity is calculated as the sum of the individual complexity of each node
described in 2.2.

Table 2.2 — Complexity of each operator in Brush, for regression problems. This table reports
only operations used in this thesis, although Brush supports additional operators not
reported here.

Complexity Operators

2 Constant

3 +, —, Terminal

4 |- |, (-)% Logistic, Min, Max, Mean, Median, Sum, Prod, x
S 1L e9,log v T T 5 ()0

6 cos, sin, tan, cosh, sinh, tanh, cos™!, sin™!, tan—!

9 log(1+ -)

10 Logabs

Source: Elaborated by the author.

2.6.2 Parameter optimization

In Brush, every node contains an innate node weight that can be toggled on or off during
the search. If it is on, the parameter is optimized using LM. Initially, only terminal weights

are toggled on. This extends Operon (BURLACU et al., 2020) mechanism that assigns weights
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exclusively to terminals. Brush utilizes the large-scale Ceres solver (AGARWAL et al., 2023) for

obtaining a fast estimation of the parameters.

2.6.3 Parallel populations

Figure 2.12 — Brush island schema. On the left, the overview of the steps performed. The main
loop will split the population into islands for faster processing by sending each
island to one core. The population is in practive a single vector with all individu-
als, and each island is represented as a list of indexes from this population. The
islands initially do not have overlapping in indexes, but migration can occur. A
synchronization point is needed when generating the offspring, since at this point
the algorithm is manipulating the size of the population vector by doubling the
population to accommodate the offspring.
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In Brush, population management is designed for runtime efficiency by handling the
population as if it were divided into multiple islands. The number of islands can be either specified
by the user or automatically inferred from the number of available CPU cores. The island model
was originally proposed to evolve solutions in parallel while preventing all subpopulations
from converging in the same direction, thereby maintaining higher diversity across the overall
population (WHITLEY et al., 1999).

Brush adopts this idea in a loose sense, primarily to exploit parallel computing. Steps
that can be parallelized are executed independently within islands, while offspring generation

remains centralized in a single thread, since the islands are not fully decoupled from a single
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population, but only abstracted for paralelism. Importantly, parent selection and survival are
carried out independently within each subpopulation, meaning that multiple Pareto fronts may

coexist. This approach improves scalability while remaining transparent to the user.

2.7 Summary

This chapter provided a historical and conceptual overview of symbolic regression. This
chapter introduced its origins, taxonomy, problem formulation, and key components such as rep-
resentation, optimization, and evaluation. It also reviewed common applications and highlighted
open challenges, particularly in the areas of search, optimization, and simplification, which affect

symbolic regression algorithms broadly.

The problem formulation was presented in mathematical terms, which can vary across
authors; here, the definitions are clarified to ensure consistency and to highlight the impact of the

contributions presented in this thesis.

Benchmarking SR methods, an issue of central importance, was also discussed. This
topic will be revisited in Chapter 6, where the results are reported for a new benchmark that
includes the algorithm used as the foundation for implementing several contributions of this thesis,

such as expression simplification. In the benchmark, Brush achieved state-of-the-art performance.

The next four chapters present the contributions developed during this thesis, including
a large-scale benchmark study. Finally, the concluding chapter synthesizes the findings, discusses

their impact, and outlines future perspectives.
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3 Parameter optimization

Linear and non-linear optimization influences on predictive

accuracy and model size

Summary

Coefficient optimization in symbolic regression is a challenging task. This chapter
investigates linear and non-linear optimization methods in a symbolic regression algorithm
with a constrained representation, formulated as a linear combination of non-linear terms. This
design allows both optimization approaches to be applied independently or in combination.
Linear optimization provides a closed-form solution with globally optimal parameters, while
non-linear optimization is iterative and may converge to local optima or fail to improve results.
To evaluate these strategies, a benchmark is performed by applying the symbolic regression
method on six well-known datasets in the machine learning community. The goal is to assess
how parameters can be effectively optimized and, in particular, to investigate whether separating
the optimization of linear and non-linear parameters improves predictive accuracy and model
size, thereby informing the development of future algorithms that rely on constants and can
benefit from parameter optimization. Results show that separately optimizing linear and non-
linear parameters produces the best-performing expressions, though with higher runtime and
larger expression size. However, combining both optimization methods may require a constrained
representation, thus limiting the hypothesis space to a narrower set, which can be undesirable in
some contexts. Non-linear optimization alone performs worst for the given representation, likely

related to overparameterization or the difficult to find feasible initial points.

Part of this chapter was published as: Guilherme Seidyo Imai Aldeia and Fabricio Olivetti de Franca. 2022.
Interaction-Transformation Evolutionary Algorithm with parameters optimization. In Genetic and Evolutionary
Computation Conference Companion (GECCO 22 Companion), July 9-13, 2022, Boston, MA, USA. ACM,
New York, NY, USA, 8 pages. <https://doi.org/10.1145/3520304.3533987>
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3.1 Introduction

The search space of Symbolic Regression (SR) is vast and may include any algebraic
function; thus, identifying optimal parameter values is a non-trivial task. Parameter optimization'
in SR has been recognized as challenging task (KOMMENDA et al., 2019), and leaving it entirely
to the evolutionary process further increases the difficulty. In the first SR algorithm proposed by
Koza (KOZA, 1992), Ephemeral Random Constants (ERCs) were generated within a bounded
range, in the expectation that evolution will prioritize those values that favored expressions. In this
scenario, constants needed to suit the entire population globally, or else they were discarded during
evolution. Moreover, crossover and mutation could drastically alter the behavior of functions

—as analyzed in de Franc¢a (2018)—, making existing parameters meaningless after the variation.

Relying exclusively on ERCs can hinder performance, as evolution must discover pa-
rameters independently. This not only lacks the ability to obtain global optima (WANG; WU,
2004) but also results in slow convergence when relying solely on the evolutionary procedure
(CHEN et al., 2017). However, the burden of parameter adjustment can be alleviated with opti-
mization methods. Real-valued parameter optimization in SR has been partially addressed with
local methods (WORM; CHIU, 2013), and it is now widely accepted in the GP community that

parameter optimization is essential when running SR algorithms.

Finding optimal parameters for mathematical expressions is not new; linear models in
statistics provide a classic example. Linear models admit a single solution —given the number
of sample exceeds the number of variables— because the derivative of the error function with
regard to the parameters can be explicitly calculated. This leads to a closed-form solution for
minimizing error, the foundation of the linear least squares methods (JAMES et al., 2021). Notice
that this also generalizes to linear combinations of non-linear terms, such as transformations of
the original variables. The challenge then becomes identifying suitable non-linear terms to serve
in the linear combination. This may require either exhaustive search or black-box optimization.
While the former guarantees global optimality, it is often intractable because the non-linear term

may take the form of any algebraic function. The latter is fundamentally SR itself.

The linear composition idea underlies several SR methods. FEAT (LA CAVA et al.,
2019) constructs meta-features as trees and combines them with regularized linear optimization
techniques such as Lasso (although Lasso does not have a closed-form and performs an iterative
process that requires several steps and may not converge). The ITEA (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA,
2021) employs the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) over linear combination of constrained non-
linear terms. The PS-Tree algorithm (ZHANG et al., 2022) creates small trees with ERCs and
combines them with Lasso, in a boosting-like approach. FFX (MCCONAGHY, 2011) performs

a deterministic combination of a library of automatically generated interactions and combine

' Also called coefficient learning or parameter identification in the SR context.
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them linearly with linear regression.

Nevertheless, restricting SR to linear combinations reduces the hypothesis space to a
narrow subset. Addressing this limitation requires non-linear optimization, typically carried out
via iterative processes such as gradient descent. These methods require gradient computation,
which is difficult to provide automatically given that unconstrained SR can represent nearly any
function. Consequently, existing approaches rely on black-box optimization, which requires only
access to parameters, but are computationally expensive and provide no guarantees of reaching
global optima. Operon (KOMMENDA et al., 2019), for example, uses the Levenberg-Marquardt
(LM) algorithm (LEVENBERG, 1944; MARQUARDT, 1963) to optimize black-box non-linear

functions iteratively by approximating the gradient with regard to the parameters.

Given the discussions above, ITEA stands out for its constrained representation, which
facilitates adaptation to diverse search algorithms, demonstrated by the family of methods that
also uses the same representation, such as Simulated Annealing (KANTOR et al., 2021), Neural
Networks (DE FRANCA; LIMA, 2021), and regression analysis through automatic differentia-
tion (ALDEIA; DE FRANCA, 2021). In La Cava et al. (2021), ITEA demonstrated competitive
performance among state-of-the-art SR algorithms. In this chapter, the ITEA algorithm is ex-
tended to incorporate non-linear parameters and used to investigate how different parameter

optimization methods perform and interact.

This chapter therefore explores whether optimization methods can be combined in a
constrained representation that has separable linear and non-linear parameters. Because non-linear
optimization is prone to local optima, four strategies are presented for parameter optimization:
(i) optimizing only linear parameters with OLS, (7i) optimizing all parameters with LM, (iii)
first adjusting linear parameters with OLS and using them as the starting point for LM, and (iv)

optimizing each term individually with LM and then combining the results with OLS.

The primary objective is to investigate whether separating the optimization of linear and
non-linear parameters improves predictive accuracy and model size, and to assess the trade-off in
runtime when applying iterative non-linear optimization and closed-form linear optimization.
This analysis provides insights that may guide the development of future algorithms that rely on
constants. The results shows that separately optimizing linear and non-linear parameters is the
most effective strategy for producing high-performing expressions, though at the cost of increased
runtime and larger expression size. In contrast, non-linear optimization alone yields the worst
results, with higher normalized MSE in almost all benchmarked datasets. Finally, while combining
linear and non-linear optimization can be beneficial, it requires a constrained representation that

narrows the search space, which may be undesirable under certain circumstances.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 reviews related
work on the role of parameter optimization in different SR algorithms. Section 3.3 introduces
the background necessary to understand parameter optimization. Section 3.4 describes the

experimental setup used to assess the effects of parameter optimization, including the SR algorithm
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employed. Section 3.5 presents and discusses the experimental results. Finally, Section 3.6

summarizes the chapter by outlining the main insights and conclusions.

3.2 Related work

In the literature, numerous works have delved into linear or non-linear methods for local

optimization of symbolic regression expressions.

Reis et al. (2024) benchmarked eight parameter optimization methods, emphasizing
that constant optimization has a major impact on performance yet remains underexplored. Their
results show that optimizing parameters greatly improves model accuracy and helps recover the
correct mathematical expression. They also note that many methods follow a common pattern:
parameters are initialized randomly and subsequently optimized. Easy problems tend to be solved
efficiently when parameters are optimized, whereas harder problems exhibit strong dependence
on both the SR method and the optimization strategy.

Other studies have emphasized the risks of overparameterization. For example, de Franca
& Kronberger (2023) argue that models with too many parameters are difficult to interpret and
suffer from ill-conditioning, which slows down memetic approaches. Similarly, de Franga & Kro-
nberger (2025a) point out that redundant parameters can hinder optimization in SR methods. This
issue is analogous to multicollinearity in linear models, where OLS estimation may fail to produce
reliable parameter estimates (GUJARATI; PORTER, 2003). Kronberger et al. (KRONBERGER;
DE FRANCA, 2025) further show that detecting and removing overparameterization can improve
both the convergence speed and results of non-linear optimization, as fewer parameters make it
easier to reach local optima.

Other approaches have explored dividing expressions into modular components. Chen
et al. (2018) propose decomposing expressions into building blocks that are first optimized
individually and then assembled using a global optimization procedure. Luo & Zhang (2012)
apply the Low Dimensional Simplex Evolution method to optimize parameters. The Fast Function
Extraction (FFX) method (MCCONAGHY, 2011), a deterministic approach to symbolic regres-
sion, employs regularized learning to identify parameters. Recent work has also investigated the
use of the LM algorithm for non-linear parameter optimization in SR (KOMMENDA et al., 2019;
WORM; CHIU, 2013).

Finally, Burlacu (2025) studied the impact of memoization on parameter optimization,
specifically using caching to store and reuse previously fitted parameters. Their results demonstrate
up to 34% speedups without loss in accuracy, by detecting duplicates and retrieving fitness values
without re-fitting the model. They tested different numbers of local search iterations (0, 1, 10, 50,
and 100), showing the scalability of this approach.
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Despite this variety of methods and experiments, none of the existing works have
combined linear and non-linear optimization procedures. This integration requires that linear
and non-linear parameters are explicitly defined, facilitating their identification and enabling a

systematic study of their combination.

3.3 Linear and non-linear optimization

The linear optimization method admits a closed-form solution with globally optimal
parameters, whereas the non-linear method is iterative and may converge to local optima or fail

to improve the solution if the starting point is not adequate.

Let X = [X1,Xy,...,Xq] € R™ be a matrix where each column corresponds to an
independent variable, and each row represents a sample from the training data. Each row is
therefore an observation of n variables, x = [z1, o, ..., x,]. Lety = (y;)L, € RY be the target

variable vector.

Linear models (belonging to the category of parametric models) assume that the data
can be explained by a linear combination of the input variables. Under this assumption, only the
free parameters need to be estimated, with the goal of minimizing the distance between the linear
function (or hyperplane, for x € R" with n > 1) and the observed data points.

Consider the function f as the linear combination of the input variables:

f(X)I ($17x27'--7xn>:60+Zﬁi‘xi7 (31)
i=1
where 3 = [y, B2, . . ., O] represents the parameters for each variable, and (3 is the intercept.

The intercept can be added to the input variables X by creating a dummy column X, o = (1;)%;.

In vector form, The Eq. 3.1 can be expressed as:

7=x"0. (3.2)

The goal is to find values of 3 that minimize the distance between the function and the

observed points. This is equivalent to minimizing the Residual Sum of Squares (RSS):

d

RSS:Z

i=1 =1

_xT8)? (3.3)

M&

where y; — ¥; is the residual. The optimization problem can be stated as:
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[Ai' = argmin RSS(B) = iRSS(B) = 0. (3.4)
a 08

The Ordinary Least Squares method provides an unbiased estimator with a closed-form
solution for the parameters that minimize squared error (PUNTANEN; STYAN, 1989). Since
RSS is a convex quadratic function, it admits a single global optimum, so it’s partial derivative

yields optimal 3 values. The partial derivative with regard to any (3; can be calculated by:

) d n
——-RSS(B) =2 i lyi— > Buwin| - (3.5)
9p; i=1 k=1

The 2 factor can be ignored. Rearranging:

d n d
MO wiwiB =) wiju (3.6)
=1

i=1 k=1

In matrix notation, the Eq. 3.6 can be written as:

(XTX)B=AXTy = 8= (XTX)" XTy. (3.7)

This method is fast to calculate, as it relies on matrix operations, and performs well

when the relationship between variables and the target is linear.

To optimize non-linear parameters, iterative methods must be used. SR community
has often applied the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm (LEVENBERG, 1944; MARQUARDT,
1963), as in Kommenda et al. (2019), Worm & Chiu (2013). This approach generalizes linear
optimization.

For convenience, let the residual error be defined as the difference between the model

prediction and the target values, for an arbitrary function with p parameters, H : R? — R

-~

H(8) =y — f(X,B). (3.8)

The optimization problem becomes:

B = argmin [|H(8)|]2, (3.9)
BERP

where || - ||2 denotes the 2-norm, ||h|| := \/h? + hZ + ...+ h2.

This is solved iteratively by approximating a step in H through linearization around 3:

H(B+AB)~ H(B)+ J(B)AB, (3.10)
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where J((3) is the Jacobian matrix of first-order derivatives with regard to the parameters:

Ohi Ol ohy
0B 0Bz T OBp
JB)=1|: = i, (3.11)
Ohy  Ohn Ohn
opr  0B2 T OBy
with h;, i = 1,2, ..., |expression| denoting the non-linear component associated with the param-
eter 3;,7 = 1,2,...,p, treating parameters as the optimization parameters.

At each iteraction, the update rule for 3 is given by approximating a gradient descent

step:

B+ B+ A3 = argAIglin |H(B) + J(B)AB|2. (3.12)

Although LM provides a general and flexible optimization scheme, it introduces several
challenges. First, it is computationally expensive. Second, the choice of initialization for 3 strongly
affects convergence and feasibility of the solution. Finally, as the number of parameters increases,
convergence becomes more difficult due to the enlarged search space, which may contain many
local minima or non-convex error landscapes. In the context of SR methods, Burlacu (2025)
explored performance as the number of iterations increased, and concluded that a very small

number of iterations (e.g., 10) is sufficient to find proper parameter values.

3.4 Methods

This section proposes a modified version of the ITEA algorithm, and then presents how
it will be used to investigate the effects of linear and non-linear optimization methods. Then, it

explains the experimental setup.

The original ITEA algorithm employs a constrained representation inspired by physics
equations, allowing only interactions between variables up to specified strength levels. This
representation also enables the method to express ratios of two functions, where each function
consists of interactions among the variables. As a result, the algorithm is capable of representing
a wide range of equations commonly found in physics (ALDEIA; FRANCA, 2018).

3.4.1 Non-linear Interactrion-Transformation Evolutionary Algorithm

The Interaction-Transformation Evolutionary Algorithm (ITEA) uses a restricted repre-

sentation proposed by de Franca (2018), called Interaction-Transformation (IT) tuple: a tuple
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(g, k) that describes the application of a transformation function g : R — R over the interac-

tion of the n independent variables (x1, xo, ..., x,) to the power of their respective strengths
k = ky, ko, ..., k,. Expressions are built by linearly combining ¢ IT tuples in the following form:
t
Fx,B) =80+ > Bi-gi(p(x. ki), (3.13)
=1 Interaction

with the interaction defined as:

d
k.
p(x k) =[] =" (3.14)
j=1
The linear parameters are adjusted using the OLS method, since the representation
restricts the hypothesis space to linear combinations to facilitate precise parameter identification.

Multiple pairs of IT terms are linearly combined to create a final expression in the form given by
Eq. 3.13.

The ITEA algorithm uses only mutations to explore the search space, and tournament
selection (with a default size of 3) to generate the next generation at each iteration. The ITEA
starts by creating random expressions with the restricted representation, where the user can also
specify the complexity constraints of the expression (such as the maximum number of IT terms

or strength range). This is illustrated in Algorithm 3.1.

In total, there are 3 types of mutations:

» Expand: adds a new tuple (g, k) to the expression, which can be a random new tuple, or

the positive/negative element-wise combination of two existing tuples on the expression;
¢ Shrink: removes a random existing tuple (g, k) of the expression;

* Local modification: randomly changes one value in the interaction strengths k with a

random integer.

Notice that since the ITEA only performs mutation operations, the evolutionary pro-
cedure can be interpreted as a local search in the structure, and the parameter optimization is a

local search in the parameter.

The modified version of ITEA proposed here adds two inner parameters 8 € R? to each

IT tuple, replacing Eq. 3.14 with the following:

d
p'(x,k;,0) =00+ 6, ]2} (3.15)
j=1
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Algorithm 3.1 Interaction-Transformation Evolutionary Algorithm

Require:
Function set f, IT expression constrains II, population size s, optimization function opPTIMIZE_-
PARAMS, train data (X,Y)
Ensure: IT expression f
. cache <— LRUCache(MAX_CACHE_SIZE)
2: pop < [ generate_IT_expressions(f, IT) for _ € [1,2,..., 5] ]
3: while Criteria € is not meet do
4:  mutants < [ mutate(p, IT) for p € pop ]
5. for it € pop ++ mutants do
6: if hash(it)¢ cache.keys then
7
8
9

—_—

optm_coeffs <— optimize_params(it, X, Y)
if dc € optm_coeffs 5 ¢ = oo then
: optm_coeffs < get_neutral_elements(it)
10: cache[hash(it)] <— optm_coeffs
11: replace_parameters(it, cache[hash(it)])
12:  pop < replace(pop ++ mutants, X, Y)
13: return arg max | fitness(p, X, Y) for p € pop |

The 6, performs a shift in the domain of the transformation function argument, and 6,
allows to perform horizontal compression or stretch of the transformation function argument.
Figure 3.1 provides an illustrative view of all components of IT terms that can now be adjusted —

some through the evolutionary process (EA), and some using an optimization method (OLS/LM).

Figure 3.1 — How non-linear IT expressions are constructed. The final expression is the composi-
tion of several IT terms and a Linear offset. Each square in the figure represents a
numeric parameter that must be adjusted. Between parenthesis, all applicable meth-
ods to optimize each square is represented: linear optimization (OLS), non-linear
optimization (LM), and the evolutionary algorithm (EA).

s [Oop(O+0O(zy - 25 - ... - z)

AR =T

Outer Scaling  Transformation Offset Inner Scallng Interactlon other IT Linear offset
(OLS/LM) (EA) terms (OLS/LM)

Source: Elaborated by the author.

To illustrate how expressions are generated using this representation, Figure 3.2 shows
the constrained representation structure, with linear parameters in red and non-linear param-
eters in blue, for a problem with two variables. Below the structure, the expression 2+/37; +
3.14sin (0.5 + 1.5x3) + 15.2 is constructed using the representation. Identifying the operators
(+/* and sin) and the strengths for each variable in the interaction corresponds to optimizing the
function structure, while the linear and non-linear parameters can be optimized using different

strategies.
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Figure 3.2 — Example of constructing an equation using the non-linear IT representation. Linear
parameters are shown in red, and nonlinear parameters in blue. The operators and
strengths are left for the evolutionary algorithm to optimize.

Hop(U) + Ozg - «f) + Clop(L + Uy - ) + ... + L]

Vo

24/3x1 4 3.14sin(0.5+ 1.5z3) + 15.2

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Through an evolutionary process, the original ITEA algorithm would search for the best
values for (g, k) to build the expression structure. At the same time, it would optimize 3 with the
OLS method. With the proposed modification, two non-linear parameters 0 are added to each

expression’s terms, and these cannot be adjusted with linear methods.

Notice that the interaction of variables eliminates the i-th independent variables of the
calculation when k; = 0, since 29 = 1. The original implementation does not limit the maximum
number of variables in each interaction strength vector k, which is extended with the possibility of
setting a maximum number of variables to avoid overly complex expressions for the experiments.
With this addition, the methods generate_IT_expressions() and mutate() were modified to
respect this limit. This is done because, in general, the manual modeling of a regression model
with interactions of variables tends to avoid large interactions, which leads to less interpretable
expressions. The idea of the IT representation is to restrict the search space to simpler expressions,
and it could benefit from having control of how complex the interactions could get. While adding
non-linear parameters increases the total number of nodes in the expressions, the mitigation is

done by limiting the complexity of the interactions.

Regarding the optimization procedure, a Least Recently Used (LRU) Cache (LEE et
al., 2001) is used to memoize previously seen parameters. The LRU Cache is used since it can
restrict the number of elements and avoid an uncontrolled growth in memory consumption.
While this can prevent the non-linear methods from further optimizing previous equations, it
can also decrease the time consumption of the algorithms. The parameters are memoized if the
method successfully returns adjusted parameters without numeric error, and that results in an
improvement on prediction accuracy. Otherwise, each parameter is set to the neutral element of
the operation in which it takes part (zero for addition; one for multiplication). Similar expressions
have the same hash to be used as keys in the cache (i.e., permutations of the IT tuples (g, k) do

not result in different expressions).
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3.4.2 Mixing linear and non-linear optimization

To combine OLS and LM methods, the following heuristics are proposed:

ITEA with OLS adjust. This is the original approach using OLS to adjust the parameters of the
linear expression (Eq. 3.7). This version of ITEA has two purposes: i) to serve as a baseline
to compare the other adjustment heuristics and ii) to be compared with the original ITEA

implementation that does not limit the number of variables in the interaction.

ITEA with LM adjust. This approach optimizes all the parameters at once using at most ten
iterations of the LM method, updating the parameters with Eq. 3.12. All parameters are

initialized with random values taken from a uniform distribution in the interval [—100, 100].

ITEA with OLS + LM adjust. This heuristic first optimizes the linear parameters using OLS,
then randomly attributes values taken from a uniform distribution in the interval [—100, 100]
only for the non-linear parameters 8, and applies the LM method for at most ten iterations
to the whole expression. The idea is to improve the starting point by partially adjusting it
before the LM.

ITEA with LM + OLS adjust. This approach optimizes each 3 individually by applying the
LM method to adjust only the non-linear parameters to fit the individual term to the
dependent variable y. Then, the individual parameters are updated in the expression, which
has its linear parameters 3 globally adjusted using the OLS method. The idea is to stimulate
local optimizations in each term, which will be the linear value from the OLSused. Also,
individual optimization with LM can minimize the impact of errors during the iterative

Process.

Preliminary experiments were performed using a narrower interval of [—1, 1] to initialize
the parameters, but the results were unsatisfactory. These experiments shown that the interval
between [—1, 1] performs worse than the interval as in Kommenda et al. (2019), that is, sampling

uniformly in the range [—100, 100].

3.4.3 Experimental setup

Six popular datasets from the machine learning community were used, with their names
and dimensions reported in Table 3.1. Since ITEA has stochastic behavior, 30 independent runs
were performed for each dataset. The datasets were divided into a 5-fold setup (meaning 0.2 test
partition size), and for each fold, the training was done using the four remaining folds, and the
fold-out was used to measure the final model performance on unseen data. Results therefore are

calculated from the distribution of the 30 independent executions per dataset.
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Table 3.1 — Datasets considered in the parameter optimization experiments.

Dataset name # samples # variables

Airfoil 1503 5
Concrete 1030 8
Energy Cooling 768 8
Energy Heating 768 8
Wine Red 1599 11
Yacht 308 6

Source: Elaborated by the author.

All algorithms had the hyper-parameters fixed to the same configuration to allow an un-
biased performance comparison, reported in Table 3.3, with corresponding descriptions reported
in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 — Hyper-parameters of the non-linear ITEA and their descriptions.

Hyper-parameter Description

transf_funcs Set of allowed transformation functions

popsize Number of individuals in the population

gens Number of generations to perform the evolution (stop criteria)
strength_bounds Interval (inclusive) of allowed strength values

terms_bounds Interval (inclusive) of the number of terms in each expression

max_nonzero_strengths Maximum number of strengths different of zero in the expressions

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Table 3.3 — Configuration used for the non-linear ITEA algorithm.

Hyper-parameter Configuration

transf _funcs [identity, sin, cos, tan, v/, log, exp, abs]
popsize 250

gens 400

strength_bounds [-3, 3]

terms_bounds [2, 15]

max_nonzero_strengths 2

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The rationale for selecting the strength bounds [—3, 3] is that some existing physical
equations exhibit relationships within this range. For example, the magnetic dipole field decreases
with the inverse cube of the distance, and Kepler’s third law states that the orbital period is

proportional to the cube of the semi-major axis.
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After each run, the final expression was saved, together with the total execution time,
the Normalized Mean Squared Error (NMSE) for train and test partitions, and the number of
nodes in the expression. The NMSE normalizes the mean squared error (MSE) by the variance
of the dataset, allowing for the comparison of all results on the same scale. This performance

measure is calculated by:

L (o) - )

NMSE =
var(y)

5 (3.16)

with var(y) being the variance of the dependent variable y.

To assess model interpretability, the number of nodes is used as a proxy. Subsection 2.2.2
discussed several ways to measure model complexity, but due to the presence of multiple com-
mutative linear IT terms in expressions generated with ITEA, computing complexity requires
converting each expression into a parse tree. Because there are several valid ways to construct
such a tree, different complexities can exist for the same expression, making it an unreliable
metric. In contrast, counting the number of nodes offers a more stable and informative estimate

of how complicated the equations are for the given representation.

The experiments were conducted on a 64-bit computer running Ubuntu 19.10, equipped
with 16 GB of RAM and an Intel i7-9700 processor (8 cores @ 3.00 GHz). The LM method was
allocated a budget of 10 iterations. The implementation was developed in the Julia programming

language, and the LRU cache was set to store at most 10,000 expressions.

For boxplots, methods are grouped by dataset and represented as notched boxes. To
determine the order of the methods in each figure, the methods were sorted them according to
their average NMSE rank across all datasets, such that the legend reflects the overall ranking
with respect to the error metric. The best overall method (leftmost in the legend) was statistically
compared to the others. A bracket above each pair denotes whether there is statistical evidence of
performance differences, assessed using a Wilcoxon signed-rank test with Bonferroni correction.
The results depicted refer to the test partition performances. Asterisks denotes p-values in range
*:1.00e-02 < p < 5.00e-02; **: 1.00e-03 < p < 1.00e-02 ***: 1.00e-04 < p < 1.00e-03 ****;

p < 1.00e-04., and (ns) represents a non-significant value.

For tables, each cell reports the median and the 95% confidence intervals (CI), which
provide a textual description to the plots. The median and Cls are used due to their robustness to

outliers. Each column corresponds to a method, and the best value in each row is highlighted.

3.4.4 Online resources

A Github repository is available at <https://github.com/gAldeia/itea-julia> with all
implementations and datasets. Results and post-processing scripts are also included.
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3.5 Results and discussion

The results are divided into three parts. First, a comparison is performed using the
original ITEA implementation and the OLS adjustment, comparing its performance under re-
stricted and unrestricted numbers of variables in the interactions. Second, a comparison of the
optimization heuristics proposed in this chapter is reported. Finally, the relationship between

execution time and the different optimization heuristics is analyzed.

3.5.1 Restricted vs unrestricted number of variables in the interaction

The performance of the original ITEA algorithm is compared under two conditions:
when the maximum number of variables in an interaction is restricted and when the interaction
size is left unrestricted. In both cases, parameters are adjusted only through OLS, without
consideration of inner parameters. The NMSE is reported in Figure 3.3, while the corresponding
number of nodes is shown in Figure 3.4. The restricted version, with a maximum of two variables

per interaction, is denoted as plain OLS, and the unrestricted version is denoted as OLS (U).

Figure 3.3 — NMSE of the original ITEA when the number of variables in the interaction is
restricted and unrestricted (U).

Airfoil Concrete E Cooling
ns 0.28 R ns
0.300 0.050
0.26
0.275 0.045
5 0.24
% 0.250
o 0.22 0.040
& 025
z 0.20 0.035
0.200
0.18
0.175 0.030
0.16
0.150 0.025
0.14
E Heating Wine Red Yacht
ok s *
L —— . 1 L —
0.020 0.725 0.0175 e
0.700
0.0150
- 0.015 0.675
é 0.0125
= 0.650
(zf) . 0.0100
z 0.010 0.625
0.0075
0.600
0.005 0.0050
0.575
0.0025
OLS OLS (U) OLS OLS (U)

Source: Elaborated by the author.

These results in Figure 3.4 reinforce the evidence that larger interaction terms do not
consistently provides performance gains. Importantly, this figure illustrates that, despite the

absence of accuracy improvements, the unrestricted version leads to considerable expression
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growth. This suggests that unconstrained interactions promote bloated models — unnecessarily
complex without justifiable improvements in predictive accuracy. Regarding the number of nodes,
the spread of the distributions in the unrestricted version is at least twice as big as the restricted
one, with many datasets showing statistical differences. This leads to the interpretation that larger

interactions are more prone to overfit.

Figure 3.4 — Number of nodes of the original ITEA when the number of variables in the interaction
is restricted and unrestricted (U).
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

An interesting result emerges from Figures 3.3 and 3.4: allowing larger interactions
does not statistically improve the NMSE, and sometimes hurts performance. This finding suggests
that interpretability —when measured in terms of the complexity of modeled interactions— does
not necessarily come at the expense of predictive accuracy. In other words, restricting interaction

size can simplify models without degrading performance.

Moreover, there is no need to explore the interaction of all possible variables, as small
interactions appear sufficient to capture the relevant structure. This points to the potential suit-
ability of boosting-style approaches for SR, where multiple simple expressions are aggregated to

form a more powerful model.

A comparison of NMSE on the test partition reveals that, for two out of the six datasets,
there is no statistically significant difference between the restricted and unrestricted versions.
For the remaining datasets, where the statistical test indicates significance, the restricted version
consistently outperforms the unrestricted one. This trend is further supported by the median and
confidence interval values in Table 3.4. Although the confidence intervals largely overlap, the

restricted OLS variant generally achieves better performance than the unrestricted version.

To enable a qualitative comparison of the algorithms, the smallest expressions obtained

by ITEA in the restricted (Eq. 3.17) and unrestricted (Eq. 3.18) versions are reported for the
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Table 3.4 — Median NMSE of the ITEA when the number of variables in the interaction is
restricted and unrestricted (U). 95% confidence interval depicted in brackets. Best
performance for each dataset depicted in bold.

Dataset OLS OLS (U)
Airfoil 0.18[0.16,0.28] 0.21[0.16,0.26]
Concrete 0.17[0.15,0.20] 0.19]0.15,0.23]

Energy Heating 0.00[0.00,0.02] 0.01[0.00, 0.03]
Wine Red 0.65[0.59,0.75] 0.65[0.59,0.78]
Yacht 0.00[0.00,0.02] 0.01]0.00,0.02]

[ ]
[ ]
Energy Cooling  0.03[0.03,0.04] 0.03[0.03,0.06]
[ ]
[ ]

Source: Elaborated by the author.

airfoil dataset, which was selected for illustration due to its low dimensionality. The features and
their meanings are described in Brooks et al. (1989) and presented in Table 3.5. The goal is to
predict the self-generated noise of an airfoil using the available features. The data were collected
in a wind tunnel with multiple blades, where domain knowledge was used to characterize and

predict self-noise behavior.

Table 3.5 — Description of input variables for the Airfoil noise dataset. These features are con-
sidered self-noise mechanisms, related to the phenomenon being predicted (y), the
self-generated noise of different aircraft blades.

Feature Meaning

f Frequency, in hertz (Hz).
«  Angle of attack, in degrees (°).
c¢ Chord length, in meters (m).
U, Free-stream velocity, in meters per second (m/s).
0  Suction-side displacement thickness (9), in meters (m).
y  Scaled sound pressure level, in decibels (dB).

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The Expression in Eq. 3.17 took 84 seconds to reach, and achieves an NMSE of 0.36,

with an effective expression size of 67 nodes.

[ 1 1 1
IToLs = —283.83 - s 0.43 - cos <c3Uoo) —207.48 - (@)

| 53
— 2431.65 - T~ 21.42 - y/c —0.023 - \/ f25 + 143.0

(3.17)

The Expression found in the unrestricted scenario in Eq. 3.18 took 140 seconds to reach,

and achieves an NMSE of (.27, with an effective expression size of 91 nodes.
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3

U c?
ITOLS ) = 2.31 - log (f5;$2> + 19523.49 - sin (m)

2

. a‘c . 1
+ 1718.74 - sin (f3(52) —10210.023 - sin <ﬁ> (3.18)

«Q 1

When the expressions are compared, the restricted version is observed to yield simpler
and more interpretable equations, although not inherently interpretable. The former equation is
shorter and involves simpler interaction terms; however, some exponents equal to three are noted,
which hinders interpretability. In contrast, the latter equation is characterized by extensive use of

trigonometric functions and larger parameter values.

Such findings are particularly compelling because they indicate opportunities to improve
both objectives simultaneously: model size and predictive performance. In this case, the presumed
trade-off between accuracy and model size does not hold, and constraining interaction size offers

a principled way to mitigate bloat while preserving or even enhancing generalization.

3.5.2 Parameter optimization heuristics

To investigate the role of parameter optimization, four distinct heuristics were proposed
and evaluated. Figure 3.5 reports the NMSE on the test partitions across all datasets for each
heuristic. In this version of ITEA, expressions were restricted to a maximum of two variables
per interaction, based on findings from the previous section. The boxplots show that the ITEA
with LM was the worst alternative in almost all datasets, while the combination of LM+OLS
was the best. Although LM+OLS was consistently the best-performing method, in four of the
datasets, there is no statistical difference between the LM+OLS and the second-best method,
OLS. The OLS+LM and LM methods usually present statistical significance compared with the
best method.

The results highlight several important aspects. First, relying solely on linear parameters
(OLS heuristic) consistently worse results compared to LM+OLS. This confirms that nonlin-
earities play a major role in improving predictive performance. While statistical significance
was observed in two datasets between LM+OLS and OLS (datasets Airfoil and Concrete), the
remaining four showed no significant difference, indicating that the benefits of non-linear opti-
mization may be dependent on the dataset. Secondly, LM+OLS does not degrade performance
when compared to pure OLS, suggesting that non-linear optimization can provide improvements

without hurting general performance.

The LM+OLS being the best performing method also suggests that local optimization of
the small expressions, followed by a global combination, may show better results. This perspective

suggests that hybrid optimization heuristics, which balance linear and non-linear adjustments,
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Figure 3.5 — NMSE of the four proposed parameter optimization heuristics for the benchmark

datasets.
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may provide a good direction for improving symbolic regression algorithms in terms of parameter

optimization. This is also particularly interesting because non-linear optimization is faster and

has a less complex landscape when few parameters are optimized rather than several parameters

at once.

Table 3.6 reports the median and CI test NMSE for all datasets and optimization heuris-

tics. The results confirm that LM+OLS consistently achieves the lowest or tied median NMSE

when compared to OLS, reinforcing its effectiveness.

Table 3.6 — Median NMSE of the four proposed parameter optimization heuristics on the test
partition. 95% confidence interval depicted in brackets. Best performance for each

dataset depicted in bold.

Dataset LM LM+OLS OLS OLS+LM
Airfoil  0.15[0.13,0.18] 0.18[0.16,0.28]  0.32[0.22,0.41] 0.99[0.94,1.02]
Concrete 0.15[0.12,0.17]  0.17[0.15,0.20]  0.22[0.17,0.28] 0.25[0.24, 0.35]
Energy Cooling  0.03[0.02,0.04] 0.03[0.03,0.04] 0.07[0.03,0.12] 0.05[0.03,0.07]
Energy Heating  0.00[0.00,0.01] 0.00[0.00,0.02] 0.05[0.02,0.10] 0.03[0.01,0.07]
Wine Red 0.64[0.58,0.67]  0.65[0.59,0.75]  0.65[0.60,0.69] 0.72[0.64,0.86]
Yacht 0.00[0.00,0.01] 0.00[0.00,0.02] 0.01[0.01,0.04] 0.17[0.11,0.24]

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Nevertheless, a trade-off must be considered. While LM+OLS yields superior predictive
performance, its implementation is considerably more complex, involving non-linear optimization
methods and good initialization. In contrast, OLS is straightforward to implement, computationally
efficient, and still produces competitive results, especially in cases where non-linear optimization
offers only marginal improvements. This balance between implementation effort and predictive
gains should be taken into account when designing symbolic regression algorithms for practical

applications.

The results show that non-linear adjustment is challenging, and the IT representation
does not benefit substantially from applying the LM algorithm directly. The number of free
parameters to optimize is large, and convergence is highly dependent on the starting point, which
often leads the LM to suboptimal parameter vectors. This also suggests that the LM may be
suffering from overparameterization, as the addition of the inner parameters to the IT expressions

can quickly increase the total number of parameters in the models.

However, this improvement comes with a cost in model size. Figure 3.6 shows that
LM+OLS tends to generate significantly larger expressions, tending to overparameterize the
expressions. Heuristics such as OLS+LM or OLS achieve a more balanced trade-off between
accuracy and expression size, with overlapping distributions in many datasets. This suggests that
while stronger parameter optimization can boost predictive accuracy, it also risks inflating model
size unnecessarily. In practice, OLS alone emerges as a compelling choice, combining simplicity,

computational efficiency, and robustness without sacrificing much predictive performance.

Figure 3.6 — Number of nodes of the four proposed parameter optimization heuristics for the
benchmark datasets.

I L M+OLS N OLs 3 OLS+LM . LM‘

*kkk Kkkk etk ek *kkk ok
T 1 T 1 r 1 r 1 [ — —
*hkk *kkk U soxeredd *hkk Hxied
250 [ — —
*hkk *hkk P Tk *kkk Tkk

200 | BB = -

100
50 i

Airfoil Concrete E Cooling E Heating Wine Red Yacht

N nodes
g
-

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Despite the LM+OLS being the best heuristic in terms of NMSE, it produces the largest
expressions compared to the other approaches. The OLS was outperformed only by OLS+LM,
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but this heuristic did not present a better NMSE on the test partition. Fig. 3.7 shows the NMSE
versus the number of nodes for the airfoil dataset, which helps to highlight the compromise

between the number of nodes and error.

Figure 3.7 — Number of nodes versus NMSE of the four proposed parameter optimization heuris-
tics for the airfoil dataset.
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LM, which produced smaller expressions, had the highest error. Meanwhile, the other
heuristics have all close values in error but with a large spread in the number of nodes. The method
that presented the best compromise between the number of nodes and error was the OLS+LM.

The method with the smallest error, LM+OLS, was the one with the largest expressions.

An initial argument against adding nonlinear parameters to the original ITEA imple-
mentation is that doing so could reduce interpretability by producing larger models. However,
the reported results show that the version using only linear parameters (OLS) actually produces
models that are, on average, larger than those generated by the LM and OLS+LM variants. It
is also worth noting that combining two optimization heuristics, as in OLS+LM, yields even
smaller expressions — although the resulting models include more sophisticated parameters that

may, in practice, make their behavior harder to interpret.

To illustrate, the smallest expression found by the LM+OLS heuristic, which achieved
the performance of 0.17 in terms of NMSE for the airfoil dataset, is reported in Eq. 3.19, with an

expression size of 191 nodes.

1
ITomioLs = —3.38 - (52.81 — 1415.57 - W)

1
+4.00 - (—105.46 —4.26- — 3) (3.19)
a“C

+ ... (12 terms ommited) — 1411.0
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3.5.3 Execution time

Regarding execution time, the median and CI are reported in Table 3.7. It can be observed
that all heuristics incorporating LM in the adjustment procedure required longer execution times
than OLS alone. It is also evident that LM alone was the slowest method in many datasets, with a
notably large CI range.

Table 3.7 — Median Execution time (in seconds, with no decimal places) of the four proposed
parameter optimization heuristics. 95% confidence interval depicted in brackets. Best
performance for each dataset depicted in bold.

Dataset LM LM+OLS OLS OLS+LLM

Airfoil 630 [443,1455]  147[80,226]  389[269,3035] 2066 [1109,5567]
Concrete  427[306,637]  107[68,150]  258[184,819] 351 [262,553]
Energy Cooling 657 [373,860]  106[55,138]  718[341,7117] 1133 [311,6110]
Energy Heating 576 [232,995] 94[66,130]  734[306,4399]  712[332,4175]
Wine Red 1000 [713,2339] 273[214,318] 1157[709,4620] 5238[926,33219]
Yacht  138[00,360]  25[12,51]  574[185,2411]  820[326,22713)]

Source: Elaborated by the author.

To visualize the relationship between the number of nodes and execution time, Fig. 3.8
shows, for the airfoil dataset, the number of nodes of the final expression versus the execution
time it took. Except for a few outliers, OLS+LM, LM+OLS, and OLS were observed to be faster
than LM alone. The smallest spread in execution time was obtained with OLS.

Figure 3.8 — Execution time versus Number of nodes of the four proposed parameter optimization
heuristics for the airfoil dataset.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

The compromise between the number of nodes and execution time is counter-intuitive:
smaller equations had the highest execution time. This shows that execution time is more related

to the optimization method than to the complexity of the equations that can be generated.
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When comparing OLS and OLS (U) execution times, they had no statistically significant

difference for all datasets, indicating they have similar execution times.

3.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, the effect of adding inner parameters to Interaction-Transformation
expressions was studied, using four different heuristics for non-linear optimization. The inner
parameters, which are part of the interaction functions, shifts and scale the arguments of the
transformation functions. This introduces a non-linear optimization problem while maintaining a
linear structure with identifiable parameters. As a by-product, the ITEA algorithm was extended

to support non-linear optimization, and the implementation was made available in Julia.

An initial experiment was conducted to impose a limit on the number of variables in the
interactions. Empirical evaluation showed that restricting interactions produced results equal to
or better than those obtained with the unrestricted version. This limitation was found to improve

the interpretability and simplicity of the generated expressions.

Subsequently, four different heuristics for optimizing linear and non-linear parameters
in I'T expressions were compared: optimizing only the linear parameters with OLS; optimizing
all parameters using LM; using OLS to optimize linear parameters as a starting point for LM
optimization of all parameters; and optimizing the inner parameters of each individual term with
LM before combining them with OLS. It was observed that a combination of Levenberg-Marquardt
(LM) and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) methods produced the best predictive performance,
albeit at the cost of generating larger expressions. Among the proposed heuristics, LM+OLS was
identified as the most effective overall. The role of OLS in this combination was to regularize the
influence of individual IT tuples by assigning low parameters to poorly performing terms, while

guaranteeing convergence to the iterative least-squares solution.

The findings are expected to generalize to symbolic regression methods that rely on linear
optimization and constraint the hypothesis space to functions expressed as linear combinations
of non-linear terms. The OLS optimization is sufficiently simple to be incorporated into SR
frameworks, and performance can be further enhanced by combining them with local non-linear
optimization. Overparameterization was found to negatively affect the performance of non-linear

optimization alone, and the choice of starting points was observed to be crucial.
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A Variance-based approach for c-lexicase

Summary

Parent selection is a crucial component of evolutionary algorithms, and numerous
strategies have been proposed to build the parent pool to create the next generation. Common
approaches rely on the average error across the entire dataset as the selection criterion, which
may result in a loss of information due to the aggregation of all test cases. Under e-lexicase
selection, the population goes into a selection pool that is iteratively reduced by evaluating shuffled
test cases individually, discarding individuals with errors greater than the elite error plus the
Median Absolute Deviation (MAD) of errors for that specific case. To better capture differences
in individual performance across test cases, the use of the Minimum Variance Threshold (MVT)
was proposed. This method partitions errors into two groups by minimizing the within-partition
variance, inspired by the splitting criterion of decision trees. The proposed criterion was embedded
into the FEAT symbolic regression algorithm under static and dynamic heuristics. Two sets of
experiments were conducted: the first evaluated convergence behavior, prediction error, and size
distributions on six widely used real-world datasets; the second employed the SRBench framework,
which includes 122 synthetic and real-world regression tasks. The results indicated that dynamic
heuristics achieved improved convergence and performance comparable to MAD, albeit requiring
more test cases during selection. Empirical findings demonstrated that the proposed MV T-based
approach is competitive with traditional e-lexicase with MAD on real-world datasets, yielding
a superior trade-off between model size and R?. On SRBench synthetic datasets, equivalent

performance to MAD was achieved, with the proposed method ranking first more frequently.

Part of this chapter was published as: Guilherme Seidyo Imai Aldeia, Fabricio Olivetti de Fran¢a, and William G.
La Cava. 2024. Minimum variance threshold for e-lexicase selection. In Genetic and Evolutionary Computation
Conference (GECCO °24), July 14-18, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 9 pages.
<https://doi.org/10.1145/3638529.3654149>
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4.1 Introduction

Symbolic Regression (SR) methods are commonly based on genetic programming. An
essential aspect of any evolutionary algorithm is the selection of solutions that are recombined to
generate new offspring solutions. The main goal of the recombination is to mix different parts of
promising parents, with the expectation that improvements over the parents are achieved in the
offspring. For this reason, the parent selection process requires that chosen individuals perform

well on different samples of the dataset.

Traditional approaches, such as tournament selection (MILLER et al., 1995; BRINDLE,
1980), rely on aggregated fitness information for the selection of parents. Consequently, parents
performing well on average across the entire dataset are favored, while individuals excelling
in difficult subsets of the problem may be missed. Evidence has shown that selection based on

aggregated fitness scores discards relevant cases, as less information is preserved (KRAWIEC;
O’REILLY, 2014).

An alternative approach is based on distinguishing individuals in difficult test cases.
This idea underlies lexicase selection (SPECTOR, 2012), a method demonstrated to achieve
state-of-the-art performance in program synthesis and symbolic regression (DING et al., 2023b).
It has also been incorporated into SR algorithms such as EPLEX (LA CAVA et al., 2019) and
FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019). Lexicase selection is based on the assumption that problem
modularity is reflected in individual test cases, each representing a distinct circumstance under
which the program must succeed. By avoiding the aggregation of all test cases, lexicase selection
promotes diversity among selected parents, since any individual performing well on at least one

test case retains a chance of being chosen.

To select a parent, the entire population is placed into a selection pool. A test case is
then chosen at random, and all individuals failing that case are eliminated. Subsequent test cases
are randomly selected, and eliminations continue until only one individual remains. If all test
cases are exhausted before the pool is reduced to one candidate, an individual is chosen at random
with uniform probability among the remaining individuals in the pool.

The original lexicase method was designed for binary outcomes, which made it well
suited to classification problems. However, modifications were required for regression, where test
cases yield continuous error values rather than Boolean outcomes. This led to the introduction of
e-lexicase selection (LA CAVA et al., 2016), in which a tolerance threshold e is defined. For each
test case, this threshold is determined from the Median Absolute Deviation (MAD) of errors,
and all individuals within the tolerance are retained in the pool. This adaptation has been shown
effective in symbolic regression compared to traditional selection techniques (GEIGER et al.,
2025; GEIGER et al., 2025; HELMUTH; ABDELHADY, 2020).

In addition, the theoretical analysis of lexicase selection has revealed substantial chal-

lenges. The direct computation of selection probabilities under lexicase has been proven NP-hard
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(DOLSON, 2023), and no polynomial-time algorithm for this estimation has been identified.

In this chapter, a new method for estimating ¢ is proposed. Instead of relying on the MAD,
the threshold is defined such that test errors are partitioned into two groups while minimizing
the total variance within them. This criterion corresponds to a form of information entropy, a
concept commonly used in decision tree methods (BREIMAN et al., 1984). The criterion works
as a one-dimensional clustering, making it more sensitive to similarities in performance among

individuals.

The proposed method is implemented into FEAT, a SR framework that has previously
incorporated e-lexicase selection (LA CAVA et al., 2021) and has been successfully applied to
real-world problems (LA CAVA et al., 2023). The evaluation is twofold: (i) an in-depth analysis
of performance characteristics during evolution using six low-dimensional datasets, and (ii) a
large-scale assessment with SRBench (LA CAVA et al., 2021), a unified benchmarking framework
for SR algorithms.

Empirical results demonstrate that the proposed method achieves superior R? perfor-
mance while maintaining solution complexity at levels comparable to MAD-based e-lexicase.
Within SRBench, the new method improved the accuracy complexity trade-oftf of FEAT on real-
world problems and improved its Pareto Front ranking, and on synthetic problems it increased
the frequency of top 1 performance of FEAT.

The remainder of the chapter is organized as follows. Section 4.2 reviews related work.
Section 4.3 provides a detailed discussion of the canonical e-lexicase parent selection method.
Section 4.4 introduces the symbolic regression framework, details the proposed modification, and
outlines the experimental design. Results are analyzed in Section 4.5, followed by conclusions

and future directions in Section 4.6.

4.2 Related work

The e-lexicase selection method was introduced by La Cava et al. (2016), where it was
argued that although lexicase is well suited for classification, it is not directly applicable to
regression. Variants for computing e thresholds, including static, semi-dynamic, and dynamic
approaches, were later proposed by La Cava et al. (2019), highlighting the difficulty and relevance
of stablishing a threshold criterion.

Since then, many benchmarks of e-lexicase variants have been performed. Geiger et al.
(2025) evaluated multiple versions, including batch and downsampled approaches, and reported
that e-lexicase performs best under random downsampling. In contrast, tournament selection was
shown to perform well only when combined with informed downsampling, in which redundant

cases are removed and diverse subsets of training cases are used, a strategy that somehow
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mimics the behavior of e-lexicase of not using all test cases aggregated. Another comparison
of parent selection methods by Helmuth & Abdelhady (2020) revealed that lexicase and its
variants consistently achieved top performance, although e-lexicase specifically did not appear
among the best-performing methods in their benchmark. In addition, Geiger et al. (2025) also
benchmarked e-lexicase and tournament selection and reported that e-lexicase selects individuals
close to elite solutions when squared errors are considered, which can be considered a downside,
although good results were obtained under this variant. Previous work suggested and evaluated
downsampling the test cases, achieving similar or better performance for lexicase, (BOLDI et al.,
2024; HERNANDEZ et al., 2019; HELMUTH et al., 2016), and e-lexicase was also shown to
hold these benefits (GEIGER et al., 2023).

The exploration behavior of the threshold in e-lexicase has also been studied. Hernandez
et al. (2021) used a fixed € as absolute error, concluding that lexicase selection is sensitive to
expansions of the test set, showing that exploration is improved under e-lexicase and investigated
the influence of € on exploration. La Cava et al. (2016) found that larger € values increase diversity,

since the cut-off threshold is less strict.

Other approaches attempted to eliminate the threshold altogether by estimating proba-
bilities corresponding to e-lexicase outcomes (DING et al., 2023b). However, this problem was
demonstrated to be NP-hard by Dolson (2023). Dolson has also been indicated that e-lexicase
permits various subsets of solutions to tie under a given criterion, suggesting that empirical

evaluation remains highly relevant.

Regarding computational complexity, the authors in Helmuth et al. (2022) showed that
lexicase selection (and, by extension, e-lexicase in its dynamic and semi-dynamic variants) has a
time complexity of O(d - p), with p being the population size, which naturally increase to O(d - p?)
when selecting p parents. However, the actual running time is typically much lower when the
population is diverse. Their proof relies on clustering individuals based on their performances,
and they observed that small clusters (i.e., few individuals with high similarity within €) result in

shorter runtimes.

All these related work shows the importance of the determination of the threshold, as it

plays a major role in e-lexicase, and it is still an open question.

4.3 e-lexicase selection

A test case is defined as a pair (x4, ), t = 1,2,...,d, taken from the training data
used during fitness evaluation. The maximum number of test cases is equal to the number of
available samples in the training data. Any possible test case is denoted as t € 7. The error of an

individual p, denoted as e,(p), is defined as the absolute difference between its predicted value
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given x; and the target value y,. The vector of errors for a test case ¢, denoted as ey, is formed
by the concatenation of errors for all individuals in the selection pool. The set P denotes the

population, and the set S denotes the selection pool.

In the static scenario, the criterion for remaining in the pool is defined as e} + ¢, where e}
represents the best error from the entire population for that case. In the semi-dynamic and dynamic
implementations, the threshold for remaining in the pool is calculated as the smallest error (elite)
plus €. The distinction between the semi-dynamic and dynamic versions is that, in the former, €
is calculated over the entire population, while in the latter, it is calculated over the pool, making
the process more computationally expensive. A comparison of the static, semi-dynamic, and
dynamic approaches is characterized by distinct configurations regarding the population pool

and the criterion applied for selection, and is summarized in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 — Comparison of e-lexicase variations: Strategy, Pool, criterion, and Characteristic.

Strategy Pool Criterion Characteristic

Static pop(P) e} +e The error vector is calculated previously with entire
population. A binary mask matrix stores the global
criterion to iterate through the random cases

elite + ¢,

Semi-dynamic  pop (P) where € < \(e;) fort € T

The error vector is calculated previously, but the deci-
sion criterion is based on the individuals that are in the

pool, as it uses the elite error in the criterion

elite + ¢,

Dynamic pool (5) where € < \(e:(S))

Criterion is dependent on the elite, and ) is calculated
with the selection pool

Source: Elaborated by the author.

In all e-lexicase scenarios, € is calculated as the Median Absolute Deviation (MAD)
(PHAM-GIA; HUNG, 2001):

¢ = A(e;) = median(|]e; — median(e;)|). 4.1)

The MAD yields median-centered random variables with greater robustness than the
mean, since the median is more representative of the center than the mean in asymmetrical
distributions (PHAM-GIA; HUNG, 2001). Within the e-lexicase selection context, the MAD
is interpreted as a dispersion measure relative to the center of the distribution of errors in the

current selection pool.

In the following subsections, pseudo-code is presented for the implementation of the
static and dynamic strategies. The pseudo-codes are divided into two functions to illustrate in the
first one any pre-calculation that can be performed before selecting the parents to emphasize where
each implementation can take advantage of calcualting the information just once, or whether it

have to perform computationally-intensive calculations every time a new parent must be selected.
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4.3.1 Static c-lexicase

In static e-lexicase, the criterion for retaining individuals in the selection pool is based
on a fixed threshold that remains constant throughout the selection process and is calculated
before selection is executed. For each test case, individuals with errors less than or equal to the

sum of the best error in the population (e;) plus € are kept in the pool.

The pseudo-code in Algorithm 4.1 shows that the threshold is first defined based on the
entire population, and then, for a number ns of iterations, parents are selected using the procedure
in Algorithm 4.2.

Algorithm 4.1 Static e-lexicase selection

Require: individuals P, test cases 7, number of selections ns
Ensure: selected individuals Q

1: Q« 0

2: e+ \Ney) fort €T

3: f < mapping function for p € P

4: fort € T andp € P do

5:  if e(p) < e} + ¢ then
7:  else

8 filp) =1

9: for ns times do

10: Q¢+ QU get_parent_static(P, T, f)
11: return Q

Algorithm 4.2 Static parent selection (get_parent_static)

Require: individuals P, test cases 7T, pass condition function f
Ensure: individual from P

LT T

2. S+ P

3: while |7'| > 0 and |S| > 1 do

4:  t « random choice from 7’
5:  elite < min fy(p) forp € S
6: forpe Sdo

7: if fi(p) # elite then

8: S+ S\ {p}

9:  T'«+ T\ {t}

10: return random choice from S

It should be noted that preparation for static e-lexicase can take advantage of masking
individuals with binary values that indicate, for each test case, whether the error is below or above
the threshold. This allows runtime improvements by pre-calculation of errors, avoiding repeated

evaluations during parent selection, since the order of test cases does not affect the outcome.
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4.3.2 Semi-dynamic e-lexicase

In semi-dynamic e-lexicase, the threshold for retaining individuals in the selection pool
is dynamically adjusted based on the errors of the individuals currently present in the pool. The
semi-dynamic scenario is differentiated by the use of the best error (elite) for the test case to
update the threshold, while the € value continues to be computed from the error distribution of
the entire population using MAD. This approach allows the selection criterion to adapt to the
performance of the current pool. The implementations of this strategy are presented in Algorithms
4.3 and 4.4.

Algorithm 4.3 Semi dynamic e-lexicase selection

Require: individuals P, test cases 7, number of selections ns
Ensure: selected individuals Q
1: Q « @
e+ Ne)forteT
for ns times do
Q « QU get_parent_semi_dynamic(P, T, ¢)
return Q

Algorithm 4.4 Semi dynamic parent selection (get_parent_semi_dynamic)

Require: individuals P, test cases 7T, thresholds e
Ensure: individual from P

1T« T

2. S« P

3: while [7'| > 0 and |S| > 1 do

4:  t + random choice from 7’
5:  elite <— mine(p) forpe S
6: forpe Sdo

7: if e;(p) > elite + ¢, then
8: S+ S\ {p}

90 T+ T\ {t}

10: return random choice from S

4.3.3 Dynamic e-lexicase

In dynamic e-lexicase, both the threshold (¢;) and the elite for retaining individuals in
the selection pool are continuously adjusted based on the errors of the individuals currently in
the pool. For each test case, individuals are retained if their errors are less than or equal to the
sum of the smallest error among the individuals in the pool and a dynamically calculated e value.

The implementation of this strategy is presented in Algorithms 4.5 and 4.6.
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Algorithm 4.5 Dynamic e-lexicase selection

Require: individuals P, test cases 7, number of selections ns
Ensure: selected individuals Q

1: Q« 0

2: for ns times do

3: Q< QU get_parent_dynamic(P,T)

4: return Q

Algorithm 4.6 Dynamic parent selection (get_parent_dynamic)

Require: individuals P, test cases T
Ensure: individual from P

. T« T

2: S« P

3: while |7'| > 0 and |S| > 1 do
t < random choice from 7’
elite « mine(p) forn € S
e Aey(S))
for p € S do

if e;(p) > elite + ¢, then

S« S\ {p}

1 T« T\ {t}

11: return random choice from S

e A

e

Unlike the semi-dynamic approach, the € value in the dynamic method is computed
from the error distribution of the individuals currently in the pool rather than from the entire
population. This design allows the selection criterion to be highly responsive to the performance
of the current pool but requires repeated recalculations of the criterion. The method is therefore
the most computationally expensive among the variants, since no opportunities for improving

efficiency by precomputing information before execution exists.

4.4 Methods

This section describes the proposed parent selection method, its integration into the
FEAT algorithm, and the experimental design used to evaluate its performance. Finally, the
experimental setup is described. Two sets of experiments were conducted: an in-depth evaluation

using six benchmark datasets and a large-scale assessment with SRBench.

4.4.1 Minimum Variance Threshold

Here the Minimum Variance Threshold (MVT) is proposed to replace MAD as the
selection criterion in static and dynamic e-lexicase algorithms. Since the proposed methods do not
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rely on the elite of the pool to calculate the threshold, no distinction exists between semi-dynamic
and dynamic implementations; therefore, only the static (S-Split) and dynamic (D-Split) variants

are considered.

With MVT, the errors are partitioned into two clusters, and the selection pool is reduced
to those individuals whose errors fall below the identified threshold. This criterion is inspired
by regression trees (BREIMAN et al., 1984). In essence, the parent selection distribution is
shifted toward specific cases, and it is hypothesized that clustering good- and poor-performing
individuals can both improve the overall performance of e-lexicase selection and provide a

different mechanism for determining the ¢ value.

At each step of MVT lexicase, the threshold 7* for retaining individuals in the pool is
defined as the value that minimizes the sum of the variances of the errors on either side of the

split. To estimate 7*, the following calculation is performed:

o min (Var(l) N Var(r)) 7 42)

min(e;)<T<max(et) m ’I"

where 1 = [e; : e)|le; < 7] andr = [e; : e]e; > 7] are the left-sided (good performing) and

right-sided (bad performing) partitions, respectively.

Figure 4.1 illustrates this process. At each split, the remaining pool consists of all
individuals that consistently perform better on the test cases, i.e., those positioned on the left side
of the split. This procedure can be seen as a more intuitive way of partitioning the pool. Since the
elite error is not used in the definition of the 7 threshold calculation, parent selection is relaxed,

reducing the bias toward selecting only near-elite individuals.

Figure 4.1 — Process of consecutively splitting the pool of individuals into two clusters based on
their error. The process consists of randomly picking a test case, estimating 7* by
solving Eq. 4.2, and removing individuals with errors higher than the pool threshold.
This is repeated until only one individual remains in the pool, or all training data was
already used as test cases — returning a random individual among the remaining.
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4.4.2 Feature Engineering Automation Tool

The Feature Engineering Automation Tool (FEAT) was proposed as an application of
SR for feature engineering (LA CAVA et al., 2019) and has been previously benchmarked in
SRBench with compelling results (LA CAVA et al., 2021). This choice is motivated by the fact
that semi-dynamic e-lexicase is the default selection method in FEAT and by the model’s prior
study with different lexicase variants (LA CAVA et al., 2019). Moreover, FEAT provides the
most faithful implementation of e-lexicase currently available, as it was implemented by the same

author who originally proposed the method.

The framework evolves a set of trees that are subsequently used as features in another
machine learning (ML) model and follows the standard steps of an evolutionary algorithm, with
specific adaptations beyond e-lexicase for parent selection. First, multi-objective survival is
performed with non-dominated sorting algorith (DEB et al., 2002) to select from the Pareto
front of non-dominated individuals in terms of error and complexity. Second, a backpropagation
algorithm is applied to optimize the parameters of the models by linearly combining the symbolic
regression trees — a representation that relates, but does not directly translate, to the ITEA
algorithm (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021) studied in the parameter optimization chapter.

Each individual consists of a combination of ¢, ¢1, ..., ¢, expression trees. These
trees are used as input features for any ML model, with linear regression and /> regularization
(HOERL; KENNARD, 1970) used as default. Figure 4.2 illustrates an example individual.

Figure 4.2 — An individual in FEAT is a collection of symbolic regression trees as meta-features
for any machine learning model.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

The fitness of each individual is calculated by training a ML model using the collection
of symbolic trees as input features and then evaluating the mean squared error between the model
predictions, ¥ = ML([¢q, ¢1, - - ., ®m]), and the observed values, y.

The complexity of a single tree is defined recursively for a node n with & arguments
as the combination of the complexity of its children with the complexity of the node itself (the
same presented in the Background Chapter, Eq. 2.3), where the complexity for each operator is
depicted in Table 4.2, with values defined by the method’s authors. In FEAT, the final complexity
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of an individual is calculated as the sum of the complexities of each feature ¢ it contains, and the

model size is defined as the total number of nodes across all features.

Table 4.2 — Complexity of each operator in FEAT.

Complexity Operators

I + =

2 SESOLRVE
3 cos, sin, (+)3
4 e, log

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Crossover either swaps two subtrees between individuals or exchanges two features
(entire trees). Mutations are performed using point, insert, and delete operations, which randomly
replace, insert, or remove a node, respectively. Additionally, insert/delete dimension mutations

create or remove an entire tree representing a new feature dimension.

FEAT applies two mechanisms to split the data internally. The first, called validation
split, partitions the training data into two subsets: one for fitting the parameters and evaluating the
model, and another for validation, used for logging and selecting the final individual from the last
population. The second, called batch learning, generates a random batch from the inner training
partition to perform the fit and can be used to implement a downsampling strategy (GEIGER et
al., 2023).

4.4.3 Experimental setup

The experiments were conducted in two stages. In the first stage, the FEAT algorithm
was evaluated using the proposed parent selection schema with 30 runs on 6 datasets. Longer

runs were performed to obtain larger sample sizes for statistical analysis and in-depth evaluation.

For the first stages, the NSGA?2 survival step was toggled off, and survival was defined
to replace the entire original population with the offspring, in order to isolate the effect of parent
selection, since NSGA?2 is an elitist algorithm. The batch size was also disabled to assess the

number of test cases processed by each variation.

In the second stage, the method was evaluated using a comprehensive benchmark
of symbolic regression algorithms, SRBench (LA CAVA et al., 2021), which contains 122
black-box regression problems drawn from the Penn Machine Learning Benchmarks (PMLB)
(ROMANO et al., 2021), including 62 Friedman problems (FRIEDMAN, 2001). The Friedman
problems consist of synthetic datasets specifically designed to be challenging for regression

models, whereas the remaining datasets contain real-world data. For SRBench, 10 runs were
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performed per dataset in accordance with benchmark specifications. All hyper-parameters were
maintained as specified by the benchmark to allow direct comparison with the latest published
results. Runtime comparisons were not performed with previously published SRBench results, as

the experiments were conducted on different hardware.

For all experiments, whether from the first or second stage, the data were splitinto training
and test partitions using a 0.75/0.25 ratio. Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3 report the dimensionality of

each dataset used in the experiments.

Table 4.3 — Dimensionality of the six datasets used in the parent selection experiments.

Dataset # samples # features
airfoil 1503 )

concrete 1030 8

energy cooling 768 8

energy heating 768 8

Housing 506 13

Tower 3135 25

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Figure 4.3 — Dimensionality of the original SRBench datasets for the black-box track.
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Table 4.4 presents the hyper-parameter configuration used in the SRBench experiments,
with values in parentheses indicating the settings applied to the first six datasets. The batch
size for the second stage was determined based on the results obtained from the first stage of

experiments.
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Table 4.4 — FEAT hyper-parameters shared between all evaluated variations. Values in parenthesis

indicates a configuration used just with the 6 datasets.

Parameter

Value

objectives
pop_size
gens
cross_rate
ml
max_depth
backprop
iters
validation split
selection
batch_size
functions

["fitness","complexity"]
100

100 (350)

0.5

Linear ridge regression
6 (3)

True

10

0.25

NSGAZ2 (offspring)
200 (unlimited)

[+, —.%,5(-)%(-)%,4/-sin,cos,el) log]

Source: Elaborated by the author.

4.4.4 Online Resources

FEAT with the MVT selection is available at <https://github.com/gAldeia/feat>. All
data and the source code for experiments and post-processing analysis are available at <https:
//github.com/gAldeia/srbench/tree/feat_split_benchmark>.

4.5 Results and discussion

First, the convergence characteristics of the different MV'T e-lexicase algorithms are

analyzed, with a focus on their impact on search convergence and the number of test cases utilized.

Second, the proposed method is benchmarked using the SRBench framework, which includes

23 machine learning methods (originally 21, plus the two proposed FEAT variants), of which

16 (14 plus the two variants) are symbolic regression algorithms. Finally, SRBench is used to

assess how the proposed method scales with respect to the number of features and the number of

samples in each dataset.

4.5.1 Behavior during the run

Figure 4.4a reports the minimum loss on the training data, while Figure 4.4b shows the

minimum loss on the validation split for each dataset.


https://github.com/gAldeia/feat
https://github.com/gAldeia/srbench/tree/feat_split_benchmark
https://github.com/gAldeia/srbench/tree/feat_split_benchmark
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Figure 4.4 — Convergence loss of the best individual in the parent selection experiments for the
six datasets: (a) training partition and (b) validation partition.
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It can be observed that, although improvements in training loss are greater for D-
Split compared to the original FEAT, the differences in the convergence curves are subtle when
examining the validation partition. While this suggests overfitting, the generalization is maintained,
evidenced by the validation loss. The effect is particularly noticeable when comparing the

convergence curves of the training and validation partitions for the Housing dataset.

D-Split exhibits superior validation convergence curves on two datasets (Airfoil and
Energy Cooling) compared to the other approaches, supporting the idea that the MVT can
influence convergence behavior. S-Split demonstrates the poorest convergence across all datasets,
even worse than the original FEAT. In certain cases, such as the Concrete, Energy Cooling, and

Tower datasets, the S-split curves appear to reach a plateau at a higher error level.

Figure 4.5 reports the median number of test cases utilized to select the parent pool in
each generation. When examining the number of test cases used in each generation, it is observed
that the original e-lexicase consistently requires fewer test cases across all datasets, implying
faster execution times (as will be discussed later). Both D-Split and S-Split utilize more test
cases, with S-Split requiring approximately twice as many as D-Split. This suggests that several
test cases contains large clusters of well-performing individuals that would be ignored under
selection using MAD, but are retained longer in the pool when MVT is applied. This extended
retention can be associated to produce a more robust selection, resulting in improvements over
the original FEAT with the MAD threshold.

Figure 4.5 — Median number of test cases used to pick each parent for the six datasets.
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This suggests the runtime performance of S-Split could potentially be enhanced by
implementing a down-sampling strategy that selects a subset of test cases where significant
differences between individuals are more likely (BOLDI et al., 2024) or used batch learning.
D-Split, which calculates the threshold using the current pool, demonstrates better performance
because the pool is reduced by removing individuals with subpar overall goodness-of-fit, yielding

more stable results.

The number of test cases used supports the idea that the one-dimensional clustering into
only two clusters produces a large cluster of well-performing individuals. This suggests that the
approach may be too permissive in capturing similarities due to a high threshold. Consequently,

exploring alternative numbers of clusters may be a promising direction for future work.

4.5.2 Performance on small datasets

To assess the final performance on the first six datasets, the median R? ranking for each
random seed used in the experiments is reported in Figure 4.6a, with the raw values reported as a
boxplot in Figure 4.6b. The size and complexity of the final models are shown in Figures 4.6¢c
and 4.6d.

Figure 4.6 — R?, size, and complexity, for the final FEAT models.
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When examining the R? rankings (Figure 4.6a), S-Split is observed to perform worst
among the variants, with three asterisks indicating a p-value < 1 x 1073. When the grouped
R? values across all datasets are considered (Figure 4.6b), no statistically significant differences
are observed; however, 75% of the D-Split distribution lies above the median of the original
e-lexicase. The lowest performance is exhibited by S-Split, with a wide spread ranging from 0.3
to 0.8. The relatively poor performance of S-Split in terms of R? is accompanied by a better

trade-off regarding model size and complexity (Figures 4.6¢ and 4.6d).

A critical differences (CD) diagram (DEMSAR, 2006) is also reported in Figure 4.7,
illustrating the median ranking of each algorithm, with horizontal lines connecting algorithms
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for which no statistically significant differences were observed.

Figure 4.7 — Critical Differences diagrams of grouped metrics performances for the six datasets.
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The CD diagrams for R? performances (Figure 4.7a) shows that D-Split is predominantly
ranked first among the other variants. Regarding complexity, the CD diagram in Figure 4.7b
indicates that S-Split achieves the best results in size and complexity with statistical significance,
although no statistically significant differences are observed between the other two variants,

D-Split and e-lexicase.

4.5.3 Benchmarking with SRBench

The SRBench framework includes a variety of machine learning models. From the most
recent analysis of state-of-the-art symbolic regression methods, it is observed that FEAT was
among the top-performing algorithms, originally ranked third in terms of the root R? on the
test partition, behind Operon (BURLACU et al., 2020) and SBP-GP (VIRGOLIN et al., 2019).
The rank for model size and R? across all algorithms in SRBench is plotted in Figure 4.8, using
results from the original publication, plus experiments ran with FEAT using S- and D-split. For
both axes, smaller ranks indicate better overall performance. The lines in the figure represent the

Pareto fronts corresponding to each rank.

It can be observed that the two variations and FEAT lie on the same Pareto front,
exhibiting different trade-offs between model size and accuracy. FEAT D-Split is observed to
outperform the original FEAT by a modest margin, showing approximately similar 2* and model
size ranks. FEAT S-Split performs worse than the other two FEAT variants but still achieves
performance to stay in the second Pareto front, surpassing more than half of the evaluated methods

in terms of rank dominances.

As noted by de Franca (2022), aggregated SRBench results can obscure differences
among the top-performing algorithms, as there is also an overrepresentation of Friedman problems.
When the benchmarks are divided into Friedman and non-Friedman datasets (roughly half each),

it is observed that the best-ranked algorithms exhibit noticeable differences on the Friedman
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Figure 4.8 — Pareto fronts of benchmarked parent selection variants, including previous results
from the original SRBench.
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benchmarks while behaving similarly on the non-Friedman datasets. Following this approach,
Figures 4.9a and 4.9b report the percentage of times each algorithm was ranked first and within
the top one and top five for the Friedman synthetic problems, whereas Figures 4.10a and 4.10b

report the corresponding percentages for the real-world, non-Friedman problems.

For all Friedman datasets, it is observed that all algorithms are dominated by Operon
when only the top-1 percentage of success is considered (Figure 4.9a). Given that approximately
half of the black-box problems are Friedman datasets, this suggests that the overall results may
be biased in favor of Operon, which is particularly efficient at finding solutions for challenging
synthetic datasets. Only 14 of the 23 methods are observed to be within the top-5 for the Friedman
datasets. While FEAT achieves a rank of 5 or lower in approximately 53% of the runs, the
proposed FEAT D-Split increases this percentage to over 60%. FEAT with S-Split selection is

ranked among the top five algorithms in less than 10% of the runs.

D-Split outperforms the other variants, achieving a total of 10% of wins relative to
the other algorithms. This represents a notable improvement, as the original FEAT performs
relatively poorly on these problems. It is also observed that S-Split performs better on the non-

Friedman datasets compared to the original FEAT. Given that S-Split tends to produce models



4.5. Results and discussion 83

Figure 4.9 — Number of times each parent selection variant was ranked among the best for the
Friedman datasets: (a) top 1, and (b) top 5 or less.
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Figure 4.10 — Number of times each parent selection variant was ranked among the best for the
non-Friedman datasets: (a) top 1, and (b) top 5 or less.
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with smaller size and complexity, this indicates that solutions with a better trade-off between R?

and complexity were identified.

Overall, these histograms demonstrate that FEAT D-Split improved its rank on the
Friedman benchmarks, although not enough to reach the top-1 positions frequently. Both D-Split
and S-Split substantially increase the proportion of solutions at the top-1, with D-Split ranking

among the top three algorithms for the non-Friedman benchmarks.
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4.5.4 Scalability

To assess scalability, execution time was plotted against the number of samples and
features for the SRBench datasets. The FEAT algorithm was re-run on all datasets to eliminate
hardware-related differences. Figure 4.11a shows the training time as a function of the number of
features, while Figure 4.11b shows it as a function of the number of samples. Execution times
between other models were not compared, as they are heavily hardware-dependent and could
provide a biased estimate of performance, as the hardware used for the MVT experiments may
differ.

Figure 4.11 — Training time for the parent selection experiments as a function of dataset character-
istics: (a) number of features, and (b) number of samples in the training partition.
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All three FEAT variants with different parent selection strategies exhibit similar scaling
trends, albeit with different offsets. The results suggest that scalability is more strongly influenced
by the number of samples rather than the number of features. This is likely because an increase
in samples raises the number of test cases, and the MVT selection method uses a higher number

of test cases than the original e-lexicase.

Regarding the number of features, the size of individuals is constrained by the maximum
allowable size of symbolic regression trees. Like many symbolic regression algorithms, FEAT
implicitly performs feature selection due to these size constraints. Consequently, the number of
features does not substantially impact training time, although the maximum expression sizes do.
Nevertheless, competitive performance was achieved on SRBench with relatively small models,
indicating that increasing the maximum expression size is unnecessary and that FEAT performs

well under the current configuration.



4.6. Conclusions 85

An interesting observation is that S-Split uses more test cases than D-Split but exhibits
faster execution. This can be explained by the fact that D-Split recalculates the threshold for each
test case until a parent is selected, whereas S-Split requires only a single threshold calculation

per selection.

4.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, a novel threshold estimation method for e-lexicase selection was proposed,
aimed at improving lexicase selection for regression problems, by using the Minimum Variance
Threshold (MVT) approach. The threshold criterion splits the candidate pool in two clusters
based on individual test case performances, providing a more intuitive interpretation of how
parent selection with e-lexicase works. This chapter also presents an in-depth review of parent
selection methods, specially on lexicase selection, explaining the main differences between the
variants and highlighting previous efforts on investigating its benefits. As a by-product, the FEAT
algorithm was extended to support new variants of e-lexicase selection, and the implementation

was made available in C++.

Two experiments were conducted to evaluate the new threshold criterion. First, on a small
batch of six small datasets and with the survival toggled off, it was shown that the new criterion
can improve convergence and yield higher median values. In the second set of experiments, 122
regression datasets were used, comparing the proposed static and dynamic variations with results
of 21 other algorithms, where the MVT with dynamic estimation showed to improve original

FEAT performance on synthetic problems.

The proposed method achieved competitive results relative to the original e-lexicase
while demonstrating improvements on real-world datasets. Performance on synthetic datasets was
preserved. A limitation of the approach is the increased number of test cases required, resulting
in higher execution times. Nevertheless, the use of additional computational resources was shown

to yield improved performance, as demonstrated by the final comparisons.






S5 Model Simplification

Fast Inexact Simplification with Locality-sensitive Hashing

Summary

Symbolic regression (SR) aims to discover parametric models that accurately fit a dataset
while prioritizing interpretability. Despite this secondary objective, the models are often unneces-
sarily complex due to redundant operations, introns, and bloat that accumulate during the iterative
search process. Such inefficient expressions can hinder exploration by repeatedly revisiting redun-
dant areas of the hypothesis space. Traditional heuristic simplifications are insufficient to fully
reduce expressions, while exact methods often become computationally infeasible as expression
size and complexity increase. To address this, this chapter introduces a novel, domain-agnostic
simplification technique for SR that leverages efficient memoization with locality-sensitive hash-
ing (LSH). The key idea is to store expressions and their sub-expressions encountered during
iterative simplification in a dictionary indexed with LSH. Because LSH naturally introduces
uncertainty, expressions with nearly identical semantics (i.e., similar predictions) can be mapped
to the same hash key, relaxing the need for exact —and often expensive—— matching. This
facilitates fast retrieval while allowing approximate behaviors to be treated as equivalent. Dur-
ing simplification, subtrees are iteratively replaced with one equivalent sharing the same hash
whenever the replacement yields a smaller expression. Empirical results show that incorporating
this simplification during evolution achieves equal or superior error minimization compared to
unsimplified runs, while significantly reducing the use of nonlinear functions. This approach
effectively learns simplification rules that generalize across problems or adapt to specific tasks,

thereby improving convergence and reducing model complexity.

Part of this chapter was published as: Guilherme Seidyo Imai Aldeia, Fabricio Olivetti de Fran¢a, and William G.
La Cava. 2024. Inexact Simplification of Symbolic Regression Expressions with Locality-sensitive Hashing. In
Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference (GECCO ’24), July 14-18, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia.
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 9 pages. <https://doi.org/10.1145/3638529.3654147>
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5.1 Introduction

Symbolic regression (SR) jointly optimize the parameters and structure of a function
and is commonly implemented using Genetic Programming (GP). This problem has been proven
to be NP-hard (VIRGOLIN; PISSIS, 2022), and the search space is vast, containing equivalent
mathematical expressions (BURLACU et al., 2019), introns (parts of the model that do not
influence predictions) (AFFENZELLER et al., 2014), bloat (growth in model size without
improvement in loss) (LUKE; PANAIT, 2006), and model overparameterization (excessive
number of parameters to tune) (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023). Although these elements
do not directly affect model accuracy, they inflate model size, thereby reducing simplicity and
interpretability. In addition, it has been shown that models better generalize when simplification
is performed (HELMUTH et al., 2017), likely due to the presence of unnecessary code that did

not expressed effects during training, but fails to handle new test instances.

As an illustrative example, the complexity of the search space in SR is demonstrated in
Figure 5.1. Different mathematical expressions, despite not all being equivalent —that can be
reduced to the same expression— contribute to this complexity. Introns, bloat, and overparame-
terization are all included within this complexity, reducing the simplicity and interpretability of

the resulting models.

Figure 5.1 — Illustration of several equivalent expressions without any simplification. The left-
most expression is the simplest, and all others can be reduced to this form. Although
this reduction is intuitive for humans, the semantics of each node are not known by
the algorithm, and algebraic rules for simplification can be complex to implement.
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Mechanisms to alleviate these issues are therefore necessary. Several approaches have
been proposed in the literature, including heuristics for automatic simplification of models (HEL-
MUTH et al., 2017), parametric rules for rewriting expressions (KULUNCHAKOV, 2017),
Bayesian loss metrics for model selection (BOMARITO et al., 2022), constrained search spaces
through structural restrictions (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021), and exact simplification proce-
dures such as equality saturation (DE FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023). Each approach offers
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benefits, but limitations also exists, chiefly the additional computational cost and the need for

manually defined algebraic simplification rules.

To address these limitations, a technique for dynamically building simplification rules
was proposed, in which observed equivalences are memoized through hashing. In contrast to
previous implementation-dependent approaches that require extensive manual coding of rules,
this idea introduces a data-driven strategy by leveraging similarity and memoization to facilitate
simplification and bloat control. A hash table is constructed in which the key is generated using
Locality-Sensitive Hashing (LSH) (GIONIS et al., 1999) based on the prediction vector, and the
value is defined as the smallest observed subtree corresponding to that vector. LSH is widely
employed for efficient retrieval of nearest-neighbor points in database systems (JAFARI et al.,
2021). By analogy, expressions are transformed into smaller equivalents within the phenotype

(i.e., prediction) space.

Some researchers argue not all redundancy is harmful. Neutrality —changes in genotype
that leave phenotype and fitness unchanged— may promote broad exploration of the search space
(HU et al., 2025), suggesting that simplification can harm the neutral space. This suggests that
simplification should be also evaluated in terms of its effects on convergence to assess whether it
interferes the neutral space. When the proposed simplification is integrated and applied to every
expression throughout the generations, benefits such as faster convergence and reduced mean
squared error are observed. The size of the returned expressions remains unchanged, but their
complexities are significantly lower due to less use of non-linear functions deep chains of nodes.
Additionally, expressions identified as equivalent reveal that many known algebraic identities are

successfully captured by the algorithm.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 5.2 provides an overview
of related work on bloat control, hashing, and simplification methods in SR. Section 5.3 in-
troduces the application of Locality-Sensitive Hashing (LSH) in the proposed simplification
method. Section 5.4 outlines the experimental methods, detailing how expressions are simplified
through memoization with LSH and describing the SR framework used for testing. Section 5.5
presents and discusses the empirical findings, focusing on the impact of the approach on solution
quality, expression size, and elimination of unnecessary operations. Finally, Section 5.6 provides

concluding remarks.

5.2 Related work

Techniques for simplification to simpler models have been proposed in previous works
through different approaches. Among heuristics for automatic simplification, Helmuth et al.
(2017) proposed an heuristic in which subtrees were randomly removed and the change was

accepted if the final prediction was not affected. Indirect simplification through mutation was
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explored by Nguyen & Chu (2020), in which a percentage of the population was pruned by
replacing subtrees with newly generated small random trees of similar semantics. To produce
simpler models, in La Cava et al. (2023) proposed to perform delete mutations several times,
keeping the change if it results in a model where the error metric does not drop more than a

tolerance threshold.

Other works have focused on sets of rules for simplification. Kulunchakov (2017) defined
equivalent algebraic models as those producing the same outputs over a limited range and evolved
expressions with GP to be used as replacements. Burlacu et al. (2019) proposed the hashing of
SR trees using basic algebraic rules to handle commutative operations, ensuring that equivalent
subtrees with regard to commutative rearrangements were hashed to the same value. In de Franga
& Kronberger (2023), equality saturation —an enumerative simplification algorithm— was

applied to remove redundant parameters from symbolic expressions.

In contrast to these approaches, sets of rules and expensive computational resources
are not relied upon in the proposed method. A data-driven and computationally efficient form
of inexact simplification is introduced, which can be embedded into any SR framework. The

method is agnostic, as it requires only the slicing of expressions and the replacement of subtrees.

5.3 Locality-Sensitive Hashing

Locality-Sensitive Hashing (LSH) (GIONIS et al., 1999) was first introduced as a
technique for efficiently finding approximate neighbors in high-dimensional spaces by employing
hash functions that preserve local proximity (JAFARI et al., 2021). The idea is that input vectors
are hashed in such a way that similar vectors are more likely to be mapped to the same bucket,

while dissimilar vectors are less likely to be. This process is illustrated in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2 — How Locality-Sensitive Hashing maps different predictions to the same hash. A
set of vectors (i.e., predictions) is given, and similar predictions are mapped to the
same hash. In this example, the two highlighted vectors present close values and are
mapped into the same hash.

Predictions Hash function Hash
[—4.95, —2.05, —5.73] —— 3y |001100
[—0.95,—0.05, —0.53] — 001010

=r [—4,-2, 5.2 — > | 010101
e41,-2.2,-5.0]— —> 010100
14,114,114 — —> [011101

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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In this chapter, the SimHash LSH method (CHARIKAR, 2002) is employed, owing
to its straightforward implementation for incorporation into existing frameworks. A trade-off
between computational efficiency and accuracy is thereby produced, which is advantageous in

scenarios where exact similarity search is rendered impractical (JAFARI et al., 2021) due to the
curse of dimensionality (CHAVEZ et al., 2001).

Particularly related to the dimensionality, Chdvez et al. (2001) says that as the volume of
the space increases they tend to become more sparse and dissimilar, hindering data organization,
because the dimensionality defines a metric space and distances are expensive to compute between
pairs, highlighting the importance of minimizing distance calculations.

Given a set of d n-dimensional samples {x; € R" ?:1, the hash size is first fixed at an
arbitrary number of b bits. A plane P € R"* is generated, where each entry P, ;) ~ N (0, 1).
For any queried data point x;, the matrix multiplication P - x; is computed, producing the vector

q € R?*!. The hash h(x;) is then defined as:

1 ¢ >0

0 otherwise

This bit string serves as the key in the hash table. The main property of this function is
that the probability of two hashes being equal, i.e., two vectors being mapped to the same hash, is
proportional to the cosine similarity, which in turn is proportional to the normalized /5-Euclidean

distance:

(5.2)

The resulting bit string is used as a dictionary key, with the corresponding values stored
as lists ordered by size, containing all entries sharing the same hash key. Every entry in the hash
table is used to store all queried objects sharing the same hash value, making similar objects
clustered around the same keys. As the number of bits used to generate the hash key increases,
the number of clusters also increases while becoming less dense, thereby improving the accuracy

of similarity estimation.

In addition to queries, indexing of vectors is also supported by the LSH table, in which
pairs of the form (hash : vector) are stored. Whenever a query is made, two values are returned:
the hash of the input vector and the Euclidean distance to the closest previously indexed vector.

This property is useful for deciding simplification not only based on the hash but also on distance.

As aresult, the prediction of an expression —or part of it— can be employed to retrieve
the closest previously stored expressions with similar predictions, without requiring pairwise

comparison of vectors.
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The difference between using LSH and approaches such as token embeddings is that LSH
is data-driven and it is designed to intentionally create collisions in a controlled, probabilistic
manner. Moreover, token embeddings may fail to capture similarities between syntactically

different expressions that share similar semantics.

5.4 Methods

This section details how the LSH is applied to memoize equivalent expressions and
replace larger sub-trees by their simplest equivalents. Then, it presents the experimental setup

used to evaluate the proposed method.

5.4.1 Simplifying expressions by memoization

The concept of inexact simplification is based on the use of a simplification table in
which the key is defined as the hash given by Eq. 5.1, and the values correspond to a list of

expressions mapped to that particular key.

In the first step, the expression is evaluated while maintaining a trace of the evaluation
at every node. At this stage, each node contains a vector of predictions corresponding to the
evaluation of its subtree. In the second step, the tree is traversed again!, and these vectors are
hashed into binary string keys. Finally, if the key already exists in the hash table and the closest
value to the subtree lies within a specified threshold, the subtree is replaced by the smallest tree
in that table entry. If no entry exists for the key, a new entry is created with this subtree. The
list of equivalent expressions is ordered by size, guaranteeing that the recovery of the smallest
equivalent can be done instantly, and the comparison made is just if the equivalent expression is
indeed smaller. If the smallest equivalent does not decrease the size of the tree, then the subtree
itself is indexed as the new first element. The proposed algorithm for using LSH to simplify

symbolic expressions is illustrated in Figure 5.3.

Given a hash size of hs bits and a training data partition (X', y) consisting of d samples,
a plane P of dimensions hs x d is first created, with values sampled from a standard normal
distribution. For any candidate solution f , the prediction y = f (X) of size d is then used as
the vector for hash generation. A query is performed by calculating the dot product between the
plane P € R®**? and the prediction y € R¥!, producing q € R***!, The corresponding hash is
then generated as [1 if q; > 0 otherwise 0 |z = 1,2,..., hs].

First, the simplification table st is initialized by iterating over every variable and indexing

the values of the terminals in the training partition, initializing the table with the simplest possible

' In practice, only a single traversal is required.
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Figure 5.3 — Illustration of the inexact simplification method. In the first stage (1), a simplification
table is created with only the problem variables and the constant. Every node is
treated as the root of a subtree and generates a prediction vector. In the second
stage (2), the predictions are used to obtain hash values for each node, updating the
simplification table. Finally, the simplified tree is obtained at the final stage (3) by
replacing the nodes with the smallest subtree corresponding to the same hash in the
simplification table.

1 2 3
Q Starting state, simplifying the first individual } Q Nodes with respecive hashes, based O"} Tree after replacing every subtree by
prediction values the smallest one with same hash in the

simplification table

[~4.95,-2.05, ~5.73] + 01111

/ - S
~0.95,-0.05,~0.53 ( min )
(=095, -0.05, ~0.53] " 01101

+ 01111

L

[ min |[-4,-2,-5.2]

1 S
log [1.14,1.14,1.14] [~4,-2,-5.2] |::> og R 000 z2 Lo
‘ |

3.14
3.14 [3.14,3.14,3.14] 00000

After the iteration

Simplification table

« Simplification table stores new equivalent

Simplification table 00000 | [cte,3.14,log (3.14)] trees;
00000 [cte] 00100 [z41] « Data-driven simplification can capture
relationships based on predicted values,
00100 | [z4] 01101 | [z, min(log (3.14), z5)] eliminating sub-trees with constant
X prediction or operations that does not
01101 | [@o] 01010 | [sina,] affect the prediction.
01111 [z5 + sin 21, min(log (3.14), z2) + sin ;]

Source: Elaborated by the author.

elements. When a constant is evaluated, they are forced to have a prediction vector filled with
zeroes (implying in a null hash), preventing unnecessary growth of the hash table by inserting
constants as simplification candidates to other hashes. This also mitigates the fact that non-linear
equations may have non-unique solutions. The prediction vector is indexed into the 1sh table,
and its hash is used to initialize a list of equivalent expressions. The initialization process is
described in Algorithm 5.1.

Algorithm 5.1 Initialize hash table (initialize_table)

Require: Training data points (X, y), single node constant tree cte
Ensure: simplification table st

1: st < empty mapping of (key : value)

2: for terminal € {cte} U {x; € X'} do

3:  pred < terminal.values

4:  1sh.index(pred)

5:  hash,d < 1lsh.query(pred)

6:  st|hash| = [terminal]

7: return st

Each time an individual is simplified, the steps described in Algorithm 5.2 are followed.
Every subtree of the individual is iterated over, and its prediction vector is assessed. The prediction
vector is then used as a query in the existing LSH table, which returns the equivalent hash and the

distance to the vector of that hash, if any exists. If the query result is found in the simplification
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table, the distance is checked against a tolerance theshold. When the tolerance is satisfied, the
subtree is inserted into the corresponding collection in the simplification table and replaced by
the smallest element from that collection. Otherwise, the prediction vector is indexed, and a new

entry is created in the simplification table.

Algorithm 5.2 Calculate hash for simplification (hash_simplify)

Require: individual ind, simplification table st, Ish instance 1sh, tolerance 7
Ensure: simplified version of the individual n
1: for subtree € ind do
pred < subtree.predict(X’)
if Var(pred) = 0 then
pred < pred x 0.0
hash, d < lsh.query(pred)
if hash € st and d < 7 then
st[hash| < st]hash| U {subtree}
subtree < argmin size(tree) for tree € st|hash]
else if hash ¢ st then
1sh.index(pred)
11: st|hash| = [subtree]
12: return ind

D A AN

_
e

When an expression is simplified, the tree can be traversed either top-down or bottom-up,
as replacements are applied on the fly (Figure 5.4). Different simplifications can be generated

depending on the traversal order.

Figure 5.4 — Illustration of top-down and bottom-up traversal approaches for expression simpli-
fication. The top-down approach prunes large subtrees first, potentially stopping
earlier if a hash entry is found at the upper levels. The bottom-up approach may
involve more steps, since starting at lower levels can trigger further simplifications
higher up the tree, but may allow the method to find more equivalent expressions.

Bottom-up Top-down

Source: Elaborated by the author.

When traversing a tree for the purpose of simplification, the expectation is that branches,
once visited, may reveal smaller equivalents suitable for simplification. The top-down approach
implies iterating through fewer nodes than a bottom-up strategy, as large subtrees are pruned first,
anticipating encountering previously explored, potentially complex, also reducing the number of
visited nodes, since traversal can stop earlier. In contrast, the bottom-up traversal may require

more steps, as a simplification at a lower level can trigger a new simplification higher in the
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tree, but may ultimately produce more effective simplifications by slowly ascending the tree, as

equivalences are more likely to exist between smaller than large subtrees.

Notice that the simplification does not always produce an algebraically equivalent
expression, but instead provides an approximation. By imposing a maximum distance threshold,
this issue is mitigated, as subtrees are guaranteed to be replaced only with those that yield similar
semantics. This behavior is advantageous for practical applications, since simpler expressions

are favored at the expense of minor differences in predictions.

5.4.2 Experimental setup

To evaluate the simplification method, an evolutionary SR algorithm was implemented
using the DEAP framework (FORTIN et al., 2012). In this algorithm, the individuals are ran-
domly initialized using the PTC2 method (LUKE, 2000). Evolution runs for a fixed number of
generations, using tournament selection with a tournament size of 3. The variation operators are
crossover, and the mutations insert node, remove node, replace node, and replace subtree. Three

variants were implemented: without simplify, bottom-up, and top-down.

Simplification was applied to the initial population to learn an initial set of equivalences,
and to every offspring generated by the variation operators, ensuring that each individual was
simplified at least once. The individuals were also processed using the nonlinear parameter
optimization method Levenberg-Marquardt (LEVENBERG, 1944; MARQUARDT, 1963) imple-
mented in SciPy (VIRTANEN et al., 2020). After simplification, parameter optimization was

repeated.

To determine the hash size, it was initially set to 2° and the strenght was increased until
no collisions occurred during the initialization of the simplification table for all datasets —i.e.,
the constant and input variables have no colisions—, resulting in the final value of 2%. During
initial experiments, it was observed that if the initial table contained a hash collision between
features and constants, simplification could incorrectly replace features, which is undesirable

unless a feature is nearly constant.

The threshold was set to a fixed value based on the smallest training MSE observed
in preliminary experiments across all datasets, 0.01, one order of magnitude below all training
errors. Population size and the number of generations were chosen so that most runs would
complete within approximately 3 wall-clock hours. The hyperparameters used in the experiments
are summarized in Table 5.1, prioritizing the number of generations over population size to

investigate the effects on convergence.

A selection of datasets was used to analyze the effect of simplification throughout the

evolutionary process. The names and dimensionalities of the datasets are listed in Table 5.2.

As a measure of complexity, the same as used by La Cava et al. (2019) included as a

measure. For a node n with £ arguments, complexity is defined as the recursive combination
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Table 5.1 — Symbolic regression algorithm hyper-parameters used for the simplification experi-

ments.
Parameter Value
pop size (5) 30
max gen (G) 200
max depth (max,) 7
max size (max,) 128 (27)
tolerance (1) le — 2
hash_len 256 bits
probabilities 1/5 for each variation operator
objectives [error (MSE), size (# nodes))]

Function set

1 sin™!, tan™, cos, sin, tan,

|07

[+, —, %, %7 ‘ . |7 cos™
et), min, max, log, log (1 + -), exp (1 + ),

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Table 5.2 — Dimensionality of the six datasets used in the simplification experiments.

Dataset # samples # features
Airfoil 1503 5
Concrete 1030 8

Energy Cooling 768 8

Energy Heating 768 8

Housing 506 13

Yacht 308 6

Source: Elaborated by the author.

of the complexities of its children with that of its root/head node (the same presented in the

Background Chapter, Eq. 2.3). The complexity values assigned to the operators are presented in

Table 5.3.

Table 5.3 — Complexity of each operator used for the simplification experiments.

Complexity

Operators

O 00 O\ L WD

4+, —, cte

*, max, min, (-)2, | - |
SV ed

exp (1 + -), cos, sin, tan
cos™ !, sin™!, tan—!
log (1+-)

log

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Each method was executed 30 times using different split seeds for each dataset on the
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same hardware. The data were divided into three partitions: 50% for training, which was visible
to the algorithm for parameter and function optimization; 25% for validation, which was used to
assess the loss during evolution but not for training; and 25% for testing, which was held out to
obtain the final experimental results. The validation partition was also used to select the final
model returned by the algorithm. This is inspired by how FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019) handles

the data internally for optimizing and selecting the final individual.

Statistical comparisons were performed using the non-parametric Wilcoxon test with
Holm-Bonferroni correction, and all comparisons are explicitly depicted in the figures. An annota-
tion shown as “* (ns)” indicates a statistical significance corresponding to a single asterisk, which
becomes non-significant after the correction. The p-value annotations used to indicate statistical
significance in the plots, after applying the alpha correction, are as follows. An annotation of ‘ns’
corresponds to 5 x 1072 < p < 1.0, indicating non-significance. A single asterisk ‘*’ represents
1x1072 <p<5x 1072 “* correspondsto 1 x 1073 < p < 1 x 1072, and ‘*** represents
1 x 107* < p <1 x 1073, Finally, four asterisks‘**** indicate p < 1 x 107%,

5.4.3 Online resources

All data and the source code for implementations, experiments, and post-processing

analysis are available at <https://github.com/gAldeia/hashing-symbolic-expressions>.

5.5 Results and discussion

In this section, several aspects of the experimental results are analyzed. First, the impact
of simplification on GP convergence and the number of simplifications per traversal strategy
are examined. Distributions of final solution size, complexity, and goodness-of-fit are presented,
along with paired comparisons of runs with and without simplification. The number of equivalent
expressions, runtime differences, and selected simplification rules observed during the runs are

also analyzed.

5.5.1 Convergence

Figure 5.5 reports the minimum validation error during the evolution, estimated using
the mean of 30 runs. The first generation is discarded, since individuals were only randomly
initialized and have not yet undergone selective pressure, and invalid or extremely poor individuals

can be present in the population and bias the estimation.

These results show that simplification often outperforms the traditional GP throughout
the run, leading to a better local optimum. The only exception is the Yacht dataset, in which the

top-down strategy performs worse than the bottom-up and the version without simplification. In
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Figure 5.5 — Convergence curves of the validation error of the best individual during the evolution
for the simplification experiments. y axis is in log-scale.
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every other dataset, both traversal strategies present equiparable performance. For the six datasets,
worse performance was observed in the first five when simplification was not applied. Overlap
between the estimated confidence intervals was present during earlier generations but became less
common in later generations. In particular, for the Housing dataset, the validation error increased
when simplification was not used, indicating overfitting to the training data. For the Yacht dataset,
no difference was observed between the absence of simplification and the bottom-up approach,

while the top-down approach appeared to reach a plateau in the earlier generations.

As previously conjectured, the two traversal strategies perform different numbers of
simplifications during the evolutionary process, as shown in Figure 5.6. Approximately 50%
more simplifications are performed by the bottom-up strategy, with only a small overlap in the
estimated confidence intervals.

The different simplification strategy shows only small differences and no clear better
option in terms of behavior during the run, except for the number of simplifications. The decrease
in the number of simplifications performed by the bottom up strategy observed in later generations
for some datasets, such as Airfoil, Energy Heating, and Yacht, is attributed to the effective removal
of bloated and redundant subtrees; however, models also become more specialized and complex,

making further simplification more difficult, albeit new random subtrees are being generated
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Figure 5.6 — Number of simplifications performed in each generation by the top down and bottom
up strategies.
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with the variation operators. However, notice that the decrease of simplifications is not a global

trend, as this behavior does not happen in all datasets.

The observed decrease in the number of simplifications does not necessarily imply
undesirable behavior; rather, it reflects that models in later generations are less likely to be
simplified. However, it may indicate that, for some problems, the computational cost introduced
by the simplification method becomes less beneficial as evolution progresses. This observation
suggests opportunities for future work exploring heuristics to determine when and to which

individuals simplification should be applied.

5.5.2 Goodness-of-fit and size trade-off

At the end of the run, the algorithm picks the final model based on the performance on
the validation split. Figures 5.7a, 5.7b, and 5.8 report the size, complexity, and MSE on the test

partition, respectively.

Regarding solution size, the null hypothesis that no differences exist between the ap-
proaches cannot be rejected — a counter-intuitive result, since simplification is expected to reduce
expression size. However, the complexity boxplots reveal smaller variation for the best solutions

when simplification strategies are applied, with the null hypothesis being rejected at a p-value
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Figure 5.7 — Comparison of the final solutions under different simplification methods: (a) solution
size and (b) solution complexity.
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between [1073,1072]. Size and complexity are related, but not equivalent. A large model built
with simple arithmetic operations will have a smaller complexity than a model with non-linear
operations; and a model that performs non-linear operations close to the root will have a higher

complexity than models that perform these transformations close to the leaves.

It is hypothesized that simplification temporarily decreases size, creating room for further
improvements, which the evolutionary process exploits by producing expressions of similar size
but improved performance, allowing more useful sub-expressions to be accommodated. As a
consequence, the generated expressions are less complex according to the recursive complexity.
Differences in complexity were observed for the Airfoil, Concrete, Energy Cooling, Housing,
and Yacht datasets. Even when solutions were equivalent in size, simplification led to expressions
with better complexity without explicitly minimizing it. The simplified expressions did not exhibit
higher errors than the original ones. Regarding test set MSE, statistically significant improvements
were observed in the bottom-up strategy for the Airfoil, Concrete, and Energy Cooling datasets,

while the top-down strategy showed improvements only for Concrete.

Yacht was considered the most challenging dataset due to the test MSE scale shown
in Fig. 5.8, which is closer to the threshold than for any other dataset. Parameter optimization,
particularly the adjustment of the inexact simplification threshold, appears to be important based

on the error scale and will be investigated further.
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Figure 5.8 — Final MSE on the test partition using different simplification strategies. Simplifica-
tion led to better performance in error, with less complex models.
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The observed difference in performance while maintaining solution sizes is hypothesized
to occur because simplification creates space for further model improvements and removes overly
complex subtrees that could drastically alter overall predictions when a variation operator is

applied. As a consequence, the resulting models are more robust to local changes.

5.5.3 Relative change

Even though the differences in MSE seem modest, those are considering the mean and
median of the distribution. A better way to verify the benefits of the simplification strategy is
to pair the 30 runs based on their seed and calculate the percentage of variation between the
simplification methods and without any simplification (i.e., the baseline). This way, the variation
between datasets can be aggregated, and an overall measurement and a one-sided ¢-test can be
applied to verify whether the mean of the relative change is different from zero. Figure 5.9 reports
the variations for the bottom-up and top-down strategies. A t-test for the mean of the distributions

was performed for each subfigure with 180 degrees of freedom (6 datasets and 30 runs each).

Regarding size, the distributions show a median change of 2.43% for the bottom-up
strategy and —2.13% for the top-down strategy, but both yielded p-values greater than 0.05, so
the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. Complexity exhibits median reductions of —104.06%
and —111.34% for bottom-up and top-down, respectively, with p-values of 2.94 x 10~7 and
1.59 x 10~°, concluding that the complexity is decreased by 100% on average when simplification

is performed. This indicates that a reduction in complexity is observed for each individual run
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Figure 5.9 — Percentage variation of size (5.9a), complexity (5.9b) and MSE on test (5.9¢c) com-
pared to without any simplification.
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compared to the baseline. For MSE, median reductions of —18.21% and —20.32% were observed,
with p-values of 8.165 x 10~ and 1.85 x 10~°. Thus, the null hypothesis can be rejected, and it

can be concluded that simplification reduces the error by approximately 20% on average.

5.5.4 Number of equivalent expressions

Fig. 5.10 reports the number of different expressions stored for each hash entry, where
the z axis refers to each hash based on it’s order of creation. This means that the very first hash
to be created is the constant, followed by hashes that stores each of the single features, altogether
created during the table initialization. After that, the next entries stores more complex trees and

are created after the initialization of the simplification table, during the evolution.

It can be observed that a very small number of hashes are mapped to almost all equivalent
expressions, indicating that several equivalences are mapped to the terminals, mainly the constant,
meaning the evolutionary process is creating bloated sub-trees that behaves as the original input

features, or as constant branches that can be replaced with a single constant terminal.

The majority of hash entries, especially those involving trigonometric functions or large
expressions, lack replacements but still consume memory to be kept in the table, also increasing
time to run operations over it. A possible solution is to reduce computational and memory
overhead by restricting simplification to expressions below a certain complexity threshold, such
as those strictly smaller than 20 nodes. Notice that this can be problem-dependent, or related to

the operator set used.
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Figure 5.10 — Number of equivalent expressions stored in each hash, for the first 30 entries. The
same data is replicated with logarithmic scale on the y-axis on the top right corner
of the plots.
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5.5.5 Measuring inexactness

The differences in MSE between the original and simplified expressions can be directly
inferred from the defined tolerance threshold, which is used to filter candidates and prevent large
deviations in prediction error when performing the inexact simplification. To further analize
inexactness of simplifications, the angle between the prediction vectors before and after sim-
plification is proposed as an additional measure. This angle quantifies the change in prediction
semantics and indicates how the predictions are related. As discussed in Section 5.3, the proba-
bility of collisions is proportional to the angle between the vectors. Large angles may indicate
that distinct expressions are being mapped to the same hash, whereas close to zero angles suggest
that simplification is capturing only exact matches rather than similar ones. An angle of zero
indicates perfect alignment and thus no variations in prediction — but a small degree of variation
is desirable, as it allows the simplification process to identify near-equivalent expressions with

reduced complexity.

Figure 5.11 shows the distribution of the angle between the prediction of the original
expression and that of its replacement, obtained through inexact simplification. The angle 6
between the original prediction vector p and the simplified prediction vector pyepiace Was computed
as:

9 — arccos p ) preplace : (5'3)
HpH : HpreplaceH
%/_/

cos 0
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where - denotes the dot product and || - || denotes the Euclidean norm. The angle was clipped

between [—1,1] to avoid numerical errors.

Figure 5.11 — Distribution of the angle between the original and simplified expression predictions
obtained through inexact simplification, shown for different tolerance levels used
to accept the simplification. Sorting the datasets by their number of features reveals
that the angle is proportional to the number of features.
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This result shows that the inexactness is expressed with few regard to the simplification
threshold used, and the angle is of at most 4, while this represents an extreme case. On average,
the angle is between 1 and 2, and is problem-dependent, as Airfoil holds the highest angles, and
Housing the smallest. In addition, the Bottom-up shows smaller angles, thus smaller inexactness,
than the Top-Down approach. This is likely due to performing simplification through several
steps from bottom-up, instead of directly cutting off a tree such as how Top-down is likely to do

on larger sub-trees.

The angle between the original predictions and their inexact simplifications appears to
correlate with the number of features in each dataset. Airfoil, which has five features, exhibits the
highest median values for both the bottom-up and top-down strategies, whereas Housing, with
thirteen features, shows the smallest median values for both strategies. The remaining datasets
fall in between, with either six or eight features. Because the table is always initialized without
collisions among input features, this suggests that having more initial entries in the table reduces

the chances of collisions between expressions with distinct semantics.

5.5.6 Analysis of hashes and individuals

A single run was performed on the Yacht dataset with the bottom-up approach to gain
insights into how simplification replaces nodes. This dataset was chosen because no statistically

significant differences in size or error were observed, and it is low-dimensional, making it suitable
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for demonstration. At the end of the run, a total of 5,144 hash entries were created from 7,324

expressions.

Some entries of the simplification table are reviewed in this subsection. Each entry
consists of a tuple containing a hash and a list of equivalent trees. The hash is truncated for
clarity, and the expressions are shown in string format, ordered as the algorithm store them (from
smallest to largest), so that any subtree would be replaced by the first in the list. The first case is

examined as follows:

1010110111001101. ..

- square(x_5)

- multiply(x_5, x_5)

- absolute(square(x_5))

- maximum(square(x_5), x_0)

- maximum(add(-15.455, x_1), square(x_5))

(5 more)

It is first observed that, without explicit rules, the method learned to replace the corre-
sponding subtree multiply(x_5, x_5) with square(x_5), providing a shorter representation.
It also learned that the absolute value of a square is always positive, so absolute (square(x_5))
can similarly be simplified to square (x_5) . Some simplifications are data-driven; for example, in
maximum(square(x_5), x_0), the term :L‘g was later confirmed in the data to always dominates

the term z in the max function, which would not be captured by algebraic rules.

Additional interesting cases are observed, including a permutation of arguments in a

4-ary commutative operation, as well as a chain of commutative operations:

1110001011011111. ..
- multiply(x_1, x_7, x_0, x_4)
- multiply(x_0, x_4, x_1, x_7)

- multiply(x_1, x_0, multiply(x_4, x_7))

In particular, notice that rewriting multiply(x_1, x_0, multiply(x_4, x_7)) as
multiply(x_1, x_7, x_0, x_4) decreases by one the number of nodes, meaning the simpli-
fication table is also helping improving the aggregation of chained 2-ary operations as a 4-ary
multiplication. This, however, is only possible because the algorithm is set to allow multiple

arguments to operations with commutative properties.

Additional cases were observed in which redundant operations were simplified, such
as minimum(x_2, x_2), the identity value of an operation was used as an argument, as in

add (0.0, x_2), and functions were chained with their inverses, as in log(exp(x_2)):
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1010101111001001. ..
- xX_2

absolute(x_2)

- minimum(x_2, x_2)

- minimum(x_2, x_6)

- minimum(x_2, x_5)

- add(0.0, x_2)

- log(exp(x_2))

- sqrtabs(square(x_2))

- maximum(-523.249, x_2)
- ... (34 more)

From the previous example, one inverse relationships were automatically learned, such
as log (exp (a)) = a. The addition of a with the neutral element of sum is also identified by the

simplification method, since 0.0 4 a is being simplified to just a.

Expressions that are decomposable into the sum of two terms can also be observed,
where one term dominates the other by several orders of magnitude, rendering the contribution
of the smaller term irrelevant to the final predictions. In these cases, the simplification method

learned several trees in which only the dominant term needs to be retained:

1100000011100001. ..

- exp_1_plus(x_3)

- div(exp_1_plus(x_3), 0.0)

- maximum(exp_1_plus(x_3), square(x_2))

- add(tan(x_4), arctan(x_3), exp_1_plus(x_3))

- add(exp_1_plus(x_3), add(x_1,x_2,x_6,x_5), tan(x_4))

- maximum(exp_1_plus(x_3), multiply(multiply(77.001, x_4, x_2),
square(x_7),
cdiv(x_2, x_6),
add(x_6, x_6, -77.991)))

The power from the proposed simplification method is that all these simplifications were
made without defining any simplification rule, and learned with small overhead of implementation,
through an interative process that feeds a library of equivalent expressions and performs inexact

approximations for fast retrieval of information.
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Figure 5.12 shows the smallest expression found by the bottom-up strategy and by GP
without simplification for the Yacht dataset. An MSE of 1.98 on the test set was obtained by the
bottom-up model, using 9 nodes, while GP without simplification produced a test error of 2.08
using 15 nodes. More complex constructs were observed when simplification was not applied,
including the chaining of /- and (-)%.

Figure 5.12 — Smallest expression found by bottom-up (left) and without simplification (right)

for the Yacht dataset. The MSE for each expression was 1.98 using the bottom-up
simplification and 2.08 without simplification.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The Yacht dataset exhibits errors that are an order of magnitude greater than the simpli-
fication threshold. Although no improvement in error was observed, improvements in complexity
were achieved. By analyzing a single run, it was demonstrated that the benefits of the simplifica-
tion method extend beyond size and error, as complexity was minimized without being explicitly

targeted.

5.5.7 Execution time

Figure 5.13 reports the execution time for each algorithm.

It is observed that the simplification methods require more time to run than when no
simplification is applied, with statistically significant differences for all but the last dataset. This
occurs because non-linear optimization is performed twice for every individual, as they are
re-optimized after simplification, indicating that the method could benefit from caching recent
information to avoid re-optimizing the entire tree after each simplification, but this cannot be

done with inexactness since prediction is highly sensitive to parameter values.
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Figure 5.13 — Variation of execution time (in seconds) for each method in the simplification
experiments. The subplots are sharing the y axis.
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5.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, an inexact simplification method using LSH is proposed to learn substi-
tution rules, which can correspond either to algebraic identities or to simplifications specific to
the dataset domain. Expressions that behave similarly in the phenotypical space are efficiently
stored and queried using LSH, enabling the simplification process to be applied to every sampled
expression throughout the evolution. Using this approach, the influence of simplification and
bloat control on the evolutionary process can be experimentally analyzed. As a by-product, an
implementation of an evolutionary algorithm with non-linear parameter optimization and inexact

simplification was made available in Python.

The experiments were conducted with well-known datasets from the machine learning
community, logging the performance on a validation partition during the run. The final results
and convergences were analyzed. Empirical results indicate that, on average, versions with
simplification returned expressions of the same size but with less complex constructs and higher
accuracy. When comparing runs originating from the same seed, a median reduction of 20% in

mean squared error was observed when simplification was applied.

Notice that because the simplification is inexact, some substitutions may slightly alter

the behavior of the function or be exact only on the training data. On the other hand, since this is
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a data-driven approach, it can learn the rules on the fly without any need to pre-determine the
algebraic identities. It can also learn rules specific to the dataset (e.g., x1 is always smaller than

T in all samples).

The simplification does not hurt performance overall, but often yields better results
than without any simplification, and has little burden to implement into any symbolic regression
framework. It can be implemented into any symbolic regression algorithm, as long as there is a

pragmatic way of transversing the expressions and replacing parts of it.






6 Benchmarking

Assessing the Symbolic Regression landscape

Summary

Benchmarking symbolic regression (SR) methods remains challenging due to the di-
versity of algorithms, datasets, and evaluation criteria. In this chapter, a comprehensive SR
benchmark is introduced, inspired in SRBench. A total of 25 methods were assessed across two
problem tracks: black-box and phenomenological/first-principles modeling. Each experiment was
executed with 30 independent runs to ensure robust statistical evaluation. Energy consumption
and execution time were reported. A new way of visualizing the performance, as probabilities of
observing specific performances, is presented and discussed as an alternative way of aggregating
results. In addition, trade-offs among model complexity and predictive accuracy were systemati-
cally analyzed, focusing on non-aggregated reporting of results. The results reveal that no single
algorithm consistently outperforms all others, underscoring the importance of context in method
selection. Best practices for improving SR algorithms were also distilled from the benchmarking
process, highlighting the need for adaptive hyperparameter tuning and energy-efficient implemen-
tations. Excessive and difficult-to-tune hyperparameters were identified as a recurring drawback
for practitioners. Common patterns among the best-performing algorithms were observed, par-
ticularly the use of parameter optimization, boosting, and GP-based approaches. Finally, the
Brush framework, integrating parameter optimization, e-lexicase selection, and inexact model
simplification, was benchmarked. Brush achieved strong performance across multiple evaluation

metrics, demonstrating its potential as a unifying approach to SR.

Part of this chapter was published as: Aldeia, G. S. I.; Zhang, H.; Bomarito, G.; Cranmer, M.; Fonseca, A.;
Burlacu, B.; La Cava, W. G.; de Franca, F. O. 2025. Call for Action: towards the next generation of symbolic
regression benchmark. In Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference Companion
(GECCO °25), July 14-18, 2025, Malaga, Spain. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 8 pages. <https://doi.org/10.1145/
3638529.3654149>
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6.1 Introduction

Running a benchmark is a laborious yet essential task. Beyond simply comparing
methods, it serves as a tool for measuring progress in the field. Despite the long-standing history
of Symbolic Regression (SR) and recent advances, LLa Cava et al. (2021) observed a lack of
consensus regarding standardized datasets and benchmarking methodologies, making it difficult to
accurately assess the state-of-the-art (SotA). Another challenge is the absence of a unified interface

and installation/use instructions, which creates barriers to experimentation and reproducibility.

To address some of these challenges, La Cava et al. published SRBench! as a living
benchmark for SR, comparing different SR implementations against standard ML regression
models. This initiative introduced a common Python API and installation scripts within a sandbox
environment, simplifying installation and evaluation across algorithms. SRBench represented
a significant step toward comparing and understanding the SotA in SR. However, designing
effective benchmarks often requires continuous refinements and consideration of new factors to

ensure their usefulness and longevity.

SRBench originally evaluated 14 SR methods and 7 traditional ML models (e.g., random
forests, linear regression) across 122 black-box problems —including 62 Friedman problems,
a collection of synthetic datasets with varying noise levels that are challenging due to multiple
local minima— and 100 datasets derived from Feynman equations with uniformly sampled data.
Each algorithm was run 10 times per dataset, using hyperparameters selected through grid search

on the black-box problems, with the most frequent configuration fixed for all final evaluations.

While SRBench broadened the scope by including diverse datasets (PMLB and Feynman
equations) and more algorithms, discussions on limitations and improvements were noted by
researchers, regarding the interpretability of aggregated results (DICK, 2022), overrepresentation
of Friedman problems (DE FRANCA, 2022), and the adequacy of synthetic data (MATSUBARA
et al., 2024), which failed to mimic real-world distributions in the ground-truth track. These
shortcomings highlighted the need for a new iteration of the benchmark with improved visualiza-
tions, more robust statistical evaluations, and domain-specific datasets better aligned with SR’s

practical appeal in scientific discovery.

An effective benchmark should contain diverse subclasses of problems, identifying which
algorithms perform best under specific conditions, thereby mapping problems to algorithms
rather than prescribing a single SotA solution. It must also challenge contemporary SR methods
while remaining computationally feasible and representative of real-world applications, ensuring
that conclusions extend beyond artificial test cases. SRBench falls short in this respect: it relies
on over 200 datasets without categorizing their inherent challenges and presents final results only

through aggregated metrics, potentially obscuring finer performance differences.

' <https://cavalab.org/srbench/>
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In this chapter, several improvements to SRBench are proposed. Key changes include
expanding the benchmark to 25 SR algorithms; increasing the number of independent runs to 30
to enhance statistical power; selecting 24 datasets divided into two tracks: (i) black-box, drawn
from the original SRBench, and (ii) phenomenological and first-principles, drawn from Cranmer
(2023); and refining reporting practices to provide nuanced comparisons among top-performing

algorithms.

This chapter also highlights the practical challenges of benchmarking and proposes
features to streamline the process. Progress in this direction requires active collaboration with
method developers and maintainers to extend and consolidate the common API, ensuring that
SRBench can evolve as a flexible and robust framework.

The chapter is structured as follows. Section 6.2 reviews previously published SR
benchmarks. Section 6.3 presents the proposed update to SRBench, with subsections addressing
each key aspect of the revision. Section 6.4 reports and discusses results using different aggregation
levels to extract deeper insights into algorithm performance. Finally, Section 6.5 summarizes the

findings and presents a call for a collective effort to advance SR benchmarking.

6.2 Related work

In 2018, Orzechowski et al. (2018) surveyed many SR papers showing that methods were
being benchmarked on simple problems with a lack of standardization, which could diminish the
perception of SR achievements outside of its field. They also acknowledged previous efforts to
conduct benchmarks for SR methods, then conducted an experiment with four SR algorithms

and different ML methods across more than 100 datasets of up to 1000 samples.

La Cava et al. (2021) followed up the benchmark efforts and proposed SRBench, a
joint-effort to achieve a large scale comparison of 14 modern SR algorithms comprising GP-
based, deterministic, and deep learning based approaches. In this paper, the authors mention that
determining the SotA should not be the sole focus of research — however, promising avenues
of investigation cannot be well-informed without empirical evidence. In SRBench, the authors
increased the number of problems and their dimensionalities, using datasets from Penn Machine
Learning Benchmarks (PMLB) (OLSON et al., 2017; ROMANO et al., 2021), an open-source
library for benchmarking ML methods. A new ground-truth track was also added with more than
100 physics equations from Feynman lectures (FEYNMAN et al., 2006; FEYNMAN et al., 2015)
with data generated synthetically. They provided a more informative view of the current state of
the field. Given the large number of problems and algorithms, they performed 10 individual runs
for each dataset, and the budget was based on evaluations — which is hard to measure uniformly

across different approaches.
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de Franca et al. (2024) benchmarked a smaller selection of SR algorithms, including
more recent approaches, on a proposed set of artificially generated datasets to measure the
performance in specific tasks: overall accuracy performance, robustness to noise, capabilities of
selecting the relevant features, extrapolation performance, and interpretability. With a smaller
selection of algorithms and datasets it was possible to make precise statements of the current
state of SR and their weaknesses. The authors also introduced a runtime limit instead of using the
number of evaluations, stimulating the efficient implementation of the algorithms. The authors
noticed that even though SR shares many shortcomings with traditional ML models, they have a
potential to overcome it using domain knowledge and allowing a customized experience to the
user (INGELSE; FONSECA, 2023).

Matsubara et al. (2024) noticed that the Feynman dataset (UDRESCU; TEGMARK,
2020) used in the SRBench’s ground-truth track did not adequately depict the original physical
phenomena because of how the values were sampled — the data generation was originally
done by uniformly sampling standardized values. They proposed to replace the synthetic data
generation process with normal or logarithmic distributions that mimic what would be empirically

observed if the data was collected in practice, and evaluated six different SR methods.

Regarding problem-specific benchmarks, Zegklitz & Posik (2020) proposed a benchmark
with open-source and ease-of-use principles, evaluating four SR methods on five synthetic and
four real-world problems. Abdalla et al. (2024) also benchmarked five SR methods focusing on
applying SR for learning equations in civil and construction engineering, a field where equations

are traditionally derived using linear regression.

Thing & Koksbang (2025) proposed an unified tool for benchmarking SR in cosmology,
including 12 SR methods and 28 datasets representing cosmological and astroparticles physics
problems, finding that most methods performed poorly in the benchmark. They argue that using
standard datasets (i.e. PMLB) is prudent for academic comparisons, but these ensembles of
datasets do not provide a representative measure for specific problems. They conducted off-the-
shelf evaluations, which are useful because they do not require extra effort from the user, and, to

improve reproducibility, they package the 12 methods into Docker containers.

6.3 Methods

This section presents the datasets, benchmarked methods, experimental setup, and
evaluation protocol. It also describes the computational infrastructure and online resources to

ensure reproducibility.
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6.3.1 Dataset selection

For this benchmark, two distinct tracks were defined: black-box and phenomenological
& first-principles. Table 6.1 summarizes the datasets used in both tracks, including the number
of samples (# Rows), features (# Cols), and target codomains. For the phenomenological &
first-principles track, all codomains consist of real values, and data sources are provided instead.
All datasets were standardized prior to training and contain only numeric features without missing
values.

Table 6.1 — Metadata for datasets in each benchmark track, for the proposed benchmark. Dataset
names match their corresponding PMLB entries.

Black-box # Rows # Cols Codomain

1028_SWD 1000 11 z*

1089_USCrime 47 14 zZ*

1193_BNG_lowbwt 31104 10 R*
1199_BNG_echoMonths 17496 10 R

192_vineyard 52 3 Rt

210_cloud 108 6 RT

522 pml0 500 8 R

557_analcatdata_apneal 475 4 7t

579_fri_c0_250_5 250 6 R
606_fri_c2_1000_10 1000 11 R
650_fri_c0_500_50 500 51 R
R

678_visualizing_environmental 111 4 +

Phenomenological & first-principles # Rows # Cols Data source

first_principles_absorption 14 2 Russeil et al. (2024)
first_principles_bode 8 2 Bonnet (1764)
first_principles_hubble 32 2 Hubble (1929)
first_principles_ideal _gas 30 4 Generated, 10% noise
first_principles_kepler 6 2 Kepler (1619)
first_principles_leavitt 26 2 Leavitt & Pickering (1912)
first_principles_newton 30 4 Generated, 10% noise
first_principles_planck 100 3 Generated, 10% noise
first_principles_rydberg 50 3 Generated, 1% noise
first_principles_schechter 27 2 Generated, 20% noise
first_principles_supernovae_zr 236 2 Russeil et al. (2024)
first_principles_tully_fisher 18 2 Tully & Fisher (1977)

Source: Elaborated by the author.

The final black-box track comprises 12 regression datasets selected among all regression
datasets available from PMLB 1.0 (ROMANO et al., 2021). Datasets were taken from the full
collection of regression problems used in the original SRBench (122) and iteratively filtered
based on the original SRBench performances: if all previously benchmarked algorithms achieved

R? > 0.99, or if simple linear regression could reach the same threshold. Metadata vectors for



116 Chapter 6. Benchmarking

each dataset —including number of samples, features, and algorithm performance in the original
SRBench— were reduced to two dimensions via t-SNE, followed by k-means clustering, with
k = 12, to have the same number of problems than the Phenomenological & first-principles track,
which is limited due to availability of open datasets in the literature that are related to the goal
of the benchmark. After clustering, the dataset closest to each centroid was retained, ensuring
diversity in horizontal and vertical dimensionality, as well as codomain distribution. To mitigate
bias introduced by multiple Friedman dataset variants in the original SRBench, no more than 25%
of selected datasets were allowed to be from this collection of problems. The goal is to identify a
representative subset of the black-box problems from the original SRBench and to ensure that
the selected datasets provide diverse coverage of SR applications, while avoiding datasets that
are trivially solved by all previously benchmarked methods. This enables fine-grained analyses to

better understand why certain methods outperform others.

The phenomenological & first-principles track includes datasets from Russeil et al.
(2024) and Cranmer (2023). These datasets provide real-world measurements and underlying
first-principles equations. They are particularly challenging due to small sample sizes and diverse,

unknown distributions.

No level of synthetic noise was added for the black-box track, as the Friedman prob-
lems are already challenging. Datasets with real-world data from the phenomenological &
first-principles track already include noisy observations — this is later observed in the Results
and Discussion Section, where it is shown that the ground-truth equations for these problems do
not achieve a perfect R? of 1.0. Some particular cases for the phenomenological & first-principles
datasets were generated synthetically, and for these cases, Table 6.1 indicates the level of noise,

which was sampled from a normal distribution based on each variable’s range.

6.3.2 Symbolic regression methods and hyperparameter tuning

The benchmark extends the original SRBench by including recently published SR
methods (Table 6.2) and detailing algorithm characteristics (Table 6.3). Methods implemented in
other languages were provided with Python bindings. Brush, a unified framework developed with

the contributions presented in this thesis, was also included.

Grid search was performed for all methods, except Bingo, Brush, and GP-GOMEA,
due to interface incompatibilities. The default (off-the-shelf) configuration was always included
as a candidate, since preliminary results indicated that it occasionally outperformed the sets of
hyperparameters defined for gridsearch. Hyperparameter optimization was performed using 3-
fold cross-validation on 75% of the training data, selecting the configuration maximizing average
R?. Models were then trained on the full training set and evaluated on the held-out 25%. The
tuning was performed before each run. For the hyperparameter space, at most nine different
combinations were allowed, with most combinations taken from the original SRBench paper.

For the newly added methods, the hyperparameters were examined, focusing on those related to
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Table 6.2 — Algorithms evaluated and overall description of its main mechanisms. The methods

are lexicographically ordered.

Algorithm

Description

AFP (SCHMIDT; LIPSON, 2010)

Age-fitness Pareto (AFP) optimization, meaning model age is used as an
objective, with constants randomly changed

AFP_FE

AFP with co-evolved fitness estimates

AFP_EHC (LA CAVA et al., 2016a)

AFP with epigenetic hill climbing for constants optimization as local
search

Bingo (RANDALL et al., 2022)

Evolves acyclic graphs with non-linear optimization, using islands for
managing parallel populations

Brush (CAVALAB, 2025)

GP with multi-armed bandits for controlling search space exploration

BSR (JIN et al., 2020)

Bayesian model with priors for operators and parameters is used to sample
expression trees

E2E (KAMIENNY et al., 2022)

Generator using pre-trained transformers, using BFGS and subsampling
for tuning parameters

EPLEX (LA CAVA et al., 2019)

GP with e-lexicase parent selection

EQL (SAHOO et al., 2018)

Shallow neural network using mathematical operators as activation func-
tions, and performs a pruning to refine the network to an expression

FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019)

GP algorithm with e-lexicase selection and linear combination of expres-
sions using L1-OLS

FFX (MCCONAGHY, 2011)

Non-evolutionary, deterministic approach, that generates a set of base
functions and fits a regularized OLS to combine them

Genetic Engine (ESPADA et al., 2022)

GP using Context-Free Grammars to guide the generation process in an
efficient manner

GPGomea (VIRGOLIN et al., 2021)

GP with linkage learning used to propagate patterns and avoid their
disruption

GPlearn (STEPHENS et al., 2022)

Canonical GP implementation

GPZGD (DICK et al., 2020)

GP with Z-score standardization and stochastic gradient descent for pa-
rameter optimization

ITEA (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021)

Mutation-based algorithm with constrained representation and OLS pa-
rameter optimization

NeSymRes (BIGGIO et al., 2021)

Pre-trained encoder-decoders generate equation skeletons, optimized
with non-linear optimization

Operon (KOMMENDA et al., 2019)

GP algorithm with weighted terminals and non-linear OLS parameter
optimization

Ps-Tree (ZHANG et al., 2022)

GP algorithm that evolves Piecewise trees with SR expressions as leaves

PySR (CRANMER, 2023)

Evolve-simplify-optimize loop with islands to manage parallel popula-
tions

Qlattice (BROLgS et al., 2021)

Uses a learned probability distribution updated over iterations to sample
expressions, with parameter optimization. Closed source software

Rils-rols (KARTELJ; DJUKANOVIE, 2023)

Iterative generation of perturbations and parameter optimization with
OLS and local search selection of next candidates

TIR (DE FRANCA, 2022)

GP with crossover and mutation that uses a constrained representation
capable of tuning non-linear parameters with OLS

TPSR (SHOJAEE et al., 2023)

Monte-Carlo Tree Search planning with non-linear optimization wrapper
for generative models E2E and NeSymRes

uDSR (LANDAJUELA et al., 2022)

Unification of pre-trained transformers, GP, and linear models, into a
framework that decomposes the problem

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Table 6.3 — Algorithms evaluated, their original references, and relevant characteristics pertinent

to benchmarking.

Atgorithm G0 L soutions o Language
AFP (SCHMIDT; LIPSON, 2010) X v X CPU Ct+
AFP_FE X v X CPU Ct+
AFP_EHC (LA CAVA et al., 2016a) v v X CPU CH+
Bingo (RANDALL et al., 2022) v v PF CPU Python
Brush (CAVALAB, 2025) v v PF CPU CH++
BSR (JIN et al., 2020) X v CPU Python
E2E (KAMIENNY et al., 2022) X X GPU Python
EPLEX (LA CAVA et al., 2019) X v CPU CH++
EQL (SAHOO et al., 2018) X X X CPU Python
FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019) v v PF CPU CH+
FFX (MCCONAGHY, 2011) v X X CPU Python
Genetic Engine (ESPADA et al., 2022) X v v CPU Python
GPGomea (VIRGOLIN et al., 2021) v X v CPU C++
GPlearn (STEPHENS et al., 2022) X X v CPU Python
GPZGD (DICK et al., 2020) v v X CPU C
ITEA (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021) v X X CPU Haskell
NeSymRes (BIGGIO et al., 2021) v v X GPU Python
Operon (KOMMENDA et al., 2019) v v PF CPU CH++
Ps-Tree (ZHANG et al., 2022) X X CPU Python
PySR (CRANMER, 2023) v v CPU Julia
Qlattice (BROLgS et al., 2021) v v CPU Python
Rils-rols (KARTELJ; DJUKANOVIE, 2023) v v CPU CH++
TIR (DE FRANCA, 2022) v v PF CPU Haskell
TPSR (SHOJAEE et al., 2023) v v X GPU Python
uDSR (LANDAJUELA et al., 2022) v X GPU Python

Source: Elaborated by the author.

the search duration (e.g., number of generations) and search space size (e.g., maximum depth).

These were adjusted so that the algorithms ran between 30 minutes and 1 hour, ensuring sufficient

opportunity for search and convergence within the allowed budget, defined as wallclock time.

6.3.3 Performance analysis

Each method was executed with 30 independent runs for each dataset, sharing the same

30 random seeds across methods.



6.3. Methods 119

For this benchmark, a new visualization of aggregated results is proposed. The perfor-
mance profile plot (DOLAN; MORE, 2002) is used, describing the empirical distribution of the
obtained results. This plot illustrates the probability of achieving a performance greater than or
equal to a given R? threshold for all possible thresholds. The choice of R? as the primary metric
for predictive performance is motivated by its characteristic of placing results from different
datasets on a comparable scale. This allows for both problem-specific analyses and broader
evaluations across datasets with heterogeneous characteristics, with the latter offering an estimate

that better reflects overall performance without being tied to any single problem.

In performance profile plots, the x-axis represents a threshold value of the R? and the
y-axis the percentage of runs that a particular algorithm obtained that value or higher. This plot
can give a broader view of the likelihood of successfully achieving a high accuracy for each
algorithm, while keeping all the information about each algorithm in the same plot. Given the
performance curve, it is possible to calculate the area under the curve (AUC) for each algorithm’s
profile as an aggregated measure: a value of 1.0 indicates that all 30 runs achieved the maximum
R? = 1.0, whereas a value of 0.0 indicates that all runs resulted in R? < 0. The AUC provides
an estimate of the method’s potential to achieve high performance across multiple runs. The
performance plot can be generated for each individual dataset as a result of the 30 independent
runs, or have the aggregated performance over all datasets using an aggregation function (e.g.,
mean, median, maximum, minimum) for each dataset. To report the results, the maximum value
was used as the aggregation function, which reflects the best-case performance of each algorithm

across the 30 runs.

To measure model size, the final models are converted to a SymPy (MEURER et al.,
2017) compatible expression and count the number of nodes. This is necessary since the internal
complexity measures of each algorithm may differ from the standard way of counting nodes. The
expression was not simplified (except for trivial simplifications such as constant merging) before
counting the nodes, as simplification using SymPy can increase the model size in the process (DE
FRANCA; KRONBERGER, 2023), being used only for assessing equivalence of expressions.

6.3.4 Benchmark infrastructure

Conducting extensive experiments across multiple algorithms and datasets requires
substantial computational resources. Variability in hardware workload or non-homogeneous
cluster nodes can make it challenging to establish a fixed computational budget or ensure that all
methods are evaluated under identical conditions. Using fixed resources can help mitigate the
“hardware lottery” effect (HOOKER, 2020), where an approach succeeds due to its compatibility

with the available software and hardware rather than its inherent merit.

Every algorithm was implemented as a Docker image, meaning it can be built pragmati-
cally and will always produce the same image —specified by a installation script— that can later

be used in any operating system.
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Unlike the original SRBench, which used the number of evaluations as the main budget
criterion, wallclock hours were proposed as the budget criterion. The number of evaluations
is difficult to standardize and does not allow for fair comparisons across different methods. By
adopting wallclock hours as the primary budget control, preliminary e runs were conducted for
all methods. Those with very short execution times had their hyperparameters related to search

complexity increased (e.g., population size and number of generations).

Experiments were executed on a High-Performance Computing (HPC) Cluster. Each job
was allocated 10 GB of RAM, and GPUs were provided for methods that support them (see the
runs on column in Table 6.3). Jobs were not allowed to spawn subprocesses or utilize multiple
cores. The time budget was set to 6 hours for hyperparameter tuning and 1 hour for training the
algorithm with the optimal configuration, after which a SIGALRM signal was sent to terminate
the process. Energy consumption was estimated after hyperparameter tuning to avoid additional
overhead, using the eco2Al library (BUDENNYY et al., 2022), which derives estimates from
standard Linux commands monitoring CPU and memory usage. While not exact, this provides a

rough yet informative profile of resource usage.

6.3.5 Online Resources

All datasets were submitted to PMLB and are available in the library and GitHub at
<https://github.com/EpistasisLab/pmlb>. Experiment scripts and parameters were released to
ensure transparency and reproducibility. The SRBench repository was restructured into container-
ized environments for simplified standalone use and consistent execution, and all the images are
publicly available on the author’s DockerHub profile at <https://hub.docker.com/u/galdeia>. The
project is publicly available at <https://github.com/cavalab/srbench/tree/srbench_2025>.

6.4 Results and discussion

The presentation of results and discussion is organized progressively, moving from more
aggregated perspectives to increasingly granular analyses. The section begins with global aspects
of energy consumption and execution time, before addressing algorithmic performance in the
black-box track. Subsequently, attention is directed to the phenomenological & first-principles

problems, where the ability of SR methods to approximate governing equations is examined.

6.4.1 Energy consumption and execution time

Within the specified computational budget, the total runtime needed to run the experi-

ments on a single core was estimated at 1 year, 43 weeks, and 5 days. Using eco2Al to monitor


https://github.com/EpistasisLab/pmlb
https://hub.docker.com/u/galdeia
https://github.com/cavalab/srbench/tree/srbench_2025
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the final training phase, the energy and time consumption is reported in Figure 6.1 for each

independent run, aggregating all datasets.

The entire benchmark was executed twice, as the first attempt presented technical issues
related to saving certain results, requiring another run. Consequently, the eco2Al information
was collected twice, producing a very robust estimate of energy consumption. This robustness
was particularly relevant, since the heterogeneous environment of an HPC cluster and potential
bias introduced by the job scheduler had been a concern prior to running the experiments. The

consistent results confirmed that the energy consumption measurements are reliable.

Figure 6.1 — Median energy consumption (kWh) and training time for each algorithm. The color
gradient, from red to blue, indicates the worst to best algorithm in each plot. Bar
colors in the training time plot also range from red to blue based on rank, meaning
that algorithms with different colors differ in ranking, but the z-axis are ordered by
median energy consumption in both subplots. Note that the y-axis in the bottom
plot increases in reverse.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

Overall, energy consumption and execution time measurements were influenced not only
by the choice of programming language and implementation details but also by the implementation

aspects of the algorithms. Since energy is the integral of power over time:

E:/P@ﬁz&wm 6.1)

with P(t) representing instantaneous power, P,,, the average power for the task, and ¢ the time.
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The eco2 Al measures energy £ using Linux profiling libraries, which in turn can give insights
about resource usage between algorithms. The results shows that some of the fastest algorithms
demands more energy than others. This is a counterintuitive result, given that only a single core
was provided. It indicates that these algorithms are faster but require higher CPU utilization,
more aggressive computation, or greater memory resources to perform the calculations — that is,

their operations demand more power.

The top two most energy-hungry algorithms are Python-based, while the third, Operon,
is implemented in C++ but includes an inner hyperparameter tuning step. Some methods, such as
FEAT and Brush, implement a max_stall parameter, which halts execution if no improvement
is observed in an inner validation partition after a number of iterations, but FEAT and Brush
still shows increased training time than half of the methods. Although the stall feature does not
necessarily correlate with better performance in terms of energy consumption, it could be further

explored for more computationally demanding algorithms.

FFX performs comparably to the fastest algorithms, likely due to its deterministic nature.
PS-Tree, the method that creates the largest expressions (see the original SRBench and the new
results in the following subsection), is also among the slowest. AFP_FE exhibits the largest
confidence interval in training time. GPZGD performs well on both evaluated criteria, achieving

low energy consumption and short training time.

GPU-based algorithms such as TPSR, E2E, and NeSymRes do not exhibit large differ-
ences in energy consumption compared to CPU-based algorithms. In particular, TPSR, which
uses traditional parameter optimization methods, demonstrated higher execution times than other
GPU-based methods. uDSR was not compatible with the library during the experiments. It should
also be noted that some methods relying on pre-trained transformers (i.e., uDSR, TPSR, E2E)
did not take into account training time and energy consumption associated with pre-training the
transformer, which is known to be far more costly than inference. The pre-trained model was

made available by the authors.

A high training time was observed for PySR, the only method implemented in Julia,
due to the runtime compilation behavior of the language. Although this issue can be mitigated, it

requires modifications to the Docker image.

These results suggest that energy-aware development should be taken into account when
developing new SR algorithms, since optimizing runtime does not necessarily optimize energy
consumption. In the era of large neural networks, models that are both fast and energy-efficient

are highly promising alternatives.

This result also highlights another important observation: the number of evaluations
is not the most suitable metric, since some of the fastest programs consumed large amounts
of energy. This indicates that they are computationally intensive and perform more complex

computations than others. The challenge then becomes finding a hyperparameter space in which
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all methods utilize nearly the entire available time while running on comparable fixed hardware.

6.4.2 Performance analysis of the black-box track

In Figure 6.2, the performance plot is presented with AUC values based on the highest
(i.e. using the max as aggregation function) empirically observed R? on the test set across 30 runs.
This the represents an optimistic perspective on model performance, under the assumption that a
user performs the same number of runs. The plot can be interpreted as the empirically observed
likelihood of obtaining a maximum 12 score for black-box problems under sufficient repetitions.
The probability on the y-axis, P[R? > x], was estimated by calculating the proportion of runs in

which the maximum R? exceeded a given threshold z.

The performance curves in Figure 6.2 display the expected probability of achieving
maximum performance at different R? thresholds across multiple problems. Some methods
(shown in the top-left subplot, with AUC below 0.5) exhibited a probability below 1.0 of achieving
a strictly positive R?, suggesting difficulties in generalization, failure to capture intrinsic data

structures, or production of low-quality models.

Surprisingly, GPLearn performed well, despite being a canonical method. Interestingly,
methods with performance below GPLearn are the neural network-based approaches, which
suffered from downsampling —since they lack scalability to more than a thousand samples for
parameter optimization— and incorporated different strategies for parameter optimization. For
example, E2E attempted an end-to-end estimation with parameters included. This indicates that
parameter optimization plays a major role, as TPSR, one of the best approaches, consolidates

non-linear parameter optimization with transformers.

Regarding parameter optimization, GPLearn relied on ephemeral random constants.
FFX is deterministic but included parameter optimization. Genetic Engine (G. Engine) also
relied on random constants; it is based on strongly typed grammar, mainly focused on program
synthesis, employing simple generation rules to handle numbers. Above an AUC of 0.67, all
methods displayed very similar curves. The two bottom plots in Figure 6.2 highlight methods

that perform better in achieving R? > 0.8, as observed on the rightmost side of the plots.

Methods with performance superior than Genetic Engine performs parameter optimiza-
tion at some stage. Most top-performing algorithms incorporated constant optimization as a local
search step—using linear, gradient-based, or non-linear methods—highlighting the importance
of parameter optimization for achieving high performance. Among the methods with the highest
AUC scores were GP-based algorithms such as Brush, GP-GOMEA, and GPZGD. Notably,
GPZGD standardized the features using Z-scores and performed parameter optimization. Other

methods, such as Rils-Rols, also performed constant optimization.

Figure 6.3 presents a cluster map of the AUC from the performance plot for each pair

of dataset and algorithm on the test set. The size of each cell is proportional to the size of the



Figure 6.2 — Performance plots for the black-box track. The lines represent the probability of obtaining a given empirically observed R* value when
the experiments are run multiple times (i.e., max aggregation). The methods were divided into intervals to better visualize all information.
They were ordered by AUC and plotted into four figures, while methods not included in the legend are presented as gray lines for overall
reference.
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Figure 6.3 — Cluster map of the Area Under the Curve (AUC) of Expected Performances across the 30 independent runs is segregated by algorithm
and dataset. Higher values indicate better performance, while larger cells represent worse model size.

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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best-performing final expression across the 30 runs. Higher values and smaller cells indicate
better performance. At the top of the plot, hierarchical clustering of the algorithms is shown,
grouping methods based on performance and datasets based on their difficulty. The best algorithm

for each dataset is highlighted with a black edge color on its cell.

The clustering was performed using average linkage, meaning that clusters are formed
by iteratively merging the two most similar algorithms, with similarity measured as the average
distance between their AUC values across datasets. Clustering was applied to both algorithms
and datasets, although the dendrogram for the datasets is omitted here. It is evident that the first
seven methods form a cluster of underperforming algorithms, while the methods from TIR to

RILS-ROLS form a cluster of stronger performers.

A closer inspection of Figure 6.3 provides some understanding of the limitations faced
by existing algorithms. Interestingly, some methods that performed poorly overall still achieved
the best results on specific datasets. This highlights that no single algorithm dominates across
all objectives; each presents distinct strengths depending on the problem characteristics. The
selection of datasets in Figure 6.3 revealed the “no free lunch” aspect of the current state of SR:
no algorithm performed exceptionally well on all datasets. Likewise, no algorithm failed to solve
all problems. Hierarchical clustering revealed two main clusters of good- and poor-performing

algorithms, based on the AUC of the performance curves.

FFX and PS-Tree, methods resembling bagging or boosting heuristics, consistently
produced overly large models, as denoted by their larger squares in the plot. Overall, most
methods produced solutions below 50 nodes, although some often generated expressions between
50 and 100.

Furthermore, the blue cells revealed a cluster of datasets in which the top-performing
algorithms achieved similarly strong results. At the same time, the trade-off between performance
AUC and model size was clearly observed. For example, in the 557 dataset, FFX achieved the
best AUC score, while Rils-Rols obtained a slightly lower AUC but with a smaller expression.

6.4.3 Statistical comparisons

An omnibus test was applied to determine whether overall differences existed among the
groups. For this purpose, the Friedman rank-sum test was used, yielding a p-value of 1.07 x 10713
for R? and 5.29 x 10~!3 for model size. Since these p-values are several orders of magnitude
smaller than the standard threshold for rejecting the null hypothesis (i.e., 0.05), it can be safely

assumed that the groups have different distributions.

To assess the statistical significance of ? and model size performances, Critical Dif-
ferences (CD) diagrams (DEMSAR, 2006) were employed to facilitate comparisons between
methods. Figure 6.4 presents the CD diagrams for the R? score on the test partition (Figure 6.4a)
and for model sizes (Figure 6.4b).
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Figure 6.4 — Critical Differences diagrams comparing 25 methods across datasets and random
seeds. The x-axis indicates the average ranks (maximum rank = 25), with smaller
values indicating better ranks. Horizontal crossbars connect methods with no statis-
tically significant differences. Average ranks indicated between parenthesis.

(a) R? test ranks. A higher rank means the algorithm achieves superior performance in R? across different datasets.
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(b) Model size ranks. A higher rank means the algorithm produces smaller models across different datasets.
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Source: Elaborated by the author.

This diagram arranges algorithms based on their average ranks along the x-axis. Groups
of algorithms that cannot be statistically distinguished from each other are connected by horizontal
crossbars between them. To generate the diagram, the methods are first ranked by pairing every
independent run across all algorithms, ranking each algorithm within those specific combinations
of dataset and random seed. The CD diagram then calculates the minimum distance required
for differences to be considered statistically significant, given the data’s degrees of freedom (i.e.,
number of samples). Methods whose average ranks fall within this critical distance are linked
together. For example, in Figure 6.4b, the leftmost crossbar indicates that Genetic Engine and
AFP_EHC cannot be statistically differentiated. However, AFP and uDSR are significantly lower
ranked than both Genetic Engine and AFP_EHC.
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When analyzing the first CD diagram (Figure 6.4a), EQL achieves the best average R?
test rank, followed by a large cluster of well-performing algorithms ranging from PS-Tree to
GP-GOMEA. Algorithms ranked 15th and above exhibit poor average performance. Regarding
model size, the methods appear less concentrated and more dispersed along the axis, with fewer
non-significant differences among the top-performing methods. Genetic Engine, which ranked
16th in R? test performance, achieves an average rank of 4.2 in model size. The best-performing
methods in terms of R? —EQL (with an average rank of 7.5) and PS-Tree (with an average rank
of 8.5)— are now ranked 20th and 24th in model size, respectively, indicating that they incur a
high complexity cost to achieve their observed superior R? performance. The only algorithm that
ranks among the top 10 in both R? and model size is Rils-Rols, which is placed 7th in R? (with
an average rank of 9.3) and 9th in model size (with an average rank of 10). All other methods
fail to demonstrate a balance between R? and size, achieving either low R? scores and high size

ranks, or low size ranks and high R? scores.

6.4.4 Towards a parameter-less experience

Evolutionary Algorithms already computationally expensive, as they provide little to no
parallelization options and operate as population-based heuristics. Some hyperparameters have
historically been present in these algorithms, such as population size or number of generations.
The setting of hyperparameters in SR algorithms often requires careful experimentation with
multiple configurations that may affect the final result. For general users, this creates a significant
barrier: default values must either be relied upon, or extensive experimentation must be conducted

to identify the best configurations.

The current methods showed to be difficult to tune, and the papers proposing these
algorithms often fail to conduct sensitivity analyses or evaluate the robustness and interaction
among parameters, leaving this burden to users. During the preparation for running the benchmark,
it was observed that, when attempts were made to provide improved configurations, the default
parameters often produced better results. Hyperparameters appear to exert a large influence, yet

they remain difficult to tune.

Fair comparisons were attempted by increasing the hyperparameters so that all methods
had a similar runtime. However, some methods did not benefit significantly from the adjustments,
and parameter tuning was intentionally kept simple to avoid deviating from the original purpose
of benchmarking. Simple parameter tuning also matches with most users would do when using
different SR algorithms. Although performance improved in some cases, many methods did not
utilize the maximum allowed time, suggesting that additional improvements may be possible

when wallclock time alone is considered as the budget, regardless of consumption.

The field should move toward a parameter-less experience, with algorithms designed to
require as few hyperparameters as possible, unless they are intuitive and domain-related. Good

practices involve the careful selection of default parameters and, when possible, the integration of



6.4. Results and discussion 129

internal hyperparameter tuning to make it transparent to the user (as in Operon with Optuna) or
the adaptation of parameters (as in PySR, which includes strong default values but still exposes

more than one hundred parameters).

For future iterations of SRBench, hyperparameter tuning should be standardized by
requiring each method to define a small set (e.g., four) of configurations. For user experience,
the number of tunable parameters should be minimized. A simple grid search could then be
applied across these configurations, each limited to a maximum runtime (e.g., one hour). The
off-the-shelf configuration should also be automatically included in the experiment scripts, as

some methods were observed to perform best with their default settings.

6.4.5 Solving empirical and theoretical problems

The final equations closest to the governing models for the phenomenological & first-
principles track are shown in Table 6.4, along with their corresponding R2? scores and sizes. This
track provides a detailed view of the trade-off between model size and accuracy, with established
hypothesis models used as reference points. The Pareto fronts and the correct ground-truth are

depicted in Figure 6.5.

Table 6.4 — Equations from the Pareto front closest to the governing models for the phenomeno-
logical & first principles track. These equations correspond to the best solutions
across all runs and all algorithms.

Dataset R? Size Symbolic model
absorption  1.00 6 0.24+41.76tanhz
bode 1.00 8 0.34e!51m — (.87
hubble 0.86 3 0.090+ D
ideal_gas 0.99 14 0.69 logn + 1.64 —0.89 + 0.48e~"
kepler 1.00 10 1.98 * tanh (0.66 a — 0.56) + 0.78
leavitt  0.97 3 —094logP
newton 0.90 16 0.34 0_831;"%;_% +1.13

planck 1.00 24 0.023 log (v/nu + 0.38 — 0.04) — 0.31 %fg%i +0.41

rydberg  1.00 21 1.01e01e" T2 o—0.60m
schechter 1.00 13  0.748 — 0.274 (log (163.992 L + 106.737) + 1.414 L)
supernovae_zr 1.00 29 (sin(0.2ze ®) —0.04) (z + 0.72 sin (5.46 = + 0.76) — 0.16) — sin (x + 0.18)
tully_fisher 0.93 3 —-093AV

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Only ITEA successfully retrieved one of the first-principles equations (Leavitt). In other
cases, SR methods produced either a more complex but more accurate expression or a simpler

but less precise model. Although the correct ground-truth was not found, likely due to high
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noise, expressions with R? equal to or close to one were obtained. In 7 out of 12 problems, small

expressions (fewer than 29 nodes) with perfect scores were found.

This outcome indicates overfitting to noise but also demonstrates the strong capacity of
SR to minimize error. It suggests that minimizing error alone while leaving size to be managed by
the evolutionary process may not be optimal. Multi-objective scenarios with effective heuristics
for selecting the final model from the Pareto front, balancing predictive accuracy and size, appear

to be more suitable.

The discouragement of nested operations or hard-to-interpret functions becomes evident
when these expressions are examined, as several complex functions such as log, tanh, and sin
are incorporated. The chaining in the smallest solution found for the Rydberg equation illustrates
this.

This challenge is further illustrated in Figure 6.5, where the Pareto front on the test
set of the most accurate solutions was displayed, and SR algorithms were compared against the

currently accepted hypothesis (star).

As shown in Figure 6.5, for almost every problem, no SR method was able to discover an
expression that strictly dominated the original equation. Larger and more accurate expressions or
smaller and less accurate ones were typically generated instead. As an example, for the Schechter
dataset, reasonable alternatives were found by Operon without significantly deviating from the
complexity-accuracy balance of the original equation. The Genetic Engine, which performed
poorly on the black-box track, appeared in almost all subplots here, as it was able to identify

simpler models.

It is observed that noise, whether inherent in real-world data or synthetically introduced
in generated datasets, can cause ground-truth hypotheses to fall short of achieving a perfect R2.
Asterisks next to algorithm names indicate those closest (based on Euclidean distance over the

normalized axes) to the ground-truth.

It is also observed that some first-principles equations failed to achieve perfect R? due
to noise in the original data—notably in the Hubble and Tully-Fisher datasets. In such cases, the
attainment of higher R? with a more complex model often indicated that noise was being fitted
rather than the underlying relationship. This can be seen in the equations found for Hubble and

Tully-Fisher, which deviated from the ground-truth by only a small edit distance.

It is also notable that the ground-truth equations generally required fewer than 20 nodes,
raising the question of whether the SR search space should be vast and encompass numerous

methods, or restricted to smaller or medium-sized expressions.

By contrast, the Absorption and Bode datasets represented phenomenological problems
for which no ground-truth equations are known, and SR successfully found models performing
better than the current hypothesis, although domain experts are required to evaluate the models

to confirm it’s relationships with theoretical basis.



Figure 6.5 — Pareto plots for the phenomenological & first-principles track, with model sizes on the y-axis and R? on the z-axis. The star marker
denotes the performance of the ground-truth expression, also reported in the box inside each subplot. Only the first front is plotted for
clarity, meaning that only non-dominated algorithms are shown. To select one model for each algorithm, the smallest model among the 30
runs was chosen, and Pareto fronts were then generated by excluding dominated solutions. The remaining methods represent a good
trade-off between model size and predictive complexity.

Absorption Bode Hubble Ideal Gas Kepler Leavitt
20.0 50 25 17.5 GPZGD 10
12 o 0.4+0.3-e* D-H n-R-T : logioP-a+6
9x QLattice 17.5 QLattice 0 Bingo v QLattice 15.0 | 1000-4/ k7f FEAT, 910 QLatticé
10 40 20 7
g Rils-Rols 15.0 12.5 Qlattice* 8 RgRols
n
— 8 ITEA* 30 Rils-Rols*
B 125 15 10.0 ;
§ 6 10.0 20 Operon 7.5 *
' Genetic Engi - -
4 75 ‘w 10 Genetic Engine 10 (AFPFE 5.0 gplearn 4 ITEA*
2 % * Rils-Rols* * gplearn* ‘/ * 2.5 ‘/ J
0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.96 0.98 1.00 0.90 0.95 1.00 094 096 0.98
Newton Planck Rydberg Schechter Supernovae Zr Tully Fisher
50 2
25 T S . I QLattice o . - Operon A Operof o AVES
"My - mz * - nu ast — . - h
2 So-GoVER 40 @ T | (GPGOMER 25 G Iy 12 o .mﬂ - €0 Bingo, 20 B oCO el GPZGD 10 Qlattice
* ™ | gplearn Bingo
) 20 Bingo, QLattice
N Rils-Rols* 30 BYSRF 20 30 8
-_ Operon* . Genetic Engine,
% 15 Bingo
g 20 Operon 15 * 20 / 6
2 Genetic Engine PYSR** *
10 Genetic-Engine * 10 Genetic Engine 10 Genetic Engine 10 NeSymRes 4 ITEA*
0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.94 0.96 0.98 1.00 0.997 0.998 0.999 1.000 094 096 0.98 1.00 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
R2 Test R2 Test R2 Test R2 Test R2 Test R2 Test

Source: Elaborated by the author.

UOISSNISIP pUD SJNSAY "9

1€l



132 Chapter 6. Benchmarking

6.4.6 Current difficulties and limitations

During the benchmarking process, several bugs were fixed in most evaluated algorithms.
Only a few corresponding repositories are actively maintained, requiring joint decisions on which

algorithms should be deprecated and excluded from further benchmarking.

The establishment of deprecation rules is proposed to maximize benchmarking efforts.
A simple criterion could be applied: if a repository is no longer actively maintained and the
algorithm does not perform well in the black-box datasets, it should be deprecated. Such a
guideline may also encourage the development of more robust algorithms capable of consistent

performance across diverse problems.

Another important issue is the fair comparison of GPU-based and CPU-based approaches,
as well as single-core and multi-core implementations. Although every algorithm that supports
a max_time hyperparameter respects its limit, some terminate much earlier (e.g., NeSymRes),
potentially biasing performance evaluations. A more precise implementation of time management
would allow computational efficiency to be compared more fairly across different methods, but

this requires author’s engagement with the benchmark.

Benchmarking could also yield more data-driven insights for algorithm development if
appropriate metadata were incorporated (e.g., a set of keywords), directly linking methodologies
to results. Similarly, algorithms could generate post-run metadata (e.g., internal grid search results,
number of local search iterations) as part of their output. Such information would facilitate a
deeper understanding of algorithmic behavior, enable more precise fine-tuning, and ultimately

support more informed improvements in SR techniques.

6.5 Conclusions

This chapter updated SRBench with the aim of improving the benchmark of symbolic
regression as a community-accepted standard. The number of SR algorithms was nearly doubled
compared to the previous version, and alternative, more detailed visualizations were introduced

to depict the current state of SR.

The main contributions included the proposal of novel datasets, which were successfully
integrated into the official PMLB via pull request on GitHub; new methods of visualization and the
execution of additional runs to provide more robust statistical evidence. The overrepresentation
of the Friedman datasets was also alleviated by restricting their share to at most 25% of the

benchmark.

It was shown that having a parameter optimization step is a common strategy among
the best-performing algorithms, as well as GP-based implementations, although some employ

scaling and others rely on iterative searches of the function structure without a population-based
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heuristic.

Performance analyses, along with difficulties encountered during the benchmark related
to parameter tuning and computational budget, also highlighted the importance of moving toward

a parameterless experience, and ideally, also toward a energy-aware development.

It was further discussed that SR methods are highly effective at improving model
accuracy, but this is often achieved at the cost of overfitting to noise, producing very small yet
accurate models that fail to capture the governing laws of empirical data. This demonstrates that

progress is still required to achieve proper scientific discovery.

To ensure continuous improvement of SRBench, active participation from the community
is required to maintain compatibility with ongoing experiments and ensure correctly functioning
implementations. Contributions from researchers—through discussions, new ideas, constructive
criticism, and proposed corrections—are crucial. A continuously evolving benchmark will help
drive progress in SR. The achievement of a mature state for the field should be a shared priority,
especially given the growing emphasis on transparency in machine learning and the increasing

interest in scientific ML.
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7 Closing Remarks

The doctoral research was specialized in Symbolic Regression (SR) and its applications,
with a primary focus on investigating and optimizing subroutines common across several SR
methods. This positioned the work within the broader context of algorithmic advancements in
SR.

The research was conducted between February 2022 and November 2025, spanning 46
months, including six months abroad at the Computational Health Informatics Program (CHIP)
at Boston Children’s Hospital. After the time at CHIP, regular participation in research meetings

and collaborative activities was maintained, better detailed in this chapter.

Throughout the doctorate, involvement with the international SR community was gradu-
ally established as a consequence of efforts to publish contributions. The student participated
in two editions of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference (GECCO), where
papers were presented orally and feedback was received from the audience. These exchanges
progressively clarified community needs and helped define subsequent research directions in the

broader sense of SR.

That being said, the thesis initially aimed at improving SR algorithms in general, and its
trajectory was shaped by the practical needs of collaborators applying SR and by insights gained

from discussions at conferences.

Several directions were also explored but not pursued further. Examples include the
adaptive use of variation operators through multi-armed bandits, inspired by their previous
applications in DaCosta et al. (2008), Thanh et al. (2021), Belluz et al. (2015); simplification
strategies based on commutative chains, related to Burlacu et al. (2019); and deterministic
heuristics for constructing expressions without stochastic variation operators, following ideas
from McConaghy (2011), Bartlett et al. (2023). While relevant to improvements in SR, these

ideas did not yield results sufficiently conclusive are therefore only briefly mentioned.

By contrast, three directions produced successful improvements and were included as
contributions: parameter optimization, parent selection, and model simplification. These became
the core of the thesis and were published at GECCO. Benchmarking SR algorithms also emerged
as a significant contribution, both as a means to evaluate the proposed improvements and as a

tool to promote collaboration within the community.

The relevance of the thesis lies in its focus on open problems affecting multiple SR
methods. Although studied in specific algorithmic contexts, the conclusions and lessons learned

were shown to generalize more broadly. A unified framework was also developed as part of this
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effort, incorporating many of the published contributions.

This chapter closes the thesis by restating current challenges and objectives, summarizing

the main contributions, and presenting the key takeaways, limitations, and future perspectives.

7.1 Recapitulation

This thesis addresses challenges common to SR algorithms. It begins with a review
of the necessary background and then presents contributions that target specific problems in
SR. Instead of proposing an entirely new SR method, emphasis was placed on identifying and
improving critical subroutines that influence predictive accuracy and model complexity. The
contributions focused on: (i) parameter optimization strategies that combine linear and non-
linear methods, (ii) improving adaptive threshold in e-lexicase parent selection method, (iii)
fast symbolic simplification through inexact estimation of equivalences, and (iv) a systematic
benchmarking of several SR methods. The main objective was therefore to improve SR algorithms

by addressing different challenges, then assessing the SR landscape through robust benchmarking.

For parameter optimization, modern frameworks typically combine structural search with
dedicated optimization steps, often relying on non-linear methods, which have proven effective
(KOMMENDA et al., 2019), and implemented on high-performing SR methods such as Operon
(BURLACU et al., 2020). However, different high-performing SR methods use linear optimization
instead, such as FEAT (LA CAVA et al., 2019) and ITEA (DE FRANCA; ALDEIA, 2021). The
challenge lies in effectively combining linear and non-linear methods, as their interaction remains

poorly understood.

For parent selection, e-lexicase has demonstrated state-of-the-art performance in pro-
gram synthesis and symbolic regression (SPECTOR, 2012; LA CAVA et al., 2016). However,
its dynamics remain discussed, and open questions persist regarding the impact of different

thresholding strategies and dynamic variants.

For simplification, effective implementation —such as through rewrite rules (KULUN-
CHAKOV, 2017)— is burdened by the need for extensive algebraic rule sets. Heuristic or
restricted approaches also have clear limitations, for example replacing subtrees with randomly
generated ones and checking for unchanged predictions (NGUYEN; CHU, 2020). A simple,
efficient, and fast simplification method would be valuable, particularly given that simplification
has been shown to improve generalizability (HELMUTH et al., 2017).

Altogether, these challenges also highlight the importance of systematic benchmark-
ing. Benchmarking is not only necessary to evaluate improvements, but also to identify which
techniques are currently effective under standardized conditions. The last large-scale compre-
hensive benchmark for SR was published by La Cava et al. (2021), named SRBench. That study

has since been revisited by other researchers, who identified gaps and opportunities for further
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improvements (DICK, 2022; DE FRANCA, 2022; MATSUBARA et al., 2024). This created a
timely opportunity to contribute by reassessing the current landscape of symbolic regression

with updated protocols and recently proposed algorithms.

The objectives of the thesis, as defined in the introduction, were the following:

Parameter optimization. To investigate whether separating the optimization of linear and non-
linear parameters improves predictive accuracy and model size, and to assess the trade-
off in runtime when applying iterative non-linear optimization and closed-form linear

optimization.

Parent selection. To use a more intuitive criteria and evaluate the effect of new variants of
e-lexicase parent selection on the convergence of symbolic regression algorithms, and to

determine in which problem domains the new criteria enhance overall performance.

Simplification. To develop and assess a new method for automatically simplifying symbolic
regression expressions, reducing unnecessary complexity while preserving predictive
accuracy, and to explore whether approximate simplification strategies can reduce imple-

mentation burden without harming performance.

Benchmarking. To perform a comprehensive benchmarking study of contemporary symbolic
regression algorithms, establishing standardized evaluation criteria and clarifying the

broader landscape of SR research.

Each of these objectives is associated with a dedicated chapter. In each case, related
work was reviewed, a novel approach was proposed, and extensive empirical experiments were

conducted to demonstrate that the improvements effectively enhance algorithmic performance.

7.2 Limitations, takeaway messages, and future works

This section recapitulates the conclusions, discusses their limitations, and presents the
main takeaways for each contribution. Each conclusion is related to the corresponding objective,

and its achievement is indicated. Future work for each contribution is also identified.

7.2.1 Parameter optimization

The inclusion of non-linear parameters in Interaction-Transformation representation (DE
FRANCA, 2018) expressions was proposed and included in the ITEA algorithm (DE FRANCA;
ALDEIA, 2021), and four heuristics for combining linear and non-linear optimization were
evaluated. Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) (LEVENBERG, 1944; MARQUARDT, 1963) was applied
for non-linear optimization, and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) (PUNTANEN; STYAN, 1989)

for linear optimization. The LM+OLS combination achieved the best predictive performance,
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though at the cost of larger expressions. Restricting interaction variables improved interpretability
without reducing accuracy. The objective of separating the optimization of linear and non-linear
parameters was achieved. Predictive accuracy improved with the LM+OLS combination, and
trade-offs in expression size and convergence were visualized. These findings may generalize to

SR methods that rely on linear optimization over non-linear terms.

Several limitations were identified. LM is sensitive to starting points, making initializa-
tion crucial. Initialization was explored using ERCs, but more informed strategies could improve
performance. Only one algorithm was studied, even though other SR algorithms share many
similarities in representation form, but generalization across these algorithms was not empirically
tested. Finally, the benchmark datasets were of small dimensionality, limiting generalization of

insights to higher-dimensional settings.

Key takeaways are the following. Non-linear optimization alone suffers from overpa-
rameterization and high computational cost, resulting in longer runtimes. OLS should always be
used whenever linear decomposition is available, as it provides a closed-form solution. For mixed
cases, local non-linear optimization (LM) should be combined with global linear optimization
(OLS), applying LM to isolated parts of the tree. ERCs should be always avoided if possible, as
they reduce flexibility and interpretability. Restricting the number of variables in interactions

improves interpretability at no cost of predictive performance for the given representation.

Future work should extend the study with larger datasets to assess the cost-benefit of
non-linear optimization of inner parameters. Certain transformations, such as the identity, gain
no benefit from the addition of non-linear parameters, while others (e.g., exponential, logarithm)
admit only partial optimization; accounting for this may further improve search efficiency. Other
optimization methods with regularization, such as OLS with L1 penalty, could reduce expression
size by producing sparse solutions, alleviating the downside of ITEA with LM+OLS. Improved

initialization strategies should also be explored.

7.2.2 Parent selection

A new criterion for e-lexicase selection was proposed, named Minimum Variance
Threshold (MVT), inspired by decision tree splits (BREIMAN et al., 1984), and was implemented
in the FEAT algorithm (LA CAVA etal., 2019), which originally performs e-lexicase selection with
semi-dynamic calculation of the threshold via Median Absolute Deviation (MAD) (PHAM-GIA;
HUNG, 2001). This approach yielded competitive results with original FEAT, and particularly
improved FEAT performance on synthetic datasets when evaluated on the SRBench framework.
Performance on real-world tasks was preserved but required more evaluations. The calculation
of the threshold with MVT alleviates one problem that can be oserved in the MAD approach,
that is defining a threshold that prioritizes only near-elite solutions (GEIGER et al., 2025). The
experiments were two fold, performing an in-depth analysis of small dimensionality datasets,

and a robust evaluation on more than 100 regression problems. The objective was achieved by
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introducing MVT as a more intuitive criterion for e-lexicase. Convergence improved on synthetic

and real-world datasets, and the computational trade-offs were clarified.

The following limitations were identified. Benefits were problem-dependent and more
noticeable on synthetic datasets. The in-depth analysis was focused on problems of small dimen-
sionality and a slowdown was observed, but no in-depth evaluation was made on large benchmarks.
The work focused on FEAT due to its original implementation be based on e-lexicase, but the
results may not generalize to other algorithms, although they could benefit from just including

e-lexicase parent selection.

Key takeaways are the following. e-lexicase with dynamic or semi-dynamic thresholds
should be preferred. MVT can look beyond near-elite individuals in each test case, which improves
performance but requires higher computational cost. Even without MVT, e-lexicase remains
superior to alternatives. Parent selection, though indirect, has a strong impact on model quality.

Computational cost increased due to the additional test cases.

Future work should study how new criteria change the probability distribution of selected
individuals. Down-sampling strategies could be evaluated to reduce test case usage. Finally,
integration into other SR algorithms should be explored, with possible improvements through
MVT.

7.2.3 Model simplification

An inexact simplification method was introduced, enabling automatic learning of purely
data-driven substitution rules that reduce expression complexity with small overhead. Locality-
sensitive hashing (LSH) (GIONIS et al., 1999) using SimHash (CHARIKAR, 2002) was used to
approximate semantics and identify equivalent subtrees. Experiments showed a median of 20%
error reduction when compared to results without the simplification method, and the method can
be integrated into any SR framework. The objective of designing a lightweight simplification
method was achieved. The proposed LSH-based method reduced unnecessary complexity while
maintaining predictive accuracy, introduced low implementation overhead, and was able to

automatically learn dataset-specific equivalences.

Some limitations were noted. Inexact rules may slightly alter function behavior, which
is undesirable in applications such as precise scientific discovery. The simplification was tested
with SimHash to keep implementation simple and easy to reproduce, but other hash methods
may affect the occurence of colisions thus affect the simplification performance. The benchmark
considered small to medium dimensionality datasets, and the impact on runtime was not analyzed

to large datasets.

The key takeaways are the following. Simplification should always be applied, at least
to the final model, to improve interpretability and generalizability to unseen data. Inexact simpli-

fication is lightweight and often beneficial, and in cases it does not improve the objectives, it also



142 Chapter 7. Closing Remarks

does not harm execution. Data-driven simplification can reveal problem-specific equivalences.

Simplification reduces bloat while preserving or improving accuracy.

Future work should investigate a “warm-up” phase in which a library of small expressions
is generated to initialize the table. Simplification could also be applied more sporadically — such
as through a dedicated mutation operator or only during the final generation. Additional hash
functions with stronger guarantees than SimHash should be evaluated. Finally, because hash
collisions play a key role in controlling the behavior of inexact simplification, the impact of hash
size should also be examined. The first two directions may reduce runtime, while the latter two

may improve the overall performance of the framework.

7.2.4 Benchmarking

Much progress in SR arises from informal exchanges at conferences, where ideas are
discussed during coffee breaks as much as in formal sessions. The benchmarking initiative
emerged not only as a technical contribution but also as a community effort. The benchmark thus
served as arallying point, inviting collaboration, and maintaining SRBench (LA CAVA etal., 2021)
as a living benchmark. Achieving maturity for the field should be a shared goal, especially given
the growing emphasis on transparency in machine learning and the rising interest in scientific ML.
The objective of conducting a large-scale comparative study was achieved. Evaluation practices
across SR algorithms were standardized, also situating the proposed contributions within the

broader landscape, and highlighting strengths and limitations of existing methods.

It was shown that parameter optimization is common to the best-performing algorithms,
many relying on GP-based implementations. On the other hand, some optimization approaches
rely on scaling, while others perform iterative structural searches without population-based
heuristics. Performance analyses revealed difficulties with hyperparameter tuning and defining
effective computational budgets, highlighting the need for parameterless experience when using
SR algorithms. SR methods were shown to improve model accuracy but often at the cost of
overfitting noise, producing small accurate models that fail to capture the underlying ground-truth

equation, indicating that progress is still needed for true scientific discovery.

Several limitations were identified. Hyperparameter tuning was difficult and not done
exhaustively, particularly due to the restricted computational budget of an already expensive-to-
run benchmark. Equation analysis with SymPy could not be performed, so raw equations were
presented instead. Benchmark datasets, though comprehensive, can never fully generalize to all
problem classes. Some methods that support hardware acceleration were not able to take full

advantage of that, hindering their performances.

Key takeaways are the following. Running a benchmark is highly labor-intensive but
essential for measuring progress and guiding the development of new methods. Parameter op-

timization was shown to be crucial for achieving high performance on black-box problems.
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GP-based SR remains competitive, even given recent transformer-based trends. Aggregated visu-
alizations obscure specific performance, and no free lunch behavior was observed, showing that
no algorithm consistently dominates. Sustainability of SRBench requires continuous community

participation. Contributions through discussions, ideas, criticism, and corrections are crucial.

Future work should consider dataset selection guided by informed metrics such as in-
stance space analysis (SMITH-MILES; nOZ, 2023). Hyperparameter tuning could be improved
with Optuna (AKIBA et al., 2019), which avoids exhaustive search. Emissions could be measured
with tools such as CodeCarbon (COURTY et al., 2024), which tracks CPU, GPU, and RAM usage.
Model equivalence could be assessed with equality saturation approaches (DE FRANCA; KRO-
NBERGER, 2025b) and should evaluate the extent of recovery of ground-truth equations. These

suggestions were later proposed by the audience at the oral presentation during the conference.

7.3 Building an unified framework

Since 2023, collaborations have been carried out with researchers from the University of
Pennsylvania, active users of the Brush package. These interactions highlighted the importance of
engaging with real users, who often present specific requirements that must be implemented in the
backend of the library, a high-performing, template-based C++ framework. Weekly meetings were
held, where different needs were presented by the collaborators. While the framework itself was
not the central focus, many of the contributions proposed in this thesis were implemented within it,
making its mention appropriate. Brush was not included as a primary thesis contribution because
it was not conceived and developed under sole authorship, and many of its applications involved
protected datasets that required IRB approval for access. Among the contributions to Brush
were the implementation of the evolutionary algorithm using island models, the development of
extensive Python bindings for ease of use, and the application of the framework to healthcare
problems, such as modeling computable phenotypes for treatment-resistant hypertension and

modeling clinical scores with symbolic regression.

Several specific improvements were also incorporated into the framework: non-linear
parameter optimization using the LM method for classification problems by minimizing log-loss;
inexact simplification on a strongly typed SR algorithm —with separate simplification tables for
each data type—; parent selection with e-lexicase while keeping compatibility to a variety of
loss metrics; final model selection heuristics based on inner validation partitions; initialization
of populations using PTC2 within a strongly typed SR method; auxiliary functions to visualize
Pareto fronts and explore trade-offs between complexity and predictive accuracy; recursive and
linear complexity measures integrated into Brush; benchmarking within the updated SRBench
framework; and the ability to lock parts of expressions and perform partial fitting starting from a
previous population, enabling model transfer across different healthcare sites by optimizing both

functions and parameters with new data.
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7.4 Impact and future perspectives

The dilemma between advancing theoretical developments and supporting practical
applications was confronted: while Brush was not the thesis focus, it demonstrated how theoretical
contributions can acquire purpose when directed by practical demands. Bridging the gap between
theory and practice is essential. From the perspective of end-users, the exact implementation
details of SR methods are less relevant than their ability to deliver reliable and interpretable

results.

Developing this thesis also required the acquisition of a broad range of skills beyond
the technical contributions. These included learning several programming languages and their
nuances, studying the mathematics of parameter optimization, working with Linux and SSH,
and remotely accessing and managing high-performance computing clusters. Equally important
were the skills related to academic and professional communication: preparing posters and
oral presentations, responding to reviewers, presenting at conferences, networking with peers,

organizing personal and professional tasks, and actively participating in research meetings.

As for future perspectives, in the short/mid term, the intention is to continue pursuing
an academic career, combining teaching and research. Theoretical development will remain a
central focus, whether by further exploring the problems raised in this thesis or by investigating
new challenges that may emerge from ongoing engagement with the research community. At the
same time, applied research will be pursued more actively, with the aim of grounding theoretical
contributions in practical impact. The trajectory of this thesis reinforced that algorithmic inno-
vation and interpretability must advance in parallel to serve both the scientific community and

applied domains.

The role of the thesis committee was essential in shaping this work into a more cohesive
and didactic text. Their feedback complemented the thoughtful comments from anonymous
reviewers, helping refine the manuscript in both structure and style. Important improvements
included the expansion of the background section, the detailed explanations provided for the
methods behind each contribution, and the effort to frame the results from a broader perspective.
Further suggestions also enhanced the quality of the writing, IX[EX formatting, figures, tables, and
diagrams. Initially, the document was heavily based on the original publications, but following
the committee’s recommendations, it was revised to reduce redundancy, integrate additional

related work, and present all contributions in a unified structure.

7.5 Online resources

This section compiles all online resources referenced throughout the thesis, providing

direct access to source code, datasets, and experiment scripts for each contribution.
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The experiments described in Chapter 3, which focus on parameter optimization, are
available in a GitHub repository at <https://github.com/gAldeia/itea-julia>, containing all imple-

mentations and datasets. The results and post-processing scripts are also included.

For Chapter 4, which addresses parent selection, the following resources are provided.
FEAT with MVT selection is available at <https://github.com/gAldeia/feat>. All data, source
code for experiments, and post-processing analyses are available at <https://github.com/gAldeia/

srbench/tree/feat_split_benchmark>.

For the simplification study in Chapter 5, all data and source code for implementa-
tions, experiments, and post-processing analyses are provided at <https://github.com/gAldeia/

hashing-symbolic-expressions>.

For the benchmarking study in Chapter 6, all datasets were submitted to PMLB and
are available both in the library and on GitHub at <https://github.com/EpistasisLab/pmlb>.
Experiment scripts and parameter configurations were released to ensure transparency and
reproducibility. The SRBench repository was restructured into containerized environments to
enable simplified standalone use and consistent execution, and all Docker images were made
publicly available on the student’s DockerHub profile at <https://hub.docker.com/u/galdeia>.
The complete project is publicly available at <https://github.com/cavalab/srbench/tree/srbench_
2025>.

7.6 List of publications

Below is a list of all sub-products of this thesis that have been published or submitted
for review anytime that overlaps the period of redaction of this thesis. This list follows the
chronological order of publication. The citation style used is defined by Brazilian National
Standards Organization (ABNT), following the directions under which this thesis is written.
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(GECCO ’22), ACM New York, 2022. p. 1-8. Available from Internet
<https://doi.org/10.1145/3520304.3533987>.

ALDEIA, G. S. I.; de FRANCA, F. O.; La CAVA, W. G. Minimum variance threshold for
e-lexicase selection. Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference (GECCO ’24), ACM
New York, 2024. p. 1-9. Available from Internet <https://doi.org/10.1145/3638529.3654149>.
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