2304.06333v2 [cs.LG] 2 Jun 2023

arXiv

Priors For Symbolic Regression

Deaglan J. Bartlett
CNRS & Sorbonne Université, Institut
d’Astrophysique de Paris (IAP),
Paris, France

deaglan bartlett@iap.fr
ABSTRACT

When choosing between competing symbolic models for a data
set, a human will naturally prefer the “simpler” expression or the
one which more closely resembles equations previously seen in a
similar context. This suggests a non-uniform prior on functions,
which is, however, rarely considered within a symbolic regression
(SR) framework. In this paper we develop methods to incorporate
detailed prior information on both functions and their parameters
into SR. Our prior on the structure of a function is based on a n-
gram language model, which is sensitive to the arrangement of
operators relative to one another in addition to the frequency of
occurrence of each operator. We also develop a formalism based on
the Fractional Bayes Factor to treat numerical parameter priors in
such a way that models may be fairly compared though the Bayesian
evidence, and explicitly compare Bayesian, Minimum Description
Length and heuristic methods for model selection. We demonstrate
the performance of our priors relative to literature standards on
benchmarks and a real-world dataset from the field of cosmology.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Symbolic regression (SR) is traditionally viewed as a Pareto optimi-
sation problem, with the aim of finding the symbolic expressions
which cannot be made more accurate without becoming more com-
plex. The task of the SR algorithm — whether a genetic algorithm
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[17, 27, 39, 57], a deterministic search [32, 42, 49, 68], reinforce-
ment learning [55], a physics-inspired search [58, 59] or an exhaus-
tive scan of functional parameter space [1] — is to find candidate
functions, fit them to the data by minimising a loss function, and
identify those that Pareto-dominate the rest. While the loss is typi-
cally straightforward to quantify as the negative of the likelihood,
complexity is an inherently ambiguous notion. A variety of statis-
tics have been constructed to quantify this (see e.g. [6, 11, 34, 54]),
which may be a function of the number and/or type of operators
and parameters (e.g. [14, 15, 58, 59]) or the degree of nonlinearity
across the domain of interest [63].

Rather than using two separate objectives, recent work [1, 26]
has focused on combining accuracy and simplicity into a single
goodness-of-fit statistic. There are fundamentally two approaches,
which turn out to be closely related. Utilising the minimum de-
scription length (MDL) principle [24, 25, 38, 47], Bartlett et al. [1]
derived the codelength (number of nats) required to send the data
with the help of a given function. By putting both on a common
scale of information content, this naturally combines the preference
for accuracy (lower residuals around the function’s expectation)
and simplicity (less information required to convey the structure
of the function and its parameters). Models are penalised which
contain many terms, a large number of operators or a fine-tuning
of parameters to fit the data well. Guimera et al. [26] instead con-
sidered a Bayesian approach where the goodness of fit metric is
the evidence. In this case the preference for functional simplicity is
encoded in their prior. The choice of Guimera et al. is to assign this
prior based on a corpus of equations in a given domain such that
functions more similar to those in the corpus are upweighted (said
to be simpler). Each operator is assigned a probability based on its
frequency in the corpus and the operators are then assumed to be
independent when calculating the probability of the full function.

Our goal is to compare the Bayesian and MDL methods and
propose two upgrades to the Bayesian approach, one targeting the
parameter prior and one the operator prior. Our starting point in
each case is the method of Guimera et al. [26]. They model the
accuracy and parameter parts of the evidence using the Bayesian
Information Criterion, an asymptotic Gaussian expansion of the
likelihood that holds in the limit that the number of data points
greatly exceeds the number of free parameters. This is however not
a robust approximation to the evidence without a well-motivated
prior: the posterior and hence evidence scale with the width of the
prior (e.g. the range of an “uninformative” uniform), affecting in
general the Bayes factor between two functions. Their prior on the
structure of functions treats each node of the tree independently,
which is in general not desirable behaviour. For example, consider
the two functions y = sin (sin (xp + x1)) and y = sin(xg) + sin(x1).
Both of these functions can be expressed as trees with the same
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number of nodes and the same number of each type of operator, and
thus a prior that depends on this would assign equal probabilities
to these functions. However, a physicist would find a sum of sines
more likely a priori than a nested sine, suggesting that a correlation
between a node and its children should be incorporated into the
operator prior. We propose solutions to both problems.

The structure of the paper is as follows. We review the Bayesian
and MDL model selection methods in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 before
discussing the choice of parameter prior in Section 2.3. To incor-
porate the correlation between operators in a prior on functions,
we introduce a method for using a language model as a structural
prior in Section 2.4 and implement it using a corpus of well-known
scientific equations. We benchmark the models that we consider
in Section 3 before applying them to a real-world example (the
expansion history of the universe) in Section 4. We show that our
new methods can lead to preference for more physically realistic
equations than those in Bartlett et al. [1]. We discuss the context of
our work in Section 5, and conclude in Section 6.

2 MODEL SELECTION AND PRIORS

2.1 Bayesian model selection

When performing Bayesian model selection, one begins with a set
of candidate models, {fy, fi, ...}, and their parameters {6, 01, . . .},
which aim to describe a dataset, D. Using Bayes’ theorem, one can
compute the probability of one of these models, f;, given D to be

PUID) = 557 [ P(DIf60 P (0P () 0

_P(H)
= P(D)

1
Sy < (Dlfi)

where P(D) is the probability of the data (under any model), Z (D|f;)
is the evidence, P (D|f;, 6;) is the likelihood, P (0;|f;) is the prior

on the parameters, and P (f;) is the prior on the model itself. When

comparing models on the same data one can ignore the constant

P(D), and thus one wishes to find the model that minimises

—log P (fiID) = ~log P (fi) —log Z (D|f3) - @

The evidence is often approximated in the case of a uni-modal
posterior distribution by applylng Laplace s approximation about
the maximum a posteriori point, 9 = argmaxgy, H(D, f;, 0;) for
H(D, f;, 6;) = P (D|f;, 6;) P (6i|f;), to obtain

log Z (DIfi) ~ log#H + £ , log 27 - —logdetlﬂ 3)
where H = H(D, fi, éﬁ) is the maximum of the posterior, f(/'é =
—0adplog H(D, f;, 0; )| # and p is the number of parameters of

the model. In the hmlt of a large number of data points, N, the
final term can be approximated by —p/2log N and the term propor-
tional to p is neglected to obtain (minus one half of) the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) [51]. Since the full evidence is typi-
cally expensive to compute, we will use the approximation given
by Eq. (3) throughout the paper (but not the simpler BIC approxi-
mation). In all numerical experiments, His computed via finite
differences with the NUMDIFFTOOLS package [9].
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2.2 Model selection by minimum description
length

An alternative approach to model selection is the minimum de-
scription length (MDL) principle. This was first applied to Genetic
Programming by Iba et al. [28] and to SR by Udrescu and Tegmark
[59], and refined and formalised by Bartlett et al. [1]. Under a two-
part coding scheme, the amount of information (measured in nats,
since we use natural logarithms) required to send a dataset D given
a hypothesis (trial function) H is

L(D) = L(H) + L(D|H), )

where L(H) is the number of nats required to send the hypothe-
sis, and L(D|H) the number needed to send the data given this
hypothesis. The optimal Shannonn-Fano coding scheme gives

L(D|H) = —logP(D|ﬁ, élL) [13] for hypothesis H = f;, where

GAiL = argmaxg, L(D, f;, 6;) is the maximum likelihood point. One
then chooses an encoding for the function and its parameters, L(H),
and selects the model that minimises L(D).

Bartlett et al. choose this encoding such that the description
length of a function comprised of n operators, p parameters 6, with
constants {c, } and expressed as a tree with k nodes is

L(D)=  —logP (D|ﬁ, éﬁ) + klog(n) — %log(S) )

+Zlog(ca) + Z ( log( ) +log(|9L|))

Note that negative constants are encoded via a sign operator that is

counted in k and n. The term jofﬁ = —9q9p log P (D|f;, 0;) |é.£ is de-

rived by transmitting a discretised éaL in the code, and considering
the optimal discretisation for each of the parameters separately.

An obvious extension to Eq. 5 is to discretise the parameters
jointly rather than separately in each dimension, capturing the
degeneracy between them in fitting the data. Using a rectangular
lattice with a freely varying orientation in parameter space replaces
34 (310g (%)) - 5108(3) by }logdet I£ + L log(vy), where
log(vp) = 1 - log(3) Vp [56]. A further reduction in description
length is possible by instead using an optimal quantising lattice,
which giveslog(vp) = 1+log(4xkp) [38, 64, 65]. Here K, is a constant
relating to the geometry of the optimal lattice in p dimensions,
with the limits k; = 1/12 and k), — (2me)~! for p > 1 [12]. For
simplicity we will use a rectangular lattice hereafter.

A more fundamental extension is to use prior information on the
parameters to encode them optimally by assigning shorter code-
lengths to more a priori probable values. In this case the optimal
parameter discretisation is determined with respect to 17! rather
than 1<, Combining log P (D|f;, 8;) with the parameter encoding
log P(6;|fi), removing the log(lé(f |) that derives from integer en-
coding and using the rectangular discretisation, the total description
length becomes

L(D) = —10g7?+ % log det 1M + g log(vp) +klog(n) + Z log cq.
(24

(6)
By comparing to Eq. (2) and using the approximation Eq. (3),
one can then identify the prior that is implicitly imposed on the
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functions by MDL:
_logP(f,-):klogn+Zlogca+§log(2nvp). (7)
(24

We see that the first two terms in this expression are also included
in Section 2.2; they penalise equations with many nodes, many
different operators or many or finely tuned constants. These ap-
pear as logarithms by construction, since they are encoded using
Risannen’s universal prefix code for the integers [48], but we have
neglected the O (loglog(+)) term that is formally required to send
all nested prefixes. This also explains the appearance of the log 16|
term in Section 2.2: without prior information on the parameters
we have encoded them as integers given the precision A,.

The final term in the functional prior prefers functions with fewer
parameters and is merely the number of these, p, multiplied by an
O(1) coefficient (~0.87 for rectangular quantisation or 0.69-0.87
for optimal quantisation). These are desirable properties of a prior
which prefers “simple” functions, making it a good choice of SR loss
function in the absence of any prior preference for the type and
arrangement of operators in a function. Each of the model selection
metrics discussed here prefer simpler functions and hence limit
or prevent overfitting, although the extent to which they do this
relative to the use of a test—train split deserves further investigation.

2.3 Priors on parameters

To compute Eq. (2), one must choose a prior on the parameters of
the function considered. The typical Bayesian view is that these
encode subjective prior knowledge, but this is problematic in a SR
context where one knows nothing a priori about the thousands or
millions of functions one is considering. One therefore needs an
automated method for constructing the prior.

Two common choices are uniform priors on all parameters or a
Jeffreys prior [30] to afford reparameteristaion invariance. However,
in the absence of bounds on the parameter ranges a uniform prior
is improper (integrates to infinity if it is non-zero) and this is often
the case for Jeffreys priors too. This makes Eq. (2) infinite and hence
unusable. Alternatively, one could introduce bounds on the parame-
ters but this simply scales Z (D|f;) and hence Eq. (2) by an amount
related to the range. Even if one could choose “reasonable” bounds
on all parameters, this rescaling will be different for functions with
different numbers of parameters and hence this method cannot
provide a self-consistent model comparison metric. The typical
derivation of the BIC ignores this constant by expanding the likeli-
hood rather than the posterior, but this appears not to be acceptable
in general. One can alter the loss function of Guimera et al. [26]
and hence the function ranking by modifying the uniform prior
bounds without any change to the posteriors. Alternative candidate
priors include the reference prior [4] and the maximum-entropy
prior. However, the reference prior, which maximises the expected
information gain due to the data, reduces to the Jeffreys prior for
asymptotically normal likelihoods, and hence is unsuitable as per
the above. The maximum-entropy prior may include a normalis-
ability constraint, but must include other constraints to make this
feasible as the maximum-entropy distribution without any further
information is an (infinite) uniform.

A solution to this problem is afforded by the Partial Bayes Factor
[40]. Here, one splits the observed data into two samples: one for

GECCO 23 Companion, July 15-19, 2023, Lisbon, Portugal

training and another for model comparison. One first runs an in-
ference on the training sample with a given choice of prior (which
does not need to be proper as the evidence is not required here)
to obtain a posterior distribution of the parameters, which will be
normalisable. This posterior distribution is then used as the prior
for the second inference using the remaining data, from which the
evidence is computed and models are compared. Of course, one
must choose a size of the training set and decide which data points
go into it. Berger and Pericchi [3] suggest, for a chosen training set
size M, using all possible training samples and averaging the result
to obtain the Intrinsic Bayes Factor, although which choice of aver-
age in unclear and this will require one to run N!/(M!(N — M)!)
inferences if one has N data points.

To alleviate these problems, O’Hagan [45] introduced the Frac-
tional Bayes Factor (FBF). Noting that if M and N are large, so that
the likelihood of the test set is approximately the likelihood for the
full dataset to the power b = M/N, O’Hagan suggests comparing
models based on

_qu(®) _ [ P(DIfi. 6;) P (6ilf;) d6;
"7 gy [P (DIf, 0P P (6i]f;) d6;

which is well-defined for an improper prior P (0;|f;). This simply
requires a choice of b, or test—train split fraction. The basic require-
ments are that b must be between My/N and 1 (where M is the
minimum permissible training set size) and b — 0as N — oo.
For robustness of training, however, one prefers a larger b, where
ideally Nb — o0 as N — oo. From these considerations, O’Hagan
suggests using b = N~!logN or b = N~1/2 where the latter is
found to be more robust. This is how models are compared in a
SR context by [7], where g; is computed using a Sequential Monte

Carlo algorithm. One could also vary b to find the corresponding
1/2

(b)

uncertainty on g;, but for simplicity we too choose b = N~

To apply the Fractional Bayes Factor to the Bayesian or MDL
model selection procedure, we note that Eq. (8) implies that one can
take all previous formulae and replace P(0;|f;) by Py (6;|f;), where

P (61l) |
Fo{o1nr) e e o

In a SR context where this is applied to a great number of
equations, one may want to approximate Eq. (9) for rapid com-
putation. Under the Laplace approximation, expanding about
0; = argmaxy, Hy(D, fi, 0;), where we define Hy (D, f;, 6;) =
P (DIf;, 6:)" P (i), Eq. (9) becomes

PO
Hy(D.f.0) 2

Py (6ilfi) = ©)

log Py (6:1f5) = log o2+ % log det I, (10)
where f:g’ = —9q g log Hy (D, fi, 9i)|éi' To compute the descrip-
tion length (Eq. (6)) or the approximation to the evidence in Eq. (3),
one must in general perform two parameter optimisations: first,
one must find é,-, then use this value to compute éi under the new
prior, where 0; = argmaxg. P (D|f;, 0;) Py (6ilf:).

In this framework, wide and uniform priors, P(6;|f;) = const,
are acceptable and even desirable, so we adopt them. In this case,
éi = é,- and these are equal to the maximum likelihood value, so
this is a special case where one only needs to perform a single
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optimisation (of the likelihood). One also sees that b_lfzzb = fg';; =

iofB’ so b P det [Mp = detTH = det <. Subsituting these results
into Egs. (3) and (10), one finds for a FBF prior with uniform P(0;|f;),

log Z (DIfi) = (1—b) log P (D|f,~, é,-) + %’ logh. (1)

Note that for b = N~1/2 this is almost proportional to the BIC, but
with an extra factor of 1/2 multiplying the plog N term and an

extra term N~1/2 log P (D|ﬁ, éi), which becomes unimportant for

large N. It is interesting that when using a uniform training-set
prior any dependence on I £ has cancelled upon application of the
FBF, independent of the choice of b. This may be undesirable from
a model selection perspective compared to the prior on the integers
used by Bartlett et al. [1], since it does not penalise finely tuned
parameters.

2.4 Priors on functions

We now turn to construction of an optimal prior on the structure
of candidate functions.

2.4.1 Formalism. Suppose we have a function represented as a
tree, T, and define D; to be the set of nodes of depth i, i.e. Dy is
the root node, D; contains the nodes of the children of 9;_; and
i=0,...,d — 1. By the chain rule, the probability of this tree is
d-1
P(D) =[P (DilDi-s,.... Do), (12)
i=0
where P (D;|Dj—1, ..., Dy) is the conditional probability of ob-
taining 9; given all the nodes with smaller depths. Our goal is
to learn this probability from a set of equations in order to pro-
duce a function prior that encapsulates domain-specific knowledge
concerning the types of equations one expects to find. We achieve
this by training a language model on the equation set to assign
probabilities to operators based on those that precede it in the tree.
We begin with two simplifying assumptions:
(1) We approximate Eq. (12) as an n-gram, such that the proba-
bility of a set of nodes with given depth is only dependent
on nodes which have a depth within some value, n.
(2) We group all nodes at a given depth into siblings of nodes
which share a parent (D; = {s?, cees s?i_l}
the j™ set of siblings for ;). We assume that the probability
of each set of siblings only depends on their ascendants and
that all sets of siblings are independent at a given depth.

where s{ is the

Under these approximations, one can write

d-1n;—1
~ Jy i ij
P(T) ~ l_l rl P(si|ai_1,...ai_(n_1>), (13)
i=0 j=0
where a;cj is the direct ancestor of siblings s{ at depth k.

To evaluate the conditional probabilities of the n-grams we use
a Katz back-off model [33], although we note that our approach
can easily be extended to other language models. We choose this
model for its simplicity given its ability to assign a non-zero proba-
bility to expressions not in the training set. We are therefore not
simply searching for equations which have appeared in the corpus,
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but rather are upweighting equations more similar to those in the
counts and ordering of their operators.

For this model, the conditional probability of the word (operator)
w; following the sequence of words (phrase) wi—_p41 ... wi—1 is

P (WilWi—n+t, ..., Wi-1)
C(Wi—nttseens w;
— dWi_n+1,..‘,Wi W C(Wi7n+1: fees Wi) >k
Oy pigsewig P (WilWi_pga, ..., wi—1) otherwise,
(14)

where C(+) is the number of times a given phrase has been seen in
training. k is a hyperparameter determining how many times one
needs to see a phrase before using the n-gram. If a phrase appears
fewer than k times the algorithm “backs off” to the (n — 1)-gram
to evaluate the probability. We choose k = 0 for simplicity. We
compute the amount of discounting, d(.y, to be C*(-)/C(-), where
C*(-) is the Good-Turing estimate [21, 23] of the number of counts
of a phrase. The left-over probability mass for the (n — 1)-gram is

ﬁWi—rH-lsnuWi—l

C(Wi-n+1,--,Wi)  (15)

=1- : . ,
WY O (i, e Wi1)

wi:C(Wi-pt1,..,Wi) >k

and thus the back-off weight is defined to be

_ ﬁWi—nH,-u,Wi—l

D C(Wionstwi) <k P (Wil Wizna2, ... wiz1)

(16)

If no data are available to evaluate these formulae, then one recur-
sively considers the next-shortest n-grams until such data exists.

For any function (whether from the corpus or if we are evalu-
ating the prior for this function), we first read the mathematical
expression using the sympY package [44] and convert this to a func-
tion tree using Esr [1]. We then identify all sets of siblings and the
direct ancestors of these siblings, which are the “phrases” contained
in this function. The set of words used for this phrase are then the
set of ancestor nodes and the terminating sibling. We split each
sibling into a left and right node, and multiply the probability of
obtaining the left node by the conditional probability of obtaining
the right node given the left one. Since the structure of the phrases
are different for these two probabilities (one always ends with a
single leaf node, but the other has two leaf nodes), we use a different
back-off model for each and multiply the results.

Wi pa15ee s Wic1

2.4.2 Example - Scientific equations. For the applications of the
language model prior considered in this work, we use a compilation
of 161 scientific equations as our training data. This contains the 100
equations in the Feynman Symbolic Regression Database (FSReD)
[59], which were selected from the Feynman Lectures on Physics
[18-20]. We also include the 20 “bonus” equations from this data-
base, which were taken from other physics textbooks [22, 29, 50, 66].
Finally, inspired by Guimera et al. [26], we augment our training
set with a selection of 41 equations taken from pages linked to
Wikipedia’s “List of scientific equations named after people.” These
cover equations found in topics such as classical mechanics, electro-
magnetism and special relativity, contain the operators {+, —, X, =,
pow, /-, exp, log, sin, cos, arcsin, arccos, tanh} and are functions
of between one and eleven variables.
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Figure 1: One- and two-dimensional histograms of prior prob-
abilities for all functions up to complexity 10 using the basis
{x, a, inv, +, —, X, +, pow}. The priors are based on the compi-
lation of scientific equations described in Section 2.4.2 and
are evaluated using a back-off model with different lengths,
1 < n < 3. For the two-dimensional plots, points lying on the
red line have an equal prior for both values of n in the corre-
sponding panel. In the one-dimensional plots, the black lines
are the distributions for the corresponding n and we plot the
histograms for the other values of n in red for reference.

The remaining degree of freedom is the length of the n-grams
used to produce prior probabilities. In Fig. 1 we investigate the
effect of varying n by constructing a back-off model with the FSReD
functions with different values. We evaluate the prior probabilities
of all equations which can be constructed from the basis {x, a, inv,
+, —, X, +, pow} up to complexity (number of tree nodes) 10. Here
n = 1 means that we do not consider the effect of any parents, for
n = 2 the probabilities are conditioned on the parent nodes only,
and for n = 3 we condition on both the parent and the grand-parent
nodes. From the large scatter when comparing n = 1 and n = 2
we learn that there is significant information in the parent nodes.
This is expected (given a node, some children are more likely than
others), illustrating the importance of modelling correlations in the
function prior. There is, however, less scatter in the probabilities
between n = 2 and n = 3, hence we choose n = 2. We find that the
one-dimensional distributions are very similar for all n.

3 BENCHMARK TESTS

We have discussed a range of methods for SR model selection from
either a Bayesian or MDL perspective, involving different choices
of prior or using more heuristic approaches. To study the effect of
these choices we apply the following six model selection procedures
to a set of benchmark datasets:
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(1) Likelihood: Choose the model with the maximum likelihood,
P(DI6, f).

(2) Score: As a heuristic approach, choose the model which has
the best “score”, defined to be the model on the Pareto front
with the largest negative of the derivative of log-likelihood
with respect to complexity (number of nodes in the tree
representation). This is the choice adopted by PYSR [14, 15].
Note we always report the logarithm of the score due to the
potentially large range of values.

(3) MDL: Choose the MDL model using the prescription of
Bartlett et al. [1] (Section 2.2).

(4) MDL+LM: Choose the MDL model according to Section 2.2,
but using the prior on functions described in Section 2.4
instead of the term k log n.

(5) MDL+FBF+LM: Choose the MDL model using FBF priors
on initially uniform parameter priors and with a language
model function prior.

(6) Bayes+FBF+LM: Choose the model with the largest Bayesian
probability (Eq. (2)) using the approximation to the Bayesian
evidence from a FBF procedure with initially uniform pa-
rameter priors (Eq. (11)) and using the language model prior
discussed in Section 2.4.

We choose these methods since they encompass a broad range of
model selection approaches, however we leave a more comprehen-
sive survey of different methods to future work.

To benchmark these methods, we consider the five standard test
functions given in Table 1 which were proposed as SR benchmarks
by Uy et al. [60] and Korns [35] and collated by McDermott et al.
[43], where we use domains comparable to these references. Since
our model selection methods are designed for noisy data, we first
generate 10° values of x from a uniform distribution and measure
the standard deviation of the resulting y values. For all our bench-
mark studies, we add Gaussian noise with a standard deviation, o,
equal to half this value. Our likelihood is then

log P (DIfi 00 = =5 " (va — fi(xal0)* + const,  (17)

where we sum over the mock data points {(xg,yg)}. To ensure
our results are robust to the random seed, for each function and
choice of number of data points, we generate five data sets which
we independently analyse.

Since our focus here is on model selection rather than equation
generation we use the Esr algorithm so that we are guaranteed to
evaluate all functions of a given complexity, rather than a subset as
would be generated using a non-exhaustive method. We use the op-
erator basis set {x, a, 1/, ()2, sin, cos, +, X, —, +, pow} and run ESR
to complexity 8. Although one of the benchmark functions contains
an exponential, we do not include this operator since the generating
function has a lower-complexity variant using the power operator.
We stress, however, that these model selection procedures do not
require an exhaustive search so could equally well be implemented
in conjunction with any other function generation algorithm.

Our results are plotted in Fig. 2, where we show the difference in
each metric between the top-ranked function and the truth (if the
truth is not ranked top) or the truth and the second-best function (if
the truth is ranked top). We consider the “truth” to be any function
mathematically equivalent to the generating function as given in
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Table 1. This is determined by the function simplification step of
ESR and subsequent visual inspection. The model selection method
has successfully recovered the truth for all points above zero in the
plot, and the further above zero the stronger the preference for the
truth compared to any other function. If the truth lies in the top
two functions, we colour the point red, otherwise it is blue.

One sees that assessing functions solely based on their likelihood
does not find the truth to be in the top two equations for any of the
cases considered. This is as one would expect for noisy data: one
can make a function arbitrarily accurate by making it sufficiently
complex, and thus the relatively simple generating equations are
not recovered and over-fitting is preferred. The ‘score’ method
performs better, almost always selecting the truth for the Nguyen-8
function, although in many other cases the truth does not appear
anywhere in the function ranking. This is a consequence of the
score only being defined on the Pareto-front; if the truth does not
lie on this (even if it is infinitesimally far away), then this metric
cannot accommodate it. Perhaps more concerning is that, even if
the truth is on the Pareto-front, this metric does not necessarily
prefer the truth as the number of data points tends to infinity; the
likelihood scales approximately linearly with the number of data
points, and thus the overall ranking does not necessarily change.

Turning our attention to the MDL and Bayesian metrics, we find
that these more often select the truth than the other methods. For
the simplest function (Nguyen-8), the MDL prescription of Bartlett
etal. [1] performs best and always selects the truth. We find that the
methods involving the language model prior do not perform as well
for this equation, with the truth often appearing as the third best
function. However, we note that y = x% is frequently the second-
best function in this case, which is a generalisation of the truth.
This is likely a consequence of variables being raised to a power
being more common in our training set than square-roots. For the
Korns-1 and Korns-6 functions, the MDL approach outperforms the
other methods, although larger sample sizes are required to recover
the truth than for the Nguyen-8 data. The MDL+LM method is
the only other procedure which can select the truth for any run
considered, correctly identifying the generating equation for Korns-
1 when ~ 10* data points are used. All MDL and Bayesian methods
perform similarly well for the Korns-4 dataset, with the truth almost
always being selected, contrary to the other approaches.

The language model methods outperform the other criteria when
applied to the Korns-7 dataset. Since the function prior is based on
scientific equations and we are applying this to a different context
(namely functions used as SR benchmarks), there is no reason to
suppose a priori that this would be the case. However, when one
examines the truth, one can imagine a plethora of scientific applica-
tions for such a function. As such, including a prior based on these
equations allows the truth to be selected with fewer data points
than would be required otherwise.

4 PHYSICALLY REASONABLE FUNCTIONS

We now apply our language model prior to the context for which it
is designed: to investigate how it affects the ranking of functions
we apply it to a real-world SR problem drawn from the field of
cosmology. We reanalyse the results of Bartlett et al. [1] where the
expansion rate of the Universe, H, was determined as a function

Deaglan J. Bartlett, Harry Desmond, and Pedro G. Ferreira

Dataset Function Complexity | Domain
Nguyen-8 Vx 2 [0, 4]
Korns-1 1.57 + 2.43x 5 [-50,50]
Korns-4 —2.13 +0.13 sin(x) 6 [-50,50]
Korns-6 1.3+ 0.13y/x 6 [0, 50]
Korns-7 | 213.81(1 — e~ 0-347%) 7 [0,50]

Table 1: Datasets used as benchmarks, taken from [60]
(Nguyen) and [35] (Korns), as collated in [43].

of the redshift, z (the fractional change in a photon’s wavelength
due to the expansion of the Universe; a higher redshift is an earlier
time in the history of the Universe) using the Esr algorithm. This is
a univariate SR problem, where one wishes to findy (x = 1+z2) =
(H (2))?, which, according to the concordance cosmological model
(called ACDM), satisfies the Friedmann equation

yacpm (x) = 0g + 01x°. (18)

We note that this equation does not appear in our corpus, so we
expect to ‘discover’ a new equation in this case study.

In particular we focus on the analysis of the Pantheon+ sample
of 1590 Cepheid-calibrated supernovae [46, 52]. The observable
here is not y, but the “distance modulus” y which can be calculated
by computing an integral of y (see [1]). The likelihood in this case
is a modelled as a multivariate Gaussian

g (D100 = 5 ) -5 () )
- %bg (det (27%)),

where we use the publicly available covariance matrix, X [10], p;
is the vector of predicted distance moduli at redshifts z° using
equation f; with parameters 6;, and p° are the observed values.

In the absence of a prior on functions from the literature, the
functions were ranked according to their description length (Sec-
tion 2.2). Although ESR was run up to complexity 10, the MDL
function was found to be

ympL (%) = 6ox™ = 6y (1+2) 1) (20)

which has a complexity of 5. With very few nodes in the tree
representation and a small number of operators, it is clear that such
a function would have a small penalisation due to model complexity
in the MDL framework. However, x* rarely appears in empirical
science and one would unlikely expect a priori for an equation
containing it to describes the expansion of the Universe.

We therefore re-evaluate the functions considered by Bartlett
et al. but using the six methods outlined in Section 3. We
give the top-4 functions for each method in Table 2, keep-
ing the highest-ranked variant for equivalent expressions and
combining functions of parameters into new parameters dur-
ing post-processing. The functions given in Table 2 all pro-
duce reasonable likelihoods, with a mean Mahalanobis distance
(N7 (p; (2°) - pO)TZ_l (ui (z°) — p®) for N = 1590) between
0.8783 and 0.9223.

When one only replaces the k log n term of Section 2.2 with the
language model prior, one sees that the physically unreasonable
x* functions are no longer in the top-four. Instead, all of these
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Figure 2: Preference for the truth for benchmark tests according to different model-selection methods as a function of number
of data points, when considering functions up to complexity 8 with the basis {x, a, v, (-)?, sin, cos, +, X, —, +, pow}. Any point
above zero favours the truth. Red points indicate runs where the truth is in the top two functions, otherwise the point is blue.

equations are merely sums of x to a (positive or negative) integer
power, with at least one free parameter to set the scale of the expan-
sion rate. Moreover, Eq. (18) (which has a strong theoretical prior
based on General Relativity) is ranked much higher (fourth) with
this method. This suggests that the language model, as expected,
is helping to eliminate the physically unreasonable functions. In-
terestingly, we see that the language model often selects functions
which divide by parameters, rather than multiply. In the absence of
a language model prior, this can occur due to the different Fisher
terms of 6 and 1/6 in Section 2.2, however we note that our func-
tion prior also often prefers division. For example, the function
x(2x +1/x) /6y is preferred to x(2x + 1/x) X 6y by a change in the
log-prior of 0.41. Choosing a different corpus of equations could
reverse this preference, highlighting the importance of using an
appropriate prior for the given context.

Turning our attention to the criteria involving the FBF, the re-
sults are more mixed. Although the x* behaviour is removed, the
highest ranked equation for both methods is still somewhat un-
appealing. Each of the constituent elements of the function are
however reasonable and thus this function’s high ranking may
be due to the low number of consecutive operators considered by
the back-off model. Alternatively it could be due to a well known
problem with Katz back-off models, that if a phrase has not been
seen before but is comprised of two often-encountered sub-phrases
then it will necessarily be assigned a high probability [41]. Thus
this function may be down-weighted with a more sophisticated
language model. The remaining functions all appear reasonable,
and the Bayesian method finds Eq. (18) in the top-four equations.

5 RELATED WORK

The idea of using transformers as a proposal strategy for generat-
ing candidate equations given a set of observed input-output pairs
has been developed before [2, 5, 16, 31, 53, 61, 62]. Typically, the
transformers are trained on several million functions, which are
generated randomly by first producing candidate trees (see e.g. [37])
and then decorating these with operators from a given basis set.
The range of input variables and parameters of the functions are
then drawn from some random distribution and the function eval-
uated. Once trained, the transformer takes as input the observed
inputs and outputs and suggests functions which could have gen-
erated the data. The constants of these equations can then be fine
tuned by a further optimisation step. One can interface the decoder
with a Monte Carlo Tree Search to provide feedback during the
generation process to help select equations which optimise some
metric of accuracy and/or complexity [53]. Similarly, one can use a
probabilistic grammar as a generative model [8], such that different
productions have different probabilities, which can be tuned based
on intuition or through experiments.

The approach here is different. Previous works use the model to
generate candidate equations, but not to assess the appropriateness
of the function, since typically the candidate with the highest like-
lihood (or lowest mean squared error) is selected. If, instead, one
viewed the generation as a Monte Carlo sampling of the functional
prior and marginalised results over the generated equations, then
the two approaches would be more aligned. Moreover, we note that,
for transformers, the training-set functions are generated randomly,
with no context-specific knowledge (beyond the number of nodes,
depth of tree, range of parameters, range of inputs or possible basis
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Method Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4
Function Function Value Function Value Function Value
0T 0% 0 0
Likelihood |91 + 901—x 2 l@o - x91 2 1.48 -0y + |90 (91 — x)|x 3.15 % 3.18
_ o, 62— 1 |16l
Score fox 001617 | 11.54 ‘90 —xb 14.32 ‘91 + ks 14.59
2]
MDL fox™ 160X 0.78 00 161]7% 0.83 o< 0.91
2x+L 2x2+ L
MDL+LM x(;f—+x) o 1.40 Lo 1.63 0 + 013 1.72
2 e . 2
MDL+FBF+LM 16| P2 16,1611 0.16 0o 161 1.77 919‘;‘ 2.19
1 0,1% P o+
Bayes+FBF+LM |6o| P72 |6o/191] 0.16 6]~ 0r+x 1.03 — 1.95

Table 2: Four highest ranked functions for y(x = 1+ z) = H?(z) for the Pantheon+ supernova sample according to different
model selection methods. Here, MDL, FBF and LM mean Minimum Description Length, Fractional Bayes Factor and Language
Model, respectively (see text for details). The values of each metric are given relative to the highest-ranked function.

functions). Here we adopt a conceptually different approach, where
the training set informs us which combinations of operators are a
priori more likely. Of course, the hyperparameters which control
the generation of the training set or the probabilities in the prob-
abilistic grammar could be tuned to act as a prior over equations
[2]. Prior knowledge has been previously incorporated into neural
network based SR methods, provided that this knowledge can be
expressed as a (nonlinear) inequality or equality [36], which is a
different scenario to that considered here. Finally, we note that our
language model is designed not to have a limit on the number or
range of the input variables; this can be a limitation of the trans-
former method because changing the input variables can require
retraining [62].

In this work we consider the effects of accuracy, a prior on
parameters and a prior on functions in model selection for SR. The
first of these is always considered in SR (although the metric for it
varies), whereas the latter two are less commonly used. In particular,
Guimera et al. [26] introduce a prior on functions which assumes
each node of the tree to be independent, but they do not account
for the importance of the parameter prior when computing the
evidence (which we argue in Section 2.3 is important). Werner et al.
[67] overcome the issue of parameter priors (insofar as they choose
a prior which can be normalised) by choosing Gaussian, zero-mean,
isotropic priors for all parameters with a scalar hyperparameter
which is optimised to maximise the marginal likelihood. One could
question whether zero-mean or isotropic are good assumptions in
general, and they assume all functions are equally likely a priori.
Similarly, Bomarito et al. [7] assume equal prior probability for all
functions, but overcome the issue of priors by using the Fractional
Bayes Factor (Eq. (8)). Bartlett et al. [1] implicitly consider all three
of these concerns through an implementation of the MDL principle,
where the parameter prior corresponds to Rissanen’s universal
code for the integers [48] and the functional prior depends on the
number of nodes, unique operators, parameters and the values of
constants (c.f. Eq. (7)). This does not allow a general parameter
prior, and its functional prior is uninformed by the frequency of
occurence of combinations of operators in the domain of interest.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Model selection for SR trades off accuracy and complexity to obtain
simple functions that describe a data set well. Previous attempts
to do this have either used a heuristic metric, treated all functions
as equally likely a priori or neglected to construct a self-consistent
parameter prior in a Bayesian framework. In the case where a struc-
tural prior on functions based on the frequency of operators in a
corpus of equations had been used, the correlation between opera-
tors had been neglected. In this paper we attempt to reconcile these
issues by formalising and investigating a range of model selection
criteria based on the Bayesian evidence or Minimum Description
Length principle. We explicitly compare the Bayesian and MDL
procedures, implement the Fractional Bayes Factor to overcome the
dependence of the Bayes factor on the arbitrary range of uninforma-
tive parameter priors and construct a Katz back-off language model
on a set of scientific equations to learn a prior on operator ordering
that can in principle take a function’s entire tree into account. We
compare our models with literature standards on benchmarks from
the Nguyen and Korns datasets as well as a real-world test-case in
the field of cosmology. For standard SR benchmarks, we find that
the MDL procedure without a prior on functions typically performs
the best, however this method produced physically unrealistic equa-
tions on the astrophysical data. This is alleviated by applying the
language model prior, suggesting this to be a promising avenue for
SR modelling when domain-specific prior information is available.
We make the back-off model code and training equations publicly
available (https://github.com/DeaglanBartlett/katz).
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