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ABSTRACT

Symbolic regression (SR) poses a significant challenge for random-

ized search heuristics due to its reliance on the synthesis of ex-

pressions for input-output mappings. Although traditional genetic

programming (GP) algorithms have achieved success in various

domains, they exhibit limited performance when tree-based rep-

resentations are used for SR. To address these limitations, we in-

troduce a novel SR approach called Fourier Tree Growing (FTG)

that draws insights from functional analysis. This new perspective

enables us to perform optimization directly in a different space, thus

avoiding intricate symbolic expressions. Our proposed algorithm

exhibits significant performance improvements over traditional GP

methods on a range of classical one-dimensional benchmarking

problems. To identify and explain limiting factors of GP and FTG,

we perform experiments on a large-scale polynomials benchmark

with high-order polynomials up to degree 100. To the best of the

authors’ knowledge, this work represents the pioneering applica-

tion of functional analysis in addressing SR problems. The superior

performance of the proposed algorithm and insights into the limi-

tations of GP open the way for further advancing GP for SR and

related areas of explainable machine learning.

1 INTRODUCTION

Symbolic regression (SR) can be considered a major problem do-

main for search heuristics that focus on the synthesis of symbolic

expressions. SR as a black-box optimization domain, aims at the

derivation of mathematical expressions that are able to fit the input-

output mapping of an unknown objective function to a predefined

degree. In the wider domain of search heuristics, SR defines a di-

verse problem domain that has often been used to benchmark the

performance of symbolic search algorithms but also offers a real-

world application domain for such methods. Quite recently, it has

been proven that SR is an NP-hard problem in view of the fact

that it is not always possible to find the best-fitting mathematical

expression for a given data set in polynomial time [44]. GP has

been applied to SR problems since its early days. J. Koza [20, 22, 23]

reported a series of results for the synthesis of symbolic expres-

sions that can fit the functional behavior of polynomials of lower

degrees by using a parse-tree representation model inspired by

LISP s-expressions, which is now known as tree-based GP in the

wider family of GP representations. Based on Koza’s experiments,

SR evolved to a major application domain for GP and was found to

be the most popular problem in the first survey on benchmarking

standards in GP at that time [30]. Besides the works that reported

practical-oriented results by using GP, different aspects of GP have

been analyzed since the early days of GP to understand its search be-

havior. Moreover, even if GP has been found to be a suitable method

for SR, drawbacks and shortcomings that impede the effectiveness

of the heuristic search in GP have been identified and studied in the

past. Both, empirical and theoretical results, have been proposed to

understand various properties of the evolutionary-inspired search

mechanism, such as evolvability [2], locality [11], fitness landscapes

& problem hardness [41], neutrality [15, 42] and search & runtime

complexity [26, 27, 29]. Overall, works in these areas has made a

significant contribution to the understanding of the heuristic search

performed by GP.

Despite recent advancements, the challenge of disruptive muta-

tions and recombinations persists in SR, hindering the development

of more efficient randomized search heuristics (RSH) in this domain.

In this paper, therefore, we take a step forward in the understand-

ing of SR by considering the search from a general perspective of

functional analysis (FA). We start by reformulating the SR prob-

lem as a classical norm-minimization problem in Hilbert Space. To

solve this problem, we propose a novel method called Fourier Tree

Growing (FTG) that is inspired by mutation-based GP as performed

with a (1+𝜆) evolutionary algorithm (EA) and ramped half-and-half

initialization that allows us to navigate in the considered Hilbert

space.

Our experiments demonstrate that this method significantly out-

performs the compared GP algorithms on classical one-dimensional

benchmarking problems. We explain the observed gap in perfor-

mance by considering the dynamics of the GP search process. To

enable a detailed study, we propose a novel benchmark with high-

order polynomials, which we call a large-scale polynomial bench-

mark (LSP). We apply our proposed FTG method , conventional

recombination-based GP as well as mutation-only GP to solve in-

stances of LSP to identify and analyze shortcomings and limitations

in the SR domain.We address the observed shortcomings and limita-

tions of GP and FTG and discuss ways to overcome these drawbacks.

Moreover, based on our theoretical and empirical findings, we dis-

cuss how some aspects of FA in general could be used in GP to

benefit its application to SR.

The work presented in this paper aims at the following objectives:

• Reformulation of the SR problem by means of FA

• Optimization in Hilbert space

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

06
29

9v
1 

 [
cs

.N
E

] 
 9

 F
eb

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8757-8598
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1449-5131
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3353-3298
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6768-1478
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0013-7969
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4138-7024


Kirill Antonov, Roman Kalkreuth, Kaifeng Yang, Thomas Bäck, Niki van Stein, and Anna V. Kononova

• Evaluation of GP and FTG in the SR domain

• Identification of aspects that could benefit GP in addressing

SR problems

The results of this work can be easily adapted to canonical GP-based

SR with a dimensionality reduction technique.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2we briefly describe

GP and SR and provide the preliminaries for the proposed FTG

algorithm. In Section 3 we briefly formalize the corresponding SR

problem statement and establish the framework for reformulation of

the SR search problem as an optimization problem in Hilbert space.

In Section 4we propose FTG that performs SR search inHibert space

and rigorously study FTG’s properties, and provide intuition on how

it addresses SR. Section 5 is devoted to the presentation of empirical

comparisons of the proposed algorithms against traditional GP

search heuristics on conventional benchmarks and our proposed

LSP benchmark. In Section 6 we then discuss the results of our

experiments. Finally, Section 7 concludes our work and outlines

our future work.

2 RELATEDWORK

2.1 Genetic Programming

Genetic Programming (GP) is a evolutionary-inspired search heuris-

tic originally invented to enable the synthesis of computer programs

for problem-solving. The main paradigm of GP is to evolve a popu-

lation of computer programs towards an algorithmic solution of a

predefined problem. To accomplish this, GP transforms populations

of candidate genetic programs, that are traditionally represented

as parse-trees, iteratively from generation to generation into new

populations of programs with (hopefully) better fitness. However,

since GP is a stochastic optimization process, it can consequently

not guarantee to achieve the optimal solution.

The first significant work in the field of GPwas done by Forsyth [10],

Cramer [7], and Hicklin [13]. However, GP gained significantly

more popularity when Koza applied his parse tree representation

model, inspired by LISP S expressions, to several types of prob-

lems, for instance, symbolic regression, algorithm construction,

logic synthesis, or classification [20, 22, 23]. Besides the traditional

tree-based representation model, GP variants with linear sequence

representations [33, 34], graph-based [31, 35] representations, or

grammar-based representations [37] have been proposed. Tradi-

tional GP models variate candidate programs on a syntactical level

while one of the most recently introduced GP models, Geometric

Semantic GP, focuses on variation of candidate programs on a se-

mantic level [32].

However, among the different forms of GP, tree-based GP can be

considered the most popular representation model since it gained

significant recognition in the evolutionary computation (EC) do-

main due to the experiments of Koza in problem domains that were

practically relevant. However, despite its reputation in the field

of EC for achieving practical results, GP suffers from drawbacks

and shortcomings that have been found to hinder the effective-

ness of the heuristic search. In the tree-based subdomain of GP,

the most well-known drawback is Bloat that is characterized by

an uncontrolled growth of the average size of candidate trees in

the population [38]. Unlike most heuristic methods for numerical

optimization in the EC domain, standard GP search operators such

as subtree crossover and mutation provide only limited locality

features [11], and have been found to be disruptive [3].

2.2 Symbolic Regression in Genetic

Programming

Symbolic regression can be classified in the taxonomy of regres-

sion analysis, where a symbolic search on a space of mathematical

functions is performed to find candidate functions that fit the ideal

input-output mapping of a given dataset as close as possible, where

the quality of the fit is typically measured on a given, finite set of

data points. Symbolic regression in GP can therefore be considered

a black-box problem that forms a major problem domain in the

application scope of GP since its very early days. In general, SR

by means of GP relates to the application of GP models to syn-

thesize mathematical expressions that represent the (unknown)

function’s input-output mapping as closely as possible. Symbolic

regression gained prominence through Koza’s pioneering efforts in

the 1990s; however, the problem of finding a mathematical expres-

sion to explain empirical measurements was already introduced

in the previous works [9, 12, 25]. In the early works of SR-based

GP, Koza showed that GP can be used to discover SR models by

encoding mathematical expressions as computational trees. Even

though SR can be addressed by other algorithms (such as Monte

Carlo tree search [5, 39], enumeration algorithms [17], greedy algo-

rithms [8], mixed-integer nonlinear programming [6]), GP remains

a popular choice. So far, SR through GP has been applied in different

areas, such as economics [43], medicine [45], engineering [24] and

more [46]. However, SR via GP still has some limitations, such as its

gray-box property[19], model’s over complexity [16], and various

models (with different structural properties, utilized variables) [1].

2.3 Preliminaries

Functional Analysis is a branch of mathematical analysis that stud-

ies functions, spaces of functions, and relationships between those

spaces. One of the fruitful ideas used in FA is the notion of a Banach

Space of which Hilbert Space is an important special case We will

briefly introduce this notion, and some relevant facts about it in this

section because the notion of a Hilbert Space plays an important

role in our work.

Definition 1 (Metric Space). A metric space is a pair (𝑋,𝑑), where
𝑋 is a set and 𝑑 is a real-value function on 𝑋 ×𝑋 which satisfies that,
for any 𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧 ∈ 𝑋 ,

(1) 𝑑 (𝑥,𝑦) ≥ 0 and 𝑑 (𝑥,𝑦) = 0 ⇐⇒ 𝑥 = 𝑦,
(2) 𝑑 (𝑥,𝑦) = 𝑑 (𝑦, 𝑥),
(3) 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑧) ≤ 𝑑 (𝑥,𝑦) + 𝑑 (𝑦, 𝑧).

The function 𝑑 is called the metric on 𝑋 .

Definition 2 (Normed Vector Space). A vector space 𝑉 over field R
is called a normed vector space if there is real-value function ∥·∥ on
𝑉 , called the norm, such that for any 𝑥,𝑦 ∈ 𝑉 and any 𝛼 ∈ R,

(1) ∥𝑥 ∥ ≥ 0

(2) ∥𝑥 ∥ = 0 ⇐⇒ 𝑥 = 0,
(3) ∥𝛼𝑥 ∥ = |𝛼 | ∥𝑥 ∥,
(4) ∥𝑥 + 𝑦∥ ≤ ∥𝑥 ∥ + ∥𝑦∥.
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Definition 3 (Cauchy Sequence). A sequence {𝑥𝑛} in a metric space
(𝑋,𝑑) is a Cauchy Sequence if

∀𝜀 > 0, ∃𝑁 ∈ N : 𝑑 (𝑥𝑛, 𝑥𝑚) < 𝜀 ∀𝑛,𝑚 > 𝑁 .

Definition 4 (Complete Space). A normed space is called complete
if every Cauchy sequence in the space converges to an element from
this space.

Definition 5 (Inner Product Space). An inner product space is a
vector space 𝑉 over the field R together with an inner product, that is
a map:

⟨·, ·⟩𝑉 : 𝑉 ×𝑉 → R
with the following properties:

(1) ⟨𝛼 (𝑥 + 𝑦), 𝑧⟩𝑉 = 𝛼 ⟨𝑥, 𝑧⟩𝑉 + 𝛼 ⟨𝑦, 𝑧⟩𝑉 ,
(2) ⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩𝑉 = ⟨𝑦, 𝑥⟩𝑉 ,
(3) ⟨𝑥, 𝑥⟩𝑉 ≥ 0,
(4) ⟨𝑥, 𝑥⟩𝑉 = 0 ⇐⇒ 𝑥 = 0𝑉 .

Definition 6 (Hilbert Space). A complete inner product space is a
Hilbert space.

Theorem 1 (Projection Theorem [18]). Consider Hilbert space
X and its complete linear subspace Y.

(1) For all elements 𝑥 ∈ X, there exists a unique element 𝑦∗ ∈ Y
such that 𝑥 − 𝑦∗ = min

𝑧∈Y
∥𝑥 − 𝑧∥

This element 𝑦∗ is called the closest to 𝑥 in the subspace Y.
(2) Given the closest element 𝑦∗ to 𝑥 in the subspace Y, for all

𝑥 ∈ X and 𝑧 ∈ Y, we have ⟨𝑥 − 𝑦∗, 𝑧⟩ = 0.

Definition 7 (Linear Independence). Elements {v1, v2, . . . , v𝑘 } of
a vector space over the field R are linearly independent if for every
set of constants {𝛼1, 𝛼2, . . . , 𝛼𝑘 } either

∑𝑘
𝑖 𝛼𝑖v𝑖 ≠ 0 or ∀𝑖 : 𝛼𝑖 = 0.

Otherwise, they are linearly dependent.

Consider linear independent elements from Hilbert space H :

ℎ1, ℎ2, . . . , ℎ𝑘 and element 𝑔 ∈ H . We can formulate a linear least
squares approximation problem (LLSQ) in this Hilbert space as find-

ing such constants𝛼1, 𝛼2, . . . , 𝛼𝑘 that ∥𝑔 − 𝛼1ℎ1 − 𝛼2ℎ2 − · · · − 𝛼𝑘ℎ𝑘 ∥
is minimized. Due to Theorem 1, there exists a unique element

ℎ∗ ∈ span {ℎ1, ℎ2, . . . , ℎ𝑘 } closest to 𝑔. It is clear, that this ℎ∗ is
the solution of the stated LLSQ. Due to the second statement of

Theorem 1, all of the following equalities hold simultaneously:〈
𝑔 − ℎ∗, ℎ1

〉
H = 0,

〈
𝑔 − ℎ∗, ℎ2

〉
H = 0, . . . ,

〈
𝑔 − ℎ∗, ℎ𝑘

〉
H = 0

It is equivalent to the following matrix equation:(
⟨𝑔, ℎ1⟩H , ⟨𝑔, ℎ2⟩H , . . . , ⟨𝑔, ℎ𝑘 ⟩H

)⊤
= G · (𝛼1, 𝛼2, . . . , 𝛼𝑘 )⊤ (1)

where 1 ≤ 𝑖, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑘 and G =

(〈
ℎ𝑖 , ℎ 𝑗

〉
H

)
is the Gram matrix.

For arbitrary 𝜶 ∈ R𝑘 we have

𝜶⊤G𝜶 =
∑︁

1≤𝑖, 𝑗≤𝑘
𝛼𝑖𝛼 𝑗

〈
ℎ𝑖 , ℎ 𝑗

〉
H

=

〈 ∑︁
1≤𝑖≤𝑘

𝛼𝑖ℎ𝑖 ,
∑︁

1≤𝑖≤𝑘
𝛼𝑖ℎ𝑖

〉
H

=

 ∑︁
1≤𝑖≤𝑘

𝛼𝑖ℎ𝑖

2 ≥ 0

The equality is attained for 𝜶 ≠ 0R𝑘 if and only if elements ℎ1,

ℎ2, . . . , ℎ𝑘 are linearly dependent. So, the Gram matrix is positive

definite for the considered linearly independent elements. It implies

that all its eigenvalues 𝜆1, 𝜆2, . . . , 𝜆𝑘 are real positive constants, so

det(G) = 𝜆1 · 𝜆2 · . . . · 𝜆𝑘 > 0. Then its inverse exists, and we obtain

the following solution of the matrix equation Eq. (1):

(𝛼1, 𝛼2, . . . , 𝛼𝑘 )⊤ = G−1 ·
(
⟨𝑔, ℎ1⟩H , ⟨𝑔, ℎ2⟩H , . . . , ⟨𝑔, ℎ𝑘 ⟩H

)⊤
(2)

3 ANALYSIS OF SYMBOLIC REGRESSION IN

THE GENERAL CASE

Building upon the concepts introduced in Sec. 2.3, this section

reframes the optimization of the SR problem through functional

analysis. We start by formulating the conventional SR problem

more formally.

3.1 Problem Formalization

We formalize Symbolic Regression in the following form.

Let us consider:

(1) Domain X B
𝑛∏
𝑖=1
[𝑎𝑖 , 𝑏𝑖 ] ⊂ R𝑛 ;

(2) An unknown arbitrary function 𝐹 : X→ R is to be approx-

imated. We refer to this function 𝐹 as target function;
(3) Ordered set of points X B {x1, x2, . . . , x𝑁 } ⊂ X , which

we consider as training data. It is used as the set of points

where the values of the function 𝐹 are known;

(4) Unary operators 𝔘 ⊆ {𝑢 |𝑢 : R→ R} , binary operators

𝔅 ⊆
{
𝑏
��𝑏 : R2 → R

}
, constants ℭ ⊆ R and orthogonal

projection operators Π B
{
(𝑝𝑖 )𝑛𝑖=1

}
, 𝑝𝑖 : X → R, 𝑝𝑖 (𝑥) =

(0, . . . , 1, 0, . . . ) · 𝑥 , where 1 is in the 𝑖-th position. We will

refer to them as elementary operators.

The goal of Symbolic Regression is to obtain an estimated func-

tion 𝐹 : X→ R such that:

(1) 𝐹 is a composition of operators from 𝔘 ∪𝔅 ∪ Π;

(2) 𝐹 is a minimizer of the following functional (loss function):

L
(
𝐹

)
B

1

𝑁
·
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠

(
𝐹 (x𝑖 ), 𝐹 (x𝑖 )

)
,

where 𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 (.) is the fitness function in GP. Commonly,

𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 (.) can be choosen as MSE, NMSE, R2. In this paper,

we choose 𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 (.) as squared error (SE), that is 𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 (𝑥,𝑦)
B (𝑥 − 𝑦)2.

(3) Among all such estimated functions that satisfy goals (1)

and (2) , 𝐹 has the smallest length of the description.

GP algorithms that address the formulated problem in practice

are usually limited in terms of resources and so can not afford to

work infinitely long. Conventionally, the number of traverses over
the datasetX is considered as an indication of time spent on solving

the problem. For example, the computation of the loss function costs

one time unit. In this work, the number of traverses is used as well

to analyze the algorithms’ performance on generating a sufficiently

accurate function 𝐹 .
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3.2 Problem Reformulation

Let us consider a vector space of all functions F B {𝑓 : X→ R}.
Since we are working with the fixed set of training data X, two
different functions in F are seen as the same function when an

instance of SR is approached. This motivates the following relation

for the set F .

Definition 8. Functions 𝑓 , 𝑔 : X→ R are called X-identical, 𝑓 ∼ 𝑔
if ∀x ∈ X : 𝑓 (x) = 𝑔(x)

It is easy to see that this relation ∼ is an equivalence relation. Let

us denote the set of all equivalence classes of functions X→ R as

F. By construction, we obtained the quotient space F = F/∼. To not
mix up functions with classes of equivalent functions, we will use

the notation [·] , which is defined as [𝑓 ] B {𝑔 : X→ R | 𝑓 ∼ 𝑔}.
Now we propose Theorem 2 that collects several statements about

the set F and introduces an inner product, which plays a crucial

role in this work.

Theorem 2. F is a vector space over field R when equipped with:
(1) operator + : [𝑓 ] + [𝑔] = [∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ 𝑓 (x) + 𝑔(x)]
(2) scalar mult.: 𝑟 [𝑓 ] = [∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ 𝑟 𝑓 (x)]
(3) neutral element: 0 = [∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ 0]
Moreover, this vector space F is a 𝑁 -dimensional Hilbert space with
inner product:

⟨[𝑓 ] , [𝑔]⟩ B
∑︁
x∈X

𝑓 (x)𝑔(x)

See proof in the appendix.

The defined inner product induces the following norm and dis-

tance in Hilbert space F:

∥ [𝑓 ] ∥ =
√︄∑︁

x∈X
𝑓 2 (x) (3)

𝑑 ( [𝑓 ] , [𝑔]) =
√︄∑︁

x∈X
(𝑓 (x) − 𝑔(x))2 (4)

It is convenient to consider one particular distance between

an arbitrary element [𝑓 ] ∈ F and the equivalence class which

contains the target function 𝐹 , i.e., 𝑑2 ( [𝑓 ] , [𝐹 ]) = L(𝑓 ). Now, we
can transform the goal 2 listed before to an optimization problem

in Hilbert space F:

𝐹 ∗ = argmin

𝐹

𝑑

( [
𝐹

]
, [𝐹 ]

)
(5)

In the following section, we propose an approach to solve this

optimization problem by generating a solution as a composition

of elementary operators. However, we do not directly address the

goal 3 defined before and mostly focus only on the accuracy of

the obtained functions. Minimizing the length of the produced

expression is left for future works.

4 OPTIMIZATION IN HILBERT SPACE

Depending on the chosen elementary operators, some functions in

F might be not representable by a finite composition of elementary

operators. This implies that achieving the global minimum value of

zero for the optimization problem in Eq. (5) may not be reachable.

In practical cases, it is relevant to support a rich set representable

functions, so it is reasonable to assume that the set of elementary

operators is big. Hence, we assume that basic operators are included

in elementary operators. Particularly, we consider that addition and

multiplication belong to the binary operators 𝔅, and all real con-

stants R belong to the set ℭ. Given these minimalistic assumptions

on elementary operators, we look for a minimizer of Eq. (5) in the

form:

𝐹 : x ↦→ 𝛼1𝑣1 (x) + 𝛼2𝑣2 (x) + · · · + 𝛼𝑘𝑣𝑘 (x),

where functions 𝑣1, 𝑣2, . . . , 𝑣𝑘 are some compositions of elementary

operators, that is 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝔘 ∪𝔅 ∪ Π ∪ ℭ, 𝑖 ∈ Z𝑘 .
Let us assume that elements [𝑣1], [𝑣2], . . . , [𝑣𝑘 ] are linearly in-

dependent. The linear combination

∑𝑘
𝑖 𝛼𝑖𝑣𝑖 (x) of elements from F

still belongs to the spaceF , sowe can consider element

[∑𝑘
𝑖 𝛼𝑖𝑣𝑖 (x)

]
of space F. Based on the properties of quotient space,

[∑𝑘
𝑖 𝛼𝑖𝑣𝑖 (x)

]
=∑𝑘

𝑖 𝛼𝑖 [𝑣𝑖 (x)]. Since all the constants are allowed, elements [𝑣1],
[𝑣2], . . . , [𝑣𝑘 ] span a complete subspace of quotient space F. From
the projection theorem and Eq. (2), we obtain that in this case, there

exists a single closest element in this subspace to the element 𝐹 .

However, when functions 𝑣1, 𝑣2, . . . , 𝑣𝑘 are linearly dependent, the

determinant of the corresponding Gram matrix is zero, and so the

coefficients 𝛼𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , which gives the closest point to 𝐹 , can

not be computed.

We propose the following Algorithm 1 as a general heuristic

algorithm for solving SR instances. In Theorem 2 we showed that

space F is finite-dimensional, however, the following algorithm

does not require this property. In this regard, we formulate the

algorithm in the general case of Hilbert space, which might be

infinitely dimensional. The main idea of the algorithm is to generate

compositions of elementary operators and ensure that all of the

generated functions are linearly independent. It allows us to apply

the projection theorem and get the best possible approximation of

𝐹 in the subspace spanned by the functions.

Algorithm 1 iteratively generates functions 𝑣𝑘 and uses their

linear combination as 𝐹 . The algorithm uses the Gram matrix in

line 8 to obtain the coefficients 𝜶 for the linear combination. If the

Gram matrix is the identity, then elements of 𝜶 are called Fourier

coefficients. In our case, the Gram matrix is almost never identity,

but we still use the word Fourier to refer to those coefficients. Since

GP uses trees to represent the composition of functions, the tree that

represents the obtained 𝐹 contains coefficients 𝜶 in some nodes.

This is the reason to call the algorithm Fourier Tree Growing.

The generation of the composition of function in line 6 is per-

formed using a heuristic algorithm, which samples elementary op-

erators from a parameterized probability distribution, and creates

their compositions. This heuristic and the distribution are discussed

later in Section 4.2.

We can consider the generation of the function 𝑣𝑘 as the applica-

tion of mutation operator to the current approximation 𝐹𝑘−1 of the
target function 𝐹 . Using an evolutionary metaphor, we can define

𝐹𝑘 as the 𝑘-th candidate solution. It turns out, that the mutation

which violates the predicate in line 7 increases the quality of the

produced individual 𝐹𝑘 , which is shown rigorously in Theorem 3. In

this case, Algorithm 1 can be seen as an adaptation of a (1 + 1)-EA
for optimization in Hilbert space.



A Functional Analysis Approach to Symbolic Regression

Algorithm 1 General scheme of Fourier Tree Growing (FTG) algo-

rithm in Hilbert spaceH
1: 𝑣1 ← (∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ 1)
2: 𝐹1 ←

(
∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ ⟨[𝑣1] , [𝑣1]⟩−1 ⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣1]⟩

)
3: for 𝑘 ← 2, 3, . . . do

4: if L(𝐹𝑘−1) = 0 then return 𝐹𝑘−1 end if

5: do

6: 𝑣𝑘 ← generate-composition (𝔘,𝔅,ℭ,Π, 𝑝, 𝑙, 𝑢)
7: while

〈
[𝐹 ] −

[
𝐹𝑘−1

]
, [𝑣𝑘 ]

〉
= 0

8: G←
©«
⟨[𝑣1] , [𝑣1]⟩ ⟨[𝑣1] , [𝑣2]⟩ . . . ⟨[𝑣1] , [𝑣𝑘 ]⟩
⟨[𝑣2] , [𝑣1]⟩ ⟨[𝑣2] , [𝑣2]⟩ . . . ⟨[𝑣2] , [𝑣𝑘 ]⟩

.

.

.
.
.
.

. . .
.
.
.

⟨[𝑣𝑘 ] , [𝑣1]⟩ ⟨[𝑣𝑘 ] , [𝑣2]⟩ . . . ⟨[𝑣𝑘 ] , [𝑣𝑘 ]⟩

ª®®®®¬
9: 𝜶 ← G−1

©«
⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣1]⟩
⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣2]⟩

.

.

.

⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣𝑘 ]⟩

ª®®®®¬
10: 𝐹𝑘 ← (∀x ∈ X : x ↦→ 𝛼1𝑣1 (x) + 𝛼2𝑣2 (x) + · · · + 𝛼𝑘𝑣𝑘 (x))
11: end for

12: return 𝐹𝑘

Theorem 3. Consider sequence of functions (𝐹𝑘 )𝑁𝑘=1 constructed
by Algorithm 1. For every 𝑖 > 𝑗 : L(𝐹𝑖 ) < L(𝐹 𝑗 ). Moreover, if
H is finite dimensional with 𝑁 dimensions, then algorithm returns
function 𝐹 such that L(𝐹 ) = 0.

See proof in the appendix.

Due to the unordinary definition of the time that the algorithm

takes to solve an SR instance, we say explicitly where the algorithm

spends the computational budget. We defined that the algorithm

spends one time unit when the set of training dataX is traversed one

time. This traverse happens when the inner product is computed or

the loss function is computed. Computation of the inner product is

performed twice in the line 2. On every iteration of the loop in line

3 the FTG algorithm computes the value of loss directly in line 4

and it computes the inner product in lines 7, 8 and 9. In line 7 only

one computation of the inner product is made. In line 8 algorithm

makes 2𝑘 − 1 evaluations of the inner product to add the last row

and last column to the Gram matrix. In line 9 algorithm makes

another evaluation of the inner product ⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣𝑘 ]⟩.

4.1 Geometrical Interpretation of FTG

In this section, we provide an example of FTG execution and give a

visually intuitive scheme of what FTG algorithm does.

Example 1 (First two steps of FTG on a one-dimensional domain).

FTG starts in line 1 of Algorithm 1 with a single element, which is a
constant 1. The class of equivalent functions that this constant repre-
sents is [1]. This case is shown in Figure 1 (a), where the span {[1]}
is shown with an orange line in the considered Hilbert space 𝐹 . The
solution of LLSQ with only one function 𝑣1 (x) = 1 gives the constant
𝛼 such that ∥𝐹 − 𝛼 ∥ is the smallest possible. Substitution of this 𝑣1 to
Eq. (2) gives the following solution: 𝛼 = 𝑁 −1

∑
y∈X 𝐹 (y). The point

(a) The first step of FTG for 𝑘 = 1. The constant 1 is added

as the function 𝑣1 and the best approximation of 𝐹 with

this constant is found as function 𝐹1.

(b) The second possible step of FTG for 𝑘 = 2. We assume that a

function 𝑣2 = sin(𝑥2 + 1)
√︁
|𝑥 | is generated and the training data

was such that [𝑣2 ] does not lie in the space spanned by [𝑣1 ].

Figure 1: Visualization of the first (a) and second (b) steps

that FTG can make for a one-dimensional domain.

𝛼 · [1] belongs to span {[1]} and it is closest point to [𝐹 ] in this sub-
space. Moreover, the vector [𝐹 ] − 𝛼 · [1] is orthogonal to the subspace
span {[1]} as shown in Figure 1 (a).

After finding 𝐹1, FTG proceeds with 𝑘 = 2 and enters a while loop
in line 3 to generate a composition of elementary functions. Assume
that this composition is 𝑣2 (𝑥) = sin(𝑥2 + 1)

√︁
|𝑥 | and the data set

is chosen in such a way, that [𝑣2] ∉ span {[𝑣1]}. This situation is
shown in Figure 1 (b), where element [𝑣2] is not located on the orange
line. In this case, elements [𝑣1] and [𝑣2] are linearly independent,
and hence the subspace which they span increases. This subspace
span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2]} is shown as orange plane. The condition in line 7 of
Algorithm 1 checks if vectors [𝐹 ] −𝛼 · [𝑣1] and [𝑣2] are perpendicular.
Since they are not perpendicular, the algorithm leaves the while loop
and proceeds with the computation of the Gram matrix. The next best
approximation of 𝐹 is found in the plane shown in orange in Figure
1 (b). 𝐹2 = 𝛼1 · [𝑣1] + 𝛼2 · [𝑣2], with constants 𝛼1, 𝛼2 obtained by
application of Eq. (2) in line 9 of Algorithm 1.

Example 1 demonstrates how FTG handles randomly generated

compositions of elementary operators. FTG proceeds in this fashion,

spanning greater subspaces, until the class of the target function 𝐹

is included in the spanned space. The crucial point of the algorithm

is the linear independence of the newly generated function with the
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previously generated ones. Intuitive interpretation is that such a

function adds new information about the target function. Following

this intuition, the predicate in line 7 of Algorithm 1 checks if the gen-

erated composition adds any new information about the function.

When it is added, the known information is not lost, meaning the

quality of the approximation is not reduced, which is guaranteed

by Theorem 3.

4.2 Implementation Details

Algorithm 2 Generate composition of elementary operators

{𝔘,𝔅,ℭ,Π} given the minimal 𝑙 and maximal 𝑢 numbers of nested

operators and a constant 𝑝 ∈ [0, 1]. This is our adaptation of the

classical algorithm for tree initialization, called “ramped half-and-

half”, see [21, 28].

1: procedure generate-composition(𝔘,𝔅,ℭ,Π, 𝑝, 𝑙, 𝑢)
2: 𝑝 ∼ 𝑈 ({𝑝, 1})
3: 𝑢 ∼ 𝑈 (Z𝑢 \ Z𝑙−1)
4: 𝑑1 ← 0; 𝑖 ← 1; 𝑗 ← 2

5: 𝑓𝑖 ∼ 𝐸
(
𝑝, 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑙, 𝑢

)
6: while 𝑖 < 𝑗 do

7: 𝑑 𝑗 ← 𝑑𝑖 + 1
8: 𝑑 𝑗+1 ← 𝑑𝑖 + 1
9: if 𝑓𝑖 ∈ 𝔘 then

10: 𝑓𝑗 ∼ 𝐸
(
𝑝, 𝑑𝑖 + 1, 𝑙, 𝑢

)
11: 𝑓𝑖 ← 𝑓𝑖 ◦ 𝑓𝑗
12: 𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1
13: end if

14: if 𝑓𝑖 ∈ 𝔅 then

15: 𝑓𝑗 ∼ 𝐸
(
𝑝, 𝑑𝑖 + 1, 𝑙, 𝑢

)
16: 𝑓𝑗+1 ∼ 𝐸

(
𝑝,𝑑𝑖 + 1, 𝑙, 𝑢

)
17: 𝑓𝑖 ← 𝑓𝑖 (𝑓𝑗 , 𝑓𝑗+1)
18: 𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 2
19: end if

20: 𝑖 ← 𝑖 + 1
21: end while

22: return 𝑓1
23: end procedure

In this section, we describe the practical aspects of the imple-

mentation of the proposed FTG algorithm. We start by introducing

the family of probability distributions parameterized by four real

values 𝑝,𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑢. Every particular distribution in this family defines

the distribution over elementary operators. They are used to sample

a particular elementary operator in our procedure to generate com-

positions. Every sampled operator has associated depth 𝑑 , which

denotes the number of functions in which the operator is nested.

The constants 𝑙, 𝑢 limit the minimal and maximal number of nested

operators accordingly. The constant 𝑝 defines the probability with

which a unary or binary function will be sampled when this choice

is possible.

𝐸 (𝑝, 𝑑, 𝑙,𝑢) =


𝑈 (𝔘 ∪𝔅) , if 𝑑 < 𝑙

𝑈 (𝔘 ∪𝔅) , with prob. 𝑝 if 𝑙 ≤ 𝑑 < 𝑢

𝑈 (𝑈 ({Π,ℭ})) , with prob. 1 − 𝑝 if 𝑙 ≤ 𝑑 < 𝑢

𝑈 (𝑈 ({Π,ℭ})) , if 𝑑 ≥ 𝑢

(6)

Given this family of distribution 𝐸, we are ready to formulate the

algorithm that generates a composition of functions. FTG utilizes

our adaptation of ramped half-and-half initialization as a well-

established tree-initialization method commonly used in GP to gen-

erate new compositions [21, 28]. We summarize this conventional

methodology in Algorithm 2.

Application of Algorithm 2 as function generate-composition

is one of the possible ways to generate the composition of func-

tions. We choose this implementation, because of its simplicity and

unbiasedness between operators.

When a matrix is ill-conditioned, meaning it has a high condition

number, the computation of its inverse is prone to numerical errors.

However, in the area of approximation theory, it is known that

arbitrary choice of linearly independent elements of Hilbert space

will likely lead to a Grammatrix with a very high condition number

[14, 40]. In our work, the functions, that specify elements of Hilbert

space are produced randomly and independently from each other, so

it is very likely that FTG struggles with such ill-conditioned Gram

matrices. In order to address this practical limitation, we compute

the inverse using Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) and check if

the inverse of the Gram matrix is close to its actual inverse. If this

condition is not satisfied, then we do not include the generated [𝑣𝑘 ]
to the set of linearly independent elements and return to the line 7

of Algorithm 1 to generate another 𝑣𝑘 . The check for closeness to

the inverse is implemented as follows. When an approximation Ĝ−1

of matrix G−1 is obtained, we consider Î B G · Ĝ−1 and validate

that every element of this product is close to the corresponding

element of the identity matrix I. More precisely, for every 𝑖, 𝑗 we

check that |̂𝐼𝑖, 𝑗 − 𝐼𝑖, 𝑗 | < 𝜀1. In this paper, we use 𝜀1 = 10
−4
.

Such a procedure with a generation of 𝑣𝑘 adds additional com-

putational complexity, but helps to avoid significant numerical

errors with ill-conditioned matrices. In our work, FTG was dealing

with condition numbers up to 3.7 · 1017 in average across all the

considered conventional benchmarks and runs.

In our implementation, we used static parameters 𝑝 = 0.5, 𝑙 =

1, 𝑢 = 9 for Algorithm 2. We assumed that the inner product defined

in line 7 of Algorithm 1 is zero when its absolute value is less than

𝜀2 = 10
−3
. The bigger this constant is, the more difficult it is for

the algorithm to generate the composition that satisfies the defined

predicate. On the other hand, the greater the constant, the more

new element generated from the span of elements 𝑣1, 𝑣2, . . . , 𝑣𝑘−1,
and thus the less ill-conditioned the Gram matrix is. Therefore, the

trade-off between 𝜀1 and 𝜀2 exists and must be identified. In our

work, we selected those constants by trying multiple values. We

leave a more detailed investigation of this trade-off for future works.

The full code of the Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2, conventional GP

algorithms that we considered, and all experiments we performed

can be found online at [4].



A Functional Analysis Approach to Symbolic Regression

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 Experimental Setup

We performed experiments on classical one-dimensional symbolic

regression problems. To evaluate the search performance for GP

and our proposed algorithm, we measured the number evaluations

of loss functionsons before the computational budget was exceeded.

In addition to the mean values of the measurements, we calculated

the standard deviation (SD) and the standard error of the mean

(SEM). Binary tournament selection was used to select new par-

ent individuals. The configuration for canonical GP was adopted

from [36].

We performed 100 independent runs with different random seeds.

We used the function defined in goal 2 as the fitness function. When

the difference of all absolute values becomes less than 𝜀, the algo-

rithm is classified as converged. We considered the following values

of 𝜀 from 10
0
to 10

−8
to evaluate different tolerance levels. In our

experiments we used a function set

𝔅 = {+,−, ∗, /, sin, cos, ln}

and for each run we allowed a budget of 10
5
fitness evaluations. Be-

sides evaluating the conventional recombination-based GP, which

we refer to as canonical GP, we also considered mutation-only GP

that is used with a (1 + 𝜆)-EA and is referred to as (1 + 𝜆)-GP.
Ramped half-and-half initialization has been used for all tested

algorithms. The configuration of the respective GP algorithms is

shown in Table 3 (in the Appendix). We divide our experiments into

two parts. We evaluate the search performance for GP and FTG on

conventional benchmarks that have been proposed for SR.

5.2 Conventional Benchmarks

We selected nine well-known symbolic regression benchmarks

from the work of McDermott et al. [30]. The objective functions

and dataset configuration of the respective problems are shown in

Table 2 (in the Appendix).

5.3 Large-Scale Polynomial Benchmark

We propose a type of benchmark for SR to address the following

two points that are missing in our conventional SR benchmark.

(1) Finite training data set leaves a chance that the obtained

expression with a small value of the loss function approxi-

mate value of 𝐹 (x) well only for x ∈ X, but give high 𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠
value for points in X \ X;

(2) GP applied to conventional benchmarking problems gener-

ates a function more complicated than the target function

very quickly. The span of such candidate solutions already

includes the target function. This hinders observing the

capabilities of algorithms to iteratively span subspaces that

are getting closer to the target function 𝐹 .

The proposed Large-Scale Polynomial (LSP) benchmark addresses

Point 1 by considering the whole domain as the training data. This

makes the computation of the loss function technically more dif-

ficult. Point 2 is addressed by considering a target function as a

polynomial of a high degree, for example, 100. This entails prob-

lems for the computations of the loss values for candidate solutions,

because of limitations in floating point precision on the computer.

Now we show how both mentioned difficulties, namely compu-

tation of the loss function over an infinite data set and possible

numerical errors, are tackled in the proposed LSP benchmarks.

Given constants 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑘, 𝑐0, 𝑐1, . . . , 𝑐𝑘 , we define LSP benchmark,

as SR instance, where 𝔅 ={+, ∗}, 𝔘 = ∅, Π = {1}, X = [𝑎, 𝑏], X =

X, 𝐹 =
∑𝑘
𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖𝑥

𝑖
. We focus on a particular case of our general

setup when sets 𝔘,𝔅 are the smallest that satisfy our assumptions.

I.e. we consider 𝔅 ={+, ∗}, 𝔘 = ∅, Π = {1} which implies that

the dimension of the problem is 𝑛 = 1. We denote such a one-

dimensional domain asX = [𝑎, 𝑏]. Regardless of the set of constants
ℭ, all the compositions of elementary operators belong to the class

of polynomials. A polynomial of degree 𝑘 can always be written

down in the form

∑𝑘
𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖𝑥

𝑖
, where 𝑐𝑘 ≠ 0. We will denote this as

normal form of a polynomial.

Up until now, we considered only finite sets X. Now, we propose
to consider infinite X which equals the whole domain where the

target function 𝐹 is defined, i.e. X = X. In this case, we define F as
space of square-integrable functions over the segment (𝑎, 𝑏), which
we denote as 𝐿2 (𝑎, 𝑏). Due to the fact that all the polynomials are

square-integrable functions, such F includes all compositions of the

considered elementary operators. 𝐿2 (𝑎, 𝑏) is a Hilbert space with
inner product ⟨𝑓 , 𝑔⟩ =

∫ 𝑏

𝑎
𝑓 (𝑥)𝑔(𝑥)𝑑𝑥 ∀𝑓 , 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿2 (𝑎, 𝑏). It induces

the following norm: ∥ 𝑓 ∥ =
√︁
⟨𝑓 , 𝑓 ⟩.

For this benchmark, we choose the target function 𝐹 as a poly-

nomial. So the target function 𝐹 ∈ 𝐿2 (𝑎, 𝑏), hence the loss of SR,
can be computed as L(𝐹 ) =

𝐹 − 𝐹2 = 〈
𝐹 − 𝐹, 𝐹 − 𝐹

〉
.

It is clear, that being able to compute the value of the inner

product automatically, is sufficient for automatic computation of

loss value. To implement this computation, we transform a tree

to a polynomial in the form using a recursive algorithm. Then we

automatically do the subtraction of polynomials in normal form, if

needed, and do the multiplication of polynomials in normal form.

After this, the resulting polynomial under the integral is obtained

in normal form, and the computation of the inner product boils

down to the computation of the following integral:

𝑏∫
𝑎

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑐𝑖𝑥
𝑖
d𝑥 =

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑐𝑖

𝑖 + 1 (𝑏
𝑖+1 − 𝑎𝑖+1) (7)

5.4 Results

Figure 2 shows the results of our experiments with conventional

benchmarks. On each heatmap, the X-axis shows the tolerance

value and the Y-axis shows the benchmark problem. In subfigure

(a) every cell shows the difference between the success rate (in

percent) of FTG and the maximal success rate that GP algorithms

achieved. In subfigure (b) every cell shows a ratio between median

function evaluations of FTG and minimal value across medians of

function evaluations that GP algorithms made to reach the given

tolerance of the solution. The more red the cell is, the better the

performance of FTG relative to the considered GP algorithms. It

is clearly visible that FTG performs considerably better and more

robust for the tested problems when compared to conventional GP.

The complete results are available in the Appendix in Table 4 and

Table 5.



Kirill Antonov, Roman Kalkreuth, Kaifeng Yang, Thomas Bäck, Niki van Stein, and Anna V. Kononova

100 10−1 10−2 10−3 10−4 10−5 10−6 10−7 10−8

koza1

koza2

koza3

nguyen3

nguyen4

nguyen5

nguyen6

nguyen7

nguyen8
0

20

40

60

80

100

100 10−1 10−2 10−3 10−4 10−5 10−6 10−7 10−8

koza1

koza2

koza3

nguyen3

nguyen4

nguyen5

nguyen6

nguyen7

nguyen8
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(a) Difference of Success Rate (b) Ratio ofMedian Function Evaluations

Figure 2: Comparison of success rate (a) and median of function evaluations to reach the given tolerance (b) of FTG with three

standard GP algorithms: (1 + 1)-GP, (1 + 𝜆)-GP, Canonical-GP across a range of benchmark problems and tolerance levels.

Figure 3 shows the results of the LSP evaluation. A column

displays results for a different configuration of the benchmark,

characterized by the polynomial degree 𝑘 . The target function is∑𝑘
𝑖=0 𝑥

𝑖
. Rows represent the tracked quantity for each generation

of the algorithm. Each chart depicts the averaged tracked quan-

tity on the Y-axis and the generation number on the X-axis. The

lines represent the mean value and the shaded areas represent the

standard deviation. Finally, the last two rows with numbers show

the means and standard deviations of the number of individuals

that simultaneously achieved better fitness than the best-so-far

solution and spanned a larger subspace. For every configuration

of the experiment, we used the same random seeds and made 100

independent runs to obtain statistically robust results.

In the further discussion, we say that a polynomial has the span

of size 𝑘 when a polynomial in a normal form is

∑𝑘
𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖𝑥

𝑖
such that

∀𝑖 ∈ Z𝑘 : 𝑐𝑖 ≠ 0. The size of the span is measured automatically by

transforming a tree to a polynomial in normal form and counting

the number of terms with different degrees.

6 DISCUSSION

Figure 2 exhibits that FTG significantly outperforms GP in terms

of the number of function evaluations needed to reach the desired

precision of the solution. We highlight, that FTG reaches an al-

most absolute success rate even for very small tolerance levels. If

the tolerance of the solution is infinitely large, then all the com-

positions of functions are accepted as sufficient approximation 𝐹 .

However, when the tolerance is reduced, the set of functions with

sufficiently small loss values does not increase, and, for practically

relevant elementary operators, it reduces. Hence, for the minimal

tolerance levels, the set of candidate solutions of sufficient quality

is relatively small, which makes it harder for conventional GP to

find any element from this set. This results in a small success rate

of GP observed in Figure 2. At the same time, FTG manages to

overcome this challenge because it has an almost perfect success

rate and spends a much smaller budget to find solutions for such

tolerance. We rigorously prove in Theorem 3 that, with the absence

of numerical errors, FTG improves the quality of the approximation

every time it manages to find a linearly independent function 𝑣𝑘 .

GP search takes advantage of randomness and naturally evolves

functions, which could be considered as a random walk in Hilbert

space F within the framework proposed in this work. Element [𝑓 ]
that is encountered during the random walk may be decomposed

to the sum of elements if 𝑓 has addition as the upper functions

in the composition. Even if the top function in the composition is

already not addition, element [𝑓 ] belongs to the space span {[𝑓 ]}.
We can observe that when an element [𝑓 ] is encountered during

the random walk it may belong to a space that was already spanned

earlier by element [𝑔]. In this case, FTG filters out the function 𝑓 ,

but GP may include it in the population. Such suboptimal choice

reduces the selective pressure towards more promising candidate

solutions, which reduces the speed of convergence.

The first row of results on the LSP benchmark in Figure 3 exhibit

that FTG quickly reduces loss value at the beginning, but then

stagnates. FTG appears to struggle with the ill-conditionality of the

Gram matrix, which is a hindrance for the accurate computation of

its inverse, and in this way, numerical errors are caused. According

to our implementation of FTG as explained in Section 4.2, we loop

until the inverse of the Gram matrix can be computed accurately,

which causes stagnation of FTG when the Gram matrix becomes

bigger.

In the first and second rows of Figure 3 we can see that GP

spans greater subspaces and, at the same time, reduces loss value

at a slower pace than FTG. For the polynomial of degree 100, GP

manages to eventually overcome FTG. We propose the following
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Figure 3: Performance Comparison of Canonical-GP (grey)

and (1+𝜆)-GP (light red) and FTG (red) on the proposed Large-

Scale Polynomial Benchmarks.

explanation of the observed results:. In general, mutation and re-

combination with certain non-zero probability change constants are

hidden inside the candidate solution function 𝑓 , while preserving

the structure of this function. Consider an individual as a function

of the domain variable x and the vector of all constants Θ, i.e.,
𝑓 (x,Θ). For changing Θ, elements [𝑓 (·,Θ)] span some subspace

S, which, in the general case, can be neither convex nor complete

in F. However, in S, there might be many points such that [𝐹 ] is
closer to them than to the projection of 𝐹 to the linear subspace

span {𝑓 (·,Θ1)} for some fixed Θ1. The mechanism that GP uses to

generate new individuals allows it to obtain such points.

Surprisingly, we can observe that (1 + 𝜆)-GP, which uses only

mutation to variate candidate solutions, suffers less from bloat, but

converges faster than Canonical-GP, while having approximately

the same loss and span of F at the end of optimization. It means that

the mutation-only variation operator is beneficial for polynomials,

but the study of how well it generalizes on other problems is left

for future work.

LSPwith a polynomial of degree 10 is used to see the performance

of algorithms in the absence of overfitting. The proposed FTG

algorithm performs better than conventional GP on this instance

of LSP but does not reach a loss value of zero. At the same time,

in the last row of Figure 3 we see that FTG produces trees with

a significantly greater number of nodes on both considered cases

of polynomials. This is due to the method that we used for the

generation of compositions of functions in FTG.

In both considered cases of polynomials, Canonical-GP spans

approximately the same number of dimensions that the target func-

tion spans. Hence, GP found the approximate shape of the target

polynomial but struggled to find the right constants.

Our analyses of GP on this benchmark demonstrate that GP

excels in generating solutions that effectively span subspaces of the

considered Hilbert space.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTUREWORK

In this work, we considered SR from the perspective of functional

analysis and proposed a novel algorithm that is able to navigate

and optimize in Hilbert space. Our consideration of SR in Hilbert

space allows us to achieve insight into the principles of conven-

tional GP. To the best of our knowledge, our work represents a

pioneering application of functional analysis in the SR domain,

for which we proposed first theoretical and experimental results.

Our proposed FTG algorithm demonstrates significant performance

gains over considered GP algorithms on conventional benchmarks.

FTG manages to find solutions of minimal tolerance, which shows

that it can efficiently navigate in a large search space. However, it is

susceptible to numerical errors when the Gram matrix is inverted.

We propose to address this issue by employing the Gram-Schmidt

orthogonalization algorithm to transform linearly independent vec-

tors into an orthonormal basis. The better performance of FTG on

conventional benchmarks can be explained by the fact that FTG

filters out a priory suboptimal functions, while GP does not. How-

ever, the working principles of GP allow it to be more beneficial

for polynomials of high degree, which we show in the proposed

LSP benchmarks. In future work, we plan to hybridize GP and FTG

to obtain an algorithm that can simultaneously substantially span

the subspaces of the Hilbert space and effectively optimize the

constants.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 Proof

Proof of Theorem 2. To prove the theorem, it is sufficient

to show the existence of a bijective mapping 𝜋 : F → R𝑁 such

that ∀𝑓 ∈ F : 𝜋 ( [𝑓 ]) B (𝑓 (x𝑖 ))𝑁𝑖=1. By definition (8) we see that

if 𝑔1, 𝑔2 ∈ [𝑓 ] for any 𝑓 ∈ F , then (𝑔1 (x𝑖 ))𝑁𝑖=1 = (𝑔2 (x𝑖 ))𝑁𝑖=1. It
means that for every 𝑣 ∈ F, there exists a single a ∈ R𝑁 such

that 𝜋 (𝑣) = a. Now, to demonstrate that this 𝜋 is a bijection, it is

sufficient to show that for all a ∈ R𝑁 there exists a unique 𝑣 ∈ F
such that 𝜋 (𝑣) = a. For any such a B (𝑎𝑖 )𝑁𝑖=1, let us consider

𝑣 B

[
∀y ∈ X : y ↦→

{
𝑎𝑖 , if x𝑖 = y
0, otherwise

]
It is obvious that 𝜋 (𝑣) = a. Moreover, if there exists 𝑓 ∈ F :

𝜋 ( [𝑓 ]) = a then ∀𝑖 ∈ Z𝑁 : 𝑓 (x𝑖 ) = 𝑎𝑖 , so 𝑓 ∈ 𝑣 , which means that

[𝑓 ] = 𝑣1. It means that such 𝑣 is unique for every a. □

Proof of Theorem 3. Mathematical induction is used here

to prove Theorem 3. We start by proving by induction that Algo-

rithm 1 maintains the following invariant. For 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑁 , element[
𝐹𝑘

]
is the closest to the element [𝐹 ] among all the elements in the

space span {[𝑣1] , . . . , [𝑣𝑘 ]}. We prove it by induction over 𝑘 .

For 𝑘 = 1 the element

[
𝐹1

]
= ⟨[𝑣1] , [𝑣1]⟩−1 ⟨[𝐹 ] , [𝑣1]⟩ · [𝑣1] is

the solution of LLSQ, given by Eq. (2). Hence

[
𝐹1

]
is closest to [𝐹 ]

in the space span {[𝑣1]}. The statement is proven for 𝑘 = 1.

Assume that the statement is correct for all values of 𝑘 up to

value 𝑡 such that 1 < 𝑘 ≤ 𝑡 < 𝑁 . Let us prove that it is correct for

𝑘 = 𝑡 + 1. Based on our assumption,

[
𝐹𝑡

]
is the closest to element

[𝐹 ] among all elements in the space 𝑆𝑡 B span {[𝑣1] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡 ]}.
Using the projection theorem, we can conclude that [𝐹 ] −

[
𝐹𝑡

]
is

perpendicular to the space 𝑆𝑡 . It means that if the condition in the

line 7 is not satisfied, then the algorithm leaves the while loop and

element [𝑣𝑡+1] does not lie in the space span {[𝑣1] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡 ]}. Now
it is clear that for every 𝑝 > 1 element

[
𝑣𝑝
]
does not lie in the space

span

{
[𝑣1] , . . . ,

[
𝑣𝑝−1

]}
. It implies that elements [𝑣1],[𝑣2],. . . ,[𝑣𝑡+1]

are linearly independent. Hence, the inverse of matrix G, com-

puted in line 8 for 𝑘 = 𝑡 + 1, exists, and so vector 𝜶 , computed for

𝑘 = 𝑡 + 1, exists too. Then
[
𝐹𝑡+1

]
∈ span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡+1]}

because

[
𝐹𝑡+1

]
is constructed as a linear combination of the corre-

sponding elements in the line 10 of Algorithm 1. This vector 𝜶 gives

the closest element to the element [𝐹 ] because it is constructed in

lines 8, 9 according to the Eq. (2). The transition of the induction is

proven and so the statement is also proven.

Consider iteration 𝑡 of Algorithm 1. As we already shown

span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡−1]} ⊂ span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡 ]} .

Hence, 𝑑

(
[𝐹 ] ,

[
𝐹𝑡

] )
≤ 𝑑

(
[𝐹 ] ,

[
𝐹𝑡−1

] )
. If the equality is attained,

then

[
𝐹𝑡

]
=

[
𝐹𝑡−1

]
because both

[
𝐹𝑡

]
,

[
𝐹𝑡−1

]
belong to the same

subspace span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2] , . . . , [𝑣𝑡 ]} and the element

[
𝐹𝑡

]
closest to

1
In this paper, we use notation Z𝑚 to represent an integer set {1, · · · ,𝑚}.

[𝐹 ] in this subspace is unique. Hence,

〈
𝐹 − 𝐹𝑡−1, [𝑣𝑡 ]

〉
= 0, which

means that such [𝑣𝑡 ] would not violate the condition in line 7

of Algorithm 1, and so would not be added. Contradiction with

the assumption that equality is attained. Then 𝑑

(
[𝐹 ] ,

[
𝐹𝑡

] )
<

𝑑

(
[𝐹 ] ,

[
𝐹𝑡−1

] )
, which implies that L

(
𝐹𝑡

)
< L

(
𝐹𝑡−1

)
. It proves

the first statement of the theorem.

If H is 𝑁 -dimensional, then span {[𝑣1] , [𝑣2] , . . . , [𝑣𝑁 ]} = H .

Hence, for function 𝐹𝑁 : 𝑑

(
[𝐹 ] ,

[
𝐹𝑁

] )
= 0 =⇒ L

(
𝐹𝑁

)
= 0.

The second statement is also proven. □

A.2 Tables

Table 1: Notation

Symbol Definition Domain

𝑓 , 𝑔 A function X→ R
𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 A fitness function for SR problems R
x Features in training dataset R𝑛

X Training dataset R𝑛𝑁

𝐹 A SR function X→ R
𝑈 Uniform distribution over the given set n.a.

𝜋 Bijective mapping n.a.

𝔘 Unary operator space {𝑢 |𝑢 : R→ R}
𝔅 Binary operator space

{
𝑏
��𝑏 : R2 → R

}
Π Orthogonal projector operator space

{
(𝑝𝑖 )𝑛𝑖=1

��𝑝𝑖 : X→ R}
ℭ Space of constants ⊆ R
X Domain of variables ⊂ R𝑛
F Function Space {𝑓 | 𝑓 : X→ R}
F Quotient space F/∼

span {𝑥} Linear span of 𝑥 n.a.

Table 2: Conventional symbolic regression benchmark

Problem Objective Function Vars Training Set

koza1 𝑥4 + 𝑥3 + 𝑥2 + 𝑥 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

koza2 𝑥5 − 2𝑥3 + 𝑥 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

koza3 𝑥6 − 2𝑥4 + 𝑥2 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

nguyen3 𝑥5 + 𝑥4 + 𝑥3 + 𝑥2 + 𝑥 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

nguyen4 𝑥6 + 𝑥5 + 𝑥4 + 𝑥3 + 𝑥2 + 𝑥 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

nguyen5 sin(𝑥2 ) cos(𝑥 ) − 1 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

nguyen6 sin(𝑥 ) + sin(𝑥 + 𝑥2 ) 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (−1, 1)

nguyen7 ln(𝑥 + 1) + ln(𝑥2 + 1) 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20
i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (0, 2)

nguyen8

√
𝑥 𝑥 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥20

i.i.d.∼ 𝑈 (0, 4)

Table 3: Configuration of the GP algorithms

Parameters (1+1)-GP (1+𝜆)-GP Canonical GP

𝑃 population size 1 1 500

𝜆 offspring size 1 500 500

𝑀𝑡 mutation type uniform subtree uniform subtree probabilistic subtree

𝑀𝑝 mutation rate 1 1 0.1

𝐶𝑡 crossover type n.a. n.a. subtree crossover

𝐶𝑝 crossover rate n.a. n.a. 0.9

𝑇 tournament size n.a. n.a. 2
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Table 4: Results of the algorithm comparison for the problems evaluated by the number of fitness evaluations (FE) to termination.

Tolerance Problem Algorithm Mean FE SD SEM 1Q Median 3Q Success

rate (%)

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−2

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 20535.662 22551.856 2570.023 4941.000 13087.000 24691.000 77

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 21470.880 18044.348 1980.624 8251.000 15501.000 29001.000 83

Canonical-GP 25704.898 15474.615 1563.172 16062.500 21167.000 31749.500 98

FTG 210.790 499.682 49.968 117.750 143.500 198.250 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 4988.459 7525.069 760.147 802.250 1975.000 4934.500 98

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 7883.653 8582.969 867.011 2501.000 4751.000 8376.000 98

Canonical-GP 40612.589 24258.788 2488.899 16934.000 38846.000 60260.000 95

FTG 135.350 70.287 7.029 96.250 121.000 171.000 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 12691.833 18547.045 2023.649 2149.250 6052.500 12831.250 84

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 18552.282 18159.124 2056.116 6001.000 12251.000 21251.000 78

Canonical-GP 17425.927 19790.600 2185.506 4110.500 9464.000 21416.000 83

FTG 90.090 46.833 4.683 59.000 94.000 118.000 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP 24293.640 25123.029 2709.086 7748.250 14440.000 29669.250 86

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 36565.706 24355.189 2641.691 16001.000 32501.000 54001.000 85

Canonical-GP 32333.692 14479.265 1517.839 21914.000 28388.000 40340.000 92

FTG 187.400 85.965 8.596 122.750 168.000 231.250 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 27746.200 22266.350 2571.097 9702.500 23248.000 36785.000 75

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 37046.455 24427.627 2783.786 14501.000 33001.000 54001.000 77

Canonical-GP 47868.974 19633.218 2252.085 32870.000 45818.000 60509.000 79

FTG 251.070 485.937 48.594 142.000 190.000 253.000 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 8523.299 9957.890 1011.070 1817.000 6193.000 10616.000 97

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 13181.412 12216.936 1240.442 5001.000 9001.000 16501.000 97

Canonical-GP 29768.818 17201.884 2117.406 17556.500 25898.000 39717.500 66

FTG 87.590 44.434 4.443 56.250 79.000 118.000 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 15678.733 19769.373 2131.786 3205.250 7522.000 20483.500 86

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 22548.619 19765.082 2156.547 7251.000 17501.000 29126.000 84

Canonical-GP 19346.990 13967.329 1418.167 10460.000 14942.000 23906.000 97

FTG 153.590 221.710 22.171 97.000 122.500 168.000 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 12280.054 18832.320 1952.821 2204.000 4458.000 13355.000 93

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 17016.306 15267.755 1542.276 6626.000 13001.000 22001.000 98

Canonical-GP 27446.780 12216.519 1221.652 18428.000 24653.000 33866.000 100

FTG 48.760 30.594 3.059 30.000 44.000 61.000 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 17749.125 21108.855 2250.211 4811.000 10081.500 21978.750 88

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 19271.833 17180.099 1753.437 7876.000 12751.000 27626.000 96

Canonical-GP 52970.128 25733.585 3753.629 30131.000 56774.000 71216.000 49

FTG 68.520 35.965 3.597 44.000 60.000 94.250 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−1

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 10031.772 19916.297 2076.417 991.250 2412.500 6353.000 92

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 9141.625 11727.750 1196.958 3501.000 5501.000 9126.000 96

Canonical-GP 17713.697 8298.540 834.035 12452.000 16436.000 20171.000 100

FTG 105.920 49.117 4.912 75.750 99.000 127.750 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 622.031 737.291 74.478 216.250 383.000 853.500 98

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2216.000 2657.306 265.731 1001.000 1501.000 2501.000 100

Canonical-GP 2601.560 1674.910 167.491 1496.000 2492.000 3488.000 100

FTG 78.540 44.565 4.456 45.000 77.000 98.000 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 77.130 102.375 10.237 21.000 37.000 67.000 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 621.000 224.944 22.494 501.000 501.000 501.000 100

Canonical-GP 515.245 85.788 8.666 500.000 500.000 500.000 100

FTG 3.000 0.000 0.000 3.000 3.000 3.000 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP 5233.250 9750.193 995.125 1696.250 3073.500 6071.500 96

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 13332.633 13609.710 1374.788 5501.000 9251.000 14876.000 98

Canonical-GP 20242.143 6818.682 688.791 15066.500 19424.000 23906.000 100

FTG 128.330 67.033 6.703 96.750 121.000 166.500 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 9457.990 12994.070 1326.202 2262.000 4374.500 10826.750 96

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 13444.299 12402.169 1259.249 6001.000 9501.000 17501.000 97

Canonical-GP 25303.613 9637.023 999.313 19424.000 24902.000 29882.000 96

FTG 143.100 74.536 7.454 98.500 122.500 168.500 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 1278.020 1815.722 182.487 191.000 468.000 1682.500 99

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2771.000 2831.448 283.145 1501.000 2001.000 3501.000 100

Canonical-GP 2666.300 3414.388 341.439 1371.500 1994.000 2990.000 100

FTG 37.080 24.411 2.441 19.000 30.500 58.000 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 3683.396 6924.684 706.748 657.250 1480.000 3616.250 96

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 6517.854 8730.500 925.431 2501.000 3501.000 7001.000 89

Canonical-GP 10908.200 8970.776 897.078 6476.000 8966.000 13074.500 100

FTG 73.630 37.696 3.770 44.000 60.500 97.000 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 563.640 579.752 57.975 140.250 366.500 774.500 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 1391.000 829.397 82.940 1001.000 1001.000 1501.000 100

Canonical-GP 2093.600 1372.891 137.289 998.000 1994.000 2990.000 100

FTG 35.290 24.698 2.470 17.250 30.500 46.250 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 4221.566 7441.241 747.873 820.000 1789.000 3849.000 99

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 5556.000 5739.728 573.973 2001.000 4001.000 6501.000 100

Canonical-GP 21288.733 24501.236 2582.657 3986.000 8966.000 34986.500 94

FTG 40.080 25.271 2.527 20.000 32.000 59.000 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 1535.396 7268.502 741.838 162.750 435.500 818.000 96

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2192.919 1419.039 142.619 1501.000 2001.000 2501.000 99

Canonical-GP 4544.364 2427.620 243.985 2741.000 4484.000 5978.000 100

FTG 57.780 36.299 3.630 31.000 45.000 77.000 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 16.420 26.715 2.672 5.000 11.000 18.500 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 456.000 143.091 14.309 501.000 501.000 501.000 100

Canonical-GP 500.000 0.000 0.000 500.000 500.000 500.000 100

FTG 3.250 1.915 0.192 3.000 3.000 3.000 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 13.520 14.876 1.488 4.000 8.500 16.250 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 446.000 156.445 15.644 501.000 501.000 501.000 100

Canonical-GP 500.000 0.000 0.000 500.000 500.000 500.000 100

FTG 3.000 0.000 0.000 3.000 3.000 3.000 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP 862.610 1099.659 109.966 262.000 539.000 1077.750 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 3051.000 1854.050 185.405 1501.000 2501.000 4001.000 100

Canonical-GP 8442.592 4089.553 413.107 5604.500 8468.000 10958.000 100

FTG 72.450 42.992 4.299 43.750 59.500 96.250 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 1974.770 4756.862 475.686 409.750 677.500 1639.250 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 3456.000 3029.930 302.993 2001.000 3001.000 4001.000 100

Canonical-GP 9780.438 5450.162 556.255 5480.000 9713.000 13448.000 100

FTG 81.910 50.198 5.020 45.000 70.000 100.500 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 35.910 35.989 3.599 10.750 23.500 49.500 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 521.000 140.000 14.000 501.000 501.000 501.000 100

Canonical-GP 500.000 0.000 0.000 500.000 500.000 500.000 100

FTG 3.000 0.000 0.000 3.000 3.000 3.000 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 766.505 3743.581 376.244 94.000 180.000 373.000 99

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2073.165 5258.273 533.897 1001.000 1501.000 1501.000 97

Canonical-GP 2013.920 1534.810 153.481 873.500 1496.000 2990.000 100

FTG 35.360 32.344 3.234 11.000 21.000 46.000 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 148.160 183.455 18.345 43.750 85.500 184.500 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 756.000 278.343 27.834 501.000 501.000 1001.000 100

Canonical-GP 614.540 262.149 26.215 500.000 500.000 500.000 100

FTG 21.790 14.384 1.438 10.000 19.000 31.000 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 447.690 597.084 59.708 99.500 234.000 514.250 100

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 1351.000 912.414 91.241 1001.000 1001.000 1501.000 100

Canonical-GP 1076.632 874.034 89.674 500.000 500.000 1496.000 100

FTG 19.590 13.080 1.308 10.000 12.000 30.000 100
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Table 5: Results of the algorithm comparison for the problems evaluated by the number of fitness evaluations (FE) to termination.

Tolerance Problem Algorithm Mean FE SD SEM 1Q Median 3Q Success

rate (%)

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−8

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 14438.500 25864.355 9144.430 2251.000 3751.000 7876.000 8

Canonical-GP 22230.909 9264.695 1055.810 15938.000 19922.000 25898.000 77

FTG 1288.330 2343.521 237.948 533.000 597.000 920.000 97

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 90140.000 0.000 0.000 90140.000 90140.000 90140.000 1

FTG 1561.629 3352.298 340.374 534.000 626.000 1038.000 97

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 1515.350 3482.339 348.234 542.500 633.000 999.250 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 7001.000 0.000 0.000 7001.000 7001.000 7001.000 1

Canonical-GP 26997.358 10211.628 1402.675 20420.000 24404.000 32372.000 54

FTG 1962.102 4402.288 444.698 539.500 660.500 1235.750 98

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 37827.364 13533.309 2885.311 29259.500 35360.000 45320.000 22

FTG 2752.073 8105.071 827.220 538.000 691.500 1201.000 96

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 18428.000 0.000 0.000 18428.000 18428.000 18428.000 1

FTG 1393.930 3897.976 389.798 528.750 628.000 834.750 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 2192.000 1468.974 656.945 936.000 1443.000 3364.000 5

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2701.000 678.233 303.315 2501.000 2501.000 2501.000 5

Canonical-GP 20408.933 14429.970 1521.052 10958.000 16934.000 24653.000 90

FTG 2430.592 9119.704 921.229 527.750 605.000 989.000 98

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 1930.240 6211.331 621.133 552.250 670.000 911.500 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 1408.560 5689.417 568.942 478.000 559.500 718.500 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−7

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 14556.556 22807.704 7602.568 2501.000 4501.000 15001.000 9

Canonical-GP 22217.974 9270.688 1056.493 15938.000 19922.000 25898.000 77

FTG 971.580 2028.005 202.800 494.750 550.500 693.500 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 90140.000 0.000 0.000 90140.000 90140.000 90140.000 1

FTG 968.990 1257.073 126.984 508.500 544.000 677.000 98

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 1053.150 2248.115 224.812 511.000 561.000 785.500 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 7001.000 0.000 0.000 7001.000 7001.000 7001.000 1

Canonical-GP 26997.358 10211.628 1402.675 20420.000 24404.000 32372.000 54

FTG 1410.818 2961.360 297.628 503.500 567.000 985.500 99

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 37827.364 13533.309 2885.311 29259.500 35360.000 45320.000 22

FTG 2078.031 5165.032 521.747 514.000 604.500 1032.750 98

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP 15440.000 0.000 0.000 15440.000 15440.000 15440.000 1

FTG 1158.660 3782.549 378.255 467.750 537.000 648.250 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 2192.000 1468.974 656.945 936.000 1443.000 3364.000 5

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2701.000 678.233 303.315 2501.000 2501.000 2501.000 5

Canonical-GP 20392.333 14420.492 1520.053 10958.000 16934.000 24653.000 90

FTG 1056.337 1799.477 181.775 493.250 556.000 756.000 98

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 950.410 2804.880 280.488 403.250 504.000 609.750 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 90563.000 0.000 0.000 90563.000 90563.000 90563.000 1

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 959.320 5207.160 520.716 323.000 432.500 509.750 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−6

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 47988.000 36922.000 26107.797 29527.000 47988.000 66449.000 2

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 19151.000 26725.503 8451.346 2626.000 5001.000 16126.000 10

Canonical-GP 22166.234 9258.335 1055.085 15938.000 19922.000 25400.000 77

FTG 839.220 1998.643 199.864 403.750 499.000 559.250 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 84218.000 13203.938 7623.297 77494.500 88715.000 93190.000 3

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 90001.000 2500.000 1767.767 88751.000 90001.000 91251.000 2

Canonical-GP 90140.000 0.000 0.000 90140.000 90140.000 90140.000 1

FTG 802.969 1206.168 121.841 419.750 506.500 593.750 98

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 70642.500 22277.500 15752.571 59503.750 70642.500 81781.250 2

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 78501.000 0.000 0.000 78501.000 78501.000 78501.000 1

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 885.680 2248.385 224.838 440.500 507.500 559.250 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 7001.000 0.000 0.000 7001.000 7001.000 7001.000 1

Canonical-GP 26865.811 10088.563 1385.771 20420.000 24404.000 32372.000 54

FTG 1252.354 2951.116 296.598 452.000 510.000 696.000 99

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 61501.000 0.000 0.000 61501.000 61501.000 61501.000 1

Canonical-GP 39127.478 14573.055 3038.692 29633.000 36356.000 46067.000 23

FTG 1744.000 4936.152 498.627 466.250 522.500 779.000 98

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 98966.000 0.000 0.000 98966.000 98966.000 98966.000 1

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 98001.000 0.000 0.000 98001.000 98001.000 98001.000 1

Canonical-GP 15440.000 0.000 0.000 15440.000 15440.000 15440.000 1

FTG 911.430 3709.353 370.935 338.750 426.000 525.000 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 20049.714 32794.626 12395.204 1189.500 3364.000 19022.000 7

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 2701.000 678.233 303.315 2501.000 2501.000 2501.000 5

Canonical-GP 21011.033 15667.276 1642.377 10958.000 16934.000 24902.000 91

FTG 828.660 1140.343 114.034 410.000 502.500 594.250 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 94875.000 4763.204 2750.037 92492.500 96616.000 98128.000 3

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 59001.000 1000.000 707.107 58501.000 59001.000 59501.000 2

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 420.080 769.980 76.998 256.250 336.500 431.750 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 49606.000 917.000 648.417 49147.500 49606.000 50064.500 2

(1 + 𝜆)-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 844.760 5214.687 521.469 210.750 322.500 431.250 100

Tolerance Problem Algorithm Mean FE SD SEM 1Q Median 3Q Success

rate (%)

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−5

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 53377.000 31411.295 12823.608 32432.500 61504.500 75989.000 6

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 23046.455 31240.602 9419.396 2751.000 5501.000 23751.000 11

Canonical-GP 22108.026 9240.413 1053.043 15938.000 19424.000 25400.000 77

FTG 712.440 1942.562 194.256 302.750 399.500 495.750 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 64166.632 23640.045 5423.398 47201.500 69234.000 84645.500 19

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 61143.857 23647.281 6320.002 44376.000 65251.000 75126.000 14

Canonical-GP 84662.000 1992.000 1408.557 83666.000 84662.000 85658.000 2

FTG 640.850 1050.594 105.059 345.750 419.000 502.500 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 58571.400 29313.534 13109.411 44579.000 64125.000 80018.000 5

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 66667.667 16483.999 9517.041 58001.000 71501.000 77751.000 3

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 476.080 416.455 41.645 335.000 417.000 480.250 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 49001.000 24713.357 12356.678 45501.000 61501.000 65001.000 4

Canonical-GP 27890.000 13072.610 1778.957 20544.500 24404.000 33492.500 55

FTG 768.830 1396.386 139.639 369.750 455.500 539.750 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 35040.000 0.000 0.000 35040.000 35040.000 35040.000 1

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 26001.000 0.000 0.000 26001.000 26001.000 26001.000 1

Canonical-GP 38804.500 13591.931 2774.441 30006.500 38099.000 45942.500 25

FTG 713.710 1046.524 104.652 380.000 472.500 547.000 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 49371.571 16847.311 6367.685 44891.000 47935.000 55453.500 7

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 65723.222 16784.767 5594.922 49501.000 63001.000 74001.000 9

Canonical-GP 69099.500 32249.826 16124.913 61131.500 83666.000 91634.000 4

FTG 427.800 699.765 69.977 233.250 333.500 417.750 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 19330.556 25227.111 8409.037 1443.000 4470.000 31818.000 9

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 40101.000 41206.068 13030.503 2501.000 19501.000 85626.000 10

Canonical-GP 20753.824 14834.565 1555.085 10958.000 16934.000 24902.000 91

FTG 580.120 883.274 88.327 339.500 407.500 468.250 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 66302.125 23275.136 5818.784 47527.250 69151.500 87158.000 16

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 64334.333 23194.228 9469.004 50876.000 71001.000 79876.000 6

Canonical-GP 87934.571 10288.448 3888.668 84164.000 87152.000 97112.000 7

FTG 253.360 476.742 47.674 131.000 197.000 268.250 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 62259.625 25861.750 9143.510 32621.000 73068.500 78242.250 8

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 57401.000 20477.793 9157.947 41501.000 56001.000 69501.000 5

Canonical-GP ∞ 0 0 ∞ ∞ ∞ 0

FTG 263.870 563.843 56.384 143.000 194.500 280.250 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−4

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 39868.727 29222.709 8810.978 22789.000 30884.000 48371.500 11

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 38477.190 33223.800 7250.027 4501.000 38501.000 62501.000 21

Canonical-GP 23168.456 11348.642 1276.822 15938.000 19922.000 26147.000 79

FTG 575.920 1873.869 187.387 203.000 326.500 419.250 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 44888.062 26959.736 3891.303 22120.750 42285.500 71993.000 48

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 39501.000 26580.068 3877.101 17501.000 31501.000 55501.000 47

Canonical-GP 75947.000 14661.428 4232.390 62874.500 82421.000 88770.500 12

FTG 452.250 560.254 56.025 261.750 342.500 418.250 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 41516.389 22617.865 3769.644 22595.250 36121.500 59148.000 36

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 52709.333 23694.636 4836.647 34626.000 50751.000 72876.000 24

Canonical-GP 84662.000 0.000 0.000 84662.000 84662.000 84662.000 1

FTG 338.780 403.315 40.331 213.500 290.500 372.000 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP 56039.100 22191.570 7017.591 38728.250 60560.000 74392.000 10

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 44151.000 22150.677 7004.659 29376.000 41251.000 63376.000 10

Canonical-GP 29427.684 15085.569 1998.132 20918.000 24404.000 34862.000 58

FTG 638.860 1356.932 135.693 292.750 378.000 458.250 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 61324.375 25664.585 9073.801 43417.250 67352.500 79230.500 8

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 64376.000 32329.118 11430.069 46501.000 74501.000 92126.000 8

Canonical-GP 38060.692 13207.060 2590.117 29259.500 35360.000 46191.500 27

FTG 579.150 923.225 92.323 323.750 406.500 478.000 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 41297.265 26776.483 4592.129 16645.750 37397.000 62263.750 34

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 52898.059 24165.112 4144.283 36126.000 48251.000 72001.000 34

Canonical-GP 62058.333 23981.192 5652.421 40713.500 64991.000 82172.000 18

FTG 339.840 704.076 70.408 147.750 228.500 308.250 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 43444.455 31297.138 6672.572 12896.250 47592.000 62725.500 22

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 39889.889 30473.830 7182.751 8501.000 35251.000 68876.000 18

Canonical-GP 20573.231 14742.725 1545.457 10958.000 16934.000 24902.000 91

FTG 427.710 719.904 71.990 224.000 298.500 395.500 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 40736.955 22733.572 3427.215 20757.250 38977.000 56326.750 44

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 53778.778 23257.549 4475.917 40001.000 50001.000 72751.000 27

Canonical-GP 74951.000 13773.437 2434.823 66858.500 75698.000 82794.500 32

FTG 127.630 60.804 6.080 77.000 118.500 166.750 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 40714.536 23084.951 4362.646 22117.500 34446.000 51288.000 28

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 58615.286 23377.060 3951.444 40501.000 57001.000 74001.000 35

Canonical-GP 94622.000 0.000 0.000 94622.000 94622.000 94622.000 1

FTG 141.650 99.291 9.929 93.250 122.000 166.250 100

∑ x∈
X

( 𝐹
(x
)−

𝐹
(x
)) 2 <

1
0
−3

koza1

(1 + 1) -GP 34960.027 25795.164 4240.699 13928.000 30431.000 55653.000 37

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 34178.083 24313.810 3509.396 16126.000 29751.000 45626.000 48

Canonical-GP 27544.795 19203.015 2047.048 16809.500 20918.000 31874.000 88

FTG 437.430 1836.204 183.620 144.500 224.500 306.500 100

koza2

(1 + 1) -GP 23580.146 21253.018 2252.815 6882.000 17679.000 32592.000 89

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 26989.095 26172.843 2855.691 6376.000 14001.000 42751.000 84

Canonical-GP 66895.118 19366.608 3321.346 55155.500 70967.000 83043.500 34

FTG 246.150 136.572 13.657 170.000 229.000 295.750 100

koza3

(1 + 1) -GP 25311.600 21484.742 2773.668 11815.750 18703.500 32022.000 60

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 36746.455 22956.653 3095.475 18751.000 30001.000 52751.000 55

Canonical-GP 61056.800 20552.624 6499.310 49428.500 64244.000 71340.500 10

FTG 175.450 71.727 7.173 124.750 171.500 228.000 100

nguyen3

(1 + 1) -GP 44645.500 27150.987 4292.948 22532.000 38343.000 63877.250 40

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 53448.368 29194.175 4735.921 23626.000 56501.000 79126.000 38

Canonical-GP 34321.314 17234.324 2059.896 21540.500 27641.000 39219.500 71

FTG 366.130 496.637 49.664 196.250 286.000 368.250 100

nguyen4

(1 + 1) -GP 56991.758 27871.068 4851.730 37894.000 60825.000 84615.000 33

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 53398.059 26196.593 4492.679 33251.000 49251.000 76501.000 34

Canonical-GP 46888.700 18754.362 2965.325 32372.000 44822.000 57396.500 41

FTG 384.200 533.676 53.368 222.500 294.000 378.000 100

nguyen5

(1 + 1) -GP 26272.082 21288.294 2491.606 10518.000 21358.000 39955.000 73

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 32882.944 22147.625 2610.123 16876.000 28751.000 41126.000 72

Canonical-GP 51839.273 20684.534 3118.311 34737.500 49802.000 65489.000 44

FTG 155.060 88.814 8.881 97.750 142.000 196.750 100

nguyen6

(1 + 1) -GP 31346.864 22724.749 2958.510 13997.000 27941.000 43901.000 59

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 38936.185 24646.397 3353.950 21001.000 34751.000 59501.000 54

Canonical-GP 20425.413 15019.988 1565.942 10958.000 16187.000 23906.000 92

FTG 241.360 370.258 37.026 141.750 192.500 238.250 100

nguyen7

(1 + 1) -GP 24580.676 23009.480 2730.723 7569.500 15237.000 32868.000 71

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 37465.286 22246.560 2658.973 21626.000 30751.000 48126.000 70

Canonical-GP 57247.707 17009.862 1878.425 43826.000 55529.000 72585.500 82

FTG 86.510 38.858 3.886 59.000 77.000 104.000 100

nguyen8

(1 + 1) -GP 28216.351 19159.528 2537.742 13659.000 24183.000 37461.000 56

(1 + 𝜆)-GP 41039.462 23409.615 2903.605 21001.000 35001.000 54501.000 65

Canonical-GP 81460.571 12561.500 4747.801 76943.000 81176.000 89891.000 7

FTG 106.290 54.586 5.459 60.750 96.000 144.000 100
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