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Abstract

In the realm of machine and deep learning regression tasks, the role of effective feature engineering (FE) is
pivotal in enhancing model performance. Traditional approaches of FE often rely on domain expertise to man-
ually design features for machine learning models. In the context of deep learning models, the FE is embedded
in the neural network’s architecture, making it hard for interpretation. In this study, we propose to integrate
symbolic regression (SR) as an FE process before a machine learning model to improve its performance. We
show, through extensive experimentation on synthetic and real-world physics-related datasets, that the incorpora-
tion of SR-derived features significantly enhances the predictive capabilities of both machine and deep learning
regression models with 34-86% root mean square error (RMSE) improvement in synthetic datasets and 4-11.5%
improvement in real-world datasets. In addition, as a realistic use-case, we show the proposed method improves
the machine learning performance in predicting superconducting critical temperatures based on Eliashberg the-
ory by more than 20% in terms of RMSE. These results outline the potential of SR as an FE component in
data-driven models.

Keywords: symbolic regression; neural network; data-driven physics; feature engineering; data science

1 Introduction
Machine and deep learning, achieving optimal performance and interpretability in regression tasks stands as a
fundamental computational challenge, critical for applications spanning various fields of science and engineering
[1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. The efficacy of the machine learning (ML) pipeline hinges on numerous components that
govern its performance [8, 9, 10], explainability [11, 12], and development efficiency [13, 14]. Arguably, feature
selection and feature engineering (FE) are the most important steps [15] as they are commonly one of the first steps
in the ML pipeline and therefore determine the performance of everything computed afterward [16]. Moreover,
the FE process is instrumental in transforming raw data into meaningful representations that empower models to
capture underlying patterns effectively [17, 18].

Traditionally, crafting relevant features necessitates domain expertise, a labor-intensive approach that may not
fully harness the intricate relationships within complex datasets [19, 20, 21]. In contrast, contemporary deep
learning (DL) models treat feature extraction as an inherent “black box” process, relinquishing some degree of
interpretability and control in favor of automated extraction [3, 22]. Between these extremes, alternative FE
methods aim to furnish meaningful features that improve a down-the-line objective [23, 24]. While intuitive and
promising, the last group is usually the most time-consuming and computationally intensive, making it challenging
or even unrealistic to be efficiently utilized for many cases [24].

To address this challenge, this paper proposes a paradigm shift by advocating the integration of Symbolic
Regression (SR) as an FE method. SR empowers models to autonomously evolve mathematical expressions,
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capturing intricate data relationships and uncovering latent features that elude manual construction [25, 26, 27].
By incorporating SR-derived features before applying ML or DL models.

To evaluate this method’s performance, we employ an ”off-the-shelf” SR model (GPlearn [28]), automatic ML
(TPOT [29]), and automatic DL models (AutoKeras [30]) on both synthetic and real-world datasets. We investi-
gate how the introduction of SR-derived features impacts the performance of data-driven models while reducing
the reliance on developer expertise. Our results demonstrate that integrating SR-derived features significantly
enhances (p < 0.01) the predictive capabilities of both ML and DL regression models across a wide range of
synthetic (n = 1250) and real-world (n = 1000) datasets, yielding performance gains of up to 86.0% and 34.4%
for synthetic datasets and 4.0% and 11.5% for real-world datasets, respectively.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of related work in the
field of FE, discussing both traditional methods and recent advances in automated feature extraction. Section
3 delves into our proposed methodology for integrating SR into the FE process. In Section 4, we detail our
experimental setup and present the datasets used. Section 5 presents and thoroughly analyzes our results. Finally,
Section 6 explores the implications and insights drawn from our findings, discussing the advantages, limitations,
and potential applications of our proposed approach.

2 Related Work
FE has long been a pivotal aspect in bolstering the performance and interpretability of ML and DL regression
tasks [19, 20]. Traditional approaches have relied on the manual crafting of features by domain experts, yielding
potent but labor-intensive methods [25, 26, 27]. Conversely, recent advancements in DL have introduced auto-
mated feature extraction within the model architecture, often at the expense of interpretability [3, 22]. In this
section, we provide an overview of existing research, commencing with a spectrum of FE methodologies and their
implications. Subsequently, we provide an overview of the main groups of SR methods and recent developments
in the field, highlighting its potential as an automated FE method.

2.1 Feature Engineering
Informally, FE involves the creation, selection, transformation, and manipulation of features in a dataset to enhance
the performance of a down-the-line data-driven model. The importance of FE in ML and regression tasks is
widely acknowledged [31, 32]. As such, a growing body of work explores automated FE methods [33, 34].
Given the complexity of this task, researchers have employed diverse strategies to tackle this challenge. These
include genetic programming [35], evolutionary algorithms [36], neural architecture search for automatic feature
construction [10, 37], and wrapper feature selection [24], among others. While these approaches alleviate the
manual burden, they often fall short in terms of interpretability. Notably, FE often accompanies feature selection,
and for readers seeking further details on feature selection, we provide a brief overview of feature selection in the
Appendix.

Traditional FE methods typically necessitate domain-specific expertise to devise relevant features tailored to
specific problem domains. These methods have been extensively employed in various fields, including natural
language processing, computer vision, and sensor data analysis [38, 39, 40]. For instance, in the context of stroke
risk prediction (as exemplified in [41]), it is common practice to incorporate a feature encompassing Body Mass
Index (BMI = weight/height2), effectively amalgamating weight and height parameters.

Feature transformation is a common FE practice involving data modification to enhance modeling suitability.
This may include scaling, normalization, or applying mathematical functions like logarithms to address skewed
distributions. As datasets grow larger and more complex, practitioners resort to computationally intensive FE
techniques. Feature extraction methods create new features by transforming or combining existing ones. Com-
mon techniques include Principal Component Analysis [42, 43], Independent Component Analysis [44], and au-
toencoders [45]. These methods can automatically generate new features or reduce data dimensionality while
preserving essential information, proving valuable for a wide range of ML and DL models [46, 47, 48]. For ex-
ample, [49] applied Principal Component Analysis to data derived from a socioeconomic questionnaire regarding
barriers to healthcare.
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2.2 Symbolic Regression
SR is approached via various strategies, broadly classified into four primary categories based on computational
techniques: brute-force search, sparse regression, DL, and genetic algorithms [50, 51]. Each category has its
unique merits and limitations, with no single approach prevailing over others, as demonstrated in a recent compar-
ative survey [52].

Brute-force SR models theoretically possess the capability to solve any SR task by exhaustively testing all
possible equations to identify the best-performing one [53]. Nevertheless, the practical application of brute-force
methods frequently proves unfeasible due to their substantial computational requirements, which persist as a chal-
lenge even when dealing with small datasets. Moreover, these models tend to overfit when confronted with large
and noisy data [54], a common scenario in many real-world datasets [55, 56]. DL SR models excel in handling
noisy data due to neural networks’ intrinsic resistance to outliers [57]. Nonetheless, empirical studies indicate lim-
ited generalization capabilities, constraining their utility [52]. Notably, [58] introduced a Deep SR (DSR) model
catering to general SR tasks, employing reinforcement learning to train a generative Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN) model for symbolic expressions. Moreover, DSR integrates a variant of the Monte Carlo policy gradient
approach to customize the generative model for exact formulas. Sparse regression methods significantly narrow
the exploration scope by identifying concise models through sparsity-driven optimization [59]. A notable algo-
rithm tailored for scientific contexts is SINDy [60]. Leveraging a Lasso linear model, SINDy identifies sparser
representations of nonlinear dynamical systems underlying time-series data. The algorithm iterates between a par-
tial least-squares fit and a thresholding step to promote sparsity. Over time, SINDy has undergone improvements:
[61] enhanced its performance with noisy data, [62] introduced optimal model selection over varying threshold
values, and [63] developed PySINDy, an open-source Python package for applying SINDy. That said, SINDy is
best performed when the features are associated with physical data and it underperforms for other cases.

Finally, genetic algorithms (GA) SR models efficiently incorporate prior knowledge to constrain the func-
tion search space [64]. For instance, SR can adhere to predefined solution shapes [65, 66, 67, 68], or employ
probabilistic models to sample grammar rules governing solution generation [69, 70, 71, 72]. An effective yet
simple GA-based SR implementation is the gplearn Python Library [73]. It commences by generating a popula-
tion of basic random formulas, structured as tree-like relationships between independent variables (features) and
dependent variables (targets). Subsequently, through stochastic optimization, it iterates on subtree replacement,
recombination, fitness evaluation by executing trees, and stochastic survival of the fittest. This technique demon-
strates proficiency in solving linear real-world problems [51] and can serve as a foundational framework for more
intricate models, as we present in this work.

2.3 Automated Machine Learning
AutoML (Automated Machine Learning) [74] has emerged as a transformative technology in the field of artificial
intelligence and machine learning. It aims to automate and simplify the intricate process of building, training,
and deploying machine learning models. Two notable frameworks within the AutoML domain are TPOT and
AutoKeras, each offering unique approaches to streamline and optimize the machine learning pipeline.

TPOT (Tree-based Pipeline Optimization Tool) [29]: TPOT is a widely recognized AutoML framework that
leverages genetic programming to automatically search and construct effective machine learning pipelines. Ge-
netic programming involves evolving a population of machine learning pipelines over generations, with each
generation improving upon the previous one. TPOT explores a wide range of preprocessing techniques, feature
engineering methods, and machine learning algorithms, evolving optimal combinations tailored to a specific prob-
lem. It assesses the performance of these pipelines using cross-validation and selects the best-performing model.
TPOT is particularly valuable when dealing with structured data and tabular datasets.

AutoKeras [30]: AutoKeras is another prominent AutoML framework that specializes in the automation of
deep learning model construction. It simplifies the process of neural network architecture search and hyperparam-
eter tuning. AutoKeras employs a technique known as neural architecture search (NAS) to automatically discover
the most suitable neural network architectures for a given task. This involves exploring a wide range of neural
network configurations, including various layers and hyperparameters, to identify the architecture that yields the
best performance. AutoKeras is especially beneficial when working with unstructured data types such as images,
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text, and sequences, where deep learning approaches excel.
Both TPOT and AutoKeras exemplify the power of AutoML in terms of automating complex decision-making

processes in machine learning. By minimizing the need for manual intervention, they make machine learning
accessible to a broader audience, accelerate model development, and enable non-experts to harness the potential
of artificial intelligence for their specific applications. In a recent benchmark study [75] AutoKeras and TPOT
showed the best results for wave data classification.

3 Symbolic Regression as Feature Engineering
In this study, our objective is to investigate the role of SR as a preliminary layer in ML and DL models, essentially
functioning as a FE step, generating more intricate features for data-driven models to leverage. To achieve this,
we incorporate an SR model into our workflow, introducing its output as an additional feature for subsequent ML
and DL models. Formally, this technique involves the simultaneous training of two models: the SR model and
the subsequent ML/DL model. The SR model is trained on the input features, denoted as X , and produces a new
SR-derived feature, which is appended to X to create X∗. Subsequently, the ML/DL model is trained on X∗.
Both models address the same regression task with respect to a specified target feature, denoted as y.

To be exact, let us assume a given dataset D ∈ Rn×m with n rows and m features such that the features
are divided into source (X) and target (y) features. Consistent with common data-driven model development
practices, we initially divide the rows into training and validation subsets. Focusing on the training subset to avoid
data leakage [76], we employ the well-known GPlearn SR model [28] to create multiple SR models for the training
data, each one contributing a potential feature to X∗. Each instance of the SR model is characterized by a distinct
parsimony coefficient. These SR models generate multiple solutions during the search for the optimal equation.
Consequently, we select the equation with the lowest Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) score across the entire
search process, which may not necessarily be the latest one. Subsequently, we train either an ML model using an
automatic ML model - Tree-based Pipeline Optimization Tool (TPOT) [29] or a DL model using an automatic DL
model - Autokeras (AK) [30].

Once the models are trained, we compare the performance of the TPOT model on the original data X (referred
to as TPOT) and the SR-enhanced data X∗ (referred to as SRTPOT). Similarly, we assess the performance of the
AK model on the original data X (referred to as AK) and the SR-enriched data X∗ (referred to as SRAK). In both
cases, we calculate the RMSE score of the TPOT or AK models divided by the score of the SRTPOT or SRAK
models, respectively. We then subtract 1 from the result and multiply by 100 to express the change in percentages.
Thus, in this proposed metric, values greater than zero indicate a favorable performance for the SRTPOT or SRAK
models in comparison to the TPOT or AK models, respectively.

In order to study the influence of the SR FE layer, for each dataset, we initially trained the ML/DL model on
the original features (X), treating it as the control sample. Subsequently, we train the model on the SR-enhanced
features (X∗), considering it as the case sample. We then compute the relative difference in RMSE between the
control and case samples, ensuring the metric is unit-free and comparable across various datasets. Fig. 1 provides
a schematic representation of this methodology and experiment.

Table 1 demonstrates the results of one synthetic dataset. We begin by randomly generating the polynomial
x3
1 ∗ x3

2 + x3
3 + x3

1. As we add 5% Gaussian noise, the true polynomial prediction RMSE is nonzero and equals
0.29. We fit the SR model, which provides the polynomial x3

1 ∗ x3
2 + x3

3 + 2 ∗ x1. While the first two terms are
correct, the third term is not accurate, resulting in an RMSE score of 1.31. Even though both the TPOT and AK
models outperform the SR model with RMSE scores of 0.99 and 0.70, adding the SR-derived feature substantially
improves these models. When training the SRTPOT and SRAK models with the SR-derived feature, the TPOT
RMSE score improves from 0.99 to 0.79 and the AK RMSE score improves from 0.70 to 0.36.

4 Experimental Setup
To provide a comprehensive analysis of the proposed method, we used both synthetic and real-world datasets,
focusing exclusively on regression tasks with numerical features.
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Table 1: Example of one synthetic dataset

True polynomial x3
1 ∗ x3

2 + x3
3 + x3

1

Fitted SR x3
1 ∗ x3

2 + x3
3 + 2 ∗ x1

Baseline – true polynomial RMSE (noise only) 0.29
LR RMSE 9.38
SR RMSE 1.31
TPOT RMSE 0.99
SRTPOT RMSE 0.79
AK RMSE 0.70
SRAK RMSE 0.36

Data generation Symbolic regression layer Data-driven model Evaluation

Real-world datasets

Generate
polynomial

X y

Synthetic datasets

SR train
Eq. 

X XFeature
Engineering

*

Control samples for later comparison

Case to control relative RMSE

TPOT

AK

Case Control

Figure 1: A schematic view of this method and experiment. We begin by either generating synthetic datasets or
using real-world datasets. We then train the SR model and create the SR-based feature. Next, we train AutoML
models on both the SR-enhanced data as the case sample, and the original data as control. We compare the RMSE
scores in the testing data of both models.

4.1 Generating Synthetic Datasets
We initiated the experiment with synthetic datasets. To generate these datasets, we followed a procedure of
randomly creating polynomials and introducing Gaussian noise. The polynomial generation process involved
random selection of the number of features, ranging between 2 and 5, and the highest exponent for each variable
in each term, fluctuating between 1 and 3. Once a polynomial was randomly generated, we produced a predefined
number of n data samples (equivalent to the number of rows in the dataset). These samples were generated by
assigning a value between -2 and 2 to each feature, following a uniform distribution. This range was chosen
to ensure clear differentiation between symmetric and asymmetric functions, which exhibit different behaviors
around zero. Additionally, higher-order polynomials tend to yield values closer to zero in the range of -1 to 1,
while larger values between [-2, -1] and [1, 2] allow for rich samples of polynomials, focusing on a relatively
small value range to prevent numerical issues such as float overflow. We computed the target feature (y) for each
row based on the polynomial, adding Gaussian noise with a mean value of zero and a standard deviation of 5% of
the original y value.

4.2 Real-world Datasets
For the real-world datasets, we utilized datasets from a recent benchmarking study on automatic ML regression
tasks [77]. Specifically, we analyzed a total of 20 datasets from nine studies [78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86].
The only modification applied to these datasets was the removal of categorical variables, as this study exclusively
focused on numerical variables. This alteration did not impact our ability to evaluate the SRTPOT and SRAK
methods, as we compared their results to TPOT and AK models trained on the exact same datasets, specifically
using an identical train-test split in each case.

In addition, inspired by [87], we examined the method’s performance in predicting superconducting critical
temperatures based on Eliashberg theory. Estimation of superconducting critical temperatures is an extremely
active field of research which has drawn extensive scholarly interest [88]. [87] developed an SR model for this
purpose using artificially generated α2F functions and computed critical temperatures Tc using numerical solu-
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tions of the Eliashberg equations. They tested their model on hydride superconductors and found a substantial
improvement compared to traditional equations in the field. As [87] had already developed an SR model for this
purpose, we extended their findings by training AutoML models either with or without the SR feature based on
their work. We decided to use this case due to its physical importance and relatively large dataset.

4.3 Evaluation Methodology
To ensure comprehensive evaluation, we repeated the assessment process 50 times, each time with a different split
between the training and validation cohorts, for each dataset, resulting in a total of 1000 runs. For both synthetic
and real-world datasets, the training cohort comprised 80% of the dataset, while the validation cohort contained
the remaining 20%.

To explore the robustness of our proposed method, we conducted two additional experiments. First, we per-
formed a total of 1250 repetitions of the synthetic dataset analysis, varying sample sizes (100, 500, 1000, 5000,
10000) and noise levels (1-5%). Each configuration consisted of 50 repetitions. Second, we investigated the in-
fluence of the number of terms and the non-linearity of the data on our method’s performance. Non-linearity was
measured in two ways: by dividing the RMSE of a Linear Regression (LR) model by the standard deviation of the
target variable and by using 1−R2 of the linear regression model trained on the training dataset.

5 Results
In this section, we present the outcomes of our experiments. We begin by reporting the performance of our
proposed method on both synthetic and real-world datasets. Subsequently, we demonstrate the robustness of our
approach through various assessments.

5.1 Performance
Fig. 2 provides a comprehensive overview of the model performances. Figs. 2a and 2b pertain to the synthetic
datasets, showcasing the relative improvements achieved by the SRTPOT model over the TPOT model and the
SRAK model over the AK model, respectively. These synthetic datasets encompassed 5000 samples in each run
and 5% noise level. Additional datasets are analyzed in Section 5.2. On average, the TPOT model displayed a
mean RMSE of 86.0% higher than that of the SRTPOT model, with a median difference of 6.5%. Similarly, the
AK model exhibited a mean RMSE of 34.4% higher than that of the SRAK model, with a median difference of
6.9%. Notably, the results displayed considerable positive skewness. Fig. 2 presents values up to 100%, due to
visual convenience, allowing an easier review of the results. The full range plot is provided as supplementary
materials.

Figs. 2c and 2d detail the results for the real-world datasets. The advantage of the SRTPOT and SRAK mod-
els in these datasets is comparatively more modest compared to the synthetic datasets. Nonetheless, it remains
substantial in both magnitude and statistical significance (p < 0.01). In particular, the TPOT model was outper-
formed by 4.0% (p < 0.01), with a positive median difference slightly above zero. In contrast, the SRAK model
outperformed the AK model by 11.5% (p < 0.01), with a median difference of 1.2%.

Fig. 3 presents the relative performances for superconducting critical temperature prediction. The SR-based
TPOT and AK models exhibited improvements in mean RMSE by 20.3% and 23.4%, respectively. In absolute
terms, the SR model developed in [87] obtained an RMSE score of 12.12 degrees. The TPOT and AK models
obtained 11.71 and 11.13 degrees RMSE respectively; when integrating the SR model into the TPOT and AK
training process, the RMSE scores improved to 9.81 and 9.06 degrees, respectively.

5.2 Robustness
In addition, Fig. 4 presents robustness tests encompassing various sample sizes and noise levels. Across all 25
configurations, which varied in sample size (100, 500, 1000, 5000, 10000) and noise levels (1-5%) the SRTPOT
and SRAK models consistently improved mean RMSE scores. As expected, the most significant improvements
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Figure 2: Summary of model performances. (a) and (b) illustrate the relative improvement of the SRTPOT and
SRAK models compared to the TPOT and AK models, respectively, in the synthetic datasets. (c) and (d) illustrate
the relative improvement of the SRTPOT and SRAK models compared to the TPOT and AK models, respectively,
in the real datasets. Values above 100% are not presented, encompassing approximately 25% of the observations
in subfigures (a) and (b), 1% of the observations in subfigure (c) and 3% of the observations in subfigure (d).

Figure 3: Summary of model performances predicting superconducting critical temperature. (a) and (b) illustrate
the relative improvement of the SRTPOT and SRAK models compared to the TPOT and AK models, respectively.
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were observed in datasets with lower noise levels and smaller sample sizes, aligning with SR’s known advantage
in such scenarios. Despite a decrease in improvement percentages by 143.7% (ML) or 25.1% (DL) for each 1%
increase in noise level, and by 0.05% (ML) or 0.02% (DL) for each additional observation, substantial improve-
ments were still observed in datasets with 5% noise and 10000 observations, showing a mean improvement of
36% for ML and 23% for DL, respectively.

Figure 4: Robustness tests for synthetic data noise and sample size. (a) illustrates the relative improvement of
the SRTPOT model compared to the TPOT model. (b) illustrated the relative improvement of the SRAK model
compared to the AK model.

Moreover, Fig. 5 presents robustness tests for the complexity of the generated polynomials. The horizontal
axis presents the number of terms in the polynomial expression and the vertical axis presents the non-linearity,
measured either with the RMSE score of the LR model divided by the standard deviation of the target variable, or
by 1 − R2 of the LR model. While the number of terms has no statistically significant effect, in all four models
it is evident that the contribution of the SR layer is more substantial in non-linear datasets. The Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS) coefficients of both robustness tests are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of robustness tests

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Model Type TPOT AK TPOT AK TPOT AK
# Samples -0.05 -0.02

(0.01) (0.00)
Noise -143.7 -25.1

(0.00) (0.00)
# Terms -10.78 -0.27 -17.29 0.15

(0.49) (0.96) (0.29) (0.45)
Non-linearity (LR/STD) 356.72 132.19

(0.00) (0.00)
Non-linearity (1-R2) 391.50 145.05

(0.00) (0.00)
R2 0.48 0.69 0.76 0.80 0.78 0.88
Note: P-values are shown in parentheses.
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Figure 5: Robustness tests for synthetic data non-linearity. In subfigures (a) and (b), non-linearity is defined as
the LR RMSE divided by the standard deviation of the target variable in each dataset. (a) illustrates the relative
improvement of the SRTPOT model compared to the TPOT model. (b) illustrates the relative improvement of
the SRAK model compared to the AK model. In subfigures (c) and (d), non-linearity is defined as 1 − R2 of the
LR model in each dataset. (c) illustrates the relative improvement of the SRTPOT model compared to the TPOT
model. (d) illustrates the relative improvement of the SRAK model compared to the AK model.

6 Discussion
In this study, we have introduced a novel approach to FE by incorporating SR into ML and DL regression models.
Our findings unequivocally demonstrate the potential of SR-derived features to significantly enhance the predictive
performance of data-driven models while reducing the reliance on extensive domain expertise. By enabling models
to autonomously evolve mathematical expressions that capture intricate data relationships, SR bridges the gap
between interpretability and complexity.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, our results show that the proposed SR FE method can statistically improve the average
performance of both synthetic and real-world datasets across both ML and DL-based models. As demonstrated in
Table 1, the SR-derived feature improves the TPOT and AK models even though the SR model itself results in an
inferior RMSE score. This improvement is independent of the data type or the specific data-driven model used.
Moreover, the median value in all cases exceeds 0, indicating that the proposed method enhances the majority of
the samples. In more complex real-world datasets, the mean improvement for ML models is 4.0%, while for DL
models, it is 11.5%. It’s important to note that in some cases, many models remain unchanged or experience only
slight modifications, as evidenced by the large number of datasets with a relative performance of 0. This outcome
is a result of both ML and DL models often performing feature selection, potentially disregarding the features
generated by our method if they are found to be non-beneficial.

After establishing the effectiveness of the proposed method, we turned our attention to its robustness. We
conducted extensive robustness tests that assessed the contribution of SR in 1250 ML and DL training processes
under varying conditions. Based on this data, we computed a two-dimensional sensitivity analysis for the number
of samples in a dataset, their noise levels, and the complexity of the regression task (indicated by the number of
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terms in the mathematical equation) alongside the non-linearity coefficient, as presented in Figs. 4 and 5. Based
on these results, and as indicated by Table (2), we observed a negative correlation between an increase in the
number of samples, noise levels, and the relative performance of the proposed method. This observation aligns
with the known notion that larger and cleaner datasets are generally easier to handle for data-driven models [89].
Nevertheless, even for datasets with 10,000 samples and 5% Gaussian noise, the proposed method demonstrates
a relative average performance increase of 36% and 23% for ML and DL models, respectively, reaffirming its
robustness to both noise and sample size. Additionally, as datasets become more complex, as depicted in Fig.
5, the proposed method continues to improve (or at least, not worsen) model performance. Notably, for linearly
dependent datasets (i.e., with a non-linearity coefficient close to zero), the proposed method does not contribute
to model performance. However, even with slight non-linearity, the proposed method demonstrates significant
improvement on average.

While our study underscores the potential of SR-derived features, numerous challenges remain. The computa-
tional complexity of SR, particularly for larger datasets, necessitates further exploration of efficient optimization
strategies [90]. Furthermore, the applicability of SR may vary depending on dataset characteristics, necessitating
investigations into its adaptability to diverse domains and computational properties of the dataset [91, 52]. Ad-
ditionally, this study solely employed one SR method - the GPlearn model [28]. Further exploration of other SR
models (as proposed in [52]) could yield different results and pave the way for a meta-learning-based approach
to select the best SR model based on dataset characteristics [9]. Moreover, exploring the potential of SR in time
series, image analysis, and natural language processing tasks could extend its applicability across various domains.
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