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Abstract

We consider the challenge of black-box optimization within hybrid discrete-
continuous and variable-length spaces, a problem that arises in various applica-
tions, such as decision tree learning and symbolic regression. We propose DisCo-
DSO (Discrete-Continuous Deep Symbolic Optimization), a novel approach that
uses a generative model to learn a joint distribution over discrete and continuous
design variables to sample new hybrid designs. In contrast to standard decoupled
approaches, in which the discrete and continuous variables are optimized sepa-
rately, our joint optimization approach uses fewer objective function evaluations,
is robust against non-differentiable objectives, and learns from prior samples to
guide the search, leading to significant improvement in performance and sample
efficiency. Our experiments on a diverse set of optimization tasks demonstrate that
the advantages of DisCo-DSO become increasingly evident as the complexity of
the problem increases. In particular, we illustrate DisCo-DSO’s superiority over
the state-of-the-art methods for interpretable reinforcement learning with decision
trees.

Introduction
Deep learning methods have shown success in important combinatorial optimization
problems [Bello et al., 2016], including generating interpretable policies for continu-
ous control [Landajuela et al., 2021b] and symbolic regression (SR) to discover the
underlying mathematical equations from the data [Petersen et al., 2021a, Biggio et al.,
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<latexit sha1_base64="xp9ZLtywzwl7AxXbTx41mom+oNs=">AAAB/nicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV42vqLhyM1gEVyUp+FhW3bgRKtgHtKFMJrft0EkmzEwKJRT8FTcuFHHrd7jzb5y2WWjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlXffbKqysrq1vFDftre2d3T1n/6ChRCop1KngQrYCooCzGOqaaQ6tRAKJAg7NYHg79ZsjkIqJ+FGPE/Aj0o9Zj1GijdR1jq5TLST0JSjFRoDtexEC7zolt+zOgJeJl5MSylHrOl+dUNA0glhTTpRqe26i/YxIzSiHid1JFSSEDkkf2obGJALlZ7PzJ/jUKCHuCWkq1nim/p7ISKTUOApMZ0T0QC16U/E/r53q3pWfsThJNcR0vqiXcqwFnmaBQyaBaj42hFDJzK2YDogkVJvEbBOCt/jyMmlUyt5F+fyhUqre5HEU0TE6QWfIQ5eoiu5QDdURRRl6Rq/ozXqyXqx362PeWrDymUP0B9bnD+6RlXg=</latexit>

Autoregressive Model <latexit sha1_base64="eU8jfhH4L9qdUPX6gww7mUVUwzM=">AAAB7XicbVDJSgNBEK2JW4xb1KOXxkTwFGYCLsegF48RzALJEHo6PUmbXobuHiGE/IMXD4p49X+8+Td2kjlo4oOCx3tVVNWLEs6M9f1vL7e2vrG5ld8u7Ozu7R8UD4+aRqWa0AZRXOl2hA3lTNKGZZbTdqIpFhGnrWh0O/NbT1QbpuSDHSc0FHggWcwItk5qlruGiXKvWPIr/hxolQQZKUGGeq/41e0rkgoqLeHYmE7gJzacYG0Z4XRa6KaGJpiM8IB2HJVYUBNO5tdO0ZlT+ihW2pW0aK7+nphgYcxYRK5TYDs0y95M/M/rpDa+DidMJqmlkiwWxSlHVqHZ66jPNCWWjx3BRDN3KyJDrDGxLqCCCyFYfnmVNKuV4LJycV8t1W6yOPJwAqdwDgFcQQ3uoA4NIPAIz/AKb57yXrx372PRmvOymWP4A+/zB9uejqs=</latexit>⇠ <latexit sha1_base64="dU8LVqlkz+GrMw9WtgRXrIoxMBs=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCIJTdQtVj0YvHCvZD2qVk02wbmmSXJCuUpb/CiwdFvPpzvPlvTNs9aOuDgcd7M8zMC2LOtHHdbye3tr6xuZXfLuzs7u0fFA+PWjpKFKFNEvFIdQKsKWeSNg0znHZiRbEIOG0H49uZ336iSrNIPphJTH2Bh5KFjGBjpccy76fswpuW+8WSW3HnQKvEy0gJMjT6xa/eICKJoNIQjrXuem5s/BQrwwin00Iv0TTGZIyHtGupxIJqP50fPEVnVhmgMFK2pEFz9fdEioXWExHYToHNSC97M/E/r5uY8NpPmYwTQyVZLAoTjkyEZt+jAVOUGD6xBBPF7K2IjLDCxNiMCjYEb/nlVdKqVrzLSu2+WqrfZHHk4QRO4Rw8uII63EEDmkBAwDO8wpujnBfn3flYtOacbOYY/sD5/AGplY+s</latexit>

li+1

<latexit sha1_base64="dU8LVqlkz+GrMw9WtgRXrIoxMBs=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCIJTdQtVj0YvHCvZD2qVk02wbmmSXJCuUpb/CiwdFvPpzvPlvTNs9aOuDgcd7M8zMC2LOtHHdbye3tr6xuZXfLuzs7u0fFA+PWjpKFKFNEvFIdQKsKWeSNg0znHZiRbEIOG0H49uZ336iSrNIPphJTH2Bh5KFjGBjpccy76fswpuW+8WSW3HnQKvEy0gJMjT6xa/eICKJoNIQjrXuem5s/BQrwwin00Iv0TTGZIyHtGupxIJqP50fPEVnVhmgMFK2pEFz9fdEioXWExHYToHNSC97M/E/r5uY8NpPmYwTQyVZLAoTjkyEZt+jAVOUGD6xBBPF7K2IjLDCxNiMCjYEb/nlVdKqVrzLSu2+WqrfZHHk4QRO4Rw8uII63EEDmkBAwDO8wpujnBfn3flYtOacbOYY/sD5/AGplY+s</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="a8P47AtZAS3zKVxglBhAbffVReA=">AAAB7nicbVDLSgNBEOz1GeMr6tHLYCJ4CrsBH8egF48RzAOSJcxOZpMhs7PLTK8QlnyEFw+KePV7vPk3TpI9aGJBQ1HVTXdXkEhh0HW/nbX1jc2t7cJOcXdv/+CwdHTcMnGqGW+yWMa6E1DDpVC8iQIl7ySa0yiQvB2M72Z++4lrI2L1iJOE+xEdKhEKRtFK7YrsZ2Ja6ZfKbtWdg6wSLydlyNHol756g5ilEVfIJDWm67kJ+hnVKJjk02IvNTyhbEyHvGupohE3fjY/d0rOrTIgYaxtKSRz9fdERiNjJlFgOyOKI7PszcT/vG6K4Y2fCZWkyBVbLApTSTAms9/JQGjOUE4soUwLeythI6opQ5tQ0YbgLb+8Slq1qndVvXyoleu3eRwFOIUzuAAPrqEO99CAJjAYwzO8wpuTOC/Ou/OxaF1z8pkT+APn8wfPq488</latexit>

li
<latexit sha1_base64="ohfZQobbKpC/ADpzYpuAfilzqAA=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCF8tuoeqx6MVjBfsh7VKyabYNTbJLkhXK0l/hxYMiXv053vw3pu0etPXBwOO9GWbmBTFn2rjut5NbW9/Y3MpvF3Z29/YPiodHLR0litAmiXikOgHWlDNJm4YZTjuxolgEnLaD8e3Mbz9RpVkkH8wkpr7AQ8lCRrCx0mOZ91N24U3L/WLJrbhzoFXiZaQEGRr94ldvEJFEUGkIx1p3PTc2foqVYYTTaaGXaBpjMsZD2rVUYkG1n84PnqIzqwxQGClb0qC5+nsixULriQhsp8BmpJe9mfif101MeO2nTMaJoZIsFoUJRyZCs+/RgClKDJ9Ygoli9lZERlhhYmxGBRuCt/zyKmlVK95lpXZfLdVvsjjycAKncA4eXEEd7qABTSAg4Ble4c1Rzovz7nwsWnNONnMMf+B8/gCso4+u</latexit>

li�1

<latexit sha1_base64="SNykqTlqv9eTbuNMpcobWuH/vTU=">AAAB8HicbVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eFoPgKewGfByDXrwZwTwkWcLsZJIMmZldZnqFuOQrvHhQxKuf482/cZLsQRMLGoqqbrq7wlhwg5737eRWVtfWN/Kbha3tnd294v5Bw0SJpqxOIxHpVkgME1yxOnIUrBVrRmQoWDMcXU/95iPThkfqHscxCyQZKN7nlKCVHm5j5JI/Md0tlryyN4O7TPyMlCBDrVv86vQimkimkApiTNv3YgxSopFTwSaFTmJYTOiIDFjbUkUkM0E6O3jinlil5/YjbUuhO1N/T6REGjOWoe2UBIdm0ZuK/3ntBPuXQcpVnCBTdL6onwgXI3f6vdvjmlEUY0sI1dze6tIh0YSizahgQ/AXX14mjUrZPy+f3VVK1assjjwcwTGcgg8XUIUbqEEdKEh4hld4c7Tz4rw7H/PWnJPNHMIfOJ8/HNuQnw==</latexit>

Optimizer
<latexit sha1_base64="VW3gzlHpQ60vRj0AB3byYrxF6as=">AAACF3icbVDLSsNAFJ3Ud31VXboZrIKghKTgYym6cVnBWqEpZTK9qUMnkzBzI5TQv3Djr7hxoYhb3fk3Ttss1Hpg4HDOudy5J0ylMOh5X05pZnZufmFxqby8srq2XtnYvDFJpjk0eCITfRsyA1IoaKBACbepBhaHEpph/2LkN+9BG5Goaxyk0I5ZT4lIcIZW6lTc3UAy1ZNAgxCQdfxDGshuguawEHJx4A9poMeh3U6l6rneGHSa+AWpkgL1TuUz6CY8i0Ehl8yYlu+l2M6ZRsElDMtBZiBlvM960LJUsRhMOx/fNaR7VunSKNH2KaRj9edEzmJjBnFokzHDO/PXG4n/ea0Mo9N2LlSaISg+WRRlkmJCRyXRrtDAUQ4sYVwL+1fK75hmHG2VZVuC//fkaXJTc/1j9+iqVj07L+pYJNtkh+wTn5yQM3JJ6qRBOHkgT+SFvDqPzrPz5rxPoiWnmNkiv+B8fAOqkp5h</latexit>h�1, . . . , �i+1i

(a) Standard decoupled approach

<latexit sha1_base64="WqmdKQn66Iusk5u4pilBJTioC7k=">AAAB7nicbVDLSgNBEOz1GeMr6tHLYBA8hd2Aj2NQBI8RzAOSJcxOZpMhs7PLTK8YQj7CiwdFvPo93vwbZ5M9aGJBQ1HVTXdXkEhh0HW/nZXVtfWNzcJWcXtnd2+/dHDYNHGqGW+wWMa6HVDDpVC8gQIlbyea0yiQvBWMbjK/9ci1EbF6wHHC/YgOlAgFo2il1u0TasqwVyq7FXcGsky8nJQhR71X+ur2Y5ZGXCGT1JiO5yboT6hGwSSfFrup4QllIzrgHUsVjbjxJ7Nzp+TUKn0SxtqWQjJTf09MaGTMOApsZ0RxaBa9TPzP66QYXvkToZIUuWLzRWEqCcYk+530heYM5dgSyrSwtxI2pFkANqGiDcFbfHmZNKsV76Jyfl8t167zOApwDCdwBh5cQg3uoA4NYDCCZ3iFNydxXpx352PeuuLkM0fwB87nD2znj6M=</latexit>

Extract

<latexit sha1_base64="xp9ZLtywzwl7AxXbTx41mom+oNs=">AAAB/nicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV42vqLhyM1gEVyUp+FhW3bgRKtgHtKFMJrft0EkmzEwKJRT8FTcuFHHrd7jzb5y2WWjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlXffbKqysrq1vFDftre2d3T1n/6ChRCop1KngQrYCooCzGOqaaQ6tRAKJAg7NYHg79ZsjkIqJ+FGPE/Aj0o9Zj1GijdR1jq5TLST0JSjFRoDtexEC7zolt+zOgJeJl5MSylHrOl+dUNA0glhTTpRqe26i/YxIzSiHid1JFSSEDkkf2obGJALlZ7PzJ/jUKCHuCWkq1nim/p7ISKTUOApMZ0T0QC16U/E/r53q3pWfsThJNcR0vqiXcqwFnmaBQyaBaj42hFDJzK2YDogkVJvEbBOCt/jyMmlUyt5F+fyhUqre5HEU0TE6QWfIQ5eoiu5QDdURRRl6Rq/ozXqyXqx362PeWrDymUP0B9bnD+6RlXg=</latexit>

Autoregressive Model

<latexit sha1_base64="4BI7LzHVey8f+DIMr5+EbKYFfh0=">AAAB73icbVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBhPBU9gN+DgGvXiMYB6QLGF2MpsMmZ1ZZ2aFsOQnvHhQxKu/482/cbLZgyYWNBRV3XR3BTFn2rjut1NYW9/Y3Cpul3Z29/YPyodHbS0TRWiLSC5VN8CaciZoyzDDaTdWFEcBp51gcjv3O09UaSbFg5nG1I/wSLCQEWys1K32ZcwTXR2UK27NzYBWiZeTCuRoDspf/aEkSUSFIRxr3fPc2PgpVoYRTmelfqJpjMkEj2jPUoEjqv00u3eGzqwyRKFUtoRBmfp7IsWR1tMosJ0RNmO97M3F/7xeYsJrP2UiTgwVZLEoTDgyEs2fR0OmKDF8agkmitlbERljhYmxEZVsCN7yy6ukXa95l7WL+3qlcZPHUYQTOIVz8OAKGnAHTWgBAQ7P8ApvzqPz4rw7H4vWgpPPHMMfOJ8/jTaPqQ==</latexit>�

<latexit sha1_base64="eU8jfhH4L9qdUPX6gww7mUVUwzM=">AAAB7XicbVDJSgNBEK2JW4xb1KOXxkTwFGYCLsegF48RzALJEHo6PUmbXobuHiGE/IMXD4p49X+8+Td2kjlo4oOCx3tVVNWLEs6M9f1vL7e2vrG5ld8u7Ozu7R8UD4+aRqWa0AZRXOl2hA3lTNKGZZbTdqIpFhGnrWh0O/NbT1QbpuSDHSc0FHggWcwItk5qlruGiXKvWPIr/hxolQQZKUGGeq/41e0rkgoqLeHYmE7gJzacYG0Z4XRa6KaGJpiM8IB2HJVYUBNO5tdO0ZlT+ihW2pW0aK7+nphgYcxYRK5TYDs0y95M/M/rpDa+DidMJqmlkiwWxSlHVqHZ66jPNCWWjx3BRDN3KyJDrDGxLqCCCyFYfnmVNKuV4LJycV8t1W6yOPJwAqdwDgFcQQ3uoA4NIPAIz/AKb57yXrx372PRmvOymWP4A+/zB9uejqs=</latexit>⇠ <latexit sha1_base64="dU8LVqlkz+GrMw9WtgRXrIoxMBs=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCIJTdQtVj0YvHCvZD2qVk02wbmmSXJCuUpb/CiwdFvPpzvPlvTNs9aOuDgcd7M8zMC2LOtHHdbye3tr6xuZXfLuzs7u0fFA+PWjpKFKFNEvFIdQKsKWeSNg0znHZiRbEIOG0H49uZ336iSrNIPphJTH2Bh5KFjGBjpccy76fswpuW+8WSW3HnQKvEy0gJMjT6xa/eICKJoNIQjrXuem5s/BQrwwin00Iv0TTGZIyHtGupxIJqP50fPEVnVhmgMFK2pEFz9fdEioXWExHYToHNSC97M/E/r5uY8NpPmYwTQyVZLAoTjkyEZt+jAVOUGD6xBBPF7K2IjLDCxNiMCjYEb/nlVdKqVrzLSu2+WqrfZHHk4QRO4Rw8uII63EEDmkBAwDO8wpujnBfn3flYtOacbOYY/sD5/AGplY+s</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="dU8LVqlkz+GrMw9WtgRXrIoxMBs=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCIJTdQtVj0YvHCvZD2qVk02wbmmSXJCuUpb/CiwdFvPpzvPlvTNs9aOuDgcd7M8zMC2LOtHHdbye3tr6xuZXfLuzs7u0fFA+PWjpKFKFNEvFIdQKsKWeSNg0znHZiRbEIOG0H49uZ336iSrNIPphJTH2Bh5KFjGBjpccy76fswpuW+8WSW3HnQKvEy0gJMjT6xa/eICKJoNIQjrXuem5s/BQrwwin00Iv0TTGZIyHtGupxIJqP50fPEVnVhmgMFK2pEFz9fdEioXWExHYToHNSC97M/E/r5uY8NpPmYwTQyVZLAoTjkyEZt+jAVOUGD6xBBPF7K2IjLDCxNiMCjYEb/nlVdKqVrzLSu2+WqrfZHHk4QRO4Rw8uII63EEDmkBAwDO8wpujnBfn3flYtOacbOYY/sD5/AGplY+s</latexit>

li+1

<latexit sha1_base64="eyhbVjSKlEDA1t4V6UZragSeIpI=">AAAB9HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69BFtBEEpS8ONY9OKxgv2ANpTNdtMu3Wzi7qRQQn+HFw+KePXHePPfuG1z0NYHA4/3ZpiZ58eCa3Scbyu3tr6xuZXfLuzs7u0fFA+PmjpKFGUNGolItX2imeCSNZCjYO1YMRL6grX80d3Mb42Z0jySjziJmReSgeQBpwSN5JW7PkPSS/mFOy33iiWn4sxhrxI3IyXIUO8Vv7r9iCYhk0gF0brjOjF6KVHIqWDTQjfRLCZ0RAasY6gkIdNeOj96ap8ZpW8HkTIl0Z6rvydSEmo9CX3TGRIc6mVvJv7ndRIMbryUyzhBJuliUZAIGyN7loDd54pRFBNDCFXc3GrTIVGEosmpYEJwl19eJc1qxb2qXD5US7XbLI48nMApnIML11CDe6hDAyg8wTO8wps1tl6sd+tj0Zqzsplj+APr8welBpFg</latexit>

�i+1

<latexit sha1_base64="a8P47AtZAS3zKVxglBhAbffVReA=">AAAB7nicbVDLSgNBEOz1GeMr6tHLYCJ4CrsBH8egF48RzAOSJcxOZpMhs7PLTK8QlnyEFw+KePV7vPk3TpI9aGJBQ1HVTXdXkEhh0HW/nbX1jc2t7cJOcXdv/+CwdHTcMnGqGW+yWMa6E1DDpVC8iQIl7ySa0yiQvB2M72Z++4lrI2L1iJOE+xEdKhEKRtFK7YrsZ2Ja6ZfKbtWdg6wSLydlyNHol756g5ilEVfIJDWm67kJ+hnVKJjk02IvNTyhbEyHvGupohE3fjY/d0rOrTIgYaxtKSRz9fdERiNjJlFgOyOKI7PszcT/vG6K4Y2fCZWkyBVbLApTSTAms9/JQGjOUE4soUwLeythI6opQ5tQ0YbgLb+8Slq1qndVvXyoleu3eRwFOIUzuAAPrqEO99CAJjAYwzO8wpuTOC/Ou/OxaF1z8pkT+APn8wfPq488</latexit>

li
<latexit sha1_base64="ohfZQobbKpC/ADpzYpuAfilzqAA=">AAAB8HicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CbaCF8tuoeqx6MVjBfsh7VKyabYNTbJLkhXK0l/hxYMiXv053vw3pu0etPXBwOO9GWbmBTFn2rjut5NbW9/Y3MpvF3Z29/YPiodHLR0litAmiXikOgHWlDNJm4YZTjuxolgEnLaD8e3Mbz9RpVkkH8wkpr7AQ8lCRrCx0mOZ91N24U3L/WLJrbhzoFXiZaQEGRr94ldvEJFEUGkIx1p3PTc2foqVYYTTaaGXaBpjMsZD2rVUYkG1n84PnqIzqwxQGClb0qC5+nsixULriQhsp8BmpJe9mfif101MeO2nTMaJoZIsFoUJRyZCs+/RgClKDJ9Ygoli9lZERlhhYmxGBRuCt/zyKmlVK95lpXZfLdVvsjjycAKncA4eXEEd7qABTSAg4Ble4c1Rzovz7nwsWnNONnMMf+B8/gCso4+u</latexit>

li�1

<latexit sha1_base64="lgDXsCk7+/C07x2mzOjLginJiBQ=">AAAB9HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69BFvBiyUp+HEsevFYwX5AG8pmu2mXbjZxd1Ioob/DiwdFvPpjvPlv3LY5aOuDgcd7M8zM82PBNTrOt5VbW9/Y3MpvF3Z29/YPiodHTR0lirIGjUSk2j7RTHDJGshRsHasGAl9wVr+6G7mt8ZMaR7JR5zEzAvJQPKAU4JG8spdnyHppfzCnZZ7xZJTceawV4mbkRJkqPeKX91+RJOQSaSCaN1xnRi9lCjkVLBpoZtoFhM6IgPWMVSSkGkvnR89tc+M0reDSJmSaM/V3xMpCbWehL7pDAkO9bI3E//zOgkGN17KZZwgk3SxKEiEjZE9S8Duc8UoiokhhCpubrXpkChC0eRUMCG4yy+vkma14l5VLh+qpdptFkceTuAUzsGFa6jBPdShARSe4Ble4c0aWy/Wu/WxaM1Z2cwx/IH1+QOoFJFi</latexit>

�i�1
<latexit sha1_base64="ZmVz5okbdHDoDJObXTs683gQxfw=">AAAB8nicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69BFvBU0kKfhyLXjxWsLWQhrLZbtulm92wOxFK6M/w4kERr/4ab/4bt20O2vpg4PHeDDPzokRwg5737RTW1jc2t4rbpZ3dvf2D8uFR26hUU9aiSijdiYhhgkvWQo6CdRLNSBwJ9hiNb2f+4xPThiv5gJOEhTEZSj7glKCVgmo3Ykh6GZ9We+WKV/PmcFeJn5MK5Gj2yl/dvqJpzCRSQYwJfC/BMCMaORVsWuqmhiWEjsmQBZZKEjMTZvOTp+6ZVfruQGlbEt25+nsiI7ExkziynTHBkVn2ZuJ/XpDi4DrMuExSZJIuFg1S4aJyZ/+7fa4ZRTGxhFDN7a0uHRFNKNqUSjYEf/nlVdKu1/zL2sV9vdK4yeMowgmcwjn4cAUNuIMmtICCgmd4hTcHnRfn3flYtBacfOYY/sD5/AHH9JDw</latexit>

�i

(b) DisCo-DSO

Figure 1: Comparison of the standard decoupled approach and DisCo-DSO for
discrete-continuous optimization using an autoregressive model. In the decoupled ap-
proach, the discrete skeleton τd = ⟨(l1, ·), . . . , (lT , ·)⟩ is sampled first and then the
continuous parameters β1, . . . , βT are optimized independently. In contrast, DisCo-
DSO models the joint distribution over the sequence of tokens ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (lT , βT )⟩.
Here, the notation ⊕ stands for concatenation of vectors.

2021, Kamienny et al., 2022, Landajuela et al., 2022]. Existing approaches train a gen-
erative model that constructs a solution to the optimization problem by sequentially
choosing from a set of discrete tokens, using the value of the objective function as the
terminal reward for learning. However, these approaches do not jointly optimize the
discrete and continuous components of such hybrid problems: Certain discrete tokens
require the additional specification of an associated real-valued parameter, such as the
threshold value at a decision tree node or the value of a constant token in an equation,
but the learned generative model does not produce these values. Instead, they adopt
the design choice of decoupled optimization, whereby only the construction of a dis-
crete solution skeleton is optimized by deep learning, while the associated continuous
parameters are left to a separate black-box optimizer.

We hypothesize that a joint discrete-continuous optimization approach (Figure 1(b))
that generates a complete solution based on deep reinforcement learning (RL) [Sut-
ton and Barto, 2018] has significant advantages compared to existing decoupled ap-
proaches that employ learning only for the discrete skeleton (Figure 1(a)). In terms of
efficiency, a joint approach only requires one evaluation of the objective function for
each candidate solution, whereas the decoupled approach based on common non-linear
black-box optimization methods such as BFGS [Fletcher, 2000], simulated annealing
[Xiang et al., 1997], or evolutionary algorithms [Storn and Price, 1997] requires a sig-
nificant number of function evaluations to optimize each discrete skeleton. This decou-
pled approach incurs a high cost for applications such as interpretable control, where
each objective function evaluation involves running the candidate solution on many
episodes of a high-dimensional and stochastic physical simulation [Landajuela et al.,
2021b]. Furthermore, joint exploration and learning on the full discrete-continuous so-
lution space has the potential to escape from local optima and use information from
prior samples to guide the subsequent search.

In this work, we consider discrete-continuous optimization problems that exhibit
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several key distinguishing features: (1) a black-box reward, (2) a variable-length struc-
ture of the design space, and (3) a sequential structure in the form of prefix-dependent
positional constraints. These problems are not well-suited to existing joint optimization
approaches such as Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) [Fischetti and Jo, 2018, Nair
et al., 2021] or Mixed Bayesian Optimization (BO) [Daxberger et al., 2019], which
are designed for problems with fixed-length discrete components and do not naturally
handle positional constraints in the design space. To address these challenges, we draw
upon the success of deep reinforcement learning in parameterized action space Markov
decision processes [Hausknecht and Stone, 2016] to extend existing deep learning
methods for discrete optimization [Bello et al., 2016, Zoph and Le, 2017, Petersen
et al., 2021a, Landajuela et al., 2021b] to the broader space of joint discrete-continuous
optimization. We summarize the main contributions of this paper as follows:

• We propose a novel method for joint discrete-continuous optimization using autore-
gressive models and deep reinforcement learning, which we call DisCo-DSO, that is
suited for black-box hybrid optimization problems over variable-length search spaces
with prefix-dependent positional constraints.

• We present a novel formulation for decision tree policy search in control tasks as
sequential discrete-continuous optimization and propose a method for sequentially
finding bounds for parameter ranges in decision nodes.

• We perform exhaustive empirical evaluation of DisCo-DSO on a diverse set of tasks,
including interpretable control policies and symbolic regression. We show that DisCo-
DSO outperforms decoupled approaches on all tasks.

Related work
Hybrid discrete-continuous action spaces in reinforcement learning.

The treatment of the continuous parameters as part of the action space has strong par-
allels in the space of hybrid discrete-continuous RL. In Hausknecht and Stone [2016],
the authors present a successful application of deep reinforcement learning to a do-
main with continuous state and action spaces. In Xiong et al. [2018], the authors take
an off-policy DQN-type approach that directly works on the hybrid action space with-
out approximation of the continuous part or relaxation of the discrete part, but requires
an extra loss function for the continuous actions. In Neunert et al. [2020], they propose
a hybrid RL algorithm that uses continuous policies for discrete action selection and
discrete policies for continuous action selection.

Symbolic regression with constants optimization.

In the field of symbolic regression, different approaches have been proposed for ad-
dressing the optimization of both discrete skeletons and continuous parameters. Tradi-
tional genetic programming approaches and deep generative models handle these prob-
lems separately, with continuous constants optimized after discrete parameters [Topchy
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et al., 2001, Petersen et al., 2021a, Biggio et al., 2021]. Recent works aim to jointly op-
timize discrete constants and continuous parameters by relaxing the discrete problem
into a continuous one [Martius and Lampert, 2016, Sahoo et al., 2018], or by tokeniz-
ing (i.e., discretizing) the continuous constants [Kamienny et al., 2022]. The former
approach faces challenges such as exploding gradients and the need to revert continu-
ous values to discrete ones. The latter approach tokenizes continuous constants, treating
them similarly to discrete tokens, but such quantization is problem-dependent, restricts
the search space, and requires additional post-hoc optimization to refine the continuous
parameters.

Decision tree policies in reinforcement learning.

In the domain of symbolic reinforcement learning, where the goal is to find intelligi-
ble and concise control policies, works such as Landajuela et al. [2021b] and Sahoo
et al. [2018] have discretized the continuous space and used relaxation approaches,
respectively, to optimize symbolic control policies in continuous action spaces. For
discrete action spaces, a natural representation of a symbolic policy is a decision tree
[Ding et al., 2020, Silva et al., 2020, Custode and Iacca, 2023]. In Custode and Iacca
[2023], the authors use an evolutionary search to find the best decision tree policy and
further optimized the real valued thresholds using a decoupled approach. Relaxation
approaches find their counterparts within this domain in works such as Sahoo et al.
[2018], Silva et al. [2020], Ding et al. [2020], where a soft decision tree is used to
represent the policy. The soft decision tree, which fixes the discrete structure of the
policy and exposes the continuous parameters, is then optimized using gradient-based
methods.

Discrete-Continuous Deep Symbolic Optimization

Notation and problem definition
We consider a discrete-continuous optimization problem defined over a search space
T of sequences of tokens τ = ⟨τ1, . . . , τT ⟩, where each token τi belongs to a library
L and the length T of the sequence is not fixed a priori. The library L is a set of
K tokens L = {l1, . . . , lK}, where a subset L̂ ⊆ L of them are parametrized by a
continuous parameter, i.e., each token l ∈ L̂ has an associated continuous parameter
β ∈ A(l) ⊂ R, where A(l) is the token-dependent range. To ease the notation, we
define L̄ def

= L \ L̂ and consider a dummy range A(l) = [0, 1] ⊂ R for the strictly
discrete tokens l ∈ L̄. Thus, we define

l(β) =

{
l if l ∈ L̄
l(β) if l ∈ L̂ ,∀(l, β) ∈ L ×A(l).

In other words, the parameter β is ignored if l ∈ L̄. With this notation, we can write
τi = li(βi) ∈ L,∀i ∈ {1, . . . , T}. In the following, we use the notation li(βi) ≡
(li, βi) and write τ = ⟨τ1, . . . , τT ⟩ = ⟨l1(β1), . . . , lT (βT )⟩ ≡ ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (lT , βT )⟩.

4



Given a sequence τ , we define the discrete skeleton τd as the sequence obtained
by removing the continuous parameters from τ , i.e., τd = ⟨(l1, ·), . . . , (lT , ·)⟩. We
introduce the operator eval : T → T to represent the semantic interpretation of
the sequence τ as an object in the relevant design space T. We consider problems
with prefix-dependent positional constraints, i.e., problems for which, given a prefix
τ1:(i−1), there exists a possible non-empty set of unfeasible tokens Cτ1:(i−1)

⊆ L such
that eval(τ1:(i−1) ∪ τi ∪ τ(i+1):T ) /∈ T for all τi ∈ Cτ1:(i−1)

and for all τj ∈ L with
i < j ≤ T . Variable-length problems exhibiting such constraints are not well-suited
for MIP solvers or classical Bayesian Optimization methods.

The optimization problem is defined by the reward function R : T → R, which
can be deterministic or stochastic. In the stochastic case, we have a reward distri-
bution pR(r|t) conditioned on the design t ∈ T and the reward function is given
by R(t) = Er∼pR(r|t)[r]. Note that we do not assume that the reward function R
is differentiable with respect to the continuous parameters βi. In the following, we
make a slight abuse of notation and use R(τ) and pR(r|τ) to denote R(eval(τ)) and
pR(r|eval(τ)), respectively. The optimization problem is to find a sequence τ∗ =
⟨τ∗1 , . . . , τ∗T ⟩ = ⟨(l∗1, β∗

1), . . . , (l
∗
T , β

∗
T )⟩ (where the length T is not fixed a priori) such

that τ∗ ∈ argmaxτ∈T R(τ).

Method
Combinatorial optimization with autoregressive models.

In applications of deep learning to combinatorial optimization [Bello et al., 2016], a
probabilistic model p(τ) is learned over the design space T . The model is trained to
gradually allocate more probability mass to high scoring solutions. The training can
be done using supervised learning, if problem instances with their corresponding so-
lutions are available, or, more generally, using RL. In most cases, the model p(τ) is
parameterized by an autoregressive (AR) model with parameters θ. The model is used
to generate sequences as follows.

At position i, the model emits a vector of logits ψ(i) conditioned on the previously
generated tokens τ1:(i−1), i.e., ψ(i) = AR(τ1:(i−1); θ). The new token τi is sampled
from the distribution p(τi|τ1:(i−1), θ) = softmax(ψ(i))L(τi), where L(τi) is the index
in L corresponding to node value τi. The new token τi is then added to the sequence
τ1:(i−1) and used to condition the generation of the next token τi+1. The process con-
tinues until a stopping criterion is met.

Different model architectures can be employed to generate the logits ψ(i). For in-
stance, recurrent neural networks (RNNs) have been utilized in Petersen et al. [2021a],
Landajuela et al. [2021b], Mundhenk et al. [2021], da Silva et al. [2023], and trans-
formers with causal attention have been applied in works like Biggio et al. [2021] and
Kamienny et al. [2022].

Prefix-dependent positional constraints.

Sequential token generation enables flexible configurations and the incorporation of
constraints during the search process [Petersen et al., 2021a]. Specifically, given a pre-
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fix τ1:(i−1), a prior ψ(i)
◦ ∈ R|L| is computed such that ψ(i)

◦ L(τi)
= −∞ for tokens τi in the

unfeasible set Cτ1:(i−1)
and zero otherwise. The prior is added to the logits ψ(i) before

sampling the token τi.

Extension to discrete-continuous optimization.

Current deep learning approaches for combinatorial optimization only support dis-
crete tokens, i.e., L̂ = ∅, [Bello et al., 2016] or completely decouple the discrete
and continuous parts of the problem, as in Petersen et al. [2021a], Landajuela et al.
[2021b], Mundhenk et al. [2021], da Silva et al. [2023], by sampling first the dis-
crete skeleton τd and then optimizing its continuous parameters separately (see Fig-
ure 1(a)). In this work, we extend these frameworks to support joint optimization
of discrete and continuous tokens. The model is extended to emit two outputs ψ(i)

and ϕ(i) for each token τi = (li, βi) conditioned on the previously generated tokens,
i.e.,

(
ψ(i), ϕ(i)

)
= AR((l, β)1:(i−1); θ), where we use the notation (l, β)1:(i−1) to de-

note the sequence of tokens ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (li−1, βi−1)⟩ (see Figure 1(b)). Given tokens
(l, β)1:(i−1), the ith token (li, βi) is generated by sampling from the following distribu-
tion:

p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) =

{
U[0,1](βi)softmax(ψ(i))L(li) if li ∈ L̄
D(βi|li, ϕ(i))softmax(ψ(i))L(li) if li ∈ L̂

,

where D(βi|li, ϕ(i)) is the probability density function of the distribution D that is
used to sample βi from ϕ(i). Note that the choice of βi is conditioned on the choice of
discrete token li. We assume that the support of D(β|l, ϕ) is a subset of A(l) for all
l ∈ L̂. Additional priors of the form (ψ

(i)
◦ , 0) can be added to the logits before sampling

the token τi.

Training DisCo-DSO.

The parameters θ of the model are learned by maximizing the expected reward J(θ) =
Eτ∼p(τ |θ)[R(τ)] or, alternatively, the quantile-conditioned expected reward Jε(θ) =
Eτ∼p(τ |θ)[R(τ)|R(τ) ≥ Rε(θ)], where Rε(θ) represents the (1 − ε)-quantile of the
reward distribution R(τ) sampled from the trajectory distribution p(τ |θ). The motiva-
tion for using Jε(θ) is to encourage the model to focus on best case performance over
average case performance (see Petersen et al. [2021a]), which is the preferred behavior
in optimization problems. It is worth noting that both objectives, J(θ) and Jε(θ), serve
as relaxations of the original argmaxR(τ) optimization problem described above.

To optimize the objective Jε(θ), we extend the risk-seeking policy gradient of Pe-
tersen et al. [2021a] to the discrete-continuous setting. The gradient of Jε(θ) reads
as

∇θJε(θ) = Eτ∼p(τ |θ) [A(τ, ε, θ)S((l, β)1:T ) | A(τ, ε, θ) > 0] ,
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where A(τ, ε, θ) = R(τ)−Rε(θ) and

S((l, β)1:T ) =

T∑
i=1


∇θ log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) if li ∈ L̄,

∇θ log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ)
+∇θ log p(βi|l1:i, β1:i−1, θ)

if li ∈ L̂.

We provide pseudocode for DisCo-DSO, a derivation of the risk-seeking policy gradi-
ent, and additional details of the learning procedure in the appendix.

Experiments
We demonstrate the benefits and generality of our approach on a diverse set of tasks as
follows. Firstly, we introduce a new pedagogical task, called Parameterized Bitstring,
to understand the conditions under which the benefits of DisCo-DSO versus decoupled
approaches become apparent. We then consider two preeminent tasks in combinatorial
optimization: decision tree policy optimization for reinforcement learning and sym-
bolic regression for equation discovery.

Baselines.

To demonstrate the advantages of joint discrete-continuous optimization, we compare
DisCo-DSO with the following classes of methods:

• Decoupled-RL-{BFGS, anneal, evo}: This baseline trains a generative model with
reinforcement learning to produce a discrete skeleton [Petersen et al., 2021a], which
is then optimized by a downstream nonlinear solver for the continuous parameters.
The objective value at the optimized solution is the reward, which is used to update
the generative model using the same policy gradient approach and architecture as
DisCo-DSO. The continuous optimizer is either L-BFGS-B (BFGS), simulated an-
nealing (anneal) [Xiang et al., 1997], or differential evolution (evo) [Storn and Price,
1997], using the SciPy implementation [Virtanen et al., 2020].

• Decoupled-GP-{BFGS, anneal, evo}: This baseline uses genetic programming (GP)
[Koza, 1990] to produce a discrete skeleton, which is then optimized by a down-
stream nonlinear solver for the continuous parameters.

• BO: For the Parameterized Bitstring task, which has a fixed length search space
and no positional constraints, we also consider a Bayesian Optimization baseline
using expected improvement as acquisition function [Shahriari et al., 2015, Garrido-
Merchán and Hernández-Lobato, 2020].

All experiments involving RL and DisCo-DSO use a RNN with a single hidden
layer of 32 units as the generative model. The GP baselines use the “Distributed Evo-
lutionary Algorithms in Python” software1 [Fortin et al., 2012]. Additional details are
provided in the appendix.

1https://github.com/DEAP/deap. LGPL-3.0 license.
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Note on baselines for symbolic regression.

In the context of symbolic regression, some of the above baselines corresponds to
popular methods in the literature. Specifically, Decoupled-RL-BFGS corresponds ex-
actly to the method “Deep Symbolic Regression” from Petersen et al. [2021a], and
Decoupled-GP-BFGS corresponds to a standard implementation of genetic program-
ming for symbolic regression à la Koza [1994] (most common approach to symbolic
regression in the literature).

Parameterized bitstring task
Problem formulation.

We design a general and flexible Parameterized Bitstring benchmark problem, denoted
PB(N, f, l∗, β∗), to test the hypothesis that DisCo-DSO is more efficient than the de-
coupled optimization approach. In each problem instance, the task is to recover a hid-
den string l∗ ∈ [0, 1]T of T bits and a vector of parameters β∗ ∈ RT . Each bit l∗i is
paired with a parameter β∗

i via the reward function R, which gives a positive value
based on an objective function f(βi, β∗

i ) ∈ [0, 1] only if the correct bit l∗i is chosen at
position i:

R(τ, β)
def
=

1

T

T∑
i=1

1τi=τ∗
i
(α+ (1− α)f(βi, β∗

i )) (1)

The scalar α ∈ [0, 1] controls the relative importance of expending computational
effort to optimize the discrete or continuous parts of the reward. The problem difficulty
can be controlled by increasing the length T and increasing the nonlinearity of the ob-
jective function f , such as by increasing the number of local optima. In our experiment,
we tested the following objective functions, which represent objectives with multiple
suboptimal local maxima (f1) and discontinuous objective landscapes (f2):

f1(x, x
∗)

def
=

∣∣∣∣ sin(50(x− x∗))50(x− x∗)

∣∣∣∣ , (2)

f2(x, x
∗)

def
=


1, |x− x∗| ≤ 0.05

0.5, 0.05 < |x− x∗| ≤ 0.1

0, 0.1 < |x− x∗|
. (3)

Results.

Figure 2 shows that DisCo-DSO is significantly more sample efficient than the decou-
pled approach when the discrete solution contributes more to the overall reward. This
is because each sample generated by DisCo-DSO is a complete solution, which costs
only one function evaluation to get a reward. In contrast, each sample generated by the
baseline decoupled methods only has a discrete skeleton, which requires many function
evaluations using the downstream optimizer to get a single complete solution. As the
discrete skeleton increases in importance, the relative contribution of function evalua-
tions for continuous optimization decreases. Note that, given the same computational
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budget, the BO method performs less function evaluations than the rest of the methods
and the final results are worse than DisCo-DSO. This is because BO has a computa-
tional complexity of O(n3) [Shahriari et al., 2015], where n is the number of function
evaluations. This computational complexity makes BO challenging or even infeasible
for large n [Lan et al., 2022].
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(b) Parameterized Bitstring with f2

Figure 2: Reward of best solution versus number of function evaluations on a pa-
rameterized bitstring task, for two continuous optimization landscapes f1 and f2 and
weights α = 0.5, 0.9. Solid line corresponds to weight α = 0.9, dashed line α = 0.5.
Mean and standard error over 5 seeds.

Decision tree policies for reinforcement learning
Problem formulation.

In this section we consider the problem of discovering decision tree policies for RL. We
consider T as the space of univariate decision trees [Silva et al., 2020]. Extensions to
multivariate decision trees, also known as oblique trees, are possible, but we leave them
for future work. Given an RL environment with observations x1, . . . , xn and discrete
actions a1, . . . , am, we consider the library of Boolean expressions and actions given
by L = {x1 < β1, . . . , xn < βn, a1, . . . , am}, where β1, . . . , βn are the values of
the observations that are used in the internal nodes of the decision tree. The evaluation
operator eval : T → T is defined as follows. We treat sequence τ as the pre-order
traversal of a decision tree, where the decision tokens (xn < βn) are treated as binary
nodes and the action tokens (an) are treated as leaf nodes. For evaluating the decision
tree, we start from the root node and follow direction

Dxn<βn(x) =

{
left if xn < βn is True,
right if xn < βn is False,

for every decision node encountered until we reach a leaf node. See Figure 3 for an
example. The reward function is defined as R(t) = Er∼pR(r|t)[r] where pR(r|t) is the

9



reward distribution following policy t in the environment. In practice, we use the aver-
age reward over N episodes, i.e., R(t) = 1

N

∑N
i=1 ri, where ri is the reward obtained

in episode i. Prefix-dependent positional constraints for this problem are given in the
appendix.

Sampling decision nodes in decision trees.

To efficiently sample decision nodes, we employ truncated normal distributions to se-
lect parameters βi within permissible ranges. Many RL environments place boundaries
on observations, and the use of the truncated normal distribution guarantees that param-
eters will only be sampled within those boundaries. Additionally, a decision node which
is a child of another decision node cannot select parameters from the environment-
enforced boundaries. This is because the threshold involved at a decision node changes
the range of values which will be observed at subsequent decision nodes. In this way, a
previous decision node ”dictates” the bounds on a current decision node. For instance,
consider the decision tree displayed in Figure 3. Assume that the observation x1 falls
within the interval [0, 5] (note that in practice the RL environment provided bounds are
used to determine the interval), and the tree commences with the node x1 < 2. In the
left child node, as x1 < 2 is true, there is no need to evaluate whether x1 is less than
4 (or any number between 2 and 5), as that is already guaranteed. Consequently, we
should sample a parameter β1 within the range (0, 2). Simultaneously, since we do not
assess the Boolean expression regarding x2, the bounds on β2 remain consistent with
those at the parent node. The parameter bounds for the remaining nodes are illustrated
in Figure 3. The procedure for determining these maximum and minimum values is
outlined in Algorithm 3 in Appendix .

x1 < 2

a2 x2 < 6

x1 < 3

a1 a3

a2

β1 ∈ (0, 5), β2 ∈ (1, 8)

β1 ∈ (0, 2), β2 ∈ (1, 8) β1 ∈ (2, 5), β2 ∈ (1, 8)

β1 ∈ (2, 5), β2 ∈ (1, 6)

β1 ∈ (2, 3), β2 ∈ (1, 6) β1 ∈ (3, 5), β2 ∈ (1, 6)

β1 ∈ (2, 5), β2 ∈ (6, 8)

Figure 3: Left: the decision tree associated with the traversal ⟨x1 < 2, a2, x2 < 6, x1 <
3, a1, a3, a2⟩. Right: the corresponding bounds for the parameters during the sampling
process (suppose the bounds for observations x1 and x2 are respectively [0, 5] and [1,
8]).

Evaluation.

For evaluation, we follow other works in the field [Silva et al., 2020, Ding et al., 2020,
Custode and Iacca, 2023] and use the OpenAI Gym’s [Brockman et al., 2016] environ-
ments MountainCar-v0, CartPole-v1, Acrobot-v1, and LunarLander-v2. We investigate
the sample-efficiency of DisCo-DSO on the decision tree policy task when compared
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Figure 4: Reward of the best solution versus number of function evaluations on the
decision tree policy task, for Acrobot-v1 and LunarLander-v2.

to the decoupled baselines described at the beginning of this section. We train each
algorithm for 10 different random seeds.

Results.

In Figure 4 (see also Figure 8 in the appendix), we report the mean and standard de-
viation of the best reward found by each algorithm versus number of environment
episodes. These results show that DisCo-DSO dominates the baselines in terms of
sample-efficiency. The trend is consistent across all environments, and is more pro-
nounced in the more complex environments. The efficient use of evaluations by DisCo-
DSO (each sample is a complete well-defined decision tree) versus the decoupled ap-
proaches, where each sample is a discrete skeleton that requires many evaluations to
get a single complete solution, becomes a significant advantage in the RL environments
where each evaluation involves running the environment for N episodes.

Literature comparisons.

We conduct a performance comparison of DisCo-DSO against various baselines in the
literature, namely evolutionary decision trees as detailed in Custode and Iacca [2023],
cascading decision trees introduced in Ding et al. [2020], and interpretable differen-
tiable decision trees (DDTs) introduced in Silva et al. [2020]. In addition, we provide
results with a BO baseline, where the structure of the decision tree is fixed to a binary
tree of depth 4 without prefix-dependent positional constraints. Whenever a method
provides a tree structure for a specific environment, we utilize the provided structure
and assess it locally. In cases where the method’s implementation is missing, we ad-
dress this by leveraging open-source code. This approach allows us to train a tree in
absent environments, ensuring that we obtain a comprehensive set of results for all
methods evaluated across all environments. The decision trees found by DisCo-DSO
are shown in Figure 5 (see also Figure 9 in the appendix). Comparisons are shown in
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(a) Acrobot-v1 (b) LunarLander-v2

Figure 5: Best decision trees found by DisCo-DSO on the decision tree policy tasks for
Acrobot-v1 and LunarLander-v2.

Table 1. Methods we trained locally are marked with an asterisk (*). Critically, we en-
sure consistent evaluation across baselines by assessing each decision tree policy on an
identical set of 1,000 random seeds per environment.

Algorithm Acrobot-v1 CartPole-v1 LunarLander-v2 MountainCar-v0
MR PC MR PC MR PC MR PC

DisCo-DSO -76.58 18 500.00 14 99.24 23 -100.97 15
Evolutionary DTs -97.12* 5 499.58 5 -87.62* 17 -104.93 13
Cascading DTs -82.14* 58 496.63 22 -227.02 29 -200.00 10
Interpretable DDTs -497.86* 15 389.79 11 -120.38 19 -172.21* 15
Bayesian Optimization† -90.99* 7 85.47* 7 -112.14* 7 -200.0* 7

Table 1: Evaluation of the best univariate decision trees found by DisCo-DSO and
other baselines on the decision tree policy task. Here, MR is the mean reward earned in
evaluation over a set of 1,000 random seeds, while PC represents the parameter count
in each tree. For models trained in-house (*), the figures indicate the parameter count
after the discretization process. †The topology of the tree is fixed for BO.

In Table 1 we also show the complexity of the discovered decision tree as measured
by the number of parameters in the tree. We count every (internal or leaf) node of uni-
variate decision trees (produced by all methods except for Cascading decision trees)
as one parameter. For Cascading decision trees, the trees contain feature learning trees
and decision making trees. The latter is just univariate decision trees, so the same com-
plexity measurement is used. For the leaf nodes of feature learning trees, the number
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Figure 6: Average test set reward (left) and number of function evaluations (right) used
across methods on the symbolic regression task. Recall that Decoupled-RL-BFGS and
Decoupled-GP-BFGS correspond to the methods proposed in Petersen et al. [2021a]
and Koza [1994], respectively. DisCo-DSO achieves the best average reward on the
test set at the lowest number of function evaluations.

of parameters is number of observations times number of intermediate features. From
Table 1, we observe that the univariate decision trees found by DisCo-DSO have the
best performance on all environments at a comparable or lower complexity than the
other literature baselines.

Symbolic regression for equation discovery
Problem formulation.

Symbolic regression (SR) [Koza, 1994, Bongard and Lipson, 2007, Petersen et al.,
2021a, Landajuela et al., 2021a, de Franca et al., 2024] is a classical discrete-continuous
optimization problem with applications in many fields, including robotics, control,
and machine learning. In SR, we have L = {x1, . . . , xd,+,−,×,÷, sin, cos, . . .} and
L̂ = {const(β)}, where const(β) represents a constant with value β. The design space
is a subset of the space of continuous functions, T ⊂ C(V R), where V ⊂ Rd is the
function support that depends on L. The evaluation operator eval returns the func-
tion which expression tree has the sequence τ as pre-order traversal (depth-first and
then left-to-right). For example, eval(⟨+, cos, y,×, const(3.14), sin, x⟩) = cos(y) +

3.14 × sin(x). Given a dataset D = {(x(i)1 , . . . , x
(i)
d , y(i))}Ni=1, the reward function is

defined as the inverse of the normalized mean squared error (NMSE) between y(i)

and eval(τ)(x
(i)
1 , . . . , x

(i)
d ),∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, computed as 1

1+NMSE . SR has been
shown to be NP-hard even for low-dimensional data [Virgolin and Pissis, 2022]. Prefix-
dependent positional constraints are given in the appendix.

Evaluation.

A key evaluation metric for symbolic regression is the parsimony of the discovered
equations, i.e., the balance between the complexity of the identified equations and their
ability to fit the data. A natural way to measure it is to consider the generalization
performance over a test set. A SR method could find symbolic expressions that overfit
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the training data (using for instance overly complex expressions), but those expressions
will not generalize well to unseen data. For evaluating the generalization performance
of various baselines, we rely on the benchmark datasets detailed in Table 6 of the
appendix.

Results.

Results in Figure 6 demonstrate the superior efficiency and generalization capability
of DisCo-DSO in the SR setting. In particular, DisCo-DSO achieves the best average
reward on the test set and the lowest number of function evaluations. Note that for
DisCo-DSO we have perfect control over the number of function evaluations as it is
determined by the number of samples (106 in this case). The Decoupled-GP methods
exhibit a strong tendency to overfit to the training data and perform poorly on the
test set. This phenomenon is known as the bloat problem in the SR literature [Silva
and Costa, 2009]. We observe that the joint optimization of DisCo-DSO avoids this
problem and achieve the best generalization performance.

Literature comparisons.

In Table 2, we compare DisCo-DSO against state-of-the-art methods in the SR litera-
ture. In addition to the baselines [Petersen et al., 2021a, Koza, 1994] described above,
we compare against the methods proposed in Biggio et al. [2021] and Kamienny et al.
[2022]. Since the method in Biggio et al. [2021] is only applicable to ≤ 3 dimensions,
we consider the subset of benchmarks with ≤ 3 dimensions. We observe that DisCo-
DSO dominates all baselines in terms of average reward on the full test set. For the
subset of benchmarks with ≤ 3 dimensions, DisCo-DSO achieves comparative perfor-
mance to the specialized method in Biggio et al. [2021].

Algorithm Dim ≤ 3 Dim ≥ 1
DisCo-DSO 0.6632 ± 0.3194 0.7045 ± 0.3007
Decoupled-RL-BFGS⋆ 0.6020 ± 0.4169 0.6400 ± 0.3684
Decoupled-RL-evo 0.0324 ± 0.1095 0.0969 ± 0.2223
Decoupled-RL-anneal 0.1173 ± 0.2745 0.1436 ± 0.3015
Decoupled-GP-BFGS⋆⋆ 0.5372 ± 0.4386 0.4953 ± 0.4344
Decoupled-GP-evo 0.0988 ± 0.1975 0.0747 ± 0.1763
Decoupled-GP-anneal 0.1615 ± 0.2765 0.1364 ± 0.2608
Kamienny et al. [2022] 0.6068 ± 0.1650 0.5699 ± 0.1065
Biggio et al. [2021] 0.6858 ± 0.1995 N/A

Table 2: Comparison of DisCo-DSO against decoupled baselines and the methods pro-
posed in Biggio et al. [2021] and Kamienny et al. [2022] on the symbolic regression
task. Values are mean± standard deviation of the reward across benchmarks (provided
in Table 6 of the appendix). We group benchmarks because Biggio et al. [2021] is only
applicable to ≤ 3 dimensions. ⋆ Petersen et al. [2021a]. ⋆⋆ Koza [1994].
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Conclusion
We proposed DisCo-DSO (Discrete-Continuous Deep Symbolic Optimization), a novel
approach to optimization in hybrid discrete-continuous spaces. DisCo-DSO uses a gen-
erative model to learn a joint distribution on discrete and continuous design variables
to sample new hybrid designs. In contrast to standard decoupled approaches, in which
the discrete skeleton is sampled first, and then the continuous variables are optimized
separately, our joint optimization approach samples both discrete and continuous vari-
ables simultaneously. This leads to more efficient use of objective function evaluations,
as the discrete and continuous dimensions of the design space can “communicate” with
each other and guide the search. We have demonstrated the benefits of DisCo-DSO in
challenging problems in symbolic regression and decision tree optimization, where,
in particular, DisCo-DSO outperforms the state-of-the-art on univariate decision tree
policy optimization for RL.

Regarding the limitations of DisCo-DSO, it is important to note that the method
relies on domain-specific information to define the ranges of continuous variables. In
cases where this information is not available and estimates are necessary, the perfor-
mance of DisCo-DSO could be impacted. Furthermore, in our RL experiments, we
constrain the search space to univariate decision trees. Exploring more complex search
spaces, such as multivariate or “oblique” decision trees, remains an avenue for future
research.
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Pseudocode for DisCo-DSO
In this section we present pseudocode for the DisCo-DSO algorithm. The algorithm
is presented in Algorithm 1. We also provide pseudocode for the discrete-continuous
sampling procedure in Algorithm 2. Algorithm 2 is called multiple times to form a
batch in Algorithm 1. Note that for decision tree policies for reinforcement learning,
the distribution, D, used for sampling the next continuous token in Algorithm 2 is only
truncated with bounds produced with Algorithm 3 at a decision tree node. Otherwise,
the distribution is unbounded.

Algorithm 1: Discrete-Continuous Deep Symbolic Optimization

input batch size N , reward function R, risk factor ϵ, policy gradient function S, en-
tropy coefficient λH, learning rate α

output Best fitting design τ⋆ = ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (lT , βT )⟩⋆
1: Initialize AR with parameters θ, defining distribution over designs p(·|θ)
2: repeat
3: T ← {τ (i) = (l, β)

(i)
1:Ti
∼ p(·|θ)}Ni=1 Sample batch of N discrete-continous

designs (Algorithm 2)
4: R ← {R(τ (i))}Ni=1 Compute rewards
5: Rϵ ← (1− ϵ)-quantile ofR Compute reward threshold
6: T ← {τ (i) : R(τ (i)) ≥ Rϵ} Select subset of expressions above threshold
7: R ← {R(τ (i)) : R(τ (i)) ≥ Rϵ} Select corresponding subset of rewards
8: ĝ1 ← ReduceMean((R−Rϵ)S(T , θ)) Compute risk-seeking policy gradient
9: ĝ2 ← ReduceMean(−λH∇θH(T |θ)) Compute entropy gradient

10: θ ← θ + α(ĝ1 + ĝ2) Apply gradients
11: if maxR > R(τ⋆) then τ⋆ ← τ (argmaxR) Update best discrete-continuous

design
12: return τ⋆

Additional algorithm details

Risk-seeking policy gradient for hybrid discrete-continuous action
space
The derivation of the risk-seeking policy gradient for the hybrid discrete-continuous
action space follows closely the derivation in Petersen et al. [2021a] (see also Tamar
et al. [2014]). The risk-seeking policy gradient for a univariate sequence τ is given by

∇θJε(θ) = Eτ∼p(τ |θ) [(R(τ)−Rε(θ))∇θ log p(τ |θ) | R(τ) ≥ Rε(θ)] .
In the hybrid discrete-continuous action space case, we have τ = ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (lT , βT )⟩
and

p(τ |θ) =
|τ |∏
i=1

p(τi|τ1:(i−1), θ) =

|τ |∏
i=1

p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ). (4)
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Algorithm 2: Discrete-continuous sampling

input parameters of the given AR θ, token library L
output sequence τ = ⟨(l1, β1), . . . , (lT , βT )⟩ sampled from the AR

1: τ = τ1:0 ← [·] Initialize empty sequence
2: for i = 1, 2, . . . do
3: (ψ(i), ϕ(i))← AR(τ1:(i−1) = (l, β)1:(i−1); θ) Emit two outputs for each token
4: Compute Cτ1:(i−1)

⊆ L Compute unfeasible tokens

5: ψ
(i)
Cτ1:(i−1)

← −∞ Set unfeasible tokens to −∞
6: li ← Categorical(ψ(i)) Sample the next discrete token
7: if li ∈ L̄ then
8: βi ← U[0,1](·) Sample the next continuous token
9: else if li ∈ L̂ then

10: βi ← D(·|li, ϕ(i)) Sample the next continuous token
11: end if
12: τi ← (li, βi) Joint discrete and continuous token
13: τ ← τ ∥ τi Append token to traversal

Thus, using the convenient notationA(τ, ε, θ) = R(τ)−Rε(θ), the risk-seeking policy
gradient for the hybrid discrete-continuous action space is given by

∇θJε(θ) = Eτ∼p(τ |θ) [A(τ, ε, θ)∇θ log p(τ |θ) | A(τ, ε, θ) ≥ 0]

= Eτ∼p(τ |θ)

A(τ, ε, θ)∇θ log |τ |∏
i=1

p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) | A(τ, ε, θ) ≥ 0


= Eτ∼p(τ |θ)

A(τ, ε, θ) |τ |∑
i=1

∇θ log p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) | A(τ, ε, θ) ≥ 0


= Eτ∼p(τ |θ)

A(τ, ε, θ) |τ |∑
i=1

{
∇θ log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ), if li ∈ L̄
∇θ log p(βi|li, (l, β)1:(i−1), θ) +∇θ log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ), if li ∈ L̂

| A(τ, ε, θ) ≥ 0

 .
In practice, we use the following estimator for the risk-seeking policy gradient:

∇θJε(θ) ≈
1

M

M∑
i=1

Ã(τ (i), ε, θ)

|τ(i)|∑
j=1


∇θ log p(l(i)j |(l, β)

(i)
1:(j−1), θ), if l(i)j ∈ L̄

∇θ log p(β(i)
j |l

(i)
j , (l, β)

(i)
1:(j−1), θ)+

∇θ log p(l(i)j |(l, β)
(i)
1:(j−1), θ), if l(i)j ∈ L̂

· I(Ã(τ (i), ε, θ) ≥ 0),

where τ (i) = ⟨(l(i)1 , β
(i)
1 ), . . . , (l

(i)
T , β

(i)
T )⟩ is the i-th trajectory sampled from p(τ |θ),

M is the number of trajectories used in the estimator, andA(τ (i), ε, θ) ≈ Ã(τ (i), ε, θ) =
R(τ (i))− R̃ε(θ), with R̃ε(θ) being an estimate of Rε(θ).
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Entropy derivation in the hybrid discrete-continuous action space
As in Petersen et al. [2021a], we add entropy to the loss function as a bonus. Since
there is a continuous component in the library, the entropy for the distribution of τi in
the sequence is

Hi =
∑
l∈L̂

p(l|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ)Hβ∼D(β|l,ϕl)(β|l) +Hl∼p(l|(l,β)1:(i−1),θ)(l).

For the derivation, recall that, for a distribution D, the entropy is defined as H(D) =
−
∫∞
−∞D(x) logD(x) dx, and that, in DisCo-DSO, we add an entropy regularization

term for each distribution p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) encountered during the rollout.
Thus, we have

Hi =−
∑
li∈L̂

∫ ∞

−∞
p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) log p((li, βi)|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) dβi

−
∑
li∈L̄

p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ)

=−
∑
li∈L̂

∫ ∞

−∞
p(βi|li)p(l) log (p(βi|li)p(li)) dβi −

∑
li∈L̄

p(li) log p(li)

=−
∑
li∈L̂

∫ ∞

−∞
p(βi|li)p(li) log p(βi|li) dβi −

∑
li∈L̂

∫ ∞

−∞
p(βi|li)p(li) log p(li) dβi

−
∑
li∈L̄

p(li) log p(li)

=−
∑
li∈L̂

p(li)

∫ ∞

−∞
p(βi|li) log p(βi|li) dβi −

∑
li∈L̂

p(li) log p(li)

∫ ∞

−∞
p(βi|li) dβi

−
∑
li∈L̄

p(li) log p(li)

=
∑
li∈L̂

p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ)Hβi∼D(βi|li,ϕli
)(βi|li)

−
∑
li∈L

p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ) log p(li|(l, β)1:(i−1), θ).

Note that we have removed the conditioning elements θ and (l, β)1:(i−1) in some terms
in the above derivation for brevity.
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Additional experimental results per task

Parameterized bitstring task
Objective functions.

The objective functions f1 and f2 in Equation (3) are plotted in Figure 7. They are both
non-differentiable and difficult to be optimized by Quasi-Newton methods.

(a) f1 (b) f2

Figure 7: Objective functions in equation 3 against the difference x− x∗.

Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines for
the parameterized bitstring task.

In Table 3, we show the gap between the best solutions obtained by DisCo-DSO and
the baselines for the parameterized bitstring task. The gap is computed by taking the
best DisCo-DSO solutions and the best solutions of the baselines for each seed. The
reward differences are averaged over the 5 seeds.

Baseline f1, α = 0.5 f1, α = 0.9 f2, α = 0.5 f2, α = 0.9
Decoupled-RL-BFGS 0.1263 0.0123 0.1433 0.0253

Decoupled-RL-evo 0.0970 0.0100 0.0833 0.0187
Decoupled-RL-anneal 0.1211 0.0095 0.1000 0.0140

Table 3: Gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines for the
parameterized bitstring task. Positive values indicate that DisCo-DSO found better so-
lutions.
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Decision tree policies for reinforcement learning
Results for MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1 environments.

In this section, we provide results for the MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1 environ-
ments. In Figure 8, we show the best reward versus number of environment episodes
for MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1. Figure 9 shows the best decision trees found by
DisCo-DSO for MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1.
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Figure 8: Reward of the best solution versus number of function evaluations on the
decision tree policy task, for MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1.

Note on “oblique” decision trees.

Custode and Iacca [2023] consider multivariate, or ”oblique” decision trees. These are
trees where the left-hand side of a decision node is composed of an expression, while
the right-hand side is still a boolean decision parameter βn. While these trees perform
well on more complex environments such as LunarLander-v2 (published results report
an average test score of 213.09), we do not compare against them here as the search
space is drastically different.

Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines for
the decision tree policy task.

In Table 4 and Table 5, we show the objective gap between the best solutions found by
DisCo-DSO and the baselines for the decision tree policy task. The gap is computed
by taking the best DisCo-DSO solutions and the best solutions of the baselines.

Symbolic regression for equation discovery with constants
Additional details on the evaluation procedure for symbolic regression.

For evaluating the generalization performance of various baselines, we rely on the
benchmark datasets detailed in Table 6. The test set is obtained by expanding the bench-
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(a) MountainCar-v0 (b) CartPole-v1

Figure 9: Best decision trees found by DisCo-DSO on the decision tree policy tasks for
MountainCar-v0 and CartPole-v1.

mark’s domain (a, b) and increasing the number of data points on which an expression
is evaluated. Since all experiments were conducted with 10 different random seeds,
each random seed leads to a distinct “best” expression for that specific run. We take
each of these 10 best expressions and compute the reward obtained on the evaluation
dataset. Additionally, we calculate the number of function evaluations required to ar-
rive at each expression. Subsequently, we aggregate the set of 10 evaluation rewards to
calculate a single average reward and a single average number of function evaluations
for each dataset. Following this procedure, we average over all the datasets to get an
overall evaluation for each method.

Benchmarks.

In Table 6, we provide a compilation of benchmarks used in the symbolic regres-
sion task. The list comprises Livermore benchmarks from Mundhenk et al. [2021],
Jin benchmarks from Jin et al. [2020], and Neat and Korn benchmarks from Trujillo
et al. [2016]. We also introduce Constant benchmarks, which are a variation of the
Nguyen benchmarks from Uy et al. [2011] where floating constants are added to in-
crease the complexity of the problem. Note that the selection of these benchmarks is
not arbitrary. The linear and non-linear dependency of the expressions on βi is taken
into consideration. Non-linear functions involving βi exhibit more complicated expres-
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Baseline CartPole-v1 MountainCar-v0 LunarLander-v2 Acrobot-v1
Decoupled-RL-BFGS 260.00 7.80 74.80 4.22

Decoupled-RL-evo 0.00 2.60 80.60 6.52
Decoupled-RL-anneal 0.00 7.10 79.60 4.52
Decoupled-GP-BFGS 265.00 7.70 64.80 4.72

Decoupled-GP-evo 0.00 2.80 54.60 7.92
Decoupled-GP-anneal 0.00 6.10 43.20 4.52

Table 4: Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines
for the decision tree policy task. Positive values indicate that DisCo-DSO found better
solutions.

Baseline CartPole-v1 MountainCar-v0 LunarLander-v2 Acrobot-v1
Evolutionary DTs 0.42 3.96 186.86 20.54

Cascading DTs 3.37 99.03 326.26 5.56
Interpretable DDTs 110.21 71.24 219.62 421.28

Bayesian Optimization 414.53 99.03 211.38 14.41

Table 5: Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines
from the literature for the decision tree policy task. Positive values indicate that DisCo-
DSO found better solutions.

sions, thus rendering more challenges for the optimization problem. On the other hand,
linear functions, such as Jin-1, employ constants as coefficients for each variable term,
thereby simplifying the optimization problems into linear regression problems. Conse-
quently, we have selected approximately 25 non-linear functions and 20 linear func-
tions, resulting in a total of 45 benchmark datasets. Exploring whether joint discrete-
continuous optimization can outperform other classes of methods for both non-linear
functions and linear functions can be a focus for future research.

Evaluations sets.

To create the evaluation set, we adhere to a straightforward rule: we take the training
set of each benchmark function, double the size of its domain, and double the number
of points at which it is computed. For instance, a benchmark function with a training
domain of (−1, 1) and 20 points in that domain would have an evaluation set spanning
(−2, 2) with 40 data points within the expanded domain.

Analysis of traversal lengths generated in symbolic regression task.

Figure 10 shows the distribution of traversal lengths sampled by each method. These
traversals are gathered from the top-performing expressions sampled, in the same way
as the traversals used to generate Figure 6. Notice the extreme density placed at the
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maximum length (32) by the Decoupled-GP methods. This, paired with its poor gener-
alization capability demonstrated in Figure 6a, leads us to conclude that the Decoupled-
GP methods overfit heavily on the training data. The Decoupled-RL methods do this to
a lesser degree, as does DisCo-DSO.

Figure 10: Histogram illustrating the lengths of traversals selected by different methods
on the SR task.

Analysis of the effect of architecture and size of the autoregressive model in the
symbolic regression task.

In Table 7, we provide a compilation of results obtained by using different autoregres-
sive models of various sizes. Specifically, we consider a GRU and a LSTM recurrent
cell with 16, 32 and 64 hidden units. We observe that the performance of the model
is not very sensitive to the size of the model, although LSTM models tend to perform
slightly better than GRU models. In this work, we use a LSTM model with 32 hidden
units for all experiments.

Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and baselines for
symbolic regression for equation discovery task.

In Table 8 and Table 9, we show the objective gap between the best solutions found by
DisCo-DSO and the baselines for the symbolic regression task. The gap is computed
by taking the best DisCo-DSO solutions and the best solutions of the baselines.

Hyperparameters
In Table 10, we provide the common hyperparameters used for the RL-based genera-
tive methods (DisCo-DSO and Decoupled-RL). The hyperparameters for the GP-based
method are provided in Table 11. DisCo-DSO’s specific hyperparameters, linked to
modeling of the distribution D, are provided in Table 12. For the DT policies for re-
inforcement learning task, the parameter N (number of episodes to average over to
compute a single reward R(τ)) is set to 100.
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Performance Analysis
Our numerical experiments were conducted using 24 cores in parallel of an Intel Xeon
E5-2695 v2 machine with 128 GB per node. The experiments were implemented in
Python using TensorFlow.

For Decision Tree Policies for Reinforcement Learning, every single objective
function evaluation requires running N = 100 episodes of a reinforcement learning
environment. In addition, the environment is reset after every episode, and the policy
is evaluated on a new environment seed. This means that every single objective func-
tion evaluation requires running N = 100 episodes on a new environment seed. Each
episode requires running a decision tree policy on a full dynamical simulation of the
environment. This task is computationally expensive, and the time per function evalu-
ation is shown in Table 13.

To quantify improvements in terms of computational time of DisCo-DSO over the
decoupled baselines, we provide in Table 14 the average computational efficiency for
all the environments in the Decision Tree Policies for Reinforcement Learning task.
We define computational efficiency as the ratio between the final objective value and
the total time required to reach that value. We compare DisCo-DSO with the decoupled
baselines.

We can see that, as the scale of the problem increase (see Table 13), DisCo-DSO
shows a significant improvement in terms of computational time compared to the de-
coupled baselines.

Prefix-dependent positional constraints
The autoregressive sampling used by DisCo-DSO allows for the incorporation of task-
dependent constraints. These constraints are applied in situ, i.e., during the sampling
process. These ideas have been used by several works using similar autoregressive
sampling procedures [Popova et al., 2019, Petersen et al., 2021a,b, Landajuela et al.,
2021a, Mundhenk et al., 2021, Kim et al., 2021]. In this work, we include three novel
constraints that are specific to the decision tree generation task, one on the continuous
parameters and two on the discrete tokens.

Constraints for decision tree generation
Constraint on parameter range.

By using a truncated normal distribution, upper/lower bounds are imposed on the pa-
rameters of decision trees (i.e., βn in the Boolean expression tokens xn < βn) to
prevent meaningless internal nodes from being sampled. In Algorithm 3, we provide
the detailed procedure for determining the upper/lower bounds at each position of the
traversal. The resolution h > 0 is a hyperparameter that controls the distance between
the parameters βp at the parent node and the corresponding bounds at the children
nodes. This guarantees that the sampled decision trees must have finite depth if the
environment-enforced bounds on the features of the optimization problem are finite.
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Moreover, it also prevents the upper/lower bounds from being too close, which can
lead to numerical instability in the truncated normal distribution.

Algorithm 3: Finding bounds for parameters in decision trees

input: parent token lp(βp), bounds for the parameters of the parent token βmax
p , βmin

p

Parameters: Resolution h > 0
output: bounds for the parameters of the next token βmax

i , βmin
i

βmax
i , βmin

i ← βmax
p , βmin

p Inherit parameter bounds from parent
if the next token is a right child of lp(βp) then

(βmin
i )lp ← βp + h Adjust the lower bound corresponding to lp

if (βmax
i )lp − (βmin

i )lp < h then
(βmin

i )lp ← (βmax
i )lp − h/2 Maintain a minimal distance between bounds

end if
else

(βmax
i )lp ← βp − h Adjust the upper bound corresponding to lp

if (βmax
i )lp − (βmin

i )lp < h then
(βmax

i )lp ← (βmin
i )lp + h/2 Maintain a minimal distance between bounds

end if
end if
Return: βmax

i , βmin
i

Constraint on Boolean expression tokens.

Depending on the values of the parameter bounds, we also impose constraints on the
discrete tokens xn < βn. Specifically, when the upper/lower bounds βmax

n and βmin
n for

the parameter of the n-th Boolean expression token xn < βn are too close, oftentimes
there is not much value to split the n-th feature space further. Therefore, if βmax

n −
βmin
n < h, where h is the resolution hyperparameter in Algorithm 3, then xn < βn are

constrained from being sampled.

Constraint on discrete action tokens.

If the left child and right child of a Boolean expression token xn < βn are the same
discrete action token aj , the subtree will just be equivalent to a single leaf node con-
taining aj . We add a constraint that if the left child of xn < βn is aj , then the right
child cannot be aj .

Constraints for equation generation
Trigonometry constraint.

The design space T in symbolic regression does not include expressions involving
nested trigonometric functions, such as sin(cos(sin(. . . ))), since such expressions are
not found in physical or engineering domains. Following Petersen et al. [2021a], we
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use a constraint to prevent the sampling of nested trigonometric functions. For ex-
ample, given the partial traversal τ = ⟨+, x1, cos,÷, 1⟩, sin and cos are constrained
because they would be descendants of cos.

Length constraint.

For symbolic regression, we constrain the length of the traversal to prevent the genera-
tion of overly complex expressions. We follow Petersen et al. [2021a] and constrain the
length of the traversal to be no less than 4 and no more than 32. The requirement for
a minimum length is enforced by limiting terminal tokens when their selection would
prematurely conclude the traversal before reaching the specified minimum length. For
instance, in the case of the partial traversal τ = ⟨sin⟩, terminal tokens are restricted
because opting for one would terminate the traversal with a length of 2.

On the other hand, the restriction on maximum length is applied by constraining
unary and/or binary tokens when their selection, followed by the choice of only termi-
nal tokens, would lead to a traversal surpassing the prescribed maximum length.
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Benchmark Name Expression Dataset

Livermore2-Vars2-2 x1 x2

(
x1 + x1

√
x2 (β1 + x1 + β2 x1 x2 + β3 x3

2)

)
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-4 β1 x1 + β2 x2 + (x1 − x2)2 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-6 −
(
(x1 − x2

1 − x2) x2

)
+

(β1 x1)
(β2+β3 x2)

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-7 1 + β1
√

x1 + β2 x1 +
(β3 x2)

x1
+ β4

√
−x1 + x2 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-8 β1 x2
1 + β2 x2

2 + β3 x3
2 +

((
√

x1−x1) log (x2))

log (x1)
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-12
√

(x1 +
x2
ex2

) log(β1 x3
1 + β2 x2

1 x2 + β3 x3
2) U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-24 β1 + β2 x1 + β3 (x1 − x2
2)2 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-4 β1 + β2x2x3 + x1 + x2 +
√

cos(x2) + x3 U(-10,10,1000)
Livermore2-Vars2-9 β1 + x1 + x2

1 − x2 + β2
√

1 + β3 x1 + β4 x2 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-16 −
(
(x1 − x2

1 − x2) x2

)
+

(β1 x1)
(β2+β3 x2)

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-17 x1 − √
x1 x2 − sin

(
log (β1 x1 + β2 x3

1 + β3 x2
2)
)2

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-19

x1 +
(β1∗cos (x1))√

1+β2 x1+β3 x1 (x2
2+log (x2))

 (x1 + sin (1)) U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-22
log (β1 (−1+β2 x1)2+

(ex2 x1)√
cos (β3∗x2)

)

√
x1

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars2-23 x2
1 + β1

√
1 +

(β2 (β3−x2) (β4+log x2))
x1

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-2
(β1 (β2 x1−x2)2 (β4−x3)2)

(1+β3 x2
2)2

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-8
x1(

(e
(x2+x4

2)
+β1 x2

1+β2 x2
1 x3+β3 x2

3) (−x2+x3+

√
log (x3)

(x2
1+

√
x3)

)

) U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-9 x1 sin


(β1 x1)√√√√

β2 x2
1−

(x1 (−1+x1+x2
2)4

√
x2+β3 x1 x2

3)

x3

 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-11 β1 x1 +
x1
x2

+ β2 x2 + β3 x3 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-12 β1 + β2 x1x2
2 + x2 + x3

Livermore2-Vars3-17 β1 x1 + β2 x2 + x1
√

x2 cos(x1) + x3 + 1 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-20 β1 + β2

√√
x2√
x3

+ x1 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars3-24 β1 + β2 x1 x2
2 + x2 + x3 U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars4-8 −x1 + x1

(
x1 + x4 + sin

(
(−(ee

x3
x1)+x2)

(β1 x2
1 x3+β2 x2

3+β3 x3
3)

))
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars4-16 x3

(
β1
x3

− x4

)
+

β2 x4
x1

+

√
x2

(
x2
1

(
−ex2

)
− x2

)
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars4-18 x1 + sin

(
2 x2 + x3 + β1

√
β2 + β3 x3

2 + x2 x2
3 − ex1 x4 + log ((−x1 + x2) log (x2))

)
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars4-23 −(
x1
x2

) + x2 + β1 x2 x3 +
(β2 x3)√

x4
+ β3

√
x4 + log (x1) U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars6-22 x1 + cos (x2 + β1 x5) (x4 − cos (x6) sin (β2 (β3 + x3 − x4))) U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars6-23 x1 + x4 + log

(
x2
1 + x1

(
β1

√
β2 x1 + x2 + β3 (x3 − x4

x5
) − x6

))
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars6-24

(
β1

(
β2

(
β3 x2+

√
x3

(
√

−x4+x5 x6)

)1/4
+sin (x1)

))
x6

U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars7-14 β1x6 + β2 x2
1x6 − cos

(
x7

(
x2
2x2

5x2
6(x1+x3 x4 x6)2+x6

x1
+ x7

))
U(-10,10,1000)

Livermore2-Vars7-23 −
(

(
√

x3x4)

(x3+x5+β1 x2 x3 x5+β2 x2 x6+β3 x4 x6 x7+(−x6+x7)2)

)
+ x1 cos (x1) + cos (x2) U(-10,10,1000)

Jin-1 β1 x3
1 + β2 x4

1 + β3 x2 + β4 x2
2 U(-3,3,100)

Jin-2 β1 + β2 x2
1 + β3 x3

2 U(-3,3,100)

Jin-3 β1 x1 + β2 x3
1 + β3 x2 + β4 x3

2 U(-3,3,100)
Jin-6 β1 x1 x2 + β2 sin((β3 + x1)(β4 + x2)) U(-3,3,100)

Korn-12 2 + β1 cos(β2 x1) sin(β3 x5) U(-50,50,100)
Neat-7 2 + β1 cos(β2 x1) sin(β3 x2) U(-50,50,10000)

Constant-1 β1 x1 + β2 x2
1 + β3 x3

1 U(-1,1,20)

Constant-2 β1 + sin
(
x2
1

)
cos(x1) U(-1,1,20)

Constant-3 cos(x1 x2) sin(β2 x1) U(0,1,20)

Constant-4 β1 x
x2
1 U(0,1,20)

Constant-5 β1
√

x1 U(0,4,20)

Constant-6 x
β1
1 U(0,4,20)

Constant-7 2 cos(x2) sin(β1 x1) U(0,1,20)

Constant-8 log(β1 + x1) + log
(
β2 + x2

1

)
U(0,4,20)

Table 6: List of benchmarks used for symbolic regression task. Each benchmark in-
cludes input variables denoted as x1, x2, . . . , xd, along with floating constants denoted
as βi. The notation U(a, b, c) denotes the inclusion of c random points uniformly sam-
pled from the open interval (a, b) for each input variable xi.32



Architecture Mean R Std R
DisCo-DSO-GRU16 0.7377 0.3161
DisCo-DSO-GRU32 0.7092 0.3442
DisCo-DSO-GRU64 0.7236 0.3261

DisCo-DSO-LSTM16 0.7385 0.3177
DisCo-DSO-LSTM32 0.7391 0.3134
DisCo-DSO-LSTM64 0.7302 0.3182

Table 7: Experiments with symbolic regression repeated using different autoregressive
models of various sizes. Specifically, we consider a GRU and a LSTM recurrent cell
with 16, 32 and 64 hidden units.

Baseline Dim ≤ 3 All Table 3
Decoupled-RL-BFGS 0.0612 0.0645

Decoupled-RL-evo 0.6308 0.6085
Decoupled-RL-anneal 0.5459 0.5609
Decoupled-GP-BFGS 0.126 0.2092

Decoupled-GP-evo 0.5644 0.6298
Decoupled-GP-anneal 0.5017 0.5681

Table 8: Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and the base-
lines for the symbolic regression task. Positive values indicate that DisCo-DSO found
better solutions.

Literature Dim ≤ 3 All Table 3
Kamienny et al. (2022) 0.0564 0.1346

Biggio et al. (2021) -0.0226 N/A

Table 9: Objective gap between the best solutions found by DisCo-DSO and the base-
lines for the symbolic regression task. Positive values indicate that DisCo-DSO found
better solutions.

Parameter Value
Optimizer Adam [Kingma and Ba, 2017]

Number of layers 1
Number of hidden units 32

RNN type LSTM [Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997]
Learning rate (α) 0.001

Entropy coefficient (λH) 0.01
Moving average coefficient (β) 0.5

Risk factor (ϵ) 0.2

Table 10: DisCo-DSO and Decoupled-RL hyperparameters
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Parameter Value
Population size 1,000

Generations 1,000
Fitness function NRMSE

Initialization method Full
Selection type Tournament

Tournament size (k) 5
Crossover probability 0.5
Mutation probability 0.5

Minimum subtree depth (dmin) 0
Maximum subtree depth (dmax) 2

Table 11: Decoupled-GP hyperparameters

Parameter Value
Parameter shift 0.0

Parameter generating distribution scale (σ) 0.5
Learn parameter generating distribution scale False

Parameter generating distribution type Normal

Table 12: DisCo-DSO specific hyperparameters

Task Time per function evaluation
CartPole-v1 0.89 s

MountainCar-v0 1.12 s
LunarLander-v2 1.66 s

Acrobot-v1 5.41 s

Table 13: Time per function evaluation for the Decision Tree Policies for Reinforce-
ment Learning task.

Algorithm CartPole-v1 MountainCar-v0 LunarLander-v2 Acrobot-v1
DisCo-DSO 485.94 -85.87 -8.07 -11.91

Decoupled-RL-BFGS 233.25 -91.88 -47.03 -12.58
Decoupled-RL-anneal 485.94 -91.34 -49.53 -12.63

Decoupled-RL-evo 485.94 -87.87 -50.05 -12.95
Decoupled-GP-BFGS 228.39 -91.80 -41.82 -12.66
Decoupled-GP-anneal 485.94 -90.57 -30.57 -12.63

Decoupled-GP-evo 485.94 -88.03 -36.51 -13.17

Table 14: Computational efficiency for the Decision Tree Policies for Reinforcement
Learning task.
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