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Abstract

Decision trees are traditionally trained using greedy heuristics that locally optimize an
impurity or information metric. Recently there has been a surge of interest in optimal
decision tree (ODT) methods that globally optimize accuracy directly. We identify two
relatively unexplored aspects of ODTs: the objective function used in training trees and
tuning techniques. Additionally, the value of optimal methods is not well understood yet, as
the literature provides conflicting results, with some demonstrating superior out-of-sample
performance of ODTs over greedy approaches, while others show the exact opposite. In
this paper, we address these three questions: what objective to optimize in ODTs; how
to tune ODTs; and how do optimal and greedy methods compare? Our experimental
evaluation examines 13 objective functions, including four novel objectives resulting from
our analysis, seven tuning methods, and six claims from the literature on optimal and greedy
methods on 165 real and synthetic data sets. Through our analysis, both conceptually
and experimentally, we discover new non-concave objectives, highlight the importance of
proper tuning, support and refute several claims from the literature, and provide clear
recommendations for researchers and practitioners on the usage of greedy and optimal
methods, and code for future comparisons.
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1 Introduction

Decision trees (DTs) are among the most-used (interpretable) machine learning (ML) mod-
els. Despite their simplicity, they can learn complex non-linear relationships in data.
Their human comprehensibility answers the need for interpretable models in high-stake
domains (Rudin, 2019; Arrieta et al., 2020), provided the trees are small. Optimal decision
trees (ODTS) specifically, which provably optimize an objective for a given size limit, provide
small but accurate models on many tabular datasets and thus combine high performance
with interpretability (Piltaver et al., 2016; Loh, 2014; Carrizosa et al., 2021).

Because training optimal decision trees with respect to a size limit is NP-Hard (Hyalfil
and Rivest, 1976), most early decision tree learning methods were greedy top-down induction
heuristics, such as CART (Breiman et al., 1984) and C4.5 (Quinlan, 1993), which locally
optimize some impurity or information gain metric for each branching node.
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Consequently, greedy decision tree learning has been extensively studied given its long
history; important examples being splitting criteria (Mingers, 1989b; Buntine and Niblett,
1992; Shih, 1999; Raileanu and Stoffel, 2004; Wang and Xia, 2017) and pruning techniques
to avoid overfitting (Mingers, 1989a; Patil et al., 2010; Esposito et al., 1997).

In contrast, optimal decision tree research is a much younger field, with the last decade
seeing major advancements. The main topic of research has been improving scalability by
reducing runtimes and supporting larger datasets. Researchers have employed a variety of
techniques such as (mixed) integer programming (MIP) (Bertsimas and Dunn, 2017; Verwer
and Zhang, 2017), constraint programming (Verhaeghe et al., 2020), satisfiability (Hu et al.,
2020; Narodytska et al., 2018) and dynamic programming with bounds (Aglin et al., 2020a;
Lin et al., 2020; Demirovié¢ et al., 2022). Whereas ten years ago optimal methods were
limited to small data sets, due to algorithmic advancements and an increase in computation
power, we can now use a recent dynamic programming approach (Van der Linden et al.,
2023) to analyze data sets with up to hundreds of thousands of samples.

Given that the main technical innovations for optimal methods are relatively recent,
unlike in the field of greedy heuristics, principled ways of using optimal decision trees for
out-of-sample performance have been comparatively under-explored. Whereas the field of
greedy decision trees shows a large variety of splitting criteria, pruning methods, and tuning
approaches, optimal decisions are almost exclusively trained by maximizing accuracy, pos-
sibly additionally penalizing the number of nodes (the sparse objective). Tuning, if done at
all, is performed in different ad hoc manners, e.g., tuning the number of nodes or depth of
the tree. Practices differ from paper to paper, which hinders direct comparisons.

Moreover, early comparisons between optimal and greedy approaches were limited in
scope and contained claims and hypotheses that we can now refute (Section 5). Murthy
and Salzberg (1995) lacked a scalable ODT method and therefore confined their analysis on
synthetic data. Bertsimas and Dunn (2017) trained ODTs using MIP, but lack of scalability
constrained most of their analysis to data sets of only 100 instances or trees with a maximum
depth of two. For larger problems, their approach did not converge to optimality; therefore,
the support for several of their claims remained uncertain.

Though these and other studies (Lin et al., 2020; Demirovi¢ et al., 2022) report an
average improvement of the out-of-sample performance versus greedy heuristics, others have
criticized ODTs for overfitting (Dietterich, 1995), observed worse results for ODTs compared
to greedy heuristics (Zharmagambetov et al., 2021; Marton et al., 2024), and questioned the
adjective ‘optimal’ (Sullivan et al., 2024). These contradictory findings illustrate the need
for a more thorough understanding of the concept of optimal decision trees.

This motivated us to conduct a thorough review of existing decision tree methods, both
greedy and optimal, focusing on objective functions used during training and different tun-
ing approaches. Based on our findings, we motivate new objective functions and tuning
approaches that are specific to optimal methods that globally optimize the objective. To
support our study, we conducted the largest evaluation to this date concerning optimal and
greedy decision tree methods, taking into account 13 different objective functions, seven
tuning approaches, 165 real-world and synthetic data sets (small and large), and trees that
go beyond small tree-depth limits. This provides us with a wealth of data to analyze and
insights into the strengths and weaknesses of greedy and optimal approaches.
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From our new insights obtained on training ODTs, we also discuss the implications for
decision tree learning in general. To keep the scope of this study manageable, we chose to
limit this study to axis-aligned binary classification trees with hard splits, which are arguably
the most common type of decision trees. In more detail, we contribute the following:

e In Section 3, we analyze and compare nine existing greedy decision tree accuracy objec-
tives for optimal decision trees. We observe that the strict concavity of many of these
objectives, as required by greedy top-down inducting approaches (Kearns and Man-
sour, 1996), yields counter-intuitive results when trained to optimality. Since ODTs
do not require concave objectives, we contribute four new non-concave objectives. Our
experiments show that these new non-concave objectives outperform the default ac-
curacy objective for smaller data sets by more effectively penalizing leaf nodes with
nearly uniform class distributions. For larger data sets, ODTs can directly optimize
the in-sample accuracy.

e In Section 4, we compare seven complexity tuning approaches for ODTs, four of which
were proposed before, and three new tuning approaches. Our experiments highlight
the importance of tuning optimal decision tree methods, and that (surprisingly) the
differences between the commonly used tuning methods are small.

e In Section 5, we review previous comparisons between greedy and optimal approaches,
formulate best practices for future comparisons, and provide data and code to support
proper benchmarking.! We apply these practices in evaluating six claims from the
literature on the performance of greedy and optimal trees. Specifically, we evaluate
the following claims:

Claim 1: Optimal methods under the same depth constraint (up to depth four) find
trees with 1-2% higher out-of-sample accuracy than greedy methods (Bertsimas
and Dunn, 2017; Verwer and Zhang, 2017; Demirovi¢ et al., 2022).

Claim 2: Optimal methods have a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off than greedy
methods (Lin et al., 2020).

Claim 3: The difference between optimal and greedy approaches diminishes with more
data (Murthy and Salzberg, 1995; Costa and Pedreira, 2023).

Claim 4: The accuracy of greedy trees remains stable when the data size increases
linearly with concept complexity (Murthy and Salzberg, 1995).

Claim 5: Optimal trees are more likely to overfit than greedy trees (Dietterich, 1995).

Claim 6: The expected depth of greedy trees remains (in practice) close to the optimal
tree depth, even for complex (large) true tree size (Goodman and Smyth, 1988;
Murthy and Salzberg, 1995).

Our results support Claims 1, 2, 6, and refute Claims 3, 4 and 5.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section provides a general
overview of the field of optimal decision trees. Sections 3, 4, and 5 are mostly self-contained

1. The code will be made public on paper publication.
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sections, each dedicated to a single major research question as outlined above, each with
its corresponding related work, technical details, experiments, and conclusions. Section 6
draws an overarching conclusion.

2 Related Work

This section introduces previous literature on decision tree learning with a focus on opti-
mal methods. For longer reviews, we refer to surveys by Safavian and Landgrebe (1991);
Kotsiantis (2013) and Costa and Pedreira (2023).

Decision tree learning started several decades ago with AID (Morgan and Sonquist, 1963),
a recursive approach to regression analysis, later adapted for classification in CHAID (Kass,
1980). Since then, two of the most popular decision tree learning algorithms have been
CART (Breiman et al., 1984) and ID3 (Quinlan, 1986) with its successors C4.5 (Quinlan,
1993). Each of these uses top-down induction (TDI) to greedily partition the data by finding
a split that is locally optimal according to an information or impurity criterion. Overfitting
is prevented either by early stopping rules such as a minimum information gain or by post-
pruning the tree. We discuss splitting criteria in Section 3.1.

Besides TDI heuristics, other heuristics include stochastic gradient descent (Norouzi
et al., 2015), coordinate descent (Carreira-Perpindn and Tavallali, 2018; Dunn, 2018; Bert-
simas and Dunn, 2019), evolutionary algorithms (Barros et al., 2011; Guidotti et al., 2024),
swarm optimization (Panhalkar and Doye, 2022), and look-ahead (Kiossou et al., 2024).
These metaheuristics typically obtain better trees by considering a larger search space than
TDI heuristics but do not guarantee to find the globally optimal tree.

Because computing trees optimally is NP-Hard (Hyafil and Rivest, 1976; Cox et al.,
1989; Murphy and McCraw, 1991), historically most approaches have been heuristics. Al-
though a few early optimal dynamic programming (Schumacher and Sevcik, 1976; Payne and
Meisel, 1977; Miyakawa, 1985; Cox et al., 1989; Nijssen and Fromont, 2007, 2010) and an
extreme point tabu search (Bennett and Blue, 1996) approaches have been proposed, only
recently, with increasing computation power and new algorithmic improvements, interest in
computing optimal trees resurged.

This resurge started with mixed-integer programming (MIP) formulations for ODTs
(Bertsimas and Dunn, 2017; Verwer and Zhang, 2017) with several consecutive improvements
(Verwer and Zhang, 2019; Aghaei et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2024; Giinliik et al., 2021; Zhu et al.,
2020; Hua et al., 2022; Alés et al., 2024). The advantages of these MIP methods are that
they can find splits with arbitrary thresholds on the continuous features and can easily be
adapted by adding linear constraints or changing the objective, including objectives that
operate on the whole tree instead of summing the objectives of independent leaf nodes. The
disadvantage is poor scalability because of a weak linear relaxation and the inability of the
MIP solver to recognize the independence between subtrees.

Around the same time (maximum) satisfiability (SAT) formulations were proposed (Nar-
odytska et al., 2018; Hu et al., 2020; Janota and Morgado, 2020; Avellaneda, 2020; Shati
et al., 2023; Alos et al., 2023). These SAT models focus on finding perfect trees of minimum
size and MaxSAT is used to maximize the training accuracy for a fixed size limit. Similarly,
Verhaeghe et al. (2020) find perfect trees of minimum size using constraint programming.
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They improve performance by exploiting the subtree independence, by caching and reusing
solutions to subproblems, and by pruning the search through bounds.

Similar techniques are exploited in dynamic-programming (DP) based approaches, which
a recent survey (Costa and Pedreira, 2023) indicates as the most promising approach in terms
of scalability. DP exploits the independent subtree structure and reuses partial solutions
to repeated subproblems. The addition of bound-based pruning (Aglin et al., 2020a,b),
improved lower bounds (Hu et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2020; Demirovi¢ et al., 2022; Chaouki
et al., 2024), and a faster subprocedure for trees of depth two (Demirovié et al., 2022) have
greatly improved the scalability of the basic DP approach. The advantages of DP are the
good scalability for realistic use cases, specifically with respect to the number of instances.
The disadvantages are the need for binarization and an exponential runtime with respect to
the number of features and maximum tree size.

Recent developments for ODTs are incorporating continuous features (Mazumder et al.,
2022; Shati et al., 2023); exploring the Rashomon set of all close to optimal models (Xin
et al., 2022; Semenova et al., 2023); quantifying and reducing explanation redundancy (Izza
et al., 2022; Audemard et al., 2022); improving anytime performance (Kiossou et al., 2022;
Demirovi¢ et al., 2023); improving memory usage (Aglin et al., 2022); and applying ODTs to
other objectives such as regression (Zhang et al., 2023; Van den Bos et al., 2024), quantile
regression (Lemaire et al., 2024), fairness constraints (Aghaei et al., 2019; Jo et al., 2022;
Van der Linden et al., 2022), robustness (Vos and Verwer, 2022; Justin et al., 2022), survival
analysis (Zhang et al., 2024; Huisman et al., 2024), prescriptive policy generation (Bertsimas
et al., 2019; Jo et al., 2021; Van der Linden et al., 2023), and learning MDP policies (Vos
and Verwer, 2023).

In summary, the recent literature shows a surge in methods for and applications of ODTs.
Advances in scalability make it now possible to do a more in-depth analysis of how ODTs
should be trained and how they compare to the traditional greedy approaches.

3 The Optimization Objective for Optimal Decision Trees

Decision tree learning objectives typically optimize two parts: some accuracy objective (i.e.,
accuracy or one of its proxies, such as information gain) and a tree-complexity objective
(e.g., number of nodes). Some objectives only include the first, while others, such as the
minimum description length (see below), combine both into one. In this section, we focus
on the first: the accuracy objective. In Section 4, we discuss the tree-complexity objective.

Section 3.1 lists existing greedy splitting criteria and how they relate to ODT objectives.
In our analysis of these objectives in Section 3.2, we observe that the concavity traditionally
required by greedy heuristics (Kearns and Mansour, 1996) is not helpful when training
ODTs. Therefore, we introduce four novel non-concave objectives in Section 3.3. We then
empirically compare all these objectives in Section 3.4 and discuss our findings in Section 3.5.
Our main finding is that optimal and greedy decision tree learners benefit from optimizing
different objectives. Greedy learners perform best with concave objectives while optimal
learners achieve the best performance when optimizing non-concave objectives.
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3.1 From Greedy Criteria to Objectives

Greedy TDI criteria have been extensively analyzed and compared. We extend this compar-
ison to optimal decision trees. In the following, we first consider how existing greedy criteria
relate to objective functions for ODTs.

Greedy top-down induction (TDI) methods typically consider two types of criteria: a
local splitting criterion that decides how to split a node and a pruning criterion that decides
which nodes to keep during pruning. Although the goal of decision tree learning is to
maximize accuracy, TDI methods rarely directly optimize accuracy but instead optimize a
proxy. One of the first classification tree methods, CHAID (Kass, 1980), maximizes the
reduction in the y? statistic; CART (Breiman et al., 1984) optimizes the Gini impurity;
and ID3 (Quinlan, 1986) and C4.5 (Quinlan, 1993) optimize information gain (or entropy).
Some greedy methods use the same criterion for splitting and pruning; others employ another
criterion for pruning such as the minimum description length (Mehta et al., 1995) or the
pessimistic error rate in C4.5 (Quinlan, 1993). We explain each in more detail below.

ODTs, on the other hand, do not have a splitting or pruning criterion but optimize a
global objective (also called a loss function), typically expressed as a sum over the errors of
the leaf nodes plus some term that penalizes the size of the tree. Almost all ODT methods
directly optimize the accuracy (Nijssen and Fromont, 2007; Bertsimas and Dunn, 2017; Ver-
wer and Zhang, 2017, 2019; Hu et al., 2019; Aglin et al., 2020a; Hu et al., 2020; Aghaei et al.,
2021). To improve the performance on unbalanced data sets, some have considered other
objectives such as balanced accuracy (Lin et al., 2020) or Fl-score (Demirovi¢ and Stuckey,
2021). Nijssen and Fromont (2010) have implemented the pessimistic error objective from
C4.5 and a Bayesian objective function, but do not discuss the effect on the out-of-sample
performance when these objectives are used.

We now present a list of splitting and pruning criteria used for TDI heuristics and for each
provide an equivalent formulation as an ODT leaf node objective. We rewrite these functions
as a function f with as input the leaf node size n and the number of misclassifications e.
Let L be a list of leaf nodes of size n and with e misclassifications, then the minimization
objective of the whole tree becomes

Z f(n,e).

(n,e)eLl

For brevity, we consider only the binary classification case. For all functions, terms that
divide by zero (e.g., ¢/n when n = 0) or take the log of zero (e.g., logy(e/n) when e = 0) are
evaluated as zero. We leave out some splitting criteria, such as the twoing rule in CART, if
they are not additive or cannot easily be expressed as an objective function for the leaf.

Accuracy: The most direct way to optimize out-of-sample accuracy is to optimize the in-
sample accuracy by minimizing the misclassification score. The leaf node objective in
terms of the leaf node size n and the number of misclassifications e is

f(n,e)=e.

A possible disadvantage of this objective is its ‘flatness’: it cannot distinguish between
many different solutions. For example, f(4,2) + f(6,0) = f(5,1) + f(5,1).
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Gint impurity: Commonly used in greedy top-down heuristics is the Gini impurity. Gini
impurities are from 0 to 1. Weighted Gini impurity scores are obtained by multiplying
the Gini impurity by the number of instances in that leaf node. Let pg = = denote the
probability of the first class and p; = *¢ the probability of the second class. Then the
objective value is

f(n,e) =n(l—p§—pi).

Square root Gini: Kearns and Mansour (1996) propose to use the square root of the Gini
impurity to improve performance on unbalanced data sets:

f(n,e) =ny/1—p2—p?.

Entropy: The second commonly used objective in top-down heuristics is entropy (or infor-
mation gain). Like the Gini impurity, weighted scores are obtained by multiplying by
the size of the leaf node:

n

f(nae): 9

(pology po + p1logy p1) .

Gini impurity and entropy can be expressed as a parameterization of Tsallis entropy
(Tsallis, 1988; Wang and Xia, 2017).

Minimum error: Niblett (1987) estimates the expected error for nodes by assuming that
every class has equal probability. With n samples in a node and |K| the number of
labels, and n. the count of the majority label, the expected error rate is

n—ne.+|Kl—1
n+ |K|

Since we consider binary classification, || = 2, and n. = n — e. Therefore:

n(e+1)

fn,e) = n+2

This is equivalent to Laplace smoothing with a smoothing parameter set to one (add-
one smoothing) (Flach, 2012). According to Mingers (1989a), the equal-probability
assumption of this approach becomes problematic for a large number of classes.

Pessimistic error: Quinlan (1987) proposed a pessimistic error rate by computing a bound
on the expected error rate, which in effect raises the error rate at every leaf by 0.5:

1
f(nv 6) =e+ 5.
2
This method is similar to a complexity cost per node of 0.5. Since we cover complexity

costs in the next section, we do not consider the pessimistic error in this section.

Binomial pessimistic error (Binom.): The commonly used C4.5 method (Quinlan, 1993)
uses an advanced form of pessimistic error by considering a leaf with n training in-
stances and e misclassifications as a ‘sample’ from a binomial distribution with an un-
known misclassifying probability. Since this probability cannot be computed directly,
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the upper confidence bound of the posterior distribution of this probability, based on
a confidence level «, is used as the error rate of the leaf node. The confidence interval
width z, is the z-value from the normal distribution for confidence level a.. Let ¢/ = 6—1—%
be the pessimistic error. Then the binomial pessimistic error can be expressed as:

n- (1 — exp® (0‘)/”) ife=0
F(n,e) e ife=n
n,e) =
e’+z§‘+\/z§ (e’(l—%)-‘r%)

-n  otherwise.

n+z2

Minimum description length (Quinlan): The minimum description length (MDL) approach
states that the best model can be described with the least amount of bits of informa-
tion because the description length of a model can directly be linked to the posterior
probability of a model (Rissanen, 1978; Li and Vitanyi, 2008). In practice, the encoding
typically consists of two parts: first the encoding of the model and then the encoding of
the data that deviates from the model.

Quinlan and Rivest (1989) observe that the cost of encoding a binary string of length n
with e ones and n — e zeros can be computed by first encoding the size n of the string,
and then the positions of the e ones, with b representing an upper bound on the number
of ones that can occur:

n

L(n,e,b):ln(b+1)+ln( ) (1)

e
Then, for every leaf node with n instances and e misclassifications, encode a bit string
that specifies the misclassifications with cost L(n,e, [n/2]) for binary classification:

f(n,e) = L(n,e, [ (n+1)/2]).

The encoding of the branching feature and the leaf node label are part of the tree
complexity cost which we cover in the next section.

Minimum description length (Mehta): Mehta et al. (1995) observe a sub-optimal coding
length for Eq. (1) when e is close to zero, and therefore propose to use stochastic com-
plexity (Krichevsky and Trofimov, 1981; Rissanen, 1997). For binary classification, their
formula can be rewritten to

1
f(n,e):elnﬁ—i-(n—e)ln +§lng+ln7r.
e _

Bayesian: Decision trees are also commonly trained using a Bayesian approach (Chipman
et al., 1998; Denison et al., 1998). These approaches find the maximum likelihood tree
given some priors. We present the objective function used in the recent work by Sullivan
et al. (2024). For the binary case, they assume that each leaf node can be represented by a
Bernoulli distribution with parameter 6 € [0, 1]. They assume 6 € Beta(po, p1), the Beta
distribution with parameters pg, p1 € RT. The values pyp and p; are hyperparameters,
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Figure 1: (Left) Three splitting heuristics compared. The horizontal axis shows the binary
class distribution expressed as the probability of the first class, and the vertical axis shows the
corresponding splitting criterion value (lower is better). (Right) Geometric interpretation of
the weighted mean error of two children when p, p1, and po represent the class distributions
of the parent and the two children respectively. The length of the arrow indicates the
improvement in the splitting criterion value. Adapted from Flach (2012).

but they fix these values to pg = p1 = 2.5. The error can then be expressed in terms of
the Beta function B as follows:

Ble + po,n — ¢+ p1)

H ) = =Bl 1)

Sullivan et al. (2024) also add a cost based on the priors, which can be considered a
complexity cost, and therefore we leave it out in the discussion in this section.

3.2 Analysis

The reason why TDI methods do not optimize accuracy directly is that an accuracy splitting
criterion is often unable to find an improving split in unbalanced data. When splitting a
node, TDI methods evaluate all possible splits and choose the split that minimizes the
splitting criterion value for the resulting class distributions among the new nodes of each
possible split. Fig. 1 visually explains why using accuracy as a splitting criterion is worse
at distinguishing improving splits than Gini impurity or entropy. The left side shows the
function values for accuracy, Gini impurity, and entropy. The right side shows how a locally
optimal split can be found geometrically. When splitting a node with a probability of the
first class of p into two new nodes with probabilities p; and ps, the new weighted splitting
criterion value can be found by drawing a straight line from the criterion value at point pq
to p2. The intersection of the straight line at p is the sum of the weighted criterion value of
the two nodes. For Gini impurity and entropy, this value is always lower than the criterion
value of the parent node, because both functions are strictly concave. Accuracy, however,
is not strictly concave, and when p < 0.5,p; < 0.5, and ps < 0.5 (or equivalently all are
greater than 0.5), the weighted sum of the criterion value of the child nodes is the same as
that of the parent node. Moreover, for any values p; < 0.5 and py < 0.5 the weighted sum
of the criterion values is the same, and therefore no distinction can be made between these



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

50 . . .
Objective Function
2 60 g 40 7 R i — Accuracy
T§ 0 N - T; ......... Gini impurity
© god T | = == o 30 | Square root Gini
E —"‘ *3 20 Tl T Entmpy
S L L, Minimum error
= 20 - - =< R .
o . O 109 4 Pessimistic Binomial
% Quinlan MDL
0 T T T T 0 = T T T Mehta MDL
0 10 20 30 40 50 40 50 60 70 Bayes
Misclassifications e Leaf node size n

Figure 2: Objective values for different objective functions for a single leaf node. Left,
the leaf node size is fixed at n = 100. Right, the misclassifications are fixed at e = 20.
Surprisingly, the value of the strictly concave objectives increases for a fixed error and
increasing leaf node size.

splits. Thus TDI heuristics require strictly concave splitting criteria (Kearns and Mansour,
1996) and therefore do not optimize accuracy directly.

To further understand the differences between all the objectives listed above, we plot
them and analyze the differences. The left of Fig. 2 shows the values of the objectives pre-
sented above when the leaf node size is fixed but the number of misclassifications increases.
The accuracy is a straight line since every misclassification is counted equally. Both the
pessimistic binomial score and the minimum error follow the accuracy tightly, with only a
small additional cost for higher misclassifications. All other objectives follow roughly the
same pattern: the first misclassifications in a node are penalized most and the additional
penalty for extra misclassifications decreases.

Similarly, on the right of Fig. 2, when the number of misclassifications in a node is fixed
but the leaf node size is changed, the accuracy is a straight line. The pessimistic binomial
score and the minimum error again follow accuracy closely. Interestingly, for all other
objectives, the objective value increases when the node size increases. Since lower values
are preferred, this means these objectives penalize larger leaf nodes more than smaller leaf
nodes with the same misclassifications.

Intuitively, it seems odd that the objective increases for larger nodes with a fixed error.
Table 1 shows some examples of relative objective values that are unexpected. For example,
according to entropy, it is better to have two nodes of size 4, with two misclassifications in
the first node and zero in the second, than one node of size 8 with one misclassification. En-
tropy strongly values a pure node, even if this means a higher misclassification rate. Other
objectives, such as MDL, value two nodes of size four and two with two misclassifications
in the first and none in the second, more than one node of size six with also two misclas-
sifications. Again, a small pure node is valued, even though the node of size four with two
misclassifications has a high probability of being misclassified.

3.3 Novel Non-Concave Objectives

The odd behavior of the greedy criteria in Fig. 2 and Table 1 is a result of their strict
concavity. (Strict) concavity is not a requirement for ODTs because ODTs do not consider

10
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Objective Expected (lower is better) Observed

Gini impurity  £(8,2) < £(4,2) + £(4,0)  £(8,2) = 3.000, f(4,2) + f(4,0) = 2.000
Entropy F(8,1) < f(4,2) + £(4,0)  f(8,1) = 2.174, £(4,2) + f(4,0) = 2.000
MDL (Quinlan)  £(6,2) < f(4,2) + £(2,0)  f(6,2) = 4.708, f(4,2) + f(2,0) = 4.377
MDL (Mehta)  f(6,2) < f(4,2) + f(2,0)  £(6,2) = 5.513, f(4,2) + f(2,0) = 5.409
Bayes £(6,2) < f(4,2) + £(2,0)  f(6,2) = 4.379, £(4,2) + £(2,0) = 4.321

Table 1: Pure nodes are overvalued, resulting in splits with pure nodes (e.g., [n,e] = [4,0])
and nodes that are labeled randomly ([4,2]), rather than keeping one node with the same
misclassifications ([8,2]) or even less in case of entropy (8, 1]).

splitting criteria and can search beyond a non-improving split. Therefore we here introduce
four non-concave objectives that have not previously been used in decision tree learning.

Error Gini: Instead of weighing the Gini impurity by the leaf node size, we propose Error
Gint which multiplies the Gini impurity by the number of errors in a leaf node. This
ensures that the objective value does not increase when the misclassifications are fixed
but the size of the leaf node increases. Again, let pp = - and p; = "=, then the

n
objective value is

f(n,e) =e(l—p§—pi).

Error entropy: Similarly, we provide Error entropy which gives the entropy multiplied by
the number of errors, instead of weighted by the size of the leaf node:

f(n,e) = —e(pology po + p1logy p1) .

M-loss: Noel et al. (2023) propose two new objective functions for optimizing neural net-
works, both of which are non-concave. The first new objective function they propose is
the M-loss, here rewritten in terms of n and e:

f(n,e):n(l_lz—1>.

L-loss: The second objective function that they propose is called the L-loss. Rewritten in
terms of n and e this becomes

f(n,e)=n é—l

1= ()

Fig. 3 shows the values these new functions take. For easy comparison, accuracy and
Gini impurity are also included in the plot. In contrast to the strictly concave functions,
the left side of Fig. 3 shows how the first misclassifications in a leaf node are penalized less,
whereas nodes with a (close to) balanced class distribution are heavily penalized. The right
side shows that increasing the leaf node size while keeping the number of misclassifications
constant, decreases the penalization. Therefore, these objectives obtain the desired property
to penalize nodes with a close-to-equal class distribution more strongly.
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Figure 3: The new objectives show opposite behavior to the strictly concave objectives.
Left, the leaf node size is fixed at n = 100. Right, the misclassifications are fixed at e = 20.

3.4 Experiments

In our experiments we aim to answer the following questions:

1. What is the difference between the objectives on out-of-sample accuracy when trained
to optimality on the training data?

2. Which objectives are well suited for small data sets?

3. What difference can be observed between the objectives when trained to optimality
on the training data or when greedily optimized using TDI heuristics?

3.4.1 EXPERIMENT SETUP

We empirically compare the objectives on a large benchmark set from OpenML (Vanschoren
et al., 2013; Feurer et al., 2021).2 For the sake of scalability, we selected all binary classi-
fication data sets with 50 or fewer features, of which ten or fewer numeric features and no
large text features, with no missing values, with at most 100,000 instances, and at least 40
instances. We take the most recent version of the data set and omit duplicates or data sets
that only differ in the random seed, resulting in 165 data sets. We split each data set into
five folds, creating five train and test pairs each consisting of four and one fold respectively.
We list all data sets used in Appendix A.

We implemented all the ODT objectives in the ODT method STreeD (Van der Linden
et al., 2023) because of its scalability and flexibility in supporting new objectives.® STreeD
is a DP approach that requires binary features. Therefore we binarize the numeric training
data with thresholds on the ten quantiles, and the categorical data with one-hot encoding
(with at most ten categories). The test data is binarized in the same way. We experimented
with other binarization approaches but noted no significant impact. See Section 5.2 for the
impact of binarization on CART.

We train ODTs up to a depth of three and four while tuning both the tree depth and
the number of branching nodes using five-fold cross-validation. A depth-three tree has at
most eight leaf nodes and seven branching nodes and a depth-four tree has at most 16 leaf
nodes and 15 branching nodes.

2. The code will be made public on paper publication.
3. https://github.com/algtudelft/pystreed
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Figure 4: Comparing ODT objectives for (a) max-depth = 3 and (b) max-depth =
Orange (blue) indicates (non-)concave. The average rank, accuracy, and number of leaf
nodes over all data sets and folds are shown.

We test the objectives on TDI heuristics in our own implementation of CART. We use
cost-complexity tuning with accuracy as the pruning objective. For comparison with ODT,
we train CART using a depth limit of four on the same binarized data sets. In Section 5.2,
we evaluate the impact of these choices.

3.4.2 OPTIMAL DECISION TREE RESULTS

Figs. 4a and 4b show the average rank, test accuracy, and the number of leaf nodes per
objective for trees of depth three and four. On average, the best ranking objectives with the
best test accuracy are accuracy and its slight variations Minimum Error and the Binomial
Pessimistic error, and our novel non-concave functions M-loss, error entropy, error Gini, and
L-loss. Maximizing the training accuracy is the second and highest-ranked objective for
maximum depths three and four respectively. However, the highest average test accuracy
for both depth limits is obtained by minimizing the new objective M-loss. For a maximum
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Figure 5: Nemenyi critical distance rank test for ODTs of maximum depth four. The average
rank per objective is plotted and objectives with a rank difference smaller than the critical
distance (CD) at p-value 0.05 are grouped by a black bar.

depth of four, the pessimistic binomial objective achieves a similar average test accuracy
with a lower number of leaf nodes than the accuracy objective.

However, the results are close. Fig. 5 shows the results of a Nemenyi critical distance rank
test to test the significance (Demsar, 2006). This test computes the critical distance (CD)
between the average ranks of two methods to be statistically significant. Fig. 5 shows that
all the non-concave objectives and Gini are not significantly different for depth four. The
non-concave objectives are significantly better than the concave objectives (except Gini).

3.4.3 SMALL DATA SETS

We noted that the differences among objectives were larger for smaller data sets. These
data sets are particularly hard because overfitting is likely with such limited information.
Therefore Fig. 6 shows the results on the 70 data sets with less than 200 instances.

The new non-concave objectives perform significantly better than accuracy, with the test
accuracy of M-loss on average exceeding that of the accuracy objective by 0.7%. Therefore,
with sufficient data, ODTs obtain the best performance by maximizing training accuracy
but for smaller data sets, other objectives, such as the M-loss can yield better results.

3.4.4 GREEDY HEURISTICS RESULTS

For comparison, we also train greedy trees with the objectives listed above. Fig. 7 shows
the resulting out-of-sample performance. In comparison with the ODTs, the ranking of the
objectives is almost reversed, which is in line with our analysis in Section 3.2. A Nemenyi
critical distance rank test shows that all strictly concave objectives are significantly better
than all non-concave objectives for TDI heuristics. The smaller tree sizes of the non-concave
objectives show that the greedy heuristic gets stuck early with these objectives and finds no
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Figure 6: Comparing ODT objectives for max-depth = 4 on 70 small data sets (n < 200).

Gini impurity
MDL-Quinlan
Bayes
Entropy
MDL-Mehta
Sqrt-Gini
Mininum error
Error entropy
Accuracy
Binom.

Error Gini
M-loss

L-loss

6 7 8 74 76 78 80 O 2 4
Average rank Test accuracy (%) Number of leaf nodes

Figure 7: Comparing greedy objectives for max-depth = 4. The strictly concave objectives
outperform the non-concave objectives.

improving splits. Optimizing Gini impurity yields 1.2% higher out-of-sample accuracy than
directly optimizing the in-sample accuracy. These results confirm that the traditional Gini
and entropy are among the top choices.

3.5 Discussion

Previous work has extensively compared greedy splitting criteria, which we extend to optimal
decision trees. Our results show that optimizing accuracy directly is a good choice for ODTs,
specifically when the training data is large because, with sufficient training data, the training
accuracy approximates the test accuracy. This shows that the strict concavity of objectives
such as Gini impurity and entropy, is not an inherently necessary or desirable property, but
a limitation imposed by the greedy TDI approach. Optimal and greedy training procedures
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respond differently to the objectives and therefore best practices of one approach do not
necessarily translate to the other.

We obtained better results for small data sets by using one of our new non-concave
objectives, such as M-loss or error entropy. These objectives strongly penalize leaf nodes
with a close to equal class distribution and are therefore more robust when there is little data
available. This does not apply to greedy heuristics which show an almost opposite ranking
of objectives in comparison to ODTs. This opens the question of how the performance of
non-concave objectives for small data sets could be exploited in greedy heuristics.

4 Tuning the Tree Complexity of Optimal Decision Trees

Most decision tree learning approaches make a trade-off between training accuracy and model
complexity to prevent overfitting. For ODTs, several complexity tuning methods have been
used but without an in-depth empirical comparison. Therefore this section analyses the
effect of complexity tuning methods for optimal decision trees, starting with an overview of
complexity tuning methods. We find that optimal decision trees perform significantly better
with tuning than without, but that existing tuning techniques perform similarly.

4.1 Tuning Approaches

The following complexity tuning approaches are currently used in ODT methods:

Depth: A common metric for tree complexity is its depth. DL8.5 (Aglin et al., 2020a.,b),
for example, tunes the depth of the tree. A possible disadvantage is that the number of
nodes increases exponentially with respect to the maximum depth, thus providing only
a coarse control of the tree size. In our experiments below, we tune the depth parameter
d € {0, ..., max-depth}, with a max-depth of either four or five.

Size: The number of nodes can be tuned directly as a hard constraint. Since binary trees
always have one more leaf node than branching nodes, the total number of nodes can
also be counted by the number of branching or leaf nodes alone. This approach is taken
by Demirovi¢ et al. (2022) and Van der Linden et al. (2023) who directly tune both the
maximum depth and the number of branching nodes. In our experiments below, we tune
the depth and the number of nodes such that the depth d € {0, ..., max-depth} and the
number of branching nodes n € {d, ...,2% — 1}.

Complexity cost: The most common approach in greedy trees is to penalize the cost of adding
a node by a factor A. This approach is used in most MIP methods (Bertsimas and Dunn,
2017) and also in the optimal sparse approaches by Lin et al. (2020) and Chaouki et al.
(2024). Complexity-cost tuning minimizes A(|L| — 1) + 3, cyer, f(n, €), with L the set
of leaves and A the complexity-cost parameter.

As similarly done in (Lin et al., 2020), we tune the complexity-cost parameter \ €
{0.0001, 0.0002, 0.0003, 0.0004, 0.0005, 0.0006, 0.0007, 0.0008, 0.0009, 0.001, 0.002, 0.003,
0.004, 0.005, 0.006, 0.007, 0.008, 0.009, 0.01, 0.02, 0.03, 0.04,0.05, 0.06, 0.07, 0.08, 0.09,
0.1, 0.2} in our experiments below.
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Minimum Support: The minimum support or minimum leaf node size is a hard constraint
on the minimum number of instances that should end up in a leaf node. Closely related
is the minimum split size: the minimum number of instances in a node to allow for a
split. Minimum support is more common in the data mining literature, e.g., Nijssen and
Fromont (2007). It is also introduced as a soft constraint (Vilas Boas et al., 2021).

In our experiments below, we tune the minimum leaf node size m with possible values
for m expressed as a percentage m’ of the data set size n with m’ € {0.001, 0.002, 0.003,
0.004, 0.005, 0.0075, 0.01, 0.015, 0.02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.05, 0.06, 0.07, 0.08, 0.09, 0.1, 0.15,
0.2, 0.25, 0.3, 0.35, 0.4, 0.45, 0.5}. Rounding m’n to an integer may yield non-unique
numbers, so we select the smallest ten unique integer possible values for m.

In our experiments, we leave out selecting a tree structure from a fixed set of possible
structures (Giinliik et al., 2021), because this approach was chosen specifically to deal with
the scalability limitations of MIP.

4.2 New Tuning Approaches

On top of the existing ODT tuning approaches, we evaluate three new approaches:

Question length: The question length (or similarly the expected depth) counts the average
number of tree nodes visited by an instance to be classified. Since Piltaver et al. (2016)
showed that question length is one of the best proxies for human comprehensibility of
trees, we include it as a complexity-tuning parameter. Tuning the question length cost
can be seen as weighted cost-complexity tuning. The cost of adding a node is not constant
but depends linearly on the number of training instances that pass through the node.
Question-length cost tuning minimizes w ) e g [b] + 32, 0)er, [ (1, €), With L the set of
leaves, B the set of branching nodes, |b| the number of instances passing through a
branching node b € B, and w the question-length cost parameter. In our experiments
below, we tune the question-length cost w € {0.001, 0.002, 0.004, 0.006, 0.008, 0.01,
0.02, 0.035, 0.05, 0.075, 0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.25}.

G-Test threshold: The G-Test threshold approach measures the difference between the two
branches of a split and only allows splits that result in splits with a statistically significant
difference. The G-Test is a likelihood ratio test that works analogously to the x? test
used in CHAID (Kass, 1980) and ID3 (Quinlan, 1986). In our experiments below, we
tune the significance level o € {0.000001, 0.00001, 0.0001, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1,
0.2, 0.5, 1.0}.

Smoothing: Because of the good performance of the minimum error objective in Section 3.1,
we generalize this approach by tuning the Laplace smoothing parameter. The Laplace
smoothing approach (Flach, 2012) assumes in a leaf node that for each class, z extra
instances exist. With |KC] the number of classes, the accuracy objective becomes

n(e + z)

f(”ve):m-

We tune the smoothing parameter = € {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 15, 20}.
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Figure 8: Complexity tuning results for optimal decision trees of (a) max-depth = 4 and (b)
max-depth = 5 for five runs on (a) 164 data sets and (b) 131 data sets.
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Figure 9: Nemenyi critical distance rank test for ODTs of maximum depth four. The
average rank per tuning method is plotted and methods with a rank difference smaller than
the critical distance (CD) at p-value 0.05 are grouped by a black bar.

4.3 Experiments

In our experiments we aim to answer the following question: how do the ODT tuning
methods compare in out-of-sample accuracy?

We tune each method using five-fold cross-validation on the 165 OpenML sets data
described in Section 3.4.1.# Regardless of the tuning method, we impose a maximum depth
constraint of four or five. For runtime comparison, we ran all experiments on an Intel

4. The code will be made public on paper publication.
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Figure 10: Runtime distributions for each tuning methods for max-depth = 4. The scatter
plots show one marker for every data set averaged over five runs. Tuning the depth or the
size of the tree is the most efficient tuning approach.

Xeon E5-6248R 3.0GHz with 100GB RAM using one thread. All tuning methods were
implemented in STreeD (Van der Linden et al., 2023).

Figs. 8a and 8b show the performance of the complexity tuning method on the OpenML
data sets. We exclude data sets from the analysis if any method exceeded the one-hour time
out: for depth four, one data set out of 165 is removed, and for depth five, 34 data sets.
The results show that tuning the size performs best, although all methods are close.

Surprisingly, Fig. 9 shows that tuning only the depth is not statistically significantly
worse even though it tests much fewer configurations than other approaches. On average it
does yield larger trees since ODT methods will use as many nodes as allowed to maximize
the objective on the training data. Tuning the minimum support also yields larger trees. In
our experiments, tuning the question length works well for depth four but worse for depth
five, but it is unclear why. Tuning through smoothing is also a new promising approach.
Tuning the G-Test threshold and no tuning are significantly worse than tuning the size.

Inspecting the results shows that the differences among tuning methods are largest for
medium-sized data sets (several hundred to ten thousand samples). For example, on the 77
data sets with 250 or more and 10,000 or fewer samples, a Wilcoxon signed rank test shows
tuning the size is statistically significantly better than tuning the depth (p-value ~ 0.03).
From this, we hypothesize that for small data sets the validation sets are too small to yield
good estimates of the test scores, whereas for large data sets, the risk of overfitting and thus
the importance of tuning decreases.

Fig. 10 shows the runtime for a five-fold cross-validation over the parameter options
described above for trees of maximum depth four. Note that these runtimes could easily
be changed by considering more, less, or other possible parameter configurations, although
this may also impact the accuracy performance. The left plot shows what percentage of
computations for the five runs on the 165 data sets finished within the given runtime. The
middle and right plots show the runtime for data sets for an increasing number of instances
and binary features. Fach marker represents the average runtime for one data set.

Apart from no tuning, which yields significantly worse accuracy results, tuning the depth
or the size of the tree is the most efficient approach because of how STreeD, the ODT method
used in the experiments, works. Since STreeD is a dynamic programming approach, it can
reuse previously cached results when searching for increasingly large trees.
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In conclusion, complexity tuning of ODTs is necessary. All previously used tuning ap-
proaches obtain similar accuracy results. Tuning the depth or the size of the tree (when
using cached solutions) is more efficient than other approaches. Two new tuning approaches
are promising: tuning the question length and smoothing. Future work could further explore
combining multiple approaches, e.g., tuning the size and the smoothing level.

Based on our experiments in Sections 3 and 4, we recommend to train optimal decision
trees as follows:

Recommendations 1 (Training Optimal Decision Trees).

1. Optimize the same loss at train and test time for optimal decision trees.
Optimizing the accuracy on average yields the best out-of-sample accuracy.

2. For small data sets, maximize a non-concave objective such as M-loss.
For data sets with less than a few hundred samples, optimizing non-concave ob-
jectives such as M-loss performs better than maximizing accuracy as it has an
added reqularization effect.

3. Tune the complexity of optimal decision trees.
Training ODTs with hyperparameter tuning is significantly better than training
without hyperparameter tuning.

4. Tune the size, complexity cost, or smoothing parameter; or, in the case of large
data sets, the depth.
Tuning the size, complexity cost, smoothing parameter, or depth, on average,
yields similar out-of-sample results. However, tuning the depth yields larger trees
and is worse for medium-sized data sets (a few hundred to ten thousand samples).
Using DP approaches, tuning the size is more runtime efficient. For large data
sets, tuning is less important, and tuning the depth is more runtime efficient.

5 Optimal Compared with Greedy

To understand the differences between greedy and optimal approaches for learning decision
trees, we collected claims from the literature and evaluated these claims with extensive
experiments. Below, we list the claims discussed in this section and summarize their verdicts:

Claim 1: Optimal methods under the same depth constraint (up to depth four) find trees
with 1-2% higher out-of-sample accuracy than greedy methods (Bertsimas and Dunn,
2017; Verwer and Zhang, 2017; Demirovié¢ et al., 2022).

Supported: We evaluate the accuracy of depth three and four trees on 164 data sets and
find an average improvement of 1.1% and 1.3% of optimal over greedy approaches.

Clatm 2: Optimal methods have a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off than greedy
methods (Lin et al., 2020).

Supported: We evaluate the accuracy of trees with 1 to 16 nodes on 165 data sets and
find that the size-weighted accuracy of optimal methods is, on average, higher than

20



OPTIMAL OR GREEDY DECISION TREES?

that of greedy methods. The size-weighted accuracy is a new metric we propose in
Section 5.3 to measure the accuracy-interpretability trade-off.

Claim 3: The difference between optimal and greedy approaches diminishes with more
data (Murthy and Salzberg, 1995; Costa and Pedreira, 2023).

Refuted: Experiments on synthetic and real data show that the performance of size-
unconstrained greedy trees keeps improving with more samples, while also growing
much larger trees than ODTs. In contrast, size-constrained greedy trees do not
improve after some point and stay worse than optimal.

Claim 4: The accuracy of greedy trees remains stable when the data size increases linearly
with concept complexity (Murthy and Salzberg, 1995).

Refuted: On synthetic data generated from a random decision tree, the performance of
optimal decision trees remains stable when the random tree’s size is increased, and
the performance of greedy trees diminishes.

Claim 5: Optimal trees are more likely to overfit than greedy trees (Dietterich, 1995).

Refuted: With hyperparameter tuning, we do not find significant performance differences
between optimal and greedy methods with small numbers of samples (up to 200)
nor more sensitivity to noise. When trained with the same size constraint, optimal
methods dominate with more samples.

Claim 6: The expected depth of greedy trees remains (in practice) close to the optimal
tree depth, even for complex (large) true tree size (Goodman and Smyth, 1988; Murthy
and Salzberg, 1995).

Supported: Our experiments on synthetic data with ground-truth trees of depths 1 to 5
show that the expected depth of all methods remains similar to the true depth.

In this section, we first review previous greedy-optimal comparisons, which we use to design a
set of best practices for future comparisons. The rest of the section details the experiments
we performed to evaluate each of the claims from existing literature. In Section 5.5 we
discuss the scalability of ODTs.

5.1 Previous Comparisons

This section reviews previous comparisons between optimal and greedy decision tree learn-
ing methods, each different in its experiment design and sometimes in its conclusion. We
restrict our review to binary axis-aligned trees. First, we summarize the comparisons from
papers that proposed ODT methods. Second, we discuss other papers that compare greedy
heuristics and optimal methods. Finally, we discuss the best and poor comparison practices
as input for a fair comparison method presented after. We highlight the encountered claims
that were mentioned above.

5.1.1 COMPARISONS IN ODT PAPERS

Papers that propose new ODT methods typically aim to train a decision tree with a given size
constraint that achieves the best out-of-sample performance. Nijssen and Fromont (2007,
2010) compare their optimal DL8 algorithm with J48, an implementation of C4.5. When
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trained on the same discretized data, without a depth limit, but with the same minimum
support constraint, DL8 is significantly better for 9 out of 20 data sets and worse for one,
while yielding trees that are 1.5 times larger than J48. However, when J48 is trained without
the minimum support constraint and with the non-discretized data, J48 outperforms DL8
on out-of-sample accuracy for most data sets.

Bertsimas and Dunn (2017) develop the optimal MIP method OCT and compare it with
CART on real and synthetic data. When CART is constrained to the same depth limit as
OCT (up to depth four), they conclude that OCT, on average, has a statistically significant
1-2% better out-of-sample accuracy (Claim 1). The largest difference is observed at depth
two. They hypothesize that the smaller difference for depths three and four is the result
of OCT not reaching optimality within their time limit. When CART is run with a depth
limit of ten, it is negligibly better than OCT at depth four.

The main restriction of their analysis is the scalability of OCT. Because of this, they
restrict synthetic data analysis to data sets with only 100 instances and two continuous
features. They also experiment with data sets up to 1600 instances, but only on ground
truth trees of depth two. When training OCT on the synthetic data, they set the maximum
depth to the true depth, which prevents overfitting.

Verwer and Zhang (2019) compare the optimal MIP methods BinOCT, DTIP (Verwer
and Zhang, 2017), and OCT with depth-constrained CART on data sets with a few thousand
instances. They report results without hyperparameter tuning and observe that the ODTs
are significantly better for depths two and three and slightly better for depth four (Claim 1).

Lin et al. (2020) propose GOSDT, an ODT method with a sparsity coefficient. They
conclude that GOSDT obtains a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off than other meth-
ods, including CART (Claim 2). This is based on an experiment on six small data sets
with a coarse binarization applied to both GOSDT and CART. CART is tuned using the
maximum depth parameter (from one to six), instead of tuning the complexity-cost as is
normally done. They tune GOSDT using complexity-cost tuning without a depth limit.

Demirovié et al. (2022) compare their optimal MurTree algorithm and CART on bina-
rized data sets with up to 43500 instances and 1163 binary features. They run MurTree for
different depths (from one to four) and number of nodes, and CART for different depths
(from one to four), and report the best test accuracy for each method. They too report an
average out-of-sample improvement of 1-2% over CART (Claim 1).

The same trend appears in other papers that propose new ODT methods. The aim is to
show ODTs’ superior performance under a fixed depth limit. An exception is (Alés et al.,
2024), who compare with unconstrained greedy approaches. Results are often shown for
fixed hyperparameters (Hu et al., 2020; Mazumder et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2024). Scalability
limits the analysis to small data sets (Hu et al., 2020; Giinliik et al., 2021; Alés et al., 2024)
or larger data sets are run only with a maximum depth of two (Hua et al., 2022).

5.1.2 OTHER COMPARISONS

Papers that do not propose new ODT methods typically have another aim: the best out-of-
sample accuracy without imposing depth constraints on the tree.

Murthy and Salzberg (1995) compare the greedy approach to known true (optimal) trees
on a synthetic benchmark. They observe that the greedy tree is approximately one standard
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deviation larger than the true tree size while the expected depth (question length) is very
close to optimal, which was also observed by Goodman and Smyth (1988); Murphy and
McCraw (1991) (Claim 6). However, the maximum depth of greedy trees is on average
approximately two times higher than the true depth. When they increase the data set size
linearly with the true tree complexity, they observe almost no drop in accuracy for the
greedy approach (Claim 4). From this result, Costa and Pedreira (2023) hypothesize that
the gap between optimal and greedy approaches diminishes for more data (Claim 3).

Dietterich (1995) concludes from the empirical results by Quinlan and Cameron-Jones
(1995) that optimal methods are more prone to overfitting (Claim 5). Exhaustively searching
through all possible models may yield smaller models, but is also more prone to finding small
patterns that do not represent the ground truth. Therefore Dietterich concludes that it is
better to train greedy methods with a model complexity penalty.

Zharmagambetov et al. (2021) compare greedy methods with their local search method
TAO (Carreira-Perpinan and Tavallali, 2018) and the optimal methods OCT and GOSDT.
They conclude that most methods perform similarly, except TAO, which outperforms the
other methods. In many cases, CART outperforms OCT and GOSDT. For CART and TAO,
they train greedy trees up to depth 30. For OCT, they use the results reported in (Bertsimas
and Dunn, 2017), which go up to depth four. They train GOSDT with a high complexity
cost, yielding trees that are on average no larger than 3.4 leaf nodes for any of the data sets.

Sullivan et al. (2024) propose MAPTree, a search algorithm that finds the maximum a
posteriori tree. They compare with DL.8.5, GOSDT, and CART and conclude that MAPTree
outperforms these approaches, which leads them to question the ‘optimality’ of ODTs. They
observe that DLS&.5 is prone to overfitting, while GOSDT is prone to underfitting, and both
are sensitive to hyperparameter tuning, whereas MAPTree is not. However, these results are
from averaging the performance per hyperparameter setting over all data sets, rather than
tuning the hyperparameters for each individual run. Additionally, they evaluate MAPTree
without a depth limit, while other methods (including CART) are run with a depth limit.

Marton et al. (2024) learn axis-aligned trees with gradient descent and compare the
results a.o. to CART and DL8.5. GradTree outperforms the other methods for binary clas-
sification, while CART performs the best for multi-class classification. The ODT approach
DL8&.5 performs the second worst in both cases: only the evolutionary approach is worse.
They tune each method using random search, except for DL8.5 which they fix to a maximum
depth of four. The other methods were typically trained up to depths 7-10.

5.1.3 DISCUSSION
From the comparisons listed above, the following general observations can be made about
how greedy and optimal methods are compared:

e Both greedy and optimal methods are often not correctly tuned, or not tuned at all.

e The papers that propose ODTs typically compare ODTs with greedy methods under
the same size constraint, while other papers compare ODTs with a restricting size limit
and other greedy methods without (or with a very permissive) a size limit.

e Comparisons are often limited to a small number of small data sets.

e Comparisons are sometimes limited to small trees.
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Papers that propose ODT methods

2007 Nijssen and Fromont DL8 v v v’
2017 Bertsimas and Dunn oCT v v v v Vv
2019 Verwer and Zhang BinOCT v’ v’
2020 Lin et al. GOSDT v Vv
Hu et al. MaxSAT v’ v’
2021 Giinliik et al. OoDT v’ v Vv
2022 Demirovié et al. MurTree v’ v v
Hua et al. RS-OCT v’ v v v
Mazumder et al. Quant-BnB v/ v’
2024 Liu et al. BNP-OCT v v’
Alés et al. CTT v’ v v v
Other papers that compare ODTs with greedy DT's
1995 Murthy and Salzberg - v’ v’
2021 Zharmagambetov et al. - v v v v’
2024  Sullivan et al. MAPTree v’ v’
Marton et al. GradTree v v v

Table 2: Simplified overview of the comparisons between greedy and optimal methods in
the literature. Ideally, a comparison checks all columns. 1) Compare methods under the
same size constraint; 2) compare (greedy) methods without a size constraint; 3) compare on
small and large data sets (> 10.000 instances); 4) compare optimal methods beyond depth
three; 5) tune optimal methods (correctly); and 6) tune greedy methods (correctly).

We briefly discuss each of these in more detail.

When comparing with CART, the papers above show several modifications to how CART
is trained and tuned. We assess the impact of each of these modifications on the accuracy
in Section 5.2 below.

Several papers evaluated ODTs without tuning the size. As shown in Section 4.3, this
significantly worsens the ODT performance. Others evaluate ODTs with a substantial re-
striction on the tree size, resulting in shallow underfitting trees.

Almost all the ODT papers compare with CART under the same tree-size constraint and
draw a positive conclusion on the ODTs’ performance. The other papers typically compare
ODTs under a size constraint with unconstrained non-optimal approaches and sometimes
draw negative conclusions about the ODTs’ performance. Both comparisons are useful for
different purposes. The central claim from the ODT papers is that ODTs have a better
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CART 17.2
CART (binarized) 24.5
CART (depth-tuned) 26.4
CART (binarized, depth-tuned) 33.3
CART (max-depth=4)
CART (depth-tuned, max-depth=4)
CART (binarized, max-depth=4)
CART (binarized, depth-tuned, max-depth=4)
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Figure 11: Results for CART (Gini) when trained with(out) binarization, with(out) a depth
limit, and when using depth or cost-complexity tuning. Using a depth limit (as indicated in
blue) significantly impacts performance. Tuning the depth has a more negative impact for
large maximum depths. Binarization with 10 quantile thresholds has no significant impact
on the accuracy but does impact the tree size.

accuracy-interpretability trade-off. Therefore, we further discuss measuring this trade-off in
Section 5.3 below.

Several comparisons are limited to small data sets and small trees (e.g., less than 10000
instances or trees of maximum depth three). This is typically because of scalability limi-
tations. The improved scalability of optimal methods allows us to analyze larger data sets
and trees.

Table 2 summarizes our observations about previous comparisons. We recommend that
future comparisons between ODTs and greedy approaches should check all the columns in
this table. We summarize our recommendations as follows:

Recommendations 2 (Greedy-Optimal Comparisons).

1. Compare both with and without constraining the sizes of the decision trees.
Optimal decision trees optimize performance for a particular size; therefore, greedy
methods should be equally constrained in size to compare fairly.

2. Compare performance on both small and large data sets.
While experiments on small data are more efficient to run, their results often do
not carry over to larger data sets.

3. Evaluate both small and large trees.
Previous comparisons often compare trees of depth two. This optimization prob-
lem s too simplistic, and the results do not always carry to a larger depth.

4. Tune both greedy and optimal methods and ensure an equal comparison.
Comparisons between greedy and optimal trees at a fixed depth are unequal since
the methods respond differently to size constraints. If one wants to compare trees
up to depth four, for example, both approaches should be tuned up to a maximum
depth of four, not trained with a fized depth of four.
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5.2 Training CART

In the experiments reviewed above, ODTs are often compared to a modified version of
CART, for example, to allow for a direct comparison under similar circumstances. We test
the impact of these modifications to assess the validity of these previous comparisons and
inform future comparisons. We assess the following typical modifications: 1) tuning the
depth instead of the complexity cost; 2) binarizing the feature data; or 3) running CART
while imposing an additional depth constraint.

We compare CART’s performance with these modifications against unmodified CART
on the 165 OpenML data sets used before. We approximate the unconstrained CART with
a maximum depth of 20. We set the constrained depth limit to four, because of its common
use in ODT comparisons. As before, the binarized data has up to ten binary features per
continuous feature by using thresholds on ten quantiles or one-hot encoding of categorical
features with a maximum of ten categories.

We apply cost-complexity pruning as done in RPart (Therneau et al., 2023): we train a
fully expanded tree and obtain the cost-complexity path with all possible cost-complexity
values from that tree and use the geometric mean to get the midpoints of those values. We
use five-fold cross-validation to find the best cost-complexity parameter among the midpoints
and retrain a tree on the full training data with this parameter.

Fig. 11 shows CART’s performance under these modifications. The largest differences
are between the depth-constrained and the unlimited depth variant. Binarization has only a
small impact on the performance (this does not necessarily generalize for more coarse bina-
rizations). When a strict depth limit is imposed, tuning the depth instead of the complexity
cost has a small impact but for the unlimited depth case, this significantly hurts CART’s
performance. Fig. 11 also shows significantly different tree sizes for CART’s modifications.
Both binarization and depth tuning result in larger trees. From these results we can conclude
the following best practices:

1. Training CART with a depth limit should be clearly stated.
2. Tuning the depth of CART instead of the complexity cost should be avoided.

3. Training on binarized data does not significantly harm the performance, provided the
binarization is not too coarse, but should be explicitly noted.

5.3 Accuracy-Interpretability Trade-Off

ODT papers typically compare ODTs with greedy heuristics under a similar size constraint.
This is partly motivated by the definition of ODTs because ODTs are defined as trees that
maximize training performance under a given size limit. No theoretical claim is made about
its out-of-sample performance or the performance without a size constraint. In fact, finding
an optimal tree without a size constraint is trivial: it is obtained by splitting in any way
until no further split can be made. It is precisely the size constraint that makes it NP-Hard
(Hyafil and Rivest, 1976).

It is also motivated by the claim that ODTs have a better accuracy-interpretability
trade-off. Since one of the oft-cited motivations for decision trees is their comprehensibility
and large trees with hundreds of nodes can hardly be called human-comprehensible (Piltaver
et al., 2016), evaluating an algorithm’s ability to obtain small performant trees is important.
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Figure 12: Typical accuracy-interpretability trade-off for greedy and optimal. Optimal has
a slight advantage for small trees but both methods converge for large size limits.

Typically, the tree size and test accuracy are plotted against each other, as done in
Fig. 12, to assess this trade-off. Such plots show the relative performance for different size
limits and also the saturation point: when adding more nodes gives no improvement in
accuracy. Optimal methods typically reach this saturation point earlier and greedy methods
eventually catch up by obtaining the same accuracy but with larger trees.

Such comparisons require one figure per data set. To enable easier comparisons across a
large number of data sets, we propose a new metric: the size-weighted accuracy (SWA). The
purpose of this metric is to express the accuracy-interpretability trade-off with one number
that represents the ‘surface’ under the accuracy-interpretability Pareto front seen in Fig. 12.
Since we are mostly interested in the performance of small trees, we set the weight of the
accuracies obtained for a tree with i leaf nodes to 1/i. We define the size-weighted accuracy
(SWA,,) as the weighted average of the obtained trees of maximum size n:

1 " ace;
SWA, = — . (2)
Sim1 i ; !

Since not every algorithm can directly set the number of leaf nodes, we propose to run the
algorithm with different complexity parameters (e.g., the complexity-cost parameter \) and
record the resulting number of leaf nodes and test accuracy for each run. If multiple runs
yield the same number of leaf nodes, then average these test accuracies. For missing tree
sizes, linearly interpolate test accuracies using results from the nearest smaller and larger
tree sizes. If the largest tree size obtained is less than n, assign the test accuracy of this
largest tree to all larger sizes up to n. If larger trees result in smaller test accuracy, replace
it with the larger value for smaller trees, since we measure the Pareto front.

For example, for the synthetic data in Fig. 12, we computed trees up to 20 leaf nodes.
CART obtains a SWAyg of 84.0%, whereas the optimal approach obtains a SWAoq of 84.7%.

5.4 Experiments on Literature Claims

To evaluate the claims made in previous papers, we compare optimal and greedy methods
on synthetic and real data sets. Our experiment setup follows the best practices introduced
in Recommendations 2.°

5. The code will be made public on paper publication.

27



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

5.4.1 EXPERIMENT SETUP

We follow the synthetic data setup from Murthy and Salzberg (1995); Bertsimas and Dunn
(2017) and Dunn (2018). We generate n random training instances with p numeric features,
uniformly distributed over [0,1]. For a given percentage f of the training data, we add
feature noise by adding noise uniformly drawn from [—0.25,0.25]P. We binarize the numeric
features by threshold predicates on 10 quantiles per numeric feature. We generate a random
binary tree on this binarized data of a maximum depth d with at most 2¢ leaf nodes. We
choose random splits on the data such that each leaf node contains at least 5 instances. The
binary labels of each leaf node are assigned alternately, such that no split leads to two leaf
nodes with the same label. After this, we add class noise to a given percentage ¢ of the
data by flipping its label. By default, we set the true tree depth to three, the number of
instances n = 1000, the number of numeric features p = 3, the feature noise f = 0%, and
the class noise ¢ = 0%. For each training set, we create a corresponding test set without
noise of 1000 instances per leaf node in the generated tree.

While keeping the other values constant, we test with changing the number of instances
(n = 50, 100, 250, 500, 1000, 2500, 5000, 10000), the number of features (p = 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 7, 8), the amount of feature noise (f = 0%, 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, 30%), and the
amount of class noise (¢ = 0%, 2%, 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, 30%, 35%). We repeat each
configuration 500 times and report averages over these 500 runs.

We also evaluate the methods on the same OpenML data sets as in Section 3.4 and add
two more datasets: covertype and Higgs. These additional datasets were chosen for their
large number of samples, allowing us to investigate performance under various sample sizes.

We evaluate both CART and ODT on the binarized data to eliminate this difference
between the two methods and focus only on the difference between greedy and optimal
search. Comparing on binarized data is commonly done (Lin et al., 2020; Demirovié¢ et al.,
2022). We show in Section 5.2 that for the data sets in our benchmark, the impact of
this binarization on CART is only small. We train ODTs using STreeD by maximizing
accuracy and tuning the size of the tree, according to our analysis in Section 3 and 4
(Recommendations 1). We train CART trees with and without a depth limit, using cost-
complexity tuning, following the best practices mentioned in Section 5.2.

In our synthetic experiments, apart from the familiar test accuracy and number of leaf
nodes, we also measure the following:

True Discovery Rate (TDR): The TDR is the percentage of splits in the ground truth tree
that are recovered in the trained tree (higher is better).

False Discovery Rate (FDR): The FDR is the percentage of the splits in the trained tree
that are not part of the ground truth tree (lower is better).

Question Length: The Question length (or expected depth) is the average number of branch-
ing nodes an instance visits when evaluated (lower is better).

5.4.2 OUT-OF-SAMPLE ACCURACY

Claim 1. Optimal methods under the same depth constraint (up to depth four) find trees
with 1-2% higher out-of-sample accuracy than greedy methods (Bertsimas and Dunn, 2017;
Verwer and Zhang, 2017; Demirovic¢ et al., 2022).
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Figure 13: Optimal (blue) versus CART (red) out-of-sample accuracy results on five runs for
164 data sets. CART without a depth limit performs similarly to optimal with a maximum
depth of four. CART with the same depth limit performs significantly worse.
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Figure 14: Nemenyi critical distance rank test for optimal versus CART. The average rank
per method is plotted and methods with a rank difference smaller than the critical distance
(CD) at p-value 0.05 are grouped by a black bar.

To evaluate Claim 1, we evaluate both the ODT approach and CART on the OpenML
data sets with a depth limit of three and four. We also compare with CART without a
depth limit. Since ODT with a maximum depth of four hits the time-out of one hour for
one data set, we report the results for the other 164 data sets.

Fig. 13 and 14 show that ODT and greedy (without a depth limit) perform similarly
on average, but the greedy approach yields much larger trees. When compared under the
same depth constraint as stated in Claim 1, optimal outperforms greedy with an average
improvement of 1.1% and 1.3% for depths three and four respectively. These differences
are statistically significant. Since optimal algorithms optimize the complete decision tree,
instead of greedily improving the tree, they can achieve better scores.

Fig. 15 shows the distribution of the differences between optimal and greedy when trained
with maximum depth four. For small data sets (n < 250), the average advantage of the
optimal approach is 0.7% =4 8.3. Because data is sparse, both methods are sensitive to
overfitting, resulting in some large accuracy differences, but on average, the optimal approach
is better. For larger data sets (n > 250), the average improvement of optimal over CART is
1.9%+4.7. The difference is larger and the variance is lower. These results confirm Claim 1.
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Figure 15: The difference between the optimal and CART out-of-sample accuracy for both
small (left) and larger (right) data sets. The dashed line indicates the average difference.

5.4.3 ACCURACY-INTERPRETABILITY TRADE-OFF

Claim 2. Optimal methods have a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off than greedy meth-
ods (Lin et al., 2020).

To test Claim 2, we compute the size-weighted accuracy (SWA) introduced in Section 5.3
to measure the surface under the accuracy-interpretability Pareto front. Table 3 shows SWA
up to 16 nodes for ODTs and CART for all real data sets. ODTs are trained with a maximum
depth of four and CART is trained without a depth limit. Since Section 3.4 showed that the
pessimistic binomial objective (Binom.) found smaller trees with almost the same accuracy
as the accuracy objective, we include it as well in the table. For brevity, we show only the
results for the largest data sets (with 2500 or more instances) and summarize the results of
the smaller data sets by reporting the number of wins.

These results show that on average the optimal approach achieves a higher SWA than
CART. The results also repeat the conclusion of Section 3.4, that training optimal methods
with objectives other than accuracy can be advantageous. For small data sets the variance
is higher and the wins are more evenly distributed, but for larger data sets, the optimal
methods significantly outperform CART, thus verifying Claim 2. For large data sets, the
training accuracy is close to the test accuracy for highly regularized models which means
that optimal decision trees reliably improve over greedy trees.

5.4.4 DATA EFFICIENCY

Claim 3. The difference between optimal and greedy approaches diminishes with more data
(Murthy and Salzberg, 1995; Costa and Pedreira, 2023).

To test Claim 3, we evaluate ODT and greedy performance on large real data sets and
synthetic data with an increasing number of training samples and features.

Fig. 16a shows how ODTs compare with CART for an increasing number of training
instances on synthetic data generated from true trees of depth three. For less than 1000
instances, the ODTs are more accurate than both CART with and without a maximum
depth limit. For more than 1000 instances, both ODT and CART obtain 100% test accuracy.
CART, however, uses 11 leaf nodes to achieve this result, whereas the optimal approach only
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Optimal (max-depth = 4)

Data set n p Binom. Accuracy CART
Space__ga 3107 6  68.7 68.7 67.5
Phoneme 3172 5 69.8 69.7 68.4
Pollen 3848 5  50.6 50.6 50.5
Analcatdata supreme 4052 7  91.0 90.9 90.8
Abalone 4177 8 694 69.4 68.7
Wilt 4839 5 96.4 96.4 96.2
Banana 5300 2 69.8 69.8 69.5
Delta_ ailerons 7129 5  81.8 81.7 81.7
Bank8fm 8192 8 80.1 80.0 79.7
Puma8nh 8192 8 70.2 70.2 69.5
Visualizing soil 8641 4  84.2 84.2 84.2
Delta_elevators 9517 6  75.2 75.2 74.8
Bank-marketing 10578 7  68.2 68.2 67.4
Mozilla4 15545 5  85.8 85.8 85.7
Pulsar-dataset-htru2 17898 8  95.7 95.7 95.7
California 20634 8 70.5 70.5 68.9
California-housing-classi 20640 8 69.8 69.9 68.7
House 8l 22784 8  80.0 80.0 79.3
Bitcoinheist ransomware 24780 7 66.7 66.7 66.3
Airlines 26969 7  60.6 60.6 60.3
Electricity 38474 8  68.3 68.3 67.4
Click prediction small 39926 8  83.2 83.2 83.2
Diabetes130us 71090 7 57.2 57.2 57.0
Run_ or walk information 88588 6  79.8 79.8 79.4
Wins (n < 250) 41 28 24
Wins (250 < n < 2500) 43 34 8
Wins (n > 2500) 23 20 3
Average rank 1.67 1.79 2.54

Table 3: Size-weighted average up to 16 nodes (SWAj4) for optimal and CART. n is the
number of samples and p the number of features (before binarization). The results on the
data sets with n > 2500 are shown in detail. The wins and average rank are for all 165
OpenML data sets in our benchmark.

requires eight (equal to the true tree’s complexity). Both approaches have approximately
the same true discovery rate. However, ODT’s false discovery rate is lower. More instances
help the ODT method to reduce its false discovery rate.

The depth-constrained CART’s test accuracy plateaus around 1000 training instances at
98%. This shows that CART requires a higher depth limit to obtain the same accuracy as
ODTs, regardless of how much data it receives. Even though the true tree depth is three, a
maximum depth of four for CART is not enough to recover the tree.

31



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

—— Optimal (max-depth=4) CART —— CART (max-depth=4)
100 - X -] = z
I _ ) o 30 H "g |
o ks 80 1 K \/\/ = 10
Q96 ®
< > > o
5 o4 G} g 2% w 8-
- S
(@) g 2 60 2 °
< 92 2 2 g
o A A 10 A < -
8 90 A % g 6
= S 40 1 ] Z
88 — = =
LLLLL BB R AL | H LLLL LR RLLLL DRl | hr_‘ LLLL BRI R AL | T T TTrm T Ty
102 10®  10* 102 10® 10* 102 10%  10* 102 10® 10*
Number of instances Number of instances Number of instances Number of instances
o <
100 7 = s g1
X 2 951 __/—/ 2 3
g ] < 40 - & 14 o
%) 99 = 90 = = g
g 2 2 L 12
: : 5
Q 5 85 - Q 20 4 .
(b) = s 3 g g 10
N \’\_\ A 80 4 o) .-E
o] © g 8 -
SI— g 2 | e — Z.
T T T T & T T T T g 0= T T T T T T T
2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
Number of Features Number of Features Number of Features Number of Features

Figure 16: Results on the synthetic data sets for increasing (a) number of training samples,
and (b) number of numeric features.

Fig. 16b shows how CART’s accuracy drops when the number of features in the syn-
thetic data increases whereas the optimal approach retains the same perfect accuracy. This
difference can be explained by observing the rise in the FDR of CART when the number
of features increases together with an increase in the number of leaf nodes: it finds more
unnecessary splits. This shows that CART performs worse for an increasing number of
features, whereas the optimal approach remains unaffected.

Fig. 17 shows the out-of-sample accuracies for increasing training sample sizes on three
large real data sets. We train ODTs with a depth limit of 3, CART with a depth limit
of 3, and CART without a depth limit. When the methods are not tuned, the optimal
approach overfits on small data sets, obtaining a lower test accuracy than depth-limited
CART. However, with tuning, this effect disappears and the ODTS’ accuracy is consistently
higher than CART’s (depth limited). The difference in performance between tuning and
not tuning diminishes for larger training sets. Without a depth limit, CART continues to
increase its accuracy for more data. More data does not help depth-limited CART since, at
some point, the greedy decisions on what feature and threshold to split on do not change
anymore. In those cases, the added data does not lead to different greedy decisions but only
makes them more certain.

However, Fig. 18 also shows that CART continues to grow larger trees with up to tens
of thousands of nodes. For the Electricity data set, for example, CART and Optimal have
roughly similar accuracy for ten thousand training samples. However, the ODT has eight
leaf nodes, whereas CART has over a hundred. These results contradict the observation by
Oates and Jensen (1997) that greedy tree methods do not perform much better for more data
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Figure 17: Test accuracies for increasing training samples with and without tuning.

10°
102

10!

Without tuning

103

10?

With tuning
Number of leaf nodes Number of leaf nodes

10!

Electricity

LBLELRRLLL|

10?2

Number of instances

T T ooy
10°

10*

Covertype
10*
102 -
T T
10* -
102 -
1 1
103 10°

Number of instances

Higgs

10

102 —

St

T T
103 10°
Number of instances

Figure 18: Actual number of leaf nodes when training CART with depth limit 20 for in-
creasing training samples with and without tuning. These numbers far exceed the eight leaf

nodes for Optimal in Fig. 17.

but do yield larger trees with more data. For these data sets, we observe CART performing

much better for more data while also resulting in larger trees.

In conclusion, these results refute Claim 3 that the difference between optimal methods
and greedy diminished for more data. CART (without a depth limit) can improve perfor-
mance over ODT with sufficient data. However, unconstrained CART uses unnecessary splits
and can result in trees that are orders of magnitude larger than ODTs. Depth-constrained
CART may fail to recover an accurate tree even with large training sets and the difference
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Figure 19: Results on the synthetic data sets for ground truth trees of increasing complexity
and training samples n = 50 - 2¢, with d the depth of the ground truth tree.

with ODTs does not diminish. Therefore for both depth-constrained and unconstrained
CART, we find that they remain different from ODTs with more data.

5.4.5 MODEL COMPLEXITY AND TRAINING DATA

Claim 4. The accuracy of greedy trees remains stable when the data size increases linearly
with concept complexity (Murthy and Salzberg, 1995).

To test Claim 4, we repeat the experiment by Murthy and Salzberg (1995) by using
synthetic data with the number of training samples linear in terms of the number of leaf
nodes of the ground truth tree. We set this number to 50 times the number of leaf nodes.
Unlike Murthy and Salzberg (1995), we prune the greedy tree and compare it with the
optimal tree result instead of comparing it with the ground truth tree.

Fig. 19 shows the effect of linearly increasing the sample size with the true tree com-
plexity. It shows that Greedy’s True Discovery Rate (and False Discovery Rate) decrease
(increase) faster than the ODT’s. Interestingly, both methods find trees that have roughly
the same number of leaf nodes as the true tree. Regarding Claim 4, both CART with and
without a depth limit have a strong decrease in accuracy as the ground truth complexity
increases, whereas the ODT’s performance remains close to 100%. Therefore, our results
falsify Claim 4. The performance of greedy methods reduces when the true depth increases
since increasing true depth requires an increasing number of correct greedy decisions. Since
greedy decisions cannot be undone, the probability of making wrong decisions increases.

5.4.6 OVERFITTING

Claim 5. Optimal trees are more likely to overfit than greedy trees (Dietterich, 1995).

We addressed overfitting before when observing the results in Fig. 17. These results
showed that without hyperparameter tuning, ODTs are more prone to overfitting than greedy
approaches when data is sparse. However, with tuning and with the same size constraint,
we observe that ODTs perform better than greedy trees on average.

We further analyze the risk of overfitting by comparing ODTs with greedy on the syn-
thetic data with noise. Fig. 20 shows how both approaches respond to increasing feature
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Figure 20: Results on the synthetic data for increasing (a) feature noise, and (b) class noise.

and class noise. CART has a similar TDR for increasing feature noise as ODT but a much
higher FDR throughout all levels of feature noise. CART with a depth constraint has a
lower TDR, and accuracy. When feature noise is added, it has a sudden jump in tree size,
which corresponds with an increase in the FDR. Each method is only slightly affected by
the feature noise.

The impact of class noise is stronger, and we see a steep decrease in accuracy. Depth-
limited CART again has a sudden jump in the tree size with a small amount of class noise.
As more class noise is added, all methods yield smaller trees and observe a reduced TDR.
Only the ODTs observe a growth in the FDR.

These results show that ODTs are not more sensitive to noise than greedy trees. Com-
bined with the previous result on learning trees with a small training sample, this proves
that Claim 5 is false when ODTs are properly tuned. At a fixed size, ODTs can overfit more
than greedy trees but achieve better performance than greedy at a smaller size. Therefore,
the regularization effect of a fixed size on optimal and greedy trees is different and cannot
be directly compared.

5.4.7 EXPECTED TREE DEPTH

Claim 6. The expected depth of greedy trees remains (in practice) close to the optimal
tree depth, even for complex (large) true tree size (Goodman and Smyth, 1988; Murthy and
Salzberg, 1995).

The expected depth (or question length) is the expected number of branching nodes
visited by a test instance. We evaluate Claim 6 about the expected depth of optimal and
greedy trees on the synthetic data. Because of the large runtime, we evaluated the synthetic
data for true trees of depth 5 on 250 runs rather than the usual 500.
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Figure 21: The expected depth on the synthetic data is almost always the same.
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300 | s S S S m S S S m m S m m - -

Table 4: Approximate magnitudes of runtimes for training ODTs using STreeD on synthetic
data. s for (sub)seconds, m for minutes, and dashes for runtimes over 2 hours.

Fig. 21 shows that CART’s expected depth in all cases, for varying training data size,
number of features, feature noise, class noise, and ground truth complexity, remains the
same as the optimal approach. When CART is depth-constrained, it remains similar to
the optimal approach, except when feature noise or some class noise (but not too much) is
added. Then, depth-constrained CART yields larger expected depths. Therefore, our results
support Claim 6. Although the maximum depth of greedy methods can be significantly larger
than the true depth, most deep paths will only be reached by a few samples.

5.5 Scalability of Optimal Decision Trees

A final major difference between optimal and greedy approaches is their scalability. The
worst-case runtime of dynamic programming ODT methods grows exponentially with the
size of the tree, linearly with the number of samples, and exponentially with the number of
binary features. Contrasting this with greedy methods whose runtime only grows linearly
with the size of the tree, linearly with the number of features, and log-linearly with the
number of samples, it is clear that greedy methods scale better in runtime.

Since scalability is one of the limitations of ODTs, we test for what problem sizes the
use of ODTs is practically feasible. Table 4 provides an overview of runtimes for the optimal
method STreeD in terms of seconds, minutes, and hours. We find that training ODTs up to
depth four remains practically feasible for data sets up to approximately 250 binary features
for 100,000 instances and 150 binary features for one million instances.
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Given such runtime results, and the observation that optimal decision trees are 1) specif-
ically good for training small trees up to depth four (Claim 1), 2) for obtaining trees with a
good accuracy-interpretability trade-off (Claim 2), and 3) increasingly so for data sets with
many instances, we see the best application of ODTs in finding small interpretable trees for
medium to large data sets with relatively few but meaningful and well-prepared features.

5.6 Discussion

We have verified and refuted several claims from the literature about optimal and greedy
decision tree methods. Optimal methods outperform greedy approaches when constrained
with the same depth limit (up to depth four), verifying Claim 1. They obtain solutions with
a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off (verifying Claim 2). Though the greedy trees are
larger, the average question length for both methods is roughly the same (verifying Claim 6).

However, size-constrained greedy trees remain worse than ODTs with more data, and
unconstrained greedy trees need larger trees for similar ODT performance (refuting Claim 3).
For increasing ground truth complexity, the greedy approach requires more data than the
optimal approach to retain the same accuracy (refuting Claim 4). Though the variance
of the accuracy for small data sets is high, this is true for both methods, and we did not
observe more overfitting for the optimal approach (refuting Claim 5). These results solidify
the value of optimal trees when size-limited trees are desired.

6 Conclusion

We addressed how to train optimal decision trees (ODTs) and how they compare to greedy
approaches and provide recommendations for both (Recommendations 1 and 2).

Since the design of greedy top-down induction (TDI) methods prevents direct accuracy
optimization, the literature shows a large variety of learning objectives. We identified and
analyzed nine such existing decision tree learning objectives and observed that the concavity
of these objectives leads to counter-intuitive results when trained to optimality. Based on this
analysis, we propose four novel non-concave objective functions. In contrast to greedy trees,
we found that ODTs can optimize out-of-sample accuracy by directly maximizing the in-
sample accuracy (provided the data set is large enough), leading to accuracy improvements
of more than 1% over objectives such as entropy and Gini impurity. For small data sets, we
show that the novel non-concave objectives outperform directly optimizing accuracy because
they penalize leaf nodes with close to uniform class distributions more strongly.

We further evaluated four existing and three novel methods for tuning a tree’s complexity
across 164 datasets with trees up to depth four, and 131 datasets with trees up to depth five.
The experiments show that tuning has a statistically significant impact on the accuracy of
at least 1%. The differences between the seven methods are small, specifically for small and
large data sets. For medium-sized data sets, tuning the number of nodes, the complexity
cost, or the smoothing parameter is best.

Another important contribution of this work is establishing a set of best practices and
the supporting analysis framework for comparing ODT and greedy methods. For this, we
analyzed previous comparisons and then used the newly established procedure to test six
claims from the literature. Our results confirm that (1) ODTs, on average, outperform
greedy trees by 1-2% in out-of-sample accuracy for trees trained up to depth four. (2)
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ODTs, on average, have a better accuracy-interpretability trade-off, which we evaluate with
a new metric: the size-weighted accuracy. We refute the claim that (3) differences between
greedy and optimal diminish for more data. Depth-constrained greedy methods may fail
to recover the true tree, even for large data sets, where ODTs succeed. Unlike previously
claimed, (4) greedy methods do not maintain a similar accuracy when the data set size
increases linearly with the true tree complexity. ODTs, on the other hand, do. When the
complexity of a tree is properly tuned, we find no support for the claim that (5) ODTs are
more prone to overfitting than greedy trees. Finally, we find supporting evidence for the
claim that (6) the expected depth of greedy trees remains close to the optimal tree.

These results increase our understanding of how to train ODTs and solidify their impor-
tance, specifically to obtain small interpretable trees with high accuracy performance.

Future research could investigate the comparison of ODTs with greedy methods without
explicit binarization as a preprocessing step. Additionally, the insights from the non-concave
objectives could be further exploited, both for ODTs and greedy heuristic design.

Appendix A. Data sets

Table 5 lists the OpenML 165 data sets used in the experiments in this paper (Vanschoren
et al., 2013; Feurer et al., 2021).

ID Data set Samples Features Binarized features
919 rabe 166 40 1 10
857 bolts 40 7 31
791 diabetes numeric 43 2 20
729 visualizing slope 44 3 30
928 rabe 97 46 3 13
777 sleuth ex1714 47 7 70
817 diggle table al 48 4 40
835 analcatdata_vehicle 48 4 9
942  chscase health 50 3 27
787 witmer census 1980 50 4 40
346 aids 50 4 30
476 analcatdata bankruptcy 50 5 50
874 rabe 131 50 5 50
892 sleuth casel201 50 6 60
780 rabe 265 51 6 60
713  vineyard 52 2 18
467 analcatdata japansolvent 52 8 80
790 elusage 55 2 20
864 sleuth ex2015 60 7 61
887 mbagrade 61 2 11
755  sleuth ex1605 62 5 20
894 rabe 148 66 5 50
929 rabe 176 70 3 30
804 hutsof99 logis 70 7 37
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ID Data set Samples Features Binarized features
1015 confidence 72 3 30
893 visualizing hamster 73 5 50
859 analcatdata gviolence 74 8 o1
945 kidney 76 6 36
459 analcatdata asbestos 83 3 14
472  lupus 87 3 26
946 visualizing ethanol 88 2 14
40683 postoperative-patient-dat 88 8 22
1055 cml req 89 8 17
891 sleuth casel202 93 6 44
731 baskball 96 4 40
865 analcatdata neavote 100 2 10
875 analcatdata chlamydia 100 3 16
726 fri ¢2 100_5 100 5 50
1463 blogger 100 5 13
829 fri ¢l 100 5 100 5 50
754 fri_c0_100_5 100 5 50
916 fri_c3 100 5 100 5 50
461 analcatdata creditscore 100 6 37
45615 appendicitis_test edsa 106 7 70
771 analcatdata michiganacc 108 3 24
890 cloud 108 7 61
736  visualizing environmental 111 3 30
782 rabe 266 120 2 19
448 analcatdata boxingl 120 3 21
1556  acute-inflammations 120 6 15
714 fruitfly 125 4 24
40681 mux6 128 6 6
924  humandevel 130 1 10
867 visualizing livestock 130 2 15
1075 datatrieve 130 8 71
885 transplant 131 3 30
921 analcatdata seropositive 132 3 23
444  analcatdata_boxing?2 132 3 21
974 hayes-roth 132 4 11
719  veteran 137 7 36
1013 analcatdata challenger 138 2 12
784 newton hema 140 3 30
902 sleuth case2002 147 6 24
969 iris 150 4 39
955 tae 151 5 30
1026 grub-damage 155 8 48
40669 corral 160 6 6
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ID Data set Samples Features Binarized features
748 analcatdata_wildcat 163 5 29
747  servo 167 4 19
801 chscase funds 185 2 16
446 prnn_ crabs 200 7 61
733 machine cpu 209 6 49
796 cpu 209 7 58
895 chscase geyserl 222 2 20

41538 conference attendance 246 6 24
464 prnn_synth 250 2 20
730 fri_cl 250 _5 250 5 50
744 fri_c¢3 250 5 250 5 50
911 fri c¢2 250 5 250 5 50
776 fri_c0_250 5 250 5 50

1495 qualitative-bankruptcy 250 6 18
811 rmftsa_ctoarrivals 264 2 20
450 analcatdata lawsuit 264 4 30
1073 jEdit 4.0 4.2 274 8 66
43 haberman 306 3 26
1524  vertebra-column 310 6 60
818 diggle table a2 310 8 79
1167 pcl req 320 8 31
925 visualizing galaxy 323 4 36
1011  ecoli 336 7 52
1048 jEdit 4.2 4.3 369 8 68
860 vinnie 380 2 13
1025 analcatdata germangss 400 5 16
900 chscase census6 400 6 60
906 chscase censusb 400 7 70
907 chscase census4 400 7 70
908 chscase census3 400 7 70
909 chscase census2 400 7 70
1511  wholesale-customers 440 8 65
764 analcatdata apnead 450 3 20
814 chscase vine2 468 2 18
724 analcatdata vineyard 468 3 29
765 analcatdata apnea2 475 3 20
767 analcatdata apneal 475 3 20
884 fri c0 500 5 500 5 50
749 fri_¢3_500_5 500 5 50
870 fri_cl 500 5 500 5 50
792 fri_¢2 500 _5 500 5 50
886 mno2 500 7 70
750 pml0 500 7 70
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ID Data set Samples Features Binarized features
335 monks-problems-3 554 6 15
333 monks-problems-1 556 6 15
949 arsenic-female-bladder 559 4 40
334 monks-problems-2 601 6 15
997 balance-scale 625 4 16
770  strikes 625 6 60
795 disclosure x tampered 662 3 30
931 disclosure z 662 3 30
827 disclosure x_noise 662 3 30
774  disclosure_x_ bias 662 3 30

44596 blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
44593 blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
44594  blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
44595  blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
44597  blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
1464  blood-transfusion-service 748 4 34
1014 analcatdata_dmft 797 4 20
912 fri_c2 1000 5 1000 5 50
813 fri ¢3 1000 5 1000 5 50
743 fri_cl 1000 5 1000 5 50
799 fri_c0_ 1000 5 1000 5 50
45604 dummy 1000 6 60
43255  1StudentPerfromance 1000 7 43
741 rmftsa_sleepdata 1024 2 14
934 socmob 1156 5 31
1462 banknote-authentication 1372 4 40
991 car 1728 6 21
962 mfeat-morphological 2000 6 43
914 Dballoon 2001 1 10
772 quake 2178 3 30
40704 Titanic 2201 3 )
737 space_ ga 3107 6 60
44127 phoneme 3172 ) 49
871 pollen 3848 5 50
728 analcatdata supreme 4052 7 24
720 abalone 4177 8 73
40983  wilt 4839 5 50
1460 banana 5300 2 20
803 delta_ailerons 7129 5 50
725 bank8FM 8192 8 73
816 pumaS8NH 8192 8 80
923 visualizing soil 8641 4 31
819 delta_elevators 9517 6 47
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ID Data set Samples Features Binarized features

44126  bank-marketing 10578 7 51
1046 mozillad 15545 5 40
45558 Pulsar-Dataset-HTRU2 17898 8 80
45028 california 20634 8 80
45578  California-Housing-Classification 20640 8 80
843 house 8L 22784 8 75
45037 BitcoinHeist Ransomware 24780 7 48
42493  airlines 26969 7 67
44156  electricity 38474 8 68
43901 click prediction small 39926 8 o6
45022 Diabetes130US 71090 7 41
40922 Run_ or_ walk information 88588 6 60

Table 5: List of OpenML data sets used in this paper.

Additionally, we perform some experiments on datasets with more than 100,000 samples:

e covertype (ID 44121) with 566,602 samples, 10 features, and 100 binarized features.
e Higgs (ID 44129) with 940,160 samples, 24 features, and 240 binarized features.

References

Sina Aghaei, Mohammad Javad Azizi, and Phebe Vayanos. Learning Optimal and Fair
Decision Trees for Non-Discriminative Decision-Making. In Proceedings of AAAI-19, pages
1418-1426, 2019.

Sina Aghaei, Andrés Gomez, and Phebe Vayanos. Strong Optimal Classification Trees.
arXw preprint arXiw:2103.15965, 2021.

Gagl Aglin, Siegfried Nijssen, and Pierre Schaus. Learning Optimal Decision Trees Using
Caching Branch-and-Bound Search. In Proceedings of AAAI-20, pages 3146-3153, 2020a.

Gagl Aglin, Siegfried Nijssen, and Pierre Schaus. PyDL8.5: a Library for Learning Optimal
Decision Trees. In Proceedings of IJCAI-20, pages 5222-5224, 2020b.

Gagl Aglin, Siegfried Nijssen, and Pierre Schaus. Learning Optimal Decision Trees Under
Memory Constraints. In Proceedings of ECML-PKDD-22, 2022.

Zacharie Alés, Valentine Huré, and Amélie Lambert. New optimization models for optimal
classification trees. Computers & Operations Research, 164:106515, 2024.

Josep Alos, Carlos Ansotegui, and Eduard Torres. Interpretable decision trees through
MaxSAT. Artificial Intelligence Review, 56(8):8303-8323, 2023.

42



OPTIMAL OR GREEDY DECISION TREES?

Alejandro Barredo Arrieta, Natalia Diaz-Rodriguez, Javier Del Ser, Adrien Bennetot, Siham
Tabik, Alberto Barbado, Salvador Garcia, Sergio Gil-Lopez, Daniel Molina, Richard Ben-
jamins, Raja Chatila, and Francisco Herrera. Explainable Artificial Intelligence (XAI):
Concepts, taxonomies, opportunities and challenges toward responsible Al. Information
Fusion, 58:82-115, 2020.

Gilles Audemard, Steve Bellart, Louenas Bounia, Frédéric Koriche, Jean-Marie Lagniez, and
Pierre Marquis. On the explanatory power of boolean decision trees. Data & Knowledge
Engineering, 142:102088, 2022.

Florent Avellaneda. Efficient Inference of Optimal Decision Trees. In Proceedings of AAAI-
20, pages 3195-3202, 2020.

Rodrigo Coelho Barros, Marcio Porto Basgalupp, Andre C. P. L. F. De Carvalho, and
Alex A. Freitas. A Survey of Evolutionary Algorithms for Decision-Tree Induction. IEEE

Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part C (Applications and Reviews), 42
(3):291-312, 2011.

Kristin P. Bennett and Jennifer A. Blue. Optimal decision trees. R.P.I. Math Report No.
214. Technical report, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Troy, NY, 1996.

Dimitris Bertsimas and Jack Dunn. Optimal classification trees. Machine Learning, 106(7):
1039-1082, 2017.

Dimitris Bertsimas and Jack Dunn. Machine Learning Under a Modern Optimization Lens.
Dynamic Ideas, Belmont, MA, 2019.

Dimitris Bertsimas, Jack Dunn, and Nishanth Mundru. Optimal Prescriptive Trees. IN-
FORMS Journal on Optimization, 1(2):164-183, 2019.

Mim van den Bos, Jacobus G. M. van der Linden, and Emir Demirovi¢. Piecewise Con-
stant and Linear Regression Trees: An Optimal Dynamic Programming Approach. In
Proceedings of ICML-24, 2024.

Leo Breiman, Jerome H. Friedman, Richard A. Olshen, and Charles J. Stone. Classification
and Regression Trees. Wadsworth and Brooks, Monterey, CA, 1984.

Wray Buntine and Tim Niblett. A Further Comparison of Splitting Rules for Decision-Tree
Induction. Machine Learning, 8:75-85, 1992.

Miguel A. Carreira-Perpinan and Pooya Tavallali. Alternating Optimization of Decision
Trees, with Application to Learning Sparse Oblique Trees. In Advances in NeurIPS-18,
2018.

Emilio Carrizosa, Cristina Molero-Rio, and Dolores Romero Morales. Mathematical opti-
mization in classification and regression trees. TOP: An Official Journal of the Spanish
Society of Statistics and Operations Research, 29(1):5-33, 2021.

Ayman Chaouki, Jesse Read, and Albert Bifet. Branches: A Fast Dynamic Programming
and Branch & Bound Algorithm for Optimal Decision Trees. arXiv:2406.02175, 2024.

43



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

Hugh A. Chipman, Edward I. George, and Robert E. McCulloch. Bayesian CART Model
Search. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 93(443):935-948, 1998.

Vinicius G. Costa and Carlos E. Pedreira. Recent Advances in Decision Trees: An Updated
Survey. Artificial Intelligence Review, 56:4765-4800, 2023.

Louis Anthony Cox, Yuping Qiu, and Warren Kuehner. Heuristic Least-Cost Computation of
Discrete Classification Functions with Uncertain Argument Values. Annals of Operations
research, 21(1):1-29, 1989.

Emir Demirovi¢ and Peter J. Stuckey. Optimal Decision Trees for Nonlinear Metrics. In
Proceedings of AAAI-21, pages 3733-3741, 2021.

Emir Demirovié¢, Anna Lukina, Emmanuel Hebrard, Jeffrey Chan, James Bailey, Christopher
Leckie, Kotagiri Ramamohanarao, and Peter J. Stuckey. MurTree: Optimal Classification
Trees via Dynamic Programming and Search. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23
(26):1-47, 2022.

Emir Demirovié, Emmanuel Hebrard, and Louis Jean. Blossom: an Anytime Algorithm for
Computing Optimal Decision Trees. In Proceedings of ICML-23, pages 7533-7562, 2023.

Janez Demsar. Statistical Comparisons of Classifiers over Multiple Data Sets. Journal of
Machine Learning Research, 7:1-30, 2006.

David G. T. Denison, Bani K. Mallick, and Adrian F. M. Smith. A Bayesian CART Algo-
rithm. Biometrika, 85(2):363-377, 1998.

Thomas G. Dietterich. Overfitting and Undercomputing in Machine Learning. ACM Com-
puting Surveys, 27(3):326-327, 1995.

Jack William Dunn. Optimal Trees for Prediction and Prescription. PhD thesis, Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology, 2018.

Floriana Esposito, Donato Malerba, and Giovanni Semeraro. A Comparative Analysis of
Methods for Pruning Decision Trees. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, 19(5):476-491, 1997.

Matthias Feurer, Jan N. Van Rijn, Arlind Kadra, Pieter Gijsbers, Neeratyoy Mallik, Sahithya
Ravi, Andreas Miiller, Joaquin Vanschoren, and Frank Hutter. OpenML-Python: an
extensible Python API for OpenML. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22(100):1-5,
2021.

Peter Flach. Machine Learning: The Art and Science of Algorithms that Make Sense of
Data. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2012.

Rodney M. Goodman and Padhraic Smyth. Decision Tree Design from a Communication
Theory Standpoint. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 34(5):979-994, 1988.

Riccardo Guidotti, Anna Monreale, Matti Setzu, and Giulia Volpi. Generative Model for
Decision Trees. In Proceedings of AAAI-2/, pages 2111621124, 2024.

44



OPTIMAL OR GREEDY DECISION TREES?

Oktay Giinliik, Jayant Kalagnanam, Minhan Li, Matt Menickelly, and Katya Scheinberg.
Optimal Decision Trees for Categorical Data via Integer Programming. Journal of Global
Optimization, 81:233-260, 2021.

Hao Hu, Mohamed Siala, Emmanuel Hebrard, and Marie-José Huguet. Learning Optimal
Decision Trees with MaxSAT and its Integration in AdaBoost. In IJCAI-PRICAT 2020,
pages 1170-1176, 2020.

Xiyang Hu, Cynthia Rudin, and Margo Seltzer. Optimal Sparse Decision Trees. In Advances
in NeurIPS-19, pages 7267-7275, 2019.

Kaixun Hua, Jiayang Ren, and Yankai Cao. A Scalable Deterministic Global Optimization
Algorithm for Training Optimal Decision Tree. In Advances in NeurIPS-22, pages 8347—
8359, 2022.

Tim Huisman, Jacobus G. M. van der Linden, and Emir Demirovié. Optimal Survival Trees:
A Dynamic Programming Approach. In Proceedings of AAAI-24, 2024.

Laurent Hyafil and Ronald L. Rivest. Constructing optimal binary decision trees is NP-
complete. Information processing letters, 5(1):15-17, 1976.

Yacine Izza, Alexey Ignatiev, and Joao Marques-Silva. On Tackling Explanation Redun-
dancy in Decision Trees. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 75:261-321, 2022.

Mikol&s Janota and Anténio Morgado. SAT-Based Encodings for Optimal Decision Trees
with Explicit Paths. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Theory and Ap-
plications of Satisfiability Testing (SAT 2020), pages 501-518, 2020.

Nathanael Jo, Sina Aghaei, Andrés Gomez, and Phebe Vayanos. Learning Optimal Pre-
scriptive Trees from Observational Data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.13628, 2021.

Nathanael Jo, Sina Aghaei, Jack Benson, Andrés Gomez, and Phebe Vayanos. Learning
Optimal Fair Classification Trees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.09932, 2022.

Nathan Justin, Sina Aghaei, Andres Gomez, and Phebe Vayanos. Optimal Robust Classifi-
cation Trees. In The AAAI-22 Workshop on Adversarial Machine Learning and Beyond,
2022.

Gordon V. Kass. An Exploratory Technique for Investigating Large Quantities of Categorical
Data. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series C' (Applied Statistics), 29(2):119-127,
1980.

Michael Kearns and Yishay Mansour. On the Boosting Ability of Top-Down Decision Tree
Learning Algorithms. In Proceedings of the 28th Annual ACM symposium on Theory of
Computing, pages 459468, 1996.

Harold Kiossou, Pierre Schaus, Siegfried Nijssen, and Vinasetan Ratheil Houndji. Time
constrained DL8.5 using Limited Discrepancy Search. In Proceedings of ECML-PKDD-
22, pages 443-459, 2022.

45



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

Harold Kiossou, Pierre Schaus, Siegfried Nijssen, and Gaél Aglin. Efficient Lookahead De-
cision Trees. In International Symposium on Intelligent Data Analysis, pages 133—144,
2024.

Sotiris B. Kotsiantis. Decision trees: a recent overview. Artificial Intelligence Review, 39:
261-283, 2013.

Raphail E. Krichevsky and Victor K. Trofimov. The Performance of Universal Encoding.
IEEFE Transactions on Information Theory, 27(2):199-206, 1981.

Valentin Lemaire, Gaél Aglin, and Siegfried Nijssen. Interpretable Quantile Regression by
Optimal Decision Trees. In International Symposium on Intelligent Data Analysis, pages
210-222, 2024.

Ming Li and Paul Vitanyi. An Introduction to Kolmogorov Complexity and Its Applications.
Springer, New York, NY, 3rd edition, 2008.

Jimmy Lin, Chudi Zhong, Diane Hu, Cynthia Rudin, and Margo Seltzer. Generalized and
Scalable Optimal Sparse Decision Trees. In Proceedings of ICML-20, pages 61506160,
2020.

Jacobus G. M. van der Linden, Mathijs M. de Weerdt, and Emir Demirovié¢. Fair and Optimal
Decision Trees: A Dynamic Programming Approach. In Advances in NeurlPS-22, pages
38899-38911, 2022.

Jacobus G. M. van der Linden, Mathijs M. de Weerdt, and Emir Demirovié. Necessary
and Sufficient Conditions for Optimal Decision Trees using Dynamic Programming. In
Advances in NeurIPS-23, 2023.

Enhao Liu, Tengmu Hu, Theodore T. Allen, and Christoph Hermes. Optimal classification
trees with leaf-branch and binary constraints. Computers & Operations Research, 166:
106629, 2024.

Wei-Yin Loh. Fifty Years of Classification and Regression Trees. International Statistical
Review, 82(3):329-348, 2014.

Sascha Marton, Stefan Liidtke, Christian Bartelt, and Heiner Stuckenschmidt. GradTree:
Learning Axis-Aligned Decision Trees with Gradient Descent. In Proceedings of AAAI-24,
2024.

Rahul Mazumder, Xiang Meng, and Haoyue Wang. Quant-BnB: A Scalable Branch-and-
Bound Method for Optimal Decision Trees with Continuous Features. In ICML-22, pages
15255-15277, 2022.

Manish Mehta, Jorma Rissanen, and Rakesh Agrawal. MDL-based Decision Tree Pruning.
In Proceedings of KDD-95, pages 216-221, 1995.

John Mingers. An Empirical Comparison of Pruning Methods for Decision Tree Induction.
Machine Learning, 4:227-243, 1989a.

46



OPTIMAL OR GREEDY DECISION TREES?

John Mingers. An Empirical Comparison of Selection Measures for Decision-Tree Induction.
Machine Learning, 3:319-342, 1989b.

Masahiro Miyakawa. Optimum Decision Trees - An Optimal Variable Theorem and its
Related Applications. Acta Informatica, 22:475-498, 1985.

James N. Morgan and John A. Sonquist. Problems in the Analysis of Survey Data, and a
Proposal. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58(302):415-434, 1963.

Owen J. Murphy and R. L. McCraw. Designing Storage Efficient Decision Trees. IEEE
Transactions on Computers, 40(3):315-320, 1991.

Sreerama K. Murthy and Steven Salzberg. Decision Tree Induction: How Effective Is the
Greedy Heuristic? In Proceedings of KDD-95, pages 222-227, 1995.

Nina Narodytska, Alexey Ignatiev, Filipe Pereira, and Jodo Marques-Silva. Learning Opti-
mal Decision Trees with SAT. In Proceedings of 1JCAI-18, pages 1362-1368, 2018.

Tim Niblett. Constructing Decision Trees in Noisy Domains. In Proceedings of the 2nd
FEuropean Conference on European Working Session on Learning, pages 6778, 1987.

Siegfried Nijssen and Elisa Fromont. Mining Optimal Decision Trees from Itemset Lattices.
In Proceedings of SIGKDD-07, pages 530-539, 2007.

Siegfried Nijssen and Elisa Fromont. Optimal constraint-based decision tree induction from
itemset lattices. Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery, 21(1):9-51, 2010.

Mathew Mithra Noel, Arindam Banerjee, Geraldine Bessie Amali D., and Venkataraman
Muthiah-Nakarajan. Alternate Loss Functions for Classification and Robust Regression
Can Improve the Accuracy of Artificial Neural Networks. arXiv:2303.09935, 2023.

Mohammad Norouzi, Maxwell Collins, Matthew A Johnson, David J Fleet, and Pushmeet
Kohli. Efficient Non-Greedy Optimization of Decision Trees. In Advances in NeurIPS-15,
2015.

Tim Oates and David Jensen. The Effects of Training Set Size on Decision Tree Complexity.
Sizth International Workshop on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 379-390, 1997.

Archana R. Panhalkar and Dharmpal D. Doye. Optimization of decision trees using modified
African buffalo algorithm. Journal of King Saud University-Computer and Information
Sciences, 34(8):4763-4772, 2022.

Dipti D. Patil, V. M. Wadhai, and J. A. Gokhale. Evaluation of Decision Tree Pruning Al-
gorithms for Complexity and Classification Accuracy. International Journal of Computer
Applications, 11(2):23-30, 2010.

Harold J. Payne and William S. Meisel. An Algorithm for Constructing Optimal Binary
Decision Trees. IEEE Transactions on Computers, C-26(9):905-916, 1977.

Rok Piltaver, Mitja Lustrek, Matjaz Gams, and Sandra Martin¢ié-Ipsi¢. What makes clas-
sification trees comprehensible? FExpert Systems with Applications, 62:333-346, 2016.

47



VAN DER LINDEN, VOS, DE WEERDT, VERWER, AND DEMIROVIC

J. Ross Quinlan. Induction of Decision Trees. Machine Learning, 1(1):81-106, 1986.

J. Ross Quinlan. Simplifying Decision Trees. International Journal of Man-Machine Studies,
27(3):221-234, 1987.

J. Ross Quinlan. C4.5: Programs for Machine Learning. Morgan Kaufmann Publishers Inc,
San Francisco, CA, 1993.

J. Ross Quinlan and R. M. Cameron-Jones. Oversearching and Layered Search in Empirical
Learning. In Proceedings of IJCAI-95, pages 1019-1024, 1995.

J. Ross Quinlan and Ronald L. Rivest. Inferring Decision Trees using the Minimum De-
scription Length Principle. Information and Computation, 80(3):227-248, 1989.

Laura Elena Raileanu and Kilian Stoffel. Theoretical comparison between the Gini Index
and Information Gain criteria. Annals of Mathematics and Artificial Intelligence, 41:
77-93, 2004.

Jorma Rissanen. Modeling by Shortest Data Description. Automatica, 14(5):465-471, 1978.

Jorma Rissanen. Stochastic Complexity in Learning. Journal of Computer and System
Sciences, 55(1):89-95, 1997.

Cynthia Rudin. Stop explaining black box machine learning models for high stakes decisions
and use interpretable models instead. Nature Machine Intelligence, 1(5):206-215, 2019.

S. Rasoul Safavian and David Landgrebe. A Survey of Decision Tree Classifier Methodology.
IEEFE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, 21(3):660-674, 1991.

Helmut Schumacher and Kenneth C. Sevcik. The Synthetic Approach to Decision Table
Conversion. Communications of the ACM, 19(6):343-351, 1976.

Lesia Semenova, Harry Chen, Ronald Parr, and Cynthia Rudin. A Path to Simpler Models
Starts With Noise. In Advances in NeurlPS-23, 2023.

Pouya Shati, Eldan Cohen, and Sheila A. Mcllraith. SAT-based optimal classification trees
for non-binary data. Constraints, 28(2):166-202, 2023.

Yu-Shan Shih. Families of splitting criteria for classification trees. Statistics and Computing,
9(4):309-315, 1999.

Colin Sullivan, Mo Tiwari, and Sebastian Thrun. MAPTree: Beating "Optimal" Decision
Trees with Bayesian Decision Trees. In Proceedings of AAAI-2/, 2024.

Terry Therneau, Beth Atkinson, and Brian Ripley. Package ‘rpart’, 2023.

Constantino Tsallis. Possible Generalization of Boltzmann-Gibbs Statistics. Journal of
Statistical Physics, 52:479-487, 1988.

Joaquin Vanschoren, Jan N. Van Rijn, Bernd Bischl, and Luis Torgo. OpenML: networked
science in machine learning. SIGKDD Explorations, 15(2):49-60, 2013.

48



OPTIMAL OR GREEDY DECISION TREES?

Hélene Verhaeghe, Siegfried Nijssen, Gilles Pesant, Claude-Guy Quimper, and Pierre Schaus.
Learning Optimal Decision Trees using Constraint Programming. Constraints, 25(3):226—
250, 2020.

Sicco Verwer and Yingqgian Zhang. Learning decision trees with flexible constraints and
objectives using integer optimization. In Proceedings of CPAIOR-17, pages 94-103, 2017.

Sicco Verwer and Yingqgian Zhang. Learning Optimal Classification Trees Using a Binary
Linear Program Formulation. In Proceedings of AAAI-19, pages 1625-1632, 2019.

Matheus Guedes Vilas Boas, Haroldo Gambini Santos, Luiz Henrique de Campos Mer-
schmann, and Greet Vanden Berghe. Optimal Decision Trees for the Algorithm Selection
Problem: Integer Programming Based Approaches. International Transactions in Opera-
tional Research, 28(5):2759-2781, 2021.

Daniél Vos and Sicco Verwer. Robust Optimal Classification Trees against Adversarial
Examples. In Proceedings of AAAI-22, pages 8520-8528, 2022.

Daniél Vos and Sicco Verwer. Optimal Decision Tree Policies for Markov Decision Processes.
In Proceedings of IJCAI-23, pages 54575465, 2023.

Yisen Wang and Shu-Tao Xia. Unifying attribute splitting criteria of decision trees by Tsallis
entropy. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal
Processing (ICASSP), pages 507-2511, 2017.

Rui Xin, Chudi Zhong, Zhi Chen, Takuya Takagi, Margo Seltzer, and Cynthia Rudin. Ex-
ploring the Whole Rashomon Set of Sparse Decision Trees. In Advances in NeurlPS-22,
pages 14071-14084, 2022.

Rui Zhang, Rui Xin, Margo Seltzer, and Cynthia Rudin. Optimal Sparse Regression Trees.
In Proceedings of AAAI-23, pages 11270-11279, 2023.

Rui Zhang, Rui Xin, Margo Seltzer, and Cynthia Rudin. Optimal Sparse Survival Trees. In
Proceedings of The 27th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics,
pages 352-360, 2024.

Arman Zharmagambetov, Suryabhan Singh Hada, Magzhan Gabidolla, and Miguel A.
Carreira-Perpinan. Non-Greedy Algorithms for Decision Tree Optimization: An Experi-
mental Comparison. In 2021 International Joint Conference on Neural Networks (IJCNN),
pages 1-8, 2021.

Haoran Zhu, Pavankumar Murali, Dzung T. Phan, Lam M. Nguyen, and Jayant R.
Kalagnanam. A Scalable MIP-based Method for Learning Optimal Multivariate Deci-
sion Trees. In Advances in NeurIPS-20, pages 1771-1781, 2020.

49



	Introduction
	Related Work
	The Optimization Objective for Optimal Decision Trees
	From Greedy Criteria to Objectives
	Analysis
	Novel Non-Concave Objectives
	Experiments
	Experiment Setup
	Optimal Decision Tree Results
	Small Data Sets
	Greedy Heuristics Results

	Discussion

	Tuning the Tree Complexity of Optimal Decision Trees
	Tuning Approaches
	New Tuning Approaches
	Experiments

	Optimal Compared with Greedy
	Previous Comparisons
	Comparisons in ODT Papers
	Other Comparisons
	Discussion

	Training CART
	Accuracy-Interpretability Trade-Off
	Experiments on Literature Claims
	Experiment Setup
	Out-of-Sample Accuracy
	Accuracy-interpretability trade-off
	Data Efficiency
	Model Complexity and Training Data
	Overfitting
	Expected Tree Depth

	Scalability of Optimal Decision Trees
	Discussion

	Conclusion
	Data sets

