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ABSTRACT

Accurate parameter estimation in biological models—from optimizing drug dosing schedules to
forecasting disease outbreaks—requires that model parameters be uniquely identifiable from available
data. When parameters are not uniquely identifiable, estimation yields non-unique solutions, leading
to unreliable predictions and misallocated resources. Existing approaches to resolving identifiability
problems often involve re-parameterizing models, but this can reduce the biological interpretability
of parameters.

We present a mathematical framework demonstrating that time-varying parameters, driven by
environmental or behavioral data—such as temperature patterns, treatment schedules, or contact
rates—can resolve parameter identifiability issues without re-parameterization. We prove that incor-
porating such forcing functions into model parameters cannot worsen structural identifiability, and
establish conditions under which they provably improve it. Our results illustrate how forcing functions
can be used to break parameter entanglements, with a single forcing function sometimes resolving
multiple identifiability issues simultaneously.

We validate this framework through pharmacokinetic models (drug tissue-blood exchange rates)
and disease transmission models (seasonally varying contact rates), demonstrating that readily
available time-varying data can resolve identifiability while preserving parameter interpretability. By
connecting rigorous mathematical proofs to practical applications, this work provides modelers with
systematic guidance on when, where, and how to leverage existing data streams to improve parameter

estimation.

1. Introduction

In biological systems, parameter estimation is a critical step
in developing and using models for practical guidance for
decision-making. When unique parameter estimates cannot
be obtained for a model, there may be real-world conse-
quences, such as misplaced supplies, poorly designed exper-
iments, or unrealistic predictions. Parameter identifiability is
a critical property to ensure successful parameter estimation
and evaluates whether the optimal parameter estimates for a
given model and data set or data type are unique.

Two broad (and sometimes overlapping) identifiability
properties are typically considered: 1) structural identifi-
ability, which assesses whether the model parameters are
theoretically uniquely determinable given a particular mea-
surement structure, without consideration of noise or bias,
and 2) practical identifiability (sometimes also termed es-
timability), which assesses whether the model parameters
are uniquely estimated given noisy, potentially incomplete
data [24, 42, 52]. Notably, recent approaches have emerged
that integrate these concepts into a unified workflow, such as
Profile-Wise Analysis (PWA) [54].
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Both properties depend on the underlying model of
the system and measurement process. Still, only practical
identifiability accounts for issues such as noise, bias, and
other problems arising from real-world, specific data sets.
Structural identifiability is a prerequisite for practical iden-
tifiability and is therefore necessary to ensure successful
parameter estimation.

Identifiability problems have been observed in a range
of biological and sociological models, including disease
transmission models, pharmacokinetic models, population
models of age-period-cohort effects, and engineering sys-
tems [3, 16, 17, 34, 50, 53]. In fact, some have argued that
unidentifiability and related concepts may be a generic or
ubiquitous property across systems biology models [31].

Given the prevalence of identifiability issues in mod-
els across a range of fields, several approaches have been
developed to improve identifiability, including: collecting
more data [4, 35, 47, 48], re-parameterizing the model to
reduce the number of parameters [40, 41, 48], restricting the
parameter space with outside information [47], or adding ad-
ditional inputs if the system inputs can be changed [39, 57].

Additional data collection can be expensive, and repa-
rameterizing the model can alter the interpretability of its
variables and parameters, sometimes in ways that hinder its
intended use [14, 34, 43, 56].

One approach that has received less attention from a
formal analytical perspective is adding a time-varying driver
or input function to the parameters (i.e., a parameter forcing
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function) to improve structural model identifiability. While
most explorations of the effect of inputs on identifiability
have focused on the case where known inputs are added
as a new term to the differential equation [21, 33, 38] or
replacing a time-varying input with a constant parameter(s)
[57], here we explore how inputs that are added as a time-
varying parameter (either replacing or scaling an existing
parameter) may impact identifiability. Recent theoretical
work has also begun to extend observability rank conditions
to time-varying nonlinear systems by using extended Lie
derivatives to handle explicit time dependence [37].

Such inputs are standard in cases where one has (or can
make, in the case of engineered or controlled systems) a
time-varying parameter of the model, such as a climate-
driven transmission parameter for infectious disease models
[1, 13, 25, 51], or a time-varying chemical reaction rate
that depends on other substrates [3, 11, 27]. For instance, in
epidemiological modeling, time-varying transmission rates
are frequently used, and their impact on identifiability is a
critical area of study [18, 30].

Such time-varying parameters are often treated as con-
stants for simplicity. Still, previous studies have shown that
incorporating data on these time-varying parameters when
available can improve both structural and practical identi-
fiability. For example, including parameter-forcing function
inputs has been shown to improve the structural identifiabil-
ity of disease transmission models with a seasonally forced
contact rate [28], and to improve the practical identifiability
of models of cholera transmission in Haiti when data on
environmental transmission drivers, such as rainfall, are
included [25].

In this study, we examine the impact of parameter forcing
function inputs on structural identifiability. We show that
incorporating this known/measured temporal variation into
a parameter (either by replacing or scaling the parameter
with the new input forcing function) will not worsen the
structural identifiability of the model, and in some cases can
substantially improve it. This work provides a theoretical
framework specifically addressing how forcing functions
affect structural identifiability.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 establishes
the foundational framework, defining the model structure
and key identifiability concepts. Section 3 then details the
core analytical engine, the Differential Algebra Method,
including Ritt’s Pseudo-Division Algorithm, and discusses
recent computational advancements. Building on this, Sec-
tion 4 presents our first main theoretical result: that incorpo-
rating forcing functions cannot worsen structural identifia-
bility. Section 5 follows with theorems demonstrating when
these input functions improve identifiability. We then trans-
late this theory into a practical guide in Section 6, outlining
a procedural approach for modelers. Section 7 provides a
focused illustration using generic linear models. Finally,
Section 8 showcases the application of these concepts to
real-world examples from the literature, before we conclude
in Section 9.

2. Framework and Definitions

This section lays the groundwork for our analysis of struc-
tural identifiability. We first define the general structure of
ordinary differential equation (ODE) models (Section 2.1)
used throughout the paper. We then introduce key concepts
related to parameter identifiability, including global, local,
and unidentifiability, as well as the notion of a forcing input
function (Section 2.2). Finally, we discuss the utility of
parameter graphs (Section 2.3) as a visual tool for under-
standing relationships between unidentifiable parameters.

2.1. Model Structure

We begin by introducing the model structure framework
used in this paper. We will focus on ODE systems of the
following general form:

x = f(x(1,0),u(1),0),
x(0,0) = x((0), ey
y(t,0) = g(x(1,6),0),

where variable definitions can be found in Table 1. We will
refer to such a system as a model, denoted M (). A dot is
placed above a function name to denote the time derivative
of a function. Specifically, we will not be using the tick
symbol ’ to indicate derivatives; instead, this will be used to
distinguish different forms of equations, as described below.
u(?) is a time-dependent vector of (known) input functions,
if any.

All parameters @ and functions are assumed to be real-
valued.

Our goal is to introduce to M (@) a new known forcing
input function @(¢). We will consider the effect of () where
aparameter € @ in the model M (@) is either scaled as ii(1)0
or replaced by #(f). We then evaluate if the newly generated
model M (0) is structurally identifiable.

2.2. Key Concepts

To define identifiability, we first introduce the model map
® : @ — y, namely the map obtained by viewing the
model as a map from the parameter space 8 € RP” to the
output space y(t,0) € R’, given inputs u(t) (where the
map is determined by f, xq, and g) [2, 23]. The structural
identifiability of a model of the form of Eq. (1) is dependent
on the injectivity of @ [15, 26, 40, 52].

Definition 1 (Globally Identifiable). A model of the form of
Eq. (1) is globally identifiable if for almost every value of 8
and almost all initial conditions, the equation y(t,8) = y(t, 5)
implies 6 = 9 [26].

If our system is globally identifiable, then the model
output y(z, ) uniquely determines 6.

Definition 2 (Locally Identifiable). If y(¢,80) = y(t,a)
implies @ = 0 within an e-neighborhood of 8, then the model
is locally identifiable [28]. Note that global identifiability
implies local identifiability.
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Symbol | Definition
Model Components

x State variable vector € R”

n Number of state variables

t Time

y Measured output vector € R”

r Number of measured outputs

u Known input vector € R4

d Number of inputs

0 Parameter vector € R? (bold)

0, Individual parameter (non-bold)

p Number of parameters

Forcing Functions
ii Forcing input being introduced
0 Parameter scaled/replaced
Models & Relations
M) Model with parameters 6
M) Model after forcing function added
P(M) | Input-output relation from M
P'(M) | Relation precursor (before monic)
Table 1: Notation conventions used throughout the
manuscript.

Definition 3 (Unidentifiable). The model is said to be
unidentifiable if it is not locally identifiable.

If a model is unidentifiable, a subset of parameters § C
0 in the model may still be identifiable. The remaining
subset of unidentifiable parameters # \ {8} may instead
contain identifiable parameter combinations. These are the
functional forms of dependencies between unidentifiable
parameters [10, 24]. If identifiable parameter combinations
are known, the model can be re-parameterized to be at least
locally identifiable.

Definition 4 (Forcing Input Function). A forcing input func-
tion is a bounded, non-constant, C"-smooth function (where
n is the dimension of the state space), whose value is known
exactly for all time values in the interval of interest. The
C" requirement ensures sufficient differentiability for the
calculation of the characteristic set through Ritt’s pseudo-
division algorithm.

In practice, forcing functions are often assumed to be C*
(infinitely differentiable) or analytic to avoid concerns about
differentiability order.

We also assume that inputs are consistent with the solv-
ability assumption used for input-output equations, as dis-
cussed further below.

Remark: This definition of a forcing input function does
not include commonly used classes of inputs such as Dirac
delta functions (often interpreted as initial conditions) or
constants [2, 24, 42]. These are often insufficiently time-
varying for our purposes. Here, references to a ‘forcing input
function’ refer to the case where a sustained, non-constant
function drives the system throughout the time interval of
interest.

Figure 1: An example visualization of parameter combinations
(bottom) for a 2-compartment model (top). Circles indicate
the three identifiable parameter combinations, e.g. kg, and k;,
are involved in an identifiable combination. Some parameters,
such as k;,, are involved in more than one combination. In
this case, one connected component has been identified for
the system [24].

Assumption 1. Throughout this work, we assume all param-
eters of interest appear in at least one input-output equation
derived from the model. Parameters that do not appear in
any input-output equation (that is, parameters that do not
affect the measured outputs) cannot be identified from output
measurements alone, regardless of whether forcing functions
are incorporated. Such parameters exhibit structural non-
identifiability at a fundamental level and require either ad-
ditional measurements or a reformulation of the model or
considerations of initial conditions.

2.3. Parameter Graph

To motivate the discussion of when to choose gathering
data on a parameter(s) over re-parameterizing the model, we
review parameter graph methodology. Parameter graphs vi-
sualize the relationships among parameters, providing guid-
ance on which parameters can be targeted to improve iden-
tifiability and estimability. Parameters are represented as
nodes in a hypergraph, with identifiable combinations serv-
ing as the edges [24].

Even without the exact mathematical equations for the
2-compartment model shown in Fig. 1 (presented later in
Section 3), we can see directly that all the parameters in
such a model might be connected through identifiable pa-
rameter combinations. If even a single parameter &, in such
a connected component were measured or known, all other
parameters within that component could potentially become
unique.

That is, we can visually demonstrate that for each con-
nected component in a parameter graph of size > 1, at least
one parameter must be measured or known to make all other
parameters in the component unique. This can be used as a
guide for when and where to apply the theorems outlined in
this paper.

Applying measured data on targeted parameters can
potentially improve the structural and practical identifiabil-
ity of a model without re-parameterizing. While parameter
graphs can help identify which parameters to target, they do
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not reveal the analytical form of the parameter combination.
To reveal the analytical form, we perform further analysis by
solving the input-output equation(s) to derive the coefficient
map, a process detailed in Section 3.

In the following sections, we provide a mathematical
roadmap for identifying specific parameters within func-
tional parameter combinations that can be targeted for scal-
ing and replacement. A practical summary of this roadmap
is given in Section 6.

3. Differential Algebra Method

This section details the core mathematical methodology
used in this paper to analyze structural identifiability. We
begin by illustrating the goal of this approach with a brief
example that transforms a system of ordinary differential
equations into an input-output relation. We then formally
describe the characteristic set algorithm (Section 3.1), a
key technique from differential algebra for achieving this
transformation. Finally, we present a motivating pharma-
cokinetics example (Section 3.2) to further illustrate these
concepts and their relevance to identifiability analysis in a
practical biological context.

Before detailing the algorithmic steps, let’s consider a
simple illustrative example to motivate the process. Consider
a 2-compartment model described by:

X = —kyyx;
Xy = ko xy — kgpxy )
Yy =X

where x, x, are unobserved states, y is the measured output,
and § = {k,|, ko, } are parameters. The goal of the differen-
tial algebra approach is to systematically eliminate the state
variables to derive an input-output relation solely in terms
of y and its derivatives, and 8. For this system, the derived
input-output relation is:

V+ (kop + kp))y + kopky vy =0

This equation, and its coefficients, are then used to assess
the structural identifiability of k,; and ky,. As shown in
Section A.1, this original system is locally identifiable, but
not globally identifiable.

While we could impose a constraint on the system to
resolve this identifiability issue, alternatively, we can intro-
duce new information in the form of a forcing function. If a
parameter like &, is scaled by a known forcing function u(z),
the method yields the more complex input-output relation
(terms ordered to emphasize the comparison):

uy+(k02u +k21 u2 - L'l)j/+(k02k21 u2 —kozu)yzo

This new system is globally identifiable, and we can see
that incorporating u(t) changes the calculation of the input-
output equation such that the analogous terms in the previous
equation are now multiplied by u and in some cases split
(e.g. what was (kg + k,;)y has now become two distinct

monomials, kguy and k, u?y). Additional terms are also
added due to the derivatives taken of the u variable (e.g. iry).
The detailed step-by-step application of the characteristic set
algorithm to both the original and augmented versions of
this example is provided in Section A.l. We now proceed
to describe the general algorithm.

The differential algebra method can be implemented
automatically for any rational function differential equation
model through the software DAISY (Differential Algebra
for Identifiability of Systems) [8]. However, for complex
models, this method can become computationally intractable
[52]. Recent advancements in numerical algebraic geometry
offer solutions for larger and more complex systems where
symbolic methods struggle [5]. More recent and compu-
tationally efficient tools based on differential elimination
and Grobner bases, such as SIAN [32] and Structurallden-
tifiability [22], also perform this task by computing the
characteristic set or input-output equations without requiring
manual steps. For exact details on this algorithm, please refer
to Ritt [49], Bellu et al. [8], and Saccomani et al. [52].

The differential algebra method can be used to determine
not only the model’s identifiability but also the identifiable
parameter combinations [23]. The overall goal is to reduce
the system of differential equations to an equation involving
only known or measured variables and parameters, referred
to as the input-output relation.

Definition 5 (Input-Output Relation). An input-output re-
lation is a monic polynomial differential equation of the
form WY(y,u,0) = 0, where W represents the characteristic
set polynomial(s) obtained by eliminating all state variables
from the original ODE system M. An input-output relation
involves only the measured outputs y, known inputs u, their
time derivatives, and the unknown parameters 8. Typically,
for a given model M, the number of input-output relations
is equal to the number of measured output variables.

Notation. We will also define some new terminology around
input-output relations. For any model M of the form defined
above, let P(M) be an input-output relation derived from M,
and let P’(M) be the precursor to P(M) in the characteristic
set algorithm such that P/ (M) becomes P(M ) when divided
by the coefficient of its leading monomial.

The input-output relation is simply a higher-order represen-
tation of the original first-order model M (8), now without
the state variables. The coefficients of the input-output re-
lations can be used to test the model’s identifiability and to
determine identifiable parameter combinations as necessary
[23].

Remark. 1If we take c(@) to be the coefficients of the
input-output relation, we can write the following com-
mutative diagram shown in Fig. 2. The map c(@) — y
is usually assumed to be injective, an assumption termed
solvability, defined further below. Therefore, to evaluate
the injectivity of the model map ®, we can instead
evaluate the coefficient map 8 — ¢(0) [23].
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0 y

~N

c(0)

Figure 2: Map of relationships between the parameter space
0 and the measured output(s) y. Analysis reveals that both
@ and c(@) represent maps from the parameter space to the
output space, indicating either can be used to determine the
structural identifiability of M (@).

Definition 6 (Parametric Solution Set). The fibers of the
coefficient map c(@) (or equivalently of the model map ®)
are termed the parametric solution sets of the system. These
are all parameter values that generate a particular output
trajectory or a set of coefficient values.

Definition 7 (Solvability). Solvability is the assumption that
we have sufficiently many independent values for y and u
and their derivatives so that these known values enable us
to form a linear system from the input output relation which
is solvable for the the coefficients (the unknown variables in
this case) [52].

This is typically the case for most structural identifiabil-
ity purposes, as we are assumed to have noise-free, contin-
uous measurements of y and u (so we have arbitrarily many
points, which generically should be independent). However,
there are situations in which the solvability assumption is
violated, typically when there is a constraint on the variables,
inputs, or outputs that implies that y and u lie in a lower-
dimensional subspace. In such cases, the constraint should
typically be incorporated into the model (often simplifying
it) so that the solvability assumption is met.

Assumption 2. We assume that the introduced forcing func-
tions #(t) satisfy the solvability assumption. Specifically, &
and its derivatives must not introduce additional constraints
that reduce the effective rank of the measurement system.
For example, if #(f) were constrained to lie on a lower-
dimensional manifold related to the outputs y, this could
violate solvability. In practice, forcing functions derived
from independent physical processes (e.g., climate data,
experimental inputs) typically satisfy this requirement.

3.1. Characteristic set calculation using Ritt’s
pseudo-division

To calculate the characteristic set using Ritt’s pseudo-

division, model variables (inputs, outputs, states, and their

derivatives) must be ranked. Bellu et al. [8] use a standard

ranking system that declares input and output variables as the

lowest ranked, with the derivatives further ranked as follows:

u1<u2<...<u1<l:l2<...
<y1<y2<<y1<y2<
<X <X <. <X <X%<.. (3

Note that any ranking that is consistent with the calcula-
tion of the characteristic set will work, provided that forcing
inputs are ranked below outputs and state variables.

Let w; be the leader of the polynomial A; such that it
is the highest ranking derivative of the variables appearing
in that polynomial [8, 39]. A polynomial A; is lower rank if
w; < w;,orif w; = w; then the algebraic degree of A; is less
than that of A;. A; is reduced with respect to polynomial A;
if A; does not contain the leader of A; with equal or greater
algebraic degree, nor its derivatives.

Remark. The equations of our system M need to be
transformed into polynomials A;cy that are equivalent
before we can proceed. This will allow us to compare
polynomials as described above. Therefore, before pro-
ceeding with the algorithm, we will impose the following
step:

0. Rewrite: Set all equations of the model M (0) equal
to zero such that all nonzero terms are gathered to
the right of any equal sign. Order the polynomials by
increasing rank, such that the highest-ranked polyno-
mialis A, .

We can now iterate through the characteristic set algo-
rithm using Ritt’s Pseudo-Division, ensuring that all polyno-
mials in the system are reduced with respect to one another.
We traverse the following loop:

1. Compare: Define A as our first A; polynomial. If A;
is fully reduced compared to all other polynomials in
the set, choose the polynomial one rank higher than
the current A s and make it the new A e

Compare the leader of A; to other higher-ranked poly-
nomials to select A;. If the leader of a higher-ranked

polynomial in the set is the k-th derivative wﬁk) of the
leader of Aj, let this be A;.

Differentiate A ] k-times to find A;.k) with leader w;k).

2. Reduce: Multiply the polynomial A; by the coefficient
(k)
J

of the division of this new polynomial by A;k) with

of the highest power of w’; ~ and let R be the remainder

respect to the variable wi.k) . Then R is reduced with

respect to A% The polynomial R s called the pseudo-
remainder of the pseudo-division.

3. Replace: The polynomial A; is replaced by the pseudo-
remainder R and the sub-loop (Step 2 and 3) is iterated
using Ai.k_l) in place of A% and so on, until the
pseudo-remainder is reduced with respect to A ;.

(a) Repeat Sub-loop: Check that A; is now re-
duced against all higher ranked polynomials. If
a higher-ranked polynomial is not fully reduced
with respect to A}, label this polynomial A; and
repeat Steps 2 and 3.
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(b) Exit Sub-loop: When all higher-ranked poly-
nomial(s) A; are reduced with respect to A;,
reorder the polynomials by increasing rank and
return to Step 1.

The result is a family of differential polynomials belonging
to the differential ring R(0)[u, y, x] as shown in Eq. (4).

A](u’ Y)’ seey Ar(u7 y) (4)
Ar+1 (u’ y» X1)7
A,+2(ll, Y. X1, XZ)’

AWy, X, ., Xy)

The first r differential polynomials A;,i = 1 : rof Eq. (4) do
not depend on x, and form the precursor to the input-output
relation of the system, P'(M) [8]. It always takes n iterations
of the Ritt’s Pseudo-Division loop (Steps 1 to 3) to produce
the precursor input-output relation for the system.

To ensure that the input-output relation polynomials are
unique at the end of this process, we enforce the following
final step [8]:

4. Enforce Monic A;,i =1 : r: Check that the new
polynomials A;,i = 1 : r are monic. If not, divide
each A; by its leading coefficient to enforce that A;
are monic polynomials.

This generates our input-output equations, P(M), where the
coefficients represent the identifiable combinations of M.

For a detailed example of how to apply Ritt’s Pseudo-
Division to an ODE system of interest, please refer to Sec-
tion A.1.

3.2. Motivating Example: Pharmacokinetics
Consider the following system of equations from Eisenberg
and Hayashi [24] that is illustrated in more detail in Fig. 1
(from Section 2, now with a slightly modified y equation):

)'Cl = k12x2 - (k21 + k(n)xl +u1 (5)
Xy = kyyxy = (kyp + kop)xo;
y=x/V

This is a standard model used in pharmacokinetics, where
x is the mass of the drug in the blood (e.g., drug dose), and
X, is the subsequent mass of the drug in the tissue. The drug
can exchange between blood and tissue (k,; and k,), and is
degraded in both compartments (k(; and kg, ). The measured
output, y, is the drug concentration in blood, given the blood
volume V [2, 21, 24, 40].

In this case, u; denotes the drug input function, which
may be time-dependent. This model has already been shown
in the literature to be unidentifiable, but we briefly review
the input-output relation for this example and expand on
possible ways to make this system identifiable.

The exact derivation of the input-output relation for this
system can be found in Meshkat et al. [40] or Audoly et al.
[2]. The input-output relation for Eq. (5) is:

0=J3+4 (ko +ky + kpg+kip)y
+ ((kop + ko Y kg + kyp ) — kak12)y
— (kg + ki )u /[ V. =/ V. (6)

Then the coefficient map is c(@) = {(kg; + ky; + kgp +
ki2), (kypkay — (koy +ki2)(koy +kap)), (Kog +k12)/V . 1/V'}.
Observe the recurring highlighted functional groups in
Eq. (6). The coefficient map can be further reduced to show
that identifiable parameter combinations are summarized by
this set [21]:

c@) = {V,kipky, koy + kip, koy + ko }

While V' is obviously identifiable, the other parameters
remain entangled in different parameter combinations. As
such, the system is not identifiable.

To make this model identifiable, it has been recom-
mended to re-parameterize this model using the identifi-
able parameter combinations, setting {q;, ¢>, 43,494} = {V,
kiakoy, koy + kyg, ko + ko1 }, and x; = kpx, [40]. This
yields the following revised system:

xl = —q4x1 + x’z +Ll1 (7)
)5'2 =X — q3x;;
y=xi/q

While analysis reveals that this new system is globally
identifiable, how can the new parameters be interpreted? The
parameter g, is now the product of the flows between the
blood and tissue, while g5 and g, are the total rate of flows
out of the blood and tissue, respectively.

Suppose modelers were interested in the question of how
fast the drug is decaying in the tissue (or in general, the exact
values and levels of the drug in the tissue). In that case,
this question cannot be answered by the re-parameterized
model in Eq. (7), because the rate is now indistinguishable
from the exchange rate of substances moving from the blood
into tissue. Mathematically, Eq. (7) represents an improved
model, but for practical applications, Eq. (5) remains, for the
moment, the better choice for researchers. We will return to
the question of how to ‘improve’ Eq. (5) while maintaining
interpretability in Section 8.1.

Having established the mathematical framework and method-
ology, we now turn to our main theoretical contributions.
The following section presents our first key result: that
forcing functions provide a safe approach to potentially
improving identifiability.

4. Incorporating forcing functions cannot
worsen structural identifiability

This section rigorously establishes our first key result:
that introducing forcing functions does not compromise
a model’s existing structural identifiability. Our argument
unfolds in stages. We begin by proving two lemmas, which
address how parameter solution sets behave when a forcing
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function is introduced, specifically showing that no new,
problematic solutions are generated. With this foundation,
Theorem 1 then formally states that identifiable parameters
remain identifiable, and its corollaries then extend this find-
ing to the identifiability of the overall model. Importantly, we
only consider structural rather than practical identifiability
here (since, for example, a highly noisy forcing function
could potentially hinder practical estimation of otherwise
structurally identifiable parameters, as discussed in [44]).

To fully understand the impact on identifiability, we must
consider how the derivation of the input-output equation is
affected. Lemma | addresses this next by showing that the
fundamental steps of the characteristic set algorithm using
Ritt’s Pseudo-Division remain consistent. Coefficients in the
input-output equation precursor P/(M) are preserved in the
augmented P’(M), in a modified form. Other terms may be
added as well, however, the original terms will remain under
the modifications described below.

A sketch of the proof for Lemma 1 is shown here. For a
full detailed proof, refer to Section A.4.

Lemma 1. Let ii be a forcing input function, and let M be
any rational function model of the form of Eq. (1), assuming
the standard ranking described in Eq. (3). Generate M by
scaling any parameter € 0 in the state variable equations
of M with i.

Then for each input-output relation precursor equation
P'(M), M will have an analogous input-output equation
precursor P'(M), where the terms of P'(M) will also be
present in P! (M) with two modifications: 1) the replacement
rule 6 — 0ii (which may split a monomial into two or more
distinct terms), and 2) the multiplication of all such analo-
gous terms in P'(M) by a common term in the parameters
and ii. We describe these modifications in more detail below.

Let Cim; = (cy + ¢,0 + -+ c,0Mm; be a monomial
term in P'(M), where C; is a coefficient polynomial in
the parameters (potentially including 0, written here as a
polynomial in 6 where some c; may be zero), and m; is a
monomial in outputs, inputs, and their derivatives.

Then P'(M) will contain analogous terms to C;m;, of the
form acom;, ac,0iim,, ... ac,0"i"m;, where a is a common
multiplicative term given by a polynomial in the parameters
multiplied by a monomial in il (a may be trivial, e.g. a = 1).

Additional terms not descended from any original term
may also be generated in P'(M), but these will never be the
leading term of P'(M).

Remark. It is important to note that the analogous terms
in P/(M) will typically not all have identical monomials
in @. For example, consider how the original coefficient
(kgp + koq)y transforms when k,; is scaled by u in the
simple example in Eq. (2). After applying the characteristic
set algorithm with the scaling k,; — k,u, this single term
splits into multiple analogous terms: kg,uy (with u') and
k21u2 y (with u?). While these have different powers of u,
both:

e Form analogous terms to the same coefficient in
P'(M)

e Follow the replacement rule ky; — k,ju

e Are then also multiplied by the same accumulated
coefficient u.

This splitting of terms with different &# powers is pre-
cisely what enables the separation of previously entangled
parameters into distinct coefficient equations, as demon-
strated in the results below. For a detailed worked exam-
ple demonstrating this mechanism, see the 2-compartment
model derivation in Appendix A.1.2.

PROOF SKETCH. Let M be any model of the form of Eq. (1).
We take the following ranking on the input, output, and state
variables as described previously:

u1<u2<...<L'£1<l'42<...
<y1<y2<...<y1<y2<...
<x1<x2<...<xl<x2<...

Assume @ is any known bounded n-differentiable time-
dependent forcing input function. Scale any parameter 8 € @
in the state equations of M by ii to create a new model M.
For our ranking of the input, output, and state variables for
the new system, we will choose the following:

I <up <uy<..< @l <iy<ip<..<..
<x1<x2<...<5€1<5€2<...

where the new forcing input function is ranked lowest among
the input variables, and importantly, less than output vari-
ables and state variables (noting that any ranking chosen
consistent with calculating the characteristic set will also
work so long as i is ranked lowest).

We review the changes this introduction makes to each
step of the characteristic set calculation: Rewrite, Compare,
Reduce and Replace, and Enforce Monic A;, by induction on
the number of algorithm iterations.

Base Case (k=0): This is given by the Rewrite step,
where we observe that scaling a parameter § — @i only
affects coefficients in the polynomial form of the equations.
Consider a term 0 - g(x) in M; after scaling in M this
becomes fii - g(x). The structure is preserved with the
modification 8 > .

Inductive Step: Assume the property holds for iteration
k of the characteristic set algorithm. We examine what
happens when taking derivatives in the (k + 1)-th step using
the Leibniz rule.

When taking the m-th derivative using Leibniz rule,
the term corresponding to m in the binomial expansion
preserves the original structure (with § — @i modification,
forming the analogous term(s) to M), while additional terms
involving derivatives of i are generated but ranked lower.
This maintains the reduction order and ensures the modified
original monomials are generated at the next step.

In this manner, the modified original terms and their
derivatives from M are represented in M during the steps of

JR Conrad et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier

Page 7 of 24



Forcing functions and identifiability

characteristic set calculation using Ritt’s Pseudo-Division.
Other terms involving derivatives of # may be generated but
will not alter the choice of leader for reduction steps and its
derivatives as these new terms will always be lower ranked.
O

Lemma 1 establishes that the characteristic set algorithm
preserves structural relationships when introducing forcing
functions. We now show that this preservation translates
directly to containment of parameter solution sets, which
is the foundation for proving that forcing functions cannot
worsen identifiability.

Lemma 2. Let P'(M) be the precursor to an input-output
equation P(M) derived from a rational function model M of
the form Eq. (1), assuming the standard ranking described
in Eq. (3). Let M be the scaled model following the re-
placement 6 — 0ii for some 6 € 0, and let P(M) be
the resulting corresponding input-output equation to P(M)
(i.e. such that P'(M) contains the corresponding monomials
given in Lemma 1).

Then the parameter solutions for P(M) are contained
within the parameter solutions for P(M).

PROOF. Consider P'(M), associated with some input-output
equation P(M) derived from model M. P'(M) has the
general form 0 = P'(M) = )" C;m;, where the C; are
polynomials in the parameters, the m; are monomials in the
inputs, outputs, and their derivatives, and m,, is the leading
monomial (noting also that » here is just a positive integer,
not the number of state variables in the system).

Each coefficient C; can itself be viewed as a polynomial
in § with coefficients in @ \ 6. We will write this as C; =
¢; + €07, where ¢0Pi is the highest degree term in 6
(possibly with ¢; = 0 if there is no 6 present in that C),
and ¢; is all remaining terms in C;. P'(M) is then: 0 =
P/(M) = ¥ (¢;+E0P)m; = (¢; +&0P)m; + ...+ (c,_; +
€,_10P-ym,_; + (c, + ¢,0Pn)m,,.

Next, we make P'(M) a monic polynomial P(M) by
normalizing with respect to the leading coefficient of m,,:

(9] + 51 épl
0= P(M) =——=m +
c, + ¢,0Pn
C,_1 + ¢, _ 0P
%mn—l +m,
¢, + ¢,0Pn

which now satisfies the definition of an input-output equa-
tion. The parameter solutions of P(M) must therefore sat-
isfy:

c* + EFG* P
= fori=1,.,n—1 (8
cr + 20 Pn

c; + ¢;07

¢, + C,0Pn

where c; and 6* represent the true parameter values.

Similarly, P’(M) is a polynomial of at least # monomials
now calculated with 6 scaled by a known forcing input

function iz. By Lemma 1, P'(M) has the general form:

n k
0=P'(M) =) alc, + 0" i), + ) a,
i=1 Jj=1
= a(cl + Eléplﬁpl)ﬁll + .-
+ a(c, + ¢,0P Py, + -

where 7i1; contain m; along with any additional monomial of
i, and a is a multiplicative coefficient in the parameters. The
a; are any additional terms also generated (which by Lemma
1 are not the leading term).

To make P’(M) a monic polynomial P(M ), we normal-
ize with respect to the coefficient of the leading monomial
in P'(M).

If ¢, # 0, then the leading monomial of P(M) is
iiPnm,,, and its coefficient is a¢,07r. Then the terms in P(M)
corresponding to the original monomials m; (now possibly

. P Gori .,
split) are of the form Qcﬁmi and %u/’im,. The parameter
solutions of P(M) must therefore satisfy:

*

¢ ¢

— =———, fori=1,..,n )
,0m 0" P
é,0ri 51.*9* Pi

— = ———, fori=1,..,n (10)
,0m 0% P

We want to show that the parameter solutions of P(M)
are also parameter solutions for P(M). From the parameter
solutions Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) of P(M), we have:

L
_ c, 00 fori=1
¢ =c T ori=1,..,n
c n
n
< < ,0Pn
5[9"" = ~79* piN*n,é—*p, fori = 1,...,71
14 n
n

Substituting these into the left-hand side of Eq. (8):

En él’n

%% D,
Cro* Pn

5 _C,0Pn %% P
i @0 P +Ci0 '

c, + Ené’l’n % _CntPn
n 5;:9* bn

G p. €nOPn
*Q* Pp
+¢:o "G
~ & OPn
* %% p; y0
(¢ +¢'0 1)—529* o
B (c* + &*0% Pn) G0 x4 @G P
n n 55;@* Pn n n

cf 40

This matches the right-hand side of Eq. (8). Therefore the
solutions are self-consistent. We conclude that solutions of
P(M) are also parameter solutions for P(M). Note that
this calculation becomes slightly more complicated if the c;
include lower powers of @ (as then the ¢; split into distinct
monomials), but the basic argument still holds.

In the case when ¢, = 0, the coefficient C, does not
contain 8, so after the replacement 9 — i, we have C,
unchanged. The leading term coefficient in both P(M') and
P(M) is therefore ¢, (the highest-degree term in C, when
¢, =0).
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After normalization, the parameter solutions must sat-
isfy:

¢ C;k El.él’i 5?9* i
— =—, and =
c c* c c*
n n n n
for M, and:
c;+ 6,00 ¢+ E0P o+ O
= Op, - *
¢, + ¢,0Pn c, ¢,
for M (since ¢, = 0). The containment of solution sets

follows immediately by adding the two equations from M.

O

Lemma 2 provides assurance that when we scale a parameter
with a forcing function, we are not creating new, unexpected
parameter solutions that could worsen our identifiability.

This enables us to state Theorem 1, which directly ad-
dresses the preservation of individual parameter identifiabil-
ity when forcing functions are introduced.

Theorem 1. Let M be a rational function model of the
form of Eq. (1), assuming the standard ranking described
in Eq. (3), and let ii(t) be a known, time-dependent forcing
input function. Scale any parameter 6 € @ with u(t) to
generate a new model M. Then each parameter that was lo-
cally (respectively globally) identifiable in M will be locally
(respectively globally) identifiable in M.

PROOF. From Lemma 2, the solutions to the coefficient map
for M will be contained within those of M. If a parameter
0, is globally identifiable in M, it means that for any 8’
such that ¢(8) = c(@’), we must have 6, = 6,. Since the

solution set for M is a subset of that for M, any o yielding
c@) = c(é’) must also satisfy the original relations, implying
6, = 0. Thus, 6, remains globally identifiable. A similar
argument holds for local identifiability: if 8, has a finite
number of solutions in M for a given output, it will have
at most that many (and possibly fewer) in M. []

Significance of Theorem 1: This theorem provides a formal
guarantee to modelers that the act of incorporating a known,
time-varying input (a forcing function) into a parameter, a
common step to better reflect real-world system dynamics
or to experimentally probe a system, will not inadvertently
destroy or degrade any pre-existing structural identifiability.
This safeguard allows researchers to confidently employ
forcing functions as a tool, particularly when aiming to
improve identifiability, as explored in Section 5.

Corollary 1. Let M be a rational function model of the
form of Eq. (1), assuming the standard ranking described in
Eq. (3), and let ii(t) be a known, time-dependent forcing input
function. Scale any parameter & € 0 with i(t) to generate
a new model M. If M is locally (respectively globally)
identifiable, then M is as well.

PROOF. This follows directly from Theorem 1. If all param-
eters in the model M are locally (globally) identifiable, and
each remains so in M, then M will also be locally (globally)
identifiable. []

Corollary 2. Let M be a rational function model of the
form of Eq. (1), assuming the standard ranking described
in Eq. (3), and let ii(t) be a known, time-dependent forcing
input function. Replace any parameter 6 € 0 with i(t)
to generate a new model M. If M is locally (respectively
globally) identifiable, then M is as well.

PROOF. Observe that replacement is a special case of Corol-
lary 1 where we additionally fix # = 1. Since fixing a
parameter value generically will not worsen identifiability
of the remaining parameters (it can only add constraints or
reduce the parameter space), the result holds. []

Implication of Corollaries 1 and 2: These corollaries ex-
tend the assurance of Theorem 1 to the entire model. If a
model is already identifiable, introducing a forcing function
(either by scaling an existing parameter or replacing it) will
not render the model unidentifiable. This provides confi-
dence when modifying well-characterized models with new
dynamic inputs.

While the previous section established that forcing func-
tions do not harm identifiability, we now demonstrate when
they actively improve it. The following theorems delineate
specific conditions for achieving this improvement.

5. Forcing inputs can improve identifiability

Having established that forcing functions do not harm iden-
tifiability (Section 4), this section presents our second main
contribution: theorems that delineate specific conditions un-
der which these inputs actively improve it, potentially resolv-
ing unidentifiability or transitioning local to global identifi-
ability.

We will systematically explore scenarios starting with
common identifiable combinations involving one degree of
freedom, first addressing additive structures through scaling
(Theorem 2, Section 5.1) and then considering more general
combinations through parameter replacement (Theorem 3,
Section 5.2). We then extend this to more complex en-
tanglements involving more than one degree of freedom
(Theorem 4, Section 5.3). Throughout, corollaries will high-
light the implications for the overall model’s identifiability.
Finally, we will connect these analytical results to the vi-
sual intuition provided by parameter graphs (Section 5.4),
demonstrating how these theorems can be practically guided.

To do this, we restrict our analysis to scenarios where
all parameters appear in the input-output equation, meaning
there are no parameters that are entirely insensitive to the
observed output.

5.1. Scaling under restrictions to correct for 1
degree of freedom in parameter solution set

We begin by considering the simplest case of unidentifiabil-

ity: an additive combination of two parameters. Theorem 2
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demonstrates how scaling one of these parameters with a
forcing function can disentangle them.

Theorem 2. Let M be any structurally unidentifiable ra-
tional function model of the form of Eq. (1), assuming the
standard ranking described in Eq. (3), and suppose that
P(M) contains a parameter 6 € 0 in an additive combi-
nation with a rational function f of one other parameter
0, € 0\ {0} such that neither  nor 0; is identifiable
but the combination (f(0;) + 0) is locally (resp. globally)
identifiable. Suppose (f(0;)+ 0) appears as a multiplicative
part of at least one coefficient in an input-output equation
P(M), such that it may be multiplied by some rational
function of the parameters.

Scale 6 with a known forcing input function i(t) to
generate a new model M. Then 0 is locally (resp. globally)
identifiable in P(M). Additionally, if f is injective, then 6,
is locally (resp. globally) identifiable as well.

PROOF. Suppose that P(M) contains an identifiable com-
bination of the form described, (f(0;) + ), where f is a
rational function of §; € 6 \ {6} (as an aside, we note that
f may also be a function of other identifiable parameters as
well and this will not affect the proof).

Also note that from the theorem statement there exists at
least one term of the form a(f(0,) + 6)m in P(M), where a
is a rational function of the parameters and m is a monomial
in the inputs, outputs, and their derivatives. Since input-
output equation coefficients are globally identifiable, and
(f,) + 6) is locally (globally) identifiable, a must also be
locally (globally) identifiable.

By Lemma 2, since a and (f(6;) + 0) are locally (resp.
globally) identifiable in M, they must be so in M (since
incorporating the forcing function cannot add any new pa-
rameter solutions). Also note that by Lemma 1, when #
scales 6 to form the model M, the original monomial term
a(f(0,)+ 6)m will transform in the new input-output relation
P(M) to ab f (Hi)rh+ab§ft(t)ﬁ1, where b is a rational function
of the parameters that results from a potentially different
normalizing coefficient in P(M), and 7 is a monomial con-
taining m as well as potentially some powers of i. (Noting
that the combination could not have been part of the leading
term of P/(M) as it appears in the numerator of P(M ) and so
will appear in P’ (M) and then P(M) in this form by Lemma
1.)

Now abf(6;)m and abii(t)im are distinct monomial
terms, making their coefficients (abf(6;) and ab) separately
identifiable. Since (f(0;) + ), a, abf(6;), and abf are
each identifiable, we can solve uniquely for f(6,), 9, and
b, making 8 locally (globally) identifiable. Additionally, if f
is injective then 6, is locally (resp. globally) identifiable. []

Remark. This theorem applies when the additive combina-
tion appears as a multiplicative part of the coefficient of a
monomial term in P(M). However, a very similar argument
will hold for a range of more general forms of the coefficient
containing (f(6;) + 9) (e. g. when the additive term appears
in the denominator, or appears with a more general form in

the numerator, etc.). Extension of this theorem to such cases
is straightforward but requires case-by-case verification.

Corollary 3. Let Theorem 2 be satisfied with f injective,
and suppose (f(6;) + 0) and the parameters in 0 \ {0,»,5}
are locally (respectively globally) identifiable in M. Then
M must be locally (respectively globally) identifiable.

PROOF. By assumption, all parameters in 8 \ {6,,0} are
locally (respectively globally) identifiable in M, and by
Theorem 1, they remain so in M.

From Theorem 2, after scaling, § and 0; become locally
(globally) identifiable in M. Since all parameters in the
model M are now locally (globally) identifiable, then M
itself is locally (globally) identifiable. []

Significance of Theorem 2 and Corollary 3: These results
provide a direct method to resolve unidentifiability in com-
mon additive parameter structures. By strategically scaling
one parameter involved in such a sum with a known time-
varying input, both parameters can become globally iden-
tifiable, potentially rendering an entire previously uniden-
tifiable model identifiable. This is particularly useful when
direct measurement of one parameter is difficult, but a cor-
related, measurable forcing function can be applied. This
aligns with recent work on multi-experiment identifiabil-
ity theory for ODE systems with time-varying coefficients,
showing how multiple experiments with different inputs can
recover identifiability [46].

5.2. Replacement to correct for 1 degree of
freedom in parameter solution set

While scaling is effective for additive combinations, param-

eter replacement offers a more general approach for other

types of two-parameter entanglements. Theorem 3 shows

how replacing one parameter in such a combination with a

known forcing function can make the other identifiable.

Theorem 3. Let M be any structurally unidentifiable ra-
tional function model of the form of Eq. (1), assuming the
standard ranking described in Eq. (3), and suppose that
P(M) contains a parameter 6 € @ in an identifiable
combination with one other parameter ; € 0 \ 0 such
that neither is separately identifiable but the locally (resp.
gloablly) identifiable combination g is injective for a fixed 0
(e.g. g =00;).

Replace 0 with a known forcing input function i to
generate a new model M. Then 6; must be locally (resp.
globally) identifiable in P(M).

PROOF. Suppose that g(d, 8,) is a function representing the
locally (respectively globally) identifiable combination with
one other parameter 6; from @ \ 8, such that g is injective for
a fixed 6.

If we scale (but not yet replace) § by ii, we know from
Lemma 2 that g(d, 0,) must remain identifiable, as scaling
with a forcing function cannot introduce new parameter
solutions. Then to consider replacement of @ by ii, we now set
6 = 1 from our scaled model, yielding that §; must be locally
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(respectively globally) identifiable as g is injective for a fixed
d. As an aside, note that if g is not injective but has finite
solutions (e.g. 901.2), then 6, is similarly locally identifiable.

O

Corollary 4. Let Theorem 3 be satisfied and restrict g and
the parameters in @ \ {6,,0} to be locally (respectively
globally) identifiable. Then M must be locally (respectively
globally) identifiable.

PROOF. By assumption, all parameters in 8 \ {6;,0} are
locally (respectively globally) identifiable in M, and by
Theorem 1 (adapted for replacement), they remain so in M.
From Theorem 3, after replacement, ; is locally (globally)
identifiable in M, and M no longer contains # as an un-
known parameter. Since each remaining parameter in the
model M is locally (globally) identifiable, then M itself is
locally (globally) identifiable. []

Significance of Theorem 3 and Corollary 4: These results
are important because they broaden the applicability of
forcing functions. By replacing an unidentifiable parameter
with a known input, we effectively reduce the dimension-
ality of the unknown parameter space. This can resolve the
identifiability of its entangled partner and, by extension, the
entire model.

Equivalently, by replacing an unknown parameter with a
known function, we have reduced the parameter space by 1,
and therefore corrected for at least 1 degree of freedom in the
parameter solution set space. Below we prove a case where
replacing an unknown parameter with a known function
reduces the degrees of freedom in the parameter solution set
space by more than one.

5.3. Replacement to correct for more than 1
degree of freedom in parameter solution set

We now consider a more complex scenario as an example
where unidentifiability stems from a combination involving
three parameters in both additive and multiplicative relation-
ships. Theorem 4 illustrates how replacing one strategically
chosen parameter can resolve the identifiability of the other
two.

Theorem 4. Let M be any structurally unidentifiable model
of the form of Eq. (1), assuming the standard ranking de-
scribed in Eq. (3), and suppose the coefficient map c(0)
of P(M) contains a term of the form Gj(é + 6;) where
0;, 9j €0\ {9}, i#j. Let9, Hj, and 6 all be unidentifiable
parameters in M.

Replace 0 with a known non-constant forcing input func-
tion ii to generate a new model M. Then 6; and 0 ; must be

globally identifiable in P(M).

PROOF. Let a,, be a term in c¢(f) of P(M) and have the
general form a,, = 6,( +6,), where 6;, 6, € 0\ {0}, i # j.
Then in the input-output relation of M this corresponds to
the term 6 j(é + 6;)m, where m is a monomial in the y and u
variables (and their derivatives).

Let us write Gj(é +0,) = Hjé +6;0; and begin by scaling
6 with i (rather than replacing). Then by a very similar
argument to Theorem 2, we can see that after scaling, 0 jé
and 6,6, are each separately globally identifiable.

Now, to complete the replacement step, we set § = 1,
which yields that §; alone is now globally identifiable, which
from the identifiable combination 6;6; gives that 6; is also
globally identifiable. []

Remark. We note that, similar to Theorem 2, this theorem
can be extended relatively straightforwardly to cases where
the identifiable combination appears in the input-output
equation in other ways rather than purely as the coefficient
of a monomial term (e.g. multiplied by another rational
function of the parameters, etc.).

Remark. Additionally, the alternate extension 9(9,- +6;)
requires additional consideration. Under the assumption that
0, 6;, and 6 are unidentifiable parameters, replacing § with
(1) yields @(t)(0; + 0 j). This makes the sum 6; + 0 ; identifi-
able, but does not resolve the individual identifiability of 6;
and 6; without further information or assumptions.

Corollary 5. Let Theorem 4 be satisfied and suppose that
the parameters in @\ {6;,0;, 0} be locally (respectively glob-
ally) identifiable in M. Then M must be locally (respectively
globally) identifiable.

PROOF. By assumption, all parameters in 6 \ {6;,0,, 6} are
locally (respectively globally) identifiable in M and remain
so in M. From Theorem 4, after replacement, 6; and 6 ; are
globally identifiable in M, and M no longer contains § as
an unknown. Since all remaining parameters in the model
M are locally (globally) identifiable, then M itself is locally
(globally) identifiable. []

Significance of Theorem 4 and Corollary 5: The power
of these results is in demonstrating that a single forcing
input (via replacement) can resolve more complex, multi-
parameter unidentifiabilities. This highlights the potential
for targeted interventions to have a cascading effect on
improving model identifiability, especially in systems where
parameters are entangled in mixed additive and multiplica-
tive forms.

5.4. Connecting forcing functions and the
parameter graph

By examining the parameter graph for a particular ODE
system, we can build intuition on how to identify more
complicated connected components that would separate into
identifiable parameters (therefore correcting for more than 1
degree of freedom in the parameter set solution) with only
one parameter being replaced.

For example, consider the connected component in
Fig. 3. By replacing the unknown and unidentifiable 6,
with a known data stream (or known constant), the other
parameters in the connected component become identifiable.
In Section A.2.2, we further explain which compartmental
models can give rise to this exact connected component.
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Figure 3: Step by step visualization of replacing 6, in the
parameter graph from Fig. 7(b). Replacing 6, with a known
forcing input function (or even a known constant) would make
the other parameters in the connected component structurally
identifiable. These visualizations guide researchers on how to
replace parameters to make the system structurally identifiable.
Scaling will require more knowledge of the exact parameter
relationship(s), as was explored in Section 4.

In this way, the parameter graph for any rational function
ODE system can be used to guide decisions on which subset
of parameters to measure to improve structural identifiabil-

ity.

6. Procedure in Practice

This section outlines a general framework for applying the
theorems from Section 4 and Section 5 to practical modeling
scenarios. We first detail a systematic process for translating
the theory into actionable steps for model formulation and
identifiability analysis when initial checks reveal unidentifi-
ability (Section 6.1). The subsequent section (Section 7) will
then provide concrete examples using generic linear models.

6.1. Translating theory to practice

We provide an explicit framework for taking the theory
proved in Section 5 to application. Importantly, this process
assumes the existence of parameters that could reasonably be
scaled or replaced with a forcing function, either by incorpo-
rating more data (e.g. climate drivers) or by experimentally
perturbing/forcing particular parameters of interest.

Given a problem of interest, first define a rational func-
tion ODE model M (@) that describes the system of interest
with measurable output(s) y. Then, check the structural
identifiability of M (@) using an algebraic software such
as DAISY [8], SIAN [32], Structuralldentifiability [22], or
STRIKE-GOLDD [20]. Example input files for DAISY can
be found in Section A.3. For small systems, this analysis
can possibly be done by hand. If the system is structurally
identifiable, proceed with parameter estimation or prediction
modeling. If not, consider the process flow below:

Process Flow: Model Formulation Steps

1. Determine which parameters are in parameter
combinations and generate a parameter graph.

2. For each connected component, identify
which parameter(s) could make the compo-
nent identifiable.

Consider the following:

e Can the parameter be scaled with a forc-
ing function input? Then scale the cho-
sen parameter with a measured input
stream to generate M.

e Replace a chosen parameter from a con-
nected component with a measured in-
put to generate M.

e Re-parameterize by replacing a chosen
parameter combination with a single
new parameter to generate M.

7. Generic Linear Model and how to
Introduce Forcing Functions

This section provides a concrete illustration of applying
forcing functions to improve identifiability in a common
model structure. We focus on a generic 2-dimensional linear
model, demonstrating through its input-output relation how
the introduction of forcing functions via scaling or replace-
ment can alter parameter identifiability. This serves as a
practical example of the principles discussed in Section 6
and the theorems from Section 4 and Section 5. More exten-
sive analysis of linear and bilinear models up to 3 dimensions
can be found in Section A.2.

For a generic linear model, we take advantage of the X =
Ax + bu structure, initially generating a model with move-
ment into/out of all compartments by all compartments. To
constrain and simplify the model, we impose b = 0, such
that there are no existing inputs into the system. Finally, we
constrain the measured component to only one state variable,
of the form y = x;.

Examples of linear models can be found in the literature,
beginning with the pharmacokinetics model that we showed
in Section 3.2. Other examples include but are not limited
to damped harmonic oscillators, radiation decay chains, or
circuit design [6, 7,9, 12, 19, 29, 36].

Here we explore one illustrative structural identifiability
problem for a linear system of dimension 2. Consider a
system with two state equations, with the general form:

Xl =91x1+92x2 (]1)
5(2 = 93X1 + 04X2
y=Xx
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Scaling

61 )1 0.
Replacement
6, ) 65

Figure 4: Parameter graph of unidentifiable parameters for
the 2D Linear model when all parameters are nonzero. All
parameters shown have a functional relationship with at least
one other parameter, and cannot be separated as they are
currently, but can be resolved through the use of a scaling
and/or replacement. Top row: scaling 6, or 6, improves the
identifiability but is not sufficient to fully resolve it for all
parameters. Bottom row: replacing 6, or 6, on the other hand
will fully resolve the identifiability of the system (either on its
own or as a follow-up step to the previous scaling).

assuming that only one state at most is measured (y). Then
the input-output relation will be:

0=y—(0; +0,)y+(0,6, —0,03)y (12)
This makes the coefficient map the following: c(8) = {0, +
04,0,6, — 0,05 }. This relation is unidentifiable if all param-
eters are distinct and nonzero.

While the identifiable combinations of this system can-
not be immediately resolved to yield global identifiability,
we can do so with two alternative applications of the meth-
ods presented here (scaling or replacing two parameters with
inputs), as illustrated in Figure 4.

Observe that 6, and 6, are in both an additive and
a multiplicative relationship, so we may be able to apply
the scaling theorem. On the other hand, 6§, and 65 are in
a multiplicative relationship, which violates conditions of
the scaling theorem, Theorem 2. Instead, we will test out
replacing one with a known input.

Scaling. First, consider how the input-output relation changes

if we scale 8, by a known measured input u(?).

Xy =0 u(t) x; +0,x, (13)
.)'C2 = 93x1 + 94X2
y=Xx
We then re-calculate the input-output equation for this new
system, yielding:

14)

Now, the coefficient map is the following: ¢(0) = {0;, —0,,

0,6,,—6,05}. By scaling 8; by u(t), our augmented input-
output relation now contains 6 terms, compared to the orig-
inal 3 terms in Equation (12). These new terms allow us to
gain information about the original system. Now, 6 and 6,
are globally identifiable for this generic 2D linear system.
However, 6, and 65 are still unidentifiable.

Replacement. Next, we instead consider how the input-
output relation changes if we replace 6, with a known
observation ii(t), without scaling 6, or 6, (although this step
could also be performed after such a scaling if desired, with
similar results).

X, =0,x, + @) x, (15)

.)'C2 = 93x1 + 94X2

y=Xx

Then the new input-output relation becomes:

0= a(®) y— (0, + 6, a(®) y — u(t) y
+0, it) y+ 0,0,y — 05 a@®?> y (16)

This coefficient map is: c(@) = {0, + 0,,—1,6,,0,64,—65}.
By replacing 6, with i, we have removed one of the uniden-
tifiable parameters by replacing it with a known function,
and new information has been gained beyond what was
introduced. Our system is now globally identifiable with this
one forcing function introduction.

Importantly, just assuming that 6, is known (but not a
time-varying forcing function) would result in an analogous
input-output equation to Equation (12), which would only
resolve the 6, and 65 pair rather than resolving the full global
identifiability of the system, illustrating the ways that a non-
constant parameter can be informative. This can also be
observed in part by noting that 6, is the coefficient of i(f),
which would be zero if ii(t) was a constant.

However, what this generic linear model example lacks
is context. What we will see in the following section is that
the context around the problem is also important. We must
consider (a) what additional data streams are actually avail-
able to use as forcing input functions, and further (b) whether
the augmented systems are still viable representations of the
original problem.

8. Examples from the Literature

To understand this process in more detail, we review two
examples from the literature that either (a) already employ
the theorems outlined in this paper or (b) could benefit
from the proposed strategies for resolving structural identifi-
ability. Specifically, we revisit the pharmacokinetics model
previously introduced (Section 8.1) and examine a cholera
SIWR model (Section 8.2). These examples illustrate how
the theoretical framework can be applied to concrete bio-
logical systems. For further examples of applying the Ritt’s
Pseudo-Division process from Section 3, see Section A.1.
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8.1. Revisiting the Pharmacokinetics model

Recall in Section 3.2 the common pharmacokinetics model
described by Eq. (5). We have established that this model
is unidentifiable both analytically and visually using the
parameter graph in Fig. 1. The re-parameterization of this
model as proposed by Meshkat et al. [40] poses issues
with interpretability of parameter estimates, and may fail to
answer key questions of interest.

We propose applying Theorem 2 to resolve the identi-
fiability issues of this model. Specifically, recall from the
discussion of Fig. 1 that we established only one parameter
needs to be measured to break the connected component. We
also already know the analytical form of the coefficient map
for Eq. (5) is given by:

c@) ={V, kipkay, koo + ki ki + kol

For the simplest additive relationship with one other pa-
rameter condition from Theorem 2, we can choose to scale
either kg, or kg, (k, or k,; would also work, but these are
slightly more complex as they are also in a multiplicative
combination).

Scaling or replacing k,: Recall that k, represents the drug
decay rate in tissue. This may not be directly measurable,
as repeatedly taking tissue samples could be painful or even
impractical to implement. In this case, replacing ky, with a
measured data input is not feasible.

The practical solution is to measure a related process that
is known to influence the drug’s decay rate in tissue, and use
this as a proxy-informant to scale k. This is a reasonable
assumption as drug decay rates can change over time. We can
theorize that such a process exists, and applying Theorem 2,
scale kg, with a known forcing input function i(¢). DAISY
output finds that this small change to the model makes it
structurally identifiable. A brief search of the literature did
not reveal whether this theoretical process exists, although
potentially either imaging studies with a labeled drug or
measurement of a metabolite could be (potentially expen-
sive) options.

Scaling or replacing k; : This parameter represents the drug
elimination or decay rate in blood. In this case, regular blood
samples may be taken and the parameter measured directly.
Utilizing such measurement data would be an example of
replacement, as described in Theorem 3. DAISY output
confirmed that replacing kj; with a known forcing input
function #(r) resolves the structural identifiability issues of
the original model.

If the drug decay rate in blood is too low to directly
measure, we can instead explore scaling k. It is known,
for example, that drug decay in blood depends on pH, which
is measurable and changes over time [45]. As expected
from Theorem 2, scaling kq; with a known forcing input
function #(r) resolves the structural identifiability issues of
the original model, confirmed by DAISY.

Both of the suggestions for targeting k(; have the advantage
of (a) maintaining the original parameter interpretations, and
(b) being relatively simple to implement in practice.

8.2. Cholera SIWR Model
The following example illustrates an application of Corol-
lary 1 from the literature, in which a forcing input function
was introduced into a nonlinear ODE system without alter-
ing the structural identifiability.

Tien and Earn [55] present an SIWR model of cholera in-
fection, the non-dimensionalized version of which is shown
in Eq. (17). Here s is the proportion of susceptible individu-
als in the population, i is the proportion of infected individ-
uals, and r is the recovered or removed proportion of indi-
viduals. The w compartment represents the concentration of
cholera in the water, one of the main transmission pathways
for cholera infection. fy is the transmission parameter for
waterborne cholera transmission, while f; is the parameter
for direct transmission. y is the recovery rate and £ is the
pathogen decay rate in water.

§ = =Py sw — Prsi

i = Py sw+ Brsi—vyi

=G —w)
i =vyi (7
y = ki

Eisenberg et al. [26] proved that this model is structurally
identifiable given the measured output of prevalence k;,
where k is the reporting rate of cholera cases. We confirmed
these results in DAISY.

Eisenberg et al. [25] attempt to use the above model to fit
cholera data from a 2010 outbreak in Haiti. While Eq. (17)
was shown to be structurally identifiable, they find that there
are practical identifiability issues with fitting the available
data to the model.

Scaling Py, : Heavy rainfall during this outbreak was known
to spur waterborne transmission of cholera across Haiti.
Eisenberg et al. [25] proposed scaling the waterborne trans-
mission parameter fy, with rainfall data f(¢):

§=— f®) Py sw — Bysi

i= f(@) Py sw+Bysi—vyi

w= ¢ —w)
F=yi (18)
y=ki

Eisenberg et al. [25] show that Eq. (18) resolved the practical
identifiability issue, but did not explicitly show that Eq. (18)
maintained the structural identifiability of Eq. (17).

We argue that by Corollary 1 since the original nonlinear
model was structurally identifiable, the introduction of this
new known forcing input function to scale fy, did not change
the structural identifiability. DAISY output confirmed that
Eq. (18) is still structurally identifiable as expected.

9. Conclusion

In this study, we have explored how introducing a known
forcing input function into a system can improve its struc-
tural identifiability, and have proved that introducing a
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known forcing function input into a system will never
worsen structural identifiability. In proving results where the
forcing function improves identifiabiltiy, this current work is
limited to improving structural identifiability for a restricted
subset of parameter combinations, where the coefficient map
from the input-output relation contains coefficients made
of additive or multiplicative parameter combinations. More
complex parameter combinations have yet to be addressed
but would be a natural topic for future work, potentially
leveraging numerical algebraic geometry approaches for
handling larger systems [5].

While for Eisenberg et al. [25] a forcing input function
was successfully incorporated to improve practical identifia-
bility, this kind of result is not guaranteed by the theory pre-
sented here, as we only address structural identifiability. For
example, analysis reveals that if the introduced data stream
contains bias or excess error, the practical identifiability
issue will not be resolved [44]. Further research into how
noise and measurement error in forcing functions impact
practical identifiability would be a valuable extension.

Additionally, our theoretical results apply specifically to
ODE systems with rational function structure (polynomial
quotients). Extension to systems with non-rational nonlin-
earities (exponential, trigonometric, logarithmic functions,
etc.) remains an open question. Approximation-based meth-
ods (e.g., Padé or Taylor series) may enable extension to such
systems, but theoretical guarantees would require additional
analysis. This represents an important direction for future
research.

Despite these limitations, this methodology can already
be applied to current problems in the literature, as demon-
strated with the pharmacokinetics model in Section 8.1.
By utilizing algebraic solving software such as DAISY
[8], SIAN [32], Structuralldentifiability [22], or STRIKE-
GOLDD [20], coupled with these theorems, researchers can
decide which parameters or subset of parameters need to
be targeted for improved identifiability before proceeding
to the parameter estimation and forecasting steps. This will
reveal which parameters require more information, are more
cost-effective to explore, or alternatively if a different model
approach should be used instead. Additionally, while most
of our examples were drawn from biology/health applica-
tions, the applications of this theory extend beyond the
biological, medical, and public health examples shown here.
This approach can provide researchers with a methodology
to guarantee the structural identifiability and maintain the
interpretability of their chosen model, thereby reinforcing
the ethical imperative for robust and reliable scientific
predictions that inform critical decision-making in public
health, medicine, and beyond.
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A. Appendix

A.1. Characteristic Set Using Ritt’s
Pseudo-Division Example

This example illustrates a case of local but not global iden-

tifiability and allows us to demonstrate the characteristic set

algorithm in more detail.

A.1.1. Original System
Consider the following simple system of equations:

X =—kyx (19a)

)‘Cz = k21x1 - koz.Xz, (19b)

Y =X (19¢)

where our set of parameters is @ = {kyy,kq,}, y is the

measured output, and x; and x, are the state variables.
We can visualize this model as the simple 2-compartment
system in Figure 5. Using the ranking system defined by
Equation (3), we can see that for this system, the variables
are ranked as:

Y<Xx| <Xy <X <Xy

To understand the characteristic set algorithm in detail,
we walk through the steps of the algorithm for this example.
0. Rewrite: We first rewrite Equation (20a)-Equation (20c)
such that all equations equal zero and order them by rank:

(20a)
(20b)

O=y—x,
0=5€1+k21x1

leader: x,

leader: x;

Figure 5: A 2-compartment model with a single rate flow from
X, to x, and a leak out of x,.

0= Xy —kyyx1 + kppx, leader: x, (20c)
For this system n = 2 and r = 1, for a total of 3 polyno-
mials, one of which will eventually become our input-output
relation in the final characteristic set. Since Equation (20c)
contains the derivative of the leader of Equation (20a), we
will begin the algorithm by comparing these.
1. Compare: We will consider Equation (20a) as A; with
the leader x,, and compare it to Equation (20c) which will
be A;, with leader x,, a derivative of the leader of A i
2. Reduce: We want to reduce A; with respectto A;. A; con-
tains the first derivative of x,. Then we need to differentiate
A; once to get A;l) : 0 =y—x, Divide A; by A;l) with
respect to x, to find pseudo-remainder R.
3. Replace: Replace A; with R and reorder the polynomials
by rank.

O0=y—x, leader: x, (21a)
0= y - k21x1 + kozXz leader: X9 (Z]b)
0=2xy + kyx; leader: x (21c)

Note: When reviewing the algebraic rank of the new A; in
Equation (21b) versus A; in Equation (21a), we find that it
is still of equal or higher rank.

2. Reduce (x2): Divide A; : 0 = y — kyx; + kgyxy by
A; 1 0 = x, — y with respect to leader x, and find the new
pseudo-remainder R.

3. Replace (x2): Replace A; with R and reorder the poly-

nomials by rank. As such, we have the new reduced system:

0= y+kpy—kyx; leader: x; (22a)
O=y—x, leader: x, (22b)
0= X +kyxq leader: X, (22¢)

1. Compare: Now we can see that Equation (22a) is reduced
with respect to Equation (22b). Equation (22c) however
contains the derivative of the leader of Equation (22a). Let
Equation (22c) be A; and Equation (22a) be A;.

2. Reduce: A; contains the first derivative of x;. We differ-
entiate A; once to obtain A;l) 1 0= j—ky X +kypy. Note

that X, has a coefficient in Aﬁl), so we need to multiply A; by
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—k,; before proceeding. So we will divide —k,; A; by A;l)
with respect to x, and keep the pseudo-remainder R.
3. Replace: We want to replace A; with R.

0=y+kpy—kyx; leader: x, (23a)
0= j+kpy+ kglxl leader: x,; (23b)
O=x,—-y leader: x, (23¢c)

Note: Equation (23b) is still not reduced with respect to
Equation (23a) when we review the algebraic ranking. Let
Equation (23b) be A; and Equation (23a) be A '’

2. Reduce (x2): Divide 4; : 0 = j + kgpy + k3 x; by
A; Y+ kgy — ky x| with respect to x; to find the pseudo-
remainder R.

3. Replace (x2): We now replace A; with R and reorder the
polynomials by their ranking:

k
0= Ly + (22 + Dy + kopy leader: j  (24a)
ko ko
0=y—kyx;+kyy leader: x;  (24b)
O=y—x, leader: x,  (24c)

Having reduced all state variables, we now normalize the
input-output relation in the final step.
4. Enforce Monic A;: We can see that the leader of the
lowest ranked polynomial (Equation (24a)) has a coefficient
1/ky,, so we will divide the polynomial by this leading
coefficient. Thus, the final decomposition of the system
(19a)- (19c¢) is:

0= y+ (k02 arF k21)y arF k02k21 y leader: j (25a)
(25b)

(25¢)

0=y—kyxy +kpy leader: x;

O=y—x, leader: x,
As the lowest ranked polynomial Equation (25a) no longer
contains any state variables x, it is our input-output rela-
tion for system (19a)- (19c). Taking the coefficients of this
equation, we generate the coefficient map c¢(@) = {kyp, +
ky1, korko1 }, which provides two unique parameter set solu-
tions for system (19a)- (19c). The work can be shown as the
following:

koy + kyy = ay
kopky = ay
=

kyy = kpy — a

a i\/af—4a2

ko =
02 D)

A.1.2. Augmented System with Forcing Function

If the user wanted to find a single unique parameter set
solution to this system, usually constraints on the parameter
domain reveal that only one of the two solutions is realistic.
However, we illustrate in this example how including a

scaling forcing input function u(f) in the system both (a)

does not worsen the system’s structural identifiability and (b)

can in some cases improve it. In this exercise, we introduce

the forcing input function u(¢) that satisfies the definition

above to scale the parameter k,;. This condition guarantees

nonzero derivatives of u(t) as it is smooth and non-constant.
Then our new system of equations is:

)'Cl = —k21 u X (26.’:1)
Xy = kyy uxy = kgpXo; (26b)
y=2X, (26¢)

The overall rankings for this system are:
Ll<y<x1 <x2<5cl <X2

0. Rewrite: We first rewrite Equation (26a)-Equation (26b)
such that all equations equal zero and order them by rank:

O0=x,—y leader: x, (27a)
0=2x +ky ux leader: X, (27b)
0= Xy — ko ux; +kpxy leader: x, (27¢c)

For this system n = 2 and r = 1, for a total of 3
polynomials, one of which will be our input-output relation
in the final characteristic set. Since Equation (27¢) contains
the derivative of the leader of Equation (27a), we will begin
the algorithm by comparing these.

1. Compare: We will consider Equation (27a) as A ; with
the leader x,, and compare it to Equation (27c) which will
be A;, with leader x,, a derivative of the leader of A -

2. Reduce: We want to reduce A; with respect to 4;. 4; con-
tains the first derivative of x,. Then we need to differentiate
AJ- once to get A;l) : 0=y —x,. Divide Ai by Aﬁ.l) with
respect to X, to find pseudo-remainder R.

3. Replace: Replace A; with R and reorder the polynomials
by rank.

O=x,—-y leader: x, (28a)
0= y—ky uxy+kpx, leader: x, (28b)
0=2x +ky ux; leader: x; (28¢c)

Note: When reviewing the algebraic rank of the new A; in
Equation (28b) versus A j in Equation (28a), we find that it
is still higher rank.

2. Reduce (x2): Divide 4, : 0 = y — ky ux; + kgyx, by
A j + 0= x, — y with respect to leader x, and find the new
pseudo-remainder R.

3. Replace (x2): Replace A; with R and reorder the poly-

nomials by rank. As such, we have the new reduced system:

0= y—ky ux|+kpy leader: x; (29a)
O=x,—-y leader: x, (29b)
0= X +ky ux leader: X, (29¢)
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1. Compare: Now we can see that Equation (29a) is reduced
with respect to Equation (29b). Equation (29c) however
contains the derivative of the leader of Equation (29a), x;.
Let Equation (29¢) be A; and Equation (29a) be 4.

2. Reduce: A; contains the first derivative of x,. We differ-
entiate Aj once to obtain AEI) D 0=+ kepy — koyxy —
k, ux,. Now we have gained an extra term that did not exist
in the original steps. And as before, we need to multiply
A; by the leading coefficient of Aﬁ.l) (which is —k,;) before
proceeding. So we will divide —k,, 4; by /TEI) with respect
to X, and keep the pseudo-remainder R.

3. Replace: We want to replace A; with R.

0=y—ky ux;+kpy leader: x; (30a)
0= j+kopy—kyttx; — k%l u? x; leader: x; (30b)
0=x,—y leader: x,  (30c)

Note: Equation (30b) is still not reduced with respect to
Equation (30a) when we review the algebraic ranking. Let
Equation (30b) be A; and Equation (30a) be A;. Two terms in
A; contain the leader, x,, but the term containing i is higher
ranked so we will reduce with respect to this term first.

2. Reduce (x2): We want to divide A; by A ; with respect to
x;. The leader of A j in x; has coefficient —k,;, and so does
the leader of A[, but there is an added u term that we need to
multiply by before proceeding to find the pseudo-remainder
R. After reduction, we get:

0 = y - k21 u Xl + kozy leader: Xl (313)

0= uy+kppuy—uy leader: x; (31b)
_k02 u ) k%l u3 xl

O=x,—-y leader: x, (31c)

Note: Equation (31b) is still not reduced with respect to
Equation (31a) when we review the algebraic ranking. Let
Equation (31b) be A; and Equation (31a) be A;.

2. Reduce (x3): We want to divide A; by A; with respect
to x;. Since the leader of A; in x| has coefficient k,, we
multiply A; by 1/k,, before proceeding to find the pseudo-
remainder R. After reduction, we get:

k
0= Lu}';_kﬂuy_Lu)}

leader: y (32a)
kay kay kay
k
—uzy—ﬁuy+k02 u’y
ko
0=y—ky ux;+kpy leader: x, (32b)
O=y—x, leader: x, (32¢)

With all state variables eliminated from the lowest-
ranked polynomial, we complete the derivation by enforcing
the monic condition.

4. Enforce Monic A;: We divide by the coefficient of j in
Eq. (32a). The input-output relation derived via DAISY for
system (26a)-(26c) is:

0= uy+kpuy+ky uzy— uy leader: y  (33a)
—kop ey + kopkyy W y

O0=y—ky ux;+kpy leader: x;  (33b)

O0=y—x, leader: x, (33c)

Therefore our new coefficient map is é(8) = {kg,, ko1,
kooko; }. From this, the coefficients kg, and k,; are identi-
fiable (since u is known and non-zero). Thus, there is only
one unique parameter set solution {kq,, k,;}. As such, the
introduction of a forcing input function u allowed us to
gain information about the original system (19a)- (19¢) and
achieve global identifiability.

If for the sake of argument we assume u was a constant
function (u = C,u = 0), then the input-output relation
of Equation (33a) reduces back to the original input-output
relation of Equation (25a) after enforcing monic A;. This
illustrates that no existing information in the system was
lost due to introduction of u. That is, the parameter solution
set from Equation (25a) is contained within that of Equa-
tion (33a).

Remark Al. Given a coefficient map c(@), we refer to this
type of parameter subset {6; + 0,,0,0,} C c(6) as a sum-
product relationship between 6; and 6;, where one or two
solutions are expected for this parameter subset.

A.2. Forcing functions can improve identifiability:
linear and bilinear compartmental models
(Appendix)

In this section we specifically consider the case of small,
linear or bilinear compartmental models where all rates
between compartments are constant with only a single ob-
served state, and show when the models are structurally
identifiable, and when introducing a forcing input function
will improve the structural identifiability from a mathemati-
cal perspective.

We note that the examples in this section are not solved
via a general proof, rather all possible forms of each model
were run exhaustively with an automated shell script using
DAISY. For each size model (1, 2, and 3 compartments), the
full models with all terms was first run and then parameters
were systematically removed to form each potential sub-
case, and the input-output relation was regenerated. Here we
provide a general summary of the findings for each case, with
sample code provided in Appendix A.3 to run any individual
model as needed.

A.2.1. Linear Models up to 3D

For the linear model, we take advantage of the x = Ax +
b structure, initially generating a model with movement
into/out of all compartments by all compartments. To con-
strain and simplify the model, we impose b = 0, such
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that there are no existing constant inputs into the system.
This starting system is assumed to have no existing time-
varying input functions. Finally, we constrain the measured
component to only one state variable, of the form y = x;.

Examples of linear models can be found in the literature,
beginning with the pharmacokinetics model that we showed
in Section 3.2. Other examples include but are not limited
to damped harmonic oscillators, radiation decay chains, or
circuit design [6, 7, 9, 12, 19, 29, 36].

Here we explore all possible structural identifiabilities
for linear systems up to dimension 3. Letn : n € {1,2,3}
be the dimension of the linear system, and 6 represent the
arbitrary real-valued parameter vector, not dependent on
time.

Case 1. If n = 1, then the system contains only one state
equation and at most can uniquely identify 1 parameter
without initial conditions. We can generalize the formula of
this system to be: x = 6;x. Since there is only one state
variable to measure, we can generalize the measurement
function to be y = x. Then the only input-output relation
this system can have is:

0=y-0yy

This system is already structurally identifiable and does not
need further inputs to be incorporated.

Case 2. If n = 2, the system now contains two state equations
and can uniquely identify up to 2 parameters without knowl-
edge of the initial conditions. We generalize this system as:

561 = 91x1 + 92X2 (34)
562 = 03X1 + 04X2

y=x

assuming that only one state at most is measurable. Then the
input-output relation will be:

0=3—(0; +0,)y+ (0,0, —0,03)y (35)

The case for x, being the observed state yields the
same input-output relation (due to symmetry). Further, in
the case where ¢, and 0,5 represent out flows and in
flows respectively, the coefficient map for the input-output
relation remains the same. This relation is unidentifiable if
all parameters are distinct and nonzero.

While the identifiable combinations of this system can-
not be immediately resolved to yield global identifiability,
we can do so with two alternative applications of the meth-
ods presented here (scaling or replacing two parameters with
inputs), as illustrated in Figure 4 (in Section 7).

Next we consider cases where various parameters are
removed from the system. After re-calculating the input-
output equation for each case where one or more parameters
were removed, we found broadly similar patterns in the
unidentifiability of the system and approaches to resolve
identifiability by forcing function inputs. We illustrate two
examples:

o [f6, or 05 removed: then up to two unique solutions for
{6,,6,} are possible, but the model is still unidentifi-
able since 0, or 65 do not appear in the input-output
relation. In this case, scaling nor replacing either 6,
or 6 with a forcing input function will not resolve the
structural identifiability issue.

e If 0, and 65 removed (or 6, and 0, removed): then
up to two unique solutions for {6,,6,} (or {6;,05})
are possible, and the model is structurally identifiable.
Scaling either remaining parameter with a forcing
input function will generate a single unique parameter
set, and thus make the model globally structurally
identifiable with known initial conditions.

Remark A2. Replacing 6, or 65 with a known forcing
input function will also produce the same effect as
removing 6, or 6;.

In this way, for a 2 dimensional linear compartment model
with constant rate flows and no existing inputs, we have
summarized all cases where scaling or replacing a parameter
with a known forcing input function can possibly improve
the structural identifiability of the model.

Case 3. If n = 3, the system now contains three state
equations and can uniquely identify up to 3 parameters
without initial conditions. We generalize this system as:

)'Cl = 91x1 + 02X2 + 03X3 (36)
sz = 04X1 + 05X2 + 06)(3
X3 = 97x1 + GSX2 + 99)(?3

y=Xx

assuming that only one state at most is measured. The input-
output relation for this generalized system is:

— V4 (0, + 05 + 0)y
+(=0,05 — 0,09 + 0,0, + 0507 — 050y + 0505)y
+ [01(0509 — 005) — 05(0,00 — 0507)

+05(0,05 — 0507)|y =0 (37)

The case for x, or x5 being the partially observed state
was confirmed in DAISY to yield the same input-output
relation (and is clear due to symmetry).

First, we can observe the following terms within the
input-output coefficients (not as identifiable combinations
themselves, but as components of them): {6}, 05 + 8y, 650y,
0,04, 050, , Og0g, 0,056; , 650,05}. Currently, all of the
parameters are unidentifiable. The term combinations shown
here are just examples designed to emphasize what parame-
ter combinations can be targeted for scaling and replacement
with known forcing function or constant inputs.

For example, we see that §; + 65 + 0y form an additive
combination, which from Theorem 2 we could potentially
resolve with two applications of input scaling.

If initial conditions are known, 65 and 6, also become
identifiable.
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Figure 6: Parameter graph of unidentifiable parameters for
the 3D Linear model when all parameters are nonzero. All
parameters shown have a functional relationship with at least
two other parameters, and cannot be separated as they are
currently.

Therefore, from this original system it may be possible
to identify a finite set of solutions for the parameter subset
{6,,05,05,605,64}, but this still leaves half of the original
parameter set unaccounted for.

The relationships between the remaining unidentifiable
parameters from this set {6,, 0,4, 04, 03} can be visualized in
Fig. 6.

These remaining parameters form a connected compo-
nent of multiplicative relationships, visualized in Fig. 6. Re-
placement of all these parameters in the subset {6,, 6, 0, 05 }
will make our system structurally identifiable by Theo-
rem 3. Scaling is not viable for this system to resolve the
unidentifiability, as these parameters are in a multiplicative
relationship that violates the conditions to use Theorem 2.

Therefore, for up to 3 dimensions we have demonstrated with
generality when linear models with constant rate flows can
improve their structural identifiability through replacing or
scaling a parameter with a known forcing input function.

A.2.2. Bilinear Mixing Models up to 2D

We can begin to see from the linear model discussion that
even with the constraints of constant rate flows, a single ob-
served variable, and no existing input functions, this problem
does not scale well. Even so, we begin the discussion for
what we will refer to as bilinear models.

A bilinear model is a model of the form x = Af(x) + b,
where b is a constant forcing input, x € R” contains all state
variables, and f(x) is a vector of all the state variables and
their combinations of the form x;x; given i,j € {I,...,n}.
We will focus on a subset of this model class that only
includes mixing terms, such that we impose the constraint
XiX; given i # j. To further constrain our model, we set b =
0 so the systems considered do not contain any existing input
function information. As with Section A.2.1, we assume
only a single state variable is observed, such that y = 6,,x;
where m is the total number of parameters in the system.

Examples of models with bilinear mixing can be found
in the literature, from the SIR models used in public health
analysis, to Lotka-Volterra models for population monitor-
ing, to the Lorenz system. An example variation of an SIR
model is explored in more detail in Section 8.2.

Case 1. If n = 1, then the system contains one state variable,
and is generalized as:

)'C=o91x

(b) 6, removed

(@'@\

—

&y \eD

(e) 05 removed

(c) 65 removed

(d) 9, removed (f) 6 removed

Figure 7: Comparison of parameter graphs generated by sub-
cases for bilinear mixing 2D model. This allows researchers to
determine visually which parameters to potentially target for
replacement or scaling for improving identifiability.

y=0x

Note this is the same as Case 1 in Section A.2.1 as a single
state variable cannot have mixing as defined here. However,
we see that in calculating the input-output equation, the
parameter 6, does not and so is not identifiable without
adding an input or information about the initial conditions.

Case 2. If n = 2, then the system contains two state variables
and can be generalized as the following:

5(:1 = 91x1 + 02X1X2 + 93X2 (38)
)’Cz = 04X1 + 05X1X2 + 66'x2
y=0x,

Then the input-output relation is:

0,075y + 03075 — 0,0,5” — 6,059y

— 0,(0,05 + 0305)3y — 0,076, + 05)y

+60,(0,05 — 0,04)y° + 0,(0,0,0¢ + 0,0505 — 20,050,))°
+0302(0,05 — 050,)y =0 (39)

The relationships between the different parameters of
this system are not immediately obvious. With known initial
conditions it can be shown that the above model is globally
structurally identifiable as it is. Unlike the linear model
2D case, this system has only one unique parameter set
given when given initial conditions, so no further scaling or
replacement is required for unique structural identifiability
if all parameters are nonzero.

Let us then consider sub-cases where one of the above
parameters is removed from the original system (similar
analysis can be used to explore cases where more than
one parameter is removed, here we just illustrate a few
examples). The input-output equations for these sub-cases
are derived using DAISY.

We can visualize how replacing a parameter will change
our parameter relationships by using the parameter graph. In
Fig. 3 (in Section 5), we show step by step how replacing
0, in the 6, removed sub-case (originally visualized in
Fig. 7(b)) can make the overall system structurally identi-
fiable.
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A.3. Example DAISY Input File and Terminal
Output

Listing 1: DAISY input file for the 2-compartment model.

% State variables:
vars x1, x2;
% Parameters:
params k21, ko2;
% Equations of the model:
odes

x1' = -k21 * x1;

x2' = k21 * x1 - ko2 x x2;

> % Output equation(s):

output y = x2;

% Solve for identifiability:
solve_globally;

Listing 2: Example terminal output from DAISY for the
original model.

DAISY (Version X.Y.Z)

Reading model from input file...
Model successfully parsed.
Number of state variables: 2
Number of parameters: 2

Number of output functions: 1

Starting identifiability analysis (global)...
Computing characteristic set...

Input-output equation(s):

y'' + (k02+k21)xy' + k02xk21*y = 0

Analyzing coefficients for identifiability...
The model is LOCALLY identifiable.
Identifiable combinations:

ko2 + k21

ko2 * k21
Parameters k21, k@2 have 2 solution(s).
Global
The model

identifiability check:
is NOT GLOBALLY identifiable.

Identifiability analysis complete.

Listing 3: DAISY input file for the augmented 2-
compartment model with input function u

% State variables:
vars x1, x2;
% Parameters:
params k21, ko2;

% Known inputs (forcing functions):
inputs u;

% Equations of the model:
odes
x1' =
x2' =

-k21 * u * x1;
k21 * u * x1 - k02 * x2;

% Output equation(s):
output y = x2;

18

19

4
5

6

% Solve for identifiability:
solve_globally;

Listing 4: Example terminal output from DAISY for the
augmented model.

DAISY (Version X.Y.Z)

Reading model from input file...
Model successfully parsed.

of
of
of
of

state variables: 2
parameters: 2
(uw)

output functions: 1

Number
Number
Number inputs: 1
Number

Starting identifiability analysis (global)...

Computing characteristic set...
Input-output equation(s):
uxy'' + (k@2*u + k21%u*2 - u')xy'

+ (k02*xk21*xu*2 - k@2*u')xy = 0@

Analyzing coefficients for identifiability...
The model is GLOBALLY identifiable.
Parameters k21, k@2 are globally identifiable.

Identifiability analysis complete.

A.4. Additional Lemma 1 Proof Information
Lemma 1. Let @i be a forcing input function, and let M be
any rational function model of the form of Eq. (1), assuming
the standard ranking described in Eq. (3). Generate M by
scaling any parameter 0 € 0 in the state variable equations
of M with ii.

Then for each input-output relation precursor equation
P'(M), M will have an analogous input-output equation
precursor P'(M), where the terms of P'(M) will also be
present in P! (M) with two modifications: 1) the replacement
rule 0 — 0ii (which may split a monomial into two or more
distinct terms), and 2) the multiplication of all such analo-
gous terms in P'(M) by a common term in the parameters
and ii. We describe these modifications in more detail below.

Let Cim; = (cy + clé + ---cné")mi be a monomial
term in P'(M), where C; is a coefficient polynomial in
the parameters (potentially including 0, written here as a
polynomial in 6 where some c; may be zero), and m; is a
monomial in outputs, inputs, and their derivatives.

Then P'(M) will contain analogous terms to C;m;, of the
form acom, acléﬁmi, acné"ﬁ”mi, where a is a common
multiplicative term given by a polynomial in the parameters
multiplied by a monomial in @i (a may be trivial, e.g. a = 1).

Additional terms not descended from any original term
may also be generated in P'(M), but these will never be the
leading term of P'(M).

PROOF. Let M be any model of the form of Eq. (1). We
take the following ranking on the input, output, and state

variables as described previously:

u1<u2<<u1<u2<
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<y1<y2<<y1<y2<
<X <X <. <X <X <. (40)

Assume i is a known forcing input function. Scale any
parameter A € @ in the state equations of M by ii to create a
new model M. For our ranking of the input, output, and state
variables for the new system, we will choose the following:

I <up <uy<..< il <iy<iy<..<..
<y1<y2<...<y1<y2<...
<X <Xy <..<X <Xy <.. (41)

where the new forcing input function is ranked lowest among
the input variables, and importantly, less than output vari-
ables and state variables. (For this proof, we only need to
guarantee that the new forcing input function # is less than
the output and state variables, as well as their derivatives,
but this makes clear that & will never be the leader of the
equations in which it appears.)

To prove our result, we will prove two points: first, that
the introduction of # will not change the order of operations
taken by the characteristic set algorithm in terms of the order
in which polynomial pairs are chosen to reduce. Second, we
will show that at each step of the characteristic set algorithm,
the monomial terms from M will be present in the equivalent
equations for M, with the modifications specified in the
lemma statement.

To do this, we will review the changes this introduc-
tion makes to each step of the characteristic set algorithm:
Rewrite, Compare, Reduce and Replace (we need not worry
about the Enforce Monic step since we are considering
only the input-output precursor equation), using induction
on the number of algorithm iterations: For the base case,
the original polynomial structure is preserved since scaling
only affects coefficients. For the inductive step, assume
the property holds for the previous iteration. When taking
the derivative using the Leibniz rule in the next step, we
will demonstrate that the term where i is not differentiated
preserves the original structure. Additional terms involving
derivatives of i are generated but ranked lower, maintaining
the reduction order.

Rewrite. Since input functions rank below output and state
variable functions, the introduction of a new forcing input
function will not change the first step of Ritt’s Pseudo-
Division, ordering the polynomials by their leaders.

A leader is the highest ranking variable in a polynomial,
which, by the ranking system and our equation structure,
can never be an input. That is, where for M the leader of
a polynomial was x;, for M that equivalent polynomial may
now have leader x; scaled by i, but this does not change the
leader, or leading variable, of each equation.

As we will see below, extra steps of the Reduce-Replace
sub-loop may be required, but the polynomials compared
for reduction during each iteration of Ritt’s Pseudo-Division
will not change between the reduction steps of M and M.

Compare. Suppose that the equations at the previous step
follow the conditions described, i.e. each monomial in the

equivalent step for the calculation for M is present in M,
but with the modification § ~ i1, and potentially multiplied
by a coefficient in the parameters and #. Then because of
the ranking chosen, note that the choice of A y and A; in
the Compare step will proceed analogously, i.e. the same
equations will be chosen here.

During the Compare step, we may need to take the
derivative of terms that now contain . Consider an arbitrary
monomial of the polynomial A; given by h;(6)f;(x) where
h;(-) and f;(-) are polynomials. Assume the corresponding
modified monomial in the augmented polynomial fij is
represented by £; (0i1;0\0)a f (), where now every instance
of 8 is scaled by a new function i, and a is the multiplicative
term described in the lemma statement which may include
i. Then, taking the k-th derivative we find:

(h;0)7,00)" =h,;@)f;0® 42)

(h;Ga:0\86)af,x))" =

k
> (£ m@asoroa) " rem @

m=0 m

where we have applied the Leibniz Rule and Chain Rule to
find the k-th derivative for the modified term in Eq. (43).

The term corresponding to m = k in Eq. (43) is
h j(é i:0\ af j (x)®, which preserves the structure
related to the k-th derivative of the term from the original
system M, h;(6;0)f;(x)*) under the two modifications
described above. Assuming & is a constant function will
recover the corresponding monomial term, A J @ f | ()R, of
the original system M up to multiplication by a.

In addition to the original monomial k-th derivative
term, extra monomial term(s) with potentially new informa-
tion have been added to Eq. (43):

e Due to the ranking system and the fact that these new
terms all contain derivatives of i, they will not com-
bine with the previously existing analogous monomial
terms from the characteristic set calculation of M as
they are distinct monomials.

e During the Reduce step, these extra k terms will
be added to the pseudo-division remainder R, and
therefore to A;.

— If these new monomial terms contain derivatives
of the leader w; of A ;» then during the current
Reduce-Replace cycle, an extra k-sub-loops will
be required to fully reduce A; with respect to A je

— If these new terms do not contain derivatives
of the current leader w;, then during a later
Reduce-Replace cycle where this is the case, an
extra k-sub-loops will be required to fully reduce
A; with respect to 4.

In this manner, the original terms and their derivatives
from M are represented in M during the steps of Ritt’s
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Pseudo-Division. Other terms involving derivatives of ii may
be generated, but they will not alter the choice of leader for
reduction steps based on f;(x) and its derivatives, as these
new terms will always be lower ranked.

Reduce and Replace. The multiply coefficient of the Reduce
step may now contain &, if it is scaling the leader w; of
the polynomial A j» potentially leading to all terms being
multiplied by some power of i as described in the lemma
statement. Note that even if we need to differentiate A ; to

find wﬁk), the coefficient of the leader w); does not change,
as we can see from Eq. (43): the highest ranking derivative of
the leader w; corresponds to the m = k case, which always
has h j(éﬁ; 0\ 0)a as the coefficient.

Recall from the definition of the Replace step that “the

sub-loop (Reduce and Replace) is iterated using A;.k_l) in

place of A%® and so on, until the pseudo-remainder is
reduced with respect to A;”. Since the coefficient of the

w® term is the same for all k, then the same coefficient is
used as the multiplication coefficient during each sub-loop
of Reduce-Replace.

This will result in a scaling coefficient of the form

(h;(0a:0 \ é)a)“k on each monomial term of the fully
reduced A;; where £ is the power of the scaling coefficient
originally under model M, and k is the number of additional
sub-loops performed for the modified system M to complete
the same reduction step.

The new scaling factor will apply to all monomial terms
of the modified A; polynomial, including any other state
variables that will need to be reduced in later steps of Ritt’s
Pseudo-Division. In this way, the new scaling factor will be
carried through on all monomial terms to the final reduction
step which forms the associated input-output relation poly-
nomial(s).

To summarize: any modified multiply coefficient con-
taining & may generate further sub-loops of Reduce-Replace.
This will scale all terms of all polynomials reduced against
this polynomial during the characteristic set calculation by
(h;(0a:0 \ é)a)“k instead of what was originally h;(6)”
under model M. This does not change the order of the larger
n-iterations of the characteristic set algorithm, as in which
polynomials are compared for reduction; only the number
of Reduce-Replace sub-loops required to completely reduce
one polynomial with respect to another.

By induction, we conclude that for all iterations of char-
acteristic set calculation using Ritt’s Pseudodivision algo-
rithm, the fundamental polynomial reduction structure is
preserved. Each iteration maintains the original parameter
relationships under the two modifications given in the lemma
statement, while potentially adding new lower-ranked terms
involving the forcing function derivatives. []
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