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ABSTRACT. Network reconstruction helps us understand, diagnose and control complex networked

systems by inferring properties of their interaction matrices, which characterize how nodes in the sys-

tems directly interact with each other. Despite a decade of extensive studies, network reconstruction

remains an outstanding challenge. The fundamental limitations on which properties of the interaction

matrix can be inferred from accessing the dynamics of individual nodes remain unknown. Here we char-

acterize these fundamental limitations by deriving the necessary and sufficient condition to reconstruct

any property of the interaction matrix. Counterintuitively, we prove that inferring less information —

such as the sign/connectivity pattern or the degree sequence— does not make the network reconstruction

problem easier than recovering the interaction matrix itself (i.e. the traditional parameter identification

problem). Our analysis also reveals that using prior information of the interaction matrix —such as

bound on the edge-weights— is the only way to circumvent these fundamental limitations of network

reconstruction. This sheds light on designing new algorithms with practical improvements over param-

eter identification methods.
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2 FUNDAMENTAL LIMITATIONS OF NETWORK RECONSTRUCTION

From engineering or chemistry to biology and medicine, networks are taking a central role in our

understanding of complex systems [1–3]. Networks reveal the interconnection architecture of com-

plex systems, and when they also serve as conduit to the system dynamics, the network’s properties

affect the dynamic behavior of the associated system; examples include epidemic spreading [4, 5],

synchronization phenomena [6, 7] and controllability [8, 9]. But in order to study any dynamical pro-

cess on a network we must infer the properties of the underlying interaction matrixA = (aij) ∈ Rn×n,

which encodes the direct interactions between the n nodes of the network. Here, aij gives the strength

of interaction (or link weight) of node j over node i —zero if the link (j → i) is absent (i.e., node j

does not directly affect node i), positive if the link is excitatory, and negative if the link is inhibitory.

For many networked systems, measuring the dynamic behavior of individual nodes —proteins, genes

or neurons, for example— is becoming easier. Yet, a systematic and accurate mapping of their

interactions remains largely impossible. In fact, many networks in literature are still constructed

from correlation or association matrices —obtained by statistical correlation analysis and temporal

aggregation— which are fundamentally different because they cannot be readily used to understand,

predict or control the system’s dynamics [10].

Network reconstruction (NR) aims to infer some property of the interaction matrix A of a net-

worked system from accessing the dynamics of its nodes [10, 11]. If we want to infer A itself,

then NR can be reduced to a parameter identification (PI) problem [12], as discussed below. But in

many cases, instead of reconstructing A, we may want to reconstruct properties like its sign pattern

S = [sij] = [sign(aij)] ∈ {−1, 0, 1}n×n, connectivity pattern C = [cij] = [|sij|] ∈ {0, 1}n×n, or

in-degree sequence d = (di) = (
∑

j cij) ∈ Zn. Indeed, a key insight of Network Science is that many

properties of networked systems —from stability, to structural controllability/observability or epi-

demic thresholds— can be determined by S, C or d without knowing A [4–9, 13–15]. Furthermore,

intuition suggests that it should be possible to solve NR under weaker conditions than PI, because

the difficulty to infer some property of A should increase with the information it reveals. In other

words, it should be easier to reconstruct S, C or d than A itself, simply because we are recovering

less information.

NR plays a central role in order to understand, diagnose and control diverse complex networked

systems, allowing us —for example— to deepen our understanding of human diseases and ecological

networks, or build more resilient power grids or wireless sensor networks [16–32]. Yet, despite a

decade of extensive studies, NR remains an outstanding challenge [10, 11, 33]. Many existing algo-

rithms do not perform significantly better than random guesses [11, 34], and even well-established

methods can provide contradictory results for relatively simple networks [35]. In addition, it is often

unclear if a NR algorithm fails due to its intrinsic design limitations, or due to limitations imposed by

the available data, SI-2.1.

To our surprise, the fundamental limitations on what properties of the interaction matrix can be

reconstructed from available data of the system remain unknown. It is thus unclear if NR actually
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has advantages over PI, as our intuition suggests. Here we characterize these fundamental limita-

tions of NR by deriving necessary and sufficient conditions to reconstruct any desired property of the

interaction matrix A. In particular, we prove a rather counterintuitive result: trying to recover less

information about A does not make NR easier. Consequently, NR cannot be solved under weaker

conditions than classical parameter identification problem, and inferring S, C, or d is as difficult as

inferringA itself. This fundamental limitation in NR prompts us to reconsider using prior information

for better NR [36]. We proved that using priori information of the interaction matrix is the only way

to make the fundamental limit of NR weaker to that of PI. For example, with known bounds of the

interaction strengths (link weights) we can reconstruct the connectivity pattern C even if we cannot

reconstruct the interaction matrix A.

We consider the dynamics of a general deterministic networked system with pairwise interactions,

described by a set of ordinary differential equations:

ẋi(t) =
n∑

j=1

aijfij(xi(t), xj(t)) + ui(t), i = 1, · · · , n. (1)

Here xi(t) ∈ R is the state variable of node i at time t, which is assumed to be known in a time

interval [t0, t1]. The argument t is often omitted if clear from the context. The state variable xi
may represent the amount of traffic that passes through node i in a communication network, the

biomolecule concentration in a biological network, or the species abundance in an ecological network,

and so on. The continuous functions fij : R×R→ R specify the intrinsic dynamics (when i = j), or

the pairwise interactions between nodes (when i 6= j). The term ui(t) ∈ R represents known signals

or control inputs that can influence the state variable xi. By appropriately choosing the functions

fij , Eq.(1) can model a wide variety of networked systems, including power generation/distribution

networks, gene/protein interactions, population dynamics, birth-death process, among others [37].

When these functions are unknown, they can be discovered using symbolic regression when the data is

rich enough [38]. In the main text we consider systems with pairwise interaction only, but our results

hold for more general systems, e.g. with arbitrary-order interactions or nonlinear parametrizations

(SI-1.1).

The goal of NR is to recover some property P of the interaction matrix A using the knowledge

of {xi(t), ui(t)}ni=1 on a time interval [t0, t1]. A property P(A) can be reconstructed if and only

if (iff) any two interaction matrices A1 6= A2 ∈ Rn×n with different values of their properties

P(A1) 6= P(A2) produce different node trajectories, a notion of distinguishability or identifiabil-

ity [39] extended to consider a given property, see Fig. 1. Otherwise, it is impossible to infer the

property simply because we cannot decide if a network with property P(A1) or with property P(A2)

produced the observed node trajectories.

To study the network distinguishability, we define the interconnection vector of node i as ai =

(ai1, · · · , ain)ᵀ ∈ Rn, which is just the transpose of A’s i-th row, characterizing how node i is af-

fected by the rest of the network. We also define the regressor vector fi(t) = (fi1(xi(t), x1(t)), · · · ,
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FIGURE 1. Networks producing the same node trajectories are indistinguishable. Two

drastically different networks shown in the left —representing two different interspecific inter-

action matrices— produce identical node trajectories x(t) under the generalized Lotka-Volterra

(GLV) model, despite they have different edge-weights, sign-pattern, connectivity and degree

sequence. It is impossible to reconstruct any of these properties of the network, simply because

we cannot decide which one of the two networks produced the observed node trajectories. Here

the node dynamics is given by the GLV model ẋi = rixi +
∑

j aijxixj that has the form (1)

taking fij = xixj and ui(t) = rixi(t), with ri a known species growth rate. See Fig.S2 for

additional details.

fin(xi(t), xn(t)))
ᵀ of node i. Then (1) can be rewritten as

ẋi(t) = fᵀ
i (t)ai + ui(t), i = 1, · · · , n. (2)

Choosing two candidate interconnection vectors v1,v2 ∈ Rn for node i, they will be indistinguishable

in the time interval [t0, t1] if they produce the same node trajectories {xi(t)}ni=1 with t ∈ [t0, t1], or

equivalently, if they satisfy fᵀ
i (t)v1 + ui(t) = fᵀ

i (t)v2 + ui(t), ∀t ∈ [t0, t1]. This yields fᵀ
i (t)(v1 −

v2) = 0, ∀t ∈ [t0, t1]. Multiplying this equation by fi(t) from the left and integrating over the time

interval [t0, t1], we have

Mi(t0, t1)(v1 − v2) = 0n×1, (3)

where Mi(t0, t1) =
∫ t1
t0

fi(t)f
ᵀ
i (t) dt is a constant n× n matrix. In the rest of the paper we write Mi

instead of Mi(t0, t1), unless the specific time interval is important for the discussion. From (3), the

set of all pairs of indistinguishable interconnection vectors for node i is given by{
(v1,v2) ∈ Rn × Rn

∣∣∣(v1 − v2) ∈ kerMi

}
.

In other words, v1 is indistinguishable from v2 if the line (or more generally, hyperplane) passing

through them is parallel to the kernel of Mi, or equivalently, if this line is a fiber of the quotient space

Rn/ kerMi (see Fig. 2).

Now let P : V ⊆ Rn → Y be the property of the interconnection vector we want to reconstruct,

where V is its domain and Y its image. For example, Y = {−1, 0, 1}n if P is the sign pattern, or

Y = {0, 1}n if P is the connectivity pattern. The domain V becomes smaller than Rn when we use
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FIGURE 2. Distinguishability of a property of the interconnection vector. In this toy

example, it is impossible to distinguish if P(ai) = y1,y2 or y3 because the sets Py1 , Py2 and

Py3 are ‘joined’ by a fiber parallel to kerMi (shown in red) and thus are indistinguishable.

Indeed, the vectors v1 and v2 are indistinguishable (because (v1 − v2) ∈ kerMi) and their

properties have different values y1 = P(v1) 6= P(v2) = y2. In contrast, it is possible to

distinguish if P(ai) = y4 or not, because Py4 can be separated from the sets Py1 , Py2 and

Py3 by the blue fiber. Indeed, under this condition, there cannot be a vector v4 ∈ Py4 that is

indistinguishable from a vector v ∈ Py1 ∪ Py2 ∪ Py3 .

prior information to discard some interconnection vectors. The property P can be reconstructed iff

any two interconnection vectors v1,v2 ∈ V that have different properties y1 = P(v1) 6= P(v2) = y2

are distinguishable, i.e. (v1 − v2) /∈ kerMi. Denote Py = P−1(y) = {v ∈ V|P(v) = y} as the

set of all interconnection vectors v ∈ V that satisfy P(v) = y. Since the indistinguishable vectors

are ‘joined’ by a fiber parallel to kerMi, vectors v1 ∈ Py1 are indistinguishable to those v2 ∈ Py2 iff

there exists a fiber that intersects the two sets Py1 and Py2 . Equivalently, Py1 is distinguishable from

Py2 iff they can be separated with a fiber. Therefore, the property P(ai) can be reconstructed iff all

two sets in the collection C = {Py ⊆ V|y ∈ Y} can be separated by a fiber parallel to kerMi, see

Fig.2.

Now we specialize the result above to some commonly used properties of the interaction matrix,

in the case of no prior information V = Rn. First consider reconstructing the interaction matrix A

itself, that is P = Identity implying that C = V. Therefore, the necessary and sufficient condition

to reconstruct A is to distinguish between any two different interconnection vectors in V. This is

possible iff

kerMi = {0n×1}, (4)

which guarantees that any interconnection vector v ∈ V is indistinguishable only from itself. In

system identification literature, condition (4) is known as Persistent Excitation (PE), Ref. [40]. Hence,

the necessary and sufficient condition for reconstructing the interaction matrix A is that the regressor

vector of each node fi(t) satisfies the PE condition (4).
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Then, a fundamental question naturally arises: Is PE also necessary to reconstruct the sign pattern

S, the connectivity pattern C, or the degree sequence d? We approach this question as follows.

For P = sign, the collection C has |{−1, 0, 1}n| = 3n different sets, and we need to distinguish

between all of them by using separating hyperplanes. Then, in particular, we will need to separate

three sets: two orthants P+, P− ⊆ Rn associated with ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ sign patterns, and

one hyperplane P0 associated to ‘zero’ sign pattern, by an hyperplane parallel to kerMi (see Fig.3a).

But there is no gap between an orthant and P0 and thus it is impossible to separate them with any

hyperplane. Therefore, it is necessary again that kerMi is the single point {0n×1}, proving that PE is

also necessary to reconstruct the sign pattern S. A similar argument can be used to prove that PE is

also necessary to reconstruct the connectivity pattern, because we will need to separate the hyperplane

P0 from the union of the two orthants P+ ∪ P− which is of course also impossible.

What if we give up reconstructing the topological information of the interaction matrix and only

reconstruct some local structure, such as the in-degree of each node? Note that if the sign pattern

cannot be reconstructed, then there exists two interconnection vectors v1,v2 in ‘opposite’ sides of

at least one orthant that are indistinguishable (see Fig.3a). Any other vector which ends in the fiber

between v1 and v2 is also indistinguishable. Because this fiber goes from the positive to the negative

portion of at least one orthant, it necessarily crosses zero at some point (red line in Fig.3a), and let

v0 be this vector. Note that the in-degree of v0 is different from the in-degree of v1 or v2, but all

three interconnection vectors are indistinguishable. Therefore, PE is also necessary to reconstruct the

in-degree of each node in the network.

The analysis above illustrates that the PE condition cannot be relaxed by trying to recover less de-

tails about the interaction matrix A. The reason behind this is that no ‘gap’ can be created between

the sets Py in C when we change the property P from Identity to any other properties we may want to

reconstruct—thus no hyperplane can separate the sets Py. Note that this phenomenon is not restricted

to those specific properties P discussed above, but applies to any other property that maps infinitesi-

mally close interconnection vectors (close in Rn) to different values of y. For example, it also applies

to the ‘causality graph’ of the system, which defines ‘j causes i’ if there is a directed path from j to i

in the network structure encoded in the interaction matrix A.

Taken together, recovering any property of A is not easier than reconstructing A itself. This fun-

damental limitation of NR prompted us to study any practical improvement we can make. In what

follows we show that knowing prior information about the interaction matrix A can shrink the domain

V of a property P , create gaps between the sets Py in C and hence relax the PE condition. Only when

these gaps emerge can our initial intuition be correct: recovering less information about A makes NR

easier, because the number of sets in C decreases. When prior information combines appropriately

with the data of the system, in the sense that the separating fibers fit in the gaps created by prior in-

formation, then it is possible to reconstruct a property of A —such as connectivity or sign pattern—

even if we cannot reconstruct A itself (i.e., even if the PI problem cannot be solved).
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a. b. c.

FIGURE 3. Prior information makes NR easier. a. The two interconnections v1,v2 ∈ Rn

are indistinguishable since (v1−v2) ∈ kerMi. In other words, they are indistinguishable since

the line connecting them (shown in red) is parallel to kerMi, and it is a fiber of Rn/ kerMi.

It is impossible to find a hyperplane separating P+ = {v ∈ Rn|v1 > 0 and vn > 0} from

P0 = {v ∈ Rn|v1 > 0 and vn = 0}, or P+ from P− = {v ∈ Rn|v1 > 0 and vn < 0},
or P+ ∪ P− from P0. Therefore, it is necessary that kerMi is the trivial vector 0n, which is

the PE condition, in order to distinguish either the sign pattern or connectivity pattern of the

interconnection vector. b. When the link weights aij take a finite-number of values, the set V is

discrete (shown in grey). Then distinguishability of the link weights is generic, since it is true

with probability one that only one element of V (grey points) lies in each fiber of Rn/ kerMi

(shown in blue). c. Example for the sets Py (shown in grey) in the case of known bounds of

the link weight (6). Despite the link weights can not be distinguished, the sign-pattern (and

connectivity) can be distinguished since there exist hyperplanes parallel to kerMi (shown in

blue) separating every Py.

The simplest prior information of A is that the interconnection vectors satisfy:

ai ∈ V, i = 1, · · · , n, (5)

where V ⊆ Rn is a known set. Two typical cases are: (i) aij takes a finite number of values (e.g.

binary signed interactions aij ∈ {−1, 0,+1}) implying that V = ∪yPy is a discrete set since each Py

is a point, Fig.3b; and (ii) aij are bounded as

aij ∈ [−amax,−amin] ∪ [−ε, ε] ∪ [amin, amax] (6)

for some known constants 0 ≤ ε < amin < amax. In this case V = ∪yPy, where P0 is an ε neigh-

borhood of zero (which can be associated to ‘zero’ sign-pattern), and each of the 3n − 1 remaining

sets lies in a different orthant Rn (and thus be associated to distinct sign patterns), see Fig.3c. Other

existing NR algorithms use ‘simplicity’ (e.g. network sparsity) as prior information of the interaction

matrix A, Refs. [32, 41]. This prior is useful to recover A without PE, but in contrast to (6), it is

impossible to test algorithmically if it makes the NR problem solvable or not (SI-1.4).

In case (i), A itself can be reconstructed without PE if we can separate each point composing V
with a fiber parallel to kerMi. This will be possible under generic conditions, in the sense that the
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probability that a hyperplane with random orientation contains two given points of V is zero. In case

(ii), the sign or connectivity pattern can be reconstructed without PE if there is a gap between the

sets Py such that a parallel fiber can separate them, Fig.3c. If this gap increases (amin − ε increases

and amax − amin decreases), it becomes easier for the fibers to fit. Note that since the sets Py are

polyhedral, it is numerically efficient to decide if a fiber exists or not (SI-2.3). Yet, the interaction

matrix A itself cannot be reconstructed because it is impossible to separate two points inside one Py.

Indeed, the link weights cannot be estimated with an error lower than max{amax − amin, ε}.
Our analysis of fundamental limitations of network reconstruction points out the use of prior in-

formation as the only way to make practical improvements in network reconstruction. This, in turn,

calls for the design of new algorithms (SI-2.2) that best incorporate diverse prior information of the

underlying network, and that provide a guarantee of correct network reconstruction.
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