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A Symmetry-based Framework for Model Selection of
Coral Reef Population Growth Models

Reemon Spectorf

Abstract. The problem of selecting a model given a set of candidates remains a challenging
one that pervades many scientific fields. We employ techniques from the theory of Lie
groups to analyse the symmetries in differential equation models of population growth, with
the aim of informing the model selection problem. To illustrate the use of Lie symmetries
in model selection, we apply them to simulated data and to coral reef data from the Great
Barrier Reef, demonstrating that the trivial symmetries can distinguish between candidate
models. A method for finding locally optimal parameters for multi-parameter symmetries is
presented, and the paper concludes with related results, some open problems, and avenues
of further research.

1 Introduction

Population growth models are ubiquitous in the scientific literature, particularly so in
mathematical biology. The problem of selecting a model given a set of candidates is chal-
lenging [Ger13] and has been tackled using tools from a multitude of fields, including
classical methods such as regression and information-theoretic criteria (which quantify the
trade-off between model complexity and quality of fit) such as the Akaike Information Cri-
terion (AIC) [Aka98,Boz87,BAH11] or the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [Sch78].
More recently, the model selection problem has been considered through the lens of struc-
tural [CdB20,MV20, MTK15, YEC09] and practical parameter identifiability [S*22].

Even in the setting where several models provide an equally good fit (by classical mea-
sures) to data, selecting a particular model from a set of candidates can have significant
quantitative consequences for both explanation (through underlying mechanistic assump-
tions [Lai64] or through estimated parameters) and prediction [ST22].

In this paper we implement a framework for model selection, as described in [BP22] and
[OBC20], using techniques from the theory of Lie groups which allow us to exploit the fact
that the solution space to an ODE model is closed under the actions of its symmetries,
but not necessarily under other transformations. In particular, we show that the so-called
trivial symmetry, a transformation inherent to many ODE models, can be used to carry
out model selection in this framework, removing the potentially significant bottleneck of
finding symmetries for a model. We also introduce the disagreement coefficient as a tool
used to determine (locally) optimal parameters for this framework for model selection.

To do this, we provide the necessary technical background, which is readily found in the
literature [Hyd00, Olv86].
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2 Background

Definition 2.1. Given an ODE ¢ = w(t,y), we define the total space E =T xY to be the
ambient space of all possible values of the independent variable ¢t € T, and the dependent
variable y € Y. This is extended to the first jet space J) = T x Y x Y, that also
includes the derivative 3 € Y. The solution manifold M < J® is then those (¢,y,7)
such that ¢ = w(t,y).

In our context, where E =~ R?, we seek sets of transformations I, : (¢,4) — (£,%), depending
on a transformation parameter ¢, satisfying the following conditions:

(C1) T are diffeomorphisms of E,
(C2) % = w(t, ) whenever g = % = w(t,y),

(C3) #(t,y;¢) and §(t,y; e) are analytic functions of ¢ and y in a neighbourhood U of & = 0,
where 'y = id, and I'.T's = I'c 5 for all €,0 € U.

In general, we say a local group of transformations, I, is a symmetry of the ODE if it acts
on open subsets of E by diffeomorphisms that, when extended via (C2) to J (1) restrict to
bijections on M. Informally, we can think of symmetries to be transformations that map
solutions to solutions.

The group of transformations satisfying (C1), (C2) and (C3) forms (a representation of) a
local one-parameter Lie group; we will refer to such I'. as Lie symmetries.

Definition 2.2. Given a Lie symmetry, we define the infinitesimals £(t,y) and n(t,y) as
the coefficients of € in the expansion of ¢ and y:

(t,y;e) =t + £(t,y)e + O(e2),
it yie) =y +n(t,y)e + O(?).

These define a smooth vector field X, on the total space E, referred to as the infinitesimal
generator of the Lie group, given by

0 0
X = £(t,y)§ +n(t,y)@-

This infinitesimal generator completely characterises I'. through the following theorem,
due to Lie [Lie80, Lie90, Lie93, Hyd00].

Theorem 2.3. ¢ and § can be locally recovered by solving the differential equations

i A
€ £(t.y) with initial condition t(t,y;0) = t,
& n(t, 9) with initial condition §(t,y;0) = y.

To find I',, it therefore remains to find expressions for ¢ and 7, which we do by solving
the linearised symmetry condition, a PDE in £(t,y) and n(t,y) which, for first-order ODE
models § = w(t, y), is given by the following equation [Hyd00]:

N+ (1y — &)w — Euw? = Ewr + nwy. (LSC)



Definition 2.4. Typically, for higher order ODE models, the corresponding linearised
symmetry condition is solved by noting both £ and 7 are formally independent of ¢ and
higher derivatives of y, so comparing coeflicients allows us to decompose the linearised
symmetry condition into a system of PDEs known as the determining equations.

Remark 2.5. Tt is worth noting that specific £ and 7 that satisfy a given linearised sym-
metry condition can also be found using various ansétze, and that a general solution to
the determining equations is not always necessary to carry out the analysis that follows.
However, as we will show later, more freedom in choosing parameters of the symmetries
can lead to better differentiation between models.

We illustrate this by considering the example of the logistic growth model, whose sym-
metries we will later generalise to those of the Richards model.

Example 2.6. Consider the logistic growth model given by

K
y=w(ty) =rLy (1 — ﬂ) , with solution y(t) = ,
K Lt (£ = 1) e
Yo

where 7y, is the intrinsic growth rate, K the carrying capacity, and yg the initial population.
Noting the system is autonomous, we try using the ansatz £(t,y) = t, so that the linearised
symmetry condition (LSC) reads

In this case, the solution can be found using the method of characteristics, and gives

.

t 4+ ciye "Ll
K) i

n(t,y) =rry (

where ¢; is an arbitrary integration constant. We are left with the infinitesimal generator

X = t% + (rLy (1 — %) t+ clyQ(f’”Lt) %

Applying Theorem 2.3, we can recover I'. by solving the ODEs

dt . .

e t with t(¢,y;0) = t, (1)
di A\ .

d—g =1Ly (1 — Iy(> t+ cig?e et with §(¢,y;0) = y. (2)

Equation (1) has solution # = te®, making equation (2) separable for ¢; = 0, which gives
-1
the solution § = K [1 + (K - 1) exp{—rpt(ef — 1)}] . We hence obtain the logistic sym-

Yy
metry, I‘gL), given by

(¢, y) = (teE,K [1 + <[; — 1) exp{—rpt(e — 1)}]_1> .



In fact, the idea used for the logistic growth model in Example 2.6 of employing an ansatz
of the form ¢ = A(t), for an arbitrary function A, to reduce the problem to solving a semi-
linear PDE (using the method of characteristics) also works for any first-order autonomous
ODE whose solution is known. In particular, every differential equation §y = w(y) has
a symmetry generated by & = A(t), n = A(t)w(y). Such a Lie symmetry is referred to
as a trivial symmetry (as it is inherent to any autonomous model, even if the associated
transformation I' acts nontrivially on the total space).

3 Models and Symmetries

We start by giving a summary of the three models of interest, then derive some of the
Lie symmetries used for model selection in Section 4.

3.1 Models of Interest

Model 3.1 (Logistic growth model). The first of our three models has already been dis-

cussed in Example 2.6, where we derived a family of transformations FéL).

Model 3.2 (Gompertz model). The second of our models has a few formulations, of which
we present two. The autonomous formulation is given by

i = reylog (I;) , (A)

while the classical formulation is given by

K
y = rgylog <y0) e et (&)

It is important to note that fixing y(0) = yo in both formulations gives the same general

solution
y(t) = Kexp {e‘mt log (%)} ,

and that we will primarily be working with the autonomous formulation, (A), although
symmetries of the classical Gompertz model have also been considered in [Aug21].

Model 3.3 (Richards model). Our final model of interest is given by

P K
U =TRY (1 - (%) ) , with solution y(t) = 1-
1+ (£ = 1) et

Yo

Remark 3.4. We explicitly differentiate between the three intrinsic growth rates rr,, rq, and
rR, while keeping the same notation for the carrying capacities K and the initial populations
yYo- The importance of distinguishing the growth rates becomes apparent when drawing
conclusions from models fitted to data. For example, the paper by Simpson et. al. gives a
comparison of %, representing the approximate regrowth timescales, when fitting all three
models to some data in [ST22]. Using the Lady Musgrave Reef data from [W*21], and
fitting with ordinary least squares (OLS), we see that the Gompertz, logistic and Richards
models predict timescales of 712, 400 and 259 days, respectively. We note that all fitting
in the paper is done via OLS, using SciPy’s curve_fit.



3.2 Symmetries of Considered Models

We seek a Lie symmetry of the Gompertz model by employing the same strategy as
K

;) t again.

Example 2.6, and use the generators £ = t, n = rqylog (

Next, we find a group of symmetries @ (t,y) = (£,9) by considering

;iz _i with i(t, y: 0) = £, 3)

dj K

d—g = trqglog (y) with g(t,y;0) = y. (4)
(@)

We will refer to the solution (f, g)) as the Gompertz symmetry, I's ™, given by
exp(—rgt(e®—1))
FgG)(t,y) = <teE,K (%) ¢ ) .

Example 3.5. Many other symmetries of the autonomous Gompertz model (A) have been
found in [Aug21] by considering ansétze of the form

§(ty) = A + B(t)log ().

n(t.y) = C() + D(t)ylog ()

and solving the determining equations. This yielded a Lie algebra of symmetries spanned
by

Xo = 4th%,
X3 = ylog (%) o and
0

where A is an arbitrary function of ¢.

The final symmetry we require before tackling the model selection problem is a symmetry
of the Richards model. Since the Richards model also has an exact solution, we can repeat
the argument from the logistic growth model to get

— a Y A B+1_—pBrrt a
X—tat—l—(rRy(l—(K))t—Fcly e a—y

We now solve the following to find a group of symmetries FgR) (t,y) = (t,9) in the case

where ¢, = 0:

dt

= t with #(t,y;0) = ¢, (5)
dj ) AT L
Zomili-%) |t with g(t,y;0) = y. (6)



)

Solving these, we obtain the Richards symmetry as the solution, 1“§R , given by

_1
B

B
FgR) (t,y) = | te*, K [1 + ((Iy() — 1> exp{—prrt(e® — 1)}

Other Lie symmetries can be found by means of other ansétze, such as generalisations
of the ones from Example 3.5, or generalisations of the ones proposed by Cheb-Terrab—
Kolokolnikov in [CTKO03]. When working with higher-order ODEs, or with systems of
ODEs, it is possible to obtain an overdetermined set of determining equations, giving a
complete set of infinitesimal generators for the Lie algebra of symmetries and avoiding
the need for ansitze altogether. Another method for finding symmetries is discussed in
Appendix A.

4 Results

4.1 A Symmetry-based Framework for Model Selection

We begin this section by justifying the symmetry-based framework for model selection,
as explained by Ohlsson et al. in [OBC20]. We observe that, by construction, the solution
space to a model is closed under the action of a Lie symmetry of that model, but not
necessarily under other transformations (e.g. Lie symmetries of other models). We therefore
consider the following algorithm, adapted from [BP22].

Algorithm 4.1. We initialise the model selection algorithm by inputting: time series data,
(ti,yi),; and a Lie symmetry, T, of a candidate differential equation model, with solution
curve m.

1. Choose a sufficiently small' transformation parameter, ¢, and transform the data via
I'. to obtain transformed time series data (%;,9;)Y, = Tc(t;, %)Y ;.

2. Fit'l a curve () of the candidate model to the transformed data.
3. Using I'_., inversely transform 7 to obtain a new curve (¢, m(t)) = T__(,m()).

The algorithm outputs a curve m(t;e), which we will analyse to either support or refute
whether the candidate model is (structurally) a good fit to the data.

As we mentioned above, a Lie symmetry, I'., of a model with solution curve m will map
solutions to solutions. Hence, given generated time series data (t;, m(t;) + v;) for some
noise v; drawn from a distribution of mean 0 and variance 0,2, we expect m(¢;€) to be an
excellent fit to the data in a neighbourhood of ¢, = 0. We will refer to this neighbourhood
of 0, = 0 as the low-noise regime.

In light of this, we present some preliminary results, using simulated data, that exhibit
the success of the trivial symmetry in distinguishing the correct underlying models in the
low-noise regime. We then apply the same framework to coral reef data from the Great
Barrier Reef.

Remark 4.2. As we see in Question 4.6 addressing the neighbourhood of € = 0, and Question
5.1 addressing the neighbourhood of o, = 0, the question of “how small is sufficiently

ISee Remark 4.2 and Question 4.6.
ITAs mentioned in Remark 3.4, we fit using OLS.



small?” remains open for both. In this paper, we chose o, = 1 and € to be some 0 < e < 1
where the quality of fit (as measured by the coefficient of determination, R?) of a correct
underlying model retains a good fit after implementing Algorithm 4.1 for simulated data.
This motivates generating simulated data that is faithful to the real data considered, as
this € can then be reused as an upper bound for the transformation parameter when using
real data.

4.2 Generating Convincing Simulated Data

The reef dataset is a rich time series dataset of 120 coral reef sites from around the Great
Barrier Reef collected by the Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS), a processed
version of which is available due to [W*21]. To simulate realistic data, we analyse the
processed data to find some summary statistics. The data of interest are:

1. Date, the dates of visits to the reef site,

2. HC, hard coral cover, which is an aggregate statistic representing the populations of
hard corals (various Acroporidae, non-Acroporidae hard coral, Fungiidae and solitary
hard coral),

3. HC_sd, the (sample, as each HC observation is an average of five observations from
different transects) standard deviation of each HC observation.

The first step in generating convincing data is obtaining a distribution of the times between
observations. The Lady Musgrave Reef data analysed in [ST22] and in 4.4 was recorded
between 1992 and 2003. The frequency of sampling at all sites before 2006 was roughly
annual, with sample mean pu = 366.5 days and sample variance o2 = 57.122, which is
consistent with the sampling frequency guidelines published by AIMS at the time. Note
the guidelines were changed to recording every other year, after 2006.

While this may be sufficient to simulate visually convincing coral cover data, the reef dataset
also includes HC_sd, which helps optimise the fitting by quantifying the uncertainty in the
data. To simulate this uncertainty, we therefore consider the standard deviation HC_sd
against the coral cover HC, and observe significant heteroscedasticity, so we fit an order 2
polynomial to the standard deviation; the residual plot below reveals this to be reasonable.

Hard Coral Cover Standard Deviation against Hard Coral Cover Residual Plot

* Data

Residual

HC

(a) Heteroscedasticity in HC_sd (b) Residual Plot

Figure 1: Coral Cover Standard Deviation (HC_sd) as Coral Cover (HC) Varies

Finally, we must decide on parameters r, K, yo and  with which to generate data. We fix

8= %, as @ = % is the mode value of g to the nearest half-integer when fitting the Richards

model (with 3 free) to all sites of the reef dataset. 8 = % also interpolates between the



logistic model (where 5 = 1) and the Gompertz model (which is the limit of the Richards
model as frg — r¢ and S — 0). We pick the other parameters as the means of the fitted
parameters across three considered datasets to allow a direct comparison. The three chosen
reefs (Lady Musgrave Reef 1992-2003, One Tree Reef 1992-2003, Broomfield Reef 2008-
2018) were similar in terms of number of samples and sampling frequency. Furthermore,
these parameter values are used as priors for fitting.

4.3 Proof of Concept — the Trivial Symmetry Solves the Model
Selection Problem for Simulated Data

We present some figures of the fitted curves m, which are referred to in the figures as the
old fits (dashed lines), and m, which are referred to as the transformed fits (solid lines).
The data below is simulated from the three models of interest with added Gaussian noise
(with mean 0 and standard deviation 1).
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(a) Simulated Logistic Data
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(c¢) Simulated Gompertz Data
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Figure 2: Simulated Data and Quality of Fit of Fitted Models

As shown by the figures above, these preliminary results suggest that our framework for
model selection is capable of correctly identifying the correct underlying model, and that



quality of fit decreases as a function of the transformation parameter, . It is expected that
the underlying model’s quality of fit should also decrease as the noise in the simulated data
increases.

4.4 Concept — Tackling the Model Selection Problem for Real Data

In light of the proof of concept in 4.3, we now apply the same transformations to data
from the Lady Musgrave Island from the Great Barrier Reef.

Old and Transformed Fits Quality of Fit
. data — o994 —  —
§ — —_— —
80 old G fit . — —
old R fit % 0.992 I ~
old L fit B
60| — transformed G fit % 0.990
2 —— transformed R fit E
% | — transformed L fit 50988
g g
8
=4 5 0.986
g 2
-5 0.984
2 g —— Gompertz R?
809821 ___ Richards R?
0 0.980/ — Logistic R?
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
time [days] transformation parameter, £
(a) Lady Musgrave Reef Data (b) Quality of Fit

Figure 3: The Framework Applied to Real Data Favours the Logistic and Richards

The figures above support the use of the logistic or Richards models over the Gompertz
model: the deterioration in quality of fit (as e increases) is highest for the Gompertz model
out of the three candidates. At the very least, this evidence suggests that a careful evalu-
ation of model validity is necessary before using any particular model to draw conclusions
from data. This is especially relevant in coral reef modelling given the wide usage of the
Gompertz model [0717,IDCC03, TML20)].

4.5 Determining Optimal Parameters for Model Selection — The
Disagreement Coefficient

We begin this subsection by remarking that, so far, all the transformations I' we have
used have had one parameter, e. We are also interested in cases where the symmetries
have multiple parameters. For example, since the set of infinitesimal generators form a
vector space, we can consider X = ¢ X7 + -+ + ¢, X,, for a linearly independent set of
generators {X1,..., Xy} to obtain a transformation that depends on a vector of parameters
c = (¢1,...,¢,). To study the dependence of the quality of fit on the parameters of the
transformation, we introduce the disagreement coefficient.

To do so, we first choose symmetries of the models of interest that depend on a transforma-
tion parameter, c. Using the ansatz £ = 1, we obtain the following symmetries by solving
for n using the method of characteristics, and using Theorem 2.3 to find

-1
1 c
H(L) t.y: — t - Lt —TLE __ 1
< (ty;0) +e, y+7‘Le (e ) ,
HgG)(t,y; c) = (t + &,y exp {rce_rct (1 - e_TGE) }) , and
G

1
~3
W™ (¢, y;¢) = (t +e, [yﬁ + ée’ﬁmt (e7Frme — 1)] ) .



We now seek optimal values of ¢ by maximising the disagreement between two models.
To define this properly, we need some notation.

Notation 4.3. Henceforth when considering a model, A, given by ¢ = w(t,y), we will use
a lowercase letter a = a(t) to denote the general solution, and @ = a(¢;d) to denote a fitted
(via OLS) solution given some data d = (¢;,v;);. This is the the “old fit” in Figures 2
and 3.

Unravelling Algorithm 4.1, we can define the inverse-transformed fit as @ := I'_.a (¢; Ted).
Similarly, this is the the “transformed fit” in Figures 2 and 3. Note the slight abuse of
notation of using I'; to refer to the second component of I'; rather than the full two-variable
function.

Definition 4.4. We define the disagreement coefficient between models A and B as
App(ce) =|la— bl as the L2[t1,t;] distance between & and b. We use the disagreement
coefficient to determine locally optimal values of (¢, €) to be used for efficient differentiation
between models by finding local maxima of the A(c, €) surface. Here, c refers to the vector
of parameters of the symmetries involved.

Intuitively, the disagreement coefficient Ax g(c,0) = ||a@ — b|| will be small when ¢ = 0
assuming models A and B are both good fits, but can be used to reveal values of ¢ where
the differentiation is more apparent.

Pictorially, the definition and notation above can be summarised by the figure below.

d
r& B
A € € B
rgd I'zd
ﬁt a fit &4
a b

\I—A‘JA FB/

a _ b

TN -’
AAB

Figure 4: Pictorial Summary of Constructing the Disagreement Coeflicient

Remark 4.5. We note a few remarks about the disagreement coefficient. First, prac-
tical use of A is only valid away from discontinuities in the Lie symmetries that are
used. For example, when computing the disagreement coefficient Ay, ¢ using the sym-
metries Hg“)(t, y;¢) and ' (t,y; c), we observe that HgL)(t, y; ¢) has a discontinuity when
[i + ie_“t (e —1)| = 0. The locus of such (c,¢) is therefore a curve which must be
avoided when carrying out a local search for optimal parameters.

Second, we remark that the disagreement coefficient is calculated after fitting model pa-
rameters. This suggests that simultaneously finding optimal model parameters and optimal
symmetry parameters is a harder problem, but not one we attempt to answer.

Third, we can naturally generalise the disagreement coeflicient to accommodate models
whose symmetries have different € and ¢, although we will not do this in the example
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discussed.

We will consider an example of comparing the Gompertz model and the Richards model.
We generate data by adding noise to the Richards model as before, and use Ag g to
determine ¢ for which our framework produces clearer differentiation between the Gompertz
and the Richards models.

The Ag r plot in Figure 5a, confirms that ¢ = 0 does not give any significant differentiation
between the models, and neither does ¢ = 0. However, what the figure does suggest is that
increasing ¢ and e (in magnitude) results in better differentiation. Figure 5b therefore
shows the effect of the transformation at € = 0.1, ¢ = 10.

Old and Transformed Fits

+ data
old G fit
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old L fit

60 —— transformed G fit
—— transformed R fit
—— transformed L fit

80

a
S

EEELEEE
coral cover [%]

o 1000 2000 3000 4000
time [days]

(a) Ag,r(ce) (b) Simulated Richards Data

Figure 5: Using the Disagreement Coefficient to Pick Parameters

Recalling Definition 2.1, all our analysis requires a neighbourhood of ¢ = 0, U =
(Emin, Emax ), where the Lie symmetries we employ are analytic. However, there is no known
practical method of determining these extremal values of . In our example (and in any
example with an absence of a clear local maximum where the analysis is valid), the analysis
above simply suggests € should be set as close t0 €max (Or €min) as possible, while ensuring
that the Lie symmetries used are continuous for all intermediate s € [0,] (respectively,
[£,0]), i.e. we choose

e= argmax Aggr(c,s),

5€[€min,Emax]NC

defining C = C* u C~, where

Ct = {5 > 0: %) and I(® are continuous Vs e [0,5]} , and

C™ = {6 <0: 1% and I® are continuous Vs e [E,O]} .

We therefore pose the following question.

Question 4.6. Is there a theoretical way to determine ey,;, and epax? If not, can bounds
for these be found computationally?

5 Discussion
To summarise, the paper tackles two open problems in the field. The first being the

common obstruction of finding symmetries for a given first order ODE model, as the set of
determining equations is typically underdetermined. The application to population growth
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models demonstrates the capabilities of the trivial symmetry in our framework for model
selection. Existence trivial symmetries for models formulated with PDEs or systems of
ODEs suggests the ability to potentially avoid needing to find model-specific Lie sym-
metries beyond the trivial ones, even in more complicated models. In the setting where
finding symmetries is possible, the second problem that is tackled is that of choosing pa-
rameters when employing multi-parameter symmetries for model selection, which is done
by numerical analysis of the disagreement coefficient.

Before concluding, we suggest some avenues of further research.

1. First, there is some analysis to be done to ensure the validity of using independent
Gaussian noise when simulating the data, for example, by applying the methodology
in [LLR*23] to test for residual autocorrelation in the transformed data.

2. Second, other fitting techniques could be implemented, especially to study model
selection with incomplete datasets [Hai68].

3. Third, the model selection can be carried out with a broader family of sigmoid curves,
such as the wnified-Richards model from [TT10], which generalises the models con-
sidered in this paper.

4. Finally, other new symmetries of the models of interest can be found (e.g. by com-
bining 3. and Theorem A.3) to allow application of the techniques from subsection
4.5.

In addition to Question 4.6, we conclude the paper with two other open questions. The
first is inspired by the results of [FFRD'23]. It is hoped that by answering this question,
we can determine, given noisy data, the suitability of the symmetry framework for model
selection, since we expect our framework to fail at selecting the correct underlying model
when the data is too noisy.

Question 5.1. How can bounds for the low-noise regime (c.f. 4.1) be theoretically or
practically determined?

Before posing the final question, we draw attention to [Hyd00] Chapter 7 where symmetries
of systems of ODEs, and Chapter 8 where symmetries of PDEs are discussed. For the
full details of the theory, [Olv86] Chapter 2 introduces most, if not all, of the framework
necessary to generalise the techniques from this paper to systems of PDEs. Some work has
also been done on developing the theory of symmetries for SDEs [UnaO?)7 Koz12,Koz18].

By answering the following question, it is hoped that the powerful machinery of Lie sym-
metries could be used to demonstrate the potential contribution of the symmetry-based
framework to model selection in a broader context.

Question 5.2. Can the trivial symmetry be used to investigate the model selection problem
in more complex settings, such as in models formulated with PDEs? What about models
formulated with systems of differential equations? Do these ideas extend naturally to
models formulated with SDEs?
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A Appendix: Finding Other Symmetries

Another method of finding symmetries (specifically for the Gompertz model, or other
limiting models) is via the following theorem, which gives sufficient conditions under which
a symmetry of a model can be obtained by taking limits of a more general model.

Definition A.1. We say that a model ¢ dtk = Q(t,y, dt,...,%;(—)) with parameters
© = (04,...,0,) is a generalisation of 4 S = w(t,y, E,...,%;H) with parameters

0 = (61,...,0,) if a particular choice, ®, of ® gives

dy — d"ly dy  d"ly =
t,y, — ;0 Qt,y, —,...,—:; O).
w( » Ys dt’ dtk 1 ) ( 'Yy dt’ Vg1 )
Example A.2. The Richards model, §y = Q(t,y; © ( (%)ﬂ), (with 8 free) is a
generalisation of the logistic model, § = wy, (£, y; OL) =rpy (1 — £), by setting

0= (K7y07TRaB) = <K7y05rL71)-

It also a generalisation of the Gompertz model, § = wg(t, y; 0c) = raylog (%) in the limit

K B
even () (- (2)')-
B—0

In this case, we call the Gompertz model a limiting model of the Richards model.

Theorem A. 3k715uppose ‘ij = Q(t,y, dt,...,‘f;k;%’;@) is a generalisation of ‘5;—‘,75 =
(t,y7 Soreee itk Y:0) by a choice of © involving a limit. Further suppose that the kth

jet space, J®) | is convex and that, under this limit, the convergence of V) is uniform on
T then any symmetry of Q@ descends to a symmetry of w in the limit.

Proof. (For ODEs, although it is possible to generalise to PDEs, systems of ODEs, etc.)

First denote g—f by y(™), then the linearised symmetry condition for infinitesimals = and
H of the model y®) = Q(t,y,y™,...,y*D: @O) reads

H® =20, + HQ, + HVQ o) + -+ H*DQ 4. (LSCQ)

Similarly, the linearised symmetry condition for the infinitesimals £ and 7 of the model
y®) = w(t,y,y M,y 50) i

™ = €wp + oy + nVwyw + -+ 9% Doy, (LSCw)

Since () generalises w, we know that {2 — w converges pointwise in the limit. By assumption,
it now follows that 2 — w converges uniformly and that V{2 — Vw by a generalisation of
Theorem 7.17 in [Rud76] due to [chal8]. Hence, any solution (2, H) to (LSCQ) will tend
to a solution of (LSCw) in the limit.

O
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