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Abstract

We consider a classical First-order Vector AutoRegressive (VAR(1)) model, where we interpret
the autoregressive interaction matrix as influence relationships among the components of the VAR(1)
process that can be encoded by a weighted directed graph. A majority of previous work studies
the structural identifiability of the graph based on time series observations and therefore relies on
dynamical information. In this work we assume that an equilibrium exists, and study instead the
identifiability of the graph from the stationary distribution, meaning that we seek a way to recon-
struct the influence graph underlying the dynamic network using only static information. We use an
approach from algebraic statistics that characterizes models using the Jacobian matroids associated
with the parametrization of the models, and we introduce sufficient graphical conditions under which
different graphs yield distinct steady-state distributions. Additionally, we illustrate how our results
could be applied to characterize networks inspired by ecological research.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on the identifiability of the underlying influence graph of the First-order Vector AutoRe-
gressive (VAR(1)) model in a stationary setting. The VAR(1) model considered in this paper is:{

x0 = ϵ0,
xt = ΛTxt−1 + ϵt for t ∈ N, (1)

where xt and ϵt are random vectors in Rn for some n ∈ N. ϵt is independent of xt−1, and for all t′ ̸= t, ϵt′ is
independent of ϵt. Λ = (λij) is a deterministic n × n matrix with values in R, and in this paper, we call it the
interaction matrix. Each element λij represents the direct influence of xi on xj . In this paper, we assume that
the error term is centered with covariance matrix ωIn, where In ∈ Mn(R) is the identity matrix, and ω ∈ R+ is
a positive constant.

If the eigenvalues of Λ are all smaller than 1 in absolute value, then as t goes to infinity, xt converges in
distribution to

x∞ ∼ N (0,Σ) , (2)

where Σ = (σij) ∈Mn(R) ([2]). Σ satisfies the following equation ([17]):

Σ = ΛTΣΛ+ ωIn. (3)

In fact, (3) is equivalent to the following equation ([17]):

vec (Σ) =
(
In − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

vec (ωIn) , (4)
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(a) The graphical VAR(1) model (b) The encoded graph G

Figure 1: Example of a graphical VAR(1) model and the encoded graph G

where vec is the vec operator ([11, Section 10.2]) and ⊗ is the matrix tensor product. Therefore, Σ is unique
given a unique set of parameters Λ and ω.

This paper studies the identifiability of the VAR(1) model in this stationary setting, i.e., whether different
parameters (Λ and ω) produce the same Σ, using (3). The study of identifiability in a stationary setting is
particularly valuable in ecological research. For example, the Lotka-Volterra equations (see [1]) used to describe
the evolution of species abundances can be resumed to VAR(1) models (PhD thesis in progress [10]). Time-
series observations are not always available as species might be only sampled once per site, and the identifiability
of Lotka-Volterra models in this framework is still unclear. In the present work, we provide answer to these
identifiability questions assuming that we have only observations from an equilibrium state.

To the best of our knowledge, the identifiability of VAR(1) parameters in a stationary setting has rarely been
explored in the existing literature. A majority of previous work that has dealt with the identifiability of the
VAR(1) model, and achieved significant and systematic results, has relied on observations that were sampled as
time series (e.g. [6], [14]). This is reasonable because the parameters involve dynamic interactions among the
different components of the random process xt, making it natural to expect that it should be inferred from dynamic
data. Nevertheless, there is a literature that deals with the identifiability of the interaction matrix Λ of VAR(1)
in a stationary setting. [17] provides a necessary identifiability condition based on the number of parameters to
estimate by solving directly the quadratic equation (3). However, this condition is generally too easily satisfied,
meaning that it only excludes a small subset of cases where the interaction matrix is not identifiable, leaving the
majority of cases unresolved.

In this paper, we restrict to the identifiability of the support of Λ (i.e. the underlying graph structure), that
is, we seek a way to locate its nonzero elements. In this case, the VAR(1) model (1) is naturally associated with a
directed graph G = (V,EG) with node set V = {1, 2, · · · , n}, each corresponding to one of the components of xt,
and edge set EG consists of ordered pairs (i, j) or i→ j, which represents the direct influence among components
of xt. For any i, j ∈ [n], an edge (i, j) in EG indicates λij ̸= 0, meaning that there is a direct effect of xi on xj .
Figure 1 shows an example of a graphical VAR(1) model with 4 nodes, and the corresponding graph G, where
self-loops are omitted. Because Λ is deterministic, i.e. it does not change over time, the dynamic model in (a) is
often encoded by the graph G in (b) for simplicity. We assume throughout the paper that self-loops always exist
in G, i.e. (i, i) ∈ EG,∀i ∈ [n]. It is reasonable as it aligns with many real-life scenarios. For example, in ecological
networks, we expect the evolution of species to be dependent on itself.

We address the problem using the methods from algebraic statistics (see [13] for an introduction). Specifically,
each graph is associated with a set of possible stationary distributions, and we represent them by the set of
corresponding covariance matrices Σ, denoted as MG. We study the naturally associated algebraic variety defined
as the Zariski closure ofMG. Starting with a finite family of graphs, we study the intersections of the corresponding
MG’s, which is particularly useful in cases where we can reduce the problem to a finite number of graph candidates.
The algebraic approach used in this paper has already been proven fruitful by [4] in the context of linear structural
equation models (SEMs), for which sufficient graphical conditions for the identifiability are derived.

We apply the methods for testing the identifiability of [4] to our settings and set up a framework for the
problem of identifiability of the graphs of the VAR(1) model in a stationary setting. These methods characterize
models using the Jacobian structures of the parametrizations. We introduce a new concept called “maximal
classes” for directed graphs, which can be interpreted as sets of nodes that receive information from a common
”source” (detailed definitions in later sections). We present sufficient graphical conditions for identifiability based
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on maximal classes and give algorithms to reconstruct these maximal classes from any graph. In the end, we
provide several illustrations of how to apply our results to networks inspired by ecological research.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 formally defines the statistical model and introduces
the definitions and testing criteria for global and generic identifiability. Additionally, we provide an overview of our
main results of this paper in the end. Section 3 presents results on the Jacobian structure of the parametrization
of the model. Section 4 presents a new concept called “maximal classes” for directed graphs, which is the core of
this study. Section 5 introduces two sufficient conditions of generic identifiability based on maximal classes, one
of which is only valid for characterizing models with the same dimension, while the other one can be extended
to models with any dimension. Additionally, we present a result that allows us to calculate the dimension of
the model for graphs without ”multi-edges”. Section 6 is an illustration of how our results could be applied in
ecological research.

2 Identifiability of the VAR(1) model in a stationary setting

In this section, we start with introducing the parametrization and statistical model of our settings, then define
global and generic identifiability, along with the identifiability criteria used throughout this paper. Finally, we
provide an overview of our main results, i.e. sufficient conditions for generic identifiability.

2.1 Problem settings

Given a VAR(1) model (1) and the associated directed graph G = (V,EG), where V = [n] = {1, 2, · · · , n}, define
the set of interaction matrices MG associated to a graph G as:

MG := {Λ = (λij) ∈Mn (R) | λij = 0 if (i, j) /∈ EG} .

The parameter space is then MG × R+, corresponding to elements of Λ and ω. Note that the parameter space
includes the case where (i, j) ∈ EG and λij = 0 so that if the graphs G1 = (V,EG1) and G2 = (V,EG2) are nested,
i.e. EG1 ⊆ EG2 , then the sets of possible stationary distributions generated from the two models are also nested.

Next, we formally define the model.

Definition 1. For the stationary VAR(1) model corresponding to a graph G, define MG the following set of
matrices:

MG =
{
Σ | Σ = ϕG (Λ, ω) ,Λ ∈MG, ω ∈ R+} ,

where

ϕG :MG × R+ →Mn (R)

(Λ, ω) 7→ Σ, s.t. Σ = ΛTΣΛ+ ωIn

is the parametrization map defined by (3). By abuse of notation, we call the set MG the stationary VAR(1)
model.

In this paper, we study the identifiability of a finite family of stationary VAR(1) models, i.e. assume that
we are given a finite list of possible graphs, we try to see under what conditions they yield different stationary
distributions, and in particular different stationary covariance relationships. This is particularly useful in ecological
research where we could have prior information about the network, and were able to reduce the network to a
finite list of candidates. Besides, as illustrated in Example 1 below, identifiability of the underlying graph from
the covariance matrix Σ in a conventional sense is not achieved because there exist two networks that yield the
same stationary distribution.

For a finite family of stationary VAR(1) models, we characterize them by studying the dimension of the
intersection of the images of the parametrization map, in the sense that two models are generically identifiable if
they only intersect in a set with smaller dimension (detailed definitions of identifiability introduced in the next
section). Here, the dimension of MG refers to the algebraic dimension with respect to the Zariski topology as
an algebraic variety (see [13] for a full description). Because our model is parametric, and the parametrization
map ϕG is rational (proof in Appendix A), the dimension of the model MG equals the rank of the (transpose)
of the Jacobian matrix of the parametrization map evaluated at a generic point ([13, Chapter 16, Th.16.1.7]).
Here, a generic point of an algebraic set is a point in a general position, at which all generic properties are true.
Therefore, for simplicity, we define the dimension of the model as the rank of the (transpose) of the Jacobian
matrix. Note that in this case, the algebraic dimension of MG coincides with the dimension of MG viewed as a
manifold.

The next section presents the definitions for global and generic identifiability.
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2.2 Global and generic identifiability

Definition 2. Given a family of stationary VAR(1) models {Mk}Kk=1 and associated graphs {Gk = (V,EGk )}
K
k=1,

where K ∈ N, then the model, i.e. the discrete parameter k is globally identifiable if for any distinct pair (k1, k2)
of values from 1 to K, Mk1 ∩Mk2 = ∅.

In fact, global identifiability is a highly restrictive property of the models. There exist cases where models
with different underlying graphs, i.e. different supports of Λ, yield the same Σ (see Example 1).

Example 1. Consider the case where n = 3, and the following two interaction matrices, which represent different
graphs:

Λ1 =

 0.50 0.70 0.00
0.00 0.90 0.00
0.00 0.80 0.40

 , Λ2 =

 0.50 0.67 −0.01
0.00 0.94 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.38


and if we let ω in both cases equals to 1, then by (3), both models yield the following covariance matrix:

Σ =

 1.33 0.85 0.00
0.85 22.85 0.60
0.00 0.60 1.19

 .
Therefore, we focus instead on a less restrictive definition of identifiability, called generic identifiability, which

is widely used in the field of algebraic statistics. It allows the images of parametrization maps to intersect only
in a set with Lebesgue measure zero.

Definition 3. Let {Mk}Kk=1 be a family of stationary VAR(1) models as in Definition 2. Then the discrete
parameter k is generically identifiable if for any distinct pair (k1, k2) of values from 1 to K,

dim (Mk1 ∩Mk2) < min {dim (Mk1) , dim (Mk2)} .

The geometric interpretation of Definition 3 is that a family of models are generically identifiable if the
intersection of any two models in the family is a Lebesgue measure zero subset of both models. But this definition
also implies that in some circumstances, models with different dimensions are not generically identifiable, which
is not desired. Instead, the following definition of generic identifiability is used.

Definition 4. Let {Mk}Kk=1 be a family of stationary VAR(1) models as above. Then the discrete parameter k
is generically identifiable if for each pair (k1, k2) of values of k, where k1 ̸= k2,

dim (Mk1 ∩Mk2) < max {dim (Mk1) , dim (Mk2)} .

Definition 4 states that the models in the family are generically identifiable from each other if the intersection
of any two models in the family is a Lebesgue measure zero subset of the union of the models. This definition
immediately implies that models with different dimensions are generically identifiable, as stated by the following
proposition.

Proposition 1. Let M1 and M2 be two stationary VAR(1) models. If

dim (M1) ̸= dim (M2) ,

then these two models are generically identifiable.

Proposition 1 is one of the main tools that we used in this paper to test generic identifiability. Note this
proposition does not imply that two models whose graphs are nested are generically identifiable, because as
illustrated by the third row of Table 1 at the end of the paper, adding one edge to a graph might not change
the dimension of the corresponding model. On the other hand, this proposition indicates that if we find a way
to access the dimensions of the models, we can focus on the identifiability of models with the same dimension, in
which case Definitions 3 and 4 are equivalent.

In fact, there exist many tools to test generic identifiability [13, Chapter 16]. This paper applies one of them
that uses the Jacobian matroid derived from the parametrization of the model, developed by [4]. The following
section provides an introduction to this method.
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2.3 Identifiability criteria

Before introducing the tools to test generic identifiability, we present some necessary algebraic notions.

Definition 5. Let ϕ be a C1 map from Rd to Rp: ϕ (θ1, · · · , θd) = (ϕ1 (θ) , · · · , ϕp (θ)). Then the Jacobian matrix
of this map is:

Jϕ =

(
∂ϕi

∂θj

)
, 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ d.

Next we define the Jacobian matrix for the stationary VAR(1) model, which is the transpose of the usual
Jacobian matrix of the parametrization map.

Definition 6. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model, and ϕG in Definition 1 parametrizes MG. Then the
Jacobian matrix of the model is

JG =

(
∂ϕj

∂θi

)
, 1 ≤ i ≤ EG + 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ n(1 + n)

2
,

where EG is the number of edges in G, ϕj ’s are the distinct entries of Σ, and θi’s are the entries of Λ and ω.

Now we introduce the Jacobian matroid, which is the main object that we use to characterize models. It is a
matroid defined by the column independence of the Jacobian matrix. Relevant definitions are listed below.

Definition 7. A matroid M = {E, I} is a pair where E is a finite set and I is a set of subsets of E that satisfies:

• ∅ ∈ I;
• If I ′ ⊆ I ∈ I, then I ′ ∈ I;
• If I1, I2 ∈ I and |I2| > |I1|, then there exists e ∈ I2\I1 such that I1 ∪ e ∈ I,

where | · | represents the cardinality of a set.

Definition 8. Let A ∈Mm×n (R) be a matrix, then the matroid defined by the column independence of A is the
pair {E, I}, where E = {1, · · · , n}, representing the n columns of A, and

I =
{
S ⊆ E | AS are linearly independent

}
,

where AS represents the set of columns of A corresponding to the coordinates S.

The fact that the column independence of a matrix defines a matroid is proved in [16, Theorem 27].

Example 2. Let

A =


2 0 2 4
0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0
4 0 4 8

 ,
then the matroid defined by the column independence of A is {E, I}, where E = {1, 2, 3, 4}, representing the 4
columns of A respectively, and

I = {∅, {1} , {2} , {3} , {4} , {1, 2} , {1, 3} , {2, 3} , {2, 4} , {3, 4} , {1, 2, 3} , {2, 3, 4}} .

Note that {1, 4} is not included in the matroid because the first and the fourth column of A are not independent,
which also excludes {1, 2, 4}, {1, 3, 4} and {1, 2, 3, 4}.

Definition 9. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model, then the Jacobian matroid of the model, denoted as
J (MG), is the matroid defined by the column independence of the Jacobian matrix.

Next, we introduce the criteria for generic identifiability based on Jacobian matroids. The criterion is exten-
sively introduced in [13] and [8]. It studies parametric algebraic statistical models for discrete random variables,
meaning that there exists a rational map, i.e. the parametrization map:

ϕ : Θ → ∆p−1 =

{
s ∈ Rp |

n∑
i=1

si = 1, si ≥ 0 for all i

}
,

whose image is the model of interest. In particular, the stationary VAR(1) model falls into this category because
the natural parameter space is finite-dimensional.
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Proposition 2 ([8, Proposition 10]). Let M1 and M2 be two irreducible algebraic models which sit inside the
probability simplex ∆p−1. Without loss of generality assume dim (M1) ≥ dim (M2). If there exists a subset S of
the coordinates such that

S ∈ J (M2) \J (M1) ,

then dim (M1 ∩M2) < min {dim (M1) , dim (M2)}.

Proposition 2 is applicable to our settings because our model is parametrized, hence irreducible([13]).

Proposition 3. Let M1 and M2 be two stationary VAR(1) models corresponding to graphs G1 and G2 with the
same set of nodes. Without loss of generality, assume that dim (M1) ≥ dim (M2). If there exists a subset S of
the coordinates such that

S ∈ J (M2) \J (M1) ,

then dim (M1 ∩M2) < min {dim (M1) , dim (M2)}.

Proof. This is a direct result of Proposition 2. ■

In Section 5.2, we will prove that the dimension of a stationary VAR(1) model. i.e. the rank of the Jacobian
matrix, is calculable for a subset of graphs. Therefore, we can focus specially on the identifiability of models with
the same dimension, in which case the role of the two models are equivalent.

Proposition 4. Let {Mk}Kk=1 be a finite set of stationary VAR(1) models corresponding to graphs {Gk}Ki=1 with
the same set of nodes and the same dimension. These models are generically identifiable, that is, the discrete
parameter i is generically identifiable, if for all k1, k2 ∈ [K], where k1 ̸= k2, there exists a subset S of the
coordinates such that

S ∈ J (Mk1) \J (Mk2) or S ∈ J (Mk2) \J (Mk1) .

Proof. This is a direct result of Proposition 2. ■

Propositions 3 and 4 will be the main tools used throughout this paper to test generic identifiability.

2.4 Main results

In this paper, we introduce a new concept for directed graphs named maximal classes (see Section 4). If we regard
the directed graph as a network, a maximal class could be interpreted as a set of nodes that receive information
from a common source. In a way, the set of maximal classes captures the dynamic information of the network
and presents it in a static manner. We demonstrate that maximal classes are strongly linked to the Jacobian
matroid of the model, based on which we conclude that for models with the same dimension, if they have different
sets of maximal classes, they are generically identifiable (Theorem 3). Extending this result, for a general family
of models (not necessarily with the same dimension), we then propose a more restrictive sufficient condition for
generic identifiability based on maximal classes (Theorem 4). Finally, we propose a way to calculate the dimension
of the model for a subset of graphs that do not contain multi-edges (Theorem 5), which enables us to characterize
more models since different dimensions indicate generic identifiability by Definition 4. A summary and illustration
of all the results in this paper are presented in Table 1 at the end of Section 5.

Together, these results provide a rigorous framework for addressing the issue of model identifiability with
potential applicability to other parameterized models. Theorems 3 and 4 link model identifiability directly to the
distinguishing of underlying graphs, offering a straightforward and practical identifiability criterion that is easy to
apply. Moreover, the ability to calculate the rank of the Jacobian matrix shown in Theorem 5 provides valuable
insight into the size of the space of possible probability distributions for a given set of parameters, which is itself
already informative.

3 Jacobian Structure of VAR(1) in the Stationary Setting

In order to study the Jacobian matroid of the model, we need to calculate the Jacobian matrix. The goal of
this section is to provide an explicit formula for the Jacobian matrix JG for any directed graph G. Starting by
deriving the Jacobian matrix for complete graphs, we then define a projection that maps it to that of any graphs,
and in the end, we present a simplified formula for JG based on the projection.

For any stationary VAR(1) model MG, the Jacobian matrix JG is a matrix of size (EG + 1)× (n(n+ 1)) /2,
where EG = |EG| is the number of edges in G. Each row of JG corresponds to λij where (i, j) ∈ EG or ω, and
each column corresponds to σab where a ≤ b ∈ [n]. Note that we only consider a ≤ b because σab = σba for all
a, b ∈ [n].
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Consider a stationary VAR(1) model MG with G = (V,EG) complete, i.e. EG = {(i, j) | i, j ∈ [n]}. Denote
the Jacobian matrix of this model as J, which is of size

(
n2 + 1

)
× (n(n+ 1)) /2. Define an ”extended” Jacobian

matrix J, which is J with additional columns that correspond to σab where a > b ∈ [n], meaning that J is of size(
n2 + 1

)
× n2. The following lemma provides a formula for this J.

Lemma 1. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with G complete, and Pi,j ∈ Mn (R) for all i, j ∈ [n] be the
identity matrix switching the ith and jth columns. Then the extended Jacobian matrix J satisfies:

J = J (Λ⊗ Λ) +B,

where

B =

[
(ΣΛ⊗ In) (In2 +P)

vec (In2)T

]
,

and
P =

∏
i≥1

∏
j>i

P(i−1)n+j,(j−1)n+i.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B. ■

In Lemma 1, P(i−1)n+j,(j−1)n+i is the identify matrix exchanging the ith and jth columns of the jth and ith

blocks, and hence P is just the indentity matrix exchanging columns n(n− 1)/2 times. The following example is
a visualization of the function of P.

Example 3. When n = 3, P does the following: for all a, · · · , i ∈ R,

 a b c
d e f
g h i

⊗ I3

P =



a b c
a b c

a b c
d e f

d e f
d e f

g h i
g h i

g h i


P =



a b c
a b c

a b c
d e f

d e f
d e f

g h i
g h i

g h i


Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with G = (V,EG), possibly not complete. Define again a corresponding

”extended” Jacobian matrix JG, which is JG with additional columns that correspond to σab where a > b ∈ [n].
Then, JG is of size (EG + 1)×n2. The following lemma proves that in fact, there is a simple relationship between
J and JG, and we can define a projection from one to the other.

Lemma 2. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with G = (V,EG) not necessarily complete, and J be the
extended Jacobian matrix for a complete graph. Define the projection

ψG :M(n2+1),n2 (R) →M(EG+1),n2 (R)

J 7→ ψG

(
J
)
,

where ψG removes the rows in J that correspond to λij, where i, j ∈ [n] s.t. (i, j) /∈ EG, and sets such λij to zero
in the remaining terms. Then

ψG

(
J
)
= JG.

Sketch of proof. The proof is based on the facts that JG has extra rows corresponding to λij where (i, j) /∈ EG,
and that such λij equals zero in JG. The complete proof is given in Appendix C. ■

With Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we now have a formula of JG for any directed graph G.

Lemma 3. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model. Then the extended Jacobian matrix satisfies:

JG = JG (Λ⊗ Λ) + ψG(B),

where B is defined in Lemma 1.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix D. ■

Here is an example of the extended Jacobian matrix.
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Example 4. Consider a stationary VAR(1) model MG with a directed graph G = (V,EG), where V = {1, 2, 3}
and EG = {(1, 1) , (2, 2) , (3, 3) , (1, 3) , (2, 1)}. The graph and the corresponding interaction matrix are given
below.

Λ =

 λ11 0 λ13

λ21 λ22 0
0 0 λ33

 .

In this case, all computations can be explicit:

ΣΛ =

 σ11λ11 + σ12λ21 σ12λ22 σ11λ13 + σ13λ33

σ21λ11 + σ22λ21 σ22λ22 σ21λ13 + σ23λ33

σ31λ11 + σ32λ21 σ32λ22 σ31λ13 + σ33λ33

 .
Then the extended Jacobian matrix JG satisfies:

JG = JGA+ ψG (B) ,

where

A = Λ⊗ Λ

=



λ2
11 0 λ11λ13

λ11λ21 λ11λ22 0
0 0 λ11λ33

0
λ11λ13 0 λ2

13

λ13λ21 λ13λ22 0
0 0 λ13λ33

λ21λ11 0 λ21λ13

λ2
21 λ21λ22 0
0 0 λ21λ33

λ22λ11 0 λ22λ13

λ22λ21 λ2
22 0

0 0 λ22λ33

0

0 0
λ33λ11 0 λ33λ13

λ33λ21 λ33λ22 0
0 0 λ2

33


,

and

ψG (B) =


2 (σ11λ11 + σ12λ21) σ12λ22 σ11λ13 + σ13λ33 σ12λ22 0

0 0 σ11λ11 + σ12λ21 0 0
2 (σ21λ11 + σ22λ21) σ22λ22 σ21λ13 + σ23λ33 σ22λ22 0

0 σ21λ11 + σ22λ21 0 σ21λ11 + σ22λ21 2σ22λ22

0 0 σ31λ11 + σ32λ21 0 0
1 0 0 0 1

0 σ11λ13 + σ13λ33 0 0
σ12λ22 σ11λ11 + σ12λ21 σ12λ22 2 (σ11λ13 + σ13λ33)

0 σ21λ13 + σ23λ33 0 0
σ21λ13 + σ23λ33 0 σ21λ13 + σ23λ33 0

σ32λ22 σ31λ11 + σ32λ21 σ32λ22 2 (σ31λ13 + σ33λ33)
0 0 0 1

 .

In this example, if (In2 −A) is invertible, then we will have an explicit formula for JG.

From Lemma 3, it’s clear that if (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is invertible, we would be able to define JG as a function of Λ
and ω. The following proposition states that the set of the parameters such that the matrix (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is not
invertible has Lebesgue measure zero. Because of the generic settings, we never work with any set of parameters
that has Lebesgue measure zero. Hence, we can assume that (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is invertible.

Proposition 5. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model, µG be a measure defined on MG, which is the Lebesgue
measure on REG , and M0

G be the subset of MG defined as

M0
G := {Λ ∈MG | (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is not invertible} ,

then
µG

(
M0

G

)
= 0,
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Proof. It’s clear that (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is not invertible if and only if det (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) = 0. Since the determinant
is a result of summations and multiplications of the elements of the matrix, it is a polynomial with respect to the
entries of Λ, i.e. det (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) ∈ R [λij | (i, j) ∈ EG].

Let Λ0 = 2In, then Λ0 ∈MG for any graph G, and

det (In2 − Λ0 ⊗ Λ0) = det (−3In2) = (−3)n
2

̸= 0.

Since det (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is a polynomial, by continuity, it does not identically equal to 0. Therefore, the set of Λ
such that the determinant equals zero must have zero measure, i.e. µG

(
M0

G

)
= 0. ■

The idea of the proof of Proposition 5 is original and will be applied several times in the following sections.

Note that in Definition 3, we also used the Lebesgue measure, but defined on R
n(1+n)

2 . Here, we only have EG

values of Λ that vary, so µG is the Lebesgue measure defined on REG .
With Proposition 5, we now have a formula for the extended Jacobian matrix.

Theorem 1. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model. Then the extended Jacobian matrix is generically:

JG = ψG(B) (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1 ,

where B is defined in Lemma 1.

Proof. This is a direct result of Lemma 3 and Proposition 5. ■

Theorem 1 enables us to calculate the extended Jacobian matrix JG for any directed graph G, meaning that
we can also calculate the Jacobian matrix JG, since JG is just JG with additional columns that are identical to a
subset of columns of JG. Recall that the Jacobian matroid is the set of coordinates of columns that are linearly
independent. The next section presents a new concept called ”maximal classes”, for any directed graph, which is
highly related to the linear independence of the Jacobian matrix, and is at the core of this study.

4 Maximal classes

In this section, we introduce the definition and properties of maximal classes and highlight their relationship
with some parameters of our model. In the following sections, we will see that in general, different maximal
classes could imply generic identifiability. Section 4.1 formally defines maximal classes for directed graphs, and
proves the uniqueness of the set of maximal classes for a given graph. Additionally, we present an algorithm that
identifies the set of maximal classes from any graph, and compare this concept with related notions in graph
theory. In Section 4.2, we highlight the strong relationship between maximal classes and the covariance matrix Σ
(definition in (2)), based on which another algorithm is designed to reconstruct the set of maximal classes as well
as a finite list of possible graphs from the support of Σ. It serves as a first step to the reconstruction of the graph
corresponding to a stationary VAR(1) model, which even though is not the main subject of this paper, still could
inspire future works.

4.1 Definition and properties

Recall that a Strongly Connected Component (SCC) of a directed graph is a subgraph where each node can
be reached by a directed path from any other node in the subgraph. As this defines an equivalence relation, a
directed graph can be uniquely decomposed into its strongly connected components. By abuse of notation, we
name an SCC a set of nodes that belong to the corresponding subgraph.

We know that the in-degree of a node v in a directed graph is the number of edges directed to v. Similarly,
we define the in-degree for a SCC, which is the number of edges coming from a node outside of the SCC and
pointing to one of the nodes in the SCC. In other words, let G = (V,EG) be a directed graph containing a SCC:
{v1, · · · , vp} for some p ∈ N, the in-degree of the SCC is:

deg+(C) = | {(v, vi) ∈ EG | i ∈ [p], v ∈ V \ {v1, · · · , vp}} |.

From now on, the in-degree of a node or a SCC in a directed graph G means the in-degree excluding self-loops.
A node or a SCC in a directed graph with in-degree zero is special because when the graph is viewed as a

network, it can be thought of as ”feeding” the network. Such node or SCC is defined as a source of the graph as
edges are only directed away from it. Moreover, we define any node that is itself a source or belongs to a SCC
that is a source as a source node of the graph. A maximal class is the set of all nodes that receive information
from a given source node, which is formally defined below:

9



Definition 10. Let i be a source node of a directed graph. The maximal class MC[i] is a set of nodes such that
there exists a directed path from a source node i to any node in the set and that is maximal with respect to
inclusion, i.e. the set of all reachable nodes from a source node i. i is defined as the source node of the maximal
class. The source node i or the SCC containing i that is a source is defined as the source of the maximal class.

By definition, a maximal class might have multiple source nodes, but it can have only one SCC source.
The following lemma provides a necessary and sufficient condition for any two nodes to belong to the same

maximal class. It can also serve as an equivalent definition of maximal classes, which will be useful in the following
sections.

Lemma 4. Let G = (V,EG) be a directed graph. Then two nodes i, j ∈ V belong to the same maximal class of G
if and only if one of the following conditions is satisfied:

1. there exists a directed path in G between i and j;

2. ∃l ̸= i, j ∈ V s.t. there are directed paths from l to i and j respectively.

Proof. The proof is given in E. ■

The following proposition proves the uniqueness of the set of maximal classes for any graph, which is a
fundamental property of maximal classes.

Proposition 6. Let G be any directed graph, then the set of maximal classes associated with G is unique.

Proof. First, two maximal classes of a graph cannot have the same source. This is because by definition 10, a
maximal class is the set of all nodes reachable by the source, and if two maximal classes have the same source,
then they must be the same maximal class. Moreover, for any directed graph G, the set of sources is unique since
the in-degree of any node or SCC is uniquely defined. Therefore, each source generates a unique maximal class.
Hence, the set of maximal classes is unique. ■

Figure 2: Example of a directed graph

Example 5. The SCCs of the graph in Figure 2 are:

{1, 2, 3} , {4}, {5}, {6},

It’s clear that {1, 2, 3} and {5} have in-degree zero, and hence are the sources. Therefore, the set of maximal
classes is:

{{1,2,3, 4, 6} , {4,5, 6}} ,
where the nodes in bold are source nodes of the respective maximal classes. In other words, there are two maximal
classes in this graph:

MC[1] = MC[2] = MC[3] = {1, 2, 3, 4, 6}, and MC[5] = {4, 5, 6}.

Because the set of maximal classes is unique (Proposition 6), we can design Algorithm 1 to derive the set
of maximal classes for any directed graph. This Algorithm first applies Kosaraju’s algorithm ([12]) to find all
SCCs of the graph, and then construct the condensed graph, which is a directed acyclic graph where all SCCs
are represented as a single node. Finally, we perform a Depth First Search (DFS) algorithm ([15]) on each of the
nodes with in-degree zero in the condensed graph. See https://github.com/Bi-xuan/maximal_class for an R
implementation of the algorithm.

10
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm to find maximal classes of a directed graph

Input: a directed graph G = (V,EG)
Output: the number and the list of maximal classes of G

1: procedure DFS(G, i, j) ▷ Find the set of all reachable nodes from i, and store it into the jth list of
the list maxc

2: add i to maxc[j] ▷ Add i itself to the list
3: for all nodes w ∈ V s.t. (i, w) ∈ EG do ▷ Do the same thing to all children of i
4: DFS(G,w, j)

5: procedure MAXC(G) ▷ Search for the maximal classes of graph G
6: Perform Kosaraju’s algorithm, return L, a list of SCCs
7: Construct the condensed graph G′ = (L,EG′)
8: j ← 1
9: maxc← an empty list of lists

10: for all i ∈ |L| s.t. deg+ (L[i]) = 0 in G′ do
11: DFS(G′, L[i], j) ▷ Put the set of all reachable nodes from i into the jth element of the list
12: j ← j + 1

return j − 1 (number of maximal classes) and maxc (list of maximal classes)

In fact, maximal classes are very similar to some common terminologies in graph theory. Recall that given a
subset of nodes, an induced graph of the set of nodes is the subgraph that contains all edges in the original graph
among the nodes within the set, a directed tree is a directed graph whose underlying undirected graph is a tree,
a rooted tree is a directed tree with a designated node called the root and each edge is considered to be directed
away from the root, a spanning tree of a graph is a spanning subgraph that is a tree, and a rooted spanning tree
of a graph is a spanning tree that is rooted. This similarity is highlighted by the following proposition.

Proposition 7. The induced subgraph of a maximal class of a directed graph G has a rooted spanning tree, where
the root is (one of) the source node(s) of the maximal class.

Proof. For an induced subgraph of any maximal class of a directed graph G, keeping only the edges that direct
away from (one of) the source node(s) of the maximal class would result in a rooted spanning tree. ■

Note that the induced subgraphs of maximal classes do not construct a spanning forest because there might
exist overlaps between different trees (Example 5).

4.2 Derivation of maximal classes from Σ

In this section, we describe the relationship between maximal classes and the covariance matrix Σ and show that
it is possible to reconstruct the set of maximal classes from the support of Σ.

We start with a Lemma on the values of the parameter Λ, which will be helpful in the subsequent calculations.

Lemma 5. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model, and λ
[k]
ij =

(
Λk
)
ij
, for all k ∈ N, then generically

Λ ∈MP ∩MS ,

where

MP :=
{
Λ ∈Mn (R) | ∀i, j ∈ V, ∃ a directed path in G from i to j ⇒ ∃K ∈ N, s.t.λ[k]

ij ̸= 0, ∀k > K
}
,

MS :=

{
Λ ∈Mn (R) | ∀i, j ∈ V,

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
a=1

λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0 ⇔ ∀k ∈ N, a ∈ [n] , λ

[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0,

and

n∑
s=1

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
l=1

λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0 ⇔ ∀k ∈ N, s, l ∈ [n] , λ

[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0

}
.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix F. ■

In fact, MP is a set of matrices Λ such that for all i, j ∈ [n], if there exists a directed path from i to j,
then after a certain power, the corresponding coefficient λij stays non-zero. MS is a set of matrices Λ such that
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the infinite sum of certain elements equals zero is equivalent to requiring that each part of the sum equals zero
individually. In other words, we avoid cancellations among elements of different powers of Λ in this set.

In this paper, because we consider generic identifiability, and hence generic properties of the parameters, we
assume that for all stationary VAR(1) models, the associated interaction matrices satisfy: Λ ∈ MS ∩MP . It
is reasonable because Lemma 5 implies that MG\

(
MS ∩MP

)
has Lebesgue measure zero. Note that this type

of argument is already mentioned in Proposition 5. This assumption is necessary for proving the relationships
between maximal classes and the parameters, which are highlighted by Proposition 8 and Lemma 6.

Proposition 8. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with corresponding directed graph G = (V,EG), then for
any two nodes i, j ∈ [n], σij = σji = 0 if and only if i and j do not belong to the same maximal class of G.

Proof. For all s, t ∈ {1, · · · , n}, let λ[k]
st =

(
Λk
)
st
. Assume i and j do not belong to the same maximal class, i.e.

by Lemma 4, there is no directed path between i and j, and additionally, they don’t have the same ”ancestor”.
Therefore, by the properties of matrix multiplication, for all k ∈ N,

λ
[k]
ij = λ

[k]
ji = 0,

and for all l ̸= i, j ∈ [n],

λ
[k]
li = 0 or λ

[k]
lj = 0.

Proposition 5 states that (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) is generically invertible, which implies that
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
is gener-

ically invertible since
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
is just the transpose of (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ). Hence, from (4),

vec (Σ) =
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

vec (ωIn) = ω

(
+∞∑
k=0

(
ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)k)
vec (In)

= ω

(
+∞∑
k=0

(
ΛT
)k

⊗
(
ΛT
)k)

vec (In) = ω

(
+∞∑
k=0

(
Λk
)T

⊗
(
Λk
)T)

vec (In)

= ω

+∞∑
k=0



λ
[k]
11

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
i1

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
j1

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
n1

(
Λk
)T

...
. . .

...
. . .

...
. . .

...

λ
[k]
1i

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
ii

(
Λk
)T · · · 0 · · · λ

[k]
ni

(
Λk
)T

...
. . .

...
. . .

...
. . .

...

λ
[k]
1j

(
Λk
)T · · · 0 · · · λ

[k]
jj

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
nj

(
Λk
)T

...
. . .

...
. . .

...
. . .

...

λ
[k]
1n

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
in

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
jn

(
Λk
)T · · · λ

[k]
nn

(
Λk
)T





1
0
...
0
1
...
0
...
1


.

Therefore,

σij = ω

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
l=1

λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
lj = 0 = σji,

On the other hand, by Lemma 5, if for i, j ∈ V , σij = σji = 0, then generically λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
lj = 0 for all k ∈ N and

l ∈ V . Therefore, there is no directed path between i and j, and they do not have the same ancestor. Thus, they
do not belong to the same maximal class. ■

From Proposition 8, we know that there is a direct link between the support of Σ and the set of maximal
classes. Using this result, we are able to derive the set of maximal classes of the underlying graph from Σ.

For all i ∈ [n], define the set of nodes that belong to the same maximal class as i:

Ci := {j | j ∈ [n], i, j belong to the same maximal class}.

And from Proposition 8,
Ci = {j | j ∈ [n], σij ̸= 0}.

Note that for all i ∈ [n], Ci exists, but may not be a maximal class. For example, in Figure 2, C4 =
{1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} is not a maximal class, while C5 = {4, 5, 6} is a maximal class.

The following theorem proves that the set of maximal classes is the set of Ci excluding the ones containing
two nodes that do not belong to the same maximal class.
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Theorem 2. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model. Then the set of maximal classes MC satisfies

MC = C\C′,

where

C = {Ci | i ∈ [n]} ,
C′ = {Ci ∈ C | i ∈ [n], and ∃k, l ∈ Ci s.t. σkl = 0} .

Proof. First, we prove that MC ⊆ C. Consider MC ∈ MC, there exists a source node i ∈ [n], s.t. MC = MC[i].
By Proposition 8, for all j ∈ MC[i], σij ̸= 0, hence j ∈ Ci. Therefore,

MC[i] ⊆ Ci.

Assume ∃j ∈ Ci\MC[i], then one of the following circumstances is true:

1. There exists a directed path from i to j, then j ∈ MC[i], which is a contradiction;

2. There exists a directed path from j to i, then deg+(i) ̸= 0, which means that the source of MC[i] is a SCC
containing i. Hence either j belongs to the SCC, then j ∈ MC[i], which is a contradiction, or j does not
belong to the SCC, then the in-degree of the SCC is non-zero, i.e. the SCC containing i is not the source
of MC[i], which is also a contradiction.

3. There exists another node c ∈ [n] s.t. there are paths from c to i, and from c to j respectively, then
deg+(i) ̸= 0, which means that the source of MC[i] is a SCC containing i. Hence either c belongs to the
SCC, then j ∈ MC[i], which is a contradiction, or c does not belong to the SCC, then the in-degree of the
SCC is non-zero, i.e. the SCC containing i is not the source of MC[i], which is also a contradiction.

Therefore
MC[i] = Ci.

This proves that MC ⊆ C.
On the other hand, consider Ci ∈ C′ such that Ci /∈ MC. Then Ci is not a maximal class, because it contains

two nodes that do not belong to the same maximal class by definition. Therefore

MC ⊆ C\C′.

Let Ci ∈ C\C′ for certain i ∈ [n] and assume that Ci /∈ MC (proof in Appendix E). We know that i must belong
to one maximal class in MC. Denote the maximal class containing i as MCi. Then by Proposition 8,

MCi ⊆ Ci.

Assume k ∈ Ci\MCi. Note that |MCi| > 1 because the graph is weakly connected. Then ∃l ̸= i ∈ MCi s.t.
σkl = 0, because otherwise k belongs to the same maximal class with every node in MCi, in particular with the
source node, meaning that k ∈ MCi, which is a contradiction. However, k, l ∈ Ci, and σkl = 0 means that Ci ∈ C′,
which is also a contradiction. Therefore,

MCi = Ci,

contradicting the fact that Ci /∈ MC.
In conclusion,

MC = C\C′.

■

With Theorem 2, we design an Algorithm 2 which returns the set of maximal classes using the support of Σ.
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Algorithm 2 Algorithm to find maximal classes from the support of Σ

Input: supp(Σ)
Output: the list of maximal classes of G: MC

1: MC← {}
2: for all nodes i ∈ [n] do
3: Ci ← {j | j ∈ [n], σij ̸= 0}
4: add Ci to MC

5: for all k, l ∈ [n] s.t. k < l and σkl == 0 do
6: for all Ci ∈MC do
7: if k, l ∈ Ci then
8: MC←MC\Ci
9: for all i ∈ [|MC|] do ▷ At this point, there might be repetitive elements in MC

10: for all i < j ≤ |MC| do
11: if MC[i] == MC[j] then
12: MC←MC\MC[i] ▷ Keep only one of the repetitive elements

13: return MC

Proposition 8 and Theorem 2 imply that there is a bijection between the support of the covariance matrix
Σ and the set of maximal classes of the underlying graph, meaning that the set of maximal classes contains all
the information of the underlying graph that we can reconstruct from the support of Σ. Additionally, by the
definition of maximal classes, we are able to reconstruct a list of possible graphs admitting this set of maximal
classes. Therefore, based on the support of Σ, a list of possible graphs admitting the corresponding set of maximal
classes can be reconstructed. The following example is an illustration of how we could apply the results above.

Example 6. Let n = 3, assume the support of Σ is

Σ =

 ∗ ∗ 0
∗ ∗ ∗
0 ∗ ∗

 ,
where ∗ represents a non-zero element. In this case,

C = {{1, 2}, {1, 2, 3}, {2, 3}} ,

and
C′ = {{1, 2, 3}} ,

because σ13 = 0. Hence, the set of maximal classes is

MC = C\C′ = {{1, 2}, {2, 3}} .

Note that because the node 2 is in both of the two maximal classes, then it cannot be a source node in either of
them, because otherwise there would have been only one maximal class with source 2. Hence, 1 and 3 are the
sources in respective maximal classes. Figure 3 shows the only possible graph G = (V,EG) associated with this
Σ, i.e. V = {1, 2, 3}, EG = {(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3), (1, 2), (3, 2)}.

Figure 3: The graph associated with maximal classes {{1, 2}, {2, 3}}.
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5 Identifiability results

This section presents identifiability results for stationary VAR(1) models, which are also the main contributions
of this paper. The results are divided into two parts: one of them is based on maximal classes (Section 5.1),
and the other one examines the dimensions of the models (Section 5.2). Moreover, we provide a summary and
illustration of the results at the end of this section.

5.1 Maximal class characterization

In this section, we propose two criteria for generic identifiability using maximal classes, one of which only applies
to models with the same dimension, while the other one is generialized to models with any dimension. Before
presenting the main results, some lemmas and propositions describing the relationship between maximal classes
and the parameters of the model as well as the rank of the Jacobian matrix are introduced. These results are not
only necessary in proving the main theorems, but also strengthen our understanding of the nature of maximal
classes and the Jacobian matrix.

Lemma 6. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with corresponding directed graph G = (V,EG), then for any
two nodes i, j ∈ [n], (ΣΛ)ij = (ΣΛ)ji = 0 if and only if i and j do not belong to the same maximal class of G.

Proof. By the proof of Proposition 8, we know that for all a, b ∈ V ,

σab = ω

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
l=1

λ
[k]
la λ

[k]
lb .

Therefore, if i and j do not belong to the same maximal class,

(ΣΛ)ij =

n∑
s=1

σisλsj = ω

n∑
s=1

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
l=1

λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0.

Because if (ΣΛ)ij ̸= 0, then ∃k ∈ N, s, l ∈ V s.t. λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj ̸= 0, i.e. there exist the following two paths in G:

l ⇝ i, and l ⇝ s→ j,

where ⇝ represents a directed path, not necessarily a single edge. In this case, i and j have the same ancestor l,
thus belong to the same maximal class, which contradicts the assumption. Similarly,

(ΣΛ)ji = 0.

On the other hand, if (ΣΛ)ij = ω
∑n

s=1

∑+∞
k=0

∑n
l=1 λ

[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0, then by Lemma 5, generically,

∀k ∈ N, s, l ∈ [n] , λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0,

Let s = j, since λjj ̸= 0,

∀k ∈ N, l ∈ [n] , λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls = 0.

By Lemma 5, it implies that i and j do not have the same ancestor, and they are not connected by directed paths,
i.e. i and j do not belong to the same maximal class. ■

The following proposition highlights the link between maximal classes and the null columns of the Jacobian
matrix, which is the foundation of characterizing models using maximal classes.

Proposition 9. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with a corresponding directed graph G = (V,EG), then

the Jacobian matrix satisfies: ∀i ≤ j ∈ [n], J
[σij ]
G = 0 if and only if i and j do not belong to the same maximal

class. Here J
[σij ]
G represents the column of JG that corresponds to σij.

Proof. Firstly, we prove that if i and j do not belong to the same maximal class, then J
[σij ]
G = 0. By Proposition

8 and Lemma 6, we know that
σij = σji = 0, and (ΣΛ)ij = (ΣΛ)ji = 0.

Recall from Theorem 1 that
JG = ψG (B) (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1 ,
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where

B =

[
(ΣΛ⊗ In) (In2 +P)

vec (In2)T

]
.

Therefore,

J
[σij ]
G = J

[σij ]
G = ψG (B)

(
(In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1)[σij ] ,

where

(
(In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1)[σij ] =

+∞∑
k=0

[
λ
[k]
1i λ

[k]
1j · · · λ

[k]
1i λ

[k]
nj λ

[k]
2i λ

[k]
1j · · · λ

[k]
2i λ

[k]
nj · · · λ

[k]
niλ

[k]
1j · · · λ

[k]
niλ

[k]
nj

]T
.

Recall that ψG removes the rows in J that correspond to λab, where (a, b) /∈ EG. For all s, t ∈ [n] s.t. (s, t) ∈ EG,

denote the row in ψG (B) that corresponds to λst as ψG (B)(λst), and the element in J
[σij ]
G that corresponds to

λst as J
[λst,σij ]
G . Then

ψG (B)(λst) =
[

0 · · · (ΣΛ)s1 · · · 0 · · · (ΣΛ)s1 · · · (ΣΛ)st · · · (ΣΛ)sn · · ·
0 · · · (ΣΛ)sn · · · 0

]
.

Therefore,

J
[λst,σij ]
G = ψG (B)(λst)

(
(In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1)[σij ]

=

+∞∑
k=0

(
n∑

a=1

(ΣΛ)sa λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
tj +

n∑
b=1

(ΣΛ)sb λ
[k]
ti λ

[k]
bj

)
.

Consider the first term of the sum: for all a ∈ [n] and k ∈ N, if (ΣΛ)sa λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
tj ̸= 0, then from the fact that

(ΣΛ)sa ̸= 0, we know by Lemma 6 that s and a belong to the same maximal class, i.e. there is a directed path
between s and a (Case 1), or there exists a node l ̸= s, a ∈ [n] s.t. there are directed paths from l to s and a
respectively (Case 2). Additionally, there exist direct paths among the following nodes:

s→ t⇝ j, and a⇝ i.

Case 1: without loss of generality, assume the path is from s to a, then there exist directed paths: s⇝ t⇝ j,
and s⇝ a⇝ i. It contradicts the assumption.

Case 2: assume there exist directed paths: l ⇝ s, and l ⇝ a, then there exist directed paths: l ⇝ a ⇝ i, and
l ⇝ s→ t⇝ j. It also contradicts the assumption.

Therefore, for all a ∈ [n] and k ∈ N, (ΣΛ)sa λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
tj = 0. The second term of the sum is also 0 by similar

arguments. Hence, for all s, t ∈ [n] s.t. (s, t) ∈ EG,

J
[λst,σij ]
G = 0.

In addition,

J
[ω,σij ]
G = vec (In2)

(
(In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1)[σij ] =

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
a=1

λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0,

because if there exists k ∈ N and a ∈ [n] s.t. λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj ̸= 0, then there exist directed paths: a⇝ i and a⇝ j, which

contradicts the assumption.
In conclusion,

J
[σij ]
G = 0.

Next, we prove that if i and j belong to the same maximal class, i.e. there is a directed path between i and

j, or there exists k ̸= i, j ∈ [n] s.t. there are directed paths from k to i and j respectively, then J
[σij ]
G ̸= 0.

In particular,

J
[ω,σij ]
G = vec (In2)

(
(In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1)[σij ] =

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
a=1

λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj ̸= 0,
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because if J
[ω,σij ]
G = 0, then by Lemma 5, for all k ∈ [n] and a ∈ [n], λ

[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0. It means that there is no

directed path from a to i and j respectively (here a may equal to i or j), which contradicts the assumption.

Therefore, J
[ω,σij ]
G ̸= 0, and moreover,

J
[σij ]
G ̸= 0.

■

Proposition 9 shows that two nodes that do not belong to the same maximal class will result in a null column
in the Jacobian matrix. This is already an important piece of information on the Jacobian matroid. With one
more proposition on the rank of the Jacobian matrix, we are able to prove the first two main results of this paper.

Lemma 7. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model with an associated directed graph G. Then

rank (JG) = rank (ψG (B)) .

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix G. ■

Lemma 7 ensures that when we need to study the rank of JG, we can look at the simpler matrix ψG(B)
instead. The following proposition provides an upper and lower bound for the rank of the Jacobian matrix based
on this property.

Proposition 10. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model. Then

n ≤ rank (JG) ≤ min
{
nr, n

′
c

}
,

where

nr = EG + 1;

n′
c = | {{a, b} | a, b ∈ [n] , a, b belong to the same maximal class} |.

Proof. Consider a n× n submatrix of ψG(B), with rows and columns corresponding to λii and σjj respectively,
for all i, j ∈ [n]. Then it is a diagonal matrix with non-zero entries on the diagonal. Therefore, the rank of this
submatrix is n, and the rank of ψG(B) is at least n by the Guttman rank additivity formula ([7]). The result
follows from the fact that rank (JG) = rank (ψG(B)).

By definition, JG is of size (EG + 1)× n(n+1)
2

. So

rank (JG) ≤ min

{
nr,

n (n+ 1)

2

}
.

In fact, some of the columns of JG are zero vectors. We only count the non-zero columns, which is n′
c by

Proposition 9. Therefore,
rank (JG) ≤ min

{
nr, n

′
c

}
.

■

Now, we present the first main result that characterizes models with the same dimension using maximal
classes, based on the lemmas and propositions introduced above.

Theorem 3. Let {Mk}Kk=1 be a finite set of stationary VAR(1) models corresponding to graphs {Gk}Kk=1. If
the models have the same dimension and for all distinct pairs (k1, k2) of values from 1 to K, Gk1 and Gk2 have
different maximal classes, then these models (or the discrete parameter k) are generically identifiable.

Proof. Let M1 and M2 be two stationary VAR(1) models with the same dimension and different maximal classes.
Then there exist two nodes a, b ∈ [n] s.t. a and b belong to the same maximal class in G1 and do not belong
to the same maximal class in G2, because otherwise by Proposition 8 and Theorem 2, they have the same set of
maximal classes. Therefore, by Proposition 9,

J
[σab]
G1

̸= 0, and J
[σab]
G2

= 0.

Let A,B ∈ Rn. The notation A ⊥⊥ B indicates that A and B are linearly independent, and A⊥̸⊥ B indicates that
A and B are not linearly independent. Then, there exist a′, b′ ∈ [n] where {a′, b′} ̸= {a, b} s.t.

J
[σab]
G1

⊥⊥ J
[σa′b′ ]
G1

,
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(a) G1 (b) G2

Figure 4: Identifiable graphs using Theorem 4

because otherwise for all a′, b′ ∈ [n] where {a′, b′} ̸= {a, b}, we have

J
[σab]
G1

⊥̸⊥ J
[σa′b′ ]
G1

,

meaning that rank (JG1) ≤ 1, which contradicts the fact that rank (JG1) ≥ n ≥ 2 (see Proposition 10). Addition-

ally, since J
[σab]
G2

= 0, we have

J
[σab]
G2

⊥̸⊥ J
[σa′b′ ]
G2

.

Combining the results above, we have found a pair of columns of the Jacobian matrix corresponding to σab and
σa′b′ such that they are linearly independent in M1, and not in M2. Therefore, J (M1) ̸= J (M2), and hence by
Proposition 4, the two models are generically identifiable. ■

Note that Theorem 3 is restricted to models with the same dimension, i.e. for models with possibly different
dimensions, the theorem does not hold. The following theorem states that this constraint could be released by
having more constraints on the maximal classes of the graphs.

Theorem 4. Let {Mk}Kk=1 be a finite set of stationary VAR(1) models corresponding to graphs {Gk}Kk=1. If for
all distinct pairs (k1, k2) of values from 1 to K, Gk1 and Gk2 satisfies the following two conditions:

1. there exist i, j ∈ [n] s.t. i, j belong to the same maximal class in Gk1 , but do not in Gk2 ;

2. there exist s, t ∈ [n] s.t. s, t belong to the same maximal class in Gk2 , but do not in Gk1 ;

then the models (or the discrete parameter k) are generically identifiable.

Proof. Let M1 and M2 be two stationary VAR(1) models corresponding to graphs G1 and G2 that satisfy the
two conditions in the theorem. Then, from the proof of Theorem 3, we know that:

∃S1 ∈ J (M1) \J (M2) and ∃S2 ∈ J (M2) \J (M1) .

Therefore, by Proposition 3, M1 and M2 are generically identifiable, no matter the dimensions. ■

Example 7. Figure 4 presents two graphs that are generically identifiable using the results introduced in this
section. The sets of maximal classes MC1 of G1 and MC2 of G2 are:

MC1 = {{1, 2, 3}, {3, 4}} , and MC2 = {{1, 2}, {2, 3, 4}} .

Because at this point, we don’t know the dimension of the models, we can only apply Theorem 4. In fact, nodes
1 and 3 belong to the same maximal class in G1, but not in G2. Similarly, nodes 2 and 4 belong to the same
maximal class in G2, but not in G1. By Theorem 4, the two graphs are generically identifiable.

While Theorems 3 and 4 already provide criteria for generic identifiability that are easy to check, if the
dimension of the model could be calculated from the graph, we would only need to focus on the identifiability
of models with the same dimension, and always apply the weaker condition on maximal classes introduced in
Theorem 3. Indeed, the following section presents that if we consider only a subset of models whose associated
graphs do not have ”multi-edges”, meaning that (i, j) ∈ EG implies that (j, i) /∈ EG, we are able to derive the
exact dimension of the model from the graph.
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5.2 The dimension of the model for graphs without multi-edges

This section demonstrates that for a subset of models whose corresponding graphs do not have ”multi-edges”,
the dimension (i.e. the rank of the Jacobian matrix) can be determined from the graph. Using this result, we
provide additional identifiability criteria based on the dimensions of the model, complementing those in Section
5.1. By integrating these results, we are able to expand the scope of models that are identifiable. On the other
hand, for the cases where multi-edges often exist, such as in ecological research, the results in this section do not
apply anymore.

The following assumption excludes ”multi-edges”, which is needed in the study of the rank of the Jacobian
matrix. In particular, it ensures the existence of ”triplets” in Lemma 10, which is crucial in proving that the
Jacobian matrix is of full rank in Theorem 5.

Assumption 1. For all graphs G, we exclude the existence of ”multi-edges”, i.e. ∀i ̸= j ∈ [n], (i, j) ∈ EG implies
(j, i) /∈ EG.

Theorem 5. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies Assumption 1, then

rank(JG) = min
{
nr, n

′
c

}
, (5)

where nr and n′
c are defined in Proposition 10, is generically true, i.e. the set of values such that (5) is not true

has Lebesgue measure zero.

Note that by definition, nr is the number of rows, and n′
c is the number of non-zero columns of JG. Thus

Theorem 5 in fact indicates that all of JG’s non-zero columns form a full rank matrix.

Example 8. Consider a stationary VAR(1) model with the corresponding graph below. The set of maximal
classes MC, nr and n′

c are:

MC = {{1, 2, 3, 4}, {3, 5}} ;
nr =EG + 1 = 5 + 4 + 1 = 10;

n′
c =| {{1, 1}, {2, 2}, {3, 3}, {4, 4}, {5, 5},

{1, 2}, {1, 3}, {1, 4}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}, {3, 4}, {3, 5}} | = 12.

Therefore,
dim (MG) = rank (JG) = min

{
nr, n

′
c

}
= 9.

The proof of Theorem 5 is technical, and aligns with generic settings throughout this paper. It is divided into
two separate cases: nr ≤ n′

c and nr > n′
c. We only introduce the proof for the first case, since the proof of the

second case resembles the first one. For a complete proof of the second case, see Appendix I.
Now, assume nr ≤ n′

c, and the goal is to prove that under this condition, rank (JG) = nr. For this, Lemmas
8-11 are needed. They transform the rank of the Jacobian matrix to that of another matrix that is derived from
the graph, and prove that this matrix is full rank generically, based on a special graphical structure that exists in
all graphs in this case.

Let E′
G be the set of edges excluding self-loops, and E′

G = |E′
G|. Define the set of pairs of nodes such that

they are not directly connected by one edge, but belong to the same maximal class:

Cmc
G :=

{
{k, l} | k, l ∈ [n], (k, l), (l, k) /∈ E′

G, and k, l belong to the same maximal class
}
,

and denote the cardinality of Cmc
G as Cmc

G . Under Assumption 1, the following lemma introduces a necessary and
sufficient condition for nr ≤ n′

c.

Lemma 8. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies Assumption 1, then nr ≤ n′
c if and only if there

exist two nodes k, l ∈ [n], s.t. {k, l} ∈ Cmc
G .

Proof. Assume ∀k, l ∈ [n], {k, l} /∈ Cmc
G . Then either (k, l) or (l, k) ∈ EG or k, l do not belong to the same maximal

class, i.e. (ΣΛ)kl = (ΣΛ)lk = 0. In this case, n′
c = EG because for all pairs of nodes i, j ∈ [n], (ΣΛ)ij ̸= 0 if and

only if (i, j) or (j, i) ∈ EG (but never at the same time because of Assumption 1). Since nr = EG + 1, nr > n′
c,

which contradicts the premise. ■

Lemma 8 indicates that under Assumption 1, the graphs that don’t satisfy nr ≤ n′
c are the ones such that

there are at least two maximal classes, and the undirected subgraph of each maximal class is complete.
Next, we introduce a new matrix BG derived from the Jacobian matrix. And it will be shown in Lemma 9

that the Jacobian matrix is full rank if the matrix BG is full rank.
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Definition 11. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies the condition nr ≤ n′
c. Then consider

a square matrix of size E′
G + 1, where the rows correspond to λij , s.t. (i, j) ∈ E′

G, and ω, and the columns
correspond to σS , where

S =
{
{i, j} | (i, j) ∈ E′

G

}
∪ {{k, l}}, for any {k, l} ∈ Cmc

G .

This matrix, denoted as BG, is defined as

B
[λij ,σab]
G = δja

[
(ΣΛ)ib (ΣΛ)jj − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)jb

]
+ δjb

[
(ΣΛ)ia (ΣΛ)jj − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)ja

]
;

B
[ω,σab]
G = (ΣΛ)ab (ΣΛ)

−1
aa + (ΣΛ)ba (ΣΛ)

−1
bb ,

where a, b ∈ [n] and {a, b} ∈ S.

Note that given a directed graph G, BG might not be unique, because when Cmc
G > 1, there are multiple

options for S.

Example 9. Consider a stationary VAR(1) model MG with a corresponding directed graph G = (V,EG), where
V = {1, 2, 3} and EG = {(1, 2) , (2, 3)}. Here there exists only one BG, which is

BG =

 (ΣΛ)11 (ΣΛ)22 − (ΣΛ)12 (ΣΛ)21 (ΣΛ)13 (ΣΛ)22 − (ΣΛ)12 (ΣΛ)23 0
0 (ΣΛ)22 (ΣΛ)33 − (ΣΛ)23 (ΣΛ)32 (ΣΛ)21 (ΣΛ)33 − (ΣΛ)23 (ΣΛ)31

(ΣΛ)12 (ΣΛ)
−1
11 + (ΣΛ)21 (ΣΛ)

−1
22 (ΣΛ)23 (ΣΛ)

−1
22 + (ΣΛ)32 (ΣΛ)

−1
33 (ΣΛ)13 (ΣΛ)

−1
11 + (ΣΛ)31 (ΣΛ)

−1
33

 .
Lemma 9. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies Assumption 1 and the condition nr ≤ n′

c. Then
rank (JG) = nr if there exists a BG that is full rank, i.e. rank (BG) = E′

G + 1.

Sketch of proof. By Lemma 7, rank (JG) = rank (ψG(B)), and therefore it is sufficient to prove that rank (ψG(B)) =
nr. Consider a (EG + 1)× (EG + 1) submatrix of ψG (B), where the columns correspond to the set

{σij | i, j ∈ [n] , (i, j) or (j, i) ∈ EG} ∪ {σkl} ,

where {k, l} ∈ Cmc
G . Note that Cmc

G ̸= ∅ by Lemma 8. In fact, this submatrix is a block matrix after reordering
rows and columns. Apply the the Guttman rank additivity formula (see [7]), this matrix is full rank if and only
if BG is full rank, up to a multiplication of a diagonal matrix with non-zero diagonals. For complete proof, see
Appendix H. ■

Next, we prove that under Assumption 1 and the condition nr ≤ n′
c, BG is generically full rank, i.e. the

Jacobian matrix JG is full rank.

Lemma 10. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies the condition nr ≤ n′
c and Assumption 1. Then

there exists three nodes: k, a, l ∈ [n] s.t. one of the following circumstances holds:

1. (k, a) , (a, l) ∈ E′
G and (k, l) , (l, k) /∈ E′

G;

2. (a, k) , (a, l) ∈ E′
G and (k, l) , (l, k) /∈ E′

G.

Proof. From Lemma 8, we know that there exist two nodes k, l ∈ [n] such that {k, l} ∈ Cmc
G , i.e. (k, l), (l, k) /∈ E′

G,
but k and l belong to the same maximal class. This ensures the existence of the triplets. ■

The following lemma states that the set of values such that BG is not full rank has zero Lebesgue measure.
We keep the proof in the main text because it again aligns with the generic settings of this paper, and uses the
existence of the ”triplet” structure introduced in Lemma 10, which is technical and insightful.

Lemma 11. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies Assumption 1 and nr ≤ n′
c. Define a subset

MB
G of MG:

MB
G := {Λ ∈MG | det (BG) = 0} ,

then
µG

(
MB

G

)
= 0,

where µG is the same measure defined in Proposition 5.
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Proof. First, we prove that the function

fG :MG × R+ → R
(Λ, ω) 7→ det (BG)

is rational. From Appendix A, we know that the parametrization map

ϕG :MG × R+ →Mn (R)

(Λ, ω) 7→ Σ, s.t. vec (Σ) =
(
In − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

vec (ωIn) ,

is rational, i.e. Σ is a matrix whose elements are Quotients of Polynomials (QOPs) with respect to the elements
of Λ and ω. Therefore, (ΣΛ) is also a matrix whose elements are QOPs. By definition, the elements of BG are
the elements of (ΣΛ) after summations, multiplications, and inversions. Hence, they are also QOPs. Since the
determinant is also a result of summations and multiplications of the elements of the matrix, fG is rational, i.e.
∃g, h ∈ R [(λij | (i, j) ∈ EG) , ω] polynomials s.t.

fG =
g

h
.

Next, we prove that the set of parameters such that h = 0 has Lebesgue measure zero. Recall from (4), for
all i, j ∈ [n],

(ΣΛ)ij =

n∑
k=1

σikλkj =

n∑
k=1

(vec (Σ))(k−1)n+i λkj

= ω

n∑
k=1

n∑
l=1

(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

(k−1)n+i,(l−1)n+l
λkj .

Since (
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

=
1

det (In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT )
adj
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
,

(ΣΛ)ij =
P

Q
,

where adj(·) is the adjugate matrix, P ∈ R [(λij | (i, j) ∈ EG) , ω], andQ = det
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
∈ R [λij | (i, j) ∈ EG].

Therefore ∃m ∈ N s.t.

h = Qm
n∏

i=1

(ΣΛ)ii .

From the fact that (ΣΛ)ii ̸= 0 for all i ∈ [n],

h = 0 ⇔ Q = 0 ⇔ det
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
= 0 ⇔ det (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ) = 0.

Therefore by Proposition 5,
µG ({Λ ∈MG | h = 0}) = µG

(
M0

G

)
= 0.

Finally, we prove that the set of parameters such that g = 0 has Lebesgue measure zero. Since det (BG) is
a QOP, it’s sufficient to prove that for any directed graph G = (V,EG) that satisfies the premises, there exists
Λ0 ∈MG, s.t. det (BG0) ̸= 0, where BG0 is BG with Λ = Λ0. From Lemma 10, there exists three nodes a, k, l ∈ [n],
s.t. either (k, a) , (a, l) ∈ E′

G and (k, l) , (l, k) /∈ E′
G (Case 1), or (a, k) , (a, l) ∈ E′

G and (k, l) , (l, k) /∈ E′
G (Case

2). In both scenarios, k, l belong to the same maximal class. Consider BG with rows correspond to λij , where
(i, j) ∈ E′

G and ω, and columns correspond to σab, where (a, b) ∈ E′
G, and σkl. We discuss the two cases separately.

Case 1: Consider Λ0 =
(
λ0
ij

)
that satisfies:

λ0
ij =

{
λ0
ij ̸= 0 , i = j or (i, j) = (k, a) or (i, j) = (a, l)

0 , otherwise
,

then
(Σ0Λ0)ij ̸= 0 ⇔ i = j or {i, j} ∈ {{k, a} , {a, l} , {k, l}} .

Order the rows and columns of BG such that the rows correspond to λka, λal, ω and λij , and the columns
correspond to σka, σal, σkl and σij respectively, where (i, j) represents all the edges in E′

G other than (k, a) and
(a, l). Note that the columns are ordered along with the corresponding rows. Consider the matrix BG0 , which is
defined as BG with Λ = Λ0, and define it as a block matrix:

BG0 =

[
A B
C D

]
,
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where A is a 3× 3 matrix consisting of the first three rows and columns of BG0 . Then

A = (Σ0Λ0)kk (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)ak (Σ0Λ0)kl (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)al 0
0 (Σ0Λ0)aa (Σ0Λ0)ll − (Σ0Λ0)al (Σ0Λ0)la (Σ0Λ0)ak (Σ0Λ0)ll − (Σ0Λ0)al (Σ0Λ0)lk

(Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)
−1
kk + (Σ0Λ0)ak (Σ0Λ0)

−1
aa (Σ0Λ0)al (Σ0Λ0)

−1
aa + (Σ0Λ0)la (Σ0Λ0)

−1
ll (Σ0Λ0)kl (Σ0Λ0)

−1
kk + (Σ0Λ0)lk (Σ0Λ0)

−1
ll

 .
For all (i, j) ∈ E′

G, s.t. {i, j} /∈ {{a, k} , {a, l} , {k, l}}, it’s clear that

B
[ω,σij ]
G0

= (Σ0Λ0)ij (Σ0Λ0)
−1
ii + (Σ0Λ0)ji (Σ0Λ0)

−1
jj = 0.

And

B
[λka,σij ]
G0

= δai
[
(Σ0Λ0)kj (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)aj

]
+ δaj

[
(Σ0Λ0)ki (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)ai

]
.

When a = i, we know that j ̸= a, k, l, so (Σ0Λ0)kj = (Σ0Λ0)aj = 0, thus δai
[
(Σ0Λ0)kj (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)aj

]
=

0. Similarly, δaj
[
(Σ0Λ0)ki (Σ0Λ0)aa − (Σ0Λ0)ka (Σ0Λ0)ai

]
= 0. Therefore, B

[λka,σij ]
G0

= 0, i.e.

B = 0.

Use a similar argument, we have
C = 0.

Therefore, BG0 is in fact a block diagonal matrix:

BG0 =

[
A 0
0 D

]
.

Note that det (D) is again a QOP. Let Λ′
0 = 2In, then D with Λ0 = Λ′

0, denoted as D′ is diagonal, and all the
elements on the diagonal are non-zero. So det (D′) ̸= 0. Therefore, the set of values of Λ0 such that det (D) = 0
has Lebesgue measure zero, i.e. det (D) ̸= 0, generically. On the other hand, let Λ0 satisfies:

λ0
ij =

{
2 , i = j or (i, j) = (k, a) or (i, j) = (a, l)
0 , otherwise

,

then det (A) ̸= 0. This implies that det(A) ̸= 0 generically. Because the union of finitely many Lebesgue measure
zero sets has Lebesgue measure zero, we conclude that det (BG0) = det (A) det (D) ̸= 0 generically.

Case 2: Let G0 = (V,EG0) where
EG0 = {(a, k) , (a, l)} ,

and

λ0
ij =

{
2 , i = j or (i, j) = (a, k) or (i, j) = (a, l)
0 , otherwise

.

Then using similar arguments as in Case 1, we can prove that det (BG0) ̸= 0.
Combining all the arguments above, we can conclude that the set of values of Λ such that det (BG) = 0 has

Lebesgue measure zero. ■

Proof of case 1 in Theorem 5. This is a direct result of Lemmas 9 and 11. ■

In conclusion, for graphs without multi-edges, the rank of the Jacobian matrix (the dimension of the model)
is calculable.

As explained in Section 2.2, models with different dimensions are generically identifiable. With Theorem 5,
the dimensions are known for a subset of models that satisfies Assumption 1. One interpretation of this result is
that for a family of models {Mk}Kk=1 that satisfy Assumption 1 and the condition nr < n′

c, they are generically
identifiable if the number of edges in the corresponding graphs is different, i.e. the number of edges is identifiable.
See the next section for a summary and illustration of all the results above.
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Table 1: A summary of identifiability results

Conclusion Conditions References Examples

M1 and M2

are
identifiable

G1 and G2 do
not contain multi-
edges, dim (M1) =
dim (M2), and
MC1 ̸= MC1

Theorem
3

G1 G2

dim (M1) ̸=
dim (M2)

Theorem
5

G1 G2

G1 or G2 contains
multi-edges, and
conditions in Theo-
rem 4 are satisfied

Theorem
4

Figure 4

M1 and M2

do not satisfy
the
identifiability
criteria in
this paper

dim (M1) =
dim (M2) and
MC1 = MC2

- G1 G2

G1 or G2 contains
multi-edges and con-
ditions in Theorem 4
are not satisfied

- G1 G2 is any graph

(a) G1 (b) G2 (c) G3 (d) G4

Figure 5: A family of identifiable graphs
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5.3 Summary and illustration

In this section, we first provide a summary of all the identifiability results. In particular, conditions for two
stationary VAR(1) models M1 and M2 to satisfy the identifiability criteria or not are listed below: Here, MCi is
the set of maximal classes of the model Mi. Note that although we present cases where the identifiability criteria
used in this paper are not satisfied, it does not necessarily mean that the models are not identifiable. These are
open cases left for future work.

We end this section with an example of a family of graphs that are identifiable from each other.

Example 10. The family of graphs in Figure 5 are identifiable. The relevant properties of the graphs are listed
below:

Graph Set of maximal classes Dimension

G1 {{1, 2}, {1, 3}, {1, 4}} 7

G2 {{1, 3}, {2, 3, 4}} 8

G3 {{1, 2}, {2, 3, 4}} 8

G4 {{1, 2, 3}, {3, 4}} Unknown

By the dimensions, G1 is identifiable from G2 and G3. Moreover, G2 and G3 are identifiable because the maximal
classes are different. Finally, G4 is identifiable from G1, G2 and G3 because the sets of maximal class do not
overlap.

6 Illustrations of ecological networks

This section presents possible applications of the identifiability results introduced in Section 5.

6.1 Bipartite graphs with prior classification

Recall that bipartite graphs refer to a type of graph whose nodes can be divided into two groups, and all edges
are directed from one group to the other.

Proposition 11. Any directed bipartite graphs are (generically) identifiable if the nodes are primarily classified,
all edges are directed from one part to the other, and the direction is known.

Example 11. Figure 6 is an example of a hierarchical ecological network. The maximal classes are:

Figure 6: Example of hierarchical ecological networks ([9])

{{1, 6, 7}, {2, 6, 7, 8, 9}, {3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10}, {4, 6}, {5, 6}} .

If we already know that species 1 − 5 are resources, and species 6 − 10 are consumers, then each maximal class
contains exactly one resource and all the consumers it feeds, thus the whole graph is identifiable.

6.2 Bipartite graphs without prior classification

Generally, for a directed bipartite graph, whose edges are directed from one part to the other, and the direction
is known, if we do not know the classification of the nodes, the whole graph is not identifiable. However, maximal
classes can help to recover at least part of the graph. As shown in the following example.

Example 12. Consider again the network shown in Figure 6, if we do not know who are the resources, or who
are the consumers, then we will not be able to recover the whole graph. But we know that each maximal class
contains exactly one resource and all the consumers it feeds.
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6.3 Resilience of the network

Maximal classes can sometimes indicate the resilience of the network.

Proposition 12. If two maximal classes are disjoint, the nodes from one maximal class are completely unrelated
to the ones from the other.

Example 13. Figure 7 shows two examples of ecological networks. The Maximal classes of A are

Figure 7: Example of hierarchical ecological networks ([9])

{{1, 2, 3}, {4, 5, 6}} ,

and the maximal classes of B are
{{1, 2, 3, 6}, {3, 4, 5, 6}} .

In this case, A is more resilient than B, because the only two maximal classes of A are disjoint, and hence nodes
1−3 do not affect nodes 4−6 at all. In particular, if we take node 3 away from the system, then in A, only nodes
1 and 2 will be affected, while in B, all the other nodes will be affected.
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A Proof of the fact that the parametrization map is rational

Proof. Recall that the parametrization map is:

ϕG :MG × R+ →Mn (R)

(Λ, ω) 7→ Σ, s.t. vec (Σ) =
(
In − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

vec (ωIn) .

It’s sufficient to prove that for all i ∈
[
n2
]
, the ith coordinate function of ϕG:

ϕi :M
B
G × R+ →Mn (R)
(Λ, ω) 7→ vec (Σ)i

is a quotient of polynomials (QOPs), i.e. ∃fi, gi ∈ R [λ11, λ12, · · · , λnn, ω] , s.t.ϕi = fi/gi, where vec (Σ)i is the i
th

element of vec (Σ).
For all i ∈

[
n2
]
,

ϕi (Λ, ω) = vec (Σ)i

=

n2∑
j=1

(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

ij
vec (ωIn)j

= ω

n2∑
j=1

(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

ij
vec (In)j

= ω

n∑
k=1

(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1

i,((k−1)n+k)
.

Since the finite sum of QOPs is still a QOP, it’s sufficient to prove that
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1
is a matrix whose

elements are QOPs.
By definition, (

In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT
)−1

=
1

det (In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT )
adj
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)
,

where adj (·) is the adjugate matrix. Since det (·) is a polynomial, and adj (·) is a matrix whose elements are

polynomials,
(
In2 − ΛT ⊗ ΛT

)−1
is a matrix whose elements are QOPs. ■

B Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Recall from (3):
Σ = ΛTΣΛ+ ωIn,

and for all i, j ∈ [n], (
ΛTΣΛ

)
ij

=

n∑
k,l=1

λliσlkλkj =

n∑
k,l=1

σklλkiλlj .

Let

δij =

{
1 if i = j
0 if i ̸= j

, ∀i, j ∈ [n].

For all a, b, i, j ∈ [n],

∂σij

∂λab
=
∂
(
ΛTΣΛ

)
ij

∂λab
+
∂ (ωIn)ij
∂λab

=
∂
(
ΛTΣΛ

)
ij

∂λab

=

n∑
k,l=1

∂σkl

∂λab
λkiλlj +

n∑
k,l=1

σkl
∂ (λkiλlj)

∂λab

=

n∑
k,l=1

∂σkl

∂λab
λkiλlj + 2δijδbi

n∑
l=1

σalλlb + (1− δij)

(
δbi

n∑
l=1

σalλlj + δbj

n∑
l=1

σalλli

)
,

∂σij

∂ω
=
∂
(
ΛTΣΛ

)
ij

∂ω
+
∂ (ωIn)ij

∂ω
=

n∑
k,l=1

∂σkl

∂ω
λkiλlj + δij .

(6)

27



Let Jλab,σij = ∂σij/∂λab and Jω,σij = ∂σij/∂ω. Then, using (6),

Jλab,σij =

n∑
k,l=1

Jλab,σklAλkl,σij +Bλab,σij ,

Jω,σij =

n∑
k,l=1

Jω,σklAλkl,σij +Bω,σij ,

where

Aλab,σij = λaiλbj ,

Bλab,σij = 2δijδbi

n∑
l=1

σalλlb + (1− δij)

(
δbi

n∑
l=1

σalλlj + δbj

n∑
l=1

σalλli

)
= 2δijδbi (ΣΛ)ab + (1− δij)

(
δbi (ΣΛ)aj + δbj (ΣΛ)ai

)
,

Bω,σij = δij ,

If we order the rows and columns of J such that the rows correspond to λ11,λ12,...,λ1n,...,λn1,λn2,...,λnn, and ω
respectively, and the columns correspond to σ11,σ12,...,σ1n,...,σn1,σn2,...,σnn, then we are able to organize A and
B into the following matrix forms:

A = Λ⊗ Λ,

B =



2 (ΣΛ)11 (ΣΛ)12 · · · (ΣΛ)1n (ΣΛ)12 0 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)1n 0 · · · 0
0 (ΣΛ)11 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)11 2 (ΣΛ)12 · · · (ΣΛ)1n 0 (ΣΛ)1n · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

... · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)11 0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)12 (ΣΛ)11 (ΣΛ)12 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)1n

2 (ΣΛ)21 (ΣΛ)22 · · · (ΣΛ)2n (ΣΛ)22 0 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)2n 0 · · · 0
0 (ΣΛ)21 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)21 2 (ΣΛ)22 · · · (ΣΛ)2n 0 (ΣΛ)2n · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

... · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)21 0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)22 (ΣΛ)21 (ΣΛ)22 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)2n

...
...

...

2 (ΣΛ)n1 (ΣΛ)n2 · · · (ΣΛ)nn (ΣΛ)n2 0 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)nn 0 · · · 0
0 (ΣΛ)n1 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)n1 2 (ΣΛ)n2 · · · (ΣΛ)nn 0 (ΣΛ)nn · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

... · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)n1 0 0 · · · (ΣΛ)n2 (ΣΛ)n1 (ΣΛ)n2 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)nn

1 0 · · · 0 0 1 · · · 0 · · · 0 0 · · · 1


=

[
(ΣΛ)⊗ In + ((ΣΛ)⊗ In)P

vec (In2)T

]
=

[
(ΣΛ⊗ In) (In2 +P)

vec (In2)T

]
,

and
J = JA+B.

■

C Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Recall that JG has EG + 1 rows, which correspond to λij , where i, j ∈ [n] and (i, j) ∈ EG and ω. By
definition, J has extra rows comparing to JG, and in particular, rows that correspond to λst, where s, t ∈ [n] and
(s, t) /∈ EG. Therefore the first step of the projection ψG is to remove these extra rows.

28



It’s clear that for any i, j, a, b, s, t ∈ [n], where (i, j) ∈ EG and (s, t) /∈ EG,(
∂σab

∂λij

)
|λst=0 =

∂ (σab|λst=0)

∂λij
, and

(
∂σab

∂ω

)
|λst=0 =

∂ (σab|λst=0)

∂ω
.

These equations show that elements in JG are exactly the corresponding elements in J setting λst to 0 for all
s, t ∈ [n] s.t. (s, t) /∈ EG. ■

D Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. Denote the interaction matrix and covariance matrix for complete graphs with n nodes as Λc and Σc

respectively. We know from Lemma 1 that the extended Jacobian matrix for the complete graph satisfies:

J = J (Λc ⊗ Λc) +B, (7)

where

B =

[
(ΣcΛc ⊗ In) (In2 +P)

vec (In2)T .

]
.

Apply the projection ψG to both sides of the equation, we have

JG = JG (Λ⊗ Λ) + ψG(B),

where

B =

[
(ΣΛ⊗ In) (In2 +P)

vec (In2)T .

]
,

by the definition of ψG. ■

E Proof of Lemma 4

Proposition 13. For any graph G, each node belongs to at least one maximal class.

Proof. Consider any node in the graph, if it has in-degree 0, then it is a source node, and belongs to the maximal
class with itself being the source node. If it has a positive in-degree, then it belongs to the same maximal class
as its parent node. ■

Proof of Lemma 4. ”⇒” By Definition 10, i and j belong to the same maximal class if and only if there exists a
source node k ∈ V , s.t. they are both reachable by k. If k = i or k = j, then the first condition is satisfied. On
the other hand, if k ̸= i, j, then let l = k, thus the second condition is satisfied.

”⇐” First, assume the first condition is satisfied, and w.l.o.g, suppose there exists a directed path from i to j.
i must belong to at least one maximal class in G, denoted as MC[k] with a source k. Then there exists a directed
path from k to i, thus there also exists a path: k ⇝ i⇝ j, i.e. j ∈ MC[k].

Next, assume the second condition is satisfied. The result is proved using similar arguments as before and the
fact that l must belong to at least one maximal class in G. ■

F Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. First, we prove that µG

(
MG\MP

)
= 0, i.e., Λ ∈ MP generically. For all i, j ∈ V , s.t. there exists a

directed path in G from i to j, it’s clear that for all k ∈ N, λ[k]
ij is a polynomial of entries of Λ. Consider Λ0 ∈MG

s.t. λst > 0 for all (s, t) ∈ EG, we know that there exists K ∈ N s.t. ∀k > K, λ
[k]
0,ij ̸= 0. Therefore, ∀k > K,

λ
[k]
ij ̸= 0 generically, i.e. µG

(
MG\MP

)
= 0.

Next, we prove that µG

(
MG\MS

)
= 0. Define:

MS1 :=

{
Λ ∈Mn (R) | ∀i, j ∈ V,

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
a=1

λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0 ⇔ ∀k ∈ N, a ∈ [n] , λ

[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj = 0

}
,

MS2 :=

{
Λ ∈Mn (R) | ∀i, j ∈ V,

n∑
s=1

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
l=1

λ
[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0 ⇔ ∀k ∈ N, s, l ∈ [n] , λ

[k]
li λ

[k]
ls λsj = 0

}
.
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By definition, MS = MS1 ∩ MS2 . Here, we present only the proof of µG

(
MG\MS1

)
= 0, the proof of

µG

(
MG\MS2

)
= 0 is omitted because it uses the exact same technique as the other one.

Denote

hij =

+∞∑
k=0

n∑
a=1

λ
[k]
ai λ

[k]
aj .

hij is a function defined on MG, i.e. a function of entries of λst where (s, t) ∈ EG. Assume that for some i, j ∈ V ,

there exists Λ0 ∈ MG, s.t. there exist k0 ∈ N and a0 ∈ [n] s.t. λ
[k0]
0,a0i

λ
[k0]
0,a0j

> 0, and hij (Λ0) = 0. Denote

ci = λ
[k0]
0,a0i

, and cj = λ
[k0]
0,a0j

. Note that ci and cj are constants in R. Moreover, define another function hij |k0,a0

on MG as hij with λ
[k0]
a0i

= ci and λ
[k0]
a0j

= cj fixed as constants. Then hij |k0,a0 is an analytic function of the
entries of Λ. Consider again Λ′ ∈MG s.t. λ′

st > 0 for all (s, t) ∈ EG, then by definition, hij |k0,a0 > 0. Therefore,
hij |k0,a0 does not constantly equal zero on MG. In this case,

µG ({Λ ∈MG | hij |k0,a0 = 0}) = 0,

because the set of roots of a non-zero real analytic function has Lebesgue measure zero ([5, Section 3.1]). This
implies that

µG

({
Λ ∈MG | λ[k0]

a0i
λ
[k0]
a0j

> 0, and hij = 0
})

= 0.

Therefore,

µG

(
MG\MS1

)
= µG

({
Λ ∈MG | ∃i, j ∈ V s.t.∃k0 ∈ N, a0 ∈ [n], λ

[k0]
a0i

λ
[k0]
a0j

̸= 0, and hij = 0
})

= µG

({
Λ ∈MG | ∃i, j ∈ V s.t.∃k0 ∈ N, a0 ∈ [n], λ

[k0]
a0i

λ
[k0]
a0j

> 0, and hij = 0
})

= µG

 ⋃
i,j∈V

⋃
k0∈N

⋃
a0∈[n]

{
Λ ∈MG | λ[k0]

a0i
λ
[k0]
a0j

> 0, and hij = 0
}

≤
∑
i,j∈V

∑
k0∈N

∑
a0∈[n]

µG

({
Λ ∈MG | λ[k0]

a0i
λ
[k0]
a0j

> 0, and hij = 0
})

= 0.

The inequality is true because N is countable ([3, Theorem 10.2]). ■

G Proof of Lemma 7

Proof. Recall that JG is JG with additional columns that coincide with existing columns of JG. Therefore,

rank (JG) = rank
(
JG

)
.

Since
JG = ψG (B) (In2 − Λ⊗ Λ)−1 ,

rank
(
JG

)
= rank (ψG (B)). Therefore,

rank (JG) = rank (ψG (B)) .

■

H Proof of Lemma 9

Proof. By Lemma 7, rank (JG) = rank (ψG(B)), and therefore it is sufficient to prove that rank (ψG(B)) = nr.
Consider a (EG + 1)× (EG + 1) submatrix of ψG (B), where the columns correspond to the set

{σij | i, j ∈ [n] , (i, j) or (j, i) ∈ EG} ∪ {σkl} ,
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where {k, l} ∈ Cmc
G . Note that Cmc

G ̸= ∅ by Lemma 8. After reordering the rows and columns, the submatrix,

denoted as ψG (B)[EG+1] is

ψG (B)[EG+1] =



2 (ΣΛ)11 0 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)1b δa1 + (ΣΛ)1a δb1
0 2 (ΣΛ)22 · · · 0 (ΣΛ)2b δa2 + (ΣΛ)2a δb2
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)nn (ΣΛ)nb δan + (ΣΛ)na δbn

2 (ΣΛ)i1 δj1 2 (ΣΛ)i2 δj2 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)in δjn (ΣΛ)ib δja + (ΣΛ)ia δjb

1 1 · · · 1 0


.

Since nr ≤ n′
c, it’s sufficient to prove ψG (B)[EG+1] is full rank.

Consider ψG (B)[EG+1] as a block matrix such that

ψG (B)[EG+1] =

[
A B
C D

]
,

where

A =


2 (ΣΛ)11 0 · · · 0

0 2 (ΣΛ)22 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)nn

 .
It’s clear that A is invertible, since (ΣΛ)ii ̸= 0 for all i ∈ [n]. Apply the Guttman rank additivity formula (see
[7]), we have

rank
(
ψG (B)[EG+1]

)
= rank (A) + rank

(
D − CA−1B

)
.

Therefore, ψG (B)[EG+1] is full rank if and only if D − CA−1B is full rank.
By definition, for any (i, j) ∈ E′

G and (a, b) ∈ S′,(
CA−1B

)[λij ,σab]

=
[
2 (ΣΛ)i1 δj1 2 (ΣΛ)i2 δj2 · · · 2 (ΣΛ)in δjn

]


2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
11 0 · · · 0

0 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
22 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
nn




(ΣΛ)1b δa1 + (ΣΛ)1a δb1
(ΣΛ)2b δa2 + (ΣΛ)2a δb2

...
(ΣΛ)nb δan + (ΣΛ)na δbn



=
[

0 · · · (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)
−1
jj · · · 0

]
(ΣΛ)1b δa1 + (ΣΛ)1a δb1
(ΣΛ)2b δa2 + (ΣΛ)2a δb2

...
(ΣΛ)nb δan + (ΣΛ)na δbn


= δja

[
(ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)

−1
jj (ΣΛ)jb

]
+ δjb

[
(ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)

−1
jj (ΣΛ)ja

]
,

and (
CA−1B

)[ω,σab]

=
[
1 1 · · · 1

]


2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
11 0 · · · 0

0 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
22 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
nn




(ΣΛ)1b δa1 + (ΣΛ)1a δb1
(ΣΛ)2b δa2 + (ΣΛ)2a δb2

...
(ΣΛ)nb δan + (ΣΛ)na δbn



=
[
2−1 (ΣΛ)−1

11 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1
22 · · · 2−1 (ΣΛ)−1

nn

]


(ΣΛ)1b δa1 + (ΣΛ)1a δb1
(ΣΛ)2b δa2 + (ΣΛ)2a δb2

...
(ΣΛ)nb δan + (ΣΛ)na δbn


= 2−1 (ΣΛ)ab (ΣΛ)

−1
aa + 2−1 (ΣΛ)ba (ΣΛ)

−1
bb .
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Thus,(
D − CA−1B

)[λij ,σab] = δja
[
(ΣΛ)ib − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)

−1
jj (ΣΛ)jb

]
+ δjb

[
(ΣΛ)ia − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)

−1
jj (ΣΛ)ja

]
,(

D − CA−1B
)[ω,σab] = −2−1 (ΣΛ)ab (ΣΛ)

−1
aa − 2−1 (ΣΛ)ba (ΣΛ)

−1
bb .

Therefore, for BG of Definition 11,

B
[λij ,σab]
G = (ΣΛ)jj

(
D − CA−1B

)[λij ,σab] ,

B
[ω,σab]
G = (−2)

(
D − CA−1B

)[ω,σab] .

Note that
BG =MG

(
D − CA−1B

)
,

where MG is a diagonal matrix whose elements on the diagonal are (ΣΛ)jj , s.t. ∃i ∈ [n] , (i, j) ∈ E′
G and −2.

Hence MG is invertible, and
rank

(
D − CA−1B

)
= rank (BG) .

■

I Proof of Case 2 in Theorem 5

By Lemma 8, we know that under Assumption 1, the condition nr > n′
c is satisfied if and only if the set Cmc

G is
empty, i.e. Cmc

G = 0, meaning that for all i, j ∈ [n], either (i, j) or (j, i) ∈ EG or i, j do not belong to the same
maximal class. In addition, n′

c = EG.
Using similar arguments as before, we define another matrix, B′

G, which is derived from the Jacobian matrix,
and prove that the Jacobian matrix JG is full rank if and only if B′

G is full rank.

Definition 12. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies nr > n′
c. Define a square matrix B′

G of
size E′

G, where the rows correspond to λij , s.t. i, j ∈ [n] and (i, j) ∈ E′
G, and the columns correspond to σab s.t.

a, b ∈ [n] and (a, b) or (b, a) ∈ E′
G as follows

B
′[λij ,σab]
G = δja

[
(ΣΛ)ib (ΣΛ)jj − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)jb

]
+ δjb

[
(ΣΛ)ia (ΣΛ)jj − (ΣΛ)ij (ΣΛ)ja

]
.

Note that B′
G is BG excluding the last row that corresponds to ω.

Lemma 12. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies the condition nr > n′
c. Then rank (ψG (B)) = n′

c

(i.e. rank (JG) = n′
c) if B′

G is full rank, i.e. rank(B′
G) = E′

G.

Proof. Consider a EG ×EG submatrix of ψG(B), where the rows correspond to λij s.t. i, j ∈ [n] and (i, j) ∈ EG,
and the columns correspond to σab s.t. a, b ∈ [n], a ≤ b, and (a, b) or (b, a) ∈ EG. In fact, this submatrix contains
all distinct non-zero columns of ψG(B). Therefore, if this submatrix is full rank, then rank (ψG (B)) = n′

c = EG.
Use the same technique as in Lemma 9, where we conder ψG (B) as a block matrix and apply the Guttman

rank additivity formula, we know that

rank(ψG(B)) = EG ⇔ rank(B′
G) = E′

G.

■

Denote a subset MB
G of MG:

MB
G :=

{
Λ ∈MG | det(B′

G) = 0
}
.

Lemma 13. Let MG be a stationary VAR(1) model that satisfies Assumption 1 and nr > n′
c, then

µG

(
MB

G

)
= 0.

Proof. Use similar arguments as in Lemma 11, det(B′
G) is a rational function of the entries of Λ and ω. Therefore,

it is sufficient to find a Λ0 ∈MG s.t. det(BG0) ̸= 0, where BG0 is B′
G with Λ = Λ0. Let

Λ0 = 2In,

then BG0 is diagonal with non-zero diagonal entries. Therefore det(B′
G) ̸= 0. ■
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